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501.BB Palestine/6—849 : Telegram

The Chargé in the United Kingdom (Holmes) to the Secretary
of State

TOP SECRET Loxpon, June 8, 1949—1 p. m..

9905. 1. Substance Paris’ 367, June 6 delivered June 7 to Michael
Wright (see Telac 50 and Telac 52).2

9. Wright said UK will make no move for time being re extension:
British treaty but that it would have to watch situation from day to
day. Foreign Office most anxious learn (@) Israeli reply US démarche:
mentioned by Secretary (paragraph two Paris’ 2202, June 2 [May 31
to Department), and () possible steps Lausanne by Israelis (para-
graph one Palun 182, June 2).

3. Re steps by Transjordan towards incorporation. Wright said he:
thought British Ambassador Kirkbride Amman would be able steady
situation since he has been authorized tell Abdullah that UK will
supply internal security arms (paragraph one Amman’s 234, June 6
to Department 2). Arms supply will begin next week along lines para-
graph three, Embassy’s 2177, June 3. Bevin excised from list some
additional “doubtful items” in order conform strictly Bunche concept.

4. Re Ethridge observation Palun 182 that UK probably considers
Negev gone anyhow, Wright said Foreign Office very much in dark re
developments Lausanne and very conscious deep Transjordan dis-
couragement, re Israel. Nevertheless Foreign Office continues to hope
that pressure upon Israel to make territorial concessions Negev would
be successful because in British eyes importance land communication
between Egypt and Transjordan is in no way lessened.

5. Wright asked time formulate thoughts re visit Washington which:
in any case will be impractical before return Sir William Strang *
from Middle East June 18.

1 These telegrams to Paris are dated June 3. The former is printed on p. 1090 ; the
latter, not printed, repeated the text of Palun 182, June 2, from Lausanne. No, 182
contained Mr. Ethridge’s view that unilateral incorporation of Arab Palestine by
Jordan “would probably provoke Israelis to take same action as to all territories
they occupy and freeze situation as it is. That would effectively put off any con-
cession in Negeb or elsewhere. British probably feel Negeb is gone anyhow and
they are undertaking to protect Transjordan in negotiations on Arab Palestine.
But, from American point of view, we are still pressing for concession in Negeb,
Until we get a yes or no on that seems to US Delegation that we should not
gnggg;'age any action that would prejudice American policy.” (501.BB Palestine/

2 Not printed; in paragraph one, Mr. Stabler reported information conveyed to
him on June 4 by British Ambassador Kirkbride that as a “result Anglo-American
talks British Government has decided to supply ‘internal security arms’ to Jordan,
Iraq and Bgypt.” (8901.24/6-649)

3 Not printed ; this paragraph stated that “Small arms and small arms ammauni-
tion only would be involved at this stage.” (86TN.113/6-349)

* Permanent Under Secretary in the British Foreign Office.
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Sent Department 2205, repeated Paris 405 (for Secretary), Bern 55
(for Ethridge and Hare).
Hormes

867TN.01/6-849 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Isracl (McDonald) to the Secretary of State

TOP SECRET  NIACT Ter Aviv, June 8,1949—6 p.m.

439. Personal attention of President and Acting Secretary. Cur-
rent press reports from Washington, New York, and Lausanne tend
confirm judgment Israeli officials (given me privately, see Embtel
429, June 7?) that United States is moving towards policy which will
ask of this country surrender of at least portion southern Negev as
“compensation” for its retention of territories Israeli armies have
conquered outside November 29 partition area.

Though Department has given no specific indication that demand
for surrender of Negev tip is its policy, I can see no other territory
to which this insistence could be logically applied. From point of
view of American and British strategic interests it would be advan-
tageous if Britain could be guaranteed land bridge (either through
Transjordan or Egyptian occupation) from Sinai desert to Trans-
jordan; and only such possible bridge is, of course, southern Negev.

Two considerations should, however, I think give us pause before
Department and President commit themselves irretrievably to this
policy.

1. T am as convinced, as I have ever been of anything, that Israeli
Government will not yield any portion of southern Negev unless
forced do so; and this force will have to be military force or such a
degree of economic pressure as would be tantamount to war.

2. In its resistance to giving up southern Negev tip, Israel would
have at least full moral support of Soviet Union.

New subject: Reply President’s note (Deptel 822, May 28) prom-

ised for this afternoon.
McDonarp

1 Not printed.

501.BB Palestine/6-849 : Telegram
The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in Israel

CONFIDENTIAL  PRIORITY WasHINGTON, June 8, 1949—7 p. m.
NIACT

~ 347. Fol is draft article on Israeli-Syrian armistice demarcation
lines which Bunche has instructed Mohn and Vigier to deliver Tel
Aviv and Damascus.
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«1. In view of the fact that the question of territorial settlement is-
one of the matters being dealt with in consultations with the UN Con-
ciliation Commission now taking place at Lausanne, it is emphasized
that the following arrangements for the armistice demarcation lines-
between the Israeli and Syrian Armed Forces are not to be interpreted
as having any relation whatsoever to ultimate territorial arrangements-
affecting the two parties to this agreement.

9. The armistice demarcation line herein defined is in response to the-
request of the SC in its resolution of 16 November 1948, and without-
prejudice to the rights, positions, interests and claims of either party
to this agreement, In pursuance of the spirit of the SC resolution, the
armistice demarcation line has been defined with a view toward sepa~
rating the armed forces of the two parties in such manner as to mini-
mize the possibility of friction and incident.

3. The armistice demarcation line shall be delineated on the map-
attached to this agreement as annex (blank). Where the existing truce
lines as certified by the UN truce supervision organization run along®
the recognized international boundary between Syria and Palestine,.
the armistice demarcation line shall follow the boundary line. Else-
where, the armistice demarcation line shall follow a line midway
between the certified truce lines for the Israeli and Syrian forces.

4. The armed forces of the two parties shall nowhere advance
beyond the armistice demarcation line. -

% A. Where the armistice demarcation line does not correspond:
to the international boundary between Syria and Palestine, the area
between the armistice demarcation line and the boundary, pending’
final territorial settlement between the parties, shall be established as
a demilitarized zone from which the armed forces of both parties
shall be totally excluded, it being understood that the Ein Gev and
Dadara sectors shall also be included in the demilitarized zone.

B. The purpose of the demilitarized zone shall be to safeguard the
territorial claims, positions and interests of both parties pending final
territorial settlement and to separate widely the armed forces, while
providing for the gradual restoration or normal civilian life in the
area of the zone without prejudice to the ultimate settlement.

C. Any advance by the armed forces of either party into any part:
of the demilitarized zone, when confirmed by the UN representatives;
shall constitute a flagrant violation of this agreement.

D. The chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission established i
article (blank) of this agreement and United Nations observers at-
tached to the Commission shall be responsible for ensuring the full
implementation of this article.

I. The withdrawal of such armed forces as are now found in the
demilitarized zone shall be in accordance with the schedule of with-
drawal annexed to this agreement and in any case shall be completed
within ten weeks from the date on which this agreement is signed.

F. The chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission shall be em-
powered to authorize the return of civilians to villages and settlements
in the demilitarized zone and the employment of limited numbers of
locally recruited civilian police in the zone for internal security pur-
poses, and shall be guided in this regard by the schedule of withdrawal
referred to in sub-paragraph (E) of this article.
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6. On each side of the demilitarized zone there shall be areas, as
defined in annex (blank) to this agreement, in which defensive forces
only shall be maintained, in accordance with the definition of defensive
forces set forth in annex (blank) to this agreement.” *

‘WEee

*This telegram was repeated to Damascus. The Department of State, in tele-
gram 238, June § 6 p. m., to Damascus, expressed its belief that the Bunche
‘“proposal is most practical solution current difficulties and desires you take
earliest opportunity strongly urge FonMin or PrimMin in your discretion to
accept proposal. You shld state USG has instructed you make this approach
in sincere belief proposal is real contribution to lasting peace in Pal and will
Temove one major obstacle in way of final settlement.” (501.BB Palestine/6-849)

Telegram 238 was repeated as No. 346 to Tel Aviv for action. Minister Keeley,
on June 15, conveyed the sense of telegram 238 to Prime Minister Zaim. The latter
stressed “Syrian willingness continue armistice negotiations and said he had
instructed Syrian delegation to show greatest possible compromising spirit
since . . . he is sincerely anxious to reach satisfactory modus vivendi with
Israeli at earliest possible date.”” Mr. Keeley cautioned, however, that “stalemate
likely unless some means can be found to restore Syrian faith in UN ability to
confrol Israeli without which Syrian Government will understandably be reluc-
tant to make concessions that could have domestic repercussions embarrassing to
it but which may be necessary to reach agreement with Israel.” (telegram 327,
June 16, 8 a.m., from Damascus, 767N.90D/6-1649)

501.BB Palestine/6-849
The Government of Israel to the Government of the United States?

TOP SECRET [Ten Aviv,] June 8, 1949,

The Government of Israel has given very careful and serious study
to the note delivered by the American Ambassador in Tel Aviv on
May 29, 1949. While deeply appreciating the keen personal interest
taken by the President of the United States in the fortunes of Israel
and the Middle East, the Government of Israel regrets that the terms
of the note appear to be based on a misunderstanding of the position
adopted by the Government of Israel and by its delegation at
Lausanne.

The Goovernment of Israel cannot possibly accept the contention that
its line has been “to reject the basic principles set forth by the Resolu-
tion of the GA. of December 11, 1948”. The cardinal injunction of that
resolution is the call made in Article 5 upon the governments con-
cerned “to seek agreement by negotiations, conducted either with the
Conciliation Commission or directly, with a view to the final settle-

* Transmitted to the Department by Tel Aviv in telegram 441, June 8, midnight,
which began as follows: “ReDeptel 322 May 28. Foreign Minister handed me
following reply, dated June 8, to President’s note at residence at 9 p. m. today:

“Excellency, I am directed by the Prime Minister to request you to transmit the
following communication to the President of the United States:”

Telegram 441 ended 'with: “Signed Moshe Sharett, Minister Foreign Affairs.”
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ment of all questions outstanding between them.” This course the Gov-
ernment of Israel has consistently pursued. It has continually and on
its own initiative made -direct approaches, before and during the
Lausanne Conference, to representatives of Arab states with a view
to exploring the possibility of peace negotiations. It has given its full
cooperation to the Conciliation Commission for the purpose of effect-
ing a comprehensive peace settlement. The Government of Israel is
satisfied that Mr. Eytan and his colleagues have actively and unswerv-
ingly followed this line.

If today the position at Lausanne is one of virtual stalemate, this
is due entirely to the attitude adopted in concert by the Arab states
concerned. Their delegations have persistently refused even to meet
the delegation of Israel under the Commission’s auspices. None of
them has declared itself willing to discuss outstanding problems in
the context of a lasting peace settlement. All the concrete suggestions
and the offers made by the Tsraeli Delegation through the Commis-
sion have so far remained unanswered. In these circumstances the
Government and people of Israel would deeply resent any suggestion
that a rupture in the conversations, if it should occur, would be due
to Israel’s “rigid attitude”. In the face of this contrast between Israel’s
continued readiness to negotiate peace and the Arab states’ obstinate
refusal to do so, the Government of Israel is perplexed by the expres-
sion of concern on the part of the United States Government “lest
Tsrael now endanger the possibility” of arriving at a peaceful
settlement. ;

As for the general attitude of the Government of Tsrael to the
provisions of the GA. Resolution of December 11, 1948, it may be
pointed out that it was to elucidate this very subject that the repre-
sentative of Israel was invited to appear before the Ad Hoc Political
Commission [Committee] on May 5, 1949.2 The Government of Israel
had instructed Mr. Eban to set forth fully its views on all points at
issue and it may be deduced from Israel’s subsequent admission to
the membership of the UN that his explanation—all of them strictly
in relation to the December Resolution—were considered satisfactory
by the GA.

The US Government is criticizing the attitude of Israel on two
specific counts: (1) The final territorial settlement; (2) the solution
of the Arab refugee problem.

On the first count, what appears to be a factual misconception
should first be eliminated. The Government of Israel is at a loss to
understand the reference in the note to the alleged contemplation by

¢ See footnote 2, p. 979.
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Mr. Eytan of “an additional acquisition of further territory within
Palestine”. The only suggestion for any such extension of Israel terri-
tory—viz. for the incorporation within it of the (taza-Rafa area
with all its present Arab population, including the refugees—came
not from the delegation of Israel but from Mr. Ethridge, the US mem-
ber of the Conciliation Commission.

On the main issue of Israel’s boundaries, the Government of Israel
is fully aware of the view expressed by the US representatives in the
UN and at Lausanne that Israel should be expected to offer territorial
compensation for any areas acquired by it beyond the boundaries laid
down in the GtA. Resolution of November 29, 1947. The Government
of Israel must respectfully point out that this view does not repre-
sent a UN policy. It forms no part of the Resolution of December 11,
1948. On the contrary, a proposal to introduce into that Resolution a
provision for the giving-up by Israel of an area in the Negev in re-
turn for Western (alilee was rejected by the Assembly. Paragraph
5 of the Resolution, quoted above, left the field open for a territorial
settlement between the parties completely unprejudiced by any a
priori principle.

The principle of territorial compensation, related to the 1947 award,
is one which the Government of Israel cannot accept. That territorial
award was based on a series of assumptions which failed to materialize.
The hopes of peaceful implementation were erased by the Arab revolt
from within and the Arab invasion from without. The Arab state of
Palestine and the economic union did not come into being. The Resolu-
tion of November 1947 was indeed a source of tremendous encourage-
ment to the Jewish people, and the part played by the US in promoting
its acceptance by the Assembly will never be forgotten. Yet in the de-
cisive struggle which preceded and followed the termination of the
British mandate, the Resolution itself proved of little avail. The state
of Israel evolved out of chaos and bloodshed. It had to uphold its integ-
rity and independence alone and unaided, fighting against overwhelm-
ing odds. Nothing has occurred to invalidate the justice of the assign-
ment to Israel of the areas included in the Jewish state by the 1947
Resolution. On the other hand, the war has proved the indispens-
ability to the survival of Israel of certain vital areas not comprised
originally in the share of the Jewish state. In his report to the GA, the
late UN Mediator as long ago as last September stated : “The constant
question—is not whether it may be advisable to review and revise the
Resolution of November 29, 1947. It has already been outrun and ir-
revocably revised by the actual facts of recent Palestine history”. In
any case, the Government of Israel cannot agree that the act of aggres-
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sion committed by the Arab states in defiance of the Charter and of the
GA calls for a territorial reward.

On the question of Arab refugees, the Government of Israel feels
bound to restate the basic facts of the situation. It was never part of
the Jewish design to force Arabs out of the country. The Jewish au-
thorities aceepted the plan of November 29, 1947, in full knowledge
that it entailed the presence within the Jewish state of a very consider-
able Arab population. They were ready to mold the administrative
structure and economic policy of the state accordingly. What produced
the Arab exodus was the war on Israel. The exedus was partly sponta-
neous, partly decreed from above by Arab leaders and commanders.
The population which fled was that from the midst of which the first
murderous attacks on the Jews were launched. The alleged menace to
its future was invoked by the aggressors in justification of their inva-
sion of Palestine from outside. The refugees are thus members of an
aggressor group defeated in a war of its own making. History does not
record any case of large-scale repatriation after such experience.

Moreover, the exodus has wrought a profound change in the ethnic
pattern and economic structure of Israel. What was to have been
started as an almost equally balanced Jewish-Arab country has become
an overwhelmingly Jewish society. The Arab economy lies in ruins. All
the energies of Israel are focused on the absorption of the large-scale
immigration now in progress, the task which so largely motivated the
UN Resolution on Palestine and in particular its support by the UN.
New social and economic processes are gathering momentum in Israel,
and the wheel of history cannot be turned back. It is inconceivable that
the Government of Israel should find itself able to undertake in one
and the same breath the absorption of mass Jewish immigration and
the reintegration of returning Arab refugees. Both are problems of
resettlement involving stupendous efforts on the part of the state and
the double burden is far more than Israel can bear. Nor are the return-
ing Arab refugees likely to feel, in the long run, happy and secure
in the new setting. ;

Tsrael is by no means unmindful of the humanitarian aspect of the
problem. Tt has gone much further than many other nations when
faced with a similar situation. It has declared itself ready to pay
compensation for land abandoned, to reunite families separated by the
war, and generally to make its contribution to the solution of the prob-
lem by resettlement. Such a contribution must needs be limited by two
compelling considerations; first, national security, and second, eco-
nomic feasibility. Israel cannot in the name of humanitarianism be
driven to commit-suicide. Nor can Israel be forced to adopt methods



1106 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1949, VOLUME VI

of rehabilitation which would be economically ruinous' and self-
defeating. ;

In its earnest desire to approximate its policy on Arab refugees as
closely as possible to the terms of the Resolution of December 11,1948,
the Government of Israel has gone as far as the self-preservation of
the state of Israel would permit. That trend has been given full
expression in the statements of Mr. Eban to the Ad Hoe Political Com--
mission [Committee] and of Mr. Eytan to the Conciliation Commis-
sion. May it be recalled that the December Resolution does not provide
for repatriation in absolute terms. It states in paragraph 11 that “the
refugees wishing to return to their homes and live at peace with their
neighbors should be permitted to do so at the earliest practicable date”.
It is submitted that practicability must primarily be tested by the
touchstones of security and economic realism.

Certain limited, though not negligible measures of repatriation have
actually been carried through in recent months and others are under
urgent consideration. Anything more substantial, if it should at all
prove feasible on economic grounds, must await the restoration of
peace. The security consideration is here paramount. Israel received
no armed assistance from the UN when it fought for its very existence
and it would be idle for it to rely on such help in the future.

The Government of Israel earnestly trusts that on further con-
sideration of the problem the US Government will agree that the
Arab states cannot have it both ways by explicitly declaring, on the
one hand, that it is not part of their purpose to conclude peace with
Israel, and demanding, on the other hand, an immediate solution of
the refugee problem at the expense of Tsrael. The exodus is a direct
consequence of their criminal invasion. They should not be allowed
to shirk their crucial responsibility and to represent the plight of
the refugees as an isolated phenomenon, artificially torn out of its
real context. The Government of Israel observes with deep satisfac-
tion that the US Government shares its view “that the final settlement
of the problem of refugees must await a definitive peace settlement”.
But as long as the Arab states do not evince any readiness even to
discuss peace, any significant measure of repatriation is clearly im-
practicable. The Government of Israel is conscious of no conflict be-
tween this attitude and the principles of the Charter, which seeks to
guarantee a secure existence to all peace-loving nations.

The Government of Israel regards the friendship of the Govern-
ment and people of the US as an asset of Israel’s foreign relations
than which none is higher in value. It hopes that the consideration of
the present reply will restore the sympathetic understanding of the
US Government for the problems and anxieties facing Israel.
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501.BB Palestine/6—949

Memorandum by the Deputy Under Secretary of State (Rusk) to the
Under Secretary of State (Webb)*

TOP SECRET [WasHINGTON,] June 9, 1949.
Subject: Israeli Reply to United States Note.
Discussion:

Telegram No. 441 of June 8 from Tel Aviv 2 conveys the reply of the
sraeli Government to the note which the President directed Ambas-
sador McDonald to deliver to Prime Minister Ben Gurion.

The reply in effect rejects the cardinal points of the United States
note concerning the territorial settlement and disposition of the Arab
refugee problem. It states that the United States position on the ter-
ritorial question does not represent a policy of the United Nations and
that the Government of Israel cannot accept the principle of territorial
compensation related to the 1947 boundaries. With regard to the
refugees, the note repeats the familiar arguments blaming the Arab.
states for the plight of these people and stating the reasons why i
the opinion of the Israeli Government it is impossible for a large num-~
ber of refugees to return to their homes. The note maintains that Israel
has gone as far as it is possible for it to go under the present circum-
stances in regard to repatriation and reiterates the position that noth~
ing more can be done until a final peace settlement is reached.

Although firmly rejecting the points made in the United States note,
the Tsraeli note is not aggressive in tone and concludes with the hope
that consideration of the Israeli reply will restore the “sympathetic
understanding of the United States Government for the problems and
anxieties facing Israel”.

The basic positions of the United States and Israel thus remain un-
changed, and there is no reason for the United States to abandon the
firm position it has taken as regards Israel. You may wish to inform:
the President this morning that the Department will immediately con-
sider what steps should next be taken and will shortly make recom-
mendations to him as to a possible course of action with regard to this
problem.

1 Qent also by Mr. Satterthwaite.
2 Qee footnote 1 to Tel Aviv telegram, June 8, p. 1102
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#501.BB Palestine/6-949 : Circular airgram
The Acting Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Offices *

SECRET ‘WasaINGTON, June 9, 1949—9:10 a. m.

We transmitted to Ethridge, our rep on UN Palestine Conciliation
Comm, as well as to our reps in Jerusalem and Amman,? our further
comments on our suggestion that PCC appoint a rep to chair meetings
of special comm. of Israeli-Jordanian reps, with ultimate power of
arbiter. We stated our suggestion based on need for peaceful solution,
failure of current efforts to negotiate agreement for Jerusalem, and
offer of impartial procedure which would result in solution based on
equity and having backing of international community. We feel would
be difficult under this procedure for parties to reject our suggestion.
“"With reference suggestion our rep in Amman® that our suggested
procedure be adopted except for omission of arbitral function, we feel
arbitration should be attempted and, if unfruitful, it would be possible
to recede from this position. We also believe that suggestion that
Lausanne conference deal with Jerusalem problem # as a whole would
e acceptable if PCC has necessary technical info and if it desires take
-on these added negotiations. '

' Wees

! This airgram, although prepared as a circular message, was sent only to the
Embassy in the United Kingdom.

* In Unpal 139, June 7, to Bern, p. 1093.

* As sent in telegram 233, June 4, 3 p. m., not printed.

* This suggestion had been made in telegram 233 from Amman,

501.BE Palestine/6-949 : Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Delegation
at Lousanne '

SECRET  NIACT WasaingToN, June 9, 1949—T7 p. m.

Unpal 141. For Ethridge. In event definitive political discussions
shld be suspended for extended period, we are deeply concerned over
critical delay in aetivation proposed Economic Survey Group and
implementation its terms of reference, since according to present plans
further UN and Congressional action wld be based on Group’s
Tecommendations.

In your opinion, is there any possibility prior your departure of
extracting sufficient eommitment Israel and Arab states to permit
immediate formation of Group, without reference remainder of
political negotiations? As minimum conditions, such commitment
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wouid appear require agreement Israel and Arabs repatriate and re-
settle respectively substantial number refugees prior to or at least by
time of and as part of final peace settlement (without designation of
specific numbers at present time if such designation cannot be ob-
tained), and assumption both sides primary responsibility therefor
subject to outside assistance; it wld also require both sides to request
or accept, cooperate with and otherwise facilitate tasks of Economic
Survey Group along lines set forth in Group’s stated objectives
(Unpal 119, Deptel 704 to Bern, May 27 numbered para 1). It shld
‘be made clear both sides that Group’s functions wid be wholly non-
political in character, designed solely to expedite final settlement, and
that USG wld require fullest cooperation both sides with objectives
and activities of Group as pre-condition to extension any US economic
aid to Near East through UN or otherwise.

If you consider such commitment adequate and obtainable, how
wld you propose PCC issue resolution (Unpal 119) or otherwise
establish Group? Tt is believed that nominations for Group cld be
furnished you on short notice. Pls advise Dept urgently diplomatic
support which US might extend to obtain foregoing objectives.

‘WEBB
501.BB Palestine/6-1049
Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State
TOP SECRET ' ‘ [ WasHINGTON,] June 10, 1949.

Mzzrine Wite Presient, THURSDAY, JUNE 9, 1949

ISRAELI REPLY TO UNITED STATES NOTE

The President read the attached memorandum * with respect to the
Israeli answer to our note, and expressed satisfaction that the Israelis
appeared to be reacting well to the essential objectives which he and
the Department are trying to achieve. He informed me that he had
let it be known by a number of Jewish leaders who had called
on him that unless they were prepared to play the game properly
and conform to the rules they were probably going to lose one of their
best friends.

t The memorandum of June 9, p. 1107.

501-887T—77—T1
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867N.01/6-1049
Memorandum by the Department of Stote to the President

TOP SECRET WasaiNeToN, June 10, 1949,

Subject: United States Relations with Israel.

On June 8 Israel replied to the United States note which Ambas-
sador McDonald delivered in Tel Aviv upon your instructions on
May 29. The reply firmly rejected the points made in the United States
note concerning a final territorial settlement and the disposition of the
refugee problem. Under the circumstances, the following course of
action vis-a-vis Israel is suggested.

L. Immediate adoption of a generally negative attitude toward
Israel. This would include: refusing Israeli requests for United
States assistance, such as for the training of Israeli officials in this
country and the sending of United States experts to Israel ; mainten-
ance of 1o more than a correct attitude toward Israeli officials in this
country and toward American organizations interested in promoting
the cause of Israel; and failing to support the position of Israel in the
various international organizations.

2. Export-Import Bank Loan. The Export-Import Bank should be
immediately informed that it would be desirable to hold up the alloca-
tion of the $49,000,000 as yet unallocated of the $100,000,000 earmarked
for loan to Israel,

3. United States Contributions to Israel. The time is appropriate to
undertake explorations as to whether it is proper, now that a Jewish
state has been established as an independent foreign country, for
United States contributions to the United Jewish Appeal and to other
Jewish fund-raising organizations to continue to be exempt from
income tax as having been made for charitable purposes. Such contri-
butions are now of direct benefit to a sovereign foreign state.

4. Reply to Israel Note. A reply to the Israeli note will be drafted,
answering the points made and reiterating the United States expecta-
tSion that Israel will take action along the lines suggested by the United

tates. '

* Drafted by Mr. Rockwell.

501.BBE Palestine/6-1049 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Israel (McDonald) to the Secretary of State

TOP SECRET NIACT Ter Aviy, June 10, 1949—10 a. m.

443. ReDeptels 344, 846,* 347, June 8 and further re Embtel 441,
June 9 transmitting Israel’s reply to President’s note (Deptel 322,
May 28).

*Telegram 346 was a repeat of 238 to Damascus, not printed, but see footnote 1
to telegram 347, June 8, p. 1102,
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Ford and I June 9 conferred hour with Foreign Minister who in-
vited me visit his office. JTerlitz and Leo Kohn * also present.

1. Sharett noted press reports from Washington quoting Acting
Secretary and said: “we here besieged for news”. Nonetheless, Foreign
Office has admitted merely “exchange of views”. Sharett “will say no
more unless US prefers and takes initiative fuller news”. Israel “would
not oppose publication of notes”.

Comment : Publication of notes would, I think, be unfortunate be-
cause certain arouse strong public feeling. Morning June 10 Foreign
Office had no explanation Israeli statement Lake Success June 9. E'nd
comment.

9. Sharett followed up Israel note on two points:

o. Boundaries. (Deptel 346, June 8). Tn conference with Secretary
Acheson in New York ? Foreign Minister had accepted former’s phrase
“mutual adjustments” boundaries in sense of “minor adjustments” and
not “compensations or exchanges”. “Could not have possibly thought
of concessions to Lebanon, Syria or Egypt as rewards for their unsuec-
cessful war of aggression”. Sharett thought Secretary Acheson’s words
“mutnal adjustments” referred primar'%y to boundary between Israel
and Arab Palestine. Is “sorry if Secretary misunderstood”.

Comment : Noteworthy that Sharett emphasized twice evident sat-
isfaction Department’s conclusion that territorial “compensation”
(iaza strip would depend on “desire” other government’s “such com-
pensation”. End comment.

b. Refugees. “Measure of repatriation actually carried out” totalled
approximately 24,000 divided nearly equally between Galilee and
Negev. Total Arabs now in Israel 150,000. Measures “under urgent

consideration” include specific permission to “round out families” and
more “general permission return of women and minor children of
Avabs resident in Israel”. :

Comment : Sharett’s manner of presenting these admittedly limited
concessions was possible indication Israel’s softening on refugees. L'nd
comment.. ‘ § S

3. ReDeptel 344, June 8, Sharett emphatically denied Eytan had
ever used any expression indicating Israel had desire further terri-
torial expansion except in connection with Ethridge’s suggestion
“Gaza plan”. Foreign Minister emphasized there is no justification
charge.Israel’s position was “rigid”. o

Comment: No doubt Sharett feels Israel wrongly charged with
“rigidity”. End comment.

3 political Adviser to Mr. Sharett.
® Presumably the conversation of April 5; see Mr. Acheson’s memorandum of
-that date;-p. 890. E y
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4. ReDeptels 346, 847, June 8, Sharett said cabinet would discuss
Bunche’s proposal “within two hours”. Israel would attend armistice
meeting tenth. Major obstacle in acceptance is demilitarization of Ein
Gev. I argued this minor compared with larger issues. Foreign Office
telephoned June 10, 9:30 a. m. Riley reported Syrians unable attend
today.

Comment: Despite Foreign Minister’s protest I believe even chance
Israel acceptance Bunche plan. E'nd comment.

‘McDo~Narp

501.BB Palestine/6-1049 : Telegram

The Minister in Switzerland (Vincent) to the Secretary o f State

SECRET  PRIORITY Berw, June 10, 1949—3 p. m.
909. Palun 194. From Ethridge. No progress made so far in recon-
ciling Arab and Tsraeli positions and no possibility obtaining com-
mitment of type outlined Unpal 141* before my departure? Also
practically no prospeet obtaining such commitment in course subse-
quent PCC discussions here. However, I have some ideas on subject
which hope discuss on arrival Washington June 14 and suggest De-
partment delay action till then. [Ethridge.] .
VincenT
* Dated June 9, to Lausanne, p, 1108,

*Mr. Ethridge left Lausanne on June 10, He was succeeded on a temporary
basis by Raymond A. Hare,

501.BB Palestine/6-1049 : Telegram
T'he Minister in Switzerland (Vincent) to the Secretary of State

RESTRICTED Berw, June 10, 1949—38 p. m.
912. Palun 192. From Ethridge. On June 8 Eytan returned
Lausanne from Tel Aviv after week’s absence during which it was
common knowledge Israel was reexamining its position regarding
Israeli-Arab talks through PCC. On June 9 Eytan lectured PCC at
length on manner in which talks should be conducted and made gen-
eral restatement of Tsraeli position regarding outstanding matters
including refugees and territory. Eytan’s remarks indicated Israel
had not modified its position in any way, shape or form.
Summary of Eytan’s remarks follows :

(1) Conduct of talks: Eytan believed stalemate existed at Lau-
sanne. General dissatisfaction reflected in irresponsible talk, gossip,
threats and recrimination. Difficulty must be surmounted and fresh
start made. Patience and frankness were necessary.
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(2) General approach: PCC members and Arabs say Israel asks
unreasonable. Outstanding problems between Israel and Arabs were
discussed during Tsrael admission debate at Lake Success. Eban made
full statement. GA. admitted Tsrael. Tt follows GA was satisfied with
Tsrael’s attitude on outstanding problems.* We are acting in con-
formity with Eban statements at Lausanne. If others think us un-
reasonable it must be in another context.

(3) Reality in Israel: Conditions in Israel have changed since
November 292 and continuing change rapidly. Jaffa, for example, is
no longer Arab and in some sections no longer exists. Automatic Arab
talk regarding return of refugees is unrealistic. Such talk will not
advance Lausanne discussions one inch.

(4) Middle East peace: Israeli objective at Lausanne has been
restoration of Middle East peace. But other questions including refu-
gees, territory and compensation are subsidiary. Arabs want peace
also. Thus far main obstacle has been sustained refusal of Arabs to
negotiate peace. Refusal is main cause for present deadlock. _

(5) Refugees: Detailed Isracli position known to PCC. Israel very
much concerned regarding refugee problem in Palestine and Middle
East. Tendency in world since World War I has been to eliminate
minority problems. Minority problems cause national and inter-
national unrest and conflict. UNSCOP did not consider exclusion of
Arabs and Jews from Jewish and Arab states respectively because it
assumed peaceful implementation. War resulted. Exodus occurred.
Grave minority problem for Jewish state thus solved itself by events.
Israel never contemplated removal of Arabs. In light of world’s tragic
experience during past 80 years Israel believes “recreation of minority
within Israel—as Arabs insist—would be retro-step for peace of
Middle East and of world”. Israel will, however, contribute as much as
it can in context of general peace settlement. ' ‘

Eytan proposed supply PCC with summary of statements by Arab
leaders calling for revenge. Eytan cited recent discussion in Egyptian
Parliament regarding 72 million pound budget for arms. In such
circumstances Israel considered it unreasonable to permit return of
refugees. Every government which has elementary regard for its
people will adopt attitude similar Israels.

