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In the debates on Isra&s application for admission to 
the United Nations during the second part of the third session 
of the General Assenbly, frequent references were made to the 

principal subjects under discussion at Lausanne. 

The followeng is a SunmarY of the main points raised by 
the parties to the Lausanne meetings present at Lake Success 
(Egypt 9 Xsrael, Lebanon and Syria) concerning the questions of 
Jerusalem and the Holy Places, Arab refugees and boundaries, 

The statements summar?tsed below were made for the most 

part in direct reference to Israel’s eligibility or non-eligi- I 
bility for membership of the United Nations. This emphasis has 
in most cases been omitted from the following note: 

A, LERUSAL8M AND THH HOLY PLACES --- 

EGYPT 1) The Arab States had accepted the international$.satian of 
Jerusalem in order to protect the Holy Places, Internatio- 
naltlaation was the only solution whereby the interests of 
the three world religions could be defended and protected, 

An international zone, separating the parties to the con* 
flict, would preclude the possibility of renewed hostili- 
ties o 

2) If the Holy Places were severed from the rest of the city, 

freedom of access and the security of pilgrims could not 
be guaranteed 4 nor supplies .assured o 

3) The ad hoc Political Committee, if it sou;;ht the views 

of the Holy See on guarantees necessary to protect the 
Holy Places (as proposed in the Argentine draft reso~ut~.on, 
a/!&,24/61) 9 should also consult the authorities of other 

religious bodies, Moslems in particular had sanctuaries 
all over Palestine which were of great significance to 
hundreds of millions of Moslems throughout the world, 

4) T~,Q ad hoc Political Committee should also seek informa- 

tion from the religious authorfttes concerning the fears, 
which still existed regarding the ,form of control to be 
established in Jerusalem. 
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JERU,TALEM, AND ;d HOLY PLACES 

$W2!l! 5) The Conciliation Commission’s reports gave no re- 
-t-z-zm.) assurance concerning Israel’s intentions with regard 

to Jerusalem and the Holy Places. They revealed that 
Zionist forces were entrenched in and around the Holy 
Places and that they maintained possession of more 

than half of the area to be internationalizod and of 
practically all the other areas referred to in para- 

graph 8 of the resolution of 11 December. There was 

not the sli-ghtest indication that the Jews intended to 
evacuate these areas or to put them under effective 

United Nations control; the contrary seemed indicated 
(ad hoc Political Committee, Li-jrd and 46th meetings; 

Plenary, 207th meeting). 

ISRAEL* -- 
a> 

3) 

4) 

Israel cooperated to the fullest extent with the Statute 
of November 1947, It bore no responsibility fur the 
failure of that project? which was due to the armed 
resistance of the Arab States and to the refusal of 
organs of the United Nations to ratify or asswlle the 
necessary obligations . 
Israel advocated the establishment of an international 

regime for Jerusalem concerned exclusively with the 
control of Holy Places and sites I) If such a regime 
were established, the Government of Israel would 

cooperate with it, 
Israel wou’ld also agree to place under international 
control the Holy Places situated in parts (.)f its terri- 

tory outside Jerusalem. It agreed that guarantees 
should be given for the protection of the Holy places 
and free access th.ereto 

ISrae Was p3XqXWed to Offer the fullest safeguards and 
guarantees for the security of religious institutions 

in the exercise of their functions, and to negotiate 
immediately with all religious authorities concerned 

The first twelve points noted below summarise the 
detailed statement on Jerusalem made on 5 May 1949 by the 
representative of Israel to which Mr, Eytan referred in 
his letter of 31 May to the Chairman of the Committee on 
Jerusalem (Con,Jer,/9) (Extracts from this statement were 
circulated aS document Com.Jer,/W,20) o The remaining points 

amplification of this state- 
put by members of the ad hoc 1 

summarise observations made in 
merit or in reply to’ questions 
l?oli$ical Committee 0 



JERJSUEM U'D TTB HOLY PLACES 

XSRAEL with this end in view,, 
(contd,) 

Negatiations had already corn- 
menccd with the PclpKl. Envoy and with the Government of 
France D 

5) Israel would perscvera in its efforts to repair damage 
inflicted on religious buildings and sites in the course 
of the war9 launched by the Arab NxAes 1 with whom the 
initial responsibility for such destruction rested, 

6): Is~~~el regarded with pride and satisfaction its part 
in the restoration of peace and order which were the 
essentlnl requisite s of any reverent care for the Holy 
Plaoes. 

