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SUM4 RY RECQRD OF THE TWO HUNDRED AND NINF MNE'EENI’H MEETING

held at Government House ’ Jerusalem, on Tuesday,
22 May 1951, at 10,30 .a.m,
" Presentt
Mr, Aras . - (Turkesr) . ~ Chairman -
Mr. de Boisanger (France) T
L Hr. ;Palmer s _(Unitéd States)

Mr. de Azcarate - Principal Sécretary

1, Incidents between Isgj'e.e'l" and Syria (W/65, W[éﬂédd‘ 1 ard W/67)

The CHAIRMai recalled that at .thei: previous meetixt-; the members of the
"Commission had dezided to use working paper W/67, drafted by the Secretariaf.,

- as the basis of discussion in preparing a note in which they 'wduld submit to
;their respective. governments their v:Lews on the Israélo-Syrian dispute,

"Mr. PALMER (United Statcs) thougmt ,hat in vic.w of the position in which
the Commission was placed at present, thv note, in question should be worded in
strong but carefully calculated terms, _

The Co:mission should express the conccrn which it felt at the situation
between Syria and Israel and say that thc time seemed Abo be approaching when the
supplementing or roplacing of the amistice Agreements by more lasting arrange-
ments, as it had alrcady indicated in its Supplementary Report of 23 October
1950, should be contanplated. On the other hand, it could not ignore the
resolution adopted by the Security Council on 18 May 1951.  That resolution

instructed the Chicf of Staff to emsure the application of the irmistice Agreement
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between Isrucl and Syria, and the Commission sincerely wished him success in his
task. Those factors should be taken into account in drafting the note,

Mr, de BOI34NGER (France) stated that he himself had thought that the note
vwhich the members of the Commission intended to send to their respective govern—
ments should be drafted exactly as Mr, Palmer had suggested, He proposed that the'
Sceretsriat should prepare a new draft of the joint note 01:1 the basis of working
paper /67, paragraph 5 of which might be deleted, in the light of the statehants
made during the present exchange of views, It would also be necessary to amend
peragraph L to indicate that, in view of the considerations get forth in para-~ |
graphs 2and 3, the Commission felt that the incidents which had mcirred in
conncction with the application of the Ammistice Agreements emphasiied the
advantage which would be gained by supplementing or replacing the Armistice Agree-~
ments by arranganents which would take into account not only milit:ary,‘but also
political and economic considerations,

The CHAIRMAN and Mr. PAIMER (United States) agreed to the above suggestions,
ard Mr, Palmer romarked that, sincc the Gmeral Committee could not meet due to
the absence of a Turkish altcrnate, the Secretariat might be requested to s ubmit |
a new draft note¢ to the alternat;e representatives of France ar;d the United
States, who would make a preliminary study.before submitting it to the Commission,

This was agrecd,

The Commission then considered the suggestipns made by Mr, Aras during
its last meting, |

Mr. de BOISANGER (France) said that after due consideration he felt that the
Commission should not state, in the note which its members would send to theéir
respective governments, that it would have specific proposals to put forward, It
would be siszic ient to say that the menbers of the Commission, having noted that’
the ~mistice apreements, which in any case céuld not remain in force indefinitely,
~ppeared to be "wearing out", and having observed certain facts which they found '

disquieting, fclt it their duty to inform their respective governments of their

views,
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As regards the suggestion put forward by Mr, Aras that a special committee,
%0 :be chargcd under the direction of a neutral chairmsn, with dealing with all
questions put before it by the parties, should be set up in connection with each
nmistice Agreement Mr de Bo:.sanger found the idea very :Lnteresting. He
* remarked,. however, that such a proposal might perhaps be opposed by Israel and
would. certainly be opposed by the"nrab States, who would be bound to consider the
‘establishrmnt of such special conmittees as an attempt to set up; in another form,
the mixc,d comm:n.ttees which they had re:jected the previous: year. Moreover -sudh an
1n1tiat1ve might appear surprising in the case of those nrm.is tice agreements which
 Were. functiOning w:Lthout difficulty.
. Mr de. Boisanger, analyzing the present situation from the point of view

of the attitude of the Conciliation Commis sion, noted that the Security Council,

- when seizad of the dispute between Israel and Syria concerning the demilitarized

- zore between the tm countries had recommended in its resolution that the terms

o .of the Annisti ce Agreement should be strictly enforced,. In that connection,

- Mr. de Boisanger regretted that the resolution had not stressed the temporary
";nature of the Agreements by pointing out that the parties concerned had the
,obligation to replace them by a final peace, -There were two alternatives which
might. be envisaged. In the first place, General Riley might succeed in his task,
in Which case the fact that t he members of the" Commis sion had .sent a note to their
respective goverments, setting forth their views but containmg no suggestion
which was not in conformity with the efforts at present being made by General Rile,/

could not give rise to any obJection.

