
Mr. STEPHE; (Haiti) clpposed any discussion 
of the Czechoslovakian draft resolution bscause 
it was not on the Committee’s agenda, and he 
also had doubts as to  whether or not i t  would 
involve examination of the substance of the 
Korean question. 

Mr. LIU CHIEH ’(China) also thought that it 
was not possible to discuss the Czechoslovakian 
draft resolution withoiit entering into the 
substance of the Korea11 question. -The First 
Committee could not issue an invitation without 
ascertaining whether thi: representatives from 
North Korea were duly elected representatives 
of the Korean people. 

Mr. CASTRO (El Salvador) categorically opposed 
sending an invitation to 1 he People’s Democratic 
Republic before the report of the Temporary 
Commission on Korea had been examined. 

Mrl GALAGAN (Ukraiidan Soviet Socialist 
Republic) remarked that the delegations which 
now objected to the Cztxhoslovak proposal on 
the grounds that it wa; not included on the 
agentia were the very delegations which had 
violated the agenda a short time previously in 
respect of the Palestine question. He considered 
that if an invitation was not sent to the People’s 
Democratic Republic, 1 he agenda would be 
further violated becausc the Korean question - would have to be postponed, as it was unthink- 
able to  deal with the Corean question in the 
absence of the true representatives of the Korean 
people. It was a rule of the United Nations 
that when any question was discussed, touching 
upon the interests of Some people, represen- 
tatives of those people rhould be permitted to 
take part. 

I 

- 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Uniin of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the point of view expressed 
by representatives of the United States, China 
and El Salvador was illogical. How could the 
First Committee discuss i he report of the Tempo- 
rary Commission on Kcrea before inviting] the 

- representatives of the corean people to take 
part? If i t  did so, the invitation would be 
issued only after the substantive questiog had 
been settled. What use would be the presence 
o f  Korean representatkies if they were only 
able to  express their views on a draft resolution 
which had already been adopted? Mr. Tsa- 
rapkin considered it im1lortant that  the Korean 
representatives should be allowed to  participate 
from the outset in the debate which concerned 
the future of Korea, so that their views coulc 
be obtained on all aspects of the question. 

A uote was taken by show of hands on the proposa 
i consider the Czechosl ouakian draft resolut ior 

imrnediatelp. It was reiected by 38 votes to 6 
with 6 abstentions. 

69. Continuation of the discussion on tht 
progress report of the United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine (A/648) 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon), on a point of order 
remarked that a number of representatives 01 

- 

M. STEPHEN (Hafti) est hostile a toute dis- 
ussion du projet de resolution de la Tchko- 
lovaquie, car celui-ci n’est pas inscrit a l’ordre 
lu jour de la Commission ; il croit egalement que 
‘on serait amend ktudier le fond de la question 
oreenne. 

M. LIU CHIEH (Chine) est egalement d’avis qu’il 
st impossible d‘examiner le projet de resolution 
Le la Tchkcoslovaquie sans aborder le fond de la 
pestion coreenne. La Commission ne peut 
nvoyer une invitation sans &re certaine que les 
eprbentants de la zone nord de la CorCe sont les 
epresentants legitimes du peuple coreen. 

M. CASTRO (Salvador) s’oppose formellement A 
:e que l’on invite la Republique democratique 
)opulaire avant d’avoir CtudiB le rapport de la 
:ommission temporaire pour la Corke. 

M. GALACAN (RCpublique socialiste sovie- 
ique #Ukraine) fait observer que les delegations 
p i  s’opposent maintenant a I’examen de la 
xoposition de la Tchkcoslovaquie, sous pretexte 
Iu’elle n’est pas inscrite a l’ardre clu jour, sont 
irCcisCment celles qui, peu de temps auparavant, 
i’ont pas respecte cet ordre du jour en ce qui 
:oncerne la question de la Palestine. Le repre- 
ientant de la RSS d’Ukraine estime que, si 
In n’invite pas la Republique democratique popu- 
aire de CorCe, on s’ecartera une fois encore de cet 
irdre du jour, car il faudra diffCrer l’examen de la 
question de la CorCe, etant donnk qu’on ne 
jaurait envisager d’etudier cette question en 
I‘absence des representants legitimes du peuple 
coreen. I1 est d’usage a I’Organisation des Nations 
h i e s  d‘autoriser les representants d’un peuple 
1 prendre part a l’examen des questions qui 
concernent les inter& de ce peuple. 

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des Republiques socia- 
listes soviktiques) estime que l’argument des 
representants des Etats-Unis, de la Chine et  du 
Salvador est illogique. Comment la Premihre 
Commission pourra-t-elle etudier le rapport de la 
Commission temporaire pour la CorCe sans inviter 
les representants du peuple de ce pays a prendre 
part aux dCbats ? Si elle agisssit ainsi, l’invitation 
ne serait envoyee qu’aprbs l’examen des questions 
de fond ; pourquoi, dans ces conditions, les rep&- 
sentants de la Cor6e siegeraient-ils, si on leur 
permet seulement de donner leur avis sur un 
projet de resolution deja adopte ? M. Tsarapkine 
estime qu’il importe de les autoriser a prendre 
part, des le debut, a l’examen des questions qui 
concernent l’avenir de leur pays, afin que l‘on 
connaisse leur point de vue sur tous les aspects 
de la situation. 

I1 est procidi au uote ci main leuie sur la propo- 
sition tendant a I’exarnen irnmidiat du projet de 
rbolution de la ,Tchtcoslouaquie. Par 38 uoix 
contre 6, auec 6 ahstentions, ceffe proposition est 
rejetde. 

69. Suite de la discussion SUT le Rapport 
inthrimaire du Mbdiateur des Nations 
Unies pour la Palestine (A/648) 

&I. AMMOUN (Liban) presente une motion 
d’ordre et fait observer qu’un certain nornhre 
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the First Committef, were unable t o  attend 
because the Security Council was meeting a t  
the same time. He requested that the First 
Committee should avoid discussing the Palestine 
question a t  the same time as the Security Council. 
He proposed that the present meeting be 
adjourned, either until the evening of the same 
day or until the following morning. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypt) supported the proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN urg:d upon representatives the 
importance of hastening the Committee’s work. 

A vote w h  taken by show of hands on the proposal 
for adjournment.\ It was rejected by 26 votes 
to 2, with 20 abstentions. 

DISCUSSION ON T H K  PARTICIPATION IN THE 
. DEBATE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF TBE ARAB 

HIGHER COMMITTIEE 

- The representatives of the Provisional Government 
of Israel took their p!aces at the Committee table. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee t o  decide 
the status to  be given t o  the Arab Higher Com- 
mittee when i t  wa!, invited to  participate in 

Mr. JORMERD (Iraq) urged that it be invited 
as representing the A*ab Government of Palestine, 
which was an Arab State both de facto and de 
jure, with a well-defi led population and territory. 
The Arabs of Palcstine had confirmed their 
support of the Govvrnment, which had already 
been officially recognized by certain Arab and 
non-Arab States Members of the United Nations. 
I t  was surprising to  note the resistance which 
certain delegations had manifested to  admitting 
a representative of the Arab Government to  
take part in the dinbate, especially since those 
same delegations ha 1 not opposed the admission 
of a reprcsentative of the so-called Government 
of Israel. This last pseudo-State did not possess 
any of the elemenh of sovereignty ; i t  did not 
have defined frontiers, nor was its title anything 
but an ambitious .ag applied to  a mosaic of 
different nationalities and language‘ groups. 

. the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the relative status 
of the Provisional Government of Israel and 
the Government of Palestine was not under 
discussion. The Committee was seized of a 
request of the Arak Higher Committee t o  parti- 
cipate in the debate (A/C.1/335) and an author- 
ization from the All Palestine Government t o  
the Arab Higher Committee t o  speak on its 
behalf (A/C.l/339). The only question, therefore, 
was to  decide whether the delegation should be 
admitted as repr :senting the All Palestine 
Government. 

ANDRAOS Bey !,Egypt) deduced from the 
Chairman’s explanation that the question of 
the admission of ..he Arab Higher Committee 
was not disputed, and that the question whether 

Le membres de la Premiere Commission ne peuvent 
mister a la seance en cows cause de la reunion 
lu Conseil de securite. I1 demande instamment 
L la Premiere Commission de ne pas examiner la 
[uestion de la Palestine en mbme temps que le 
lonseil de sdcuritk I1 propose de suspendre la 
Cance pour la reprendre soit dans la soiree, ,soit 
e lendemain matin. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Rgypte) appuie la proposition 
lu Liban. 

Le PRESIDENT rappelle aux membres de la 
:ommission qu’il est tres important d’activer 
es travaux de la Commission. 

un vote a main levte sur la motion 
I‘ajournement. Par 26 voiz confre 2, avec 20 absten- 
ions, la motion est rejetie. 

I1 est proctdt 

%AMEN DE LA DEMANDE PRESENTEE PAR LES 
REPRESENTANTS DU HAUT COMITE ARABE EN 
V~JE DE PARTICIPER AUX D ~ B A T S  

Les reprtsentants du Gouvernemenf provisoire 
i’Israe1 prennent place a la table de la Commission. 

Le PRESIDENT demancle la Commission de 
Ieterminer A quel titre siegeront les repre- 
sentants du Haut-Cornit6 Arabe lorsqu’ils seront 
nvites a prendre part aux &bats. 

M. JORMERD (Irak) recommande qu’on invite 
le Haut Comite Arabe 5 titre de representant du 
Gouvernement arabe de la Palestine, - qui est 
tin e t a t  arabe existant de facto, aussi bien que 
de jure, et ayant une population et un territoire 
nettement dCfinis. Les Arabes de Palestine ont 
confirme qu’ils soutenaient ce Gouvernement 
qui a deja et6 reconnu officieuement par certains 
Etats arabes et non arabes, membres de l‘orga- 
nisation des Nations Unies. I1 est surprenant de 
voir que certaines delegations ne veulent pas se 
rksoudre a autoriser un representant du Gouver- 
nement arabe a prendre part a la discussion Ctant 
donne, notamment, que ces m&mes delkgations ne 
se sont pas opposees a la presence d’un repre- 
sentant de ce que l’on appelle le Gouvernement 
d’Israel. Ce dernier est un fitat virtue1 ne posse- 
dant aucun des attributs de la souverainete ; ses 
frontieres ne sont pas definies et son nom n’est 
qu’une etiquette pretentieuse designant une 
mosa’ique de nationalites et de groupes linguis- 
tiques differents. 

Le PRBSIDENT rappelle qu’il ne s’agit pas 
d’examiner les titres respectiis du Gouver- 
nement provisoire d’Israe1 et du Gouvernement 
de la Palestine. La Commission est saisie d’une 
demande du Haut-Comite arabe qui sollicite sa 
participation aux debats (A/C.1/335) et d’un 
telegramme du Gouvernement panpalestinien 
donnant au Haut-Comite arabe le pouvoir de 
parler en son nom (A/C.1/339). I1 s’agit donc 
uniquement de decider si la delegation doit 6tre 
admise‘ comme representant le Gouvernement 
panpalestinien. 