7) The integration of the Jewish part of Jerusalem had 
taken place as A. natural historical process arisllng from. 
conditions of war, from the vacuum of authority created 
by the terminat5on of the Ma&ate, and from the refusal 
of the United Nations to assume any direct adminlstratfve 
responsibilities on the scene, This integration, which 
was paralleled'by a similar process in the Arab area, 
#as not incompatible with the establishulent of an inter-. 
national regime charged with full juridical status for 
the effective protection of the Holy Places, no matter 

where situated, Israel would submit a proposal or altsr- 
native proposals for reconciling theso interssts to the 
fourth General Assembly, One such proposal had already 
besn presented to the Conciliation Commission by the 
PS$W Minister of Imael, 

8) Israel would continue to seek agreements with the Arab 
interests concerned for the maintenance of peace and the 
reopening of blocked access into and within the City of 
JfI%.lSalQm, The negotiations now proceeding did not, 
however, affect the juridical status of Jerusalem, which 
Israel would seek to define by 5nternatSonal consent, 

9) Israel noted,a disposition on the part of the Concilia- 
tion Commission and individual Member Statcs to formulate 
new proposals for the satisfaction of international 
interests in Jerusalem, Israel would give its most 
earnest study to all such proposals, in the firm belief 
that the United Nations should only assume responsibili- 
t&s wh+h it was willing and able to exercise and which 
did not go beyond the limits! required for the genuine 
fulfilment of universal religious interests, 
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XBRUSALE!M AND THE HOLZ PLACES 

ISRAEL lo) 
(contd,) 

11) 

12) 

13) Israel considered that its general policy with regard to 

L lerusalen and the Holy Places was in conformity with the 
Objectives of the Papal Encyclical, On the other hand, 

The resolution of December 11 1948 provided for the 
discussion of a lasting solution for the Jerusalem 
problem at the Fourth Session. Israel believed that 
the General Assembly should on that occasion discuss 

the final juridical status of Jerusalem., Israel hoped 
to contribute to that discussion, etther by commenting 
on proposals put forward or by submitting proposals of 
its own. 

Profound religious interests gave Jerusalem a central 
and abiding place in Jewish spiritual life, 411 the 
sacred associations of Jerusalem derived ultimately 
from its Jewish origins, The preservation of synagogues, 
the right of access to the Wailing Wall and of residence 
within the Old City required international guarantees 
and implementation, 

Tho above views were fully in accord with the principles 
of the Charter, with the resolution of December 11 and 

with the views of many members af the United Nations 
whose eligibility to retain their membership of the 
organieation had never been questioned, “he conscien- 
f2im.1~ and honest regard which the Government of Israel 
had shown and would continue to show both for interna- 
tional interests and for the welfare of the population 

entitled it to present its record on Jerusalem as its 
Mghest point of credit. 

Catholic spokesmen in the United States ,had expressed 
tha view that the international status for Jerusalem 
was still capable of implementation in its entirety, 
Israel did not share this view, 

14) Israel was still considering various plans for the fu- 

ture of Jerusalem, but were the Fourth Session of the 
General .Assenbly to open immediately, Israel would sug- 
gest that the incorporation of the Jewish part of Jeru- 

salem into Israel should receive formal recognition from 
the General Assembly, which should acknowledge the right 

of the State of Israel to exercise its functions in that 
tirea e The word ‘tsovereigntyl’ was not used in this con- 
nection advisedly; in any case, the powers which Israel 



