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PREFACE 

In this study an attempt is made first to trace the 

evolution of the Jewish National Home in Palestine by giving 

a brief resume of the historical background. Later, major 

attention is focused on the relations between the peoples 

and governments of America and Israel from May 19l̂.8 (the 

date of the establishment of the State of Israel), to 

November 1953 (when this study was concluded). 

The main context of this thesis will deal primarily 

with American policies and attitudes which have had an in

fluence—directly or indirectly—upon American-Israeli 

relations. All other issues, such as British and Soviet 

policies, and/or Arab behavior, and the United Nations, 

are treated only insofar as they affected American policy. 

Also included are declarations of policy, official acts 

and statements of the executive and legislative branches of 

the American Government, and reactions of public opinion 

(both Jewish and non-Jewish) along with State Department 

action and inaction which influenced the course of events 

constituting American-Israeli relations. 
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CHAPTER I 

EVENTS LEADING TO A JEWISH STATE 

With the conquering of Palestine in 70 A. D. by the 

Roman legions, twelve hundred years of Jewish history in 

that land came to an end. The conquest was followed by the 

slaughter and expulsion of most of the Jews. Even though 

Palestine became a part of the Roman and later the Byzantine 

Empires, the Jewish people continued to cling to the hope of 

an eventual return as citizens to their historic homeland of 

Palestine. Before this was realized the area was occupied 

for three centuries by the Arabs, conquered by the Seljuk 

Turks, and for almost a hundred years after 1095 A. D. it 

was under the control of the Crusaders. But from the year 

1517 A. D., when the Ottoman Turks conquered it, until the 

close of the First World War, Palestine remained a province 

of the Ottoman Empire. Turkish rule continued over Palestine 

and most of the Arab nations until Turkey was defeated by the 

Allies in World War I. 

Allied policy makers, working on the assumption of 

their eventual victory, began formulating plans for the future 

of the Turkish Empire. Negotiations conducted among the 

principal Allied powers resulted in the Balfour Declaration 
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by Great Britain, «uid later the more specific Treaty of 

Sevres by which Turkey ceded Palestine to the Allies.-^ 

On November 2, 1917, Britain published the statement 

of policy which became known as the Balfour Declaration. It 

took the form of a letter from Lord Balfour, then Secretary 

of State for Foreign Affairs, to Lord Rothschild, whom Doctor 

Weizmann had suggested as the addressee. The text read: 

I have much pleasure in conveying to you on behalf 
of His Majesty's Government the following declaration of 
sympathy with Jewish Zionist aspirations, which has been 
submitted to and approved by the Cabinet: 

His Majesty's Government view with favor the estab
lishment in Palestine of a National Home for the Jewish 
people, and will use their best endeavors to facilitate 
the achievement of this object, it bein^ clearly under
stood that nothing shall be done which may prejudice the 
civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish commu
nities in Palestine, or the rights and political status 
enjoyed by Jews in any other country. 

I should be grateful if you would bring this declara
tion to the knowledge of the Zionist Federation.^ 

The very elastically phrased Balfour Declaration 

expressed the sentiment of British policy in Palestine at 

this time. However, Great Britain had sought the approval 

of the United States for the Balfour Declaration before it 

was framed. Carl J. Friedrich analyzes these actions as 

follows: 

All the evidence shows that the Declaration was 
worked out with extreme care. What is more important, 

^Joseph Dunner, The Republic of Israel, (New York: 
NcGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1950), p. 29. 

^As quoted by Carl J. Friedrich, American Policy 
Toward Palestine, (Washington D. C , Foreign Affairs Press, 
1944). p. 5?. 



American policy with regard to it was based on explicit 
presidential approval. The attitude of Wilson and other 
American statesmen was ascertained by the British and 
given careful consideration in the formulation of the 
Declaration. Balfour, on his visit to America in 1917* 
discussed the matter with leading Americans, although 
there seems to be no evidence that he took the matter 
up with Wilson. But Brandies and others did so.3 

Strong American interest in Palestine began to 

develop during the World War I period. Expressions of sympa

thy for the Zionist movement were revealed by President 

Wilson, a strong advocate of a Jewish national state in 

Palestine. 

A statement issued for the United States by President 

Woodrow Wilson on March 3# 1919, follows: 

I am persuaded that the Allied Nations, with the 
fullest concurrence of our own Government and people, 
are agreed that in Palestine should be laid the founda
tion of a Jewish Commonwealth,4 

This announcement of the meaning attributed by the 

United States to the terms of the Balfour Declaration was 

later confirmed in several official acts of the executive 

and legislative branches of the American Government. 

On January 21, 1919, the section of Territorial, 

Economic and Political Intelligence of the American delegation 

to the Peace Conference prepared an outline of a report and 

tentative recommendations which urged, "that there be estab

lished a separate state of Palestine and that the Jews be 

3lbid., p. 6. 

