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THIRD INTERIM REPORT
MIMORITY REPORT OF THE CZECHOSLOVAK DELZGATION

The third interim revort of the Cemmission places on recori the fallure
of a seven month's effort to fulfil its task of causing, by 1lts mediation,
the Goverments of Inlia anil Pakistan to settle the Kashmir 2ispute by the
peaceful means of a plebiscite. From the sail fallure of the Commission’s
meliation mission it has to be concluded that the resolutions of 13 August 1043
enl 5 January 19%9 which are the starting points of all negotiations, are
ont of keeping with the actual, present-day situation in the State of Jammu
end Kashmir anl thet no compromise acceptable for both the Govermments
can be reached on their basis.

In putting on vrecord the impossibility of atieining a positive result,
the majority of the Commission oproposes that the task the Commission hal
been charged with shouli best be entrustei to one mediator, ani in the
paragraph 286 of its report iniicatss also the roal to erbitration.

The revort, together with a descripiion of the various phases of the
neéotiaticns anl relevant documentation is to show that the mediation
proceedings were handled correctly ani in every way objectively, ar? that the
negoitztlons that were coniucted on the basis of the resolubions of 13 August
1948 anl 5 Janvary 191%9, Wwere wrocked on maccount of the intrenszigent
attituds of the two Govermments.

The Czechoslovak ielegation co-operated to full extent with the
Cormission to achieve the solution of the Kashmir oroblem ani in presenting
its views in a senarate report it wishes to throw light on those phases
of the Commission'!s medistion efforts where the majority report lacks to
gtate clearly the reesons of the failure.

It 13 of course quite obvious that as e mere holier of = maniate from
the Security Council, the Commission coull, on taking over its task, only ’
take cognizance of the given situntion, =ni no fault can be ascribed to it
as far as the core of the 4ispute proper is concerned.
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On the other hend, however, 1t is necessary to stete that ihe mediation
efforts of the Commisgion did not contribute in a conagtiuctive way to the
positive solution of the whole problem.

*
* *

It needs placing on record that

(a2) the Commission has made a merious mistake that it cancelled the

goint political conference which hed been convened ?rith the agsent of

both the Govermnments for 22 August 1949, to Hew Delhi

{v} ty its unauthorized proposal for the arbitration of the

Truce Agreement it overstepped 1ts terms of reference

(c) the secret erditretion offer of the Commlssion wag, before being

oresentcd to the Goverrments of lnlia an’ PaXkistan, nlaced at the

disposal of the Governments of the United States of America and the

United Kingdom and President Truman and Prime Minister Attlee ,ina

synchronirzed ection, made use of it for a public interventionary

pressure

(d) the verbvatim text of the secrét arpitration memorandum cane

into the hands of the British High Commissioners in Iew Delhi end

Karachi at the same time or even sooner than it was officially

presented to the Indian Government, without even an attempt on the

part of the Commission -~ despite urging by its chairman at the time - to

Institute due investigation of both cases of a flagrant breach of thé

tegrity of the Cormission’s proceedings

(e} +the Commission did not show sufficient segaecity when presenting

i*s Pagic proposal of a solution of the Keshmir problem, the proposal

¥iich vas sdopted as the regolution of 13 August 1948, in which the

Commission deeply underrated the significance of the "Azad Forces"” and

failed altogether to teke into account the situation in the "North Area”,

on which two problems subsequently all the Cormission's work kept on
foundering
(£) the Commlssion did not succeed to win over the pudblic confidence

cn neither side end on the contrary lefi the sub-continent charged 'b;r

the press, both before the conclusion of its lebours and after its

departure, of murillenimity end even of Sewble-dcaling.

The Commission stated itself In its first interim report that it came
on sub-continent uncertain how i1t will be received and whether it will acquire
the necessary co-operation of both Governmments, This lack of confidence in
ite mission, however, cain be ssen throughout its labours. Instead of taling
a firm stand on definite issues, where 1t was necessary, the Commlssion
preferred to go by way of clarification promises compromizing thus its own
position and achieving on the whole in a pesitive way nothing. )

/Tha fallure .
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The failure of the Coomission's mission 1s therefore not sclely
ascribable to the Intrarsigence of the Coverrmentc of India ani Pelistan,
both of whem understandebly tried in the ccurse cf repeated negotiations
to gain the most advantageous positicn for each other; the reascns must
be also looked for in the activities of the Cormission per se, with a
proper light thyown on the substance of the whole problem of Kaskmir,

