CHAPTER 6
THE PARTI TI ON DECI SI ON

(A) THE UNSCOP RATI ONALE FOR PARTI TI ON

Before we get to the decision by the United Nations as a whole to
support partition by a two-thirds majority, it is helpful to reviewthe
consi derations that made UNSCOP, or, at least the majority in UNSCOP, favour
partition. The brief Menorandumin the archives of the UNSCOP committee
entitled, "Justification for the Partition Decision"t follows the |ine of
argunent of Emil Sandstrom the Chairman, and is witten in the formof a
legal brief citing facts, rights and mtigating circunstances. The rights

rather than facts are cited first in ternms of the valid and irreconcil able

nati onal rights of the Jewi sh and Arab communities in Palestine. Regardless
of historic or legal clains, the reality of two conflicting groups -- 600,000
Jews and 1, 200,000 Arabs is fundanental and only partition could provide a
final decision to that reality since, "There is neager (sic) evidencd that any
hope for political cooperation in Palestine for Arabs and Jews can be
justified".2 This blow was clearly ainmed at the Federal schene but al so at
the rational e behind the Zionist case. This is in direct contrast to the
centrepi ece of the Jewi sh case as presented by Dr. Silver who argued before
the Special Session of the General Assenbly setting up UNSCOP that the Jew sh
case was primarily a legal and historical one.

To treat the Palestine problemas if it were one of nerely
reconciling the differences between two sections of the
popul ation presently inhabiting the country, or of finding
a haven for a certain nunber of refugees and displ aces
persons, will only contribute to confusion.

The Bal four Declaration which was issued by H's Myjesty's
Governnent as " a declaration of synpathy with Jew sh Zioni st

aspirations' declares: "H's Majesty's Covernment view with
favour the establishnent in Palestine of a national home for
the Jewi sh people. The Mandate, in its preanble,
recogni zes, "the historical connection of the Jew sh people
with Pal estine' and "the grounds for reconstituting' “their
nati onal hone in that country.’

These international commtnents of a quarter of a century
ago, which flowed fromthe recognition of the historic
rights and of present needs, and upon which so much has
al ready been built in Palestine by the Jew sh peopl e,
cannot now be erased. Certainly, the United Nations,
guided by its great principle proclaimed in its Charter,

“to establish conditions under which justice and respect
for the obligations arising fromtreaties and ot her
sources of international |aw can be maintained , can
never sanction the violations of treaties and of

IDAC --13/3.0. 1:1

2 6, p. 2.



international |aw3
UNSCCP woul d not sanction violating the Mandate of the League of Nations, but
neither would it nake the legality of the Jewi sh claimand the obligations of
international |aw the centre of its decision.

Partition was based on reality. Partition was final. Partition was
based on recognition of rights and clains of both comunities. Partition ws
the only alternative given these realities and goals. It had the additional
nerit of placing primary economic and political responsibility for its
i npl enentation on the two comunities thensel ves rather than on sone outside
bodi es. But the key factor was inmgration.

Jewi sh immigration is the central political issue in
Pal estine today and is the one factor, above all others,

whi ch nmakes inpossible any effective political cooperation
between the Arab and Jewi sh comunities in a single
state.*

The Mnority Reports of the three dissenters favouring a federal solution was
based on controlling imigration of Jews to Palestine, a control placed in the
hands of a higher federal structure. The Majority Report recognized taht this
mnority proposal would solve neither the wishes of the Arabs for an Arab
unitary state with Jewish mnority rights nor the Jew sh insistence on their
sovereign right to control inmgration. Though the proposed Jew sh state had
to be given the right to control immigration, it did not have to be given the
borders necessary to solve the Jewi sh problemas a whole. The Jews were
granted sufficient borders to allow for immgration and further devel opnent,
but, given the resources and potential developnent in that territory, not
enough to threaten the position of the Arabs.

It is clear that both the Mnority and Majority Reports did not envision
unlimted Jewish immgration to Palestine, but the Majority Report in granting
sovereign control to the Jewi sh state gave the right to decide on the nunber
of immigrants to that state. The Mnority Report ruled out granting such
rights. "No claimto a right of unlinited immgration of Jews into Pal estine,
irrespective of time, can be entertained."5 But the Mnority Report went

further.

3(70: 31) cf. Robinson, pp. 203-204. One argunent for the U N not
assunming the responsibilities of the Mandate through trusteeship is that the
U N would then be legally obliged by the previous terns of the Mandate "until
such agreenents have been concluded". «cf. Articles 7, 79, and 81.

4clause 8, p. 2, ibid.

5cl ause 6, section VIl in "Jewish Inmmgration into Pal estine", "Report
and Reconmendations Presented to the General Assenbly by the Representatives
of India, Iran and Yugosl avia" dated August 25, 1947 DA6-13\3.0. 1:2, p. 12-
13.



No basis could exist for any anticipation that the Jews
now i n Pal estine nmight increase their nunbers by free
mass inmgration to such extent that they would becone
the majority of the population in Palestine.s®

The Jews woul d not have a right to immgrate. The Arabs would have a right to
limt Jewish immgration. The rights of the indigenous population to remain a
majority was given prinmacy. But it was not absolute, since internationals
were to nediate between the Jews and Arabs on the federal |evel guided by the
principles of absorptive capacity and the presevation of an Arab majority.

But it was a far cry fromthe position of the Arab H gher Conmittee which not
only banned future Jew sh inmmgration absolutely, but designated nost Jews
within Pal estine, those who arrived after 1917, as illegals subject to
deportati on.

Clearly, Jewish immgration was the central dividing point between the
Mnority and Majority Reports. The view on imrmigration was in part dictated
by the view of Jews and of Jew sh nationalism? Econom c union, the gift
wrapper of the Majority Report and the | egal wapping of the Majority Report
were just that -- wappings -- a rationale to give a senblance _____ inpose a __

where none was present. |In the Majority Report, the justification
ended with a weak plea for economc unity "to the extent feasible" and
"consistent with the creation of two independent states". It was an add-on, a
desirable feature to secure the econonmc and social well-being of the
inhabitants, but there is no argunent for its necessity.

What is nore inmportant in this docunment defending partition is the
absence of any justificatin for excluding Jerusalemfromthe Partition schene
and setting it up as an autononous region. W shall returnt this |apse |ater
but it would be hel pful to examne the rationale nore closely -- the existence
of two irreconcilable communities, the finality of the decision, placing
primary responsibility on the inhabitants, sovereign control over immgration
limted by the land avail abl e and the val ue of economic unity.

sop. cit.

One nore itemneeds to be nentioned -- an item which echoed the original
Bunche report's interpretation of Jew sh nationalismas nerely a product of
persecution and not an inherent characteristic of Jews. But supporters of the
Mnority Report went further in echoing the old canard of double-loyalty.
Only this time it was not based on the old rationale that it was a product of
Jews being Jews, but on the new grounds that it was a product of Jews being
Jewi sh nationalists. "Before Hitler nost Jews in the world were entirley
loyal to the particular state in which they had residence, and since,
noreover, they had never had the experience of loyalty to a Jewish stat, it
nmust be concl uded that Jewi sh nationalismis not nationalismat all in the
classic sense, but merely an attitude brought out of the desperation inspired
by Jewi sh persecution in Europe and the fear of persecution to cone."

[ Sour ce?]



(B.) THE ROLE OF COERCI VE AND CREATI VE PONER

The Majority Report favouring partition was not prenised on the use of
coercive power but on the Arabs and Jews assunming the political and econonic
responsibility for the consequences of their action, thereby, the committee
bel i eved, aneliorating the passions of the nonent.8 This was not true of the
mnority report. The mnority argued that in spite of the intense ennity
between Arabs and Jews, "it is extrenely possible that if a federal solution

wer firmy and definitively inposed (ny italics), the two groups, in their own

self-interest, would gradually develop a spirit of cooperation in their conmmon
state".® The Chairman of UNSCOP recogni zed this difference between the two
sol utions.

Partition is the only neans avail abl e by which politica
and econom ¢ responsibility can be placed squarely in
both Arabs and Jews, with the prospective results that
confronted with responsibility for bearing fully the
consequences of their own actions, a new and i nportant
el ement of political anelioration will be introduced.
In the proposed federal state solution this factor woul d
be | acking, and an effort nust be nade by an inposed
constitution to induce that will to cooperate in the
political real mwhich has al ways been a basic condition
for an effective union.

There was a paradox behind both positions. The federal solution
depended on eventual cooperation between the two comunities but required
force as a condition of its inplementation. The minority only had hope that
it could work since, as the Majority Report so correctly pointed out,
cooperation cannot be forced, particularly when the central issue separating
the two comunities was immgration. And the two communities were so
diametrically in conflict in this issue

The Majority Report was no | ess paradoxical in arguing that political
and econom ¢ responsibility woul d nodi fy passions. The basis of the Arab and
Jewi sh position was passion, a passion for the survival of their own
comunities. The fundanmental positions of the other party directly threatened
the other group. The predom nance of Arab nationalismin pal estine was
fundanental ly threatened by Zionism The creation of a national hone in

Pal estine with sovereign rights of self-determ nation for Jews, including the

scf. "Justification for the Partition Schenme", clause 7, p. 2. DA6-
13/3.0. 1:1

9" Report and Reconmendati ons Presented to The General Assenbly by the
Representatives of India, Iran and Yugoslavia", Aug. 25, 1947, clause 16, p.
4. DAG 13/3.0. 1:2.

opp. 98-99, Special Committee on Pal estine, Verbatum Record of the Forty-
Sixth Meeting (Private), Geneva, Aug. 27, 1947, A AC. 13/ P.V. 46, DAG 13/3.0.
1:2



right to come to Pal estine, was fundanental ly threatened by a hegenonous Arab
nationalism |If the two comunities were irreconcilable, this was the reason.
And there was no reason to expect econonic and political responsibilities to
mtigate these passions when the prinmary purpose of econonmics and politics for
the major |leaders was to serve the fulfillnent of these passions.

One might at best separate the two communities. But how could a
deci si on whi ch placed as nmany Arabs as Jews in the Jew sh state achi eve such
separation? Further, who would naintain the separation if prinary
responsibility was placed in each of these communities?

Thus, the Mnority Report seenmed nore realistic in recognizing that a
sol ution would have to be inposed. As the expert testinony of Sir A an
Cunni ngham the Pal estine H gh Conmi ssion decl ared, "Whatever solution you
find nmust be inposed."® The Mpjority Report, however, was nore realistic in
recogni zing there was or woul d be no one available to inpose a solution.

On the other hand, cooperation could not be enforced. On the other
hand, you could not get even mninmal cooperation -- a prerequisite of the
Majority Report -- without force. These paradoxes were not the products of
UNSCCP but of the situation they faced. Though this was the central one, it
was conplicated and nade virtually inpossible to resolve by other factors.

Immigration, the central dividing issue, if it was to be allowed into
the Jewi sh state as the very rationale for that separate Jewi sh state, neant,
given the beliefs of the time, setting asi de enough devel oprent | and to absorb
the new immgrants, but not enough to fulfill the Zionist program of creating
a honeland for all Jews. How rmuch was enough?

This cal cul ation was influenced by the conmttee's view of the
creativity of the Jews in restoring the land and not just the objective
factors of cal culating how nuch | and woul d be needed to settle 250, 000
refugees from Europe. (The conmittee did not predict that another 600, 000
woul d flee Arab lands as a of the passions aroused by partition.)
it is clear in the minutes of UNSCOP neetings, that nost menbers were
inmpressed by the efforts of Jews to redeemthe land. In the 46th neeting of
UNSCCOP hel d in Geneva on August 27th, Ivan Rand argued for giving the Negev to
the Jews (in spite of the fact that the Negev contained 3,000 Jews and 100, 000
Arabs) "otherwise it would remain sterile and usel ess". 12

1Gar ci a- G anados (1948), p. 192.

