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THE DELEGATION OF TSRART,

Presenté Mr. de Boisanger‘ (France) ~ Ghalrman

Mr. Yalcln . (Turkey)

Mr. Ithridge (U.8.4.) : ,
’Mrf Azcarate - Principal Secretary

Dr. Walter Eytan ) - Representatives of

Mr. Elias Sasson ). Israel
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The CHAIRMAN asked whether Dr. BEytan oould now give the
. Commission a more preolse statement of Israel’s p051tlon on the

boundary question. The CommlSSlon had had some difficulties in
persuading the Arab delegatlons to discuss the territorial question,
however, it would be helpful to know the Israell position, and the
content of the statement would be transmitted in one way or another
to the Arab delegations.. | |

The Chairman ccnsidered it neoessary to 1nsist that for the
time belng the dlsou551ons concerning boundar;es should not be made
publlo.

L Dr LYTAN wasg' gled to avall nlmself of the opportunity of
making precise suggestions on' one or two p01nts. Those suggestlons

- took. the shape of formal proposals oonoernlng Israel's northern and

southern boundaries, and he requested that they should be trans—-
mitted to the Arab delegatjons. '

The Government of Israel proposed that the polltioal fron-.'

. tler between Israel and Lebanon should be identical with' the frontier

which had oxisted botween Lebanon and Palestine under the Mandate. '
Similarly, it proposed that tne frontler between Israel and ngypt
should be identloal with the boundary whioh had existed between
Egypt and Palestine under the Mandate.‘ ‘

Dr. Eytan added that the boundaries he mentloned were en-
V1saged 88 permanent frontlors and that his Government would accept
them as such. If at a later stage any Government ‘concerned should
desire to-put_forward.proposale regerdlng ‘changes in those frontiers,
it would of course taks up the matter directly with the other




Government concerned and attempt to arrive at an agreement through
negotlations. That statement might be included in the proposal as
put to the Arab delegations, or it might be omitted, at the dis~
cretion of the Commission. Dr. Eytan himself‘considered the pro-
pogition self-evident. | - -

The CHAILRMAN observed that the Israeli proposals seemed a
rather broad interpretation of the term ”territoriai‘adjuétments"
used in the Protocol of 12 May 19%9. He wondered whether Dr. Eytan
could explain the reasons why his delegation con81dered such pro=-
posals fair and reasonable.

With regard to the matter of possible future changes in the
frontlers, he thought that if such changes were contemplated at all
at present, they should be effected baefore the boundaries were
finalized rather than afterwards. :

Mr. EHTRIDGE also had certain questions to put to Dr. Eytan(
First, as regards the proposal for the frontier between Isracl and
" Lebanon, he asked whether 1t was Dr. Eytan's understanding that
under such an agreement western Galilee would become a part of Israel.
Secondly, concerning the suggested frontier with Egypt, he requested
clarification of the proposed disposition of the "Gaza strip".,
Thirdly, he wished to know whether the Israeli delegation was will~
ing to omit from any agreement thevstipulation regarding a .possible
re~opening of negetiations on frontiers. Fourthly, since the
negotlatlons were taking place through the Commission as intermediary,
he asked whether he might correctly assume that the formal. proposals
- made constituted Israel's basis for negotiations

Dr. EYTAN, replying to the Chairman's second observation, sald
he had no 1ntentlon of excluding the possibility of changes in the
frontiers being negotiated at once. With a view, however, to find-
ing as much ground of common agreement as possible with the Arab
States, he had endeavoured to put the matter in its simplest form.
He put forward his proposals with some confidence because he felt
convinced that neither Israel, Lebanon nor Egypt had any desire for
territorial exzpansion. Any changes to he affected 1n the boundary
lines would be of a very minor character; he did not wish to
jeopardise the chances ofwagreement by entering upon what might be
a long argument over such minor points.‘ Given the basic viewpoints
of the three Governments on the territorial queotlon, he thought it
probable that they would find it easy to agree on these simple
proposals.
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As regards Mr, Ethridge's third question, Dr. Eytan was qulte
agreeable to the omission of what Mr ., nthridge had called his
"stipulation" from the terms of any agreement to be concluded;

he had, indeed, not intended it to be considered as a stipulation,
It was natural to conceive that any permanent boundary between |

| two States was always subject to changes if such changes were i

deemed desirable or necessary by both sides, alterations could

always be effected by negotiations between Governments.
With regard to the Chairman's first question, he would be j
willing to put forward a detailed Justification of his dele-