TSRlOEL asp$fed to exercise even In the 5ew2sh part of Jerusalem 
bontd , ) would not be unlimited, since Israel had already handed 

over to the, international. community full jurisdiction 
and authority in all matters relating to the Holy Places. 
An oxtenslvo military administration or financial under- 

taking on the part of tho United Nations was no longer 
rwx.ssary, since order had been restored under existing 

administrations in both sections of the,+city, 7 

15) f;Trael was prepared ta consider alternative proptisals 
for the future of Jerusalem and was in fact expecting 
one from the’ Conciliation Commission, Israel already 
knew that this proposal would be very different from the 
plan embodied in the resolution of November 1947, 1°C 
should be noted that the General Assembly had not com- 

, mfttod itself in advance to accept the proposals that 
the Conciliation Commission might draw up, 

16) If the agraemonts reached as a consequence of negotia- 
t;2ons now proceeding between Xsrnol and certa9n relic 
.gious authorities failed to win the approval of the 
Fourth General Assembly, Was2 presumed that both par- 
t3.e~ would be entitled to retti~o them accordingly. 

17) Israel. would cooperate with the agencies of’ the United 
Nations with all the neans at fts disposal In the fulfil- 
ment of the resolution of 11 Dooember 194.8, which in its 
view was the last and valid word of the General Assembly 
on the future of ihx?usalem, Its delegation in Lausnnne 3 
was actively cooperating with the Conciliation Commis- 
sion on the 3erusalem question. Israel did not feel 
that the divergent interests fn thts problem could not, 

be swiftly recognised 9 and would cooperate with the Con- 
cil5ation Comr:lission in working out a pract2caJ scheme 
for Jerusalem, 

10) Ih reply to a quest+on put by the representative of Bel- 

gium asking whethor If admitted to the United Nations, 
Israel would agree to cooperjte subsequently with the 
General Assembly in settling the Jerusalem question, or 
whether it would invoke Article 2, paragraph 7 of the 

Charter (domestic jurisdiction of States) 9 the pepresen+ 
tative of Israel stated that his Government would coopec, 

., 
rate with the General Assembly. In his view &article 2, 
paragraph 7 could not possibly affect the Jerusalem 
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ISRAEL 
(contd.) 

191 

21) 

llJmAN0~ 1) 

JEHUSbIEM AND, THE HOLY PLbCES 

problem, since the legal status of Jerusalem would be 
different from that of the territory over which Is?%el 
was sovereign, Furthermore, the application af Article 
2 , paragraph 7 should be a matter for careful conside- 
ration if such application tended to deprive .Aseenb3$... , 
recommendations of all moral force0 There was a diver- 
gency of legal theories about the validity of General 
Assembly recommendations, some giving them legal status, 
while others disregarded them at will, The representa- 
tive of Israel could not say where his Government in- 
tended to stand between these two extremes, but it would 
certainly be nearer the first than the second, 
The Arab States had not made a single proposal concerning 
the international regime they would be prepared to accept, 
nor had they promised to give up, if necessary, jurisdic- 
tion over Holy Places, as Israel had done, The 4,rabs 
had continued to reserve their right 'to reject any plan 
that might be presented. 
The question whether Christians and Moslems who had lived 
in Jerusalem should be allowed to go back was an integral 
part of the refugee problem, It should be considered 
simultaneously with the question of the right of the 
Jewish inhabitants of the Old City to return to their 
homes, (f& hoc Political Committee 

45th, 46th,Tth, 48th and 50th meltings) 

Israel had taken careful note of the discussions on JBru- 
salem and the Holy Places in the ad hoc Committee, It _I- 
would pursue its steadfast efforts to assist in the car- 
liest possible settlement of this issue by discussions 
between Israel and the neighbouring states and through 
the good offices of the United Nations, It would strive 
to take a constructive and responsible part in whatever 
discussions might take place on this subject at the next 
session of the General Assembly, 

(Plenary, 207th meeting, after Israel's admission) 

The Arabs favoured the internationalisation of Jerusalem 
and all statements to the contrary were not in confor- 
mity with the facts, 

e 



LEBANON 21 
bxd3.L) 

3) 

6) 

7) 