12p, 25 A/ AC 13/p. 46.



Unli ke the Negev, however, the ratio of Arabs to Jews in the Wstern
Galil ee® was even higher -- 122,000 : 3,000.* And, unlike the Bedouin, they
were a politically conscious group. The conmttee had to wei gh comon
devel opnent focussed on Jews and new i mm grants versus the existing
di stribution of population. "In the district of Lake Heilah basin there is a
great schenme of reclamation in progress which works under the concession
acquired by the Jew sh Agency."1* Mst conmttee menbers took into
consideration in their judgenments -- though giving different weights and
enphasis -- the creative inpact of Jews into the territory. It was not a
factor that decided in favour of partition or a federal schene; it was a
factor that influenced the recomendati ons on boundaries of the partition
schene.

Anot her exanpl e was the shore of the Dead Sea.

I'n ny opinion (Lisicky was speaking) the whole sub-district
of Beersheba should be included in the Jewish State. It
means that the Jewi sh State should have a part of the shore
of the Dead Sea, where there is a factory of the Pal estine
Potash Conpany. | think it is justified because it is a
conmpany whi ch was created and devel oped by Jewi sh brains. 16

The creative power was not only the dedication, the discipline, and the will
of the Jews, but as Fabregat worded it to Granados after view ng a Kibbutz,
"What a decent and straightforward |ife those people live! Wo could doubt

their honesty, their sincerety, their humanity."??

(C.) ECONOM C AND PCLI TI CAL | NFLUENCES

In addition to the role of coercive power of each schene and the
potential of creative energies to deal with the land itself, the committee
coul d have taken into account "influence", the persuasive political power and
the material influence of the two groups on their own states. This was
clearly the major or a major nmotive of the Bal four Declaration itself -- to
garner Jewi sh influence on the side of the allies, particularly on the U S A
It was also a major factor in the 1939 Wite Paper -- to try to cater to the
Arab states whomthey did not want to alienate because of their oil and,

hence, eoncom ¢ strategic inportance.

Bf rom Safed to Lebanon on the north and Nazareth on the south.

Uln Galilee as a whole there were 163,000 Arabs and 10,000 Jews; eastern
Glilee included Acre. The ratio in eastern Galilee was 41,000 : 7, 000.

1SUNSCOP, Aug. 27, 1947, ibid., p. 83.
1p. 82, ibid.

7Granados, p. 101.



The rival influences of the Arabs and Jews woul d be critical to the
roles of the Geat Powers in dealing with the UNSCOP report. "The paranount
aim (of British policy) was to remain on good terns with the Arabs as well as
the Americans." The nmajor aimof the Arericans was to remain on good terns
with the Arabs and its Jew sh domestic constituency while keeping the Sovi et
Union and its own troops out of the Mddle East. The U S.S.R served as a
foil for British obstinacy and American vacillation becane its major ai mwas
to evict the British fromthe Mddle East -- the only itemon which both Arabs
and Jews agreed in principle -- and to give itself sone international and
regi onal standing if possible while also attenpting to

Wi n support anmong Western public opinion, notably anong
what it considered or terned its "~ progressive' groupings.
The Jews as a traditionally non-conform st elenment and an
influential group in Western and particularly Anrerican
“society and politics, were an obvious target of Soviet
pr opaganda. 1°

Thus, all the major parties were subject to the econom c and political
influences of both Arabs and Jews. Was UNSCOP?

O the two forns of influence -- the influence of econom c material
factors and of political argunents and persuasion -- the material factors were
given far nore weight in the conmmttee's consideration. But it was not Arab
international econom c influence but |ocal Jewi sh econom c influence which
attracted their attention. Further, an exami nation of the consideration of
those factors suggests that argunent, not economc reality, dictated that
per cepti on.

The predom nant concern was the division of Iand with devel opment
potential. Econom c absorptive capacity was a consideration for limting
immgration and the economic viability of a two state solution. For exanple,
nost menbers agreed that inmmigration to the Jewish state be limted by the
econoni ¢ absorptive capacity of taht state. In fact, one of the argunents
agai nst the federal proposal was that it would entail a new committee to study
t hat absorptive capacity, thereby delaying again the resolution of an urgent
problem Further,

during the three-year transitional period, inmigration
woul d be determ ned by an international body in which
not only the United Nations but menbers of both groups
woul d be represented. But after the three-year period,
only the governnent of Pal estine would have the right
to dictate the policies of the country. Thus, being an

18\Wn Roger Louis, "British Inperialismand the End of the Pal estine
Mandate" in Louis and Stookey (1988), p. 23.

1%Yaacov Ro'i, Soviet Decision Making in Practice (1980), p. 24. See also
O es M Smol ansky "The Soviet Role in the Energence of Israel” in Louis and
St ookey (1988), esp. p. 75.




Arab governnent, they undoubtedly will forbid Jew sh
immgration into Pal estine.2

On the other hand, if immgration was allowed, it owld only be a neaningfu
provision if sufficient territory was given to the Jews.

If we do not provide adequate territory for the Jews,

no plan will work. The Arabs have the possibility of
Jewi sh economi c help. The Jews will not help the Arabs
if they do not have territory enough to use as a
background, as an agricul tural background for their
economi c devel opnent. This is why, although |I recognize
the Galilee is populated by Arabs, | think that the only
way to receive a certain nunber of immigrants into

Pal estine is to give Galilee to the Jews. 2t

The Jews were rich. The Jews were talented and westerni zed. But note,
unli ke the Bal four Declaration or the Wite Paper, the issue was not the
benefit to the decision nmakers but to the enemes of the Jews. The Jews would
hel p the econoni ¢ devel opnent of the Arabs.

If a Jewish State were set up, it would be essentially
an industrial state, and its effect on this entire part
of the world would be nost significant. Its inpact on

t he backward econony of the nei ghboring Arab countries
woul d hel p transformthem from sem -feudal, sem -col onial
nati ons into nodern progressive ones. 22

But these were precisely Ben Gurion's argunments. There was no evidence of
Jewi sh investnent directly assisting Arabs, though there was evidence of
extensive indirect benefits. |In fact, the Arabs argued that this very point
was a defence of economic inperialismwhich they feared (perhaps, in part, to
protect the feudal interests of |andowners and the exploitive practices of

Arab capitalists). Further, econom c absorptive capacity was an agricul tural

conception -- no country should absorb nore inmgrants than the nunbers for
which its land had the potential to grow food. It |ater became an industrial
concept -- no country should absorb new inmigrants at a faster rate than its

capacity to provide jobs for the newcomers. but if the new Jew sh state was
to be an agricultural one, then | and was needed in which the Jews could
settle. But that would only help the Arabs indirectly by allowing themto
inmprove their yields per acre by follow ng the advanced agri cul tural

techni ques of the Jews. On the other hand, if the new Jewi sh state was to be
a centre of industry and manufacturing, the Jews would settle in urban centres
and extensive |land would not be a requisite. The only role, then, for the
Arabs would be to serve as a resident body of |abour for Jew sh nmanufacturers.
In either case, the economnic absorptive argunent seened irrelevent, either as

20CGar ci a- Ganados, p. 51 A/AC 13/P.V. 46 DAG 13/3.0. 1:2.
2ibid., p. 52.

22p, 93. cf. Granados (1948), p. 93.



an argunent to limt Jewish inmmgration or benefit the existing Arab
popul ai ton through inporting Jewi sh capital and brains. But absorptive
capacity was the dogma of the tines as a determ nant of immgration policy.

The econom ¢ influences considered critical to UNSCOP were dianetrically
at opposite poles to the economc influences affecting British and Amrerican
policy nakers. The political influences also were at odds. British, Anerican
and soviet policy was dictated by their respective inperial interests while
trying to satisfy or win the support of different constituencies. UNSCOP did
not have a constituency. Wile recommending partition did win qualified and,
subsequent |y, enthusiastic Jewi sh support, there is no suggestion in the
di scussion of the Special Committee that the need to win this support
influenced its decision. Certainly, the Special Committee knew fromits
inception that it could not win Arab support. Even its pro-partition stance
was not a product of the Zionist rationale since the rationale of the UNSCOP
majority report was not at odds with the cetrpiece of Zionist rationale as the
openi ng remarks of this chapter indicate.

UNSCCP did not have a constituency which it had to satisfy. At least it
did not appear at first glance to have one, but an exam nation of the records
of UNSCOP and its recommendations on Jerusal em does indicate that UNSCOP was
influenced by its own internal politics and the inperial interests of the U N
as a product of an ideology of internationalismso at odds with the

national i st Arab/Zionist dispute at which it found itself in the centre.

(D.) JERUSALEM

To di scuss Jerusal emone nust begin with the position of Garcia Sal azar
of Peru who forned part of the working group on partition because he favoured
two separate Arab and Jewi sh states with separate territories. But the workin
group, to that date, was unable to come up with a workabl e and agreed pl an of
territorial partition. Consequently, Salazar announced on Aug. 27, 1947 that
"I amno longer in favour of partition, which this plan has not been carved
out".22 To create a plan of two states without a territorial plan was no
recommendation at all. Further, Salazar wanted a greatly enlarged Arab state
and a Jewi sh state reduced to the Jew sh popul ation centres, contrary to nost
nmenbers of the working group who wanted to provide sone roomto absorb
i mm grants.

Sal azar then signalled he was swi nging over to the federal solution for,

"There is no territorial problem There is no problemof mnorities. There

B bid., p. 14.



is no problemof Jerusalem"2 It was Jerusal emthat swung Sal azar's vote back
on the side of partition -- not the issue of too many Arabs in Jew sh
territory, not the issue of the difficulty in settling the boundari es.

As Garci a-Ganados noted the situation at that stage of the committee's
del i berations --

Qur positions at this stage were as follows: Fabregat
wanted the Jewi sh State to include the whole of the
Galilee, the Negev west of Beersheba, and a |arge

i ndentation connecting the coastal plan with Jerusal em
The Jewi sh part of Jerusal emwoul d becone part of the
Jewi sh State. He proposed that Jaffa should be an
enclave in the Arab State. Rand thought Jerusal em and
its envisions should be an international city, part

nei ther of the Jewi sh nor the Arab State. M position
was the sane as Rand's, but | _did not agree to his idea
of a free city of Jerusalem keeping that as a future
bargai ning asset. (nmy italics)®

In other words, at that stage G anados waas hol ding out his conmitment on
internationalizing Jerusalemas a bargain chip for nore land for the Jew sh
st ate.

I spoke first to Garcia Sal azar, and offered to drop ny
opposition to a free city of Jerusalemif he woul d support
ny proposal to extend the Jewi sh State's coastal strip to
t he Lebanese border, and then have it run parallel to that
border until it joined Eastern Galilee. | also devised
two narrow i nternational corridors, each the width of a
road, one at the north the other at the south, at points
where the two states intersected. The northern corridor
woul d all ow the Arabs to have Acre and the rest of Wstern
Galilee, and would give the Jews communi cati on between the
coastal plain and Eastern Galilee. Simlarly, the southern
corridor would provide communi cation between the Negev and
the Gaza area. 2

Gar ci a- G anados' aut o- bi ographi cal account where he offers to drop his
opposition to Jerusalemafter the August 27th meeting is at odds with the

m nutes of that neeting where he explicitly stated, "I think M. Rand's
proposal for boundaries and his conciliatory attitude in the nmatter of
Jerusalemis a good one, and | amin conplete agreenent with him | subscribe
to the idea."2” It is hard to see Sal azar accepting then as a trade-off
Granados willing to give up opposition to an autononous Jerusal em when he had

already given it up.

2ipid., p. ?
251948, p. 244.
261948, p. 245.

