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ABSTRACT

The role of the United States in the Palestine
problem, particularly during the decisive period of the
establishment of the State of Isrsel, was undoubtedly the
major landmark in the history of the United States' encoun-
ter with the Arab world. It has also conditioned, perhaps
decisively, the United States' later policies in the area,
whether in a positive or a negative sense.

Although there had been some earlier, not insigni-
ficant connections between the United States and Palestine
(and even the problem of Palestine), the impact of the United
States' role was not effectively felt until after the close
of World War II and the coming of the Truman Administration.
The First Chapter of the present study will concern itself
with the immediate background of Britain's decision of Feb-
ruary 1947 to refer the Palestine problem to the United
Nations, and with the local and international factors which
decided American policy on that question during that period
and some time thereafter.

The later Chapters will try to give a somewhat
detailed account of the development of American official
attitudes on the Palestine proﬁlem during its evolution in
the several following years, using the debates and actions
of the major United Nations organs as a focal point for the
study. The approach followed will be a combination of the
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analyticel and the chronological approaches, and it will
try to relate the various aspects of American poliey on
Palestine to its generel local and international setting.
The emphasis in most of these chapters, however, will be
less on the analysis of local factors and considerations
in the process of American policy-meking than on the more
observable aspects of that policy, particulary its develop-
ment in the United Nations. An intervening chapter —
Chapter VII — will try to pull the reader back to the
domestic American scene, from which Ameriecan policy ulti-
mately emerged, in order to preserve the organiec 1link
between the two aspects of the poliecy.

As the reader will observe, the first three
Chapters which follow the background Chapter deal with
the development of the problem in the United Nations,
and American policy thereon, up till the adoption by
the General Assembly of the partition resolution on 29
November 1947, Chapters V and VI are concerned with the
‘United States' attitude (or attitudes) in the Security
Council and in the General Assembly during the irregular
Arab-Israeli clashes before the official establishment
of the State of Israel, They end with Israel's "decla-
retion of independence," its sudden de facto recognition
by the United States, and the beginning of the regular
Arab-Israeeli war on 15 May 1948. Chapter VII, +to which

reference has already been made,tries to give a retrospective
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interpretation of the events recounted in the preceding
Chapters from a domestic American angle., The two final
Chapters deal with the United States' poliecy in the Arab-
Israeli war, and end up with the conclusion of the Arab-
Israeli Armistice Agreements and the emergence of the
present Arab-Isrzeli stalemate late in 1949.

The year 1950 has been chosen as the end of the
period studied because of one major reason. That year
witnessed the end of the successive dramatic developments
of the Palestine problem after which the present status
quo, with more or less limited modifications, came into
existence., The Tripartite Declaration of 1950 set a seal
on the major phase of the effective establishment of Israel
as a sovreign state.

The reader will not find a final chapter devoted
to over-all conclusions and judgements, Moral and legal
appraisals are irrelevent to the purpose of this study as
the writer envisages it; general statements, even of fact,
would be perhaps misleading and artificial in character in
view of the vivid and dynamic nature of the subject-matter.
The reader, however, will come aceross a number of infer-
ences and conclusions throughout the study that are of less
sweeping and, the writer hopes, of less pedantiec character
than is perhaps bound to appear in a chapter of over-all

conclusions and evaluations.
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CHAPTER I
BACKGROUND

When, on 2 April 1947, the British Labor Government
requested the United Nations Secretary-General to summon a
special session of the General Assembly on the guestion of
Palestine, the Labor Government had been led to that deci-
sion not only by the inherent complexity of the problem but
also by the pressure of international circumstances,

The policy of the British Government in Palestine
was based on the 1939 White Paper which had neither been
wholly approved by the Arabs nor accepted by the Zionists.
The White Paper put some restrictions on Jewish immigration
and land-purchase in Palestine in an eattempt, perhaps, to
neutralize Arab hostility to Britain in the impending wer,
particularly after the British Government had violently
smashed the major Arab uprising in Palestine of 1936 - 39.
The Arabs, however, kept insisting on British withdrawal
and on the termination of the process of creating a
"national home" for the Jews in Palestine, which had
started with the inception of the mandate.

On the other hand, the policy of the White Paper
brought upon the Mandatory intense Zionist hostility, and
accelerated the development of Zionist tactics in the
direction of force and armed terrorism against Britain in

Palestine, which in fact started shortly after the end of
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the War. Furthermore, American opinion resented this
British poliey and the American Government, under President
Truman, later expressed its resentment in the form of strong
pressure on Britain. The Nazi policy of Jewish persecution,
culminating during the War in a ruthless policy of exter-
mination, had increased Buropean and American susceptibility
to the Zionist contentions which had received their first
international endorsement in the Balfour Declaration and the
Mandate insfrument. This sympathy with Zionist aspirations,
particularly by the American public, seems to have grown so
uneritical that when the militant end "activist" elements
graduaslly took over in the Zionist Movement there was little
gquestioning by the Americen public of the expanding Zionist
demends, much to the embarrassment of the more responsible
cireles in the American Government. These growing demands,
manifesting themselves initially in the "Biltmore Program"
of 1942, were soon to develop into a strong force in American
political life, expressing itself in a remarkable form of
effective domestic lobbying and pressure politics,l unmatched
by a counterbalancing increase of public awareness of Ameri-
can international responsibilities.

All this was taking place in the context of an

1 Informative reports, though from a Zionist point of
view, on Zionist sctivities in the United States appear
in: Zionist Organization of America, The Palestine Year
Book, 5706, v. I (Washington, D.C., I945), pp. 357 - 422
ana 3707, V. II’ 1946' PP. 447 - 5000



America gradually drawn into an active involvement in
international life, taking over from an experienced, but
now weakened ally, and faced with the signs of an increas-
ingly widening international rift — the Soviet-Western
rift., The Near East, including Palestine, was an area
where this situation was clearly reflected.

The State Department and military cireles in the
United States were much ahead of the general public in their
appreciation of the facts of the situation in the Near Eas%t
and of American requirements and commitments in that area.
As far back as 1943 there was an awareness in official
circles of the need for Arab good will in the carrying out
of a successful allied war strategy in the area. One import-
ant factor in that assessment was oil. "“Throughout most of
1943," wrote former Secretary of State Cordel Hull, "we at
the State Department had beengiving intensive study to the
problem of oil reserves outside the United States. We had
before us the statements of many experts that reserves in-
side the United States were dwindling and that the demands
for oil during the war and the postwar period would be
greatly augmented."? Hull elso indicated "full realization
of the fact that the oil of Saudi Arabia constitutes one of
the world's greatest prizes, and that it is extremely

2 mne Memoirs of Cordell Hull (New York, 1948), v.II ,
P. 151I7.



shortsighted to take any step which would tend to discredit
the American interest therein."3 There was also an awareness
in those officisal circles, during thet period, of the
general "danger of antagonizing the gixty million Arabs
there at & moment when their help in a strategic area of
the war was S0 vita;."4 But there was, on the other hand,
that equally (if not more) influential factor of domestic
opinion, which was generally sympathetic to the Zionist
aspirations, considerably ignorant of the "technicalities"
of the situation in the Middle East and Palestine, and
skilfully manipulated by Zionist organizational and propa-
gandistic efforts.

Yet, the incompatibility of Zionist demands and
pressure at home, on the one hand, and the concrete
considerations of a realistic policy in the Arab world,
on the other, was not unobserved by the Americen Governument.
In the words of the then Secretary of State, "the continu-
ing Zionist agitation in the United States began to have
increasingly serious repercussions eamong the Arab states
in the Near East, according to reports we were receiving
in the State Department late in 1942 and eerly 1943."°
But public opinion, and therefore Cdngress, were not as

involved in responsibility as these governmental organs

3 1vbid., p. 1521.
4 1via,, p. 1521.
5 Ivid,, p. 1532.



which were directly entrusted with the formulation and
implementation of foreign policy. They only hear¥d the
Zionist point of view and could not, by the nature of the
case, be sensitive to the reaction a pro-Zionist poliecy
would produce. So, early in 1944 the Senate and the House
of Representatives both introduced two bluntly pro-Zionist
resolutions and were about to have them adopted. An'embar-
rassed administration had to find a way of persuading
Congress to shelve these resolutions, without doubting the
Adminis%ration's sympathy with their contents.6 b

The President — the person whousually is the target
of domestic pressure but who is constantly tied to the res-
ponsibilities of a policy-maker — was naturally prone to
play a double-role. Roosevelt's assurances to King Ibn Saud

7 and his successive assurances to the Arabd

in May 1943,
States on many subsequent occasions, seem to indicate a rou-
tine pattern of the procedure followed whenever the State
Department, or the President himself, felt that the pro-
Zionist public gestures of American politicians hed provoked
too much Arab bitterness. The outcome of this policy was

that, as Roosevelt's Secretary of State put it, "the

6 1pia., p. 1534.

L comprehensive account of Roosevelt's meeting with
King Ibn Saud and the former's assurance that no action
would be teken by the United States on Palestine if not
acceptable to the Arabs, is to be found in: Eddy, William
A., FDR Meets Ibn Saud (New York, 1954).




President at times talked both ways, besieged as he was by
each camp."8
An illustration of the extent to which American
political life was then commited to Zionism are the Repub-
lican and Democratic platforms of the 1944 presidential
elections. Both platforms promised, or at any rate supported,
free immigration to Palestine and the removal of restrictions
on land purchase, When the Democrats explicitly stated that
Palestine was to be a "Jewish Commonwealth," Presidential
candidate Dewey countered by commiting the Republicans to
the same position.9 President Roosevelt, who was working
for re-election, made another commitment to the Zionists in
October of that year in a letter addressed to the Convention
of the Zionist Orgenization of America. He endorsed, in
that letter, the Democratic plank on Palestine and asserted
that "if re-elected, I shall help to bring about" the
"establishment of Palestine as a free and democratic Jewish
commonwealth."lo Naturally the Secretary of State was, as
always, not happy about these statements., On 26 July, Hull
wrote to the President: "I believe that it would be advis-
able for leaders of both parties to refrain from meking
statements on Palestine during the campaign that might tend

8 Hull, op.eit., p. 1536.

2 See, for instence: Hurewitz, J.C., The Struggle for
Palestine (Wew York, 1950), pp. 213 - 217,

10 orum, Bartley, Behind the Silken Gurtain (New York,
1947), pp. 37 - 38. .




to arouse the Arabs or upset the precarious balance of
forces in Palestine itself."ll
Under Roosevelt's successor, Harry S. Trumen, the

difference between the President and his military and
foreign affairs experts grew wider. Truman lacked the
national prestige of his predecessor and, therefore, could
not afford to risk his electoral position by conforming to
his Palestine experts' advice, particularly as the deter-
iorating situation in Palestine frompted those experts to
urge more and more restraint, while the worsening conditions
of the Jewish Displaced Persons drove the Zionists towards
more persistence, The result was the struggle which
prevailed inside the Truman administration and which the
late Secretary of Defense Forrestal reported in some
detail.12

But that was not the only result. Another wide
difference was now emerging between the British and the
American Governments as a result of the growing incom-
patibility of their two approaches to the Palestine problem.
This growing incompatibility of approasches wes to no small
extent precipitated by the American White House's public

support of some basic Zionist claims, against the experts'

11 pu11, op.eit., p. 1536.

12 Reference to Forrestal appears later in this
Chapter. A more detailed account of the struggle within
the Trumen Administration and Forrestel's role therein
appears in Chapter VII of the present study.



advice for more restraint and appreciation of Britain's
difficult position in Pelestine. The State Department
and the military experts were in a better position to
understand Britain's position and the general strategy
required in the Near East in the light of international
realities, because they were less susceptible to domes-
tic considerations., The President's non-compliance with
their advice, therefore, entailed a confliet with Britain's
policy on Palestine, Prime Minister Attlee later desc-
ribed the situation: "The President went completely against
the advice of his State Department and his own military
people. The State Department would tell us one thing and
then the President would come out with the exaet opposite.
The State Department's view was very close to ours, they
had to think internationally, but most of the politicians
were influenced by voting considerations."l3
The British Labor Government was becoming increas-
ingly sensitive to any criticisms of her attitude on Pales-
tine and to any unappreciative interference with her deli-
cate task of trying to work out a solution for this complex
problem. She was all the more sensitive because it was
only after the Labor Party had come into office that the
complexity and delicacy of the situation in Palestine became

13 williams, Francis, A Prime Minister Remembers:
The War and Post-War Memoirs of the Rb. Hon, Barl Attlee
ondon, y P. U.
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clear to it. Prior to that, in the December elections which
had brought the Labor Party into office, the Party had had
an extremely pro-Zionist plank.l4 But in office the Labor
Party was directly confronted with the realities of the
situation in the Near East, and came to face the respon-
sibility of having to work out, solely and against great
odds, a practical solution for the existing problem. The
sudden revelation of this experience was later expressed by
Lord Attlee: "We'd started something in the Jewish National
Home after World War One without perceiving the consequences;
it was done in a very thoughtless way with people of a differ-
ent outlook on civilization suddenly imported into Palestine,
a wild experiment that was bound to cause trouble."15 The
Labor Government now felt she could neither repudiate the
1939 White Paper nor allow mass Jewish immigration into
Palestine without causing bloodshed and civil war in the
country and perhaps in other parts of the Arab world., If
not for any additional reasons, at least war fatigue and
Britain's vital interests in the Near East were good reas-

ons for the reconsideration of electoral planka.16

14 por a comprehensive source on pre-1945 Zionist
pronouncement by the Labor Party see: Levenberg, S.,

The Jews and Palestine: A Study in Labour Zionism (London,
’ PP- - .

15 williems, op.eit., p. 180.

16 For a very informative account of Britein's inter-
nationel position during that period and its effect on
her Middle Eastern policy, see: Monroe, Elizabeth, "Mr.
Bevin's 'Arab Poliecy'," liiddle Eastern Affairs, St.
Antony's Papers, No. 11 (London, 1961), bpp. 9 - 48.
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But Britain's major ally, the United States, was
not indiceting a responsible appreciation of Britain's
position or readiness to aid in the implementation of any
alternative poliey it might suggest. This latter attitude
had, from the point of view of the Labor Government, already
been reflected in the communications conducted by the new
American President, Truman, to the British Prime Ninister,
urging him "without delay to 1ift the restrictions of the
White Paper on Jewish immigration into Palestine."l7 When
again on 31 August 1945 President Truman, at the recommend-
ation of his nominee to the Inter-Governmentael Committee on
Refugees, urged that 100,000 Jews be admitted into Pales-
tine, Prime Minister Attlee decisively replied that his
Government was both commifted to the White Paper and to the
view that any other course could "set aflame the whole

18

Middle East." More indignant, however, were both the

British Government and public at the publicity and tone of

approvel with which the American press received the growing
pace of anti-British terrorism in Palestine, which was lau-
nched by the Zionists in October-November of that year.'?

The American State Department was not ignorant of

17 Memoirs by Harry S, Truman, 2 vs. (New York, 1955-
1956), V. II, PP. 135 - 130. :
18 1pia,, 137 - 140.

19 On this terrorist campaign in Palestine see, for
instance: Begin, Menachem, The Revolt: Story of the Irgun
(New York, 19515.
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the difficult situation the British were fecing in Pales-
tine, and of the over-all picture of the politicel scene in
the Middle East. Nor could President Truman himself be
accused of (or perhaps credited with) such ignorance, with
the State Department advising him continuously on restraint
in Palestine. In the early days of his Presidency he was
called on by Dr., Stephen S, Wise, Chairman of the American
Zionist Emergency Council, Two days before the meeting, that
is,on 18 April 1945, Trumen received a "special communi-
cation" from Secretary of State Stettinus, apparently in
anticipation of the meeting, which read: "It is very likely
that efforts will be made by some of the Zionist leaders to
obtain from you at an early date some commitments in favor
of the Zionist progrem which is pressing for unlimited
Jewish immigration into Palestine and the establishment
there of a Jewish state., As you are aware, the Government
and people of the United States have every sympathy for the
persecutéd Jews of Europe and are doing all in their power
to relieve their suffering. The question of Palestine is,
however, a highly complex one and involves questions which
go far beyond the plight of the Jews in Europe.

"Phere is continued tenseness in the situation in
the Near Bast largely as a result of the Palestine gquestion,
and as we have interests in that area which are vital to
the United States, we feel that this whole subject is one
that should be handled with the greatest care and with a
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view to long-range interests of the country."ao

Trumen comments in his memoirs on the note by
criticizing the "striped - pants boys" of the State Depart-
ment and their attitudes, particularly on Palestine. He
criticizes the ideas embodied in the note and then contin-
wes: "And before Rabbi Wise left, I believe I mede this
clear to him."21

Two weeks after Stettinus' note, Acting Secretary
of State, Joseph C. Grew, sent another memorandum on the
same subject to the President. In the memorandum Truman
was informed that Roosevelt had authorized the State
Department to assure the different Neer Eastern Governments
that "in the view of this Government there should be no
decision altering the basic situation in Palestine without
full consultation with both Arabs and Jews." Acting Secret-
ary Grew also warned Truman that if the United States
followed a policy interpreted as hostile by the Arabs, "it
would be impossible" to restrain them from "rallying with
arms, in defense of what they consider to be an Arab
country."22

Again, the State Department on 16 June 1945 renewed
its recommendations to President Trumen and the President,

under that influence, formally renewed the assurances of

20
21

22

Truman, op.cit., v. I, pp. 68 - 69.
Ibid., p. 69.
Ibid.,, v. II, p. 133.
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his predecessor in letters to the Arab Governments.
But the President was besieged from the other gide
too. He was, in fact, more forcefully pressed by the Zion-
ists, who were now becoming nervously persistent. Truman
records his own impressions about that part of the story:
"Phe Zionists .... were impatiently meking my immediate
objective more difficult %o obtain. They wanted more than
just easier immigration practices. They wanted the American
Government to support their aim of a Jewish state in
Palestine."24
In September the State Department gsent Truman
another memorandum explicitly pointing out the disparity
between the President's policy and his country's ability
to implement it. The memorandum read: "No government
should advocate a policy of mass immigration unless it
is prepared to assist in making available the necessary
security forces, shipping, housing, unemployment guaran-
tees [ete] ." It charscteristically concluded by recom=-
mending restraint, end that "the British Government, as
the mandatory power, should accept primary responsibility
for the policy and be responsible for carrying it a::u‘l:."25

Pruman wrote that he was annoyed by this memorandum,., But

23 1pia,, pp. 134 - 135.
24 1pia,, p. 140.
25 1pia., pp. 136 - 137.
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certainly more annoyed was he when, early in October,
Secretary of State Byrnes suggested to him that they should
publish President Roosevelt's assurances to Ibn Saud in
connection with Palestine, on the grounds that "that would
make it plain to the American public that we would not
endorse the Zionist progrem." President Truman, always
more sensitive to "the American public" than his permanent
officials, refused to release the statement from the White
House, and ordered Byrnes to release it, if he wished,
from the State Department. "I saw no reason... why," Tru-
man reports, "I, by a publiec statement, should take a
position on a matter which I thought the United Nations
ought to settle."26
But Truman had already taken a position on thet
matter, regardless of what the United Nations were to say.
Since 31 August, when he first wrote to Prime Minister
Attlee requesting the admission into Palestine of 100,000
Jews,27 this had become the official position of the
American White House. On the other hand, the American
Government was expressing no readiness to share in the
implementation of such a policy - a fact that ceaused much
irritation to the British Government. Moreover, there was

now some debate in American politicel circles about pressure

26 Ibid. ] p- 14‘0.
2T See above, p. 10,
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on Britain through the loan the United States was arranged
to grant to Britain soon, end Secretary of Defense For-
restal reports about such pressure by the American Govern-
ment as actually taking place.28
On 19 October the British Government, apparently
in an attempt to relieve herself from American pressure and
to induce the United States to share responsibility for a
Palestine policy, formally invited the American Government
to form a joint Anglo-American Committee on Palestine and
related problems. On 13 November, the two Governments were
finally able to announce their agreement on the plan and on
the terms of reference of the Committee. Owing to Truman's
1nsistence,29 the terms of reference of the Committee
established a link between the conditions of European Jewish
D.P.s and the "politicel, economic and social conditions in
Palestine as they bear upon the problem of Jewish immigra-
tion and settlement therein,"3C Trumen also did not fail
to publish concurrently with the ennouncement of the form-
ation of the Committee, his August letter to Attlee in
which he hed asked for the admission into Palestine of

100,000 Jews.>t

28 Millis, Welter, ed., The Forrestal Diaries (New
York, 1951), p. 180.

9 Trumen, op,cit., v. II, P. 142.

30 Hansard, Parliament Debates, House of Commons,
Fifth Series, V. 715, Col. 1923.

31 pryman, op.cit., v. II, Dp. 145.
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The genersl political climate in Britain, in which
the Committee ceme into existence, was one of increasing
apprehension of Soviet designs in the Middle East. Only
one month before, the Soviet Union had organized a coup
d'état in Azarbaijan, Iran, and was now opening a vigorous
propaganda offensive against Turkey and against alleged
Anglo-Americen imperislist policies in the Middle East.3
Bartley Crum, one of the six American memnbers of the
Committee, reports that Harold Beely, the British Secret-
ary of the Committee, told him together with another member
of the Committee, while on their way to London, that "the
Palestine issue ... must be seen in the framework of strong
Soviet expansionism, The Soviets planned to move down into
the Middle East. The United States, therefore, would do

well to join Britein in establishing a cordon sanitaire of

Arab states. If Palestine were declared an Arab State, it
would be a strong link in this chain."33 Crum's accuracy in
reporting is not totally beyond question; he himself des-
cribes his book as "in no sense a disinterested book,"34
and the man was associated, before and after the mission,

with Zionist activities in the United States. However the

32 See, for instance: Hurewitz, op.cit., pp. 246-24T.

also Kirk, George, Survey of Internation fairs:; The
Middle East 1945 - 1950 (Tondon, 1954), pPp. 21-27, bI1-61.
33 Crum, op.cit., »p. 33. |
34 1pia., p. vi.
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quotation about Britain's policy serves to shed some light
on the global setting in which the Committee set out to
carry its task.

The Anglo-American Committee held hearings in Wash-
ington, London and in other parts of Europe and in the
Middle East. Its report was published on the night of 30
April - 1 May 1946. For reasons perhasps not unrelated %o
the fact thet the American members of the Committee had been
chosen by President Truman and his advisors,35 the report
of the Committee went a long way to meet Zionist demands.
It endorsed the claim for the admission of 100,000 Jews
into Palestine, and recommended the removal of the 1939
White Papér's restrictions on land-transfer. The report
also recommended trusteeship and binationalism for
Palestine.36 But neither the Arabs nor the Zionists
accepted the Committee's recommendations.

On the same day of the publication of the report,
President Trumen published a statement endorsing the
"immediate objectives" of the report — the admission of
100,000 Jews — but withholding endorsement of the other
recommendations pending "careful study... which I will take
under advisement."37 This act, naturally, brought a violent

35 This is implied in the introductory ohapters of
Crum's book.

36 For text of the report see: United States, State
Department, Anf%o-American Committee of Inguiry, State
Department Publications, No. 6.

3T See: United States 79tk Congress, 2nd Session,
Senate Document No, 182, p. iii.




18

reaction from the British Government, and produced, in
the words of Richard Crossman (the decidedly pro-Zionist
British member of the Committee), "lamentable" repercussions
in Britain.38 London no doubt understood Trumen's act in
terms of the political motives of his Party in the Congress-
ionzl elections of that year — a year characterized by the
fact that the Zionists were "injecting vigorous and active
propaganda to force the President's hands with reference to
the immediate immigration of Jews into Palestine."3° Attlee
later told it to his biographer. "There is no Arab vote in
America," Attlee said, "but there's a very heavy Jewish
vote and the Americans ere always having elections... There
were crucial elections coming up at the time, and several
big Jewish firms had contributed to Democratic Party funds.
Domestic issues of that kind often affected American inter-
national thinking... American Jews were very extreme and
guite uninterested in any reasonable solution."40
Nor was the spirit of approval, with which the
American press and some political circles received the news
of the intensified anti-British Zionist terrorism in Pales-
tine, to help the deteriorating Anglo-American relations.
An influential sector of the American public believed in

38 Palestine Mission (London, 1947), p. 189,
39 yi11is, ed., op.cit., pp. 188 - 189.
40 wi11iams, op,cit., pp. 180 - 181,
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the justice of the Zionist cause and, therefore, supported
morally and with funds the armed anti-British terrorism
which was growing in Palestine, on the ground that it was
a legitimate fight for freedom., Leading American papers
carried advertisements for the Zionist terrorist organiz-
ations, and the funds raised were all tax-free., The
British Government and public felt deep indignation at
this Americen attitude,*t

On 1 May the British Prime Minister, commenting
on the report of the Anglo-American Committee, made clear
that "the Report must be considered as a whole in all its
implications." He then expressly mentioned the United
States, directly bringing into question her readiness "to
share the resulting additional military and financial
responsibilities," and postualated some basic conditions
for the acceptance of the report.42 But Truman had gone
as far as he could in his support of Zionist demands. He
himself later admitted that "while there was much clamour
in the United States that something be done, the country
was neither disposed nor prepared to assume risks and

obligations that might require us to use military force."43

41 1pis British attitude is perticulerly noticeable
in the Parliamentary debetes on Palestine throughout
1946 and 1947.

42 41 ong these conditions was the disbending of all
"illegal armies" in Palestine, (Hansard, op.cit., v. 422,
Col. 197)

3 Prumen, op,eit., v. II, p. 149.
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This paradoxicsl American attitude merely served to increase
general British irritation and arouse the bitterness of the
men directly involved — Mr, Bevin, the Foreign Secretary.
By June, Bevin was so bitter about the American attitude
thet he publicly attributed, at his Party's annual confer-
ence, American pressure for large-scale Jewish immigration
to Palestine, to the Americans' unwillingness to admit

Jews into their own country.44
The Anglo-American controversy and polemical

exchanges had gone quite far when the two Governments
undertook their last joint attempt to adjust their policies
to one another in the summer of 1946, Truman had reluc-
tantly agreed that experts from the two countries should
meet to study the practical implications of the Anglo-
American Committee's report and how the two Governments
could coordinate their policies to meet the concrete require-
ments involved. The two delegations met, and the outcome
of this attempt was the Grady - Morrison plan, which was
drawn up jointly by American and British Cabinet members
and which provided for the cantomization of Palestine under
some form of trusteeship.45 Neither the Arabs nor the
7zionists welcomed the new plan., Truman invited the six

American members of the Anglo-American Committee to present

44 gee: Kirk, op.eit., p. 189.

45 Hansard, Parliamentaré Debates, House of Commons,
Fifth serie" v. '] 0 E. - .
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their views on the plan; they rejected it46 and Truman,

to the "great disappointment" of the British Government,

as Prime Minister Attlee put it,*! abandoned the plan.
Britain had now to proceed alone in its effort

to bring about an Arab-Zionist medus vivendi on the basis

of the Grady - Morrison proposal or any other plen accept-
able to both parties. In September she invited for con-
sultation in London the représentatives of the Arabs and
Zionists. The Zionist spokesmen held firmly to their new
formula of "a viable Jewish State in an adequate area of
Palestine."48 The Arabs, on the other hand, rejected
"any scheme for partition" or "continuous immigration.“49
The discussions came to a deadlock, Lord Attlee's bio-
grapher, Francis Williams, attributes the failure of the
London telks to the Americans who, he claims, supported
any intransigent attitude taken by the Zionists, He goes
on to say that "when proposals emerged from these discus-
gions which seemed to Bevin to open the way to a possible

settlement, they were at once repudiated by the American

Zionists. And the American Zionists were in control. No

46 See the account of one of these six members,
James G, McDonal, of the story: My Mission in Israel,
1948-51 (London, 1951).

4T wi11iems, op.cit., p. 200.

48 girk, op.cit., p. 227.

439 See interview with correspondent of The Times,
5 Feb., 1947. p. 4.
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voices counted but theirs."so Nor were the London talks
helped by President Truman's statement of 4 October in
which, apparently under the pressure of strong electoral

L e again urged mess immigration into

considerations,
Palestine and endorsed the new Zionist line of "a viable
Jewish State,"52 thus commiting his country to the
partition of Palestine,

Zionist terrorism in Palestine had, in the mean-
time, redoubled,’3 It was now not only the "extremist"
Irgun Zvei Leumi and the Stern Group that were conducting
the campaign, but also, as an authoritative document by
the British Government affirmed,54 the Haganah and the
Palmach -— the official military organizations of the
Jewish Agency. This caused much irritation for the British

Government who had, immediately after the publication of

the Anglo-Americen Committee report, declared that the

50 williams, op.cit., pp. 200-201. The militant
wing, considerably influenced by the American Zionists,
in fact gained control of the Zionist Movement in the

December Congress. See: Trevor, Daphme, Under the White
Paper (Jerusalem, 1948), pp. 293-294; ~also Hurewitz,
op.cit., pp. 267-269.

51 See below, Chapter VII.

52 See: Hurewitz, op.cit., pp. 264-265; also Hansard,
op.oit., V. 433, Cols. T906=8. -

23 Begin, op.cit., p. 319.

54 0olonial Office, Palestine: Statement of Inform-
ation Relating to acts of Violence, Presented to Paerlia-
ment by the Secretary ol State for the colonies by
Commend of His Majesty, July 1946, London, (Cmd. 6873).
The Leader of the Irgun Zvei Leumi, Menachem Begin,

described this document as one "in which shere were
scarcely any distortions." (Begin, op.ecit., p. 185).
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disbanding of these military organizations was a pre-
requisite for any general settlement of the problem,55
but had received no American support in +that policy.
President Truman's October statement only gave moral
backing to the Zionist position.

By February 1947, Britain had exhsusted all her
efforts, in vain, to bring about an agreement between
Arabs and Zionists and to achieve a realistic coordi-
nation of policy with the American Government.

Meanwhile, the international scene was witnes-
sing an increasingly widening rift between the West and
the Soviet Union, characterized by propaganda wer and
mutual policies of pressure and counter-pressure, The
United States was now taking over from Britain, on var-
ious Western fronts, the responsibilities of Western

leadership and the task of isolating the Soviet Union,
Hence, the Palestine problem had become at that stage,

in the expressive words of Professor Hurewitz, "an Arab-

Zionist contest within an Anglo-American controversy sbout

to be drawn into the Soviet-American 'corld war'."56

On 14 February, Foreign Secretary Bevin announced

that His Majesty's Government was referring the Palestine

problem to the United Nations,

55 See above, footnotéd Ne 42,
56 Hurewitz, op.cit., p. 301.



CHAPTER II

UNSCOP AND ITS REPCORT

The British Government, on 2 April 1947, formelly
requested the United Nations Secretary-Genersl to summon a
special session of the General Assembly "as soon as pos-
sible," The item she proposed for discussion wes the
constitution and instruction of a special committee to
prepare for the consideration of the question of Palestine
at the second regular session of the Assembly.l On 21 and
22 April, the five Arab state members of the United Nations
— Iraq, Syria, Egypt, Lebanon and Saudi Arabia — requested
from the Secretary-General the inclusion of the following
additional item in the agenda of the special session of the
General Assembly: "The termination of the mandate over Pales-
tine and the declaration of its independence."2

But when the first specisl session of the Assembly
was opened on 28 April, only the item proposed by the United
Kingdom was on its agenda, The item submitted by the Arab
States had been rejected by the Genersl (Steering) Commit-—
tee,3 and it was now for the General Assembly itself to

1 United Nations, Official Records of the First Special
Session of the General Assembly, v. I, Plenary Meetings,
p. vii,

2 1144., pp. 183 - 186.