JERUS:1IXM &ND TJ33 HOLY PLACES 

The point xl; issue was whether Jerusalem was to be par- 
titioned or preserved as a Haly City for all mankind, 
The problem went far beyand a Jewish-Arab dispute and 
concerned that which was most sacred in Western civili- 
sation, 
Israelts occupation of the greater part of the New City 
was making the sstablishmont of an international regime, 
impossible, was threatening the roli~,‘iows rights of 
Christian and Moslem comzlunities in J'orus;\lem and was 
contrary to the expressed desires of the highest r~pre- 
sentatives of all Christian Churches and Moslem denomi- 
nations, %istorzical, political and religious reasons” 

madc it impossible for Christians and Moslems, and for 
Christian and Moslecl States, to accept the integration 
of Jerusa~cm. into the Jewish State, Even some reprosen- 
tatives of the Jewish faith might possibly prefer an 
international to a Jewish Jerus~le~~~ 
To admit Israel to the United Nations before ensuring 
the internationxlisation of Jerusalem would be tanta- 
mount to allowing Israel to determine single-handed the 
fate of 8 city thrice holy to all three great faiths of 
mankind, 
The present stand of Israel was in contradictin not only 
to the resolution of Novsmber 1947 but also to that of 
Dacenbor 1948, The question of Jerusalem could not be 
settled by 8 corapronisc. 
Partition would never have been voted 
never accepted, had the resolution of 
provided for the internationalisation 
This provision had been,roaffirmod by 
1q480 

and a Jewish State 
November 3947 not 
of JQrusalem, 
the resolution of 

In distributing n questionnaire asking the Governments 
roprosentod at Lausanne whether they would prefer Jeru- 
salem to be partitioned or internationalised, the Conci- 
liation Commission had exceeded its powers, It had no 
right to ask the Governments whether or not they wished 
Jerusalem to be partitioned, 

(AQ & Politicnl Committee, 
&thy 45th and 70th meetings; Plenary9 207th meeting), 



JERUS~~LE!M AND THE HOLY PLACES 

SYRIk 11 Until there was a single government for the whole of 
Palestine, Jerusalem should be placed under an intesna- 

tional regime o The United Nations should also place 
Nazareth under international control, since it was held 
sacred by Christians and Moslems, but not by Jews e 

2) Jerusnleq had not been allocated to Israel under any 
United Nations plan and the Jews had not the flimsiest 

grounds to justify their occupation of part of the city, 
except the argument of brute force, 

3) The only way to remedy the present situation was to inter- 

nationalise the city, This would permit Arab residents 
of the New City to return to their hones, thus contribu- 

Cmg to a solution of the refugee problem. The majority 
of the Arab population of the New City had been expelled 
frou their hones; if the present division of the city’ 
were accepted the Jews would continue in illegal occupa- 
tLan of the homes and property of the Arabs. 

4) No real distinction had ever existed between the Old City 
and the new City; they were not independent entities. 
The administrative difficulties resulting from a permanent 
division of Jerusalem would lead to its ruin, The New 
City would be separated from the places which were Jest- 
salents greatest attraction; the Old City would become 
at best a museum ahd at worst a fossil. 

5) If the present division of the city were acco;$ed, Seru- 

saleEl would become the microcosm of the Palestine tragedy, 
If on the other hand it were made into an international 
zone 9 such as Tangier, Jerusalem would be the one place 
in Palestine where Arabs and Jews could live peacefully 
together; it would serve as a point of contact between 
the two peoples and be of incalculable importance for 

future relations between Arabs and Jews, 
6) The resolution of 11 Daconber made a clear distinction 

between Jerusalem and the Hcrly Places, but the Jews had 
attempted to convince the world that the question of 
Jerusalem was in fact nothing more than the question of 
the Holy Places, on which latter point they were ready 
to give all the desired assurances, But if this theory 
were accepted, Israel’s statement that it would agree to 
the placing of Holy Places outside Jerusnlem under inter- 
national control was tantamount to accepting the placing 
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EGYPT 1) 

a 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

JEWSALEM AND THE HOLY PLACES 

of the whole of Palestine under an intornstionaS regime. 

