CHAPTER 7 - | MPLEMENTATI ON AND ENFORCEMENT OF

PARTI TI ON

How can any out si de body conpl enent a plan for
a territory opposed by both the mpjority of the
popul ation of that territory and all the surviving
st at es? Only if the outside power had enough
mlitary, legal and noral clout. The idea,
however, of the U N noral clout with the
UK mlitary and | egal clout, backed up, pick up,
by U S. economc mght, was a non-starter

After all, in the 1939 Wiite Paper, the UK
had repudiated the ternms of the Mandate wth
respect to using Palestine as a honeland for Jews
when Jews were npst desperate for a honel and.
After Wrld War 11, the UK had consistently
refused to all ow 100, 000 European Jew sh refugees,
the remants of the Holocaust, into Palestine
agai nst mnority  of Western public :
particularly in the U S A

The U K. had gone further, participating
actively inthe over the RO constitution to

deny any IRO role in resettling the refugees in

Pal estine. The U. K ignored the recommendations of



t he Angl o-Anmerican Conmttee of Inquiry, and were
particularly over support for imediate
adm ssion of the 100,000 refugees. Formal ly, the
U K had it perfectly clear that they would only
co-operate with a UN recomendation if the
recommendati on was not opposed by either of the
di sputants. Therefore, if the recommendati on was
for a federal state of sone sort or, better yet, a
waiting state with Jewish mnority rights, and if
the U S. could persuade the U S. to get the
Zionists to co-operate or threaten to use force to
bring theminto line, then there was a possibility
of U.K co-operation. But there was not real
prospect of U. K. co-operation or inplenmentation of
the recommendati on was for Partition.

What could not have been antici pated perhaps
was t he degree and extent of U K. non co-operation.
Britain noved up the date of its w thdrawal for
Pal estine to May 15th. Britain refused to all ow

the Pal estine Comm ssion entry to Palestine unti

the |l ast nmonent - May 1st, two weeks prior to the
term nation of the Mandate. Britain refused the
right of any of its to work for any

aut hority, whether , Jews or U N Britains



non co-operation anounted to virtual sabotage of
the U N. recomendati on.

Thus the best of the three key factors
necessary to the success of Partition by peacefu
means was m ssSing. This non co-operation was
paral | el ed by and probably reinforced the nonentary
vi ol ent opposition of the belligerents. In the
face of Britain non co-operation, in the faces of
a Arab comm tnment against Partition, in the
face of the increasing violence in Palestine
itself, the inplenmentation of UNSCOP's Partition
recomrendati on was bound to be different.

The Swedi sh representative on the vote prior to
partition summarized its essential weaknesses.

"My governnment.... vi ew'

Power and adm nistrative organi zation. Those
were the essential weaknesses. There were two
areas to attack the problem the role of the
Security council and the structure and function of
the Untied Nations Pal esti ne Conm ssi on.

A conm ttee conposed of Canada, Gustul a,
the Soviet Union and the Untied States was found to

work on the problem of inplenmentation. G ven the

rising tide of violence, the Swedi sh representative



had already adnministered the possible future
overtures of the Pal esti ne Conm ssion Board,

't my..... !

What did they recomrend. Since Britain had

assunmed an , the regional partition plan

had to be nodified with respect to the dat e,
giving the Palestine Conm ssion only a few nonths
to get organized. On the other hand, Jew sh and

Ar ab of Government and mlitia were

being organized to assume direct governnental
responsibility and the Britain would continue to

adm nister the territory in the : I n

ot her words, the U N was backing away from any
_____ or resident l|egal authority in the direct
adm nistration of the Arabs and Jews parts of
Pal esti ne. The Palestine Committees would only
have di rect | egal and adm ni strative
responsibilities for Jerusal em

Thus, with the exception of Jerusalem the U. N
was noving further and further away from acting as
a | egal and adm nistrative authority. But

even with respect to Jerusalem it was not clear

how the U N would becone the successor |[egal



authority to Britain. Presunmably, the U N was to

act |like the Jewish and Arab to

directly assune de facto |egal and adm nistrative
authority. But, unlike the Jewi sh and Arab groups,
the U N lacked a mlitia, l|lacked a constituency
were given very limted terns of reference and, in
the end, was a weak group.

The Pal estine Comm ssion was certainly too weak
to serve as a watchdog of the Arab and Jew sh
transferred governments to ensure they held to the
Partition agreenent. In fact, the of the
conm ssion was notable for its |lack of supporters
of partition.

