CHAPTER 4
THE U.N. ASAN IMPARTIAL MODERATOR

(A.) THEBRITISH CALCULATIONS

The U.K. treated the U.N. as a moderator, asking it to come up with a recommended solution
either acceptable to both parties or to Britain. The U.K. had not asked the U.N. to arbitrate the dispute
and propose a solution which the U.K. would then impose. Britain was quite clear that it would not act
aoneto impose a solution.

As far as Britain was concerned, the U.N. entered the fray, not to assume responsbility over
the Mandate, but to dlow the UK. to continue its authority but with others sharing in the
responghbilities. Of course, if the U.N. came up with a solution acceptable to both parties, that would
most surdly end British responghility for Pdegtine. But, if not, which was by far the most likdly result,
the U.K. would continue if () others shared the (economic and military) responsbilities and (b) the
solution was acceptable to the U.K. "conscience'.

Since the likelihood of a solution acceptable b both parties was remote, Britain was redly
asking the U.N. to help share the respongbilities without giving the U.N. any authority. Further, Britain
would accept U.N. involvement in a solution enforced by Britain only if Britain agreed to the solution.
Any requirement of continuing British respongbility and cooperation would be expected if and only if a
solution could be reached which was acceptable to Britain, and to the Arabs -- for this is what the
British "conscience” required a the time' Bevin had argued that partition had to be ruled out, not
because of principle, but because of Arab opposition which was so great that it would undermine the
entire British postion in the Middle Eag.

Britain's concern with its future economic and military postion in the Middle East was not the
only influence on the condition and content of its policy on the Mandate. The domestic palitical Stuation
in Great Britain, a country about to face its most severe economic crisis, the exasperation over the loss
of British soldiers lives, the huge cost of suppressng the Jewish rebellion and its impact on Britan's
military abilities elsawhere, the desperate need to win back American support for British Middle East
Policy, dl argued for the urgency of Britain dtering the terms of the Mandate and getting others (mainly
the U.S) to share the military and economic costs® If these were the only concerns, clearly Britain
would have to abandon the Mandate. But British imperid interests directed the retention of Paestine,
but only if it would be retained under different terms and conditions. Essentidly what the U.N. was
asked to do was to make recommendations to dter the terms and conditions of Britain's authority in
Paegtine.

But why would Britain expect the U.N. to make recommendations to support British imperid
interests by modifying the terms of the Mandate? Did Britain not sense the anti-imperiad mood of the
post World War 1l world, particularly on the part of the USA.? Was it not clear that whatever
recommendation the U.N. made, it would not be one which included the continuation of a British role in
Pdedtine?

Though the expectations of the UK. in referring the problem to the U.N. were products of
British arrogance and insengtivity to the changing world order, they were aso based on some solid
cdculations. There was no other military force to back any decision except that of Britain. The U.S.
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was unwilling to take over military responsbilities in Pdegsine and the U.S. was not open to an
internationd force which would enable the U.S.SR., through the U.N., to have a role in the Middle
Eadt. Further, the U.K. had the adminigtrative gpparatus in place and the only legd authority to be
there. Given these military, adminidtrative and legd redlities, and given the terms and conditions under
which the U.K. referred the problem to the U.N., was it not reasonable to expect that the U.K. would
be asked to continue the Mandate, but with the burden shared by others until a find solution could be
achieved which would include some form of incressed sdlf-government?*

Since Britain had learned through long, hard decades of discussion that concurrence by both
parties was not possible, a solution would have to be imposed either from the outside or by one of the
parties in a military battle. Britain was not willing to impose a solution aone, and would only impose a
United Nations solution if it agreed with it -- eg., a unitary state with an Arab mgority and protection
for Jewish minority rights -- namely, a solution which would not endanger Britain's pogtion in the Middle
East. However, this put Britain in the "hot seat” of possibly holding up a United Nations solution with
which Britain did not agree. So Britain qudified the condition of its cooperation as depending on
whether "the United Nations can find a just solution which will be accepted by both parties™  Sr
Creech Jones repeated the same qudification in the House of Commons on Tuesday, August 12, 1947.

In sum, the United Nations was handed a problem which it had no unilatera legd authority to
resolve. The problem could only be solved in conjunction with the United Kingdom if the solution fit the
United Kingdom's preferences.

(B.) U.N.MOTIVESAND EXPECTATIONS OF BRITAIN

Given these terms, conditions, motives and expectations by Britain, the U.N. was motivated to
accept condderation of the solution under very limiting conditions because the United Nations lacked
the formd legd authority to determine the fate of Pdedtine but fdt it had some legd regponghility to
atempt to participate in the determination of the fate of Pdedtine if Britain did not grant sovereign
authority to the inhabitants of the territory. In addition to the limited legd responshbility with respect to
the Mandate of Pdestine, the United Nations aso had a mord responghility, particularly in the 1940's
and particularly for the internationdigts. As stated by the New Zedland delegate,
Some way should be found for not one, not some, but al

the United Nations to bear the responsibility of ending

the tragedy of arace sent wandering ... and at the same

time to ensure that is done with the goodwill of the Arab

**The United Nations would determine the issue in favour of a unitary
state, which in turn would conclude a treaty securing the strategic and

econom ¢ benefits of Britain's traditional enpire in the Mddle East."”
(Louis (1948), p. 460; cf. also Horowitz (State in the Making), p.
143.

‘Sir Al exander Cadogan, May 14, 1947. 52:66-67 or Robinson p. 60-61.
Trygve Lie's expectations re Britain were as unreal as his assertion that,
"All British reservations had been respected in the Novenmber 29 resolution,
and so this attitude (the British unwillingness to inplement the resolution
because it was unacceptable to both Jews and Arabs) caused considerable
surprise”. (Lie, p. 163) All reservations were not respected and the British
requi rement that the recomendation nust satisfy both Arabs and Jews should
not have been surprising at all, since it had been expressed during the debate
at the previous special session when UNSCOP was set up.



neighbors and inhabitants of Pdedtine... Thisisa
world problem and has got to be aworld responsibility.”

The United Nations now faced the need to exercise that quaified mord responshbility and
absence of legd authority without the agreement of the mandatory authority, Greet Britain, to carry out
or comply with any recommendation that emerged.

Since it was difficult to conceive of a solution that would be accepted by both Jews and Arabs,
it was clear to any redlidtic, detached observer at the time that the United Nations was being handed a
responsibility which it neither had the means nor the authority to carry out’ The Indian delegate
expressed his skepticism asfollows:

Neither the Generd Assembly nor the United Nations

is going to solve the question which can be settled

only by Arabs and Jews with the help of the United

Nations.”

The Peruvian delegate's doubt was not atypicad. He shared, with the representatives of other
nations in the Generd Assembly an uneasiness with regards to the grave internationa importance of the
intervention of the United Nationsin the Palestine problem.®

Since the earlier Arab atempts to have the Mandate terminated and Pdegtine granted
immediate independence had been defeated, the United Nations had two redistic choices -- to Ssmply
act asamora voice without lega or physical clout to enforce its decison, or to ingst on obtaining full or
partid legd authority over the Mandate of Paegtine to strengthen its hand in dedling with the conflicting
parties. The United Nations plunged ahead to develop amora voice, presumably because the problem
was urgent and delegates wanted to avoid additiona procedura wrangles but, perhaps, because
delegates recognized the U.N. would not obtain the lega authority. The United Nations did not request
the United Kingdom to give the United Nations that authority as a condition of involving itsdf in the
matter. Nor did it try to get an agreement with the United Kingdom to abide by its recommendations as
a condition for taking on the problem. The United Nations did not even st out the conditions for
agreeing to debate the problem, thus placing the onus of responsbility on the United Kingdom if those
conditions were rejected.