Syrj,s supported the ArgentSne proposal ta ask the Vatican 
fop its views on guarantees as regards the Holy Places, 
but considered that the views of other Christian churches, 

Moslem groups and Jewish sects should also be heard, 
Moslems throtighout the world considered Jerusalem as the 
third sanctuary of Islamz, and the Arabs of Palestine 

merely as the guardians of their Holy Places, 
If the established rights of the great religions were 
sxplicitly 02 i.mplicI.tly surrendered 9 the United Mations 
would alienate powerful and valuable support, of which 

‘it stood in need, 
[a m Political Committee, 48th and 49th meetings) p1 

ARAB N3~JGEES -ry-u--w 

The reports of the Conciliation Commission and the state- 
ments of the Israeli representative to the & has Commit-* 
tee gave no semblance of assurance of any serious inten- 
tion on the part of the Zionists to bear responsibility 
fox their actions as regards refugees. 

There could he no greater contempt of the aims and prin- 
ciples of the United Nations than the action of driv3ng 
three-quarters of’ the lawful population of a country from 

their homes. 
The representative of Israel had stated that a sad chap- 
ter of Jewish history was about to end D He was silent 
on the new and more cruel chapter which had been opened 

for the Arabs by Zionist nction, 
The Arab refugee3 6 apparently had no human rights, Who 

was going to pay for the property from which they had 
been driven9 for their humiliation and sufferings and 

for their loss of a country? The Jews would not pay for 

this c 
The resettlement of the refxqeea in other countries wbuld 
constitu2;e a negation of the rights of man as approved 
by the General Rssem5ly. I'c would give rise to hatred 

in the hearts of all Arabs. 
The argument, of the Israeli delegation to the effect that 
the General Assembly hnd laid down a restrictive condi- 
tion in stating that those refugees should return wha 
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EGYPT 
(contd,) 

wish %;o live in peace with their neighbours” was a ridi- 
i 

culous and preposterous attempt to evade the carrying out 
of the Assenblyls resolution of December 11 1948. The 
phrase had only been introduced into the resolution with 
a view to calling on the Israeli authorities to ensure 

ARnB BBFUGEES 

the security of returning Arabs; 

(Ad hoc Political Committee 9 -I_ 
43rd and +6th meetings; Plenary, 207th meeting) D 

3 
ISRAEL 1) The problem of the Brab refugees was a direct consequence 

of the war launched.- by” the Arab States and was therefore 
the entire responsibility of those States, 

2) The problem had, however, raised a deep humanitarian 
issue and also had serious implications for the future 
peace, development and welfare of the Middle East, The 
solution of this problem was inseparably linked with a 

general peace settlement and could only be found within 
the framework of such a settlement. 

3) Israel maintained that resettlement of the refugees in 
neighbouring areas should be considered as the main prin- 

ciple of solution because (a) they could be integrated 
into such areas with no political friction and could live 

under a Government akin to them in spirit and tradition; 
(13) the economic and other potentialities of the under- 
populated and undeveloped areas of the Arab States pro- 
sented greater possibilities for resettlement than were 

afforded by Israel, Israel hoped that the Arab States 
would face up to their responsibilities and opportunities 
in the matter, 

4) Israel, however, was ready to make its own contribution 
to the problem, Its first objective at Lausanne would be 
to reach an agreement through direct negotiation on the 

contribution to be made by each,Government towards the 
resettlement of agreed proportions of refugees, Israel’ s 
contributions would depend entirely on the formal esta- 

blishment of peace and relations of good neighbourliness 
with the Arab States, It was not yet ascertainable how 
many refugees might wish to return under conditions that 
might be prescribed by the Assembly, or how many Israel 
could receive in the light of existing political and 
economic cansiderations, 

F} It was unrealistic to make commitments in advance as to 
--.--ILL-- -m-..-m.,-m- 

Y 
See point (5) under ‘“Israel” below, 



ISliAEL 
(contd p) 

mathematical proportions of refugees to be accepted by 
vargous states p The provision of the ~ssemhlyts resolu- 
t$on af December 3.1 relating to the return of refugees 
to their homes was conditioned by two considerationsg 
first, the existence of peaceful conditions, for other- 
wise the whole criterion of living in peace with their 

neighbours wou3d not arise: second, practicability. 
The exact number of ref’ugees who wished to return, who 
wished to live at pence with their neighbours, and who 

could go back at a practicable date, would be a matter 
of lengthy negotiation d Furthermore 9 a g3~3a-t amount of 
preparatory work of an econol;zic, social and financial 

nature would have to precede the return of the refugees. 
I Zn answer to a question by the ropresentativo of 
/ jj 