Pour ANDRAOS ‘Bey (figypte) l’explication 
donnee par le President signifie que la partici- 
pation du Haut-Comit.6 arabe n’est pas mise en 
question, mais que la Commission n’est pas 
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it had the same status as the All Palestine 
Government was outsidt: the competence of the 
Committee. He would have been preparea t o  
accept that  as sufficient if the Chairman had 
not implied that the Arab Higher Committee 
was claiming a status wluch the First Committee 
did not recognize. He pointed out that  the 
Provisional Government of Israel Bad not been 
recognized de jure by any S_tate. It had been 
given de facto recognition by certain Member 
States, in spite of the fact that  it did not have 
a defined territory, and in spite of its inability 
to maintain law and, order within the territory 
which it claimed to  govern, as was demonstrated 
by the recent assassination of the United Nations 
Mediator. The Arab Government, on the 
contrary, represented the people who had inhab- 
ited Palestine for centuries, and who, under 
Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations, had an unequivocal right to that country. 
Andraos Bey urged the Committee, in accordance 
with the principle of equal treatment, to  admit 
the Arab delegation as representing the legitimate 
All Palestine Government, without prejudice to  
the substance of the Palestine question. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that  there was no 
question of recognizing or not recognizing the 
Arab All Palestine Government. The Arab 
Higher Committee had asked to participate in 
the debate. The First Committee apparently 
had no objection to granting that request, and 
the situation would be quite unaffected if, after 
it had come to the Committee’s table, the Arab 
delegation informed the Committee that it was 
speaking on behalf of the All Palestine Govern- 
ment. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypt) considered that the 
further communicatior contained in document 
A/C.1/339 should be ccnsidered as amending the 
original request of the Arab Higher Committee, 
and the Arab Higher Committee now repre- 
sented the All Palestine Government. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that the second commu- 
nication merely permitted the Arab delegation 
to state that it was speaking on behalf of the 
All Palestine Arab Government. 

Mr. FRASER (New Zealand) asked whether the 
Arab delegation represented the Arab authorities 
or whether it represented a government. Would 
the Committee’s action in hearing its represen- 
tative amount to  recognition of such a 
government ? Was there an Arab Government 
and in what part of Palestine did it exercise 
authority ? Surely the Arab representatives 
should be satisfied with the opportunity to 
state the case of the Arabs ; it was irrelevant by 
what title they were known. 

-. 

- 

A N ~ R A O S  Bey (Egypt) asserted that a letter 
had been sent on 21 October from the Arabs 
of Palestine, requesting to be heard as represen- 
tatives of the All Palestine Government. 

In reply to the New Zealand representative, 
he explained that as he understood the situation, 

:omp&ente pour determiner si le Haut-Cornit6 
irabe a le m&me statut que le Gouvernement 
)anpalestinien. L‘orateur aurait et6 dispod a 
iccepter cette explication si le President n’avait 
)as laissC entendre que le Haut-ComitP. arabe 
Sevendiquait un statut non reconnu par la 
’remibre Commission. Andraos Bey souligne 
p’aucun e t a t  n’a reconnu de jure le Gouver- 
iement provisoire d’Israe1. Certains etats 
kiembres l’ont reconnu de facto, bien que les 
imites de son territoire ne soient pas dkfinies et  
p’il soit incapable d’assurer le maintien de 
’ordre et  le respect de la loi sur le territoire qu’iI 
irktend gouverner, comme l’a montrC r6cemment 
‘assassinat du MBdiateur de l’organisation des 
Vations Unies. Par contre, le Gouvernement 
irabe represente la population qui habite la 
Westine depuis des sibcles et  qui, aux termes de 
’Article 22 du Pacte de la Soci6te des Nations, a 
e droit absolu de conserver ce territoire. Au nom 
lu principe de 1’Bgalite de traitement, I’orateur 
wie instamment la Commission de considerer 
a delegation arabe comme representant le 
Zouvernement lkgitime panpalestinien, sans pre- 
luger le fond de la question palestinienne. 

Le PRESIDENT estime qu’il ne s’agit aucu- 
nement de reconnaftre ou non le Gouvernement 
panpalestinien arabe. Le Haut-ComitP. arabe a 
demand6 de participer aux debats. La Premiere 
Commission ne voit pas d’objection, appa- 
ramment, a cette demande, mais voici qu’en 
prenant place a la table de la Commission. la 
delegation arabe fait savoir qu’elle parle au nom 
du Gouvernement panpalestinien. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypte) estime que la seconde 
communication, - celle qui est contenue dans 
le document A/C.1/339, - doit &re eonsidkree 
comme modifiant la premibre demande du Haut- 
ComitB arabe ; celui-ci reprksente maintenant le 
Gouvernement panpalestinien. 

Le PRESIDENT repond que cette communi- 
cation ne fait qu’autoriser la dklegation arabe a 
prendre la parole au nom du Gouvernement 
arabe panpalestinien. 

M. FRASER (Nouvelle-Zelande) demande si la 
delegation du Haut-ComitB arabe represente les 
autorites arabes ou si elle represente un gouver- 
nement. Si la Commission accepte d’entendre ces 
representants, cela Cquivaudra-t-il A reconnaftre 
ce gouvernement ? Existe-t-il, d’ailleurs, un 
Gouvernement arabe et, dans l’affirmative, sur 
quelle region de Palestine son autorite s’exerce- 
t-elle? De l’avis de M. Frazer, il devrait suffire 
aux representants arabes d‘avoir l’occasion de 
plaider la cause des Arabes ; ils ne devraient pas 
se prkoccuper de savoir A quel titre ils seront 
entendus. 

ANDRAOS Bey (gggpte) affirme que les Arabes 
de Palestine ont adress6, le 21 octobre, une lettre 
A l’organisation des Nations Unies pour demander 
d’etre entendus en qudit6 de reprdsentants du 
Gouvernement panpalestinien. 

Repondant au representant de la Nouvelle- 
ZClande, il explique que, a son avis, la Commission 

I 
I b . 4  
I 

r+  

it w 
or I 
of : 

‘ T  
had 
Em 
Aral 
sub. 
man 
neec 
rem: 
men 

M 
Rep 
the 
to  . 
beh: 
agre 
repr 
that 
Ass( 
194; 
vieq 
orga 
repr 
deb: 
the 
as 1 
of F 

M 
obje 
raist 
the 
tatil 
intei 

M 

men 
The] 
doct 
Aral 
debs 
view 
itsel 
auth 
All 
placl 
the 
were 
Corn 

Was 

M 
the 
tatil 
Aral 
deba 

M 
ance 
Unit 
shon 
the 
COUlf 
of t 

636 



Q. 

it was not for the Committee either to recognize 
or refuse to recognize the international status 
of a government. I 

The CHAIRMAN denied that he or the Secretariat 
had any knowledge of tke letter to which the 
Egyptian representative had referred. I If the 
Arab Higher Committee were admitted; and 
subsequently stated that i t  had received’ a 
mandate from a Palestinian Government, it 
need not concern the First Comniittee. His 
remarks did not entail recognition of any Govern- 
ment whatsoever. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that nobo3y had objected during 
the previous discussions 011 the Palestine question 

- to the Arab -Higher Committee speaking on 
behalf of the Arabs of Pilestine. He could not 
agree to  the Arab Highe?. Committee’s claim to 
represent an All Palestine Government since 
that WAS in contradicbon with the General 
Assembly’s resolution 18L (11) of 29 November 

Nor did he a g e s  with the Chairman’s 
view that it was immatenal what government or 
organization the Arab delegation claimed to 
represent, once it had been admitted to  the 
debate. His delegation had no objection to 
the Arab Higher Committee being represented 
as long as i t  represented only the Arab part 
of Palestine. 

! 

, 1947. 

. 

, 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) saw no basis for the 
objection which the USSR representative had 
raised, in view of the fact that it had supported 
the Czechoslovak proposal to admit represen- 
tatives of a Korean Government which had no 
international status whatsoever. 

Mr. HOOD (Australia) thought that  the problem 
was very simple. Document A/C.1/339 was 
merely intended for the Committee’s information. 
There was no need to take cognizance of any 
document other than the original request of the 
Arab Higher Committee to participate in the 
debate (A/C.1/335). He shared the Chairman’s 
view that it was a matter for the Arab delegation 
itself, as a domestic matter between Arab 
authorities, to declare that it represented an 
All Palestine Governme,it after it had taken its 
place a t  the Committee table. For the present, 
the only representatives requesting a hearing 
were the representatiws of the Arab Higher 
Committee. 

Mr. RUSK (United States of America) shared 
the view expressed by the Australian represen- 
tative. He fully supported the request of the 
Arab Higher Committ4:e to take part in the 
debate. 

Mr. LANGE (Poland) said that i t  was in accord- 
ance with the estabIished principles of the 
United Nations that the Arab Higher Committee 
should be admitted to the debate as representing 
the Palestine Arab population. However, he 
could not agree to tr(:ating the representative 
of the Arab Higher Committee as representing 

n’a ni I reconnaftre, ni B refuser de reconnaltre le 
statut international d’un Gouvernement. 

Le PRESIDENT declare que ni hi ,  ni le SecrC- 
tariat, n’ont connaissance de la lettre a laquelle 
fait allusion le representant de 1’8gypte. Si le 
Haut-Comite arabe est a d d s  et dCclare par la 
suite &re mandate par un Gouvernement pales- 
tinien, cela ne concerne nullement la Premiere 
Commission. Quant aux remarques qu’a faites 
le PrCsident, elles n’impliquent la reconnaissance 
d’aucun gouvernement, quel qu’il soit. 

M. TSARAPKINE (Union des RCpubliques socia- 
listes sovietiques) dit que, lors des dCbats qui 
ont eu lieu precedemment sur la question pales- 
tinienne, personne ne s’est opposC A ce que le 
Haut-Comite arabe parlbt au nom des Arabes de 
Palestine. Par contre, M. Tsarapkine ne peut 
admettre que le Haut-Cornit6 arabe prktende 
representer un Gouvernement panpalestinien, 
car cela serait en contradiction avec la resolution 
181 (11) de 1’AssemblCe gCnerale en date du 
29 novembre 1947. I1 n’est d’aiueurs pas d’accord 
avec le PrCsident, qui a dit qu’il importe peu de 
savoir quel gouvernement ou quelle organisation 
la delegation arabe prktendra representer, une 
Eois qu’elle aura C t C  admise A participer aux 
debats. La delegation de I’URSS ne voit aucun 
inconvenient a ce que les representants du Haut- 
ComitC arabe soient entendus, a condition qu’ils 
ne reprksentent que la partie arabe de la Palestine. 

Pour M. ARSLAN (Syrie), l‘objection soulevke 
par le reprksentant de l’URSS est dCnuCe de 
fondement, car ce dernier a bien appuyC la 
dCl6gation tchCcoslovaque, lorsqu’elle a proposC 
d‘admettre les representants d’un Gouvernement 
corCen, qui est pourtant depourvu de tout 
statut international. 

Pour M. HOOD (Australie) le probleme est 
trBs simple. Le document A/C.1/339 ne vise qu’a 
renseigner la Commission. I1 est inutile de prendre 
acte d’aucun autre document que de la premiBre 
demande du Haut-ComitB arabe, visant a obtenr. 
I’autorisation de participer aux dCbats (A/C.1/335) 
M. Hood pense, comme le PrCsident, qu’il 
appartient h la dCIBgation arabe elle-m&me 
- il s’agit 18, en effet, d’une affaire intCrieure 
intkressant les seules autorites arabes - de 
dCclarer, si elle le juge utile, aprhs qu’elle aura 
pris place a la table de la Commission, qu’elle 
represente un Gouvernement panpalestinien ; 
pour l’instant, les reprksentants qui demandent 
B &tre entendus doivent etre considCrCs uniquement 
comme les reprdsentants du Haut-Comite arabe. 