(6) Territory: Tsrael accepted May 12 protocol as basis for dis-
cussion. Israeli principle is GA principle of mutual adjustment of
borders to common advantage of cach party by free negotiation. Israel
cannot accept “purely arbitrary mathematical proportion of formula”.
Partition resolutions of November 29 are not sacrosanct. Israel is not
bound to adhere. Partition was based on peaceful implementation.
War results. Only Jewish state appeared. Arab state did not. Arabs

imhe Department, on June 15, commented on this point as follows: “Dept
believes entirely unwarranted construe GA debate and decision re admission
Israel as endorsement their policy before PCC.” It then cited Mr. Eban’s statement
before the Ad Hoc Commiftee on May 5 (see footnote 2, p. 979) that only the
provisions of Article 4 of the Charter were relevant in considering an applica-
tion for membership and that it was “unjust withhold consent admission on
grounds difference opinion on solution certain internatl problems.” (telegram
TUnpal 151, 501.BB Palestine/6-1049)

2he date in 1947 that the General Assembly voted to approve the partition of
Palestine.
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are, however, entitled to state. Israel cannot agree that becanse Arabs
failed to establish state® other Arab states are entitled to territory.
It’s too contrary UN principles to reward states which attempted to
upset UN resolution by force. Decision along such lines would under-
mine UN and world peace. If there were Arab state Israel’s territorial
position would now be different. Israel is prepared, however, to dis-
cuss its frontiers with each of its present neighbors. Eytan considered
direct talks with Arabs essential for any territorial arrangement.

(7) Israeli efforts at Lausanne: Eytan recapitulated various pro-
posals and suggestions of Israeli delegation toward progress of
Lausanne talks. Eytan recalled steps reported in Palun’s 145, 146,
1627 173.° Eytan stated points outlined in Palun 146 still formed basis
Israeli thinking. Failure to receive response regarding preamble was
grave disappointment. Arabs had not answered territorial proposals.
- Israeli delegation may be prepared to put forward further snggestions
1f useful. To help meeting, Israel is prepared to make free zone at
Haifa for import and export without Israeli duty. Israel may make
other suggestions to help other Arab states. Israeli efforts are funda-
mentality different than Arab efforts which consist entirely of
demands.

(8) Future steps: (o) Israel continues accept May 12 protocol;
(0) present despondency should be overcome; (¢) Eytan would be
glad state Israeli case directly to Arab delegates.

[Ethridge]
VINCENT

* In Palestine.

“Both dated May 10; identified also as telegrams 410 and 411 from Geneva,
pp. 992 and 993, respectively.

¢ Not printed, but see footnote 2, p. 1036.

¢ Identified also as telegram 820, May 28, from Bern, p. 1068.

501.BB Palestine/6-1049 : Telegram
Mr. John C. Ross to the Secretary of State

CONFIDENTIAL New Yorxg, June 10, 1949—3: 04 p. m.

709. Bunche has report from Riley in Jerusalem that Dayan has
informed him that there was a misunderstanding and that he will
withdraw Israeli troops from demilitarized zone around Government
‘House, replacing them with MP’s. A partition of area will be arranged
by Riley following NAC meeting June 11. Foregoing message from
Riley followed a previous one which indicated belligerence and hos-
tility on Dayan’s part. Reason for change not apparent.

Bunche says he does not understand motives for Israeli actions
Government House zone since it obviously endangered their broader
objectives. He does feel, however, that it was a deliberately planned
action since Dayan is not a hot-headed or impetuous person.

Ross
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Editorial Note

Ambassador McDonald, on June 11, cabled to the Department, for
the personal attention of the President and the Acting Secretary, that
“Pressand private reaction here to incomplete reports from Washing-
ton and elsewhere of contents of President’s note indicate complete
unanimity that: (1). US has no right moral or legal for its ‘demands’;
(2). Such demands must be ‘resisted’.” He concluded by urging that
“further TS views not be expressed in terms of imperatives as in con-
cluding paragraphs President’s note unless President and Department
are prepared to use extreme measures ultimate effort [effect] of which
no one could now foresee.” (telegram 445 from Tel Aviv, 501.BB
Palestine/6-1149)

Later the same day Ambassador McDonald sent a followup cable
to the Department for the personal attention of Clark Clifford at
the White House. After referring to his telegrams 439, June 8, page
1100, and 445, he stated : “Motivated only by my grave concern Depart-
ment, with best intentions of causing Israel to make what seems to
Washington ‘reasonable and necessary concession’ on refugees and
boundaries, our government so embittered Israel opinion that Ben-
Gurion and Sharett would be forced despite their will and better
judgement to resist US demands. Israel concessions with refugees are
possible if request for these is not again put in form of demand. But
under no circumstances except use of overwhelming force will Israel
vield any part of Negev. .

“This telegram and two referred to above have been written in full
remembrance of your final words to me when I was leaving White
House before coming Tsrael.” (telegram 446 from Tel Aviv, 867TN.01/
6-1149)

867N.01/6-1149 : Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in Egypt

SECRET WasHINGTON, June 11, 1949—2 p. m.

573. Egyptian Amb called on ActSec June 10 at own request and
left memo* re lifting arms embargo. He stated Egypt greatly desires
lifting of restrictions which as result embargo it has imposed on trade
navigation, pointing out no serious fighting has occurred for six
months and stating Arab states have no aggressive intentions.

He said sole concern Arabs is just settlement Pal question, to
which major obstacle is Israel’s aggressive attitude. While Arabs
originally opposed partition, they now willing accept it although cld

! Dated June 10, not printed.
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not state fact publicly. Arab states have two major objectives, settle-
ment refugee problem and final settlement which wld protect them
against Israeli aggression. They desire all of the UN resolutions to
be observed, particularly res calling for repatriation refugees. They
also feel Pres’ principle territorial compensation shld be observed.
In response to query as to whether Amb felt independent Arab state
cld be established in Pal, he stated this was matter which wld have to
be settled by Arab states.

ActSec emphasized importanes which USG attaches to Israeli Arab
cooperation in achieving final solution. USG does not wish negots
Lausanne to fail. Amb stated Egypt doing all possible to make negots
succeed.

To specific query re his Govt’s position on Tsraeli offer accept Gaza
refugees in return acquisition Gaza strip,2 Amb said Egyptian Govt
regards proposal as “cheap barter”. He stated first step is to permit
those refugees in Gaza so desiring to return their homes, but had no
suggestion re disposition remainder. He further stated Egypt wld
wish make proposals re frontier rectification, which wld not involve
large amount territory but wld be designed secure strategically de-
fensible frontier for Egyptian and Israeli security. Did not state
when these proposals wld be put forth.

ActSec stated question re arms embargo wld require careful study
on part of Dept, pointing out it involved not only US regulation but
SC truce res. Amb agreed, and indicated Egypt did not wish raise
contentious argument in SC re question but desired prior discussion
with SC members before raising question in SC. _

Amb then took up subject training Egyptian officers in US. ActSec
explained we had recently informed NME * we no longer have any
objections to training Israeli and Arab officers. However NME has
very limited quota for foreign students and therefore needs of many
countries require consideration. Moreover because security considera-
tions, many courses open only to Ameits. ActSec stated we are anxious
be helpful in matter but quite possible NME cld not place all students
which Egyptians might wish send to US.

?Mr. Eban informed Mr. Ross during the afternoon of June 10 that “following
Rhodes armistice discussions with Egypt, Abdul Munim Mustapha, head of
Egyptian delegation, had first raised question of Israel taking over Gaza strip.
This discussion was inconclusive. Subsequently on April 30, presumably, Eban
said, because Egyptians had talked in same sense, Ethridge at Lausanne in con-
versation with Eytan had suggested Israel take over Gaza strip including the
250,000 refugees therein (this is figure Eban used). The idea of taking over this
number of refugees shocked Eytan who, however, reported matter to his govern-
ment which, after much consideration and in sincere effort to get something
tangible started at Lausanne, instructed Eytan to make provosal of May 20.”
(telegram 712, June 10, from New York, 501.BB Palestine/6-1049)

® See letter of April 6, p. 898.
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Pls take early opportunity discuss disposition Gaza strip with Egyp-
tian Govt, requesting its views re Israeli offer. You shld emphasize to
Egyptian Govt US concern re refugees that area, which has no eco-
nomic potential for future settlement, and ask Egyptian Govt its
plans re disposition those who do not wish return Israel, since latter
might be considerable number. You might in this connection obtain
Egyptian views with regard frontier in light Ambs reference to stra-
tegic rectification in order that we might explore possibility of ex-
change of Gaza strip for frontier rectification further south.

Rpt reply to USDel Lausanne.*
WeBB

4 his telegram was repeated to Bern as No. 778 (Unpal 145), for the American
Delegation at Lausanne. Chargé Patterson, on June 14, reported that prior to
receipt of telegram 573, i.e., on June 11, he had brought up the question of the
Gaza strip proposal with Foreign Minister Ehashaba. The latter's views “were
to effect that while Egypt contemplated retention no portion Palestine as such
Egypt required most effective frontier for defensive purposes. This frontier
gtated to be Gaza—Beersheba-Dead Sea line. Responsive to my question Minister
admitted that Egypt at present not willing cede Gaza coastal strip to Israel in
Teturn for Israel’s offer assumptions charge 200,000 or more refugees in Gaza—
Rafa strip.” (telegram 578 from Cairo, 86TN.01/6-1449)

§67N.00/6-1149 : Telegram
The Consul ot Jerusalem (Burdett) to the Secretary of State

SECRET JerusaLes, June 11, 1949—6 p. m.

409. Present tense situation Jerusalem attributable in large part to
failure reach agreement in Special Committee on questions both Jews
and Arabs consider essential. Break in deadlock likely to result in
quick relaxation and barring complete failure Lausanne eliminate in
immediate future present danger resumption hostilities Jerusalem.
Tssential element is speedy solution through simplified procedure.

Consulate General considers not advisable refer question to Lau-
sanne. Would thus become involved in whole peace treaty procedure
with consequent long delays, personnel at Lausanne not familiar with
details of problem and would have start all over again, extent of dis-
agreement, would not be diminished by simple reference to Lausanne.
Same issues must be resolved regardless locale. Arbitration procedure
would also involve delay, arbitrator would not be familiar with ques-
tion, and Tsrael at least could be expected refuse accept principle ar-
bitral award.

Consulate General therefore, suggests following approach combin-
ing certain features Department and Amman proposals. Settlement
Government House matter necessary prerequisite, Request by Special
Committee to MAC to hold series extraordinary sessions under direct



1118 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1949, VOLUME VE

chairmanship General Riley. Section 3, A rticle 12 of Armistice permits
changes in agreement by mutual consent. Both sides to present concrete
plans for settlement along lines outlined below and under terms of
reference specifically providing for territorial exchange. Riley would
be able give publicity to proceedings and also use his prestige to facili-
tate agreement on terms he considered equitable.! At same time PCC
and/or US Government should point out to respective governments
(or if preferred to local authorities) in friendly manner necessity
reaching agreement swiftly thus eliminating this great cause possible
trouble. Israel again should be specifically admonished against use
force or threats and ill effect present series incidents pointed out. Also
could be told that because concessions made in past by Arabs and as
measure of assistance in refugee problem, PCC and US hope will be
able adopt generous attitude on quarters. In note to Transjordan, dis-
advantages of stalling should be forcibly brought out (although this
may avoid causing Transjordan trouble with other states or Palestine
Arabs delay certainly does not contribute towards peaceful settlement
which is prime US objective). Transjordan also should be cautioned
against excessive demands and inclination lure single issue of Scopus
to recoup past losses of disproportionate nature. In this case Trans-
jordan has shown tendency expand demands as Israel showed willing-
ness make concessions. For example willing at one time trade access to
Scopus for access to Arab College (Amman telegram 208, May 18 to
Department) which Jews perfectly willing grant.

Consulate General believes best chances of success offered by final
settlement on following basis: TIsrael to obtain free access to Scopus
by new road from Sanhedriya in direction of “French Iill” plus ter-
ritory vicinity Sanhedriya might also be given but need not constitute
“land bridge.” Arabs to receive in addition to Bethelehem road and
electricity return certain Arab quarters and certain Jewish areas in
South. Arabs must recognize not possible obtain wall their old quarters
and area likely regain steadily diminishing. Baga quarter now opened
to new immigrants and once such persons settled down extremely
difficult dislodge. Crucial point of course is amount avea in North to
be exchanged for quarters in South but Consulate General feels that
with constant pressure by PCC, Riley and perhaps interested govern-
ments possible reach solution.

Above procedure advanced in interest speed, to avoid further stall-
ing and to provide for use present UN machinery avoiding compli-

! Chargé Stabler, on June 17, gave his support to the suggestion regarding the
Special Committee as set forth in telegram 409 (telegram 250 from Amman,
867TN.01/6-1749).
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cations of setting up new committee. Consulate General considers lines

settlement mentioned will meet to maximum extent possible in limited-
agreement of nature under consideration desires of both parties.

Sent Department, repeated Amman 36, Geneva 27, Tel Aviv 52.

- BorperT

501.BB Palestine/6-1149 : Telegram
The Minister in Syria (Keeley) to the Secretary of State

SECRET Damascus, June 11, 1949—T p. m.

392, Views in Deptel 238, June 8 * delivered to Vice Prime Minister
and Foreign Minister Arslan 1 p. m. today. He asked me to thank
Department for its advice but said its interest in seeking cause of
peace in Palestine might be more effective if weight its influence were’
brought to bear upon Israel to respect its international engagements
and thus help create atmosphere favorable to armistice and peace
negotiations.

Contending that as small area Palestine territory now occupied by
Syria was taken in fighting against Israeli before truce whereas
Isracl holds unchallenged vast areas occupied during truce, suggested
demilitarization on Syrian front is scarcely equitable measure. Arslan
admitted current Bunche proposal nevertheless seemed to offer best
basis yet suggested for discussion and he had accordingly authorized
Syrian delegation to reenter negotiations. However, as experience has
taught Syrians to be wary of any agreement that depends upon Israeli
respect for UN guarantees he thought moment inpropitious to hope
for agreement. Even Bunche must consider it unfortunate that Tsraeli
had chosen this time to underscore their eynical disregard for their
pledged word by entering and fortifying demilitarized Government
House zone in Jerusalem.

This latest aggression took place, said Arslan, even while Bunche in
personal message to Zaim earnestly appealed for most serious and
sympathetic consideration his draft proposals assuring him that “UN
responsibility over territory in proposed demilitarized zone gives ade-
quate protection to Syrian interests” and citing Government Iouse
among others as example of UN demilitarized area which “oives con-
vincing proof that such arrangements work well and give full protec-
tion to rights and claims of interested parties.” Bunche must today be
sadly disillusioned man, said Arslan.

Typical of their incomprehensible arrogance latest Israeli aggres-
sion has not only jeopardized Syrian Israeli armistice negotiations, but

! Not printed, but see footnote 1 to telegram 347, June 8, p. 1102.
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has put wind up in all Arab circles, said Arslan. Added he has warned
other Arab capitals that Government Touse may be first move in con-
quest of Jerusalem itself if not remainder of Palestine which now ef-
fectively within Xsraeli control.

As Prime Minister Zaim had shortly before my call on Arsla.n ex-
pressed similar views to Foreign Minister I feel that no useful purpose
would be served by seeking to deliver Department’s message to Zaim
or otherwise trying further to pressurize Syrians into accepting
Bunche proposal until some effective means are found and applied to
guarantee Israeli respect for its engagements and for UN authority.
To pressurize Syrians in face of Israeli action at Government House
{Jerusalem’s Contel 401, June 7 2 and sequence to Department) would
I feel sure be interpreted by Syrians only as further evidence of our
alleged pro-Israeli attitude and weaken such influence as we still have
with them which might better be reserved for more propitious moment
such as when Israel itself can be brought to show more accommodating
spirit. My French colleague, with whom I am keeping close contact,
fully shares my views in this regard. Zaim told him that while inclined
to accept Bunche proposal if Israeli respect for UN guaranteed
pledges better assured than recent unfortunate experience has given
reason to expect, he is disinclined to commit Syria before presidential
referendum June 25 (mytel 315, June 8).2 To do so might well cause
disturbing repercussions which he is not prepared to risk during
crucial pre-election period.

[Here follow four paragraphs dealing primarily with Mr. Arslan s
denunciation of Tsrael’s aggressive attltude ]

If despite unfavorable atmosphere indicated above Department de-
sires me to urge upon Zaim acceptance Bunche proposal it would be
helpful to have its reasons why Syria should not let Government House
mcident influence its acceptance of similar UN guarantee of proposed
demilitarized areas on Syrian-Israeli frontier.?®

Sent Department 322, repeated Baghdad 61, Beirut 72, Jerusalem
48, London 84, Paris 68, Tel Aviv 37, Amman 32, Ankara 44, Bern for
PCC 13, Cairo 41, Jidda 26. '

Department pass Army, Navy, Air.

KeeLny

1 Not printed.

®The Department, in reply on June 16, directed Damascus to “urge upon Zaim
acceptance Bunche proposal” and to “point out that as result intervention such
officials UN as Bunche and Riley Israeli troops have now been withdrawn” from
the Government House area (telegram 248, 501.BB Palestine/6-1149).
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867N.01/6-1249 : Telegram
The Chargé in Jordan (Stabler) to the Secretary of State

SECRET Amman, June 12, 1945—11 a. m.

943. According to reliable military source here number of incidents
along entire Jordan-Israeli front have increased rapidly in past few
days with ten such incidents being reperted on June 10 alone. Casual-
ties are also reported. - : :

Legion troops at Latrun report “extraordinary™ Israeli movements
opposite them and believe Israelis are preparing some kind of attack
on Latrun salient. ' : ‘ - '

Same military source also reports greatly increased Israeli military
activity “in and immediately behind” J. erusalem with two Israeli bri-
gades—fourth and sixth—and armored cars- n Jerusalem area.
(According to Rhodes agreement only two battalions, but no armor,
are allowed in Jerusalem.) Local authorities are seriously concerned
that Israelis may be planning further operations in Jerusalem area,
such as seizure Mt. Scopus or Latrun or both. Legion source stated
few days ago that while Legion could cope with local incidents, it
could not cope with any general outbreak of fighting.

Jordan Government has brought above (except for Latrun report)
formally to attention Riley.

Comment—In view Israeli action in Government House arca and
above indications they are planning further aggression, I would now
recommend that Department should make immediate representations
Tel Aviv along lines suggested in penultimate paragraph Legtel 239
June 9 without awaiting further word from Bunche. I fear that prob-
ably protracted attempts by Riley to settle situation will only give
Tsraelis more time in which to prepare further aggression. US should
therefore make it quite clear to Israel at this time that troops must be
withdrawn and that any further aggressive acts will not be tolerated.
E'nd comment.

Sent Department 243, repeated Bern (for USDel PCC) 22, Jerusa-
lem 119, London 46, Beirut 48, Baghdad 65, Damascus 50, Cairo 29.2

STABLER

i1 Not printed; that paragraph read: “In meantime I strongly urge Depart-
ment to recall its telegram 37, March 25 and President’s message to Abdullah
(Deptel 38, March 28) and urgently consider possibility, in event Riley and
Bunche should feel such step desirable, making representations in most forcible
terms to Israeli Government to effect that Israeli troops must be withdrawn at
once and unless Israeli will give undertaking to renounce agency of force to
achieve its demands, US Government will be obliged to reconsider its attitude
toward that state which has received up to this time unstinting US support.”
(867N.01/6-949) Regarding telegram 38, see footnote 1, p. 878.

3The Department, on June 14, replied that it was keeping in close touch with
Mr. Bunche, “who has intervened directly, is taking strong line, and at present
does not desire US assistance.” (telegram 78, 501.BB Palestine/6-1349)
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501,.BB Palestine/6-1249 : Telegram :
The Minister in Switzerland (Vincent) to the Secretary of State

RESTRICTED PRIORITY Berw, June 12, 1949—noon.

920. Palun 197 from Hare. On July 11 Eytan again appeared be-
fore PCC for further discussion of matters mentioned Palun 1921

Boisanger opened meeting by criticizing certain of Eytan’s June 8
statements including unwarranted comparison Bunche’s success with
that of PCC, Eytan’s allegation that PCC had opposed direct nego-
tiations as well as unjustified Jewish press attacks on PCC.

ITare put 3 questions to Eytan regarding June 8 statement :

1. Did Israelis anticipate action on Arab memos (Palun 165 and
166 * which might help break ice for further negotiations) #

Eytan replied memo mentioned Palun 166 under sympathetic study
but sidestepped memo mentioned Palun 165 ;

2. How did TIsraelis reconcile position regarding minorities in light
paragraph 11 GA resolution December 11 ¢

Eytan replied Israel did not interpret GA resolution as “categorical
imperative.” GA debate November 1948 indicated “point of view close
to that of Israeli Govt.” Israel believed paragraph 11 linked return
refugees with peace settlement. Some clauses of paragraph 11 are not
“practical of implementation”;

3. Did Israel distinguish regarding territory allotted Jewish state
November 29 and territory subsequently occupied for purpose of final
territorial adjustment and is latter subject to relinquishment or
exchange?

Eytan replied evasively reiterating “mathematical approach does
not commend itself to my govt.” -

Yalein expressed belief these questions important and he personally
not satisfied with replies.
Eytan then made 4 suggestions:

(1) Conference work retarded by limited authority of Arab dele-
gations which appear able discuss only refugees. Could not PCC send
member or high official of secretariat to Arab capitals and for appear-
ance sake to Tel Aviv to explain situation and attempt remedy this
deficiency ;

(2) GA resolution December 11 clearly established authority for
direct contact between parties. As 6 months have passed PCC en-
titled speak with vigor to Arab delegation or Arab Govts regarding
direct contact;

(8) PCC_should establish 5 subcommittees: general terms of
peace, frontiers, refugees, Jerusalem, economic and allied matters, all
of which should meet jointly with Israeli and Arabs.

* Also identified as telegram 912, June 10, from Bern, p. 1112.
?Both dated May 28, from Lausanne, pp. 1043 and 1044, respectively.
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(4) Bytan pointed out present discussions based on May 12 proto-
col but suggested as possible additional approach that armistice
agreements conclude under November 16 resolution form common
cround and might be made fruitful basis further talks.

Yalcin and Boisanger immediately replied rejecting practically all
Eytan’s suggestions. Regarding first suggestion Arabs had full au-
thority to negotiate and real difficulty lay in failure of Israelis to live
up to December 11 resolution.

Regarding second direct contact useless until basic groundwork
laid. Also resolution did not require them negotiate directly.

Regarding third no use establish subcommittees until substantial
basic agreement.

Regarding fourth Yalein did not understand Eytan’s suggestion
and expressed opinion that May 12 protocol was in effect and might
therefore be dangerous shift this agreed basis to armistice agreements.

Hare said his initial reaction essentially [similar?] to Yalcin’s and
Boisanger’s. Eytan’s suggestions embodied thoughts which merited
careful consideration. Hare hoped Eytan would be able express fur-
ther ideas of constructive nature.

Eytan disappointed but said would endeavor develop further ideas.

Repeated Paris as 56 for immediate delivery to Mark Ethridge at
Hotel Crillon. [Hare.]

VINGENT

501.BB Palestine/6-1249 : Telegram
The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Delegation
'  at Lausanne

TOP SECRET  NIACT WasHiNgTON, June 12, 1949—1 p. m.

Unpal 146. In recent conversation with Sec, Bevin expressed con-
cern re situation arising from Israeli claims to territory both sides
upper Jordan which would give them complete control all water re-
sources. He stated UK hopes for four-party agreement re water de-
velopment to permit settlement 100,000 refugees TJ and leave adequate
water for Tsrael. Michael Wright supplemented remarks emphasizing
that first basic point UK position re Syrian-Israeli frontier is desir-
ability prior or separate agreement in principle before frontier fixed
that waters of Jordan Valley will be used benefit Israel, TJ, Syria,
Lebanon under joint auspices. UK believes that if agreement reached
re equitable nse water, frontier line will settle itself. UK does not sug-
gest US-UK express any opinion re location frontier.

UK pointed out that conflicting plans exist for use of waters, since
TJ is studying plan for construction Jordan—Yarmuk canal to provide
land for refugee settlement, and Israel has now received final plans
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from Hays and associates providing for diversion most or all Jordan
water for Israel before it reaches TJ.

Dept informed Sec of its concurrence re desirability agreement in
principle before frontier delineation that water resources will be used
benefit all states concerned. ,

What is USDel’s opinion re possibility obtaining such agreement
near future? If obtainable, such agreement might expedite territorial
settlement. If Economic Survey Group cld be activated an important
function cld be conduct resurvey water resources in question with view
their equitable use by all states concerned for development and refugee

settlement purposes.
Wese

501,.BB Palestine/6-1249 : Telegram _
The Ambassador in France (Bruce) to the Secretary of State

TOP SECRET Pms, June 12, 1949—1 p. m.
2413. From Ethridge. USDel at Lausanne commenting separately
on Israel note.

(1) If there is to be any assessment of blame for stalemate at
Lausanne, Israel must accept primary responsibility. Commission
members, particularly USRep, have consistently pointed out to Prime
Minister, Foreign Minister, and Israeli delegation that key to peace
is some Israeli concession on refugees. USDel prepared memo months
ago of minor concessions which could be made without prejudice to
Israel’s final position, pointing out that such concessions would lay
the basis for successful talks at Lausanne. Israel has made minor
concessions with reservations, but has steadfastly refused to make
important ones and has refused to indicate either publicly or pri-
vately how many refugees she is willing to take back and under what
conditions. Tsrael’s refusal to abide by the G-A assembly resolution,
providing those refugees who desire to return to their homes, etec.,
has been the primary factor in the stalemate. Israel has failed even to
stipulate under what conditions refugees wishing to return might
return; she has given no definition of what she regards as peaceful
co-existence of Arabs and Jews in Israel and she consistently returns
to the idea that her security would be endangered; that she can not
bear the economic burden and that she has no responsibility for
refugees because of Arab attacks upon her. I have never accepted
the latter viewpoint. Aside from her general responsibility for refu-
gees, she has particular responsibility for those who have been driven
out by terrorism, repression and forcible ejection.

(2) The statement, “the Government of Israel is at a loss to under-
stand the reference in the note to the alleged contemplation by
Mr. Eytan of ‘an additional acquisition of further [territory] within
Palestine’ ”? is a falsehood. Also the statement that the GA [Gaza?]
proposal was first advanced by me. As previously reported it was
first advanced by Ben Gurion and so reported to the Department at
the time. In appearing before the general committee Sassoon and
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Lifschitz presented Israel’s claim for more of Arab Palestine and
used the Hayes (TVA) project map to justify proposed new bound-
aries with Arab Palestine. It was made clear that the proposed canal
must be all inside Israel, which would mean that further territory,
including Tulkarm and the northwest corner of the Triangle, must go
to Israel. In addition members of Israeli delegation have told me that
their demand for withdrawal of Arab troops was designed to establish
bargaining position with Abdullah so that Arab Palestine could be
further divided. Comay said, “we will point out to Abdullah that he
is getting a bonus out of the war.” Ben Gurion told me (see telegram
re Tiberias talk; * do not have reference here) Israel wanted the entire
western shore of the Dead Sea. Sharett told the commission in his
first meeting that strip from Haifa to Tel Aviv must be widened back
to Samarian Hills for security reasons. Under threats Israel took over
Tulkarm area villages. By force she has taken over new territory in
Jerusalem.

(3) I leave to the Department whether Israel’s admission to UN
sanctified what she is doing. Personally, I do not see how the argument
can be accepted. Israel was state created upon an ethical concept and
should rest upon an ethical base. Her attitude toward refugees is
morally reprehensible and politically short-sighted. She has no security
that does not rest-in friendliness with her neighbors. She has no secu-
rity that does not rest upon the basis of peace in the Middle East. Her
position as conqueror demanding more does not make for peace. It
makes for more trouble.

(4) Asto Gaza strip: 1T have felt since it was first mentioned that
it could be a basis for settlement of refugee problem to extent of
Tsrael’s responsibility and also a basis for territorial settlement. I
have pointed out consistently that it is a good proposal providing
it is accompanied by a quid pro quo: some part of the Negev. I have
also pointed out that a concession in the Negev is more than a satis-
faction of strategic concepts; it is a major point in Arab thinking.
One thing that will make for eternal friction in the Middle East is
to drive the wedge into the Arab world. :

There never has been a time in the life of the commission when a
generous and far-sighted attitude on the part of the Jews would not
have unlocked peace. Perhaps they are too close to the siege of Jeru-
salem to see it now. As an advocate of the new state I hope they come
on it eventually. Otherwise there will be no peace in the Middle Kast,
no security for Israel and no possibility of lifting the economic block-
ade with which she must remain a remittance-man nation.®

Repeated Bern 37 for USDel Lausanne. [Ethridge.]

Bruce

1 See telegram 312, April 20, from Jerusalem, p. 925.

2 Acting Secretary Webb met with President Truman on June 13. His memo-
randum of conversation stated: “The President read the enciosed telegram
from Ethridge, No. 2413, with great interest, and was particularly impressed
by the last paragraph. )

“He also read the first paragraph of Palun 181 and indicated that he would
leave it to my discretion as to whether to send a strong message to Ambassador
McDonald insisting on his support.” (Secretary’s Memoranda, Lot 53 D 444)
Palun 181 is dated June 2, p. 1085.

501-887T—77T——T72
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501.BB Palestine/6-1249 : Telegram
T'he Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of State, at Paris

TOP SECRET PRIORITY Wasnizerox, June 12, 1949— 10 p. m.
NIACT

Telac 78. Fol re Pal (Actel 63 June 12 %).

(1) General Pal Situation, As you know from Ethridge, Lausanne
talks appear completely stalemated and PCC about to recess. Isracli
Govt has made non-aggressive but completely negative reply to note
which Pres directed be delivered Tel Aviv. Pres convineed firm line
must be maintained and Dept now considering measures which might
be taken to emphasize necessity modification Israel viewpoint to open
way to settlement. Reply to Israeli note will be drafted in consultation
Ethridge. In view PCC stalemate, now appears necessary US play
more direct role re Pal settlement. US role would continue to seek basis
of settlement among parties and not on basis preconceived notions of
our own, After reply to Israeli note and certain steps to underline
seriousness our purpose, we have in mind making strong specific sug-
gestions both sides, particularly re: boundaries and refugees. Since
precise proposals only in formative stage and depend upon further
consultations Ethridge, Bunche, Israeli and Arab reps, suggest you
limit yourself to informing Bevin negative character Israeli reply,
that US Govt determined to maintain firm position and keep pressure
on all parties, and that we are now considering what further steps
should now be taken.

(2) Jordan situation. Dept giving further study extension Anglo-
Jordan treaty to Pal territories now occupied by Jordan, in light of
PCC stalemate and recent Israeli move Jerusalem., Essential point is
UK attitude should Israelis seize upon extension treaty as excuse for
grabbing more of Arab Pal. Israeli military could probably reach
Jordan river in few days, probably before UK could get into action
militarily, UK problem would then be to counterattack with forces
not now in that area or to fail honor extension of treaty. View limited
UK mil strength Jordan and divided UK public opinion re Pal, to-
gether with sharpest possible reaction large segments US public
opinion, such decision by UK has most serious and far-reaching impli-
cations. You might by questioning draw out Bevin’s own view of im-
plications and UK line of action in event Israel-Jordan hostilities.

* Not printed; in thig telegram from Paris, Secretary Acheson stated in part:
“Bevin's secretary also stated Bevin wished talk with me again Monday or
Tuesday regarding general Palestine situation, Transjordan situation, and recent
Jewish aggressive moves in Jerusalem. Any guidance from Department would
be appreciated.” (740.00119 Council/6-1249).
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Bevin should not rely upon US approval or support for all conse-
quences treaty extension nor should he overestimate US influence with
Israel, Past record suggests Israel has had more influence with US
than has US with Israel; this particularly true on military matters
cince Israeli armament has come from eastern Europe and illicit traffic
over which we have had no control. Believe US as member PCC should
concentrate on negotiated settlement and not become involved with
explosive issue extension Anglo—Jordan treaty unless situation reaches
more of crisis stage than present. These are tentative views, subject to
further study and consultation here.

