CHAPTER 1
THE U. N. PERSPECTI VE

(A.) THE U N ROLE

The U.N. is noribund. This was the nessage of the early eighties. Sone
hel d a wake. Sone cel ebrated. O hers were nore cautious. Wile admitting
the patient was sick, they held a vigil over the sick bed and worked to
restore health to their m ddl e-aged patient.

By the late eighties, the U N had miracul ously revived. Afghanistan,
Angol a, Canbodia, lran-lraqg, Nanmi bia: in one regional conflict after another
the U N was generally credited with playing an inportant role in reducing the
tensions and arriving at partial solutions. Not that the U N. played the
maj or role. Nor could that role have been played w thout dramatic changes in
the positions and postures of the U S.A and the U S.S.R  But the U N was
acknowl edged as an inportant, independent player in international diplonmacy.?

In 1990, the U.N. moved froman inportant to a nmgjor player. For the
first tine since it was forned, the Security Council began to play the role
conceived for it by its founders. Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait
provi ded the catalyst, and the end of the Cold War allowed the origina
mandate to be reborn. The fact is the U N has had nore |ives than the
| egendary cat. Pronounced dead over and over again, sonehow the U N. refuses
to die. Whether out of necessity or out of determination, the U N plays a
critical role in the international system for both good and bad.

This volunme takes up the story of the first major test of the U N in
its infancy. The U N failed that test, and with that failure, the hopes of
many in the creative role of the U N died as well

"The international machinery failed. The follow ng pages will reveal

many of the reasons for this failure, reasons largely born of power politics,

1Soneti mes the acknow edgenent is so slight as to ambunt to a slight.
For exanple, Charles Freeman Jr., who was principal Deputy Assistant Secretary
of State for African Affairs in the U S. Governnent fromthe Spring of 1986 to
the Spring of 1989, wrote an account of "The Angol a/ Nam bia Accords" in
Foreign Affairs (Summer, 1989, pp. 126-141) in which the U S. is not only
given the central role in the resolution of that region's problens (with the
U.S.S.R as a behind-the-scenes partner), but the U N is accorded only a | ast
m nute walk-in role in the final scene with no Iines of its owm. |In Freeman's
account, the U N served only an inplenmentation role concerned with the fina
procedural steps (p. 139).
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of jealousy, and of intrigue. As a consequence, the Jews were forced to set
up their state by thenselves with only the noral authority of the United
Nations partition resolution behind them but with no assistance agai nst arned
i nvasion." [Garcia Granados (1948) Preface vii]

The U . N. failed, but not sinply because of power politics and the
intrigue of its nmenbers. This book will argue that the UN itself failed; it
did not calculate with sufficient wi sdomand foresight. For exanple, when
Britain asked the UNto offer its advice on the problem of the Mandate, the UN
failed to obtain any prior comritnent fromBritain about how it would use that
advice or even that Britain would cooperate in inplenmenting the advice
recei ved. As another exanple, the United Nations Special Conmittee on
Pal esti ne (UNSCOP) underestimted the rel evance of the legal factor in
justifying the reconmendations it nade; UNSCOP al so underpl ayed the future
role of law and the inportance of a UN |l egal authority in disposing of the
guestion. They overestimated the role America would or could play. THe U N
did not adequately assess the inportance of coercive force either as a threat
to the peaceful resolution to the conflict or, nore inmportantly, as a
necessary ingredient to ensure that it would be resolved wthout war. Though
the major reasons for the failure can be placed on the nenber states, the
irresponsibility of Great Britain and the irresolution of the U S., the U N
itself has a major share in the responsibility for its own failure. The
analysis of the UN role in the partition of Palestine provides a relief
agai nst which the current crisis following Iraq's invasion of Kuwait can (and
shoul d) be vi ewed.

This volume is not based on a concern with restoring hope or reinforcing
pessim stic appraisals, but with analyzing the precise role of the U N in the
partition of Palestine. The Arab-Zionist conflict seens no nearer a solution
43 years after the U N first entered the Palestinian fray. It is too nmuch to
expect this analysis to nake a contribution to that ultimte resolution. But
it may help us understand the role that the U N played and failed to play,
and, through that understanding, obtain a better grasp of the possible roles
for the U N in nediating conflicts.

If its role is suited to its capabilities, if the UN is not cast as a
Christ figure, a resurrected League of Nations to save the world fromthe

scourge of war, as it was in its infancy, but is seen as an inportant, even
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maj or player, then the U N. may assist or serve a role in internationa
conflict, particularly those in the Mddle East including the Irag-Kuwait

crisis and possibly even the seenmingly intractible Arab-Israeli conflict.

(B.) LACK OF ANALYSIS OF THE U.N. ROLE IN THE GENESI S OF THE ARAB-| SRAELI
CONFLI CT
But has the U.N. role in this npst inportant arena of conflict not been
anal yzed before? Mre specifically, since the U N was the central focus of
the partition debate in 1947-48 |l eading up to the creation of Israel and the
first full-scale Arab-Israeli war, surely a systematic analysis of the U N
role in ending the British Mandate, in the birth of Israel and in the

subsequent war nust have al ready been witten.