27p, 52,



That was the key breakthrough. Wth one nore anendnent suggested by
Paul Mbhym Sandstromis alternative, that the Arabs get the Western Galil ee
and the Jews be assigned nost of the Negev, the deal was set. Jerusalem as
an international city, had been traded for unanimty in the working group on
partition for the borders to be assigned to the Jewish State on a nore
generous basis

It was a great nmonent. A sincere desire to reach a
solution, a |argeness of vision which enabled even the
nost bitterly insistent to conprom se, had enabl ed us
to conplete a report of which I felt all of us could be
justly proud. 28

But what to Granados appeared as a spirit of conprom se and a | argeness of
vision was interpreted by others as political horse trading. Salazar
comrent at ors suggested?, gave in to partition in order to gain Christian
i nfl uence over Jerusal emgiven his Vatican | eanings. The internationalization
of Jerusal em however, was clearly not sinply dictated by religious interests
as these woul d have been satisfied if the holy sites, or even the dd Cty,
along with the Mount of dives, Munt Zion, Cethsenmene and a to
Bet hl ehem had been pl aced under international jurisdiction. The proposal for
the internationalization of Jerusal emunder the International Trusteeship
System went back to the original Bunche paper before UNSCOP was even forned.
It was revived by Rand and then used as a trading chip by G anados. Thus,
Jerusal em as an Autononous Cty or Region adm nistered by three appoi ntees
each fromboth the Jewish and Arab States and three non-Arab Christians by the
Trust eeship Council was dependent on a Trusteeship Agreenment with the
Mandat ory Power -- an agreenent whi ch never cane into being.

The only rationale for Jerusal emas an autononmous region is presented in
a part of a menorandum dealing with historical rights and opens its discussion
of "The Problem of the Administration of Jerusalent with the fears of the
passi ons aroused by di sputes over the control of holy sites. But whatever the
validity of these fears, and whether they are best handl ed by placing the
sites under international control is not answered in the menorandum whi ch was
clearly witten before the mnority group studying partition nade its historic
trade-off to shift Fabregat and Lisicky to accept the conpronm se and Sal azar
to revert once again to support partition by supporting the Australian
Canadi an, Dutch, Swedish, and of course, Peruvian position of an Autononous
zone for the whole of Jerusal em and Bet hl ehem

The rationale is so weak and so unrelated to the solution, so rooted in

the original Bunche nenorandumto gain a foothold for the U N and the idea of

281948, p. 246

2of . n. needed



internationalism that one cannot hel p but see the proposal as one dictated by
U N self-interests and political trade-offs so as to underm ne any i mage of a
detached, disinterested and norally lofty U N position. Certainly, the UN.
and internationalist perspective of the position was presented forcefully by

I van Rand.

I am anxi ous to have the autonony of Jerusal em preserved
for the world at |arge and have that by an
adm nistration directly chosen for the nations and
responsi ble to the United Nati ons Organi zation. 3

(E.) AUTHENTI C AND FORVAL AUTHCRI TI ES

In addition to coercive and creative power and economi c and political
infl uences as considerations in the recommendati ons of the commttee, there
were al so considerations of authority -- both the legal formal authority

behi nd the respective rights of the Jews and Arabs (and Britain for that

matter) -- and the authentic wi sdomof authoritative experts or |eaders or
even charismatic figures. 1In the deliberations of the commttee, the latter
play virtually no role except insofar as Bunche was able to influence the

conmi ttee's decision on Jerusalem Both the experts available to the
comm ttee or the expertise of experience of the British are given little
credit. The conmittee heard the evidence, grants it some due, but the due is
very little. The direct experience of the senses is of far nore inportance
than those of expert analysts. |In fact, the British experts were distrusted
by virtually all nenbers of the conmittee. The evidence of the Rev. Im
G avel, a non-Jew sh volunteer who travelled on the Exodus for five nonths
until its brutal take-over by the British, as given in Judge Sandstrom s fl at
on July 28, 1947, was nore telling on the inpression of the perfidy,
rut hl essness, and inhurmanity of the British -- that the people on board had no
weapons, contrary to British claims, that the British used undue force in
taking over the ship, that the British delayed allowi ng hunanitarian help to
t he wounded, |eading to the death of at |east one of those shot.

Legal and formal authority is given sone weight, but it is not
determ nate as we indicated in the beginning of this chapter.3 Though all of
the committee nenbers gave | egal weight and authority, but not deterninate
wei ght and authority, to the Mandate, far greater wei ght than any of the
agreenents cited by the Arabs, in the ninutes of the nmeeting they also seemto
agree -- certainly a majority expressed that view -- that the British did not

fulfill its ternms. Sone held that circunstances dictated this failure, others

sop. 25 A AC. 13/p. c. 46. UNSCOP m nutes, Aug. 27, 1947

sicf. Granados (1948), pp. 64-67 for a fair account of the snall weight
given to the |legal issue



that Britain inperial interests, subordinated its obligations under the
Mandate to its own national interests.

The status of the Mandate was legal. Britain did not fulfill those
|l egal obligations. Al though the status of the Mandate and the failure to
fulfill its terns gave sone weight to the Jew sh case, the decision -- in
spite of the preponderance of jurists on the conmittee -- was not based
primarily on legal entitlenent under international law. The rights of the
maj ority indi genous popul ation were at |east of equal, and, in the case of

t hose advocating federation, of prepondent weight.

(F.) WEI GH NG THE FACTORS

The decision was not dictated by | aw or expert w tnesses, by naterial
influences or rhetorical argunents, by the inportance of coercive power from
outsi de sources or the creative powers of the participants. In each menber,
these factors were given different weight. 1In reading the recorded

del i berations as a whol e one does get the clear inpression that three of these

factors were nore inportant -- legal formal authority, material economc
considerations and the role of coercive power. O those three -- and this is
a judgenent call -- legal fornmal authority seened inportant in giveing the

Jews the right to make the case but not, for nost nenbers, in determning the
outcone. The reality of the nunbers of people on the ground, the nunbers
needi ng and wanting to get in and the economc viability of the result was

much nmore inmportant. The role of coercive force was an inportant negative

factor -- the nore likely it would be needed to bring about a solution, the
| ess acceptabl e that solution was. In other words, what the committee
consi dered was far nore inmportant than abstract rights or |ega

precedents, intellectual argunments or expertise

The question now was what weight the U N General Assenbly nenbers woul d
give these sane factors when they debated the resolution. Further, by its
very nature, as the body to which UNSCOP made its recomrendation, they had to
deci de what role the U N body wol d take once given the recomrendation. They
woul d al so have to take into account new factors -- the response of the Jews
and Arabs to the report, the response of the British and the attitudes of the

two energent super powers -- the U S A and the U S S R

(G) THE U N ROLE -- LEGQ SLATOR, ARBI TRATOR, MEDI ATOR, OR MODERATOR
UNSCCOP was an advi sory comrittee to the Ad Hoc Committee on the

Pal estine Question. The Ad Hoc Committee included all the menbers of the

United Nations. The UNSCOP Report would first be dealt with in the Ad Hoc

Committee which held its first session on Septenber 16, 1947. \Whatever

resol utions passed by a najority in the Ad Hoc Committee woul d be forwarded to



the U N GCeneral Assenbly where a two-thirds vote would be required to endorse
t hem

One issue facing the UN in addition to, and in ny mind, as a
precondition of, any decisions on substance and inpl enentati on was what role
the U N should play in the dispute. W have already discussed the fact that
the United Nations had not insisted on obtaining | egal authority over the
Mandat e before it took on the responsibility for recommendi ng a solution to
the problem Wen the United Nations Special Commttee on Pal esti ne had been
set up and the U.N. had presuned that any decision made on the basis of any
forthcom ng recomrendati ons would rest solely on the noral authority of the
U. N and even then on the narrowest grounds wi thout any comm trment by any
party, but particularly Britain, of cooperation in inplenmenting the decision
let alone enforcing it. The United Nations had avoi ded the issue of
enforcenent or even the threat to use force by not referring the issue to the
Security Council as well as including the five major powers on the special
committee. The UNSCOP report forced the U N to face this issue again

The Mnority Report of UNSCOP required the U N to becone the interim
authority and | egislate for Pal estine, backed up by the requisite force. The
Majority Report required the U N to assune pernanent trusteeship authority
over an autononous Jerusal emarea, but Britain would remain the interimlega
authority with the requisite physical force until the new Arab and Jew sh
states came into being. If the U N adopted the Mnority Report it would
entail negotiating the assunption of |egal authority with the U K and
devel oping a policing instrument. |If the U N adopted the Majority Report,
Britain's cooperation was essential to transfer legal trusteeship to the UN
political authority to the Arabs and Jews respectively, and adninistrative
authority to sone sort of transitional regine. Both the Mnority and Majority
Reports required sone legislative role for the U N and a responsibility for
ensuring force was available to, at a mninmum back up the sol ution proposed.

UNSCCP did not have to put the U N in this position. M. Hood of
Australia (sometimes backed by Bl om of the Netherlands, though not in the
final result) abstained fromendorsing either the Majority or Mnority Report.
He saw the primary obligation of the commttee as fact finding. Recomrending
a solution was secondary. Alternatives, with the pros and cons of each, could
have been put to the U N Hood felt that without unaninity on the conmittee,
or close to it, it was not the prerogative of the Special Committee to nake a
recommendati on. The UNSCOP responsibility was only to collect facts and
anal yze themto enable the U N to nake an informed judgemnent.

The Assenbly alone is the conpetent body to deci de what
is feasible and what is not feasible in the light of al
factors, including political factors, nmany of which are
clearly beyond the scope of our own observations as a



Conmi ttee. 32

This is, of course, why Hood had objected to the Mnority Report going
directly to the General Assenbly. He wanted the committee to include it as
part of an analysis of one alternative, subject to the input of other
comm ttee nenbers, as part of an overall coherent report. Such a course
offered a nore detached, distanced and rational perspective.

UNSCCP cannot be faulted for following this course. The ternms of
ref erence and a nunber of speeches backing these terns inplied clearly that
the commttee was to conme back with recormendations. For exanple, the Swedish
representative had stated that, "the Conmmttee should not be nerely a fact-
finding Coomttee, but a Conmittee with the duty of neking definite
reconmendat i ons. "33

One point, however, of naking recomendati ons was that they would not be
vetoed by Great Britain because they would carry such "uncontestabl e noral
force". But a majority report was no | onger uncontestable. The only
uncontestabl e part was the unani nous recomendati on that the Mandate be
termnated and Britain be asked to | eave. The Majority Report carried not
such "uncontestable" noral force. Britain could not veto the Majority Report
if its reconmmendations were passed, but its noral force was insufficient to
oblige Britain to inplenent it or even cooperate in its inplenentation.

This is the dilemma the Ad Hoc Special Commttee faced when UNSCOP
returned with its report. The only undisputed recommendati on was that Britain
surrender the Mandate and the peopl es of pal estine be given their
i ndependence. What formthat independence should take was a nmatter of
di spute. Neither formrecomended included a unitary binational state with
guarantees for the Jewish mnority as Britain had expected, |et al one one
wi t hout such guarantees as the Arab H gher Conmmittee wanted. The Mnority and
Maj ority Reports both required the U N to assune a Trusteeship role, either
over the whole of Palestine or an autononous district of Jerusalem To do
that, Britain's cooperation was required to transfer all or part of the
Mandate to the U N Further, for either Report, force was needed, to inpose
the solution recommrended in the Mnority Report or to back up the | ocal
constabul ary set up by each community.

Clearly, either report required the U N to act as a |egislator and not
just a noderator who brings noral suasion to the disputants to nodify and
reduce the respective passions that threaten to be nutual |y destructive. Even

if the UN nerely assuned the role of an arbitrator, where it itself assuned

32UNSCOP, 46t h neeting, Aug. 27, 1947, A/AC 13/SR 44 DAG - 13/3.0.1:2,
pp. 54-55.

