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AGENDA ITEM 22

Report of the Director of the United Nations
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees
in the Near East (A/2978 and Add.1, A/3017,
A/AC.80/L.6) (continued)

1. Mr. DEJANY (Saudi Arabia) referred to the
United Kingdom’s suggestion (19th meeting) that
Saudi Arabia and Iraq should provide 11,000 bedouin
claimants with freedom of grazing over their frontiers.
The problem was not so simple as the United Kingdom
representative believed since the bedouin, like all other
peoples, had a natural and spiritual attachment to their
country and to their lands. Each bedouin tribe had
acquired grazing rights, established by continuous
occupation and use, over certain areas, and no tribe
was permitted to graze in the territory of another. No
Government could even remove the tribes within its
own jurisdiction from one area to another, and certainly
could not face the complications which would resuit
from the execution of a plan such as the United King-
dom representative had proposed.

2. The Israel representative, in his statement at the
21st meeting, had implied that the Saudi Arabian repre-
sentative’s statement in the general debate revealed a
violent hatred of Israel’s existence. The speaker denied
that he was anti-Jewish, though he certainly opposed
any injustice to the Palestine Arab refugees. The Israel
representative’s remarks had been aimed at silencing
all criticism of Israel actions and policies. He mentioned
the concern of some Jewish authorities over Israel’s
use of anti-Semitism as a curtain to protect it from
criticism.

3. He repudiated the suggestion that he had been
inconsistent in accusing Israel of discrimination against
the Arabs within its frontiers whilst calling on the Israel
Government to admit more Arabs. The Israel represen-
tative’s very emphasis on that alleged inconsistency was
proof of a desire to discourage repatriation because that
interpretation of Israel policy was made by distinguished
Israel leaders, not by Arabs. He also indicated that the
criticism of Israel’s discriminatory policies was also
attacked by Jews and Israelis. He quoted Jewish author-
ities in support of that and of his contention that the
Jews had always been exceptionally sensitive on the
point of discrimination, which they branded as anti-
Semitism, yet had not hesitated to practise discrimination
against others,

4. The United Nations was in duty bound to condemn
Israel for such discrimination, and should uphold the
specific guarantees which the General Assembly had
given to the Palestine Arabs. Such practices should not
be permitted to undermine the right of the refugees to
repatriation.

5. The Israel representative had claimed that Israel
had repatriated 80,000 refugees since the Armistice
Agreement was signed, but, according to a statement
made by the Israel Foreign Minister in the Knesset on
2 August 1949, the increase in the Arab population of
Israel was due to the fact that 80,000 Arabs had been
added by the expansion of Israel’s frontiers. It would be
interesting to know which explanation was correct, the
humanitarian one alleged by the Israel representative or
the expansionist one of the Foreign Minister.

6. Mr. AL-JAMALI (Iraq) said that the funda-
mental issue in the Palestine problem was that the
Palestine Arabs belonged to their homes in Palestine;
no policy or pressure groups could ever deny the rights
of those people to their homes and property, nor could
so gross a violation of the human rights provisions of
the Charter as their exclusion from their homes be
condoned. The Palestine Arabs had been in the country
long before the Zionists had arrived.

7. The Israel representative had contended that the
refugee problem was the result of a war launched by
Arab Governments. That was completely untrue. When
the United Nations had decided to partition Palestine
the Arab States had warned that they would not accept
such a policy. At the time of the adoption of the resolu-
tion on partition 181 (II), Palestine had still been
under the United Kingdom mandate; when the British
withdrew on 14 May 1948, the Arab States had taken
their armies into Palestine to save what they could of
Arab territory. Had they not done so, the entire Arab
population would have been driven out and the problem
would have been greater even than it was. In that
connexion, it was important to note that the United
Nations partition resolution was not in accordance with
the Charter. Clearly, no people could be expected to
acquiesce in the partition of its homeland.

8. The Israel representative had also maintained that
the contention that the Palestine Arabs were entitled
to their own homes was devoid of moral or legal validity.
Such an argument struck at the very root of all morality.

9. Another argument put forward by the Israel repre-
sentative had been that the Arab States commanded
vast resources and were therefore in a position to absorb
the refugees, and that resettlement of the refugees in
Arab States would be of mutual benefit to the refugees
and the host Governments. The Arab States could not
command the refugees to abandon their right to return
to their homes. Moreover, although Iraq, for example,
was potentially a rich country, it faced a vast recon-
struction problem; over a million nomadic or semi-
nomadic tribesmen would have to be settled on land
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brought into cultivation by development schemes, and
the general standard of living of the people, including
the natural increase in population, would have to be
raised. Consequently, any talk of resettling Arab
refugees in Iraq, and thereby condoning a policy which
deprived them of their natural rights, was completely
unrealistic.

