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l3KZI3H 
ORIGII4iiL: FRJJCH 

Held at the Palais des Nations, Geneva, 
on Friday, 26 Nay 1950, at 11 a,~, 

Present: 

(United States) Chairman 

(France) 

(Turkey) 

Principal Secretary 

1. S&dy of the Commission's reply -to&e parties on its proposals 
of 29 ivIarch 1950 (+lorkint; Papers J/46 and i/47). 

The CHXtRLiN drew attention to the two drafts of a note to be 

sent to the' parties concerning the proposals of 29 iflarch 1950, llhich had been 

prepared by the Secretariat in accordance with the suggestions made at the 

previous meeting, The Secretariat had submitted a draft of a common note to 

the Arab States and the Israeli Government, and another draft note to the Arab 

States only, 

The Cqmmission also had,before it a draft reply to the Arab States and . . 
the Israeli Government submitted by Mr, de, Boisanger; All these various ' 
drafts .had something &their favour 

._ 
J and possibly some disadvantages too; 

he invited the members qf the Commission'to give their views, ' " 

Mr. de BOISBKZR (France) thought the Commission should,first of 

all decide whether‘it was going to send a common note to the two parties 

or a note addressed'more particularly to the Arab States. He still felt that 

it would be preferable to send both parties a common note stating clearly the 
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Commission’s attitude * The note should be so drafted as to dispel the 

objections of the Arab States and at the same time to clarify the Commissioner 

attitude for the benefit of the Israeli Government. The latter had given an 

acceptanoe which it stated to be unconditional, yet it had neverCh&ess 

specified that it was only prepared to negotiatewith States which sipxi.fied 

their readiness to conclude a settlement of all outstanding questions with a 

view to establishing a lasting peace. 

Ahat he himself had wished to bring out in his draft reply %s the 

principles which would guide the Contission in conducting the negotiations. 

The note would have the virtue of obviating any discussion as to the manner 

in which the Commission intended to proceed. 

He stressed the necessity for leaving no room for misunderstanding 

regarding the Commission! s proposals of 29 March 1950, It was important to 

persuade the parties to make their comments before the opening of 

negotiations rather than to get from them an acceptance based on a 

misunderstanding and thus to open negotiations which would very rapidly reach 

an impasse, or even fail completely. That undesirable eventuality must be 

avoided, and it would be well to emphasise clearly that in making its 

proposals for negotiations, the Commission was merely implementing the 

General Assembly resolution of 11 December 1948, The explanations given in 

the note as to the procedure suggested by the Commission as calculated to 

make the negotiation 'a succe3s gave the Arab States the chance to accept the 

proposals of 29 March 1950, and hence to negotiate, if that was really their 

desire. 

Ek t &3&P (Turkey) kntirely agreed with Mr, de Bo,$sanger as to the 

necessity for stating the Commissionfs attitude cJearJy, before the opening 

of negotiations, But he was afraid that a common reply to both parties, 

giving the Israeli Government explanations it had not asked for, might lead it 

in turn to clarify certain points, e,g, concerning those principles in the. 

General Assembly resoll?.t,ioii flhich ,it had only partly acctipted, The 

Commission ha.r! received from Israel. an unconcli.tion.al reply. That, was some- ’ : 
thing definite j and the Commissidn should confine Itself to replying to the 



r, ” 

request from the Arab States:for explanations. 

The CH~URi4~~N thought the Commission should seek a formula by which 
u 

it could fully satisfy the ,Lrab States without stirring up a discussion with 

Israel, 

I  

il4r. de BuISJJG3R (France). did not think that the note, as,he 

proposed it should be drafted, called for any reply from the Israeli 
~ 

Government. It simply defined the attitude of the Coititission, whic.h Was in &I 

impregnable position, since it was backed by the Gcneralkssembly resolution 

of 11 December 1948, He thought it hardly likely that the possibili%y : : 

referred to by Nr, &alp tiould arise, namely that the Israeli Government would 

bring up qua&ions of principle regarding th e General Assembly resolution and 

specify -which it accepted and which it did not accept. dtctually the 

principles to which it,took exception were concerned with partition, a.subjoct 

not raised in the resolution of 11 December 1948 on which the Commission was 

basing its action, 

The CHZWUV thought that I%, &alp's fears might be allayed if the 

words "qui, par 15, &happen% 5 toute discussionl' TJere deleted from pk. de 

Boisangerls draft note. 

