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Raly fron Iqrael to the Conoili&tion Cor&.ssion,'s ne&rnndm dated 

29 Ma.rch 1950 

The-CHKlXMA&, ,uuzounc~ng that 6he ~o~tiission-had just-seceived the 

Israel Governrmnt~s, reply..to its nq%?mqz,,m~~df~ 39 March 1950, stressed the 

gdvisability of ~exminirig~t~~t docum& iri t&e light of the reply fr'om the 1'Lrab 

Stn+s nnd.of the Comdssionfs propbsals pritir.tb' the preparation of the note 

to 'I% lmhmitted by the Comission to the Arab Gover-ents and the Israeli 

Gover:jmcnt ,conccrn+g.the,~nogotintions $ yhich the ,latteT had aFTFed to take 

p.art I He requested +e n&bers 'of the~$imissi.dh to state what they '. Y 

considered $0 bo the roost ,&&table pr'oedur6 for dealing with the Israeli reply 

and preparing the ,note,to:bo drr.ftcd'i~:&o~ection therewith, 
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1ti. de BOISfJJGER (France) anid that, having read the Israolf 

Govcrnmant~s reply, he thought it advisable that the members of the Corxdssion 

should ba given tine for rsfleotion before any further action was taken, The 

lottqr sent to the. Con&.Ziation Comission by the, Israeli Minister for Foreign 

Affairs was of undoubted importance, not only as 'ravealing the Israeli 
, 

Govertiont's attitude to the Corx$ssion% proposals, but particularly because 

it constituted a new clep23rture - and that should, he thought, be stressed In 
4,. 

the'note to be drafted by the Commission - since, while maintaining its 

familiar position of supporting a general settlement of outstanding questions 

with the Arab States, the Israeli Government stated its readiness to co-operate, 

unconditionally, with the Commission in seeking a'solution to the questions 

standing in the way of a peace settle~:lenC. 

Ho thought that the Commission should prepare a note, suitably worded for 

transmission to both parties, which night, for example, express its 

satisfaction at the IsraaJiGovernmont~s raac?inass to'oo-operate with the 

Commission in seeking 2. peaceful sottlenont of outstanding problems. Some of 

the latter wore especially urgent problems which should be settlad with the 

least possible delay. In that connection, the Commission night point out that 

it regarded somo problems as more urgent than others and therofora,rascrved the 

right to arrange to give those prior consideration. The reply should also 

state that the Conciliation Commission deemed it essential that the . _,* 
representatives mnt by the Govehraents concerned should be competent persons , . . . . 
provided with the necessary powers, He thought"thc Sacrotnriat might prepara 

a draft reply along the lines suggestad by the Chairman and himself in order 

to provide the Commission with a basis for discussion anct 'for the preparation 

of a~satisf4ctoxy final text. 

* 
Mr. ERALP'(Turkoy) saj.d he wished30 c&w attention to the Xsraeli ,( 

GovcrntnentJs views r&garc?.ing the modintory function of the Conciliation 

Cbm~sslon, ‘as recently outlined by. the Israeli Minister for Foreign Affair? 

to the Turkish Minister at Tel Aviv. The Isra& Government did not consider ' 

that this function should involve the Conmi.ssion'in,laying down hard-and-fast 1 

proposals. dt the out&& of negotiations. It would be tiser, in that 
I f 
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Govorrment~s view, to allow negotiations to open and to pursue their norm1 

co~rse.~ Thnt would not prevcrit the Cormission frm mxlinfing, when necessary; 

' but it would have 'to act circwnspoctly and wi%hout haste! 

The CHfKWMAN steted. that thG Israeli Govcrqent mc! the Arab 

Governr.lents, thinking probably of the Mediator for Palestine, who had tabled 

'@ropoSalS, nisintorpretod the nediatory function, as undcrstoocl by the Commission 

itself, s It WOUND therefore be nc!visablo to state that, in offering its services 

ta both parties, the ComLssion intonc!ocl, in.tho fiiit placcl to hear the views of 

each - which would enable it to form an accurate i&z of,thoir attj.tuc?es - and 

thcroafter to endeavour to find a, solution acceptable. to the Governments concerned, ' 

&d not, as tha drab States seemd to think, to r.icke &ecisc proposals which both 

p'nrtios woulc? be cmlled upon to accept or reject. In his view the n+diatory 

function minly condisted of creating the almosphcrc of hmmony and undorstnnding 

in which both parties could express their views at leisure, study the questions 

c!iviliing !hem objectively, and join together in search ,of a satisfactory soluJcion, 

.which9 he rxight ndcl, the mdiator was not debnrrec? from: suggesting when Q 

favourable opportunity arose. 