3 Ivid., Annex 9, pp. 194 - 195.
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decide whether to abide by the suggestion of the General
Committee or not. The Arab representatives opposed the
recommendstion of the General Committee which provided that
the General Assembly place on its agenda and refer for
consideration to the First Committee (the Committee on
Political and Security Questions) +the item proposed by
the British Government. This Arab opposition was based on
the claim that what had to be discussed was the recognition
of the independence of Palestine, and not the formetion of
a specisl committee to report more than four months later.
During that procedural debate came the first Arab
reference to the United States policy. The Iraqi delegate,
Mr. Fadhil Jamali, commenting on the general situation in
Palestine, said: "I assure you that every new influx of
immigration |into Palestine|is more petrol added to the
fire, I address this to my American friends. They should
know that those who preach more immigration into Palestine
are adding more petrol to the fire."4 Obviously, this was
an Arab reply to President Truman's statements, as well as
those of other important American politicians, which urged
thée admittance into Palestine of 100,000 Jewish refugees.
It was an indication of the strong irritation the Arabs felt

then at these statements and at the pressure +the American

4 1via,, p. 21.
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Government was putting on Britain to relax its restrictions
on Jewish immigration into Palestine.5

When the item proposed to be placed on the agenda
by the Arab States was later put to the vote, it was de-
feated. The United States voted against it; the Soviet Union
voted for it. Thus the Assembly adopted only the item sub-
mitted by the United Kingdom providing for the setting up
and instruction of a special committee on Palestine.

The Soviet support of the proposal for the
termination of the British mandate wes understandable. The
Soviet Union, in its increasingly deteriorating relations
with the West and its general offensive against Western
influence in the Middle East and elsewhere, naturally
wanted the British out of Palestine, Purthermore, in its
proclaimed role as the champion of nationel independence
and the struggle ageinst imperialism, the Soviet Union was
expected to take such a stand as it did with regard to the
Arab proposal for independence.

On 3 May, the Polish delegate proposed the
invitation of the Jewish Agency to appear before the
plenary meetings of the General Assembly end present its
views on the composition and terms of reference of the

6

envisaged committee. The Soviet representative strongly

> See above, Chapter I.

6 United Nations, Offiecial Records of the First Special
Session of the General Assembly, v. I, Plenary MNeetings,
pp. 70 - T1.
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supported the Polish proposal.7 The American delegate,
however, took the position that non-governmental organ-
izations should only be heared Dbefore committees, and,
although favorable to the idea of hearing the Jewish
Agency, suggested that it be hearYd before the Political
Committee rather than the Assembly in its plenary meet-
ings.8 The long discussion which followed was only
settled by a vote in which the Polish proposal was
defeated and the United States view upheld.

Another propossl was then put to the vote., It
provided for the invitation of the Jewish Agency before
the First Committee and the sending to that Committee,
for ite decision, communications from other representatives
of the Palestinian population. Opposed by the Arabs, who
objected to its descriminatory attitude in <favor of the
Jewish Agency, but supported by the United States, the
resolution was eventually adopted by the Assembly.

During the discussion in the Assembly, an event of
some significance occured, "A group of American Liberals,"
as the London Times put it, circulated on 5 May among the
members of the Assembly a proposal for the solution of the
Palestine problem., The proposal provided for the reinclusion

of Transjordan in the territory under the Mendate, and the

7 1via,, pp. 78 - 82.
8 1via., pp. T - 75
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partition of Palestine and Transjordan into Jewish and Arab
States under the temporary authority of the U.N., as well
as the deployment of an international police for the
preservation of security. 250,000 Jews would be immed-
iately admitted.g This was one of the earlier signs that
the idea of the partition of Palestine had been introduced
in the lobbies of the United Nations.

Now meeting as the First (Political) Committee,
the General Assembly, under the Chairmenship of Mr.
Pearson of Canada, began considering the terms of reference
and composition of the proposed committee, and opened by
discussing the possibility of representation for the Arabs
of Palestine., Accepting the testimony of the British
representative thet the Arab Higher Committee was the main
representative body of the Palestine Arabs, the First
Committee, with American approval, granted a hearing to
the Arab Higher Committee.lo The Arabs, however, continued
to protest that the invitation of the Jewish Agency by the
General Assembly in its plenary session was a legel
discrimination prejudicial to the status of the Arab
Higher Committee. When the Indian representative proposed

that & plenary meeting of the Assembly be immediately held

9 The Times, 6 May 1947, p. 4.

10 United Nations, Official Records of the First
Special Session of the General Assembly, v. III, Main
Committees, First Committee, pp. 30 - 76.
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to extend an invitation to the Arab Higher Committee, the
United States did not object, and the proposal wes adopted
by the First Committee. Nor did the representative of the
United States oppose in the Assembly the invitation of the
Arab Higher Committee before the First Committee, when a
draft solution to that effect was introduced and ultimately
adopted.

From the very beginning of the discussion in the
First Committee, the United States submitted a draft resol-
ution defining the terms of reference of the proposed
committee of inquiry and its composition, The terms of
reference suggested by the Americen delegate were broad
and elastic, and the list of membership excluded the five
permanent members.l1 The list included: Canada, Iren,
Czechoslovakia,12 ﬂetherlands, Peru, Sweden and Uruguay.
The American delegate, Mr, Austin, was primarily interested
in defending the idea of excluding from membership in the
inquiry committee the big five who, he said, had "special
interests involved."l3

The Soviet Union and other Communist countries, on
the other hand, were of the opinion that the five permanent

members ought to be on the committee, and they defended this

11 1pia,, p. 367. See also Document A/C. 1/151.
12 Czechoslovakia had not yet became a communist state,

13 ynited Nations, Officiel Records of the First
Special Session of the General Assembly, v. III, Main
Committees, First Committee, p. 81.
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position vigorously. When asked about his Government's
opinion on the point, the British representative answered
that his Government "would find itself, if it were a
member of that committee, at times on the witness stand,
and then a moment or two later it would resume its seat
among the members of the jury.“l4 The American delegate
hastened to associate himself with the British position,
introducing the formula of "all or none", thereby making
it impossible to any permanent member to be represented in
the committee if any other permanent member was unwilling
to be itself represented., Uir. Austin then reiterated that
"the United States adheres to the idea of a special commit-
tee which excludes the permanent members."l5
Dr. Jorge Garcia - Granados, Guatemala's represent-
ative during that session and after, wrote later in his book
that the objective of the Americen tactic in the DPolitical
Committee was "to forstall"the Soviet block from presenting
its own list of membership in the inquiry committee, which
was known to include the permanent members, The United
States, Dr. Garcia - Granados also wrote, wanted to keep
the Soviet Union out of the Middle East, and feared that
Soviet membership in the special committee might serve the

Soviet design of entering into the area.ls With the

14 1pia,, p. 131.
15 Ivia., pp. 132 - 133.

16 Garcia - Granados, Jorge, The Birth of Israel: The
Drame as I saw it (New York, 1949), pp. > - O.
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international situation of growing bipolarity and tension
in the background, Dr, Garcie - Granados' explanation of
Auerican behavior appears logicel. The "cold war" had its
implications in the Palestine situation. -

While the debate was continuing in the United
Nations, the United States Secretary of State made a
statement of some significance on the Palestine poliey.

On 7 May, Mr,., Marshall said that his Government had not
changed its view — contained in various Presidential
statements the year before — on Palestine, but "was not
pressing these views" in the General Assembly.17 Of course
the Presidential statements referred to by lMr. Marshall
were all to the effeet that 100,000 Jews should be immed-
iately admitted into Palestine, The President's statement
of 4 October 1946, had, in fact, gone as far as endorsing
the Zionist demand for a "viable Jewish State," thereby
committing in principle the United States to the policy of
partition.l8

The British delegate, Sir Alexander Cadogan, made
on 9 May his first major statement at the special session,
defining the officiel position of his Government with
regard to the whole issue of Palestine and the United
Nations., Sir Alexander emphasized that although his

17T tpe Times, 8 May 1947, p. 3.

18 See above, p. 22,
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Government would respect any decision by the Assembly,
"we should not have the sole responsibility for enforcing
s solution which is not accepted by both parties [i.e. the
Arabs and the Zionisté] and which we cannot reconcile with
our conscience.“19 Following thet statement by Sir Alexan-
der Cadogan, the British Government consistently reiterated
thet same position throughout the different stages of
development of the Palestine problem in the United Nations
until the termination of the liandate and the final with-
drawal of British forces from Palestine, This British
attitude immediately brought to the forefront the problem
of the enforcement of any decision on Palestine that the
General Assembly might take, and become 2 major consider-
ation in the calculations of the American policy - mekers
with regard to Palestine, At one time, that position
earned the British Government bitter criticism by an
influential sector of the American press and by meny
American politicians.zo
The discussion on the composition of the inguiry
committee was temporarily suspended, and the First Commit-

tee focused its attention on its terms of reference. The

19 ynited Nations, Official Records of the First
Special Session of the General Assembly, V. III, liain
Committees, First Committee, p. 184.

20 mnis conflict between the American end the British
policies on implementation came into the open during the
debate on partition. ( See below, pp. 56 - 59, 60.)
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main difference in the Committee now cr?stallized around
the point of whethee to insert or leave out an explicit
reference to the independence of Palestine as an ul timate
aim of the future recommendations of the inguiry commit-
tee, The Arab States, this time backed by the Soviet
Union, insisted upon the insertion of "independence" in
the terms of reference, The United States opposed that
on the ground that the mentioning of "independence" in
the directives of the proposed committee would be "a
preju%:uent" of the issue. For, said the American delegate
frankly, "the Jewish representatives are proponents of the
Zionist State," and eny committment, in advance, in favor
of the early independence of Palestine would have been
incompatible with this Zionist asPiration.zl
The debate on this point dragged on for some time,
The American representative held strongly to his position
while several proposals and compromise amendments were
being presented by other members., Finally, he moved
slightly from his position to propose the following item
to be added to the terms of reference: "The special commit-
tee, in studying the future government of Palestine, shall
give full consideration to guarantees of the rights neces-

sary to the peace and independence of its peoples.“?? But

21 y,itea Nations, Official Records of the TFirst
Special Session of the General Assembly, v, III, Main
Committees, TFirst Committee, pp. 202 - 205.

22 1pia,, p. 288.
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this American proposal only served to provoke a strong
attack from the Arab representatives who recognized in
the use of the term "peoples" a partitionist hint. The
Syrian delegate, lir, Faris El-Khoury, went as far as %o
deseribe the American proposal as "the worst" of all the
proposals hitherto submitted.23

The finel outcome of this long debate was the
deletion of any reference to "independence" from the terms
of reference. The majority of the kiembers, who followed
the American lead, outvoted the Arab States and the Soviet
block.

The attitude of the Soviet Union on this question
of including or leaving out the reference to the independ-
ence of Palestine was, clearly, a logical continuation of
its attitude in the General Assembly during the debate on
the agenda, prompted now as then by the same motives.

The discussion on the composition of the special
committee wes now revived, The earlier difference between
the United States and the Soviet Union on whether to
exclude or include the permanent members in the membership
of the committee came again into sharp focus., Both held
firmly to their respective positions; and when the vote
was finally taken, it was only by the narrow majority of
two votes that the American view prevailed over that of

23 1pia., p. 290.
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the Soviet Union. The Soviet delegate, lir, Gromyko,
questioned the moral weight of the vote and even 1its
legal validity, but the Chairman ruled ageinst the Soviet
objections.24

By that time the American representative must have
had some ressons to digress from the substentive discussion
to declare that his Government was not "coercing" and
"unduly influencing the trend of decision" in the Commit-
tee.25 In any case, however, the final composition of
the committee of inquiry was only an enlargement of the
original American list — an enlargement to which the
United States representative, again, actively contributed?6
To the original American list of seven were now added,
presumably on a geographical basis: Guatemala, India,
Austrelia and Yugoslavia,

The Political Committee wes adjourned on 13 May,
and on the next dey its report and recommendations were
submitted to the General Assembly in its plenary session.
For two days the Assembly considered the composition and
terms of reference of UNSCOP (the United Nations Speecial
Committee on Palestine). During that discussion the

Soviet Union revealed its tentative stand on the substance

2% 1via,, pp. 345 - 347.
25 Ipid., p. 348.
26 1pia,, pp. 341 - 357.
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of the Palestine problem. The Soviet representative
expressed his Government's sympathy with "the aspiration

of the Jews to establish their own State."27 He, however,
gave priority in the attempt for finding a solution %o

the Palestine problem to "the establishment of an independ-
ent, dusl, democratic, homogeneous Arab-Jewish State." Nr.
Gromyko then added that "if this plan proved impossible to
implement... then it would be necessary to consider the
gecond which ... provides for the partition of Palestine
into two independent autonomous States, one Jewish and one

28 The American delegate did not mention partition.

Arab."
Throughout the special session the Arab spokesmen
reiterated their arguments against the cleims of Zionism
and against the continuation of the mandate over Palestine,
and they advocated an independent Arab Palestine with full
guarantees to all minorities. They made it clear thet any
departure on the part of the United Nations from that line
of action would have to be enforced against the will of
the Arabs of Palestine, and they "reserved the right" of
their Governments with regard to their "future attitude,"2?

When the final Motes were taken in the Assembly on the

27 ynited Nations, Official Records of the First
Special Session of the General Assembly, V. I, Flenary
Meetings, p. 132.

28 1pia,, p. 134.

= Ibid., pp. 127, 135, 145, 157, 158,
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composition and directives of UNSCOP, the Arab represent-
atives, as well as the Communist delegates, consistently
voted against or abstained. The American delegate, who
had played the major role in directing the course of
action in the Political Committee, naturally endorsed

in the Assembly the recommendstions of the First Commit-
tee.3o The recommendations of the Committee were all
endorsed by the General Assembly.

So the Palestine guestion was now left in the hands
of UNSCOP — a committee of non-permanent members invested
with " the widest powers to ascertain and record facts, and
to investigate all gquestions and issues relevent to the
problem of Palestine," Although the "relevent" issues were
not specified in the terms of reference, the Zionists felt
confident thet the problem of European refugees was one of
them. A report on this question in the London Times, on
14 May, stated that "the Jewish Agency have had a partial
success in their efforts to include the problem of European
Jewry among the relevent issues, There is no specific
mention of it in the terms of reference, but the thought
in the minds of many delegations which supported the giving
of the committee permission to hold investigations where
it pleased was thet they ought to visit displaced person's

campa.“3l The Arab position, of course, had consistently

30 1via,, pp. 174 - 177.

31 P. 4.
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been opposed to any linking of the Palestine problem to
the problem of Jewish D,P.s.

UNSCOP was instructed to record its findings and
recommendations and report to the General Assembly not
later than 1 September 1947,

When UNSCOP embarked on its momentous task, it
had become obvious that it could not be totally detached
from the influence of some concrete considerations in
the situation. The two major powers of the world, the
United States and the Soviet Union, whose active
subgscription to the enforcement of the prospective
solution could hardly be minimized as a decisive element
in the success of that solution, had already favored, in
one form or another, the partition of Palestine, The
Soviet Union's reservation that partition should be
regorted to only after it had become evident that the
demands of the Arabs and the Zionists could not be
reconciled, was more theoretical than actuasl, because
the demands of the two communities were clearly irreconcil-
able., The United States had declared its sympathy with
the Zionist aspiration for a Jewish State in Palestine in
the President's statement of 4 October 1946, The large
section of the American publie which was not indifferent
to international affairs was sympathetic to Zionist
aspirations, and en influential sector of it actively

supported these aspirations, The influence of this latter
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group was demonstrated by the remarkable success of Zionist
fund-raising in the United States which often expressly
defined its aim as the aid of the Zionist terrorist organ-
izations in their gurrilla wer against the British Admini-
stration in Palestine.32 These Zionist funds were all
tax§-free, Americen papers were mobilized to advertize
appeals on their behalf,3>

This atmosphere in which UNSCOP was born was bound
to influence its approach and judgment. As the Arabs
wdehed with nervous apprehension the birth and the progress
of UNSCOP's activity, Zionist circles showed more optimism
and confidence in the prospective recommendations of the
special committee, The London Times wrote on 15 May:
"The decisions taken at Lake Success have been received
with restrained satisfaction by the Jews in Palestine, and
with more or less unrestrained dissatisfection by the Arabs."
It continued thet "the impression has taken hold among both
Jews and Arabs that the pointer hes again swung round to
partition, and the majority of Jews are pleased, while the
Arabs are not."34

32 g0, Lilienthel, Alfred M., Whet Price Israel
(Chicdgo, 1953), pp. 102 - 108,

: Significantly, on 15 May - the first day in the life
of UNSCOP - the New York Herald Tribupe carried a full-page
advertizement signed by the play-right Ben Hecht, on behelf
of the American Lezgue for Free Palestine, appealing to the
American people for funds to equip the Zionist anti-British
organizations in Palestine, The General Assembly, with
American concurrence, had appeeled the day before to all
groups in Palestine to refrain from the use of violence
pending the outcome of UNSCOP's investigation,

4 p. 4.
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In anticipation of the arrival of UNSCOP in Pales-
tine, Jamal Husseini, Vice - President of the Arab Higher
Committes, gave on 20 Mey a statement to the Times'
correspondent in which he said: "The fact-finding commit-
tee is composed of representatives of small nations which,
unlike the great Powers, have no direct interest in the
fate of Palestine, but which are susceptible to Jewish
pressure, especially financial, from the United States or
in their countries, If = solution contrary to the
principles of democracy is forced on Palestine then
British forebodings of strong Arab reaction will come
true."35 Later, the Arab Higher Committee, convinced
that the future recommendations of UNSCOP would inevitably
substantiate the fears voiced by Mr. Husseini, decided to
boycot UNSCOP,

The Jewish Agency, on the other hand, was more
cooperative, although Zionist terrorism, as J.C., Hurewitz
puts it, "thrived as never before."36 While UNSCOP was
actively conducting its investigations and collecting its
data, the hide-and-seek game between the Mandatory
authorities and the Zionist terrorist organizations,

aided by the Haganah,37 was culminating violently. A

35 e Times, 21 May 1947, p. 3.
36 op.cit., p. 290,
37 gee above, p. 22,
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few executions took place, but they were promptly retal-
iated against by the Zionist\ terrorists. Illegel
immigration into Palestine had its most dramatic manifest-
ation in the much-publicized story of the ship Exodus 1947,
which arrived in Haife harbor (perhaps deliberately) while
UNSCOP was still in Palestine, and was returned by the

Mandatory authorities.38

UNSCOP finished up its investigation in Palesg-
tine, met the representatives of the Arab States in Beirut
and then left for Geneva on 27 July. It there, signifi-
cantly, decided to send a sub-committee to investigate the
Jewish D,P. camps in Burope. On 31 August, UNSCOP had its
report ready for the Genersl Assembly.

The report analyzed the problem of Palestine
and reviewed the verious attempts made previously at
solving it., It stated thet the Committee approved
unanimously several principles, among them: that the
Mandate for Palestine should be terminated and independence
granted at the earliest practicable date; that the economic
unity of Palestine should be preserved; that the political
system of the new state or states should be democrsatic,
that the sacred character of the Holy Places should be
preserved and adequately guaranteed; and that the = General

Assembly should immediately meke an international

38 Seeé: Wilson, Major R.D., Cordon and Search (Hamp-
shire, 1949), pp. 134-139; also Murewitz, Op.Cit.,
pp. 291 - 292.
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arrangement by which the problem of Jewish D.P.s in Europe
is effectively dezlt with., The Committee could not, how-
ever, unanimously approve the principle that "it be
accepted as incontrovertile that any solution for Pasles-
tine cannot be considered as a solution of the Jewish
problem in general."

The report then stated that the members of the
Committee were divided in their view of the proposed
solution into two groups, the majority (the representatives
of Canada, Czechoslovakia, Guatemala, Netherlands, Peru,
Sweden and Uruguay) recommending partition and the minority
(the representatives of Iran, Indis and Yugoslavia) recom-
mending a federal state. The representative of Austrelia
abstained.

The majority plan proposed the partition of
Palestine into two independent Arab and Jewish states, which
would be economically united, and an international zone for
the city of Jerusalem administered by the Trusteeship
Council, The plan proposed the abrogation of the 1939
White Paper regulations for immigration and land purchases,
and the admittance of 150,000 Jewish immigrants into the
borders of the Jewish State during the proposed two-year
transitional period under the Mandatory and afterwards.
Economic unity between the two States was to involve the
permanent supervision of the United Nations. The boundaries

of the two envisaged States were defined in the report,
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The minority report proposed that a federal State
of Palestine be created following a transitional period
not exceeding three years during which responsibility for

administering Palestine would be vested in the United

Nations. The two constituent states of the proposed federal

State would enjoy local autonomy, and the central govern-
ment would direct foreign relations, national defence and
immigration. The legislative body would be bicameral,
with proportional representation in one house and egqual
representation in the other.39
The reaction of both the Arabs and the Zionist to
the recommendations of UNSCOP was immediate. UNSCOP's
report was published in the evening of 31 August, and the
Palestinian Arab Higher Executive announced its rejection
of the two plans recommended the following day.40 The Arab
press had been consistently rejecting pertition since the
beginning of the year, and had referred meny times, during
the investigations of UNSCOP, to the prospect of a part-
ition recommendation by the Committee, On the same day on
which the Arasb Higher Committee rejected UNSCOP's report,
Mrs. Meyerson, representing the Jewish Agency, expressed
implicit acceptance of the majority report and discussed

gsome of its details.‘l On the following day, the London

3]ggijnited Nations, Official Records of the Second
Session of the General Assembly, Supplement N° 11,
United Nations Special Committee on Palestine, Report
to the General Assembly,

40 gee: The Times, 2 Sept. 1947, bD. 4.
1 eSS
41 1pid,
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Times correspondent wrote: "The powerful Jewish lobby
in the United States is certainly well pleased with
the principles, if not with all the details, of the
majority report." He +then said: "lMost Jews now express
satisfaction."42

For some time, the American Government remained

silent.




CHAPTER III
PARTITION

The second session of the General Assembly was
opened on 16 September 1947, and lr, Aranha (of Brazil)
was elected President. The general debate was opened
on the 17th, when several representatives gave general
speeches on the international situation, Among these
speakers was George lMarshall, Secretery of State of the
United States, who made in the course of his general
statement a specific reference to the Palestine guestion.
Marshall expressed the intention of his government to do
2ll in its power, at that session of the General Assembly,
"in finding a solution" for that problem, He "highly com-
mended" the efforts of UNSCOP, then added: "we realize that
whatever the solution recommended by the General Assembly,
1t cannot be ideally satisfactory to either of +the two
great peoples primarily concerned., While the final
decision of this Assembly must properly await the detailed
consideration of the report, the Government of +the United
States gives great weight not only to the recommendations
which have met with the unanimous approval of the Speciel
Committee, but also to those which have been approved by
the majority of that Committee,"t

1 United Nations, Officisl Records of the Second
Session of the General Assembly, Plenary Meetings, v. I,
16 September - 13 November 1947, p. 21,
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In their general spesches, the representatives
of the five Arab member States devoted primary concern
to the Palestine problem, and four of them specifically
criticized Mr. Marshall's statement, Nuri As-Said of
Irag, on 18 September, referred to lMr, Marshall's
statement, warning against commitment prior +to a
detailed discussion of the problem., He also implied
that UNSCOP had been influenced by Zionist propaganda
and by Zionist intimidetion of all non-Zionist voices.2
The Lebanese delegate, Camille Chamoun, contrested the
Auerican support of the territorial integrity and
independence of Greece and Korea with the Ameeican
tentative endorsement of UNSCOP's mejority plan which
amounted, according to Mr, Chamoun, "purely and simply
to the mutilation of ... Palestine," Ur, Chamoun also
denounced the activities of sowe nationals of the United
States fvhich he did not mention by name) "who are
encouraging illegel immigration on & large scale" - zan
act which Chamoun described as hostile to the Arasbs and
to Palestine.3

When the Egyptian delegate took the floor, he
only made a brief criticism of UNSCOP's mejority plan,?

leaving the task of elaboration to his more militant

2 Ipia,, pp. 108 - 110.
3 Ivia,, pp. 166 - 167.
4 1pia,, p. 180,

e . . o i
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Syrian colleague, Faris El-Khouri., Iir, el-Khouri dwelled
at somwe length on the Palestine problem, using lr, Marsh-
all's statement as his starting point., After a more or
legs detailed eriticlism of UNSCOP's majority report, he
turned again to the United States, "whose money finances
the widesprezd Zionist propaganda and their terroristic
underground activities." He concluded by saying that "it
requires a great asmount of tolerance and hypocritical
courtesy to refrain fror denouncing" such an attitude as
that of the United States in that respeot.5 Prince Faisal
Al-Saud, of Saudi Arabia, expressed his hope that the
members of the Assembly "will have the courage not to be
influenced by the words of General Marshall."6
When, on 23 September, the recommendation of the
General Coumittee for the establishment of an Ad Hoc
committee on Palestine was brought up in the General
Assenbly, two Arab spokesmen opposed the recommendation.
This Arab opposition to the procedure recommended by the
Generasl Committee, forshadowed some later developments
with which American policy was closely associate, The Arab
representatives seem to have been all the time strongly
apprehensive of the prospect of externsl pressure, applied

inside the United Nations, to the detriment of their cause.

5 Ibid., pp. 198 - 203,
6 Ibid., pp. 248 - 249,
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So, supporting his colleague Dr. Fadhil Jamali - who had
opposed the establishuent of an Ad Hoc coumwittee on Pales-
tine and proposed the consideration of the Pelestine
question in the Political Committee | - Dr, Charles Malik
of Lebanon said: "I want to state frankly another consider-
ation which worries us; that is, that if you set aside a
special committee to consider this problem, we feel that
it is more possible to have certzin pressure groups exert
their influence to the maximuwm upon such a special commit-
tee than if the question were dealt with by the Political
Committee which would, at the same time, bhe examining all

8 But, notwithstanding

the other important gquestions.”
Arab opposition, the General Assembly set up on the same
day an Ad Hoc committee on Palestine, composed of &ll
menbers of the Assembly, which started its work two days
later.g
The Ad Hoc Committee had on its agenda the follow-

ing items:

1l - Question of Palestine: item proposed by the United
Kingdom,

2 - Report of the United Nations Special Committee on

Palestine,

T Ibid,, pp. 272 - 273.

8 Ivia., p. 274.
9 Ivid., p. 275.

g
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3 - Termination of the lMandate over Palestine and
recognition of its independence as one State : Item
proposed by Saudi Arabiz and by Iraq.

At the suggestion of the Chairmen (Dr. Evatt,
Australia's Minister of Foreign Affairs), the Committee
invited the Arsb Higher Committee and the Jewish Agency
to be present during the deliberations of the Committee.
On 26 September, the deliberations were opened by a
statement by Mr, Greech-Jones, the British Secretary of
State for Colonial Affairs., Mlr. Greech-Jones expressed
his Government's support of UNSCOP's recommendations with
regard to the termination of the Mandate and Palestine's
independence., He, however, drew a distinetion, in con-
nection with the problem of implementing a United Nations
resolution, between "accepting a recommendation, in the
sense of not impeding its execution by others, and accept-
ing responsibility for carrying it out by means of a
British Administration and British forces." The British
Government, he said, was willing to cooperate with the
United Nations, and was ready to implement any plens on
which both Arabs and Jews agreed. Yet, if the Assembly
were to recommend a plen not acceptable to both Arabs and
Jews, the United Kingdom would not implement it. . To
indicate good faith, however, Mr, Greech-Jones announced
the determination of his Government to withdraw from

Palestine if no early settlement was found by the General
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Assembly.lo

Mr, Greech-Jones' statement, the main burden of
which was a reiteration of Sir Alexander Cadogan's
statement at the special session (9 May), underlined
the seriousness of the problem of implementation. which
the United Kingdom was only complicating by its attitude.
The Zionists, whose hopes had been raised at UNSCOP's
majority recommendations and at the American tentative
acceptance thereof, felt the pain of the setback caused
by Mr. Greech-Jones' statement. In Palestine, Mr, Ben-
Gurion addressed his Jerusalem Assembly on 2 October:

"It is all a question of effectuation, for both the
United Nations and ourselves. Perhaps the whole design
of Mr, Greech-Jones' statement was to stampede the United
Nations, and make the decision harder. Very well, let us
provide the catalyst... We, therefore, tell the world that
we will ourselves discharge it, that we are willing, fit
and ready to gather up the reins of government instant-
aneously." He continued: "No more protests and c¢lamour,
not another day of a vacuum in theory, jurisdiction and

ethics, We shall bear the grave responsibility oursalves."ll

10 United Nations, Official RecP#ds of the Second
Session of the General Assembly, Ad Hoc Committee on the
Palestinian Question, Summery Records of Meetings,

25 September - 25 November 1947, pp. 2 - 4,

11 Ben-Gurion, David, Rebirth and Destiny of Israel
(New York, 1954), pp. 215 = 216 and 217.
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These words heralded the launching of a vigorous Zionist
campaign, the diplomatic, political and propagendistic
aspects of which certainly influenced - to no small extent,
as later events were clearly to illustrate - the policy of
the United States on Palestine,

Following the British representative, the Ad Hoe
Committee listened to statements by the representatives
of the Arab Higher Committee and the Jewish Agency. The
Arab Higher Committee rejected both the majority and the
minority plans of UNSCOP, on the basis of the familiar
Arab arguments and positions and proposed a general plan
for a unitary independent state of Palestine. The Jewish
Agency, also on the basig of its traditional arguments,
rejected the minority plan but announced its acceptance,
subject to certain territorial and other modifications,
of UNSCOP's majority plan which provided for partition.l?

In the several meetings which followed, spokesmen
of several countries expressed their governments' views
on the Palestine question in general, From the very begin-
ning, the representative of Czechoslovakia voiced the
awareness of the Ad Hoc Committee that enforcement was the
major problem with which United Nations was expected to
grapple. The Arab representatives repeated their arguments

12 ynited Nations, Official Records of the Second
Session of the General Assembly, Ad Hoec Committee on the
Palestinian Question, Summary Records of Meetings,

25 September - 25 November 1947, pp. 5 = 19.
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against the contentions of Zionism and about Arab rights,
criticizing the report of UNSCOP. (They had, several days
before, won two additional spokesmen for their case - Yemen,
an Arab State, and Pakistan, a Moslem State - both of which
had been welcomed to membership in the United Nations by
Mr, larshall at a plenary meeting of the same session of
the General Assembly.)l3 Sir Mohammad Zafrullah Khan, of
Pakistan, strongly supported the Arsb position, and
eloquently constructed their case, The representatives of
Uruguay (Fabregat) and Guatemala (Garcia-Granados)
vigorously advanced the traditional arguments of the

Jewish Agency, and supported the basic thesis of the
mejority report.l4 The general feeling in the Committee,
as reflected in the speeches of the various spokesmen, was
no doubt opposed to the continuation of the Mandate over
Palestine, As Ben-Gurion put it, on the 2nd of October of
that year, "The liandate is to end, That is the common
denominator uniting majority end minority at Lake Success

and in Whitehall, wid

13 United Nations, Official Records of the Second
Session of the General Assembly, Plenary Meetings, v. I,
16 September - 13 November 1947, p. 313.

14 p1frea Lilienthel wrote that the arguments of
these two Latin Americen diplomats "were astonishingly
replete with Zionist philosophy, data and symbols." He
also wrote that the two diplomats "presented the straight
Jewish Agency line," Lilienthal added, in this connection
that "both Garcia-Granados and TFabregat have lectured
for Zionist groups, and in Isrsel today there are streets
having their names," (oEtcitE, pPP. 53, 57-58, 53). The
two diplomats, incidentally, had been members of UNSCOP.