The Syrian delegate, Mr. El-Khouri, argued that it was incorrect for the United Nations to
receive the British request "in its present undefined form", namedy that the Pdestine question be
discussed a the next General Assembly and that a Speciad Session appoint a Specid Committee to do
preparatory work.® Though he meant that it was legdly incorrect (in this he was wrong, since any
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member can request a specid session), and he was motivated the torpedo U.N. involvement not
drengthen it, the United Nations assumption of the problem without a clearer delinestion of its role was
in retrogpect paliticAly questionable. It put the United Nations mora authority at stake on an issue
which was highly unlikely to be resolved through mord suasion and over which the United Nations
lacked the legal or physica power to enforce its decision. But refusd to accept the problem for debate
or even the threat of such refusa would seem to be an abnegation of the duties and responghilities of
the U.N. Aswel, it would dlow the problem to fal into the hands of both Jews and Arabs who, by
their actions and words, seemed to be ready to settle the problem themsdves, by force of arms if
necessary. '°

Trygve Lie probably summed up why the delegates, in spite of their skepticism, agreed to tackle
the problem. Lie contended that "[m]ost countries expected Britain as the origind sponsor of United
Nations action to do its utmost toward carrying the action through."**

But there was little evidence to support the claim of an expectation. Hope, perhaps. It was
hoped that with the "uncontestable moral force of this report it cannot be vetoed by Greet Britain”.™

There was some evidence that emerged later to indicate that the U.K. would comply with a
U.N. resolution. For example, when Eban, in the summer of 1947, went to London to find out what
was going on in British minds, friends on The Times told him of a tak with the Prime Minigter, who had
emphadized that no mgority resolution by the United Nations would be flouted. "England will carry out
any reasonable decision by the United Nations to the best of its ability”, Attlee had asserted,”® It must
be remembered that the leading Zionists were wary of a precipitate move by Britain to abandon the
Mandate.”* They might have projected their persona wishes onto Britain, making them believe that
Britain would cooperate with a U.N. decison. It is not unreasonable that others would project a

“I'n reali ty, the Zionist mainstream | eaders did not expect and feared any
U K. abandonment of the Mandate. "Despite their public imge of self-
assurance and outward calm neither Ben-Gurion nor Silver took any confort in
the prospect of an early British withdrawal from Palestine. The prospect of
anarchy and civil war, following a premature, precipitate British exit, was

not one that any responsible |eader could have w shed for." (M chael J.
Cohen, "The Zionist Perspective" in The End of the Palestine Mndate, eds.
Louis and Stookey (1986), p. 89.) In the British interpretation, Silver

wi nced at Bevin's threat to abandon the Mandate. (cf. FO 371/52565/E11549. PRO)

Ben- Gurion inplored Bevin to continue at the February 12th neeting just prior
to the final decision. (cf. British note of Bevin/Ben-Gurion neeting, Feb. 12,
1947, SCO 537/2333, PRO cited by Cohen) The Arabs were nore divided between
those, like the Saudis, backed by the Syrians and Egyptians, who counselled
prudence and realism and the Ilraquis, and their arch-eneny, Haji Amn al-
Hussein, the deposed Mafti of Jerusalem who called for action. (cf. Walid
Khalidi, "The Arab Perspective", ibid, pp. 111-114.)
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subjective hope onto an objective Situation, but they had reasons to expect such hopes would be fulfilled
especidly given the increasing dependence of the U.K. on American goodwill. Further, the UK. had
sad that it would not abandon the Mandate and "leave the Arabs, the Jews, the Americans, and the
United Nations stewing in their own juice’. Such an abnegation of respongbility, according to Bevin
and Creech Jones, "would be ignoble and would amount to a repudiation of the "sacred trust” of the
Mandate'. ™

Though the U.N. did not bargain over any terms for accepting the reference of the Pdestine
problem to itsdlf for a recommendation, the U.N. did have grounds for expecting the U.K. to comply
with its recommendation and to continue its respongibilities for administering the Mandate.

Mr. Ponce of Ecuador, who was one of the outspoken skeptics, in his speech on May 8, 1947,
overrode his skepticism and was inclined to believe the mord force of the U.N. would be effective and
Britain would cooperate.

The impartidity and indegpendence which, to a notable

degree, the committee will have, will perhgps giveits

report an incontestable moral force. We believe that

the committee which the Assembly of the United Nations

will findly approve can hardly be vetoed by the

Mandatory State.*®

(C.) U.N.EXPECTATIONSOF THE ARABS
If there was some indication that Britain would cooperate with a U.N. mgority backed plan,
what about the Arabs? They had peragtently and consgtently fought any hint of partition on opening of
Pdegine to Jewish immigration. Horowitz, one of the young brilliant professonds assgned to
diplomatic work in the U.N. in 1947"" described reports he had heard in England -- that Nokrashi
Pasha of Egypt had more important interests and would not get involved in Paegtine and that an English
officer had said the Trangjordan's army would not fight outside the borders of Trangjordan.'®
Loy Henderson, a former Ambassador to India, now involved in American State Department
work in the Middle Eagt, summed up his view of the Arab reaction, even if partition were
recommended. Given their preoccupation and inherent weaknesses and divisions, they would not be
expected to provide a united military opposition to a U.N. decision.
Iraq ... (Nuri's) views of the matter were not
grong. Both he and the Regent would make afuss
for forms sake but would be unlikely to do more.
There would be rioting in Baghdad.

“Loui s (1986), p. 19. «cf. Parlianmentary Debates (-- Feb. 25, 1947, col--

'°50: 37, Robi nson, p. 59.

“Horowitz was the author of State in the Maki ng and becane Governor of
t he Bank of Israel.

18Horowitz, op. cit., p. 183.



(b)

(©)

(d)

C)

()

Trangordania. Abdullah would feign opposition
and squawk, but would in fact bein favour seeing
in partition good chances of extending his domains.

Syria. Here the opposition would be genuine, strong
and noisly vocdl.

Lebanon. Here the Modems would oppose and the
Chrigtians would not care.

Saudia Arabia. 1bn Saud and his people would be
opposed because of native fanaticism and partly
because they would at once perceive in partition
an increase of strength of the Hashemites. Butin
the face of the Anglo-American United Front, 1bn
Saud's resistance would not be sustained.

Egypt. The Egyptians would be noisy but the noise
would be meaningless. There might be demongrating
and anti-semitic riotsin Cairo and Alexandria but
they would not last long. ™

The expectations of a modification of Arab intransgence was not substantiated when the specid
session was being organized. When Lie polled the U.N. members following receipt of the forma
request for a specia session by the U.K. on April 2, 1947, though he received the approva of a
magjority of members and convened the meeting on April 28, 1947, he did not receive Arab support.
And athough the meeting was specifically cdled as a specid sesson to set up a gpecid committee to
consder the problem in preparation for the next regular session of the Generd Assembly, the Arabs
nevertheless attempted to add to the agenda consideration of the substance of the Paestine issue and
cdled for immediate termination of the Mandate and independence. Following the defeat of that motion
in the Specia Sesson, the issue was referred to the Firs Committee, the U.N. body responsible for
politica recommendations, with Lester Pearson as Chairman.

(D.) THEROLE OF THE U.S.

If the U.N. proposed partition, and if the British and Americans maintained a united front, the
Arabs would be opposed but no military action by the Arab states was expected to take place. If the
U.N. proposed a unitary state with autonomy for a Jewish canton or province, with the Jewish
autonomous region having the right to control immigration to that region, the Arabs would ill be
opposed, but so dso would the Zionists. Would the Americans budge and support the U.K.? The
U.N. could not satisfy both the Arabs and the Jews. It could satisfy both the Americans and the UK.,
and dienate only one of the conflicting parties, if and only if both agreed to support either partition, or a
unified state as recommended by an independent commission. On military grounds, and on politica

PRO FO 371/52565. CO 537/ 1787 Novenber 26, 1946; Also, cf. Louis (1948)
p. 450.



ones as well, the issue was not which extreme aternative specific solution was better, but a mode of
arriving a one of them which would unite the U.K. and the U.SA. and only dienate ether the Jews or
the Arabs, but not both.

In focussing on the issue of relative justice and not the practica problems of implementation, the
U.N. perhaps overlooked the importance of a U.K./U.S. agreement which would provide the only
practica chance of U.N. success. But perhaps, given the differences in attitudes, interests, foreign
policy imperatives and domestic forces, the experience the year before had demondirated this had only
adightly better possibility of success than an agreement between the Arabs and Jews.

What motivated and determined the U.N. position, however, was not the military considerations
or the power politics of the issue, but a mord commitment to do everything in its power to mantan
peace and to adjudicate disputes in as impartid a way as possble. The effect of this overwhelming
mora condderation and attempt a impartidity was to ignore its own week political power and legd
position, which, if srengthened in advance, might have given the U.N. afirmer control whatever solution
emerged. It aso seemed to compel the U.N. to underrate the role of the Great Powers. Would mora
purity, would an independent and objective process be sufficient itself to unite the Great Powers even if
the solution dienated one or even both parties directly involved in the conflict?

Ironically, one force behind the "morad™ stance was the United States.  Truman refused to even
contemplate the use or even threat to use force by the Great Powers to enforce a solution. And he
tended to underplay the importance of a position of legd authority for the U.N. Trygve Lie, on the
other hand, recognized that the power and commitment of the Great Powers might be required. Thet is
why he wanted the specia committee to include the five permanent members of the Security Council.

(E.) THE COMPOSITION OF THE COMMITTEE -- PRINCIPLES

The Firs Committee which convened on May 6th was faced with three issues in setting up the
gpecid committee: who would be heard, who would do the hearing and what would be heard.

The decison to hear representatives from both the Jewish Agency and the Arab Higher
Committee, but no other non-governmenta body, was only a suitable compromise arrived at on the first
day's sesson. It was the only appropriate decison if the primary concern of the U.N. was the nationa
rightsin aterritory not yet controlled by a sovereign ate representing the inhabitants of that territory.