M. RUSK (Rtats-Unis d’Am6rique) partage 
l’opinion du representant de 1’Australie. I1 
appuie sans reserve la demande qu’a formulee 
le Haut-ComitC arabe de participer aux debats. 

M. LANGE (Pologne) dit qu’il serait conforme 
aux principes de I’Organisation des Nations 
Unies d’admettre les representants du Haut- 
ComitC arabe a partkiper aux dCbats en tant que 
reprhsentants de la population arabe de Palestine. 
Toutefois, il ne peut pas accepter que les repre- 
sentants du Haut-Comit.6 arabe soient considCrCs 
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an All Palestine Government, for two reasods : 
first, because the status of that Government 
was extremely doubtful ; and secondly, because 
acceptance of its claim to represent all of 
Palestine would prejudge the entire Palestine 
issue. It would be in contradiction with the 
resolution of 29 November 1947, which provi.ded 
for the partition of the country into two States : 
a Jewish State, which had come into existence, 
and an Arab State. 

He could not agree with the, view ‘that .the 
Committee should take no stand with regard 
to the communication contained in document 
A/C.1/339 and leave it to the Arab Higher 
Committee to make whatever declarations it 
wished regarding. its status. Furthermore, he 
did not think that the First Committee could 
accept the second paragraph of the commu- 
nication from the Arab Higher Committee 
(A/C.1/335) in which it was said that the 
Committee would inform the Secretary-General 
that  it represented the All Palestine Government 
as soon as its credentials had been received. 
Consequently, the First Committee could not 
accept the request of the Arab Higher Committee 
in its present form, but only with the proviso 
that its representatives were acting only on 
behalf of the Arab Higher Committee. 

>he CHAIRMAN thought that the Committee 
need only decide on the request of the delegation 
of the Arab Higher Committee contained in 
document A/C.1/335 to express the views of 
the Arabs of Palestine. Document A/C.1/339 
contained no request. Mr. Husseini was merely 
informing the First Conimittee of his view that 
the delegation of the .4rab Higher Committee 
also represented the All Palestine Government. 
That was something the First Committee could 
not prevent and which did not call for a decision 
by the First Committee. In order to avoid 
complications, therefore, he suggested that the 
First Committee approve the request of the 
Arab Higher Committee to express the views 
of the Arabs of Palestine on the question of 
Palestine and the report of the Mediator, as 
put forth in document AlC.11335. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) said that the request contained in 
document A/C.l/335, considered alone, was accep- 
table with the exception of the second-paragraph, 
in which the Arab Higher Committee indicated 
it was representing the All Palestine Government. 
In his opinion, to avoid later discussion, the 
First Committee must indicate clearly that it 
was inviting the representatives of the Arab 
Higher Committee as representing the Arabs 
of Palestine only, without any reference to any 
credentials from the All Palestine Government 

The CHAIRMAN replied that this was precise13 
what he had proposed. He added that tht 
First Committee could not, however, preveni 
the Arab Higher Committee from later stating 
that i t  represented the All Palestine Government 
In reply to a question from the representatiw 
of New Zealand, the Chairman stated his opinior 
that  the Committee would not need to discus! 
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:onme les representants d’un Gouvernement 
Ianpalestinien, et cela pour deux raisons : 
xemibrement, parce que le statut de ee 
zouvernement est extr8mement contestable, et  
ieuxikmement parce que faire droit A la prhtention 
p ’ a  I e  Haut-bomite arabe de reprhenter toute 
a Palestine serait prkjuger toute la question 
3alestinienne. Ce serait en contradiction avec la 
-esolution ‘tlu 29 , novembre 1947, qui prevoit 
e partage.du pays en deux Rtats : un e t a t  juif, 
p i  s’est effwtivement cr&, et  un Etat arabc. 
M. Lange ne peut pas se ranger a l’avis selon 

equel la‘ PremiBre Commission doit s’abstenir 
ie Rrendre position A l’egard de la notification 
:ontenue dans le document AlC.11339, en laissant 
au Haut-Comit6 arabe la facult6 de faire toute 
16claration. qu’il lui plairait de faire au sujet de 
son statut. En outre, il ne croit pas que la Premibre 
Commission puisse accepter le deuxibme para- 
graphe de la communication du Haut-Comitk 
arabe (A/C.l/335), selon lequel le Haut-Comite 
arabe, d b  reception de ses lettres de creance, 
informerait le Secretaire general qu’il represente 
le Gouvernement panpalestinien. Par consequent, 
la Premi6re Commission ne peut pas accepter 
la demande du Haut-Comite arabe sous sa forme 
actuelle ; elle ne peut l’accepter qu’8 la condition 
que ses representants agissent exclusivement au 
nom de ce Haut-ComitC. 

Pour le PRESIDENT, la Commission ne doit se 
prononcer que sur la demande de la delbgation 
du Haut-Comite arabe contenue dans le docuinent 
AlC.11335 et  visant a ce qu’il lui soit permis 
d‘exprimer l’opinion des Arabes de Palestine. 
Quant au document A/C.1/339, il ne contient 
aucune demande: M. Husseini y informe 
simplement la PremiBre Commission qu’a son 
avis la delegation du Haut-Comitk arabe reprb 
sente egalement le Gouvernement panpalestinien ; 
la Premibre Commission ne peut pas l’en empecher 
et  n’a pas a prendre de decision A ce sujet. Aussi, 
pour h i t e r  des complications, le President 
suggbre-t-il que la Premiere Commission fasse 
droit a la demande du Haut-Comite arabe 
(A/C.1/335), qui sollicite l’autonsation d’exprimer 
l’opinion des Arabes de Palestine sur la question 
palestinienne et sur le rapport du MCdiateur. 
M. TSARAPKINE (Union des RCpubliques socia- 

listes sovietiques) dit que la demande contenue 
dans le document A/C.1/335, considerhe isolement, 
est acceptable, sauf le deuxiBme paragraphe, 
dans lequel le Haut-ComitB arabe dit qu’il reprb 
sente le Gouvernement panpalestinien. A son 
avis, pour Cviter des discussions ultkneures, il faut 
que la Commission specifie nettement qu’elle 
invite les representants du Haut-Comite arabe 
en tant que representant les Arabes de Palestine 
seulement, en Cvitant de faire allusion des 
lettres de crkance qui auraient 6tk etablies par 
le Gouvernement panpalestinien. 

Le PR~SIDENT repond que c‘est I& prCds6ment 
ce qu’il a propose. 11 ajoute que la Premibre 
Commission ne peut pas, toutefois, emecher le 
Haut-Comitb arabe de declarer ulterieurement 
qu’il reprbente le Gouvernement panpalestinien. 
Repondant a une question du representant de la 
Nouvelle-Zelande, le Prksident expose qu’k son 
avis la Premibre Commission n’est tenue ni de 
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~ D R A O S  Bey (Egypt) supported the reque: 
of the Lebanese representative. 
Lebinese draft rescilution had been ~~~&~~ 

.* i 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypte) appuie la demande 
du representant du Liban. Quand le Liban a 1 present6 son projet de resolution, la delegation 

I z 
P 

or take any decision on such an affirmation by 

interpretation that the Arab Higher 
be granted a hearing by the First Comniitte 
to express the views oE the Arabs of Palestin 

the Mediator, and that no allusion be made t 
the second paragraph of documefit A/C.l/335. 

The Chairman’s proposal was adopted by 48 
voles to none, with 5 abstentions. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Egypt) explained that he had 
abstained, because i t  had appeared from the 
discussion that certain delegations. understood 
that the admission of the Arab Higher Committee 
as representaYives of thl:. Arabs of Palestine meant 
that they could not later declare themselves to be 
representatives of the 1\11 Palestine Government, 
while other delegations understood that the 
Arab Higher Committee could later submit 
credentials on which a decision could not be 
taken. 

At the invitation of the Chairman, the represen- 
tatives of the Arab Higher Committee took their - i places at the Committee table. 

t I 
I ‘  

DISCWSSION OF THE DRAFT RESOLUTION SUB- 
MITTED BY LEBANON (A/C.1/332) 

In reply to a question from the representative 
of Lebanon, the CHAIRMAN said that before 
considering the substance of the Palestine 
question, the Committee should consider the 
previous question raised by the draft resolution 
submitted by the delegation of Lebanon (A/C.l, 
332) concerning the assassination of Counl 
Bernadotte. 

Mr. JORMERD (Iraq) stated that from thc 
information available, i t  appeared that thc 
doubly assassination of Count Bernadotte anc 
Colonel SCrot was a premeditated political crimc 
which had been preceded by reiterated threats 
He asked for assuraiice that the instigators o 
this crime had not been members of the so 
called Government of Israel which continued tc 
violate the truce by occupying territory no 
assigned to i t  in the Mediator’s report. Ht 
thought that the prestige of the United Nation 
would not allow that Government to escap 
investigation or to avoid punishing the assassins 

Mr. ARSLAN (Syria) asked the Committee t 
note that the author of the report under discussio 
( A I M )  was not present to explain it and tha 
nothing had been done to punish his murderer! 

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) again pointed 01: 
that the head of his delegation was at  the Securit 
Council meeting and asked that the discussio 
on the Lebanese draft resolution be postpone 
until the next meeting. 

scuter d’une telle affirmation du Haut-ComitC 
.abe, ni de prendre aucune decision a son sujet. 
demande ensuite a la Commission si elle entend 

: ranger B son interpretation de la question, 
:lon laquelle il importe que la Premiere 
ommission accorde audience au Haut-Comite 
pabe pour lui permettre d’exprimer l’opinion 
zs Arabes de Palestine sur la question pales- 
nienne et sur le rapport du MCdiateur, sans faire 
llusion au deuxikme paragraphe du document 

Pdr 48 voix contre ztro, avec 5 abstentions, la 
roposition du Prbident est adoptte. 

ANDRAOS Bey (Bgypte) explique que, s’il s’est 
bstenu de voter, c’est parce que le dCbat qui 
ient d’avoir lieu a fait apparaitre une divergence 
e vues entre les delegations : certaines d’entre 
lles .estiment en effet que, si le Haut-Comite 
rabe est entendu en tant que reprksentant des 
.rabes de Palestine, il ne pourra pas, par la suite, 
Cclarer qu’il reprCsente le Gouvernement 
tanpalestinien, tandis que d‘autres d61Cgations 
tensent qu’il lui serait loisible de pr6senter par 
I suite des lettres de crCance, sur lesquelles aucune 
LCcision ne pourrait toutefois etre prise. 

Sur l‘invitation du Prbident, les reprtsentanfs 
Iu Haut-Comitt arabe prennent place a la table 
re la Commission. 

/c.1/335. 

)ISCUSSION DU PROJET DE RESOLUTION DU LIBAN 
(A/C.1/332) 

Repondant a une question du representant du 
iban ,  le PRESIDENT prCcise que, avant d‘aborder 
e fond de la question de Palestine, la Commission 
loit examiner la question qu’a soulevCe auparavant 
e projet de resolution present6 par la dClCgation 
i u  Liban (A/C.1/332) au sujet de l’assassinat du 
:omte Bernadotte. 