***

The report of the Comnission sets forth the three most important
chetacles which balked its efforts to.reach agreement;

{a) Disposal of Azad Kashmir Forces

{b) Withdrawal cf regular forces from the State, and

{c) The Northem Area

The reascns for the insclubility of these problems mnst be smgnt
Just in the shortcamings of the rescluticn of 13 Auguet 1948. In its
Part II, the full implementation of which is the basic condition for any
furtheor measures that would ensure a falr and unhampered carrying out of
a picbiscite, taere 1s no mention whatever of "Azad Forces”, because the
Carmission did not assume that the cease-fire line would be cf such long
duraticn, The "Azad Forces" meanwhile grew by the spring of 1949 ints
32 disciplined and fully ermed battalions, which mccerding to an
evaluation by the military adviser of the comissivon represent a
"formidable force”. Owing to this fact, which 1s at variance with Part I,

Section B of the said resclution forbidd.ing both. parties any increasing
of thelr =iiitery potential, the si

ton has matorially uplergons an absaluix
change and =5 a new problem was created as to what within the mqa.ning of
the resclution represenis & "bulk" of the Indian army in Kashmir. From
this have arisen Iogically further difficulfles concsrning the disarming

ef the "Azad Forces” and the synchroniZation of the withdrawal of military
trocps.

Similarly, dtie £0 the leck ¢f sagacity on the part of the Commissiod,
the situaticn wes rendered more 44fficult also fer the solution of the
other main problem, the "Northern Aves".

o When dealing with its proposal to both Governments, adopted as the
resclubion of 13 August 1948 firvst by the Government of India - and
subsequently sanctioned In the vesoluticn of 5 January 1649 alsc by the
Pakisten Government - the Commissicn entirely omitted to concern itself

with the sitvaticn in strategically very important territory to the North
of Kashmir.

/Having ascerteined
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Baving a.scertain d this shortccming the G:«vax,nment cf Tndia su'bmitted
& reservation in respect ¢f the reaalution, dated 13 August J.9'+8 _
csnccrning 1ts right to a.dmd.ni.ster 'che northern territory, of which, on
the basis of the mild, tary si‘c,uatiﬂn then existing, it maantained tha.t it
could not be ut on rar with the “Azad. terntory" o) ‘ehe West. cf Kashmir.
Instead cf rec‘hlf.{ing the afcresaid. shortccming by & fomal rid&r tc the
resclution - which in fact the Govermment of Pakisten sanctionsd only
£ivé months later - the Cimmissicn replied by a letter dated 25 August 1948,
in which it acknowledged to the Prims Minister ¢f the Indian Government
the recelpt of his reservation and stated thatv"the'questi:n might be
examined when the resslution of 13 Augnst 1948 was implemented” .
This obligation of the Gomm.ssim, which - due tc the Ocmmissicen's
“-mﬂgt;r; E‘;\;l%;ﬂjudém\;i?:tg;e*f‘;fe éi& not represent eny formal part ‘cf . the. .
resolution of 13 August 1948, the Cemmission now explains as coly &
declaration of an intentisn to ztudy later on'the situaticn in the North,
outside of the scipe of the Part II, of the said resolutien.

From“the legal point of view, the Government of Pakisten doces nct,
therefore, consider thé Conmissicn's letter cf 25 August iG46 as legally
binding on it, because it was oply & question of the exchangs of
cCrrespondence betwsen ‘the Commission end the Tndien Government., Moreover 5
the situation in the "Northern Arca" had meanwhile undergone a materisl
change, in that the Pakistan army, which was nat bound by the reselution
of 13 August"l%&, congquered many strategicelly important places dwring’
the interval before, by the resclutiom of 5 January 19&9, it was alsc ~
panctionel by the Gavexnment of Pakisten. = = °

Tt is culy matural tuat, each from its own stendpoint, the Governments
of Indie and Pekistan should hold views dismetrically oprnged to sach

" cther. o - ' . s "