' gation's reaséns for framing its proposaIS° however, he pointed
~out ‘that such explanations would entail g01ng back over ground o
“which had already been covered in meetings with the Commission,
The word “adJustments", as used in the Protocol, was vague and

. difficult to define precisely. The areas in question were reglons
in which neither party concerned was actively dlsoontented with
“the existing frontiers nor had any desire to extend its territory

"~ beyond them, His delegation had put forward the proposals which
seemed to them to have the greatest chance for success, with a
view to providing a starting p01nt for practical negotiations.

Concerning Mr, Ethrldge’s second question, the delegation of
Isracl was aware that acceptance of the frontier existlng under
the Mandate would leave the "Gaza strip" within the boundaries of
Israel, together with a considerable number of Arab inhabitants
of that territory. He wished to inform the Commission that if
agreement were reached on the bhasis of his proposal, his Govern-
ment would be prepared to accept the Arab‘population of that .
area, whether inhabitants or refugees, as cltizens of Israel,

It was to be understood that rosettlcment of the refugees in-.
Israel would be subject to such international ald and technical
facilities a8 might be made available for resettlement of

- refugees in any part of the Middle East In principle, ‘however,
the Government of Israel would accept responsibility for the
Arabs in that arvea if the politloal frontiers were drawn in.
accordance with the proposal he had made.

In reply to a question £rom Mr, Ethridge, who asked whether
the Government of Israel would make a stipulatlon regarding
guarantees of” ciVil rights to the population and refugees of the
Gaza area, Dr, EYTAN declared that 1t would, since as he had
stated, it was understood that they would become ,¢ltizens of

/Israel
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Isracl, :
Mr, ETHRIDGE noted that the Arab delegatlons had 1ndlcated

their desire to -carry on any negotiations en bloc, -and that the
Isracli delegation had put forward proposals invplving only two
of the Arab States, He asked whether the delegation of Israel
would be prepared to make further proposals to the other two Arad
States at the present time.

Dr, EYTAN replied that further proposals would be premature
at the moment., If an accord was reached on the prqsent suggestions,
his delegation would-Certéinlylhave some proposals to make to the
other two Arab States when the proper time came}_ Helhopedﬁthat
by that time Syria would have signed an armistice_with_lsrael.

If , however, the Arab States persisted in maintaining thedr
common front, his delegation would take the'view that negotiatlons
on such a basls were not possible. The frontier between Israel
and Lebanon was a matter to be determined between Israel and
Lebanon; it did not concern any other Arab. State, and -Israel would
reject the validity of any claim by another State .to be heard on
the subject. The decision of the Arab States to negotiate
collectively 4id not impose upon Israel the obligation to put for-
ward proposals to all four of those States, ”Isrdél had advanced
proposals which it considered to have good prospects of successs
an insistence on the part of the Arab'Statés'on_negotiating en
bloc would be regarded by Isracl as tactics designed to wreck
those prospects of succesg. | o

Mr, YAICIN requested clarlficatlon of certain points, First,
he pointed out that the proposals put forward did not take into
consideration the possiblo eriation of an'ara’ State in Palestine,
nlthough the erontion of sueh a Stite was cnvisaged ih the Partition
nap vhich had baogn accopted a8 a basis for dlscu531on. He asked
whether Israel no longer contemplated thp poss1b111ty of establish-
ment of such a State and whether Israel considertd itself as being
the only Power in the whole of - Palestine. Secondly, 1if the _
possible future alterations in frontiers were simply the natural
minor adjustments described: by Dr, Eytan, he did not see why the
matter should be mentioned &t all, " Thirdly, he noted that
~although it had been stated that Israel had no territorlal
“ambitions to the north and south, no mtntion had been made by the
Israeli delegation of its eastern boundary, this had perhaps been
an oversight, but he thought some specific statement should be made
in that connection, Fourthly, since the Arab States had fought
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as allies during the hostilities and had & common interest in
the problems involved, he did not think it umatural that they
should wish to negotiate the peace-as a united group., If Israel
wene able to negotiate agreements with them separately, the
Commission WOuld be'more than satisfied- however, if they main-
tained thelr present p031tlon, he could not see what the outcome
would be. . .

