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“Presenﬁi
Mr. PALMER (Unitee States of Anerlca) o Ghéifﬁanfff
' Mr. de BOISANGER (France) ,ff L

My, ERALP*'(Turkey) A

 Mr. de LZCARATE - - B ; ‘.'. e Princi@al‘Secretary

Alternate

Reply from Israel to the Conciliation Cormission's nemorandun dated

29 March 1950

Tﬁe-GHAIRMAN,-anneﬁnciﬁéqthatiﬁheiComﬁiseiOnahad'jﬁet:received the
Israel Government!s reply-to its memérendum}df,g9,March,1950, stressed the
advisability of examining that docwnent in the light of the reply fron the Arab
States and of the Commisgion's proposals prier. to the preparation of the note
to be trensmltted by the Cormission to the Arab Governments and the Israeli -
Government concerning - the nerotlations in whlch the 1atter had agreeu to take
parts  He requested the members of the Comn1581on to state what they
congidered to be the riost sultable procedure for dealing with the Israell reply

and preparing the note to:be drafted ih Gonnection therewith. -
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© Mr. de BOISANGER (France) szid that, having vead the Isracli
‘Govormment's reply, he thought it advisable that the members of the Cormission
o shouid be givon'time for reflection before any further action was taken. The
lettor sent to the Conciliation Commission by the Isracli Minister for Foreign
Lffeirs was of undoubted importance, not only as revealing the Isracli
Goverﬁment's attitude to the Cormission's proposals, but particularly because
it constituted a new dépafturel* and that should, he thought, be stressed in
the note to be drafted by the Commission - since, while maintainihg'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 o solution to the questions
standing in the way of a peace settlenent.

He thought that the Commission shbuld prepare o note, sultably worded for
transnigsion to both parties, which night, for example ; express its
satisfaction at the Israeli Govermment's readiness to co-operate with the
Cormission in gecking o peaceful gettlement of outstanding problems.  Some of
tho latter were especlally urgent problems which should be settled with the
least possible delay. In that connoction, the Cormission might point out thet
it regarded some problems as more wrgent than others and therefore reserved the
right to arrange to give those prior'consideration.' The reply should also
state that the Coneiliation Commission deemed it essential that the
representqtives gent by the Governnments concérned should be competent persons
provided with the necessary powers. He thought the Seeretariat might prepare
o draft reply olong the lines suggested by the Chalrman and himsclf in orcer
to provicde the Commission with a basls for discussion and for the preparation
of a satisfactory final text.

Mr. ERALP‘(Turke&) sald he wished to draw attention to the Israeli
Government!s views‘régarding the nediatory funetion of the Coneiliation
Gbmmission,'as recently'outlined by. the Israell Minister for Foréignlﬁfféirs
to the Turkish Minister at Tei Aviv. The Israéli‘Government did not consider
that this function shonld involve the Gommission‘in,laying down hard-and-fogt
proposals at the outset of negotiations. It would be wiser, in that
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Governnent's view, to allow negotiations to open and to pursue their nornal
course,  That would not prevent the Cormission from nediating, when necessary;

* but it would have ‘to act cireungpectly and without haste.

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Israeli Government anc the Arab
Govermments, thipking probably of the Mediator fof Palestine, who had tabled
" proposals, nisinterpreted the:mediatory funcfion, as understood by the Commission
iteelf., It would therefore be advisable to state that, in offering its services
to both partles, “the Commission intended inthe first plac to hear the views of
each - which would enable it to form an accurate iden of their attitudes - and
theroafter to endeavour to find a solution acceptuble to the Governments concerned,
'and not, as the ircb States seemed to think, to moke precise proposals which both
partles would be called upon to accept or reject. In his view the mediatory
function noinly congisted of erecating the atnosphere of harmony and understanding
_‘in'which both parties could express their views at leisure, study the questions
dividing them objectively, and join together in search of a satisfactory solutlion,
which, he right add, the nediator was-nbt debarredvfrom.suggésting wvhen a

favourable opportunity arose.