Who would hear the testimony and what would they hear? The rest of the debate focussed on
the composition and terms of reference of the committee with repect to the issues of contention.

The United States wanted a committee of eleven neutral countries. The U.S. was supported by
the UK. in this, though the U.S.SR., and "neutral” countries like Canada, were initialy opposed.”* The
make-up of the find committee conformed to the U.S. guiddines, if not al the specifics The even
"neutral” countries included two Commonwedth nations -- Canada and Audrdia (the U.S. had
originaly suggested New Zedand); two Eastern European nations, Czechodovakia and Y ugodavia (the
U.S. had originaly proposed Poland); three Latin American countries -- Guatemala, Peru and Uruguay
(the U.S. had originaly proposed two -- Brazil and Mexico); two Western European nations --
Sweden and the Netherlands (the U.S. had origindly suggested Belgium); and two Asian nations --
India and Iran (the U.S. had proposed Turkey and a third country from the South Pecific - the
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Philippine Republic).?? [see appendix 1]

The contending -- and losing -- viewpoint supporting Great Power involvement on the Specia
Committee was put forward by Argentina. Its delegate proposed that in addition to the five Gresat
Powers, the committee would be made up of an Arab Sate, three Western states, one South Pacific
gtate and one African state other than Egypt if Egypt was sdected as the Arab state for atota of eleven.

The decison that membership should go to "neutrd™” or "impartid" dates on the bads of an
equitable geographica distribution and excluding the Big Powers was hotly debated.

On May 8, 1947, Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Andrel Gromyko, stated that the U.S.SR.
was prepared,

to take upon itsdlf, together with other permanent

members of the Security Council and together with

the United Nations as awhole, the responsibility

not only for the final decisons that may be taken

by our organization on the Pdestine problem, but

ao for the preparation of the decisions™

Those supporting a big power committee were not restricted to the U.S.S.R. and its satellites in
an attempt to insert a Soviet presence into the Middle East. Lester (Mike) Pearson of Canada held the
same view.

He thought excluson of the Great Powers from the

committees of investigation would serioudy wesken

its authority and might result in the submisson of

an impractica report entirely unacceptable to those

states which would have to put it into effect.**

One worry was that the Soviet Union have more clout with a satdllite in the guise of a neutrd to
do its bidding, while the Western "neutral” countries were truly neutrd. On the other hand, direct
U.SSR. involvement in the decison, though not necessarily the enforcement, (troops of neutrd
countries could be used) could cause even more havoc for the U.N.

Certainly, there was a desire to make the committee neutral. Neutrality entailed an absence of
prior commitments. Neutrdity entalled an impartid examination of the Pdestine question as Dean
Acheson argued. But Dean Acheson dso argued that Canadians should be included on the committee
since Canada did not have, "a redly serious Jewish problem™.? It is not clear whether he meent
Canada was not troubled by a history of anti-semitism or whether Canada lacked an effective Jewish
lobby which so irritated both the State Department and the President. The former might bias Canada
againg the Jews, the latter in favour of them. The latter is suggested since he ruled out the U.S,, but did
not rule out Iran or Turkey from being proposed for membership because they might be partid to
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Pdedtinian Arabs because they were overwhedmingly Modem. Thus, dthough neutrdigts ogtensibly
meant procedural neutrdity and neutraity in terms of stated commitments, it did not mean a tota
absence of bias. Presumably the bias question would be handled by the baance of compostion in the
membership congtituting the committee.

Weas the U.N. support of the U.S. drategy of a "neutra” investigating committee correct? Or
was Pearson (and Lie and others) correct in anticipating thet if the United States, in particular, and the
Great Powers, in generd, were not included in the decison making process, they would not be truly
committed to enforcing the decison?

The worries of Pearson and others seemed to have been warranted by subsequent events. The
U.S. did originaly commit itself to supporting the Partition recommendation on November 29, 1947, (as
we shdl see in a subsequent chapter), but backed down from any respongibility for its enforcement.
They dso atempted to lead a movement to reverse the decison itsdf. Ivan Rand was Canada's
gppointee on the Committee and was an influentid member. Yet Canada, dthough it dso origindly
supported the partition resolution, aso gave some support to the U.S. move to reverse the decision.
This suggests, on the other hand, that American participation in the decison making did not seem to
offer any greater grounds for American commitment to the implications of any decison, particularly.
The representatives on the committee were to be independent individuas, not government officids, and,
therefore, their recommendations ___any bound any government.

But some might argue that thisis not afair comparison. After dl, "Canadas Palestine Policy ...
was determined only after the policies of the Great Powers had been discerned, whatever Rand's
views'.”® Big Power paticipation might have, a the very least, made the committee much more
sengtive to issues of implementation and the effects and roles required of the Great Powers. However,
participating in the decison making did not assure that the Smal Powers, let done the Big ones, would
be bound by the decisions, it would seem that participation alone could not provide such a guarantee.

(F.) THE COMPOSITION OF THE COMMITTEE -- CRITERIA

If "neutraity” was to be the criteria rather than Greast Power involvement, was that criterion
fulfilled in setting up the committee? Neutrdity meant Arabs and Jews were excluded from membership
on the committee®” Neutrality meant lack of prior stated commitments and procedura fairness. It did
not mean absence of bias.

A country or a representative would be consdered partid: () if it had dready expressed a
prior commitment to one outcome or ancther; (b) if its exising commitments predetermined one
outcome rather than another; (C) or if it had a vested interest in the outcome. The Arab dates were
clearly partial. So was the UK. So were the United States and the U.S.SR. as mgor powers
committed to securing their interests in thisarea. Impartid, in a strong sense, could mean not partid to
one party in the disoute. In this contest, impartial had a weaker meaning -- not partid to one outcome
of the dispute based on prior commitments. It did not mean no patidity a dl towards a postion.
Impartid aso meant no specific politica interest in the region and, in that sense, required disinterested

*Pearson (1984) p. 113.

*"The Arabs nmade a claim for at |east one menber on the committee after
their opposition to it being set up was defeated. Bill Epstein, a U N civil
servant, was excluded from the secretariat of the comittee because he was
Jewi sh. S. Mahanoud of Egypt, an Egyptian was also |left off the secretariat.



parties to be involved in the adjudication.

Of the criteria of impartidity, an absence of prior commitment to a position and an absence of
prior involvement in the disputes were absolute prerequisites to membership. The three other criteria of
impartidity -- impartidity to the parties, impartiaity to postions and a disinterested perspective, were to
be handled by the overadl compostion of the committee rather than on sdecting any one individua
member for the committees.

A second criteria was "objectivity”. The countries chosen and their appointees were expected
to consder al factors without distortion. In this respect, the persona qudities of representation was
more important than the countries chosen to appoint those representatives.

In addition to impartidity and objectivity, there was the issue of neutraity. Neutrdity involved a
different condderation. In addition to impartidity, in dl the senses indicated above, in addition to the
objectivity, the total composition of the committee would have to be neutral. Committees and delegates
were not vaue-free. They would be expected to bring their values and assumptions with them. But by
seting up  a committee made up of representatives from the various regions of the world and asking
those countries to gppoint objective members, as long as such gppointees did not hold such strong
predispositions that they were clearly inclined towards one outcome rather than another, then the overdl
compostion of the committee would ensure neutrdity even if no individua representative would be
expected to be perfectly neutrd.

(G.)) THE COMPOSITION OF THE COMMITTEE -- COUNTRY BIASES

On the badis of these criteria, the committee was, if anything, more biased againg partition of
Pdedtine than for it if prior vaues and commitments are taken into account. Canada, made up of two
nationdlities within one politica unit, could be expected to support a unified federd dtate rather than
patition. Further, given its Commonwedth membership as the oldest loyd British domain, and given its
record of trying to dign its foreign policy with that of Greet Britain while expressing an independent right
to make foreign policy decisons, Canada would not be expected to support partition. In fact, Canada,
given its loydty to Britain and its own make-up, would be expected to have a strong antipathy to
partition. Canada had shown no prior inclination to put forward positions that ran contrary to British
interests.

Czechodovakia, like Canada, was a binationd country of Czechs and Soveks. It was ill
governed by a democratic codition. Communist party officids at this time expressed support for
parliamentary inditutions. The Szklarska Poreba conference of European communist leaders, which
founded the Comintern and set out on a path of militancy and, in particular, a god of establishing
people's democracies in Eastern Europe, had not yet been held. (It took place in September of
1947).® Similarly, the Yugodavs under Tito were aready expressing a line independent of the Soviet
Union. Yugodaviawas a multi-nationd federation which lived in fear that nationdist forces of Serbs,

?*Szkl arska Poreba is a Polish Siberian sunmer resort. cf. Charles Gati,
Hungary and the Soviet Bloc, Duke University Press for a description of the
Szkl arska Poreba conference. The Soviet Union's preference was for an

i ndependent, dual, denobcratic honbgeneous Arab-Jew sh state, but the U S S R
was not opposed to partition if a honpbgeneous state could not be inplenented.