4jacob de Haas, Louis D. Brandies, (New York: Block 
Publishing Company, 1929), p. 109. 
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invited to return and settle there."5 On June 30, 1922, 

Congress passed a resolution which was unanimously adopted 

by the House €md Senate, and signed by President Harding on 

September 21 of the same year. This resolution also urged 

the establishment of a Jewish National Home in Palestine.6 

On March 3. 1924, President Coolidge ratified a similar 

resolution passed by the Anglo-American Convention of 1924.*̂  

There has been much dispute as to the precise signi

ficance of the pledge given in the Balfour Declaration. 

Arguments have been advanced that it was not a legally bind

ing statement of policy, and that it was open to various 

Interpretations. These allegations cannot be refuted with 

any degree of accuracy* The evidence does indicate that the 

sincere spirit of the terms of the Balfour Declaration was 

to create a Jewish National Home in Palestine, a policy with 

which the United States has been sympathetic. Endorsed as 

it was by the United States and the Allied Powers, the 

Declaration was rightly regarded as a solemn pledge to the 

Jews to help them to rebuild a Jewish nation in the land of 

their forefathers. 

5David H. Miller, My Diary g"̂  Ĵ ê JPeace Conference. 
(New York: Appeal Printing Co., 192i|.), IV, 263 ff. 

^United States Congressional Record, 66th Congress, 
(Washington D. C: Govemraent Printing Office, 1922), p.9799. 

'^Statutes of the United States, 69th Congress, First 
Session 1925-26, (Washington D. C: Government Printing 
Office), p. 192. 
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On August 10, 1920, the victorious Allies and Turkey 

signed the peace treaty of B^^X^B, By the terms of that 

treaty, Turkey ceded to the Allies her province of Palestine, 

'under international law, Palestine thus became subject to 

whatever disposal the Allies might decide to make of its 

Inhablteuits and territory. 

Sovereign jurisdiction over Palestine, including the 

territory now known as TransJordan, was vested by the Allies 

In the League of Nations. In 1920, the League granted a 

Mandate over Palestine to Great Britain. 

The United States Government reserved for itself, in 

Article Seven of the League Mandate, the right to be heard 

In the future development of the Palestine affair—at least 

so far as American Nationals were concerned. This Interpre

tation was criticized by a leading authority, Carl J. 

Friedrich, who stated: 

What is worse, the explicit limitation placed upon 
the American government by Article 7» namely, to be con
cerned only with such changes in the Mandate as affect 
the particular American rights covered by the treaty, 
could be interpreted as amounting to a formal recognition 
of the political desinteresseroent of the American Govern
ment in the future development of the Mandate. The treaty, 
in other words, instead of safeguarding the Jewish Nation
al Home by insuring it the active diplomatic support of 
the United States government, finagled this commitment 
and guardedly initiated the policy of abandoning the Jews 
in Palestine to their fate, except in so far as they 
could claim a clear connection with American treaty 
rights. It is not here implied that the American Govem
raent was really free to control the situation effectively 
once it had declined to Join the League of Nations.9 1 

-?Friedrich^ op* clt^^ p. 22. 



The preamble of the Mandate for Palestine clearly 

recognized the oblipration of the Mandatory to translate the 

Balfour Declaration into practice.^ 

Soon after it had obtained the Palestine Mandate, 

the British Government demanded of the League of Nations a 

radical modification of the Mandate's original scope. On 

September 16, 1922, the Council of the League decided to 

suspend those provisions of the Mandate that related to the 

Jewish National home in their application to the eastern 

part of Palestine, known as TransJordan. That territory, 

which was three and one-half times larger than the region 

known as Palestine, was thereafter closed to Jewish immigra

tion. 

American policy which had been rather positive and 

definite to this time began to show a lack of interest or 

initiative. When it was noted that American rights were not 

being interfered with by the British Mandate there was a 

9Ibid., p. 62: "Whereas the Principal Allied Powers 
have also agreed that the Mandatory should be responsible for 
putting into effect the declaration originally made on the 
2nd November 1917» by the Government of His Britannic Majesty, 
and adopted by the said Powers, in favor of the establishment 
in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, it 
being clearly understood that nothing should be done which 
might prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing 
non-Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and 
political status enjoyed by Jews in any other country; 
and . . . " The Mandate, with concurrence by the Principal 
Allied Powers did entrust to the Mandatory Power the admin
istration of Palestine. They also agreed that this Mandatory 
should be responsible for putting into effect the Balfour 
Declaration. 



definite lag in the United States' activity in this area. 

No positive steps were taken to further the implementation 

of the Balfour Declaration to which it had subscribed. 

Largely because of the American laissez-faire policy and the 

lack of a consistent British policy there was great unrest 

and discontent in Palestine in the following years. 

