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| NTRODUCTI ON

Inarenas of conflict inthelatter half of the twentieth century,
thereis no peaceinthe Mddl e East wi th one possi ble and tentative
exception. |If peace is characterized not nerely as a tenporary
cessation of hostilities between two warring parties, but as the
establi shment of positive relationships such that conflicts are
resol ved t hr ough di pl omacy, negoti ations, nmedi ation, arbitration or the
rul e of law- that is, through peaceful neans - then the only possible
positive sign of peaceinthe Mddle East isinthe lsraeli/Palestinian
and Israeli/Arab conflict.

Ther e i s no peace i n Af ghani st an even t hough t he Sovi ets wi t hdrew
year s ago; though the communi sts were ousted, the rebels continueto
fi ght anong t hensel ves to detern ne who should formthe successor
governnment. There is no peace inlran; rebels peiodically engagein
sabot age agai nst the regi ne of the Mul | ahs. There i s no peace in lraq;
t he Kurds practice awary autonony under the mlitary protection of the
West while the Shiites inthe south suffer under the oppressive Hussei n
regi me; and SaddamHussei n periodical ly fl exes his nuscl es and sends
shi vers t hrough the M ddl e East and the rest of the world. Acivil war
rages in Yenen.

At the other end of the M ddl e East, i nthe Maghreb, the Al geri ans
are fighting arepressive canpai gn agai nst t he sabotage of the lslamc
fundament al i sts whose victory i n an el ecti on was overt hrown by t he
mlitary; 3000 have been killed inthis past year al one, 10, 000 over
t he past three years. In Egypt, therevolt is nore sporadic, andthe
death toll is not as spectacular. But asin A geria, it isthe death of
foreigners, particul arly Europeans, that brings the simering conflict
back onto the worl d stage. The M ddl e East i s a hot bed of tensi on and
sonetimes outright war fromone end to the other.

I nthe m dst of all these conflicts between fellowreligionists
and frequently nmenbers of the sanme et hni c group, andin spite of the
recent spate of terrorist actions and human bonbs ai med at | sraeli
civiliansand mlitary ali ke by Hamas, there i s shocki ngly one shi ni ng
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star of peace, not the brightest of stars by al ong shot, but a star
nevert hel ess - the | srael -Jordan peace agreenent and the tentati ve,
fragileandincreasingly nore solid]lsraeli/Palestinianpeace asthe
centrepiece in resolving the Israeli/Arab conflict.

It isthat area of nascent peace and t he peace process that | want
toexamneinthislecture. And 1l want to do so froma very angul ar and
very margi nal perspective - therole of Canadainthat process.?! Canada
i's not acountry that has provided either adirection or procedural
mechani sms for hel ping resolve the M ddle East conflict as, for
exanpl e, the United States has done. Nor inthe tw cases | exam ne did
Canada performas a nedi ator. When t he i dea of partitioni ng Pal esti ne
bet ween t he Jews and t he Arabs first becane a subj ect for negoti ati ons
ininternational fora, specificallyinthe UN, Canada's roleinthe
begi nni ng of this full scaleconflict in 1947 was as a participant in
acommttee of el even countries assi gned the task of recomrendi ng a
solution. Canada's role as "gavel " of thenultilateral refugeetal ks in
t he very recent round of international peace negoti ati ons was t hat of
soneone asked to bri ng sonme procedural order to one naj or aspect of the
problemin a process already underway.

Canada woul d seemto be a country ill-equi pped to understand and
play any roleinthe Mddle East conflict. It is far away. It i s a huge
country conpared to the m ni scul e area occupi ed by boththe Israelis
and t he Pal estinians. Canada is a country suffused with repressed
optimsmw threspect toconflict incontrast tothe apparent pessimsm
of the Mddl e East andits pl ethora of variations onthe fable of the
scorpion and the fox. More significantly, "There is no i deol ogy of
Canadi ansim "2 Canada is a country built on process rather than
substantial beliefs; it is a country based on | aw and order. The
tradition of Toryi smand t he acceptance of a need for consci ous control
rat her than an enphasis on |liberty has been i ntegral to Canadi an
hi story. Canadainthe |l ast quarter century has al so becone a country
with an enviable reputation for tolerance and respect for diversity.

But Canada al so wears a cl oud over its head fromits internal
di vi sions and regional sensitivities, and is nenaced by secession.
The way Canada deal s with its own di vi si ons can be used t o under st and
howit deals with the divisionsinother areas. Moreto the point for
this|lecture, the way Canada deal s with di vi si ons el sewhere i s a good
way t o under st and how Canada deal s with its own di vi sions. The two
rol es are conpl enentary. Whet her the conparative analysis | offer
t eaches us nore about Canada t han about t he peace process itself, |
| eave for you to decide.
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In Joe dark's recent book, ANation Too Good to Lose, the prem se
runni ng t hrough t he nonogr aph i s t hat probl ens can be sol ved t hr ough
di al ogue, or, in sinpler term nol ogy, throughtalk. Inspite of the
fact that the majority in one province, Quebec, believes in an
assynetrical arrangenent with the rest of Canada, andthe nmgjority in
the rest of Canada vociferously reject any formof assynetrical
rel ati onshi p anong t he provinces, that is, inspite of the fact that
there seenms to be no solution to the constitutional crisis that
afflicts Canada, Canadi ans endl essly debate the way their country
shoul d be restructured. These debat es have preoccupi ed Canadi ans duri ng
my entireadult life. And Joe Clark i s the qui ntessenti al Canadi an.
Even when there i s overwhel ni ng evi dence t hat negoti ati ons on t he
federal systemhave not real ly progressed except for the one uni que
nmoment when Trudeau repatriated the constitution, but didso w thout
t he support of Quebec, Clark insists that what we need is nore
di al ogue. Joe Cl ark has been the politician par excell ance who has
bel i eved t hat when everyone despaired of resol ving a conflict, he was
prepared to keep tal king.

Thi s i s because Joe O ark does not believe that sol utions are what
counts. It is the process itself. For Joe Clark, there are no
f undanment al convi ctions about the formal or territorial arrangenents
bet ween and anong cont endi ng groups. Everyt hi ng can be resol ved by good
i ntentions and di al ogue. "Keep themtal king," is the notto of a very
dom nant strai n of Canadi an negoti ators on t he donestic and, as | shall
try to show, on the foreign scene as well.