Yaacov Ro'i, "The Soviet union, Israel, and the Arab-Israeli "oin
M chael Confino and  Shawn, eds., The U S.S.R and the Mddle East, WIley,
1973. The Forgotten Friendship: [srael and the Soviet Bloc, cf. Arnold

Kramma, (1974), 19; Ro'i, (1973); Sinolansky (1986), p. 68.
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Sovenes, Croats, Montenegrins, Albanians, etc., would tear the country apart. Further, Yugodavia had
a ggnificant Mudim minority. Nether Czechodovakia nor Yugodavia would be expected to be pro-
partition.

Sweden, on the other hand, had alowed partition to take place peacefully. Norway emerged
as a separate country in the late nineteenth century through partition. The Netherlands, because of its
experience in World War 11, would be expected to be very sympathetic to the plight of the Jewish
refugees and, therefore, the policies of the Zionists.

But if Sweden and the Netherlands, for different reasons, could be expected to be open to
partition as a solution, this would not be true of Iran or India. Iran was a Mudim country, India was a
multinationd state with a Sgnificant Mudim minority and a degp-rooted ideological bias againg partition.

That bias was reinforced by its experience in 1947 when, as a result of partition, it suffered a million
casudties and had to resettle millions upon millions of refugees.

Only the history of the Latin American members of the committee would not lead one to expect
apro- or anti- partition bias. But there was another sort of bias they did evince and which was shared
by the entire committee. "The anti-colonid movement found vociferous representation on the United
Nations Specia Committee on Palestine® This bias the British had totally failed to take into account in
their cdculations. If they had they would not have been surprised that in the outcome of its
deliberations. The one item on which al members of the committee were unanimous was the early
termination of Britain's respongbility for the Mandate.

(H) THE COMPOSITION OF THE COMMITTEE -- INDIVIDUALS

The overdl composition of the committee could not be considered idedly neutral but skewed
somewhat towards a federd solution with degrees of autonomy for the two national groups. Once the
individua appointments were made, the bias of the overal committee againgt partition was reinforced by
some gppointments and undermined by others so that the overdl effect of the individud gppointments
was rather neutral. The strongest reinforcement againgt partition was the Indian gppointee, Sir Abdul
Rahman, a judge, but one of Mudim background with a history of political oppostion to partition in
India and the forces of Mahammed Ali Jinnah, the leader of the partition forces and the founder of
Pakistan. The Audtrdian gppointee, John D.L. Hood, a career diplomat, might be expected to reflect a
continuing pro-British bias. Ivan Cleveland Rand, like the Indian gppointee and like Emil Sandstrom,
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Sweden, was aso a judge and a member of the Canadian
Supreme Court. He could be expected to be pro-Arab or, a least, pro-Britain, in the estimates of both
Michad Comay and the Jewish Agency. More to the point, his record in mediating disputes,
particularly his famous Rand formula which resolved an old, very rancorous conflict about compulsory
membership in trade unions by a Solomon-like formula in favour of compulsory dues but not
compulsory membership, suggested a man who would seek compromise and avoid what was
considered to be one extreme end of the spectrum of solutions -- partition.

The gppointment of Dr. Nicolaas Blom of the Netherlands seemed to offset an expectation that
the Netherlands would be expected to be pro-Zionist. Blom had been a former acting Settlement
Governor of the Dutch East Indies and was rather inclined to sympathize with the problems of a colonid
power. However, if Blom offset the Dutch podtion in one direction, Dr. Karel Liscky of
Czechodovakia, a close friend of lan Masaryk, an open and strong supporter of Zionism, offset the

®Loui's, (1984), p. 395.
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Czech pogition in the other direction.

Surprisngly enough, soon after the work of the committee got underway, it emerged that the
two strongest pro-partition voices came from Latin America. Dr. Jorge Garcia Granados of Guatemda
and Professor Enrique Fabregat, a former Minister of Education from Uruguay, turned out to be
ideologica liberds who were both anti-imperidist, and hence anti-Britain, and openly sympathetic to the
Zionist cause.

Dr. Antonio Garcia-Salazar, a devout Catholic and former Ambassador to the Vatican, was a
South American conservetive with more interest in the Cathalic postion than the rights and clams of
either the Jews or the Arabs. He was aneutral but not a disinterested party.

Vaado Simic, Presdent of the Yugodav Senate, head of the Yugodav Bar Association, was a
non-communist member of Tito's government and might have been expected to be sympathetic to
Zionigts and its non-communist led socidist utopianism. Asit turned out, he was not.

There was no reason to expect Nasrollah Entezam of Iran to reflect anything but the Iranian
position.

Thisleft Chief Judtice Sandstrom as both the most illustrious gppointee as well as the individua
who seemed to offer the grestest neutrdity. It was no surprise, then, that he was dected to the
chairmanship of the Committee.

(I) TERMSOF REFERENCE AND SECRETARIAT

On May 15, 1947, the United Nations Specid Committee on Pdestine (UNSCOP) was
crested as an "impartid and internationa and authoritative committee to collect al the pertinent facts, to
listen to dl the interested parties, to sft the mass of evidence and to draw and present conclusions --
possibly dternative conclusons,investigate dl questions and issues relevant to the problem of Paegting,
and prepare proposals for the solution of the problem.” 1t was the lat in along series of commissions
sent to investigate the Paestine problem.

One other issue was gaffing. When Britain announced its intention to refer the Paedtine issue to
the U.N., Lie was preoccupied with whether a small committee, including the Great Powers, should
ded with the issue or whether a specid committee of the Genera Assembly should assume initia
respongbility for investigating the issue and making a recommendation.  This was the political aspect of
the problem.

But there was an adminigrative one, though it tied in with the political issue. 1t was clear that
Rdph Bunche, who headed the Trusteeship Divison, anticipated that his divison destined to play a
prominent role. Following the first information that Britain would be referring the issue to the U.N.,
Bunche clearly believed that the problem would become the respongbility of both the Security Council
and the Trusteeship Divison. Working with Robles, the delegate of the Assistant Secretary-Generd for
the Security Council, Sobolev and Epstein from the Department of Security Council Affairsitsdf, he had
amemorandum, which he had drafted, approved that would put the responsbility for the preparation of
relevant documentation in the hands of Near East experts appointed from or by the two departments,
asssted when required by an expert from the Legal Department and other experts as required. It is
clear that in the direction to be given to thisworking group that it would have extraneous responghilities,
including assembling documentation, commissioning reports and anayzig the present datus of the
mandate as well as proposds for solutions thus far advanced. Dr. Buches origind proposd, the

Vol . 2, Planni ng Meetings of General Assenbly Session 2, 1947, Ad Hoc
Committee Report on Palestine, p. 1.
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direction would aso include presenting dternative proposas, but this was ddeted in the find
memorandum. Buncheclearly saw the initiative for undertaking the andyss and even proposing
solutions should be invested in the hands of experts. Since the working group was to engage in "drictly
private’ consultations, he did not envisage the procedure entailing a round of public hearings by a
commission gppointed by the Generd Assembly. As the Memorandum explicitly stated, "No forma
representatives of interested individuals or groups outside of the Secretariat would be invited
or entertained, and no formal hearings would be held.®* The experts and mandarins would do the
andysis and, based on that analys's, the General Assembly or a specid session would make its decison.
This is clear because the specid working group would not work on procedurd issues but on
Substantive ones.

By March 13, before the Special Session had even been convened, Bunche was proposing Paul
Moher, awell known Swedish diplomat with extensve experience in the Middle Eagt, for gppointment
to the Secretariat of the working group. It may be that Bunche was aso motivated to be so proactive
on this issue because he was negotiating resuming his academic career by taking a postion with ether
Harvard or the Univergity of Pennsylvania  Though he eventudly did recaive a hansome offer from the
|atter university, he eventually turned it down, largely for financial ressons®

Within aweek of the committee's officid creation, they had before them a"Memorandum on the
Paestine Problem” dated May 23, 1947 prepared by the expert working group. Dr. Victor Chi-Tsal
was gppointed by Lie as his persona representative to the secretariat of the Commisson. Chi-Tsai
dropped Mahmoud and Epgtein (from the Department of Security Council Affairs) as prospective
members. By the 28th of May, the list of the Secretariat for the U.N. Specia Committee on Paetine
was announced. Victor Hoo, the Assistant Secretary-Generd responsible for the Trusteeship Division,
(like Lie, an eected officid) headed the list and Dr. Alfonso Garcia Robles was named as Principa
Secretary. But it was the third name, Dr. Raph Bunche, Dr. Hoo's Specid Secretary who would run
the Secretariat and who had aready assembled the other twelve senior members of the support saff
___up by an additiond thirty-five junior gopointees. Raphe Bunche, an American, was the Director of
the Trusteeship Divison of the U.N. This gppointment immediately srikes one as not following dl the
criteria of impartidity in excluding any Great Power interest (Dr. Raphe Bunche was aformer American
State Department employee) and in excluding any commitment to any one outcome since Bunche was
involved in, if not committed to, the U.N. trusteeship system. This introduced the prospect of a U.N.
interest in the legd successor dtatus as an intermediate role to displace the British role and as a
prospective continuing lega player with respect to a portion of the territory -- Jerusdem. In other
words, the secretariat was set up to be seen asimpartia vis a vis the parties to the dispute but not with
respect to prospective outcomes or Great Power regiona interests.