BA/C.1/P. V. 47-ANC 1/P.V. 50, p. 46.



no legal authority or enforcenent capacity, the legal authority of Britain and
soneone' s enforcement capacity wold be required.

The substance of the UNSCOP recommendati ons undercut any U.N. role as a
noderator. The United Nations was handi capped fromthe start in playing the
role of a legislator (requiring legal authority and the ability to enforce
that authority) the latter required even if the U N assunmed the role of an
arbitrator requiring the back-up of a capacity for enforcenment. Could the
UN play the role of a nediator, that is, help negotiate a conpron se between
the parties on the basis of the reconmrendation?

But the Arabs had adamantly opposed any U. N role insisting the Mandate
be turned over imediately to the inhabitants. Wen the UNSCOP net with the
Arab H gher Committee in Beirut, the Arabs were asked pointedly by the
Chairman, Em| Sandstrom that of the U N supported partition, "would you
still consider that this Jew sh state had been established by violence? Wuld
you answer with violence?"3% The Arab spokesman evaded the question. On the
one hand they were nenbers of the U N and conmtted to the Charter. But, "If
the United Nations goes beyond that (the Charter), the very existence of a
Jewi sh State will allowus to be free to make our own decision".3 On the 29th
of Septenber, Jamal el Hussein, the ex-Mufti's cousin and spokesman for the
Arab H gher Committee not only rejected both the Majority and Mnority
Reports, but warned they would fight against either solution. |In contrast,

Dr. Abba Hllet Silver, the Chairman of the American Section of the Jew sh
Agency, only a few days |later accepted the Majority Report ostensibly with
rel uctance.

Setting up the conmittee itself to ook into problem had been fought
agai nst by the Arabs. Wiy would the Arabs accept a U N mediation role when
neither the Majority nor Mnority Reports of its commttee were acceptable to
then? Further, the very way the General Assenbly set up UNSCOP and convened
inits regular session to consider the report of the Special Commttee on
Pal estine ws not conducive to the role of a mediator. Mediators don't debate
the nerits and denerits of proposed solutions thenselves; they try to induce
the conflicting parties to consider the nerits and dermerits and consequences
to themselves if they do not conpromise. Further, the British had been trying
for years to mediate and find a solution acceptable to both parties. Britain
had failed and it had |l egal authority and an enforcenment capacity to back stop
its efforts. The U N had neither. The United Nations could not |egislate.

The United Nations could not arbitrate. The United nations could not even

4Gar ci a- G anados (1948), p. 205.

3%0p. cit.



nediate. The United Nations only had the status of a noderator, a position
whi ch required retaining the good will of both parties towards the noderator
what ever their feelings towards one another. The Ad Hoc Conmittee, however,
did not proceed like a noderator. It proceeded |like the conmttee of a

| egi sl ative body playing a zero-sumganme. The issue was which side would win
nore spoils and not how could the sides be reconciled, or, at the very |east,
how coul d a judgenent be rendered which gave every appearance of neutrality in
its process and consi deration

But if war was inevitable, if the two positions were in fact
irreconcil able, what other choice was there than to sinply use the U N as a
noral prop for one side or the other and to forget about conciliation or a
neutral procedure?

That prognosis may, in fact, have been correct. The cost, however, was
great. The noral authority of the U N as a neutral noderator was sacrificed
and the issue became, "Which side are you on, boys, which side are you on?"

That the latter strategy woul d govern the whol e proceedi ngs was not
obvious in the first session of the Ad Hoc Committee. That it would be used,
was. A Swedi sh- Arerican resol ution (backed by the Zionists) proposed that one
comm ttee be formed conposed of all U N nenbers supporting partition to
devel op a plan of inplenentation for partition. The proposal that there be
one committee, that it consist only of supporters of partition, that it assune
partition was a fait acconpli and only deal with operationalizing it, went too
far. The resolution was def eated.

However, it was a tactical defeat and not a strategic one. The tactic
shifted to "Divide and Rule" rather than "Unite and Rule", but the strategy
focussed on ruling, that is determ ning who should be the winner in a conflict
between two sides and how to inplenent that recommendation rther than how to
reconcile the two positions. The new tactic followed the precedent of UNSCOP.
Two conmmittees would be forned, one to review and nake reconmmendations on the
majority report and the second to consider any other solution or solutions.3s
That it was a strategy elimnating the U N role as noderator is clear in the

nenoirs of Horowitz, the liaison person of the Jewi sh Agency to the United

Dr. H B. Evatt of Australia, the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on the
Pal estine Question, appointed two subcommittees. Canada, Czechosl ovaki a,
Quat enal a, Pol and, South Africa, the Soviet Union, the U S A, Uuguay, and
Venezuel a constituted Subcomittee One delegated to draft a detailed plan
based on partition. Afghanistan, Col onbia, Egypt, |Iraq, Lebanon, Pakistan
Saudi - Arabia, Syria, and Yemen constituted Subcommttee Two who were to draft
a detailed plan based, not on the ninority report, but on a unitary,
i ndependent Arab state. In effect a third subconmttee was constituted headed
by the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee, Evatt, along with Prince S.S. Svastic
of Siam the Vice-Chairnman, and Thon Thon of Iceland, the Rapporteur, along
with three officials entrusted with the last mnute and futile effort to
conciliate the Jews and Arabs



Nations. As he wote, "we were now able to sway the conposition of the
conmittee. As it was nowto be a body confined to disciples of Partition
only unconditional supporters were naned. "3

Horowitz's rationale for this tactic was very clear.

If, as we dreaded, neutral elenments were brought into the
comm ttee, an attenpt woul d undoubtedly be nade to water
down the plan by offering substantial concessions to Arab
dermands, producing a vague and equi vocal fornula regarding
constitutional structure, frontiers and enforcement. A
hybrid of this sort would nmake no difference to the Arab
position and woul d be rejected by ourselves. The end
result: deadl ock again. 38

Two committees "reduced the danger of conprom se. "3®

In his words, the win-lose strategy was prem sed on Arab intransi gence
and Jewi sh determination to see the victory achieved in UNSCOP. The judges
had nmade their ruling and the Z onists wnted acceptance of their conprom se,
in this case their little piece of Palestine, not a further watering down of
t he proposal

Was the strategy one dictated by the circunstances? Perhaps, if the
overal |l circunstances in the world, and, particularly, on the stances taken by
the Arabs and the Jews, are the nain touchstones. But was this also the case
in the Ad Hoc Conmittee?

Fourteen representatives of the Subconmittee of the U N GCeneral Asenbly
chaired by Lester Pearson, favoured the majority report. Only one favoured
the minority report. Eight del egates went back on any conprom se and favoured
a unitary state governed by the Arab majority.

If the discussion had shifted to reconciling the federal schene and the
partition schene with perhaps a federation built out of independent cantons a
la Switzerland with autononobus controls over inmmgration, then the strategy of
nmoder ati on and conpromi se nmi ght have been adopted. But the politica
representatives on the Ad Hoc Cormittee did not see it that way. Those
favouring the Arab position on UNSCOP were viewed as having conprom sed the
principle of self-deternination of the majority (to contrast with the
alternative principle of denocracy, respect for mnorities). The tone of
unconprom sing principle had al ready been set by the opponents of the

Zionists. The federal plan reconmended by the UNSCOP minority report was

S’Horowitz, op. cit., p. ?.
8Horowi tz, op. cit., p. 261

®Horowitz, op. cit., p. 262.



never even considered. Further, the Arab League instructed its nenbers to nve
their troops to the Palestine border if and when Britain w thdrew 4°

It is at that point that Trunman is said to have given up on reconciling
Jews and Arabs in Pal estine and, in response to reports of troop novenents
towards the Pal estine border on Cctober 19th, Truman instructed Hersche
Johnson on Cctober 11th, 1947 to back partition. As Truman records it in his
Menoi rs,

The Arabs' reaction was quite plain. They did not Iike
it. They nade it clear that partition would not be
carried out except over their forceful opposition. On
Cctober 9 1 was infornmed that the Arab League Council had
instructed the governments of its nenber states to nove
troops to the Pal estine border, ready for later use, and
the public statements of the Arab | eaders were belligerent
and definite.

| instructed the State Departnent to support the
partition plan.4

Until that point, all had not yet been lost. For in fact, three rather
than two committees had eventually been set up, one to clarify the partition
plan, a second to develop a plan for a unitary state and a third to attenpt
conciliation. Conciliation, however, was hopel ess in an atnosphere governed
by mlitary threats on one side and a win-lose strategy on the other. As
Horowi tz describes it,

Each subcommi ttee was conposed of menbers who sponsored
favoured and advocated the plan which they were asked

to clarify. No contact was nmade between the two
subconmittees with a view to finding sone basis of
agreenent or to dimnish the gap of disagreenent between
the two opposing views. 42

This strange procedure was w dely comrented upon. So much for the
conmtte on conciliation. So nmuch for the role of the U N as a noderator
The die was cast. The najority report on partition and its proposed
resol ution favouring partition would be dealt with first by the Genera
Assenbly in a win-lose drama. But then the U N would have to becone a
| egi sl ator and woul d need to acquire | egal authority and enforcenent powers or

induce Geat Britain to play that role

(H) BRITAIN S REACTI ON TO UNSCCP

4ocf. Sneetsinge (1974) who cites The New York Tinmes, Cctober 10, 1947, p.
1; Cct. 11, 1947, p.1; Cct. 13, 1947, p.1l.

“Harry S. Truman, Menmoirs: Years of Trial and Hope, Vol. I, (1956), p.
155.

“2Horowitz, op. cit., p. 127.



The key to inplenmenting the Majority Report was Britain's reaction, for
even to arrange a Trusteeship over Jerusalem Britain's active agreement was a
prerequisite. Blom in his Menorandumto UNSCOP on the "Essential Factors in
a Solution to the Pal estine Question" argued that, "no Trusteeship agreenent
for Palestine could be effected unless it nmet the approval of the United
Ki ngdom Governnent".4 Hs argunent was a |legal one. For the UN to assune a
trusteeship, crucial to Jerusalemand critical to providing an interim
authority, Britain had to transfer the authority over the Mandate.

UNSCCP had been nost united and nost divided4 over Britain's role. They
were united in holding that the mandate had been legal in the first place,
that Britain continued to retain that nmandatory authority and that the nandate
was no | onger workable. But sone of the committee menbers, such as Garcia-
G anados and Fabregat, wanted to hold Britain responsible for its failure. It
is this division in style and approach that the conm ttee menbers experienced
as the nsot divisive -- not the substance of the issue. As Garcia-G&G anados
records, this division appeared right in the beginning over the issue of the
chai rmanship which Great Britain and the United States, with the cooperation
of Hov, had prearranged for Sandstrom but which was chal |l enged by the
nom nati on of Granados by Fabregat. It enmerged nost acutely in the rsponse of

the various nenbers to Britain's sentence of three Jewish terrorists to death.

W had | earned who were to nake up the majority and
the mnority of UNSCOP: the majority, a preponderance
of jurists and diplomats -- discreet, serious,
conservative; the mnority, men who had lived through
political persecution in the battle for freedom

per haps undi sci pli ned, perhaps scorners of convention,
but convinced that the line of justice |ies somewhere
between the truths of heart and head. 4

It was in response to Granados initiative to petition Britain for clenmency
agai nst the death sentences inposed on the three condemmed terrorists that
Sal azar told Ganados, "Yesterday, you cornered us into voting for the
resolution. It was a clever manoeuvre, but | assure you, this is the |ast
tine you will slap England with ny hand. "4

43pl 6.

4The division over partition or a federal state was not as fundanental.
For both were proposals for an econonic union with two divided political
entities based on ethnic lines as Lisicky (p. 70, Mnutes, Aug. 27 neeting of
UNSCOP) had pointed out. Both were partition plans, one vesting sovereign
authority in the units, the other in the federal government in order to
control inmmgration.