3 Ben-Gurion, op.cit,, p. 212,
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As Garcia-Granados wrote in his book, most of the
Asien and European delegates were not happy about having
to vote for or against partition and be thus involved in

16 on 8 October, the

conflict with one of the parties.
Polish delegate gave a speech in the Committee which
indicated an inclination towards UNSCOP's majority report,
but no definite commitment was made, Then, on 11 October,
Mr. Herschel Johnson, the American delegate, announced his
Government's support of the "Majority plan ... which
prrovided for pertition and immigration." He introduced

some minor amendments and additions, such as more constit-
utional guarantees and few territorial modifications

(Jaffa, for example, was proposed to be included in the
Areb State)., Mr. Johnson emphasized his Government's
convietion thet the responsibility for the administration
of Palestine still rested with the Mandatory Power. He

made a brief reference to the guestion of implementation,
expressing his Government's willingness to participate in
any United Nations efforts to help the political settlement
through either contribution in the financial and economic
field, or in meeting the "problem of internal law and order"
during the trensitional period. For this latter purpose

Mr. Johnson suggested a "speeial constabulary or police

force recruited on a volunteer basis by the United Nations,"

16 opscit., p. 247.
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but he avoided the discussion of the possibility of
violence, asserting his belief that "the Charter would
be observed."l7
Two days later, the Soviet delegate, lr, Tsarapkin,
announced in the Ad Hoc Committes his Government's support
of partition, which "offered more hepe for realization"
than the "impracticable" minority plan. He, however,
pointed out the need for more "careful examination" of
the plan, and for some amendments.18
As soon as the Arab delegstes heard lir. Johnson's
gstatement in support of partition, they were provoked
into a strong campaign of criticism against the American
stand, They openly attributed the United States policy
on that issue to Zionist influence, snd Dr, Fadhil El-
Jamali of Irag even spoke of the "electoral season" in
the United States, and the "strength of the Jewish vote"
in that country.l9 Later on, after the Soviet delegate
announced his support of the majority plan, the policies

of the two Governments, the Soviet and the American, were

Jointly criticized by the Arab representatives,

17 United Nations, Official Records of the Second
Segsion of the Genersl Assembly, Ad Hoc Committee on the
Palestinian Question, Summary Records of lMeetings, 25
September - 25 November 1947, pp. 62 - 64,

18 rpia., p. 70.

19 Ibid., p. 101, The reference was, evidently, to
the impending Presidentisl elections of 1948, MNore will
be said about the influence of that elections in the
following chapters. 2
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The Zionists, on the other hend, were expecting
American support of partition but were not sure of Soviet
support. The American attitude had been expressed as far
back as Truman's October 1946 statewment, which had favored
partition, and had been again expressed in Mr. Marshell's
statement of 17 September 1947. But the Soviet position
had not been yet authoritatively stated. So the declara-
tion of Soviet support of partition now meant much to the
Zionists., It was, as a member of the Zionist delegation
later described it, "surprising, encouraging, and even
sensational news.“20

Before the closure of the generzl debate, MNr.
Greech-Jones made a statement in which he admitted that
his Government had failed to reconcile the two conflict-
ing communities in Pslestine, He criticized, for the
first time, the "connivance and assistance of some govern-
ments" in the acts of illegel immigration to Palestine
- evidently hinting at the United States primarily.21 He
reiterated his Government's position of declining the
responsibility for the enforcement of any United Nations
settlement which was not accepteble to both Arabs and

Zionists, "either alone or in & major role."??

20 Horowitz, David, State in the Making (New York,
195331 p. 239.

2l gee sbvove, pp, 38 - 39.

22 United Nations, Official Records of the Second
Session of the General Assembly, Ad Hoc Committee on the

Palestinian Question, Swmmary Records of Meetings, 25
September - 25 November 1947, pp. 96 - 98.
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Finally the Ad Hoc Committes, at the suggestion
of its Chairmen, set up three sub-committees: one to draw
up the details, and modify, the majority (partition) plen;
another one to draw up a detailed plan for a unitary state
of Palestine, along the lines suggested by the Arab spokes-
men; and the third to try to effect a reconciliation between
the Arabs and the Zionists, Sub-Committee I (for partition)
was composed of: Canada, Czechoslovakia, Guatemala, Poland,
South Africa, the United States, the Soviet Union, Uruguasy
and Venezuela. Sub-Committee II (for a unitary state) was
composed of the six Arab States, with Afghanistan, Pakistan
and Colombia, The third sub-comuittee was formed on a
personal basis,

In Sub-Committee I, the United States followed her
familiar tactic of keeping both itself and the Soviet Union
out of any controversial positions, such as the chairman-
ship of any of the working groups in the Sub-Committee, and
having other smeller states in those positions., It, how-
ever, joined with the Soviet Union (and Ceanada and Guate-
mala) in the membership of the working group on implement-
ation,?3 which wes clearly the crucisl problem of the
Sub-Committee. In fact the report of Sub-Committee I
expressly recorded that it was the problem of implement-
ation which was "the most difficult problem facing the
Sub-Committee, "2

23 Ibia., Annex 19, p. 244
24 1vid,, p. 245. |
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Garcia - Granados reports that as the idea came
up in the United Nations that the forces of the Big Five
might be used for enforcement, "the United States opposed
having Soviet troops in Palestine precisely as it had
opposed the idea of the Soviet Union being a member of
UNSCOP."2° Having been himself a mewber of Sub-Counitbes
I, Gercia - Granados asserts that the United States,
until after the setting up of the Sub-Committee, remained
convinced that Britain would consent to be the governing
authority in Pzlestine during the transitional period,
until the emergence of the two proposed states.26 Hence,
for quite a while, the representatives of the United
States and the Soviet Union could not agree in the Sub-
Committee on the implementing authority and on the length
of the transitional period. The Auerican delegate wanted
Britain to play a major role in implementation; the Rus-
sian delegate wanted her out of Palestine soon, with a
United Nations commission to supervise Jewish and Arab
militias keeping order in Palestine, Finally, on 10
November, a compromise was arrived at, providing for:
British withdrawal no late than 1 lay 1948; a transitional
period of two months under a United Nations commission

supervision; and the establishment, with the help of the

25 op.cit., p. 249
26 1p1a,, p. 251.
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United Nations Commission, of the Arab snd Jewish States
no later than 1 July 1948.27

But on 13 November, the British representative
attending the meetings of the Sub-Committee made a state-
ment which influenced the course of action in the Sub-
Committee. He reiterated his Government's position thet
she would not enforce a settlement either against the
Arabs or against the Jews, and added that his Government
would not obstruct the task of the United Nations Commis-
sion for implementation, But, when questioned in the
Sub-Committee about the details of his Government's
position, the British representative expressed no resdiness
to cooperate with the United Nations Commission in any wey
that would involve endorsement of a settlement unacceptable
to any of the conflieting communities in Palestine., This
attitude of ultimate non-cooperation with the implementing
United Nations authority was described leter by Sir loham-
mad Zafrullah Khan, the Pakistani delegate, as the main
problem that faced Sub-Committee I.28 Garcia - Grensdos
reports that this statemenf by the British delegate of 13
November, forced the members of the Sub-Committee back to
wérk, in order to modify their earlier plan in accordance

with the realities of the British position. He adds that

28 Zafrullah Khan, Sir Mohammad, Palestine in the
U.N.0. (Rarechi, 1948), p. 9.  —  —
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it was only then thet the Americans became convinced of
Britain's non-cooperative design.?g

In any case, the report of the Sub-Committee indi-
cates that the British statement in fact forced the Sub-
Committee into a reconsideration, but the members seem +o
have found no better position than an escapist one, 1In
the final report no reference was made to any prospective
constabulary force; all that was provided for was that in
the case of contingency, the matter would be placed in the
bosom of the Security Council.3o And there are good reasons
to believe, given the mood of the American policy - makers
and public opinion then, that the United States rlayed no
small role in this "plan" for implementation.

Sub-Committee II, which had been entrusted with the
task of drawing up a detailed plan for = unitary Palestine
state, finished its work3l more then a week before Sub-
Committee I. The Ad Hoc Committee had, therefore, to wait
until 19 November, to be able to consider the two reports
Jointly; and on thet same day the discussion of the two

reports officially commenced,

239 op.cit., pp. 254 - 256,

30 ynited Nations; Official Records of the Second
Session of the General Assembly, Ad Hoc Committee on the
Palestinian Question, Summary Records of Meetings, 25
September -~ 25 November 1947, pp. 245 - 247. For the
report of Sub-Committec I to the Ad Hoc Committee sgee
Annexes 19 and 19a, pp. 242 - 266,

31 See Annex 25, Ibid., pp. 270 - 303,
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As the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committes was open-
ing the general debate, he announced that the Sub-Committee
of reconciliation (which was composed of him, his Vice-
Chairman and the Rapporteur of the Ad Hoc Committee) had,
after exerting great efforts, come to the coneclusion that
there was "little prospect of success" in the field of
reconciliation.32

By 22 November the battle of partition in the
United Nations had finally ecrystallized. The wain picture
was now that of a tug-of-war in which the partitionists
and the anti-partitionists were vigorously involved, esach
rarty trying to gain as msny adherents as possible to its
cause, On that day, the representztive of the United
States wade a statement in the Ad Hoc Committee in which
he sald that "a wost difficult situation" hzd been created
by the uncooperative attitude of the British Government on
the question of implementation. He strongly advocated the
adoption of the pertition plan which hed been drawn up by
Sub-Committee I, though admitting its "unavoidable imper-
fections."33 Again, on the same day, the American delegate
repeated in another stetement his earlier assertions that
Britain's policy did not help matters. He again admitted
the fact that the plan was "fer from perfect", but urged

support for it.34

32 1pia., p. 146.
33 1via,, pp. 168 - 169.
34 Ivia., pp. 180 - 181.
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The Soviet Union slso supported the partition plan
with some enthusiesm; znd it wes now obvious that the lead-
ers of the two major Blocks were determined to have the plan
of Sub-Comuittee I adopted by the Ad Hoe Committee. When
the resolution submitted by Sub-Coumittee II (unitsry
Palestine state) was put to the vote on 24 November, both
the United States and the Soviet Union voted ageinst it,
end the resolution was defeated, Then, on 25 November, the
resolution submitted by Sub-Coumittee I (partition) was put
to the vote. With minor amenduents, the resolution was
adopted by the Ad Hoc Committes; both the United States
and the Soviet Union voted in its favor. The resolution
was opposed by 13 states and supported by 25, thus, although
carried in the Ad Hoc Committee, yet short of the two-thirds
najority necessary for its adoption by the General Assenbly,

The Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Palestine35
was introduced in the General Assembly on 26 November. On
that day the British delegate, Sir Alexander Cadogan,
expressed his regret thet no solution agreesble to both
Arabs and Jews had been found, and announced his Govern-
ment's intention to withdraw from Palestine by 1 August
1948, He added that the British Government would not

"obstruct the carrying out of any decision which the

33 See Annex 33 (Document A/516) in: United Nations,
Offieiel Records of the Second Session of the General
Assembly, Plenary Meetings, v, II, 13 November - 29
November 1947, pp. 1628 - 1637.
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General Assembly may take, but would not implement it if
it does not enjoy the endorsement of both Arabs and Jews.36
The American delegate, Mr, Johnson, passionately

advocated the adoption of the Ad Hoc Committee's plan for
partition, He said that his delegation thought the plan
was not "perfect in every detail", but that it offered "the
best practical present opportunity and possibility of
obtaining, in a future foreseeable to us now, a peaceful
settlement in Palestine." He defended the legal competence,
under the United Nations Charter, of the General Assembly
to adopt the resolution proposed, Then he said that al though
the boundaries between the envisaged Arab and Jewish States
had been clearly defined, he hoped that those boundaries
would be "as freely crossed as the boundaries which separate
the individual states within the United States, and as
friendly as the boundary which runs for three thousand miles
between Canada and the United States.," The American delegate
however, made no reference in his speech to enforcement or
the possibility of violence.37

Dr, Mahmoud Fawzi, the Egyptian delegate, spoke
right after the American delegate, He referred to the
pressure that had been put on members of the Ad Hoe Com-
mittee, in favor of partition, He did not mention, in
thet connection, the name of the United States but clearly

36 Ibid,, pp. 1323 - 1324.
37 1via,, pp. 1325 - 1327.
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meent it, He said: "We have been told ebout the situation
in which one of the great Powers finds itself, about the
predicament in which it thinks, or perhaps feels, that it
is entangled. We have been told concerning that great
Power, that being confronted with the imminence of a general
national election, its candidates seek the vote of a single
component state, and that vote depends on the Jewish elect-
orate of a single city.38 Thus is its poliey dictated with
regard to a Pelestine which is more than five thousand
miles away. n39
For obvious reasons, the atmosphere in the Assembly
was extremely tense and hectic. Back-stage maneuvers had
become no more discreet, and the battle for votes had
become blunt and rather too outspoken, Mr, Chamoun of
Lebanon, on that same day, went farther than his Egyptien
colleague in describing the "pressWre" and "maneuvers" to
which the members were subjected "during the last thirty
six hours." He referred to the "tyrannicel system of
tackling each delegation in hotel rooms, in bed in
corridors and ante-rooms, to threaten them with economic

sanctions or to bribe them with promises.," He also

38 The reference is evidently to the city of New York
in the State of New York, which was of great significance
in the calculations of the presidential candidates of the
1948 elections. (See below, Chepter VII, particularly

9 United Nations, Officiasl Records of the Second
Session of the General Assembly, Plenary Meetings, v. II,
13 November - 29 November 1947, 'pp. 1329 - 1330.
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mentioned, later, the name of the United States explicitly?o

When the Polish delegate took the floor of the
Assembly, he manifested no signs of Cold-War antagonism to
the United States., Instead, he paid tribute to "the friend-
ly cooperation"™ of the United States and the Soviet Union
in drawing up the details, and supporting jointly the
partition plen in the Ad Hoe COmmittee.4l But Mr. Gromyko,
the Soviet delegate, was less friendly to the West when he
took the floor, While strongly supporting the partition
plan, he attacked, with vehemence and in detail, +the atti-
tude of the United Kingdom, and, strangely enough, referred
condemningly to the "maneuvering and manipulating" of votes
which was taking place in the Assembly - the context
indicating an insinuation at the United States,%?

On that same day, 26 November, three significant
events took place, Belgium, which had abstained from
voting in the Ad Hoc Committee, now announced that it was
going to vote in favor of partition.43 Haiti, which had
abstained in the Ad Hoc Committec, now explained why she
had done so, and announced that she was going to oppose

partition.4* General Romulo, the Philippine Minister of

40 1pia., »p. 134,
# 1via., p. 1336,
42 1bia., pp. 1358 - 1363.
43 Ibid., p. 1365. :
4 1via., pp. 1353 - 1354,
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Foreign Affairs, strongly opposed partition, which he
called "clearly repugnant to the valid nationalist aspi-
rations of the people of Palestine," He also said: "We
cannot believe that [the majority of the General Assembli]
would sanction a solution to the problem of Palestine that
would turn us back on the road to the dangerous prineciple
of racial exclusiveness and to the archaic doctrines of
theokcratic governments," He then added that his dele-
gation could not "approve of or participate in a solution
of the Palestine problem that would involve the encourage-
ment of political disunion and the enforcement of measures
that would amount to the territorial mutilation of the
Holy Land."*3 What is significant about the two latter
announcements - by Haiti and the Philippines - is that
they  were eventually contradicted by the behavior

of the two Governments during the vote,

Since 27 November was Thanksgiving day, the
Assembly did not sit on that day, but resumed its meetings
on the 28th. The first meeting was opened by Zafrullah
Khen, the Pekistani delegate, who gave a long speech
advaneing the Arab position and criticizing the partition
plen, At the outset he referred to the pressure to which
the members were subjected&, and in the course of his speech

he pointed out to the paradoxical attitude of the American

45 1via,, pp. 1314 - 1315,
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Government which opposes the settlement of the Jews out-
side Palestine, particularly in the United States itself.46

The maneuvers in favor of partition, and the
peculiar American - Soviet agreement on Palestine at that
stage of its development, were referred to by the Colombian
delegate, who said: "It would seem to all unprejudiced
observers that, but for that all-powerful backing, the
proposal would never have mede its way to the General
Assembly. Here it may eventually be adopted, but we sub-
mit that reluctant votes, recruited with irrelevent
eleventh-hour appeals, will not improve its position in
the opinion of the outside world."47

In a last effort to loosen the partitionist -
antipartitionist deadlock, the French representative
proposed the postponement of the vote for twenty four
hours, during which attempts would be made to bring about

some sort of rapprochement between the Arasbs and the

Zionists., The proposal was not strongly opposed in the
Assembly, and the United States representative had nothing

to say against it. It was, therefore, easily carried,

46 Ibid.,, pp. 1366 - 1369. Some interesting facts
about the relationship between the pro-Zionist sympathies
of a major section of the American people and the strict
immigration laws of the United States appear in footnote
1 of Kirk, op.cit., p. 189.

47 United Nations, Official Records of the Second
Session of the General Assembly, Plenary leetings, v. II,
13 November -~ 29 November 1947, pp. 1396 - 1397.
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29 November was the day of the vote., Belgium,
Luxemburg, the Netherlands, New Zeslend, Liberia and France,
who had abstained in the Ad Hoc Committee, had just decided
to vote in favor of partition., Haiti and the Philippines,
who, two days earlier, had attacked partition and announced
that they would vote against it, eventually cast their
votes in its favor, Paraguay, who had been absent during
the vote in the Ad Hoc Committee, now voted in favor of
partition. Siam, who had voted against partition, was now

unable to vote because of a sudden coup détat at home,.

But Greece, who had abstained earlier, and Chile who had
voted in favor of partition, now shifted to the positions
of opposition and abstention respectively,

Thus, by a vote of 33 to 13, the partition resolu-
tion was adopted by the General Assembly, much to the
satisfaction of the Americen White House and the Zionist

movement,



CHAPTER IV

MANEUVERS BEHIND PARTITION

As the debate on partition was progressing during
November, it became increasingly obvious that the issue
was going to be decided primarily by the outcome of back-
stage maneuvers and the interplay of some unpredictable
forces, Although the Soviet block and the Americen Govern-
ment had officially declared support for partition since
the first half of October, the competition between the
Arabs and the Zionists on the votes that were to determine
the ultimate outcome was a neck-to-neck race, The enthu-
siastically pro-partitionist attitude of the Soviet Union
(which Ben-Gurion later claimed "Israsel does not forgeﬂ),l
was not by itself decisive, and the Zionist cause reguired
& more active and effective agent in the General Assembly,
Back-stagemaneavers with the floating votes were therefore
conducted by the Zionist spokesmen in close cooperation
with American influence, When official American policy was
unwilling to go far enough in its vote-chasing efforts, the
White House was less unwilling, and the Zionist leaders had
a nearly steady access to it, as has already been indicated
and as will become more evident soon,

This active cooperation seems to have been the

decisive factor in the ultimate adoption of partition. The

l BBn—GUII‘in ] 0 Qit. ’ P- 4q8 .
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prominent Zionist spokesmen, David Horowitz, expressly
confirmed this when he stated that "the way the final vote
turned out" must be ascribed to "the weight of United

*2 ugow aceurate it is to desoribs it

States influence,
as "pressure", is perhaps a semantic guestion. The anti-
partitionists said it was, and even some governments which
voted for partition, as will appear later, thought it was.
Sir liohammed Zafrullah Khen wrote in a speech which wes
read by his aslternate after the vote had been taken: "We
entertain no sense of grievance against thoée of our
friends and fellow representatives who have been compelled,
under heavy pressure, to change sides and to cast their
votes in support of a proposal the justice and feirness of
which 4o not commend themselves to them. Our feeling for
them is one of sympathy that they should ﬁave been placed
in a position of such embarrassment between their judgment
and conscience, on the one side, and the pressure to which
they and their Governments were being subjected, on the
other."3 More than one Arab delegate had already referred
to such "pressure."4

The close cooperation in the United Nations between
the efforts of the Zionists and the influence of the White

2 Horowitz, op.cit., p. 30L.

3 United Nations, Offieial Records of the Second
Session of the General Assembly, Plenary Meetings, v. II,
13 November - 29 November 1947, p. 1426,

4 see aboveé, DPp. 62 - 64,
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House (an influence, as will become more evident later,
not always consistent with the poliey of the State Depart-
ment) was perhaps established late in October or early in
November, Zafrullah Khan, in a paresgraph that is quoted
below,5 referred to the fact that this influence was
clearly felt in the Ad Hoc Committes, But the first
concrete manifestation of the understznding between the
Zionists and the White House in the United Nations is
perhaps the following one which is recounted by Dr.
Welzmann about the second week of November,

In that "feverish" week, as Weizmann puts it, the
Zionists learned that the American delegation was going
to recomwend the exclusion from the "Jewish State" of the
southern part of the Negeb, which inecludes Agaba, Alarmed
by this, Weizmann sought to meet President Trumen and met
him on 19 November, He spoke +to the President of the
meaning which the Negeb has in the Zionist program, and
asked him +that Southern Negeb and Agaba be included in
the would-be "Jewish State.," Anbassador Johnson, the
Auwericen delegate to the United Nations, had arranged a
meeting on that same day with the representative of the
Jewish Agency, Mr. Shertok, to inform him of the decision
of the American delegatidn, and actually received Shertok
at about 3 in the afternoon. In the midst of the meeting,
Johnson was called to the telephone; the President was on

2 p. 76,
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the other end of the line, When the American delegate
(end his aide) emerged from the telephone booth, the
Zionist representative received the news of a reversed
American decision.6
In the meantine another lesser factor, which is
difficult to categorize, was steadily operating in favor
of the Zionist cause in the U,N. The role played by Mr,
Trygve Lie, the U.N. Secrefary ~ General, in the further-
ance of the partition plan, cannot be separated from the
nexus of deliberate factors leading to the ultimate triumph
of the Zionist cause in the U.N., on 29 November 1947. On
the basis of the presently aveilable documents there is
no way of telling authoritatively whether there was
deliberate coordination, or mere coincidence of direction,
between the activities of the highe st U,N, official, on
the one hand, and those of the Zionist and American spokes-
men, on the other, At any rate, Mr. Trygwve Lie is frank
enough about his fole in those critical days, and does not
deny (in the hook he later wrote) the fact that his pro-
partitionist activities aroused the anger of the Arabs.
"As Secretary - General," he writes, "I took the cue and,
when approachéd by delegations for advice, frankly recom-

mended that they follow the majority plen '[partitioﬁ].

® Weizmann, Chaim, Trial and Error (New York, 1949),
PP. 457 - 459.
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Behind-the-scenes discussions soon became hectic, and some
Arab spokesmen attacked me openly; but I could not yield.“7

Elsewhere in his book, Trygve Lie is not less
explicit about his role and his sympathies:

- "I am proud of the United Nations; role in aiding
the establishment of Israel, but I could be far prouder."

- "As Secretary - General, I stood by the early
recommendation to partition Palestine, subsequently endorsed
by the Genersl Assembly, and I make no apologies for that."

- "Israel was admitted to membership in the United
Nations on May 11, 1949 - a decision which pleased me
greatly."a

-'"[?he United Statesﬂ reversal [kf February - March
1945]' was a rebuff to the United Netions and to me, becawe
of my direct and deep commitment."9

The declared sympathies of the Secretary - General
are significant for the evaluation of an episode recounted
by 8ir lohammed Zafrulleh Khan about a decisive pro-
partitionist act, allegedly undertaken by Mr. Trygve Lie,
in' the critieal days which preceded the November resolution.

Zefrullah Khan reports that on November 26, a rumor went

7 Lie, Trygve, In the Cause of Peace; Seven Years with
the United Nations (New York, 1954), p. 162.
8 me three avove quotations are all from Trygye Lie,
OESOitE’ P. 194.
-9 1bia,, p. 171
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around at about half-past three p.m. +that the session
scheduled for that evening would not be held., At that
time the anti-partitionists had secured, as Zafrullah
Khan asserts, enough votes to ensure the defeat of the
pertition resolution if the voting was held at the evening
session of that same day, and it was almost certain that
some states would be "persuaded" to reverse their anti-
partitionist stand if wvoting was postponed for an
adequate time, 2Zafrullah Khan says that he went with
Fadhil Jeamali to the President of the Assembly to ask him
about the matter. The President replied: "I am not going
to announce a session for the evening as tomorrow is
'Thenksgiving Day' and the Secretary - General tells me
that it would be hard upon the staff to work at night."
Zafrullah Khan recalled that the Assembly hed gone into
session the year before on Thanksgiving Day; but the
Pregident would not respond, and the session was postponed
to the 28th - a delay which proved of decisive effect in
favor of partition.lo

That the Secretary - General hed deliberate
political motives behind his recommendation +to the
President might very well be the case, The gquestion
which is of primary interest in this study, however, is:

how much was this recommendation a symptom of coordinated

10 Zafrullah Khen, op.cit., p. 20,
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efforts between the pro-partitionist group and the
syapathizing Secretary - General ? Perhaps this sort
of question is too difficult to settle on the basis of
authoritative documents,

This brings back the discussion to its more
limited scope: the cooperation between the American
and the Zionist spokesmen during the struggle - for -
partition stage. This coordination of efforts between
the Americen officials and the Zienist spokesmen at the
U.N, reached e climax in the few days which preceded
partition and led to the adoption of that resolution. This
period of concentrated efforts can be roughly defined as
starting on 26 November, and ending on 29 November, During
that decisive period, as the leading Zionist Emanuel
Newman writes, "every clue was meticulously checked and
persued, Not the smellest or the remotest of nations, but
was contacted and wooed, Nothing was left to ehance."ll
The American and Zionist officials jointly exerted tremen-
dous efforts to enlist through the various means of
persuasion, the support of the U.,N. majority for the plan
of partition., "What happened at the United Nation",
writes Kermit Roosevelt, "was a reperformance of what had
already happened in the United States. Using the same
methods [ of political pressure and propagandé] that had

11 Quoted by Lilienthal (op.cit., p. 60) from Americen

Zionist, 5 February 1953.
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been so successful here, and having the United States
Government to assist in their use there, the Zionists
succeeded in what they wanted.“l2

Sumner Welles, the strongly pro-Zionist former
Uﬁgr—Secretary of State, frankly admits: "By direct order
of the White House every form of pressure, direct and
indirect, was brought to bear by American officials upon
those countries outside of the Moslem world that were known
to be either uncertain or opposed to partition. Representa-
tives or intermidiaries were employed by the White House
to meke sure that the necessary majority would at length
be secured."'3 Elsewhere Welles asserts that "the United
States exercised the full measure of its influence in order
to secure the approval of the Assembly for the partition
plan."14

Between the 26th and the 29th of November, this
coordinated American.and Zionist éressure was able to
outmaneuver the efforts of the anti-partitionist group
which had already secured in the Ad Hoc Committee enough
votes to block partition in the General Assembly and was

now trying to inerease the number of these votes., In fact

12 Roosevelt, Kermit, "The Partition of Palestine:
A lesson in Pressure Polities", Middle East Journal
v, II, N® 1, January 1948, p. 15.

6;3 Welles, Sumner, We Need Not Fail (Boston, 1948),
P. .

14 1pida., p. 85.
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there are good reasons to believe that the anti-partitionists
ﬁere progressing in this respect. Zafrullah Khan, the
prominant spokesman of the anti-partitionists, claims that
during the last stage of debate in the Ad Hoc Committee, the
anti-partitionists "got promises from some delegations that
though they would abstain from voting in the[Ad Hoc]Commit-
tee, they would vote against partition in the Assembly, The
reason was that they were under great pressure from the
United States Government and they did not want to show
their hands too soon and we had every reason to believe
that these delegations would vote against partition."15 So
by 26 November, as Zafrullah Khan reports, the pro-Arab
blodk had secured, in addition to the 13 votes of the A4 Hoe
Committee, the votes of the Phillipines, Greece, Liberia and
Haiti (all of which had abstained or been absent in the Ad
Hoc Committee), and were trying to influence Colombia to
vote against partition instead of abstaining.l6
It was at this point that intensive Americen and
Zionist efforts were directed against these stetes and
several others, to have them shift their positions and sup-
port partition. As Zafrullsh EKhen reports: "The State
Department got in touch by telephone and cablegram with the

Governments of some of the delegations and persuaded them

15 gafrullah Khen; op.cit., p. 17.
16 1pia., .19, :
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countermaend their instructions."l7 In the meantime the
Zionist representatives were not loosening their held on
what they had secured among the Latin American votes. As
one of the then representetives of the Jewish Agency,

David Horowitz, puts it: "Explanations, cajoling, pressure,
and use of pull - all these [%er%] operated with skill

1B wou st 4he mame ¥ims, tho msin Sisnist

and success,
emphasis was on winning over the few decisive votes which
the anti-partitionists hed apperently won already., Kermit
Roosevelt says that those states were primarily: Haiti,
Liberia, the Philippines, China, Ethiopia ana Greece.l? He
writes: "... The Zionists took the fight into their own
hands. Rallying a group of influentiel Americans and
selecting their targets with care, they exerted all pos-
sible influence - personal suasion, floods of telegrems

and letters, and politieal and economic pressure." Roose-
velt adds: "The delegates of those gix nations and their
home governments as well were swamped with telegrams, phone
calls, letters, and visitations. Many of the telegrams,

perticularly, were from Gongressden, and others as well

invoked the name and prestige of the United States Govern-
% n20

-t7 Ibid,, p. 21.

18 .
Horowitz, op.eit., p. 259. More details could be
found on pp. 25é - i;g. : .

19 All exdept Greece eventuslly changed their positions.
&0 Roosevelt, op.,cit., pp. 14 - 15,

men
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It is evident that in these pro-partitionist
representations the official and personal capacities
of many prominant Americens overlapped, and the officisal
governuental line seemed often guite undistinguishable
from the activities of non-governmental Zionist agencies
and individuals., The American Jewish writer Alfred
Lilienthal claims that the three American "master minds"
of partition were: New York's Judge Joseph Proskauer,
head of the American Jewish Committes, Washington's
economist Robert Nathan, and White House Assistant for
Minority Affeirs, David Niles.?l Horowitz mentions slso
the efforts of lirs, Roosevelt, Sumner Welles and Bartley

22 Dr, Weizmann mentions in his memoirs the role

Cruam,
played by Judge Proskauer and George Backer, BEdward M,
Warburg, Henry Morgenthau Jp., Edward Jacobson and
Herbert Bayard Swope ("particularly the latter.")23 He
also pays tribute to Bernard Baruch who "used his influ-
ence freely" in favor of partition.?4 Lilienthal mentions
also President Truman's assistant, Clark Clifford, but
emphasizes the role of David Niles - an emphasis that
coincides with the story of ex-Secretary of Defence, For-

restaly , about Under-Secretary of State Lovett's complain®’

(21 January 1948) that the State Department was “seriously

21 Lilienthal, op.cit., p. 64.

22 op.cit,; for example pp. 253 - 254,
23 Weizmann, op.cit., p. 457, [

24‘ Ibid" P. 437- -l
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emberrassed and handicapped by the activities of Niles
at the White House in going directly to the President on
matters involving Palestine.25

The efforts of all the above-mentioned people,
as well as of many other well-known or obscure men,
jointly produced the ultimate reverszl (or determination)
of positions, and secured the required masjority in the
General Assembly, liore specifically, Kermit Roosevelt
reports about the reversal of the Liberian vote as fol-
lows: "A well-known economist also close to the White
House [plearly, Robert Nathaﬁ] , and acting in a liaison
capacity for the Zionist organization exerted his powers
of persuasion upon the Liberian delegate."26 Lilienthal
confirms the story and gives more details: "The Liberian
delegate, Mr, Dennis, was simply told that Nathan would
go after his good friend Stettinus, former Secretary of
State, who at that time was attending to his enormous
business interests in Liberia. The Liberian diplomat
considered this to be attempted intimidation and so
reported to the Department of State, PFinally, however,
by some strange coincidence, Liberia's vote was cast in

favor of partitionr?7 Forrestal gives another detail;

?5 Millis, ed., op.cit., p. 361.
26 Roosevelt, op.cit., p. 15.
?7 Lilienthal, op.,cit., p. 64.
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he reports thet Under-Secretary Lovett told the Cebinet
on 1 December 1947 +that "the Firestone Tire and Rubber
Company, which has a concession in Liberia, reported that
it had been telephoned to and asked to transmit a message
to their representative in Liberia directing him to bring
pressure on the Liberian government to vote in favor of
partition??a An article by the pro-Zionist journalist
Drew Pearson, referred to by Lilienthal, tells the story
of how Harvey Firestone, "owner of vast rubber plantations
in Liberia", used his influence with the Liberian Govern-
ment in behalf of partition,2d

The final stage of the story is recounted by
Zafrulleh Khan, Shortly before the adoption of the
partition resolution, the Liberian delegate, who had
promised to vote against partition, said apologetically
to Zafrullah Khan: "We, as the delegation, are still
determined to vote against partition and in your favour.
But last night when I came back from the Assembly our
Anbassador rang me up from Washington and tried to per-
suade me to vote in favour of partition, I have declined
but he is an ex-President of the Republic of Liberies and
is held in great prestige. Now the trouble is that they
will get on to the President of Liberia and instructions

- 8ig=
will be issued to us to vote against partition and then

29 Lilienthal, op.cit., p. 64.
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we will be helpless.“3O Liberia ultimately voted in favor
of partition.