The committee clearly did not appoint its own secretariat or even the most serious officers. This
was conggtent with the U.N. Charter. Article 101 assigned responshbility to gppointing steff to the
Secretary-Generd based on "efficiency, competence, and integrity”. In Bunches origind memorandum,
he had dtipulated that the members of the working group "should be sdlected with a view toward their

31

p. 4.

2cf. U N archives, letter to John Gogy, Vice-Provost of the University
of Pennsylvania, dated June 11, 1947 and the April/My correspondence with
Rupert Enerson of the Departnent of CGovernnment at Harvard. Incidentally, one
of the courses that Bunche was asked to teach was on Inperialism
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complete objectivity”.

(J.) THE BIASOF THE SECRETARIAT

Since Bunche assumed the leadership of the Secretariat what were his biases? It was clear he
shared the anti-imperidist views of virtualy al members of UNSCOP** It was also clear that he was a
dedicated civil servant committed to the highest sandards of service. Brian Urquart described him as a
"hard taskmaster” with a"meticulous attention to detail and capacity for hard work”, "skeptica of facile
formulations’, committed to "absolute intellectua and personad honesty” and “the kindest and most
compassionate of men, the indefatigable friend and chairman of the week and oppressed”. *

By dl accounts, Bunche was a most remarkable man. But he was dso human. And his own
orientation on the issue can be dissected from the "Memorandum on the Paestine Problem” dated May
23rd and presented to the committee when it convened.®® The report is not significantly biased against
gther the Jewish, the Arab or even, surprisingly the British postion. It is biased in favour of
internationalism and the U.N. ingtdling a trusteeship backed up by an internationa police force with
perhaps permanent internationdization but with a condderable degree of sdf-government when the
Jews and Arabs learn to live together and embrace acommon loydty as citizens of Paestine.

The bias of the report comes out in the opening paragraph which begins by asserting "that the
Arabs and Jews in Pdegtine condtitute two fairly well-baanced forces' and therefore, "the political
problem is one of giving rights and privileges to both Sdes’. Not authority to either one or the other or
both. Not control. But rights. Since the opening paragraph concludes "that each side has been
demanding such alarge share of rights and privileges, dmogt to the exclusion of the other side,”" the clear
implication istha an unbiased intervenor is necessary between such opposing and irreconcilable forces.

The bias of the report does not only emerge in the direction of the Memorandum and its initid
characterization of the problem but in its omisson. The Report explicitly dismisses not only historical
precedents and arguments as relevant, but implies legd issues are irrdevant as well. Nor does the
report anywhere take into congderation security concerns -- of the British, for one, but of the Jews and
the Arabsaswell.

Though Bunche was a strong advocate of sdf-determination, and though he did not share the
League of Nations propensity to respect the status quo internationdly, he did share the League vison
that sdf-determination was not the highest principle but had to be subordinated to the principles of
pesceful and lawful government. Hence, the fact that the Arabs congtituted a maority of two-thirds of
the population did not mean that they should be able to determine their own destinies and and

33p. 2.

*Bri an Urquart noted that Bunche "represented the new transatlantic
order...dedicated believers in self-deternination and decolonization, in
i nternational order and law, and in Human Rights". (1987), p. 94.

*Bri an Urquart, A Life in Peace and War (1987) p. 127. Urquart is
currently working on a biography of Bunche and can be cited as an expert
wi t ness having served under himand with himand "spent nore hours with Bunche
than with anyone else in ny life". (p. 125.)

**The Meror andum the clear hand of Bunche, even using Anerican
exanpl es of the size of Vernont and New Hanpshire to characterize the snall
size of Palestine. (p. 29.)
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"not make an Arab state obligatory".*” Practica solutions, that is, ones which avoid bloodshed and
alow peopleto live in peace and order under the rule of law, are required, not ideologica ones.

One of the more interesting, indeed pedantic biases, is the strong emphass on the andysis of
politica linguitics both in the body of the report and the two gppendices dedling with the politica
nuance of the territory in question, "Palegting and with the "Who is a Jew? question. There is a clear
concern for issues of politica identity identified by language and concerns.

In the case of Paegtine, the andysis makes clear the root is Roman, not Arabic. Prior to the
British mandate, the area was regarded by Arabs as part of Southern Syria. The implied concluson is
that continuation of the name Pdestine would neither favour the Arabs nor the Jews and was
appropriate for a palitica entity where equdity of citizenship would be accorded to Jews and Arabs
which is designated as the idedligtic vison.

Intheandysisof the_ Jew, the Reports notes that the Kingdom of Israel was redtricted to
the citizens of the Northern Kingdom whaose contemporary survivors are the Samaritans, not the Jews,
the Jews are the survivors of the Southern Kingdom and the Babylonian exile. The implication is desr;
the designation of the territory as Israel would be even be wrong for the Jews.

The latter is philologica and historica especidly since the Report acknowledges there
would be no reviva of Zioniam if it had not been for the Jewish rdligion. And it is in the rdigious text
that the land is referred to as Eretz Isradl.

The sgnificance of these minor abgtract philological quibbles is that it does not indicate a mind
focussed on practica redities but on theoretica purity. Practica redities, such as the powerful forces of
competing nationdisms, are smply matters that need to be considered and taken into account. The
report stresses, not the Zionist program, but the binationdism of Judah L. Magues and Hashoma
Hatzain which so impressed the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry. It is acknowledged thet thereis
no pardld on the Arab side, though the Nash ashibis are open to compromise, provided it "was backed
up by sufficient international guarantees.* In any case, the dominant nationalism is not Palestinian but
Arab, and more locdly, south Syrian.

Before andyzing the role of the incompatible nationalisms, the Report concludes,

the idea of "Palestiniam’ -- the view that a new sort

of Pdegtinian Orienta culture, in which both Arabs

and Jews have an integrd part, is emerging...(which)

may be the "wave of the future' for Palestine, since

they apped to the minds and hearts of men of goodwill.*

Rdph Bunche was clearly a man of good will stegped in the Kantian belief in an internationa order built
on pure reason and pure motives.

Arab nationalism is attributed to a product of World War | and the legd (my itaics) promises
made at thetime. (It is clear that law will not be the basis of solving the problem.) It was exacerbated
by the achievement of independence and sdf-government by the surrounding Arab countries. The
League of Arab States (Egypt, Syria, Lebanon, Irag, Trans-Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Yemen)

37

p. 1.
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"provides the framework of Arab nationdism” and "It is this League which has declared Pdedtine an
Arab country which much (sic) eventually become independent”.* In other words, outsiders and
uncompromising indders (Hg Amin, the Mafti) are the source of the problem. There is no recognition
that it was Britain in the face of the 1936 riots and the 1937 full-scae revolt who brought in the outsde
Arab gates to moderate the forces of locd nationdism. Thisis aso true of the Jews for, "The Arab is
desperatdly afraid of the cleverness and aggressiveness of the Jew" who is regarded as an utterly foreign
intruder.* (In the whole report there is extensive discussion of Christians who are Arabs and Muslims
who are Arabs but no mention that haf the Jews in the world at the time spoke Arabic and lived in Arab
daes) The Bdfour Dedaration referring to the "exiging non-Jewish communities in Paegting' is
accepted as an "initid insult” to the Arabs in denying them a digtinct identity.

In other words, the Pdestinian Arab, like the European Jew (my itdics) suffers from "politica
homeessness’ cut off from the surrounding Arabs "by the European-imposed divisons of his naive
region” and "has not inherited from the past a specificaly Pdedtinian nationaism”. The report continues.

"Paegtine cannot be a Jewish state, nor can there be more Jewish immigration, since the presence of a
few more Jews will endanger the predominantly Arab nature of the country” which suggests at least an
gpparent contradiction with the Report's description of Lebanon as an Arab country though the
predominant religion is Chrigian. But the Report attributes these views as smply those of "the most
ardent Arab nationdigs'.