M. JORMERD (Irak) declare qu’il ressort des 
renseignements dont on dispose que le double 
assassinat du comte Bernadotte et du colonel 
SCrot est un crime politique prCmeditC, qui avait 
6tC prCcCdC de menaces rCitCrCes. I1 voudrait 
avoir l’assurance que les instigateurs de ce crime 
n’ktaient pas des membres du soi-disant Gouver- 
nement d’Isra.1, qui continue a violer la tr6ve 
en occupant des territoires qui ne lui ont pas Cte 
assign& par le Rapport dn Mkdiateur. A son avis, 
le prestige de 1’0rganisation des Nations Unies 
exige qu’on ne permette a ce Gouvernement ni 
de se dCrober a l’enquete, ni de soustraire les 
assassins au chgtiment. 

M. ARSLAN (Syrie) fait observer a la Commission 
que l’auteur du rapport en discussion (A/648) 
n’est pas 18 pour le commenter et que rien n’a et6 
fait pour punir ses assassins. 

M. AMMOUN (Liban) rappelle que le chef de 
sa delegation assiste a la sCance du Conseil de 
sdcuritc et demande de reporter a la prochaine 
seance la discussion du projet de resolution du 
Liban. 



he had thought it might appear that the Arab 
States were attempting to exploit the Mediat6r’s 
assassination, but since part of the Mediator’s 
report had been referred to in the Security Council’s 
discussion while other parts had been ignored, he 
thought the responsibility for the assassination 
should be established. 

He noted that certain representatives had 
implied that the First Committee should recognize 
the Provisional Government of Israel despite 
the fact that it lacked the essential elements of 
a State, namely a defined territory and the 
ability to carry out the responsibilities incumbent 
upon a State. The Mediator’s assassination had 
made this latter point vividly clear and revealed 
that some disorder was being deliberately main- 
tained. Furthermore, the Mediator’s reports 
were sometimes upheld by the Jews and sometimes 
rejected. When they were asked to  withdraw 
from the Negeb area which had not been assigned 
to  the Jewish State in the Mediator’s last report, 
they rejected the report in favour of the original 
partition plan ; but when they were asked to 
withdraw from Western Galilee they replied 
that this territory was assigned to the Jewish 
State in the Mediator’s last report. Andraos 
Bey therefore thought that since the Mediator’s 
reports were the center of manoeuvres, the 
Committee should establish who was responsible 

~ for the assassination and whether the so-called 
Provisional Government of Israel was a respon- 
sible Government or a group of men trying to 
fish in troubled waters. He suggested that the 
head of the Lebanese delegation should be heard 
on these questions. 

- 

Mr. SHERTOK (Provisional Government of 
Israel) paid tribute to the courage and devotion 
of Count Bernadotte and renewed the expression of 
Israel’s feeling of horror a t  his brutal assassination. 
He said that the State of Israel had inherited 
political terrorism from the past regime but 
had given proof of its determination to stamp 
it out and those who attempted to use the last 
vestige of terrorism as proof of the Government’s 
impotence showed a lamentable lack of fairness 
and insight. 

The Jewish State which Theodore Herzl had 
recognized as a world necessity over fifty year: 
ago had come into being. The efforts of thc 
Palestinian Jewish pioneers had laid the ground. 
work and the Balfour Declaration and the Seconc 

Mr. Umw (Sweden) thought the First Com- 
mittee could proceed to the discussion of the 
Mediator’s report. while awaiting the outcome of 
the investigation of the .assassination requested 
by the Security Council. 

4gyptienne a estime qu’on pourrait croire que les 
Etats arabes cherchent exploiter l’assassinat du 
MBdiateur, mais puisque, au Conseil de s6curit6, 
i l  n’a Bt6 fait ahsi6n. au cours des dBlibBrations, 
qu’A une partie du rapport du MBdiateur et  que 
d’autres ont Btt5 passees sous silence, il estime qu’il 
Faut bien Btablir les responsabilitbs pour cet 
assassinat. 

I1 note que certains reprksentants ont cru 
pouvoir conclure que la Commission devrait 
reconnaftre le Gouvernement provisoire d’dsrael, 
alors que celui-ci ne pr6sent.e pas les caracteres 
essentiels d‘un $tat, c’est-i-dire un territoire 
dkfini et  l’aptitude a assumer les responsabilites 
qui incombent un &at. L’assassinat du 
MBdiateur met nettement en lumibre. ce dernier 
point et r8vble qu’un certain Btat de dksordre 
est dBlibBrBment maintenu. En outre, tant8t 
les Juifs reconnaissent la validit6 des rapports 
du MBdiateur, tant8t ils la contestent. Quand 
on leur demande de se retirer de la zone du NBgeb 
qui, dans le dernier rapport. du MBdiateur, n’a pas 
it6 attribuC a l’$tat juif, ils rejettent ce rapport 
e t  se prononcent pour le plan de partage initial ; 
mais lorsqu’on leur demande de se retirer de la 
GalilCe occidentale, ils rbpondent que le dernier 
rapport du MBdiateur a attribuC ce territoire 
a l’fitat juif. Ainsi, le4apport du MBdiateur fait 
l‘objet de manceuvres. Aussi Andraos Bey 
estime-t-il que la Commission ‘devrait dkterminer 
quels sont les responsables de l’assassinat et 
Btablir si le soi-disant Gouvernement provisoire 
d’ Israel est un gouvernement responsable, ou 
simplement une poignee d’hommes qui cherchent 
& pCcher en ea@ trouble. I1 souhaiterait que le 
chef de la dBlCgation du Liban soit entendu sur 
cette question. 

M. UNDEN (SuBde) estime que la Premibre 
Cammission devrait passer a la discussion du 
rapport du MBdiateur en attendant de connaftre 
les rhsultats de l’enqu6te sur la question de 
l’assassinat demandCe par le Conseil de s6curitC. 

Le PRESIDENT propose d’autoriser le repr4 
sentant du Gouvernement provisoire #Israel a 
faire sa declaration. La Commission reprendrait 
la discussion du projet de rBsolution du Liban 
lors de la seance suivante. 

I1 en esf ainsi de‘cide‘. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the representative 
of the Provisional Government of Israel be 
allowed to present his statement and that the 
Committee resume the disi:ussion on the Lebanese 
draft resolution a t  the following meeting. 

I t  was so decided. 

STATEMENT BY THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 
PROVISIC~~AL GOVERSJM~NT OF ISRAEL 

DECLARATION DU REPRESENTANT DU GOUVER- 
NEMENT PROVISOIRE D’ISRAEL 

M. SHERTOK (Gouvernement provisoire d’Israe1) 
rend hommage au courage et au devouement 
du comte Bernadotte et  exprime A nouveau le 
sentiment d‘horreur qu’a inspire A Israel ce 
sauvage assassinat. I1 declare que l’I?tat #Israel 
a hBritB le terrorisme politique du regime anurieur, 
mais qu’il a montrk qu’il Btait rksolu A 1’Bliminer ; 
ceux qui cherchent a exploiter les dernibres 
traces de terrorisme pouf prouver l’hpuissance 
du Gouvernement manlfestent par la qu’ils 
man uent d‘kquit8 et de clairvoyance. 

L‘l ta t  juif dont ThBodore Herzl, il y a 50 ans, 
a reconnu la necessite pour le monde existe 
dksormais. Les efforts des pionniers juifs de 
Palestine ont prCparC 1eS voies et la declaration 
Balfour ainsi que la deuxibme guerre mondiale 
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World War had given further inipetus to it. 
On the strength of the General Assembly’s 
resolution 181 (11) O E  29 November 1947, and 
basing themselves on their natural right to  
independence, the Jewish people in Palestine 
had proclaimed the State of Israel on 14 May 1948, 
a few hours before thhe British mandate came to 
an end. After a lapse of a thousand eight 
hundred and seventy-eight years, Jewish inde- 
pendence was regained. I t  had been recognized 
by eighteen Powers, sev/enteen of which- had- 
accorded it de jure recognition. The fact that 
it had become a ‘< vibrant reality ”, had mastered 
internal chaos and had defeated external 
aggression showed the extent to which its emer- 
gence was historically. inevitable, and was a 
tribute to the sense - of justice and practical 
foresight of the United Nations. 

The establishment of the Jewish State in a 
part of Palestine had been the crux of the 
Assembly’s resolution, for the common ground 
of both the majorily and minority reports of 
the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine 
was independence for Palestine. The only 
question had been whether it should be a unitary 
State, which, for all practical purposes, would 
have been an Arab State, or whether there 
should be two State;, one Arab and one Jewish. 
The Assembly had decided on the latter solution, 
and the fact that certain assumptions failed to 
materialize did not In the least detract from the 
political and legal validity of that decision. 

The assumptions which did not materialize 
were that the mandatory Power would co- 
operate in the implementation of the Assembly 
resolution, that tht: five-Power Palestine Com- 

efiective instrument mission would prc 
of action ; that the Statu e for Jerusalem would 
be approved in time, and the economic union 
established to yield the ‘necessary revenue for 
Jerusalem’s administration ; that the Arab popu- 
lation of Palestine would set up an independent 
State in that part of Palestine assigned to it 
and would join with the Jewish State in forming 
the economic union ; and, finally, that  the 
process of implementation would either not meet 
serious resistance or be ensured by the full 
weight of United Nations authority. 

Ive 

Actually, the Arab Governments sent first 
irregular forces and then their regular armies to 
invade Palestine. Against up-to-date weapons 
mostly supplied by the United Kingdom and 
in one case against highly expert British command, 
the poorly equipped Jewish defence forces alone 
and unaided were able to turn the scales only 
because they were fighting for their own territory 
and liberty and for the very lives of their people. 

One fundamental assumption underlying the 
29 November resolution was borne out however, 
namely, the readiness of the Jewish people to 
assume the responsibilities of statehood and 
their capacity t o  defend their territory and 
independence. A t  first nothing was done t o  

Int donne l’elan nkcessaire a sa creation. 
i‘appuyant sur les termes de la r6solution 181 (11) 
lu 29 novembre 1947 de I’AssemblCe generaale, et  
e prkvalant de son droit nature1 a I’indCpendance, 
e peuple juif de Palestine a, le 14 mai 1948, 
pelques heures avant l’expiration du mandat 
nitannique, proclam6 l’ntat #Israel. L‘indC- 
Iendance juive, apres un intervalle de mille 
iuit cent soixante-dix-huit ans, a et6 reconquise. 
lix-huit Puissances ont reconnu son existence ; 
tix-sept d‘entre elles l’ont reconnue de jure. 
jue 1’Gtat d’Israel soit devenu une (1 realit6 
rivante U, qu’il ait maitrise le dCsordre interieur 
:t repoussk l’agression exterieure, cela montre 
:ombien sa naissance etait ineluctable du point 
le vue historique et  constitue un hommage 
sendu au sens de la justice et  a la clairvoyance 
le l’organisation des Nations Unies. 

Lac creation de l’fitat juif dans une partie 
le la Palestine a Cte le point essentiel de la 
+solution de l’bssemblee, car la solution prCco- 
iis6e tant par la majorit6 que par la minorit6 
le la Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
lour la Palestine est l’independance de la Palestine, 
:t la seule question qui se soit posee a Ct6 de 
iavoir si I’on crCerait un a t a t  unitaire, qui 
xatiquement aurait BtB un €?tat arabe, ou s’il 

aurait deux Btats, un a t a t  arabe et  un a t a t  
luif. C’est la seconde solution qu’a adoptCe 
’AssemblCe. Si certaines hypotheses ne se sont 
pas rCalis&es, cela n’enlhe rien a la validite 
politique et juridique de la dCcision de I’AssemblCe 
gCnBrale. 

