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- Committee Secretary 
.e 

. . - Representatives of 
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Mr. L'TFSHITZ in explanation of previous Israeli proposals 
in regard to.the boundaries of tlrie Triargles said the Saine problem' 
presented itself a s in 1936s when the Peel ,Commission had sugges- 
ted the division of Palestine into two independent States* He 
himself had taken,part in the 1936 discussions, as an expert of the 
Jewish r?gency, which had submitted various amendments to the pro- : 
posal advanced by the Commission, all based on the fact that the 
partition line, running from North and South, divided a plain area: a 
on the West from a.hilly, though not mountainous area? on the East. 

A line separating the hilly country from the plain would 
run zigzag, over broken ground9 leaving to the East a number of. 

hills commanding.the coastal area the whole way from Ramle to Beisdnv 
The Jewish Agency had therefore suggested a line running along the 
crest of the mos.t we,sterly chain of hills. This suggestion had 

been motivated not on1y.b~ the primary question of defence but also 
by economic considerations and certain problems connected with'the 
land -- ownership 0% villages in the coastal area. 

In regard to ;the economic4 agricultural aspects of the' 

question, a fundamental fact w,a.s that whereas the source of water 
wereall in the North (the main tributaries of the Jordan), the 
land suitable for irrigation was all in the South* Any large-scale 
development scheme would haye $0 relate the twoJ : Though projects for 
carr$.ng the water from North to South might vary, every scheme 
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without e.xception must be founded on a canal running from the North 4 
to a point in the Northern Negev. The scheme worked out by James 

Hayes, the well-known TVA engineer, a moderate scheme which did not 

attempt to exploit maximum potentialities 9 was founded precisely 

on such a c&al which, starting fairly high, would run along the 
foothills of the coastal plain, carrying the water under gravity 
flOW 'CO the Gaza-Beershoba region of the Negev. Its course, indica; 

ted On a map which Mr, Lifshitz piVsent&, was d@terriined by the 

topography of the area. No other solution was possible. To the 
East of its course was only hilly country, (it would run East of 

Tulkarm, Qalqiliya and most of the villages of the coastal plain) so 

that West of it lay all the land requiring irrigation. 

When partition had been suggested as a SolutionQfor the 

Palestine question, no one had envisaged the possibility of any scheme 

that did not take into account the actual distribution, of population 

at the, time of tho proposal. 9hereas in 11.936, as in 1946-47, the 

main bulk of the Jewish settlements had been in the coastal plain 
(Eastern Galilee 9 the Jezreel Valley, the Beisan area) 9 in 1947 a 
number of settlements had been established in the Northern Negev, 

It was impossible to draw a line of partition determined by purely 
ethnic criteria, such as would separate the two nations without in- 

cluding a ‘number of Arabs in the Jewish State and vice-versa. All 

bodies that had dealt with the question of partition had had to 

face that problem. The Peel Commission in 1936 had sought to solve 

it by transfers of population, and had suggested concentrating the 

Jews in Galilee, the Jezrcel Valley and most of the coastal plain, 

transferring the Arab population of those areas elsewhere. The 

UNSCCP line had been based on the assumption that a peaceful settle- * 
merit would be possible; it had therefore provided for no compulsory 

transfers of population and had not taken economic or defence pro- 

blems into account, in the anticipation that the two States would 
be economically united and ha.ve common defence services. The 

Jewish Agency had ob jetted to both schemes ?, suggesting modifications 

some of which had been accepted,. some re jecte,dr Its ‘opposition to 

the Peel scheme had been lass radical, since the line of partition 

proposed approxima.ted fairly closely the main course of the proposed 

canal: The UNSCOP scheme on the other hand failed to take the 

problem of irrigation into account,, assuming even that the canal 

could run across national boundaries * The present position was that 

it was essential for the canal to run entirely through Israeli 

territory. Only Jewish area s would benefit by it SO that it held 

no common interest for both parties. BUS delegation therefore had 

to insist that the ,necessity of keeping the whole course of the 

. 
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canal within the State of Is:l:acl, with the inclusion of certain 