The story of Haiti's vote is similar. Lilienthel,
again reproducing a story told by the pro-Zionist reporfer,
Drew Pearson, writes that in the decisive days preceding
partition, Adolph Berle, legal advisor to the Haitian
Government, "talked" to Haiti's President on the phone
urging Haiti's support for the partition plan.3l Kermit
Roosevelt mentions no names; he reports that " an ex-
Governer, a prominant Democrat with White House and other
connections, personally telephoned Haiti urging that its
delegation be instructed to change its vote, He spoke
firmly, and might be presumed to speak with suthority,"32
Zafrullah Khan reports about the last stage of the episode,
Shortly before taking the vote, writes Zafrullah Khan, the
delegate of Haiti came to him; "there were actually tears
in his eyes," The delegate said: "What am I to do ? I
have spoken under instructions from my Government; I have
announced that we shall vote against partition and I have
now received instructions to vote for partition.“33 Agein,

the finsl vote indicated a reversal in favor of partition.

30 gafrullah Khan, op.cit., pp. 21 - 22,
31 filienthal, op.cit., pp. 65.
3? Roosevelt, op,cit., p. 15,

33 Zafrullen Khen, op.oit., p. 22.



82

The Philippine delegate, who had absented himself
from the Ad Hoc Committee, gave & forceful speech on 26
November, condemning partition and announecing his Govérn-
ment's determination to vote against it.34 Zafrullah Khan
claims that the Philippine delegate had absented himself
from the Ad Hoc Committee in order to avoid the pressure
of the American and Zionist representatives, by their not
being "able to get hold of him" until after the vote.35
But on the 29th, the Philippine vote was cast in favor
of partition, Lilienthal gives his explanation: when
President Roxas of the Philippines and Ambassador Elizalde
grew aware of thé situation, they agreed that "it would be
foolish to vote ageinst a policy so ordently desired by
the U.,8, Administration at a time when seven bills were
pending in the U.8. Congress in which the islands had a
tremendous stake", particularly after their Government had
received a telegram from "twenty six pro-Zionist U.S.
Senators" and "drafted by New York's Robert F. Wagner",
hinting unmistakably at the possibility of retalistion
against a disobedient vote.36

Lilienthal also claims that this same Congressional
telegram which was allegedly responsible for the reversal
in the Philippine position, was also sent to twelve other

34 See above, pp., 64 - 65,
35 gafrullanh Khan, op.eit., pp. 18 - 19.
36 1i11enthal, op.citi; p. 66.
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U.N. delegations, "changed four votes to yes, and seven
votes from ney to abstention., Only Greece risked antago-
nizing the United States Senate, and stuck to no."37 In
fact the vote in the General Assembly marked a shift in
the Greek position from abstention to opposition,

In the Latin American field, where the activities
of the Zionists have been guite frankly described by
Horowitz, Lilienthal detects the effect of American
activity. He writes that "informal hints to various
South American delegates that their vote for partition
would greatly increase the chances of a Pan-American
Road project, then under consideration, seem to have
improved traffic in the General Assembly."3® Ana with
respect to the French vote, Lilienthal writes that "when
partition prospects looked particularly grim, Bernard
Baruch was prevailed upon to talk with the French who
could not afford to lose Interim Marshall Plan Aid.“39

The story of the Siamese vote has something more

mysterious about it, A sudden coup d'état took place

in Siam shortly before voting day, but no immediate with-
drawal of credentials from the Siamese delegation was
issued by the new government, The Siamese Embassy in

Washington then received a word that the credentials of

3T Ibid

38 Ipia, 64
4LDbid.y P. .
39 1via,, p. 65
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the delegates had been withdrawn, and that new credentials
would not be forewarded soon, Zafrullah Khen comments on
this incident: "whether that telegrem came from the Govern-—
ment of Siam or from some other source, we do not know."4o
It is, of course, very difficult to enswer this question.
But the important fact is that the effect of that telegram
was the automatic elimination of the anti-partitionist
vote of Siam,

It is apparently in view of such instances of
pressure-politics as those recorded earlier that James
Porrestal indignently told a visitor on 3 Februery 1948
thet "the methods that had been used by people outside
of the Executive branch of the government to bring
coercion snd duress on other nations in the General
Assembly, bordered closely onto scandal.”4l Nor were
the nations of the General Assembly the only target of
pregsure, "Eleanor Roosevelt," writes Lilienthal,

", .. was incessantly prodding her husband's heir, Herry
S. Truman, to put pressure on the State Department, whose
officers were probably limiting their efforts to peaceful
debates with foreign delegatea."42 And the President was
not the only source of pressure on the State Department,

Under-Secretary of State Lovett reported to the Cabinet on

40 zafrullah Khan, op.eit., p. 1S.
41 Millis, ed., op.cit., p. 363.:
4? Lilienthal, op,cit., pp. 64 = 65.
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1 December 1947, that "he had never in his life been
subject to as much pressure as he had been in the three
days beginning Thursday morning and ending Saturday night..
The zeal and activity of the Jews had elmost resulted in
defeating the objectives they were after." (Chief among
those whom Lovett mentioned as the leaders of the pro-
partitionist campaign were Robert Nathan and Herbert
Bayard Swope.)43 Lovett was so much irritated by Zionist
pressure that when, on 13 December 1947, he was approached
on the question of Palestine by Justice Felix Frankfurter,
he refused to enter into the discussion. To the annoyance
of the Judge, Lovett bluntly said that "he had had enough
of Paelestine for a time and did not want to hear of it
again."44
Forrestal reports that he was told by Loy Hender-
son of the State Department, on 9 January 1948, about the
"very great pressure" he and Lovett had been subjected to
by the Zionist spokesmen during the debate on partition in
the U.N. Henderson also told Forrestal, in that connection,
how "Felix Frankfurter and Justice Murphy had both sent
messages to the Philippines delegat¥ to the General

Assembly strongly urging his vote."45

43 yi11is, ed., op.cit., p. 346.
44 1via,, pp. 348 - 349. -
45 1pid,, p. 3%8.
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On 27 November 1947, President Truman received
a letter from Dr, Weizmann, The letter stated: "It is
freely rumored in Washington that our people have exerted
undue and excessive pressure on certain delegations and
have thus 'over-played' their hand. I cannot spesk for
unsuthorized persons, but I am in a position to assure
you, my dear Mr, Presgident, that there is no substance in
this cherge as far as our representatives are concerned,
They have had a very limited number of contacts with all
delegations and have endeavoured to lay the situation
squarely before them, At no time have they gone beyond
the limits of legitimete and moderate persuasion. With
gome delegations such as those of Greece and Liberia, we
have had no more than one conversation throughout the
present Assembly."46 Trumen revealingly comments in his
memoirs on Weizmenn's letter, "Unfortunately", writes
Trumen, "Dr., Weizmann was correct only to the extent that
his immediate associates were concerned, The facts were
that not only were these pressure movements around the
United Nations unlike anything that hed been seen there
before but that the White House, too, was subjected to a
constant barrage., I do not think I ever had so much pres-
sure and propagende aimed at the White House as I had in

this instance, The persistence of a few of the extreme

46 Trumen, op.cit,, v. II, p. 158,
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Zionist leaders - actuated by political motives and
engaging in political threats - disturbed and annoyed
me," Truman then adds, perhaps in a spirit of self-
defense: "Soma[hionistélwere even suggesting that we
pressure sovreign nations into favorable votes in the
General Assembly ... We had aided Greece, We had, in
fact, fathered the independence of the Philippines, But
that did not make satellites of these nations or compel
them to vote with us on the partitioning of Palestine

or any other matter."47 The accuracy of Mr, Truman's
coument, as far as the partition vote is concerned,oan be
fairly assessed only in the light of all the facts recorded
in this Chapter.

However, the general image one gets of the whole
story of American policy during the debate on partition
is one of complexity, diversity of motives, lack of
harmony and, to repeat, the overlapping between the of-
ficial American line (or lines) and the activities of
non-official or semi-official Zionist and pro-Zionist
American individuals. After all, the office of the
elected President cannot be immune to the influence and
pressures of a public opinion aroused to a high degree
of sensitivity by an issue of far-reaching sentimental
implications, and by the coordinated efforts of well-
orgenized interest-groups. The Stater Department is

47’Ib1d,
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theoretically (and perhaps practicelly) less susceptible
than the President, but the facts recorded in the last
several pages indicate that this relative immunity is
only relative. In this context, one can better appre-
ciate David Horowitz's assertion that American policy
in the struggle-on-partition stage was decided by that
"potent factor, which excelled.all others operating on
our [?ionisé] behalf," and which was "the strong action
and pressure exerted by American Jewry."48 The London
Times, in a comment by its New York correspondent, wrote
after the adoption of the partition resolution that the
U.N. delegates generally thought that "regardless of its
merits or demerits and the joint support given by the
Soviet Union and the United States, the partition scheme
would have been carried in no other city than New York."49
The factors which gave this effectiveness to
Zionist influence on American poliey on Palestine are too
complex and varied., Not least important of these factors,
however, is the electoral power, or impression of elect-
oral power, which the Zionist movement in the United
States had possessed for years, It is not within the
scope of this specific chapter to elaborate on this point,

nor is such a detailed elaboration, in fact, within the

48 Horowitz, op.cit., p. 254.
49 1 December 1947, p. 4.
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scope of the whole present study.so But it is interesting
to note that Sir Mohammad Zafrullah Khan refers to this
factor, then goes on: "As a matter of fact, one of the
Jewish delegates representing the Jewish Agency told me
with reference to the complaint of the Arab delegates that
the Jews were putting pressure: Why should we not put
pressure on the Government when we have got votes I
Zafrullah Khan then comments: "Though there was a formal
denial on behalf of the United States Government, they aid
not deny it in private conversations, However, that was
the main reason for the attitude of the United States,"-
President Truman himself was reportedly explicit
enough in admitting the force of this electoral factor.
The American ex-envoy to Saudi Arabia reports in a book
he wrote a revealing episode in this regard, The permenent
American envoys to Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Lebanon, Syria and
mandated Palestine, who speecially went in a group to the
President to report to him about ‘the deteriorating pres-
tige of the United States in the NMiddle Bast and the
problem of Palestine, received from Truman the following

answer: "I am sorry, gentlemen, but I have to answer to

50 Reference, however, is made in Chapters I and VII
of the present study., For a detailed study of the Jewish
vote in the United States, see: Pucks, Lawrence H.j The

Politicel Behavior of American Jews (Glencee, 1956
\

9l Zafrulleh Khan, op.cit., p. 18.
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hundreds of thousands who are anxious for the success of
Zionism; I do not have hundreds of thousands of Arabs
among my constituents."52

Zionist pressure on the President was not relieved
by the adoption of the partition resolution., Truman admits:
"The Jewish pressure on the White House did not diminish
in the days following the partition vote in the U.N.
Individuals and groups asked me, usually in rather guar-
relsome and emotional ways, to stop the Arabs, to keep
the British from supporting the Arabs, to furnish American
soldiers, to do this, that, and the other, I think I can
say that I kept my faith in the rightness of my policy in
spite of some of the Jewa.“53

52 mady, op.cit., pp. 36 - 37.

3 truman, op,eit,, v. II, p. 160.



CHAPTER V

THE PERIOD OF HESITATION
' I

The decided attitude of the American Government
during the debate and vote on partition, no longer
remained steadfast when the plan of partition reached
the stage of implementation., The concrete responsgibilities
involved in implementation, and the actual confrontation
with the realities of the situation in Palestine, imposed
a mood of reconsideration on the American Government which
manifested itself in the successive "reversals" that charsac-
terized American policy in that period. The story of American
policy in the U,N, between December 1947 and middle of May
1948, eloguently illustrates this fact.

In accordance'with the recommendation of the
General Assembly in its partition resolution, the Security
Council met on December 9, 1947. It took note of the let-
ter of the Secretary General transmitting to the Council
the text of the November Resolution, but it deeided to
postpone discussion of the metter until after it receives
the first progress report of the Palestine (implementation)
Commission set up in the November Resolution,

The Palestine Commission, in its turn, held its
first meeting on January 9, 1948, Britain and the Jewish
Agency designated representatives; the Arab Higher Commit-

tee did not. As the Commission carried on with its work,

9
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the Zionist authorities seem to have felt that their
initisl disappointment with its composition was not
unjustified, Whether the Commission was indeed devoid
of the keen enthusiasm required for effective implement-
ation, is another matter; the point is that the Zionist
representatives had wanted a much more pro-Zionist com-
mission, and kept judging the conduct of the Commission
by that standard. As Horowitz himself reports, the Zion-
ists had striven during the partition session of the
General Assembly to have Guatemala, Uruguay, Poland and
Norway on the Commission, and they were much disappointed
(by the United States, primarily) for the eventual ommis-
sion, Guatemala and Urugusy, represented by Dr, Garcia-
Granados and Professor Fabregat respectively, were, of
course, the most pro-Zionist among all U.N, members, Poland
was, as the record of the second and third sessions indi-
cates, the major pro-Zionist spokesman of the Communist
block. The choice of Norway, finally, could have been
related to the fact that the U,N, Secretary General, Mr,
Trygve Lie, was of Norweglian nationality; there is no
conclusive evidence however, to that effect,

Horowitz, in fact, calls the eventual composition
of the Commission "the retort of the anti-Zionist forces
intent upon wittling down the November resolution and

defeating it on the enforcement leval."l The general tone

1 Horowitz, op.cit., p. 314.°
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of Horowitz's account even puts the blame for that on the
United States., Garcia-Granados goes further than that.
He bluntly terms the exclusion of his country and Uruguay
from the Commission en American "intrigue". The explana-
tion for this, as Garcia-Granados puts it, is that "the
American delegation ... believed that the Commission would
be hampered in its work if [1it included] two Latin
Americans as strongly pro-partitionists [bs the represent-
atives of Guatemala and Uruguai].“?

Unconvineing as may be the contention that the
United States had, as early as November, planned +to
"defeat" the scheme of partition "on the enforcement
level," it was on this enforcement level, indeed, that
later American reconsideration took place, By the end
of February 1948, the situation in Palestine had become
fairly crystallized, and the result of the activities of
the Palestine Commission in the field of implementation
had become observable enough to make the American Govern-
ment take a studied attitude on the gquestion of implement-
ation, This attitude was officially announced by Mr,
Austin in the Security Council, on 24 February.

The Security Council had met on 10 February, but
decided to postpone consideration of the first progress
report of the Palestine Commission until a later date when

? Garcia-Granados, op.cit., pp. 258 - 260,
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another special report of the Commission was to be ready,
too. On 24 February, the Security Council considered
jointly tﬁe first monthly progress report of the Palestine
Commission and its first special report. The two reports
reviewed the deteriorating situation in Palestine, de-
scribed the difficulties and requirements involved in the
implementation of partition, and made specific recommenda-
tions to the Counecil,

The political situation in Palestine had dras-
tically worsened since December 1947, As the gradual with-
drawal of the lMandatory power from Palestine was creating
a dangerous administrative vacuum, the outbursts of violent
clashes between the Arab and Zionist Communities were
increasing in pace and momentum, The first progress report
of the Commission concerned itself with the obstacles
hindering thorough cooperation between the British Govern-
ment and the commiaaion.3 The other report focused on the
problem of security in Palestine and outlined the regquire-
ments for implementation. It concluded: "It is the consid-

ered view of the Commission that the security forces of the

3 Zionist and pro-Zionist sources take great pains to
emphasize the "obstructionist" attitude of the British
Government towards the efforts of the Palestine Commission
at implementation; some even claim that the British Govern-

ent was delibaratel‘ trying to destroy the partition plan.

ee, for instance: Weizmann, op.cit., pp. 469 - 4T71;
Sacher, Harry, Israel: The Esta ent of a State (London,
%952), PP. 100 = 106; Gercia-Grenados, Op,Cit., PP. 270 -
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Mandatory Power, which at the present time prevent the
situation from deteriorating completely into open warfare
on an organized basis, must be replaced by an adequate
non-Palestinian force which will assist law-abiding ele-
ments in both the Arab and Jewish Communities, organized
under the general direction of the Commission, in main-
taining order and security in Palestine, and thereby
enabling the Commission to carry out the recommendations
of the General Assembly. Otherwize, the period immedi-
ately following the termination of the Mandate will be a
period of uncontrolled, widespread strife and bloodshed
in Palestine, including the City of Jerusalem, This would
be a catastrophic conclusion to an era "of international
concern for the territory." The report of the Commission
then unequivocally stated: "The sole motivation of the
Commission is to obtain from the Security Council the
effective assistance without which, it is firmly convinced,
it cannot discharge the great responsibilities entrusted
to it by the General AaBOmbly:’*

When the Czechoslovakian Chairman of the Commis-
sion, Mr, Lisicky, introduced the two reports to the
Security Council, the main theme for his emphasis was the

4 United Nations Palestine Commission, First Special
Report to the Security Council: The Problem of Security
in Pn%eatige, 16 February 1948, Document A/AC, 21/9,
pp' 1 - . J :
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indispensable need for a U,N. military force to be used
for pacification in Palestine and for the implementation
of partition. Mr,., Lisicky concluded his statement by
saying: "The ?five lonely pilgrims' (the members of the
Commission) cannot be permitted to remain lonely if their
pilgrimage is to have any erfact."5

But fhe United States had by then decided what
attitude to take on the pilgrimage. The American
representative in the Security Council, Mr., Austin, spoke
immediately after the Chairman of the Commission. He gave
an elaborate legal analysis of the powers and competence
of the Security Council under the Charter, and then said
that "if the Security Council should decide that it is
necessary to use armed force to maintain international
peace in connection with Palestine, the United States
would be ready to consult under the Charter with a view
to such action as may be necessary to maintain international
peace." Mr, Austin, however, made a very basic reservation.
He said: "The Security Council is authorized to take force-
ful measures with respect to Palestine to remove a threat
to international peace", but "the Charter of the United
Nations does not empower the Security Council to enforce
a political settlement whether it is persuant to a recom-

mendation of the General Assembly or of the Security Council

% United Nations, Security Council Official Records,
Third year, 5 Pebruary - 2 March 1948, p. 264.
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itself." In other words, "the Security Council's action...
is directed to keeping the peace and not to enforeing
partition." Mr. Austin's main concrete proposal was "to
establish a committee of the Security Council comprising
the five permanent Members, to look at once into the
question of the possible threats to international peace
arising in connection with the Palestine situation and to
consult with the Palestine Commission, the Mandatory Power
and representatives of the principal communities of Pales-
tine concerning the implementation of the General Assembly
resolution."6

It is this early manifestation of retreat on the
enforcement level by the United States from the policy of
partition that Dr, Weizmann is referring to as he writes:
"When the Security Council began to discuss the problem
at the end of February, the United States leadership was
weak, Of the powers which had supported the November
decision, only the Soviet Union still insisted on the
assertion of the United Nations authority."! In fact,
Soviet criticism of the American position and pressure
for stronger measures, came in the following month,

During February, Mr, Greech Jones, who was leading
the British delegation to the U,N,, repeated his Governmert's

® Ivid,, pp. 264 - 269,
7 Weizmann, op.cit., p. 472.
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stand of unwillingness to participate in the enforcement
of partition. He said that his Government was "too deeply
involved in the past history of Palestine to be called

8 The Syrian

upon to shoulder any further commitments."
delegate, Mr. El-Khouri, gquestioned in detail the legal

and moral validity of the partition resolution and,
asserting that "the recommendations of the General Assembly
are legitimately subject to reconsideration by the Security
Council,™ urged the Security Council to undertake that
reconsideration.9 On the same day - 24 February - the
Colombian delegate introduced a draft.resolution providing
for consultation among the permanent members with a view

to undertaking joint action to preserve peace and prevent
aggression, and providing for the setting up of a committee,
to be composed of two permanent members and three non-
permanent, to try to bring about an agreement between Arabs
and Zionists and study the possibilities of reconsidering

partition.lo

The next day, the representative of the United
States expressed his opposition to the Colombian draft
resolution and introduced a resolution based on his own
earlier statement. The American resolution provided for

the acceptance by the Security Council, "subject to the

8 United Nations, Security Council, Official Records,
Third Year, 5 February - 2 March 1948, p. 273.

9 1bid,, pp. 274 - 292,
10 1pia,, pp. 292 - 293.
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authority of the Security Counecil, under the Charter", of
the regquests addressed by the General Assembly in the Novem-
ber Resolution. (The November Resolution requested the
Security Council to determine whether the situation in
Palestine constitutes a threat to the peace, and define,
under Article 39, any attempt to alter by force the settle-
ment envisaged as a threat to the peace, breach of the peace
or act of aggression.)ll The American draft resolution also
provided for the establishment of a committee comprising the
five permanent members to report and recommend to the
Security Council with regard to the situation in Palestine,
and to consult with the Palestine Commission, the Mandatory
Power and the parties concerned regarding the implementa-
tion of partition.lg It was, incidentally, at this meeting
that the Arabs first informed the Council, through the
Egyptian delegate, that "if this trand[}owards implementa-
tioﬂlcontinuea, a point will be reached at which the sur-
rouﬂ;ing Arab countries will have no choice but to rush to
the rescue of the Arabs of Palestine."l3

Between 25 February and 5 March, debate in the
Security Council focused on the idea of consultation among

the permanent members with a view to implementation, which

1l 560 paragraph 7 of Resolution (181 (II) A).

12 ynited Nations, Security Council, Official Records,
Third Year, 5 February - 2 March 1948, pp. 294 - 295.

13 1pid., p. 301,
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had been proposed by the United States. The Belgian
representative proposed (27 February) an amendment that
was rejected by the American representative (2 March) on

the grounds that it would weeken the American resolution.

In the course of re-explaining his resolution, the American
delegate advanced a politically significant legal inter-
pretation of the provisions of the Charter in connection
with the question of implementation. He claimed that "under
Article 39 the Security Council is under a mandate to deter-
mine the existence of any threat to the peace, breach of

the peace, or act of aggression. It may regard attempts

to alter by force the settlement envisaged by this

partition resolution as constituting such a threat, The
obligation must be carried out by the process of determina-
tion, and not solely at the request of the General Assembly."
The purpose of the American resolution, he said, was to look
into the matter to determine whether such a situation as
provided for in the Charter exists, and to find out what
proper action to take.l4

It was clear in Mr, Austin's statement that the

American Government was trying to avoid getting involved
in the forecible implementation of partition. In fact, Mr,
Austin said explicitly in the same statement that "armed

force cannot be used for implementeation of the plan, because

14 1pia,, pp. 398 - 401.
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the Charter limits the use of United Nations force expres-
sly to threats to and breaches of the peace and aggressions
affecting international peace. Therefore, we must inter-
pret the General Assembly resolution as meaning that the
United Nations measures to implement this resolution are
peaceful measurea.'ls

Mr. Austin's statement, making this legal inter-
pretation of the Charter, raised the question of the powers
and competence of the Security Council. Mr, Trygve Lie,
the U.N, Secretary General, was ready with an interpretaion
of his own which differed from that of the American spokes-
man, In his book, which was published later, Trygve Lie
eriticizes the position taken by the United States on legal
as well as on practical grounds. He recounts the efforts
he made at that time to counter-argue the position taken by
the United States and to influence other members of the
Security Council in favor of strong measures of implementa-
tion, He also recounts how he instructed the Secretariat
to distribute to members of the Security Counecil a paper
advancing the view that the implementation of partition was
within the competence of the Security Council, and how Dr.
Arce of Argentina, who, Tryg¥e Lie claims, "espoused the
Arad viewpoint", strongly attacked the paper and regarded
the move an unjustifiable intervention by the Sooretariat.ls

15 Ibid,, »p. 399.
16 Lie, op,cit., pp. 167 - 168.
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Whether this act by the Secretary General was
politically-motivated or done merely in persuance of
what the Secretary General considered his proper field
of activity, is, naturally, very difficult to tell. One
cannot, however, detach this episode from the general
context of Mr, Trygve Lie's declared sympathy with
Zioninm.l7 It is also relevent to note the statement
made by the representative of the Jewish Agency, David
Horowitz, in his book, about that period: "We had close
and cordial relations with the U.N. Secretariat, and
Shertok had many meetings with Trygve Lie, who did much
to promote the execution of the l:partitioq] resolution, "8
Dr. Weizmann also pays similar tribute to Trygve Lie,
deseribing him (perhaps in an understatement) as a person
"who, within the powers granted him by the Charter, zeal-
ously asserted the Assembly's authority."l9

Be the case what it may, the statement of the
British representative, which was made on the same day
as that of the American representative - 2 March - avoided
discussion of the legal problem raised by the American
delegate., Mr, Greech Jones said that his Government would

not take part in any committee of permanent members for

17 See above, pp 7]-713.
18 Horowitz, op.cit., p. 330.
19 Weizmann, op.cit., pp. 475 = 476.
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the purpose envisaged by the American resolution.20

At this juncture the Soviet representative inter-
vened for the first time in the debate. Mr, Gromyko
expressed the view that there was no justifiable basis
for consultation among the big five in a closed committee,
"None of the great Powers should hide behind a committee,"
he said. He preferred direct consultation among those
powers, and therefore proposed the deletion of that part
of the American draft resolution which dealt with the
formation of a committee, He, however, accepted paragraph
1 of the U.S, draft resolution, which expressed the Security
Council's acceptance of the requests addressed to it by the
General Assembly in the partition resolution.2l

A modified version of the American resolution was
ultimately adopted by the Security Council on 5 March., The
resolution provided for consultation among the permanent
members for the purpose of reporting and recommending to
the Security Council about the guidance the Council might
give to the Palestine Commission in the implementation of
partition, The consultations and reporting were to take
place within ten days.

As the permanent members began their consultations

in accordance with the Security Council resolution, the

20 United Nations, Security Council, Official Records,
Third Year, 5 February - 2 March 1948, pp. 402 - 405,

2l rvid,, pp. 405 - 4o7. '
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real center of gravity of events was again becoming the
- back-stage interplay of forces in the American Government.
The White House, whose Zionist friends were alarmed at the
signs of an American reversal of policy in the Security
Council, was again subjected to an intensive Zionist pres-
sure, President Truman in his memoirs frankly describes
that pressure and his own irritation at it. So much was
the President annoyed that, he reports, "as the pressure
mounted, I found it necessary to give instructions that I
did not want to be approached by any more spokesmen for the
extreme Zionist cause." Dr, Weizmann himself, not particu-
larly noted as an "extreme" Zionist leader, was placed by
the President in that category: "I was even so disturbed
that I put off seeing Dr., Chaim Weizmann, who had returned
to the United States and had asked for an interview with
me.'za

Dr, Weizmann, however, ultimately managed to get
that interview; and the story of that mysterious encounter,
which took place on 18 March, is extremely enlightening for
any assessment of the events that followed it., The story
goes as follows: Dr Weizmann, "hecause of his grave dis-
quiet over the reports that the American Government had
reversed its policy",23 went to the United States and asked
for an interview with the President., President Truman,

zirmruman, op,cit., v. II, p. 160,
23 Welles, op.cit., p. Tl. .
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irritated by Zionist pressure, denied him that meeting,
Weizmann went to Edward Jacobson-a Jew who had been Tru-
man's old store-partner - and asked him to try to convince
Truman to offer him that interview, With some effort,
Jacobson was ultimately able to convince the President,
and Dr. Weizmann secretly met President Truman, "The
visit was ..., entirely off the record."?4

What took place in that meeting has not been
authoritatively revealed yet, President Truman himself
does not report about that; his only comment in his memoirs
is that "when (Dr. Weizmann) left my office I felt that he

had reached a full understanding of my policy and that I
25

knew what it was he wanted,"
Sumner Welles, commenting on that meeting, writes:
"In the course of that interview President Truman assured
Doctor Weizmann that the position of the United States had
not changed in the slightest degree, and that the Govern-
ment was also giving 'very careful thought' to the desire-
ability of lifting the arms embargo.'?s (The embargo on
arms to Palestine had been imposed by the American Govern-
ment shortly after the adoption of the partition resolution).

24 The story of the meeting is recorded in Truman,
Ogacit‘, Y. II, pp. 160 - 161.

25 1via,, v. II, p. 161,
26 welles, op,eit,, p. T1.