Et+. ERALP (Turkey) thought that this might indeed obviate any ' 

discussion with the Israeli Government, But it,was surely useless and unwise 

to give a Government explanations on a matter it had fully understood. He 

felt that the bost procedure would be to give the Arab States explanations an 

the points which, in their view, called for explanation, and m&rely to 

acknowledge receipt of 'the note from the Israeli Government - which w0ul.d aI 

course be informed'that'the Commission was furnishing the other party with the 

additional explanations asked ,for, and which would receive.a copy of the 

explanatory note sent to tha Arab States. 

Mr, de BOIJAslGiZR (Prance) pointed out that the Israeli Governme+ 

had signified its acceptancp of the proposals of 29 &rch 1950. in terms v&ich 

did not rule nut al.1 possibi1.j.t.~ ~1~ P di.ffi.cu1t,i1:~ V?V~ the $,ime came for . 
.' 

negotiation, 
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.‘, I The CHAIlWiN thought that b&h parties had replied in such a way 

that they'could maintain during the negotiations that they had not intorpretcd 

the Commissionts proposals in the S~XIU way as the Comtission, Hence ho felt 

that the Commission woul.d be in a far stzonger position if it gave the parties 

an opportunity to make any objections btiforo the opening of negotiations 

rather than nftur they had begun, Misinterpretation of the ComnAssion's 

proposals would then no longer be an argument for the parties to fall back on 

in order to avoid difficulties c?riaing during the negotiations, 

Nr, lXJG0 (United Statds of itmerica) wondered whether the best 

solution would not be - as the Chairman had sugosted at the previous meeting 

- to send the parties a common note, with a first paragraph drafted to apply to 

the one or the other party. 

The PRINIPAL $&ltiT~X was inclined to think that this might bo the 

best solution. Tha ComMssion might sund a common note to the two partiss 

with a oovaring letter drnftad in the li&t of the different circumstunces. 

2dX.c some exchange of vies, it V&S decided to adopt this suggestion, -.-.,e..- 

The ~H'J3iic~N asked for the opinion of the Commission as to the date 

on which.tht: notct should be sent. Ho personally felt that the time was ripe, 

But it,might be us&ul, to know what re:actiono might 

munts by X~~rael,'~ 

follow the recent statc- 

: 
After some discussion, it was decided that tha 

the common ndte and the t!fo, coveing. letters to thti 

at thenext meeting for nplnrovnl by the Gorn&ssion, 

the note should be desp~tc,hed. 

2. Letter from I?%, Kahany 

The C.HAl%'&l eaid that the Commission'had 

Socrutariat should prepare 

pnrties, and submit them 

+rhich would decide whtin 

: , 
before it a letter from 

Mr. Kahany, represantntive of Israe. at ,tha Europe&n Office of the United .' 

Nations, pointing out that the ~umm:\ry of the reply from the Israeli Foreign 

Ninistar dczted 6 ihy 1950 to the Col;rcission's Memorandum of 29 Fi[nrch 1950, and 

.@vwn in ths sixth report of the Commission to the Secretary-Gonoral (i)oculiltint 



I':/X.25/PR.6) appeared to' him incomplste; Nr. Knhany asked for the full text 

i of a passage from thi: letter to be published in the report, 

After an exchange of views and rtifsronce to the text in question, the 

Commission expreeeod tho opinion that the summary given in the Commission'8 
I 

report to the Socratary-General (Document ~&C;25/PR.6) faithfully reflcctcd 

thd sense of the reply fron the Israeli Governmnt. 

It was therefore decided that the Secretariat should write to Nr. 

Kahany to the effect that it was not ctistormry in the Comtission~s reports to 

quote the full text of correspondence exchanged with the vnrious Governments, 

but that when the final mport was published, all the correspondence 

exchanged betwtien the Commission nnJ. the various Govsrnments could be 

inclucltid in the form of an annex. 

The meeting rose at 11.50 aa0 