small areas to th.e East commanding the canal, should be taken into 

consideration in determining the frontier between Israel and the 
rait of Palestine. The schemo9 he repeated, was a moderate’ one and 

provided for a minimum area. of irrigation though other schemes 
existed which envisaged the irrigation of much hrga areas7 

especially in tha flat regions of the I&q$v. It was based on the : 

conservation of only a part of the Jordan floodwaters and did not 
provide for water storage along the coastal plain or the use of large 

quantities of underground water. It required, however 9’ a’ canal 

running a certafn height above the coastal plain, thus determining 
a minimum frontier linal 

A further agreement in favor of the line proposed was that 

many villages 7 (like Baqa el Gharbiya) were situated, as could be 
seen on the map, on the fo@hill.s, while their land extended deep 

into the coastal plain, in some cases even reaching ‘@he sea. That 

situation had various historica. and social causes into which he 
did not propose to enter. If the frontier were to follow the line 

proposed by UNSCOP, such villages would be separated from their 

agricultural land 9 even. though UNSCOP had sought to adjust th,e 

frontier-line to village boundaries, making it follow a very 

irregular course between hill villages and plain villagesl The 

question had been discussed at Lake Success but no valid solution 
had beon found; the land of 47 villages was divided between the 
Arab and Jewish States by the Partition Plan. 

.’ 

The irregular frontier proposed was not acceptable. They 

tried at Lake Success to persuade the Ad Hoc Committee and the First 
Committee of the &ssembly to agree. to adjustments, L%quired by both 

purely agrarian and by defence reasons, but without complete success 9 

mainly because the First Committee expected a peaceful implementa- 
tiOln of its findings. This expectation had not ~matcrialized and 

therefore these two corlsiderations arose again; 
It was not by chance that the Jewish fdrces had stoplped’ ‘their 

advance at such a line as was now being proposed.* Such a line had 

been their objective; they had no desire to encroach on the ‘territory 

of the future Arab State. &d it been otherwise, ,the bar would 

have had another outcome. The desire to assure to the State of 

Israel a boundary situated at the minimum height necessary for its 
defensive and economic requirements had guided its whole policy 
where the settlement of territotilal problems was concernedr The 

line reached by- the Jewish forces could be considered the right line 



for such a boundary, with certa.in very small modifications to ensure ’ 

the protection of the canal. That boundary was indispensable for 

the minimum defence plans of the State* It would constitute not 

indeed a strategic line, since the only possible strategic line was 

constituted by the Jordan, but a tactical line? sufficient for pro- 

tection against raids and for the prevention of contraband. Such a 

line, running from Beisan along the Gilboa hills and touching the 

mount ains of Samaria, would be acceptable to Israel. It practically 
coincided with the Armistice Line, which should therefore be con- 

sidered as providing the basis for the future frontier in the area 

in question. Mare detailed proposals, with suggested rectifications, 

could be made at a later stage, but the line as it existed should 

be recognized as coming very close to what should form the permanent 

frontier between Israel and the Triangle. 

Mr. Lifshitz wished to add that all the coastal villages and 

small towns had suffered during the war from the fact of finding 
themselves under sniper fire from the low hills to the East, bring- 

ing a threat to their communications. There was a danger that the 

State might be cut in two in the coastal plain.. Therefore, it was 

essential that the low hills in question should come within the 

Jewish State. 

i’/Tr.. YENISEY thanked the Jewish representative for his inter- 

esting Statehlent on Israeli claims. He felt 9 however) that such 

claims were inconsistent with the Protocol of 12 May and its attached 

documsnt which had been signed by the CoumiSSion and by both the 

Arab and Jewish delegations and which accepted the Partition Plan 

map as basis for further discussion. The Israeli proposal was to 

the effect that Israel should have twice the area of territory that 

had previously been accorded to it if the, Q Negev were not taken into 

consideration. This proposal constituted too radical a departure 

from the original plan to be covcrad by the margin left for 

Verritor1al adjustments”, which could be expected to imply only 

relatively small modifications. The General Committee would be un- 

able to endorse a proposal that ignored a.‘documen.t signed by the 

Commission only three weeks earlier: ’ 

