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Chapter 1. Initial Disagreements

‘The Hosni Zaim Coup

: The Israeli-Syrian armistice negotiations began on 5 April
11949 and concluded on 20 July. Thirteen plenary sessions were
held.! A mixed military sub-commission met three times as the talks
were winding down. A mixed formulations committee also met three
times.> The members of the Syrian delegation were: Licutenant
Colonel Fawzi Selo, delegation head; Major Muhammad Nasser;
Captain Afif Bizri; and Mr. Salah Terazi, legal adviser. Taking part
on the Israeli side were: Lieutenant Colonel Mordechai Makleff, head
of delegation; Mr. Joshua Pelman from the Foreign Ministry; Mr.
Shabtai Rosenne, the Foreign Ministry’s legal adviser; Major
Spector; and Major Gilad. The UN was represenied by Mr. Henri
Vigier, the personal representative of the acting mediator; and by
General Riley, UNTSO chief of staff. The meetings were held in the
no-man’s-land near Kibbutz Mahanayim.
On 30 March 1949, days before the talks were to begin, a
coup in Syria brought to power Colonel Hosni Zaim. Although he
would rule only briefly (four and a half months, until August), Zaim
_ left his mark in various spheres: he beefed up and replenished the
army; slashed the military bureaucracy; gave literate women the vote;
and banned the use of titles (such as "pasha" or "bey").
Zaim had less success as a political tactician. Dazzled by the
in his hands, and seeking to legitimize his coup, Zaim aspired
to become president. The disbanding of the country’s political
s (May 1949) and Zaim’s intense desire to sign an armistice
tent with Israel--so that he could withdraw the army from the
s strengthen his domestic standing--are explained by his
ot the presidency.
To enhance his position in the armistice negotiations, Zaim
to Iraq, and on April 13, following contacts with Baghdad, he
missary there to participate in drawing up a draft military
- between the two countries. Its provisions included: joint
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defense in case of an attack by a third party, cooperation in the even| As negotiations got underway, the subjects initially dealt with
of an attack by Israel, joint command in a war to be headed by Ayyere of a preliminary character, but were important because they
officer from the first country attacked, and a joint planning staff igould determine the framework of the substantive talks to follow. It
peacetime. In a personal letter to Iragi Prime Minister Nuri al—SaldWill be useful, then, to examine briefly each of these subjects:
7aim asked him to sign the accord, but in its reply of 14 Aprﬂ thichairmanship of the meetings; movement of forces; agenda; and
Iraqi government effectively rejected the proposal. The.Iraqls noteicredentials.

that a formal treaty with Zaim would run contrary to thelr. agreemen

with Britain and indicated that they objected to Zaim’s 11_1eg1t1matcs

methods. Egypt and Saudi Arabia, too, pressured Zaim not tPreliminary Issues

conclude an agreement with Iraq.

In the meantime, France engaged in ‘intensivc efforts t‘é Chairing the meetings. The question of the chair of the
improve its relations with Syria following Zaim’s assumption g eetings was the first to be raised. Israel suggested Dr. Bunche, an
pawet: The French also tried to persuade other countries { idea seconded by Andrew Cordier (coordinator of Middle East
recognize the new government. o questions at UN Headquarters in New York). "Consider this

Immediately after the coup Zaim informed the UN that B 4oicaple » he said in a message to Bunche, "mainly on grounds of

had decided "to go with the armistice negotiati30ns same placeg rounding out personally total responsibility for achieving armistice."’
same arrangements as preceding Government."> Now it was up

Israel to inform the UN whether it recognized the new governmes But Dr. Bunche balked, saying he was "completely worn out
as a negotiating partner. The argument against negotiating withig physically and mentally."® Another reason, which is more difficult
new regime in Damascus was made most forcefully by Elialli, accept, was that "This is altogether inadvisable, however, in view
sasson, director of the Foreign Ministry’s Middle East Departméf ¢ he present internal political situation in Syria."® Bunche did not
and an expert on Arab affairs. In discussions held with the prilejoborate and this was probably only a pretext. His own suggestion
minister and the foreign minister, Sasson explained that strengthe B as that Vigier and Gen. Riley conduct the disenssions and that he
Zaim would be detrimental to Israel, as it would promote UNigiay in daily touch with Vigier throughout. Vigier was thus given
petween Iraq, Jordan, Syria and Lebanon and trigger a renewal of @8girect responsibility, although Bunche did in fact follow the talks
violent conflict between Israel and the Arab world. Israe_l, Sgs closely, even intervening and exercising his influence when he
held, should therefore try to weaken Zaim, not negotiate with him¥ jeemed it necessary.

Nevertheless, on 2 April the Israeli government officidl Movement of forces. This referred to attempts by both sides
informed Dr. Bunche of its readiness to continue negotiations Wiig “gorrect positions” by moving forces across the truce lines. This
Syria on an armistice agreement according to the conditions alredried-and-tested method, universally applied in post-war negotiations,
agreed upon.’ One reason for this decision was B.en—Gurnl({ aims to improve bargaining positions.
insistence that "the primary thing is absorption of 1mm1grants’ When the negotiations commenced on 5 April 1949, the
that "this matter"—-immigration --"should determine our negotidSyrians lodged a complaint about "an Israeli incursion into Syrian
policy with the Arabs."® In other words, Israel’s overrid territory” near Kibbutz Shamir.” The acting mediator termed the
requirement to devote its resources to absorption of hundrejds incursion a flagrant violation of the Security Council’s truce order."!
thousands of desperate immigrants dictated a short-term policYThe Syrians warned that if Israel did not withdraw by 1 am. on 6
stability with its neighbors at all costs. April, they would take "immediate action."? Following diplomatic
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activity, the Israel Foreign Ministry informed the UN that "order, Faced with the Syrians’ credentials, the Israelis wanted to
would be issued for an immediate withdrawal of Israeli forces from,,w "whether the Syrian delegation has autt’lority to negotiate in the
Syrian territory.""” The incident was closed. name of the Government of Syria or in the name of the Syrian

Israel submitted a complaint of its own, which had Dijrmed Forces."® The reply: "The Syrian delegation has received
Bunche’s support, that Syria had violated the truce by seizing Hil,reqentials which permit the starting of negotiations."?' Finally a
223 (east of Kibbutz Mahanayim) and that it must evacuate th‘compromise was worked out: the Israeli delegation agreed that the
site."* Israel warned that it would not continue the talks until thy oo otiations would begin based on the understanding that before an
Syrians removed their forces from the hill.” The UN stand, dagreement was signed, the Syrian delegation would affirm that it had
relayed to Damascus, was that "your forces remain on hill 223 &y sythority to sign in the name of its government. When the time

violation of truce...strongly urge you...to withdraw your forces frog : . . .
‘came, the Syrians produced the re d
there."'® The Syrians finally complied, on 27 April, and.the hi,lc d ¥ quired confirmations.

became part of no-man’s-land. However, the talks had resumg

earlier: the second session was held on 13 April after the Syrians hazM ain Points in Dispute

pledged, in an informal meeting the previous day, to evacuate the hj
within ten days.

Agenda. The agenda had actually been established by th
Security Council resolution of 16 November 19438, stating that |
order to eliminate the threat to the peace in Palestine and to facilita|
the transition...to permanent peace in Palestine, an armistice shall §
established in all sectors of Palestine."'” From the outset, it Wi
clear to the sides that the deliberations would focus on securing g
armistice agreement. Moreover, as negotiations with the Syria
began after those with the other Arab states involved had alrea
concluded, formulations already agreed upon could be invoked ai
the negotiators could concentrate on problems particular to Israel ai
Syria. Setting the agenda was therefore not an obstacle.

Credentials. A dispute over this issue arose in the very fif
session, which was wholly devoted to the topic. The Isra
delegation’s letter of credence was signed by the director-generall
the Foreign Ministry, and it authorized the delegation "to repres
the Government of Israel at the armistice conference with Syriag
In contrast, the Syrians’ credentials stated that their delegation li
been appointed by "the Commander in Chief of the Syrian Armi
Forces," and bore his signature.'” The disparity reflected diverg
approaches: Syria wanted negotiations solely on military questid
whereas Israel sought an agreement that would also be of politi
significance.