The pur pose of this paper is to spell out theideol ogi cal prem ses
of this approach to probl emsol vi ng t hrough a conpar ati ve exam nati on
of two cases where Canada and Canadi ans formal |y pl ayed a | eading rol e
inattenpting to find a solutioninthe Mddle East conflict. The
intentionis not somnmuchtoindicate the naiveté of such an approachto
conflicts, but rather the part it plays, not inresolvingconflicts,
but i n enabling others with convictions to have a cover for shifting
their positions. Rational and wel |l i ntentioned di scourseis not the
route toresolve conflicts, but anoderncity expressway wheretraffic
pi | es up and peopl e vent their spl eens enabl es t hose who wi sh t o nake
progress pursue it on back roads and nore hidden routes.

Let nme put the Canadi an posture pithily. Canadi ans do not adopt
aveil of ignorance ala Rawl s®in order to free ourselves fromany
special interest; Canadais the veil of ignoranceitself. Canada al | ows
ot hers to engage in their belly danci ng behind the veil. Canadi ans in
adopting neutrality towards conflictual issues presentsitself as
| acki ng a bottomline. Thisis projected not as afault but as avirtue
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characteri zed by non-commttal with respect to any sense of the good or
t he status of any group or nation. Canadi ans are conmtted to the
notion that what i s fundanmental to any probl emof conflict isto permt
peopl e their say to convince the other of the |l egitimcy of their
claims. What isultimtely decisiveisrational persuasion, not the
"facts" on the ground, but theideas inone's head.*Thisis aradical
contrast with both Israelis and Pal esti nians; in both groups, nost
menbers arewillingtosacrificetheir lives for their convictions and
| oyal ti es. Canadi ans are t he epi t one of Bruce Acker man's net hodol ogi cal
rationalists using adialectic of rational and enpirical constructs to
resol ve conflicts.® Canada presentsitself as therationally neutral
state without any priviledged noral or political convictions.

Rati onal conversation has t he advant age of al |l owi ng peopleto
respond t o m sstat enents and correct errors and m sunder st andi ngs. That
conversation i snot a nethod for resol ving fundanent al di vi si ons over
convictions and val ues. I n aconversation, ideally the participants
respond to the needs of the other and attenpt to hear his or her
perspective. But the conversation does not hel p when t he central issue
i's preci sely whet her the needs of the ot her shoul d count. Conversation
has a give and take plasticity which is ill-suited to nmediating
convictions heldw th no plasticity. Conversation nakes it possibleto
cone to a nutual understanding, and talk is not taken to be an
obstacl e, when there is sone shared understanding. G herwisetalkis a
cover, sonetinmes a necessary and very useful one when the only ot her
alternative is war.

This is not astudy of therole of | awor of coercive forces used
as peacekeepers whi ch many identify with Canada.® Of the four R s of
international relations - rights, rules, realismand rationalism
Canada exenplifies therationalist tradition. Reason, not fundanent al
i ndi vi dual or communitarian rights, not established standards and
traditions, and certainly not inclinations and interests and the
consequences of actions onthem is the foundation for any approach to
conflict. But it isnot areason which discovers noral principles as a
nore fundanmental foundation for resolving disputes, or reason
identifiedwth established norns, and | east of all reason whichrises
above particular interests andinclinations. Canadais not part of the
Kantianfaithinthelofty role of reason.” It is reasonas rhetoric.
But it is not therhetoric which Aristotle equated w thpublic speaking
and t he use of argunent to persuade ot hers by enoti onal appeal s, but
the rhetoric of talk, the |ogic of discussion or dialectic.

My thesisis sinple. Canadais the country of Tal k, Tal k, Tal k.
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The religion of the Quiet Canadianis abelief inTalk. Inconflict
situations, the ostensible reason for the talk is to allow the
conflicting parties to bridgetheir positions. But the actual rol e that
tal k pl ays i s as canoufl age. Behind the veil of talk, not throughit,
the parties acquire a canoufl age behi nd whi ch t hey can shift positions.?
Thisis not a Platonic dialecticwhichallows usto penetratetothe
essence of what is; it isnot adialecticconcernedwithreality, truth
and goodness. Quite the opposite; it is adialectic whichobfuscates
and, through such obfuscation, allows transformations to take pl ace
wi t hout revealing that they are manifestations of interests,
inclinations and a priori dogmatic convictions. It is adialectic which
al |l ows one to |l ook at an i ssue fromopposite sides, which takes opi nion
as the foundation of a prologonenatotruthrather thanits antithesis.
But unli ke Aristotelian dialectic whichalsoreasons fromopinions, it
i s not thetal k that overcones t he obstructions, but, rather, the talk
whi ch di sgui ses the fact that the obstructi ons are bei ng overcone
because i ndi vi dual s are changing their opinions. It is the dialectic of
t he cunni ng of reason, the noblelie aimed at accommodati on rat her than
truth.

| will trytoillustrate this thesis by conparing two case studies
i n whi ch Canada pl ayed a quasi-nediatingrole inthe |Israeli-Arab
conflict. Those cases are taken from1947 and 1993 respectively. After
t he exam nati on of both those cases, | will try toindicate what the
anal ysi s suggests about Canada and the nature of the peace process.

| CANADA' S ROLE | N UNSCOP
a) Backgr ound

We all recall the positionof theconflict in 1947. Britain had
not been abletoresolveits responsibilities over Pal estineeither to
its own satisfaction or that of the Jews and Arabs in Pal estine.
Britain couldnot solvethe problemonits own andit coul d not sol ve
it inpartnershipwitheither the Arab states beforethe war or with
the United States after the war.

The only feasi bl e solution, other than a victory of one party over

t he other, was partition. Partition had diedin 1937, was reborn during
t he war and di ed againin 1944, was revi ved by the Colonial O ficein
January of 1946 and vetoed by the Foreign O fice. Foll ow ng areview
after the war, partition was revived agai n as a joi nt proposal of the
Foreign OFfice and Colonial Ofice. Bevin came up with his own
i diosyncratic ideaof partitioning Pal estine and givingthe Arab parts
to Transj ordan and Lebanon, but the Cabi net preferred a Provinci al
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Aut onony nodel to whi ch Anbassador Grady of the U S. consented. Trunan,
however, vetoed t he Provinci al Autonony Pl an proposal by Grady and
Morrison. ®

Ref erence of the problemto the U N. seened the only avail abl e
option of those presented to Bevin when he took officein1945. 101t is
not from the earlier skirmshes over refugees, over the
responsibilities and duties over Mandates, over the attenpts to
transfer Britain s responsibilities over the Mandate to the Trusteeship
Counci |, but fromthe periodthat Britainreferredthe matter tothe UN
and t he UNset up the United Nati ons Speci al Conm tteee on Pal esti ne
(UNSCOP), on whi ch Canada becane a nmenber, that | want to consi der
Canada's role in the M ddl e East peace process.