The Government of India and Pakistan evaluate the legal weight of

' the Cormission’s lettel of 25 Augus{: 1048, each from fts own standpoint
__quite ccnuxe.nly, of course.‘ In this regard 1t°hds 0 oe pointed tut,
' that as early as of 3 Septembe; 1948 the (}ovemmant of Pe.Listan ncﬁifléd

to ’she Commission 1ts definltion yf evauuated territory "as’ re.;erring to

the verxit criss in the State cf Jemam end. Kashmn ‘winich were at that

time wnéer the effectivé combrol of the Da.kistan High Goimand", And here =

due ts the C“nﬂmss:."n's lack of understanding of the situatiin - is the

ccre of all sub.:equent legal conventions effécting the Northern Area,

which the Commission hes not been able to abridge. ' o

[vwhile %the
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While the Govermment of India made on 29 August 1648 a clear reservation
regarding the position in the Northern Avea - two veeks after thal,
Government of Pakistan, in 1ts aforesaid notification made a claim of great
consequences mortgeging practically the politicel future of vast territories

+ In the Stete of Jamym apd Eashmir where the Pa.xcisten arny or forces under
its High Cormand could have gained upper hand . '

. The ‘Coomission claims that at that time had no practical means to its .
‘disposal to verify the factuel situation in the different verts of the State
of Jammmu and Eashmir, This 15 however, exactly the reason why the Commission
shoul? have besn firm at least on the lega.l ground ard not to have taken
course to empty pi'mnis.es.. The Commission fa.cing later on the materially
chenged situation in ths Northern Area is bound to admit thet while. the
reservation of the Government of India of 20 August 191L8 ney be legelly valid,
1t -1s physically 1mpossi'ble to implament it.

The letter of ths Pakistan Minlster for Keshmir Affairs of 26 April 1649,
contending that the def:mition of 3 Septambar 1943 brought the whole of the
Northern Area inside the ev‘acua.ted t-erritory" is a logical sequel to the .
Pekistan's positlon of 3 September 1948, and at the same tims a reflection ef
+the Commission's shortsightedness. '

Vhatever are the reesons for not rectifying the oversight In the
resolution of 13 Auguet 1948, by a proper formsl, legel imetrument, 1t is to
a great extent the Commission's own fault that 1‘1';8 mediatory efforts to solve
this second main problem have not proved successful, .

In this connection it has to de pointed ocut another matter of real . )
importence: Legal guestion of retroactivity of the resolution of 13 August

~» 1948. The Belgian ani Czechoslevak delegations requested the Legal Adviser

.: of ths Qormigsdon 4¢0 submit 2 worlking paper showinsz the Comission's nosition
[ in thls regerd. The said working paper - through no fault of the Legal
Adviser whose efforts should be rather appreciated - amounts te a master-plece | '

of evesivensss. The Commission itcelf camnot clarify its own legal / i
ingtrument. /

[
[

*
* *

Acter the vejection of iis provosal of 23 April 1949, to bring about a
Truce Agreemern*, to which both Governments lodzed melteriel rederyations, the
Commiasion’s majority considered on ths whole any further efforts in mediation
as futile and, from the beginning of June 1949, "the USA delegation strove to

bring the Commission round teo the idea of solving the gquestion of -the truce
by arbitration.

/In its declaration
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t its declaration which took the form of a resolution - document
8/AC.12/233 - the Czechoslovek dslegation on the other hend argued that
"% is the convietion of the Czechoslovak delegation that there exists on
the pert of the Commission & legal apd at the seme tims even a moral duly
to send invitations to both Govermnments to attend a Jjoint political meeting
vefore taking into consideration any other means of solution”.

The ‘Commission was prepared to accept the Czechoslovak proposal but

only subject to a successful termination meanwhile of the planned negotiations

" Por the fixing of a definitive line of demarcetion, on the realization of
which the Czechoslovak dslegation inasisted with all the weight at its
commend, ) )

This tying-up withk a favourable result of the militery negotlations in

that "it is a gerious political metter which mst be considered on its own.
political 'ground_s without any Junction with‘milita::'y talks in Kerachi,
whetsoever might de their result.” The majorlty of the Commission
nevertheless adhered to its standpoint that the ultimate decision on the
convening of & joint politiczl meeting of both Governments will be made
according to the result of the military consultations.