If it had, an additional analysis froma different perspective at a new
time mght be appropriate. But in fact a scholary of the U N role has not
been written.

A panel at the annual neeting of the American Historical Association in
San Francisco in Decenber of 19832 presented papers on the period. |In the
vol une® resulting fromthat panel, the editors acknow edged that, "The United
Nat i ons di mensi on of the problem does not formthe subject of a separate
essay4, a point reiterated in the afterward by J.C. Hurewitz. "M ssing from
the discussion in this book is a systematic analysis of the role of the United
Nations in the termination of the nmandate."®

There is no evidence of a systematic study of this specific period from

a U N perspective. A few nenoirs (Garcia-G anados, 1948; Lie, 1954; de

2The panel consisted of scholars covering the British (Wn Roger Louis),
American (Peter Grose), Soviet (Oes M Snpol awsky), Zionist (Mchael J.
Cohen), and Arab (Wal ed Khalidi) dinmensions of the 1945-1948 period | eadi ng up
to the creation of the State of Israel on May 14, 1948.

SThe End of the Palestine Mandate, eds. Wn Roger Louis and Robert W
St ookey, Austin: University of Texas Press, 1986.

4 bid, p. ix.

sibid, p. 146.
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Azcarate, 1961; Urquart, 1987)6 give personal accounts of the period, while

ot her vol unmes provide an overview of the whole conflict at the U N (Mezerik,
(ed.), 1967; Nuseibah, 1981; How ey, 1975)7 or an overview of the U N role in
medi ati ng conflicts (Forsythe, 1968; UN TAR, 1970; Russell, 1976)8  The
Institute of Palestine Studies has published its analysis of the Partition
Process (1967)°% Only Jacob Robi nson (1947)1° published a very early and very
i mportant detailed analysis of the steps in the U N Ileading us to the
partition resolution. This is scanty coverage when conpared to the vol um nous
writings exam ning the American, British, Zionist and Arab roles and their

i nteraction. None of those studies specifically provides a systematic analysis
of the U N role in the termnation of the British Mandate, a study that is
particularly relevant and made easier in light of all the recent state-based
schol ar shi p.

The selective |ist of those publications (listing only books and
excluding a much larger list of articles) provides a perspective on the
asymmetry of the material as well as a summary |ist of references without
whi ch an analysis of the U N perspective could not be attenpted.

On the Anerican role, aside fromextensive nenoirs (Crum 1947;
McDonal d, 1951; the Forrestal Diaries, 1951; Phillips, 1952; Truman, 1956;
Jessup, 1974)1! and bi ographies (On Truman al one -- Daniels, 1950; Steinberg
1962; Truman, M, 1973; Donovan, 1977 and Farrell 1980 -- as well as others
such as on Marshall, 1987)! as well as the publications of the docunents of
the period in the Foreign Relations of the United States series, we find

nunmer ous schol arly studi es of both the Anerican governnment role (Hurewtz,

10

11

12
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1969; W/ son, 1979; Bain, 1979; Cohen, 1982 and Tschirgi, 1983)'® and that of
the American Jew sh | obby (Snetsinger, 1974; Ganin, 1979; G ose, 1983;
Spi egel , 1985; Rubenberg, 1986) 4.

Simlarly, the British role has been recounted in numerous nenpirs
(Crossman, 1947; Atlee, 1962; Mntgonery, 1958; and Kirkbride, 1956; 1976) 15,
in the biography of Ernest Bevin by Alan Bullock (1983)1'%, and in a number of
schol arly studies (Hurevitz, 1950; Zasloff, 1976; WAasserstein, 1978; Cohen
1982; Abadi, 1982)17 but nost inmportantly by Wn Roger Louis' authoritative
studies, The British Enpire in the Mddle East (1984)' in addition to the
vol une already nentioned The End of The Palestine Mandate (1986)1° edited with

Robert Stookey, discussing the issue fromall angles but the U N one.

Memoirs fromthe Zionist perspective are even nore nunerous (Wi znmann,
1949; 1968; Begin, 1951; Elath, 1974, 1976, 1979, 1982; Col dmann, 1969; Ben
Gurion, 1971; Meir, 1975; Eban, 1977; Danin, 1987)2°. The biographi es of Ben-
Gurion (Kurzman, 1983; Teveth, 1985)2! and Israeli Docunents (Dec. 1947- May
1948) are available. Aside fromthe general studies of Zionismas an ideol ogy
and novenent (Hertzberg, 1959; Hal pern, 1961; Lacqueur, 1972; Avineri, 1984,
Rubi nstein, 1984 and Avi shai, 1985)22 and general histories (Sachar, 1976)2 we
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have Horowi tz's (1953)24 early study, M chael Cohen's scholarly exam nation
(1982)25 and Fl apan's (1987)2¢ critically revisionist views of the Zionist
perspective on partition published in English, supplenmented by nunerous
studi es published only in Hebrew

The Arab role, in addition to a | arge nunmber of studies in Arabic,
i nclude menmoirs (Abdal | ah, 1950; 1954; d ubb, 1957; Turki, 1972)2?" and a

bi ography of Musa Alanm (1969)2% as well as the various publications of the

Arab Hi gher Committee for Palestine [including: A Collection of Oficial
Docunents Relating to the Palestine Question Subnitted to the General Assenbly
of the U N (1947), The Palestine Arab Case (1947); The Great Betrayal in the
U.N. (1948), Wiy the Arabs Entered Palestine (1948)]2°. Articles in the