Linkage between Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon and
Syrian withdrawal from Israel. During the war, Israel had captured
an area of southern Lebanon containing 14 villages, whereas Syria
had captured territory west of the international boundary (notably
around Kibbutz Mishmar Hayarden). Lebanon conditioned the start
of armistice talks on an Israeli undertaking to withdraw from its
territory.  Israel, for its part, was interested in linking that
withdrawal with a Syrian pullback. The acting mediator rejected the
Israeli argument. UN pressure on Israel to withdraw from Lebanon,
he explained, "was entirely due to Ben-Gurion’s assurance to me in
Tel-Aviv on 5 September which was [the] basis on which I obtained
Riad Solh’s consent to enter into negotiations. "%

Did linkage between Israeli evacuation from Lebanon and the
withdrawal of Syrian forces to the east of the international boundary
exist before or during the armistice negotiations with Lebanon?

According to the report of the American representative at the
UN, Dr. Bunche argued that "Lebanese agreement not a fair
comparison for Syrian agreement since Israelis agreed to withdraw
from Lebanon as a prior condition to negotiations in talk between
Ben-Gurion and Bunche December 5."” In fact, no UN report of
such a conversation could be found. However, the Israeli report
about the talk, although concise, seems to support Dr. Bunche’s case:
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"Other matters discussed were...(2) Our troops on Lebanon state soil,:in full strength in positions threatening Israel’s security.

which Ben-Gurion stated small matter, easily disposable."*

132

The

Ipoint was raised when the armistice negotiations with Lebanon had

A cable sent on 1 January 1949 from Israeli Foreign Ministel peen concluded and all that remained was for the two sides to sign.

Sharett to the Israeli envoy in Paris confirms Dr. Bunche’s account
Sharett confirmed that Israel would be ready to evacuate ti

Lebanese villages as soon as Lebanon stated its readiness to hol
negotiations on an armistice agreement.” This indicates that Israe
was prepared to withdraw without linkage to a Syrian pullback.

a letter dated 17 January the Israeli representative in Paris apprise
the French Foreign Ministry that his government was willing
withdraw from Lebanon "on one condition, namely that th
government in Beirut declare its readiness to enter into negotiation
to achieve an armistice between the two countries."*

In every negotiation it is natural for the sides to harden the
positions, before softening them with a view toward conciliatioy
Initially, in a talk with the mediator in December 1948, Israel
agreed that no linkage existed between the Lebanese and Syrig
fronts; now it demanded that the principle of withdrawal be applid
to the boundary with Syria. As Foreign Minister Sharett put it, "W
will not be able to withdraw from Lebanon if the Syrians also do
withdraw to the east of our boundary, along the Jordan River ap
Lake Tiberias."? It is notable that Sharett, considered a moderaf
took this position. He did so "without first clarifying the matter
Ben-Gurion, who is busy with the tangle of forming
government. " '

Israel had in fact decided to try to exploit its bargaini
position in Lebanon in order to compel Syria to enter negotiatig
and agree to the principle of withdrawal.” That this was not|
final Israeli stand was made clear by Sharett’s assertion that "th
is [a] second defense line, but meanwhile we stick as [explaint
above."® Even Dr. Rosenne, a member of the Israeli delegatit
thought the demand "unjustified, because.. .practically speaking, i
difficult to exploit our advantage concerning [withdrawal fr0
Lebanon in order to secure Syrian withdrawal from our territory
In any event, Israel stuck to its position, insisting, for example, |
no agreement could be reached with the Lebanese on withdrawabi
force reductions while the Syrians continued "to maintain themsel
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But before signing, Israel "insist[ed] on inclusion article providing
Israelis may continue occupy strategic points Lebanese territory, until
Syrian armistice is concluded. "

The Israeli General Staff added its pressure on the Foreign
Ministry not to sign with Lebanon until an agreement was reached
with Syria--"otherwise we will be in a difficult situation." Relying

{ on an assessment that in the Syrian case, in contrast to Egypt "the

military problems are of paramount importance...while the political
aspect is less crucial," Yigael Yadin, the head of the General Staff
Branch, asked Foreign Ministry personnel to show greater patience
and not be in a rush to conclude the negotiations.*® Replying to
General Yadin, the director-general of the Foreign Ministry promised

& that clear instructions would be issued to the ministry’s representa-

tives to assure "our unified posture in the negotiations. "%

On 17 March, following pressure exerted by the Americans
and by the acting mediator, who declared that the Israel-Lebanon
armistice accord "[was] held up solely by Israeli intransigence,"*
and after a meeting with the participation of Foreign Ministry
personnel and Gen. Yadin, Ben-Gurion’s decision was: "Have them
sign an armistice."”’ The military was incensed. In a note to the
chief of staff on 19 March, Lt. Col. Makleff, head of the Israeli
delegation to the negotiations with Lebanon and with Syria--who had
not been invited to the meeting with Ben-Gurion--objected
strenuously to the decision and asked to be relieved of his duties as
ﬂézﬂﬁatpr with the Syrians. His request was denied.

- The Israel-Lebanon Armistice Agreement was signed on 23
March 1949. Israel’s linkage argument won no supporters. Still, in
the falks with the Syrians, Israel continued to invoke the concept of

‘ . It explained that in the armistice talks with Lebanon the

that the demarcation line would correspond with the

‘ly, "t.he negotiations with Syria can make no progress
g‘Syrlan government is prepared to accept the same
* And to the Americans the message was the same:
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"Having evacuated hundred per cent Lebanese area, we must insig ie together different Arab states; an armistice agreement with
same from Syria not one per cent less."” Moreover, "Isras ebanon would strengthen the Israeli position vis-a-vis Eilat (captured
maintains. its r.igf.lt T A the principles a@vocated in thy 0 March 1949); and it would also enhance the Israeli stand in the
Lebapese negotlatlons, naqlely the withdrawal of Syrlan troops tgt falks with Jordan and underscore Israel’s demands of Syria.*! This
frontier, with Israel taking over control on its own territo approach pointed to Israel’s intention of exploiting its full withdrawal
previously occupied."* rom Lebanon as a bargaining card in the talks with Syria:

To Sum up, thep, at the outset, when the subject came Uy, mascus, too, would have to pull back to the international
from the political angle in December 1948, Israel apparently decidg poundary.

not to condition armistice talks with Lebanon or its withdrawal frop In retrospect, it seems unreasonable to suppose that Israel

Leb.anese territc_)ry on the outcome of negotiatiops with 'Syria OF 0. 5uld have maintained its position that the two withdrawals were
Syrxa ¢ evacuation Of. as termitory. Israt.el did-nat-Tik ilic S inked without jeopardizing the armistice process and without risking
issues in a meeting with the acting mediator in December 1948, anf_ military clash with Syria. The decision not to insist on
agreed to remove its forces from Lebanon without citing the prinCiolitical-juridical mutuality, and instead to exploit the IDF’s
Bt rputpahty. It Is'rgel had b een.able b Csiia lae: LN f“’?“ Il withdrawal from Lebanon in the negotiations with Syria was,
beg}mlng Kk, POUEICALL, 1 Wi Midrawdl fram. Letanon entalh?d herefore, the right one. Throughout the talks with Syria, Israel
Sytian WI.t hdrawal f.rom Lsrael, lt. might ha.ve been able to ach;e repeatedly used its agreement to withdraw from Lebanon as a lever
that goal in the armistice talks without having to make concessioj with which to prod the Syrians into removing their troops from the
it GomprysEs, . . Jareas they had captured west of the international boundary.*
Flowgser, o & Jaet .st'a ge, during the neg‘ot.latxons b The armistice demarcation line. Discussions about the
Lebanati-and probahly af the inifiative of Foreign Mlm(siterhShar armistice demarcation line began in the third meeting with the
who was backed by the General Staff--Israel demanded that Syl gy ianc held near Mahanayim on 21 April 1949. Sharp differences
enter nejgotlatlons and updertake b gaatl-Dage i forces across W o this question kept it on the agenda during the entire negotiating
mterpationa. BONpdny 1 a.d vanee af an Braali pullbacfk frg process. The interests of the two sides collided here: Israel wanted
Lebanon. BT e gamlt falled; BSaEl f}nally agreed to sign, A e Jine o correspond with the international boundary and for the
implement, the agreement with Lebanon without reference to a Syri Syrians to withdraw to that line. But the Syrians, as noted above
withdrawal, o _ % wanted to confine the negotiations with Israel, and their agreement,
. The IsFaell Tailrire: ATl b Aseriked SOl?ly tO. t_he Stafy strictly to the military sphere, with no political implications.
the acting mediator, who was backed by the Americans; it stemm Possibly the Syrians also thought that military talks would increase

above all, from Israel’s own order of priorities and the constrai the chances that the armistice demarcation line would be based on the
under which it operated. Had Jerusalem refused to budge fromil§ of the fighting-in other words, on the truce lines. If so

stand, negotiations with both Lebanon and J ordar‘l would .have br Damascus would preserve its military gains.