Mr. de BOISANGER (Frénce) observed that the mediatory function, as
deseribed to the Turkish Minister by -the Isracli Minister for Forelgn Affairs,
was completely in line with the Commission's own‘interpretation. He entirely
chared the Chairmen's view on that matter and thought that the members of the
Commission were truly represcnting the views of their Governmqnts in stating

that tho Conmission should mediate in that way, at least at the’ present stage.

The CHATRMAN thought that a v1tal p01nt in connection with the Israell
‘Government's reply to the Cormission was that it represented an acceptwnce on
principle of the proposals set‘forth in the menorandum of* 29 March 1950.
Furthermore, the Cormission was aware that the Arab States were ready to
negotiaté although they had atated, through the Egyption Minister for Foreign
Lffairé, that there was still conslderable divergence between the views of the

two parties. It was therefore the duty of the Commission to encdeavour 1o narrow

the gap b@tween those views.
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He @hought it advisable to draft a note along the lines suggested by Mr.
- de Boiganger, with a view to informing the two parties that the Cormission
considored that thelr atbitudes fully justified it in perscvering in the work
which it had undertaken.

The PRINCIPAL SECRETARY askod whether the Cormission w1shcd the
Secretarlat to prepare a draft note alonpg the lines suggested by the Chairman
and Mr. de Boisanger, or whether it preferred to continue to disecuss the
" contents of such a note at a private neeting before the Seerctoriat prepared a
draft.

Mr. de BOISANGER (Francc)vsdid that it would be preferable if the
Cormission had a draft text at its diéposal'as a basls of discussion. That
would save time and the Secretariat might therefore prbpare a draft note
forthwith for study by the Commission on the following day. In that éonneotion,
it would perhaps be advisable for the Cormission to suggest in its note that it
aid not consider the views of the two parties 6 be 80 divergent as mipght appear.
It could also be stated that the Commission intended to set up joint commitices.
The reply to the Isrneli Minister fbr Foreign .fiairg should state that the
Commission regarded the sending‘of plenipotentiaries by the two parties to take
part»in the proposed negotiations ns ovidence of their sincers desire for the

guecess of the latter.

The CHAIRMAN also thought that the Conmission should suggest that 1t
was convinced of the complete possibllity of successfully rcconeiling the
different points of view. In his view, the best procedure wes that suggested
by the French representative, namely, the preparation by the Secretariat of a
draft reply which would be circulated to nembers of the Commission so that the
latter might study it'at leisure and, if necessary, compare notes at an informal
meeting before undertoking a more th6roughlstudy within the Cormiassion.

Mr, de BOISINGER (Franco) pointed out that if the draft reply could bhe
ready on the following day the merbers of tho Commisgion might meet informally
for an exchange of views at.the end of the morning.



b

SR/150
vage 5

Another important cuestion was that of the press release to be issued for
the purpose of informing the public that the Coneiliation Cormission had

recoived what it regerded as a satdsfactory reply fron the Isracli Government .

Aftor some discussion it was agreed to request the Principal Sceretary to
get in touch with the journalists accredited to the United Nations with o view to
informing them that the Cormission had roceived a reply from the Isracli
Government and that the latter accepted, urconditionally, the proposals set forth
in the memorandum of 29 March 1950 and stated 1ts readiness to send

plenipotentiaries to take part in the proposed nogotiations.

Periodical Propcss Report

The FRINCIPAL SECRETARY askod whether the Commission wished the report
to tho Secretary-Goneral to include tho Conciliation Cormission's note which had

just been discussed,

Mr., ERALP (Turkey) thought it would' be prefernble to postpone the
sonpletion of that report until the Cormission hod prepared the note which it
intended to transmit to the Govornments concerned in connection with their
replics. The inclusion of that note in the report would moke the latter o more

coherent whole.

After some discussion during which the CEAIRMAN pointed out that, in his
view, the note which the Commission intended to tronsmit to the govornments
concerned rnight be more fittingly inecluded in the following report, and Mr. de
BOISANGER moved the inclusion in the report to the Scerctary-Genoral of a
statement to the effect that the Cormission was cxamining the replies to its
rerorandunt of 29 March 1950, it was decided to refer c-nsideration of the question

to the General Corwittee when thoe final text of the roport was drafted.

The mecting mose at 12.45 Do