Mr. de BOISLNGE~ (i?rczncc) 6bmrvod that the raedziatory function, as 

ciescrfbecl td the Turkish Minister by.the Isrnolf Ninistcr for Foreign ~~ffairS9 

-was cmpletely in line with the Corxlission's own interpretation. Ho entirely 

sharecl the Chaimants view on that matter and thought that the mmbers Of the 

Comr:zission FJere truly reprosonting the views of their Goverrmnts'in stating 

that the Comis$ion should mdicte in that way, at least nt the';presont stage. 

Tha CHbIRMAJT thought‘that a vital point in connection with the Israeli 

~Goverrment~s reply to the Ccxmission was that it represented an acceptance on 

principle of the proposds set forth in the rm~oranc3m of 29 March 1950. 

Furthernoro, 'the Comdssion ~(13 CLWW,O that the Arab Statas WCT~ T~EL~Y “co 

negotiate although they hql stated, through the E,eyptim Minister for Foreign 

Affairs, that thprc was still considerable divergence between the views of the 

two partiosq It was thorofore the duty of the Cormission to 'enderzvour to narrow 

grip between *hose views. the 



,Ha thought it advisable to draft a noto along the lines suggestad by l&-. 

4 de Boiwnpr, with a view to infomring the two parties that the Comission 

considorad that their attitudes fully justified. it in persovsring in the work 

which it had un6ertakon. 

“. The PRINCIPAL SECRETmY asked whethaT the Gomission wished the, 

Socrqtariat to prepare a draft note alon@ the lines suggested by the Chaimm 
. . 

.nnd Mr: de Boisanger, or whether it preferred to continue to discuss the 

oontents of such a note at a private no&tint/ before tho Secretariat praparod a 

drnf t . 
A ,' 

Pk. de BOISLNGER (France) s& that it wouLd be prdferabla if the 

Commission had a draft text at its c%q~osal~as .a basis of discussion. That 

would save tirm and the Secretariat might thereforc prcpare a draft note 

forthwith for study by the Comission on the following clay. In that conneg%ion, 

it would perhaps be advisable for the Comnissfon to sug&st in its noto %haf it 

didnot consider the views of the two partios to be so divergent as might appear. 

It could also be stated that the Comission intcnc?ed to set up Joint conmfttoos, 

The reply to the Israeli Unistor for Foreign :,fL"airs should state that tho 
< Comdsaion regarded the sending of plenipotentiaries by the two parties to fake 

past in the proposed negotiations as evidence of their'sincera 

auccoss of the latter, 

The CH.AIWfi also thought that the Comzlssion should suggest that iL 

dssiro for the 

was convinced of the oomplotc possibility of successfully reconciling the 

different points of view. In his vfowp the best procedum was that suggeatecl 

by the French representative, namely, the preparation by the Secretariat of a 

draft seply which would be circulated to nezbors of the Comission so that the 

latter might study it at leisure and, if necessary, compare notes at an inform&l. 

meting before undertaking a nose thorough study within the Conmission, 

Mr, de BOWLNGER (France) pointed out that if the draft raply cotid ba 

roacly on the following day the menbcrs of the Comnission &ght moot i,nformttLl~y 

for an exchange of views at the end of tho norning. 
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Another inportmt gmstion was that of the prass roleaso to be issued for 

the purpose of informing the pzlblfc %hat the Conciliation Cor.mission had 

received what it rcgpbr&d ~.g a satzLsf~ctOW r@y frorl the Israeli Govcmmenttr 

After solle &J,scussion it was EL~YYSCI to request the Principal Seeretc?ry to 

get in touch with the journalists accredited to the United Nntions with a view to 

infoming then that the Comdssion had received a reply from the Israeli 

Govcrmont and. that the lattcs accep”GC(?9 umonditionally, the proposals sot forth 

in the mmmrm&m'of 29 March 1950 am!. stated its rsaciinoss to send 

glonipotentimies to take part in tho proposed negotiations. 

Periodical Proficss Report oIc-I I-- 

Tho FRII\TCIP!'IL SECRETkFiY a&ad whether the Commission wished the report 

to the Secretary-Gsnerol to include the Conciliation Cormissionls note which hLad 

just been c?iscussed. 

Mr, ERALP (Turkey) though% it would be prefarzble to postpone the 

corqdction of thnt report until the Carmission hcc?. prqmrsd the note which it 

intended to tranmit tc the Govmxmonts concerned in connection with their 

replies. The inclusion of that noto in the report woulr?. mko the ltlttar a more 

coherent whole. 

After .SOEO c!iscussion Wring Frhllch the CIi!XMN pointoci out that, in his 

view, the note which the Comr.xLssi.on intendocl to transmit to the govornmonts 

concern&3 rxLg1n-t be more fittingly inclzldod in the following report, an6 Nr. de 

BOISANGER moved the inclusion 5.n the report to the Sacrctary-Goncral of n 

statement to the effect that the Comxi-s&on wns cx,wini.ng the replies to its 

rxenornnd~fi of 29 Mxrch 1950, it was decidcc~ to rcfor c.,nsideration of the question 

to the Genernl Corxdttae when the finnl text of the report was drafted. 