The pessimistic attitude of the Commission toward any negotiations
for an agreement on the fixing of a definitive line of dermrcation was
skown to be entirely unjustified, and after their complete success the
Commission approved in its morning session on 29 July 1949 - with the only
cxception of the USA delegetion, which abstained from voting - the
Czechoslovak proposal for the ¢alling of & joint political conference of
both Governments,

However, the measure of mistrust with which the Commission took this
last of .its important stevs in mediation can be gauged from the fact thet -

~on the same day, 29 July In its afterncon session, it also passed - the ;
Czechoslovale delegetion avstaining ~ the proposal of the USA. delegation of

arbitration proceedings for a Truce Agreement, for which the Governments

- . 0f.Indla and Pakisban were recormended to accept as arbitrgtor Admiral of |

the Fleet Chester W. Nimitz.

The reascns glven for the hasty passing of the erbitration proposal of
the USi delegebion was the much stressed anxiet; thal the Joins political
confersnce might end in failure and tiet, in order to save time, it was

necessary 1o have & new proposel in readiness.

/The Governments of
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The Governments of Indis and Pukiotan actunlly d4id uccert the proposal
of 8 Joint political conferesnce which was to make & start on 22 Augu.t 1949
in New Delhi, with members of the uabinete of both Governments taking part.
However, four days prior to its ipauguration, the Ccmmission decided in
its seesion on 18 August 1949, to send telegrams to both Governments,
saying that the Commizoion itself was cancelling the Joint political
conference.

The reason for which this decision was made was the finding of
unbridgeadble conflicta in the answers of both Governments as to their ideas
of the pregramme of the conference. A detailed explenstion in this resspect
18 being set forth in the majority report. What the report amits tc mention,
however, is that these conflicting points of view wers well known previously
not only to the Commission itrelf btut also to the two Governrents. The
Czechoslovak delegation agreed with the vievw that a posaible failure of the
Joint political meeting might give a worse turn to the situatiom, but it
maintained that the reecponsibility rests with the Govermments of Indie and
Pakistan, which had'éxpresaed their willingness in principle to enter into
direct negotiations with each other under the chairmanship of the Ccmmission.
A prepared conference that had alreedy been widely announced by the
international press can be cancelled only by the participating Governments.
They would in that way themselves offer proof that mediation is excluded
when they cannot even be persuadsd to make any start vwhatever with the
discuseion of questions in dispute.

These fully reascned arguments fell rather flat, however, end in spite
of the warninge uttered by the Czechoslovak delegation that an infringement
of the terms of reference was involved, the Commission forthwith set about
preparing the arbitration action it has passed in advance on 29 July 194C.

How out of order it was, however, to cancel on the Commission's own
responsidbility an already convened Joint political conference could be
seen at the end of August 1949, on the occasion of the handing over of the
arbitration offer to the two Governments. The Pakistani Minister of roreign
Affairs, Sir Zeffrulah Khan informed the chairman of the Commiseion on
29 August 1949 in Karachi - in presence of the principal secretary to the
Commiseion - that the Pakistan Government was greatly surprised that the
Commission had cancelled the conference. Something to the like effect wae
also said on 30 August 1949, in New Telhi to the chairman of the Commission
and its principel secretary by a representative of the Indian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and, tvwo days later, by the Prime Minister of the Indian

[Government ,



8/1430/A44. 3
Page 8

Government, Pandit Nehru, who manifested great estonistmant and exprassed
disappointment at the decision of the Commiseion. The reason for their
standpoints was the conviction they voliced that parties to a diespute need
not have identical views - for that 18 why disputes are being carried on -
but they must sit down round a table and must at least start discucsions

i any solution is to materialize. '
*
#* *

The course of the discussicns on the offor of the arbitvaticn of tho
Truce Agreement - to which the Commission was not even authorized on the
basi: of its terms of reference - made 1b clear indeed that the Commlrsion
vas not free from outside influences, although it was to act only according
to the mandate of the Security Council in the interest of the United Nations
Organization as a whole, The interver.tions by Prenident Truwan and Prime
Minister Attlee were only made possible on the basis of precise and timely
information emanatirg from the Commiassion itself. This reality needs
examining, Just as it is necessary to audject to inveatigation the
circumstances that and how it should be possible for a secret memorandum of
the Commisnion on cvhe 3ubject of arbitration to get intc the hands of
British Bigh Commissioners in New Delhi and Kerachi at the same time or
earlier than it could be officially presented to the Government of India,