down, and Israel probably would have found 1tself' using ‘for @8 The Syrians’ initial bargaining position went beyond the

capture the West Bank. These were not Ben-Gurion’s aims; of a demarcation line. According to Vigier, they also

primary goal was, as noted, to facilitate the absorption of the I "Jewish withdrawal from western Galilee"® and the

influx of immigrants. . ' _ | t of the truce lines on the Israeli-Syrian border with
Some time later, .Ben—Gurlon explame.d his  reasons. ‘lines. That would consolidate the status quo and prove

rejecting the linkage idea: it was not in Israel’s interest, he saic enient for the Syrians. They would retain the areas they
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had taken around the Banias and the Mishmar Hayarden enclave

while giving Israel Lake Hula; the Jordan River would become thChapter 2. Preventing an Impasse
armistice demarcation line south of the enclave, with "Lake Tiberig

ha}ye@ by north soutl?.”44 These demands may have reflected th irect Approaches without the UN

initiative of the Syrian representative to the talks, rather th

Damascus’s policy. Syrian Foreign Minister Emir Aadel Arsal
said that the reason this issue proved so time-consuming was th
"Fawzi Selo, head of the Syrian delegation to the negotiatio
wanted to secure conditions even better than those over which Za
was ready to compromise. "%

The Israeli delegation stated its final position from the outs
Following the third session, the delegation was given clear and fi
instructions from which it was not permitted to budge: "The on
demarcation line which is to be inserted into an armistice agreeme
is the international frontier."# It was emphasized strongly that "th
is not a position for bargaining, it is the last word of the Israg
delegation."’

The differences between the two sides over the demarcatig
line were well understood by the UN’s Vigier and, undoubtedly, {
the sides themselves. Vigier’s assessment as the talks began was th
the "Syrian position is first in series of positions for bargaining w

: it inal."*®  All th : :
Israeli position may as they stated be fina i At the end of April, with the talks deadlocked, Israel

involved sought not only optimal territorial gains from f " . 1 . .
demarcation lines, but also a convenient point of departure f con§1dered Fnountmg i Uy operatlc_)n 6 sl t i Syrlans.across
possible future political negotiations. the m.ternatlona! bounc‘lary. Q_n 25 A’[’)rll Beg—Gurlon, ponderlpg the
question, described his position as "preparing for an operation to
expel the Syrians from our territory [from the bridgehead at Mishmar
Hayarden]."” On 27 April he told the Knesset’s Foreign Affairs and
Defense Committee: "With Syria the conflict has not ended, and it
may end only with force."® On the same day the IDF submitted a
proposal for military action against Syria to Ben-Gurion: "Makleff
Carne to see me--apparently the Syrians are not ready to move, except
in the north [east of Kibbutz Dafna and Kibbutz Dan], and they will
have to be pushed out with force, and [that] will take, following
preparations, 5-6 days."’
The use of force was deliberated again at a meeting attended
by Ben-Gurion, Sharett, Foreign Ministry officials and IDF officers.

Both sides were interested in breaking the deadlock that had
nsued from the dispute over Syrian withdrawal and the demarcation
Jline. At first, apparently at Vigier’s suggestion, Damascus agreed to
direct contacts between the two delegations, to be held in Arabic,
without a UN presence.! The decision reflected a pragmatic
approach in both countries, and was especially notable with regard
to the Syrians, who rejected Israel’s very existence. In any event,
secret informal meetings were held on 15, 16 and 18 April, but no
progress was made. In the first meeting, held on 15 and 16 April,
the Israeli representatives were Lieutenant Colonel Makleff and
Joshua Pelman. Although no breakthrough occurred on the issue, the
Syrians for the first time raised the possibility of a separate peace
with Israel.” In the 18 April session the Syrians mentioned the
"possibility of direct talks between our representatives and Zaim. "
However, on the question of the armistice line there was a "clear and
unbending" clash.*
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According to Ben-Gurion’s summary, "We considered a possibl

action. That would require, according to Makleff, at least two wee
of preparation,
have to get from Susita and Tsemah to Quneitra. That will requi
3 brigades."® The idea, then, was not only to expel the Syria
from the bridgehead at Mishmar Hayarden, but also to drive thej
out of the area they had captured southeast of Lake Tiberias (La
Kinneret), and even to take the town of Quneitra.

In the end, though, the idea of a strike was dropped "owi
to military and political considerations," and the focus again revert
to negotiations.’

for membership in the UN;

an agreed settlement with the Arab world.""
Some time later Israel proposed "very secret talks betweg

parties at highest level.""! This led to a meeting on 5 May at whig

Israel was represented by 2 ranking delegation that included Reuve
Shiloah of the Foreign Ministry and the head of the General Sta
Branch, General Yigael Yadin. The Syrians present were membel

of the delegation toO the armistice negotiations: Terazi, the Foreig

Ministry counselor, and Lieutenant Colonel Nasser. Howeyve
nothing came of the meeting, even though on that same day Syri
ruler Zaim told the US head of legation in Damascus that he intend
"to meet concessions with concessions. "'

Evidently the UN acting mediator reached the conclusion k
the sides were not yet ready for negotiations on crucial issues 4
that they were still unable to arrive at a compromise without
initiative of a third party--in this case, the UN.

On 28 April Dr. Bunche completed the formulation of |
"compromise arrangement" and in a cable to Vigier he directed fi
it be presented to the sides in his name "if it appears compl
impasse is reached in meeting on 29th [of April]."? 1
arrangement was duly presented at the conclusion of the sixth plen:
session, held on 10 May, despite--or perhaps because of-
impression that both sides were willing to be flexible. The Ist
position of 27 April, insisting on a Syrian withdrawal without a I
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and the operation itself 4-5 days, because we wou
become "no-man’s-land."

One political rationale for the decision was that
military operation could jeopardize Israel’s chances of being accepte
in addition, "it may also destroy th
armistice agreements and ruin all prospects of reaching anything ligIsrael made the first

iscussion of the demarcation line, has already been mentioned. On

0 May the Syrian delegation presented a second proposal according

o which Lake Hula, the Jordan River and the Tsemah area would

As part of the Syrian concept, "the
ijshmar Hayarden area would be evacuated. ..two bridgeheads would
e abandoned, one at Mishmar Hayarden and the other where the
ordan flows into Lake Tiberias."" This was construed to mean

hat the Syrians would withdraw to the international boundary. It
as a significant Syrian step that reflected a pragmatic approach.

At this stage the two sides, wishing to reach an agreement,
further moderated their stands to create a basis for negotiation. Each
delegation understood that there were certain matters which the other
side could not concede, even if it meant the collapse of the talks.
gesture toward compromise. Although still
demanding a Syrian withdrawal to the east of the international
boundary, the Israclis no longer insisted that the demarcation line
correspond with the boundary line. Syria reciprocated by noting that
under certain conditions its forces would withdraw to the
international boundary line. The Syrians’ readiness for compromise
appeared to reflect their assessment of what they could realistically
get, without risking another war.

