CHAPTER 8 - TRUSTEESHIP

Partitionwas being effected on the ground without the cooperation of the British, withnoreal U.N.
involvement, but againgt Arab objections and increasing Arab violence. The question had become how
to avoid full sclewar. The British, if anything, were not discouraging but encouraging the Arabs. The
Americans were doing very little on anindependent basisto try to moderatethe Arabs. American energies
were focussed on the Untied Nations. If effect, policy makers in the State Department had balked at
paying the pricefor supporting partition and wereintent on putting American sef-interest before that of the
United Nations. They determined that partition wasnot consistent with American salf-interest and therefore
partition should not be effected. Their dternative was a U.N. trusteeship over Paegtine. The State
Department would try to be cunning about its reversal of support for partition, making it appear that the
U.S. supported and was working to strengthen the U.N. The net effect would be that the U.N. was
symied a acriticd point in the development of the Pdestine dispute. Whileaconfused U.N. membership
tried to follow the shifting sands of American Pdegtine palicy, the parties on the ground in Pdegtine
correctly interpreted U.S. and U.N. vacillation to mean that the determination of the future depended on

their actions and their actions aone. Not only was the power of the U.N. an
independent action, not but the mord influence of the U.N. in the Palegtine dispute was
disturbed in the shifting of the U.S,, asthe U.N.'s most at thistime.

On January 14th, four months before partition was to take



effect, Robert McClintock (what was hisposition) in New Y ork sent asecret memo to Dean Rusk(1), who
was about to be appointed Director of the Office of United Nations Affairs. McClintock outlined two
options for the United Nations. Either the United Nations would have to use arms to enforce partition, or
the United Nations could rely exclusively on the Jewish and Arab militiasthat were to be established under
the terms of the United Nations resolution. Relying on the militias would mean providing arms to the
Haganah, which would adienate the Arabs and would undermine the arms embargo the State Department
had introduced earlier. McClintock recommended a policy of reliance on militias backed up by United

States pressure, but no arms.

The intelligence on the military capabilities of thetwo sdes  that the State Department
indicated that reliance on a Jewish militiawould not be sufficient. A CIA report on February 28 concluded
that the Jewswould need military aid to survive an Arab attack.(2) Likewise, Secretary of State Marshall
"basicaly sympathized with the Jews but doubted their ability to establish or maintain a sate without the
support of American troops."(3) (can't we get a better source for this than Kurzman?) The British
assessment was Smilar. Fiedd Marshal Montgomery, Chief of the Imperid Generd Staff, said in March
of 1948 that the military baance was againg the Jaws.(4)

The attack on the Etzionblock on (date ) wasagraphic demonstration that McClintock's
recommendationof relying on the militiaswithout sending asamswould not work. The Mufti's men were not
vulnerable to American pressure and the Jews desperatel y needed arms, as Eban and Epstein had informed
Henderson, Rusk and othersin the State Department a week



earlier.(5) The Jewish Agency had asked for arms for defengve miilitias, reserving action by the Security

Council asalast resort.

Further, there were some important problems with adopting an attitude that the United Nations
could make political decisons, but their redization would depend on the parties fighting it out. Loy
Henderson shared this sentiment:

It was difficult for me to understand how the United Nations could maintain its prestige if, after it
had considered the problem, that problem could have no permanent solution and would be solved

only on atemporary basis as aresult of fighting between Jews and Arabs.(6)

The United Nations had less than four months to implement partition. The United Kingdom was
refusng to cooperate. The Arabswere not cooperating on the diplomatic or military level. The Jewssaid
they needed arms to defend themselves and, as a possible last resort, Security Council enforcement. But
the State Department was opposed to arming the Jews and Truman himsalf had rgjected sending American
troops to enforce partition.

The question, then, was how to proceed. There were two options. (1) send a United Nations
force with neither American nor Soviet participation; or (2) retreat from partition.