,‘I” Lobanon as to whether, supposing the necsssary prelimi- 
,’ ,iI 

‘I naries were accomplished and a certain number of refugees : ) ! 
1 : wished to return, the Government of Israel would be pre- 

/#J i pared now to undertake to accept that number, the Israeli 

j ; ‘representative stated that the number itsslf would affect 
/ I ! the prospects of peace and the criterion of practfcabi- 

:/: 
/ WV. His Governmnt held that an RssembJy resolution 
1 : 
i ‘/ 

could not be. re jectod y but Sts m-vision could be sought 
! / y ,/ through normal and parliamentary forms D 

6) .fiskad by the representative of Denmark how Israel x%xm- 
cilad its standpoint that the rights, of the refugees 

should bo dealt with as a subject of negotiation Between 
States, and not as the rights of individuals, with !&rticle 
1, pn.ragraph 2 of the Charter (equal rights and self- 
determination of peoples) 9 the representat$ve of Ksraal 
declared: (a) that the Assembly recommended the astablish- 
uent of an Arab and a Jewish Stata in November 1947 An 
order to confirm the principle of equal rights and self- 
determination of peoples; (b) that Article ls pam@?qh 
2 referred to relations between groups (nations or pea- 
~10s) and did not affect the duty of a Government regar- 

ding the rehabilitation of individual refugees, which 
was a matter for agreement between Governments ; ( c) that 
the problem could only be approached on a governmental 
lskl, in view of the preparatory technical work involved; 
(d) that th c only effect of Article 1, pnragraph 2 on 
the refugee problem should be to ensure that the refugees 
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(contd,) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

- 12 ” 
4’ 

ARAB REFUGEES ‘k 

were settled in the manner most conducive to the develop- 
ment of friendly relations between the States concerned, 

Israel had already announced its acceptance of obliga- 
tions to make compensation for abandoned lands, The 

entire question of compensation might well be settled by 
negotiations at Lausanne 4 as well as the general quos- 

tion of reparations and war damage, 
Israel reaffirmed its obligation to protect the persons 
and property of all communities within its borders, It 

would discountenance any discriminations or interference 
with the rights and liberties of minorities, It looked 
forward to the po ssibility of relaxing restrictions on 

the liberty of persons or property, and wished that the 

Brab Governments would make a similar declaration of 
wil.lingness to discontinue measures against Jewish citi- 
zens in their countries* 

Israel observed with sympathy, and was prepared to as- 
~1st in, the relief work of international agencies on 
behalf of the refugees, 

10) An immediate declaration by all Governments concerned of 
their desire for an early peace settlement would create 
a favourable atmosphere for the discussion of the rafugee 

problem 0 
11) Asked by the Bel@an representative whether, if admitted 

to the United Nations, Israel would cooporate subsequently 
with the General $sscmbly in settling the refugee ques- 
tion, or whether it would invoke Article 2, paragraph 7 
of the Charter (matters within the domestic jurisdiction 
of States), the representative of Israel said that his 

personal opinion was that although the principle of 

sovereignty was more applicable in the case of refugees 
than of Jerusalem, legal riGhts should not in this case 
be insisted on. Israel. recognised that its moral duty 
was to make its contribution towards a solution, irres- 
pective of its legal position. 