(3) Israeli move Jerusalem. Judging from available reports Israeli
move into Govt House neutral zone was violation spirit not letter
Isracli-Jordan armistice agreement. Presence Arab civilians and mili-
tary in or near area gave Israelis good pretext. Situation confused and
Gen. Riley attempting bring parties to agreement on withdrawal forces
both sides and partition area. Meeting reps both sides under chair-
manship Riley likely in day or so. We understand Israelis may agree
withdrawal troops from newly-occupied area and replacement by
civilian police. View fluid situation Dept has taken no action and plans
not to do so unless requested to by Bunche, who kept fully informed by
Riley. Suggest Bevin be informed sense above.

Wees

Editorial Note

The Palestine Conciliation Commission sent its third progress report
from Lausanne on June 13. Mr. Hare, on June 17, transmitted a sum-
mary to the Department, noting that the report covered the period
from April 9 to the departure of Mr. Ethridge from Lausanne. He
described the conclusions of the repbrt as follows: ,

“Tmmediate problem facing PCC consists in linking together nego-
tiations on refugee problem and territorial questions. Pressure exerted
by Arab delegations in favor of negotiations on refugee question com-
bined with Israeli pressure in favor of territorial negotiations threaten
to create situation in which it would be difficult to arrive at agreement
on solution of these fundamental problems. PCC concentrating for
moment on this problem. PCC is endeavoring to arrest tendency by
leading respective delegations to discuss refugee and territorial ques-
tions. Solution must relate not only to general aspect including
repatriation, resettlement and rehabilitation but also to more immedi-
ate and no less important preliminary measures re safeguarding of
refugee rights and property.” (telegram 608, identified also as Palun
216, from Geneva, 501.BB Palestine/6-1749)

The text of the third progress report is printed in GA, 4¢h sess., Ad
Hoc Political Committee, Annewx, Volume 11, page 5.
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501.BB Palestine/6-1349 : Telegram
M. Raymond A. Hare to the Secretary of State

TOP SECRET Lavsanng, June 13, 1949—11 a. m.

Palun 198. USDel has following comment on Tsraeli reply to Presi-
dent’s note (refDeptel 761) :2

General: Israeli reply should be read in conjunction Eytan’s state-
ment before PCC reported Palun 1922 Eytan put Tsraeli attitude re
refugees and territory even more categorically. Return of refugees
would be “retrograde step.” Re territory, Israel cannot accept “purely
arbitrary mathematical proportion or formula.” USDel regrets that
Israel unwilling approach refugee problem constructively through
repatriation and resettlement and that Israel also unwilling consider
territorial arrangement in terms fairness and equity. USDel notes
with even greater regret Israel reply malkes no reference whatsoever
to support for UN and desire achieve peace and security on realistic
basis as stated President’s note. USDel reluctant conclude Israel does
not share these objectives with US. USDel suggests US would be on
strong ground in emphasizing these points in such further action
which may be taken in matter. o

Paragraph 1: Balance note proves Israeli position Lausanne has
not been misunderstood as arguments advanced in Israeli reply are
same those put forward Lausanne.

Paragraph 2: President’s note made no reference to paragraph
5 GA. resolution December 11 re conciliation although US might well
have added that Tsraeli proposals at Lausanne were not of character
to promote agreement with view final settlement all questions with
Arabs. President’s note confined itself to refugees and territory.

Paragraph 8: Israeli reply is not accurate. Paragraph 5 GA reso-
lution December 11 provides for “negotiations conduected either with
Conciliation Commission or directly.” Arab delegates have not thus
far found it possible meet officially with Israeli delegation. (approx-
imately 20 characters garbled)® meeting between Sassoon of Israel
and Abdul Monem of Egypt appeared in press as result Israeli leak
convinced Arabs further meetings premature. Oficial public meetings
would be still more difficult for Arabs because of Arab public opinion.
Virtual stalemate at Lausanne should be laid at door of both Israelis
and Arabs. Following signature of May 12 protocol (Palun 148)¢
Israelis advanced extremely [garble] proposals (Paluns 1625 and

*Dated June 9, 3 p. m., not printed ; it transmitted the text of telegram 441,
June 8, from Tel Aviv. Regarding 441, see footnote 1 to Tel Aviv telegram, June 8,
p. 1102,

? Identified also as telegram 912, June 10, from Bern, p. 1112,

® As in the source text.

‘ Dated May 12, from Lausanne, p. 998.

" ot printed, but see footnote 2, p, 10386.
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173°) but made no proposal re refugees other than limited measures
mentioned Palun 1457 Arabs advanced refugee proposals (Palun
166)® but made no proposal re territory other than suggestion ad-
vanced Palun 165.2 Israelis have either failed take action or have not
answered Arabmemos re refugees and territory.

Arabs have not answered Israeli proposals re territory.: USDel
believes, however, that on balance Arab position more nearly in line
protocol May 12 than Tsraeli and that at present stage negotiations
next move up to Israelis and their failure act principal cause stalemate.

Paragraph 4: USDel perceives neither reason nor logic in Israeli
deduction that GA considered Eban’s explanations satisfactory because
admission followed.

Paragraph 6: What Israelis at loss to understand in this para-
graph is apparently quite clear in eighth paragraph in which it is
stated “the war has proved indispensability to survival of Israel of
certain vital areas not comprised originally in share of Jewish state.”
Tsraeli territory proposals advanced officially to PCC include western
Galilee, Jaffa, area between Ramle Liydda Beersheba, areas north
Gaza strip and south of Auja along Egyptian frontier, corridor to
Jerusalem and other smaller areas throughout Palestine. Re Gaza strip
Ethridge did not advance as previously indicated Palun 181.°

Paragraph 7: President’s note did not present US position re ter-
ritory as UN policy but as US policy. Rejection last fall of certain
paragraphs of GA resolution December 11 might be considered in any
event to be superseded by admission resolution which recalled GA
resolution November 29. It may also be noted that Sharett on again
being informed of US policy by Secretary on April 5 (Deptel 208 to
Tel Aviv*) replied that “he was familiar with our views on houndary
questions, was hopeful an agreed solution could be reached and did not
see any insurmountable difficulty.”

Paragraph 8: Please see comment on seventh paragraph. Present
paragraph as worded seems tantamount, to unilateral revision GA
resolution November 29, judicial findings re aggressors and award. It
seems also to reject US views that territorial arrangement should be
based on elementary principles fairness and security. US delegation
fails understand why either Israel or Arabs have anything say about
government of territory controlled by other.

Paragraphs 9, 10 and 11: USDel considers one-sided overstatement
of developments in Palestine. It should be added for balance that

° Tdentified also as telegram 820, May 28, from Bern, p. 1068.
7 Identified also as telegram 410, May 10, from Geneva, p. 992.
8 Dated May 23, from Lausanne, p. 1044.

® Dated May 23, from Lausanne, p. 1043.

1 Dated June 2, from Lausanne, p. 1085.

1 See footnote 2, p. 894,
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Israelis attacked in Haifa, Jaffa and Acre before end British mandate
and that incidents such as (approximately 10 characters garbled )2
massacre accelerated refugee flight. Former Arab economy with
Israelis not entirely in ruins as small Arab farmers could certainly re-
turn to their lands. Israel knows full well that neither US nor any
other state expects it to tackle unaided reintegration of Arabs who
elect return. Israeli measures on humanitarian grounds have thus far
proved negligible. Israel has restricted compensation for land
abandoned to that previously cultivated (Palun 145). Israel has made
reunion contingent on census, close relationship and final settlement
(Palun 145). Israeli contribution to resettlement consists only of tech-
nical experts (Palun 140 ¢).

Paragraph 12: TIsraeli measures consist almost entirely of those
listed Palun 145. USDel believed Department will agree these measures
are hardly likely endanger self-preservation Israel. USDel also be-
lieves additional measures listed Palun 166 could be considered falling
within this category. Second paragraph of President’s note would seem
also to indicate US has not considered repatriation “in absolute terms”
but has approached refugee problem on basis both repatriation and
resettlement.

Paragraph 13: Please see paragraphs 9 through 12.

Paragraph 14: Arabs might submit almost similar paragraph by
substituting “Arab states” for “Israel” and “territory” for “refugee”
throughout. '

Paragraph 15: No comment.

Harg
™ As in the source text.
* Identified also as telegram 676, May 4, from Bern, p. 975.
501.BB Palestine/6-1349 : Telegram ;
Mr. Raymond A. Hare to the Secretary of State
SECRET Lausanne, June 13, 1949—4 p. m.

Palun 201. Regarding internationalization of Jerusalem. Depart-
ment may wish discuss with Ethridge working paper and give USDel
further instructions. In particular USDel desires Department’s views
on legal basis UN administration Jerusalem. Talks with Israeli repre-
sentatives have elicited evidence Israel prepared oppose any pro-
visions in derogation Israel “sovereignty” over Jewish zone of city.
Specifically their greatest objection to provisions for UN adminis-
trators authority over questions of demilitarization and human rights
2s infringing rights of Israeli citizens by differentiating between one
Israeli citizen and another on basis locus of residence. In addition they
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oppose idea of administrator or municipal councils having any juris-
diction over common services except on basis ad hoc consultation with
Israeli officials for advice only.

USDel believes that these and similar questions will be constant
source trouble in future unless question of sovereignty is settled defini-
tively in statute. We favor provision that sovereignty rests with people
of Jerusalem but that UN is repository or custodian thereof and that
under statute the exercise of certain attributes of sovereignty will be
delegated to authorities of state adjoining the respective zones. Such
provision if adoped would be consistent with continuing UN responsi-
bility for Jerusalem and make more difficult future actions inimical
to UN authority under color of right. At same time no practical dif-
ference need result in day-to-day exercise of municipal authority in
respective zones by authorities of adjoining states. Difficulties in over-
coming Israeli opposition to such a concept which interposes obstacle
to possible plans for future expansion are apparent. Transjordan may

also oppose.
Harn

501.BB Palestine/6-1349 ;: Telegram
My, John C. Ross to the Secretary of State

SECRET : New Yorx, June 13, 1949—8:18 p. m.

720. Following is summary of information obtained from Bunche’s
staff on June 13.

In answer to specific question, Bunche does not request assistance
from us in respect to Government House zone problem. He says that
if Riley is unsuccessful, he may call for help.

Syrian-Tsraeli armistice negotiations postponed to June 14 or 15
since Vigier and Riley in Jerusalem, and Dayan has just been named
to head armistice negotiation delegation. Israelis have already agreed
to new date, which is to be finally set after situation re demilitarized
zone at Government House is settled. Vigier has cabled Bunche that
settlement of Jerusalem demilitarized zone affair is indispensable
prior condition for Syrian-Israeli armistice agreement. He has trans-
mitted a note from the Syrians to Bunche which states that Syria
cannot ignore the new Israeli aggression in Jerusalem which con-
stitutes a violation of the armistice agreement. It states that Syrians
can have little hope for favorable issue from the armistice negotia-
tions since Israelis infringe demilitarized zone agreements, and no
guarantees appear to hold firm. Syrian note refers to Israeli promise
to Riley of mutual withdrawal from demilitarized zone and its al-
leged subsequent violation.

In reply to foregoing, Bunche has cabled that the Syrian position is
extreme and unwise. e recalled that there have been violations of
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agreements by both sides in the past, and that it has been the respon-
sibility of the UN to correct these violations. In the present instance
the UN is making such correction. He further observes that if the
criterion of compliance with agreements were used, neither side would
qualify for participation in further negotiations. He also said he must
challenge the implication that the UN is unable or not willing to carry
out its commitments. He finally observed that recriminations were not
helpful for the upcoming negotiations.

Bunche also cabled Israelis today that he considered incident at
Government House would have harmful repercussions on the armistice
negotiations at present critical stage. He termed affair a deplorable
incident and urged that every step be taken urgently to rectify situa-
tion so that armistice negotiations may proceed soonest. Said it was
understandable that Syrians wish efficacy of demilitarized zones and
that UN could not guarantee sanctity of such zones. Cabled that there
was no question but that UN had a special status at Scopus and Gov-
ernment House in connection with observation of demilitarization.
Zones could only be altered by mutual agreement of parties. Pointed
out that Rhodes armistice delegations of both parties could testify that
no armistice agreement would have been possible were it not for the
UN supervision of demilitarized Government House and Scopus zones.
Pointed out that the lines of both zones were determined by the SC
truce arrangements. Any change in these lines could be made only by
mutual agreement. Unilateral change was violation of SC truce. While
he had no responsibility of supervision of armistice, as acting media-
tor, he still had responsibility for SC truce. If lines were altered uni-
laterally and Israelis persisted in such truce violation, he would have
no recourse except to report matter to SC.2 '

Eban informed Reedman this morning, in Bunche’s absence, that
he was confident that Jerusalem situation would be straightened out.
However, Eban alleged that UN had no business in being in Jeru-
salem demilitarized zone. In effect, he said that it was UN itself which
had violated the armistice agreement. Reedman informed USUN that
he had pointed out to Eban that armistice agreement provided that
any change in lines must be made by mutual agreement. However,
even in event of mutual agreement, UN as third party present in zone
must be informed even if only by courtesy. Also referred to SC truce
line provisions. Eban also argued that demilitarized zone lines had
been altered by Israeli-Jordan agreement. Alleged that there had been
no Jordan protest until it had been stirred up by other Arab states.

! New York, on June 14, reported further on Mr. Bunche’s views on this matter
as follows: “While UN has no responsibility re the armistice supervision since
agreements are self-contained entities, the SC truce and cease fire arrangements
are still in effect. Bunche has responsibility for reporting to SC on these and can
therefore bring present situation to attention of SC as violation of November 30
cease-fire agreement,” (telegram 724, 501.BB Palestine/6-1449)
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Reedman was able to cite spontaneous J: ordanian protests against
Tsraeli action.

Eban, in letter to Bunche, dated June 10, received by latter today,
asked him to use his influence on Jordanians to implement Article 8 of
armistice agreement relative to Scopus. Stated that no progress had
been made in negotiations. He did not offer any information regard-
ing issues at stake or course of discussions. Since there is no UN
observer at special committee meetings, Bunche is almost completely

uninformed re status of these discussions.?
b ' Ross

2 New York advised, on June 14, that “Bunche this noon requested US support
for his urgent request to Israelis that they withdraw from Government House
demilitarized zone.” It also. reported that “Eban agreed fully with Bunche that
UN was rightfully in demilitarized zone on request of parties and could only be
asked to leave if mutual agreement on disposition of zone reached between
parties.” (telegram 724, 501.BB Palestine/6-1449)

501.BB Palestine/6-1349 : Telegram :

Mr. John C. Ross to the Secretary of State

CONFIDENTIAL = PRIORITY ~ NEw YoORK, June 13, 1949—11:30 p. m.
793. Bunche informed USUN this evening that at MAC meeting
Riley and Jordan voted for proposal that both sides should withdraw
from demilitarized zone in Jerusalem, but Tsraelis voted against,
therefore proposal failed. ;
Bunche informed us that he is calling Eban in tomorrow to tell
him bluntly that Israelis must withdraw from demilitarized zone or
he will immediately resign as-Acting Mediator and inform SC that
reason is Tsraeli violation of agreement. Bunche says he will state
publicly that there is no point in his attempting to negotiate a Syrian-
Israeli armistice agreement if the Israelis are not going to observe
such agreement. Upon his return to New York this evening, he re-
viewed the entire situation and is thoroughly disgusted with Israeli
policy re Jerusalem demilitarized zone. He terms policy as “criminally
crooked”, stating that there could be no doubt that whole basis of
armistice agreement was that Israeli-Arab lines should remain as

they were unless changed by mutual agreement.
Ross

1 Jerusalem reported, on June 14, that «At conclusion 6-hour meeting yesterday
MAC passed resolution providing for simultaneous withdrawal troops of both
gides by 1000 hours GMT today. ... Resolution stated both sides violated
armistice by moving troops into neutral zone. Riley cast deciding vote siding
with Arab Delegation against Israel.” (telegram 417, 501.BB Palestine/6-1449)

Later the same day, Jerusalem reported an unofficial statement by a United
Nations officer that Israeli and Arab forces had withdrawn from the Government
House zone on schedule (telegram 421, 501.BB Palestine/6-1449).
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867N.48/6-1449
The Secretary of Defense (Johnson) to the Secretary of State

SECRET WasHINGTON, 14 June 1949.

My Dear Mr. Secrerary: In reply to your letter of May 4, 1949,
concerning the probable effects of the Arab refugee problem upon our
military and strategic interests in the Near East, the views of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff have been obtained and T wish to give you the position
of the National Military Establishment on this matter.

The primary significance for the Military Establishment of the
Arab refugee problem lies in the strategic importance of the Middle
East to the U.S. and its security interests. This area is important not
only from the point of view of actual military operations, but for its
valuable petroleum resources which may be essential to the conduct
of a future war. As the Joint Chiefs of Staff have frequently indicated,
either unfriendly control of that area or the failure of the United
States to retain the orientation of the area toward the West could, in
the event of a global war, have profound effect upon the course of such
a war.

It follows that all reasonable political and economic effort toward the
maintenance and improvement of friendly relations with the nations
of the Middle East is justified. It follows, further, that our policy
logically should extend to strengthening of the Arab States so that
their friendliness in war emergency may be useful.

The present refugee situation as pointed out in your letter will, un-
less rectified, serve to perpetuate and aggravate conditions of insecu-
rity, unrest, and political instability, with attendant opportunity for
Soviet penetration. In addition, constructive United States assistance
with respect to refugees would be an asset with respect to maintenance
and improvement of friendly relations with the Arab States, while the
withholding of such assistance would add to the trend toward Arab
embitterment.

In connection with this matter I should like to refer you to a recent
intelligence estimate prepared by the Central Intelligence Agency
(Intelligence Memorandum No. 180, a copy of which is attached ?).
In this memorandum, the CTA points out the serious risks inherent in
the continuation of the present situations. These risks, insofar as
they affect U.S. security, cause us serious concern.

The refugee problem, if unresolved, may not have specific, direct
effect upon present U.S. military (as distinguished from strategic)
interests in the Middle East area. The refugee problem can, however,
have very serious repercussions on our strategic interests because those

! Not printed.
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interests are bound to suffer unless the stability and friendship of the
Middle East area are maintained and unless conditions there are suf-
ficiently improved to permit Israeli and Arab reconciliation, at least
to the extent that the area as a whole might reasonably be expected to
resist Soviet penetration and to act in concert to oppose Soviet
aggression. '

We have offered no proposals for the solution of this very serious
problem, but we stand ready to cooperate with you in taking appro-
priate steps to do so. We agree fully, however, with the tenor of your
letter. We believe that a satisfactory long-term solution for security in
that area and the earliest resolution of this and other major differences
between Israel and the neighboring Arab States will pay important
dividends in terms of our national security.® ,

Sincerely yours, Lourts JOENSON

3 Qecretary Acheson, in a memorandum of July 7, transmitted to President
Truman a copy of Secretary Johnson’s memorandum and of the intelligence
estimate (86TN.48/7-749).

501.BB Palestine/6-1449 : Telegram
The Consul at Geneva (Troutman) to the Secretary o f State

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY GENEVA, June 14, 1949—4 p. m.

577. Palun 204. From Hare. On June 13 PCC held private meeting
with Eytan re some of Israeli suggestions reported in Palun 197.%
Boisanger reiterated Arabs continued find it difficult meet directly with
Israelis and pointed out Arabs and Tsraelis had both agreed as result
Beirut meeting merely come to Lausanne for exchange views.

Hare summarized Israeli and Arab proposals to PCC and observed
next move up to Israeli delegates.

Eytan replied that six months had passed since adoption GA. resolu-
tion December 11, and it seemed logical believe Arabs should now be
able to meet directly with Israelis. Although Israel still had Arab
memo outlined in Palun 166 2 under study, Eytan did not believe im-
mediate affirmative action would be productive as Arabs had not
thus far even commented on action already taken by Israelis as re-
ported in Palun 145.* Furthermore he seriously doubted efficacy of
particularist approach to general settlement. Eytan then put hypo-
thetical question whether, if Israel accepted principle of repatriation
“without any strings attached,” Arabs would be persuaded to conclude

1 Tdentified also as telegram 920, June 12, from Bern, p. 1122,
* Dated May 23, from Lausanne, p. 1044,
3 Tdentified also as telegram 410, May 10, from Geneva, p- 992.
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peace. Eytan continued that under present circumstances in Israel
and elsewhere in Near East it would be impossible for Israel actually
to consider return refugees until Israel was informed of complete
scientific, economic and financial plan for repatriation and resettle-
ment of refugees. Until latter was known in detail, Israel would not
even be in position to consider how many refugees could be repatriated
to Israel. Meanwhile, Eytan contended that Israel’s proposal re sepa-
rated families (Palun 145) and its willingness to take Gaza strip and
refugees therein (Palun 162 ¢) was liberal realistic approach to refugee
question. Here again Eytan observed Arab delegates had not even
commented on Israeli proposals.’

Yalcin ‘made moving statement re more affrmative approach by
Israel pointing out Israel could accept principle of repatriation sub-
ject to such provisions as those who wished to return, those who wished
to live at peace with their neighbors, special categories, international
aid. Yalcin’s contention was that acceptance in principle contingent
on numerous provisos would provide Arabs with point of departure
and thereafter permit both Israelis and Arabs to tackle refugee ques-
tion constructively. o

Hare observed that all were convinced that Tsrael and Arab states
sincerely desirous of establishment lasting peace in Palestine and
Middle East. If refugee question remained unsolved, such peace would
hopelessly be delayed. But to approach refugee question, it would be
hecessary to have preliminary agreement of both sides. Unless such
agreement were obtained UN, international agencies, member govern-
ments and private organizations would have considerable difficulty
in developing economic and financial plans for Palestine and Middle
East which would assist in solving refugee question.

Eytan listened attentively although Ethridge discussion reported

Palun 174 ° must have been familiar to him. Eytan’s argument might
be described as: “Tell me how much you will pay and I 'will tell you
what, if anything, T will sell.” : & | :

Eytan agreed further disecussion with PCC would be helpful at
some future date. At moment it is difficult to determine Eytan’s moti-
vation and intent in refugee question. Developments dnring next few
days may make his meaning clear.

Sent Department 577, repeated Paris 73 (for Jessup). [Hare.]

TroUTMAN

* Not printed, but see footnote 2, p. 1036.
¥ Identified also as telegram 821, May 28, from Bern, p. 1069.
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501.BB Palestine/6-1449: Telegram
The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in Ismeli

TOP SECRET = PRIORITY WASHINGTON, June 14, 1949——7 p. m.

367. Deputy Under Sec Rusk June 14 called in Tsraeli Chargé, said
Dept had received reports cancellation all Israeli Army leave June 9
and 10 and of unusual Israeli mil activity Jerusalem vicinity and
Syrian border region,? and inquired whether Chargé could tell Dept
if these reports true and if so what they meant. Chargé said had
received no info.

Rusk then stated view 81gnature armistice agreements and admis-
sion Israel UN, US now considered mil phase Pal definitely at end.
Resolution problem Syrian-Israeli armistice now being worked on by
Bunche and also was matter which in no way justified recourse to
mil action by either side. Same thing applied to situation in Jerusalem
which had been prejudiced by recent Israeli move. Peace and stability
NE extremely important to US and Dept perturbed by above reports
from Tsrael. Rusk did not presume state what these reports meant but
desired Chargé inform his Govt that US, as friend of Israel, would
be deeply disappointed if Israel should undertake new mil action. No
one cld foresee consequences of such action, which would be completely
unjustified by circumstances.

Charge said wld 1mmed1ately convey info to his Govt.

- Wees

*This telegram was repeated to Arab capitals and Jerusalem and to Bern for
the United States Delegation at Lausanne.
?Tel Aviv advised, on June 17, that the resumption of Syrian-Israeli armistice
talks had tended to relieve tensmns in that area (telegram 467, 867N. 00 (W)/
6-1749).

501.BB Palestine/6-1549

Memorandum by Mr. Mark F. Ethridge to the Deputy Unde'r
Secretary of State (Rusk)'

SECRET [WasHINgTON,] June 15, 1949.
The U.S. Delegation at Lausanne wants instruction on the following
points:
(1) Recess. In the attached telegram 2 Hare points way in which a
shorter recess can be achieved and still avoid danger that Arabs will
not show up at New York.

* Mr. Ethridge, on his return to the United States, informed President Truman
that “the Arab-Israeli negotiations at Lausanne under the auspices of the
Conciliation Commission are ‘deadlocked’ and that both Israeli and Arab repre-
sentatives must adopt ‘entirely new approaches’ if a formal peace is to be
reached.” (Department of State Bulletin, June 19, 1949, p. 7Y80) The date of
Mr. Ethridge’s interview with the President is not indicated in the Bulletin.

? Not found attached.
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In the light of his telegram and my own further thinking, what 1
would suggest is this:

That the American delegation be instructed, unless constructive pro-
posals are forthcoming by the end of next week, to propose a recess
in the talks to a date one month before the September Assembly, the
Commission to meet then in New York (not at Lake Success).

The Jerusalem committee, technical committee on refugees, and the
general political committee be instructed to continue their work.

The Commission to have temporary headquarters at League Palace
in Geneva or in Jerusalem and members to be available to consider
any new proposals or any other matter at the call of the Chairman.

Agreement to recess on the part of Israel and Arab states is not
necessary. Neither side will agree because it will be an admission that
they were in some way responsible. The Commission should assume
the responsibility and regard it as a form of pressure on both sides.

Both sides should be warned by Commission and by the U.S. that
any resort to force in any circumstance would be regarded most
seriously. ,

Both sides should be told that the Commission, as always, welcomes
any proposals that either side may make in the interim and that both
parties are of course free to have any negotiations, direct or otherwise.

(2) Refugee Plan: You will remember that Eytan proposed to
the Commission that the refugee problem be taken out of the context
of the negotiations: that is, the United States is to pick up the check.
Eytan appeared before the Commission again on Monday of this week
and Hare summarizes his position in Palun 2042 as, “Tell me how
much you will pay and T will tell you what, if anything, I-will sell.”

Tsrael’s position on refugees has stiffened, rather than modified, since
the Tel Aviv conferences. Whereas she said at first that she would be
willing to consider the return of refugees within the context of a gen-
eral peace settlement, she now says. (quoting Hare), “Under the cir-
cumstances in Israel and elsewhere in the Near East it would be im-
possible for Israel actually to consider the return of refugees until
Israel was informed of a complete scientific, economic and financial
plan for the resettlement of refugees. Until the latter was known in
detail, Tsrael would not even be in a position to consider how many
refugees could be repatriated to Israel.” In other words, Israel is try-
ing to force us to buy her into accepting her own obligation.

Her new position raises the question whether, having partially con-
ditioned our promises of help on Israel’s fulfillment of her obligation
under the resolution to our satisfaction, it would be prudent, helpful
to a peace settlement, or possible either with the White House or with
Congress, to abandon that position. '

3 Tdentified also as telegram 577, JTune 14, from Geneva, p. 1135.
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Israel’s great burden in accepting refugees is of course apparent, but
in her Gaza proposal she admitted the possibility, with help, of absorb-
ing the 280,000 refugees there, the 80,000 normal population and the
broken families (estimated at between 35,000 and 140,000 people). In
the Gaza proposal she made no such condition as she makes now, She
could certainly with help absorb from 200,000 to 250,000 refugees even
if she did not get the Gaza strip. If she would make a statement to that
effect, hedging it with reservations as to what sort of refugees and
under what conditions, we could then get a commitment from the Arab
states.

I doubt very much, however, if in buying Israel into that agreement
in principle we are satisfying the Arab demand for her to evidence her
good faith under the resolution or that we are helping the position of
the United States vis-a-vis either Israel or the Arab states. If we are
going to buy peace let us make sure that it is to be peace and not dis-
gruntlement which would arise in Arab states from further financial
concessions to Israel without requiring her to fulfill the obligations of
a UN member. I do not, therefore, think it is either prudent or con-
tributory to peace to accept her conditions.

I leave to the Department the question whether the President or
Congress would be willing to modify conditions under which help
might be extended in resettlement and repatriation of refugees.

I would suggest, therefore, that you and George McGhee consider
this course: '

(1) Imstruct the American delegation that in view of the fact that
the President’s conditions have not been met, the United States is
not willing to introduce into the Commission the “McGhee plan”+ at
this juncture, although it renews the commitment that it is willing to
help in the refugee situation under the conditions already outlined to
the Israeli and Arab delegations and to the members of the Commis-
sion, It should be said, also, that if and when those conditions are met
the United States will be willing to introduce the plan.

(2) In the meantime work on a governmental, rather than Commis-
sion level, to get acceptance of the conditions. _

(3) Recognizing that time is vital, in view of the expiration of
UNRPR funds and the approach of the General Assembly, establish
an organization that is ready to go quickly into action once it has been
~ approved by the UN. I think it is necessary even to go so far as to
have personnel on paper, though that would have to be quietly done.

(4) Make every effort to obtain funds for interim aid, not on a
basis of relief, but on a basis of employment. The morale of the refu-
gees is deteriorating daily and becoming more dangerous. If winter
comes with no help, there will be an explosive situation in the Middle
East. Money will obviously have to be obtained from sources other
than Congress for that interim help.

M[arx F.] E[THRIDGE]

*Thig refers, presumably, to Mr, McGhee's memorandum of April 22 and its
several annexes, p. 934,
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86TN.48/6-1549

The Ambassador in Israel (McDonald) to the Coordinator on
Palestine Refugee Matters (McGhee)

SECRET Ter Aviv, June 15, 1949,

Desr McGuee: Back of my telegram of today * for your personal
attention, copy of which is attached, lies the following reasoning.

Negatively, it is now indisputable that the PCC has shown such
inherent organizational weaknesses that not even the super-energy
and devotion of Mark Ethridge could galvanize it into life. Of course,
its problems have been difficult and neither Arabs nor Jews have co-
operated as they should ; but the indictment that the PCC has shown
itself “an inefficient postoffice” cannot be argued away.

Because the PCC is organically so weak, I think it a grave and
unnecessary risk to contemplate using it as the base—no matter how
indirectly—for the long term resettlement operations so wisely en-
visaged in your April 27 memorandum.? To tie up those difficult and
technical operations with an organization as political and as weak
as the PCC would be to invite failure. _ ‘

On the affirmative side, I urge in the strongest possible way that
the basis for the resettlement operations should be a single individual
with authority to give binding directions. At every stage in the devel-
opment of these plans, there will arise prickly questions which unless
grasped firmly by someone who has the power and the will to over-
ride nationalist and other obstructive tactics will cause the history
of the refugees resettlement program to be a repetition of the old one—
too little and too late.

Could not Griffis’s office have its mandate so broadened as to con-
stitute a requisite base for the projected resettlement operations? The
advantages of such a setup would be several: o

1. Single-headed direction in the formulation and execution of basic
policies, thus avoiding the acknowledged and unacknowledged cross
purposes in the PCC which have tended to paralyze its actions.

9. The energy and devotion at the top which are essential and can
be secured only through the driving leadership of an executive of the
highest calibre. :

3. Just recognition of the leading role which the United States
through its generous contribution is making to a refugee solution.
Such recognition will never be adequate through any tripartite base
such as the PCC.

T recognize that it may be difficult or possibly embarrassing for the
Department to reconsider its organizational plans. Nonetheless, I feel

iNo. 452 from Tel Aviv, not printed; it expressed the Ambassador's doubts
that a “triple-headed PCC ecan be effective as base essential resettlement and
related operations.” (867TN.48/6-1549) ;

2 Phis reference is presumably to the “Proposed Plan of Action,” p. 939.
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impelled to make the above suggestions in the conviction that such
reconsideration is essentlal 8 :

Cordlally yours, ;o T AN JAMES G."Mo]jonm

2 Mr, MeGhee, in reply on July 1, advised Ambassador McDonaId, in part, as
follows :

“Let me hasten to assure you that we have never contemplated lltﬂlzll]g the
PCC as an operating agency. We have viewed the PCC as a body which could
initiate studies and pave the way for the development of a resettlement program
rather than one which would implement such a program with any funds which
might be made available for that purpose. We have had in mind for some time
the establishment by the PCC of an Economic Survey. Group to be composed of
outstanding individuals whose personal authority would carry great weight,
It has not yet been possible to activate this Group, the Drincipal ‘Teason being
that we have not been able to get a specific commitment from the Israeli or Arab
Governments with regard to the number of refugees which they would under-
take to repatriate ‘or resettle. Under these circumstances it may be Tnecessary’
to approach the problem in a somewhat different manner; but we are convinced
that the PCC should have a carefully formulated program as a basis for its
recommendations to the-General Assembly which will need to take the necessary.
action to initiate the future program. . .. We fully agree with you that, what-
ever the form of the. organization, its success will in large part: depend upon
the selection of a director who can give strong leadershlp to the program.”
(S6TN.48/6-1549) !