I n February of 1947, Britainreferredthe conflict inits Mandate
in Palestinetothe UNfor advice. Britain asked asked the U.N. to
recommend the terns of asettlenment without bindingitself tofollow
t he recommendation or transferring the authority over theterritoryto
the U N toinplenment those recommendations. Britainconfessedits
aut hority was i nadequate, but insisted onretainingthat authority. The
Uni t ed Ki ngdomonly asked the United Nati ons torecommend a settl enment.
But without a transfer of authority tothe U N., the terns of the
Mandat e coul d not be altered under a Trusteeship.

The ti m ng coul d not have been worse. The United Nati ons was
handed a probl emt hat had reached a dead end whil e t he United Nati ons
itself was still anovitiate. Further, the Geat Powers were not in a
cooperative spirit. The worl d was about togive birthto the Cold War.
The cooperation of the Geat Powers was requiredif the United Nations
was tofulfill thelofty mssionassignedtoit. Ingeneral terns, this
cooperationwas totally | acking. The world was entering a periodin
whi ch the | ast fewbridges spanni ng t he chasmbet ween t he West and t he
U S.S.R were about tofall. The putsch in Czechosl ovaki a and t he
di ssol ution of the four-power adm ni strationin Germany!the foll ow ng
year woul d el i m nat e any | i ngeri ng hopes of G- eat Power cooperati on.
Further, Great Britain and the United States were at odds over
Pal estine, as the fallout fromthe Angl o- Aneri can Conm ttee of I nquiry
Report i ndicated.

The Uni ted Nati ons had no | egal authority over Pal estine. The
United Nations authority topartitionanmandatedterritory, evenif the
Mandat e had been |l egal ly transferred to the United Nati ons, was in
guestion, since that decisionwent agai nst thew || of the majority of
t he popul ation of theterritory. The United Nations | acked t he force or
an unanbi guous aut horization to use forcewthinaterritory. The
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Uni ted Nati ons | acked any cl ear authority toinplenent asolutionif
one of the parties to the dispute di sagreed. Further, the United
Nations was il | -equi pped i n any case to assune the responsi bilities for
even admnisteringtheterritory. It | acked the political coherence and
the adm nistrative expertise to assume governnental functions.

But the United Nations coul d gi ve advi ce whi ch woul d have nor al
force, anoral force which could accruetoitself |legal authority. And
the matter had becone urgent. The terrorist canpai gn agai nst the
British was qui ckly becom ng a war of national |iberationevenwhile
t he Jewi sh Agency continuedto give lip serviceto condem ngterrori st
actions. Britishcivilians and dependents were evacuat ed at t he end of
January. Inresponsetoterrorist threatsto give an eye for an eye',
British personnel were confined behind arnmed barriers. Barclay's Bank

i n Hai fa was bonbed, killingtwo and i njuring another four. The next
day, on March 1st, the British officers' clubin Jerusal emwas bonbed
destroyi ng one wi ng and kil ling a dozen officers. The Shell G| storage

tanks i n Hai fa wer e sabot aged destroying ten of them Four British
sol di ers were ki dnapped and fl ogged i n response to a fl oggi ng sent ence
on an I rgun menber. Civilians were ki dnapped. The Cairo-Haifatrain
was mned with five soldiers dead and twenty-three others wounded.

On April 28, 1947 when the First Speci al Session of the Gener al
Assenbl y opened at Lake Success, the Arab states i medi at el y proposed
i nclusion of an additional itemtothe agenda -- "the term nation of
t he Mandat e and t he decl arati on of its i ndependence".!? The proposal
was defeated. The Arab attenpt, ineffect, toderail U N consideration
had itself been derail ed. But any attenpt to broaden or strengthenthe
U.N. involvement would produce further delays. The debates over
representation by non-states, the Jewi sh Agency and t he Arab Hi gher
Committee, haditself required | engthy debates dealing not only with
the parties thensel ves but with precedents for ot her non gover nnent
or gani zati ons.

Finally, and nost inportantly, therewas the attitude of Britain
i tsel f whi ch was perhaps t he nost cruci al and whi ch becane cl ear over
the next twelve nonths. Britain not only refused to enter into a
transfer agreenment, Britainnot only did not propose or consi der any
conditions for the U N. taking onthe responsibility for making a
recomrendati on, the U K refusedtocommt itself to cooperatewiththe
Uni ted Nations. "Britaininsistedon undivided authority until the
Mandat e ended, "*® and would not and did not grant any degree of
authority whatsoever to the U N. over the Pal estine Mandat e.

Asi de fromt he bad ti m ng when t aki ng on t he responsi bility of
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maki ng a reconmmendat i on on t he probl emwhi |l e al so | acki ng t he power or
adm ni strative know howor | egal authority to take over t he Mandate and
t he questionable | egal authority to do so, let alone to do so by
i npl ementing a sol ution unpopul ar with at | east one or the ot her si de,
asi de fromthe | ack of clear terns of reference and/ or t he agreenent of
Britain to cooperate, and the explicit refusal to guarantee such
cooperation, it is questionabl e whether the United Nations was equi pped
ever to facilitate a peaceful transfer of power using its noral
aut hority.

b) | npartiality

What notivated and determ ned the U N. position was not the
mlitary considerations or the power politics of theissue, but a noral
comm tnment to do everything inits power to maintain peace and to
adj udi cate disputesinas inpartial away as possi ble. The ef fect of
t hi s overwhel m ng noral consideration and attenpt at inpartiality was
that the U N ignoredits own weak political power and | egal position,
whi ch, if strengt hened i n advance, m ght have giventhe U N. afirnmer
control over whatever solutionenerged. It al so seened to conpel the
U.N. tounderrate therole of the Geat Powers. Woul d noral purity,
woul d an i ndependent and obj ecti ve process be sufficient itself to
unite the G eat Powers, evenif the solution alienated one or even both
parties directly involvedinthe conflict? Ironically, one force behind
the "noral” stance was the United States. Truman refused even to
contenpl ate the use or eventhreat to use force by the G eat Powers to
enforce a sol ution.