C.&d hoc Political Committee 
45th, 46th,Tth, 48th and 5’0th mo:tings) ,, 

12) Israel had taken careful. note of the discussions on refu- 
gees in the $. Q.03 Political Committee, It would pursue 
its steadfast efforts to assist in the earliest possible 

settlement of this issue by discussions between Israel 



ISRdE L 
( contd , ) 

and the neighbouring States and through the good offices 
of the United Nations, It wcqgld strive to take a con- 
stmxctive and responsible p”-rt in whatever discussions 
might take place on this subject a’t the next session 00 

tho Ganernl Asscnbly 0 
(Plenary, 207th sleeting, after Israel’s admission) D 

?LE3AI\TOH I.) Ninety per cent of the Arab population of Isruel was at 
0 present outside its borders., The solution of their 

problem involved much, more than temporary relief measures; 

it required the return of the refugees to their homes 
and occupations and to the conditions of human dignity 

which it was one of the basic objectives of the United 
Nati ons to secure, Could the Jews accept that their own 
uprodtodness and homa,lessnes s should be cured by Inflic- 
ting similar homelessness on others? 

2) It had not been the intention of the TJnited Nations that 

tho Jewish State should rSd itso1.f of its Arab citizens, 
The partition plan, on the contrary9 had contained provi- 
sions for nlnority rights 0 

3) The dispersion of Arnb refugees would cause political, 
social, economic ancl spiritual dfsturbance in the Mddl.e 
East * 

4) The houses, land and furniture of the Arab refugees wire 
being used by new JevFsh Immigrants, The establishment 
of these immigrants would create a & facto situation 
giving the Israeli authorities an exouse to claim that 

the principle of repatriation was difficult to implement. 
5) It was impossible to conclude, from the Israeli state- 

monix to the ad hoc Committee, that Israel would take -- 
lxck into its terrUmy all. the Arab refugees who‘wished 

to return e IsraeIts statement that it did no-t excIude 
the possibility of repatriating a limited number of refu- 
gees promised nothing and committed Israel to nothing, 

It was obvious that Israel was going to use the refugees 
as a bargaining counter and that it intended ta exact 8 
price for the return of even a limit& number of refugees, 

T,o admit Israel to the United Nations at that stage would 
be virtually to condemn about one mil.lion .Arabs to per- : 
man&t exile!, death, poverty, insecurity and bitterness, :, 

(Ad hoc Poll.itical Committee 
45th and gtr<eotings; Plenary, 2&-h meeting), ‘;I 

:i 



.ARAB RE?tJGEES I 

SYRIA 1) The real meaning of Israel’s statement that the refugee 

problem could only be solved within a general peace sot- 

tloment was that the Jews were ready to use the misery 
of the refugees as a means of bargaining during the nego- 
tiations for a permanent political settlement. If the 
Jews sincerely wanted to settle their differences with 
the Arabs, they would not seek to derive advantage from 
the tragedy of the refugees, 

2) It was ironical that the United Nations, instead of try- 

ing to improve the lot of the refugees and to return 
them to their homes, should be discussing the admission 
of the State which was responsible for the refugees’ 
plight o 

3) The Israeli statements in the ad hoc Political Committee u- 
confirmed that Israel had neither the desire nor the 
intention to conform to the provisions of the General 
Assembly’s resolution relating to refugees, The admis- 
sion of Israel before obtaining from her not only assu- 
rancos 9 but the practical application of such assurances, 
would be tantamount to recognising that the refugees 

wire to be expelled from their homes for ever, 
4) The Israeli statement regarding compensation for aban- 

doned lands was expressed in the vaguest terms. Israel 
had not specified that ad&&ate compensation would be 

paid; and the question had been linked with what was 
termed the general question of reparntions and war 
damage O This would appear to suggest that the Jews 
intended to make counter claims against the Arabs which 
should be settled by negotiation at Lausanne, Even if 
it were true, which in fact it was not, that the Jews 
could claim reparations and war damages, the total thus 
claimed would be far less than the total value of the 
Arab lands and property seized by the Jews, 

($j hoc Political Committee, 48th and 49th meetings) O 
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Territorial questions were not discussed at 1anGth 
during the debates on IsraoJ.{s admission to the Unj.ted 

Mat ions D The chief point stressed by the hrab States was 
that a country whose frontiers were as yet undofined was 
not alZgib1e for nenhership of the Organisation. 