The comm ssion representing Bolivia, Panama,
Czechosl ovaki a, Denmark and the Philippines had no
authority or power of decision, no great political
wei ght, and no virtue of loyalty to the idea of the
creation of the Jewish state. Li si cky, the
hesi tant Czechosl ovaki an, |acked decisiveness and

3
daring. Federspiel, the Dane, and the del egate of
the Philippines, the

country that had changed its mnd three tines and

only in the end agreed to vote for partition, were



anong its menbers.

It seemed as though this conposition had been
del i berately chosen to deprive the body of all
power, authority and capacity for effective action.
Many thus believed it was the retort of the anti-
Zionist forces intent wupon whittling down the
resolution and defeating it on the enforcenent
| evel . (1)

In fact, the Pal estine Comm ssion woul d never
set foot in Palestine. An advance group, headed by
the Commi ssion's chief secretary, Pabl o de
Azcarate(2) did go to Palestine in . Its main

efforts were to

The i ke of attach of the United Nations
lay in resorting to the Security Council. The
Security Council's role (or linkage to Pal estine)
was . Though it had not been foreseen
that the Security Council would have to act to

counter a large-scal e Arab i nvasion fromoutsi de of
Pal estine(l), it was clear from the start that
there would be violent Arab opposition to and
obstruction of partition.

On passage of the resolution, Lie had

I mredi ately gone into action to garner support for



backi

ng the resolution with force to avoid a |oss

of confidence in the United Nations. Hi s maj or

worry was that the Great Powers would just sit back

and let the two sides fight it out.
They would be tacitly admtting that the
United Nations was a useless instrument in
attenpting to preserve peace. (2)
I n Decenmber 1947, Lie set in notion Secretari at
studies of the possibility of creating an
I nternational peace force. Lie later told the

Pal esti ne Conmmi ssi on,

bol d,

"You are entitled...to be confident that in
t he event is should $rove

necessary, the security Council wll assune
its full nmeasure  of responsibility in
I npl ementation of the Assenbly's resol ution.
You have a right to assune, as | assune, that
in such a situation the security Council will
not fail to exercise to the fullest, and
wi t hout exception, every necessary power
entrusted to it by the Charter in order to
assist you in fulfilling your m ssion."(3)
Lierealized at the tine that the statenent was

but he hoped it would help him get the



Security Council to act, if necessary. His fears
were better guidelines for the future than his
hopes.

The United Nations Palestine Conm ssion duly
reported to the Security Council on February 16,
1948, that it would be unable to inplenent
partition without mlitary forces of adequate
strength. It depicted the inplications of not
backing up the will of the United Nations in very
stark ternmns:

In the view of the Conm ssion, a basic issue

of international order is involved. A

dangerous and tragic precedent will have been

established if force, or the threat of force,
is to prove an effective deterrent to the wll

of the United Nations. (1)

Bunche, the principal secretary of the
Comm ssion, estimted that one nmechani zed di vi sion
woul d suffice to keep peace, since it would only be
needed to work al ongsi de t he Haganah to protect the
Jewi sh areas. (2) The Jewi sh Agency thought that
10, 000 troops woul d be adequate. But the Pal estine
Comm ssion itself wanted 100, 000. (3)

Differences of opinion about the nunber of



troops needed were, in the event, an academc
debate because none were to be provided despite
Li €' s proddi ng and despite the dire inplications of
not giving forceful backing to the resolution.
Rel ati ons between Security Council menmbers would
dictate 5

inactivity on the part of the Council.

At this point intinme, United States objections
stood in the way of the formation of an
I nternational police force. A police force was
anat hema t o Washi ngton for a number of reasons. At
the time of the partition vote, Truman had
unequi vocally stated that the United States would
not conmt armed forces to inplenment partition.(4)
The United States would argue that the Security
Council was not authorized to take enforcenent
action to enforce a political settlement, but only
to renove an actual threat to peace.(5) Thi s
option was shared by a nunmber of other nmenbers of
the United Nations. But its use by the Anmericans
as a justification for not authorizing enforcenent
was sonmewhat disingenuous. A |egal paper prepared
in the State Departnment supported the finding of a

United Nations | egal study that the United Nations



was entitled to use force to inplement partition.