10. Mr. Eban had spoken as if the frontiers of Israel
had been permanently established, but that was not so.
Under the terms of the Armistice Agreement, the
existing demarcation lines were not intended to be
political or territorial boundaries. Some of the territory
occupied by Israel was in its possession only by right
of conquest, a right which could hardly be recognized
by the United Nations. That territory was the lawful
property of Arab refugees, and could provide land to
settle a large number of them. It must eventually be
returned to them. It was one thing to sympathize with
the establishment of the State of Israel, but quite another
to condone its seizure of additional territory by
aggression. That attitude would destroy the very founda-
tions of peace in the Near East.

11. It was true that the Arab States had forcibly
resisted the 1947 resolution on partition, but that was
because they considered it illegal and contrary to the
Charter. He still held the views, quoted by Mr. Eban,
which he had expressed at the 128th plenary meeting of
the General Assembly, after the adoption of the resolu-
tion on the subject. But, despite their continued objec-
tions to it, the Arab States had made a great effort of
compromise and had accepted the resolution. No one
could do more. But as a first step to the solution of the
problem as a whole, the question of the Arab lands in
Palestine must be settled, After that could come the
choice between repatriation or compensation to those
refugees whose lands were in the State of Israel proper.
There would still remain the question of the thousands
of Christians and Moslems who had been driven from
their homes in Jerusalem itself,

12. The situation had been created by the Zionist
international, which was a movement designed to
promote Jewish immigration to Israel from all over the
world. While the Zionists continued their active efforts
in that direction, they effectively prevented the solution
of the refugee problem. It was true that Zionism was
an idealistic movement, but it was based on racial and
religious prejudice and was therefore discriminatory in
its effect and contributed to trouble and unrest in the
Middle East.

13. As regards Mr. Eban’s contention that the return
of the refugees might constitute a danger to the State
of Israel, towards which they felt a bitter hostility, he
pointed out that it was Israel which had originally
created that hostility by driving the refugees from their
homes, and was now maintaining it by continued denial
of their rights. The vicious circle could only be broken
if Israel showed a change of heart, and furnished proof
that it was not an invading Power whose demands on
the local inhabitants went even further than those of
the old colonialist Powers. The Jews had set about
achieving their objective in the wrong way, and instead
of settling as Jews amongst their Arab brethren in their
ancient home, had entered the country under the
imperialist banner during the British mandate. Having
driven the Arab refugees out of Palestine, they were
now asking for peace, but this was an insult to the
dignity of the Arabs.

14. The representative of New Zealand had called for
realism. Realism meant facing the fact that the problem
had been created not by the Arab refugees but by
Israel, and only a change in Israel’s attitude could solve
it. The Arabs had already compromised and accepted
the partition resolution. He thought that that should be
enough. Now it was for Israel to change its attitude,
for until it did so, and recognized that Palestine belonged
to Arabs, Christians and Jews alike, the problem could
never be solved. If Israel continued in its present course,
the responsibility for the problem would rest with that
State and the States which had supported it. There
could be no peace in the Near East until the problem
was solved in accordance with the principles of justice
and the United Nations Charter,

15. Mr. EBAN (Israel) said that he stood fully by
the truth and rectitude of his previous statements. The
violent tone adopted by the previous speaker provided
convincing proof that Israel was right in maintaining
that the attitude of the refugees was too hostile to enable
it to admit them safely to its territory. It had also proved
that the problem could not be solved while those
responsible for its creation refused to accept that
responsibility.

16. He did not feel that he had made any comments
which had not found a response in the opinion and state-
ments of representatives of unquestioned objectivity and
humanitarianism, and the themes which his delegation
had outlined had evoked a growing measure of compre-
hension in the Committee,

17. The representative of Syria had confessed and
confirmed the existence of the problem of hatred. The
problem then arose as to whether those communities
should be resettled within the frontiers of a State which
they hated or in freedom, harmony, and dignity upon
soil which they revered, joining their futures with
peoples with whom they showed strong links of
solidarity, kinship and fraternity.

18. He feared that the representatives of Syria and
Iraq might have misled the Committee as to the frontier
situation. There was not an inch of territory upon which
any Israel soldier or civilian stood except upon the basis
of valid agreements concluded between Israel and its
neighbours at the behest of the United Nations. Those
agreements had been written countersigned by United
Nations representatives, and their continued validity,
within their own terms, had been confirmed by the
Security Council. The present territorial position rested
on a foundation of law.