Mr, WILKINS stated that unless he was mistaken7 the Israeli 

proposal for frontiers between Israel and Jordan in central 

Palestine was a proposal based on the Protocol of 12 Nay: 

Ms. SASSON pointed out that the terms of the Protocol read 

ttterritorial adjustments” ; it was not specified whether they were 

to be major or minor adjustments. The Israeli delegation could 
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. r-e-phrase its proposals in such a way as to refer specifically to b 
the Protocol and to dofine the suggested boundary point by point, ‘. 
He reminded the Committee, however, that before signing the Protocol 
Dr. Eytah had submitted a lette r to the Commission (letter of 9 May. 
19@) i’cating that ,while his delego,tion accepted the Protocol and 
the attached map as a basis for discussion, it did not consider it- 
self bound thereby to accept the frontiers drawn on the map. The 
Israeli delegation remained free to suggest other boundary lines or 
necessary modifications, as long as the map attached to the Protocol 
was taken as a starting point. 

Mr. YIZNISEY felt that the reading of the term “territorial 

adjustments It to mean either major or minor adjustments was a free 

interpretation. In general 9 if the il\ap in question was ,-taken as a 

basis ,for discussion, it should be adhered to as closely as possible 

and should remain the basis and centre of all proposals advanced+ 
Ms. SASSON felt that the Israeli delegation must maintain 

the reservation stated. by Cr. Eytan. Pf the Committee insisted on 

adhering closely to the Partition map and the Protocol, it would be 
necessary to return to discussions of the nature of the authority 
to’ be recognized in Arab Palestine, and the rights of the Arab States 

in that -territory. The Israeli d’elegation could4, if desired, return 

to its previous demand for evacuation of Arab troops from Palestine 
as a prerequisite to discussion of frontiers; it seemed, however, 
that such a course was impractical and would not advance the 
negotiations i 

Mr‘ WILKINS recalled three reservations made by the Israeli :.: 
delegation: one concerning Syria, one concernin,g release of.infosma- 

tion to the press9 and the third regarding #the right of either side 

to present its views on any question. He asked which of these 

three reservations was referred to. 
Mr. HIRSCH explained tha.t the reference was IJO the third 

reservation, Zf the Committoe desired, the present proposal could 

easily and logically be linked with tho Protocol and its attached 

map e The original proposal, for the withdrawal of Arab troopS from 

Palestine had’ been directly li’nked with the principle ,of. Partition 
and the decision of 29 November lgh-7;'~th~t proposal had been h 
deemed to be iinpraotical and ,waU c, thorofore replaced by the present’ 

plani 
The CH.ATRMAN pointed out that the Commission and the 

Committee referred to the document attached to the Protocol Simply 
as a maps not as the Partition Plan map' of 27 Nmmnber 19"t-7* 



The reservation made by the Israeli delegation could be taken into 
account,, and the delegation could establish that it interpreted ‘the 
term l~territorial adjustments” in a broad sense as covering the type 
of mo’difications it had suggested in connection withthe present 

proposals. He would prefer that the proposals should be linked to 
the Protocol and should not mention the term VfArmistice ‘Linest~, since 

the latter presentation could not be reconciled with the.agreed basis 
of discussion+ 

As regards certain technical matters, the Chairman drew 
attention to the fact that the canal in question would probably 
0l?fginate in Le’iJanon; he asked whether the plan would presuppose an 
agreement with the Lebanese Government for the building of the canal, 