The firgt option was arranging, through the Security Council for an internationa police force in
Pd estine which would include neither American nor Soviet troops. The President had



beenunequivocd inruling out sending American troops but seemed opento thispossibility? (maybe quote
the President's reaction). Kennan, the Director of the Policy Planning Staff, argued againgt it. In asecret
memorandum, he opined that even if non-great power forces were used to back up partition, the United
States would till be seen as supporting enforcement of partition. The result would be the undying enmity
of the Arab states and adanger to the economic and security interests of the United Statesin theregion.(8)

Kennan had given ablistering appraisd of the United States position and security interestsin light
of the November 29th partition resolution. Hisconclusionwasthat it wasagainst the United States interest
for partition to be furthered in any way.(9) His recommendation was. support, do not undermine, the
United Kingdom's strategic position in the Middle Eagt; redirect Untied States policy away from onewhich
impds the United States "toward a position where we would shoulder mgor responshility for the
maintenance, and even the expansion, of a Jewish State in Paestine.”(10) In short, he recommended

backing off form partition and adopting a"hands off" postion.

Other key policy makersin the United States government had arrived at Smilar conclusions about
Americansupport for partition. On January 21, United States Secretary of Defense Forrestal and Under
Secretary of State Lovett had compared reports. Both concluded "that the Untied Nations partition plan
was 'not workable™.(11) The motives behind the various factionsin the U.S. government may have been
at odds (non-involvement versus pro-Arab involvement), but the gods were the same -- withdrawd of

support for the Jewish state and, more



gpecificaly, for partition as a means of obtaining a Jewish state.

There were two possible outs for the State Department. One was the legal route -- to refer the
questionof thelegdity of the United Nations deciding for partition contrary to thewill of the mgority of the
inhabitants of Paegtine to the International Court of Justice. But Arab resolutions to this effect had been
defeated the previous Fal. Further, Kennan opposed the renewed idea of referring the issue to the
Internationa Court "on the grounds that the fundamentad issue, i.e. whether thetwo communitiesinvolved
will cooperate to make the partition plan effective, isnot a proper question for the Court".(12) The State
Department Legd Advisor a so advised againgt the United States supporting any referrd to the I nternationa
Court. (on the same grounds?)(13)

The other dternativewasto get the Generd Assembly itself to reconsider and regject partition. The
thrust of this gpproach was outlined by Kennan:

When and if the march of events has conclusvely demondtrated that the effort to carry out the
partition plan as prescribed by the U.N. Genera Assembly offers no reasonable prospect for
success without the use of outsde armed forces, we should then take the position that we have
been obliged to conclude that it is impracticable and undesirable for the international community
to attempt to enforce any form of partition in the absence of agreement between the parties, and
that the matter should go back to the U.N. General Assembly.(14)



Rusk agreed with Kennan's conclusions. But whereas Kennan had argued for |etting events run
their course -- a "Hands off" policy for the Untied States -- Rusk felt the United States had to play a

decisverole.

The United States will not be able to avoid responghility for a Pedtine solution. A completely
hands-off policy (evenif politicaly possble from the domestic point of view), coupled with British
determinationto withdraw from Paestine, would |eave Pa estinein astate of violence which would
inevitably come before the Security Council. If we shirk our responghbility as a member of the
Council, having declined to take an active part in the settlement of the Palestine question, wewould
be subject to aloss of prestige from which we would not readily recover. Unless the present
partition planisreconsdered, the U.S. dready has substantia obligationsunder it. If andternative
plan is congdered, it would be frivolous not to suppose that the United States must play aleading
role in the execution of such dternative.(15)

Rusk wanted the Untied States to orchestrate the whole move away from partition from behind-
the-scenes. Firdt, the stimulus for areconsideration of partition had to come from a party other than the
United States. An obvious opportunity would be the report of the Palestine Commission due on February
1<, which quite predictably would emphasize the near impaossibility of implementing partition as matters
stood. Second, the Untied States had to appear to be making every effort to implement partition, even
though it knew partition was unworkable. Then, findly , the United States would cal for a new United
Nations



specia session to condder dternatives to partition. The dternative Rusk favored was a Untied Nations
trusteeship for the whole of Paegtine.

"In the event of reconsderation of the Paestine problem by the Generd Assembly, the United
States should propose the cregtion of atrusteeship in Paestine with the U.N. Trusteeship Council
as the adminigtering authority. If necessary, this proposd should include provison for an

internationa force to maintain interna order during atrangtiond period.”(16)

With regard to United States involvement in the new plan, Rusk was clear:

with the United States taking its fair share of the fisca and security responsbility for the trust
territory.(17)

The State Department's trusteeship idea could be presented as a continuation of partition by other
means. It would be explained that trusteeship gave the United Nations firm legd grounds on which to
assume authority in Palestine until tempers cooled and partition could be implemented without force. For
this reason, trusteeship -- in contrast to an open about-face -- would meet lessopposition withinthe Untied
States and internationdly.