45p. 15.

4@ anados (1948), p. 62.



The divi sion over condemming Britain or renuining neutral did not
coincide with the supporters of the Majority and Mnority Reports. The
Yugosl avs were very critical of the U K but supported the Mnority Report.
In any case, just as in the case of the Arabs, both recommended sol utions
unacceptable to Britain. For Britain's interests were ignored in the
conpeting sets of recomendations, though Britain endorsed the principles of
early termnation of the Mandate and early independence recomrended by
UNSCCP. 47 Britain had not been given a clear mandate or support to inpose its
own solution. In the Majority Report, Britain was being asked to oversee the
transition to a solution it had pointedly rejected in the full expectation
that the task would be extrenely difficult, very costly and, possibly if not
probably, very bloody. For Britain, civil war was not just inevitable, but
perhaps even desirable, since the result of the civil war mght provide
Britain with its best opportunity to retain a role in Palestine (via a
Transj or dani an takeover of Arab Pal estine). Though this had not been part of
the UNSCOP considerations, it was certainly a feasible option for the British.

In Septenber 1947, after the UNSCOP nejority had recomended partition,
but before the general assenbly had considered the issue, Britain decided to
wi t hdraw from Pal estine. Speaking before the General Assenbly on the 26th of
Sept enber, Creech Jones, announced that he had been instructed by his
Governnent to announce with all solemity that, in the absence of a
settlement, it had to plan for an early withdrawal of British forces and of
the British adninistration from Pal estine. 48

The decision to withdraw may have been an attenpt to derail the upcom ng

General Assenbly debate on partition since the inplementation of the UNSCOP

4Ad Hoc p. 3.

48St atement of Sir Arthur Creech-Jones to the Ad Hoc Committee on the
Pal esti ni an Question, Septenber 26, 1947. Oficial records of the second
session of the General Assenbly, Ad Hoc Conmittee on the Pal estinian Question,
p. 4. GCeech-Jones told the United Nations that the British would w thdraw by
August 1, 1948. The British decision to termnate the Mandate by May 15, with
complete mlitary withdrawal by August 1, 1948. The British decision to
term nate the Mandate by May 15, with conplete mlitary w thdragwal by August
1, was officially announced by Creech-Jones in a speech to the House of
Commons, Decenber 18. Bevin had confidentially informed Marshall of the
decision to withdraw by May 15 on Novenber 28, one day prior to the United
Nati ons General Assenbly vote in favour of partition. (Evan Wlson, p. 217,
footnote #1) Sir Alec Kikbud in his nenoirs, Fromthe Wngs (London, 1976)
clainmed that, "This renunciation was pronpted by the acceptance by the United
Nations of a resolution providing for the partition of Palestine into three
states, one Arab, one Jewi sh and one international”. (p.1) The fact is,
Britain renounced the Mandate two nonths before partition was endorsed by the
U. N on Novenber 29th. Arthur Koestler referred to the British decision to
appeal to the U N to help resolve the dispute and then reject its judgenent
because the judgenent entailed enforcing that resolution as "no | onger
di pl omacy but sheer Harpo Marx logic". (cf. Zaslofff (1952), p. 66, fn. 7.)




nmajority report depended on British co-operation as well as that of the
parties to the dispute.% The catal yst may have been the hangi ng of the two
British sergeants by Jewi sh terrorists nmentioned earlierse or the UNSCOP report
itself. In the cabinet neeting in which the decision was nmade. Bevin pointed
to the danger of the United Nations adopting an unworkable solution in the
belief that it could rely on the United Kingdomfor inplenmentation. He was
opposed to British involvenent in inplenmentation of the majority or mnority
sol utions, or any solution not having Arab and Jewi sh agreenent. In his view,
it was better for the United Nations to face realistically the need to
inplenment its own decision.st

The British public was tired of the cost of administering troubl esome
Pal estine. Anglo-Anerican unity was being hurt by anti-British pressure over
Pal estine in the United states. The Arab League was exerting pressure on the
United Kingdom At the sane tine, the Angl o- Egypti an negoti ati ons had broken
down and Egypt was hauling the United Kingdom before the United Nations over
the latter's occupati on of the Sudan. Further, the United Ki ngdom was
exploring alternative mlitary options in Kenya and Cyrenaica to replace the
pl anned base in the Negev, making Pal estine di spensabl e.52 Pal estine had
becone an econonmic, political and even a nilitary liability.

The British, in effect, rejected the UNSCOP report and deci ded to wash
their hands of Palestine. WIIliam Roger Louis wote that the UNSCOP report
was the catalyst not the cause,s but it was nmore the final straw and the

excuse to evacuate. >

41t should be noted that Garci a-Ganados, in his own was the
only one who had "strong doubts that Britain woul d cooperate in carrying out
our solution". (p. 241-243, 6-6 (1948)) Ganados interpreted the Britishy
stand as the begi nning of an effort, "to sabotage the majority recomrendati on
for partition". (p. 248)

50Cr eech-Jones in a letter to Elizabeth Monroe much later, after listing
all the reasons for U K withdrawal, citing the episode in which two sergeants
were hung as having "struck a deadly bl ow against British patience and pride"
(Creech-Jones Paper, Cctober 23, 1961) cf. Louis (1989), p. 475-477

51W 1l son, p. 209-10
s2cf . Zasl off, op. cit., p. 68.

53Wn Roger Louis (1984), p. 473 though he al so, nore correctly depicted
the hanging of two British sergeants as the turning point.

54M chael Cohen in "Wy Britain Left: the End of the Mandate" argues
that, "Three factors above all were responsible for the British decision to
| eave Palestine -- Amrerican pressure and intervention; the underm ning of
British rule in Palestine itself; and the escalation of illegal inmgraiton
during 1947. These conbi ned had by the summer of 1947 broken the British will
to stay on in Palestine." (1988, p. 220.) The will had been broken, but not



Bevin was set on leaving Palestine in a state of chaos as the civil
service formulated British plans for “masterly inactivity', a plan forml ated
even before the UNSCOP report was nade official on Septenber 1st, even before
it was clear that the conmmittee would vote for partition.®s The U N was faced
with a report which required a mnimumtransition period of two years and an
interimco-operating admnistrative authority. Neither would be avail abl e.
Henceforth, British concern was with damage control -- how to preserve as nuch
of Arab Pal estine as possible by absorption into Transjordan.s A key el enent
for the U N obtaining | egal authority over Palestine or even adm nistrative
cooperation of Britain was m ssing.

Anot her key factor was enforcenent. Blomhad said in his Menorandum
that, "the nost practicable course mght well be to designate the United
Ki ndom as the admi nistering authority and to nake it responsible for the
enforcenent nmeasures".5 Qhers would provide the funding. Bl om agreed that
local hostility to the British mght be a problem but if the role was short-
termand the solution definite, it seened the only feasible scenario.

But these two key conditions for partition to be effective were absent
before the CGeneral Assenbly even began to debate the UNSCOP report. Further,
not only was Britain unwilling to enter into a | egal contractual arrangenent
with the U N to assune the legal authority fromBritain, not only was it
unwilling to provide the mlitary forces to back up a U N. decision, but it
was not even willing to cooperate admnistratively in inplenenting a decision

unacceptable to itself.

the desire fostered by their own rational calculations. The UNSCOP Report
under m ned even the desire by showing their cal culations were totally wong.
"The general crystallization of British sentinent in favour of withdrawal did
not necessarily contradict the Foreign Ofice's hope of preserving Britain's
political and strategic position by relying on the probable action of the
United Nations. It was a rational and indeed ingenious cal culation, as the
Zionists at the time recognized. It was based on the assunption that even

bi ased or obtuse observers woul d not endorse partition, because the creation
of a Jewish state would precipitate civil war. The Foreign Ofice also
assuned that the Soviet Union and the United States on this issue as on others
woul d gravitate into opposite canmps and that such influences as Cathol oci sm
wold mlitate against the Jews. The British, in short, hoped that the United
Nati ons woul d support an independent binational state in which Jew sh rights
woul d be guaranteed and the prom se of a national home nore or less fulfilled.
As it turned out, the British nerely reconfirmed taht the United Nations
special comittees as well as the United Nations CGeneral Assenbly did not
operate on British rational assunptions." (Wn Roger Louis (1988), p. 20)

558 of August 17, 1947. FO 371/61948; also op. cit.

56\Wn Roger Louis (1986), p. 25.

57pl 8.



(1.) THE AMERI CAN REACTI ON TO UNSCCP

The real issue was why the U S. refused to recognize this fact (ny
italics) in the face of all evidence and stubbornly insisted on clinging to
the belief that the UK would “carry the ball'. On Cctober 3, Johnson still
assuned that a British constabulary would police the transition, a position
openly and explicitly rejected by Britain. Snetsurge explains this paradox by
asserting that there "was a firmbelief in Washington that London, despite
statenents that indicated the opposite, wold cooperate in the
inplenentation".s8 This is a tautology. They believed it because they
believed it. But why? WAs there any evidence of a private arrangemnent
between the U S. and the U K ?

There is sone evidence given in the record of the early Novenbe 1947
neeting between Musa Al am and Bevin where Bevin assures Alam that, "Geat
Britain, he repeated, could not carry on as things were; she would not be
allowed to | eave but would be begged to remain; and if once given a free hand
he coul d sol ve the problent.s

The evidence is nmeagre indeed. Britain, at best, hoped the U N woul d
call onit to remain in desperation, but by Novenmber that hope was very slim
indeed. Wy then did the US. cling to this illusory belief? Ws it

unnat ur al ?

58(1974), p. 73. Snetsurger goes on to cite Trygve Lie's statenent in his
Memoi rs, Cause of Peace (p. 163) that "nobst countries expected Britain...to do
its utnost toward carrying the action through.” But this assertion was nade
when Britain referred the problemto the U N It was a statement of a noral
expectation not of an enpirical one. Ganados records in his nenoirs that,
"the United States still believed tht Britain would cooperate with us, despite
all indications to the contrary. Johnson, the Anerican nmenber of our
subcommi ttee, clung stubbornly to the idea that the British should be the
interimauthority. | was increasingly convinced that we coul d expect only
confusion and sabotage fromthe British. At one point | said privately to
Johnson: Do you really think it is useful to propose that the British govern
Pal estine during the tansitional period? They will not help to inplement
partition; on the contrary, they will obstruct it.' Johnson shook his head:
“I"'msure that in the end, they will cooperate,' he said. ~Wat reason drives
you to believe that?' | asked. “Their statenent is explicit. The |oathe
everything we are doing here." “They will cooperate -- you'll see,' Johnson
said. “They nust. It is their responsibility and they will have to assune
it." | said no nore. | could only conjecture that he had infornation not
avail able to ne. Perhaps the United States had a qui et understanding with
Britain."