867N.01 /6—1549 Telegram

R é he C’harge mn Jordam (Smble'r') to the Sea'remry of Smte

SECRET N ST AMMAN June 15, 1949—Sa m.

- 247, Durmg talk with Prlme Minister June 11 following discussed :

1. Referring to present situation in Ji erusa.lem, Prime Minister said
Transjordan Government determined not to make further concessions
to Israelis and would not recede from its position by Tsraeli threat or
use of force. It would bé preferable for Israel, “which appears to have
no end to its expansionist ambitions, to make good its demands by
force and conquest than for Transjordan to make any further conces-
sions in hope of settling problem on reasonable basis. Every.effort by
Transjordan to meet with Israelis in spirit of reason and compromise
had ended in failure. (In earlier talks same day King made similar
comments stating that although he had endeavored to be reasonable,
Israel always trying to get “stranglehold” on him). Prime Minister
emphasized that his remarks did not mean that Transjordan had
changed its attitude redesire settle Palestine problem and that
Transyordan had no thought resuming hostilities: He only ‘wished to
make elear that Transjordan: had gone about as fa.r as lt could in
acceding to Israeli demands.

{Here follow paragraphs numbered 2 to 5 giving the Pmme Minis-
ter’s views on the desire of Transjordan to establish good relations
with Syria; the determination of Transjordan not to enter into sepa-
rate negotiations with Israel; the need of Transjordan, Egypt, and
Iraq for internal seciirity arms “as every bit of strength gained by

501-887T—T77T——T73
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Arabs meant that much less feeling of superiority and aggressiveness
on part Israel”; and the “fact” that continuation by Israel of its pres-
ent. policy -‘would only result in increasing the determination of the
Arab peoples “to prepare themselves for ﬁnal destruction of Jewish
state.”]
Sent Depa,rtment 247, repeated Bern 20 for USDel POC pouched
London, Tel Avw, Arab capitals, Jerusalem.
STABLER

501.BB Palestine/ 6—1549 Telegram
The Mzmster in Swztzerlmd (Vincent) to the ;S’ecretary 0 f State

TOP SECRET P : - Berw, June 15, 1949—noon.

940. Palun 207 from Hare USDel doubts. possibility obtaining
agreement mentmned Unpal 146 * in near future for following reasons:

_ 1, Tsrael is unwﬂlmg negotiate Wlth Syria at Lausanne on any ques-
tion including political and economic matters under (GA. resolution
December 11 pending conclusion Israeli-Syrian armistice.

2. Arabs unwilling meet Israelis directly at Lausanne or even to
reply indirectly through PCC pending afirmative Israeli action re
refugee question.

3. Resultmg stalemate as Israelis unwilling talk refugee question
outside context general seftlement including territorial question.

" 4. PCC including French, Turkish and US delegates as well as Arab
delgfates and perhaps Tsraeli Delegatmn are not technically prepared
to discuss. ‘

USDel beheves walter. resources question should be stud1ed by eco-
nomic survey group before it is considered by PCC or meeting of states
concerned. [Hare.]

i o VINCENT

ipated June 12, to Lausanne, p. 1123.

501.BB Palestine /6-1549 : Telegram
The Minister m Switzerland (Vmaent) to the Secretary of State

CONFIDENTIAL ' ‘ BERN, June 15, 1949—noon
-939. Palun 208. From Hare. At PCC general committee meeting

June 14 Sassoon and Hirsch dispelled any hope which Eytan’s state-

ments (reference Palun 205[204 2 1]) might have contained.

. Agenda consisted pomts 1 and 2 in Palun 166 and pomt 3 in Palun

165.2

* Identified also as telegram 577, June 14, from Geneva, p. 1135. .
? Both dated May 23, from Lausanne, pp. 1044 and 1043 respectively.
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Re point 1 Sassoon stated Israelis were unable consider refugee
return separately but only in context of whole peace settlement con-
sequently immediate return was not posmble. Israelis would, on other
hand, take certain limited steps to preserve Arab property in orange
groves. Sassoon indicated however, Israel had general economic plan
for Israel which might provide for only certain acreage in orange
groves. Some Arab groves including those lacking care or destroyed by
war would probably be put to other use.

" Re point 2, Sassoon indicated present Israeli currency regulations
would prevent unblocking of Arab accounts. Sassoon suggested Inter-
national Red Cross might make use of Arab accounts within Israel
which would permit use of equivalent amount International Red Cross
money outside Israel for refugees. '

Tsraeli delegation stressed answers were preliminary as both pomts
are still “under sympathetic consideration in Tel Aviv”.?

Re point 3, as result long involved discussion it became clear Israelis
do not consider this Arab proposal on basis May 12 protocol as basis
for negotiation of either refugee or territorial question (reference
Palun 169 #). Arabs consider Israeli territorial proposals in Palun’s
162 ° and 173 ° as violation of May 12 protocol. Result is deadlock.

Sent Department 939, repeated Paris 58 for J essup. [Hare.] =

ViNcext

2 The Department commented, on June 20, that the use of blocked Arab accounts
in the manner suggested in point two of the Sassoon statement “appears clear
violation spirit of GA Res Dec 11. Even if state claims right confiscate property
own citizens, applicable portions GA Res based on equity as well as law and
refugees fleeing from war seem to have position equivalent aliens whose property-
entitled protection.

“[The question of] Blocked accounts presents more clearcut case but different-
only in degree from that of orange groves discussed under point 1. Shld be made
clear no implication condoning any.misuse-Arab.property contrary to-principles
law or equity.” (Telegram Unpal 157 to Bern, repeated to Tel Aviv, 501 BB
Palestine/6-2049)

* Identified also as telegram 819, May 28, from Bern, p. 1067.

®Dated May 23, from Lausanne, not printed, but see footnote 2 p. 1036.

¢ Ideunﬁed also as telegram 820, May 28, from Bern, p. 1068.

501.BB Palestine/6:1549 5 Telegraml
The Secmmwy of State to the Acting Secretary of State

SECRET [ ' ‘ by PARIS, June 15, 1049——7};) m.

Actel 74. Durmg call on Secretary June 14 Bevin inquired as to our
current thinking on Palestine situation, including Lausanne confer-
ence and problem of Transjordan. Secretary outlined to him views
expressed by Ethridge during visit Paris, mentioning probable
adjournment Lausanne talks and Ethridge view neither side wants to
make peace. Bevin inquired whether we thought Jews would start to
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ﬁght statmg this raised urgently question of supplying arms to Trans-
jordan. Secretary discussed recent US note to Israelis and Israeli
reply, reading substance paragraph two Telac 78* and pointing out
Department wished Bevin consider carefully problem which might be
created if UK becomes involved in conflict between Israel and Trans-
jordan. Bevin said he had not had report from British chiefs of staft.
He was much concerned about abandonment of Abdullah and said
trend of UK thinking was now in direction of giving Abdullah arms
and de jure recognition of incorporation of administered territories
in Palestine. Bevin said Abdullah had strong support in House of
Commons, including Churchill’s support. He promised to glve us con-
sidered answer on this question in day or two.

Secretary then gave Bevin substance first paragraph Telac 792
reporting McDonald’s views on current Israeli ‘claims, adding that
Ethridge agreed with general viéew of Bevin about de31rab111ty of
concluding agreement on water rights. Jessup mentioned view ex-
pressed by both Ethridge and Cordier, who had just come from
Lausanne, to effect Arabs counting on weakening of Israel in next two
years. Bevin said some of his people believed civil war in Israel quite
possible, and they doubted whether Ben Gurion could maintain his
hold. Secretary also commented on difficulties Jewish drive for funds
in US now experiencing.

- : _ACHEébi\T
; 1Da.ted J une 12 to Paris, p. 1126

- 2 Dated June 13, 5 p. m; to Paris, not prmted the ﬁrst paragraph of thrs
“top secret summary for: the Secretary” digested: Mr Sharett's views as set forth
in telegram 443, June 10, from Tel Aviv, p. 1110, and Ambassador .McDonald’s.
views as given in his two telegrams of June 11 regardmg these two latter mes§-
sages; see editonal note, p- 1115 - 3 :

501.BB PaJesﬂne/s-1e49
.4 emomﬂdum by the. Actmg Secretamy of State

TOP SECRET . [WASHING’DON,] June 16, 1949,
MzeeTivg WiTH PREsmENT, TaURsDAY, JUNE 16, 1949

 U.8. APPROACH TO TRANSJORDAN

T delivered to the President the original of the attached memoran-
dum with respect to the recent U.S. approach to Transjordan. The
President read the pertment sections and kept it. He mdlcated ap-
proval of the action taken in the Department

J[amEs E.] Wlees]
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[Annex]
MEMORANDUM

Subject: Department’s Message to Transjordan concerning Separate
Negotiations with Israel. ) ' '

The following is the pertinent section of a message sent by the De-
partment on June 1 to the American Legation at Amman, Transjordan :

[Here follows first paragraph of telegram 72 to Amman, except that
the last sentence is omitted. ] '

The background of this matter is as follows:

In the latter part of May, at a time when the discussions being con-
ducted by the Palestine Conciliation Commission at Lausanne were
approaching a crucial point, Elias Sassoon, a representative of the
Israeli Government, sent from Paris a message to King Abdullah of
Transjordan asserting that the Lausanne talks were a complete failure
and requesting Transjordan to enter into separate talks, parallel to
the Lausanne discussions, in Jerusalem. King Abdullah, who had
placed great hopes in the Lausanne talks and had instructed his repre-
sentatives to make every effort to reach agreement with the Israelis
there, reacted strongly against this proposal and confided his coneern
to the United States Chargé d’Affaires. He was not inclined to accede
to the Israeli request, since the talks were progressing at Lausanne and
in view of what had happened when separate talks last took place be-
tween Israel and Transjordan without the presence of a third party.

This oceurred in March, while Dr. Bunche was conducting negotia-
tions for an armistice between Transjordan and Israel with repre-
sentatives of the two countries at Rhodes. Without Dr. Bunche’s
knowledge Israel proposed a secret meeting with Transjordan, to take
place in Jerusalem while the Rhodes talks were going on. Transjordan
agreed, and during the meeting the Israeli representatives stated that
Israel would not sign an armistice at Rhodes unless Transjordan
agreed in Jerusalem to turn over to Israel certain areas in central
Palestine then oceupied by Iraqi forces. Upon the withdrawal of the
Iraqi Army, Transjordan was scheduled to take over the areas occu-
pied by Iraq, but in Jerusalem the representatives of Israel warned
that if Transjordan attempted to do so without agreeing to turn over
the areas in question, Israel, in addition to not signing the armistice,
would not be responsible for the consequences. The Israeli represen-
tatives gave those of Transjordan 24 hours to agree. Abdullah appealed
to the United States, but when no help came he signed the forced agree-
ment on the theory that when this was done and the armistice signed
at Rhodes, it might be more difficult for the Israelis to make more
territorial demands. As a result, some of the richest land in Palestine
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passed to Israeli control and the 11un1ber of Arab refugees was con-
siderably increased. K :

..Although no agreement had.been reached at Lausanne, largely
because of the rigidity of the Israeli position, the Department felt that
Sassoon was totally incorrect in stating that the talks were a complete
failure. The Department also believed that it was essential to give the
strongest. support to the Conciliation Commission, which was attempt-
ing to reach an equltaf)le agreement between the parties and offered
all the necessary facilities to the parties for- reachlng such an agree-
ment. Under the circumstances, separate. talks seemed totally unneces-
sary, and likely to lead to circumstances similar to those under which
Transjordan was forced to give up considerable territory in order to

-achieve an.armistice with Israel, Accordingly, the Department, in the
interests of a just settlement, suggested to King Abdullah that he not
eenter the separate talks with Israel.

An additional motive for the. Department’s approach to Klng
Abdullah was the possibility that Israel and Transjordan, by nego-
tiating together on the question of Jerusalem without the presence of
the Conciliation Commission, might reach an agreement concerning
the City which would dlsregeud the international and. Chmstlan
interests in Jerusalem and in the Holy Places. ;

501.BB Palestine/6-1649 :
' Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State

‘TOP SECRET ' [WasHINGTON,] June 16, 1949,
Mzerine Wite PresieNT, Tuurspay, JUNE 16, 1949 :

MARE ETHRIDGE

The President expressed himself as being satisfied with the approach
of Mr. Mark Ethridge to the Israeli problem and said he felt the
proposal that the meeting be adjourned and then reconvened a month
before the UN session was a good one.

The President desires to have for his information and files copies
of the memoranda covering the talks between Ethrldge and President
‘Ben Gurion.

J[asmms B.] W[zse]

*Mr. Ethridge submitted a letter dated June 17 to President Truman confirm-
ing his resignation as a member of the Palestine Conciliation Commission, The
Department of State drafted a reply for the President, dated June 24, accepting
the resignation at the close of business the followmg day (501.BB Palestine/
£6-2149).
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501.BB Palestine/6-1649 : Telegram ' L
The Consil at Jerusalem (Burdett) to the Secretary of Stote

, JerUsALEM, June 16, 1949—noon.

496. Dayan yesterday explained to Consulate General Tsraeli posi-
tion on relation between Jordan armistice agreement and SC resolu-
tion on Palestine and present status UN personnel here. Armistice
agreement which was signed to implement November 16 SC resolution
represents one step beyond SC truce order of July 15 and previous
'SC resolution on Palestine. Tsrael and Jordan have progressed from
truce stage to armistice stage on road to final peace. Armigtice agree-
ment supersedes various SC resolutions which no longer apply and
powers conferred by them on UN personnel as well as restrictions
imposed no longer in effect. To interpret situation otherwise would
result in numerous contradictions. Terms of armistice conflict with
SC resolution and interpretation of mediator. For example, SC truce
resolution of July 15 and mediator’s instructions prohibit any change
jn lines while armistice provides for various shifts. Also under SC
resolution UN observers empowered to issue orders to either party in
case of violation of truce; under armistice Chief of Staff can only vote
as one member of PAC [MAC]. Under SC resolution UN officers free
move anywhere, observe and enforce truce; now can only move when
requested by MAC and lack enforcement powers. Bunche at Rhodes
much concerned with these contradictions but urged both parties pro-
ceed on basis realities rather than technicalities. '

Because only armistice now binding UN no longer possesses rights
at Govt Fouse and personnel privilege of moving as wishes. PCC
never possessed special right conferred by SC resolution. UN person-
nel in same position as any other civilians and have no more right
remain in No Man’s Land than any other. Dayan denied any inten-
tion challenging entire position UN in Jerusalem.

I replied stating was expressing only personal views, that did not
believe armistice supersedes and cancels out SC resolution. Latter
could only be altered by SC and remains in force until SC takes spe-
cific action or peace established. Mediator and UN personnel hold
same powers and rights as before but could logically refrain from
exercising certain ones. Restrictions in SC resolution on both parties
remain fully in force, If Israel feels situation incongruous and wishes
change should as UN member apply to SC. Not proper question for
consideration by MAC. However, I doubted SC willing rescind vari-
ous resolutions until final peace treaties signed.

- Sent Department 426, repeated Geneva 38, London 21, Baghdad 39,
Beirut 86, Damascus 41, Tel Aviv 58. Pouched Amman, Cairo, Jidda.
BurpErT

SECRET
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501.BB Palestine/6-2249 : i w
- Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Secretary
of State

TOP SECRET o [WasHINGTON,] T une 17, 1949,
Participants: The Acting Secretary—Mr. Webb
G—Mr, Rusk '
- Mr. Mark Ethridge
NE—Mr. Rockwell
Mr, Aubrey Eban—Israeli Representative in United
Nations ,
Mr. Reuven Shiloah—Special Assistant to Prime
~Minister Ben Gurion ~
Mr. Uriel Heyd—Chargé d’Affaires a.i., Embassy of
Israel :
~The meeting, which had been arranged at the request of Messrs.
Heyd, Shiloah and Eban, began at 11 :45 and lasted until 1 45,

Mr. Eban opened the conversation by stating that he and Mr. Ski-
loah had been instructed by the Israeli Government to offer certain
verbal comment in connection with the Israeli reply * to the note which
the President directed be delivered in Tel Aviv on the basic aspects
of a fina] settlement in Palestine.

Mr. Eban stated. that he first wished to assure me of the deep feel-
ing of friendship which Israel felt for the United States and of the
profound Israeli gratitude for all that the United States had done for
Israel. T said that this friendly feeling was reciprocated and that the
United States desired its friendship for Israel to continue as strong in
the future as in the past. It was because of friendly interest in the
welfare of Israel that the President’s note had been despatched,

Mr. Eban then said that the President’s note dealt with two main
subjects: territorial compensation and the refugees,

TERRITORTAL COMPENSATION
With regard to the first, the Israeli Government had the following
objections.
Moral Objection— ' ' - | :
Israel felt that it was immoral that anyone should think of reward-
ing the Arabs for the aggression which they launched against Israel.
There had been extremely heavy loss of life among the population of

Israel as a result, and Israel believed that rather than receiving com-
pensation, the Arabs owed reparations to Israel.

*Dated June 8, p. 1102,
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Territoriol Compensation Rejected by the General Assembly—

Israel understood that the United States is attempting to implement
the December 11 resolution of the General Assembly. However, this
resolution made no mention of territorial compensation but rather
called upon the parties to reach agreement among themselves without
any predetermined territorial formula being involved. As a matter of
fact, the General Assembly had specifically rejected such a territorial
formula. In the debate in the General Assembly Mr. Dulles? had
stated that the boundary settlement should be left entirely to the
parties. The Palestine Conciliation Commission, while invoking the
principle contained in the December 11 resolution concerning refugees,
should also approach the territorial question in the manner envisaged
by the resolution. . :
Effect on Armistice Agreements— _

" The territorial compensation formula prejudges the issues decided
in the various armistice agreements which have been concluded. While,
of course, these agreements are dependent upon the final settlement,
no one can say that the decisions arrived at in the agreements will not
have a very important effect upon the form of the final settlement. It
is thus undesirable to undermine what has already been accomplished
by the agreements. Eban maintained that Israel holds no territory
wrongfully, since her occupation of the areas now held has been sane-
tioned by the armistice agreements, as has the occupation of the ter-
ritory in Palestine now held by the Arab states. :
Psychological E'ffect on Arab World— :

.Tt is most undesirable, by means of the territorial compensation
formula, to raise in the Arab world hopes which are impossible of ful-
fillment. The Israelis have noted a definite change in the Arab attitude.
Arab representatives who formerly alleged they wanted no part of
Palestine are now making demands for large slices of the Negev.

, e REFUGEES
Eban maintained that Tsrael had not adopted a negative attitude

concerning the refugees. He said Tsraeli representatives had made the
following concrete proposals. :

1. The proposal to take over the Gaza strip with all its occupants.

9. An offer to repatriate members of broken families, after a census
of such members had been taken. He thought that maybe 50,000 per-
sons might come back to Israel if this were done. > ol

3. Israel has accepted the responsibility for refugees who have
managed to filter back into Israel. All in all, Eban thought these

* John Foster Dulles, member of the United States Delegation at the Second
Part of the Third Regular Session of the General Assembly.
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Israeli proposals would mean the eventual repatriation -of some
300,000 refugees. Accordingly, it could not be said that Israel had
adopted a negative attitude or rejected the principle of repatriation.
- In this connection, Mr. Eban said that Mr. Acheson, during a con-
versation with Mr. Eban and Mr. Sharett in New York,* had agreed
that the security question was an important deterrent to the beginning
of repatriation. Mr. Rusk interjected that this was not exactly so
since what the Secretary had said was that Israel should begin the
rep&lx)iiriation of -refugees into areas where there was no security
problem.

- 4. Mr. Eban maintained that Israel had agreed to unfreeze Arab
bank accounts and to accept the responsibility for abandoned Arab
lands in Israeli territory. '

Mr. Eban then stated that the Israelis felt that their initiative at
Lausanne had been unilateral and that although they were ready to
make peace at Lausanne, there was no reciprocity. As further indi-
cations of the initiative taken by Israel, Mr. Eban cited the Israeli
agreement to the internationalization of the Holy Places and the
creation of a free-zone for Jordan at Haifa. There had been no re-
sponse to any of these concessions by the Arab representatives.

Mr. Eban continued by stating that despite the provision in this
sense contained in the December 11 resolution, there had been no direct
meetings at Lausanne between Arabs and Israelis. This had not been
the case with the negotiations conducted by Dr. Bunche. The Con-
ciliation Commission should bring the two parties together and this
was one reason why Israel had made its proposal for the creation of
separate committees to discuss the various items upon which there
were differences. Mr. Ethridge replied that the Conciliation Commis-
sion had always encouraged direct negotiation. Israel bore the main
responsibility for the failure of such negotiations to materialize, be-
cause on the few occasions when Israeli and Arab representatives had
met together the results of their meetings had immediately appeared
in the Palestine Post. This procedure put the Arab representatives
in an awkward position and discouraged further meetings.

Mr. Shiloah said that he felt the Beirut meeting between repre-
sentatives of the Arab states was primarily responsible for the fact
that the Arabs did not meet with the Israelis at Lausanne, because
the Arabs were mutually suspicious of each other and having adopted
a common attitude at Beirut they did not dare depart from this.
Mr. Ethridge said that without the Beirut meeting the Arabs would
never have agreed even to go to Lausanne.

Mr. Eban then stated that the duty of the United States Government
and the Palestine Conciliation Commission was to call upon the Arabs

® See Mr. Acheson’s memorandum of April 5, p. 890.
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to meet in separate negotiations with the Israelis according to the terms
of the December 11 resolution. ' e

Mr. Eban then took up the Israeli territorial proposals, stating that
with Lebanon Israel had proposed the political frontier as the final
boundary, the same with Egypt, and the present armistice line with
Jordan. '

At this point I said that so far I had seen no indication that the
Tsraeli Government had any realization of the United States attitude
in this matter. As far as I could see, Mr. Eban had had nothing new
to add to what had been said so many times before. How, I asked,
could we reconcile the reports of Israeli troop movements* with the
stated reasonable attitude of Israel toward a final settlement?

Mr. Eban said that Israel had no intention of undertaking military
activity. If there were any troop movements, it was because of concern
regarding the possible intentions of Colonel Zaim, who was known to
be an ambitious militarist. All of Syria’s neighbors, including Israel,
were fearful of a possible Syrian attack.

At this point the United States efforts to get Syria to agree to the
Bunche proposal for an armistice with Israel were outlined to Mr.
Eban.® :

I then stated that with regard to the recent note to Israel, the De-
partment had of course scrupulously observed Ambassador Elath’s
special plea that the utmost secrecy be maintained. Under these cir-
cumstances, we thought it most unusual that so much of the contents
of the note had been made known in various parts of the world. :

T said that it seemed to me essential that both sides should subordi-
nate their special desires to the overall necessity for a real peace, and
that I had the feeling that the desire to accomplish such a peace was.
not yet strong enough in Israel.

Mr. Ethridge then reviewed the course of action taken by the Pales-
tine Conciliation Commission. He explained how after considerable
difficulty the Commission had succeeded in getting the Arabs to aban-
don their attitude that the refugee question was the only point which
should be considered and to come to Lausanne for general peace talks.

4Tel Aviv, on June 13, reported the eancellation on June 9 and 10 of all leave
from the Israeli Army, with the apparent intention of “preparing for aetion if
as result of Zaim’s reported refusal discuss Bunche proposal Syrian armistice
negotiations fail.” (telegram 448) The Department replied the following day,
giving its assumption that “you are doing everything possible prevent new
Israeli mil venture.” (telegram 365) Both telegrams are filed under 86TN.20/
6-1340. Tel Aviv advised, on June 17, that Miss “Herlitz categorically denied
that army leaves had been cancelled” (telegram 463, 867N.20/6-1749). :

smel Aviv advised, in telegram 465 cited in footnote 4 above, of further in-
formation from Miss Herlitz that Israeli-Syrian negotiations resumed on June 16
“4n gpirit of friendly cordiality,’ that ‘some actual progress’ was made, and
that next meeting called for June 21. Not expected any definite conclusion will
be reached for ‘some weeks’ as it is anticipated Syrian elections will tend slow
up proceedings, but Israeli officials appear optimistic of eventual outcome.”
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"The United States delegation had told the Arabs that their position
~on the refugees was totally fantastic. The United States delegation had
:also taken the main responsibility in drafting the proposals on Jeiusa-
lem, which were very favorable to the Israeli point of view.

The Arabs regarded the United Nations and the United States as
responsible for the refugee problem and maintained that the United
States must obtain evidence of the good faith of Israel concerning the
refugees. Some temporary concession by Israel on this point, which
could have been surrounded by provisos, would have satisfied the
Arabs and provided the key to the opening of final peace negotiations.
Despite all the efforts of Mr. Ethridge and the State Department,
Israel made no such concession and the Conciliation Commission went
to Lausanne with nothing to offer the Arabs.

Mr. Ethridge said that he noted that the Israelis were attributing
the Gaza proposal to him, but the record was clear that Prime Min-
ister Ben Gurion first broached the Gaza plan at Tiberias on April 18
in a conversation with Mr. Ethridge. Mr. Eytan later took up the
subject again at Lausanne. o '

‘Mr. Ethridge said that the Arab representatives had never stated
that they were not willing to talk peace at Lausanne, = '

"Mr. Eban admitted “within these four walls” that it was true that
Israel had refused to make the commitment which Mr. Ethridge had
urged concerning the refugees. .

He asked whether in view of the steps concerning the refugees
which Tsrael had subsequently taken and which he had previously out-
lined it would still not be possible to go to the Arabs and ask them
to begin serious talks. Mr. Ethridge said that if Israel would make a
-concrete numerical commitment concerning the refugees the stalemate
at Lausanne could be resolved. '

Mr. Ethridge then stated that Mr, Shiloah had been wrong in pre-
vious statements in this country that Israel had demanded no terri-

tory in central Palestine. Although Israeli representatives had not
made such demands to the Palestine Conciliation Commission they
had stated them in the General Committee of the Commission, and
had discussed the necessity for more land in central Palestine in con-
nection with the Israeli development scheme. ' s

Mr. Ethridge stated his opinion that if Tsrael would assume the
burden of taking back a portion of the Arab refugees, the world would
rally to TIsrael for having taken such a step based on ethics and

humanity. : i 7 ' :

Mr. Eban inquired whether Mr. Ethridge could refute the observa-
tion that the Arabs want to get the refugees back into Tsrael but do
not wish to make peace. In reply, Mr. Ethridge said that at Lausanne
the Egyptian representative had told him that if Israel would take
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back more than a token number of refugees, Egypt would be willing
to talk about a territorial settlement and to lift the economic blockade.

‘Mr. Shiloah said that the security question could not be disregarded.
Israel had not seen the McGhee plan and was not sure that an overall
scheme existed for resettlement of the refugees. All that was happen-
ing was that pressure was being put upon Israel to take back a definite
number of refugees. Egypt, Syria and Jordan were rearming,®: .

®The Department, the same day, summarized for the U.S. Delegation at
Lausanne the meeting with the Israeli officials. The Department noted that
the “Israelis reiterated at length familiar arguments why Israel unable take
affirmative ‘action ‘re refugees and territorial settlement as set forth:US note.
TS reps maintained firm line refuting number of allegations made by Israelis.”
The summary concluded ds follows: “US reps reiterated belief that if Israel
wld make firm commitment to PCC repatriation specific and substantial number
refugees, deadlock at Lausanne wld be resolved and way to negotiatiens with
Arab states for overall settlements would be opened. Pointed out no possibility
US assistance re refugees unless Israelis and Arabs -definitely accept their-
responsibilities re repatriation and resettlement. Rhe e o HE 2 34

“Igraelis were told US believes fair final settlement cld not be achieved on
basis Israel retaining all 1947 territory plus all territory under mil occupation.”
(Unpal 154 to Bern, 501.BB Palestine/6-1749)

867TN.00/6-1149 : Telegram i ; )
The Acting Seoretary of State to the Embassy in Israel

SECRET ~ - WasHIiNeTON, June 17,1949—6 p. m.

875. Dept has decided to propose Israel and TJ accept the procedure
for Jlem along lines suggested in Jlem Tel 409 Jun 11 rptd to youn as 52.
Bunche has indicated agreement and requesting Riley act this'capacity.
You are accordingly requested to make presentation and leave aide-
mémoire with Israeli Govt along fol lines: S S

“The US-Govt is increasingly concerned that the situation in Jlem
constitutes a threat to peace in Pal. It therefore is presenting the fol
proposals to the govts of Israel and TJ with a view to obtaining an
agreed settlement as to the questions immed in issue between them.
It is proposed that the two states agree that for this purpose the:
Special Comite established by the Armistice agreement shld be super-
seded by the Mixed Armistice Comm which shld meet under the chair-.
manship of Gen Riley. The terms of reference shld include such
questions relating to the demarcation of Jewish and Arab zones, the
use of roads and other questions of aceess to places in the Jlem area,
and the functioning of public utilities as require agreement hetween.
the parties. Chmn shld have power to make proposals when he deems
desirable. Agreed settlement these questions will be without prejudice.
to final decisions to be taken in eollaboration with the UN regarding
internatl status of Jlem area, but parties will agree to recommend
inclusion agreed settlement in these decisions to extent conformable
such decisions, . - ! , : e : :
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" The Govt of TJ [Israel] is ‘urged to accept this proposal in a splrrt
of accommodation and with determination that an agreement must be
reached with all possible speed in order eliminate threat J lem now
presents to cause of peace in Pal.”

We realize it may be difficult to :achieve final agreement on terms
reference thru separate negots Amman and Tel Aviv. However if you
can achieve agreement in principle, parties cld meet in Jlem and ﬁnahze

terms reference under chalrmanshlp Riley.? ,
'W_EBB .

1 This telegram was repeated to J erusalem. A ﬂrtually 1dent1ca1 message was
sent to Amman as telegram 82 the same day and time. The text of No. 375 was
also sent as Unpal 153 to Bern, for the American Delegation at Lausanne, on
June 17 (501.BB Palestine/6-1749).

Ambassador McDonald discussed the subject matter of telegram 375 with
Miss Herlitz at the Israeli Foreign Office on June 19 and left an appropriate
aide-mémoire the following day. He also described “Burdett’s plan Jerusalem
telegram to Department 409 June 11 as sound both in principles and details.
It illustrates perfectly why immediate problem Jerusalem solvable only on spot.”
(telegram 469, June 20, from Tel Aviv, 501. BB Palestme/ﬁ—2049)

501.BB Palestine/6-1749: Telegram

The Consul at Geneva (Troutman) to the Secretary of State

CONFIDENTIAL : GENEVA, June 17, 1949—7 p. m.,

612. Palun 219. From I—Iare On June 17 PCC ‘met Arab delegates
to discuss their memos of May 18, and 21 (Palun 166 and 165 ) and to
elicit thelr further views regarding territorial matters. It was obvious
Sharett statement before Knesset reported in Paris Herald Tribune
June 16 to which Arab delegate referred at commencement of meeting
served as background for Arab remarks.

Egyptian delegate made it clear that until progress is made regard-
ing Arab memos of May 18 and 21 which dealt with both refugees and.
terrltory and, in effect, until refugee problem is settled in this manner
in accord with GA resolutlon December 11, he could not on basis of
instructions from his government take up other matters such as'terri-
torial arrangements. Recent statements have been reported from Tel
Aviv regarding frontiers but nothing regarding refugees. It would
net serve.any purpose, therefore, in placing other matters before: Arab
delegates (such as Israeli proposal regarding territory).

Yalcin pointed out seriousness of Egyptian statement and aske.d if
three other delegates had similar instructions. Lebanon, Transjordan
and Syria supported Egyptian delegate.