He also pointed out that the irrigation plan envisaged the building 
of reservoirs to the east of the canal, and that the canal itself 
would pass to the east of Tulkarm; it would seem? therefore, that the 

reservoirs and part of the canal itself would be.in Arab territory, 
Mr* SASSON stated that if it were purely a question of the 

form of presentation, the Israeli delegation would have no objection 

to linking ita proposals to the terms of the Protocol, in an effort 
to advance the negotiations. It must be quite clear, however, that 

in SO doing the Isra.eli delegation did not commit itself to acceptance 
of the lines drawn on the map annexed to the Protocol. That map 

could be considered in two different way$; the Chairman had said he 
looked upon it simply as a map upon which certain bounda.ry lines 
were drawn, but it could also be taken as the map of the Partition 
Plan of 29 November 1947 and hence a map to be discussed in terms of 
the rights of both sides concernad. If the latter interpretation 

were maintained by either party? no progress could be made- I-t was 

the function of the committee and of the Commission to transmit to 

each of the parties the viewpoints of the other and the requests and 

proposals advanced; in Mr. Sass&f s opinion the common cause could 

be best served if Isrmel’s practical proposals were transmitted 

directly to the Arab delegation s and their directoxpressions of 

opinion solicited, .vith a minimum of formality and juridical circWn- 

locution. 
Mr. LIFSHITZ, replying to the Chairman’s technical questions, 

pointed out that the hydroelectric plan he had referred to W&S a 

highly complex one; he had mentioned only the minimum requirements 

of the scheme 9 which could be implemented immediately withoutan 

agreement with the Lebanese Government +’ 
The scheme did envisage possible use of the high waters in 

Lebanese territory, but their use was not a prerequisite for 
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E implementati. on of the plan. 'Even if only the waters within the 
boundaries of I’srael were utUJ.zodg the canal s?lust stilL foILlow the 
topographical line which ho had indicated* 

It was true that the canal would run to the eastward of 

Tulkarm; it would therefore be necessary that tha,t town should be 
included within the boundarias of Israol# The actual territorial 
adjustments to be made were not now under discussion, but it has in- 

’ tended that the entire course of the canal, plus a, stsip on the east 
for defense purposbs 9 should. be inside the Israeli frontiar. 

Mr, WKKIIJS expressed entire agreement with Mr. Sasson’s 

statement that the function of the Commission was to transmit opinions 
and proposals from one party to the other; that eras exactly the 

function which’ the Commission was endeavouring to carry out, As he 
understood the situation, the reservation referred to by Mr. Sasson 

and Mr. Hirsch had not been a specific reservation in connection with 
the withd.ra.wal of Arab troops or the determination of the governing 
authority in Arab Palestine, but simply a part of the general resor- 

vation concerning the right of each side to express its views on 
any subject. 

Mr. HIRSCH agreed that that understanding was correct. 
Mr l SASSON wished to point out that the Commission had placed 

the Arab delegations in a delicate situation in the eyes of their 
own public opinion, as could be seen from a. study of the Arab press. 

That press had publishe’d the news that the two parties had agreed to 
accept the Partition Plan map a?. a ‘.basi,s $02 .&~s.cus.qF~nr.,.~~~f~~ imply- 
ing a retreat from the o?iginal Arab position. Since it was well 

known that Israel would not accept the Partition Plan, any slight 
modification in’ the frontier wouid be looked upon by the Arab world 
as a further P.rab retreat. I.% the Commission wished to advance the 

negotiations, therefore, he suggested -that it should avoidg insofar, 
as possible 9 any reference to ,the Partition Plan of 29 November 1947’0 

The C-HAIRMAN pointed out that the Commission and all the .. 

delegations present in Lausanne had signed a document to which was 
annexed a map; he~‘himself referred to this map as the map of 12 May) 

and had never’ designated it as thu ri1a.p of 29 Novelribsr 1947) He per-’ 
son&ly felt thjt ‘the signing of the Protocol represented a certain 
progress in tha talks. ‘$&at concerned him at present? however, was 

. the functiori of ‘the Committee’, which was to discuss all qucstiqns 
referred to it ,by the Commfssion within the terms of the Proto~oli 
The members of the Committee were obliged to refer to the PrO'bOCO~ 

and the map in the course of their discussions; the question these- 
fore concerned the actual existence of She Committee. He could,not 
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agree'with the Israeli de&g&ion on the matter, since he could not 
discuss ?n initiative or a decision taken by the Commission, 

Mr. WILKINS observed that while the Commission was aware of 

the statements appearing in the Arab press, such publications in the 
Arab or Israeli press could not be considered a responsibility of the 
Commission or the Committee. 