Journal of Palestine Studies supplenent this docunentation. The M ddle East

Journal has al so published extensively in this area. W also have a nunber of
schol arly studies (Kadi, 1966; Jayigh,, 1966; Kinche, 1970; Khalidi, 1971
Aruri, 1972; Zindaw, 1973; Quandt, Fuad and Lesch, 1973; Faddah, 1974; Kerr
1975; Jineidini, 1976; Kayyali, 1976; Ben Dor, 1979; M gdal, 1980; Al-Hout,
1981; and Rubin, 1981)3%° with sone studies focusing on the Arab-Zioni st
conflict per se (Peretz, 1958; Kurzman, 1970; Sinai and Sinai, 1972; Fl apan,
1979; Peters, 1984; Ovendal e, 1984; Caplan, 1986; Morris, 1988)3,

(C.) THE U N AS A TOOL OF SOVEREI GN STATES
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The assertion that a systematic analysis of the role of the UN. is

i mportant assunmes that the U.N. is an independent player. There are at |east

two other interpretations of the UN role -- it is nerely an agent of the
collective will of its nmenbers or it is just the instrunent of its npst
powerful nenbers. 1In the latter case, the issue of the role of the U N

merely requires an analysis of the notives, interests, actions, goals,

strategies, etc. of the great powers to deternine the U N course of action or

at least, howthe will of the mgjority was thwarted. Was the U N. only an
i nstrument of the collective will of the sovereign states who nmade up its
menber ship, particularly the sovereign will of the major powers who

constituted the Security Council?

The U N. is nothing Iike a governnent. |t has no
soverei gnty or power of sovereign decision-making. It
is an association of independent, sovereign states which
depends for its effectiveness on the capacity of its
menbers to agree and to cooperate, and on the ingenuity
and dedication with which the Secretariat interprets and
carries out their w shes. 3

Since the capacity of governnents to cooperate was quite limted, so was the
ef fectiveness of the U N according to Urquart.

But that was not how "the constituency of the highest good", as Brian
Urquart referred to the elite of international mandarins, saw the matter when
the U N. took on the question of Palestine in a special session of the Cenera
Assenbly called in April of 1947. Quite the opposite. Rather than view ng the
UN as an instrunent of very little effectiveness and no i ndependent role
separate fromthat of its menmber states,

In 1947 we were naively optimstic as to what could

be done about this npbst conplex and tragic of historica
di l etmas, where two anci ent peoples were in an unequa
but deadly conpetition for a small but infinitely
significant piece of territory, a struggle nade critica
by Hitler's annihilation of the Jews of Europe on the
one hand and the energence of Arab nationalismon the
other. Britain nmust be enabled to relinquish the
Mandat e of Palestine with dignity. The Jewi sh refugees
fromWrld War Il nust be allowed to settle. The

Pal estinians' interests and rights nust be protected.

2Brian Urquart, A Life in Peace and War (New York: Harper and Row,
Publ i shers, 1987) p. 108.
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A plan nust be found to accommopdate the conflicting
rights and demands of Arabs and Jews. The internationa
conmunity, through the United Nations, must restore
peace and execute the plan. 1In our innocence, none of
t hese things seened to us inpossible.
This is one explanation for the absence of a systematic analysis. The
U.N. was an infant whose influence and noral authority stemmed from desperate
hope rather than years of proven experience. The U N took on a problemthat
i nvolved itself, on the one hand, in the first steps of dismantling the
| argest enpire the world has ever known, the British Enpire, and, on the other
hand, in settling Jewi sh refugees who refused to be repatriated to their
Eur opean countries of origin, and, for nost of whom Palestine was their only
reservoi r of hope®. The U N took on the problem of getting a wounded gi ant
to lie down and, at the sane tinme, allow individual remants of the Hol ocaust
to stand up again and live with dignity. [If this was not enough, the conflict
i nvol ved two intense nationalisns struggling for sovereign control of a snall
territory with great enotional and historical significance -- not just to the
i medi ate parties to the dispute but to the whole world.
If a story of an inexperienced innocent, when it |acked any independent

soverei gn power or authority to exact its will and when it was confronted with

BUrquart, Op. cit., p. 113.

34t was not quite true that Pal estine was the reservoir of hope for nost
Jews in the canps in Europe, at least in 1946. Peter G ose noted in his
study, Israel in the Mnd of Arerica (1985) and in his terse summary in his
essay in the Louis-Stookey collection, The End of the Palestine Mandate
(1986), that a certain Anerican relief worker infornmed Truman's Wite House
advisor, David Niles, (cf. the Niles papers, Brandeis University, Walthalm
Mass, N. S. 195) that Earl G Harrison, who wote the fanpus report on Jew sh
refugees in Europe that so influenced Truman, "could not have substanti ated
his belief that Pal estine was the sincere choice of the mass of Jew sh
survivors." (p. 42, 1986) There were contending forces in the canps, the
anti-Zionist Socialist bloc, for one, who called for a return to hones in
Pol and. Joseph J. Schwartz, the European director of the Joint Distribution
Committee, a non-Zionist organization dealing with Jewi sh refugees, was
assigned to acconpany Harrison. Schwartz, not by accident, was a committed
Zionist. Not by accident, those who articulated their views to Harrison
wanted to go to Pal estine. However, the increasing oppression in Eastern
Eur ope, the renewal of programs in Poland and the failure of states to
resettle many of the Jews neant that by 1947 Pal estine had becone the only
hope for the vast mpjority of the Jews in the canps.
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one of the nost conplex intractable problens, is not sufficient to explain the
failure of the UN and the | ack of a need for any detailed analysis of its
role, the circunstances in which the U N took up the issue were not
propitious either.