The true justification for American objections
to enforcenment measures |ay elsewhere. A very
obvi ous explanation was concern about further
affronting the Arabs. The Policy Planning Staff
ar gued agai nst Ameri can participation in
enforcement activities based on the fear that this
woul d | ead to suspension or cancellation of base
rights, pipeline construction contacts and a
decline or even an enbargo on United States trade
with the Arabs. (1)

The Soviets had sponsored a putsch in
Czechosl ovakia. the Italian Communi st party seened
poised to win the Italian elections. by March of
1948, an atnosphere of crisis envel oped Washi ngt on.
On March 5th, General CLay in Berlin sent a top
secret telegramto the Director of Intelligence of
the Arny General Staff saying,

Wthin |ast few weeks, | have felt a subtle

change in Soviet attitude which | cannot

define but which now gives ne a feeling that

it [war] may 6

cone with dramatic suddenness. (2)

On March 17, 1948, truman gave a speci al



nmessage to Congress on the "critical" situation in
Eur ope, recomrendi ng i mredi ate measures to build up
mlitary power, i ncluding universal mlitary
training, selective service, and an increase in the
mlitary budget of 25% (3) Preoccupied as it was
with a perceived threat in europe from its nost
power ful eneny, the U S. adm nistration was | oathe
even to consider sending troops to the M ddl e East.
Li kewi se, it refused to countenance the possibility
of sending Soviet or a Soviet proxy's troops to
Pal esti ne.

As an added consideration, truman adamantly
refused to take up Britain's burden in Pal estine.
The United St at es, accordi ng to Truman' s
i nstruction, was

"not going to pick up the present United

Ki ngdonmi s responsibility for the maintenance

of law and order in Palestine."(1)

The State departnment echoed trunman's fear that
Britain was trying to corner the United States in
Pal esti ne,

Rusk warned that the United Ki ngdomwoul d I'i ke

to trap us into an arrangenent where we woul d

have to take on the responsibility of



government which the United Nations m ght not

be able to handle. (2)

In short, the American policy was to thrust
responsibility onto the United Nations while
denying the UN the tools to fulfill that
responsibility.(3) Geat Britain was hell bent on
escapi ng enforcenent. the UN's policy was
getting nowhere fast.

The U.N. policy was based on three pillars, as
descri bed by Lester Pearson of Canada:

the plan proposed by Subcommittee 1 was
feasi bl e; both theoretically,
7

practically, it was capable of being put into

ef fect. Three factors were particularly

i mportant. In the first place, he was firmy

convinced that the U K. would cooperate with

the comm ssion in the inplenentation of any
pl an accepted by two-thirds of the Menbers of
the United Nations. Secondly, the support of

t he permanent nenmbers of the Security Counci

was essenti al . Lastly, it was to be hoped

that the people of Palestine, as well as al

the Menbers of the United Nations, would



accept a decision taken by a two-thirds

majority. (4)

Al three pillars were . The U. K. did not
co-operate and was deliberately obstructive in the
adnmi nistration steps necessary to inplenent the
pl an and adamantly refused to participate in any
enf orcenent . Why woul d anyone believe that
noral persuasion of even a two-thirds U N vote
would force a sovereign state to risk its
di m ni shi ng power and __ econom c strength in a
perhaps futile effort which conflicted with its own
self-interest?

The presunption that the Security Council woul d
back the policy was also naive. t hough the
responsibility of the determ nation in East-West
rel ati ons and t he accel erat ed of Sovi et -

_____ could not perhaps have been contenpl ated,,
the rivalry could. More inportantly, t he
consistent and increasing U S. opposition to
U.S.S.R involvenent, and, hence, Security Council,
i nvol vement had never or waivered. t hough
the U S. seened to behave as a Yo-Yo on the other

key i ssues, one woul d not hope for a different U S.

behavi our in one of the key areas where it had been



persistently consistent and
Finally to hope the support of the popul ation

of Pal esti ne, in particul ar, the majority

popul ati on of Arabs, ran counter to the previous 30

years of 8

experience and history now i nherited by the shane,

hum |i ati on and anger that fuel ed Arabs and

whet her

t he problem was not on these three pillars, but in
the fact that the policy nmakers had constituted

pillars of on horse rather than hand

anal ysi s.
If their were these pillars to the U. N policy
role, there was a I mpl ement pillar of hope,

_____ resided ~ the U N

VWhatever the U N. was or was not able to
acconmplish, it was hoped that he individual nembers
of U. N., particularly those who voted for

partition, would back partition with determ nation

and resolution. Even this hope IS not

only the U S. A, but the expression of that hope

reneged via that conmm tnment and determ nation.