Mr. HIRSCH felt that no real difficulty or disagreement existed 
between his delegation and the Committee; both agreed that the most 
important question was the practical task to be accomplished, He 

believed that it was entirely possible to link Mr. Sasson's propo- 
'sal regarding the eastern frontier with the Protocol, while keep- 
ing in mind the reservation maintained by his delegation* 

On 12 May the Commission and the delegations had come to an 
agreement concerning a document and a map* Dr. Eytan had made it 

clear that no map showinb 0 the boundaries of Israel and of Palestine 

could fail to link the Palestine problem with the authorities in 
power in the territory; the map was therefore important and must be 

taken into consideration. . 
There were two different sets of circumstances which had given 

rise to' the proposals of the Israeli delegation, First, there had 

been the Partition Plan of 29 November 19&7s envisaging two bdepen- 

dent States in Palestine. Mr. Sharett had stated openly that Israel 

would prefer full implementation of this original plan and the 

establishment of an independent Arab State in Palestine; such a 
course was' still possible, at least in tlleory. It was in an effort 

to make possible the implementation of that plan that his delega- 

tion had made its first proposal regarding the withdrawal of Arab 
troops from Palestine;, once such a withdrawal had been effected, 

Israel would have advanced further proposals. That first suggestion, 
hawever, had not been well received, because it had not been fully 
understood. Since that time the Israeli delegation had come to feel 
that a return to the principle of the Partition Plan was impractical 
and that withdrawal of the troops would be difficult to achieve* 
It was therefore basing its'new proposals on a different set of ,' . 
circumstances, namely, the major '*territorial adjustments Ii brought 

about by the Arab States during their invasion of Palestine in May 
1948. If the Commission could find a way of returning to the 

original principle of partition of Palestine between Israel and an 
independent Arab State, Israel might be able to offer other 

proposals; for the time being, however, it could only base itself 
on the situation as it existed: 



4 -9- 

Mr; SASSON understood that the Committee must keep within 

the’ terms of reference handed to it by the Comm.ission; he 
wonder&i however 1 ‘whether ‘it would not be useful for the Cam- 

mittee to request a change in those terms of reference. In any 

caseJg the IsrAeli delegation could not be asked to refrain from 

expressing its ‘view on any question. ‘It must be clearly undor- 

stood that in signing the Prototiol Israel had not accepted the 
boundaries indiccited on the map, but had merely accepted ,the map 
as a starting point for discussionl The common task ‘facing the 

Comtnis’sion and.all the delegations wa.s the finding of a solution 
to ‘the Palestine problem, and the Commission could best serve 

that common purpose by acquainting each of the .parties with the 

opinions of the other. The Arab delogations might not accept the 

demands of the Israeli delegation, but they must in any case be 

familiar with those demands and with the reasons why they were 
made. It was the function of the Israeli delegation to make 

known its proposals to thg Committee’;’ it was not the function of 
the Committoe to pass upon those ‘p~~~os~l~;~s:i~~~~~~;‘,tsay. : 

The CXIA~IWAN thought there was some misunderstanding re- ’ 

garding the request he had made. The Commit tee desired simply 

that the Israeli proposals should be put in a form which the 
Committee, under its terms of refsrence, could receive and trans- 
mit to the Arab delegations. It should not.be difficult to 

establish a link between the proposals and the Proi;ocol; he felt 
that adherence to the Protocol would aid ra.ther than hinder the 

progress of the talks. The cl r)mmitteel s only desire was that 

the proposals of one party should be made known to tho other; the 
Chairman therefore reiterated his request that-the proposed 
frontier should be defined ‘point by point, or indicated on a map 
which could be drawn with the assistance of the Commissian’s Map 
Officer i 