The U N. was created in a world and at a tine when Hitler's attenpt to
create a great German enpire had been defeated, when the British and French
Empires were in the first stages of dissolution to | eave a nunber of sovereign
states as their |egacy, when the Soviet enpire was in the process of
consolidating its enmpire and the Anericans had not yet decided which inperia
systemoutraged it the nost as it spread its own econom ¢ hegenony. As a
byproduct of the defeated Nazi failure to create an enpire and the Sovi et
initial successes, individuals were cast adrift who | acked the protection of
any sovereign state. Forenost anong those refugees were the Jews, who | acked
any national honel and. %

In one corner were the Jewi sh refugees allied with their saviours, the
Zionists, with the pronise of a honmeland in Palestine. In the other corner
were the Pal estinian Arabs, intent on keeping the Jews out supported by Arab
sovereign states struggling to assert their own nascent identities as nation
states in the twentieth century. 1In the self-interest of Geat Britain, the
United Kingdomlined up with Arab interests but not with Arab nationalism
The United States entered the arena concerned with the refugees, antithetica

to political enpires and synpathetic to nascent nationalism It ended up

35They were far fromthe | argest group in absolute nunbers. For exanple,
there were 11-12 million QCestdeutsch, Germans from Eastern Europe, repatriated
to Germany after the war. They had a honel and. The nunber of Jews was
relatively small. At the tine of the Anglo-Anmerican Conmittee of Inquiry, in
Novenber of 1945, there were 100,000 Jews in refugee canps in Europe. By the
begi nni ng of 1947, the nunbers had swollen to one quarter mllion, an increase
facilitated by the Soviet Union allowi ng Jews to enter the Wstern zones of
Germany and Austria in spite of their own objection in principle to both
em gration and Zionism In Oes M Smolarsky's interpretation, the U S. S. R
was notivated to create problens for the West which had not seen fit to allow
the Soviet Union to participate in the resolution of the Pal estine problem
(c.f. Snolarsky, 1986, p. 65; see al so Yaacov Rozi, Soviet Decision Making in
Practice: the US. SR and Israel, 1947-1954 New Brunswi ck, New Jersey:
Transaction Books, 1980, p. 16). The Jew sh refugees were not forenost
because of their numbers. The Jews were forenost because of the horrors of
the Hol ocaust that had destroyed one-third of Jewy and because, unlike other
nationalities, the Jews |lacked a homeland to which they could fl ee.
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assumng the British mantel, but in the corner of the Zionists.

The UN was cast into this cauldron of conflicting passions, interests
and rights. In retrospect it appears |like a case of sacrificing an infant
i nternational organization to the nonster of conpeting nationalisns and world

powers.

(D.) THE U. N. AS AN | NDEPENDENT ACTOR

Though the U.N. took on the Pal estinian problemin a very difficult
period, the U N did represent a new attenpt to work with sovereign states to
devel op an i ndependent source of power, authority and influence which went
beyond the wills of individual sovereign states. It my be the case that it
was not able to realize its independence during this infant period because of

the powers of sovereign states, but this does not nmean it |acked the el enents

of independence even though it was not a sovereign state. If the UK
resisted this independence and effectively thwarted it, there was still an
i ndependence to be thwarted. |If the U S tried to manipulate that will at

times in one direction and at tines in another, and often failed, there was an
i ndependent will subject to be influenced. But if there was an i ndependent
will, why didn't it express itself, given the obstinacy of the British and its
inability to force a concerted line of action with the Americans and given the
wild fluctuations in U S. policy? Wy was the U N not able to forge ahead in
a creative way given the divisions anong and within each of the great powers?
Per haps the vision of an independent will was just that -- a dream-- with no
basis in reality. But an analysis -- not speculation -- is needed to answer
t hat questi on.

We nust first ask what characteristics constitute an independent player
in the internaitonal realm Three criterion generally characterize such
i ndependence: an ability to bring force to bear on the issue in question, a
legal justification for the player to involve itself in the issue which gives
it authority, and sonme source of noral or material influence. Al three may
be present or only one of them The U N qualified as an i ndependent player
on all three grounds.