The andlyss of Jewish nationdism attributes its beginnings to just before the origins of Arab
nationaism following World War |1 to twenty years earlier and the publication of Herzl's The Jewish
State, but its red beginnings are attributed to the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate which undertook
"to guard the rights of the Arabs as well as facilitate the immigration of Jews'. (No mention is made in
the distinction between the rights acknowledged, fairly or unfairly, to the two groups.) The report notes
the presence and growth of anti-Zionist Jews, thought the mgority of Jew in Britain and America are
"swayed" by the Zionids.

In addition to intractable Arab nationalism demanding an Arab state and intimidating moderates
and enthusagtic Jewish Zionists demanding a Jewish state and unrestricted immigration, both sdes have
shared equally in terrorism -- three years each (1936-39 for the Arabs and 1944-47 for the Jews). The
Arabs__ onthe Jews prior to 1936 are not regarded as terrorist acts since there was no "training of
underground military forces on alarge scale’.” Both sides are accused of assassinating dissidents of
their own persuasion "to keep the more moderate elements from spesking out”. **

It is perhaps on this issue that the attempt to balance the strengths and evils of both nationdist
movements on both sides. Not that there were not a few assassinations of Jews by Jews™ but the
purpose of the assassinations were not to silence dissdents.

The largest omission of the report is a thorough analyss of the Stuation of the red (not just
politicaly) homeless Jewish refugees. According to the report, the refugees adopted "Paestine-or-

40

p. 8.

41

p. 10.

42

p. 15.

43

p. 16.

44

cf. REFERENCE NEEDED

16



nothing" because the refugee problem "has been dedt with inadequately by the great powers and by the
United Nations'. Resettlement of Jewsin other countriesis the answer.

Passage of the bill now in the U.S. Congress to admit

400,000 displaced pesons as an emergency measure would

have congderable effect in reducing the intendty of

Jewish nationdism.®

The report continues with an acknowledgement of the rights of the three religions and then of the
edtablishment and acceptance of English as an officid language and of intercourse between the two
linguigtic communities. In the short reference to economic issues the main point asserts, according to the
prevailing view of the time and in ignorance of such successes as Hong Kong and Singapore, "that
Pdlestine is not naturally a country rich enough to support a dense population”.*® But the report does
acknowledge that the red limitation to immigraion is not "economics', but "palitica aosorptive capacity™.
And the "chief palitica problem is Jewish immigration”. The focus of political organization and the issue
of unlimited (the Zionists) or zero (the Arabs) Jawish immigration are "intimately bound up together".*’

Perhaps the most interesting part of the report is the taxonomy of solutionsit provides:

Partition Unitary

[ ndependent Dependent
(Trusteeship)

Arab Jewish Binationa UK. U.N.
amin.  amin.

Federa schemes are omitted atogether. Partition is adamantly opposed by al Arabs who "may
put up a congderable fight if a Partition proposd ismade”. In any casg, it is only acceptable to some of
the Zionigs and then only if it is of sufficient size to absorb the refugees, but even then the partitioned
Jewish state would have a large (and difficult) Arab minority of 38 - 49% if the plan is redigtic enough
to satisfy the Jews and the needed territory for refugees. Mixed towns, such as Jerusdem and Hafa
under internationd or British would exclude Jews and Arabs from membership in a Jewish and
Arab state respectively. Transfer of the Arabs is mentioned as a solution to the problem thet, "will have
to be considered™ if Partition is endorsed. It is clear that this assertion is included not as a desirable
prospect but as an undesirable one mitigating againgt Partition. In sum, partition as a solution of recent
vintage runs againg the political structures developed to date and againg virtudly unsurmountable
problems. No verson of it would satisfy the Arabs or even the Jews. Clearly, the Secretariat at the
U.N. did not favour partition.

“The dramatic , perhaps, but the intensity?
(continue fn. with quote from...)

“°p. 29.

47p. 30.

“®p. 33.

17



Of the independent solutions, only the bi-national idea is given serious consideration. The Arab
date is dismissed because "it is probable that outside help would be needed for the protection of the
Jews'.* A Jewish state is not even seenin dl of Palegtine is not even seen as desirable by the Zionist
leadership (Ben-Gurion) and would entail "a war between the Arabs and the Jewish underground”. ™
Further, "the Arab States might withdraw from the United Nations. The Bi-nationd State may be "the
ultimate answer™™* but it could not be set up immediately given the current lack of trust between the two
communities. To remain a dependent political entity, "it would be bette for the United nations to take
over" dnce Britain is "anxious to be relieved of a least some of its respongbilities’ and "Both the Jews
and Arabs are disstisfied with the British conduct of affairs.

The report clearly reveals no bias in favour or againgt Jews or Arabs thogh it is infused with
many misnterpretations and omissoins. Nor is it that biased againg Britain, lauding the UK. for its
attempt at equality of trestment for Arabs and Jews, but takes not consideration of British imperia (and,
hence, military security) interests. The clear bias of the report is in favour of internationdism, even
though such a proposal would have to ded with the antipathy of both groups (not mentioned) and the
clear contradiction that such asolution would continue the problem of "politicd homeessness' for both
groups and do nothing to solve the problem of immigration of Jews, though the report implies tht this
;should be solved by settling the Jewish refugees e sewhere.

(K.) THE CONDUCT OF THE COMMITTEE

When Trygve Lie convened the first forma sesson of UNSCOP on May 26, 1947, dfter
dismissng the journdists and reconvening in private sesson, he followed the British suggestion in
sending the committee directly to Palestine to avoid any impression of bias because of pressure from the
large Jewish population of New York City.>

The record of the initid discusson of UNSCOP indicates no sengtivity to the issue of
impartidity towards one outcome or another. The debate concentrated on the issue of impartidity in
dedling with the parties to the conflict as the committee debated how the "interested parties’ could make
representations to UNSCOP. Great Britain was defined as one of the "interested parties’, though the
liaison officer gppointed by Britain was Donad C. MacGillivray, a civil servant in the colonid office with
experience in Palestine and a record of impartidity in his dedlings with both Jews and Arabs>

(L.) THE ARAB POSITION ON UNSCOP

Liaison officers were dso to be appointed by the Arab Higher Committee and the Jewish
Agency. The refusd of the Arab Higher Committee to gppoint a liaison officer and to boycott
UNSCOP is generally considered to have been a mgjor blunder by the Arabs> But from the Arab
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perspective, there was no dternative if ether the tactics or Strategy, the circumstances or objectives of
the Arab pogition are taken into account.

At the recent London conference which convened in September of 1946 and aborted at the
beginning of 1947, (the failure of which was a factor in Britain's decison to refer the Pdestine problem
to the U.N. for arecommended solution), the situation had been reversed. The Arabs had attended; the
Jews had boycotted the meetings, though informdly they mantained a liaison with the British. Y,
when the conference reconvened on January 26, 1947, the Bevin plan put before the Arab delegates
was based on provincid autonomy with the right of the Jewish province to control immigration. To the
Arabs, this was tantamount to partition. Even though the Zionists regarded the plan as a move away
from partition, to the Arabs it appeared that boycotting conferences had better results than participation.

But boycotting was not just a matter of tactics. It was aso Srategicdly crucid. For al dong
the Arabs maintained that the U.N. had no jurisdiction over or role in Palestine. It was smply the duty
of the mandatory authority, Greet Britain, to turn their territory over to the inhabitants of the territory to
determine their own destiny. Since the mgority were Arabs, the territory would become an Arab State.

Circumstances aso directed that the Arabs stick to basic principles and not try to work out a
compromise position or even get into a position which would reved their wide differences® Only afew
months earlier, on November 11, 1946, Abdullah had openly expressed his god of creating a Greater
Syria  Egypt was preoccupied with its relations with Britain following the bresk-up of the taks on
revisng the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty in December of 1946. Syria backed Egypt, as much to oppose
Abdullah's plans, who was believed to have British backing, asto reinforce the Egyptian position. What
position could the Arabs have taken before UNSCOP? For example, at the pinnacle of the decision
period, after concluding a treety with Irag in April, "King Abdullah on August 4, 1947 once again
reectivated the issues of "Greater Syrid'. He cdled specificdly for the formation of a Condtituent
Assembly to establish "Grester Syria' and unite it with Irag.™™’

It must be remembered that Abdullah's Greeter Syria scheme not only included uniting Syria
with Jordan and Irag, but absorbing Paestine aswdll. It was hard to argue for saf-determination of the
Arabs of Pdedine if ther fate was being determined from on high. Further, it was well known that
Abdullah had secret negotiations with the Zionigts to partition Paestine and at the very leadt, to dlow the
Jews to have dmog  as much autonomy as envisoned in the Bevin plan. As Farouk had warned,
"Abdullah collaborates with the Zionigts, who are agreeter danger to the Arabs than the British because
the danger from Britain is bound to come to an end.™®