19. He briefly recapitulated the stages in the nego-
tiations, undertaken pursuant to the General Assembly
resolution of 1948, which had led to the Armistice
Agreements. The General Assembly and the Security
Council had since requested that the validity of the
Armistice Agreements, including their territorial provi-
sions, should be extended pending a settlement of the
differences between the parties. Article XII of the
Agreements with Jordan ! and Egypt 2 and article VIII
of those with Syria® and Lebanon* stated that the
Agreement was not subject to ratification and would
come into force on signature. The Agreement referred
pre-eminently to a line dividing the respective juris-
dictions of Israel and the Arab States, and it stated

1 QOfficial Records of the Security Council, Fourth Year,
Special Supplement No. 1.

2 Ibid., Special Supplement No. 3.

8 Ibid., Special Supplement No. 2.

 Ibid., Special Supplement No. 4.
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explicitly that it had been negotiated and concluded in
pursuance of a Security Council resolution, Moreover,
it was to remain in force until a peaceful settlement
between the parties was achieved. Yet the Arab States
were considering the holding of territory under such an
agreement as a transgression. The Agreements con-
tained provision for revision by mutual consent of the
parties, and procedures to be followed if frontier changes
were desired; otherwise they were to remain in force
until a peace settlement. That was the legal situation
governing the territorial position. The Agreements
recognized no distinction between territory held by the
parties under the Agreement itself or under the terri-
torial arrangements which would have come into effect
if the Arab Governments had not overthrown by force
the initial recommendation of 1947,

20. A precarious security had been maintained for
seven years on the basis of those Agreements, whose
authority could not be undermined without doing a
great disservice to peace. If any of the Arab States was
dissatisfied with the territorial provisions, it could
invoke its rights under the relevant article of the agree-
ment concerned and convene a conference as therein
provided. Israel would not refuse to discuss any point
raised by the Arab States in due form within the frame-
work of that article. Similarly, Israel itself was com-
pletely within its rights in defending all its possessions
under the Agreements. The Arab States were regarding
those Agreements, which represented perhaps the only
fundamental success of the United Nations in dealing
with the problem in the past six years, as the fortuitous
result of military conquest lacking any basis in law.
21. While the Saudi Arabian representative’s views
on the historic role of the Jewish people were not a
matter of supreme significance to the Israel delegation,
he felt entitled to object to the fact that that represen-
tative made continual references to the Jews, with the
term used in a political and invidious context, rather
than to the State of Israel and its relations with its
neighbours. At the present meeting the representative
of Saudi Arabia had repeated those references, but he
had introduced a new theme, namely that the Arab
citizens of Israel were living in a state of persecution
and misery. In view of the existing tensions and prob-
lems of the area, the representative of Israel felt that
the State of Israel had cause for pride in the stability,
progress and consolidation of its Arab citizenry. The
position would, of course, be much better if relations
between Israel and the Arab States were freer from
tension. No State represented in the United Nations
had achieved perfection in its social institutions, but he
felt that concern for the fate of the Arab community
in Israel was rather out of place in the representative
of a country where conditions, according to a Lebanese
newspaper Al Hayat, were such that the national reform
bloc called for such reforms as the abolition of black
and white slavery, permission to bring books into the
country, creation of useful jobs for the unemployed
— about 90 per cent of the population — and the aboli-
tion of tortures and inhuman punishments.

22. The Iraqi representative had touched (18th
meeting) on more fundamental issues, but he had failed
to mention the most fundamental point of all, namely,
the right of a State to exist and to ensure its survival,
including the right to reject policies that would be fatal
to its existence.

23. The Iraqi representative had candidly admitted
that the problem of the Palestine refugees had arisen

when the Arab States had refused to accept the General
Assembly’s resolution on partition and had threatened
bloodshed. But the Israel delegation doubted the validity
of the Iraqi representative’s implication that an
aggressor, by threatening in a United Nations organ to
commit aggression, thereby legitimized his actions and
absolved himself from all responsibility for his act of
aggression,

24. Contrary to the Iraqi representative’s statement, it
was not the Israel delegation which had invented the
theory that the bloodshed had resulted from violent
Arab opposition to Israel’s statehood. That was the
conclusion reached by the United Nations Acting
Mediator in Palestine, and it was contained in his report
to the General Assembly. Similarly, the contention that
the refugee problem ante-dated Arab military interven-
tion was also refuted by United Nations documents,

25. Everyone knew that the refugee problem could
not be solved unless the Arab Governments accepted a
share of the responsibility. While he would not dispute
the Iraqi representative’s statement concerning Iraq’s
limited economic resources, it was difficult to understand
why Israel should be considered capable of absorbing
large masses of refugees, despite its lack of resources,
and why Iraq with its extensive mineral and petroleum
deposits, its water supply and its vast area of un-
developed land should be unable to resettle any of the
refugees.