Les hypothkses qui ne se soat pas trouvCes 
verifikes sont les suivantes : la Puissance manda- 
taire aurait db collaborer aux mesures de mise en 
application de la resolution de 1’AssemblCe ; 
la Commission des cinq Puissances pour la 
Pr’ .. - -*-it db servir d‘instrument d’action 

tut de Jerusalem aurait dh Ctre 
spprouvc -3mps voulu et  I’union Bconomique 
surait dQ Ctre etablie pour assurer a l’admi- 
nistration de Jerusalem les ressources necessaires ; 
la population arabe aurait dQ constituer un 
h a t  indbpendant dans la partie de la Palestine 
qui lui avait CtB attribuke et cet a t a t  s’associer 
B l ’atat  d‘IsraeI pour former une union Ccono- 
mique; et, enfin, les mesures de mise en application 
auraient dQ ne rencontrer aucune rksistance 
s8rieuse ou, du moins, auraient dh &tre execut6es 
sous la pression irresistible de l’autoritk de 
I’Organisation des Nations Unies. 

Or, que s’est-il pass6 en fait 7 Les Gouver- 
nements arabes ont envahi la Palestine, d’abord 
avec des forces irregulikres, puis avec leurs 
armees rkgulikres. Luttant contre les armes les 
plus modernes dont la plupart avaient et6 
fournies par le Royaume-Uni, et ayant affaire, 
dans le cas d’une des armCes, A un Ctat-major 
britannique hautement qualifik, les forces de la 
dCfense juive, mal armees, seules et sans aide, 
ne reussirent a l’emporter que parce qu’elles 
combattaient pour leur propre territoire, pour 
leur libert6 et  pour la vie m&me des leurs. 

Cependant, une hypothkse fondamentale sur 
laquelle se fondait la resolution du 29 novembre 
s’est trouvCe raisCe : le peuple juif s’est montrk 
prCt a assumer les responsabilitks qui incornbent 
a un Etat  souverain et s’est rCvde capable de 
defendre son territoire et son independance. Au 
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World War had given further inlpetus to  it. 
On the strength of the General Assembly’s 
resolution 181 ([I) of 29 November 1947, and 
basing themselves on their natural right to  
independence, the Jewish people in Palestine 
had proclaimed the State of Israel on 14 May 1948, 
a few hours before the British mandate came to 
an end. After a lapse of a thousand eight 
hundred and serenty-eight years, Jewish inde- 
pendence was regained. I t  had been recognized 
by eighteen Powers, seventeen of which had 
accorded it de j/we recognition. The fact that  
it had become a ‘ I  vibrant reality ”, had mastered 
internal chaos and had defeated external 
aggression showed the extent to  which its emer- 
gence was historically inevitable, and was a 

#tribute to the sense of justice and practical 
foresight of tlie United Nations. 

The establishment of the Jewish State in a 
part of Palestine had been the crux of the 
Assembly’s resolution, for the common ground 
of both the majority and minority reports of 
the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine 
was independence for Palestine. The only 
question had been whether it should be a unitary 
State, which, for all practical purposes, would 
have been an Arab State, or whether there 
should be two States, one Arab and one Jewish. 
The Assembly had decided on the latter solution, 
and the fact that certain assumptions failed to  
materialize did not in the least detract from the 
political and legal validity of that decision. 

The assumptions which did not materialize 
were that the mandatory Power would co- 
operate in the irnplementation of the Assembly 
resolution, that the five-Power Palestine Com- 
mission would prove an effective instrument 
of action ; that the Statute for Jerusalem would 
be approved in time, and the economic union 
established to yield the necessary revenue for 
Jerusalem’s administration ; that the Arab popu- 
lation of Palestine would set up an independent 
State in that part of Palestine assigned to it 
and would join mith the Jewish State in forming 
the economic union; and, finally, that  the 
process of implementation would either not meet 
serious resistance or be ensured by the full 
weight of United Nations authority. 

Actually, the Arab Governments sent first 
irregular forces and then their regular armies to 
invade Palestine. Against up-to-date weapons 
mostly supplied by the United Kingdom and 
in one case against highly expert. British command, 
the poorly equiplped Jewish defence forces alone 
and unaided wexe able to turn the scales only 
because they weri: fighting for their own territory 
ana liberty and for the very lives of their people. 

One fundamental assumption underlying the 
29 November resolution was borne out however, 
namely, the reatliness of the Jewish people to 
assume the responsibilities of statehood and 
their capacity 1.0 defend their territory and 
independence. PLt  first nothing was done to  

ont donne l’dan . necessaire a sa crdation. 
S’appuyant sur les termes de la resolution 181 (11) 
du 29 novembre 1947 de YAssemblCe gentbale, et 
se prevalant de son droit nature1 a l’independance, 
le peuple juif de Palestine a, le 14 mai 1948, 
quelques heures avant l’expiration du mandat 
britannique, proclam6 l’J?tat d’ Israel. L’indC- 
pendance juive, a p r h  un intervalle de mille 
huit cent soixante-dix-huit ans, a et6 reconquise. 
Dix-huit Puissances ont reconnu son existence ; 
dix-sept d‘entre elles l’ont reconnue de jure. 
Que l’fitat #Israel soit devenu une (( rkalitd 
vivante I), qu’il ait ma€trisB le dCsordre interieur 
e t  repousse Fagression exterieure, cela montre 
combien sa naissance etait ineluctable du point 
de vue historique et  constitue un hommage 
rendu au sens de la justice e t  a la clairvoyance 
de 1’0rganisation des Nations Unies. 

La creation de l’ctat juif dans une partie 
de la Palestine a et6 le point essentiel de la 
rksolution de YAssemblee, car la solution preco- 
oisCe tant par la majorit6 que par la minorite 
de la Commission speciale des Nations Unies 
pour la Palestine est l’independance de la Palestine, 
e t  ]a seule question qui se soit posCe a et6 de 
savoir si l‘on creerait un Etat  unitaire, qui 
pratiquement aurait et6 un Etat  arabe, ou s’il 
y aurait deux Etats, un e t a t  arabe et un Gtat 
juif. C’est la seconde solution qu’a adoptde 
l’AssemblCe. Si certaines hypothkses ne se sont 
pas realisees, cela n’enlgve rien a la validite 
politique et juridique de la decision de 1’Assemblee 
gCnCrale. 

Les hypothkses qui ne se soi%t pas trouvkes 
vdrifiCes sont les suivantes : la Puissance manda- 
taire aurait dh collaborer aux mesures de mise en 
application de la resolution de 1’AssemblCe ; 
la Commission des cinq Puissances pour la 
Palestine aurait dh servir d’instrument d’action 
eficace ; le statut de Jerusalem aurait dQ 6tre 
approuve en temps voulu et  l’union Bconomique 
aurait dh &re etablie pour assurer a l’admi- 
nistration de Jerusalem les ressources nkessaires ; 
la population arabe aurait dii constituer un 
Etat  independant dans la partie de la Palestine 
qui lui avait et6 attribuee et cet fitat s’associer 
a 1’Etat $Israel pour former une union Ccono- 
mique; et, enfin, les mesures de mise en application 
auraient dh ne rencontrer aucune resistance 
sCrieuse ou, du moins, auraient dii dtre exbcutees 
sous la pression irresistible de l’autorit6 de 
YOrganisation des Nations Unies. 

Or, que s’est-il pass6 en fait 7 Les Gouver- 
nements arabes ont envahi la Palestine, d’abord 
avec des forces irrkgulikres, puis avec leurs 
armbes r8guliCres. Luttant contre les armes les 
plus modernes dont la plupart avaient ete 
fournies par le Royaume-Uni, et ayant affaire, 
dans le cas d’une des armbes, i un Ctat-major 
britannique hautement qualifie, les forces de la 
dkfense juive, mal armees, seules et sans aide, 
ne rkussirent i l’emporter que parce qu’elles 
combattaient pour leur propre territoire, pour 
leur liberte et pour la vie m&me des leurs. 

Cependant, une hypothkse fondamentale sur 
laquelle se fondait la resolution du 29 novembre 
s’est trouvCe realisee : le peuple juif s’est montre 
prdt a assumer les responsabilites qui incombent 
a un Etat  souverain et s’est revele capable de 
defendre son territoire et son indkpendance. Au 
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check the invaders by either the United Kingdom 
or the Security Council. Later, when the Secu- 
rity Council did impose a truce which put an 
end to major warfare, although persistent Arab 
violations eventually led to a renewal of hosti- 
lities, the aggression was crystallized and perpe- 
tuated and t h .  continued occupation of parts 
of Palestine by foreign armies in open rebellion 
against the United Nations was sanctioned. 
In Mr. Shertok‘s opinion, the first prerequisite 
of a real peace and the restoration of United 
Nations authority was the removal 03 these 
forces of aggression from the entire territory 
of Palestine. The Mediator’s report, however, 
proposed the withdrawal of forces only for the 
creation of a broad international zone, and 
overlooked the fact that  the armies of invasion, 
in retreating to their new positions, would, in 
no part of Palestine, be giving up anything 
that was theirs whereas Israel might be called 
upon to evacuate tenitory which was under its 
sovereignty. 

While appreciating the verdict of the Mediator’s 
report in favour of the recognition of Israel 
and the oral statement by the Acting Mediator 
referring to Israel’s vitality, strength and tenacity, 
the Provisional Government failed to folloa 
Dr. Bunche’s reasoning in describiilg the procla- 
mation of the State of Israel as a “ political 
offensive ” on the part of the Jews followed bj 
a military offensive ” on the part of the Arabs 
when the Jewish right to establish a State hac 
been so authoritatively acknowledged. Tht 
report showed a tendency to seek to reconcile 
on the one hand, a compromise already acceptec 
by Israel and on the other hand, the intransigen- 
attjtdde of the other party. Israel rejected t h i  
course as unjust, futile and demoralizing. 

The most startling example of this tendencj 
was the proposal to  rob Israel of the entire ye :  
of the Negeb, for at the last Assembly sessio1 
representatives of the Jewish Agency had mad1 
it clear that  the area of the Jewish State, a 
finally approved, was an irreducible minimum 
The Mediator’s report now proposed to  dwarf thi 
irreducible minimum to one-third of its size 
The Acting Mediator had defined this doubli 

$ reduction of area as a “ compound compromise ’ 
but contradicted himself subsequently by decryin1 
the fact. He drew a distinction between thl 
Jewish historical right in Palestine, that  is thl 
Jewish claims to the whole of Palestine includini 
Transjordan, and the formal international recog 
nition of the Jewish position in Palestine 
explaining that Count Bernadotte had bee1 
influenced by the latter but not by the former 
and reaching the conclusion that acceptanc 
of the 29 November resolution had not been 
compromise on the part of the Jews. Thi 
reasoning was doubly fallacious, for the Balfou 
Declaration had acknowledged the right of th 
Jewish people to a national home throughou 
the area of historic Palestine including Trann 
jordan. Even if Transjordan were left out c 

Lebut, ni le Hoyaume-Uni, ni le Lonseil de 
6curite n’ont fait quoi que ce soit pour arr&er 
‘invasion. Plus tard, lorsque le Conseil de 
&curit6 eut imposk une tr&e qui mit fin aux 
IpBrations de grande envergure, - quoiqu’il 
aille dire que de persistances violations de la part 
les Arabes aboutirent en fin de compte a une 
eprise des hostilitks -, l’agression s’etait deja 
tabilistk et  cristallisee, et  l’occupation de certaines 
&ions de la Palestine par des armees etranghes 
pi defiaient ouvertement l’organisation des 
Jations Unies, se trouvait sanctionnke. M. Shertok 
stime que la condition prblable d‘une paix 
ffective, ainsi que du rktablissement de l’autonte 
les Nations Unies, serait le retrait de ces 
orces d‘invasion de l’ensemble du territoire 
Le la Palestine. Cependant, si le rapport du 
fikdiateur propose le retrait des forces, c’est 
iniquement en vue de la crkation d‘une zone 
nternationale etendue ; ce faisant, il oublie que 
es armBes d’invasion, en se repliant sur Ies 
iouvelles positions qu’on veut leur assigner, 
i’abandonneraient nulle part en Palestine un 
erritoire qui leur appartint, alors qu’ Israel 
Iourrait &re invite B evacuer un territoire stir 
equel s’exerce sa souverainetd. 