In this comnec¢tion it should be aleco observed that since Mey 1949
there appeared in the press of the USA frequent noticec of the
shortly to be expected arrival of Admirel Cheeter W. Nimitz on the
sub-continent. At the beginning of June the Amaerican prese brought the
news - said to be emanating from Lake Success - that the Commission would
take the road of arbitration proceodinge. This newe was publiched & day
ahead c¢f the time when the USA delegate placed before the Commiscion his
firet arbitration propoeal. The reports of the Amerizan preass were of
course explained as pure speculation on the part of journaliats but
by a rather strange coincidence they did find precise expression for
proposals which were Just being handled by the Ccmmission in its non-
public sessions. Coupled with information conveyed time and egdin ty
Admiral Nimitz to the press the Commission considered 1t as an interference
with 1tz work, and its secretariat repeatedly drew by means of cables
the attention of Lake Succees to th2 necessity of remedying matters.

/As far as
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As far as Admiral of the Fleet Chester W. Nimitz is concerned, there
is no doubt that he acted in good faith. In his various utterances there
was, hovever, a lack of reticence in connectlon with thewcool and reserved
wording of the letter of 18 Mafch 1949, by which the Indien Govermment
acquainted the Commission with its consent %o the Admiral's designation as
Plebiscite Administretor. The Coamission, however, did not - 28 it was
highly advisable - convey to the Admiral Nimitz the verbatim text of the
gsaid notification and Twars, therefore, itseif the responsibility for the
lack of moderation on the part of the designated Plebiscite Administrator.

The climex to the undesirable publicity came with the article datelined
Lake Success, 23 August 1949, transmitted by ITI under the headline:
"Kashmir deadlock may be referfed to an arbitrator”. The Commission took
up this matter in its meeting on 24 August 1949, and in expressing its
concern over this type cf publicity, considered it unanimously an
interference with its work and pfestige. In the course of an exchange of
views 1t was decided to address a telegram to the President of the Security
Council asking that the Secretary-Goneral should be requected to publish
in the press a statement stressing that it lay with the Commission itselfl
to decide what action it should take and counter thus thé iﬁpression that
the Commission dsrived initiative from the press or any other sources -
document S/AC.12/SR.223.

A question all on its own is the case of a member of the United Nations
Secretariat, Mr. Cordier - document S/AC.12/257 - who, on 26 August 1949,
witnheld the aforesaid cabled protest of the chai;rman of the Commission,
at the time a Czechoslovak delegate, to the chairman of the Security
Council, at that time a delegate of the Soviet Union, against outside

interference with the work of the Commission. The cablegram was unenimously

~ved and voted upon by all members of the Gommission, which only got
.~ zaow through Mr. Cordier's cabled reply of 4 September 1959, that he
had not delivered the compleint vhich was addressed to the Chairman of the
Security Council personally. In this comnection it should be perticularly
stressed that this interferonce of the Secrotariat with the competence of
the Commission and the Security Cotmcil at the seme time exactly coincides

" with the time of the Anglo-American intervention, which was carried out
on 31 August 1949. The explanations given to the Commission by cables
of Sir-Alexandsr Cadogen and the Secretary-General of the United Netions,
Mr. Trygve Lie, rejecting the Commission's telegraphic complaint of
£ Septomder 1939, arc nct only inadsquate, but both cables are actually
drefted so as to constitute a reproach to the Commission - they were dealt
with in the statement of the Czechoéloval 1eiega'tior§ of 16 Sgptember 1939 -
document S/AC.12/257.

/The Commizsion
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The Commission conducted & Beries of strenucus negotiaticns end did
a considerable amount cf paper work without a positive result, BResides '
the shortecmings springing from its own faulty Judgment of the twe
fundamental problems, the "Azad Forces" and the "Northern Area”, the
Comission was- handicapped by the fast tﬁét it judged 1ts task for the
greater part.only from the technical a.ngle , without a capacity fcr seeing
and drewing its conclusions from the whole pelitical background of the
Rashmiy problem. :

n the cther heand the offer cf arbitrati:n th&t exceedes the scope cf
the Cormission's terms of Feference was in no 'way an accidental cne. The
U3A delegation. strove - as alyeedy mentioned - foy arbitraticn from as
early date as June of the current year with the euite fraokly avowed
intention to bring Admiral Nimitz &t the eerliest possible moment to the
sub-continent in the capacity of arbiter. The Cammission on its part was
favourably inclined towerd tke arhitraticn peros&l becauss it dia itself
not greatly believe in ite mediating missien, ﬁanly because 1t was clear
on she wicle how difficult wowld be the implementation of the resclution
of 13 August 1948, .