[Here follows a detailed summary of the views of the delegates of
the three Arab States, stressing Arab lack of trust in the good will and

* Both telegrams dated May 23, from Lausanne, pp. 1044 and 1043, respectively.
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intentions of the Israelis, their violations of the decisions of the United
Nations, and their expansionist tendencies. The Arabs; on the other
hand, had “taken progressive steps in signing May 12 protocol and
submitting on May 18 and 21 memos. Arabs unlike Jews have signed
protocol May 12 without reservation.”]. A, s Ritzh
" Lebanese concluded Arab delegates were legitimately preoccupied,
that Jewish attitude was no help in common problem and that PCC
should therefore act. [Hare.] S .
' TroUTMAN

501.BB Palestine/6-18490 : Telegram v
The Acting Secretary of State to the Legation in Switzerland

SECRET = PRIORITY . - WASHINGTON, June 18, 1949—11 a. m.
NIACT i i ; _

Unpal 155. For US Del Lausanne. For Hare. After fullest consul-
tation Ethridge, Dept concludes useful purpose wld be served by
proposing adjourn PCC for two or three week period, during which
delegations wld have fresh opportunity consult their govts with view
to advancing constructive proposals upon reconvening Lausanne. 7

During adjournment, Jlem comite, technical comite on refugees,
and genl political comite wld continue their work. Members PCC wld
be subject to recall upon request either gide. Both parties wld of’
course be entirely free to conduct direct or indirect negots. Despite
adjournment, PCC and USG wld under no circtimstances tolerate
resort to force by either side. : Gt 8 -

Pls telegraph your comments on this proposal. If you concur in it
Dept will seels Pres’s agreement and thereafter approach Ankara and
Paris requesting their support and suggesting they so instruct their

reps Lausanne.* ;
Wees

i Mr. Hare, in reply on June 20, raised the “guestion of exactly what we could
hope to achieve by such a step. Eytan has just returned from consultation with -
his government and Sharett’s speech would hardly presage changed policy.
Arab delegates here ¢ontinue keep refugees doggedly to fore but they are split

wide open om territorial issue and would be hard put to discuss territory even . .

if refugee obstacle removed. In face these bagic substantive differences it is
difficult to see how short recess and reconvening here would further settlement
as far as parties are concerned. Furthermore renewed contact French and
Turkish PCC members with their governments could hardly be expected yield
productive results. This leais to conclusion that, unless Department itself fore-
sees possibility of using interim to advantage, probability is that negotiations
would be renewed here on essentially same basis.as present impasse except
that by that time I hope, Ithridge successor would have been appointed. Should
such. be the case I find it difficult to see what would have been gained and would
suggest that in. that event further consideration be given to original idea of
reécess uatil August 15 in order make use of GA pressure where other expedients
have failed.” * ' .

Basic fact of course is that neither side actually ready for peace at this time.”
{telegram 974, identified also as Palun 220, from Bern, 501.BB Palestine/6-2049)
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T67TN.90D/6-1649 : T_elegra_m k )
The Acting Secretary of State to the Legation in Syria -

CONFIDENTIAL . WAsiﬁ';N_GTdN,'J une 18, 1949—:—:_2 p.m.

252. Referring to conversation reported in your tel No. 327 of
June 16,* you may tell Arslan that US regards armistice agreements
as very important stabilizing factors ME., The US will accordingly
be prepared exercise its influence in SC to end that SC should take
any necessary measures within scope Charter to deal with any threat
to or violation intl peace and security arising from any threat to or
breach these agreements. You may inform Arslan. that Tsraeli ‘Gov
being informed this message with assurances impartial application.2

Reftel indicates possible misapprehension Arslan that Bunche pro-
posal requires Syria withdraw several kilometers behind its own
border. If necessary please make clear that proposal only requires
withdrawal to intl boundary and that Syrians may station forces right
up to the border, according Bunche’s own interpretation.

; : ; Wzeee

! Not printed. ’ o :

*The Department repeated this paragraph’in telegram 379 sent to Tel Aviv
the same day. It concluded the message with an instruction to “inform Israeli
Gov that our applieation foregoing policy will be impartial, depending entirely
upon findings as to responsibility in event of threat or breach -armistice agree-
ment.” (50L.BB Palestine/6-1849) ) o )

Minijster Keeley was received separately by Foreign Minister Arslan and Prime
Minister Zaim on June 20 (telegrams 332, June 20, 501.BB Palestine/6-2049, and
335, June 21, 867N.01/6-2149, both from Damascus). The latter message ex-
pressed his optimism that “there is now good chance of early agreement on basis
Bunche proposal of June 8 if Israeli show equal accommodating spirit. Depart-
ment’s expressed willingness to put weight its influence in SC beh.inq observance
any agreement reached has had marked reassuring effect.” ‘ )

B501.MA Palestine/6—1849 : Telegram
The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United K ingdom

CONFIDENTIAL WasaiNeTON, June 18, 1949—3 p. m,

2104. Congressional action US appropriation for UN Refugee Re-
lief nearly completed. Of $16 million appropriated, $4 million is con-
ditional upon finding by Pres that other nations have met their
obligations to UN Relief Palestine Refugees. Congressional feeling
strong that total contribution should be made only if effective support
forthcoming from other UN Members. To date only $6,690,000 con-
tributed by govs other than US. Under terms of appropriation bill
Dept considers it may be necessary-to limit US contribution from
conditional $4 million to amount total contributions from other na-
tions exceeding $12,000,000.
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Griffis informed UK considering contribution one million pounds
to British Red Cross for refugee program in Trans-Jordan and
plans approach UK on possibility channelhng that contribution
through UNRPR. Additional UK contribution in this amt. com-

“bined with anticipated French contribution of 500 million francs
and listing of Arab contributions in services and supplies estimated
at approximately $4 m1].110n would bring total contributions from
govs other than US to about $16 million. If UK contmbutlon Red
Cross does not, go thru UNRPR we see little prospeg;i} obtaining US
condltlonal contribution $4 m1111011 Without which UNRPR Would be
obliged close down Oct. 1.

Therefore most essential for suceess of both present and long range
programs that proposed UK contribution for British Red Cross be
channeled thru: UNRPR. We see no reason why under terms UN
resolution of Nov. 19 conditional gift could not be made to UNRPR
so that UK could obtain credit at home for supportmg British Red
Cross and abroad for supporting UNRPR. Dept hopes Griffis can pro-
ceed London immediately explore matter with FonOff, UNRPR Lake
Success informed Dept that parliamentary questions on proposed con-
tribution scheduled June 21.

Please bring foregoing attention FonOff and express hope satls-
factory formula can be found for purposes indicated.*

Wm‘m

1 This telegram was repeated to Paris for Ambassador Griffis and to New York,
A message of similar import was sent to Paris at the same date and time. It
stated that it was “Most essential for success of both present and long range
programs that French contribution be effected.” (telegram 2177, 501.MA Pales-
tine/6-1849)

867N.01/6-1849 : Telegram
The Aetmg Secretary of State to the Lega,twn m J ordan*

SECRET - PRIORITY ‘WASHINGTON, June 19, 1949—2 p. m.
84, Ur niact 253, June 18.2 At time sending Deptel 82 * Dept was
under impression ‘parties had reached satisfactory interim agreement
Govt House. Dept also acted under impression urgency Jerusalem
negotlatlons be brought under effective UN chalrmanshlp

! This telegram was repeated to Tel Aviv and J erusalem, ¥

*Not printed; its first paragraph read: “Deptel 82, June 17 received this
afternoon must have crossed mytel 250, June 15 [17]. As pmnted out in my reftel
am strongly of opinion that Government House question must be resolved before .
any action can be taken on Department’s proposal. Unless that matter can be
settled, there would seem little chance that Transjordan Government would be-
prepared to agree, even in principle, to this proposal. I believe Jerusalem'would
concur in this opinion and also feel Riley would agree. Therefore recommend
Department authorize me and Tel Aviv delay presentation of proposal until
Government House dispute is satisfactorily settled.” (867N.01/6-1849) No. 250
is not printed.

3 Dated June 17, not printed, but see footnote 1 to telegram 375, p. 1154.

501-887T—T7T—T4
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Dept does not know at this time whether proposal has already been
presented Tel Aviv. We therefore consider you shld proceed present
proposal unless poss1ble arrange d1rect]y w1th Tel Aviv more satis-
factory timing.

Dept does not regard its proposal as eﬁ'ectmg any great change in
situation. Principal objective is place Riley in charge negotiations re
territorial and other related matters Jerusalem area with object reliev-
mg tension. Agreement in prmclple both parties would permit Riley
in consultation parties arrange priorities, If TJ insists prior settle-
ment Govt House zone, this would also fall under Riley’s jurisdiction
and he could proceed accordingly. We feel simple fact agreement of
jpartms to international chairmanship of negotiations on comprehen-
sive scale may itself tend relax tension and cause parties direct their
thinking toward peaceful settlement rather than seeklng gain a,dvan-
tage by unilateral acts. =

In approving presentatmn proposals Bunche sa:ld that since one
method had failed we shld try another; Did not seem feel this marked
notable change in procedures already under way.

" Tel Aviv please note that in last para quoted material Deptel 375
.“TJ” Shld read “ISI'ﬁE«l”

Wess

:*Dated June 17, p. 1154,

B6TN.01/6-2049 : Telegram 7
The GMTge inJordan (Stabler) to the Secretary af Smte

SECRET = - Asrman, June 20, 1949—4 p. m.

255. In view Deptel 84, June 19, and since it not possible ¢communi-
cate with Tel Aviv expeditiously I presented proposa.l contained in
Deptel 82 June 17* to Foreign Minister this morning and left him
with aide-mémotre. Foreign Minister stated that’ TranS]ordan Was'
anxious to settle questions at issue peacefully but felt Israeli demands
excessive. If agreement eould be reached on principle of returning life-
in Jerusalem to nermal he believed there would be no difficulty . in
reaching understanding on present problems. Witheut agreement on
this prineiple he was net hopeful. Foreign Minister promised take
matter up with government urgently and give reply soonest. (It is
understood Cabinet will ‘consider proposal at Wednesday meeting,
in meanwhile T will dlscuss matter with King’ and Prime Minister.)

L See foutnote 1 to teiegnamﬁtﬁ, p. 1154,
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Suggestion that presentation proposal be delayed (Legtel 253,
June 18?) was predicated on my belief that if Government House
question finally settled to satisfaction both parties, MAC under Riley
could start on other questions with clean slate and Transjordan Gov-
ernment would have more faith in Riley’s ability to bring about agree-
ment and in Israel’s sincerity.?

Sent Department 255, repeated Jerusalem 124, Tel Aviv 21.

: G Sy STABLER

? Not printed, but see footnote 2, p. 1157,

* Chargé Stabler reported, on June 22, that ‘earlier the same day he had. been
handed an aide-mémoire by the Jordanian Foreign Ministeér, which welcomed
the U.S. proposal but noted that any agreement must be without prejudice
to the ulnmate status of Jerusalem (telegram 259 from Amman, 867N.01/6-2249).

501.BB Palestine/6-1349 : Telegram
The Acting Secretary of State to the Legation in Switzerland

SECRET ~ WasnrnNgrow, June 20, 1949—8 p. m.
_Unpal 159. For USDel, Lausanne. Re internationalization Jeru-
salem. (Palun 2011!) In view insistent Israel refusal relinquish
sovereignty New City, Dept felt this was point on which most im-
portant PCC submit proposals which cld be agreed to. Your proposal
ingenious but Dept fears it wld give basis Israeli rejection entire
plan. We also consider it preferable avoid reference sovereignty and
merely specify. respective powers exercised by authorities in area. = -
_Dept. considers-that Secretariat working paper 2 wld place impor-
tant attributes sovereignty in adjacent states, especially actual gov-
erning power, except UN authority will exercise direct control over
Holy Places and routes giving immed access to them. ;
As to points 2 and 3 in Art 6, adjacent states would actually govern
subject to obligations enumerated Parts IV and VI. As to these points
wld appear possible to specify that administrator shall exercise
powers of supervision as enumerated in Parts IV and VI.

It appears encouraging that Israel has not objected to principle de-
militarization. If they accept principle it wld seem difficult for them
to reject element UN:supervision of character specified since this-cal-
culated only to effect supervision by impartial internatl body. As to’
human rights, Dept does not envisage these obligations as resulting
in disparate treatment Israeli citizens inside and outside Jlem. We
oontemplate Deel of Human Rights serving as standard of achieve-

! Dated June 13, from Lansa‘.nne; p. 1130.
4 Presumably Com. Jer/W.18, dated May 18, p. 1023,
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ment for administrations haying general governing responsibility in
Jlem; as we assume. Decl would serve in-all of Israel by virtue of
Israeli membership in UN. We do not contemplate attempt to enforce
specifically the provisions of Decl in Jlem as such treatment not appro-
priate to character of Decl. Primary reliance, for giving genuine effect
to principles set forth in Decl as objectives, wld be.on administering
authorities in Jlem. Role of UN Administrator and Internatl Tribunal
wld be to take cognizance of serious departures from standards pro-
claimed in Decl, and through judicial procedures to secure redress in
such cases and bring about necessary changes by admmlstermg au-
thorities. Tribunal wld take into acct all relevant circumstances in de-
termining whether an adniinistering authority was living up to its
obligation to be guided by Decl as a standard of achievement in hu-
man nghts field. Suggested redraft of Art 17 in Secretariat working
paperis as follows: ;

Art 17. The authorities responsible for govt in the two zones of' Jlem
shall, in administering their respective zones, be guided by the prinei-
ples and standards set forth in the Universal Decl of Human Rights
approved by the GA on Dec 10, 1948 “as a common standard of achleve—
ment for all peoples and all nations”. If the UN Administrator believes
that zonal authorities in Jlem are failing to comply with this obliga-
tion, he shall bring the matter to the attention of the Internatl Tri-
bunal in an appropriate proceeding, or, if necessary, bring the matter
before an appropna,te organ of the UN. .

We feel that if basic prowsmns re sovere1gnty cannot be re]ected by
parties, PCC.will have more latitude in making other proposals even
though parties may obJeet Israeli and Arab spokesman in GA may
propose amendments and GA wld decide. Doubtful if parties wld-
reject ‘entire plan’if basic outline is reasonable. These considerations
wld apply to jurisdiction given municipal ¢ouncil over common serv-
ices mentioned reftel. Such provision does not appear important from
UN point of view but shld be valuable to efficient functioning of city.

Dept generally concurs opinion ConGen Jlﬁm last para Tel 412,
Jun 13,* rptd to you as No. 30. .

Foregomg discussion is for your assistance and does not ha,ve nature
instruction.

Dept. .expeéts to pouch shortly composite suggestlons for changes

in Sedretamat draft for Jlem instrument. .
‘WEeBB !

? Not prmted it reported that the draft proposals for an mternatlonahzed
Jerusalem had been discussed with’ French Consul General Neuville. The last
paragraph dealt with certain of the latter’s suggestions (867N.01/6-1349),
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501.BB Palest!ne/6—1449 Telegram
The Acting Secretary of State to the Legatzon in Swztzerland

SEORET ~  PRIORITY ' W ASHINGTON, June 20 1949—8 p. m,

Unpal 160. USDel Lausa.nne. For Hare. Palun 204, June 14.* You
shld inform Tsraeli rep US views along fol lines: _USG greatly dis-
turbed over present Israeli attitude refugee question, which represents
marked departure assurances expressed by Eban May 52 before Ad
Hoc comite GA when seeking UN membership. This attitude equally
difficult. reconcile with Gaza strip proposal, which represents.firm
admission on part Israel its ability assume responsibility 230,000
refugees plus 80,000 normal residents area. By refusal come forth with
constructive proposal based on quantitative acceptance without ter-
ritorial acquisition (penultimate para Palun 174, May 28 ®), Israel has
effectively blocked any possibility obtaining cooperation Arabs in
resolving refugee question and any justification further US approaches
to Arabs this purpose.

You shld express to Israeli rep USG's disappointment re failure
his' Govt carry out purposes GA res Dec 11, despite Elath’s formal
assurances contained his letter May 11 to:SecState re Israel’s desire
malke utmost effort to bring its policy into conformity with resolutions
of UN, and despite US offer technical financial assistance to Israel and:
Arabs in implementing program for solution of refugee problem under
conditions specified and ag part UN program (Unpal 114, May 23 ¢).
You shld emphasize that onus of responsibility resolving refugee
question lies squarely on Israelis and Arabs, and that USG is under
no mandate from UN to lend its material resources to solve problem of
Israeli-Arab making.® Therefore USG greatly regrets Eytan’s impli-
em‘ﬂon that Israeh agreement repatrmtlon 1s contingent upon a,ssump—

? Tdentified also as telegram 577 from Geneva, not printed.

? See footnote 2, p. 979.

* Tdentified aiso as telegram 821 from Bem p- 1069.

4 Tdentified also as telegram 674 to Bern, p. 1047. § i

“Mr. Hare, on-June 23, advised the Department. that prior to and after
Mr. Ethridge’s departure, ‘the American Delegation had been reluctant to raise
the question of general economic aid at PCC meetings, in the absence of general
political agreement between. the Arabs and Israelis. Its reluctance was based ox
the expectation of “almost certain leak” to the press and on the possibility that
the PCC and the! UN Secretariat might devote their entire: attention to this
subject. The American Delegation, however, had “privately discussed substance
Unpal 114 and Palun 180 with French and Turkish members PCC but does
not plan discuss question officially in PCC until ecommitments mentioned Palun
168 and 174 are forthcoming. We continue to attach importance to reservation -
in Palun 180 because of importance keeping PCC handling of refugee and terri-
é«:r;ai questions in step.” (telegram Palun 226 from Lausanne, 501 BB Palestme/

2349)

Palun 180 from Lausanne and Unpal 114 to Lausanne are prmted on pp. 1086
and 1047, respectively. Palun 168 and 174 from Bern are printed on pp. 1065 and
1069, respectively.
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tion financial responsibility by US, and must reiterate that agreement
repatriation is obligation placed upon Israel by mtematlona,l com-
munity under Dec 11 res.

USG further notes with disappeintment that Israeli Govt has shown
no inclination meet conditions on which US offer assistance (Unpal
114) ‘was based. In event conditions met at future date, USG wld be
prepared at that time consider question of assistance to Israel and
Arab states. However, you shld emphasize implications such delay,
since US support of refugee settlement program conditional upon UN
action and sponsorship. Such program wld necessitate time- -consuming
and laborious preparation by PCC prior to presentation to GA this
autumn. Under present circumstances, PCC not in position initiate
preparation such program in absence neces'sary political coopera.ti'ozi
Therefore any additional delay will mean increasing dlfﬁculty if not,
impossibility obtaining UN action this year.

You shld also inform Arabs USG attitude.®
' ' ' Wess

Mr. Hare delivered the message contained in Unpal 160 to Mr. Eytan on
January 22. The latter “made no comment on substance of message other than
to say it would be duly comsidered and that he assumed reply in action rather
than words would be preferred. I said that was exactly the case.” {telegram Palun-
227, June 23, 11 a. m., from Lausanne, 501.BB Palestine/6-2349)

The Department, on_ June 27, directed Tel Aviv to take the line set forth

in Unpal 160 in discussing the refugee question with the Israeli Government
(telegram 406, 501. BB Palestine/6-2749).

501.BB Palestine/6-1649 : Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the Consulate General at Jerusalomt

SECRET ‘WasHINGTON, June 20, 1949—8 p. m.

275. Dept endorses your reply Dayan conversation reported Contel
426 Jun 16. We consider SC Res May 29 and July 15 in force. Some
changes brought about by armistice agreements which were negotiated
by parties pursuant subsequent SC Res but these do not invalidate
those provisions earlier resolutions left untouched. Bunche regards
these resolutions as in force and plans proposed new res superseding
them when Syrian armistice concluded. He wld retain only simple
cease-fire and transfer mediator function this respect to PCC. Dept’s
position on this proposal not yet formulated.

Dept not certain whether UN position Govt House area can be
properly described as legal right or as privilege. Issue lies primarily

*This telegram was repeated to Tel Aviv and Amman and to Bern for the
American Delegation at Lausanne,
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between UN and states involved but we wid support UN contention
right of free access. Neutral zone has been created by agreement parties
and UN access recogmzed by them and confirmed by usage.

Dept wld consider it appropriate, subject your concurrence, 1nqu1rer
Dayan reasons for raising technical questions’ concerning UN rights
this zone. As he says situation has progressed one step from truce to
armistice. Assume all concerned hope hostilities phase concluded and
moving toward final peace. Challenging existing neutral zones appears
retrogressive step. UN has important work in this process. It has made
ﬁnancml investment in Govt House and our understanding will con-
tinue use of it so long as it has mission to perform in Jlem. If parties
really desire peaceful settlement and coop with UN logical course wld
be preserve existing neutral area and lend full facilities to UN. When
opposite attitude is taken we can only speculate as to motives and
naturally take into account strategic value of area. ;

' ' Wees

86TN.48/6-2149 : Telegram . L ———
The Ambassador in Israel (MeDonald) to the Secretary of Stote

TOP SECRET : -~ LY Ten Aviv, June 21, 1949—11 a. m.
471. Personal attention President and Acting Secretary of State. At:
my request Herlitz of Foreign Office called residence evening
nineteenth remaining two hours to read portions, paraphrase others
and discuss Eban’s cabled report of Israeli’s long meeting with Acting:
Secretary and other Department officials June 18 [77]. According to
Herlitz President and Department are primarily disturbed by :

1. Israel’s failure make specific pledge repatriation refugees;
2. Fear lest Israeli be planning enlarge territory by force.

Although some extremists in army and Knesset advocate expansion
by use or threat of force and despite general opinion of both Israelis
and foreigners that Tsrael is strong enough to impose its will on Arabs,
T believe fear of Israel aggression is not warranted. My belief based
on:

1. Present task which government dare not shirk of abaorbln% a.
quarter of a million immigrants annually requires every available
economic resource ;

2. Battle to reduce fantastic cost of living must be won if Ben-
Gurion cabinet is to survive;

3. Outbreak war would wreck Israel’s basic purpose “in gathering
of exiles” and defeat government on vital economic front;

4. Israeli’s repeatedly expressed confidence in General Riley and
readiness accept and even on occasion to request wider scope his media-
tion inconsistent with aggressive intentions;
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5. Aggression would alienate world oplmon a,nd nsk economc or
other sanctions.

Certainly Ben-Gurion, Sharett and General Staff are fully aware
that further Israel expansion by foree, even if war were won qumkly,
would be disastrously self-defeating. None of these men are reckless
adventurers. On contrary their record during struggle against Britain
and Arabs and now against enormous domestic problems shows Israeli
leaders as highly intelligent and practical. They, knowing that aggres-
sion would lose American support and President Truman S frlendslnp
have no mtentlon invite self-destructmn 1 .

‘McDowNarn

'Tn a Summary of Daily Meeting with the Secretary, Mr. Rusk “reported
receipt of a telegram from Ambassador McDonald in which MeDonald said that
the Israelis will not commit any acts of aggression. Mr. Rusk emphasized that
this was only McDonald’s view and that we had not received any assurances
from any official of Israel. It was agreed that in replying to McDonald we should

ask him to attempt to get such assurances.” (Hxzecutive Secretariat files, lot
58-D609)

501.BB Palestine/6-2049: Telegmm
-The Acting Secretary of State to the Legation in Switzerland

SECRET  PRIORITY WASHINGTON, J une 21 194:9_3 p. m.
NIAQT N

Unpal 161. For USDel Lausanne Tor Hare We have carefully.
considered ur views Palun 220, June . 20‘ However we still believe
recess preferable to present stalemate, as means endeavoring obtain
" objective set forth para 1 Unpal 155.2

Shorter recess after which PCC wld reconvene Lausanne about
July 15 wld be preferable to longer adjournment, since latter might
result in producing psychological atmosphere militating against fur-
ther negots through PCC and wld probably remove any possibility
actwa,tlng Econ Survey Group for purposes -GA action autumn
session. E

USG will utilize recess to continue its efforts obtain more coopera-
tive attitude both sides and to brief Ethridge’s successor as soon as
appointed.

Pls discuss foregoing and Unpal 155 thh Boisanger smd Yalcm,
informing them we are approaching Paris and Ankara with view re-
questing them issue similar instructions their delegates PC'C. Dept
mformmg SYG its views.

! Not printed, but see footnote 1 p.1155.
* Dated June 18, to Bern, ibid.
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If agreement your colleagues obtainable, you shld seek to begin
recess weekend June 25 or'soonest. thereafter and proeeed ‘Washing-
ton 1mmed §

‘WessB

3The Department on June 21, transmitted the substance Of Unpal 1565 and 161
to Paris, except that it altered the wording of the second paragraph of the former
message to read: “Members PCC wld emphasize that resort to force by either
side during or after recess wld under no circumstances be tolerated by PCC or
UN.” (telegram 2203, which was repeated to Ankara for action (501.BB Palestine/
6-2149) ). No 2203 was also sent to New York the following day as the basis for
urgent discussion with Secretary-General Lie (telegram 328, 501.BB Palestine/
6-22490).

Mr. )Lie and the French and Turkish Foreign Offices concurred with the
American proposal, except that the French Foreign Office, without withdrawing
its agreement, felt that the present was not an opportune time for a recess
(telegrams 761, June 22, from New York; 2595, June 22, from Paris; and 285,
June 25, from Ankara, all of which are filed under 501.BB Palestine).

501.BB V'.E'alestine /6-2249 : Telegram .
The Ambassadorin Israel (McDonald) to the Secretary of State

SECRET Ter Aviv, June 22, 1949—noon.

478. At my request Sharett received Ford and me Foreign Office
June 21 for hour and quarter.

With marked show of resentment at what he termed “Rusk’s per-
emptory fifteen minute summons” to Israel Chargé June 14 * Sharett
outlined in great detail successive steps from May 25 to June 9 to secure
personal conference -with Zaim or Arslan and of Syrian “endless eva-
sions and delays”. Sharett exclaimed that to be accused of imminent
aggression in midst such Israeli “patient conciliatory procedure” was
“shockingly unjust” and made Zaim’s “intransigence a model for other
Arab governments.”

As to present Syrian-Israeli relations, Foreign Minister hopes MAC
negotiations will succeed, but warned that Zaim could not expect in-
definitely avoid withdrawal from Israel territory. “US should under-
stand that Israel will exhaust every peaceful means through MAC, UN
direct negotiations, etec., to secure mutual agreement but if Zaim
persists in refusal accept Bunche proposal Israel does not intend re-
main quiescent.”

Comment: TForeign Minister evidently under heavy strain result
of bitter criticism press and Knesset that government’s “pro-American
policy” has resulted “national humiliation”. I believe his words meant
to emphasize with us that justice and expediency “require pressure on

* For an account of the conversation between Mr. Rusk and the Israeli Chargé,
see telegram 367, June 14, to Tel Aviv, p. 1137.



1166 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1949, VOLUME VI

Zaim to evacuate Israel territory” comp,arable to that exerted on Israel
evacuate Lebanese territory. End comment.. i

Related subject: Regarding Department’s azde-mewww*e, Deptel
375, June 17, Sharett took strong exception to opening sentence to
effect that actual situation Jerusalem threat to peace. As to substance
Department proposal Israel “qmte prepared to con51der this 1mportaut
suggestion.”

* Foreign Minister took exception also to “undue 1mp0rtance” guen
in Acting Secretary’s conference Wlth Eban, et al, June 18[77], to
report that Dayan had arrived Government House “1n armored car”
This was not fact: Dayan “never uses armored car”. By mistake an
armored car did appear at Government House but Dayan “immedi-
ately ordered it away.”

New subject: Regarding reunion Arab refugees famlhes, Sharett
‘explained thls principle. being. .maintained and procedure “being
worked out”. Decisions will be in individual cases with “security con-
siderations paramount.” '

Comment: T fear this foreshadows relatively few reunions near
tuture. Znd comment.

New subject: Regarding Gaza proposal, Foreign Minister said
Prime Minister “disclaims conception at Tiberias” but Israel “still
willing accept strip including refugees.”

" Conclusion: As we were leaving, T said: “I trust nothing will
happen to give grounds for fear about Israel’s pacific purposes toward
Syria”. Foreign Minister replied: “If all peaceful means fa.11 we -
can’t preclude possibility of ultimate use of force.” :

Comment: 1 believe this remark to be move in Israel’s efforts to
- secure that US influence Zaim to accept Bunche formula. Certainly
non-armistice with Syria weakens all peace efforts with other Arab
states. Support therefore Bunche proposal is “key log” in Ppresent jam.

McDowNALD

501.BB Palestine/6-2349 -

Memorandum by the Deputy Under Searetar;y of State (Rusk) to
Mr. Matthew J. Connelly, Secretary to the President*

TOP SECRET WasmiNgToN, June 23, 1949.

The Secretary of State hopes to be able to speak to the President
about Palestine immediately after the Cabinet meeting on Friday,

1At the “9:30 meeting” on the morning of June 238 in the State Department,
Mr. Rusk submitted a proposed telegram and aide-mémoire regarding Palestine
which he requested Secretary Acheson to bring to the attention of President
Truman. The Secretary thereupon instrueted Mr. Rusk to forward the two papers
to the President (memorandum of June 23 by William J. McWilliams, of the
Executive Secretariat, to the Secretary, 501.BB Palestine/6-2349).
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June 24. The attached papers deal with the points which the Secretary
will wish to discuss'in the event the President has an opportunity to
see them beforehand. : ‘ L

At Tab A is the text of a proposed aide-mémoire * to be handed to
the Israeli Chargé d’Affaires in Washington as an informal reply to
the Israeli note of June 8, 1949 (Tab B), which itself was a reply toa
United States note of May 29, 1949 (Tab C).2 It is felt that it would be
desirable to reply to the Israeli note in order to correct cértain mis-
understandings and points of fact in the event it becomes necessary to
publish the exchange at some future date. The proposed aide-mémoire
is moderate in tone and indicates the continuation of discussions be-
‘tween the United States and the Government of Israel on the work
of the Palestine Conciliation Commission. _ e
At 'Tab D is a telegram * which it is proposed to send to Ambassador
McDonald in reply to the latter’s telegrams (Tabs E and F)* on the
question of further military action by the Government of Israel. No
new policy question is raised in the proposed telegram but it is believed
that the President would be very much interested in the question of
possible military action.®

2 Not found attached. P
. ¢ See telegram 322, May 28§, to Tel Avivy, p. 1072, :

t Yee telegrams 471 and 478, dated June 21 and 22, respectively, pp. 1163 and
1165. :

5 Secretary Acheson, on June 24, discussed the matter with the President, who
approved both documents (memorandum of conversation by the Secretary, 501.BB
Palestine/6-2449) ; for their texts, see telegrams 397 and 398 to Tel Aviv, June 24,
pp. 1173 and 1174, respectively. = ! ! h

501.BB Palestine/6-2249 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to United States Mission at the United Nations

SECRET - WasuingToN, June 23, 1949—7 p. m.

831, Dept suggests reply to Eban ltr (urtel 759 Jun 22 *) along the
fol lines: '

“The US Govt has also been concerned by the lack of progress of
the Special Comite. Since this Comite is strictly bilateral, composed
of representatives of Israel and Hashemite Jordan Kingdom, the US
has not participated in the negots directly or indirectly. For this rea-
son my Govt does not haye complete info as to the proceedings and has
not been in a position where it cld appropriately undertake to advise
the parties. :

1 Not printet_l; it gave the text of a “letter addressed to Austin by Eban, dated
:Tune 21, recelvt_ad_ today, requesting UN [US] good offices to urge Jordan to
1mple_m§mt provisions of Article 8 of Israeli-Jordan armistice agreement, and
v‘:ontamm]f. assuram‘:c%sl thatdthe armistice agreements between Israel and Jordan
are working smoothly and show all signs of continuing to do so’.” (501L.BB
Palestine/6-2249) ne (
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My Govt has nevertheless become convinced that the Special Comite
wld not be productive of results and that a new approach to the prob-
lem is desirable. It is understood that a similar view was expressed by
the Israeli representative on the MAC in Jlem on Jun 13, 1949 (FYI
Jerusalem Tel 419, Jun 14 2), - Ll

Accordingly my Govt, considering this to be its best contribution to
a solution, has ventured to suggest to the Govts of Israel and the
Hashemite Jordan Kingdom that the problems under consideration
by the Special Comite be transferred to the MAC which wld for this
purpose meet under the chairmanship of Gen Riley. It was also sug-
gested that the terms of reference shld include questions requiring
agreement between the parties relating to the demarcation of Jewish
and Arab zones, the use of roads and other questions of access to places
in the Jlem area and the functioning of public utilities, It was also
suggested that agreed solutions of these problems shld be without
prejudice to the final decisions concerning the international status of
Jlem which will be decided later in collaboration with the UN, but
that these solutions shld be incorporated in such final decisions to the
extent that they are comformable.