M. Shertok sait gr8 au Mediateur de s’&e 
irpnonce dans son rapport en faveur de id 
-econnaissance d‘Israe1. I1 est sensible aux 
leclarations orales qu’a faites le MBdiateur par 
ntkrim, lorsqu’il a fait allusion CI la vitalit4 8 
a force et A la tenacite d’Israel. Mais le Gouver- 
iement provisoire se refuse 1 suivre M. Bunche, 
,orsqu’il considkre qu’en proclamant 1’Etat 
TIsrael, les Juifs ont lance une a offensive 
politique )) B laquelle les Arabes ont rBpondu 
par une a offensive militaire B, alors que le droit 
de creer un Etat  a et6 reconnu aux Juifs d’une 
Eapon si nette. Le rapport semble chercher une 
solution transactionnelle entre, d’une part, un 
compromis dkjja accepte par Israel et, d’autre 
part, l’attitude intransigeante de la partie adverse. 
Israel rejette cette solution, qu’il considere 
comme injuste, vaine et dkmoralisante. 

L‘exemple le plus surprenant de cette tendance 
est la proposition de dkpouiller Israel de tonte 
La region du Negeb, car, la derniere session 
de l’AssemblCe, les reprbentants de l’Agence 
j uive avaient nettement prkise que le territoire 
de 1’Etat juif, tel qu’il avait ete finalement 
adopt& reprksentait un minimum irreductible. 
Le rapport du MBdiateur propose maintenant 
de rkduire des deux tiers ce minimum deja 
irrbductible. Le MBdiateur par interim a qualifik 
cette reduction de territoire de transaction de 
compromis (compound compromise), mais il s‘est 
contredit en niant ensuite le fait. II a Ctabli une 
distinction entre les droits historiques de la 
nation juive sur la Palestine, droits s’appliquant 

la totalit6 de la Palestine, Transjordanie 
incluse, et  la reconnaissance internationale 
oficielle de la position juive en Palestine ; d’aprks 
lui, le Comte Bernadotte a CtC influence par 
cette dernikrr consideration e t  non par la 
premiere, et  il conclut que l’acceptation de La 
rksolution du 29 novembre n’etait pas un 
compromis de la part des Juifs. Ce raisonnement 
est doubleinent fallacieux, car la DWaration 
Balfour a reconnu le droit du peuple juif A tin 
Foyer national sur toute 1’Ctendue de la Palestine 
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account, the reduction of the area available to  
the Jews in Western Palestine under the 29 No- 
vember resolution represented a very serious loss 
of territory. Mr. Shertok then traced the 
progressive diminution of the area available t o  
the  Jewish geople as follows : in 1917 they were 
promised 44,740 square miles as a national 
home, in 1922 the area *-as reduced to  10,000 
cquare miles by the exclusion of Transjordan, 
in 1947 the United Natims Special Committee 
on Palestine recommended 6,370 square miles 
and the General Assembiy reduced it to  5,579 
square miles ; in 1948 the Mediator’s report 
proposed 2,124 square miles. 

4 

Mr. Shertok went on t o  <ay tha t  the  exclusion 
of the Negeb from the Arab State would barely 
affect its population and would not a t  all prejudice 
its prosperity, while for the Jewish State the  
Negeb was the only area where there were land 
reserves for large-scale colonization and devel- 
opment. The Arab world had exhibited no 
capacity for putting such areas to  fruitful use 
and the Negeb would either be developed by 
the .Jews or remain a desert forever. The 
development of the Negeh was decisive for the  
future of Jewish immigration. He went on t o  
PxRlain the development of the  25 Jewish pioneer 
settlements already in i-he area south of the 
boundary proposed by the Mediator’s report, 
arguing that this development would be wrecked 
if the area were given to  an Arab State. Irri- 
gation schemes and projects would be ruined 
and Israel would be permanently impoverished 
while no other State wculd become the richer. 

In addition to its agricultural potentialities, 
another major aspect of  the vital importance 
of the Negeb for Israel was that the  Dead Sea 
was the main source of mineral wealth in Palestine. 
Its past utilization had been the result of Jewish 
initiative and capital, although Arab labour 
fully shared in this enterprise and the State of 
Transjordan received 50 per cent of the royalties. 
The Mediator’s report now proposed t o  rob 
Israel even of the one quarter of the  sea which 
had been assigned to  i t  under the  29 NovembeI 
resolution, although the Jews alone were respon- 
sible for its utilization. The fate of the Dead 
Sea enterprise under Arab rule could be seen 
from the fact that  under Transjordan occupation 
the northern plant of the Palestine Potash 
Company had already been destroyed and the 
successful settlement known as the ‘&House in 
the Desert ” had been completely laid waste. 

The third main reason why the Negeb war 
important for Israel was tha t  i t  afforded Israel 
a foothold on the Gulf of Aqaba which was thc 
natural outlet for Dead Sea produce and Israel? 
gateway t o  the Eastern seas. No denial t o  thc 
Arabs of a legitimate share in the Gulf wa: 
implied in the 29 November settlement, but tht 
Mediator’s proposal wou Id completely deny an! 
share to  Israel. 

The Mediator’s report stated that the proposec 
revision of the boundaries was intended to makt 
them “ more equitable, \T orkahle and consisten 

iistorique, Transjordanie incluse. M6me en 
aissant de c6te la Transjordanie, la reduction 
ie territoire imposee aux Juifs en Palestine 
xcidentale conformement a la resolution du 
29 novembre represente une perte de temtoire 
: rb  serieuse. M. Shertok parle ensuite de la 
liminution progressive du territoire accord@ 
3u peuple juif et  il donne les precisions suivantes : 
1917, promesse de 44.740 miUes carres, comme 
Foyer national juif ; 1922, reduction de cette 
juperficie a 10.000 milles ca rds  par I’exclusion 
3e la Transjordanie ; 1947, la Commission speciale 
des Nations Unies pour la Palestine propose 
6.370 milles carres, que I’Assemblee generale 
reduit A 5.579 milles carrCs ; 1948, le rapport dri 
Mediateur propose 2.124 milles carrks. 

L‘orateur affirme que le fait d’enlever le Negeb 
B 1’Etat arabe n’affectera guere sa population 
e t  ne portera en rien prejudice B sa prosperit&, 
tandis qu’au contraire le Negeb reprksente pour 
L’Etat juif la seule reserve de ted to i res  en vue 
d‘une colonisation sur une grande Cchelle. Le 
monde arabe a prouve qu’il n’etait pas capable 
de tirer profit de ces territoires et, si le Negeb 
n’est pas colonise par les Juifs, il restera un 
desert a tout jamais. La mise en valeur du Negeb 
est decisive pour l’avenir de I’immigration juive. 
M. Shertok parle ensuite du dkveloppement des 
25 colonies de pionniers juifs existant deja dans 
le secteur situe au sud de la limite proposee 
dans le rapport du Mediateur. I1 explique que 
Ieur prospkrite sera rkduite a n h n t  si ce secteur 
est attribuC a un Eta t  arabe. Tous les plans e t  
les projets d’irrigation s’effondreront, et  Israel 
sera appauvri definitivement, sans qu’aucun 
autre E ta t  en soit plus riche. 

E n  plus de ses possibilites agricoles, il est 
un autre facteur qui montre l’importance vitaie 
du Negeb pour Israel; en effet, la mer Morte 
est la principale source de richesse minerale en 
Palestine. Dans le passd, son exploitation a Lt6 
due aux capitaux et  a l’initiative des Juifs, 
mais la main-d’aeuvre arabe a eu une part consi- 
ddrable dans cette entreprise et  1’Etat de 
Transjordanie touche 50 pour 100 de redevances. 
Le rapport du Mediateur va maintenant jusqu’a 
proposer de depouiller Israel de cette partie 
de la mer Morte qui lui avait 6tC accordee 
conformement a la rksolution du 29 novembre, 
bien que son exploitation soit due aux Juifs 
seuls. On peut deviner ce que deviendrait la 
mise en valeur de la mer Morte si cette region 
passait sous contrdle arabe ; il sufit  de constater 
que sous l’occupa tion transjordanienne, l’instal- 
lation nord de la Socilte des potasses de Palestine 
a dejja et6 detruite et  que la colonie prospere 
connue sous le nom de ( (La  Maison dans le 
desert )) a et6 complhtement ravagee. 

La troisieme raison importante qui rend le 
Negeb indispensable a Israel est qu’il lui permet 
de prendre pied sur le golfe d’bkaba qui constitue 
le debouche nature1 des produits de la mer 
‘Morte et  la porte #Israel vers les mers d’Orient. 
Le rkglement du 29 novembre ne refuse nullement 
d’accorder a u s  Arabes un accks legitirne sur le 
golfe, alors que la proposition du MBdiateur 
refuse a Israel le moindre acces a cet endroit vital. 

Le rapport du Mediateur d6cIare que la recti- 
fication de frontikres envisagees est destinee 
5 rendre ceq frontikres (( plus Cquitables, plus 



with existing realities in Palestine ”. The latter 
two qualifications were highly questionable a t  
the time when the report was written and were 
now utterly obsolete. The area of the Jewish 
settlements had always been held by Israel as 
had the southern end of the Dead Sea. In the 
northern part of the Negeb, the Egyptians 
originally had managed t o  throw a precarious 
chain of positions athwart those of Israel, and 
the truce had prevented a military decision. 
However, since then, the collapse of the Egyptian 
front had been complete and irreparable. The 
assignment of these territories to  Transjordan 
instead of Egypt would be no more realistic, 
as any Arab State would have to  overcome the 
fiercest Jewish resistance. The characterization 
of the proposed boundary revision as equitable 
bafflekl understanding, and the impression was 
inevitable that the operation was intended to 
serve entirely different interests than those 
of the Jews, or the Arabs. 

. 

Nothing had o\ccurred t o  invalidate the 29 No- 
vember decision regarding the Negeb. Since 
that date, an independent State had come into 
existence. To detach the Negeb from Israel 
now would mean to curtail the territory of an 
existing sovereign State which had never yet 
been tried by an international organization. 
Israel would never give up its settlements in 
the Negeb or accept the loss of its share in the 
Dead Sea. It was uncompromisingly opposed 
to being debarred from the Gulf of Aqaba. No 
part of the Negeb could be given up or bartered 
away. 

The Mediator’s proposal concerning the Negeb 
was in itself a sufficient reason why the Govern- 
ment of Israel could not consider the report 
even as a basis for discussion. The 29 November 
resolution was the only valid basis for a territorial 
settlement, although a number of territorial 
improvements had been rendered imperative as 
a result of Arab aggression. 