26. Ever since 1950 the United Nations had urged the
Arab Governments to absorb some of the refugees and,
had the Arab Governments complied, the refugee prob-
lem in the humanitarian sense would no longer exist,
although there would remain the question of the right
of the refugees to compensation and other rights arising
out of their status as former inhabitants of what was
now the State of Israel. His Government would not
have hesitated to face the latter problem in a helpful
spirit for it would have been a question of solving what
were principally juridical matters in an atmosphere free
from tension. Hence, he had been deeply disturbed when
the Iraqi representative had apparently rejected any
proposal for the resettlement of the refugees on the
ground that such action might prejudice the funda-
mental rights of the refugees.

27. He had the impression that the central theme of
Israel was gaining increasing acceptance and he hoped
that the debate would lead to the abandonment of con-
troversies over the past and to co-operation between the
Governments of the Middle East in carrying out the
rehabilitation schemes which offered thousands of
refugees their only early prospect of a constructive
solution.

28. Mr. DEJANY (Saudi Arabia) said that the Israel
representative’s attack upon Saudi Arabia was further
evidence of Israel’s technique of avoiding the facts and
bringing up extraneous issues. The Saudi Arabian
delegation had not discussed political, social or economic
policies in Israel, and its remarks had been confined to
matters directly affecting the Palestine refugees. He
would not, therefore, give the representative of Israel
the satisfaction of diverting the discussion to irrelevant
matters as the Committee was more interested in
hearing the Israel representative’s explanation of the
increase by 80,000 in the Arab population of Israel.

29. The CHAIRMAN declared the general debate
closed.
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30. Mr. CROSTHWAITE (United Kingdom) said
that the Committee must now consider the practical
question of the Agency’s future operations. With that
in mind, his delegation had joined with the delegations
of Turkey and the United States in submitting a draft
resolution (A/AC.80/L.6) for the Committee’s con-
sideration.

31. The preamble followed the pattern of earlier
resolutions and should not give rise to controversy.
Operative paragraph 1 drew attention to the limiting
factor of finance which was of paramount importance
to the operations of the Agency. Operative paragraph 3
was also of particular importance in that it called for
a further determined effort to seek and carry out
projects capable of supporting substantial numbers of
refugees without prejudice to the provisions of para-
graph 11 of resolution 194 (III). It should be clearly
understood, however, that operative paragraph 3 was
not a special plea for any particular project, but rather
a general appeal. His Government earnestly hoped that
the Jordan valley and Sinai projects would be embarked
upon at an early date. But support for that paragraph
of the draft resolution would commit no one to the
execution of any particular scheme.

32. Operative paragraph 4 dealt in a helpful way with
the practical difficulties which had impeded the grant of
rations to the refugee children in Jordan. All must
welcome the fact that the Government of Jordan, faced
with understandable difficulties, had been able to work

out an arrangement which satisfied the Director. With
regard to the question of other claimants for relief, to
which paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 referred, his Government
thought that while it was clear that many of those
persons were in need, the Agency should not be made
responsible for such a large number of additional
claimants who were not refugees in the strict sense of
the term as many of them were still living in their own
homes. The degree of their need was not uniform. Not
only would it be extremely difficult for the Agency to
devise a fair and efficient system of assistance to them
but the Agency did not have the necessary funds to
help those unfortunate people. Voluntary organizations,
which were already doing such splendid work, should
be asked to provide increased assistance to those
claimants.

33. Paragraphs 8 and 9 repeated the corresponding
paragraphs of last year’s resolution. There was no need
to emphasize the importance of paragraph 9, for the
ability of the Agency to carry on depended upon the
contributions of Member and non-member States.

34. In conclusion, he drew attention to operative para-
graph 10, which was designed to help the Director in
eliminating certain difficulties, and operative paragraph
11 which would enable the Committee to review the
situation in a year’s time, when he hoped that the
Director would be able to present a more promising
picture.

The meeting rose at 4.50 p.m.
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