EGYPT 1) Although the General Assembly wus considering the appli- u..me,.e”-- 
cation. of a State for membership of the United Nations, 
the boundaries of that State wore undefined; the Assembly 
was studying the application of a State which had in effect 
no frontiers, 

2) The territory over which Israel might have control was the 

subject of controversy. The territorial provisions of the 
Amistice Agreements were purely military in character ,and 

did not prejudge the boundaries ta be defined -by the final 
settlement d 

3) Jewish imlnigration would result in future expansionist 
territorial aims on the part of Israel. 

(Ad hoc Polj.tical Committee, LI w..w.*-..m 
46th neoting ; Plenary, 207th meeting) D 

ISR!#L 1) Israel did not view the boundary question as a major ob-W .I..- 
stacle on the road to a settlement, 

2) The fa,ct that the Arab State envisaged by the resolutSon 
of 29 November 1947 had not come into being, together with 

the circumstances of war and military occupatron, rendered 
essential a process of peaceful adjustment of the territo- 

rial provisions of that msolutlan, The representatives 
of the General Assembly had themselves from time to time 
made proposals for effecting changes 5n those territorial 

provisions, 
3) Israel intorproted paragraph 5 of the resolution of 11 

December 1948 a~ a directive to the Governments concerned 
to settle their territorial difficulties by procogs of 

negotlnt~ion o This was apparently the vlcw of the Conci- 
liation Conmission, which had indicated its willingness to 
begin’ boundary discussions at an early stage of the Lau- 
sanna meetings 0 

4) The successful armist9co negotiations on boundaries, which 
had involved a process of reciprocal concession, was an 
encouraging precedent o During those negotiations 9 the 
United r\Tations had not attempted to lay down fixed _ &i.,.. 



TERRITORI~1L QUESTIONS 

ISFUEL 
(contcl li) 

principles y having in mind the general interest of peace 
rather than the absolute assertion of unilateral claims. 
The Israeli Government presumed that a similar process 
of thought and discussion would be followed by the par- 
ties in territorial discussions at Lausanne, 

Israe.1. assumed that the General Assembly would welcome 
any territorial settlement resting upon the agreement of 
the parties concerned 0 

6) Membership of the United Nations would allow Israel to 

feel more confident about its future territorial security, 
and would thus aid in bringin g about a rapid territorial 
settlement. The need for such a settlement was reinforced 
by the Conciliation Commission’s view that a territorial 
settlement was essential for the solution of the refugee 
problem 0 

7) The Israeli dele:;ation at Lausanne had proposed a draft 

as a basis for immediate discussion of territorial ques- 
tions 0 Its purpose was to offer a legal and international 
framework for the common boundaries that might be agreed 
by early negotiation, Israel’s objective was to establish 
a system of safeguards removing any fear of encroachment 
by either side, 

<L hoc Political Committee, 
-5th meeting) o 

8) Israel had taken careful note of the discussions on boun- 

dary questions in the ad hoc Committee, It would pursue -uI 
its,steadfast efforts to assist in the earliest possible 

settlement of this issue by discussions between Israel 
and the nefghbouring States and through the good offices 
of the United Nations. It would strive to take a con- 
structive and responsible part in whatever discussions 
might take place on this subject at the next session of 
the Goneral Assembly, 

(Plenary, 207th meeting, 
after Israel’s admission), 



TERRZT ORJfiL QUESTIONS 

LEBSNO~ 1) Israe at present included Western G,aliJee, Jaffa, 
Lydda, Ramleh and other .&a!:, nreas allotted by the , 
General Assenb3.y to the Arab State, as well as the 
Now City of Jerusalen, which the Assembly had defined 
as part of an international area, To admit Israel to 
the United Nations forthwith, before it hadagiven up ' 
the territory not allotted to it by the United Nations, 
wozxld be equivalent to giving a blank cheque to draw 
its frontiers, as it wished or as it was able. 

2) Ii; was difficult to distinguish between what the Israeli 
authorities consider& as p&rt of Israel and what they 
held to be temporarily occupied territory - if such a 
distinction existed in th~3r minds, 

The fact that Israel included In Its territories. 
areas al%ottod by ihe General Bsscmbly to the Arabs 
and to an inta&ational adninistration, disqualified 
it from membership of the United Nations. 

(1% & Political Comittec, 
48th meeting). 