Another fault line ran through the Arab pogtion which threatened an earthquake, this time in
league with American economic imperid interests rether than British politicad and military imperid
interests as the focus. The line ran between Riyad and Damascus rather than Damascus and Ammean.
Lebanon and Jordan had just concluded an agreement with Britain for an oil pipeine to run from Saudi
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Arabia through its territory. Syria had been baking for dmost a year when the U.S. suddenly
confronted the Syrians with an ultimatum:  either agree to the terms or the pipdine would not be built on
Syrian territory. Kuwatli of Syria saw himsdlf engaged in a two-front conflict, with Abdullah in Amman
dlied with the British and possibly with 1bn Saud dlied with the Americans. Kuwaetli sought to forge a
treaty with Saudi Arabiato counter the Trangordanian threat and the aliance with Irag. But Ibn Saud
only saw this as giving an opening to Damascus to take over Saudi Arabia

The third fault line ran within the Paestine community itsdf. It was in fact a myriad of splits and
divisons solits between the dite families, the Hussanis and the more moderate Nashashibis, splits
between ditist and populigt palitics, (the Hussainis and Nashashibis versus more populist movements led
by Musa d-Alami and Igiqudi), splits between middle road populists and the communist League for
Nationa Liberation, splits between the urban and rura leadership, and in rurd aress, between the
aritocratic landowners and the fdlahin, plits between Mudims and Chrigians, split again between the
Catholics, who tended to sde with the Hussainis and the Greek Orthodox, who sided with the
Nashashibis. Findly, the usuad generationa divisons between the older, more moderate and prudent
leaders and the passions of youth cut across al the other divisions™

At aspecia meeting of the Arab League Council on June 8, 1946, in Bludan, Syria, anew Arab
Higher Committee was condtituted following many unsuccessful atempts by the Pdesine Arabs
themsdlves to select their own unified representative leadership to liase with Greet Britain or the U.N.
The chairmanship was |eft open for Hgjj Amin d-Hussaini, the Mufti of Jerusdlem, who was il in exile.

Hajj Amin was persona non grata to the British, given his leadership of the 1936-39 revalts and the
dliance with the Axis powers during the war. But he was aso Abdullah of Jordan's enemy as well as
that of Abdullah of Irag who never forgave Hajj Amin for his leading role in the 1941 Baghdad anti-
Hashemite coup detat. Jamad Hussani, the Mufti's cousin, was gppointed as the Pdedinian
representative at the Bludan Arab League conference.  Though united in form, and though the Arab
Higher Committee was recognized by UNSCOP as the sole representative of Palestine Arabs, the
divisons remained.

In the frustration of al these divisons, which were exacerbated by the need at the time for the
Arab States to show prudence and restraint when deding with the Great Powers (which then ill
included Britain), passions, fuded by a strong belief in Arab sdf-determination and nationalism, poured
into the anti-Zionist struggle and the Arab determination that Palestine emerge as an Arab sate. Internd
rivaries and suspicions amongst the many Paestine Arab factions and among the Arab capitals fuelled
extremian raher than moderation, and intendfied the oppogtion to Zionigt immigration and any
legitimizetion of Zionist godls, the only key area where compromise was a prerequisite to gaining the ear
of any impartid committee of inquiry.

The issue here is not the Arab position, but how it was put. Asa product of diehard conviction,
the convictions were bound to dienate most committee members. As products of both conviction and
nationd anadyss and an understanding, though rgection, of the opinions and arguments of ther
opponents (particularly before key committee members who came from the judiciary), such an
indication of "reasonableness’ would have won favour before UNSCOP. The problem, however, was
that the Arabs not only rejected the Zionist position but the jurisdiction of the U.N. and the approach
adopted to recommend a solution to the problem.
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Thus, the Arab Higher Committee, representing the Palestinian Arabs, boycotted UNSCOP on
the grounds that its terms of reference did not include termination of the Mandate, that it did not detach
the Jawish refugee question from the Paedtine problem, and that the naturd rights of the Paedtinian
Arabs were self-evident and not subject to investigation™, the same argument used againgt the crestion
of UNSCOP in the first place®

(M) THE JEWISH APPROACH TO UNSCOP

The Jews were dso divided. In May of 1942 at a Zionist Congressin Chicago at the Biltmore
Hotel, a resolution had been passed for the firg time demanding that a Jewish State be established and,
further, that it be established in all of Paestine® The Jawish Agency Executive, a ameeting in Parisin
August of 1946, backed off from that extreme demand and agreed to accept the partition of Paestine
into a Jewish and an Arab state® Ben Gurion abstained. This stance was not accepted by either the
Irgun, led by Menachem Begin, or the even more radica splinter group, Lehi, led by Yitzchak Shamir,
(both future Prime Minigters of Isragl). On the dovish Sde, a smdl coterie of intellectud |eaders,
headed by Judah Magnes, President of Hebrew Universty, opposed partition and the creation of a
Jewish State in favour of abinationda Sate.

Among the maingtream who supported partition and the retreat form the Biltmore program,
there was a divison over srategy. Nahum Goldman ___ and Cham Wezmnn were in favour of openly
acceding to partition. Other leaders, notably Rabbi Abba Hilld Silver, the Republican who led the
American Zionist movement after the war, and Mashe Sneh, the head of the Hagannah, thought that the
Executive agreement arrived a in Paris to negotiate partition gave up the one trump card the Zionists
possessed.  They were not againg partition as a last resort; they were againgt partition as an initid
pogition.  Further, this Strategy, they believed, meant that the result would not be partition, but some
degree of autonomy which (hopefully) would leed to partition.*

In addition differences over the ultimate political end and dtrategies to achieve it, a deep rift over
the tactics of revolt againg the British divided the Jewish community in Palestine. Unknown to Chaim
Weizmann, the Hagannah and the Irgun coordinated plans of sabotage againg the British beginning in
October of 1945. By the end of June of 1946, the British organized its most extensve repressve
messures, detaining the Jewish Agency Executive and much of the Hagannah command among the
2,700 Jews arrested. Cham Weizmann threatened to resign from the Jewish Agency and the revolt
was called off. But the Irgun was to pull off its most stunning attack on July 22, 1946, the destruction of
an entire wing of the King David Hotd, the command centre for the British civil and military
adminigration. This provoked an open split in the Jewish Agency. The Jewish Agency disassociated

60Zasloff, p. 55-6.

61Kadi, p. 43.

**The text of Biltnore program is included in J.C. Horowitz (1956), vol.
1, p. 234-235.
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itsdf from the moreradicd Irgun. There was even some cooperation in assgting the British to round up
extremists.

Findly, there was the divison in the gpproach to the critica issue of the Jewish refugees in the
campsin Europe. Would the priority be immigration -- obtaining a safe home for them in Palestine even
if this meant delaying or even surrendering the cdlams to a Jewish Stae? Or would the refugees
interests best be served by holoding out for a Jewish State that would, in the long run, ensure that Jews
would never again be dependent on the good will of othersto find a safe haven? Richard Crossman, as
part of the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry, dlegedly asked a Jewish witness in London, "If you
had the choice of getting 100,000 refugees from Germany to Paestine or giving up the Jewish State,
which would you do?'

At the time, the witness did not answer. Ben-Gurion would later provide leadership on this
issue. He argued that the question ought properly to be put to each of the 100,000 and not to those
who would not be required to make the sacrifice. He then elaborated:

Suppose Hitler had in his hands a hundred thousand

Englishmen -- prisoners -- and had said to Mr. Churchill:

Either you give me the British Navy or we will daughter

every single one of them..." would you ask Churchill

which hewould choose? | know what the one hundred

thousand Englishmen would answer. Would not they

gladly die, rather than yidd their Navy?®

The choice Ben- Gurion gave to the 100,000 Jewish refugee with one hand he took back with
the other by providing a Churchillian answer for them -- that the destiny of their people would have to
take priority. His views did not change one iota when the number of Jews in the camps of Europe
swelled to a quarter of amillion.

(N.) COMPARING JEWISH AND ARAB APPROACHES

Thus, both the Jewish Agency, and the Jews they represented, and the Arab Higher Committee
representing the Palestinian Arabs were ridden with splits and divisions. Each focussed on the one issue
that most members of the community -- the Arabs on their opposition to a Jewish state and
support for aunified Arab state and the Jaws on their ingstence on an independent Jewish State.

But the Arabs differed in two fundamenta respects from the Jews. Externd forces and not the
Pdedinian Arabs themsaves determined their leadership. And that leadership was compdled to
conduct itself to protect Pdedtinian autonomy againgt the interests, priorities and concerns of its
mentors, the Arab states. Thus, Jama Hussani, a the Bludan Conference, pointedly asked for help
from the Arab "peoples’ (who were to be encouraged by the Arab governments) and not the Arab
governments themselves.