Of course, the State Department knew perfectly well that the day when partition could be
implemented without force would never come. Trusteeship would effectively be the first step in the
abandonment of partition. But the State Department felt that



this would not be immediately appreciated by the President and American and internationa supporters of
partition.

Rusk's solution seemed to solve a number of problems. The United States would appear to be
supporting partition until another body determined that partition would not work. The new approach --
trusteeship -- provided for United Nations legal continuity in Paestine. The United Stateswould look like
afaithful supporter of United Nations effortsin the area.

The firgt step involved making sure the Security Council did not opt to back implementation of
partition by force. On February 24th, Austin (ostensibly merely in response to the request of the Palestine
Commission for forces to back up implementation) gave a speech before the Security Council, a speech
which had the clear endorsement of the President.(18) This speech provided arationde for use of force
if and only if those forces were not used in conjunction with enforcing partition.

The Security Council, under the Charter, can take action to prevent aggression against Paestine
from outside. The Security Council, by these same powers, can take actionto prevent athrest to
international peace and security from insde Pdestine. But this action must be directed soldly to
the maintenance of international peace. The Security Council's action, in other words, isdirected
to keeping the peace and not enforcing partition.(19)

The logic was smple.  Partition cannot (legdly) be implemented by force. Partition cannot
(practicdly) be



implemented without force. Ergo, partition cannot be implemented.

On the firgt propostion, the Arabs and the State Department were in accord. truman's position
overlapped since he held that American troops would not be available to implement partition by force.
Truman may not have agreed with the reasoning, but his refusal to send American troops supported the
conclusion of the State Department.

but Truman was clearly unaware of the difference between his position and that of the State
Department. The State Department formulation implied that United States forces could be used provided
they were not used to implement partition. The State Department did not tell the President that the
implicationof itsargument wasthat United Statestroopswould beused in Paestine. The State Department
drategy, not fully known to the Presdent &t that time, was to have the U.N. Security Council decide it
could not implement partition peacefully, go back on partition, and come up with an dternative. The
dterative would in dl likdlihood require U.N. forces -- including quite probably U.S. troops-- to maintain
internd order. An important implication -- obvioudy not pointed out to the President -- was that under
trusteeship, international police efforts would be used againg the Jews.

In the United Nations, the matter was to be handled quite delicately. The United States initialy
appeared to be neutra about what should be donewith regard to Palestine. When the Colombian delegate
moved that partition be reconsidered if the Jaws and Arabs were not in agreement, the American

representative



opposed the motion.(20) Instead, the Untied States moved to form a committee of the permanent
members of the Security Council to recommend what guidance should be given the Paestine Commission;
to judge whether in Paegtine there wan an internationa threat to peace, and to consult with the United
Kingdom and principa communities of Palestine about implementation of partition.(21) (Isthisthe U.S.
resolutioncaling for the permanent membersto consult and report within ten days on the recommendations
to the PC with regard to implementation and caling on al partiesto reduce disorder? see FRUS, p. 686)
When the Belgian representative proposed a resolution on March 5th which would have forced an
immediate decision "for or againgt partition by peaceful means’, the Untied States delegation was able to

maneuver adefeat of the resolution even while it abstained.(22)

The irony was that the United States position initidly was too subtle. The Arabs focussed onthe
part of Austin' speech that said an internationa force could be used to stop an invasion or threat to
internationa peace, hence the previoudy mentioned request of Assam Pasha that the Arab leaders be
moderatein their satementsabout war. The Arabssaw Augtin'sspeech assmply acover-up for endorsing
the use of United Nations forces to enforce partition.(23)

The State Department believed it was in a politically unassailable position.  Either the Security
Council would conclude it had to use force to implement partition (to which the United States had dways
expressed its unaterable opposition) or the Generad Assembly would have to reconsider partition. At the
sametime, Arab military actions would be inhibited lest the option of using force againgt threets to peace

(versus agang
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the implementation of partition) were to be activated.