My Govt is now informed that this proposal has been aceepted in
principle by the Govt of the Hashemite Jordan Kingdom ® and that it
1s recelving the consideration of the Govt of Israel. :

Accordingly, responding to your inquiry, I feel that my Govt has
made the most appropriate intervention within its power in the cir-
cumstances. My Govt earnestly hopes that its suggestion will be
accepted by both parties and that the resulting negots will lead to a
satisfactory solution of these important questions.” '

; _ AcHuson
—_—

?Not printed; it advised that “At yesterday’s MAC meeting Israel delegate
admitted creation special committee in armistice agreement mistake. Despite
great hopes originally held for direct negotiations talks stalemated. Expressed
desire refer all pending problems to MAC.” (501.BB Palestine/6-1449)

*The Jordanian Government on June 22 issued a press release announcing
acceptance of the United States proposal on handing over the question of Jeru-
salem to the Mixed Armistice Commission. (telegram 260, June 23, from Amman,
b501.BB Palestine/6-2349)

New York, on June 24, advised that General Riley had informed Mr. Bunche
that the special committee, on June 21, had voted to transfer its functions to the
Mixed Armistice Commission under the former’s chairmanship (telegram 769,
501.BB Palestine/6-2249).

501.BB Palestine/7-949
President Chaim Weizmann of Israel to President Trumant

RenovorH, ISRAEL, 24 June 1949.

Dear Me. PresmenT: The Government of Tsrael have communi-
cated to me the text of the Note transmitted to them on your behalf
on the 29th May, as well as their reply of June 8th. The matters

L. Copy transmitted to Secretary Acheson by President Truman in a memo-
randum of July 9, with a request for a suggested reply. TR
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raised in the Note are of such gravity that I feel impelled to address
you personally on’ the subject. You have throughout taken such a
warm and helpful interest in the affairs of our young State that T am
most anxiously concerned that you, our great and good friend, should
be under no misapprehension regarding our position and intentions
concerning the issues now at stake. I wish, indeed, it were possible
for me to talk matters over personally with you. That is always the
best way of removing misunderstanding. - - -
We have all been distressed at the slow progress made at Lausanne.
It may be that the device of a Conciliation Commission, consisting
not ‘of officers of the U.N., but of delegates of three different coun-
tries, with different backgrounds and policies; was not the best way
of promoting a speedy settlement. It certainly appears to have been
less effective than the mediation of one man pursued in the name of
the United Nations as a whole. But be that as it-may, we are trying
our best to work with this Commission and have submitted to them
a number of proposals, to none of which we have so far received any
reply from the other side. Indeed up till now the Arab States have
altogether refused to sit-with our delegates under the auspices of the
Commission, - = - - o : s
When our Delegation first arrived in Lausanne on April 30th, they
immediately announced that they had come with full authorization
to negotiate a comprehensive peace settlement with the delegates of
the Arab States covering 'all the matters referred to in the U.N.
Resolution of 11th: December, 1948, They specifically stated that Israel
was ready to contribute towards solving the Arab refugee problem
in ‘cooperation with-the United Nations and the Arab States. A few
days later they submitted to the Commission a draft preamble and
two articles of a proposed peace treaty. to.serve as a basis for discus-
sion. In this draft they proposed, among other things; the final liquida-
tion of the war, the establishment of normal political and economic
relations between Israel and the Arab States, mutual guarantees of
the frontiers, abstention from the use of force for the settlement. of
disputes, and international arbitration in case such:disputes could
not be settled by agreement.- . - 2 R i b8
To this day we have not received any reply to these basic proposals:
“Coming to the question of the Arab refugees, our delegation gave
repeated assurances to the Commission that Israel was ready to. co-
operate with the U.N. and the Arab States for a solution of the refugee
preblem. ‘We pledged ourselves to guarantee the. civil rights of-all
minorities within our territory; we accepted the principle of compen-
sation for land abandoned by the Arabs; we declared our readiness
to unfreeze Arab accounts in our banks immediately on the conclusion
of peace; we set up a Custodian of Absentee Property. Our delegation
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informed the Commission that the Government of Israel was ready
to readmit members of Arab families separated by the war..

In conformity with the General Assembly’s Resolution of Decem-
ber 11th, relating to access to ports and means of communication our
delegation has offered to create a free zone in the Haifa port for the
benefit of Transjordan. Various proposals were made by our delegation
for the delimitation of the frontiers of Israel with the Arab States.
Our delegation also elaborated our attitude on the Jerusalem question.

. All these constructive proposals have not elicited a single reply from
the Arab delegations. It would, indeed, appear that these delegations
did not come to Lausanne with-authority to negotiate a peace settle-
ment, but solely for the purposé of arranging for the repatrla,tlon of
the Arab refugees to Israel. '

Our delegations subsequently proposed the esta.bhshment of a num-
ber of sub-committees to deal with the- general principles and con-
ditions of peace, the territorial settlement, the refugee problem, the
Jerusalem question, and the economic development of the Middle Fast,
pursuant to Clause 10 of the U.N. Resolution of December 11th. We
have not yet learnt the reaction of the Arab Delegations to these pro-
posals. Finally, when members of the Commission suggested in a spirit
of despondéilcy that the Conference be suspended for a time, our dele-
gation strongly opposed this course.

I feel sure you will agree, Mr. President, that in the light of theso
indisputable facts, we can hardly be charged with having failed to
cooperate with the Commission. If so far nothing substantial has re-
sulted from.these talks, this is due essentially to the negative attitude
of the Arab delegations and their persistent refusal to meet us under
the auspices of the Commission. It is a great pity that the Commission
failed to distodge them from that negative attitude.

Permit me to add a few words on the two issues which are in the
centre of the discussion: the terrltonal questlon and the refugee
problem.

“'We have no aggressive deSIgns against anyone and we are not look-
ing for additional territory. But I think that no fair-minded man will
deny us the right to retain that part of our ancient land which has
become ours at a terrible cost of blood and treasure in the course of a
‘war forced upon us by others. Most of the country which we hold
beyond the boundaries set out on November 29th, 1947 was occupied
by our forces during the second military: campaign which was the
result of the Arabs’ defiant refusal to accept the Mediator’s urgent
plea for a continuation of the first truce. Bitter experience has shown
that without that territory we are defenceless. Were we to give up the
corridor to Jerusalem, that great city, whose people suffered so much
and so heroically last year, would again be exposed to the danger of
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laving its water supply cut off and of being starved: into submission.
In exactly the same way, Western Galilee holds the key to the defence
of Haifa and the Valley of Jezreel, while the Ramleh area assures
the safety of Tel Aviv from such menacing attacks as were launched
upon it last year. None of these areas was ever allotted to any of the
Arab States with which we are now negotiating. All of them are occu-
pied by Israel legally under armistice agreements. ,

The Palestine Arab State contemplated in the U.N. Resolution of
99th November 1947 has not come into being—not through any fault
of ours—and there is no reason whatever-why the neighbouring Arab
States who invaded Palestine in flagrant defiance of their obliga-
tions under the Charter, should be appeased by territorial “com-
pensation” at our expense. Incidentally, all these demands for
compensation in the end boil down to the same old question on which
you took so firm a stand last: year—the Negev. It is the Negev, par-
ticulaily ‘the southern Negev, which appears again to be demanded
from us. The reasons against it are just as potent as they were last
year when you so strongly opposed our being deprived of that area
which contains the country’s sole mineral resources and which, in ad-
dition, is our only gateway to the East. What importance attaches to
our having direct access to the Red Sea has been brought home to us
strikingly by Egypt’s closing of the Suez Canal to all ships—even
British ships—carrying, or suspected of carrying, goods to Israel. Be-
cause of such closure we are compelled to bring vital supplies (wheat,
etc.) from Australia and the Far East all the way via-the Cape and
Gibraltar. With the coast of Eylat in our possession and the Negev-
opened up by transport roads, we shall have free access to the sea
‘routes which are vital to our existence. ST ‘

- Now as to the refugee problem. It is & grave issue, but it was not
created by us. It was not the birth of Israel which created the Arab
refugee problem, as our enemiés now proclaim, but the Arab attempt
to prevent that birth by armed force. These people are not refugees in
the sense in which that term has been sanctified by the martyrdom of
millions in Europe—they are part of an aggressor group which failed
and which makes no secret of its intention to resume aggression. They
left:the country-last year at the bidding of their leaders and military
commanders and as part of the Arab strategic plan. But in spite of
all this we are, for humanitarian reasons ready to contribute as far
as we can towards a solution of this problem. We have, in fact, done
a good deal more under this head than could, for obvious reasons, be
published. Your Ambassador has been given details under this head.
We have been steadily re-admitting Arab refugees during the last
few months. The number of those who have returned exceeds 25,000.
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We are ready to re-unite Arab families separated by the war, and
we are now approaching the various Arab States through the Mixed
Armistice Commissions for setting up special machinery to facilitate
their return in organised form. We are prepared to re-admit more
as part of a peace settlement. There are, however, two overriding con~
siderations which limit what we can do in this sphere: we dare not
again endanger our hard-won independence and security and with all
the good will in the world, we cannot undertake tasks which are
economically beyond our strength. - % s

So many malicious charges have been levelled against us in connec-
tion with this Arab. refugee question, that T cannot help drawing
attention to the basic realities of the situation. We are a small State,
nine hundred thousand Jews wedged in between forty million Arabs.:
We held our own last year by a terrific effort and at very heavy
sacrifices, losing some of our finest youth and suffering heavy damage.
The Arab States are making ne secret of their intention of resuming
war whenever they are ready for it. Only two days ago Faris el
Khoury, the former Syrian member of the Security Council and
Chairman of the Syrian Chamber, déclared that the war against us
“remains the corner-stone of Arab policy”. Not a week passes.without
our being warned by authoritative Arab spokesmen of the coming
“second round”. Thée Arab States are rearming on a big scale, build-
ing: up modern armament industries of their own and purchasing the
most deadly modern weapons. A few weeks ago squadrons of British
Vampire jet fighters were flown to the Suez Canal Zone—half an
hour’s air flight from our frontier—ready for instant delivery when
wanted, while Egyptian pilots are being trained in their use elose by.
Egypt has ordered British destroyers with 4’” and 6’” guns-and sub-
marines, while there is hardly any secret about the French rearming
the Syrians. This rearmament, Mr. President, constitutes a direct
threat to the peace of the Middle East and thereby also to the peace
of the world. With this open threat of war hanging over us, can we
ignore the security aspect of the admission of a large A¥ab population
who, whatever their individual feelings might be, are likely to turn
against us if war restarts? - , : s s i
- Apart from the security question, which to my mind is ‘paramount,
there is the economic difficulty. When. the United Nations in Novem-
ber 1947 voted in favour of a Jewish State, it was motivated: pre-
eminently by the purpoese of solving once and for all the Jewish
question in Europe, to get rid of the concentration camps and of the
aftermath of Hitler’s holocaust. I know, Mr. President, that-this pur-
pose was uppermost in your mind when you gave us your staunch and
steady support in those critical days. We are now doing exactly what
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we were expected to do. We are liquidating one camp after another and
have already brought over many thousands of their former inmates.
Can we be expected at the same time to build up, alongside this big
effort of reconstruction, a new Arab economy to absorb hundreds of
thousands of Arabs? For let there be no mistake about it: the Arab
economic and social structure as it was prior to last year’s exodus
has ceased to exist. The Arab refugee question can be solved in a big
way only by a comprehensive effort of reconstruction. The crucial
question is: is that effort to be undertaken in Israel, with all the
political, security and economic.stresses and strains arising therefrom,
or in the neighbouring Arab countries where vast fertile areas are
available for such resettlement and where these people can find a home
in the congenial surroundings of an Arab society ?

Our policy, as I stated before, is not one of absolute refusal to re-
admit Arabs and we may, if real peace is established, be able to do
more in this respect than if the present atmosphere of latent war and
hostility continues. But an all-round solution can only be found as
part of a general development scheme for the benefit of the Middle
Fast as a whole. Towards such a development scheme Israel is ready
to make its contribution: I hope it will be a significant contribution.
But to achieve all this there must be negotiation. agreement and peace.
The most vital need at the present hour is for Arabs and Jews to enter
into direct negotiations and hammer out an agreed settlement. I plead
with you, Mr. President, that you may use your unique influence to
induce the Arab States to face the realities of the situation and to take
that decisive step.

With affectionate greetings,

Yours very sincerely, Cu. WrizMans

501.BB Palestine/6-2249 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Embassy in Israel

TOP SECRET ‘WasHINGTON, June 24, 1949—S8 p. m.

397. Dept appreciates urtel 471, June 21, which has been read by the
Pres with much interest. Dept considers points you enumerate make
out conclusive case against further Israeli mil adventures from realistic
point of view of Israeli self-interest. Same considerations apply to
threat of force during course of negots for final settlement. US hopes
such considerations appear as decisive to Israeli leadership as to out-
side world and that assurances we have had from Eban are solidly
based upon Israeli Govt decision that Israel will resolve its differences
with its neighbors through the procedures of peaceful settlement.

501-887—77T——T75
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Sharett’s statement reported penultimate para urtel 478 indicates
necessity following situation with closest attention.

FYI ref second para urtel 478 although urgency was emphasized
by Dept officer making appt Israeli Chargé was given alternative times
for Rusk appt and selected time himself.

Acuzson
! Dated June 22, p. 1165.
501.BB Palestine/6-2449 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Embassy in Israel
TOP SECRET PRIORITY WasHINGTON, June 24,1949—8 p. m.

398. Following Aéde-M émoire delivered today to Israeli Chargé* by
Deputy Under Secretary Rusk:

“The Government of the United States has received the note de-
livered by the Government of Israel to the United States Ambassador
in Tel Aviv on June 8, 1949, in response to the note of the United
States Government dated May 29, 1949, The United States Government
considers that there is an identity of interest between it, the Govern-
ernment of Israel and the Governments of the Arab States in the early
accomplishment of an equitable settlement of the Palestine question,
an interest which is in fact shared by all of the Members of the United
Nations. It is therefore regrettable that the Government of Israel did
not respond more affirmatively with respect to the questions of
Palestinian refugees and of boundaries discussed in the United States
note. The United States Government will wish at an early date to
discuss these questions further with the Government of Israel and
other interested Governments, but in the meantime desires to make the
following observations with respect to the note of the Government of
Israel dated June 8, 1949.

The United States Government does not consider that there has
been any misunderstanding on its part of the position taken by the
Government of Tsrael, as stated by Israeli Representatives at Lau-
sanne, on the disposition of the refugee problem and on the final
terrritorial settlement in Palestine.

With regard to refugees, Israeli Representatives stated that the
Israeli Government will do nothing further at the present time, al-
though it has under consideration certain urgent measures of a limited
character. This position appears to be strongly reaffirmed in the Israeli
note of June 8, 1949. The Government of Israel referred in that note
to its readiness to pay compensation for land abandoned, to reunite
families separated by the war, and generally to make its contribution
to the solution of the problem by resettlement. It does not indicate that

11n g memorandum of June 24, Acting Secretary Webb described his meeting
of June 20 with President Truman, as follows: *“I reported to the President on
my talk with the Israeli representatives [on June 17] and indicated that it
would be necessary for us to answer the latest Israeli note.” (501.BB Palestine/
6-2449) ‘
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it is ready to contribute to the problem by accepting a substantial por-
tion of the refugees on the basis of repatriation. On the contrary, the
note states, “It 1s inconceivable that the Government of Israel should
find itself able to undertake in one and the same breath the absorption
of mass Jewish immigration and the reintegration of returning Arab -
refugees.” It is quite true that the Resolution of the General Assembly
of December 11, 1948, indicated that repatriation should be permitted
“at the earliest practicable date” but it can hardly be supposed that
this reference to practicability was intended to subordinate repatria-
tion to mass Jewish immigration into Israel.

With regard to the statement in the Israeli note of June 8, 1949,
that the incorporation within Israel of the Gaza strip and the refugees
located therein was suggested by the United States member of the
Conciliation Commission, the Government of Israel will recall that
Prime Minister Ben (Gurion made this proposal to Mr. Mark Ethridge
at Tiberias on April 18, 1949.2 The United States Government has
studied with interest a proposal along similar lines made by Israeli
Representatives at Lausanne on May 20, 1949,® and sees no reason why
the proposal might not become the basis for discussions between the
Government of Israel and other interested GGovernments.

The United States Government regards the solution of the refugee
problem as a common responsibility of Israel and the Arab States,
which neither side should be permitted to shirk. It is for this reason
that it has urged Israel to accept the principle of substantial repatria-
tion and to begin immediate repatriation on a reasonable scale, and
has urged the Arab States to accept the principle of substantial re-
settlement of refugees outside Palestine. The United States Govern-
ment is convinced that unless both sides contribute fully to the
solution of this problem, there is no basis for a settlement either of
the refugee problem itself or of the other principal issues remaining
unsettled. The United States Government is also convinced that the
assumption of responsibility for the refugees by Israel and the Arab
States constitutes a necessary condition to the provision of interna-
tional assistance in the permanent disposition of the refugee problem.

The Government of the United States notes that the Government
of Israel maintains that it cannot accept the principle of territorial
compensation, related to the 1947 partition award, since that award
was based on a series of assumptions which failed to materialize. It
is observed, however, that the Government of Israel places considerable
emphasis upon the continuing validity of the 1947 award where such
emphasis supports its own position, for example, in connection with the
military occupation by Israel of the southern part of the Negev during
a period of truce and in connection with the presence of Syrian troops
in a portion of Palestine allotted in 1947 to Israel. In any event, the
partition of 1947 is the only authoritative expression of the views of
the United Nations with respect to a just territorial division of Pales-
tine between Arabs and Jews. The General Assembly has not indicated
in which respects, if any, it believes the territorial basis of that dward
should be modified in the light of any changes in the assumptions
on which that partition was based. :

2 See telegram 3812, April 20, from Jerusalem, p. 925.
® See telegram 769, May 20, from Bern, p. 1036.
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With regard to the statement that the United States position on
the territorial question does not represent a policy of the United
Nations, it must be recalled that, as a member of the United Nations
Conciliation Commission, a body charged by the United Nations with
promoting a final solution of the Palestine problem, the United States
has the right and, indeed, the duty of advancing such positions as it
believes may contribute to a just and lasting settlement. The United
States Government could find no basis for such a settlement in the
position taken by Israeli Representatives that Israel expects to retain
all areas allocated to it by the 1947 Resolution of the General As-
sembly, to retain areas which it has occupied outside the 1947 partition
lines, and to submit further demands as to territory in Arab Palestine
in connection with the Israeli development program.

The United States Government can not accept the contention of the
Government of Israel that the admission of Israel to membership in
the United Nations indicated that the members of the world com-
munity considered as satisfactory the attitude of Israel with respect
to the provisions of the General Assembly Resolution of December 11,
1948. Mr. Eban stated before the Ad Hoc Committee of the General
Assembly on May 5, 1949.# that it was his Government’s understanding
that nothing but the provisions of Article IV of the Charter were
relevant in the consideration of an application for membership in the
United Nations. He added that, while proposing to give the official
views of the Government of Israel on the problem of Jerusalem and
on the Arab refugees, he reserved Israel’s opinion with regard to the
relevance of extraneous issues to the question of admission to member-
ship. The present effort of the Government of Israel to invoke support
from the General Assembly for its position on such questions seems
to be at variance with the basis on which it itself sought support for
its admission to the United Nations. If there is any misunderstanding
on this point which appears to impair the prospects of a settlement, the
General Assembly can itself provide an authoritative interpretation
of its action at its next regular session.

The United States Government has noted with appreciation the
reference of the Government of Israel to the friendship for Israel of
the Government and people of the United States. The suggestions
which the United States Government has made in connection with a
settlement of the Palestine problem have been motivated by deep and
genuine concern for the peace and stability of the Near East, of which
Tsrael is as much a part as are the Arab States, and by friendly interest
in the future welfare of Israel. The United States Government con-
tinues in its resolve to do everything within its ability to assist the
governments and peoples concerned to find a peaceful and lasting
settlement of the Palestine question.

In conclusion, the United States Government wishes to emphasize
its view that the military phases of the Palestine question must now
be cqnsidered as terminated, and that any government which attempts
to effect a particular settlement by the renewal of hostilities or the
threat of hostilities would incur a grave responsibility before the
community of nations. The United States Government welcomes the
assurances it has received on this point from Representatives of the

* See footnote 2, p. 979.
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Governments directly concerned and looks forward to an early
settlement which will relieve the peoples of all communities in and
around Palestine of the misery and violence which has been their lot
during recent years.”

Further comment will follow.”
A cHESON

5 This telegram was repeated to Bern for the American Delegation at Lausanne,
Thomas E. Bromley, First Secretary of the British Embassy, called on Gordon
H. Mattison, Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs, on July 5 to inquire
on behalf of the Foreign Office whether the United States had modified its
recent approach to Israel regarding the refugee question and territorial com-
pensation. Mr, Mattison informed Mr, Bromley that the second communication
to the Israeli Government “did not represent any change in eur approach to the
subject. The reply had been designed to clear up certain Israeli misconceptions,
as well as to reiterate our point of view.” (memorandum of conversation, by
Mr. Mattison, 86TN.48/7-549)

867N.01/6-2549

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy Under Secretary of
State (Rusk)*

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] June 25, 1949.
Participants: * Mr, Rusk, Deputy Under Secretary of State

Mr. Uriel Heyd, Israeli Chargé d’Affairs a.i.

Mr. Mattison, NE

T handed the attached aide-mémoire to Mr. Heyd after orally sum-
marizing its contents and reading verbatim the last two paragraphs
for emphasis.? '

I also mentioned that it looked to us as if the Lausanne Conference
was going to recess for a few weeks. This Government was most
anxious that the recess period be used to the utmost advantage towards
developing a new approach towards the issues which are still out-
standing.

In this connection we felt that the Gaza strip proposal was perhaps
the key which would unlock the whole problem. For this reason we
were most anxious that the Egyptians and Israelis get together and
see what could be worked out. I inquired whether Mr. Eban would
continue to remain in New York, in the event that it should prove
advantageous for conversations to be held between the Israelis and
Egyptians there. Mr. Heyd replied that Mr. Eban planned to remain
in the United States until the return of Ambassador Elath. However,
if it were a matter of urgency the Ambassador would return im-
mediately.

1 Drafted by Mr. Mattison.
$ Note that telegram 398, supra, states that Mr. Rusk handed the Aide-Mémoire
to the Israeli Chargé on June 24.
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I stated that this would not be necessary, and explained that we had
no preconceived idea as to when the conversations might take place.
It was possible that the Israelis might wish to use contacts that they
already had with the Egyptians. On the other hand if these were not
satisfactory we were willing to help in arranging an exchange of
views.

Mr. Heyd said that he would communicate with his government
and inform us of its reaction.

Mr. Heyd said that there was one other matter that Mr. Sharett had
asked him to take up. This was with regard to my interview with him
on June 24, 1949,° in which I had discussed reports of impending
Israeli military activity. Mr. Sharett was surprised and somewhat
hurt that we had given credence to such irresponsible stories. I ex-
plained that we had received reports from a number of sources includ-
ing Tel Aviv which when put together made a somewhat alarming
picture. As a member of the UN and the PCC we had felt it our duty
to bring these to the Israeli Government’s attention. We had been most
gratified to hear that the reports were not true. If the resulting ex-
change of views had cleared the air they had served a useful purpose.

.*It is not clear whether Mr. Rusk conversed with the Israeli Chargé on both
June 24 and June 25. The editors have been unable to find a relevant memo-
randum of conversation, dated June 24, in the Department of State files.

e

501.BB Palestine/6-2549 : Telegram

The Consul at Jerusalem (Burdett) to the Secretary of State

SECRET  PRIORITY JERUSALEM, June 25, 1949—mnoon.

444. Riley states Tsrael interpreting Bunche’s latest proposal re
Syrian armistice to mean Israeli administration control of demilita-
rized area on border. All military forces to be excluded but since mixed
administration not practical and area located on Israel side of border
Israel authorities together with local Arab police will be responsible
for administration.2

!New York, the previous day, had advised that “Regarding Israeli efforts
to secure from Bunche an interpretation that Israelis should have full civil
authority and sovereignty over areas of demilitarized zone assigned to them,
Bunche is taking stiff line that this type of legalistic argument and delay is
unwarranted. He is sending Vigier a reaffirmation that his compromise proposal
should be accepted by both parties as it stands. It provides for a gradual restora-
tion of civilian life in the demilitarized zone under the general supervision of
the chairman of MAC, Policing to be done by locally recruited personnel who
shall be of the nationality of the settlements concerned. All questions of
sovereignty or of the law which should prevail in the areas should be left for
the peace settlement. In respect to law needed for police action, Israeli law
should apply to their settlements and Arab law in the Arab vﬂlages ”? (telegram
771, 501. BB Palestine/6-2449)
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Riley feels above will be completely inacceptable to Zaim who
accepted Bunche proposal on understanding demilitarized area would
be completely separate from both Tsrael and Syria with ultimate re-
sponsibility for zone resting with UN. Riley asserts this was Bunche’s
intention.

In view above Israeli stand, confirmed by conversation last night
with Sharett, Riley sees little chance successful conclusion armistice.
Believes question must be referred to SC. Pointed out Tsrael rejected
plan for exchange territory and now in effect rejecting proposal for
demilitarized neutral zone. Only other possible suggestion before
reference to SC is accord to effect that since both sides not able
agree on changes present truce lines should become armistice lines
pending final peace treaty. He sees no chance Israel accepting this
since Israel working on premise armistice lines will in practice be
final peace lines.

Sent, Department, repeated Geneva 41 for USDel PCC, Damascus

45.
BurpETT

501.MA Palestine/6—2549 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom

SECRET  PRIORITY WasHINGTON, June 25, 1949—2 p. m.

2198. USG convinced that only means breaking Israeli-Arab im-
passe re refugees in order meet common US-UK objectives that ques-
tion and carry forward contemplated procedure for solution refugee
problem is through exploitation Gaza strip proposal. During period
PCC recess, we propose exercise strongest diplomatic pressure effort
create more cooperative attitude both sides.

We have informed Israeli Government that we regard its proposal
assume responsibility refugees and residents Gaza strip in return for
cession thereof as significant admission its ability accept substantial
number refugees, and that we believe this proposal shld serve as basis
for discussion between states concerned.

You will recall that proposal flatly rejected by Arabs when trans-
mitted them by PCC. On June 10 UnSecy during conversation with
Egyptian Amb?* asked latter his Govt’s position on Israeli proposal.
Amb replied that Egyptian Govt regards offer as “cheap barter”, and
stated first step is to permit those refugees so desiring return their
homes. He had no suggestion, however, re disposition remainder. He
further stated Egypt wld wish make proposals re frontier rectification
designed secure strategically defensible frontier for purposes Egyp-

1 See telegram 573, June 11, to Cairo, p. 1115.
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tian and Israeli security. Amb said such proposals wld not involve
large amount territory.

On June 11 AmEmb Cairo acting on instructions requested views
Egyptian auths re Israeli offer,? emphasizing concern USG re refugees
that area, which has no econ potential for future settlement. Emb
asked Egypt’s plans re disposition those not wishing return Israel,
since latter might be considerable number, and requested Egyptian
views re frontier in light Amb’s ref to strategic rectification, in order
US might explore possibility exchange of Gaza strip for frontier
rectification further south.

- Khashaba Pasha informed Chargé he had requested military opin-
ion from Brit Amb Cairo as to frontier line which Egypt cld most
satisfactorily defend with own resources, and was advised that Gaza—
Beersheba-Dead Sea line shld be adopted. In response specific query
from Chargé, FonMin stated Egypt wld therefore not be willing cede
Gaza strip to TIsrael even if Israel shld agree relieve Egypt of
refugee burden that area.

While USG wld be prepared support frontier rectification favor
Egypt, in accordance Pres’ formula re territorial compensation, pres-
ent Egyptian proposal is of course not politically feasible and wld
defeat purpose providing for disposition Gaza refugees.

We propose take strong line with Egyptians, based on overriding
consideration of getting constructive action re refugees. USG ur-
gently requests firmest UK support these representations and hopes
UK will make utmost effort disabuse Egypt of its unrealistic atti-
tude towards frontier rectification of character described foregoing.
Deptel to Cairo this question being repeated you separately.

Pls discuss foregoing urgently with FonOff, rpt reply to Cairo and
Bern for USDel.?

AcnEsoN

? See footnote 2, p. 1116.

¥ This telegram was repeated to Cairo and to Bern for the American Delegation
at Lausanne. In reply, on June 28, London advised of information from Michael
‘Wright that the “UK would instruct British Ambassador to mention to Egyptian
Government US representations and to say that on territorial aspects these
representations UK did not wish to give Egypt advice one way or other. How-
ever, refugees constitute problem utmost gravity and UK believes that if Egypt
desires to keep Gaza strip it would be in very difficult position before world
opinion if it refused keep refugees Gaza area. . Foreign Office inclined to
think that it would be better for Egypt to keep Gaza strip and its refugees and
for Israel to take another 150,000 refugees from elsewhere.” (telegram 2501,
501.MA Palestine/6-2849)



ISRAEL 1181

867N.01/6-1449 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Embassy in Egypt*

SECRET  PRIORITY Wasaineron, June 25, 1949—2 p. m.

696. Pls seek immediate interview FonMin to resume subject dis-
cussed urtel 578, June 142 and convey to him orally Dept's views
along fol lines:

USG notes with profound disappointment negative attitude Egypt
re cooperation refugee problem. Up to present, and despite urgency
of refugees’ plight, no concrete or constructive proposals for solution
refugee problem have been forthcoming from any of Arab states. On
its part, Egypt has consistently demanded repatriation of refugees
while admitting that substantial proportion will not desire return
Israel, and only proposal of Egypt re disposition latter category has
been that states other than Egypt assume responsibility therefor.
Consistently negative approach of Egypt typified by attitude UnSecy
Hassouna Pasha (Cairo A-690, June 16 %), who informed AmEmb
Cairo that PCC subcommittees, designed to give simultaneous study
to refugees and other outstanding issues, were unacceptable to Egyp-
tian Govt. Arab states shld give most serious attention to consequences
during recent years of their steadfast refusal accept realities situation
re Pal.

Fol considerations shld be of direct concern to Egyptian Govt:

(1) UNRPR program funds will run out within few months;
(2) UN most unlikely take further action to extend assistance to
refugees without evidence tangible progress towards solution refugee
problem prior opening autumn session G-A ; (3) in absence such action,
entire financial and admin burden relief and rehabilitation all refugees
and resident population in areas under Arab military occupation will
devolve upon respective occupying authorities as soon as UNRPR
terminates, as well as full onus formulating and executing plans for
their permanent disposition.

USG regards problem of refugees as joint responsibility of Tsrael
and Arab states, and, as member PCC, cannot agree that either side
should shirk responsibility. This fact of more than academic interest
to Egypt, which as occupying power in southwest Pal, bears full re-
sponsibility for 230,000 refugees and 80,000 residents that area. USG,
motivated by sincere desire find means resolving this problem, re-
quested info re Egypt’s plans for permanent disposition these people.
No such info has been forthcoming.

1mhis telegram was repeated to London and to Bern for the American Dele-
gation at Lausanne.

2 Not printed, but see footnote 4, p. 1117.

# Not printed.
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Israeli proposal re Gaza strip constitutes Israeli commitment to
assume full responsibility for refugees and residents that area, and as
such shld be given most serious and constructive consideration by
Egyptian Govt. Proposal shld serve as basis urgent discussion between
states concerned, through direct or indirect negots. USG prepared
lend all possible assistance facilitate such negots. Repeat reply to
Bern for USDel Lausanne. :

AcHEsON

501.BB Palestine/6-2549 : Telegram
The Consul ot Jerusalem (Burdett) to the Secretary of State

SECRET PRIORITY JERUSALEM, June 25, 1949—4 p. m.

445. Last night together with Riley met Sharett at reception and he
outlined Israel reply to Department proposal re Jerusalem. After
thorough discussion with Riley following comments submitted on dif-
ferent points:

1. Israel not willing accept proposition threat to peace exists in
Jerusalem. Both Riley and Consulate General feel definite threat to
peace existed but danger diminished for moment by action of Depart-
ment. Believe preferable play down this aspect now and Department,
might reply glad draw conclusion from Israel note that Israel has no
intention disturbing peace in Jerusalem. If necessary cite evidence
threat to peace could mention movement of troops by both sides into
Government House zone, failure both sides reduce forces Jerusalem
in accordance with armistice, flat statement by Dayan to Consulate
General that if not able obtain Scopus by negotiation would take it by
force (would prefer Department not quote Dayan).