It reflected Palegtinian concern for autonomy,

particularly in the face of Abdullah's ambitions,

but it dso reflected Hagjj Amin's concern for the

maintenance of his leedership with the least

interference from the Arab governments. Itis

**Ben- Guri on (1954), p. 209 from his address to the Anglo-Anerican
Committee of Enquiry.
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reveding that Jama did not ask for direct military
help from the Arab governments®

The sacond mgor difference was that the Zionists had built up a system of inditutions which
dlowed for discusson and debate and the determination of policy for Zionigts as a whole. The
Pdedtinian Arabs lacked such ingditutions. Thus, their position was handicapped, on the one hand, by
their lack of complete independence and, on the other hand, by the absence of inditutiondized plurdism
which would alow unity to emerge out of differences rather than as a device to paper over differences.

Ben-Gurion, in an address to Mapai in August of 1946, just before Bevin convened the London
conference, recognized this was the red strength of the Zionigts.

Neither the antagonism of the outside world with dl

its perils nor the fear of aggression thence condtitutes

the mgjor threat or need dismay us, athough it would be

fally to minimize the risks or delude oursdves asto

the intentions of foreign Powers. What may destroy us

utterly isarift in the Yishuv itsdf or in Zionism or

in both, and schism in one leads inevitably to schismin

the other. We may be weakened and even undone no less

by bending from our policy of independence and letting

outsders gppoint our aims and our spokesmen.

Disunity islikely to spring from ideologicd or domestic
differences, which are natural and necessary in an
autonomous Yishuv and an unfettered Movement. So long as
they come from within and are resolved after free
discussion among oursalves, we have nothing to apprehend.
But when one party seemsto impose its will and policy on
the whole by employing externd forces and giving them the
opportunity they want to pit one Jewish faction against
another, we are heading for complete disaster. Zealous
guardianship of our unity and independence, inseparable
twain, must be our clarion-cdl; that must precede any
plan of action.”’

The United Nations Specia Committee was faced with two adversaries. Pdestinian Jews who
were overwhemingly united in their resolve to obtain an independent Jewish state and who had built up
the indtitutions to select their own leaders and resolve their own differences internaly, and Paedtinian
Arabs who were overwhemingly united in their resolve to prevent the emergence of a Jewish date in
favour of a unified Arab state but who lacked the indtitutions to determine their own leadership and to
resolve ther differences internaly. The Zionists gppointed Abba Eban and David Horowitz to work
with the Committee as liaison officers and, in fact, to cultivate undecided members of the committee and
to keep abreast of the direction of its thinking. The Arab Higher Committee stuck to his resolve to

®Khal i di (1986), p. 113.

*’Ben- Gurion (1954), p. 178.

23



boycott the Committee, in spite of a public broadcast by Sandstrom on June 16th, shortly after the
Committee arrived in Pdestine, agppedling to Pdestinian Arabs to appear before it and assuring the
Pdegtinian Arab Community that the committee was impartid, objective and neutrd.

The gpped missed the point. The boycott held firm, first because the Paestinian Arabs refused
to grant an outside body, impartid or not, the authority to determine their politicd future. The Arabs
believed (rightly) that such an authority could not possibly support their position once it had granted
equa danding to the Jewish Yishuv snce their position pointedly precluded giving the Yishuv equd
rights on Pdegtine. Given the very nature of such a committee, it would have a propensity to seek a
compromisg, i.e., a the very best, recommend some form of federal solution, (cantona or provincid)
with congderable autonomy over immigration, a solution clearly unacceptable to the Arabs. Findly,
given that UNSCOP had dready decided that the issue of Jewish refugees in Europe would be
examined as pat of its efforts to determine the future of Padegtinge, it seemed preordained that
UNSCOP would grant the Jews someright to control immigration in al or parts of Paegtine.

The Arab Pdestinian error was not one of strategy -- boycotting UNSCOP -- but of tactics.
The problem was not smply one of denying the legitimacy of the U.N. role, but of demondtrating that
lack of legitimacy to the world _and, a the same time, making sure that whatever legitimacy the U.N.
committee did have would not be lent to the Zionists objectives, even if their own could not gain support
through such a body. In other words, UNSCOP could come out supporting the postion of the
Pdegtine Arabs, supporting the position of the Zionists or propounding a solution that satisfied neither.
Even if the Arabs opted to boycott UNSCOP, thereby diminishing the chances that UNSCOP would
support their position, they could have worked informdly to chip away at any postion which favoured
the Zionigts.

Why they were unable to do this is not difficult to undergand. There were five key factors:
fird, relying completely on outside powers to forward their cause; particularly when a radica shift of
power was underway and that the British, who then held the political and military power, would not
have a decisve voice; (increasngly prevdent in internationd digoute settlement in the twentieth century);
secondly, miscalculations on the role of economic influence; third, an underestimation of an influence,
that of detached observers that could have important ramifications in legitimizing actions, causes, and
political leaders; four, a miscaculaion of the red options, and, five, a shift in the source of authority
relevant to dioute settlements, including arguments of mord authority used so effectively by the Zionids.

The first error was the most crucid. The error was not Smply in overestimating the power of
Britain to bring about a solution in their favour, but in reying primarily on any outside power to achieve
their gods.

Thefeding that, in the last andys's, Britain would

not abandon the Palestinians was widdy shared among

Arab leaders, with the outstanding exception of

Pdedtinian leader Hgjj Amind-Hussani. It derived

partly from the Western libera upbringing of many

Arab leaders and partly from their caculation of

where British interests lay. But the tota neglect

of military preparedness may dso have reflected a

sense of unadmitted impotence and clienthood vis-a-vis

Britain -- the perceived real decison maker in the
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Arab world.%®

Thus, when Britain aandoned them following the partition resolution a the U.N., the Arab
Pdestinians smply shifted their sense of impotence and their sdf-perceived client status to the Arab
dates. The Arab Pdegtinians had not yet come to redize that power fundamentaly rests on the
creativity and energy of oneself and the willingness to organize that creative energy to defend and foster
the causes in which one believes.

The eror in the perception of the prime source of power was complemented by an
overesimation of the role of economic influence. Thus, the Bludan secret resolutions focussed on
threatening British and the U.S. economic concessions if these States failed to support the Paedtinian
Arabs. However, the resolutions remained secret because the Arab sStates were themselves
economicaly vulnerable to economic countermeasures. The economic power or influence of Britain and
America counted. But the Arabs were Hill too wesk to impose their own economic influence on
America, the new economic power in the world. The Arabs dso underestimated the role of facts and
arguments which could be used to persuade others about the justice of their cause.

Findly, the U.N. lacked any forma authority over the dispute. Britain, which had the military
power of coercion, the economic might of the British Empire and the find authority as the Mandatory
body. They had asked the U.N., using a speciad committee, to recommend a solution in order to
reinforce acompromise federa solution. The Arabs believed that the real choice was between a federa
solution and a unitary state. They wanted to deny formal authority to any body which might reinforce
thefederd solution.  The Arabs aso underestimated the role of the U.N. as a mord authority and the
effect of this mord authority and the mora factors in the digpute on its individua members and any
recommendation they might make. The most fundamenta mord factor was the Zionist concession to
partition. It was the appearance of compromise in this mode of resolving digputes that was as, if not
more important, than the subgtantive issue itsdf. While the Zionists maintained an outward clam for
assuming control of dl of Pdegtine, their private concesson to partition alowed some measure of
victory for Arab Pdedtinians. The Pdedtinian Arab clamsfor aunitary Arab State allowed no measure
of victory for the Palestine Jaws.

UNSCOP faced a Situation where justice would be a matter of judgement between and among
competing clams and not a proposition deduced from a priori principle. If the parties gppeding to
UNSCOP handled their positions properly and senstively, UNSCOP would end up supporting
partition and not a federd solution. The Arab Paestinians did not understand the role of the U.N. as a
legitimizing mora authority nor the processes or premises by means of which the conclusons of that
mord authority were derived.

The real question that remained was whether the make-up of the committee, the premises of its
members, the procedures it used and the persuasve arguments of the Zionists would be sufficient to
move the committee from a propengty not to support partition. The failure of the Arab Paedtinians was
not their inability to obtain UNSCOP support for a unitary Pdegtinian State, a virtudly impossible god,
but their ingbility to deny a moral and political victory to their enemies and to prevent UNSCOP from

supporting partition.

®*khal i di (1986), p. 108.
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APPENDIX 1

American American
Origind Proposed Ultimate
Plan Plan Composition
Commonwedth CANADA CANADA CANADA
NEW ZEALAND AUSTRALIA
Eastern CZECHOSLOVAKIA CZECHOSLOVAKIA CZECHOSLOVAKIA
Europe POLAND YUGOSLAVIA
Latin BRAZIL PERU PERU
America MEXICO URUGUAY URUGUAY
GUATEMALA
Asa/ INDIA IRAN INDIA
AsaMinor TURKEY IRAN
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Western SWEDEN or SWEDEN

Europe NORWAY NETHERLANDS
BELGIUM

Pacific PHILLIPINE -- --
REPUBLIC

TOTALS 11 7 11
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