The bomb revedling the strategy devel oped by the State Department over thelast two monthswas
dropped by Austin on March 19th in aspeech caling for aSpecid Session of the General Assembly. The
Specid Session was caled without eventhe courtesy of conddering thereport (given the sameday) of the
committee of permanent members of the Security Council on the recommendations for implementing

partition.(24)

The timing of Augtin's speech -- prior to hearing the report -- obvioudy went againg the State
Department's careful plan, which would have required the outside body -- the permanent members -- to
declare that partition could not beimplemented before the United States called for a Speciad Sesson. The
error in timing also explained in part Truman's surprise and upset at the speech.  Charles Murphy,
Adminidrative Assstant to Truman, penned the expression of the Presdent's "displeasure” at the State
Department's trusteeship idea.

the President had ingtructed the State Department to continue to support partition in the United
Nations. He had authorized the trusteeship proposa to be advanced if, but only if, the Security
Council findly voted down theimplementation of partition notwithstanding itssupport by the United
States. These ingructions were garbled by the State Department, and when it became apparent
that the Security Council would vote down partition in spite of its support by the United States, the
trusteeship proposd was put forward without pressing for afina voteinthe Security Council. This

was done without the President's
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knowledge or gpprova. Theend result might have been the sameif the President'singtructions had
been followed, because partition could not have been implemented within the framework of the
United Nationswithout afavorable vote of the Security Council. And the expressed attitude of the
Council members seemed to makeit clear that not more than five voteswould be cast in favour of
implementing partition. Neverthd ess, the procedurewhichwasfollowed failed to make therecord
clear and thefailureto inform the President of the procedureleft him in aninsufferable position.(25)

Clark Clifford, the President's Special Counsdl, had received word of the State department'sthrust
inadvance. He prepared aMemorandum on March 6th stating that it was "unthinkable that it (the United
States) should fail to back up that decision (for partition) in every possible way".(26) Clifford outlined a
very different policy and set the tone for the barely concedled war between the State Department and the
Office of the Presdent that would evolve over the next two months. First, instead of appeasement which
encouraged Arabintransgence, pressure (not threatsof force) should be brought to bear on both the Arabs
and the British. To that end, the United States should initiate steps in the United Nations to define Arab
action as athreat to the peace and to get the Security Council “to require Greset Britain to comply with the
genera Assembly's resolution™.(27) A number of other specific steps were recommended, including
United States cooperation in the United Nations plans to establish an international security force in
Pdestine,
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In a follow-up on March 8th, Clifford provided the most cogent and forceful argument for
conggtent support for partition in terms of American nationd interests. The United States should support
the higtorical trends toward a legd internationa order, remaining consstent with decisons made to
grengthen the principles of international order by backing policies that had their roots whenthe Mandate
was assigned by the League of Nations to Britain. (I think we could get a better summary of Clifford).
(Also, we have to explain the discrepancy here between Clifford's support for partition - which is made
to look like its Truman's position - and the long quote from Truman's AA to the effect that Truman agreed
with backing off from partition as long as the maneuver was proceduraly faultless).

Thefact isthat there were only two cogent policy options-- either Kennan's proposal of tota non-
involvement on the basis of nationa sdlf-interest or Clifford's argument (also made on the grounds of
nationa self-interest) for supporting the higtorica trends towards an international order.

The palicy of the State Department was to use duplicity asaform of diplomacy, to appear neutrd
while being pro-Arab, to appear to strengthen the United Nations role while effectively underminingit, to
appear condstent with the partition decison while being determined to torpedo it, to push gppeasement
rather than principle (either on non-involvement or honest involvement), and to play gameswith everyone.
However, the game plan was poorly planned, poorly executed, and assumed that the other delegations
were as naive as the State Department was about the prospects of achieving trusteeship when it meant
undermining partition.(28)
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McClintock would, of course, prove to be dead wrong when he forecast that the probable
outcome of the Special Sesson would be the "establishment of a United Nations trusteeship for
Pdesting’.(29) Hismemorandum to Lovett predicting thisoutcomeisnot only alesson on bad forecasting,
but in how to talk out of two sdes of ones mouth a the sametime. While openly stating that the United
States supported the continuation of partition, though implying postponement of itsimplementation, thefact
was that if trusteeship were approved

the emphasis will be shifted, o far as the maintenance of internationa peace and security is
concerned, from the threat of Arab aggression to anew threat of Jewish attempts by violence to
establish a de facto state in Paestine.(30)

Under trusteeship, there would be an even more effective embargo on arms sales to the Zionigts.
Though the trusteeship plan would make a strong statement in favour of more Jewish immigration, in fact,
the IRO would control immigration at its source and a strong governor in Paestine under trusteeship could
enforce controls at the terminus. Forces, including probably American forces, would now be available"to
maintain the integrity of the trusteeship”, only now the forces would be used for the Arabs and against the
Jews.