On the Pal estinian issue, the U N was unable and unwilling to use force
or even to threaten to use force to inplenent its decisions, but potentially

it could have used force. More inportantly, as the U. N. becane involved in
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the di spute, an assunption was nmade by nmany nmenbers that the U N could and

woul d use force to inplenment its decisions with respect to the future of
Pal estine. That the U.N. did not resort to the use of force does not dininish
the fact that nilitary force was a possible tool at its disposal

Further, there was an argunent that the U N., as the successor to the
League of Nations, had a | egal standing on the issue, though the nature of
that legal role was in dispute. Literally, right up to the midnight hour in
the Mddle East on May 14th, the U N attenpted to ensure that the |ega
standi ng devolved into a |legal authority to determ ne the governance of
Pal estine after the ternmnation of the Mandate. The attenpt would fail; the
U.N. was unable to establish its |l egal authority in Pal estine. The potentia
to translate a legal standing into a real authority, just |like the potentia
to use force, was never actualized. On the other hand, a great deal of effort
was expended enhanci ng bot h.

But the nost inportant expression of the U N 's independent status was
its primary asset as a noral influence, its inheritence as the repository of
the hopes of mankind in the post World War Il period. This noral authority
gave the U.N. an independent diplomatic role separate fromits potential to
use force and any legal status it had in this area. W shall see that it was
this nmoral authority that was nost wastefully and tragically squandered in the
first great test case.

That the U.N. failed is undeniable. Wy it failed is another question

One answer is that the U N had neither the power, authority or
i nfluence to do the job. As | have stated (and as | shall attenpt to
docunent) this is not what | found to be the case. The U N had the potentia
to use mlitary power; it did not. Potentially, it had a |egal standing; the
U. N lost that standing. But nobst of all, it had a noral authority. WAas that
noral authority sinply inadequate given the irreconcilable differences of the
Arabs and Jews? Could that noral influence have been translated into
authority for the U N and allowed the energies of its executive officers to
be better focussed and directed?

Was the U N. naive in thinking it could do what the |argest enpire in
the history of the world had failed to do -- reconcile Jewi sh and Arab

interests in Palestine? Did the U N know the risks were high? Wre they
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i mpossi bl e?%®  Was the U.N. constitutionally incapable of acconplishing the
task in the first place? O, if it was capable of solving sonme problens, was
this one just too conplex and intractable for such a weak and i nexperienced
body? These |atter questions suggest innocence, structural weakness, and
objectively difficult goals -- all elements beyond the control of the U N
But did the U N itself -- not just its individual nenbers -- nmake errors that
destroyed what ever slim hope there m ght have been of avoiding a war between
the Jews and Arabs in Palestine? Further, did the U N exacerbate the problem
in the process?

All these questions argue for a systematic study of the dissolution of

the British Mandate over Palestine fromthe perspective of the United Nations.

(E.) THE POCSSIBILITY OF AND NEED FOR A SYSTEMATI C STUDY

Is such a systematic study possible? Nunmerous scholarly accounts
(already cited) have been witten of the roles of the major players --
Britain, the United States, the Zionists and the Arabs. Wuldn't a synthesis
of the results of all those studies, using a nore neutral angle of vision
provi de that systematic study? And then what could it say? That the U N
started with good intentions when it took on the problem That the U N was
abandoned by the British, nade dizzy by the zig zag dipl omacy of the
Anmericans, propelled in one direction only by Soviet singlem ndedness,
i ncapacitated by Arab intransi gence and driven crazy by Zionist hectoring and
| obbyi ng.

The studies of the roles of the mgjor players indicates, at the very
| east, that the story would not be so sinple since none of the roles assuned
by the major players was so sinple. Secondly, since the U N was a prine

arena where the players took their positions in the drama terminating the

36Edwar d Buehrig (correctly | believe) suggests that the U N knew the

st akes were high, though Buehrig also believed the stakes were inpossible for
the UN to overcone. "The partition resolution -- suggestive of a peace
treaty without a war -- was an anmbitious attenpt to subject internationa
politics to peaceful change. The stakes were high. The outcone, whether
success or failure, was bound to have repercussions on the U N's future. As
it turned out, the confrontation of two peoples claimng the sane honel and was
no nore anenable to the discipline of the United Nations than to that of Great
Britain." "The U N, the US. and Palestine", Mddle East Journal 33:4,1979.
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British Mandate, the U.N. m ght indeed provide the best angle of vision to
assess their independent roles.

Thirdly, although the Anmericans, British, Arabs and Zionists were the
maj or pl ayers, representatives of smaller powers constituted UNSCOP -- the
United Nations Special Conmittee on Palestine -- which was set up by the
speci al session called in April 1947. It was UNSCOP' s report back to the Fal
session of the U N that led to the partition resolution. Further, two thirds
of the votes of U N nmenbers were required to carry that resolution. Once
passed, once the British abdicated and the Anericans started to backtrack,it
was the inability of the Americans to carry with themthe smaller countries
t hat dooned any reversal

Thus, a systematic study of the role of the U N requires considering
the roles of the major players froma different angle of vision centred in New
York, rather than in Washington, London, Tel Aviv or Cairo. Secondly, though
centred in New York, the periphery extends far beyond these nmajor centres to
take in the roles of other states from Australia to Uruguay.