106

Dr. Weizmann's own comment on the interview
invokes the widely-reported disparity between the Presi-
dent and his State Department. Weizmann writes: "The
President was sympathetic personally, and still indicated
a firm resolve to press foreward with partition., I doubt,
however, whether he was himself aware of the extent to
which his own policy and purpose had been blocked by sub-
ordinates in the State Department."2! It is obvious that
the comment outwardly indicates no glorious success won
by Dr. Weizmann to his cause in that meeting, Dr. Weizmann,
however, may have had his own reasons not to reveal any
such success if there really haq/gﬁyi Truman's and Sumner
Welles’ above-quoted confident assertions about the agree-
ment that occured between Truman and Weizmenn in that meet-
ing, cannot be carelessly dismissed,

There is another key personality who also has
something to say about the problem. David Horowitz, who
was an intimate observer (and actor) during that period,
traces back the sudden American recognition of Israel to
that meeting. Writing about the period under review,
Horowitz asserts that Dr. Weizmenn, "in talks with Presi-
dent Truman was able to prepare the ground for the change
in the American attitude that came about with the proclama-
tion of the State of Israel." No meetings are known to have

Ly Weizmann, op.cit., p. 472.
?8 Horowitz, op,eit., p. 330,
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occured between Truman and Weizmann during that period
other than that of 18 March. Was, then, this - a pledge
by the President of immediate American recognition of
Israel as soon as it was proclaimed - the real gain Weiz-
mann was able to elieit from his meeting with the Presi-
dent ? Perhaps it was. But it is to be kept in mind

that even if this was the case, the President, for
tactical or other reasons, did not immediately bring about
in his Government's policy any essential change or signs
of change., In fact, the American delegation to the U.N.
persued, with no little efficiency, the policy of retreat
from partition, which had begun late in February, and went
foreward with the new American plans +that came to be
rightly termed the American "reversal", There are, further-
more, as will become better observed later, no signs that
the delegation to the U.N.,, and for that matter the whole
State Department, were in any way aware of the President's
plan's for a "counter-reversal",

The events at the U.N. which took place on the
day following the Truman-Weizmann meeting - 19 March =
showed some dramatic aspects of the new American policy of
departure from partition, The departure was, in fact, so
drastic as to earn the United States Zionist and Soviet
criticism on that same day. '

On that day, the report of the permanent members
about their consultations was submitted to the Security
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Council by the American delegate, The report recorded
some facts about the situation in Palestine,notable among
which is that "the partition plan cannot be implemented
by peaceful means under present conditions"; that "a
considerable number of inerusions of illegal arms and
armed elements into Palestine have occured by land and
sea"; and that "large scale fighting between the two com-
munities can be expected." The report recommended: "(a)
That the Security Council should make it clear to the
parties and Governments concerned that the Security Council
is determined not to permit the existence of a threat to
international peace in Palestine, and (b) that the Security
Couneil should take further action by all means available
to it to bring about the immediate cesgation of violence
and the restoration of peace and order in Paleatine."ag

The Soviet representative stated his Government's
reservations and comments on the report. He expressed
partial acceptance of the report, urging the Security
Council to "give these statements more concrete form, and
develop them as a basis for practical decisions." Mr.
Gromyko also eriticized the attitude of the American Govern-
ment throughout the big-five consultations, considering it
responsible for the allegedly false claim, stated in the
report, that armed infiltration into Palestine was taking

29 United Nations, Security Council, Official Records,
Third Year, 3 - 31 March 1948, pp. 142 - 143,
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place "by land and by sea." Mr., Gromyko asserted that
that phrase was deliberately caleculated "to complicate the
situation still further" by trying to confuse the Counecil
about the real source of danger to the implementation of
partition. (Infiltration "by sea" implicitly charges the
Zionists with an equal share of responsibility as the
Arabs for the situation in Palestine). Mr. Gromyko's
statement clearly implied that all this was a manifesta-
tion of a deliberate American withdrawal from the responsi-
bility of implementation imposed by the November Resolution.
In fact, the Soviet delegate expressly spoke of the attempts
made by the American representative throughout the big-five
consultations to bring about a reconsideration of the
Resolution. Coneluding his statement, the Soviet delegate
asserted that "the persistent demand to renew the consulta-
tions from the very beginning - and with the aim, moreover,
of modifying the already adopted decision on Palestine -
cannot be justitiod.'3°

In the afternoon of that same day - 19 March - the
representative of the United States made a very significant
statement which c¢limaxed the American "reversal" policy. He
argued that "the United Nations does not automatically fall
heir to the responsibilities either of the League of Nations
or of the Mandatory Power in respect of the Palestine Man-
date." He also said that "a unilateral decision by the United

30 Ibid,, pp. 143 - 148,
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Kingdom to terminate the Palestine Mandate cannot auto-
matically commit the United Nations to responsibility for
governing that country." The American delegate, therefore,
concluded that "a temporary trusteeship for Palestine
should be established under the Trusteeship Council of the
United Nations to maintain the peace and to afford the
Jews and Arabs of Palestine, who must live together, fur-
ther opportunity to reach an agreement regarding the future
government of that country. Such a United Nations trus-
teeship would, of course, be without prejudice +to the
character of the eventual political settlement, which we
hope can be achieved without long delay." Mr. Austin then
proposed the immediate convocation of a special session of
the General Assembly, and that the Security Council should
instruct the Palestine Commission to suspend its effort of
1mplementation.3l

The immediate reaction of the representative of
the Jewish Agency, who spoke right after +the American
delegate, was to describe the American statement as "a
shocking reversal” in the American position and "a fateful
capitulation ... to threats and intimidation." He strongly
eriticized the American stand, and concluded by saying:
"The decision of the General Assembly remains velid for

the Jewish people, We have accepted it and we are prepared

3L 1via,, pp. 157 - 168,
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to abide by it. If the United Nations Palestine Commission
is unable to carry out the mandates which were assigned to
it by the General Assembly, the Jewish people of Palestine
will move foreward in the spirit of the resolution and do
everything which is dictated by considerations of national
survival and considerations of justice and historie
rights.“32

The Soviet representative also found in the
American statement his opportunity for eriticizing American
policy. He claimed that he had felt the attitude taken by
the American delegate since the early stage of the consulta-
tions among the permanent members., The Soviet representa-
tive added: "I do not know what happened before, but it is
the logical sequence of the position which the United
States representative took at the first meeting of the
permanent members of the Security Council." He also said
that he did not agree that partition could not be imple-
mented peacefully.33

Commenting on this development, and relating it to
the attitude of the United States during the consultations
among the permanent members, the Zionist-sympathizer U.N,
Secretary General, Trygve Lie, writes: "From the start,
the consultations were a frustrating affair. Only the

32 1via,, pp. 168 - 170.
33 1via., pp. 171 - 172.
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Soviet Union seemed to be seriously intent about imple-
menting partition; the United States clearly was not,
Rumors were flying that the United States was seeking to
moderate the Arab stand even at the price of abandoning
partition; and, in such ean atmosphere, firm action by the
Council or its permanent Members was out of the guestion.
As it turned out the United States would in effect repu-
diate partition on the very day, March 19, when the com-
mittee of permanent Members reported on its recommendations
for 'implementing' partition.'3‘
Dismissing the successive assertions made by the
American representative that the new trusteeship proposal
was not inconsistent with the partition resolution, Sumner
Welles writes: "Whatever form the protestations of the
American Government might still take there could now be no
further doubt that the United States had completely
reversed its policy, and had definitely abundoned the
plan for the partition with economic union of Paleatine.'35
Shortly after the American statement in the
Security Counecil embodying the reversal, Dr, Weizmann,
who was then in New York, was visited by the major American
delegates to the U.N., Austin, Jessup and Ross who tried
to convince him to support the trusteeship proposal. But

34 1ie, op.cit., Dp. 169.
35 Welles, op.cit., »p. Tl.
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36

Weizmann was adamant in his rejection,

Although, on 24 March, the representative of the
Jewish Agency announcéd the determination of the Zionists
to oppose both trusteeship and any delay in the establish-
ment of the Jewish State, the United States went on with
its trusteeship policy. The United States representative
submitted, on 30 March, a draft resolution providing for
the convocation of a special session of the General
Assembly. He also submitted another draft resolution
which ordered an immediate truce in Palestine and provided
for the proper arrangements related thereto.37 Again, the
United States was vehemently criticized by the Soviet
representative for its abandonment of partition.38

The following day, 1 April, the Security Council
adoptéd both American resolutions, and it entrusted the
President of the Security Council with the task of discus-
sing the details of the truce with the Arab and Zionist
representatives, From that date on, the Security Council
engaged itself primerily in the problem of security in
Palestine, and in working out the appropriate machinery
for controlling violence therein, leaving it to the General
Assembly, which opened on 16 April, to find out a workable
solution for the general problem of Palestine,

36 Weizmann, op.cit., . 474.

37 United Nations, Security Council, Official Records,




CHAPTER VI

THE PERIOD OF HESITATION
II

For a publie opinion as strongly aympathet;c to
Zionism as the American public opinion, the American
trusteeship reversal, so thoroughly condemned by the
Zionist movement, could hardly pass without facing active
resistence. President Truman's statement of 25 March in
Justification of the new American attitude, ;hich invoked
the security and self-interest of the United States as
well as the claim that "trusteeship is not proposed as a
substitute for the partition plan",® could not stop the
wave of bitter criticism which appeared in leading
American papers and 1nf1uantig1 cireles. A large sector
of the American public, inadequately prepared for the new
adjustment in American policy, and effectively mobilized
by well-trained Zionist organizations, was in no position
to appreciate the pressing considerations of national
policy which had led such a pro-Zionist President as
Truman to undertake that adjustment. The editorials and
comments of, for example, the New York Herald Tribune
and the traditionally moderate New York Times, unmistak-

ably reflected, throughout March and April, this bitter

1 United States Department of State Bulletin, v. 18,
April - June 1948, p. 451.
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reaction against the new American poliecy. The statements
of Congressmen and Congressional debates, throughout that
period, emphasized the same theme of protestation and
indignation, Lilienthal guotes a part of a statement by
a Democratic Congressman, Arthur Klein, of Brooklyn, which
describes the move as "the most terrible sell out of the
common people since Munich." (Lilienthal also reports a
statement by Dr. Neumann, President of the Zionist Organi-
zation of America, in which Dr. Neumann threatened that
"any U.N., abandonment of partition would only revive
Jewish claims to all of Palestine.")2

Lilienthal mentions other prominent Americans
among those who threw all their weight against the new
change, such as Mrs, Roosevelt and Sumner Welles, Weiz-
mann, too, regards Welles as "foremost" among the defenders
of the Zionist caquse and eritics of the trusteeship policy.3
Welles, in fact, devotes a considerable part of his book
on Palestine - "We Need Not Fail" - to eritieizing the
grounds of the American reversal and the inconsistency
involved therain.4 He also tries to enumerate the factors

which prompted the President to acquiesce in the new

poliey.

2 Lilienthel, op.cit., pp. 77 - 80.

3 Weizmann, op.cit., p. 476.
4 Welles, op.cit., pp. 83 = 89, 98 - 103.
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Trygve Lie also suggests some explanations for
the change in American policy away from partition. He
writes with, apparently, deliberate reservation: "The
American turnabout on partition has never been explained.
Perhaps Washington, in voting for partition, expected
milder opposition from the Arabs and more substantial
cooperation from the British; perhaps, as has been
charged, some quarters feared the effect of Washington's
support of partition upon the o0il concessions American
interests held in Arab territories; or perhaps there was
a belief that forecing partition through would arouse a
bitter resentment that would turn the Arab States toward
Moscow and thus promote Soviet interests in the Middle
East."5 There seems to be involved a combination of all
these elemanta.6

Many sources explain the successive changes in
American policy on Palestine in terms of the sharp dif-
ference of opinion that prevailed between the White House,
on the one hand, and the State Department and other experts,
on the other.7 The change in favor of trusteeship at the
expence of partition would, accordingly, represent a tempo-

rary victory for the experts. The well-known Zionist

5 Lie, op,cit., p. 170.

6 See above, Chapter I; also below, Chapter VII,
particularly pp. 141 - 148,

For a general background on the problem see above,
Chapter I. A more detailed discussion of the questions
appears in Chapter VII,
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publicist, Harry Sacher, accepts this explanation, and,
presenting it in terms of his own position, writes: "The
State Department was notoriously not in harmony with the
President, and there was point in Mr, Gromyko's Dbitter
retort that the American Government was putting oil and

8 Sacher,

strategic interests before U.N. interests."
emphasyzing a point which recurs in Zionist political
writings, claims that the reversal was "plotted" by the
State Department and the British Foreign Office. He adds
that "when on 28th April President Truman appointed Mr,
Hilldring special assistant to Mr. Marshall in charge of
Palestine affairs, it was recognized that the President
had teken ﬁold ;gain, and that the maneuver of the State
Department in conjunction with the Foreign Office to
destroy partition had failed.”g The outspokenly pro-
Zionist ex-Ambassador to Israel, James G, McDonald, goes
further than that; he elaims that President Truman did
not authorize the whole move., DMcDonald alleges that Clark
Clifford, Truman's advisor, told him that when Ambassador
Austin declared his Government's trusteeship plan, "he had
acted on the Department's instructions and without the

President's knowledge or conaent.‘lo

8 Sacher, op.cit., p. 106.
9 Ibid. ] P. 1070
10 yoDonald, op.cit., pp. 10 = 11.
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Truman, in his memoirs, does not endorse this last
elaim; he tries to defend the move as perfectly consistent
with the earlier line of policy the United States had fol-
lowed. "This was not a rejection of partition," he writes,
"but rather an effort to postpone its effective date until
proper conditions for the establishment of self-government
in the two parts might be established." Therefore, Truman
continues, "the State Department's trusteeship proposal
was not contrary to my policy." Moreover, "there were ...
some tactical advantages to a shift of the debate from the
Security Council with its veto to the Trusteeship Council,
where decisions were made by majority vote., In addition,
it was only a matter of weeks before the British would
leave Palestine and thus change the entire situation. There
was always a chance that the United Nations might find a
solution to forstall the inevitable outbreak of violence,
so it seemed worth while to allow that proposal to be
discussed in the meanwhile.'ll

In fact, Truman suggests that the ostensible
reversal in American policy was neither unexpected by
Weizmann nor disapproved by him. Commenting on his meet-
ing with Weizmann on 18 March, Truman writes: "I knew what
it was he [Weizmanﬁ] wanted." He adds: "That this was so

was shown the following day." But the following day was

11 Pruman, op.eit., v. II, p. 163.
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the day of the "reversal". Truman later writes: "Some
Zionist spokesmen branded +this [the trusteeship pr0poaalJ
as a reversal of American policy. Dr. Weizmann, however,
was one of the few prominent Zionists who did not choose
this opportunity to castigate American policy. He knew,

I am sure, what the direction of American policy really
was," When a prominent Zionist, Judge Rosenman, called

on the President few days later, Truman "asked him to
see Dr. Weizmenn and tell him that there was not and would
not be any change in the long policy he and I had talked
about.“12 One is again led to believe that the trustee-
ship move was a tactical concession by the President to
his State Department, calculated to be offset later by the
President's sudden recognition of the Jewish State in mid-
May.

But why should the President concede to his State
Department, even though temporarily ? The President's
position on Palestine was wulnerable, from a policy-maker's
point of view, in a very important respect. As much as he
was influenced by the pro-Zionist sympathy of the American
public, President Truman was also committed before the
American publiec to a position of military -non-involvement.
After the adoption of partition, when the problem of

implementation came to the forefront, President Truman was

12 1pia., pp. 161 - 162,



120

forced to remind his Cabinet of the fact that "he had
repeatedly made the statement that American armed forces
could not be used toward this end." This left the
Cabinet in a dilemma: how could the United States, as
Truman's Secretary of Defense put it, "avoid meeting
that issue if participation by our forces is asked by
the United Nations,"?'3
This factor reinforced the position of the "ex-
perts", who had opposed the poliey of partition right
from the beginning., On 29 January 1948, Secretary of
Defense Forrestal and soﬁe of his assistants met with
a group of high officials of the State Department, among
them Loy Henderson and Dean Rusk, Henderson argued that
the General Assembly had only made a recommendation, and
that its implementation was conditional upon its proving
"just and workable." From that meeting emerged the theory,
later strongly advocated by Forrestal, that the "unwork-
ability" of partition justifies its "re-examination,"l4
But there was an additional factor, more ironical
even than the President's paradoxical commitments to the
American publiec. There was, reportedly, a physical impos-
8ibility involved in the implementation of partition as

far as American participation was concerned, The deployable

13 Millis, ed., op.,cit., p. 346.
14 1pia,, p. 362.
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American troops, available during the disecussion on
forcible implementation, were incomparably smaller than
the force required. On 4 March 1948, Forrestal pointed
out to an influential Democratic leader, Senator Walter
F. George, that the deployable Army troops left totalled
less than 30,000 in addition to 23,000 Marines, whereas
the British had 90,000 troops in Palestine just to police
the area.l5 General Gruenther had estimated, in February,
the troops required for implementation at 80,000-160,000
troops.16

The problem persisted even after the declaration
of the shift in favor of trusteeship. Forrestal reports
that even after the shift, the Administration, of which
Mr, Forrestal was a prominent member, had no eclear idea of
how to implement its new proposal. On 29 March, Under-
Secretary of State Lovett called Forresfal to ask him
about American readiness for participation in the imple-
mentation of trusteeship. Forrestal reports his answer:
"I said that at that moment we did not have such forces
available and that I did not see how we could escape
making an effort to contribute." When Forrestal talked
the matter over with the President, the latter "said he
did not want to meke any firm commitment to send troops

15 1via., p. 386.
16 1pia,, p. 376.
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into Palestine." The President, however, authorized the
American delegate at the U.N., "in case he was cornered",
to say "that we would participate in the implementation
of the trusteeship mandate ... up to the limits of our
ability." Lovett was also asked to write down the precise
wording of what the delegate was going to say, and have it
checked at the White House.l7

It is, moreover, a revealing fact that, throughout
March and April, the State Department kept stressing to
the Cabinet, in vain, the Department's need for concrete
information about the forces the United States was capable
of deploying to "police" a Palestine trusteeship. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff invariably answered that no adequate troops

18 Against such a background was the State

were available,
Department (and its delegation to U,N.) laboring throughout
the "period of hesitation."

When the second special session of the General
Assembly was opened on 16 April, the United States delega-
tion had, thus, a rather tortuous and inadequate formula
to offer. The practical defect from which the partition
plan had suffered - i.,e. the lack of concrete provisions
for implementation - was not overcome in the new trustee-

ship proposal, But, on the other hand, there was now,with

17 1vid,, pp. 405 - 406.
18 1pia,, pp. 410 - 411,
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the convoRation of a special session of the Assembly, a
wider scope for working out a practical solution for the
Palestine problem outside the framework of the partition
plan.,

On 19 April, the General Assembly approved the
Agenda and referred the Palestine question to the First
Committee. Dr. Arce of Argentina and Dr. Tsiang of China
were elected Presidents of the General Assembly and the
First Committee respectively. This latter fact by itself
indicated, notably for the Zionists, that the United States
was not planning to press forward strongly with the Zionist
demands, Neither Argentina nor China had voted in favor of
partition, and the fact that the United States did not
block the election of their representativesfor the two
major posts in the Assembly indicated, from the point of
view of Sumner Welles, that the United States was "lukewarm"
in influencing the deliberations of the Assembly.lg Perhaps
this was not indeed a sign that the United States was
reluctant to influence the deliberations, but it perhaps
was a sign that she was abandoning her partition attitude.

Mr, Austin's opening statement, on 20 April, was
another landmerk in the American "reversal", Mr, Austin
made a long speech in which he proposed "the establishment
of a temporary trusteeship which would provide a government

19 welles, op.cit., pp. 104 - 105,
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and essential public services in Palestine pending further
negotiations." He presentéd a working paper of a general

20 as a basis for a more detailed agreement to

character
be worked out by the Fourth (Trusteeship) Committee, He,
however, statéd that "the agreement should be subject to
promp termination whenever general agreement was reached
upon a permanent solution of the Palestine problem." Such
a "permanent solution", it is significant to note, Mr,
Austin defined in terms of the partition plan "or ... any

other solution which might be agreed upon by the Jews and

Arabs of that country." Mr, Austin added that his Govern-

ment "was willing to undertake its share of responsibility
for the provision of police forees which would be regquired
during a truce and a temporary trusteeship." He, however,
pointed out that his Government was not prepared to act
alone in the matter and its participation was conditional
upon a readiness of other Governments to provide similar
aasistanee.'al
It is interesting to note what the pro-partitionist
Mr, Trygve Lie says about this American expression of wil-

lingness to participate in enforecing trusteeship, By April

20 pocument A/C. 1/271.

21 Official Records of the Second Special Session of
the General Assembly, v, II, Main Committees, Summary
Records, 16 April - 14 May 1948, pp. 4 - 10,
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Zionist forces in Palestine had already occupied a consider-
able part of both territories assigned by the November
Resolution to the Arab and Jewish States. So Mr, Trygue
Lie writes: "In view of the de facto partition of Pales-
tine which already was dissolving British authority, this
amounted to proposing that the United Nations take enforce-
ment action against partition."22

Mr. Austin's statement invited violent criticism
from the representative of the Soviet Union., Mr. Gromyko,
speaking in the same meeting of the First Committee, at-
tacked the American plan and general attitude. He accused
the United States of trying to destroy the partition resol-
ution in conjunetion with the British Government., He also
eriticized the fact that "whereas the United States had
originally used all its influence to encourage the adoption
of the partition plan, it had immediately afterwords changed
its poliey on the question."™ Mr. Gromyko claimed that the
change in the American attitude "had been dictated by the
0il interests and military interests of that country." He
also attacked the attitude of the United Kingdom with regard
to implementation and charged it with complicity with the
Arabs., The Soviet representative finally stated that his

Government's position was still in favor of the implementa-

tion of partition,2>
Lie, op.cit., p. 172.

23 official Records of the Second Special Session of
the General Assembly, v. II, Main Committees, Summary
Records, 16 April - 14 May 1948, pp. 17 = 20.
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Later in the debate, the Arab spokesmen repeated
their arguments against partition and called for its
abandonment by the Assembly. The spokesman of the Jewish
Agency criticized the way in which the Security Council
had handled the guestion of implementation, and expressed
the Zionist movement's rejection of the American trustee-
ship plan, He threatened that any form of trusteeship
would have to be imposed by force, and announced that the
Jewish State was going to be established on 15 May.

On 26 April, the general debate was interrupted
and a vote ﬁas taken on a specific draft resolution deal-
ing with the protection of the City of Jerusalem., The
problem of maintaining order in Jerusalem had been raised
earlier by the Swedish representative as an urgent problem,
without prejudice to the larger Palestine issue, A draft
resolution, backed by the United States, proposed entrust-
ing the Trusteeship Council with the task of studying the
problem and reporting to the General Assembly. When
Australia, primarily suppoxrted by the Communist countries,
proposed the formation of = sub-committee of the First
Committee instead, the proposal was defeated and the Firss
Committee voted in favor ‘o:/iﬁhrican-baoked resolution,
On the same day the General Assembly endorsed the resolu-
tion of the Political Committee,

As the First Committee resumed its debate on the
general guestion of Palestine, the Trusteeship Council was
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carrying out the new task assigned to it by the Assembly.
By that time the Trusteeship Council had already become
familiar with the Palestine question and the specifiec
conditions of Jerusalem, the November Resolution having
assigned to it the responsibility of working out a detailed
statute for the City of Jerusalem within five months.24
The Council had, in fact, agreed on a modified version of
a report drawn up by a speeial sub-committee which included
the United States and the United Kingdom (but not the Soviet
Union). The Trusteeship Council was thus awaiting further
instructions from the General Assembly, when it received
the new responsibility of studying and recommending about
the protection of the City of Jerusalem.

The Trusteeship Council cerried out its task
efficiently, and was able, in a short time, to bring about
a cease-fire in Jerusalem and some sort of agreement on a
number of principles among the Arabs, the Zionists and the
Mandatory Power, It reported to the General Assembly on
6 May.

In the meantime, the First Committee continued its
debate on the general gquestion of Palestine and the trustee-
ship proposal, The representatives of Guatemela K (Garcia-

Granados) and Uruguay (Fabregat) played their traditional

24 50e Resolutiom (181 (II) A).
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role as sdvocates of the Jewish Agency's case.25 They
criticized the new attitude of the United States Govern-
ment.26 So, too, did the representatives of the Communist
block, whose criticism was more vehement. They pointed
out the contradiction between the earlier American claim
that partition could not be implemented by force and the
United States later readiness to implement trusteeship by

27

force." The representative of New Zealand, Sir Carl

Berendson, also strongly defended partition, and earned
a compliment for that from Dr. Weianann.za
Two Arab spokesmen, the Lebanese on 23 April and

the Arab Higher Committee's on 26 April, expressed a con-
ditionel readiness to consider the trusteeship proposal

on the ground that it was only a temporary measure aiming
ultimately at a solution acceptable to the Arabs.?g As a
reply to these statements and the statements of other

representatives, the American delegate re-defined his

25 Weizmann describes the two Latin Americen delegates
as "fhe ever gallant defenders of the Jewish cause.," He
reports that during that session of the General Assembly
he "was in close contact" with both of them. (op.cit.,

p. 475.)
6 Official Records of the Second Speeial Session of

the General Assembly, v. II, MNain Committees, Summary
Records, 16 April - 14 May 1948, pp. 82 - 86, 87 - 92,

7 See, for instance, the statement of the Polish
représentative: Ibid,, pp. 101 - 107.
8 Weizmann, 018,09 P 4T3,

29 official Records of the Second Special Session of
the General Assembly, v. II, MNMain Committees, Summary
Records, 16 April - 14 May 1948, pp. 69, 97.
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proposal as "a military and political stand-still to save
human life and to make possible further negotiations
regarding a final political settlement."30 In the mean-
time, Britain, as Weizmenn puts it, was "showing no
enthusiasm for the ... proposal of trusteeship.“31

On 27 April, the First Committee decided +to
begin the examination of the American working paper on
trusteeship in the First Committee instead of the Fourth
(Trusteeship) Committee, as had been proposed. After a
long discussion, an amended Guatemalan-Cuban-American
resolution was adopted, which provided for the establish-
ment of a sub-committee - Sub-Committee 9. The task of
the sub-committee was to consider all issues and data
related to the problem of establishing a provisional regime
for Palestine, the American trusteeship paper being one of
its bases., Both the United States and the Soviet Union
were to be members of Sub-Committee 9.

As Sub-Committee 9 of the First Committee was
going on with its work, the General Assembly considered,
on 6 May, the report of the Trusteeship Council on the
protection of the City of Jerusalem, The United States
had played a leading role, in the Trusteeship Counecil,
both in the formulation and ultimate adoption of the

report, which was now in the form of a resolution, After

30 1pia., p. 116.
31 'Bimann, 0 Oit. ’ pt 474.
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slight modification, the resolution was adopted by the
First Committee,

The United States then introduced another draft
resolution providing for the establishment of amother sub-
committee - Sub-Committee 10 - +to examine further the
protection and temporary administration of the City of
Jerusalem. With slight amendment, the resolution was
adopted on 11 May.

Meanwhile, Sub-Committee 9 (on the general guestion
of Palestine) was actively engaged in its task. It finally
adopted an amended United States resolution, rejecting
several amendments by the Polish delegate. The resolution,
as adoPted,32 "strongly supported™ the efforts of the
Security Council aiming &t a truce in Palestine. It also
"empowered" a U,N, Mediator, to be chosen by the permanent
members, to "promote a peaceful adjustment of the situation
in Palestine" as well as to undertake other responsibilities
therein, The resolution also provided for the suspension,
"ag of 1 June 1948", of the efforts of the Palestine (imple-
mentation) Commission. It differed from the original
American proposal in some minor respects. For example,
instead of defining the major responsibility of the proposed
Mediator as the promotion of "agreement on the future

government of Palestine," which was the definition made in

32 pocument 4/C.1/299.
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the American draft, the adopted resolution defined his
funcetion as the promotion of "a peaceful adjustment of
the situation in Pelestine," Instead of providing for
the discharge of the Palestine Commission, the resolution
provided for its suspension,

The Polish amendments which were rejected by the
Sub-Committee provided primarily for the setting up of a
mediation commission instead of an individual mediator,
and for the deletion of that part of the American draft
which deals with the discharge of the Palestine Commission.
The Polish amendments also provided that the resolution
does not prejudice "the rights and legal position of the
parties concerned," and were stronger in the implicit
warning to the Arab Governments, in the preamble.33

This report of Sub-Committee 9 reached +the politi-
cal Committee on May 13. The Americen representative sup-
ported with enthusiasm the resolution which the report
incorporated., He pointed out that no progress had been
made in the peaceful implementation of partition or in the
provision of U.N, forces. The American representative
expressed the willingness of his Government to contribute
to the foreces required for the enforcement of trusteeship,
but he reminded the Committee that no other Government had

33 More about the discussions in Sub-Committee 9 can

be found in the Yearbook of the United Nations, 1 - 48
(New York, September 1949), pp. 215 = 2170.
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expressed similar resdiness. He finally urged the Commit-
tee to endorse the proposal of Sub-Committee 9, asserting
that the proposal was based on the conviction that "peace
depended, not upon force, but upon the process of recon-
ciliation."34

The main opposition ceme from the Communist block.
Although other representatives also criticized the proposal
(the representative of New Zealand called it "pitifully
inadequate" and a “"departure from the principles agreed
upon at the previous session of the Assembly"35), the most
concentrated attack came from Czechoslovakia, Poland and
the Ukranian S.S.R. The represqptative of Czechoslovekia,
on 14 May, protested against the manner in which the work
had been conducted, and questioned the basic American
assumption.36 The Polish representative vigorously criti-
cized the resolution of Sub-Committee 9 and claimed that
it was the product of an American maneuver to prevent the
implementation of partition. He reintroduced almost all
the amendments he had proposed in Sub-Committee 9.37 The
representative of the Ukranian 5.S.R. expressed similar
38

views.

34 opricial Records of the Second Special Session of
the General Assembly, v. II, Main Committees, Summary
Records, 16 April - 14 May 1948, pp. 242 - 247.

35 Ibid,, pp. 250 - 251.
36 1pid,, p. 251,

37 1via,, pp. 251 - 256.
38 Tvia., pp. 257 - 2%9.
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But, again, the First Committee proved to be on
the American side. The Polish amendments were all rejected,
and the resolution proposed by Sub-Committee 9 ultimately
endorsed with few amendments, The Palestine Commission was
"relieved"rather than "suspended", and the Mediator was
instructed to receive direction not only from the Security
Council but also from the General Assembly.

On the same day, the First Committee considered
also the report of Sub-Committee 10 on the protection and
temporary administration of Jerusalem.S> The United States
was, once more, the main advocate of the plan proposed in
the report, about which many representatives expressed
reservations, The Communist representatives opposed the
plan on the basis of the November Resolution., The Arabs
also opposed the plan as inconsistent with their general
position on Palestine, The plan was eventually transmit-
ted by the First Committee without a vote to the General
Assembly, in accordance with an American proposal. The
First Committee adjurned on the same day, 14 May.

On that day also, the General Assembly met to
consider the two reports of Sub-Committee 9 and Sub-Commi t-
tee 10, which were passed to it by the First Committee,

The report of Sub-Committee 10 on the temporary administra-
tion of Jerusalem was discussed first, Opposed by the Arab

39 For the plan of "Temporary Administration of Jeru-
salem" (report of Sub-Committee 10), see: Yearbook of the
United Nations, op.cit., pp. 269 - 270.
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States and the Communist countries, though on antithetical
grounds, with many countries abstaining, the American-
backed resolution this time could not achieve the reguired
two-third majority, and was thus rejected.

The General Assembly then turned its attention to
the other resolution - the one originally drawn up in
Sub=-Committee 9 and which deals with the general problem
of Palestine, It was late in the afternoon, and the
time-table of the Ydeclaration of independence" of the
Jewish State, as had been fixed by the Zionist authorities,
was 6 O'clock p.m. Shortly after 6, the representative of
Colombia, prompted by rumors that were spread in the
Assembly, asked the American delegate whether it was true
that the United States had recognized the new State of
Israel., The American representative, Mr, Sayre, replied
that he had no officisl information on the subject.4?

Other representatives debated the proposal which
was before the Assembly. The spokesmen of the Soviet
Union and other Communist countries opposed the resolution

and criticized the contradictions in American policy.41

40 Official Records of the Second Special Session of
the General Assembly, v. I, Plenary Meetings of the
General Assembly, Summary Records, 16 April - 14 May 1948,

pp. 36 - 37.

41 por instance, statement of the Soviet delegate:
Ibid., pp. 37 = 39; statement of the Polish delegate:

Tm?’ PP. 39 o 400
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Shortly afterwords, Dr. Jessup, the major American
representative at that meeting entered the hall and read
to the other members of the Assembly a brief gtatement
issued by the White House. It read: "This Government has
been informed that a Jewish Stete has been proclaimed in
Palestine, and recognition has been requested by the Provi-
sional Government thereof. The United States recognizes
the Provisional Government as the de facto authority of
the new State of Israel." Mr, Jessup then read another
statement issued by the White House, which stated: "The
desire of the United States to obtain a truce in Palestine
will in no way be lessened by the proclamation of a Jewish
State., We hope that the new Jewish State will join ﬁith
the Security Council Truce Commission in redoubled efforts
to bring an end to the <fighing, which has been, through-
out the United Nations' consideration of Palestine, a
principal objective of this Government." Mr, Jessup also
declared that his Government would continue to support the
resolution which was being discussed in the Assembly.42

The sudden recognition of Israel by the White House
came as a surprise to the American representatives, and,

as Trygve Lie puts it, their "mortification ... was under-

standably acute.”‘3 Garcia-Granados describes the condition

2 1pia., pp. 42 - 43. B
43 Lie, op.,cit,,  »p. 173.
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in which the American delegates were, a few minutes before
Mr, Jessup came in with the statement. "The American
delegates", Garcia-Granados writes, "sat in their seats,
as surprised as any of us. They knew nothing; no official
word had come to them. The noise and commotion in the
corridors grew louder, but in the huge chamber we continued
to debate the merits of the Mediator proposal."4‘ The
United States recognition of Israel took place exactly
eleven minutes after Israel had been proclaimed a state.45
The Arab representatives, surprised and indignent,
bitterly criticized the ironical contradictions in the
position of the United States, and when the liediator re-
solution was put to the vote abstained from voting. The
Communist block also voted ageinst the resolution. But the
resolution was carried by the required majority.

The second special session of the General Assembly

was adjurned on that evening.

44 Garcia-Granados, op.cit., pp. 287 - 288. The
same story is recounted by ﬁeizmann, op.cit., p. 478.

45 Truman, op.,ecit., v. II, p. 164,



CHAPTER VII
BEHIND THE AMERICAN SCENES

The scene of the bewildered American representa-
tives at the General Assembly, receiving the news of
their Government's sudden recognitien of Israel, was a
dramatic manifestation of the political dualism which had
bedevilled for years the American Government's approach
to the Palestine guestion, The period of hesitation and
reversals, culminating in that final reversal in favor of
recognition, clearly reflected the conflicts and contra-
dietions which took place behind the scenes in governmental
cirecles and branches, It was practically no secret, to the
informed circles of the public opinion, +that it was the
White House which, against the opposition of the State and
War Departments and some Middle Eastern experts, pushed
foreward in favor of a pro-Zionist policy and was primarily
responsible for it. The story of the American de facto
recognition of Israel, one aspect of which has been covered
by the last part of the preceding Chapter, is revealing in
that respect.