9Ceof frey Furlonge, Palestine is My Country: The Story of Musa A am,
London: 1969, p. 149. Even Alam's biography is sceptical. "It seemnore
likely, therefore, that he (Bevin) was already resigned to the idea that Geat
Britain mght | eave Pal estine, but that, speaking to an Arab and having rmuch
personal synpathy with Miusa's argunents against w thdrawal, he was putting the
best face he could on the matter by representing his nove as a device to
secure a free hand for carrying on." (p. 149)




Marshal | had set the lines of U S policy in a nmeting with its UN
del egation on Cctober 3rd

(1) no U.S. troops to support partition

(2) partition unlikely to pass if no U S forces;

(3) no U S efforts to persuade others

(4) if partition fails, then trusteeship.®°

Truman had been adamant about not wanting the American military in the
M ddl e East. But he also wanted a peaceful resoloution of the Pal estine
probl em "based on the desire to see prom ses kept (the Bal four Declaration and
the Mandate) and human relieved (the Jew sh refugees in Europe)".o
He was opposed to any armtwi sting to get other states to support partition

I have never approved of the practice of the strong
inmposing their will on the weak, whether anong men or
anong nations. W had aided Geece. W had, in fact,
furthered the independence of G eece. But that did
not make satellites of these nations or conpel themto
vote with us on the partitioning of Pal estine or any
ot her matter. 62

The first of Marshall's policies followed Trunman's direction. The second was
a prediction, not an action, though nmuch State Departnent behaviour tried to
ensure its validity. |t was undermined by Truman's direct order to the State
Department "to support the partition plan"& made public on Cctober 11th
followi ng the Arab League Council's instructions "to nove troops to the
Pal estine border"” of which Truman was informed on Qctober 9th. Since Truman
had no particular formula or timetable for inplenenting partition, support for
trusteeship was not inconsistent in his eyes with such a goal

The U.S. State Departnent did not expect partition to pass even with its
support. The absence of any means of enforcement would be part of the
sabotage of partition. The repeated assertion that the U K woul d accept
responsibility was, on the one hand, a cover-up, and, on the other hand, a
sincere belief, but only, as we shall try to show, if partition were defeated

But if the intention was to underm ne partition, why did MLintock
propose to nove up the partition date to ensure "London woul d be left hol ding

60FRUS, 1947, Vol. V, pp. 1173-74, see al so pp. 1147-51 and 1162-63; cf.
al so Dan Tschigi (p. 229) who interprets this as Marshall's plan to create an
image of a policy in the absence of one. As the reader shall see, | interpret
this as the beginning of Marshall's |eadership of the State Departnment effort
to undermne partition

sivenoi rs, (1956), p. 157
62 pid., p. 158.

& bid., p. 155.



the bag"? The U S. didjointhe US SR in a conpronise to cut the
inmpl enentation period fromtw years to a few nonths. 6

Let us pause for some clarification in setting out the different
threads. The predom nant interpretation of American policy was set out
clearly by Zasl of f.

Anerican backi ng of partition apparently was based | argely
upon public opinion pressure and the Zionist politica
influence.® |t was evident from Anerican conduct at the
United Nations that the United States still desired a

m ni num of Russian involvenent in the Mddl e East and
hoped that Britain would | end assistance to the

inmpl enentation of the partition plan. The United States
was obviously taking a risk that the inplenentation of
partition would not require a United Nations force, for
the co-participation of Russian troops in a United Nations
body, which it could be assumed the Soviet Union woul d
dermand, woul d have been surely contrary to Anerican

wi shes. 6

There are six strands to understandi ng Arerican notives -- the role of
the Zionist |obby, the role of public opinion, the Russian issue, the role of
the Arabs, and the expectations of the U N and the British. About Anerican
policy on the Soviet Union there is unaninous agreenment. it was the one
subj ect on which the Wiite House and the State Department were in accord. Qur
central issue is the expectattions of Britain. But we first have to clarify
sthe m staken inpression that Trunman's policy and support of partition was a
product of the Zionist |obby and/or public opinion and the role Arab behavi our
and Anerican expectations of the U N played in policy formul ations.

On the role of the Zonist |obby, Wn Roger Louis sumarized it well.

He (Trunman) resented the attackes by the Zionists. He
was sensitive to the charge that the Jews indirectly
nmani pul ated Anerican foreign policy. In particular he
becane angered at critics who the integrity
of the office of the Presidency by insinuating that he
was a capture of the New York Jews. ¢

64A key motive was "to make sure neither Anerican...nor Russian troops,
nor any formof voluntary constabulary (ny italics) be enployed" except
possi bly for Jerusalem FRUS, 1947, pp. 1210, 1233. cf. p. 1282. Loy
Henderson, in a neeting on Nov. 24th, predicted a successful vote for
partition woul d entail Security Council, hence Soviet, hence Soviet troop
i nvol venent .

65Zasl of f (1952), p. 70.

sscf. Summer Welles, W Need Not Fail, New York: 1948 who gives this
interpretation (p. 72) and also the viewthat the United States engaged in
extensive armtwi sting before the Nov. 29th vote to line up other countries to
support partition

67(1984), p. 478.



Truman's famous Yom Ki ppur statenent on Pal estine in 1946 was equi vocal at

best and not the unqualified support for partition as widely interpreted. He
was sensitive to the promse to the Jews and the plight of Jews in Europe, but
he was equal | y annoyed by the pressure of the Zionists and the
behavi our of Rabbi Silver who headed the Anmerican Zionists and whom he banned
fromthe Wiite House during his tenure for daring to pound his desk and make
"demands" on the President. Truman was not in office to play the role of
prophet, Karl Marx or even Jesus Christ for the Jews -- all phrases taken from
hi s own correspondence.

But there was another aspect to the Zionist |obby -- its subtle, backrow
work in contrast to the histrionic performances of its |leaders. It involved
David Noles, Truman's Wiite House aide and link to the ethnic organization and
an enanoured foll ower of Rabbi Stephen Wse's “enlightened' Zionism In
invol ved non-Jews |ike Chuck Aifford who was politically sensitive and
synpathetic to Zionist goals. And it involved md-west |awers |ike G anoff
who headed the local B nai Brith and happened to be Eddy Jacobson's | awer
Harry Truman's ol d partner in the haberdashery business. It was Jacobson who
got Truman to neet Chai m Wi zmann, critical to offsetting Truman's negative
attitude to the Zionist |obby in general

Anerican policy was not based largely on the efforts of the Zionist
| obby. Nor was public opinion that inportant. Mbst Anericans did not know
that Palestine was still governed by Britain under the auspecis of a League of
Nati ons Mandate. Public opinion, however, reinforced Wite House policy in
two issues. According to a md-1947 Gallup poll, 60% of Anericans were
opposed to the use of the American nmilitary to keep peace in Palestine and 72%
were content to let the U N solve the problem® The United States was
content to followthe UN lead. Arab nilitary foced the American hand. To
forestall the necessity to send any troops of any kind to Pal estine, Amrerica
openly backed the U N nmjority report on Cctober 11th as a show of support to

Arab threats.

but who woul d be xpected to counter those threats on the ground? Here
we return to our central dilenmma -- did the U S. sincerely believe Britain
coul d be induced or enbarrassed into using its forces to i mpose a solution
with which it so profoundly disagreed, which ran directly counter to its

national interests and its explicit statenments in the U N ?

68cf. Peter Grose, Israel in the Mnd of America, New York (1983), p. 217

6@ ose (1984), p. 213



The nake-up of the U S. delegation at the U N was critical inthis
regard. Loy Henderson had proposed that George Wadsworth, 70 the Iraq
anbassador, an Arabi st and anti-Zionist, head the del egation and the full
session of the UUN On the advise of David Noles, Truman deci ded that the
del egation could not be so openly anti-Zionist and appointed as head of the
del egation Major General John H Hlldring, who as Assistant Secretary of
State for the Cccupi ed Areas, had become synpathetic to the plight of the Jews
in Europe. Thus, the Wadsworth and Beel ey deal .

Thus, the head of the del egati on was synpathetic to Zionismand the
del egation included El eanor Roosevelt, an even nore explicit synpathizer. But
the direction of policy at the UN was dictated by the State Departnment with
the occasional nodification by a direct instruction by the Wite House.
Marshal | and the British were playing a gane, each trying to nanoeuvre the
other into taking the primary responsibility for enforcing whatever sol ution
the U N determined to be appropriate. At the same time, Marshall was
synpathetic to the British outl ook and | ooked forward to the failure of the
partition recomendation.™

There is extensive evidence for this clarification of a policy of riding
two horses which appeared to be going in different directions (supporting
partition and believing the U K would enforce it) when the underlying policy
ws condeming partition and believing the U K would enforce the revised
policy. Dean Risk, in a neeting with Lionel Celber, a Canadi an working for
the Jewi sh Agency in New York, threatened that the U.S. would side with
Britain unless the Pan York and Pan Carnel, two illegal immgrant ships, were
stopped while the U N deliberated the UNSCOP Report. This threat can be
interpreted as an effort to not sabotage the U S. pro-partition stance. But
give Risk's clear aversion to partition and support for trusteeship, it would
be much nore plausible to interpret this effort at intermediating the Zionist
attenpts to follow up on their success with the Exodus as a threat to
Aneri can- Angl o cooperation when partition was defeat ed.

But the State Departnent's scenario for the defeat of prtition while
they gave surgace support to it was falling apart. The United States had
counted on the Soviet Union voting against partition in spite of early
evi dence in the Gonyko speech that such support was a fall back position and
the Czech support of partition. On Cctober 13th, Tsnmapkin, the Soviet

7ocf. Foreign Relations 1948 V, pp. 592-5 on Wadsworth's with
Truman. Al so Louis (1984), p. 55, fn. 61 and the references to the Arthur
Lounce - Summer Wl les correspondences. (Sept. 25, 1947, |SA 93.03/2270/9)
and a Wadsworth neno dated Feb. 4, 1948, USSD 711.906 2448 Box C-49.

FRUS, 1947 V, p. 1164.



del egat e announced its support for partition with qualifications having to do
with border adjustnents, the period of transition and Jerusal em 72

If the State Departnent wanted to undermine partition, why were the U S
and the U S.S.R so cooperative in the four party sub-commttee (including
Canada and Cuatenala) dealing with inplenentation. There are two reasons.
First, it was the U S.S R that conprom sed by far the nost on the date of
turnover, on bailing out of insisting on a Security Council , hence,
Sovi et presence, etc. Anerica was required to nmake few conpromi ses and it
could not appear to its close allies -- Canada and Quatemala -- as
del i berately destructive. Wen the Canadian - Quatemalan - U S. A - USSR
subcommi ttee gave a unani mous report on inplenentation on Novenber 10th, it
was explicitly rejected by Britain. On Novenber 13th, Britain changed the
date of evacuation fromMiy 1 to Aug. 1, insisting that the U K would retain
authority until the end, that Britain al one woul d deci de when that end would
be and there would be no transition.?

Even Johnson becane frustrated and angry. But it did not change the
U S policy of frustrating every realistic attenpt to work out a system of
enforcenent. |If the policy had only been to keep out the U S.S.R 7 there was
always the possibility of a U N peace force nade up of mlitary from
countries such as Canada. The real U S policy comng out of the State
Departnment was to undermine partition all the way unless given explicit
instructions to the contrary by Trunman.

The U.S. supported partition but the State Departnent did not want it to
work so Trusteeship would be inplenented. The U S.S.R, according to the
State Department, also supported partition but did not want it to work but,
instead wanted chaos to ensue to give thema bench head in the Mddl e East.

Qut of contrasting mal evol ent notives, (assumng those were in fact the
notives of the U S.S.R) a conprom se report, with the assistance of Canada dn
Quat enal a, provi ded for Security Council supervision of partiton and
the U S.S. R exclusion fromthe Pal estine Comm ssion to be made up of snall

states only.

72cf. Horowitz, pp. 239 and 256-7, and Ro'i pp. 84-85.
73cf. Ganados (pp. 253-257).

7“The U. S. di sagreement with Tsarapkin's 10 point proposal to the
subconmittee on inplenentati on on Novenber 3, 1947, was clarified in a
tel egram by Gordon Knox (a State Departnent adviser) that the U S. "would not
agree to any plan...which placed the adm nistrator of Pal estine under the
Security Council and therby gave the Soviet Union a negative control over its
devel opnent through use of, or threat to use, the veto power". FRUS, 1947,
pp. 1231- 34.



(J.) THE VOTE FOR PARTI TI ON

The high drana that preceded the passage of the U N resolution
supporting partition has been in many places.”™ Mich of the debate
concerns the efforts of the U S. to persuade others to support partition in

the last two days preceding the Novenber 29th vote. The Russian support for

Partition -- which El eanor Roosevelt alon anong the American del egation
predicted -- was a sever blowto State Departnent cal cul ations. But all was
not |ost.