- Dr. EYTAN, replying to Mr, Yalecin's last question, declared
that if the Arab States wished to present a common front in their
encounters with the Commission, Israel had no objection, ‘Never-
theless, Israel would not admit of any intervention in its indi-
vidual boundary,agreements.by a State not directly concerned.

The Arab States might make whatever observations they desire to

. the Commission, but they could not force Israel to take thelr
arguments into consideration, He pointed out. that although the
Arab States had fought as allies, they had found no difficulty
in negotiating separate arnistice agreements wilth Israel; he" did
" not see, therefore, why they should be averse to concluding )
soparatelternitorialpagrooments.

As regards Mr, Yalcin's second observation, Dr, Eytan
stressed the fact that his remarks on the subject of possible
futnre alterations of the frontiers had not been put in the form
of a’'demand or a stipulation, He had simply been discussing '
frankly a perfectly natural and normal eventuality; even the Swiss-
Italian frontier, one of the most stable in the world, had under--
gone such a minor alteration by agreement within the past few
days.' He left it entirely to the discretion of the Commission to
include or omit his remarks when transmitting the proposals to
the Arab delegations. ' L o '

In reply to Mr, Yalcin's third question, Dr, Hytan declared
that when he had disclaimed any desire for territorial expansion
" on the part of Israel as regards Lebanon or Egypt, he had not
intended to imply that Israel entertained any such desires in
‘any other direction° His statement had applied equally to Syria
and the Hashemite Jordan Kingdom, S
Replying to Mr, Yalcin'ls first question, Dr, Eytan stated
that his Government would encourage the establishment of an
independent Arab State in Palestine 1f 1t seemed at all feasible;
The question would doubtless be explored further in the course of
‘the”present,negotiations. In any case, he had certainly not wished
to imply that Israel would not admit the legitimacy of such a State,

" /The



The . CHAIRMAN asked for clﬂrlficatlon of one point, He did
not have the impression that Lebanon desired any changes in the
frontier as it had existed under the Mandate; nevertheless, any
Staté was ehtitled‘to know what authority existed on the other
side of its frontiers, On the Partition map, which had been
accepted as the basis for discussion, 1t had been ‘indicated that
certain territory in western Galilee was to be attached to the
Palestine Arab State, Dr, Eytan had declared that the question of
the establishment of such a State was a matter to be decided at
a later stage, He ésked whether the Israeli delsgation did not
recognizu the possibility of the inclusion of the westcrn Galilee.
area within the limits of such a State,

The CHAIRMAN did not consider, morcover, that Dr, Eytan's
juotlflcation of the proposals was an adequate oney the Commission's
task of conciliation demanded a more precise explanatlon. '

Dr, EYTAN felt that he could not dnswer the Chairman without
enterlng into the realm of the hypothetical, since -1t tas impos-
sible to Judge at the present time whether or not ‘such an Arab
State would ever be created, If the Chairman's implicatlon was
that the Lebanese-Israeli fronticr might be influenced by the
creation and extent of such a‘State, it then followed that the
guestion of that State!s establishment must be settled finally
before Isracl's frontier with Lebanon could be determined, Such
a procedure would leave the delegations in a vicious circle, in
which each decision would depend upon anothér‘hypbthetical decision,
It was in an effort to progress from hypothetical to practical
liscussions that his delegation had framed its proposals, which
f all possible alternatives, had seemed the most likely to
ucceed since they would producé the least discord., Dr. Eytan:
‘elt that if his proposals were viewed in a practical rather than
. philosophical light, thoy might'point’th@ way out of the present
talemate, He rccognized the fact that the political future of
»rab Pals stlne was an lssue which must be faced, in all its
1umanitarian and ecconomic aspectsj he did not feel, however, that
it should be settled at the present noment,