James G, McDonald, the first American Ambassador
to Israel, wrote some time after the recognition: "The
President, against his experts' advice ... recognized the

State of Israel immediately after its proclamation."l

1 McDonald, op.cit., Pp. 6.
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James Forrestal, the American Secretary of Defense during
that period, reported in his diaries that he had been
informed of the White House's recognition of Israel 15
minutes after the announcement of the decision. Under
Secretary Lovett, who was the one who informed Forrestal,
told him also that he (Lovett) and Secretary of State
Marshall had been informed of the decision only a little
while before, in a meeting attended by them, the President
and some White House aasistants.?
For whatever his testimony is worth, the Jewish
writer Alfred Lilienthal reports the story of recognition
as follows, On 14 May, President Truman "was closeted"
with his close associates and met few people - all the
day maintaining "rigid silence"., Around eleven - thirty
that morning, Eliahu Epstein (Later Elath), representative
of the Jewish Agency in the United States, was called to
the White House and informed of the desire of the President
to accord de facto recognition to Israel immediately after
its "declaration of independence". Secretary of State
Marshall was not informed of the Pieaident'a decision
until between three and four that afternoon, to avoid any
objections or leakages. Marshall was then instructed not
to inform anyone, even the American delegate at the United

Nations, At 6:11 p.m. American recognition of Israel was

2 Mil1is, ed., op,eit., p. 440.
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announced.3

There is not much to be questioned in Mr, Lilien-
thal's story, as it generally corresponds to Forrestal's
version and to some observable facts. Again, the names
of Carl Clifford and David Niles, Truman's assistants to
whose influence Lilienthal attributes much of Truman's
pro-Zionist policy, appear in the story of recognition.
Forrestal reports that the two were present at that meet-
ing in which Marshal and Lovett were informed of the
President's decision to recognize Israel.4 Earlier, on
21 January 1948, Lovett had told Forrestal that the State
Department was "seriously embarrassed and handicapped by
the activities of Niles at the White House in going
directly to the President on matters involving Palestine."5
Clark Clifford, as will appear a little later, was James
McDonald's major channel to the President, in all matters
which the American Ambassador to Israel wanted to keep
the State Department out of.

Truman himself, in his memoirs, uses the recogni-
tion episode to criticize the State Department and other
experts who objected to his poliecy. "I was told", he
writes, "that to some of the career men of the State

Department this announcement ceme as a surprise. It should

3 Lilienthal, op.cit., p. 84.
4 wi111s, ed., op.cit., p. 440,
5 Ibid., p. 361.
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not have been if these men had faithfully supported my
poliey." He then finds the occasion suitable for some
digression: "The difficulty with many career officials
in the government is that they regard themselves as the
men who really make policy and run the government, They
look upon the elected officials as just temporary occu-
pants ... I wanted to meke it plain that the President
of the United States, and not the second or third echelon
in the State Department, is responsible for making foreign
policy, and, furthermore, that no one in any department
can sabotage the President's policy."6
"Sabotage" is a significant expression in this
context, It clearly reflects much bitterness on the part
of Truman and underlines the dangerous state of intra-
governmental confliet under which the Palestine policy
was being formulated. ‘But this situation, though in a
less acute way, had been prevailing between the White
House and the State Department since the earliest days
of the Truman administration. It gradually gained mo-
mentum, as times went on, to become so alarmingly menifest
in the period of hesitation and in the recognition affair,
Bartley Crum writes about his appointment, back in
November 1946, to the Anglo-American Committee of
Inquiry on Pelestine!; "The State Department ,..preferred

6 Truman, op.,cit,, v. II, p. 165,

T Por the formation and activities of the Committee,
see above, pp. 15 - 19,
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not to have me on the committee, From other sources in
government I learned that the President himself had sent
in my name, but that it was rejected three times."8 If
this allegation is true - and logically it could very
well be - it must be understood in the context of the
State Department's traditionally cautious attitude towards
Zionism, and Truman's enthusiasm (highminded or otherwige)
for Zionism. Sumner Welles, himself staunchly pro-Zionist,
described Crum as "outstanding among the American members
of the Committee for his passionate faith in the justice
of the Zionist cause."g The appointment of such a commit-
ted person to a supposedly impartiasl committee is more to
be expected from President Truman than from his State
Department.

Crum, perhaps deliberately exaggerating the iden-
tity of views and coordination of efforts be tween the
State Department and Foreign Office on the question of

10

Palestine, writes; "It was clear from secret documents

shown to the Committee +that the attitude of our State
Department, and that of the British Foreign Office and the

8 Crum, op.cit., p. 4.
9 Welles, op.cit,, p. 34.

10 It is noticeable that since the early days of
President Truman's administration, Zionist political
literature has consistently attempted to create an image
of close coordination between the State Department and
the British Foreign and Colonial Offices, where the
initiative is allegedly kept in the hands of the two
British "imperialist" organs.
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British Colonial Office, were not consistent either with
the statements made by Franklin Roosevelt before the 1944
elections, or with the platform of the Republican and
Democratie parties when they caelled for a Jewish state,
or with the declarations and policy statements of the
British Labor Party before the 1945 elections. In short,
the foreign offices of Britain and America appeared to
follow a policy certainly at variance with the publicly
proclaimed policies of our two governments."ll
Crum tells two other stories which, if gquestion-
able in their details as factual incidents, no doubt
genuinely reflect the basic trend behind them. He alleges
that before the departure of the Anglo-American Committee,
Loy Henderson, Chief of the Near Bast Division of the
State Department, said to him: "There is one fact facing
both the United States and Great Britain, Mr., Crum, That
is the Soviet Union, It would be wise to bear that in mind

w12 ygain, another

when you consider the Palestine problem.
State Department official, Evan Wilson, Crum reports, told
the latter: "If the committee reaches a decision which
could be interpreted as too favorable to the Jews, an
aroused Arab world might turn to the Soviet Union for
support., That is a matter the committee must consider

seriously. nl3

i; Crum, op,cit,, D. 32
Ibid., p. 8.
13 1pid,, p. 31.



143

Truman, in his memoirs, confirms the general
burden of Crum's thesis with regard to the State Depart-
ment's attitude, "The Department of State's specialists
on the Near East", Truman writes, "were, almost without
exception, unfriendly to the idea of a Jewish state.
Their thinking went along this line : Great Britain has
maintained her position in the area by cultivating the
Arabs; now that she seems no longer able to hold +this
position, the United States must take over, and it must
be done by exactly the same formula; if the Arabs are
antagonized, they will go over into the Soviet camp."
Truman then comments: "I was never convinced by the argu-
ments of the diplomats."l4

Former Under Secretary of State, Sumner Welles,
emphasizes the role played by "a number of officials in
the Department of State" in favor of a cautious policy
in Palestine, "In the opinion of these officials", he
says, "it is essential, in view of the agressive intent
of the Soviet Union, that no step be teken by the United
States that would alienate the Arab peoples from this
country., They conseguently maintained that the United
States should adopt as its own the policy of the British

Government, They urge that no solution of the Palestine

problem be imposed, and that no plan of settlement be

14 Truman, op,cit,, v. II, p. lé62.
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sponsored by the United States unless it has been previously
accepted by both Jews and Arabs.”15

Truman makes another reference to the State Depart-
ment in which he mentions the argument based on Middle
Eastern oil, and he bitterly accuses some State Department
officials of "anti-Semitism". He says: "There were some
men in the State Department who held the view that the
Balfour Declaration could not be carried out without of-
fense to the Arabs. Like most of the British diplomats,
some of our diplomats also thought that the Arabs, on ac-
count of their numbers and because of the fact that they
controlled such immense o0il resources, should be appéased.
I am sorry to say that there were some among them who also
inelined to be anti-Semitic".l6

But the State Department was not totally isolated
in its struggle for more caution and responsible handling
of the Palestine problem., The Department of Defense and
the military experts ultimately took the same attitude.
Truman writes: "In the Palestine situation the military
kept talking about two things: our ability to send troops
to Palestine if trouble should break out there and, secondly
the o0il resources of the Middle East. Secretary of
Defense TForrestal spoke to me repeatedly about the danger

that hostile Arabs might deny us access to the petroleum

15 Welles, op.cit., pp. 75 - T6.
Lo Trumen, op.cit., v. II, p. 164.
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treasures of their countries, The Joint Chiefs of Staff,
on several occasions, submitted memoranda to show that
we could not afford to send more than a token force to
the area."l7

Soon after the publication of the Anglo-American
Committee's report, Truman asked for the opinion of the
military. "The Joint Chiefs of Staff urged that no U.S.
armed forces be involved in carrying out the committee's
findings. They recommended that in implementing the
report the guiding principle should be that no action
should be taken that would cause repercussions in Pales-
tine which would be beyond the capabilities of British
troops to control." They also "believed that the political
shock attending the reappearence of U,S, armed forces in
the Middle East would unnecessarily risk serious dis-
turbaneea throughout the area far out of proportion to
any local Palestine difficulties." Trumen adds: "The Joint
Chiefs of Staff were also of the opinion that carrying out
the findings of the report by force would prejudice British
and U.S. interests in much of the Middle East, And if this
were to happen, they suggested that the U.S.S.R. might
replace the United States and Britain in influence and
power through the Middle East., To this they added that

control of oil in the Middle East was a very serious

17 1pia,, p. 162.



146

congideration, and they concluded, therefore, that no
actions should be taken that commit U.8. armed forces or
turn the peoples of the Middle Bast away from the Western
powers, since we have a vital security interest there."18
Sumner Welles attributes this atiitude of "the
highest officials in the Department of Defense" primarily
to o0il considerations. "Long before the conclusion of the
war", he writes, "the initiative had been teken by the
Navy Department, strongly backed by Harold Ickes while he
was Secretary of the Interior, in proposing the construc-
tion of pipelines to cerry the oil produced in the Arabian
fields to Mediterranean ports, To the strategy-plenners
these pipelines seemed to be American life lines, Any pol-
iey that might induce Arab Governments to refuse their
co-operation to the United States or to hinder American
access to this oil seemed to them criminally stupid."lg
Welles closely links this attitude of the defense people
with the representations of the American oil companies of
the Middle East. In a passage implicitly suggesting that
the attitude of the Defense Department was either largely
influenced by the representations of the oil companies, or
at least strongly reinforced thereby, Welles mentions that
the 0il companies pushed forward with the view that "if
the United States continued to press for partition, the oil

18 1pia,, p. 149.
19 Welles, op.cit., pp. 74 - T5.
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of the Near Bast would be unavailable for our national
defense and egqually unavailable to the countries of Western
Europe that must have access to this source of supply if
the BEuropean Recovery Progrem was to succeed. "20
Chief among the defense spokesmen against a
definitely pro-Zionist policy was no. doubt James Forrestal,
the Defense Secretery himself, Truman hes aslready been
quoted on this fact,al and Forrestal himself makes many
references in his diaries to his efforts to influence the
American Government in that direction, and to try to offset
the strong Zionist pressure which was "forcing the hands"
of the President, PForrestal's stand was based on the same
familiar grounds of the American State and Defense Depart-
ments' experts. He also believed that the success of the
Marshall plan was conditional upon a steady flow of Middle
Eastern oil., So too was, in his opinion, the American
capacity to fight a war, or meintain in peacetime, a stable
economic growth.22 His awareness of the crucial relevence
of the oil consideration is indicated in several places in

Forrestal's diaries.g3

20 1pia,, p. 82.
21 See above, Pp. 144 - 145,
22 yi111s, ed., cit,, p. 358.

23 See, for instance, pp. 81 - 82, 323 - 324, 356 =
353. 376 - 377. 5y :
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This attitude of Forrestal earned him sharp and
concentrated criticism from Zionist and pro-Zionist circles,
in which the central accusation was that Forrestal was"the
stooge of the oil companies." The Zionist campaign on
Forrestal must have been remsrkably ruthless, for a promi-
nent pro-Zionist spokesman, James McDonald, volunteered to
condemn the attacks and defended the integrity of the man.
"Forrestal ...," McDoneld wrote, "certainly did not deserve
the persistent and venomous attacks upon him which helped
breek his mind and body [?eference ig to Forrestal's eventual
collapsé]; on the contrary, these attacks stand out as
among the ugliest examples of the willingness of politicians
and publicists to use the vilest means - in the name of
partition - to destroy self-sacrificing and devoted public

servanta."z4

T+ is to be noted in this connection that in Zionist
politicel literature this theme of the oil companies’
"pressure" in favor of a "pro-Arab" poliey, is recurrent
again and again.?5 But Trumen himself mekes no reference
whatsoever to any such pressure, This is remarkable because
Prumen in his memoirs is outspoken enough to refer %o the

differences -of the White House with the military end State

24 McDonald, op.cit., p. 13.

25 See, for instance: Horowitz, op.cit., P. 252;

Sacheér, op.cit pp. 64, 106; Weizmenn, op.cit., p. 432;
Welles: 0’ OE%’, P; 82. bl ’ g (%
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Department's experts, and to refer even to the Zionist
pressure that was put upon him, About the early period
of 1947 Truman writes: "The Jewish extremists in Pales-
tine were continuing their terrorist activities., And top
Jewish leaders in the United States were putting all sorts
of pressure on me to commit American power and forces on
behalf of the Jewish aspirations in Palestine.“26

This brings into the picture that extremely essen-
tial and complementary aspect of it - the factors and
forces behind Truman's pro-Zionism, There are certainly
"objective" as well as "subjective" causes for Truman's
attitude. The subjective are , naturally, more ilusive
and less liable to accurate examination than the objective
factors, They perhaps relate to the "liberal" outlook of
Truman, and to the prevailing association - justified or
otherwize - between American "liberalism" and pro-Zionist
sympathies, They may have also something to do with the
influence of religious biblical associations. But the more
concrete factors in Truman's pro-Zionism are perhaps less
difficult to detect. The facts that follow may shed some
light on that aspect of the problem,

In October 1946, and in the midst of what Forrestal
describes as "vigorous and active Zionist propaganda,"27

President Truman made a statement to the effect that

26 prumen, op.cit., v. II, p. 153.
27 Mi114s, ed., op.cit., pp. 188 - 189,
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100,000 Jews should be immediately admitted into Palestine2S

This statement, though only a repetition of earlier state-
ments by the President, became a landmark in the story of
modern American-Palestine relations, partly because of its
immediate conseguences and partly because of its signifi-
cant character, The immediate consequences have already
been referred to in the background chapter;29 Anglo-
American tension was increased and the Arabs were infu-
riated.

But the statement was also revealing in its domes-
tic implications, Summer Welles - himself a supporter of
Truman's pro-Zionist policy - wrote that that statement
"end similer appeals which the President later directed to
the British Government, had been primarily for political
reasons."3° The story he recounts about the statement is
that "President Truman was informed by his political advis-
ers that Governor Dewey of New York [the Republican leadef]
was about to offer publicly some plan ... for the European
Jews ., The President at once 1issued a statement to the
press that he was urging the British Government to permit
one hundred thousand destitute Jewish refugees to be trans-
ported from Europe to Palestine.'31 |

28 See above, p. 22.

29 See above, pp. 22 - 23.
30 Welles, op,cit., »p. 33.
31 1pia,, pp. 32 - 33
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This story evidently introduces the electoral
element in Trumen's pro-Zionist statements and acts. Welles
becomes more explicit when he asserts that "politics played
a considerable part in determining the action of the White
House ... In several of the larger cities the political
influence of this body of American citizens {ﬁhe Zionist
JewsJ was considerable and their allegience was a matter
of more than passing concern to a President whose desire
for reelection was well known, Neither the objections of
the armed services nor those coming from the Department of
State were for the moment able to prevail."32

Along the same lines goes the story of Truman's
October statement as recounted by Kermit Roosevelt, Mead
and Lehman "good Democrats™, as Roosevelt describes them
- were running for Governor and Senator, respectively, in
New York State, Their position was weak, and they asked
the White House to issue a statement favoring Zionism
because Dewey, Mead's Republican opponent, was about to
issue one himself, Truman referred the drafting of the
statement to the State Department, but was not satisfied
with the draft. The two candidates pressed again, threat-
ening that they would issue the statement and ask the
President publiely to support it., "Working under great
pressure - domestic political pressure logically unrelated

32 Ibid.’ p. 80.
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to Palestine - +the October 4 statement was produced.“33
(Truman, incidentlly, scknowledges the fact that /Hi‘z‘ﬁ:er-
pretation was made of his behavior, but he naturally, denies
its truth.)3* Kermit Roosevelt adds to his story that after
Truman's October statement, "White House officials warned
that State Department personnel must not eriticize their
government's position. Later, Secretary Byrnes was ques=
tioned on what he proposed to do about Palestine, He rep-
lied that he had nothing to do with it, he just carried

messages."35

Closely connected with the electioneering factor
is that similarly domestic consideration of party funds
and Zionist contributions thereto, Lord Attley has already
been quoted on that,36 but Forrestal also has something to
say. In September 1947, Forrestal reports, an influential
Democratic leader suggested that the President should make
a statement of policy on Palestine, "particularly with
reference to the entrance of a hundred and fifty thousand
Jews into Palestine," Such a statement, the Democratic
leader said, "would have a very great influence and great
effect on the raising of funds for the Democratic National

Committee, He added that "very large sums" had been

33 Roosevelt, op.,cit., p. 12.

34 Truman, op.cit., v. II, pp. 153 - 154,
35 Roosevelt, op.cit., p. 13.

36 See above, p. 18.
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obtained a year before "from Jewish contributions and that
they would be influenced in either giving or withholding

by what the President did on Palestine." Forrestal reports
that he opposed the auggestion.37

It is revealing in this connection to follow the
efforts James Forrestal exerted in order to take the issue
of Palestine out of local American polities., In these
efforts he encountered tremendous difficulties (and ulti-
mate failure) which testify to the complex position Truman
was in, and the strong pressures and forces to which he
was subjected in his Palestine policy. Forrestal's first
attempt was, it seems, made in November 1946, He approached
the President with the suggestion that the latter should
work out an understanding with Congress to keep the Pales-
tine poliey "non—partisan."38 Truman did not respond
favorably.

Forrestal reports no further attempts in that
direction until 29 8eptember 1947. On that day, Forrestal
brought up again‘the idea of raising the Palestine gquestion
above partisan politics (prompted, as it seems, by his
indignation at what he must have regarded unstatesmanlike
use of the Palestine issue by the contending political

candidates in the impending elections). Truman's response

37 Mi11is, ed., op.cit., p. 37.
38 1vi4., p. 218.



153

was, again, unfavorable.39 Forrestal was not discouraged,
and spoke on the subject again on 7 November in a Cabinet
meeting., Speaking after Secretary of State Marshall had
read to the Cabinet a report on the international situation,
Forrestal strongly expressed his view that "no guestion was
more charged with danger to our security than ... [the
Palestine questio@]“,4o implying that it should receive
more responsible handling.

In the meantime the President was being pressed by
his partisans for more public utterance in favor of Zionism,
On 6 October 1947, Postmaster General Hannegan told the
President that "meny people who had contributed to the
Democratic campaign fund in 1944 were pressing hard for
assurances from the administration of definite support for
the Jewish position in Palestine."™ The pressure was, it
seems, not only in favor of partition but of more extreme
Zionist demands; for the President answered this time that
if his government went "beyond the report of the United
Nations Commission [UNSCOB]", there was a danger of "wreck-
ing all prospects for settlement."4l

As the battle of partition was being fought in
the United Nations, Forrestal was resuming his efforts to

take the Palestine issue out of the electoral campaigns,

39 1pia., p. 322.
40 1via,, . 341.
4 1via,, p. 323.
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He met, on 6 November, Democratic National Chairmen, J.H.
McGrath for that purpose, and told him forcefully that
"no group in this country should be permitted to influence
our policy to the point where it could endanger our nation-
al security." But McGrath, the politiecian, "replied by
saying that there were two or three pivotal states which
could not be carried without the support of people who were
deeply interested in the Palestine question.," To this
Forrestal answered: "I would rather lose those states in a
national election than run the risks which ... might deve-
lop in our handling of the Palestine question.“42
Forrestal renewed his effort on 26 November, He
again met Senetor McGrath to show him a secret report
prepared by the C,I.A., on the serious situation in Pales-
tine., McGrath was apparently impressed, but the general
elections were impending, and the attitude of the Democratic
Party towards it was, as Zafrullah Khan describes it, "very
nervous“.43 McGrath had, therefore, to remind Forrestal
that "Jewish sources were responsible for a substantial
part of the contributions to the Democratic National Commit-
tee" in its electoral campaign, He also add¥d that the
Zionist American leaders thought that the United States was
not exerting enough effort in the United Nations to secure

votes for partition. Forrestal answered him that the

42 1pia,, p. 344.
43 Zafrullah Khan, op.eit., pp. 17 - 18,
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United States "had gone a very long way indeed in support-
ing partition and that proselytizing for votes and support
would add to the already serious alienation of Arabian
good will.," When McGrath brought up the Zionist demand
that the United States should implement the forthcoming
partition resolutien "through force if necessary," Forres-
tal ended up by urging him to "give a lot of thought' to
the problem because, Forrestal thought, "it involved not
merely the Arabs of the Middle East, but also might involve
the whole Moslem world with its four hundred million of
people - Egypt, North Africa, Indis and Afghanistan.“44

On 3 December, Forrestal met ex-Secretary of State
James Byrnes, The latter was critical of Truman's poliecy
on Palestine, and attributed it to the influence of David
Niles and Sam Rosenman who, he said, "had told the President
that presidential candidate Dewey was about to come out
with a statement favoring the Zionist position on Palestime",
and who "had insisted that unless the President anticipated
this movement New York State would be lost to the Demo-
crats sic " When Forrestal brought up with Byrnes the
possibility of having an agreement between the two parties
on "depoliticizing" the Palestine policy, Byrnes showed
skepticism because of Republican leader Taft's close asso-

ciation with the major American Zionist leader Rabbi Silver.

44 Millis, ed., op.cit., Pp. 344 - 345,
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Forrestal could only react by saying that "it was a most
disasterous and regrettable fact that the foreign poliey
of the United States was determined by the contributions
a particular block of special interests might make to the
party funds.“45

Yet Forrestel was not discouraged. A week later
he went on his personal initiative to meet Republicen
leader Vandenberg, to discuss with him the idea of taking
the Pelestine issue out of the campaign. Vandenberg pointed
out that the Democrats had already exploited the issue, and
that the Republicans "felt they were entitled" to behave
likewize. He quoted Republican leader 8§tassen on the
subject: "If the Republicans were to cooperate on foreign
poliey they would have to be in on the take off as well
as in the crash landing."46 And Dewey himself was hardly
more receptive when Forrestal brought up the matter with
him three days later; Dewey did not hide his skepticism,
on the grounds of past experience, about inter-partisan
"gentleman's agreements.'47

Forrestal reports enormous Zionist pressure late
in January 1948, in favor of effective American supply of
arms to Palestine Zionists and unilateral (American) imple-
mentation of partition., This Zionist pressure vitiated

45 1pia., pp. 346 - 347T.
46 Tpia,, pp. 347 - 348.
47 1via., p. 348.
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Forrestal's efforts, made in conjunction with the State
Department +this time, +o work out a bipartisan foreign
policy, particularly with respeet to Palestine. It was
at this stage that the idea of the suspension of the
partition resolution emerged, and that Forrestal was
informed of it by State Department officials.48
But Forrestal was now being . graduaslly besieged
and put on the defensive. In February, Franklin D,
Roosevelt Jr, visited him to urge more pro-Zionism, based,
again, primarily on electoral considerations. Forrestal
was provoked into a blunt but eloguent answer; he reports
in his memoirs: "I said I was forced to repeat to him what
I had said to Senator McGrath in response to the latter's
observation that our failure to go along with the Zionists
might lose the states of New York, Pennsylvania and Cali-
fornia - that I thought it was about time that somebody
should pay some consideration to whether we might not lose
the United States."*® In the same month, Forrestal received
an "advice" from Bernard Baruch against too much "involve-

ment" in the Palestine issue.50 The influential Baruch had

4rIbid.. pp. 359 - 361.

49 1via,, p. 363.

50 Ibid,, p. 364, Since then, it seems that
Forrestal grew increasingly aware of the unsurmountable
difficulty of the course on which he had embarked; refer-
ence to Palestine fades away in his diaries, His eventusal
break-down and suicide can hardly be considered apart
from the story of his fight on the Palestine front.
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given up his traditionally cautious attitude towards
Zionism since the day he threw his weight behind the
partition resolution.51
The period of American hesitation - from December
1947 to mid-May 1948 - no doubt reflected, in some respects,
this struggle that was taking place behind the scenes of
the American Government. The two major reversals of that
period - the trusteeship reversal and the recognition
reversal - were landmerks in this struggle. The trustee-
ship reversal (in which Forrestal must have had some import-
ant role) was a temporary vietory to the "experts" and a
setback to Zionist influence in the Government, Although
he publicly approved the trusteeship poliey, there is no
doubt that President Truman did that reluctantly and pro-
bably with the intention of bringing about, when it is
opportune, another reversal., Reference has already been
made to the possibility that Truman and Weismann may have
come to an agreement, during their March meeting, that
immediste recognition be accorded to Israel by the White
House as soon as Israel is declared a state.s? The sudden
and utterly unexpected recognition of Israel, while the
American delegates were working out the details of trustee-

ghip, only reinforces this assumption,

A gee above, pp. 78, 83,
5? See above, pp. 103 -~ 107.



159

The attitude of the American Government during the
regular Arab-Isrseli war indicated as the following Chapter
will try to say, a2 drastic shift from the trusteeship
spirit and a firm support of the new state of Israel. This
could be ascribed to, and thus be a sign of, the fact that
the President regained the initiative in the Palestine
poliey in that period, backed by the military successes of
the Israeli forces in Palestine, 1948 was also a year of
Presidential elections, and President Truman could no longer
afford to leave the Palestine policy to the architects of
the trusteeship plan in the State Department. Significantly
the June Convention of the Democratic Party had a platform
which stated on Palestine: "We approve the claims of the
State of Israel to the boundaries set forth in the United
Nations resolution of November 21 and consider that
modifications thereof should be made only if fully accept-
able to the State of Israel."53 This platform was announced
in the midst of the United Nations Mediator's efforts to
adjust the situation is Palestine, in accordance with the
Generel Assembly's resolution which had implicitly suspended
the partition resolution and expressly relieved the Pales-
tine Commission from the duties of 1m.plementa.tion.54

In any case, the President now recovered his full
control over the Palestine poliey, and carried out, in the

23 Pruman, oOp.eit., v. II, p. 166.
3 see above, PP 130-131  |13¢
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face of existent but ineffective State Department objec-
tions, a post-recognition policy that was consistent with
the attitude initiated, or revirved, by the act of receg-
nition, A clear illustration of this fact was the appoint-
ment of the American representative to Israel, in June 1948,
The top State Department men were certainly dissatisfied
with the President's choice of James G, McDonald to be that
representative, as the latter himself reports, but the
President's will prevailed. When the State Department sub-
mitted to the President its list of nominees for the post,
"all of the Department names were rejected, chiefly on the
ground that the President ought to have 'his own man' in
Tel Aviv."55 Not even Secretary Marshall was consulted:
"The guickness of the President in making up his mind and
announcing his decision precluded prior consultation with
General George C, Marshall, then Secretary of State, who
was at the time resting in a Washington hospital.," There-
fore, McDonald reports, "a few weeks later during my brief-
ing period, General Marshell frankly explained to me his
strong views on the method of my appointment."56

Forrestal tells another story about the appointment,
which only confirms the general burden of what has been said,
He reports Under-Secretary Lovett's dissatisfaction with the

35 McDonald, op.cit., Pp. 6.
% 1pia,, pp. 6 - 7.
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President's choice, particularly as the appointment was
accompanied by an express demand by the President, trans-
mitted through Clark Clifford,57 that he "did not want
any discussion of the matter." The State Department was

also ordered to announce the appointment the following

day.58

Perhaps the key to this méneuver by the President
lies in the fact that the familiar "embarrassing difference
of opinion" between the State Department and the President
made the latter "insist on a Representative in Israel
whose record gave assurance of full sympathy with the
President's policies.“59 There was no doubt about
McDonald's sympathies; since the early days of 1947, as
he himself proudly asserts, until he was called upon by
the President in June 1948, he had spent all his time
"lecturing throughout the United States, in Britain and
South Africa on behalf of Jewish aspirations in Palestine?so
Trumen, significantly, asked his appointee to gsend, in
addition to his regular reports to the State Department,

5T ¢1ifford became McDoneld's regular channel to
President Truman throughout McDonald's mission in Israel.
Another reference to Clifford will appear in connection
with McDonald's activities during the third sesgion of
the General Assembly. (See below, pp, 207 - 208,

% Millis, ed., op.cit., pp. 440 - 441,
59 McDonald, op.cit., p. 8.
60 1pia,, p. 10,
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personal reports to his President recommending policy.61

MeDonald did that later during his mission,

Yet there were more differences between Truman and
his State Department, which McDonald recounts in his book,
Henderson and Satterthwaite - high ranking officials of
the State Department - were definitely non-conformists

as far as the President's policy on Palestine was concerned,
62

_ because both were, as McDonald puts it, "pro-Arab."
Lovett was opposed to the President's determination to give
an early de jure recognition to Israel,""The President",
writes McDonald, "wanted to give de jure recognition as
goon as possible and was anxious that the Israel Government
should facilitate the granting of such recognition by ap-
propriate changes,

"Lovett's point of view - and, I assume, that of
the State Department - was rooted apparently in doubt as
to the stability and perhaps the representativeness of the
Israel Provisional Government."s3

Blaming the State Department for "the fact that
[after the period of briefing and instruction]| I had learned
little of my Government's policy, actual or prospective",
McDonald goes on to say: "The Department itself was not

quite sure what our policy toward Israel was; certainly it

61 1via,, p. 15.
62 1pia., p. 11.
63 1pia,, p. 16.
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was not sure what our policy was to be," McDonald, however,
does not mention President Truman's contribution to +this
embarrassing situation, He finally says that he left Wash-
ington with so scanty an understanding of my Government's
policy - both in broad outline and in detail - toward the
Government to which I was accredited."s4

But these latter claims by McDonald seem more like
eriticism of the State Department than description of real
fact; McDonald had certainly no "scanty" understanding of
whet he had to do. Apparently backed by the President's
instructions, he stopped in London, on his way to Israel,
to try to induce Bevin and other British officials into
recognizing Israel, and to tell them that "the best way to

get Arab acceptance was to present them with a fait accom-

g&i."ss Then stopping again in Rome, McDonald tried to

elicit a "pro-Israel announcement" from the Italian Foreign

66

Minister, and to influence favorably the Pope, not

64 Ibid., pp. 16 - 17.
65 Ipia., pp. 24 - 25.

66 McDonald's particular interest in meeting the Pope
and trying to win his sympathy for Israel is reminiscent
of Theodor Herzl's meeting with the Pope in the early
days of the Zionist movement, and of the later meeting
with the Pope in which Nalum Sokolov, of the Zionist
movement, and Sir Mark Sykes, of the British Foreign
Office, sought the Vatican's good will during the nego-
tiations on the Balfour Declaration. The soundness of
the Zionists' appreciation of the Vatican's international
influence was later proven by the Vatican's decisive role
in the adoption, by the General Assembly, of the inter-
nationalization resolution concerning Jerusalem. (See
below, pp, 216 - 218,)
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hesitating to convey to the latter the assurances Weizmann
had made personally to him (McDonald) with regard to the
Holy Places, when the American representative visited him
earlier in Switzerland.67
It is in this context of increasing control and

stronger initiative by the President in the Palestine policy,
which characterized the immediate post-recognition period,
that one can probably be better prepared to assess American

policy during the regular Arab-Israeli war and somewhat

after.

67 McDonald, op,cit,, p. 32.



CHAPTER VIII

THE UNITED STATES
AND
THE ARAB - ISRAELI WAR

When the regular Arab armies crossed the borders
of Palestine on 15 May 1948, the Zionist forces had already
established themselves militarily in the area earmarked by
the November Resolution to the Jewish State as well as in
a substantial part of the territory assigned to the Arab

State.t

By the beginning of April, Zionist military oper-
ations had, in the words of Premier Ben-Gurion, "swung
decisively from defence to attack.“z This strategy, at
that particular period, must have been inspired, at least
in part, by the conviction that had taken root in the mind
of the Zionist leadership that the support of international
allies was much less effective in deciding the course of
events than the poliecy of forecing facts upon the local sit-
uation by direct action. Dr., Weizmann had again asserted

that "our only chance now, as in the past, was to create

fects, to confront the world with these facts, and to build

1 Of this known historical fact, Ben-Gurion makes a
brief but informative account in his introduction to Yosef
Utizki's PFrom Riots to War, which appears also in Ben-
Gurion's HRe and Destiny of Isael, pp. 288 - 293,
particularly PP. L - .