2. Israel feels special committee should not be superseded. No ob-
jection perceived to special committee remaining in being to handle
minor matters by direct negotiation such as harvest in triangle. Riley
also plans establish subcommittee of MAC to deal with armistice
questions leaving MAC free consider Jerusalem problem.

3. Sharett stated willing instruct Israel delegation at next special
committee meeting propose or support if proposed by Jordan refer-
ence to MAC of questions in article 8 of armistice agreement. T
inquired whether would also in¢lude elimination of Arab and Israel
zones which was essential part Department proposal. He stated Tsrael
not prepared discuss territorial changes Jerusalem until questions in
article 8 successfully settled. Felt ample room for agreement existed
in article 8. Argued broadening terms of reference would only enable
Arabs dodge fulfilling armistice and carrying out agreement already
reached in principle at Rhodes. Said armistice lines now settled and
should not move on to questions of permanent lines until all armistice
problems solved.
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Consulate General believes discussion of territorial changes as
well as other Jerusalem problems in addition to those mentioned
specifically in article 8 indispensable part Department proposal.
Change proposed by Sharett strikes at foundation of plan. Problems
mentioned article 8 are of prime importance to Israel but of relatively
little interest to Arabs. Acquiescense in Sharett views would have
effect of US supporting Israel demands without Arabs receiving ade-
quate return. Arabs could only conclude US indirectly exerting pres-
sure for further concessions to Israel.

Consulate General has considered proposal as opening way to real
and permanent settlement of many practical problems affecting Jeru-
salem including principally limits of two zones and freedom of access.
Such agreement would not conflict with international status plans
and would be based on premise of demilitarized and neutral city. Riley
agrees with this conception. However, he feels also MAC might be
able make progress on article 8 questions alone although this not
desirable.

Strongly recommend Department insist on consideration of terri-
torial changes. Department might reply along following lines: Since
agreement apparently not possible on narrow range of problems in
article 8 hoped by broadening questions for consideration possible
reach accord. Because certain matters apparently not soluble under
armistice conditions suggested move forward towards permancnt
peace. Plan will permit overall discussion of Jerusalem problem in
interest of establishing lasting arrangements and permitting return of
normal life to maximum extent possible for both Jews and Arabs.
Department feels that working on premise Jerusalem area will be
permanently demilitarized zone two parties by direct negotiation
under UN chairmanship can make progress toward solution in per-
manent manner of many practical problems affecting Jerusalem. Such
agreement could be incorporated in plan of PCC for international
status of city. Both parties have stated armistice agreements including
demarcation lines only temporary and changes eventually necessary
affecting daily life of people will cause much less dislocation now than
in future.

As previously reported Israel has approached armistice agreements
with intent that they shall constitute in practice permanent arrange-
ments especially as to boundaries. This explains attitude on Syrian
armistice. Riley shares this view. Once Israel obtains satisfaction on
questions in article 8 of Jordan armistice will have all it wants and be
content allow armistice agreement remain in effect indefinitely, Would
just sit back and refuse any territorial changes as is doing at Lausanne
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despite efforts of US. Final position taken by Israel on territorial ques-
tion Jerusalem will certainly indicate attitude towards territorial
shifts as whole. In view Dayan statements to Consulate General that
willing discuss territorial changes Jerusalem, still believe possible in-
duce Israel negotiate on whole Jerusalem question including specif-
ically delimitation of zones. If Israel acceptance limited to article 8,
feel Department should consider reply rejection proposal.
Sent Department 445, repeated Geneva 42 for USDel PCC, Amman
42, Tel Aviv 66.
BurpETT

501.BB Palestine/6-2549 : Telegram

The Ambassador in Israel (MeDonald) to the Secretary of State

SECRET TEL Aviv, June 25, 1949—8 p. m.

489. ReDeptel 375 June 17 and Embtel 478 June 22. Formal reply to
oide-mémoire handed Ford June 24 by Herlitz of Israel Foreign Office.
Note reiterates Israeli Government’s inability subscribe view of USG
that present situation Jerusalem constitutes threat peace Palestine
“unless State Department is in possession reliable information indi-
cating intention on part Government Transjordan to resort to offen-
sive military action that area.” However, Government Israel “welcomes
method proposed by USG for settlement certain points at issue between
it and Government Transjordan” and while preferring that any items
discussed under new proposal be limited to those specified in Article 8
of armistice agreement and no others, “has instructed its representa-
tives on special committee to propose, or to support proposal that
items as specified should be referred to MAC to meet under chairman-
ship General Riley”. Note finally expresses hope that implementation
new proposal will not mean final abolishment special committee which
government Israel believes “should continue to exist and meet for dis-
cussion and settlement such problems as both parties may agree upon
in accordance former practice”.

In delivering note Herlitz stressed his [%er] government’s hope that
(1) Riley “and no one else” would act as chairman all meetings MAC
under new proposal, (2) That only those items named Article 8 be
handled and any such item or items already acted upon by special
Committee not again be revived, and (3) that special committee not
be terminated.

Copies of note being airmailed.

Sent Department 489, repeated Jerusalem 54, Amman 15.

McDoxarp
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501.BB Palestine/6-2749
Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State to the President

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, June 27, 1949.

There are attached herewith in accordance with your request of
June 16, copies of cables covering talks held between Mr. Mark
Ethridge, United States Representative on the Palestine Conciliation
Commission, and Israeli Prime Minister David Ben Gurion.*

1 The copies enclosed were telegrams from Jerusalem, as follows: - Nos. 274,
975, and 277, April 9; 291, April 13; 308, April 19; and 312, April 20. All of these
messages are printed in this compilation, except for No. 308 ; regarding No. 308,
see footnote 1, p. 923.

501.MA Palestine/6-2749 : Circular telegram

The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic and Consular Offices*

SECRET WasmiNeToN, June 27, 1949—9 a. m.

In discussing Arab refugee problem with Govt to which accredited,
you shld take fol genl line:

You shld bring to Govt’s attention substance Depcirtel May 27,
1 a. m.2 (Unpal 114) which USDel PCC has discussed informally
with Israeli and Arab delegations Lausanne. Conditions under which
such assistance wld be forthcoming shld be carefully emphasized.

You shld then state that USG deeply disappointed re failure
Israelis and Arabs to adopt constructive approach to refugees. You
shld emphasize that onus of responsibility resolving refugee question
lies squarely on both Israelis and Arabs, and that USG is under no
mandate from UN to lend its material resources to solve problem of
Israeli-Arab making. USG notes with disappointment that neither
Israelis nor Arabs have shown any inclination meet conditions on
which US offer assistance was based. In event conditions met at future
date, USG wld be prepared at that time consider question of assist-
ance to Tsrael and Arab states. However, you shld emphasize implica-
tions such delay, since US support of refugee settlement program
conditional upon UN action and sponsorship. Such program wld
necessitate time-consuming and laborious preparation by PCC prior
to presentation to GA this autumn. Under present circumstances,
PCC not in position initiate preparation such program in absence

1 At Amman, Baghdad, Cairo, Jidda, Damascus, and Beirut.
? Not printed ; it repeated to Arab capitals the text of telegram 674, identified
also as Unpal 114, May 23, to Bern, p. 1047.
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necessary political cooperation. Therefore any additional delay will
mean increasing difficulty if not impossibility obtaining UN action
this year.

You shld stress problem of impending termination UNRPR pro-
gram, and inquire what plans Arab states contemplate for continua-
tion relief to refugees under their custodianship.

You may inform Govt that Israeli auths have received similar

representations.®
Acurson

2 Chargé Stabler discussed the content of this circular telegram with King
Abdullah on the morning of June 29. He pointed out that while Jordan had
willingly accepted the principle of resettlement “in private conversations with
US and other representatives, its attitude appeared quite different when acting
in conjunction with other Arab States. Emphasized US Government is continuing
exert pressure on Israel to give early indication how many refugees it will
repatriate but suggested that immediate action by Arab States regarding re-
settlement those refugees unwilling or unable return would in no way diminish
pressure on Israel or chances for repatriation. Also indicated that if some positive
action not taken soon Arab States would find themselves with no outside relief
assistance whatsoever and expressed belief Arab States totally unable handle
problem on their own.

“King said he agreed with this analysis and suggested that steps be taken
now by US and other interested countries in making survey of resettlement
possibilities in Jordan and Arab Palestine with view to drawing up plans for
such resettlement. He indicated he entirely prepared move forward on this
basis at once if financial assistance for carrying out projects assured and felt
that ‘if you begin with me and others see what is being done, they will soon
follow’.” (telegram 267, June 29, 7 p. m., from Amman, 501.BB Palestine/6-2949)

501.BB Palestine/6—2749 : Telegram )
Mr. Raymond A. Hare to the Secretary of State

CONTFIDENTIAL LAUSANNE, June 27, 19.49%3 p. m.

Palun 234. [Here follows the first paragraph dealing with answers
to questions from Syria given by the Palestine Conciliation Commis-
sion at its meeting with Arab delegates on June 25.]

9. Essence Arab argument regarding territorial views ran as fol-
lows: Arab delegates would be willing further to discuss territorial
matters if Israeli delegation returned to protocol of May 12 by basing
its proposals upon it and if PCC undertook to pass judgment on Israeli
and presumably Arab proposals in connection therewith.

Arabs argued Jews have done nothing to implement protocol. Para-
graph 11 GA resolution December 11 reference refugees could not be
subject of negotiation as it was GA imperative. Jewish territorial
proposals under May 12 protocol were not “adjustments” but annexa-
tions, Arabs consider such proposals as inclusion western Galilee or
Gaza as violation of protocol. Arabs also consider that Jewish agree-
ment take Gaza refugees if Gaza strip is ceded to Israel as contrary
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GA resolution December 11. Arabs will not make such rash proposals
but have complied with protocol as shown by their memos of May 18
and May 21. Arabs have already approached territorial question in
their May 21 memo. PCC has duty deciding whether Arab proposal is
within terms of protocol.

Arabs added regarding resettlement they were prepared to examine
as soon as they knew how many refugees did not wish to return on
basis completely free choice. Lebanese delegate specifically stated such
refugees would find Arab countries ready to take them. Foregoing
represents highlights of three-hour meeting. Summary record being
pouched.

Hare
501.BB Palestine/6—2749 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Embassy in Israel
SECRET  PRIORITY WasHINGTON, June 27, 1949—7 p. m.

405. Dept concurs views expressed ConGen Jlem in Sharett inter-
view reported Jlem Tel 445, Jun 25, rptd Tel Avivas 66.

I£ official reply not yet received, or if unsatisfactory on points indi-
cated reftel, pls reiterate views to appropriate officials, Qur reference
to Jlem constituting threat to peace was not an accusation but rather
a statement of concern entertained by USG. Same statement concern
made in presenting proposal TJ Govt. Concern seemed legitimate es-
pecially in view troop movements neutral zone. As result various con-
sultations USG glad to have assurances such concern not warranted.

Restriction terms referenice MAC to questions in Art 8 would frus-
trate one of main objectives in making US proposal. On basis our info
previous negots re this art we feel they must be given broader base if
agreement to be reached. Emphasize that Art 8 calls for negotiated
agreement and this can only be done in negots between parties,

Re demareation Arab-Jewish zones, this subject has special position
in relation armistice on one hand and final peace on other. PCC given
task formulating detailed proposals for Jlem at fall session GA. Most
appropriate such proposals should include permanent demarcation
lines and other arrangements now under discussion in Jlem. Oppor-
tunity to achieve final settlement Jlem is perhaps best prospect for
progress this year and shld be seized by parties concerned. Further-
more agreement questions residence Arab-Jewish inhabitants respec-
tive zones will become more difficult the longer negots are delayed.

Pls use arguments above and those in reftel in manner to indicate
strong view USG that proposal entirely fair and equitable and ur-
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gently desirable shld be accepted as means settling Jlem case and def-

inite progress toward permanent peace in Palestine.*
AcHzsox

1his telegram was repeated to Jerusalem and Amman and to Bern for the
American Delegation at Lausanne. Ambassador McDonald read excerpts of tele-
gram 405 to Mr. Shiloah on July 1, “stressing USG insistence on broader base
formal Jerusalem settlement.” These views were reiterated to Miss Herlitz by
Mr. Ford on July 5 (telegram 524, July 9, 2 p. m., from Tel Aviv, 501.BB Palestine/
T-949).

867N.48/6-2749 : Telegram
The Chargé in Egqypt (Patterson) to the Secretary of State

SECRET Carro, June 27, 1949—8 p. m.

628. Following receipt Deptel 626, June 25, 2 p. m. requested in-
terview with Foreign Minister just returned from Alexandria.
Khashaba Pasha received me noon 27th. I read over to him state-
ments attributed to him mytel 578 June 14 * all of which he confirmed.
Thereafter I orally rendered to him in French US Government’s
views on lack of constructive attitude by Egypt and other Arab states
in cooperating towards solution refugee problem. On my mention of
Egypt’s “negative attitude” Khashaba Pasha interrupted and in-
quired with asperity if Egypt’s steady insistence on positive imple-
mentation of numerous UN resolutions could be called negative. Egypt
had, in accordance with UN resolutions, insisted on right of refugees
desiring to return to their homes to do so. Those who did not desire
to return to their homes in Palestine (and by homes he meant their
houses and lands) should be compensated by Israel. Such persons
should be admitted to the Arab states and the Arab states, Egypt in-
cluded, would confer together as to distribution such refugees who
had opted for resettlement. As for Egyptian refusal to accept pro-
posed PCC’s subcommittees Foreign Minister stated that these sub-
committees were Israeli devices designed to confuse humanitarian
with territorial problems and perhaps indefinitely to delay former
category which would not admit of delay. The human, that is, refugee
problem, must be settled first since questions relating to demarkation
of frontiers might drag on for years.

Foreign Minister, who frequently interrupted me in a rather agi-
tated fashion (due perhaps to unaccustomed fast this first day of
Ramadan), listened to my exposition regarding financial difficulties
which would in all probability, arise in absence of immediate construc-
tive thinking on the Arab part during current recess of PCC.

However, on my mention that in opinion US Government the refu-
gee problem was a joint responsibility of Arab states and Israel, min-

1Not printed, but see footnote 4, p. 1117,
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ister became annoyed and inquired if the Arabs did not have a right
to defend themselves against aggression.

TIsraeli proposal of assuming responsibility for Gaza strip refugees
and inhabitants in return for Gaza-Rafa coastal area amounted to
their insistence on bheing paid for fulfilling a prior obligation imposed
upon them by UN. Moreover, the Israelis had made no promise to
permit the return of the refugees to their hearthstones, orchards and
fields. For such refugees to be turned off in all probability into the
desert of the Negev adjoining the Gaza strip to re-create such life as
they could in that barren soil was not repatriation in the sense under-
stood by Egypt. However, in conclusion Minister stated Egypt would
not refuse to give serious consideration to any plan designed as
humanitarian measure and susceptible of bringing stability to an area
or situation. He desired, though, in order to enable his government to
give thorough study to views presented by US Government, to receive
written communication embodying such views.

Does Department authorize my summarizing its views in form of
memorandum or other informal communication which I might send
Minister under cover of personal letter?

Khashaba Pasha informed me of his prospective return this after-
noon to Alexandria where Prime Minister has already preceded him.
He will return Cairo Monday, July 4, to attend dinner which he will
offer in honor Secretary Treasury Snyder.

It would be desirable to have for communication to him at that time
any further views Department may desire to express.

It would seem that at least initial reaction of Foreign Minister to
Department’s suggestion of utilization of Israeli proposal as basis for
discussion is far from favorable.

Sent Department ; repeated Bern, USDel Lausanne.

PaTTERSON

501.BB Palestine/6—2849 : Telegram

The Ambassador in Israel (McDonald) to the Secretary of State

TOP SECRET TeL Aviv, June 28, 1949—noon.

495, ReDeptel June 25 [24], number 898. Following repeated read-
ings of text I asked Herlitz of Foreign Office to residence. Ford also
present. For more than hour June 27, we informally discussed main
points text.

Then Herlitz read and paraphrased portions of Israeli Chargé’s
report on conference with Rusk June 25.* Chargé stressed friendliness
of Department’s reply and Rusk’s verbal recommendation of bilateral

! See Mr. Rusk’s memorandum, p. 1177.

501-887—T7——T6
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negotiations between Israel and Egypt, possibly on basis Gaza plan
and later with other Arab states individually. Chargé said Rusk sug-
gested “probable necessity territorial compensation” to Egypt. Herlitz
interpreted Rusk’s words as meaning “southern tip Negev”. (To this
I made no comment.) Egypt considered by Rusk as key to deadlock.
Chargé added Rusk also suggested “territorial compensation to other
Arab states” (or as singular state) in subsequent negotiations.

My questions to Department are: “Is above summary Rusk accu-
rate and does his suggestion cancel earlier Department’s discourage-
ment of bilateral negotiations between single Arab state and Israel ¢
(Deptel 330, June 1).2

Related subject: Taking advantage of friendliness of Depart-
ment’s reply to Israel, Deptel 398, June 25 [24], I brought conversa-
tion to refugees and said to Herlitz substantially: “No amount
friendship for Israel can hide fact that it has, re refugee repatriation,
been poor in promise and poorer in performance. Recognizing all
difficulties, there are no justifications Israel’s relative inaction. Im-
possible exaggerate human tragedy if Israel persists failure cooperate.
If Israel in good faith proposed absorb the more than 200,000 refu-
gees (Gaza strip, it must have envisioned ways to do this. Hence, no
logic in Israel’s argument it unable repatriate more than few tens of
thousands (as also stressed to Foreign Office by Kopper ® on his recent
visit). Unacceptable everywhere except in Jewish circles, will be
argument that ingathering of exiles makes repatriation Arabs im-
possible. Israel self-interest requires refugee cooperation asked by
Department.” (Close paraphrase my refugee remarks.)

I shall press these views with Weizmann at lunch today * and later
with Ben Gurion and Sharett.

Meantime, please wire details US and UN emergency refugee relief
financial proposals reported Leopoldyille radio night June 27.

New subject: Will continue to press on Israeli officials points
Deptel 397, June 24.

Sent Department 495 ; repeated Bern 7 (for USDel PCC).

MoDoxarp

2 Not printed, but see footnote 1 to telegram 72, June 1, p. 1082.

3 8amuel K. C. Kopper, Special Assistant to the Director of the Office of Near
Eastern and African Affairs.

4+ Ambassador McDonald lunched with President Weizmann at Rehovoth on
June 28 and urged the views of the United States on the refugee question. Presi-
dent Weizmann was said to have replied in substance that “your people don't
understand these refugees are our enemies and potential fifth column. Don’t your
people Tead repeated threats from Arab eapitals renewal war?’ When asked how
he reconciled his position with the Israeli offer to take the Gaza strip,.he Teplied
“That would be more than we ought to do but it certainly is utmost that is
possible.” (telegram 498, June 29, 1 p. m., from Tel Aviv, 501.BB Palestine/
6-2049)
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867TN.01/6-2849 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Embassy in Lgypt*

SECRET W ASHINGTON, June 28, 1949—T7 p. m.

635. You are authorized present substance Deptel 626, June 25, to
FonMin as aide-mémoire, adding fol additional considerations:

USG firmly convinced Gaza strip proposal forms basis important
contribution to final settlement Palestine problem as well as construc-
tive approach to solution grave humanitarian problem of refugees,
and notes with appreciation FonMin’s assurances (urtel 628, June 27)
that Egypt prepared give serious consideration to any plan designed as
humanitarian measure and susceptible of bringing stability to area.

USG is not unmindful of considerations prompting FonMin’s con-
cern re disposition and future well being of refugees in Gaza strip
(urtel para 4) if Israel shld assume responsibility such refugees. If
Egypt so desires, USG is prepared seek fullest info from Israeli Govt
re specific plans underlying Israeli proposal, including future status
refugees as Israeli cits. USG is also prepared advocate establishment
appropriate international supervision to insure necessary guarantees
welfare refugees are observed.

USG recalls with deep appreciation that Egypt, by its constructive
action as first state to conclude armistice agreement, gave necessary
impetus to conclusion of hostilities in NE. We are deeply hopeful that
Egypt, recognizing earnest desire Near Eastern peoples and interna-
tional community for restoration peace and stability Near Kast, is now
prepared give similar stimulus to final settlement outstanding issues
by entering into early discussions with Israel re (GGaza proposal. USG
reiterates that, if so requested, it stands ready to facilitate such dis-
cussions by all means at its disposal.

Rpt reply to London and to Bern for USDel Lausanne.
: ACHESON

*This telegram was repeated to London as No. 2223 and to Bern for the
American Delegation at Lausanne.

501.MA Palestine/ 6-2549 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Embassy in London

SECRET WASHINGTON, June 30, 1949—7 p. m,

9959. Pls seek early opportunity call upon Bevin and review ques-
tions outlined Deptel 2198, June 25 and 2223, June 28.* You shld then
make representations along fol lines: ;

1 This was a repeat of 635 to Cairo, supra.
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USG disturbed by UK attitude concerning Gaza strip and refugees
therein as set forth urtel 2501, June 28 and puzzled re basis FonOff
belief that Egypt might be prepared assume responsibility for refu-
gees in (Gaza strip, view population pressure in Egypt and steadfast
refusal Egyptian authorities, in response approaches by US reps both
Washington and Cairo, to consider acceptance even token number.
In this connection, UK will recall that Egyptian auths recently took
steps remove into Gaza strip some 10,000 refugees who were being
maintained in Egyptian territory.

Egypt thus appears excluded as settlement area. Moreover, UK
will recall that US-UK refugee working papers give no indication
Gaza strip has economic potential for settlement any significant por-
tion of refugees now in area. In addition resident population of
80,000, who are for most part on relief at present time, Dept esti-
mates number refugees in Gaza strip at minimum of 230,000, not
150,000 as UK appears to believe (last para urtel).

In view of foregoing, USG finds it difficult believe Egypt has any
plans involving either total or partial Egyptian responsibility for dis-
position Gaza refugees or that Egypt capable formulating such plans
in foreseeable future.

USG recognizes that strategic considerations involved in UK think-
ing this question. In opinion USG, however, any strategic advantages
which might be obtained from permanent retention Gaza strip plus
present occupants by Egypt wld appear to be outweighed by admin-
istrative burden and enormous financial requirements involved in
maintenance refugees on permanent basis, particularly since nature
of area precludes execution of self-sustaining settlement projects.

US is prepared support politically feasible modification Egyptian
frontier in return for cession Gaza strip with all present occupants
to Israel. In interests Egyptian-Israeli security, and equally in in-
terests US-UK security, however, USG is convinced that speedy solu-
tion of refugee problem, establishment final Palestine settlement, and
encouragement of modus vivendi between Israel and Arab states con-
stitute firmer basis for strategic security of all states concerned than
cld be achieved through exploitation minor military advantages of
Gaza strip.

US has made and continues to make strongest representations to
Israel urging quantitative acceptance substantial number refugees
without territorial acquisition. No result has so far been obtained,
and only hopeful development presaging repatriation of large num-
bers of refugees has been Israeli offer concerning Gaza strip. View
facts that agreement between Israel and Egypt on Gaza strip and
refugees would probably pave way for Israeli-Egyptian final settle-

2 Not printed, but see footnote 3, p. 1180.
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ment and thereby constitute decisive step towards overall Palestine
settlement; that funds for UNRPR program are rapidly being ex-
hausted ; and that possibility getting UN action on constructive refu-
gee program this autumn along lines contemplated by US-UK
becoming increasingly remote, USG firmly convinced that Gaza pro-
posal shld become basis for discussion between Egypt and Israel. USG
hopes UK will agree that solution of grave and potentially explosive
question of refugees is of overriding importance to US-UK strategic
interests in NE area, and therefore reiterates its urgent request for
firm UK support of US representations to Egypt.

' AcHEsoN

501.BB Palestine/7—149 : Telegram
The Consul at Jerusalem (Burdett) to the Secretary of State

STCRET JErRUsALEM, July 1, 1949—2 p. m.

451. US proposals for negotiations in MAC on Jerusalem problems
discussed yesterday with Dayan. From his comments believe Sharett
rejected plan for following reasons:

1. Would constitute admittance by Israel that agreement not pos-
sible on questions in article 8 of armistice; that Jordan no longer
bound to carry out article 8 if agreement not also reached on broader
questions mentioned in US proposal. Would thus nullify section of
armistice which Israel feels grants it important right.

9. Known position of US on territorial settlement. Discussion of
delimitation of zones would only mean Israel giving territory and
receiving very little in return.

3. Might indirectly involve acquiescence in international regime for
Jerusalem to which Israel firmly opposed.

Dayan suggested Sharett might consider direct talks on permanent
Jerusalem agreement between Israel and Jordan under chairmanship
of third party outside of terms of reference and machinery of armis-
tice. He added such talks might consider whole question of peace treaty
with Jordan since very difficult reach settlement on Jerusalem when
boundary line and other points regarding remainder of Palestine not
determined. In these talks permanent arrangements regarding Latrun,
Scopus, and other questions mentioned in article 8 could be reached
but without affecting agreement already reached in principle for dura-
tion of armistice.

Above approach might accomplish most objectives US proposals but
might well conflict with work of PCC, develop into direct peace talks
between Israel and Jordan and even if acceptable to Jordan encounter
opposition from other Arab states.

Sent Dept 451, repeated Geneva 44, Amman 43, Tel Aviv 69.

BurpeTT
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867N.01/7-149 : Telegram
The Chargé in the Soviet Union (Kohler) to the Secretory of State

SECRET ' Moscow, July 1, 1949—3 p. m.

1661. 1. Tt seems to us in retrospect that Soviet support for inter-
nationalization Jerusalem under TC nothing more than formalistic
gesture which had to be made in order not jeopardize adoption and
implementation overall partition plan embodied GA resolution No-
vember 29, 1947 (Jerusalem’s numbers 437 and 440 to Department).*

2. Soviet supported this resolution because it believed creation weak
independent state or states in Palestine would further its basic objec-
tive of eradicating Anglo-American influence in area and substitution
therefor of Soviet Communist influence. Internationalization Jeru-
salem under TC not entirely compatible with this objective but cer-
tainly better from Soviet viewpoint than British control.

3. 'While western orientation present Israeli Government not pleas-
ing to Soviet Government, such reports as Beirut’s 282 June 10 * point
toward concentration Communist Middle East effort in Israel and
hence to conclusion that Soviets nevertheless consider Israel as “soft”
for penetration purposes.

4. As probability establishment separate Arab state in Palestine
begins recede, alternative dispositions Palestine area outside present
Tsrael-held territory would appear to be either incorporation within
TIsrael or within Jordan. '

5. Incorporation within Israel would obviously better suit Soviet
objectives: in view relative strength parties concerned it also appears
more likely outcome.

6. Under these circumstances we may anticipate Soviet shift away
from previous emphasis on carrying out November 29 GA resolution,
including plan for internationalization Jerusalem. New line may be
clothed in phraseology reminiscent of original Soviet preference for
unified bi-national state in Palestine and thus have certain appeal to
Palestine Arabs. (Communist propaganda line with Arab refugees
reported Beirut’s 282 points this direction.)

7. Fact that Soviet press has been completely silent on Palestine
issue for some time may also indicate stage being set for new Soviet
approach Palestine.

1Both dated June 23; neither printed; the former cited an editorial in a
Communist newspaper in Jerusalem, which denounced the internationalization
of Jerusalem as a device “to enable US gain control over Israel” and asserted
that even international control over the Holy Places “would result in complete
control by American rulers over all Jerusalem.” Mr. Burdett concluded that
“Strong opposition by Commmnnist paper to any form internationalization Jeru-
salem may indicate change in USSR attitude this question.” (86TN.01/6-2349)

* Not printed. '
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Sent Department 1661, repeated London 160, Jerusalem 1, Tel Aviv
7, Arab capitals unnumbered.

KonLER
867N.01/7-149 ;: Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Embassy in Egypt
SECRET WasaingTON, July 1, 1949—8 p. m.

659. Deptel 626 June 25 and Deptel 635 June 28, On June 24 Dept
informally advised Israeli Emb USG anxious for Israclis and Egyp-
tians to get together and discuss Gaza strip proposal. Dept also stated
USG willing to facilitate such exchange of views either in New York
or elsewhere.

Israeli Chargé July 1 informed Dept he had received message from
Sharett stating Israeli Govt desirous begin proposed discussions with
Egypt and anxious for assistance USG in bringing about conversa-
tion. Tsraeli Govt would prefer discussions take place Lake Success but
willing consider any other arrangement agreeable to Egypt.

Dept realizes Emb has not yet received reply to Aide-Mémoire sub-
mitted per Deptel 635 June 18 [28]. If favorable reply received Dept
desires Emb immediately approach FonOff and state discussions with
Tsraelis have resulted in suggestion that informal discussions be held
Lake Success between reps Egypt and Israel. You shld inquire whether
Egypt Govt agreeable foregoing and repeat US offer to facilitate such
discussions by all means at its disposal.

Dept instructiig Emb London* request Brit FonOff instruct Brit
Emb Cairo concert with US Emb and strongly support US represen-
tations re Israeli-Egyptian discussions Lake Success if Egyptian Govt
reply US Aide-Mémoire favorable.

AcHESON

1 Tn telegram 2300, July 1, 8 p. m., not printed. :

2 This telegram was repeated to New York. Chargé Patterson’s Aide-Mémoire,
dated June 30, was presented to the Hgyptian Foreign Minister on July 2 (tele-
srams 642, July 5, and 718, July 26, both from Oairo, 867TN.01/7-549, 501.MA
Palestine/7-2649). The Chargé conversed on the matter early in July with Under
Secretary Hassouna. The latter was said to have “reacted vigorously my allega-
tion that Israeli proposal concerning Gaza has been sole constructive measure
advocated in respect of long-term aspect of refugee problem, stating that Arabs
had expressed constructive views Lausanne asg he intimated Ethridge and Hare
both knew. He added that it was really for PCC to advance solutions to refugee
problem. Hassouna was also hotly antagonistic to Israeli desire take possession
additional territory as represented by Gaza-Rafa strip and expressed surprise
that USG could regard such measure as constructive proposal. He evidently re-
garded it as an indication of Israeli predatory intent and, indeed, stated that
as long as Israelis felt they could obtain American support, they would never
accept any proposition from any quarter.” (telegram 649, July 7, from Cairo,
86TN.01/7-749)
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501.BB Palestine/7-149 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Embassy in Israel

TOP SECRET WasaIiNGTON, July 1, 1949—8 p. m.

420. Ur 495 June 28. Rusk in talk with Israeli Chargé discussed
territorial compensation to interested Arab states in accordance Presi-
dent’s formula which well known to you.

Suggestion re Israeli-Egyptian talks applied specifically to Gaza
strip proposal. Rusk foresaw such talks might lead to broader discus-
sions with Egypt and possibly conversations with other Arab states.

Dept would not discourage bilateral negotiations freely entered into
by Israel and Arab states according terms GA res Dec 11 and un-
accompanied by attempts coercion. Dept’s suggestion Abdullah sub-
ject Deptel 330 June 1* made view circumstances surrounding pre-
vious bilateral Israeli-Jordan talks resulting Israeli occupation addi-
tional area triangle, necessity give maximum support PCC at crucial
moment, and possibility Israel and Jordan might reach agreement re
Jerusalem which would exclude international and Christian interest
that city.

Dept hopes you will not allow Israeli officials evaluation of tenor of
US reply to give them impression that US Govt does not attach most
grave importance to points made in US notes. What was Herlitz reply
to your remarks re refugees ?

Dept has no info re “US and UN emergency refugee relief financial
proposals”. Broadcast may have been based upon SYG Lie’s urgent
appeal to UN members for more contributions UNRPR.?

AcHEsoN

* Not printed, but see footnote 1 to telegram 72, June 1, p. 1082.

2 Ambassador McDonald replied on July 5 that he was grateful for the clarifi-
cation of the Department’s position regarding bilateral negotiations. He advised
further that “Government here has repeatedly insisted it has never used threats
in Israel-Transjordan negotiations. Israel officials do not misinterpret Deptel 379,
June 18 as weakening of USG position President’s note May 28. I stress every
opportunity that USG attaches ‘most grave importance to points made in US
note’ and leave no room for doubt. Re Dept’s question Deptel 420 Herlitz's reply
my refugee remarks (Embtel 495, June 28), she remained silent.” (telegram 513
from Tel Aviv, 501.BB Palestine/7-549) Telegram 379 is not printed, but see
footnote 2, p. 1156. '
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867TN.01/7-349 : Telegram

The Ambassador in Israel (McDonald) to the Secretary of State

TOP SECRET Ter Aviv, July 3,1949—3 p. m.