But it is not sinply a matter of a new perspective and nore pl ayers.
There are also different issues. |If one focusses on the British role, there
is a concern with defining Britain's real interest in referring the problemto
the UN. What were British expectations? Did Britain intend to hand the
probl emover to the U N to solve, or did Britain sinply want to show the U N
was no nore capable of reaching a conclusion than Britain, and would have to
call on the British to bail themout? Fromthe U N perspective, the issue
becomes why the U.N. took on the problem and under what terns and conditions?
What did U N officials and del egates know about the problemand its
difficulties?

The fascination with the Anerican role focuses on howthe U'S. cane to
support partition. Further, why, once the partition resolution was passed,
did the U S. State Departnment begin the process of underm ning partition
culmnating in the Great Reversal, the March 19th speech proposing a
trusteeshi p? To what extent was President Truman part of that process and to
what extent was he tricked by the State Departnent? Fromthe U.N.
perspective, the inpact of the shifting U S. role on the other states nust
al so be exam ned. Not only nust the effect of such a reversal on the nmilitary

option versus the negotiating option for the Zionists and Arabs be wei ghed,



14

but the effect on U N norale nust also be assessed.

A systematic study of the UUN role in the term nation of the British
Mandate in Pal estine requires a different angle of vision, a consideration of
many nore players in the drama and different questions. Sone of those
gquestions are sinply conplenents to those asked when the roles of the British,
the Anmericas, the Arabs or the Zionists are considered. But different
guestions nust al so be asked, or, even when they are no different, they nust
be given a different enphasis and form

For exanple, the U N., through the Security Council, was supposed to be
an i ndependent force to ensure peace and security. Fromthe U N. perspective,
was t he enploynment of force appropriate or required in this case? Since the
British abdicated and the Soviets seenmed willing, the answer is said to be
sinmple - the U S. was unwilling to allow force to be used | est Soviet troops
be allowed to enter the Mddle East. But we know fromthe studies of the U. S
role that is was not so sinple since consideration was given to enploying the
forces of states other than the nmgjor powers to enforce the decision of the
General Assenbly. What pressures, if any, were put on the Anmericans and ot her
menbers of the Security Council to use its mandate to send in such a force?
Were these efforts msplaced?

The potential military role of the U N nust be exam ned. So nust its
legal jurisdiction. This was the major issue for the U N To what extent did
it have, would it have, a legal role to play? Was the focus on the legal role
m sdi rect ed?

Even if one ignores the potential nmilitary and legal role of the U N.
it did have a diplomatic function. One nust analyze how the U N. perfornmed
the diplomatic task. Wat were the goals U N officials set thenselves and
what nethods did they use to acconplish those goal s?

To what extent were their actions dictated by a sense of justice, or
were they just interested in using the U N to further their own nationa
agendas? Was guilt over the Hol ocaust a major factor, as is w dely believed,
or were U N officials notivated by enpire building? O did they have a rea
desire to strengthen the U N. as an independent institution? Wre humanitrian
goals primary -- perhaps the peace and security of the world rather than
justice for the Jews and the Pal estinian Arabs?

What notivated the other players at the U N ? A study of the U N role
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nmust necessarily include an examination of the results of the best studies on
the role of Zionists, Arabs, British, and Anericans. |In the case of the
Zioni sts, the issue was whether their goal was sinply to obtain a safe

honel and to which Jews could nove wi thout hindrance or limtation, or was the
Zioni st goal a state, pure and sinple, and the Jew sh refugees a conveni ent
tool to achieve that end? O were both problems in reality inseparable? And
if the Zionist's goal was a state, was it the partitioned state or the whol e
of Pal estine?

Were the Arabs, on the other hand, as intransigent as portrayed, or were
t hey open to conprom se, but forces and circunstances pushed theminto a
corner of intransigence? Wre they interested only in helping the
Pal esti ni ans achieve their own control over Palestine or were they privately
notivated to obtain control thenselves, or, at the very |least, prevent their
Arab rivals from obtaining control ?

We al ready rai sed some of the questions about British notives in terns
of objectives, but there were other considerations -- the donmestic econom c
crises, the need for mlitary bases, the desire to foster good will with the
Arab States given British oil interests in the Mddle East. Simlarly, in the
case of the Americans, one can ask not only what different weights are to be
given to the various concerns in propelling Anerican policy, but the
humani tarian and altruistic notives of Americans nust also be factored into
t he equati on.

But the future can only be understood through the past. The U N did
not arise ex nihilo. It had a predecessor, the League of Nations. It was the
League of Nations which awarded Britain the Mandate over Pal estine, sanctioned
the Bal four Declaration and the principle of using Pal estine as a honel and for
the Jews. In the conflict between two nations struggling to establish their
political identities in the sane territory, the League of Nations faced the
political issue of imrigration but the U N had to deal with the nore
desperate humani tarian i ssue of refugees.

Further, in the conflict between two nations struggling to establish
their political identities in the sanme territory, was assynetric. One nation
sought a territorial base and a state to protect its nmenmbers and give
expression to its national identity. Another nation which constituted a

maj ority of the indigenous popul ation was in the process of developing its
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national identity. Further, both attenpted to acquire sovereign control over
the territory in a context of Great Power dom nation governed by the fickle
requi renents of national self-interest. |n another contextual |evel there was
the creation and devel opnent of international bodies to nediate and aneliorate
those conflicts in the case of the U N, protect the rights of individuals who
are the victims and cast-offs of such conflicts. It is clear that behind the
conflict of the role of international agencies and sovereign states, behind
the conflict between conpeting nationalities, behind the conflict between the
sovereignty of the state and the rights of individuals there is a nmuch nore

fundamental issue rooted in the very nature of the nation-state itself.