2 Ibid., p. 296.
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on their foundation."3 Ben-Gurion had told his countrymen
early in January, as the prospects of an American reversal
had been rumored, that "force of arms, not formal resolu-
tions, will determine the issue."4
Nor was the Zionist leadership overpessimistic in
this theory it held. The American retreat of March-April
was apparently, regardless of the possible terms of under-
standing between Weizmann and Truman in their meeting of
18 March, a real shock to the majority of the Zionists. It
only served to underline the questionable reliability of
international (in this case, American) support as a con-
sistent factor operating in favor of the Zionist enterprigze.
But the post-recognition attitude of the American
Government - i,e, its attitude during the regular Arab-
Israeli war - no doubt reflected more consistency and
reliability, from the Zionist point of view., Perhaps this
was because during that period the President regained his
full control over his Government's Palestine policy, with
the State Department faced by the fait accompli of the
recognition.5 In any case, American policy in regard to
the Palestine war manifested a marked departure from any
attitude of rapprochement with the Arabs as may have been
indicated by the trusteeship policy, and a fairly

3 Weizmann, op.cit., p. 476.
4 Ben-Gurion, op.cit., p. 232,
5 See above , pp. 158 - 160,
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congistent support of Zionist claims inside the United
Nations., Moreover, the overtures of an Anglo-American
honeymoon, which could have been initiated by the trustee-
ship attitude of the American Government, gave way now to
thé& renewal of a sharp difference between the two Govern-
ments, at least for a while, This renewal of conflict was
certainly a major factor in the time wasted by the Security
Council before action was taken late in May. leanwhile,
the attitude of the Soviet Government in the U,N., remained
staunchly pro-Zionist and more expressly anti-Arab than
that of the American Government, perhaps to the embarrass-
ment of President Truman.

On 17 May, the American representative in the
Security Council submitted a draft resolution calling upon
the Arabs and the Jews to cease-fire within 36 hours after
the adoption of the resolution, The draft resolution
defined the situation in Palestine as a threat to the
peace and a breach of the peace, and invoked Article 39
of the Charter in connection with the cease-fire order,

It entrusted the Truce Commission, which was created by
the Security Council on 23 April, with the task of super-

6 'The long discussion which fol-

vising the cease-fire.
lowed, and which focused on some less consequential aspects

of Mr. Austin's statement, provoked the criticism of Mr.

® United Nations, Security Council, Official Records,
Third Year, N° 67, 17 May 1948, p. 2.
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Gromyko and his demand that the substance of the American
resolution be the subject of concern.7
T™wo days after the submission of the American
proposal, the British delegate expressed his Government's
opposition to the invocation of Artiecle 39 of the Charter,
which was embodied in the American draft reseolution, Sir
Alexander Cadogan ssid: "Juridically, My Government is
doubtful whether there is a threat to international peace,
or a breach of international peace, and it would fear that
a search for the aggressor would land us in interminable
and probably unprofitable wrangles," He also reminded the
Security Council that the invocation of Article 39 would
baunch the Council on the problem of enforcement by mili-
tary power which, experience had illustrated, was an over-
ambitious course in view of the facts prevailing in the
Council, Sir Alexander suggested the persuit of a truce
in Palestine with roughly the same provisions as those
embodied in the American proposal, but on the basis of
Chapter VI of the Charter which deals with Pacific Settle-
ment of Disputes rather than Chapter VII which prescribes
Action with Respect to Threats to the Peace, Breaches of
the Peace, and Acts of Agression.8
Mr, Austin immedia tely objected to the British

amendment as an unjustifiable weskening of the draft

7 Ibia,, N 68, 18 May 1948, pp. 39 - 42.
8 Ivia,, N 69, 19 Mey 1948, pp. 2 - 6.
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resolution and a move of appaasement.9 The representative
of the Ukranian S$.S.R. also criticized the British amend-
ment on principelly the same American grounds, He, moreover,
strongly attacked the British Government and charged her

10 4o

with complicity with the Arabs, particularly Jordan.
was supported the following day by the Soviet delegate who
repeated the charges of his Ukranian colleague and reiter-
ated his earlier position that the November Resolution was

a just resolution which ought to be implemented. Mr. Gromyko
supported the American view that the situation in Palestine
invoked the obligations of the Security Council under Arti-
cle 39 and constituted a threat to the peace and a breach

of the peace, in which the Arab States were the aggressors.
He criticized the British amendment and the General attitude
of the United Kingdom, and described the British statement
as "sheer casuistry." He also charged the British Govern-
ment with "direct participation" in the military actions
taking place in Palestine, through the Arab Legion of Trans-
jordan, Mr, Gromyko then deseribed the Truce Commission
(from which the Soviet Union had been excluded) as "power-
less", but he gave his support to the American draft resol-

ution.ll

 Ipid., pp. 6 - 10.
;‘: Tbid,, N 70, 20 May 1948, pp. 4 - 8.
Ibid., N° 71, 21 May 1948, pp. 5 - 11.
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The Security Council engaged in a long discussion
on the legal status of Palestine and the juridical assess-
ment of the military operations that were taking place
there, On 22 May, the Council finally started to vote on
the British amendments and the American draft resolution,
During the vote, the American delegate made a statement in
which he openly described the Arab States as "aggressors"
end accused them of "international violation of law.“l2

The Arab delegates reacted strongly against the
American charges, The result of the vote, however, endorsed
gsome parts of the American resolution, some parts of the
British amendment, and other amendments, The adopted resol-
ution called upon "all governments and authorities, without
prejudice to the rights, claims or position of the parties
concerned, to abstain from any hostile military action in
Palestine, and to that end to issue a cease-fire order teo
their military and paramilitary forces", to become effective
within thirty six hours. The resolution directed the Truce
Commission to help effect and supervise the cease-fire, and
called upon all parties concerned to cooperate with the
U.N. Mediator whose task had been defined in the General
Assembly resolution of 14 May 1948, The adopted resolution,
however, did not include that paragraph proposed in the
American draft, which provided that action of the Counecil

12 1pia,, Ne 72, 22 May 1948, pp. 41 - 45.
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was based on Article 39 of the Charter., Therefore, although
the American delegate voted for the resolution as a whole,
he made the reservation that he regarded the resolution only
a provisional measure and still thought that Artiecle 39
should be involed.l3

The debates at the Security Council, and the general
ettitudes of the British and American Governments with
regard to the events in Palestine, unmistakably reflected
an open disagreement, at that stage, between the two
Western Governments., In the words of the British historian,
George Kirk, "the events in Palestine ,.. subjected Anglo-
American relations to the worst strain that they had known
for many years.“14 Again, the statements of American offi-
eials on Palestine sounded nearer to those of the Soviet
rather than the British spokesman. Perhaps the major agree-
ment betﬁeen the three Powers during the second half of May
was their joint sppointment, on 20 May, of Count Folke
Bernadette of Sweden as the U.N; Mediator in Palestine,
in accordance with the General Assembly's resolution of 14
May. But the events which followed the appointment indicated
a reappearence of differences; and it was in view of this
fact that the good offices of a sympathizing third party,
between the two Western Powers, seemed needed, from the point

of view of this third party. The third party was Trygve Lie,

13 1pia,, p. 65.
14 girk, op,cit., p. 273.
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the U.N, Secretary Genersal.

It will be recalled that Trygve Lie had thrown his
weight behind the partition resolution and had later openly
opposed the American reversal away from it.15 He had, in
fact, gone as far as suggesting to Mr, Austin that the two
should resign their posts in protest, and had made the news
of his possible resignation effectively known.ls The latest
pro-Zionist reversal in American policy, which followed the
sudden recognition of Israel, was Trygves Lie's chance to
revive his efforts in defence of the plan envisaged in the
November Resolution, which he cherished, The Anglo-American
difference now appeared to him as the major danger, and to
the elimination of this difference he devoted his efforts.
While hostilities were going on in Palestine and the
Security Council debating, Trygv2 Lie's envoy to the State
Department was reporting to him that "it might well be that
because of this divergence in view between the American
and British Governments , effective action in the Security
Council would not be forthcoming"17 Mr, Cordier was Mr,
Trygv2 Lie's second envoy to the State Department, while
Commander, Jackson, Trygv2 Lie's other assistant, was

performing his mediation duties in London. The Foreign

15 See above, pp. 3| -74, \ol= |02 ;also: Lieg op. cit )
p PP 164, 142 .
18 mia,, pp. 170<1T1.

1. ma., 3 1TV
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Office people were skeptically "seeking to find some
extraneous reason for [Trygve Lie's] intervention," as
Mr,., Bevin was vehemently criticizing before Commander
Jackson American policy on Palestine and telling him thet
"if Washington and New York could control the Jews, he
thought the Arabs could be restrained,":S

But in Washington another agreement was being
discussed between the White House and the Zionist leader-
ship, President Truman received Dr, Weizmann on 25 May,
and it was reported that the Zionist leader (now President)
had asked for a loan of § 90 - 100 million, partly for the
purchase of heavy arms.lg The attitude of the American
representative at the Security Council, and the fact that
that year was a year of Presidential elections in the United
States, gave currency to that report.

Cn the following day, the Provisional Government
of Israel announced its acceptance of the cease-fire
ordered by the Security Council, The States of the Arab
League answered that they could not accept an unconditional
cease-fire which does not simultaneously provide adequate
guarantees against the continuous flow of Jewish immigrant-
fighters and arms into Palestine, and against surprise

attacks by the Zionist forcee.?o The Ukranian delegate to

lg_Ibid,, pp. 183 - 185,
129 The Times, 26 May 1948, p. 4 and 28 May, p. 4.

0 United Nations, Security Council, Official Records,
Third Year, N° 74, 26 May 1948, pp. 46 - 49,
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the Security Council retorted by a violent criticism of
both the Arabs and the British Government. He urged "more
energetic and more effective steps" by the Council against

2l The Americen delegate reminded the Council that

both.
he had asked for more effective measures under the threat
of sanctions (Article 39), and he urged the members to
submit resolutions along the lines of the previous American
profesal.22 The Soviet representative submitted a draft
resolution inveking Artiecle 39 and ordering "the Governements
of the States involved in the present conflict in Palestine"
to stop military operations within 36 hours.23
The British representative, in reply to a question
addressed to him at an earlier meeting, now expressed his
Government's readiness to participate in any U,N. embargo
"which effectively would prevent supply of arms to Arabs
and Jews alike in Palestine", by "suspending the deliveries
which [the British Government] is at present making to
Egypt, Irag and Transjordan in completion of existing
contracts." The British delegate also said that his Govern-
ment would "review" her "finanecial obligations" to Trans-
jordan "in the light of decisions taken by the United
Nations," He, however, still believed that the Counecil

should not altogether ignore the Arab argument against an

:: Ibid,, N° 75, 27 May 1948, pp. 7 - 9.
: Ibid., pb. 14 - 16. -
3 1via,, pp. 17 - 18.
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exclusively military cease—-fire which does not provide
adequate guarantees as those associated with the Security
Council resolution of 17 April.24 Sir Alexander Cadogan
then submitted a draft resolution providing for a cease-
fire in Palestine for four weeks, during which no fighting
personnel, arms or men of military age should be introduced
into Palestine. The resolution instructed the U.N. Mediator
and the Truce Commission to supervise theé cease fire, and
threatened with sanctions any volator.25
But, surprisingly or not, the statement and draft
resolution of the British delegate failed to win the endorse-
ment of the Zionist representatives., Mr, Eban, still re-
presenting "the Jewish Agency", vehemently criticized the
British draft resolution, particularly in its restrictions
on immigration implied in the provisions against the intro-
duction into Palestine of men of military age. He attacked
the general attitude of Britain and concluded by saying:
"It is not that the resolution suffers from certain ineci-
dental defects of equity., It is that its most essential
and fundamental provisions reflect an unjust bias."26 The

Ukranian representative also sharply criticized the British

Government and her draft resolution, and supported the

24 see U.N. Document S/723.

25 United Nations, Securitg Couneil, Official Records,
Third Year, N° 75, 2T May 1948, pp. 24 - 30,

".'6 Ibid,, N° 76, 28 May 1948, pp. 2 - 13.
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Soviet draft resolution.27 But the Soviet reselution
received also the endorsement of a less orthedox sympa-
thizer than the Ukranian delegate - Mr, Austin of the
United States himself. Ambassador Austin strongly criti-
cized the attitude of the Arab States, accused them of
"violation of the Charter”™ and tried to establish their

28 It was perhaps this American

guilt in the Palestine war,
support that encouraged the Soviet representative to submit,
on 29 May, an additional paragraph to his draft resolution
expressly condemning the Arab States. In his speech, he
again attacked the Arab Governments and associated them with
British poliey which he described as "hypoeritical" and
“cynioal."29

It was on that day - 29 May - +that the two draf+t
resolutions, the Soviet and the British, were put to the
vote, Notwithstanding the fact that the Soviet draft resol-
ution received the support of three big Powers - the Soviet
Union, the United States and France - it was rejected by
the Security Council, The British resolution was then put
to the vote, somewhat modified by amendments, and then
adopted, The American representative contributed to the

modification of the resolution, and was able to incorporate

some parts of his own rejected resolution in the adopted

87 meia., pp. 13 - 17.
:8 Ibid,, pp. 19 - 22.
9 Ibid,, N° 77, 29 May 1948, pp. 1 - 13.
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resolution. The final text adopted called upon "all
governments and authorities concerned" to order a cessation
of all acts of armed force for a period of four weeks, and
to refrain during that period from introducing arms and
fighting personnel into Palestine and the Arab States. The
resolution instructed the U.N., Mediator and the Truce
Commission to supervise the cease-fire, and threatened with
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter any violater of
the resolution., The provisions of the resolution were not
to prejudice "the rights, claims and position of either
Arabs or Jews."30
Before the'end of the deadline fixed by the Security
Council for receiving the answers of the Arabs and the
Zionists, the Council received qualified acceptances by both
parties of the cease-fire order, In a few days, the British
representative, "under American influence",31 announced his
Government's decision to withhold transfer of war materials
to the Arab States.32 The Americen (and French) represent-
atives, in the meanwhile, engaged in convineing the Zionist
delegates to accept the Mediator's interpretation of the
Security Council resolution, particularly in regard to the

phrases "fighting personnel"™ and "men of military age" which

30 y.N. Document S/801.
31 Hurewitz, op.cit., ©Pp. 322.

32 ynited Nations, Security Céuncil, Official Records,
Third Year, N° 78, 2 June 1948, pp. 21 - 22.
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were the major points of controversy between the Arabs
and Israelis.33 Finally, the truce, the provisions of
which were interpreted and negotiated by Count Bernadotte,
came into effect on 10 June.

With the Security Couneil temporarily relieved by
the truce in Palestine from the urgent pressure for action,
the Soviet Union now seized the opportunity to try to
secure for itself more say in the developments in Palestine,
On 7 June, the Soviet representative raised the question of
the truce observers provided for in the resolution of 29
May, and said thet his Government was prepared and wanted
to send Soviet observers to Palestine, (The American-
proposed Security Council resolution which had set up the
Truce Commission comprising "representatives of those mem-
bers of the Security Council which have career consular
officers in Jerusalem",34 had ipso facto disqualified the
Soviet Union, and therefore earned for the Truce Commis—
sion the constant criticism of the Soviet Union and its
allies,) The American delegate, faithful to his Govern-
ment's policy of consistently excluding the Soviet Union
from participation in the events in Palestine, ignored the
Soviet delegate's claim by answering that the Mediator had

approached the American Government on the question of

33 See: Ibid., N° 79, 3 June 1948; also Bernadotte,
Folke, To Jerusalem (London, 1951), pp. 51, 7T - T8.

34 5¢¢  U.N. Document 8/727.
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observers and had been promised to receive the observers
he needed. The two other members of the Commission, France
and Belgium, gave similar answers to the Soviet remarks.
The Soviet delegate objected that the question of the
nationality of the observers and how they should be made
available was the concern of the Security Council and not
the Media‘cor.35 But the American delegate remained
adamant36 and opposed the proposal formally submitted by
the Soviet representative on 15 June providing that all
members of the Security Council, except Syria, should be
allowed to participate in the observers' group., The resol-
ution was conseguently rejected, thus provoking the Soviet
delegate into a bitter outbursd against United Stetes policy
on Palestine since 29 November 1947.37
Later events, however, were to prove that the
United States was not as cooperative with the Mediator in
the field of observers as it wanted the Soviet Union %o
think it was. The effective supervision of the Truce
required the presence on the field of many observers who
were to be furnished by the three States members of the
Truce Commission - the United States, France end Belgium,
But the reluctance and undue delay of the United States
Government in extending its pledged assistance to the

Mediator constituted a majer obstacle in the way of Count

35 Yearbook of the United Nations, op.cit., p. 431.

36 United Nations, Security Council, Officisl Records,
Third Year, N° 82, 10 June 1948, p. 42.

3T 1pid,,  N° 84, 15 June 1948, pp. 11 - 13.
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Bernadotte's efforts, and produced much bitterness in him.
He dwells at some length in his memoirs on this point, end
throws some revealing light on its significance. "I had
ebundent experience in this connection", Count Bernadotte
writes, "of the bureaucracy that characterizes the official
cireles in particular in the United States." Although 1t
was the United States which had declared in Lake Success
that it would do everything in her power to help the
Mediator, yet "after the truce had been in force for 14
days, only 30 Americen officers had been placed at my
disposal as against a promised 125. Compared with Belgian
and French suthorities, the Americans were distinguished
by their slewness in providing the neéded personnel.," By
the end of July Bernadotte was so irritated by the American
uncooperative attitude that he told the American Con8ul-
General in Jerusalem to inform his Government that he
(Bernadotte) was "seriously" considering resigning his
post as Mediator.38
In explaining this phenomenon, Bernadotte writes,
on the besis of a report from "e very reliable source",
that the Americans "were afraid that if anything were to
happen to American soldiers, that would cause a storm of
resentment in the U.S.A., which in its turn might influence

the Presidential elections in November," This factor seems

38 Bernadotte, op.cit., p. 191.
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to have been so powerful that when, in the middle of August,
Bernadotte sent his major assistant Ralph Bunche to Wash-
ington and New York primarily "to bring pressure to bear
in person "on the American authorities, Bunche's reports
about the response "were distinctly depressing." So too
was Commander Jackson's report in his short visit to the
Mediator's headguarters in Rhodes; he "had a tale to tell
of the difficulties encountered by the secretariat ‘:of the
U.N. ] in its negotiations in Washington." Bernadotte hed,
consequently, to resort to Secretary of State Marshall
personally.39 But until October of that year, Bernadotte's
successive requests for the promised asgsistance were, from
the American Government's point of view, embarrassingly
unenswerable. Latein October, Forrestal recorded in his
diaries: "This [pernadotte's] unexpected request" - "un-
expected" is an interesting word when it is used after about
five months of consistent representations - "was an example
of how the Palestine situation had drifted without any clear
consequent formulation of United States policy by the N,S.C.
[the National Security Cow.‘.neil'_'l."40

In any case, whether owing to the inadequacies of
the truce-supervision machinary or any other factors, the
two truces successively brought about by the Security

Council were not as effective as the resolutions creating

39 1bid,, pp. 192 - 195.
40 yi114s, ed., Op.cit., pp. 507 - 508.
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them envisaged, During these periods of ostensible mili-
tary lull, the pendulum swung decisively in favor Israel
through the secret purchases of heavy arms and ammunition

by the Israeli authorities and their clandestine introduc-
tion into Palestine., Although some of these heavy arms

were smuggled from England and the United States (e.g.
Flying Fortresses and Beaufort fighter-bombers), the major
source was Czechoslovekia, The Czech arms were, para-
doxicelly enough, paid for in American Dollars, and, accord-

ing to a report published later in the Zionist Review, the

Israeli Communist leader Shmuel Mikunis played an authorized
role in the deal.41 The Arabs, as the memoirs of Bernadotte
indicate, were not unaware of the Israeli arms-negotiations
with the Soviet block (King Farouk spoke to the Mediator
about the subject early in June), and a report by the Med-
jator offieially informed the Security Council of the
arms-smuggling that the Israelis were underteking, butb the
international situation apparently made no effective measure
by the Mediator possible.42 Consequently, the truce became,
as the Zionist writer Hal Lehrman admitted, a "strictly one-
way affair ... against the Arabs. Tverybody knew how

weapons had flowed to Israel from Czechoslovekia, United

41 See, for instence: Kimche, Jon, Seven Fallen Pillars;

the Middle Bast, 1915 - 1950 (London, 1950), pp. 249 - 251;
also: oacher, op.cit,, 2. For the report of the

P.
Zionist Review see: Kirk, op.cit., p. 277.

4-!4‘.’."93: Bernadotte, op.cit., pp. 70, 123 - 124, 188;
slso: United Nations, Security Council, Official Records,

Third Year, Supplement for July 1948, pp. 13 - 17.
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Nations observers had stood by in comic helplessness while
Haifa stevedores unloaded guns for Israel."43 This was,
in faet, literslly true, as the official report of the
Mediator and his personal memoirs aasert,44 But, naturally,
neither the United States nor the Soviet Union was very
anxious to intervene effectively.

lleanwhile, Bernadotte was engaged throughout June
in consultations with the Arabs and the Israelis with regard
to the future situetion in Palestine. The claims and posi-
tions of the two parties were clearly irreconcilable, and
the Mediator had really hard time trying to find some com-
mon grounds for discussion. The Arabs would not accept the
existence in Palestine of an independent Jewish state, and
the Israelis would not concede even to appreciable territor-
ial modifications. Bernadotte regerded his mandate as not
bound by the November Resolution, and proceeded on this
ground; 4’ the Israelis opposed that and the Arabs thought
it wes of scademic importance in view of Bernadotte's ten-
tative suggestions which in no substantive way differed
from the partition resolution. As a result of these con-
sultations, however, Bernsdotte came out with a loose plan
for the future of Palestine, which he deseribed as "sug-

gestions as a possible basis for discussion." The plan

43 quoted by Kirk (op.cit., p. 288) from Lehrman's
book, Israel, the Beginning and Tomorrow.

4 See above, footnote N° 42,
4? See, for instance, p. 33 of Bernadotte, op.cit.
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envisaged an economic union and coordination of policy
between a Jewish stete and an Arab state extending over
mandatory Palestine and Transjordan. The two states would
regulate their common interests through a central council
which hes a right to refer to the United Nations any
disagreements, such as on the guestion of immigration, to
be settled by a binding decision. The plan also provided
for the right of repatriation of the expelled Palestine
Arabs, and their recovery of property, and it suggested
some territorisl changes in the partition resolution of
November 1947. The Negeb - southern Palestine - was to
be included in the Arab state in exchange for western
Galilee which would be ceded to the Jewish state., Jeru-
gsalem was to be included in Arab territory, with municipal
autonomy for the Jewish community there, and a free airport
at Lydda as well as a free port at Haifa would be estab-
lished.46

Both the Arabs and the Israelis rejected the
Mediator's proposal on the basis of their respective posi-
tions: +the Arabs would not recognize Israel's sovreignty,
and the Israelis would not modify their boundaries or accept
any restrictions on immigration. The Mediator had to fly
personally to New York to argue his case, on 13 July, while
hostilities in Palestine were resumed after the termination

of the four-week truce,
46 Ibid,, pp. 126 - 131; also: U.N, Document S§/863.
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A few days before the Mediator flew to New York
he had sent to the Security Council a request that the
Council officielly support his efforts for the prolong-
ation of the truce which was due to expire on 9§ July.
The Security Council, consequently, met on 7 dJuly to
consider the situation, and adopted a British-proposed
resolution calling for the prolongation of the truce
for a period to be decided by the Mediator. The Soviet
Union and the Ukranian S.S.R. opposed the resolution on
the grounds that the Mediator's proposels for the future
of Palestine, which, according to the two countries, were
incompatible with the November Resolution, made the Media-
tor unworthy of the Council's continued confidence.47 This
was one of the earlier signs of the Soviet block's later
opposition to Bernadotte and his plan for Palestine.48
The resolution of 7 July for the prolongation of
the truce was accepted by the Provisional Government of
Israel but was not accepted by the Arab States "in view
of the experience of the past four weeks.“49 When this
was discussed in the Security Council on 8 July, the
American and the Syrien delegates exchanged strong critical

statements. Dr. Jessup of the U,S. repeated the accusations

47 See the Soviet delegate's statement in: United
Nations, Security Council, Official Records, Third Year,

See below, Chapter IX,
49 gee U.N. Document S§/873 (the Mediator's report).
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against Arab "aggressioen" and "violation of the Charter",
and recalled the Council's resolution of 29 May which
provided for sanctions against the aggreséor.5o Faris
El-Khoury retorted by vigorously criticizing the American
attitude on Palestine as well as that of the Soviet Unien,
He explained Arab reluctance to accept a prolongation of
the truce on the basis of the fact that, in view of past
experience, the Zionist position would only be reinforced
during the truce by the flow of arms and fighting men
primarily from the United States and the Communist bloeck,
in disregard to the express provisions of the resolution
of 29 May.51
Hostilities were resumed in Palestine on 9 July,
and Count Bernedotte flew to New York few days later to
report personally to the Security Council, and to explain
his proposals for the future situation in Pelestine,
Bernadotte gave his oral statement before the Council on
13 July, and he recommended: an immediate cease-fire order;
the demilitarization of Jerusalem; a threat by the Council
that non-compliance would bring about sanctions; effective
mediation during the truce and during the possible armistice
that could follow; and the ensurance of the right of the

Arabs who fled from Jewish-occupied areas to return to their

50 United Nations, Security Council, Official Records,
Third Year, N® 94, & July 1948, pp. 6 - 9.

1 1pid.," pp. 9 - 14.
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homes.52 The Israeli delegate criticized Bernadotte's
statement and his later answers, notably his assertion

that restrictions should be placed on immigration to
Israel. The Israeli delegate also urged action by the
Council against the Arabs on the basis of Chapter VII.53
Dr. Jessup of the United States was prompt in his reaction.
In "few minutes submitted a strong-worded resolution order-
ing a cease-fire within the framework of Chapter VII. The
draft resolution placed the responsibility on the Arab
States who had "rejected successive appeals" for the pro-
longation of the truce. It defined the situation in
Palestine as & threat to the peace within the meaning of
Article 39 of the Charter, and provided that failure to
comply with the cease-fire order would subject the non-
complying party to sanctions under Chapter VII., The truce
was to be indefinite - "until a peaceful adjustment of

the future situation of Palestine is reached" - and the
Mediator was to supervise it while pursuing his efforts

to demilitarize the City of Jerusalem and ensure free access

to it.°% (Jerusalem was then besieged by Arab forces),??

52 1pia,, N° 95, 13 July 1948, pp. 1 - 9,
53 Ivia., pp. 23 - 37.
54 1pia., pp. 39 - 41.

55 For the Arab siege of Jerusalem see, for instance:
Glubb, Sir John Bagot, A Soldier With the Arabs (Londen,
1957), pp. 105 - 133; also: Rimche, Jon and David, Both
Sides of the Hill:; Britain and The Palestine War (London,

y PP. - ’ ' .
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The British reaction to the American draeft resol-
ution reflected, this time, a remarkable concurrence with
the Ameican attitude. Sir Alexander Cadogen wholly endorsed
Dr. Jessup's proposal, with the exception of two minor
points which he asked to be amended. He even expressly
endorsed the opening paragraph of the American draft
resolution which suggested an indictment of the Arab States,
and against which the Syrian delegate had just vigorously
protested in a long and extemporaneous speech.56 The Soviet
Union and the Ukranian S.S.R. supported the substance of
the American draft resolution but eriticized those pareag-
raphs which entrusted the Mediator with additional powers
or tasks, and which suggested any departure from the details
of the partition resolution. (The Soviet delegate criticized,
for example, that paragraph which left to the Mediator the
question of military observers, regarding that provision as
tantamount to leaving the question to the United States,)
The two delegates of the Soviet Union and of the Ukranian
S.S.R, expressly attacked Bernadotte, accusing him of comp-
licity with the United States, Britain and France.’! The
campaign of the Soviet block against the Mediator was grow-

ing stronger and more concentrated,

56 See El-Khoury's speech: United Nations, Security
Council, Official Records, Third Year, N° 85, 13 July
1948, pp. 41 - 54. Cadogan's speech, pp. 54 - 56.

7 See the Russian and the Ukranian delegates speeches
respectively in : Ibid,, N° 96, 14 July 1945, pp. 26 -
34 and No 97, 15 July 1948, pp. 25 - 30.
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Several amendements to the Americen draft resolution
were rejected, and the resolution was finally adopted, on
15 July, with two minor amendments. A paragraph was added
to the resolution, at the proposal of the American delegate,
urging the Arabs and the Israelis to continue conversation
through the Mediator, "in a spirit of conciligtion and
mutual concession", to achieve a permanent settlement, The
second indefinite truce in Palestine came into effect on
18 July.

With the second indefinite truce prevailing in
Palestine, the center of gravity in the U.N. now shifted
from the urgent problem of freezing the hostilities to the
wider and more complex problem of working out the details
of a permenent settlement. The "Bernadotte plan" ranked
high in the list of possible solutions of the problem dur-
ing the second half of the year 1948, and the third session
of the General Assembly witnessed the ultimate outcome of
Bernadotte's efforts in Palestine,



CHAPTER IX

THE LAST PHASE

During the second, indefinite truce in Palestine,
international attention centered on the efforts made by
the Mediator to bring about a final settlement of the
Palestine problem. In fact, the major concrete proposal
for the settlement of the problem, during that period,
was Bernadotte's plan which was later developed and refined
and formally submitted to the third session of the General
Assembly late in 1948. But even before its publication on
20 September, the basic principles embodied in the lMed-
iator's plan, particularly the territorial modifications
suggested therein, captured the attention of all the
parties that had any interest in the Palestine situation,
and became the center of sharp controversy.

The American State Department showed, early in
September, an inclination towards the Mediator's suggestions.
On 6 September, the American Chief Representative to Israel

delivered an aide memoire to the Provisional Government of

Israel suggesting that a solution be worked out with the
Government of Jordan, in which a portion of the Negeb
desert is given to Jordan in exchange for a portion of
Western Galillee, then occupied by the Israeli forces. The
aide memoire also stated that the United States Government

would "consider acceptable" any arrangement for the status

190
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of the Holy Places that provides safety and free access,
even if not along the lines of the November Resolution of
the General Assembly and the April and May resolutions of
the Trusteeship Council, on condition that the arrangement
is satisfactory to Israel and the Arab States. (The later
version of Bernadotte's suggestions recommended "special
and separate treatment" to the City of Jerusalem).l The
American gide memoire finally suggested that Israel should
work out "some constructive measures for the allewiation
of Arab refugees' distress.”? This American move in favor
of the Bernadotte plan was no doubt an early sign of some
sort of rapprochement between the American State Department
and the British Foreign Office in regard to Palestine, for,
about two months later, the British Government publicly
sponsored the attempt to transform Bernadotte's proposals
to a General Assembly resolution;3 But the State Depart-
ment, as the story of the development of American attitude
towards the Bernadotte plan will agein indicate, was not
the sole agent in deciding American policy on Palestine.*
In any case, even less than two weeks before the
opening of the third session of the General Assembly in

September, the Americen Government was of the opinion that

1 gee the Mediator's report, U.N. Document A/648,
2 McDonald, op.cit., pp. 48 - 49.

3 see below, p, 201.

4 see below, pp. 201 - 203, 206 - 207.
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the Assembly should not disecuss the Palestine problem,

The basis of this position, as the American representative
to Israel later wrote, was that the American and British
Governments then beliewed that it would be better to "coast
along" with the existing truece than te fail in peace efforts
in the General Assembly.5 Bernadotte was of the contrary
opinion; on the same day in which he received the news about
the American attitude - 9 September - he sent a word with
"a representative of the United States" to the latter's
Government "that its view that the Palestine guestion ought
not to be ineluded on the Assembly agende was most unfortun-

6 The final outcome was

ate and could only lead to chaos,"
that the United States reversed its position at the end,
and the Palestine question was placed on the Agenda of the
Assembly.