The proposal advanced by Vigier, in Dr. Bunche’s name,
was, without actually saying so, to create a demilitarized zone. Its
boundaries would be defined in the armistice agreement: "The zone
on the Syrian side [will] extend to the international boundary between
Syria and Palestine..., neither side shall maintain forces along the
permanent armistice demarcation lines, with possibility [of] a few
exceptions where defensive needs may make it imperative.. .[and] no
military activities shall take place on Lake Tiberias or on Lake
Hula."®

At the meeting on 17 May the topic of discussion was the

’_Fmpqsal of 10 May. The two delegations accepted the proposal as
a basis for further discussion, but a serious disagreement arose over

@5 presence of Syrian forces west of the international boundary.
The Syrians wanted to maintain "defensive forces only in reduced
ength" in the Demilitarized Zone.'s The UN’s assessment was
. Syria "clearly expected to be able to retain many outposts in
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Palestine. " But the Israelis were adamant: "The Israe eeting with Zaim, particularly to clarify the matter of absorbing the

Government is not able to sign an armistice agreement which wj fugees."”
leave Syrian defined outposts or troops west of the internation; On 5 May the US minister in Syria reported Zaim’s
frontier."”  The renewed impasse necessitated another continued willingness personally meet Israeli representatives of
proposal. Vigier concluded the meeting by stating: "I will tell hijgyal rank for direct discussions all outstanding issues."* The
[Dr. Bunche] that both delegations accept that the negotiations | port was sent in connection with the armistice discussions, and the
suspended until he is in a position to send new instructions.""® yes met informally that same day.
the mediator, Vigier reported that the "meeting of 17th [May] wg. In Israel there were mixed feelings about Zaim’s suggestion.
pure farce."%? he ruling conception--shared by Foreign Ministry officials--was that
jeace with the Arab states was not an immediate goal, if only
ecause Of the high price Israel would have to pay in two areas:
psorption of Palestinian refugees and border concessions. The
ansition from ceasefire to peace was perceived as a three-tiered
With the negotiations deadlocked owing to sharp differencgrocess, with peace as the final element. In late December 1948,
over the armistice demarcation line, Syria proposed that a politiggliahu Sasson, head of the Foreign Ministry’s Middle East
solution be reached by the UN conciliation commission. HoweveDepartment, had stated in a political consultation with Ben-Gurion’s
already in April 1949 Ben-Gurion recorded in his diary that farticipation that a distinction should be drawn between three aspects
informal meetings between Syrian and Israeli representatives, "t§f the situation: cessation of war, "peace [and] an interim period."?
Syrians proposed a separate peace with Israel, cooperation and a joifessation of war could be attained, he believed, but not peace: "For
army, but they want the border changed; [they want] half of Lajeace you have to work hard," and during the interim period
Tiberias."?! informal ties [could be] forged with several Arab states."?® Sasson
In a report dated 2 May, the US minister in Syria quotgherefore proposed a three-staged program: cessation of the war (an
Prime Minister Zaim as saying he sought a quick solution for ffirmistice agreement), de facto relations and, finally, formal relations
"Palestinian problem" and would be ready to absorb a quarter o €). Zaim’s proposal could reduce Israeli fears about the price
million refugees. This was a positive and extraordinarily unusilo be paid for peace, as Syria would assume part of the refugee
position for an Arab leader to take. The report added that Za m. But the border question remained open.
“stated his willingness to accept as part comprehensive settlement As a counter-proposal to Zaim, Israel suggested that Gen.
Palestine conflict quarter million or more Arab refugees 1 and the Foreign Ministry’s Reuven Shiloah meet in secret
resettlement provided they are compensated for their losses and Sy highest [Syrian] level."” The precedent of Israel’s being
is given adequate financial aid necessary to resettle them."* ed by senior officials had already been set in talks held with
The importance to Israel of a solution of the refugee probl ng Abdullah. But Zaim turned down the Israeli idea and
is seen in a report prepared around the same time by Fore by Dr. Bunche: "In my view Zaim’s position is correct
Minister Sharett: "We have been informed by General Riley, wh t0 deal with Shiloah and Yadin."® On 5 May the two
there is no reason not to trust, that Zaim is ready to talk ab 16t with Col. Nasser and Mr. Terazi, members of the
absorbing 300,000 refugees in Syria...For us that is sometl tion to the armistice talks.
tremendous, it means he is willing to absorb three times the numb@ = Bunche, who knew about the Syrian initiative to set up a
of refugees presently in Syria and Lebanon...I think it is W h Ben-Gurion on the border "with regard to armistice and
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other matters,"? instructed Vigier on 5 May that "you mi marcati'on line--indeed, he may have feared that negotiations on
suggest this if an impasse develops" in the armistice negotiations at subject would torpedo the talks or force Israel into
He also advised him that the "effort to arrange suggested consultatjioncessions--proposed that the two sides go on with the talks, and
with BG should be continued."* In his continuing effort to brg fered to meet wit_h Zaim after an agreement was reached on Syrian
the impasse, Bunche then directly suggested a meeting between Z jithdrawal to the international boundary.
and Ben-Gurion. In a cable to the latter dated 9 May, sent thro Dr. Bunche, following a meeting with Sharett, concluded that
Bunche’s representative in Tel Aviv, Dr. P. Mohn, the actl meeting between the Syrians and either Sharett or Ben-Gurion
mediator. stated: "There is distressing lack of progress tow; ould be feasi_ble only "if armistice negotiations collapse and Zaim
agreement in Israeli-Syrian armistice negotiations.... I appeal to y§ willing to _dlSCUSS all outstanding problems."* At this stage the
therefore to agree to consult with Colonel Zaim of Syria on foreign Ministry’s legal adviser reported on his meeting with Gen.
Israeli-Syrian frontier or at some other mutually agreeable placgiley of 17 May at which he had heard about Zaim’s proposal to
an early date to discuss the armistice lines and any other matesettle 300,000 refugees in Syria in return for a peace accord
relating to peace between your two countries that you may mutug ranged tl}rough.a conciliation committee. Riley had told Rosenne
agree to discuss."* Mohn transmitted the message to Ben-Gughat "Hosni al-Zaim wants to resolve the Syrian-Israeli problem in an
the following day. The proposal sought primarily to break} onorable and peaceful manner so that he can devote himself fully to
deadlock in the talks. is goals--the renewal and rebuilding of Syria."* As for the
On 9 May Dr. Bunche also informed Zaim, in a message§ mistice demarcation line, Zaim’s suggestion was that until the
via Vigier, of his appeal to Ben-Gurion. Bunche asked Zaimgonclusion of the conciliation committee’s talks, the truce line should
"consent to a private meeting with Ben-Gurion in an effort to fipe construed as the armistice line.” But Israel, as already noted,
basis for agreement which will make possible an armistice betwsirned down the idea, explaining that it could not possibly accept the
the Armed Forces of Syria and Israel."® Nothing was said apirrangement concerning the armistice line and that Ben-Gurion first
peace talks. In any event, the message was not transmitted to Za ught.a military settlement through the armistice negotiations, with
as Dr. Bunche accepted Vigier’s suggestion to " await BG’s angeace in the political sense to be discussed only afterward.
before contacting Zaim."* _ Nevertheless, a few days later Sharett expressed his
Ben-Gurion had in fact instructed the Israeli delegatia llir.lgness to meet with Col. Zaim.* He suggested that the
April to tell the Syrians "in clear language that first [we must] peeting take place the following day at Rosh Pinna. Bunche
0 armistice based on the previous international [fPOrted that he had been told by Mr. Luria, Israel’s acting
afterward--discussion concerning peace and an alliance. We Wi resentatlve to the UN, that the proposal had been made owing to
ready for maximum cooperation."” In his reply to the UN he fact that "BQ who is very blunt and often emotional, would not
May, delivered through Reuven Shiloah, Ben-Gurion again suf € wery useful in role of negotiator. On other hand, if Zaim and
up the situation as he saw it, and declared: "I am quite prepat .‘could reach agreement, BG would accept it."* Convinced
meet Col. Zaim in order to promote peace between the two counfliee this Was so, Dr. Bunche instructed Vigier to "use your good
but I see no purpose in any such meeting as long aSglres with Zaim to persuade him to accept."” But the Syrian
representatives of Syria in the armistice negotiations do not Gl balked "because of repercussions in Arab opinion today, if fact
in an unequivocal manner that their forces are prepared to witl ‘ leaked out.""‘3 This explanation is surprising, as a Zaim
to their pre-war territory."* Ben-Gurion, who did not believe g With Ben-Gurion would certainly have generated far sharper
was anything to be gained from a meeting with Zaim aboullf " cuons in the Arab world.
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vigier himself was skeptical about Zaim’s original proposgeeting of ministers i : .
7aim’s advisers had told him, he' repor.ted, t'hat they _did not W;;Scussg first item."Sljorelig)r;.Aféé:}lrrli}:zou;glggs?zeezdv:ﬁal?Iehnow .
i 10 negOU?te al(.)nfa, nor was this his 1nt§nt10n. Vigier added thidisappointed at Syrian rejection of Foreign Ministers mieti e" and
he Was ‘iafrald original statement by Zalm t'lﬁt he would sefpat he "[found] present Syrian position difficult to com rehIel:id %.rsl(fi
question if he met BG was taken too seriously. _ ‘ Sharett, hoping to turn the Syrian rejection t pd‘ lomati