511. Shiloah of Foreign Office, who returned Tel Aviv June 30, was
at residence my request two hours July 1. Ford also present. Re Wash-
ington impressions Shiloah said : '

Was gravely troubled and perplexed by “widespread and deep sus-
picion in USG of Israel’s purposes”. US and Israel have same basic
purposes in Middle East— (1) stability, (2) peace, (3) prosperous and
secure Israel and Arab states. Third objective impossible without
achievement of first and second. USG and Israel differ only about
means, yet their relations poisoned by USG’s suspicion of Israel. Arab
states are openly rearming, pledging renewal of war and refusing
discuss terms of peace, but Israel alone is charged by USG as potential
aggressor. Cause of this discrimination must be found and eradicated.
Obviously prevailing suspicion not primarily matter of USG person-
alities. What can Israel do to end USG susplclons? (Close Shiloak’s
main statement)

In reply I admitted frankly fact and gave list reasons USG fears of
Israel’s purposes. I stressed that Israel’s failure yield on issues refu-
gees or frontiers and its evident superior military strength were basic
causes. Ford pleaded eloquently that Israel make large and definite
refugee offer.

Replying Shiloah said pressure on Israel for refugee offer was “easy
way” for us and if granted would solve nothing, but only prepare way
for another similar demand on Israel later. He then repeated his per-
sonal suggestion made “towards end” of conference in office Assistant
Secretary June 18 that a small committee immediately draft general
but comprehensive plan refugee settlement.

Re Department Gaza suggestion (Deptel 399 June 24 [25]) Shiloah
expressed warm appreciation and said Israel will press bilateral nego-
tiations, He fears failure however “unless Cairo ceases feel that USG
on theory territorial compensation, supports transfer southern tip
Negev to Egypt”.

Comment: Shiloah’s anxiety reflects grave concern of government
here and its resentment at “injustice of USG’s suspicions”, Depart-
ment’s willingness sponsor Israel-Egyptian negotiations is, I think,
most helpful move in long time. Its success would loosen key log in
both refugee and territorial jam. Z'nd comment.

McDoxaLp

! Mr. Shiloah at this point was referring, presumably, to the meeting with
Acting Secretary Webb on June 17. Mr. Webb's memorandum of that conversa-
tion did not include Mr. Shiloah’s suggestion as set forth in this paragraph.
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501.BB Palestine/7-549

Memorandum by the Acting Director of the Office of United Nations
Affairs (Sandifer) to Mr.James W. Barco*

RESTRICTED [WasHiNeTON,] July 5, 1949,

The working paper of May 18, 1949 entitled “Preliminary Draft,
International Regime for the Jerusalem Area” has been examined by
officers of UNA, L, and NEA, who have collaborated in the following
comments and suggestions which are transmitted for your assistance.
Please give us your reaction to these suggestions and keep us in-
formed as to the views of your French and Turkish colleagues on such
of the points as you may take up with them.

It is suggested that the working paper might be given a title such
as “Instrument Establishing an International Regime for the Jerusa-
lem Area”, This would make it possible to refer to the document asan
“Instrument” rather than a “Plan” as is now done.

Article 3. Powers of government in the two zones shall be exercised
by the competent local authorities in their respective zomes except
as otherwise provided in the present Instrument.

Comment: Tt is believed preferable to eliminate the phrase “ex-
clusive competence” found in the working paper in favor of the
expression “except as otherwise provided”, which is a more accurate
description of the division of powers set forth in the Instrument.

Article 4. Tt is suggested that the proposed United Nations rep-
resentative be given the title of “Commissioner” instead of
“A dministrator”.

After the first paragraph of Article 4, the following might be
inserted :

“The Commissioner shall report annually to the General As-
sembly. ‘He shall also make special reports to the appropriate
United Nations organ whenever he deems it necessary.”

Article 5. Delete the last sentence and substitute the following
phrase as the last clause of the preceding sentence: “and three by
the responsible authorities of the two zones acting jointly or, in event
of their failure to agree, by the Commissioner.”

Comment: This suggestion is in line with the suggestion in Jeru-
salem telegram 412, June 13, the reasons for which are regarded as
completely valid.

Article 6. On behalf of the United Nations, the Commissioner shall
ensure the protection of and free access to the Holy Places, in ac-
cordance with the terms of Articles 12 to 14 of the present Instrument.

1 Mr. Barco was formally attached to the Division of United Nations Political
Affairs; at this time, he was on detail to the American Delegation at Lausanne.
The memorandum of July 5 was sent to him, in care of the Consulate at Geneva,
with a letter of July 14 by Mr. Sandifer, who by that time had become Deputy
Asgistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs (501.BB Palestine/
T-1449).
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Article 6 bis. Similarly on behalf of the United Nations, the Com-
missioner shall supervise:

(2) the permanent demilitarization and neutralization of the
area, in accordance with the terms of Article 15 of the present
Instrument ; and

(b) the protection of human rights and of the rights of distinc-
tive groups, in accordance with the terms of Article 17 of the pres-
ent Instrument.

Comment: We consider that the word “supervise” is a more ac-
curate expression of the function of the Commissioner under para-
craphs 2 and 8 of Article 6 of the working paper.

Awnticle 7. The Commissioner, assisted by the Administrative Coun-
cil, shall promote, facilitate, and participate in:

(a) coordination of measures for the maintenance of public

order;
(b)’ operation of the main services of common interest to the

Jerusalem area;

(¢) equitableallocation of the contributions of each zone toward
expenditures in the common interest; and

(d) planning and execution, on an area-wide basis, of such
matters of municipal concern as regional planning, the develop-
ment of transport and communications, and the construction and
operation of public utilities.

Comment: Tt is believed that the expression “promote, facilitate,
and participate in” more accurately describes the role of the Commis-
sioner than the term “ensure”—an obligation which might also be be-
yond his power to carry out.

Article 8. Delete,

Comment: The part of Article 8 which is desirable to retain is
here moved to Article 7, resulting in the deletion of Article 8.

Anticle 9. There shall be established an International Tribunal
for Jerusalem composed of three judges to be appointed by the Presi-
dent of the International Court of Justice. Each judge shall hold
office for a term of years from the date of his appointment
and until a successor shall have been appointed, unless his post on
the Tribunal shall earlier have become vacant. The President of the
Tnternational Court of Justice shall determine when a vacancy has
been created through resignation, disability, or death. A judge may
be removed for cause by the General Assembly of the United Nations,
thereby creating a vacancy. A judge may be appointed for successive
terms. In the initial appointments, one judge shall be appointed
for _______ years, the second for years, and the third
for ___ years. The judges of the International Tribunal shall
not be residents of Jerusalem or nationals of the State of Israel or
an Arab State. The Tribunal shall sit in .J erusalem. It shall prescribe
its own rules of procedure. The Tribunal shall designate one of its
number to serve as president for such period as the Tribunal may
determine. The judges shall receive uniform salary, and allowances,
in amounts to be determined by the General Assembly.
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The International Tribunal for Jerusalem shall have jurisdiction
to hear and determine cases between the responsible authorities of the
Jewish and Arab zones and between the United Nations Commissioner
and the responsible authorities of either zone involving claims that
laws, ordinances, regulations, administrative acts or court decisions
applying to the area of Jerusalem are incompatible with the present
Instrument.

Alternative text for preceding paragraph:

[The International Tribunal for Jerusalem shall have jurisdiction
to hear and determine cases between the responsible authorities of
the Jewish and Arab zones and between the United Nations Com-
missioner and the responsible authorities of either zone concerning the
interpretation or application of the present Instrument.] *

The Tribunal shall also have jurisdiction to review, in its dis-
cretion, final decisions of the Mixed Tribunal for Jerusalem provided
for in Article 10 of the present Instrument. ;

Decisions of the Tribunal shall be binding on the parties.

The International Tribunal may issue such orders within its com-
petence as it deems necessary to the effective exercise of its
jurisdiction.

Comment: As indicated in Unpal 88, May 2, we favor making the
decisions of the Tribunal legally binding in all cases. On this basis the
distinctions made in paragraph 3 of Article 9 of the working paper
become unnecessary. Also it seems that paragraph 2 of this Article
would include paragraph 1, which may therefore be eliminated.

An alternate text is submitted above for paragraph 2 embodying the
usual language used in treaties for conferring compulsory jurisdiction
over the subject matter. Such language would be desirable on general
principles, but there is doubt whether in this case it might give an
appearance of rigidity which would be objectionable to the parties.

The paragraph concerning the review of decisions of mixed courts is
suggested because it is felt that such cases, even though the parties are
individuals or corporations, might involve the interpretation of the
basic Instrument for Jerusalem.

Avrticle 10. The following introductory paragraph for this article is
suggested :

“There shall be established a Mixed Tribunal for Jerusalem
composed of three judges. Each Judge shall hold office for a term
of ———— years from the date of his appointment and until a
successor shall have been appointed, unless his post on the Tri-
bunal shall earlier have become vacant through resignation, dis-
ability, or death. A judge may be appointed for successive terms.
One judge shall be appointed by the responsible authorities of
the Jewish and Arab zones respectively. The third judge, who
shall serve as president of the Tribunal, shall be appointed by the
President of the International Tribunal for Jerusalem ; this third
judge shall not be a resident of Jerusalem or a national of the
State of Israel or an Arab State. The Mixed Tribunal shall sit
in Jerusalem. It shall prescribe its own rules of procedure. The

2 Brackets appear in the source text.
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judges shall receive uniform salary, and allowances, in amounts
to be determined by the General Assembly.”

This would be followed by the present second paragraph of the
working paper, with the insertion of the word “all” before “the
parties” in the second line.

The following additional paragraph for Article 10 is also suggested :

“The Mixed Tribunal may issue such orders in Jerusalem as it
deems necessary for the effective exercise of its jurisdiction. The
decisions and orders of the Mixed Tribunal shall be executed by
the appropriate authorities of the zone in which such decision or
order applies.”

Article 11 bis. The salaries, allowances, and administrative expenses
of the United Nations Commissioner, the Deputy Commissioner, the
International Tribunal for Jerusalem, the Mixed Tribunal for Jeru-
salem, and the staff of the Administrator, including guards and admin-
istrative personnel, shall be included in the annua ]?)udget adopted by
the General Assembly and shall be paid by the United Nations.

Comment: This text would replace the last paragraph of present
Article 11,

Article 12. As to the first paragraph, it might be desirable to specify
that guards may also be stationed on the routes specified by the Admin-
istrator to give Immediate access to the Holy Places.

With regard to paragraph 2 on taxation, we would consider that the
corresponding clause, (Article 56, paragraph 6) of the Trusteeship
Council draft Statute, would be preferable. This clause was based
almost textually on the General Assembly Resolution of November 29,
1947 and had wide acceptance among United Nations members, in-
cluding France.

Awrticle 13. The Commissioner shall undertake to secure for minis-
ters of religion and pilgrims free circulation throughout Jerusalem.
He shall have power to negotiate and conclude with the States con-
cerned arrangements to facilitate the travel of ministers of religion
and pilgrims to and from Jerusalem.

. Article 15. It is suggested that the second paragraph begin as
ollows:

“The reponsible authorities of the two zones shall make declara-
tions to the General Assembly guaranteeing the demilitarized
character of their respective zones . . .”®

The third paragraph might read:

“Any violation of the provisions contained in these assurances
or any attempt to alter the international regime by force shall,
unless settled by negotiations or pursuant to a decision of the
Tribunal, be reporteg by the Commissioner to the Secretary Gen-
%ml, Vt:’%lg shall bring the matter to the attention of the Security

ouneil.

In the fourth paragraph we suggest that “two parties” be replaced
by “responsible authorities” and that the following be added to the end

¢ Omission in the source text.
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of the paragraph: “unless temporarily authorized by the United

Nations Commissioner.”
Article 16. We suggest the deletion of the phrase “be called upon to.”
Article 17. Our comments on this article have already been tele-

graphed to you.

Article 18. We suggest that this should be deleted.

Article 19. A possible alternative to this article would be a provision
that Jerusalem shall not be the capital of either of the adjacent states.

We also have in mind the possibility of using the International Tri-
bunal in certain matters outside the Jerusalem area. In particular we
have in mind the possibility that the parties might be called upon to
give undertakings that they will not impose undue restrictions on the
entry and free movement of persons desiring to visit the Holy Places
in Palestine. It appears possible to give the International Tribunal
jurisdiction to determine whether visa regulations and other measures
are unduly restrictive of such free access.

867N.01/7-549 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Israel (McDonald) to the Secretary of State

TOP SECRET  PRIORITY Tern Aviv, July 5, 1949—noon.

512. From reliable private American, whom I trust completely but
am pledged not name, I am told that President Weizmann is calling
conference with Ben Gurion and Sharett July 6 to urge that Israel
offer unqualified * non-aggression pacts to Arabs States.

I would appreciate Department’s reaction this idea and its advice.?

McDoxarp

1 Ag originally received in the Department, telegram 512, at this point, read
“gqualified”. The correction was madeon July &.

2The Department replied on July 5, stating that it would be “pleased see non-
aggression pacts freely entered into between Arab States and Israel. However,
Dept unable give to proposal ur 512 July 5 the full consideration necessary with-
out further details. For instance, what is meant by ‘qualified’? Does Weizmann
envisage non-aggression pacts as forming part of overall peace settlement, or
wld he plan make proposal before and separately? Difficult see how Israel cld
hope Arab States wid take favorable action on proposal unless it connected with
final settlement.” (telegram 423, 86TN.01/7-549)

867N.48/7-149
The Secretary of State to the Secretary of Defense (Johnson)

SECRET WasuineroN, July 6, 1949.
My Drar Mr. Secrerary: The receipt is acknowledged of your

letter dated June 14, 1949, in which you analyze the probable effects
of the Arab refugee problem upon United States military and strategic
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interests in the Near East, in response to the Department’s request for
such an appreciation. This appreciation, as well as the intelligence esti-
mate prepared by the Central Intelligence Agency which you trans-
mitted as an enclosure, are of considerable value to the Department.
The Department is transmitting your letter together with its enclosure
to the President * for his information.

You are doubtless aware that the President recently made a decision
to recommend to the Congress that this Government, within the
framework of the United Nations, support a program for the repatria-
tion and resettlement of the Palestinian refugees with United States
financial and technical assistance. Such assistance would be conditional
upon (1) formulation by the Palestine Conciliation Commission or the
United Nations of a plan which has a reasonable chance of implemen-
tation at a reasonable cost; (2) full acceptance by Israel and the Arab
states of the responsibilities involved and their active cooperation in
the execution of an agreed plan; and (3) appropriate assistance from
international and other sources.

If these conditions are fulfilled, the execution of such a program of
repatriation and resettlement would have important effects in meeting
the objectives of the National Military Establishment in the Near Kast.

You are assured that the position of the National Military Estab-
lishment will be given the fullest consideration in the further develop-
ment of this Government’s policy toward the Arab refugee problem.

Sincerely yours, Dean AcHESON

! With Secretary Acheson’s memorandum of July 7, not printed.

501.BB Palestine/7—649 : Airgram
The Consul at Jerusalem (Burdett) to the Secretary of State

SECRET JERUSALEM, July 6, 1949.

A-94, The following general observations, admittedly of a specu-
lative nature, are respectfully submitted regarding the current situa-
tion in Palestine :

1—The favorable opportunity for settlement of the present phase of
the Palestine problem existing at the time of the signature of the first
armistice agreement has now passed. Willingness on the part of the
Arabs to end, at least for the time being, the fight over Palestine has
been replaced by a general hardening of attitude and reaffirmation of
their early conviction that it is impossible to do business with the
Jews. The turning point and one of the principal causes of this change
was the harsh terms exacted by Israel in the “Triangle.” Thus Israel
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has missed an opportunity to start on the long and difficult road to-
wards achieving at least a working relationship with the Arabs upon
which her future depends.

9—Arab efforts are now turning to relatlvely long range plans for
the time when it will be possible to resume the war against Israel.
Recognition of their past weaknesses and readiness to actually work
for that future date rather than rely on talk is growing. The Arab
Legion program for training Palestinians has met with good response
and recruits are now drilling at numerous villages. The Arabs have
no immediate intention of resuming hostilities, but the movement is
towards a day in the future when a successful war will be possible
instead of a day in the future when real cooperation with Israel will
be possible. Although Arab disunity is still great, each state is appar-
ently working separately towards the same objective.

3—The immediate desire of the Arab refugees is to return to their
original homes regardless of the government in control. Morale is low,
they see little hope in the future, and the meagre personal possessions
which were salvaged have been expended. The Palestinians consider
themselves the victims not only of the UN and Israel but of the failure
of the other Arab States to live up to their boasts.

4—Despondency, misery, lack of hope and faith, and destruction of
former standards of values, make the refugees an ideal field for the
growth of communism. Having lost everything, the rosy, although
vacuous, pictures of a Communist society are a strong temptation.

5—Recent reports of US pressure on Israel have raised to a high
pitch Arab expectations that Tsrael will be foreced to conform to the
often stated US policy both with respect to territories and refugees.
Non-fulfillment of these hopes will bring a correspondingly bitter
reaction.

6—The State of Israel has no intention of allowing the return of
any appreciable number of refugees except, perhaps, in return for
additional territory. By this date there is much truth in the Israel
contention that their return is physically impossible. Arab houses
and villages, including those in areas not given Israel by the parti-
-tion decision, have been occupied to a large extent by new immigrants.
Others have been deliberately destroyed. There is practically no room
left. Arab quarters in Jerusalem, until recently a military zone, are
now almost full and new immigrants are pouring in steadily.

T—Despite Israel’s declarations, the state is financially unable to
pay compensation for Arab property taken over. Great difficulty is
experienced even in financing current Jewish immigration and settle-
ment. Barring outside loans or gifts, the funds are not on hand.

8—The UN and particularly the US thus find themselves in the
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position of indirectly supporting and financing Jewish immigration.
and settlement. By feeding and settling Arab refugees deprived of
property and means of livelihood, the UN and US are enabling Israel
to use the same property and means of livelihood for new immigrants.
~ 9—TFailure of the UN in the past to protect the rights and interests
of the Palestinian Arabs by forcing Israel to comply with the various
UN Resolutions is largely responsible for the present situation. The
policies which Israel has been permitted to follow have placed her
in a position w];g;‘e.a_ reyersal is almost impossible. .
10—The State of Israel has no intention of consenting to any re-
duction in territory now held except for minor rectifications with full
compensation. -Israel .conducted the armistice negotiations with the
intent that the boundaries fixed should be minimum frontiers of the
- new state and not temporary armistice lines. : W
11—Tsrael has three additional immediate demands. If it proves
impossible to satisfy them by negotiation, the employment of force
is not unlikely. These are: withdrawal of Syrian forces to the former
Palestine boundary; elimination of the Latrun salient; free access to,
and additional territory on, Mount Scopus.
12—TIsrael eventually intends to obtain all of Palestine, but barring
" unexpected oppottinities or internal crises will accomplish this ob-
jective gradually ‘and without the use of force in the immediate future.
* 13—Israel is convinced of its ability to “induce” the United States
to abandon its present insistence on repatriation of refugees and terri-
torial changes. From experience in the past, officials state confidently
“you will change your mind,” and the press cites instances of the ef-
fectiveness of organized Jewish propaganda in the US. ,
14—Under the present circumstances the UN and US are confronted
with two broad choices: S
.- a—FEmploy the necessary punitive measures against Israel to force
her to consent to a reduction in territory and repatriation of refugees.
At this late stage strong measurés are required which will have a severe
effect on the State of Israel economically and politically. SR
- b—Admit that the US and UN are unable or unwilling to take the
required measures; and therefore that US policy on boundaries and
refugees cannot be carried out. This will require plans to liquidate the
Palestine problem, formed on the premise that the refugees will not
return and that no territorial changes will oceur. )
15—Delay in making the necessary determination will only make
it more difficult either to force the necessary reversal on Israel or to
develop resettlement plans for the refugees and to conclude at least
de facto peace treaties, ‘ - ' _
7 BurpeTT
501-887—77—177
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501. BB Palestine/‘?—649 Telegram

Tke Ambassador in Israel (M cDomZd) to the ;S’eoremry of State

SECRET - Teu Aviv, July 6, 1949—3:46 p. m.

516. In hour talk yesterday and Foreign Office, Herlitz told Ford
Israeli Government had sent July 1 request via PCC* to representa-
tives of Egypt, Lebanon and Transjordan for names Arab dependents
( lees, children) now those three countries of “breadwinners” now in
Israel in order immediate steps may be taken reunite these divided
families in Israel. She not prepared hazard number possible repatri-
ates under this plan but felt would be “less than 25,000 persons.”

Re Jerusalem proposal (Deptel 875, June 17) Herlitz said Dayan
was told by Burdett July 2 that proposel transfer certain functions
SP Commission to MAC “had been withdrawn by USG” and asked
confirmation this report in view Israeli agreement support proposal.
Please advise present status this development.?

Sent Department 526 ; repeated Jerusalem 57 ; Amman 17

" McDoxap

! The request was actually made through the Mixed Armistice Commission.
The correction was requested by Tel Aviv in its despatch 178, July 8. (501. BB
Palestine/7-849).

*The Department’s Teply on July 7 stated that “USG has not withdrawn
proposal re MAC. Dept has assumed Riley investigating possibility setting up
new arrangement view acceptance proposal by Jordan and willingness Israel go
along despite reservations. Dept desires Emb press pomts made Deptel 405
June 27.” (telegram 433, 501.BB Palestine/7-649)

867N 48/7—649 Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Legation in Jordan

RESTRICTED WASHINGTON, July 6, 1949—6 p. m.

93, In meetmg with Haikal July 6 McGhee expressed appreciation
for cooperative attitude shown by Jordan re refugees but pointed out
any int. assistance in solving refugee problem depended upon agree-
ment Israelis and Arabs accept their responsibilities re repatriation
and resettlement., Said he thought public announcement by Jordan ef
readiness accept some refugees mlght be helpful in leading other Arab
states agree accept own responsibilities. Inquired whether Haikal
thought his Govt willing make such statement. :

Haikal said wid consult Amman but believed Govt wld be agresable
make public statement accepting for resettlement a number of refugees

“who did not desire return to homes in Israeh—occupled areas”, Wlth
proviso re int. assistance. :
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In conversations this matter with auths you shld stress necessity
that all parties accept responsibilities re refugees in order provide basis
for any possible int. aid within framework UN. Wld be difficult, for
example, establish int. refugee program on basis cooperation only one
country such as Jordan. You shld inform auths that US believes pub-
lic statement by Jordan wld be helpful in inducing other Arab states
cooperate, but leave no doubt in their minds that while statement wld
be deeply appreciated by US, it wid only be first steps and that int.
refugee program can not be established without cooperation TIsrael
and Arab states and without prior survey resettlement and repatria-
tion possibilities in Arab states and Israel. State US continues press

Israel re repatriation. )
In conversations with auths you shld emphasize points made Dep-

circtel June 27.% ;
: AcHESON

iqhe formal reply to the Chargé’s representations were embodied in a Jor-
danian Foreign Office note of July 19. The note stated that Jordan supported the
right of the refugees to return to their country in accordance with United Na-
tions decisions and that the. Government would cooperate concerning those
refugees who did not wish to return, providing financial assistance were forth-
coming (telegram 285, July 20, 9 a. m., from Amman, 501.BB Palestine/7-2049).
Mr. Stabler concluded his telegram with the observation that “No mention is
made in note of public statement, It is clear from various talks with Foreign
Minister and others that Jordan Government does not feel it can make such

statement at this.stage.”

867N.01/7-349 : Telegram : : :
The Secretary of State to the E'mbassy in Israel

TOP SECRET ‘ VVASHI&GTON', July 6, 1949—8 p. m.

430. Fol Dept’s comments ur 411 [577/] July 8 for your use with
Shiloah and other Israeli officials who may take similarline: .

TS as anxious as is Israel for peace, prosperity and stability NE,
but can not.agree that this can be achieved on Israeli premises regard-
ing territory and refugees. ' :

On basis investigations its reps abroad US Govt does not believe
Arab states preparing resume conflict. Any public statement to con-
trary designed for internal consumption within Arab states can be
matched by corresponding Israeli public statements. .

US Govt has pointed out to Israeli Govt on numerous occasions
steps latter might take to facilitate arrival peace NE and continued
full US support of Israel. : '

US Govt can not agree that repatriation substantial number refu-
gees wld “solve nothing.” In opinion US Govt such move wld be major

step on road to peace.
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© US Govt also rejects apparent implication Shileah that solution
refugees problem is responsibility of US. Clear that primary respon-
‘sibility lies with Israel and Arab states, which shld discharge this
respon51b111ty through repatriation and resettlement, respectively.

AcHEsSON

501. BB Palestine/ 7—749

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for Near Eastern and African A;fam; (Hafe)‘

SECRET - -+ [Wasm~eron,] July 7, 1949,

Participants: Mr. Aubrey Eban, Israeli Representative to the U.N.
~ Mr. Uriel Heyd, Israeli Chargé D’Affaires a.i.

Mr. George C. McGhee, Assistant Secretary, NEA 1

Mr. Raymond Hare, Deputy Assistant Secretary, NEA

In the course of a luncheon conversation on July 7 Mr. Eban
inquired whether the Department had heard anything from the Egyp-
tians regarding the possibility of conversations in New York on the
Gaza strip question. He said that he had intended leaving this week-
end for a short trip to Tel Aviv but that he would naturally defer his
departure in case there was a prospect of the holding of conversations
at an early date. Mr. McGhee said that we had not heard from the
Egyptians as yet but that we expected to do so any time now and
that we would, of course, inform the Israeli Embassy as soon as we
received word.

Discussing the substantive side of the Gaza stnp proposal Mz. Eban
said that from the economic standpoint this area was of little interest
to Israel; its acquisition would merely result in' Israel obtaining
several miles of additional coastline. The situation was quite different,
however, when viewed from the standpoint of security. Gaza was only
a short distance from Tel Aviv itself and as long as it remained in the
hands of a country with the military potential of Egypt it could not
but constitute a perpetual threat to Israel. It was true that the return
of any sizeable number of Arab refugees would also constitute a
threat to Israeli security but in the case of the Gaza strip it seemed
abundantly clear that the risk of accepting responsibility for the
refugees there was far overshadowed by the danger of that area re-
maining in Egyptian possession.

- 1Messrs. McGhee and Hare become Assistant Secretary of State and Deputy
Assistant Secretary on June 24 and July 6, respectively,
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Mr. McGhee observed that, as Mr. Eban doubtless knew,; we had
seen promising possibilities in the Gaza strip idea as.a step toward
Palestine settlement? but that unfortunately the proposal had been
made in such a way as to produce the effect of being a straight barter
of refugees against territory. Mr. Eban said that he too felt that the
presentation of this matter may have left something to be desired. In
further discussion on this subject Mr. McGhee observed that although
direet” discussion on the Gaza proposal was:favored as-a practical
measure he assumed that such'negotiations would have to be inte:
grated in due course into other negotiations, particularly with refer-
ence to Transjordan, Mr Eban mdlcated that such Would doubtless be
the case. ot

Turning to the general questmn of refugees Mr. Eban said that he
was concerned lest Israel should make a gesture in that direction only
to have it refused by the Arabs on the basis of inadequacy and thus
leave Israel “out on a limb”, He expressed doubt in the eircumstances
whether it wasadvisable for Isrdel to make such a move. Mr. McGhee
said that he viewed the matter from.an entirely different point of
view. Presuming that the gesture made by Israel was indeed serious,
it would constitute a positive and much needed step in the direetion of
peace. It could, for example, be made contingent on acceptance of the
remainder by the Arab States: It 'was, of course, obvious that Israel
would not be able.to take back all of the refugees but a move which
would indicate that it was willing to make a real effort to contribute
to a solution would create an entirely different and more promising
atmosphere. Mr. McGhee went on to emphasize the gravity of the situa-
tion which would arise as a result of failure to take constructive action
on the refugee question in'the very near future. He said that as a result
of consultations with officials of the United Nations and of his own
personal knowledge of Congressional attitude he was certain that
little could be done by ‘way of obtaining further funds on a straight.
relief basis. Relief could only be obtained if promise were given of
some constructive program for the. liquidation of the problem. It
would be an extremely serious matter for both Israel and the Arab
States if it should become apparent that failure to take action on this
important: question ‘was the direct result of a lack of their willingness
to assume responsibilities which they jointly shared. Mr. Eban ap-
peared to be particularly impressed by this argument and said that he
would make a point of stressing it on his return to Tel Aviv. ;

®The Department, 6n .J uly 8, 1nstrﬁcted the 'Am-émean Delegation at Lausanne
to inform the French and Turlnsh Delegations of the Gaza strip proposals i‘iiadé
by the United States (telegram Unpal 181, 501.BB Palestine/7-849).
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The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee (Connally)

W AsHINGTON, July 8, 1949.

Deax Sexator Conwarny: In accordance with the request of your
Committee, dated May 81,1 for the Department’s comments on S.J.
Res. 98 proposing to establish the Near East Survey Commission, the
Department has made a careful study of the proposal and does not
recommend enactment of this measure.

The Department is in full agreement with the objectives of this
resolution, which are directed towards promoting the economic de-
velopment and the general welfare of the Near East, and appreciates
the Tecognition accorded by the resolution to the special importance
of this area of the world.

The Department is convinced that the objectives of the resolution
should be sought through a United Nations framework, and that the
United States should avoid the implication of assumption of direct
responsibility for development needs of the Near East. Such an impli-
cation would unquestionably be drawn out of the creation of the pro-
posed Commission, even though the resolution directs that the work of
the Commission be coordinated with UN activities. The United Na-
tions, through the Palestine Conciliation Commission and the United
Nations Relief for Palestine Refugees, has already assumed responsi-
bility for and is actively seeking solution to many of the problems of
the Near East which are included in the objectives of the resolution.

'The Department attributes great significance to the activities of the
Palestine Conciliation Commission, in which the United States is one
of the three participating governments. Pursuant to its task of pro-
moting final settlement of all problems outstanding between Israel and
the Arab states, the Conciliation Commission has been charged by the
United Nations with the repatriation, resettlement, and economic and
social rehabilitation of the refugees from the Palestine hostilities, and
has been instructed to seek arrangements which will facilitate the

economic development of the area. R
" The Conciliation Commission is undertaking, in close cooperation
with the United States Government and its other participating mem-
bers, to formulate plans for the accomplishment of the above purposes.
Such plans, which are parallel in their objectives with those outlined
in Section 6 of the Joint Resolution, are well under way, on the basis

* Not printed.



ISRAEL 3 1211

of previously prepared, comprehensive surveys of the Near East. It
is understood, moreover, that the Conciliation Commission plans to
establish an economic survey group, composed of high ranking admin-
istrators and highly competent technical specialists, who will coordi-

nate on a regional basis the existing surveys of the Near East, with a
view to accomplishing the repatriation and resettlement of refugees
and contributing to the economic development of the entire area. Under
its terms of reference, the economic survey group will be required to
examine the economic situation in countries affected by the recent
hostilities, and to make recommendations which will enable the gov-
ernments concerned to further such measures and development pro-
grams as are. reqmred to overcome economic dislocations created by
the hostilities; it will be required to reintegrate refugees into the eco-
nomic life of the area on a self- sustammg basis within a minimum
period of time, and to promote economic conditions conduclve to the
maintenance of peace and stability in the area.

Furthermore, the technical assistance and investment guarantee pro-
gram which has been submitted to the Congress by the President would
enable this Government to participate in the economic development of
this area. In developing a preliminary budget for the technical assist-
ance program particular attention was given to the Near East as an
area in special need of this type of assistance as an essential element
in its economic development. -

Under these circumstances, the Department welcomes the interest
which has inspired the Joint Resolution under reference. It believes,
however, that the purposes of the resolution will be better served by
cooperative action such as that contemplated through the Conciliation
Commission. Such coordinated effort would insure against duplication
and would bring to the problem the facilities and support of other
interested governments and international organizations which is essen-
tial to solution of the economic and related problems of the area.

In view of the great interest of the United States in the establish-
ment of a firm and lasting peace in the Near East through the efforts
of the United Nations, the Department of State hopes that the Con-
gress will give maximum support to measures recommended by the
United Nationsand its organs to this end.

In view of the request from your Committee for a report at th1s
time, we have not awaited Bureaun of the Budget clearance.

Sincerely yours, For the Secretary of State:

Erxzest A. Gross
Assistant Secretary