In the meantime, Israel had felt since the early
days of Bernadotte's mediation activities the danger
- from its point of view - of possible border modifications
that might entail some territorial retreat on its part.
Therefore, on 10 June, Ben-Gurion said in a brodecast announc-
ing Isreel's acceptance of the cease-fire order: "All that

we have taken we should hold.“7 On 13 August, Ben-Gurion,
in reply to the contention that Israel should retreat to

> McDonald, op.cit., pp. 60 - 61,
6 Bernadotte, eop.cit., p. 233.
7 Ben-Gurion, op.cit., p. 247.
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the boundaries set by the November Resolution, said in a
speech: "The plan [?artitieﬁ] we gsteeled ourselves to
accept in the last resort, for the seke of its inter-
national endorsement, is relevent no longer: after all
that haes happened in Isreel and in the liddle East, and
within the United Nations, it has lost a2ll point whether
touching Jerusalem and its approaches, or Gallilee, and

8 In fact, the American representative to

much besides,"
Israel, James G, McDonald, reports that in the latter
part of 1948, Israel wanted not only a settlement "on the

basis of the status guo", but it wanted also the United

States to pressure both Bernadotte and the Arab States in
that direction.‘ The American Government, however, was, as
McDonald puts it, "unwilling to recognize Israel's posses-
sion of any territories beyond the November 29 th partition
line, unless Israel made territorial compensations elsewhere
to the Araba."g But Israel was unyielding; Ben-Gurion told
McDonald: "What Israel has won on the battlefield, it is
determined not to yield at the counecil table.“lo
For some reason, Zionist opinion felt that

Bernadotte's proposals deeply reflected British influence.
McDonald, the enthusiastically pro-Israeli American

8 1via,, p. 276.
9 McDonald, op.cit., p. 49.
10 1p44., p. 79.
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1l claims that the Bernadotte plan was

representative,
"egsentially that of His Majesty's Government."lzPartic-
ulerly in its territerial provisions, notably "the severence
from Israel of the Negev", the plan reflected according to
McDonald, this British influence.l3 The grounds for this
assertion, which Zionist sources widely publicized, was

that that proposal "assured Jordan control - that is,
British control - of the Negev, the much wanted 'land
bridge' from Egypt to Jordan."'4 Bernadotte, on the other
hand, did not deny that his plan was "particularly favour-
able" to Transjordan;l5 he, however,gave his reasons for
the proposed territorial modificetions. "The incorporation",
Bernadotte wrote in his memoirs, "of the Negev (a quite
large but desert-like and not very attractive area) in the
Arab countries would give them possession of a connected
strip of territory. The Jewish threat against the frontiers
of Transjordan and Egypt would also be reduced." As %o
why the Arab part of Palestine should be ceded %o Trans-
jordan, Bernadotte wrote: "King Abdullah's troops were the
only ones on the Arab side that had had any military suc-
cesses during the war., Abdullash was also bound to feel

11 see above, pp. 160 - 162,

12 yoDonald, op.cit., p. 62.

13 1pia., p. 20.

14 1pia., p. 8.

15 Bernsdotte, op.cit., p. 138.
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flattered at having the population of his realm increased
by 200 per cent."16 In his official report, Bernadotte
defined the grounds for the merger of Arab Palestine with
Transjordan as "the historical connexion and common
interests of Transjordan and Palestine."l7

In any case, whether Bernadotte was influenced
in his suggestions by the British Government or not,
Israeli and Zionist opinion accused him of that, and
because the State Department had also shown an inelination
towards the Bernadotte plan, the United States was lumped
with Britain as the co-sponsor of the plan., Some Zionist
papers described Bernadotte as "a British and American
Agent."la Other Israeli papers, furiously indignent at
the Mediator's propesals, went as fer as charging him with
Nazi sympathies end with a record of "dubious characer"
with Himmler during World War II.1° The whole of the
Isreeli press, as well as the Government's attitude, became

20

hostile to the Mediator and his observers, and on 6

September, the leader of the terrorist Stern Group bluntly
wrote: "The task of the moment is to oust Bernadotte and

his observers. Blessed be the hand that does it."21

16 1pig., p. 119.

17 see Document A/648.

18 Bernadotte, op.cit., p. 230.

19 1pia., p. 158. '

20 1y33,, p. 222; also McDonald, op.cit., p. 47.

21 See report from the Acting Mediator, Ralph Bunche:
U.N. Document §/1018.
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Zionist hostility to Bernadotte finally culminated
in his assassination on 17 September in the Jewish-control-
led part of Jerusalem, presumably by some members of the
Stern Group.22 The Isrseli authorities showed no great
enthusissm for investigating the murder and arresting the
murderera.23 Forty-eight hours after the assassination,
Jemes McDonald sent a message directly to Trumen urging
him not to let "panicky advisers" persuade him to "penalize
a whole people for the reckless action of a few" or to
impose any sanctions on Israel., Truman did not fail his
representative in Israel, and responded favorably to
McDonald's recommendation.24 |

The Bernsdotte plan was published on 20 September
- three days after the Mediator's murder - and it appeared
on the Agenda of the third session of the General Assembly
which was opened in Paris on 21 September. On that day
- 21 September - Secretary of State Marshell, perhaps with-

25 strongly sup-

out express prior asuthorization by Truman,
ported the Mediator's proposals "in their entirety as the
best possible basis for bringing peace 1o a distracted

land."2® This was, for the Isrselis, the climax of the

22 por details of the murder of the Mediator see
Appendicis I and II in: Bernadotte, op.cit.

23 gee: Kirk, op.cit., pp. 285 - 286.
24 lMeDonald, op.eit., pp. 74 - 75.
25 See: Trumen, op.,eit., v. II, p. 166,

26
See: Hurewitz, op.cit p. 322; also: The Times
22 September 1948, 5. E, ! R :
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United States inclination toward the Bernadotte plan, and
posed the danger of an impending decision by the General
Assembly that might sever the Negeb from the area assigned
to Israel by the November Resolution.

Ben-Gurion had said on 8 January 1948: "The Negev
is a special problem - not of protecting a handful of
settlements, but of securing an integrel part of the State.
Bluntly, conguest of the Negev." He had added: "The
United Nations has given us it to colonize but force of
arms, not formal resolutions, will determine the issue, and
unless we muster armed strength there, we may soon lose
it.“27 Ben-Gurion's insight seemed now as true as never
before, and the need for armed action in the Negeb appeared
very persistent to the Zionist leadership. Thus, on 14
October =~ one day before the First Committee of the General
Assembly opened its consideration of the lMediator's report -
the Israseli forces opened their major offensive in Southern
Palestine which resulted finally in the occupation of the
Negeb, Serious outbreak of fighting in the Negeb was
reported by the Acting Mediator, Dr. Ralph Bunche, as well

as Israel's non-compliance with the cease-fire appeal made
28

by him, The Security Council adopted on 19 October a
resolution ordering a cease—fire and the "withdrawal of

both parties [i.e. the Israeli and the Egyptian] from any

2T Ben-Gurion, op.cit., pp. 231 - 232,
28 See U.N, Document S/1042. |



198

position not occupied at the time of the outbreak,"2?

Until 28 October, when the Israeli delegate %o
the U.N. made a speech disputing the literal interpreta-
tion of the 19 October resolution and raising some tech-
nical points,30 the Israeli forces hed not withdrawn from
the Negeb. A joint Anglo-Chinese draft resolution,
affirming the earlier withdrawal order and calling for
sanctions against the vieolater, was introduced, and was
strongly criticized by the Israeli delegate.3’ The draft
resolution was later rephrased in a sub-committee, diluted
by an American amendment,32 and finally adopted by the
Council (without the support of the Soviet Union and the
Ukranian S.S.R.).33 Hurewitz remarks in regard to the
American position during that debate that "the American
representative on the Security Council was prepared to
back en Anglo-Chinese resolution calling for sanctions
against Israel, only to reverse himself the next day on
ingtructions from the White House."34 It is to be remem-—
bered that the Americen Presidential elections were to take

plece also in November,

29 see U.N. Document $/1044.

30 United Nations, Security Council, Official Records,
Third Year, N¢ 122, 28 October 1948, pp. 13 - 21.

31 rpiag,, N° 123, 29 October 1948, pp. 13 - 21.

32 goo Jessip's statement in: Ibid., N® 124, 4 Nov,
1948, Pp. 2 - 6- . .

3 see U.N, Document S/1070.
?4 Hurewitz, op.cit., pp. 323.
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At the suggestion of Dr. Bunche, a joint Canadian-
Belgian-French draft resolution was introduced in the
Security Council on 15 November, calling for the establish-
ment of an armistice in all parts of Palestine and calling
upon the parties concerned to negotiate either directly or
through the Acting Mediator. (The resoclution avoided
reference to the fact that the Israeli forces had no%
withdrawn, and merged the question of the withdrawal in
the fremework of a general armistice in Palestine). The
American delegate supported the draft resolution as "a
prelude to the actual establishment of peace in Pales-
tine."35 On the following day, the resolution was
adoPted.36

In the meantime the Generel Assembly, at its
third session, was also seized.of the Palestine problem.
The Assembly referred to its First Committee, for consider-
ation and report, the late Mediator's report on the adjust-
ment of the future situation of Palestine, The First
Committee went into the substance of the discussion on 15
November, and it was on that dey that the Foreign Minister
of Israel, Moshe Shertok, expressed before the Committee
his Government's rejection of Bernadotte's proposals, even

as a basis for discussion.37 (Shertok had told the press

ASB‘United Nations, Security Council, Official Records,
Third Year, N° 125, 15 November 1948, pp. 25 - 28.

36 5¢¢ U.N. Document 8/1080.

37 ynited Netions, Official Records of the Third
Session of the General Assembly, Part I, Firt Committee,
Summery Records, 21 Sept. - 8 Deec. 1948, pp. 640 = 647.
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in Paris on 6 October of Israel's rejection of the
Bernadotte plan.)38 The Arab delegates also rejected
before the Committee the Mediastor's conclusions,

On 18 November, the British delegate submitted
a draft resolution expressly endorsing the conclusions of
thé Mediator's report, and providing for the establishment
of a three-state conciliation commission to assist the
parties concerned arrive at a settlement based on these
conclusions, Two days later, the American delegate
presented before the Committee his Government's view,
He supported "the general principles contained in the
seven basic premises of the Mediator's report", but had
something to say on the gquestion of boundaries which
differed from that of lMarshesll's 21 September statement.39
Dr. Jessup now said that his Government "approved the
claims of the State of Israel to the boundaries set forth
in the 29 Nevember resolution and considered that modifi-
cations thereof should be made only if fully acceptable
to the State of Israel." Dr, Jessup added that "reductions
in such territory should be agreed upon by Israel and if
Israel desired additions, it would have to offer an appro-

w40

priate exchange through negotiations, Later, Jessup

38 McDonald, op.cit,, p. 89.
39 See above, p, 197.

- 40 ynited Nations, Official Records of the Third Ses-
sion of the General Assembly, Part I, First Committee,
Summary Records, 21 September - 8 December 1948, p. 682,
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submitted a number of amendments, the major of which was
the deletion of that paragraph of the British draft resol-
ution endorsing the specific conclusions of the Mediator
as the basis for the proposed settlement.

The American delegate's retreat from Marshall's
statement of 21 September was not a surprise move. The
retreat had already been made by President Truman in an
electoral speech given in New York on October 28, 1In his
memoirs, Trumaen tells his version of the story'of the
retreat - a story which is, in many ways, revealing,
Truman claims that the news of Marshall's statement which
endorsed the Bernadotte plan reached him on 28 September,
while he was aboard his special train during the eleetien
campaign., (Truman does not explicitly state that he had
not authorized Marshall's statement). Upon hearing the
news, Truman continues, "I told my staff, therefore, that
I would issue a statement reaffirming the Israsel plank of
the Democratic platform.," (The Israel plank of the Democ-
ratic Party pledged not to approve any changes in November
Resolution boundaries if not "fully acceptable" to Iarael)?l
But, when Marshall later met the President, the latter was
dissuaded., Yet, Truman was again provoked to make the
statement when his Presidential opponent, Governor Dewey,

made a statement challenging him on Palestine, "In this

41 See above, p. |95.
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statement he [pewej] tried to imply that I had gone back
on the Democratic platform, and in doing se he had, in
effect, attacked my integrity. This attack I could not
permit to go unchallenged." Truman then gave his speech
of 28 October in Madisen Square, New York, reaffirming the
Demoeratic plank and, thus, retreating from the position
declared by Marshall a menth before.4? Jessup's statement
in the First Committee was a reiteration of Truman's
October statement.

The debate in the First Committee continued, The
British delegate, in response, it seems, to the trend of
the remarks and suggestions expressed by several European
and American states, and, more important perhaps, in order
to adjust his proposed resolution to the American position,
submitted on 30 November a revised wersion of his draft
resolution. The new draft dropped the paragraph endorsing
the specific conclusions of the Mediator's report, and
tried to meet some American objectiona.43 The revised
text produced the required effect, and the American delegate
withdrew his amendments and gave his support to the revised

tsxt.44 Many European and American delegates followed suit,

42 Truman, op.eit., v. II, pp. 166 - 168.
43 5ce U.N. Document A/C.1/394/Rev. 2.

44 ynitea Nations, Officiesl Records of the Third
Session of the General Assembly, Part I, First Committee,
gugmary Records, 21 September - 8 December 1948, pp. 835 -

36.
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The Soviet representative in the First Committee
had opened on 22 November a campaign against the Mediater's
report as contrﬁry to the resolution of 29 November 1947,45
and later submitted a draft resolution recommending the
immediate removal of foreign troops and military personnel.
The Israeli representative favored the line taken by the
Soviet block and the draft resolution submitted by the
Soviet Union,46 and when the vote was taken on the Soviet
proposal, on 4 December, the Guatemalan delegate, Dr, Garcia-
Granados, was the only non-communist delegate who voted in
its favor.” The Arab delegates, on the other hand, held
firmly to their opposition to the prineiple of a Jewish
state in Palestine, They questioned the legal competence
of the General Assembly to pertition Palestine and rejected
the recommendations of the Mediator's report, but offered
the establishment of a single state in Palestine on a
federal or cantonal basis,*®  The First Committee finally
adopted on 4 December the revised draft resolution submitted
by the United Kingdom., The resolution was opposed by the
Arab States, the Soviet block and roughly the o0ld anti-
partitionist group. Guatemala abstained,

45 1via., pp. 694 - 697.
46 see, for instances Ibid., pp. 793 - 794.
47 1via,, p. 930.

48 See the draft resolution offered by the Syrian
delegate, U.N, Document A/C.1/402,
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The nerrow margin of votes, by which the revised
British draft resolution was adopted in the First Committee
(25 to 21 with 9 abstentions), prompted the supporters of
the resolution to effect significant modifications in i%,
in order to ensure its adoption by the General Assembly.
Because the First Committee's recommendatioh had Dbeen
rejected by both the Arabs and Israel, on contradictory
grounds, the modifications had to be two-sided. The First
Committee's resolution which was put to the vote in the
Assembly on 11 December, therefore differed from the
originel text in the following way: it dropped from the
preemble that part referring to the Assembly resolutions
of 29 November 1947 and 14 May 1948, and to the truce and
armistice résolutions and the lMediator's report; it also
dropped the paragraph instrueting the proposed Conciliation
Commission to promote good relations between the Arabs and
"the State of Israel." MNr, John F. Dulles, the new chief
Americen delegate, supported the draft resolution in its
finsl form on the grounds that American policy endorsed the
three basic propositions of whieh the resolution consisted:
peaceful settlement, the protection of the Holy Places and
the repatriation of the refugees.*’

The resolution was adopted by the required mejonty,
with the Arab States and the Soviet block voting egainst 1%,

49 ynited Nations, Official Records of the Third Ses-
sion of the General Assembly, Part I, Plenary Meetings,
gummary Records, 21 September - 12 December 1948, pp. 953-

55. . ;
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and Guatemals (among several other states) absteining.
The Concilietion Commission provided for in the 11 December
resolution was later composed, against the will of the

50 from the representatives of the United

Soviet Union,
States, France and Turkey. The third session of the
Assembly came to an end on the following day.

It is perhaps interesting to note that this ses-
gion of the General Assembly again revealed some aspects
of the interplay of American domestic forces, In addition
to the story of the two centradictory positions taken
successively by Secretary Marshasll and President Truman
on the Bernadotte plan, there were other instances that
also reflected the fact that the third session of the
General Assembly was considering the Palestine problem in
an atmosphere of American Presidential elections, One
instance is that the senior American delegate to the Paris
gsession of the Assembly, John F., Dulles, played an autho-
rized double-rele, in his former capacity and in his
capacity as Governor Dewey 's main candidate for the Secre-
taryship of State. The Republicans opposed the Bernadotte
plan and the separation of the Negeb from the territory of
the Jewish State, and Dulles joined his party in its oppo-
gition to the plan.51 Having been allowed, in an excep-

tional arrangement, to express publicly his own views on

50 see: Ibid,, p. 1004.
51 lMcDonald, op.cit.,, pp: 97 - 98.
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any issue that had "domestic politiecal significance",
Dulles issued a statement that he - and, therefore,
Dewey - were not bound by Marshall's 21 Seétember state-
ment epproving the Bernadotte plan., Shortly after, Dewey
expressed, on 22 October, his support to giving the Negeb
to Israsel. It was this statement that prompted Truman,
a few days later, to declare, in an attempt to outwit
the Republicans, that no modification of boundaries should
be made unless acceptable to Israel.52

President Truman seems to have been interested in
directing personally the behavior of the American delegation
to the Paris session of the Assembly in regard to Palestine,
Trumen's "own man in Tel Aviv", James Me])onald,s'3 flew to
Paris, joined the American delegation and "was in occasional
touch by cable or telephone with Clerk Clifford at the White
House." The latter's help, writes McDonald, "meant much,
indeed, not only to me but to Israel."54 McDonald then adds
about that peried: "As I look back and recall President
Trumen's steadfast support of my efforts, I hope that my
visit to Paris helped to bring the State Department to see
more clearly eye to eye with Mr. Truman.'55 No wonder the

Israeli Government could retain its gains in the Negeb, wen

52 1ilienthel, op.cit., p. 113. For an earlier
reference to Truman's statement see above, pp. 202-203,

33 see above, pp. 160 - 162,
54 yoDonald, op.cit., p. 101.
2% Ibid., pp. 102 - 103.
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by the 14 October offensive, and escape sanctions and

U.N, pressure for its ultimate non-compliace with the
successive withdrawal orders of the Security Council; in
the midst of these events Trumen wrote to Weizmenn (it

was on the first anniversary of the Partition resolution):
"As I read your letter, I was struck by the common exper-
ience you and I have recently shared. We had both been
abandoned by the so-called realistic experts to our suppos-
edly forlon lost cause, Yet we both kept pressing for what
we were sure was right - and we were both proven to be
right ... I remember well our conversation about the Negeb,
to which you referred in your letter, I agree fully with
your estimate of the importance of the area to Israel, and
I deplore any attempt to take it awey from Israel ... I am
confident that the General Assembly will support us in

this basic position.“56 .

With this American diplomatic backing for its
claime in the Negeb, Israel was now encouraged to pursue
its pelicy of creating facts and then asking for inter-
national recognitien., On 22 December, the Israeli forces
launched a new, large-scalé'attack on the Egyptian front
in the South, The Security Council was informed of that
by both Egypt end the Acting Mediator., In the Security
Council, the British delegate submitted a draft resolution
calling for an immediate cease-fire and for withdrawal to

Sg_iruman, op.cit., v. II, pp. 168 - 169.
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the positions occupied before the 14 October campaign, which
had not been achieved inspite of the two earlier resolutions
of 4 and 16 November, The Israeli delegate naturally
opposed the British draf® resolution,57 and the final vote
showed that both the United States and the Soviet Union were
also unfavorable to it, However, the resolution, with some
emendments, was endorsed by the majority on 29 December,

' Apparently confident that the 29 Dec#mber resolu-
tion would be as unsupported by U.N, action as its
predecessors, the Israeli Government continued its military
penetration into the Egyptien-held territory and advanced
inside Egyptian territory proper. A% this point Britain
intervened directly, and, through the American representative
to Israel, informed the Israelil Government that it would
invoke its obligations under the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of
1936, if Israeli forces did not withdraw from Egyptian
5011.58 The American Government had already gone as far as
it could in supporting Israeli positions, and the new exp-
losive situstion created in Palestine forced it to intervene
in a restraining effort. It, therefore, gsent a note to the
Isrseli Government expressing its support to the Security
Couneil's resolution of 29 December ordering a cease-fire
and a withdrawal of forcéa.sg The intervention of the

two Western Governments, as wekl as Israel's probable

51 United Nations, Security Council, Official Records,
Third Year, N 136, 28 December 1948, pp. 14 - 22.

g McDonald, oOp.cit., pp. 107 - 108,
9 1via,
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achievement of the military goels of the campaign, finelly
led the Israeli Government to accept the cease-fire on 7
January. On that same dey Ben-Gurion made a speech in
which he said: "We can point to the attainment of our
double objective in the fighting - the Negev wholly ours

60 But Israel could not forgive or leave

and peace sped,"
unanswered the British ultimatum; Weizmann wrote to
Truman protesting agesinst the British move and urging
American pressure on Britain to prevent further British
"intrigue with the Arabs."sl Truman did not disappoint
Weizmann; he soon met the British Ambassador to the United
States and expressed to him his disapproval of Britain's
move against Iarael.62
The pressure of military defeat and internal insta-
bility finally led the Egyptian Government to enter into
armistice talks with the Israeli Government under the aus-
pices of the Acting Mediator on 13 January 1949, although
Israeli forces had not withdrawn to their pre-October posi-
tions. An armistice agreement was concluded on 24 February.
Other Arab-Israeli armistice agreements followedé between
TLebanon and Israel on 22 March, Jordan and Israel on 3

April, and Syria and iérael on 20 July.63

60 Ben-Gurion, op.cit., p. 287.
61 yeDonald, op.cit., p. 112.
62 1p1a,, pp. 115 - 116,

63 See texts of the Armistice Agreements in: United
Nations, Security Council, Official Records, Fourth Year,
Special Supplements Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4.
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The period following the conclusion of the armis-
tice agreements between Israel and the Arab States marked
an inereasing amicability of relations between Britain and
Israel. During the negotiations - on 29 January - Britain
extended its de facto recognition to Israel, and the
Jewish immigrants of military age who had been detained in
Cyprus during the Arab-Israeli war were now released. Two
days later, the United States Government extended its de
Jjure recognition te Israel and raised the status of its
mission to an embassy, thereby making the American Amba-
ssador replace the Soviet Minister as ranking diplomat.
Shortly after, the American Government approved 100 millien
Dollers loan to Israel through the Export-Import Bank,

The United Nations Conciliation Commission, which
had tasken over from the Acting Mediator,64 begen, af ter
some preliminary soundings, a series of meeting at Lausanne,
late in April, with the representatives of Israel and the
Arab States for the final settlement of the Palestine
problem, As the meetings were going on, the United Nations
was considering Israel's application for membership in the
Organization, The Security Council had considered the gues-
tion on 2 December,1948, and although Israel's application
had, then, been enthusiastically supported by the United

.A.

64 see above, pp. 201, 205 - 206,
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65 66  the application had not

States and the Soviet Union,
secured the required votes (Britain and France had abstained)
and the gquestion had been put off. On 3 and 4 March, the
Security Council discussed the guestion again, Israel's ap-
plication was again supported with enthusiasm by the United

68 and the French represent-

State967 and the Soviet Unioen,
ative was favorable this time.sg When the vote was taken,
only Egypt opposed and Britain abstained; the rest approved
of Isreel's admission into the U.N'C With this seme major
support in the Ad Hoc Committee of the General Assembly,
Israel's application was finally approved on 11 May by 33
votes to 11, with 13 abstentions (among them Britain).
Meanwhile, the Lausanne efforts of the Conciliation
Commission achieved some progress by meking the Arabs and
the Israselis sign on 12 May the Lausanne Protocol according
to which both parties accepted the boundaries defined by the

November partitien resolution as the basis for the discuss-

ions with the Gommissien.7l But this progress proved

gg-United Nations, Security Council, Official Records,
Third Year, N°¢ 128, 2 December 1948, pp. 8 - 14.
66 1vi4,, 'pp. 21 - 23.

67 United Nations, Security Couneil, Official Records,
Fourtg Year, N® 16, 3 llarch 1949, pp. 8- 9 and 10 - 11,

; Ibid., pp. 11-12; also: Ibid., N° 17, 4 March 1949,
pp. 9 - :
Ibia, Ne 16, 3 March 1949, pp. 7 - 8.

fir Ibid,, N® 17, 4 March 1949, p. 14.

i See: Third Progress Report of the United Nations
Coneciliation Gommission for Palestine, 21 June 1949
(U.N. Document A/927 , Annex A,
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shortly after to be of little real value. Isreel soon
reversed its position of the 12 May Protocol by demanding
that the internationzl frontiers of Mandatory Palestine
be considered the frontiers of Isresel, with the temporary
exception of the area under Jordanian military asuthority
where Israel consented to recognize the Kingdom of Jordan
"ags the de facto military occupying Power" for the time
being.72

On the other basic problem of Arab refugess, to
which the Arab delegations gave prierity in the discussions,
another stalemate emerged. The Arabs insisted on the repat-
riation of the Palestinian Arabs who had been forced to flee
Palestine during the war, in accordance with the General
Assembly's resolution of 11 December 1948,12 The Israelis,
on the other hand, statéd that if they were allowed +to
incorporate the Caza area in their territory, they would be
prepared to accept its 270,000 Arebs as'Israeli citizens
provided international aid is given for their resettlement.
If that offer was rejected by the Arabs, Israel would not
commit itself on the number of refugees it would accept.74
It became now evident even to the Government of

the United States that the primary reason for the Lausanne
stalemate was the intransigent attitude of the Isrseli

72 Ibid:. paI‘aS. 24 o 29-
73 see above, p. 205,
T4 See: Third Progress Report, op.cit., pp. 4 - 9.
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Government, encouraged by Isrsel's military successes in
the field., The attempt of the Conciliation Commission was
on the brink of failure, and the American Government's
intervention with Israel had already been requested by the
American Chairman of the Commission.Ts On 29 lMay, there-
fore, Israel received a strong note from the American
Government expressing "deep disappointment" at Israei's
uncompromising attitude at Lausanne in regard to refugees
and boundaries; it interpreted Isresel's attitude as
dangerous to peace and inconsistent with the General
Assembly's resolutions of November 1947 and December 1948,
The note asked that tangible concessions on the guestion
of refugees be made at once by Israel.76

The Israeli Government, though disturbed by the
American note, did not yield on any peint and, pérhaps
relying on President Truman's support against the State
Department, expressed this position in a long note to the
American Government, It took the American Government a
rather long time to counter-reply; the new American note
indicated that "there was apparently indecision and much
heart-searching in Washington." The President's interven-
tion must have again reversed the State Department's posi-
tion, for the pnew note "abandoned completely the stern tone
of its predecessor," as Ambassador McDonald reports. The

L}

next few months witnessed a "steady retreat" from the policy

£ McDonald, eop,cit., Pp. 163.
-T76 Ibid., p. 165.
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of the May note, and Washington "declined the responsi-
bility of suggesting specific solutions toedither side."
In fact, McDonald explicitly says that through "President
Truman's influence", difference between McDonald and the
State Department were, since then, reduced to a minimum.77
Israel was obviously a winner in this new understanding.
When the prospects of the Lausanne talks looked
dim agein in August, the State Department, despite the
Israeli public's deep indignation at the signs of American
intervention,78 tried to pressure the Israeli Government
to retreat from its intransigence. This pressure took the
form of a State Department veto against an impending
Export-Import Bank loan to Israel, Ambassador McDoanld,
who was then in the United States, talked to President
Truman about the subject, and shortly after that meeting
the allocation of the loan was announced. The President
had again intervened against his State Department.Tg
Partly because of this lack of strong inter-
national backing, the efforts of the Conciliation Commis-
sion failed to produce any observable progress 1in the

direction of a general settlement. The major accomplish-

ment of the Commission, however, was its proposal, based

17 1via., pp. 166 - 168.

78 For Israsel's reaction to American diplomatic inter-
vention, see: Peretz, Don, Israel and the Palestine Arabs

9 MeDonald, op.cit., pp. 169 - 170.
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on the report of its Economice Mission,so for the creation
of a United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine
Refugees, the task of which was to be the "rehabilitation"
and "relief" of the Arab refugees.81 The fourth session
of the General Assembly adopted this propesal on 8 December
1949, The major portion of UNRWA's budget, since that
date, has been contributed by the United States.82
The status of Jerusalem was the last major
problem with which the United Nations had to grapple late
in 1949 before the Palestine controversy was finally
reduced to a more or less static stalemate, The fourth
session of the General Assembly, convened in the later
part of 1949, considered the problem of Jerusalem, and
took, with painstaking efforts, a decision on the matter.
The Conciliation Commission had in accordance with the
General Assembly's resolution of December 1948, drafted
a plan for a permenent United Nations regime over a
demilitarized Jerusalem with same form of municipal

antonomy for the Arasb and Israelil sectors.83 Israel

80 That Mission came to be known as the Clapp Mis-
s:l.oné after its American chairman, Gordon R. Clapp.
1

See:; United Nations, Conciliation Commission for
Palestine, Final Report of the Economic Survey Mission
for the Middle East, 28 December 1949,

82 gee Annual Reports of the Director of UNRWA, 1951 f7

83 See: United Nations, General Assembly, Conciliation
Commission for Palestine, Draft Instrument for Jerusalem
(Document A/973).
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categorically rejected the plan; +the Arab States, with
the exception of Jordan, accepted the prineiple of the
internationalization of Jerusalem,

When the Conciliation Commission's plan came
before the Ad Hoc Committee of the fourth session of the
Genersl Assembly, the American delegate, on 24 November,
deseribed it as "moderate, practical and common-sense

84  pritain slso supported the plan, but the

course,"
Israeli representative, Foreign Minister Sharette, strongly
rejected it., The diversity and large number of proposals
submitted led the Committee to appoint a sub-committee to
study and try to reconcile these proposals, Al though
Israel was & member of the sub-committee, the draft resol-
ution whieh came out of the sub-committee, on 2 December,
went farther than the Conciliation Commission's plan
recommending that Jerusslem "be placed under a permanent
international regime."B5 Notwithstanding the oppesition

of the United States and Britain, the draft resolution
was carried in the Ad Hoc Committee on 7 December and in
the plenary meeting of the General Assembly +two days

86

later, The majority which supported the international-

ization plan consisted of the Soviet block, the Arab block

L See: Kirk, op.cit., p. 306.
85 Seet Resolution 303 (IV).
§ An informetive summary of the debates in the Ad

Hoc Committee, the sub-committee and the plenary meeting
of the General Assembly, on the question of Jerusalenm,

agpear in: Yearbook of the United Nations, 1948 -
(New York, November 1950), PpP. 190 - 197.

e
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and, most of all, the Catholic and half-Catholic states
which were primerily influenced by the Vatican's support
of internationalization.87 (Isreel had, in fact, conducted,
though in vain, secret negotiations with the Vatiecan +to
forstell the internationalization resolutien; its channel
to the Pope had be2n, curiously enough, the American
Ambassador, McDonald.)88 The Israeli Government's response
to the General Assembly's resolution was its proclamatioen
of Jerusalem as the capital of Israel, on 21 January 1950,
Israel was now a strongly-established widely-
recognized state of the Middle East; but the situation
on its borders remained extremely tense and inflammable,
To contain the danger of another Arab-Israeli armed colli-
sion, and to coordinate their hitherto ununified pelicies
in the Middle East, the three major Western powers, Britain,
the United States and France, took a fresh diplomatic
initiative in May 1950, The outcome of their London confer-
ence was the famous Tripartite Declaration of 25 May which
expressed opposition to the development of an Arab-Israeli
arms race and undertook to preserve the existing frontiers

and armistice lines among the States of the area.ag

87 See: McDonald, op.cit., p. 187.
Ibid., p. 188.

89 See text of the Declaration in: The Times
26 May 1950! P. 60
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Logically (or otherwize ?) the Soviet Union was excluded
from this tripartite agreement, which it later counteracted
by its 1955 rapprochement with Egypt end the arms deals.
The Tripartite Declaration concluded the major phase of

the effective establishment of the State of Israel.
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