Also raised was the possibility of Sharett meeting with fdvantage, asked the UN for "confirmation i . Omapc
terpart. VlglifsthOUght "it might be arranged despite f§efusal. ">’ However, Bunche instructed his ;2 ::;mlrtlgpf Syrlan
of Sharett. as ne.gotlat(.)r: At Bl‘J‘slche’s directive, Mohn informpyiv to reply that "I see no necessity ff))r Sfeori;f;re ln.Tel
he [sraeli foreign minister that ' it can probabl.y_be a"r4r6anged f;ommunication"SB in this regard. written
rhirn] to'me?;t with /"\rs.l?‘n, Sryrlan Foreign Ms'r:;ster. Sha Thus ended the attempt to arrange a meeting between th
}cplied Fnat he was ‘le;ng [to] mPPf Arslﬁn- - However, aders of Israel and Syria. The episode raises several ‘mMn«*"f
Syrians in effect rejected the idea and the meeting Qld not take plagyestions, involving the positions of the two side: ;;guzl‘]“‘,‘t
Initially Zaim PTOPOS?d that the.S.yrlan. delegatlon be headedgerception of the desirable solution and how to achieve it .
Ibrahim al_AQal Istouni, the adgumstratwe director of. the Syi First, one must ask whether Zaim was sinc. b
Foreigh Mlhmstry- Bunshe objecsted strenuouslly,' noting that§jscussing with Ben-Gurion a separate Syrian-Israeli eaceerzla (1)Ut
4 [fourld] it lncorpprehen51ble’ that Z, who was willing to meet Bgaim’s principal objective was to extract conc:ession;J from Isrz‘:alr .
should nol);/ reject Sharett’s proposal for meeting 0{ forehhe armistice demarcation line and delineate it west fe 101n
ministers." Ths result was a statement by Zaim that Shas ternational boundary. Hence his proposal to meet with Ben—g o
objection to meetlngAlstloum is however'understpod and there iSfwith regard to armistice and other matters." On the other 1111;11(();
bjectiOH to S.hzggett- rslan meeting provided Syrsars Governmcsnt his talks with the US envoy in Damascus, Zaim said he d

repare for it. Zaim then suggested a .prehmmary meeting#speedy solution Palestine problem...[and] p’rom t agr i
which Syria would be repr.esente.d _by ISt(S’;lm’ FO.WOTk out the ageffsrael."® On the same occasion he offered tg abgsoe ebm('a'nt e
for a meeting of the forelgp ministers. V1g1es repo.rt(sd thatfnillion or more Arab refugees for resettlement. "! o duarter
Syrians objected to a meeting between the foreign mlmsters;s Thus, although Zaim’s main goal was to get the armistice li
N pecially Arslan whpse attitude has not chan_ge_d since 1947. Bemarcated in Syria’s favor, he also expressed a willi ine

Sharett, _for his part, expressed "unwillingness to consigecretly with the Israeli prime minister in ord mgnes s o meet
any SOTt gf [prior] agenda because it would nullify purposegstablishment of peace between the two coé)rftrei:és § ”(li“i)sctltfs glg
e w2 Still, that same day the Israeh’s proposeq t.wo topiciminister in Damascus Zaim said he would "go .alo e
discussion: "(1) The prok_)lems connected with an armistice agreelifeasonable arrangements that would serve cause §om o0, o the
petween Israel and Syria. (2) The general "1)513'0blem of the flMiddle East." Gen. Riley was sufficiently im 'fesfjgebln tl}:e
peacerI rel.at}ons between the two cour'ltrlles. . )YFIan proposals to comment that "Syria now oflf) b gty
Syria’s reply was a clear deviation from the idea, ra§eadership in reaching overall peace settlement. " o best Areb
by Zaim, of a "separate peace with Israel." Damascusi Although the term "making a se - ;

d that "it woulq be impossible for it [the Syrian governmi@ppeared in the reports only once 5 Zailflarate el Wlth' Isra_el"

discuss sfsciond 1t.em withqut consult.ing the other. A0 get the prior consent of Egypt ar;d Jordan a%ﬁaregFly had in mind
Govarnments. Syria also re]e(?teq the idea of a meetingl€ was "willing to meet with Abdullah and .Faroﬁfc in S;fa e e
discuss problems related to an armistice agreement, stating thilfOMmon basis for realistic approach to Israel."% g;fm’(srtngiigiaﬁ

gyrian cOU”