The United States had given up all pretext that Britain would take
responsibility for inplenenting partition. As Herschel Johnson said in his
address to the Ad Hoc Committee on Novenber 23rd, just prior to its vote on
t he 25t h,

It was essential to find sone plan of inplenentation
whi ch coul d make such utilization as possible of the
experience of the Mandatory Power and its presence in
Pal estine and its present responsibility,

invol ving the Mandatory Power in the responsibility for
i mpl enenting a plan which, according to its own words,
did not have the approval of both of the two principa
parti es concerned. 7

British mlitary enforcement was clearly ruled out by British rejection
onNovenber 13th of the subcommittee's proposal based on a Canadi an conproni se
that the Mandate terminate on January 1, 1948, with British troop w thdrawal
schedul ed for May 1, 1948 during which period the Pal estine Conm ssi on
reponsible to the Security Council would supervise the setting up of Arab and
Jewi sh and woul d organi ze the governnents. British
adm ni strative cooperation was ruled out. In fact, even British cooperation
was ruled out as Britain insisted, it and it alone would retain tota
authority until it left and woul d not any interimauthority or
transition period. Herschel Johnson still clung to the illusory thread of
British cooperation which was inplicitly denied in the Nov. 13th rejection and
explicitly denied on Novenber 3rd when the new subconmittee plan was rejected
as well providing for Britain maintaining order until the U N assumed
adm nistrative responsibility on Cct. 7, 1948. There would be no cooperation
bet ween t he Mandatory Power and the Pal estine Commi ssion. There would be no
progressive transfer of power. There would be no shared authority.

Thus, when the Ad Hoc Committee voted on Novenber 25, 1947 to accept
partiiton by a vote of 25:13 with 17 abstentions, including Belgium France,
Luxenbourg, the Netherlands, and New Zeal and and two absentees, the

Phi |'i ppi nes and Paraguary, the del egates knew no nmeans to enforce partition

“fn. still needed.

squot ed i n Granados, p. 262



had been arranged, no interimperiod woul d be available to ensure a snooth
transition and no U. N authority.

In spite of this reality, there was a wi despread m sperception, shared
and augnented by the Secretary General that, "The responsibility for solving
the Pal estine probl em had been transferred to the United Nations."7
Responsi bility had not been transferred. The U N had been asked for a
recommendation. The only part of the recommendation the U K accepted was to
quit.

The nomentum and the illusion of responsibility, however, was there even
t hough there was no enforcement provision, no political authority set up by
the U N would or could legally be in place and no admi ni strative apparatus
woul d be available. The U N had come to believe its own noral inperatives
could be translated into the real instruments of power.

A vote of 25:13 was not decisive. One nore vote would be needed in the
General Assenbly, and then only if the no votes did not increase. Since
France, Bel gium Luxenbourg, the Netherlands and New Zeal and were expected to
support partition, the task was to ensure the negative vote did not increase
by nmore than two. The pressure now bore on those who abstained. 7

If we followthe shifts in allegiance of countries such as G eece,
Haiti, the Philippines, Costa Rica, Liberia, Yugoslavia, Paraguay, and Chile,
Cuba and South Africa, one can get a sense of how the partition vote achieved
a decisive two-thirds majority of 33:13 with 10 abstentions and 1 absentee.
The list includes Chile and Costa Rica who supported the Nov. 25th Ad Hoc
Commi ttee resolution, and cuba and Siam the only two non-Mislimcountries who
opposed it.

Let us take the negative vote which in absolute nunbers stayed the same
but with a gain of Chile fromthe support columm rather that fromthose that
abstained and a loss of Siam The Siam defection fromthe negative ranks is
easy to explain. It was not a result of political pressure but of
serendipity.

Because of a revolution in Siam its del egati on here had
been di savowed by the new government; its chief del egate,
who earlier had supported the Arabs, left the United

7Lie Menmoirs, p. 162.

A/ 516. Supporters: Australia, Bolivia, Brazil, Byelorussia, Canada,
Chile, Costa R ca, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dom nican Republic, Ecuador,
Quat enal a, |cel and, N caragua, Norway, Panana, Peru, Pol and, Sweden, UWkrai ne,
South Africa, U S A, US S R, Wuguay, Venezuala. Against: Afghanistan,
Cuba, Egypt, India, lIran, Iraq, Lebanon, Pakistan, Saudi Arabi, Siam Syria,
Turkey, Yermen. Abstentions: Argentina, Belgium China, Colunbia, E
Sal vador, Ethiopia, France, Geece, Haiti, Honduras, Liberia, Luxenbourg,
Mexi co, Netherlands, New Zeal and, United Ki ngdom Yugoslavia. Absent:
Par aguay, Phili ppi nes



States. Siamhad no bona fide representative, and could
not vote.™

The negative vote of Greece made up for the loss of Siam Geece had
abstained in the vote on the 25th. On the 26th, G eece announced that it
woul d oppose partition. Since Geece at the end of 1946 was on the verge of
coll apse, since in February of 1947 the British let the Americans know t hat
econoni ¢ assi stance woul d cease in March and since the U S., to prevent a
communi st victory, decided to extend aid to Geece, the U S was clearly in a
position to influence the Geek vote, or at |east ensure G eece abstained.
Louis clains that, "N |es used busi ness connections in an abortive effort to
swing the Greek vote, "8 but cites no evidence. The failure to sideline
Geece, if not reverse its pro-Arab stand, does not suggest the United States
used coercive pressure of any kind otherw se one could not inmagine G eece
supporting the Arabs.

The only other non-Mislimcountry to vote against partition was Cuba
whose Anbassador, Quillerno Bolt, was "recalcitrantly pro-Arab", clained the
Costa Rican vote had been purchased with a $75,000 bribe, 8 but this clearly
appears as part of the opposition throwing dirt and it is surprising that Wn
Roger Louis allows the accusation wi thout comment. The Costa Rican del egate,
Ri cardo Fournier, conplained of being offered a political bribe fromthe other
si de when he,

indignantly told me that the Arabs had offered to support
Costa Rica for the Trusteeshi p Council provided Fournier
woul d change his pro-partition attitude. I told him
that | would not sell ny vote or sacrifice ny honor'.®

Cuba and Greece, both easily subject to Arerican pressures, particularly
G eece, voted against partition and were the only non-Mislimstates to do so.
Cuba's vote was attributed to the political anbitions of the del egate. 83
Chile's shift fromthe support to the abstention colum was a surprise. Santa
Cruz, the Chil ean subordi nate who repl aced the chi ef del egate who resigned
clainmed that Chile had

a special interest in the Arab nations which derives from
an unchangi ng friendship, and the fact that we have al ways
shared with themsinilar points of viewon the najority of

& anados, p. 267.
80Louis (1984), p. 486.

8libid., p. 485. The reported bribe was wi dely renowned. Llewellyn
Thonpson Jr. learned of the alleged proferred bribe fromthe Cuban Anbassador.
cf. Robert J. Donavan, Conflict and Crisis New York: 1977, pp. 329-31.

82y anados, p. 264.

83cf. Grose (1983), p. 250.



t he probl ems whi ch have conme up for study in the United
Nat i ons. &

This order of reversal came directly fromPresi dent Gonzales Videla in

Santi ago, who before taking office had been President of the Pro-Pal estine
Committee of Chile. Since that Conmittee was a pro-Zionist |obby, one can
only specul ate on what Arab-Chilean deal induced the dramatic change.® [Note:
get search of Chilean archives]

What about the pressures in the other direction? Wy did Haiti and
Li beria, who previously abstained, shift to support partition? Wy did the
Phi | i ppi nes and Paraguay who had been absent on the vote on the 25th, vote for
partition on the 29th? Wy did Yugosl avia continue to abstain?

The Yugosl avs had intended to vote against partition on the 25th.
Madimr Simc as a nenber of UNSCOP had opposed partition. Madimr's
brother, Stanoje Simc, was the Mnister of Foreign Affairs for Yugosl avia and
the chief delegate to the U N As he explained his intention to vote agai nst
partition to G anados, "We signed the minority report and nobody took the
trouble to discuss it. At least it should have been a matter of courtesy. So
we are sorry to vote against the majority report."8 G anados was unable to
persuade himto set aside his sense of being slighted, but Pruszynski from
Pol and, when alerted by G anados, was evidently nore persuasive and convi nced
themto abstain.®#

Was it nmerely a matter of reasoning? O was political pressure brought
to bear on Yugoslavia fromthe Soviet bloc? Yaacov Ro's on his study of
Soviet policy vis a vis Israel, clains the Yugoslav opposition to partiton,
even in UNSCOP, was a feint until a unified Soviet bloc policy had been
det er m ned.

Czechosl ovac- Yugosl av disparity (in UNSCOP) seens to

have been a manifestation of the tacit agreement between
the Soviet Union and the East European Peopl e's Denocracies
that the latter were to enjoy maxi mum manoeuvrability on

i ssues on which the international community had not yet
made its decision... In this way, the US. SR was able

to stand sinmultaneously on both sides of the fence.s8

Per haps the Polish del egate pointed out the roomfor deviation was over now
that the international community had decided. Mybe the Pol es convinced the

8474: 16

8scf . Granados' account of this, p. 268.
86 anados, p. 265.

870p. cit.

8Yaacov Ro'i, Soviet Decision Making in Practice: The US S. R and
Israel, 1947-1954, New Brunswick, N. J.: 1980, p. 80.




Yugosl av of the intrinsic merits of partition. Whatever the case, the
Yugosl avs were induced by the Poles, not by the Anericans, to staying in the
abstention col um.

Li ke Yugosl avia, the Philippines also had a | arge donmestic Mislim
popul ation and could be said to be susceptible to donestic pressures to vote
agai nst partition. The Philippines was absent fromthe vote on the 25th.
Granados cl ains the support of the Philippines was won in the |ast 48 hours
for the 26th the Philippines had been expected to vote "No'. Chief Justice
Felix Frankfurten, had |ong ago set aside his resentnents that he, Benjanin C
Cohen and their nmentor Branders, had been shunted aside in the Zionist
| eadership stakes in the early 1920's in the conflict between the grass roots
politics of Pinsk and the elite rationalismof Washington. On the urging of
David Niles, he corralled his fellow jurist Frank Mirphy and they paid a visit
to the Philippino Arbassador in Washington. Mrre naterial pressure was used
by the senators who sent a telegramto the President of the Philippines noting
that a financial aid package to his country was pending in Congress and a
negative vote on partition could have an adverse effect. But the nost
effective pressure was probably that of Julius Edel stein, an Anerican civi
servant and a personal friend of the Philippino President. The American
Enbassy | ocated Edel stein in England in the nmiddl e of the night who wakened
his friend in Manila fromhis afternoon siesta.& Wether high |evel judicial
argunent with the anbassador, material inducenments of senators for the
Phi | i ppines or friendship was the nmost critical, it is clear that the
Phi | i ppi nes changed its mnd and voted for rather than against partition

Par aguay too was absent on the vote on the 25th and supported partition
on the 29th. Dr. Cesar Acosta, the chief delegate, had abstained sinply
because he had not yet received instructions.® |f the final vote had not been
del ayed by expansi ve speeches, into which the Arabs were drawn to duplicate in
response, the U S. Thanksgiving holiday and the French nove for a last minute
48 hour del ay, the Paraguayan vote m ght have ended up as an abstention rather
than a supporting vote

Li beria, a country nade up of and rul ed by the descendents of ex-
Anerican slaves, was another case. |It, along with the Philippines and Haiti,
had been specifically targeted for concentrated effort by the Zionist |obby.9

Robert Nat han, an econom st phoned the Liberian del egate to warn that unless

8ocf. Grose, pp. 251-252 for a detailed account of this pressure. Also
FRUS, 1947, Vol. V, pp. 1305-7

9cf. G anados, pp. 266-267

91Snet si nger, p. 2



they voted for partition, Secretary of State Stettinais would have to call his
friend, Harvey Firestone, Jr. whose tire and rubber conpany dom nated the
Li berian econony. In fact, as Gose notes, Stettinais did place a phone call
to President Tubnman of Liberia itself. Liberia would not abstain but voted for
partition.