The Uni ted States wanted a conm ttee of el even neutral countries.
The U. S. was supported by the UK inthis, thoughthe U S.S. R, and
"neutral " countries |like Canada, wereinitially opposed. ! The nmake-up
of thefinal commttee confornedtothe U S. guidelines, if not all the
specifics. The el even "neutral " countries i ncl uded t w Conmonweal t h
nati ons -- Canada and Australia (the U.S. had origi nal |l y suggest ed New
Zeal and) ; two Eastern European nations, Czechosl ovaki a and Yugosl avi a
(the U.S. had originally proposed Poland); three Latin Anerican
countries -- Guatemnl a, Peru and Uruguay (the U S. had originally
proposed two -- Brazil and Mexi co); two Western European nations --
Sweden and t he Net herl ands (the U. S. had origi nal | y suggest ed Bel gi un;
and two Asian nations -- Indiaand Iran (the U. S. had proposed Tur key
and athird country fromthe South Pacific - the Philippine Republic).®

The contendi ng -- and | osi ng -- vi ewpoi nt supporting G eat Power
i nvol venent on t he Speci al Conm ttee was put forward by Argentina. The
deci si on t hat nmenbershi p should goto "neutral”™ or "inpartial" states
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on t he basi s of an equi t abl e geographi cal distribution and excl udi ng
the Big Powers was hotly debat ed.

On May 8, 1947, Sovi et Deputy Foreign M nister Andrei G onyko, stated
that the U.S.S. R was prepared, totake uponitself, together with
ot her permanent nenbers of the Security Council and together with the
United Nations as a whole, the responsibility

not only for the final decisions that may be taken by the UNon t he
Pal esti ne problem but also for the preparation of the decisions.

Those supporting bi g power i nvol venent were not restrictedtothe
Eastern bloc inan attenpt toinsert a Sovi et presenceintothe Mddle
East. Lester (M ke) Pearson of Canada held the sane view

He t hought exclusion of the Geat Powers fromthe
comm ttees of investigation would seriously weaken
its authority and m ght result in the subm ssion of
an inmpractical report entirely unacceptable to those
states which would have to put it into effect.?®

The dom nant desire was to nake the commttee neutral. Neutrality
entail ed an absence of prior conmtnments. Neutrality entailed an
inmpartial exam nation of the Pal estine questi on as Dean Acheson ar gued.
Dean Acheson al so argued t hat Canadi ans shoul d be i ncl uded on t he
commttee since Canada did not have, "a really serious Jew sh
problem' . 1t is not cl ear whet her he neant Canada was not troubl ed
by a history of anti-sem ti smor whet her Canada | acked an effective
Jewi sh | obby which soirritated both the State Departnent and t he
Presi dent .

Neutral ity nmeant Arabs and Jews were excl uded fromnenber shi p on
the commttee.® Neutrality meant | ack of prior stated conmtnents. |t
di d not nean absence of bias. Acountry or arepresentative woul d be
considered partial: (a) if it had al ready expressed a pri or conm t nent
to one outcone or another; (b) if its existing commtnments
predet erm ned one out conme rat her than another; (c) or if it had a
vested interest inthe outcone. The Arab states were clearly partial.
So was the U. K. So were the United States and the U.S. S. R as maj or
powers conmttedto securingtheir interestsinthis area. Inpartial,
i nastrong sense, could mean not partial tooneparty inthe dispute.
Inthis contest, inpartial had a weaker neani ng -- not partial to one
out cone of the di sputebased on prior conmitnents. It didnot nean no
partiality at all towards a position. Inpartial al so meant no specific
political interest in the region and, in that sense, required
di sinterested parties to be involved in the adjudication.
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O thecriteriaof inpartiality, an absence of prior comm t nent
to a position and an absence of prior invol venent in the di sputes were
absol ute prerequisites to nenbership. The three other criteria of
inpartiality -- inpartialitytothe parties, inpartiality to positions
and a di si nterested perspective, were to be handl ed by t he overal |
conposition of the commttee rather than in selecting any one
i ndi vidual menber for the comm ttees.

A second criteriawas "objectivity". The countries chosen and
their appointees were expected to consider all factors w thout
distortion. In this respect, the personal qualities of the
representatives wereintendedto be noreinportant thanthe countries
chosen to appoint those representatives.

The options facing the comm ttee were cl ear enough. Partition
favoured t he position of the dom nant Zioni st group. Aunitary state
dom nated by its Arab majority favoured t he position of the Arabs. A
single state with a federal construction would be a position of
conprom se initially unacceptable to either the Arabs or the Jews.

| van Rand was Canada' s appoi ntee on t he Comm ttee. Ral ph Bunche,
the brilliant secretary of UNSCOP and future wi nner of the Nobel Prize
for peace for negotiatingthe arm stice agreenents between | sael and
t he Arab states, had only contenpt for Rand. He was t he only nenber of
the comm ttee for whomBunche expressed di srespect. This woul d have
sur pri sed Canadi ans had t hey known about it given the hi gh esteemin
whi ch t he Canadi an public hel d|van Rand. |I hope t hat nmy account wi ||
explain why a man as judicious and fair-m nded, as skillful in
di pl omacy and di scretion as Ral ph Bunche m ght have despi sed | van Rand.

The Canadi an representati ve on UNSCOP act ed as a neutral and
obj ecti ve menber of UNSCOP i ndependent |y of bot h personal bias and t he
foreign policy of his country of origin. He approached his
responsibilities with opti msmand a conviction that theultimte
reconmendat i on woul d be based on t he hi ghest norality. ! This was not
true of the other representatives withthe exception possibly of Judge
SandstromfromSweden. The ot her nmenbers were either biasedin advance
or avehiclefor inplenentingthe foreign policy of the country they
represented. The rol e of the Canadi an representative will be exam ned
by compari ng hi s conduct and vi ews t o t hose of the ot her nenbers of the
comm ttee.

c) Bias Anbong the Representatives

Sir Abdul Rahman, a judge, was of Muslimbackground with a history
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of political opposition to partition in India and the forces of
Mahamred Ali Ji nnah, the | eader of the partition forces and the founder
of Paki stan. He canme with an i nherent bi as agai nst partition, not
because he was areligious nationalist but because he was opposedto
religious nationalism Inthelsraeli-Arabconflict, tohimit appeared
as if the Jews conmbined religion and nationalism

Nasrol | ah Ent ezamwas an anti - col oni al i st rat her t han opposed to
religious nationalismfostering separation. Though synpat hetictothe
Arab position and his fellowreligionists, his mainnotivationwas a
| ack of synpathy to what he perceived to be European col oni al
settlenments inthe Mddl e East. As an Irani an, he al so feared di vi si ons
based on et hnic or religi ous grounds, eveninthe formof a federal
sol uti on.