0
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holding a high-level meeting with an Israeli leader was known tO_eeting [for a discussion on future Israeli-Syrian relations]."” This
aides and to several Syrian ministers, but as alread_y noted there i§;4 not come to pass, but during the deliberations of the Conciliation
report to the effect that his aides objected to the idea begGause s ommission at Lausanne (April-September 1949) direct contacts were
construed such a meeting as formal recognition of Isra§1. ~ Jeld between members of the Israeli delegation (in particular Sasson)
The Syrian explanation that a meeting of foreign ministfyq Arab representatives, notably from Egypt, Jordan and Lebanon.
would have broad repercussions among Arab public opinion 18 &, ¢ August Sasson sent a letter to the Syrian prime minister
inadequate. What the Syrians evidently meant was that, as fagfyoposing direct peace negotiations.™
they were concerned, other Arab states must bf{ informed about‘ The third reason for Ben-Gurion’s coolness to the idea of a
talks--and certainly in the event of a meeting between Plifeace conference was the view, widely held among Foreign Ministry
ministers. So, when Israel proposed the two subjects for the agetlificials, including Abba Eban, that "an armistice is enough for us"
Syria rejected the idea of discussions on future Peaceful relationfe that stage, and that it must be cemented first: "There is no...need
It is noteworthy that a week after the Armistice Agreement ¥ mn after peace.... If we run after peace, the Arabs will demand
signed, Ben-Gurion learned that Zaim "does not want tO CaUfom us as the price borders or refugees or both."” Sasson agreed,
breach in Arab unity...and therefore we should not P‘%Sh ating in a meeting held with Ben-Gurion that "for 3-4 years there
now."® In the light of this, Zaim’s pr0posal--and especially no fear that the Arabs will go to war against us--even without
ability to implement it--must be questioned. ' _ eace."” Even Sharett had reservations about peace. In his report
The second question is why Ben-Gurion did not atna meeting with King Abdullah, held 5 May 1949, he wrote: "The
Zaim’s proposal. The Israeli prime rr'linisteF wias Uﬂd‘?f ing asked: ‘Did we not think that talks should be held on peace
impression, to which he gave expression 1n 2 dlsC}1§810n Witiverall and agreement reached on a comprehensive peace,’" to which
Foreign Ministry director-general and two senior officials, thatZ8harett replied: "We favor gradual progress. The armistice
"wants good relations with us."® The director-ge.ner_al thou_g eement has laid the foundation, now we must build the walls by
"the first peace might be made with Syria, and Zaim 18 ambitioleaching a settlement on the issues still pending [which the special
be the first Arab statesman to meet with us."” pmmission would have to resolve], and finally we shall build the
In any event, in mid-1949 Ben-Gurion was not eager tofoof, which is the comprehensive peace."™
his consent for Israel to participate in the 'talks . Za ; It was evidently these considerations that prompted
proposing-“ There were several reasons for thlS.‘ First, 3 ﬁGiirio.n t.o apprise the Syrians that peace talks must be preceded
prior conditions in the territorial realm for holding peace¥gyian armistice agreement.
included getting half of Lake Tiberias. That demand led.Ben- o What might have been the outcome of such talks?
to first assure the signing of "an armistice based on the mte" ~ In 1949 the enmity between Israel and the Arabs was less
line: and afterward--discussion concerning peace and an alp € than it later became. In fact, it is safe to say that at the
, Ben-Gurion was hesitant also because he did not th ¢ € talks might have got underway and that transition from a
meeting with an Arab leader was importgnt in and of 1t§elf | war directly to a state of peace was more feasible than a
properly prepared. On 9 July 1949 he decided to send Eliah } = 0 peace through an armistice. Indeed, the Armistice
to Damascus "to examine the ground."”™ Moreover, folloWiEESSEIENtmay have reduced the thrust for peace (by reducing the
signing of the armistice agreement, Shareft informed the It and by underscoring the high price to be paid by both
minister that he had told Sasson that "he was free at Laus HUs caused the deferment of peace talks.
choose the possibility of going to Damascus in order to at
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still, it is improbable that a peace agreement could have bggas "disappointed at Syrian rejection of foreign ministers
concluded at the time. It was only with difficulty that the two stapeeting. "7 With the possibility of a meeting no longer viable, Dr
later reached a nebulous compromise on an interim solution for gunche on 7 June requested Vigier and Mohn to "forr’nall .
armistice; it seems unlikely that this particular Syrian leader co ommunicate my compromise, proposal and notes to the respectivz
have made far-reaching concessions--nor could Israel. Intense effojovernments. "
to reach a peace accord based on significant mutual concessig Not long before, Syria’s position had changed favorably
would have brought about Zaim’s downfall. In the event, he yfol. Nasser, in an informal meeting with Gen. Riley on 4 June.
deposed on 14 August 1949. “hised two possibilities that might serve as the basis for a Syriar’l
But even assuming a lack of sincerity on Syria’s part, githdrawal to the international boundary. The first entailed
granting the risks to both sides that a meeting between the fyithdrawal by all Israeli military and civilian personnel from the
leaders would have entailed (pressure for greater concessions orfastern shore of Lake Hula and of Lake Tiberias, no Israeli
breakup of the meeting), we should examine, with the benefiffettlement at Mishmar Hayarden, and UN supervision i,n the region
hindsight, whether Ben-Gurion made the right decision. It igntil the final border was decided. The second proposal stated that
extraordinarily difficult question. In fact, Syria’s proclivity fif all Jewish military forces were withdrawn from areas east of Lake
backtracking makes it unlikely that the meeting would have tdfula and [Lake] Tiberias," and if Jewish civilians were permitted to
place, even if Ben-Gurion had agreed to attend. Similar doubts egfemain at Ein Gev and Dardara and to resettle at Mishmar Hayarden
as to whether anything positive could have come out of sudlthen the Palestine Arab refugees must be allowed to return anci
meeting.  Yet despite these risks and doubts, Zaim’s propafeoccupy that portion of Samakh [Tsemah] formerly occupied by
coming as it did from the leader of a major Arab state, should i§hem, and also to return to other towns and villages."®" Here was
been followed through. By holding the meeting, the Israelis wg crucial step toward a compromise. Syria’s readiness to pull back
have obtained legitimation for such encounters, and at a high Ie s military forces to the international boundary, under conditions
Syria’s initiative showed a pragmatic approach, despitgacce ptable to Israel, seemed an extremely promising indication of
extreme stance. By demonstrating readiness to eliminate the corfife: . Dr: Bunche was encouraged by the proposal, which "seems
with Israel through peaceful means, the Syrians not only disp not far from us."® However, he doubted whether Col
flexibility and a disposition toward realism in relations with had the authority to make it.®¥ The following day Vigiex.'
but deviated from their basic national goals. In terms of that Damascus had instructed its delegation "to acceI;t return

domestic politics, this may have been an impractical approach n forces to positions from which they had started"® on
lition that all civilians and military were evacuated from Ein Gev

this may explain why a meeting between Israeli and Syrian I
a, which would then be placed under UN supervision.

never took place.
ore demanding than Col. Nasser’s second proposal; Israel
agree to evacuate its civilians from the two settlements.
8. Jl.me Zaim and Sharett received a message from Dr.
n ting of a draft proposal for armistice lines and an
1ng note. The purpose of the note, which was identical to
'!'toth tpe excc.aptlon of one paragraph, was to encourage the
E "sgslve thlS‘ draft your most serious and sympathetic
1."® The difference between the two notes lay in Para.

The Mediator’s Second Initiative

On 27 May Dr. Bunche forwarded a new proposal
representatives--Vigier in Damascus and Mohn in Tel Av
delayed relaying it to the sides. The mediator was still hopi
positive response on a Zaim meeting with Ben-Gurion. Howe
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5, which appeared in the version sent to the Syrians but for obvio
reasons was omitted in the version forwarded to the Israelis. In|
the mediator went as far as he could, and perhaps even further,

Dr. Bunche actually quoted from a cable sent by the Arab Leagui

stablishment of a Demilitarized Zone in the areas their forces had
aptured west of the international boundary.
With this initiative as the starting point, negotiations got

accommodating the Arab states’ decision to launch a war in PaleSti‘inderway for the creation of the Demilitarized Zone.

secretary-general to the Security Council on 15 May 1948. T
stated that "the Arab Governments find themselves compelled
intervene for the sole purpose of restoring peace and security,

On that same day the Egyptian foreign minister had declared ip
cable that "Egyptian armed forces had crossed the border to Palestj
for purpose of security and order."® The UN had rejected the
grounds and condemned the Arabs’ use of force. Bunche, hoping
induce the Syrian leader to show good will and demonstrate
readiness to make concessions, ignored earlier statements g
declared: "I have had in mind the stated fact that the armed forceg
the Arab states entered Palestine for the sole purpose of protect
the rights and interests of the Arabs of Palestine."®

As regards the armistice line, each side received the sz
proposal. Two lines were proposed. One would be located "wi
the existing truce lines...run along the international bound
between Syria and Palestine."® In other places (where the fr
line did not correspond with the international boundary), the medi
proposed "a line midway between the certified Truce Lines for
Israeli and the Syrian forces."®

Dr. Bunche suggested further that the area between
armistice line (where it did not correspond with the internati

boundary) and the border "shall be established as a Demilitari§

Zone from which the armed forces of both Parties shall be tol
excluded."®" In practice, then, all Syrian forces would havi
withdraw from "Palestine" and Israeli forces would leave
Demilitarized Zone "within ten weeks from the date on which
Agreement is signed."® '

The mediator’s second initiative, which was based |
thorough examination of each side’s positions, propose
compromise that both could accept: Israel’s gain would be the |
withdrawal of Syrian forces, while the Syrians would achieve
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§overeignty in the Demilitarized Zone

Chapter 3. Compromise ,

: Dr. Bunche deliberately avoided any reference to the question

f sovereignty in his proposal of 8 June and afterward as well.

robably he thought that Syria and Israel would never agree on this

ensitive issue and that to raise it would jeopardize the entire process.

ence the vaguely worded proposal. Yet he also hinted that the
overeignty question remained unresolved.