The State Department used the argument that trusteeship would require fewer American troops
then if war were to break out in Palesting, but a the time it provided no estimate of the troops that might
be needed.(31) The Joint Chiefsof Staff did provide such an estimate by the beginning of April, suggesting
some 14,000 troops would be needed to support trusteeship, and
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that was assuming both sides agreed to cooperate with atruce.(32) (This scarcely represented less of a
commitment than estimates for enforcement of partition!) If the United States were to provide 45% of the

troops, partial mobilization would be necessary.(33)

The military as well as palitica stupidity of the whole State Department Strategy was now reedily
apparent.

Of course, if Truman had consistently opposed sending American troops to Palestine to support
partition on behdf of the Jews, he would not support the use of force to impose trusteeship against the
Jews. Truman killed the essentia precondition of the trusteeship proposd in his statement on March 25th
(See page 19 - thisis confusing).

We could not undertake to impose this solution on the People of Palestine by the use of American
troops either on Charter grounds or as a matter of nationa policy.(34)

further, the State Department’s trusteeship plan envisoned the United Kingdom staying longer in
Pdedtine. (Get details). It was dead wrong in assuming the British would be willing to postpone thair exit
from Pdestine.

Further, the State Department did not do its political homework abroad to assess support. The
Jaws were opposed. Moshe Shertok, in an address to the Security Council on April 1, summarized the

flaws of forcing

trusteeship upon a country ripe for independence without any
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assurance that atrustee is available, that means of enforcement can be supplied, that any section
of the population will cooperate, that the Generd Assembly

will approve an agreement, or that aworking regime can be established by 15 May. The charted
course of theimplementation of partitionisto bereplaced by alegp into the perilous unknown.(35)

The Arabs opposed the plan aswell. They would accept trusteeship only if it explicitly guaranteed
the desth of partition and was not smply thefirst step in the direction of revocetion of partition. The Arabs
wanted Jewish immigration stopped, not supported verbaly on the one hand, while, on the other,
anticipating that administrative measures would bring it to an end. They concluded that the "trusteeship
agreement, termination of which was dependent upon achieving agreement between Jews and Arabs, was
unsound”.(36) (I think this last point needs elaboration -- they were afraid of getting stuck under
internationa adminigtration for an indefinite period ishow | read it).

The problem of the State Department's two-faced strategy wasthat the Arabs paid attentionto the
words and the Jews focussed on the consequences. The intent had been for the Arabs to recognize the
consequences and the Jews to be trapped by the rhetoric.

The policy began to unravel as soon as the Security Council agreed on April 1t to ask the

Secretary Genera to convene a specia session of the General Assembly. It would take the State
Department until May 1t to conclude that further consideration
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of the trusteeship proposa was unredistic(37) and until May 13th for the United States to back down on
trusteeship publicly.

There were two immediate byproducts of the State Department move to a trusteeship -- both
increasing the likelihood of war rather than reducing it.

The Arabs grew more optimistic because of American vacillation. The American Consul Generd
(Bohlen) in Jerusalem reported on March 22nd that the "Arabs were pleased with the United States
abandonment of partition” and that

Kawukji, commander (Yarmuk) army, told American correspondents hisarmy in Paestine not to

fight partition but to crush Zionism. Arabs more optimistic but not overconfident.

Both Arabs, Jews regard trusteeship scheme undesirable and most observers fed bloodshed will
now increase tremendoudy with Jews desperate and Arabs feding new strength.(38)

Bohlen dso reported on the new feding of "congternation, dislluson, despair and determination’
on the part of the Jews.(39) (correct footnote) Though Ben-Gurion had made his famous statement that
"force of arms, not formal resolutions, would determine the issue’ back on January 8, no doubt the State
Department's actions made the Jaws more determined than ever and et them know that they would have

to rely on their own military resources and could forget outsde support.