Val ado Si m ¢ of Yugoslavia, aformer M nister of Educati on and
Presi dent of the Yugosl av Senate as wel | as head of t he Yugosl av Bar
Associ ati on, was an unanti ci pat ed opponent of the Zi oni st position
supporting partition. Not because he was di ctated i n hi s convi cti ons by
i deol ogi cal instructions fromYugosl avia. That m ght have di ctat ed t hat
he take an opposite stand than the one he did adopt. He was not a
menber of the Conmuni st Party; he was an i ndependent. He was sensitive
to the synpathies of the Muslinms in Bosnia. More inmportantly, as a
Yugosl av, he had an i nherent revul sion agai nst partitioninethnically
and religiously m xed regions.

Al t hough t hree of t he nenbers of UNSCOP began wi t h st rong bi ases
agai nst the Zionist position, this didnot nake themsupporters of the
Arab claimfor aunitary state in Pal estine dom nated by its majority.
Only Nasrol | ah Ent ezamt ook t hat position, but this perhaps was as nuch
areflectionof his convictionabout the nerits of aunitary state not
based onethnicity or religionasit was areflection of pro-Arabism
Infact, all three woul d end up supportingthemnority report and a
recommendation for afederal state. Inaworldof either/or, the fact
t hat they came fromMisli mcountries or countries where the Musli mf act
was an i nportant ingredient inthe political life of their countries,
nmeant that they were identifiedas pro-Muslimintheir votes. Infact,
t heir bi ases may not have been dictated primarily by pro-Mslimor pro-
Ar ab stances per se, but by varyi ng and overl appi ng fears of sectari an
and ethnic political divisions.

In that role, Sir Abdul Rahman was t he nost vociferous and fierce
opponent of partition and, thus, appeared as the nobst anti-Zionist.

Two nenbers reveal ed t hensel ves t o be strong supporters of the
Zi oni st position. Their bias arose because they were Latin Ameri can
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| i berals. The Jews had al ready est abli shed many of the institutional
characteristics favouri ng denocracy and a |l i beral and pluralistic node
of conflict. The Arabs were decidedly feudal in their political
organi zation and i ntol erant of |iberal secular pluralistic cultures.
These two Latin Aneri cans coul d not envi si on a sol uti on whi ch pl aced
fellow liberals under the authority or dom nation of a top-down
political regime whichwas unsynpathetictopluralism Dr. Jorge Garci a
Granados of Guatemal a woul d becone an early and nost vociferous
spokesperson for the Zioni st position on UNSCOP, though Professor
Enri que Fabregat of Uruguay m ght have been nuch nore effective because
he was not such an ardent advocate of the Zionist cause.?

The Zi oni sts picked up athird supporter. Czechosl ovaki a was a
federal statewithtwo nationalities and sothe representative from
Czechosl ovaki a m ght have been expected to t ake t he sanme position as
the representative from Yugoslavia. But Dr. Karel Lisicky of
Czechosl ovaki a was a cl ose friend of | an Masaryk. | an Masaryk was an
open and strong supporter of Zionism And Masaryk provi ded direct
advice to Lisicky during the conduct of the hearings.

Bef ore the comm ttee assenbl ed, an anal ysi s of the convictions of
its menbers woul d i ndi cate that three of the nenbers were strongly
opposed to the position of the Jewi sh Agency and three were i n favour
bef or e any evi dence had been heard for any of thethree alternatives in
front of the conmttee. There were five nenbers | eft who seened subj ect
to i nfluence by what t hey observed and st udi ed. But such an i mage was
belied by reality.

The representative fromPeru was Dr. Antoni o Garci a- Sal azar. He
was a devout Catholic. He had been his country's forner Anrbassador to
t he Vatican and, inthe conmttee he acted as the Vati can anbassador in
its deliberations. It is quite clear that what concerned hi mwas
nei t her the Zioni st position nor the Arab position but therole of the
Cat holic Church with respect to Jerusal emand t he holy pl aces i nthat
city. He was persuaded to support partition when there was agreenent
t hat Jerusal em woul d remai n under international auspices with a
prom nent role to be giventoreligious input inthe future of the
city.?!

This | eft four nenbers who were concei vably unbiasedintheir
del i berations. Em | Sandstrom Chief Justice of the Suprene Court of
Sweden, who becane chair of the commttee, was perhaps the nost
difficult toread. Infact it isonlyinreadingthe n nutes of the
final days of deliberationthat one senses t hat t he experi ence of the
peaceful partition of Norway fromSweden i n 1905 m ght have profoundly
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i nfl uenced hi s concl udi ng support for partition. Upuntil that tine,
the chair of the conmttee tended to performas the cool, detached and
obj ective judge. Research suggests that, infact, the Swedes support ed
partition all along.? The swi ng votes on the participants clearly
bel onged to Hol |l and, Australia and Canada.

The representati ves frombot h Austral i a and t he Net herl ands were
bot h senior civil servants fromthe foreign of fices of their repective
country. As civil servants they m ght have been expected to be the
epitome of those trained to subordinate particular interests to
uni versal concerns. However, in the nodern theory of the state,
uni ver sal concerns were not really universal; they were interests of
state. And both Dr. N col aas Bl omof t he Net herl ands and John D. L. Hood
of Australiawere gentlenenwell i nbued wth theideologythat their
responsibilities wereto subordinatetheir intellectsandw llstothe
hi gher interests of state, in this case, the interests of the
Net her| ands and Australia respectively.

Of course, thiswas totally against theternms of reference for
t heir invol venment on UNSCOP. The terns of reference sent by the UNto
t he Austral i an and Net her | ands del egati on on May 16, 1947 stated t hat,
" St at es Menbers of the Speci al Comm ttee shoul d appoi nt persons of high
nor al character and of recogni zed conpetence in International Affairs,
and t hat t hose appoi nted woul dact inpartially and conscientiously (ny
italics) inaccordance with the purposes and princi pl es of the Charter
of the United Nations."?® Hood was not there to be a del egate
representing the Department of External Affairs of Australia. Bl omwas
not there to represent the interests of the Netherl ands.