In his 8 June message to the sides, Bunche noted that "it [the
ompromise proposal] is purely a temporary arrangement, for the
Huration of the armistice and pending territorial settlement."®
Territorial claims and other "final arrangements,” he explained,
Israeli-Egyptian Armistice Agreement (Art. I, Para. 8): "The ap ‘must properly await the peace sepflemopnt. ™ [ni oftier words, ridier

comprising the village of al-Auja and vicinity...shall be demilitarizg B il be able 1o claim sovereigmy a3 long as the anstice
{ accord was not superseded by peace talks.

and both Egyptian and Israeli armed forces shall be totally exclug , , _ . .
therefrom.” The difference, though, was that the negotiatig Bunc‘he.sproposal, which left the sovereignty issue open until
eace negotiations--when the Syrians could put forward their

between Israel and Syria--in contrast to the talks with Egypt--degP™“ iof
not only with demilitarization but also with civilian life in the DZ lagns——‘was satls‘actor.y 0 Damasc.us. Froxp the outset, apparently,
Syria did not believe it could obtain sovereignty over the area west

The new proposal, presented to the sides on 8 June, rai £ the i sl houndary i e L
the possibility that "the area between the Armistice Demarcation Ljor the Internationa’ boundary in Bualisties neganatians. Darase
therefore set out to ensure that the agreement would not result in

and the [international] boundary...shall be established as i ‘ g e WO :
Jemilitarized zone." The DZ was to have the following feature sra_ell soYerelgnty in the DZ. This, in the Syrians’ perception, was
achieved in Bunche’s proposal.

Demilitarization of armed forces. The proposal called] . )
f f prop Israel which claimed sovereignty in the DZ, nevertheless put

withdrawal "of such forces as are now found in the demilitari ; ) ) :
zone," and prohibited "an advance by the arme d forces of el forwa.rd no Serious a.rgumentsl in support of its claym. On at least one
Parky’ fto any part of e DZ. occa§10n, the" Israeli delegatlon.ralsed the subject for discussion,
Civilian life. There would be a "gradual restoratiol g eiing i f0ETE are two ppsmble wags o thie DZ: one, fo e
normal civilian life in the area of the zone without compromise to l: B penccnt state be!ongmg e br. Bgnche. The ot.her, to hand
e setfleiast fed), ll);;er t(I) (Lr}zk of the parties...being on this 51d<?' Sf the international
The question of sovereignty was left open. "The provi seemesr,to th;ve lﬁeigogﬁ tl)et tia tt:LChed tﬁ Isrﬁgl. However, luzel
for a demilitarized zone...fully safeguards the territorial clai B i even drew aln © d(.)l? Lk TS argl.lment' would be
positions and interests of both Parties for the final settlement." B hich " for the Isra:l\;, d ' 1ngt10n concerning .Em e atid
. ; elegation...are not in dispute...there
are no territorial claims about those two points.""" The inclusion of
the. two settl.ements in the DZ was not intended to enable Syria to
m tlslzm In negotiations on a final territoria}l agreemeqt (peace),
parate the armed forces of the two sides. Implicit in the

The idea of creating a demilitarized zone (DZ) was not ne
It was first put forward, in the Syrian context, by Abba Eban to
Bunche on 11 May 1949. According to the Israeli proposal, the ay
between the armistice line and the international boundary would "
a DZ on al-Auja model with no forces on either side."! Bung
incorporated the idea into his proposal of the same day (which
not transmitted to the sides), referring to "a genuine Demilitari
Zone on al-Auja model with Syrian withdrawal to Internatiof
frontier."> The "al-Auja" model was an element from f{
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Israeli stand here was that the rest of the DZ would be open population in the DZ. The Syrians thought that final authority should
take, because one of the two goals of establishing the Dyest with the UN chairman.  Col. Nasser declared that "the DZ is
12 Howeveunder UN control."” To the Israeli stand that the residents of the
DZ should hold Israeli citizenship, the Syrian delegation replied,
in the DZ, did not press its claim. again, that "the relations of the inhabitants of the DZ with either

Dr. Bunche’s 8 June proposal was considered in a meeti srael or Syria ought to be regulated by the UN."® In any event,
of the delegations on 16 June. Both accepted it as a basis §Syria insisted, "we prefer that Jews should sell to Jews and Arabs to
discussion and its various clauses were addressed. Neither sifArabs."” If so, the Jewish population would have ties with Israel,

raised the issue of the DZ’s sovereignty or political status." while "we cannot prevent Arabs from having intercourse with
Syria. "2 In reply to an Israeli question concerning the authority to

arrest and try criminals, Terazi stated: "The chairman of the MAC
ixed Armistice Commission] is responsible for the security in that
area."”  The implication was that the chairman would be

With the question of sovereignty in the DZ left open, | empowered to administer civilian life in the DZ. Col. Nasser was

focus shifted to the area’s civil administration. The Syrians’ ggore fplicit: "The UN...is also empgwered to provide for the

was to achieve equal rights with Israel in the DZ, or to have the fjjadmimstration of the DZ created by it.

exercise maximum authority there for the duration of the armis At this juncture Vigier remarked that Art. V, Para. 5a in the
draft agreement did not make the chairman responsible for the direct

agreement. In this way Israel would be prevented from get e o _
control. The Israelis took a diametrically opposed posi nistration and policing of villages and settlements. The Syrians
osed, in reply, "that more powers be given by parties to

maintaining that civil responsibility in the DZ must be theirs and (i 4 : _ [
the powers of the chairman of the UN Commission must be limif§ an of MAC or to UN with view to solving administrative
oblems and preventing friction."” Expressing puzzlement as to

A few days before Dr. Bunche’s proposal was transmitted§ ===/ . '
the sides, the Syrians presented their stand on the question of gier's statement concerning the chairman’s lack of administrative
ity, the Syrian delegation suggested that executive power "in

administration in the DZ. Their representative, Colonel Nas i ;
insisted that the "UN would retain control and supervision over { o "igratlve matters [be given to the] MAC or sub-committee

areas [in the DZ] pending final boundary settlement." 4" The depl™ °
prime minister and the foreign minister of Syria accepted Bune
8 June proposal as the "best basis yet suggested for discussio
Their consent, they stressed, was based on "UN responsibility
territory in proposed demilitarized zone"'® and "depends
Israeli respect for UN guarantees."” General Riley reported
the Syrian leader had agreed to the mediator’s proposal
understanding demilitarized area would be completely separaté
both Israel and Syria with ultimate responsibility for zone &t
with UN."'®

At the tenth plenary session (21 June), a serious disct
was held concerning the source of authority for the C

give-and-
was to ensure the territorial claims of the two sides.
Israel, having concluded that it would not be granted sovereign staf

Civil Administration in the Demilitarized Zone

Israel’s stand was two-pronged. It demanded control of civil
ration, while also seeking to gain broad powers in the DZ by
zing UN authority. The Israeli conception derived from a
approach, but also sought to turn to its advantage the

> needs that inevitably arose wherever there was a civilian
ice. Foreign Minister Sharett noted that "civil authority over
ized area must of necessity be placed in Israel hands."?
e Israeli assessment was that Syria might well "accept our
B c':'iz\gil rule if clearly told by him [Bunche] this is his
1. As the UN personnel understood it, the Israeli
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position was that "Israel authorities together with local Arab polig
will be responsible for administration."*

As for the inhabitants, Israel said that all of them, Jews ag
Arabs alike, would be "Israeli citizens...[and the Arabs] get the san
rights as any other Israeli citizen."* At the same time, the custo
checkpoint, laws and other regulations "on this side of f
international frontier"*' would be Israeli, the implication being t
supervision over the population would also be in Israeli han When it emerged, in the 21 June plenary session, that the
However, try as they might, the Israeli delegates were unable to wjgjdes had adopted conflicting positions, the chairman decided "to
Dr. Bunche around to their position. The Israeli delegation thiefer the matter to Bunche."” Vigier, who was sympathetic to
began raising issues pertaining to everyday life which requimBunche’s approach, said that essential arrangements would be
solutions, such as: "How will people get married? How will thgpermitted by the chairman of the Armistice Commission
receive mail from abroad? Who will arrest a criminal? Who will figopsultation and cooperation with local communities."® By
him?"**  And again: Kibbutz Mishmar Hayarden "will st@consultation," Vigier meant that the chairman would be in touch
producing fruit. To whom will they sell them?"* ith the local settlements, not with the Israeli or Syrian authorities.