” 4 

Mr. SASSON. expressed his.agreement with the Chairman’? 
requestf ’ ’ ‘. I * i. 4 :, 

, t 
;, I. 1 :, ‘. 
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Mr. YENISEY asked whether the Israeli delegation 

would be prepared to make a declaration at a subsequent 
meeting on the number of refugees the State of Israel would 

be prepared to receive - a point on %rhich the Arabs were 

laying particular stress, Mr, Sharett had said repeatedly 

that once the boundaries of the State of Israel were known, 
the Government of Israel would be. able to reach a decision 
on the question. Since Israel’s frontier claims were more 

or less known, with the exception of the Israeli-Syrian 

frontier, which was of minor importance 1 would she not be 
prepared to state how many refugees would be received if 
those claims were satisfied? The question of the refugees 

had been discussed with Mr, Eytan by Mr, de Boisanger, Mr, 

Ethridge and Mr. Yenisey during their last unofficial ,meet- 

ing 0 Mr, Eytan had said that if Gaza were incorporated in 
Israel, Israel would accept the refugees at present in the 
area, together with the hundred thousand inhabitants of the 
area plus the members of separated refugee families from 

.other areas. To a query whether, in the event.of Gaza 

remaining outside the boundaries of Israel, only the sepa- 
rated families would be accepted, Mr, Eytan had replied 
that in that case another proposal would be possible0 

Mr. SASSON said that Mr. Eytan’s letter on Gaza sent 
to the Commission two days before had clarified the Israeli 
position on this subject, The view of his delegation was 

that the meaning of Mr, Sharettls declaration turned on the 

.interpretation, of the word “known” i If it was .enough for 

Israel to present her claims and have the eventual fron- 
tiers accepted, the question of the refugees could &L-~&L 

cussed at once, If on the other hand the frontiers could 
not be known till agreement had been reached, the reaching 

of such an agreement was a prerequisite, That position, 

however, wou&d not prevent discussicsn of pa.rticular aspects 

of the refugee problem7 though not of the problam as a 

whole, in a subsequent meeting, On such aspects he would 
be prepared to make a statement, 

Mr., YENISE)! recalled that Israel had always maintained 

that the problem of Palestine had to be faced as a whole. 
He had therefore asked for a statement relating the question 
of the refugees to the frontier question. If the Israeli 

delegation declared that, should certain conditions 
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regarding the frontier question be accepted, Israel would 
admit a certain definite number of refugees, it would n0.t 
be committing itself and would facilitate the coiilmunication 
of its proposals to the Arabs, 

Mr, SASSON %$3 ‘Ehat for his delegation the problem of 
the refugees had no relation to frontier questions. It was 
not in order to be enabled to take back a certain number of 
refugees that *Israel was advancing her frontier proposals; 
there might possibly be certain cases where territory would 
be required for refugee3 7 but the frontier claims advanced 

rested on quite different arguments - as had been made plain 
in Mr, Lifshitz’s statement, in which the refugees had not 

been mentioned., Precisely because the question of the refu- 

gees constituted so grave a human problem, it could not be 
a matter for bargaining, Israelis and Arabs must share in 

finding a solution for it, irrespective of whether or not 
certain frontiers were established E 

The CHAIRMAN enquired in what form the Israeli dele- 
gation wished its proposals to be transmitted to the Commis- 

sion, Should they be illustrated by a tracing on a map, or 
simply defined point by point? He suggested that the Map 

Officer might prepare a map, for which the responsibility 
would rest with the Committee, not with the delegation,. 

Mr, LIFSHITZ said that the time was not ripe for pro- 

posing a complete and precise frontier line, How soon that 
could be done would depend on whether the frontier was to 
be considered as a whole or in sections. He thought his 
reference to the “Armistice Line11s the l,ocation of which 

was known, would make clear what was intended, The term 

“Armistice Line” could be avoided if the Committee wished. 

It should however be realized that such a line mould be 
accepted only in principle and as a working basis and would 

require certain minor modif ications 0 