Haiti was in danger of actually voting against partition. G anados, who
sat next to the Haitian del egate, wites,

I have no idea what strings were pulled in the case of
Haiti, which at the beginning was fully partitionist.
The Haitian delegate, M Vieux, declared before the Ad
Hoc Committee that he would vote for partition...The
day before the vote, a very enbarrassed M Vieux told
ne that he woul d have to change his yes to no because
of new instructions fromhis governnent. 9

G anados | earned that the President of Haiti would countermand that
order and instruct a yes vote and the abstention was a delaying tactic in the
face of conflicting nessages. Vieux received his pro-partition instructions
on Nov. 28th. Assistant Secretary of State Adolf A Berle, after a call from
Nachman Gol dmann, sent a cable to Dunarsais Estine, President of haiti
reinforced by a nessage from Robert H MBride, urging a vote for partition
It seens clear that Granados' belief that, "At no time did their (the
Anerican) canpai gn go over the heads of the del egates to the various
governnents invol ved. "9

He was clearly wong. Trunan's contention that nothing had been
undert aken whereby the strong inposed its will on the weak or tht the “direct
approach' of | obbying “could never gain ny approval' seens di singenuous. %

What significance did all these Arab and pro-Zionist |obbies have in the
final vote? The partition resolution had 30 votes nmore or less in the bag.
The anti-partition vote had 13 votes in the bag, but |ost Siamdue to
serendi pity. The anti-partition group needed to gain 4 votes to defeat
partition. It kept Greece with prom ses of the Muslimbloc to support Geek
and to reinforce the Greek propensity to vote against partition. It won
Chile's vote by direct pressure on Santiago. It lost the Philippines, as the
only other potential gain, because of the Zonist |obby. Wthout the | obby,
the vote woul d have been 31:14 with Haiti and Liberia added to the abstention
colum. There woul d have been a clear nmargin of victory in any case.

David Horowitz's claimthat the U S. (via David Niles) exertion of the

“weight of its influence alnobst at the last hour' swung the final vote in

922G anados, p. 264.
Sjibid., p. 265.

%4Truman, Menoirs, p. 158-159



favour of partition is exaggerated.® But the figures do not substantiate this
view. El Salvador, for exanple, which tended to be anti-partitionist for
religious reasons, abstained on both the 25th and the 29th.

The pro-Zionist |obby secured the victory by a confortable margin. It
was not decisive, however. There is evidence that if the Arabs had not been
so crass in their | obbying for votes and so unconprom sing in their positions,
that a nunber of the states which abstained, such as Argentina, El Sal vador,
Hondur as, and Mexi co, m ght have been converted to vote against partition.

It is nmore correct to say that the Zionists' work secured themvictory
though it was not decisive in naking it. Arabs intransigence, belligerency,
unconproni si ng opposition and crass offers to win votes did nore to ensure the

victory than all the sophisticated efforts of the Zionists.

(K') THE PROSPECTS OF THE U.N. | MPLEMENTI NG PARTI TI ON, | F PASSED

The recomrendation for partition was of dubious merit. |If partition had
been accepted by the Jews and Arabs, it would, as Crossnan® once said, "make
both Jews and Arabs independent and responible for their relations with each
other."9 But such an outcone depended on a very large "if." Further, the
reoslution itself was full of defects foreseeable at the time -- all of which
have al ready been outlined, namely the United Nations |ack of |egal status as
an administering authority given that Pal estine was not to becone a
trusteeshi p, the absence of in-place admnistrative nachinery to inplement
partition and the force to back it up, etc. One del egate expressed those
vi ews succinctly.

M/ Covernnent regrets to note that the nethod of

enf orcenent suggested in the report now before this
Assenbly does not appear to satisfy this essential
condition ... not only has the system suggested in
the report not got the necessary force behind it,

but that it is deficient also fromthe organizational
point of view It may therefore be feared that the
comm ssion which is to operate in Pal estine under the
authority and auspices of the United Nations will be
placed in a very difficult situation, possibly even
in a distressing situation as regards the prestige of
our Organi zati on.

The manner in which partiiton was passed was deemed by some observers to
have seriously damaged even further the one source of authority the United

%D, Horowitz, State in the Making, p. 301.

%Ri chard Crossnman, a Labour Menber of Parlianment and assi stant editor of
the New St atesnman, had been a nmenber of the Angl o- Anerican Committe of
Inquiry.

97Cr ossman, op. cit., p. 191.



Nations did have -- its noral uathority. As de Azcarate® described it, the
di scussion in the General Assenbly went on

in a deplorabl e at mosphere of passion, frivolity and
confusion, crowned by a vote which the Arabs stil
regard as irregular if not null and void. Nevertheless
...If the plan...has its weak sides and sonme dangerous
om ssions, it nust be said, on the other hand, if no
decision at all were taken, it would have still nore
seri ous consequences. %

The real weight of the resolution was the pressures it placed on the
i ndi vi dual states who supported it to follow through with comm tnent and
individual action to see it realized. The nost critical of these was the
United States

In other words, the United Nations was not being used as a nora
influence or as an international |egislative body, but as a stage on which to
act out the power politics of the world, and on which the conmm tnents of
i ndividual states would be lined up. Mst inportantly, the United Nations
woul d be used as a forumof the power politics of the nmjor powers.

There are two ways, after all, to viewthe partition resolution. On the
one hand, the partition resolution, as it energed fromthe UNSCOP report, was

in effect, the least of all evils rather than an ideal resolution of the

conflict. No one really loved partition -- no one. Everyone anticipated
problens in inplenenting partition. It was sinply the plan with the greatest
acceptance. The U. N rmenbers believed sonme resolution of the conflict was
better than none at all, even if the prestige of the organi zati on was put at
risk.

On the other hand, the partition plan, though unacceptable to Britain as
a political, economc and mlitary power -- albeit a declining one -- was
acceptabel to the dom nant political interests of both the U S A and the
US SR

Not all the political factors favoured partition in the U S. A  Though
Truman was favourably di sposed to Zionist aspirations, he was not comitted to
any specific tinetable for Jew sh statehood. Opposing an early decision in
favour of partition were the standard argunents of Anmerican security and
econonic interests in the region: the unwillingness to alienate the Arabs, a
fear that revolutionary socialist Zonismmght favour Russia, all

strengt hened by a reluctance to back a proposal that m ght necessitate sending

9%Pabl 0 de Azcarate was the Secretary of the Pal esti ne Conm ssion
appoi nted by the General Assenbly to inplenent the partition plan. He led the
advance group of the Pal estine Conmi ssion to Palestine in 1948. H's
experiences were recounted in Mssion in Palestine 1948-1952.

9CGA Pl enary Session 2, 1947, Vol. 2, 124th neeting, p. 1312., also cf. de
Azcarate, op. cit., p. 4.



forces to the region. Favouring partition, however, were the weight of thirty
years of Congressional resolutions and party platfornms supporting Zionizst
aspirations, a desire to do sonething for the Jewish D.P.s in Europe, and the
conviction that the fledgling United Nations nust be supported wherever
possible. One of the nost telling swing argunents for Trunman could be found
inaneno of Aark Adifford's. difford was Harry Truman's political advisor.
In Adifford' s view, partition would be the only possible way to avoid war in
the area and the need for Anerican troops; at the sane tine it would
strengthen the United States' hand vis a vis the Russians.

Thi s suggests that the American vote was sinply based on real politic
and gave little consideration to the noral and international status of the
UN But, in fact, a major reason for the U S. support of partition was,
ironically, to strengthen the U N The President provided precisely such a
rationale for voting for the UNSCOP report -- "because it was a najority
report."100 The pro-partition vote woul d denonstrate America's W lingness to
go along with the carefully deliberated decisions of the world body. 101

At the sane tinme, the partition resolution satisfied the Anerican
comm tnent to Jewi sh statehood and conveniently nmet pressures fromthe pro-
Zionist electorate of the United States. Power politics, the pressure of the
strong the weak, as evidenced by the last mnute, intensive

Anerican and Arab | obbi es on wavering United Nations nenbers, was not the

100FRUS, 1947, p. 1284.

101F] eanor Roosevelt shared this view sincerely. "Anything that woul d
strengt hen the foundations of a new world order woul d comrand wi despread
support in US. UN had voted for partition so U S. should back it." [Get
exact quote from Gose, p. 242.]



decisive factor it was held up to be.202 The US - US SR alliance, for
very opposite and opposing notives was deci sive.

The Soviets, contrary to their traditional anti-Zionist stance, had
first given the Z onists encouragenment in May of 1947. On May 14, Andrei
G onyko announced that if bad relations between the Arabs and the Jews nade a
uni fied state inpossible, then Palestine should be separated into two
states. 03 The Soviets insisted that independence be achi eved as quickly as
possi ble, a policy which continued to govern Sovi et action throughout the
debate. On Cctober 13, 1947, in the General Assenbly, Gonyko gave partition
unequi vocal endorsement. Though the Soviet Union | acked the donestic
pressures present in the U S A, its policy was geared to win the support of
the American progressive constituency. It also had its own international
agenda -- to help Jewish victins of the forner common eneny, the Nazis (as
they explained it), to hurry the United Kingdomout of the Mddle East, to
divide the United Kingdomand the United States, to alienate the West fromthe
Arabs and the Arab nasses fromtheir | eaders beholden to the Wst, to exploit
an unstabl e situation, to create a precedent for the separati on of Macedoni a
from G eece, Arnenia from Turkey or Azerbaijan fromlran. They may have al so
supported partition because they believed it was the best decision for the
Jews, the Arabs and the United Nations. 104

Thus, in this rare instance, and contrary to all earlier British
cal cul ations, the two super-powers found thensel ves on the sane side of an

inmportant issue before the United Nations -- a situation "tantanount to a

102FRUS 1947, Vol. V, p. 1149. There are conflicting accounts on the
extent the United States |obbied for partition. According to Truman, the
United States del egation was specifically prohibited fromlobbying on behal f
of partition. But vigorous |obbying did go on. It was undertaken by
i ndi vi dual congressnen, businessnen, etc. who were not acting as official
representatives of the U S. governnent, though others argue that the official
prohi bition against active |obbying was wi thdrawn as the vote neared. [ref?]

The last m nute Amrerican decision to exert pressure in favour of

partition is described in Dan Tschirgi, The Politics of |ndecision, p. 236-38;
Evan M W/ son, Decision on Palestine, p. 125, 127; 2Zvi Ganin, Truman
Anerican Jewy, and Israel, 1945-1948, p. 142-46; Peter G ose, lsrael in the
Mnd of Arerica, p. 248-54; David Horowitz, State in the Mking, p. 300-01;
Kurzman, Genesis 1948, p. 17-21; and Snetsinger, Trunan, the Jewi sh Vote and
the Creation of Israel, p. 66-69. Refutation of official American support is
provided in Truman, Menmoirs, Vol. 2, p. 158-59, and in FRUS 1948, p. 614.
Needl ess to say, both the Zionists and the Arab del egati ons were al so invol ved
in intensive | obbying efforts. Zionist activities are described in WIson,
Gani n, Snetsinger, and Horowitz. Garcia-Ganados, The Birth of Israel, p.
262- 64 describes Arab pressure tactics.

103FRUS 1947, p. 1084.

104khouri, op. cit., p. 21. Brookings, op. cit., p. 64.



mracle", as Chaim Wi zrmann described it. It was the support of both the
US SR and the U S. A which doonmed the last hurrah of Britain in Palestine.