Lven if both Govermments hed signed a .'l‘ruce .L.greemonf , 1t wowld have
remalned Geoubtful neverthelsss whether the conditions of the carxying out
cf a free and unhampered plebiscite in the spirit of the said résclution
would really be capeble of reaiizaticn. In any erraugement of a fruce
by means of arbitration there was a gxeat pzoba‘bility thet thé tzuce
arbiter could practically becems the arbiter of the dispute es e whcle. .

The Eesrmir dlspute, however, is an affair of the whcle forum of the
United Nations, end in its solution all preliminary ccnditicns and
guarantees of 1ts Just settlement must be preserved. I 'évery tne of the
member States of the United Netions Organizetion would teke e similer
course cf action to that of the United States of A&mezica. and the )
United Kingdom in their interventiens wider abtsclute disregerd of the
ccmpetence of ths aporopriate organé of United I‘:atichs Orpenizaticn, .ea.ch
and every mediation action would be made impessible and the United Naticns
Orgenlzaticn would be sericusly undermined. .

If peaceful sclution of the dispute i3 to bs attalned it has 1< be
prevented that the Commission dces not boeome en instrument of paiicy of
certain Great Powerg, . . '

The mediaticn offcrte aimed at the sclition cof the Kechml: problem
end first of all the basic conditions for amy further succe'ssful' work of
the mediation crgen itself must Be Put on @ new basis enacyi‘ls
whanimohs fupport of the Sscurity Council.

‘ /15:. cennot be,



R T T I mI™*
sMhiiofaad,y
Page 11

Tt amonot be, Dyieed, deduced From the fallure of the dmmiselcn's
mission that any further medimtien in the Kaskmir dispute 1z preclnded, ALl
3t moda is a proper evalustion ef the actuel fzots.

The restlution of 13 Avguat 2948, dus to its many serious shortcomings,
camnet » In it present fmm « remaln the Dasic legel instrument of new
madlation efforta. ALY these shertecomings should be thorouskly enalysed ang
exposed belfore a decialon De reeched upen nev terms of reference. The
intsrdepenience of provisions of the sald resolutlion with those of the
reselution of 5 Jamary IS4 - especially with regaxd to the demilitarization
of the State of Jamm: and Kashmir « should be repleced dy broade= provisions
of pev terms o reference, ainog under the yresent zituatien not enly the
ettaimmont of the Truce Agveement but its Iuplementation lilewise is
imposaible. '

The conclusion presented in the majority report expressing doudts about
the flexibility of the Coummisgion composed ef five members is wmrrented.

It vas not a leck of flexihility tut retler teo much flsxidility - ag
demcnstrated By sc many apd so Important clarifications, elncidatiens etc, -
vhich considersbly contribated {0 mndermine the Scmmission’s Position, as a
result of a vain attempt to please bath parties to the diapute at the same
tide,

Aftar the experience of the past it i guite slear that the newv mediation
orzen miat be veflly Independent and untrarmelled by eny oubside intorforenmcs. -

A guareniee of full ivdevendence would be enjoyed By a Commission
consisting of reprasentatives of all the manbers of the Security Gouncil,

The new Oommizsion %2king adventage of being in a possession of =1l the
nsgessary facts, duly evalusted by the Seeurity Council itself, would de
in 2 position {0 caryy cut its mediation task withous deley, at Laka Success,
ir an aimosphere much more suitable far reaching the Truce Agreement then
when on the sub-eontinamnt.

Prior to this, hovever, it should be teken Into consideration, that
Both the govermments of Indie snd Palkistan - ae already stated - velced sireng
and eoncurrent probests that the Joint nelitleal meeting did not materialize,
It should be, themefors, recommenied to the Representatives of both Governzumts
to avall thomselves of the opportunity of the Qormissien being present here,
to reach now, in a jeint meeting at Lake Success, an understanding at least em
the most eutstandting differences emanating from the resolutions of 13 Augpst
1557 and = Jenuary 1°ho respectively,

Such 2 procedurs woul? constitute the heat premise for the new mediation
efZort and weuld contribute in & simple and constructive wey to its success,
1?7 not eventuslly settling the yroblem of the Truce Agreement,

Dr, GLPAICK CHULE (Dzechoslovalia)
Laks Success, 16 December 1549