The secoml possib:l.lity was that General Riley's e fforts might not achieve

- -the expected result :m which case it was probable that the mtter would again

E be’ ‘brought before the Security Council which might either maintain its original

/ ‘attitude and roiterate its reconmendations, or elge study the swstance of the
Question, In that event it would be desirable for the Security Council to
indicate that if the nzmistice Agreements were:to remein in force, it would

nevertheless be necessary to attempt to adapt them to the mresent situation., it
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‘ Security Council to* restrict ‘the scope of its resolution, He believed, however,
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‘that tine it would be des:Lrable for the Security Counc:Ll to call upon the

\oomnlssion, which would tha'x be 1n a much more favourable position to take action

than 1f it were to t'ake the 1n1tiativo in: offering to mtervene. Although it

" could’ hardly be expected that such a resolution would be adopted unanimously, in
'visw of the pe.rmnent opposition to the Conc iliation Commis sion of certain United
':Nations delevg.i_tlons , it was nevertheless perm:Ls sible to assume that it would
| receite"’sufficient‘j‘rotes, Mr, de B'oisan.ger feltlths't the governments of the

| "courtries re'pré'Set’:t ed on'the Commission should have those considerations before

them for their information’.
vt

' Mr. PAIMER (Unitéd Sta.tus) was not aware of a.ll the reasons which had led the

that the e in’ ob;ject of the resolution was to strengthen the authority of

‘ Gcnera.l Riley to enforoe the Amistice Agreement and in consequence it ‘would have

bcen difficult to wéaken it's terms by indicating that the Armistice Agreements

; should be revised, It seemed s moreover, that the ‘Security Council was .expecting
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‘a pos:\.tlve result "Thé' Commission should, therefore; remain in 6lose touch with

General Riley and while expreSsing to the latter its hopes for the success of his

| efforta, ‘should mform hin $ht in the ‘event of hisinegotiations not achieving the
’ desired result the Commission was quite prepared to consider the matter with him

am, 1f necessary, to express its Opinion. '"As regards the Chairman's suggcstion

that the speoml comnittees should be reactivated Mr.. Palmer felt that a
favourable occasion should be awaited before raising the question, -

o The CHAIRMAN w:Lshed to emphas:Lze that if’ the suggestion for mixed committees
he.d been opposed by the Arab States, it was because the pmposal was of a general

mture. - It wou.’u:l therefore be I:re.t‘erable to try to revive them in connection

w1th a specific problem.

: Mr. de BOIS;;NCER (France) reconged that t.he Chairman's remarks were well

| i‘ounded but stated that in gemral the parties were hesitant to ca.ll upon the

Commission to settle a problem for fear of comuitting themselves, - Before the

Commission could intervene effectively, it was recessary for the Security Council



e

-5 -

cither to call upon the Conuniseion, or at least to mention it in a resolution,

Mr, FIHER (Political adviser) had understood from the exchange of views which
had taken place that all the mwumbers of the Commission felt it difficult to take a
decision of prin.ciple on the cuestion of setting up new special committees, In
that case it might perhaps be possible to use an eXperimental method and create an
opportum.ty for rev1ving the existing special conmlttee. It might be suggested
to Isracl md Jordan, either through normal dlplomatic channels or in the course of
unofficial telks s that they rcquest the Commission to convene the exlsting special
committee in order to dlscuss a specific question, for 1nstance that of Mount

Séopus. If some positlve results Were ‘achieved; a precedent would have been

‘established and the example might be followed ih ‘the future.

v

MP, PAIMER (United States) felt that v was not 'the”characteru of‘the spegial
committee it'self which constituted the obstacle to the successv of. its‘wo'rk, but
the intranmgence of the partles concerned, which would. certalnly manifest it self
even more markedly if e problem as delicate as that of Mount Scopus were involved
It shoqu not be forgotten that 1if the Mixed Armistice Commlssions M been able to
achieve some positive results it was because they had Had problems of gecondary
Jmporte.nce to solve, ' S - _

Mr, de BOISJLNGER (France) shared Mr, Palmerts: fears and felt that the problem
of Mount Scopus could only be_ solved within the 'framew'ork of a general settlement
of the questions outstard‘ing between Isracl and Jordan,

The CHAIRMAN thought that Mr, Fisher's siig-gestion to revive the Israel-Jordan
Special Committee could be borne in mind, but not far dealing with the case of
Mount Scopus, The Commission should take advamtage of the first question which
could be solved relatively easily to revive that Special Committee, under the
chairmanship of g representatlve of the Coneiliation Commis sion,

Mr. FIoHER (Polltlcal adviser), expanding his previous suggestion, explained
that he had chosen the question of Mouht Scopus as the starting point for a
prgct.ical exﬁerimen’t for the very reason that that question could not be solved

sepa;'ately from other problems and becausc it would be necessary, in dlscussing it,
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to consider all the questions outstarding between Israel and Jordan. In doing so
' .t'he vg'eneral situation might be clarified, The possibility of ‘making Mowit Scopus
an internatlonal zone - whlch would constltute a pOSltiVe corrtrlbutlon towards the
| solutlon of the general problem of Jerusalem = might be considered, = It was
natumlly for the Commlssmn to judge whether it was a.dvisable to try such “an
cxperiment.' T | |

| The PRINCIPAL SLCRETH.RY observed tha,t the idea of solv:mg problems by the
expernnental mcthod was worthy of consmeration. " If the Israel-Jordan Special
Conmittee had been thought of flrst s it s because it seemed simpler to revive
an inactive committee ‘than to set up a rew one, However, the obstacles which
might be encountered in dealing with the question of Mount Scopus, which had been
given as an example, should not prevent the expermental method suggested by
| Mr. Flsher of reviving the Israel—-Jord:m peclal Comm.lttee from being put into
, operatlon. . ‘

After a further exchange ‘of views, P the CHaIRMAN summamzing the ‘discussion,

stated that the Corm:l.ssmn might keep Mr Flsher's suggestion in mind and take
tadvantage of the first opportunity to rev:Lve the Special Committee by entrusting

it with 2 problem which it mlght solve successfully.

The meeting rose at 12.35‘,p,;m._ :
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