Initially, the Netherl ands wanted to gai n Arab support for their
positioninlndonesia. This nade t he Dutch rel uctant to becone i nvol ved
inacommttee where they m ght berequiredto take a standin an area
of direct Arabinterest. Holland finally acceeded t o becom ng a nenber
of the commttee. Dr. Nicolaas Blom who had served as part of the
Dut ch col oni al officeinthe Dutch East Indies - I ndonesi a- since 1923
when he was 24 years of age (he rose to becone acting |ieutenant-
gover nor general) was naned t he head del egat e. 2 When nanmed, he recei ved
direct and explicit instructions not to act inany way that m ght bi as
t he position and interests of the Netherlands vis avis Dutchinterests
i n I ndonesi a, and specifically not to alienate the Arabs. ® However, he
did not receive clear instructions on howto vote. 2¢

Dr. Blom was nore biased against the Zionists than sinply
representing the Dutch foreign policy interests. This was i ndi cat ed by
t he del egati ons he supported and opposed addr essi ng UNSCOP. The Dut ch
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opposed heari ng fromany Jew sh organi zati ons "whose sol e purposeisto
support theterroristsin Pal estine;"? they did argue for hearing from
t he Arab H gh Comm ttee. Bl omwas opposed to hearing a del egati on from
t he Yi shuv concerned with the i mmnent hanging by the British of

all eged Jewi shterrorists?®. Healsotooktheinitiativeinhiringan
Ar abi st advi ser tothe comm ttee wi t hout even aut hori zati on fromthe
Foreign O fice; this actionentailedthat heignore atel egramthat

i nf ormed hi mt hat Hol | and was broke and | acked t he noney t o support an
Ar abi st expert.?® Finally, Blomand Spits opposed visitingthe D.P.

canmps in Europe.?3°

However, in the | ast nonth of the final deliberations of the
commttee, the Dutch | earned t hat the Arab League had nmade a deal to
support Sukar no and oppose t he conti nuati on of Dutch colonial rulein
| ndonesi a. 3 Dr. Blomwas then free to vote as the informati on and
del i berations of the coomittee dictated. In his vote, he was i nfl uenced
primarily by the needtoresettlethe Jew sh refugees in Europe; the
proposal of the Freel and League to settle the Jewi sh refugees in
Suri namhad col | apsed. The Arab boycott of t he Conm ssion, the Arab
unwi | I i ngness t o conprom se what soever and, ultinmately, the threat of
vi ol ence agai nst any sol uti on ot her than t heir own extrenme one, and,
ultimately, the Arab support for the rebel s in lndonesialost the Arabs
t he chance of getting the Dutch to oppose partition.3? The orientation
of the original Dutch del egati onto be pro-Arab and anti - Zi oni st had
been totally reversed, not by the behavi our and argunents of the
Zi oni sts, but by t he behavi our of the Arabs and the needtoresettle
the Jewi sh refugees in Europe.

John Hood of Australia alsoservedtheinterests of his state as
wel |, but his final positionwas aresult of very different factors.
The Australian del egation's guiding policies are stated clearly inthe
records of the department of External Affairs. The Aussies were
commtted to, "support the UKin general provided no fundanent al
conflict with Australian views."* Further, evenif the UKshoul d deci de
to agree to conplete withdrawal fromPal estine, "any plan for i medi ate
transfer of power shoul d be opposed on the ground that no solutionis
i kely to pl ease both Arabs and Jews and the ri sk of a viol ent reaction
t o an unpopul ar sol uti on woul d be consi der abl e. "3 Thus, even t hough t he
Australians envi sioned the possibility of Britain surrenderingthe
Mandat e, and even though they envi sioned partition as the likely
out cone, they did not favour the creati on of two i ndependent st ates,
but the creation of two trusteeships, the " US over Jew sh state and an
Arab country over Arab Pal estine. "3

The i nterests of statein Australiawere alsoidentifiedwiththe
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interests of the Rt. Honourable Dr. H V. Evatt, then the Deputy Prine
M ni ster of Australia, Attorney General and M ni ster for External
Affairs as wel | as Chai rman of the Australian Del egationto the UN
Evatt had | obbi ed for a seat on UNSCOP and had ensured t hat Hood was
appointed to that seat. On April 18, 1947, the Australian UNdel egati on
regi stered their conviction that an Arab state shoul d have been a
menber of UNSCCP. "Ther e shoul d be represent ati on of nmenbers accept abl e
to t he Pal esti ni an Arabs and Jews, e.g., an Arab League Menber ( Egypt
or Syri a was suggested) and the United States. "% As t hey t hensel ves
said, "We are one of the fewDel egations toretainthe confidence and
goodwi I | of Arab States which will be useful in Septenber."3 The
reference was to the el ecti on of the President of the General Assenbly
whi ch Evatt was seeking. Evatt, one of the architects of the United
Nati ons, wanted t o becone t he Presi dent of the UNGeneral Assenbly. He
wanted the Arab votes. In their report for the Fall Session, the
Aistralian del egation stated that, "Justice and Australia's interests
are nost clearly allied to the Arab cause whi ch demands a unitary
state."38

Austral i an support of the UKwas under standabl e. Currying favour
withthe Arabs to obtaintheir vote for Evatt's candi dacy for Presi dent
of the General Assenbly fittedinwth ol d-fashioned politics. But
support for the Arab position was al so notivated by the Wiite Australia
policy (thepolicy of restrictingimmgrants to Australians to those of
Eur opean descent) of whi ch bot h Evatt and Hood wer e strong def enders.
Inareport Hood wote in preparationfor the Fall Session of 1947, he
expl ai ned the stand of the Australian del egati on. Respect for the
principle of equal rights and self-determ nation of peoples was
providedinArticle 73 of the United Nati ons Charter where, "peopl es
have not yet attained a full neasure of sel f-governnent, recogni ze t he
principlethat theinterests of thejinhabitants of thoseterritories
are paranount. "3 Evatt was the constitutional expert. He was directly
responsi bl e at San Franci sco for the anendnents to Articl e 73 maki ng
precisely this provision. The wording was Evatt's. How did the
Australian del egationinterpret the provision? The UNwoul d have to
consult the population. "It al so neans that a sol uti on whi ch woul d
force the i nhabitants, against thew || of the majority to accept any
alterationinthe constitutionof its popul ati on shoul d be opposed. In
fact, fromAustralia' s point of viewthere would be a narrowline
bet ween t he United Nati ons attenpting to i npose upon the Pal esti ni an
Arabs an obligationto admt further Jewi shimmgrants and the United
Nations attenpting to open the doors of Australia to Asiatic
i mm grationonthe pretext that the failure to do so m ght endanger the
peace and that the Australianimmgration policy was contrary tothe
principle of the Charter in so far as it involved racial
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discrimnation."4 |t was the White Australia policy which dictated
maj oritarian control onracial grounds agai nst newconers. The principle
of racial discrimnationdictated non-interferenceinthe donestic
jurisdictionof amjority popul ati on. Hood hi nsel f strongly opposed
t he Zi oni st cause because he believed that the creation of the State of
| srael for amnority of Jews in Pal estine, who were encouraged to
immgratetoamjority Arab area, woul d create a precedent for an
international challenge to the restrictive White Australia poli

Loyalty to the UK, personal anbition, and support for the
principles behindthe Waite Australia policy were not the reasons the
Australians proffered for their stand. This is not howEvatt expl ai ned
Australia' s abstention w thin UNSCOP on t he pro-partitionresolution.
"Accordi ngly when Austral i awas el ected t o UNSCOP our del egates, John
Hood and S. L. Atyeo, joinedinthe full report of the facts wi t hout
commtting Australiaat thetimetoany firmdecisioninrelationto
the majority and m nority reconmmendati on of UNSCOP. "4 They abst ai ned
because t hey cl ai med UNSCOP was not the place to make a normati ve
reconmendati on.