(F.) REFUGEES AND THE POLI TI CAL THEORY OF THE NATI ON- STATE

The political order of the nodern world is nade up of nation-states. A
primary function of a nodern state is to protect the rights of individuals.?3
When a state does not or cannot protect that individual, and the individua
flees the territorial jurisdiction of a state without prior arrangenents with
anot her state to act as his or her protector, that individual becones a
ref ugee.

The political order of the nodern world is nmade up of nation-states --
not just states, but states consisting of dom nant nationalities and
mnorities. The state exists not only to protect the rights of individuals
but to express and protect the spirit of its predom nant nationality -- or
nationalities in nmultinational states.38

Refugees are created when the state is unable or unwilling to protect
i ndi vi dual s who are nenbers of the state and may, in fact, becone the source
of greatest threat to the individuals. States which have a collectivist
i deol ogy are extrenely prone to such persecution and to neglecting the
protection of individual rights. But |iberal states, particularly ones with a
strong collectivist factor in their own national destiny, may also presecute
i ndi vi dual s who are found or who find thensel ves outside the national factor

Ref ugees are al so produced when the state, in its zeal to express the will of

37

38
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a dom nant national group, fails to protect or actively persecutes nmenbers of
mnority nationalities. |If the state expresses the national aspirations of a
dom nant group at the expense of a mnority nationality, not only will the
expression of the national sense of the mnority be threatened, but the rights
of individuals may be as well

Ref ugees who are the product of the latter type of conflict generally
flee en masse. Refugees who fl ee because they are |l osers in an ideol ogica
conflict about the identity of the state and the role of individuals within
it, and who fear persecution or, at |east, the loss of the opportunity to
express their beliefs, nmay be ternmed ideol ogi cal refugees. The United Enpire
Loyalists who fled the United States follow ng the Areri can War of
| ndependence were ideol ogical refuges. So too were the nmillion or nore
Russi ans who fl ed Russia when the Bol shevi ks were victorious in 1917. |In sone
cases (Afghanistan today) they flee to set up bases from which they can return
as victors in the ideological conflict.

In spite of the exanple of 5 nillion Afghan refugees -- the |argest
single group of refugees -- nost refugees are the product of the conflict over
the right of one nationality to prevail within the jurisdiction of a state.
When the dom nant nationality insists on exclusive predoni nance, then
mnorities quickly become refugees. This was true of the Arnenian refugees
after the First World War. This was true of the |arge exchange of Greek and
Turki sh nationals followi ng the war between Greece and Turkey in the 1920's,
even t hough many of the Greek nationals in Turkey no | onger spoke G eek and
vice versa. Over 10 mllion ethnic Germans were repatriated to Germany
following World War Il even though nmany of them had bveen |living for centuries
i n Eastern Europe.

As long as new territories existed to which the refugees could flee and
settle, refugees did not create an international problem Follow ng the First
World War, the opportunities to resettle in "new territories" becane very
limted just as the rise of national identity and new states led to the
creation of nmore refugees. The two factors, linited opportunities for places
to which to flee and nore people fleeing, were, in fact, two sides of the sane

coin -- the devel opment of a system of nation-states that enconpassed the
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gl obe. 3°

(G) REFUGEES AND THE ROLE OF | NTERNATI ONAL AGENCI ES

The supreme authority and agency responsible for the protection of
i ndividuals is the sovereign state. An international authority established to
protect refugees cannot chall enge the sovereign authority of the state. As
Il ong as an international organi zation obeys that cardinal rule, it can offer
some degree of |egal defence of the individual and appeal to sovereign states
to nmodify their absolute sovereignty to grant rights to refugees who end up
residing within their jurisdictions. The international organization cannot
beconme, however, the primary instrument to guarantee the protection of that
i ndi vidual since all individuals live in territories that are under the
jurisdiction of one state or another.

Thi s does not nake international agencies helpless. 1In fact, they have
various instruments and neans to beconme effective intervenors. Though
i nternational agencies |ack coercive power, 4 they do have the power that
creative ideas, good will and a detached non-partisan perspective can bring to
a conflict. Though they lack formal jurisdictional |egal authority that can
overrule the authority of a state, they can obtain sone authoritativie
standing to protect refugees and, at the very least, serve as a noral if not
formal authority in advocacy on behal f of refugees. Finally, internationa
agenci es, using energy based on creative ideas and determ nati on and nora
authority can influence a situation, particularly when backed by states which
enabl e the international agency to offer financial inducenents to help dea
with a refugee problem

The international authority can act as a noral conscience to gal vanize
the efforts of states and individuals around the world to donate to efforts to
provide relief and help in the rehabilitation of refugees, and even serve, on
an interimbasis, to assist in relief.