\ 

The Mediator’s proposal concerning Jerusalem 
sought to uphold an arrangement which events 
had demonstrated to be untenable. In 1947 
the Jewish Agency had stressed the unique 
significance cif Jerusalem for the Jewish people ; 
yet its claim to  modern Jerusalem had been 
resisted. In deference to  an overwhelming 
consensus of Christian world opinion, the Jewish 
representatives finally decided to  accept the 
principle of an international regime for the entire 
city but their faith in the willingness and ability 
of the international community to  protect the 
City was cruelly ldisappointed. Mr. Shertok 
then described the bloodshed and destruction 
which occurred in .Jerusalem immediately after 
the adoption of the 29 November resolution, 
concluding that the Jews of Jerusalem were 
alive to-day solely because of their own efforts, 
since the international community had proved 
helpless to uphold its authority. He said that 
the breakdown of the confidence of the Jews 
in the effective ability of the United Nations 
to  assure their Safety was complete and that 
they would refuse to accept even the unlikely 
formation of an international force as a bulwark 
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xatiques et  plus compatibles avec la rMitC 
ies faits en Palestine B ;  les deux derniers 
qualificatifs ktaient nettement discutables a 
’6poque oh le rapport a et6 redigb, et  ne corres- 
,ondent plus I rien actuellement. Le secteur 
ies colonies juives a toujours et6 tenu par Israel, 
le m&me que l’extremit6 meridionale de la 
ner Morte. Dans la partie septentrionale du 
Vegeb, les Egyptiens avaient reussi au debut 
i occuper une serie de positions prkcaires en 
travers des lignes d’Israel et la tr&ve avait 
:mp6che une decision militaire d‘intervenir ; 
depuis lors, le front egyptien s’est eff ondre 
rrkmkdiablement. Confier ces territoires a la 
rransjordanie au lieu de 1’Egypte ne serait pas 
une conception plus rkaliste, car tout Etat  arabe 
levrait d’abord surmonter la rksistance juive 
.a plus farouche ; qualifier U d’equitable D la 
rectification de frontikre envisagke dkpasse 
l’entendement, et l’on songe inkvitablement que 
:ette rectification est destinee a servir des 
,nter6ts tout autres que ceux des Juifs ou des 
4rabes. 

Rien ne s’est produit qui permette d’invalider 
la decision du 29 novembre concernant le Negeb. 
Depuis lors, un Etat  independant a vu le jour. 
Enlever I Israel le Negeb signifierait maintenant 
amputer le territoire d’un Etat  souverain existant, 
ce qui n’a encore jamais et6 tente par une orga- 
nisation internationale. Israel n’abandonnera 
jamais ses colonies du Negeb; il n’acceptera 
jamais non plus la perte de sa part de la mer 
Morte. I1 s’oppose de la faqon la plus absolue 
1 ktre prive de son debouche sur le golfe d’Akaba. 
Aucune partie dn Negeb ne peut ktre abandonnee 
DU troquee. 

La proposition du MBdiateur relative au 
Negeb est suffisante a elle seule pour empkcher 
le Gouvernement d’Israe1 de prendre le rapport 
en consideration, mkme comme base de discussion. 
La resolution du 29 novembre est la seule base 
valable en vue d‘un rkglement territorial, bien 
qu’un certain nombre d’am6liorations territoriales 
aient et6 rendues indispensables B la suite de 
l‘agression arabe. 

La proposition dti Mediateur en ce qui concerne 
Jerusalem s’efforce de maintenir un accord que 
les evknements ont prouvC inapplicable. En 
1947, 1’Agence juive a rappele qu’elle etait la 
signification unique de Jerusalem pour le peuple 
juif, mais on s’est oppose a ses revendications 
concernant la ville moderne de Jerusalem. Par 
deference envers la quasi unanimite de l’opinion 
du monde chrktien, les representants de l‘Etat 
juif ont finalement decide d’accepter le principe 
d’un regime international pour la ville entikre, 
mais sa foi dans la volontC.et la capacite de la 
communaute internationale I proteger la Cite 
a et6 cruellement d+e. M. Shertok dkcrit 
ensuite les effusions de sang et  les destructions 
qui suivirent a Jerusalem l’adoption de la rho-  
lution du 29 novembre, tirant la conclusion que, 
si les Juifs de Jerusalem sont encore en vie 5 
l’heure actuelle, c’est uniquement a eux-m&mes 
qu’ils le doivent, puisque la communaute interna- 
tionale s’est avWe impuissante a maintenir 
son autorite. La confiance des Juifs dans la 
capacite de l’organisation des Nations Unies 
B assurer leur securite s’est evanouie compl6- 
tement. Les Juifs refusent d’accepter la 
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of their security. The Jews of Jerusalem insisted 
on entrusting their defence t o  none other than 
their own people. The Government of Israel 
was faithful to  the principle of international 
custody of the Holy Places and urged the effective 
establishment of an international regime for 
the Walled City but it must claim the permanent 
inclusion, in Israel of modern Je’wish Jerusalem, 
and of the stretch of territory uniting Jerusalem 
with the coast, both of which were now under 
Israeli control. Such a settlement would serve 
as a k m  support for United Nations authority 
over the Old City. 

The Mediator’s report suggested vaguely that 
the port and oil refineries of Haifa and the airport 
of Lydda should be declared “free ”. The 
Government of Israel wished it to  be clearly 
understood that i t  would accept in these areas 
no derogation whatsoever kom the sovereignty 
which it exercised, but if any of the neighbouring 
Arab States was anxious to (enjoy special facilities, 
including rights of a free zone in the port of 
Haifa’ or the airport of Lydda, the Government 
of Israel would be prepared to  meet its wishes 

far as practbable within the framework of 
a formal agreement regulating the relations 
between the two States or1 a suitable basis of 
reciprocity. As to the Haifa refineries, the 
relationship would be the same as that  in any 
normal State between the Government and a 
company holding a valid concession. 

The Mediator’s report proposed that Western 
GaIilee should be incorporated in Israel in 
compensation for the contemplated excision of 
the Negeb, but the Government of Israel could 
not accept this as a substitute for the Negeb 
and submitted that the question of Galilee 
should be considered on its intrinsic merits. 
Violent attacks from Ara’b Galilee and threats 
to Haifa had vindicated some of the main reasons 
for Israel’s claim to the entire area of Galilee, 
namely, those bearing on the question of defence, 
and the Israeli Government firmly believed that 
the entire area of Galilee, now in the hands of 
Israel because of successful defence, should 
remain part of Israel. 

In connexion with all questions of territorial 
adjustment, Israel would prefer t o  see the 
establishment of a separate independent Arab 
State corresponding, as far as practicable, t o  
the provisions of the 29 November resolution, 
and would be ready to  negotiate with i t  on mutual 
adjustments of boundaries, if such a State 
declared itself ready to enter into close alliance 
with Israel. But, if the Mediator’s proposal 
to  join the Arab part of Palestine to  the Kingdom 
of Transjordan were carried through, the ratio 
between the area of Israel and that of its Arab 
neighbour would be 1 to 20, that would change 
the whole basis of the territorial distribution 
of the 29 November resolution. 

constitution, d’ailleurs peu vraisemblable, d’une 
force internationale destinee a assurer leur 
securite. Les Juifs de Jerusalem entendent que 
leur defense ne soit confiee personne d’autre 
qu’a leur propre peuple. Le Gouvernement 
d’Israel est fidble au principe de Ia garde interna- 
tionale des Lieux saints et preconise la creation 
effective d’un regime international pour la 
Ville Vieille de Jerusalem, mais il demande 
l’inclusion permanente dans 1’Etat d‘lsrael de 
La ville juive moderne, ainsi que de la bande 
de terrain reliant Jerusalem la cbte, toutes 
deux etant maintenant sous contrble israelien. Un 
tel reglement contribuerait a affermir l’autoritk de 
l’organisation des Nations Unies sur 1aVilleVieille. 

Dans son rapport, le Mediateur propose en 
termes vagues de declarer (( libres )) le port et 
les rafineries de petrole de Hayfa, de m6me que 
I’aerodrome de Lydda. I1 doit 6tre bien entendu 
que le Gouvernement d’IsraeI n’acceptera aucune 
derogation a la souverainete qu’il exerce dans 
ces regions ; mais si l’un quelconque de ses 
Etats voisins desirait beneficier de certains 
avantages, et s’il voulait disposer d’une zone 
franche, dans le port de Haffa ou a I’aerodrome 
de Lydda, le Gouvernement d’Israe1 serait pr6t 
a lui donner satisfaction dans la mesure du 
possible, dans le cadre d’un accord forme1 qui 
regulariserait les relations entre les deux Etats 
en se fondant sur le principe de la reciprocite. 
Quant aux relations entre les autorites et la 
direction des rafineries de petrole de Halfa, 
ce seront celles qui existent normalement dans 
chaque Etat  entre le Gouvernement e t  les 
compagnies detenant une concession valable. 

Dans son rapport, le Mediateur propose d’incor- 
porer la GalilCe occidentale a 1’Etat #Israel a 
titre de compensation pour le Negeb qu’on 
envisage de lui enlever, mais 1e Gouvernement 
d’Israel ne peut accepter de troquer le Negeb 
et il estime que la question de la Galilee devrait 
&ire examinee separement. Les violentes attaques 
en provenance de la GalilCe arabe, attaques 
qui ont menace Hdfa, ont prouve la validit6 
des principaux arguments avances par Israel 
pour revendiquer toute la GalilCe ; il s’agit 
notamment d’arguments ayant trait a la dkfense 
du territoire ; le Gouvernement d’Israel est 
convaincu que toute la GalilBe, qui a et6 occupCe 
par les forces israeliennes A la suite d’operations 
defensives couronnees de SUCC~S,  devrait &re 
incorporee a l‘Etat d’Israe1. 

En ce qui concerne toutes ces questions 
territoriales, Israel accueillerait favorablement 
la creation d’un Etat  arabe independant en 
Palestine, Etat qui serait constitue, dans la 
mesure du possible, conformement aux dispo- 
sitions de la resolution du 29 novembre ; le 
Gouvernement d’Israel serait prCt & negocier 
avec cet Etat  en vue de proceder a des recti- 
fications mutuelles de frontieres, si cet Etat  
se dkclarait prCt A conclure une alliance etroite 
avec Israel. Mais si on donnait suite k la propo- 
sition du Mediateur, qui est d‘incorporer la partie 
arabe de la Palestine au royaume de Transjordanie, 
Ic rapport entre la superficie d’Israe1 et celle 
de son voisin arabe se trouverait etre de 1 A 20, 
ce qui changerait compI6tement le principe 
m&:ne qui a pr&id& la rkpartition territoriale 
envisagee dans la resolution du 29 novembre. 
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'Mr. Shertok agreed that everything possible 
should be done to relieve the immediate suffering 
of the Arab refugees, but thought that the 
problem of a permanent settlement could not 
be solved in disregard of the political realities. 
The first question was that of responsibility 
for the mass exodus. The Arab evacuations 
had followed in the wake of the first outbreaks 
of .fighting which, as Jamal Bey Husseini had 
stated to the Security Council on 23 April, the 
Arabs admitted they began. TheBritish admin- 
istration had done nothing to check the 
evacuation; on the contrary, it had appeared 
to welcome it and provided facilities for it. 
At  first the Jews had tried to persuade their 
Arab neighbours to stay, but they had failed. 
Mr. Shertok quoted an eye-witness account from 
the London Econornisf which explained that the 
most potent factor in the Arab exodus was the 
announcement made over the air by the Arab 

, Higher Committee urging all Arabs in Haifa 
to  quit and clearly intimating that those Arabs 
who remained would be regarded as renegades. 
He also quoted a press interview by Emil El- 
Ghory of the Arab Higher Committee, published 
in the Arabic newspaper Telegraph in Beirut 
on 6 September in which M. El-Ghory said that 
the problem of these refugees was the direct 
result of the policy of resistance to partition, 
which had been unanimously adopted by the 
Arab Governments and those Governments had 
to bear the responsibiltity for the solution of the 
problem. He went on to say that if the Arabs 
of Palestine had accepted partition and co- 
operated with the Jewish State, the latter would 
never have attempted t o  reduce its large Arab 
minority and in an atmosphere of peace, all 
difficulties would have been adjusted. 