The expl anationwas totally inplausible. It rancontrary tothe
terns of reference of UNSCCP. 4 Hood under st ood t hat Evatt's i nsi stance
that the Conmttee's mandate was to serve only as a fact findi ng body
was just so much rubbish. "We fully understand the view of the
Commttee as primarily a fact-finding body, but having regardtothe
way i n whi ch Comm ttee's work has devel oped, and al soto the terns of
reference fromthe special assenbly it is not apractical questionto
excl ude recommendati ons fromthe report."4

The | ack of synpathy to the Jews, the pro- UK outl ook, the pro-Arab
attitude and the self interest of Australia and its policy of
preserving White Australia and getting Evatt el ect ed as Presi dent of
t he General Assenbly were all of a piece. They dictated an anti - Zi oni st
vote, a vote against partition. Wiat needs expl anati onis why Australia
abst ai ned and di d not vot e agai nst partition. The Austral i an del egati on
was pro-Arab and not pro-Zionist.

The reason Austral i a abstai ned and di d not voteagai nst partition
was t hat Evatt had read the votes and di d not want Hood to al i enate
ot her del egati ons unnecessarily. Evatt becane afrai d t hat Hood woul d
take a standagai nst partition.* The M ni ster on August 10, 1947 cabl ed
t he Anmbassador i n Geneva where the conm ttee had retreatedtowite
their report to, "Tell Hood at once t hat he shoul d not at t hi s stage
take any line against partition of Palestine. He has never been
authorisedtodosoandisthere solelytoreport onevents and not to

cy.

41
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(illegible) without prior official consultation with us."4®

On August 23, 1947, Hood recei ved definiteinstructions fromthe
Depart nment of External Affairs. "Most inportant we should not be
commtted to any recomendation.” "Fact and al ternative sol uti ons and
not recomendati ons shoul d be i ncl uded. "4’ Hood cabl ed back t he next day
indicatingamjority support for partition, his preference for the
m nority report for afederation, theinpending pressure on Australia
tomke upits mndand his preferenceto do so, and then t he i nport ant
note that Hood and Atyeo had not yet commtted thenselves.
Nevert hel ess, Hood, ever the | oyal civil servant abstainedinthe final
vot e.

Unl i ke Bl omand Hood, Rand had a mandate to act as an i ndependent
participant in UNSCOP according to the terns of reference of that
conm ttee. "The Canadi an represent ati ve has not been i nstructed by t he
Canadi an government concerning the policy he is to advocate or
support, "4 St. Laurent announced to t he House of Commons on May 22,
1947. Canada's appoi ntee was specifically instructed by External
Affairs Mnister St. Laurent (soonto becone Prime Mnister) "toact in
an i ndependent capacity"“® as much to preserve Canada's flexibility as
to ensure that the ' best possibl e person' woul d serve with distinction.

Rand as a |liberal m ght be inclined to foll ow Granados and
Fabregat, but, as afederalist inabinational statewith strongties
toBritain, he mght beinclinedagainst partition. As Davi d Bercuson
sunmed up Rand' s position, "There is no evi dence what ever t hat Rand
went to Palestine with any preconceived notions about specific
solutions tothe Pal estine question, but thereis no doubt that, while
t here, he deci ded t he mandat e nust be ended and a partiti on made. The
ki nd of partition which he favoured, however, was quite close to
federation. "% Rand wanted partition with econom c associ ation, a
position now | abelled in Canada as sovereignty associ ation.

By studyi ng the m nutes of UNSCOP and t he archi val materi al s of
del egati ons, one has the distinct inpression that, of the el even
del egations, five changed their mnds as aresult of the commttees
del i berations and external events that altered the policies of their
countries onthe M ddl e East. Two of these, I ndiaand Iran, changed
fromsupport for aunitary state to support for a federal one. Austalia
and t he Net herl ands al so shifted fromsupporting the Arab position, but
because of international events and their effects onthe policies of
their respective countries. Australia abstained even though the
del egate wanted to vote for federati on and even t hough t he del egati on
was initially adamant|y opposed to partition. The Net herl ands voted for
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partition even thoughtheyinitially were opposedto partition because
t hey wanted to curry favour with the the Arabs. Interests of state
caused t he shift, not what the del egates sawand heard. Only I van Rand
changed his position because of what he heard. He shifted from
supporting a federalist solutionto support for partitionwth as nuch
icing of federlismas could have been placed on the partition cake.

d) Talk to Hide the Wl k

Why t hen was Ral ph Bunche so cont enpt uous of Rand whomhe f ound
to be "the greatest disappointnment,” an individual who "tal ked
i ncessantly (ny enphasi s) without contributing anything"?>t After all,
Rand was t he only i ndivi dual who truly approached the i ssue froma
rel ati vel y unbi ased st andpoi nt. The contenpt stands out because Bunche
had no simlar attitude to any of the other del egates.

To under st and Bunche's attitude and to thrownore |i ght on Rand,
sonet hi ng nor e nust be added about Bunche hi nsel f. Ral ph Bunche was not
neutral even though as a thorough professional he wote both the
maj ority and minority reports. He was an Aneri can and t he Director of
t he Trusteeship Division of the U N. He was opposed to all three
solutions onthe tabl e and wanted a trusteeshi p so that there woul d be
continuity inthelegal authority over Pal esti ne once t he Mandat e was
ended. Since Rand was an em nent jurist, Bunche nmust have been t aken
aback t hat Rand di d not recogni ze the need for | egal continuity in
Pal estine, Bunche's mai n preoccupati on. This, however, is insufficient
to explain his strong contenpt for Rand.