Fortunately for the Jews, given the erosion of U.N. support
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for partition, their military fortunes had begun to shift. A pogtive assessment of Jewish military prospects
began to emerge in late March and early April. By thistime, the Zionists had been able to obtain some

arms and break the blockade and had some initial successes againgt the Arab irregulars,

By early April 1948, the Jews had gained a clear-cut military superiority and began to expand their
control in Paestine.(40)

With the capture of Haifa on April 22nd, one of the two basic premises of an Arab victory had
beendestroyed. The subsequent capture of Jaffaand theflight of thelarge Arab popul ation from thosetwo
citiesand anumber of towns meant the collgpse of the second premise -- theloss of afifth column of Arabs

to fight the Jews in their own backyards.

The decison by the Arab states to invade had aready been made in the Arab League mesting in
Cairo which commenced on April 12th.(41) The officid line was the operation was not an invasion, but
arescue operation in the Arab areas of Paestine, after which the Paestinianswould be able to make their

own decison asto their political future.

The decisionwasnot asclear-cut as Zionist propagandawould have one bdieve. Nokrashi Pasha,
the Egyptian Premier, in October had opposed Egyptian participation in an invason since hefeared it might
fare badly and/or develop into aforce that could threasten Farouk.(42) Egypt had declared it would send
guerrillasbut not theregular army. (The Egyptian army wasin fact better trained for paradesthan for war.)

In April, egypt
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had gppointed Ahmed Abd €-Aziz as head of the guerilla volunteer force it had reluctantly and belatedly
decided to send.(43) AttheApril meeting of the Arab Leaguein Cairo, Egypt, Saudi Arabiaand Lebanon
initidly wanted no part in an invasion by regular armies. Syriawas not prepared for war. Irag possibly
could have been persuaded to accept Abdullah's view on an Arab Legion invasion of Paestine.(44)

Abdullah's offer to send in the Arab Legion to occupy Arab Palestine (leading to absorption of
Arab Pdedineinto Trangordan) convinced hisfelow statesmen. The threat of an Abdullah takeover of
Arab Paegtine was enough to sway the otherwise reluctant Arab leadersto plan an al-Arab invason with
ther regular amies. Thedecisonwastaken on April 16.(45) Thediewas cast beforethefdl of Hafaand
Jaffaand the mass exodus of Palestinian Arabs. Once the decision to invade had been made, the mobs
in the Arab capitals would never alow the Arab leaders to back off from their thrust into Palestine.

No one would or could solve the problem by imposed forcefromthee outside. but neither would
acomplete military rout by either Sde betolerated. "Neither were conquest or forced withdrawa -- two
sdes of the same coin -- likely to occur.”(46) It was ano win, no lose situaion minimizing the risks of

fighting, and therefore minimizing the incentive to compromise and eventudly to negotiate a peace.

The Zionigs had lost faith in the United Nations and the force of internationa law asaresult of the
machinations of the State Department. In fact, in two months the United States was
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able to reinforce the Zionist tradition of paranoiaover Great Power reliance that had developed over thirty
years of experience with British vacillation, duplicity and reversds. The Zionists would not prove to be

compliant to U.N. wishes in the coming months.

Lie and a good ded of the membership of the United Nations likewise logt faith in the United
States. Becausethe United States had so casually backed away from the one sol ution on which both it and
the Soviet Union could agree, what little hope remaining in ascared world for an effective globa effort to
ensurethe peacewascrushed. U.N. memberslogt faith inthe United Statesand in the United Nations.(47)
And the President of the United States logt faith in his State Department boys, which would lead to even
further confuson and lack of direction in American policy in Paegtine.

The State Department had hoped to midead everyone. It only succeeded in mideading itself. The
pattern would be repeated time and time again in its efforts to ded with Pdestine. When deding with the
war and he results of the war, the State Department would say one thing and mean another. It would
follow a course of gppeasement and try to mask its involvement rather than opting for clear-cut non-
involvement or for principled and open involvement. The preceding discussion sets the stage for the
denouement -- the appointment of a Mediator whose proposas would be a forty year nemesis for the
duplicitous dedlings of the State Department.
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