But now the question was not simply one of 
individual rights, as the Mediator appeared to 
assume, but one affecting the fate of countries and 
peoples. I t  was unthinkable for Israel to re- 
admit these refugees while the war lasted, for 
there was no guarantee that they would not be 
used to blow up the Jewish State from within. 
Furthermore, who would undertake the task of 
re-integrating them in Israel while that Govern- 
ment was heavily burdened with defence expen- 
ditures. The Government of Israel was ready t o  
discuss this question a t  a peace conference, with- 
in the general context of peace problems which 
would include reparations for the ravages of war. 
I t  believed that serious thought should be given 
to the re-settling of the Arab refugees in neigh- 
bouring territories. Mass migrations had occurred 
in other situations in recent history, and in na 
case had the tide turned back to restore the exact 
sfafus quo ante. The Government of Israel would 
keep the question open and its final attitude 
would be determined by the nature of the relations 
eventually established between Israel and its 
neighbours. The Arab Governments had broughl 
about this calamity and were now responsible fox 
its prolongation by keeping their armies on 
Israel's frontiers by refusing to discuss peace witk 
Israel, by not attempting to resettle the refugee: 
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M. Shertok admek qu'il faut faire tout ce qui 
st possible pour soulager les souffrances des 
BfugiCs, mai il estime que le problkme de leur 
tablissement permanent ne peut etre rbolu 
iu mepris des rUitCs politiques. I1 faut tout 
l'abord determiner quels sont ceux qui portent 
a responsabilitk de cet exode en masse. 
,'evacuation des Arabes a commence a la suite 
les premieres opkations militaires que les 
Lrabes admettent avoir dCclenchCes, comme 
lama1 Bey Husseini l'a dkclark devant le Conseil 
le s6curitC le 23 avril dernier. L'administration 
ritannique n'a rien fait pour empCcher cette 
wacuation, elle semble au contraire l'avoir 
ncouragbe et elle a pris des mesures pour la 
aciliter. Au debut, les Juifs tenterent de persuader 
eurs vofsins arabes de rester, mais ils n'y 
Bussirent point. M. Shertok cite la revue 
Sconornisf de Londres, qui a publie le rCcit d'un 
kmoin oculaire, selon lequel l'616ment le plus 
mportant ayant contribue a l'exode des Arabes 
iurait 6th une declaration radiodiffusee par le 
iaut-ComitB arabe, exhortant tous les habitants 
irabes de Haifa a quitter la ville et donnant 
1 entendre clairement que ceux qui ne s'en 
raient pas seraient consid&& comme des ren6gats. 
M. Shertok cite Bgalement une interview que 
M. Emile El Ghory, membre du Haut-ComitC 
wabe, a accordee au journal arabe Le Telegraphe 
le Beyrouth, et qui a et6 publiee le 6 septembre ; 
selon M. El Ghory, le problkme des rBfugiBs est 
un resultat direct de la politique de rksistance 
BU partage, politique qui a BtB adopt6e A l'unani- 
mite par les Gouvernements arabes, et c'est A 
ces Gouvernements qu'il appartient de trouver 
une solution ce problkme. M. Shertok poursuit 
en declarant que si les Arabes de Palestine 
avaient accept6 le partage et s'ils avaient colla- 
bore avec l'fitat d'Israe1, ce dernier n'aurait 
jamais tent6 de rkduire son importante majorit6 
arabe, et  toutes les difficultCS auraient kt6 rbolues 
dans une atmosphkre pacifique. 

Mais a l'heure actuelle, il ne s'agit plus 
seulement de droits individuels, comme semble 
le croire le MBdiateur ; il s'agit du sort des peuples 
et des pays entiers. I1 est inconcevable qu'Israe1 
puisse laisser rentrer ces refugiks tant que la guerre 
continue, car personne ne peut garantir que l'on 
ne se servirait point de ces refugies pour tenter 
de ruiner l'Gtat $Israel du dedans. De plus, qui 
entreprendrait la t%che de les reinstaller en Israel, 

un moment oh le Gouvernement doit faire face 
A de lourdes dkpenses pour assurer la dkfense du 
pays ? Le Gouvernement d'Israe1 est pret a 
discuter cette question au c o w  d'une conference 
de paix, oh l'on etudierait bgalement les autres 
problbmes, et notamment celui des reparations 
pour dommages de guerre. Le Gouvernement 
#Israel estirne qu'on ferait bien d'envisager 
skrieusement l'etablissement des refugiCs arabes 
dans les territoires voisins. D'autres migrations 
ont eu lieu au c0ux-s de l'histoire rkcente : jam& 
le flot des r6fugiCs n'est revenu a son point de 
dkpart, et nulle part on n'a pu revenir exactement 

la situation primitive. Le Gouvernement d'Israel 
laissera cette question en suspens, et son attitude 
finale sera determinhe par la nature des relations 
qui s'dtabliront par la suite entre Israel et ses 
voisins. Les Gouvernements arabes ont provoque 
cette calamite et ils sont responsables de la prolon- 
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in their own countries, and lastly, by trying to  
shift the responsibility on to  international organ- 
izations. 

The present indefinite truce was also respon- 
sible for another misery : the detention of 11,OOO 
Jewish refugees in Cyprus although their entry 
into Israel was perfectly lawful under the terms of 
the Security Council resolution (S/723), even as 
unduly strictly interpreted by the Mediator. 

? 

Mr. Shertok renewed the offer made by the 
Government of Israel OII 6 August for peaqe 
negotiations, stating that his Government was 
ever ready to negotiate, just as i t  was ready to 
withstand the burden of continued warfare if it 
was forced upon it. In his opinion the United 
Nations had a primary responsibility to call upon 
the aggressors to  end the war and negotiate peace. 
The conciliation commission proposed by the 
Mediator should be a good ofices commission to 
bring about peace negotiations, but should not be 
empowered to  supervise the discharge by the 
Governmepts concerned of what were essentially 
their administrative functions. But prior to the 
appointment of the conciliation commission, the 
United Nations should admit Israel to membership 
for substantially, Israel represented the fulfilment 
of the Assembly's will and its admission was envi- 
saged in the 29 November 1947 resolution. 
Furthermore, the five States waging war against 
Israel were all Members of the United Nations and 
could cast votes on issues vitally affecting Israel's 
future, while Israel had no vote. Israel was 
happy that the admission of its representatives 
as representatives of the State of Israel had met 
with no opposition, for it considered that equality 
of status was due to it. He appealed to the 
members of the Security Council and the General 
Assembly to  approve Israel's application when i t  
was submitted. 

The meeting rose a t  6.10 p.m. 

TWO HUNDRED AND FIRST 
MEETING 

Held at the Palais de Chaillot, Paris, 
on Tuesday, 16 November 1948, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman : Mr. P.-H. SPAAK (Belgium) 

'70. Continuation of the consideration on 
the progress report of the United 
Nations Mediator on Palestine 

Mr. AHMAD SHUKARKIU (Arab Higher Com- 
mittee) stated that the drama of Palestine, a 
legacy from the First W x l d  War, had just been 

(A/-) 

gation de cet etat de choses, car ils maintiennent 
l e w  armees aux frontibres d'Israt3, ils refusent 
d'entamer des pourparlers avec cet Etat, ils ne 
Iont rien pour etablir les refugib dans leurs 
propres pays, e t  en fin de compte ils tentent de 
se decharger de ce fardeau en en transferant la 
responsabilite a des organisations internationales. 

La treve actuelle, si incertaine, est la cause 
d'autres souffrances encore : en effet, 11.ooO 
r6fugib juifs sont detenus dans l'fle de Chypre, 
quoique leur entree en Israel soit chose parfai- 
tement legale aux termes de la resolution du 
Conseil de seccurit6 (S/723), meme si l'on s'en tient 
h l'interpretation beaucoup trop stricte qu'en a 
donnee le Mediateur. 

M. Shertok renouvelle l'offre que le Gouver- 
nement d'Israel a faite le 6 aoiit, en vue de 
negocier un trait6 de paix, et  il declare que son 
Gouvernement est toujours pr6t aux negociations, 
tout comme il est pr6t a supporter le fardeau d'une 
plus longue guerre, si on l'y force. I1 estime qu'il 
appartient en premier lieu a l'organisation des 
Nations Unies d'inviter les agresseurs a mettre 
fin a la guerre en entamant des n6gociations en 
vue de conclure la paix. La Commission de conci- 
liation proposee par le Mediateur devrait 6tre une 
commission des bons offices qui se verrait confier 
la tgche de faciliter les n6gociations de paix, mais 
on ne doit pas la charger de contrbler les Gouver- 
nements interesses dans l'exercice des fonctions 
administratives qui leur appartiennent. Toutefois, 
avant que la Commission de conciliation soit 
creke, Israel devrait etre admis dans l'Organi- 
sation des Nations Unies : en effet, cet Etat  a et6 
fond6 conform6ment A la volonte de l'hssemblk, 
e t  son admission avait 6te prevue dans la rbo- 
lution adoptee le 29 novembre 1947. En outre, 
les cinq Etats qui font la guerre Israel sont 
Membres de l'organisation des Nations Unies 
et  peuvent par consequent voter sur des questions 
qui affectent d'une faqon decisive l'avenir d'Israe1, 
alors qu'lsrael n'est pas en mesure de voter. Le 
Gouvernement d' Israel est heureux de constater 
que l'admission de ses representants, en tant que 
representants de l'Etat #Israel, ne s'est heurtke a 
aucune opposition. I1 estime, toutefois, qu'il est en 
droit de demander un statut Bgal A celui des autres 
Etats Membres de l'organisation. M. Shertok 
en appelle donc aux membres du Conseil de 
securitd et  de l'Assembl6e generale pour qu'ils 
appuient la demande d'admission #Israel lorsque 
celle-ci sera prCsent6e. 

La seance est levee a 18 h. 10. 

DEUX-CENT-UN&ME SBANCE 

Tenue au Palais de Chaillof, Paris, 
le mardi 16 novembre 1948, a 10 h. 30. 
Prkident : M. P.-H. SPAAK (Belgique). 

70. Suite de la discussion sur le Rapport 
inthrimaire du M6diateur des Nations 
Unies pour 1a Palestine (A/648) 

M. &MAD SHUKARRIOU (DtleguC du Haut- 
Cornit6 Arabe) rappelle que le drame palestinien, 
legs de la premiere Guerre mondiale, vient #&re 
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