Rand was a Canadi an who bel i eved that the i nvesti gati ons of the
comm ttee and t he di scussi ons anong t he menber s woul d det erm ne t he
result. What isclear isthat virtually all the other partici pants were
realists or romanti cs. Bunche coul d handl e and deal wi th both; he knew
that the basis of their positions wereto be foundin self interest or
i deol ogy.

Rand, however, approached his work Ii ke a noralist, but one
wi t hout any fundanental noral principles. Bunche, on the ot her hand,
approached i nternational affairs fromthe perspective of rights. He was
a true Kantian. The eul ogy given at his funeral sums up Bunche's
approach to the problens of the world.

Bunche st ood f or peace, whereas his country stood for war;
he stood for honesty, whereas his country stands for
duplicity; he stood for justice, whereas his country stood
for power; and he stood for mankind, while his country
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st ands for race nmaster...Bunche was a noral stranger in
this imoral | and, a prophet w t hout honour, a man whose
principles wererejectedas away of Iife by theland he so
diligently tried to serve. %2

Rand, by contrast, residedinanoral |and. Hewas ajurist wth
honour, but one where it was difficult to know what he stood for.
Bunche coul d deal with realists; they surrounded hi mwhen he was at t he
St at e Depart nent and t hey were preem nent on the i nternational stage.
Bunche al so under st ood romanti cs si nce he was sonmewhat of aromantic
hi nrsel f even t hough he tried to subordinate that romanti cismto his
conbi nati on of rights norality and pragnmati smwhi ch recogni zed t hat
much of human behavi our was governed by prejudice and virul ent
nationalism by racial and religious bigotry. But howdo you deal with
rationalists who purportedly also tried to occupy the high ground?

The good ship "Humanity" often lists badly froman over
bal  ast of coldintellectuality. Mereintellectuality, per
se, i s barren, without feeling or conscience. Rabel ai s has
sai d t hat sci ence wi t hout consci ence--consci ence--is the
deprivation of the soul.?5%3

For Bunche, Rand was the col d, barrenintellectual w thout a noral
conpass whose "noral val ues assune(d) an i ncreasi ng vagueness, " a nan
wi t hout "soul ful ness, spirituality, imagi nation, altruism vision. ">
Ironically, inBunche's hierarchy of enem es, the coldrationalist
wi t hout either convictionor arecognitionthat others were governed by
self-interest or prejudice was the nost contenptible.

What rol e, however, didthe believer inrational discourse, the
i ncessant tal ker play inthe discussion? | havetriedtoindicatethat
he had no i nfluence on t he deci sions of others. |If anything, it was
Bunche who tried to join economc federalismto political partitionin
a hybrid which at that tinme was | i ke putting atwo-headed |lionon a
| anb' s body. I nacontext inwhichthreeclear alternatives were before
the commttee and afourth - trusteeship - lurkedinthe background,
Rand only added conplications to a problemthat was already very
confused. Were cl ear cut deci si ons and choi ces wer e needed backed by
what ever | egal and formal authority and the t hreat of i nternational
coerci on as coul d be nust er ed was what was needed, t he worst of all
possi bl e al ternati ves was a nai ve bel i ef that sone rati onal conprom se
coul d be forged t hrough di scussi on when one of the parti es adanmantly
refused even to be part of the discussion. Rand only added
conplications to the partition proposal put forth by Entezam
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| nspite of this, the Canadi an vote for partition itself was
clearly crucial. The internal make-up of the commttee, facilitated by
hi storical contingencies, not the external pressures fromeither the
Ar ab boycott or the very effective |l obbying efforts of Abba Eban and
Davi d Horowi tz, were the mai n determ nants of the outcone. And i n that
determ nation, although the final vote for partitionwas 7to 3 for
partitionwth one abstention, the Netherlands coul d easily have vot ed
agai nst partition which m ght have i nfluenced the final vote of the
Peruvi an del egate. Australiathen m ght have al so cast its vote for a
f ederal sol ution, which woul d have rei nforced Rand' s inclinationto do
the sane. In other words, with an alteration in some contingent
ci rcumst ances, the vote of UNSCCP coul d have easily been 7 to 4 agai nst
partition and for a federal state.

My poi nt, here, however, is toindicatethat Canada was uni que in
bei ng t he nost neutral about its decision and nost i nfl uenced by what
i ts del egat es saw and heard rat her than any prior convictions. As it
turned out, by acci dent of circunstances, this posturewas critically
i nportant tothe final outconme, but not tothe process of influencing
t he deci sions of others.

This, however, isonly half the story. Gobserving that half al one,
one is tenpted to share Bunche's viewthat Rand nerel y added unnecessay
conplications and added to the fears that the commi tt ee woul d never
arrive at a recommendati on. Look, however, at those who shifted
posi tions. Rahman and Ent ezamdeserted t hei r unequi vocal support for a
unitary state to support federalism One can specul at e t hat Rahrman was
ei t her persuaded by his fell owcomonweal th jurist to support a federal
sol ution which al |l owed for et hni c based units as Canada had, and/ or
t hat he did not want to take an extrene position gi ven what he had
hear d and seen. Wt hout accessing the | ndi an archi ves, any concl usi on
isstill specul ative. But what ever the expl anati on f or Rahman' s and
Entezanmi s shifts in position, Rand' s incessant tal k gave their shifts
a rational cover.

In the case of Australia and Holland, the surface icing of
rational di scourse provided an even greater canouflagetothereality
under neat h. Hood and Bl omdeserted their support for the Arabs to
abst ai n and support partitionrespectively. Through t he di scussi on and
readi ng only the m nut es of t he UNSCOP proceedi ngs, and t he fact t hat
bot h Hood and Bl omwere very circunspect and saidlittle to betray
their positions, a carel ess reader who did not access either the
Australian or Dutch archives could easily readinto either Hood' s or
Bl om s statenents support for partition. After all, Hood parti ci pated
inthe working group on partition even though he opposed partition as
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we now know. Bl omchanged positions because the foreign policy of the

Net her| ands had altered whil e the conm ttee was deliberating. The
incessant talk and their rel ative sil ence gave the i npressi on of peopl e

i steni ng and bei ng i nfl uenced when, in fact, the factors dictating

their stances origi nated el sewhere. Talk i s the perfect canoufl age for

devi ous behavi our and noti ves. Neither Bl omnot Hood changed positions
because of what they saw and heard and | ess because of what was

di scussed. But they all owed others to believe that their positions were
aresult of those factors. Rand's i ncessant tal k served to cover the

real positions that |lay behind their silences.
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