That such questions were raised shows that, at least on In Bunche’s view, "it will be utterly impossible to achieve an
Israeli side, the difficulties caused by the ambivalent definition of agreement if either party insists on detailed provisions in the
DZ were understood. In the event, these and other basic questiogfagreement."* It was crucial that "the agreement be in general
remained open and would continue to preoccupy the sides in ffferms," and should an incident occur in the DZ of a kind which was
future, even after the signing of the Armistice Agreement. not addressed in that document, it "can be worked out, if need arises,

"Shall be responsible for ensuring the full implementation of
this Article."*

"Shall be empowered 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 purposes."*

" iIl

Israel, then, sought to minimize the UN’s powers in the by chairman of MAC or MAC itself after agreement is

140

to ensure that the international body would not replace the Istaconcluded.

administration on the ground. Thus Israel insisted that the chairmj
be responsible for assuring that neither side moved forces intof
DZ, as long as "he has no power for administrating the ci

On 26 June Dr. Bunche sent the sides a brief explanatory
note with an accompanying letter concerning the civil administration.
This time the mediator’s primary problem was how to get the Israelis

population in there."** Civil authority, it was inferred from f
statement, must rest with Israel.

As for the mediator’s stand on these complex and sensif
issues, he refrained as a matter of principle from offering a cl
interpretation. Bunche understood that if he got too deeply involl
in detailed clarifications, the armistice talks would almost certai
break down. As a result, he proposed formulations that were bi
highly impractical and ambivalently phrased. Thus, he was silent
how civilian life would be conducted. However, his 8 June prope
stated that a certain authority would be vested in the chairman of
Armistice Commission. For example, Bunche proposed thgt
chairman:

to accept the civil administration, as they had raised the queries and
doubts regarding the 8 June proposal. Oddly, the accompanying
letter to the Israeli side raised an issue which did not appear in the
parallel letter to the Syrians. To placate the Israelis, Bunche referred
to the question of sovereignty and not to the civil administration; his
thinking was probably that the latter derived from the former and that
the two were inextricably linked. He noted that in the case of Jordan
a.n‘amxistice line had been agreed that was different from the truce
lines, .this ‘without any question being raised as to the
Sovereignty "--which was "a matter for final peace settlement."
Bunche stressed that this also held true for the al-Auja DZ in the
Israeli-Bgyptian agreement.* On 26 June Bunche sent the two sides
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identical letters of clarification concerning questions that had begjexibility and Concessions on the Demilitarized Zone
raised in the 21 June meeting. However, the new document lg
matters just as vague. Two principles guided Bunche’s approach: The start of the breakthrough was the two sides’ agreement
necessity for a local administration (rather than one on behalf of thy .. » demilitarized zone would be established in areas captured by
two states) and the necessity for the chairman to have authority e Syrians west of the international boundary and in the Ein Gev and
regards general supervision. Given the small area involved and f ardara regions. The agreement as such reflected a measure of
few settlements or villages, Bunche believed, "the administration exibility and relative moderation on the part of both countries.
policing problem is not at all a severe or greatly complicated one.§ ., had wanted not a DZ but unlimited sovereignty to the west of
The new elements in his proposal were: he international frontier; the Syrians wanted to go on maintaining
orces in at least part of the territory they had captured.
% "Civil administration, including policing, will be on a lo But even more flexibility was required before an armistice
basis."* .. Jagreement could be signed. The Powers (especially the United States
* The civil administration and the policing of "an Israeli villg 'y prance) pressured Israel and Syria to accept the mediator’s
or settlement will be by Israelis;" in Arab villages "a log proposals, and Bunche, too, spared no effort and used all the

Arab administration and police unit will be authorized® g ence he could command to extract concessions and reach an

It is particularly noteworthy that the mediator used the term, greement.

"Israeli" and "Arab," but not "Syrian." The flexibility shown by the sides related to the issues of
* The chairman of the Armistice Commission would 8¢ vereionty and the civil administration. Almost from the outset,

empowered to exercise general supervision over local affaifyerae] dropped its sovereignty claims; the armistice accord barely

but "will not assume responsibility for direct administratifeferred to the subject and Dr. Bunche’s messages stated that the
of the zone."* 1In any event (and here we have an examlgyegtion would remain open pending peace negotiations. At that
of vagueness regarding the scope of the chairmalline the two states would be entitled to present their territorial
authority), the chairman, "in consultation and cooperaifgjaims concerning the zone. The fact that the question of sovereignty
with the local communities, will be in a position to authoilyzs Jefi unresolved meant that Syria acquired the status of a party
all necessary arrangements for the restoration and protecilfyith possible claims. Israel, though seeking confirmation for its
of civilian life."* Wsovereignty over all territory west of the international boundary,
made a far-reaching concession that went beyond Syria’s.

The two delegations did not jointly examine or discuss More immediately, and with the sovereignty issue left in
Bunche’s reply. They agreed only that "Dr. Bunche’s explanad@abeyance, Isracl attached greater importance to the DZ’s civil
note, once recorded in the minutes, to be used as authorit#®administration. Unable to accept that Syria would bear any
comment."” Each side probably realized that the mediator Wolresponsibility whatsoever for civil administration, Israel sought that
not be more forthcoming in interpreting their needs. Having®staus for itself with respect to all civilians in the DZ, including the
other alternative, Syria and Israel agreed to ambivalent formulat ( tﬁiﬂb‘Villages. This question was raised in the negotiations, but the
Perhaps they thought that the vagueness would be to their advani@sides did not succeed--and did not really try--to reach a compromise.
in the future. In any event, the wording of Article V of this point, the mediator was able to use his influence: both sides
Armistice Agreement, dealing with civil administration in the#itried to win him around to their stands through direct contacts, but

remained hazy. ﬁmjly accepted his proposals to the letter. No discussion, for
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about punche’s 26 June clarifications, each
that it could do no better. Neither Syria
Istacl rejected BUnC e’s proppsgls an.d-neiﬂr}er requested m
precise wording €5 arding the civil ,admlmstratlon. Thus both si
not. wishing 10 caus the talks breakdgwn, were willing
compromise on & V aguely wor.ded formulation which did not me
their needs Here, 1007 they displayed f}exﬂoﬂi{y? though they w
virtually coerced ito accepting the mediator’s proposals concer

the civil administration- : ;
Syria compromised on the creation of the

Yoenm
Isracl an

example, was held
evidently believing

largely for two reasons- .First, the arranggﬁaﬁ met each countr
essential minimum- ria assented to a situation in which the i
administration and policing would function on a local basis (with
hint that this roferred 10 each s;ttlement separately) "under
general supervision of the Cha;r.man of Fhe Mixed Armi

did not raise questions of jurisdic

Part II

Commission"*  20° vy, Israel, for its part d Th S

itizenshin or SOVEr€igD y. , for its part, was ready to a

that the arpmistice would extend to ISfaell villages and settlements © trugg le over the
ithout mention of Syria in this connec Hula Project

to Arab settlements, W :
The Israelis further agreed to a formulation under which

chairman "will D€ n 2 pgsition to authorize all neces
arrangements £0° the restoratuon and“ p.rotection of civilian |
though his powers id not include "direct gdministration of
Zone ™ The s€ cond 1eason that understanding was reached
each side’s realization that 10 furth;r concessions could be extra
from the other an that the alternative, if no flexibility were she

Wwas war. e
To sum UP: the description of the civil administrat
method of operaﬁOn ad to be vague to make it palatable
Sides The agree ment that was reached c;ould have been viab
relatively short perio , as long as both s1des' were flexible an
to compmmise, even tf}ough each placed a different interpretal
the fuzzily worded Article V. Ig the event, however, the agr
would prove fertile grOl}ﬂq for dlsagreements and conflicting
armistice relations between Syria and

As a result, t I
deteriorated and yiolent clashes ensued.