G ven these three functions -- a creative and deterni ned approach to

probl em sol ving, | egal assistance, and relief and rehabilitation -- an

3%f rom Whal berg book

40The attenpt of the Security Council to assunme a role as a coercive
power fail ed.
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international authority is not in a position to provide help which is of
indefinite duration. Situations which beconme perpetual only reinforce an
i mmge of inpotence and not dynamic creativity. Its |legal and financia
assistance has to be interimor it risks |osing support.?

An analysis of the U N role adds a different perspective, clutters the
stage, raises different and conplenmentary issues, exam nes different
notivational factors and conpletes the picture.

But it also brings into focus a critically inportant question -- the
long termsignificance of the U N involvenent in this issue. Typically, the
UN is widely credited (or blamed, as the case may be) in the public mnd
(al t hough not ampong nost scholars) with being responsible for the birth of
Israel. But it is also blaned for failing to bring about that birth in a
peaceful way. |Is the U N given credit and blame where it is due? A carefu
study may show that the real significance of U N involvenment in Palestine is
not the extent of its responsibility for the birth of Israel and the tragedy
of war. The real significance may well be the pattern set by the UN inits
i nvol verent in the Arab-Israeli conflict. This would be the case even if we
downgrade the U N. responsibility for the creation of |Israel and the conflict
that took place. For the U N has continued to play a role in the Arab-
Israeli conflict primarily through UNRWA, the United Nations Relief and Works
Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East. UNRWA is over 40 years ol d.
It is the largest U N agency with over 17,000 enpl oyees. M study of the
U N role in the dissolution of the British Mandate began with ny study of
UNRWA and my sense that | needed to know nmuch nore about the U N role in the
Arab-1lsraeli conflict to understand how UNRWA got set up the way it did and
what its real purposes and goals were.

In other words, the creation of Israel and the first of the Arab-Israel
wars were the i mrediate afternmaths of U N involvenent, but the continuing

i nvol venent of the U N. with Pal estinian refugees has been a | ong-term effect.

“1Deborah Kaplan in The Arab Refugees: An Abnormal Problem (Jerusal em
Rubi n Mass, 1959) summari zes very well these restrictions on the role of
i nternational agencies. (p. 113) "The basic principles...for the refugees."”
The United Nations, with the signing of the convention for the protection of
refugees was able to go further that the League, but the prem ses were the
sanme. (p. 127) "The identity of ainms requiring protection".
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It is necessary to assess the significance of the U N role over the long term
and not just as a party to the events that took place at the tinme. For it

will help us understand the future role of the U N and the manner in which it
chose to deal with the issue of Pal estinian refugees.

The sane issues raised on the question of the Jew sh refugees in Europe
after World War Il woul d energe again and again, but were subsequently applied
to the Pal estinian refugees. Wre they to be repatriated or resettled? Ws
the consent of the state into which they were to be repatriated or resettled
requi red? What choice was open to the refugees? Wich organizations were to
have jurisdiction and the control of funds for such resettlement or

repatriation?

(H.) DI LEMVAS AND PARADOXES

Behi nd these isssues are a number of problens that go to the heart of
the nodern nation-state system One is central to the nation-state itself
whi ch exists both to save individuals and to provide the neans for the
majority nationality to express its character, an expression which can cone at
the cost of individual and mnority rights. The state is the suprene
authority which is vested with the responsibility for protecting individuals
which are its nmenmbers. Yet the state is frequently the gratest threat to the
i ndividual. International agencies are then vested with the responsibility of
assisting individuals who are victinms of the nation-state system but the
i nternational agency cannot infringe on the sovereign power of the nation-
state unless that nation-state directly threatens the international power
order.

Pal estine was a critical case for the nation-state systemand the role
of an international agency. For the Arab views and Jew sh views at the tine
were fundanmental ly inconpatible. The Arabs insisted on the right of the
maj ority indigenous population in a territory, (that did not yet have the
sovereign authority of a state) to control the whole territory and the
sovereign authority that would enmerge. Further, nost refused to even
recogni ze the Jews as a mnority nationality. The Jews, who prior to the
twentieth century, lacked any territorial base, insisted on being recognized
as a nation with a right to a territorial base in their ancient honel and.

When they gained mnority national status in that territory, they insisted on
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the right of their fellow nationals to return to that territory and demanded
the creation of a state in that territory which would guarantee the ful
realization of that nationality.

Into that caul dron of fundanental paradoxes at the root of the nation-
state system and inconpatible clains of nations in Palestine was tossed the
i ssue of European Jew sh refugees. They were not wanted, at that tinme, by
countries of resettlenment in the West. The Jewi sh refugees did not want to
return to their countries of origin which had treated themso brutally. They
were rejected by the Arabs in Pal estine because the influx of Jews threatened
Pal esti ni an sovereign goals. The Jewi sh refugees would only have a place to
go if the Jews in Palestine won sone degree of sovereign authority.

The issue of the rights of individuals, the rights of nations to self-
realization, the conflicts between nations and the rights of refugees to a
state which woul d guarantee them protection, henceforth would be linked with
the outconme of the struggle for sovereign control over all or part of the
territory which was Pal estine. The U N could not deal with the Jew sh
refugee problemuntil it dealt with sovereignty over the territory of
Pal estine. The way it handled the latter issue profoundly influenced the way

it becane involved with the refugees who were the product of that struggle.