There is little doubt that American policy toward 

Palestine has been greatly influenced by the general inter

national outlook prevailing in the '̂ nited States. Periods 

of policy development, although not distinctly divided fron 

one another, are clearly discernible by their definite 

characteristics. Carl Friedrich in his book, American Policy 

Toward Palestine, divides the periods as follows: 

The first, lasting approximately from 1916 to 1920, 
is permeated by the spirit of crusading internationalism 
which President Woodrow Wilson injected into American 
foreign policy. The second period, from 1921 to 1925, 
saw the slow ebbing away of this spirit and the substi
tution of a mere lip service to these ideals. The 
period from 1925 to 1929, during which the illvsion was 
widespread that real peace had at last been achieved, 
reinforced the prevailing indifference. In the fourth 
period, 1929 - 1933» when the economic depression robbed 
Americans of their sense of security, genuine isolation
ism came to the fore. In the fifth period, 1933 - 39, 
which might be dubbed the period of gangsters and 
ostriches, appeasement captured the imaginations of 
Americans a& a method of dealing with the rising threat 
to their world's security. In the sixth period, begin
ning in 1939# an increasing recognition of the common 
enem_y occurred, until the actual outbreak of the war 
revealed the true nature of the conflict.^^ 

The principle of the self-determination of nations 

10 Ibid., p. 3. 
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was being expressed in the Wilsonian era. A plan for giving 

the Jewish people a homeland in which they mirht develop was 
i 

one of the principles behind President Wilson's spirit of 

internationalism. The idealism of the Wilsonian age did not 

take into consideration all of the problems involved in 

Palestine. The presence of the existing Arab population -J 

made it difficult to find a solution acceptable to all 

'interested parties. Noble as was the soirit of the Wilsonian 

principle of the self-determination of nations, there was no 

method of deciding whose ideas should prevail since there 

was no established agency to enforce decisions when the wills 

of the people clashed. 

The expression "return to normalcy" began to replace 

Wilsonian idealism, and the ever-shifting balance of foreign 

policy began to veer toward a vacillating and expedient 

policy of inaction. Failure to act, though a negative 

characteristic of foreign policy, described much of the 

American policy toward the Jewish National Home in Palestine 

during 1921-25. 

American indifference toward the idea of Palestine 

as a National Home of the Jewish people was also evident dur

ing the late twenties and early thirties. But it was not 

until the economic depression of the early thirties that the 

American people, robbed of their sense of security, began to 

retreat into a shell of hostile isolationism. Although 

America had for several years remained an Inactive spectator. 



tentisients of sympathy for a Jewish National Home had at 

various times been forthcoming. With the depression, however, 

a pall of complete indifference replaced all traces of ideal

ism as American policy made a further shift to isolationism. 

Thus, while the League of Nations vigorously criti

cized the British Government's appeasement policy, the United 

States, true to its isolationist policy, did not, through any 

known action, display any interest in the Palestine problem. 

Within the framework of isolationist thinking there was no 

room for any distinctive policy. 

The international situation in the middle and late 

thirties greatly influenced American policy toward Palestine. 

The British Government adhering to a policy of appeasement 

in the hope of maintaining their security, began making 

various concessions to the Arabs. At this time a vigorous 
I 

American policy might have served to reinforce sympathetic 

British elements who were anxious to see the policy of the 

Declaration and the Mandate carried out.^^The inertia of the 

American Government and their passive acquiesence in the 

British policy of appeasing the rising aggressors helped to 

pave the way for a completely tangled Palestinian problem. 

Failure of the United States to design a sound policy toward 

Palestine was in line with overall American policy in this " 

lllbld., p. 30. 

^^Ibld., p. 28. 
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jf)eriod.~̂  The tense international situation preceding"and 

jfolloWing the first World War and the rise of the Nazis 
L 

brought about basic changes in American policy. 

Ntimerous committees were formed to study and report 

on conditions. One of the most publicized of these commit

tees included the Peel Conwission. The report of the Peel 

Commission in 1937 bluntly declared that the British Mandate 

in Palestine had failed* The Peel Commission recoimnendatlon 

of partition into two independent states was violently 

opposed by the Jews, the Arabs, and the British Government. 

In 1938, the Woodhead Commission was created to 

report on conditions in Palestine. This commission did not 

offer any constructive solutions. 

As a final resort Great Britain called for a con

ference of top Arab and Jewish leaders to work out a policy 

acceptable to both. The Arabs refused to cooperate on any 

issues and demcuided that Jewish immigration be stopped. The 
• ^ • ' . • 

meeting was a dismal failure. Sumner Welles describes the 

results as follows: 

But the ensuing stalemate resulted in the violation 
of the British Govemraent of its official pledge to the 
Jewish people and of its obligations as their Trustee 
under the League of Nations. The Chamberlain Cabinet 
welched on its commitments on the ground that the inter* 
national situation was so precarious that it could not 
risk Arab hostility. Its action is sadly reminiscent of 
the course of the United States nine years later. 

The White Paper proclaimed by the British Government 
in 1939 flagrantly dishonored, in letter and spirit, the 
Balfour Declaration and the terras luider ̂ ich the British 

I vhad accepted their mandate* 
I '•-> The White Paper provided that from that time on no_ 
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more than seventy-five thousand Jewish immigrants were 
to be permitted entrance into Palestine, and that after 
that had been reached all further Jewish immigration was 
to be prohibited.13 

Additional information concerning, the legality of 

the White Paper is voiced by Joseph Dunner: 

The White Paper was condemned by the Permanent Kan-
dates Comr̂ ission of the League of Nations in June 1939. 
The voice of the League was no longer audible; but the 
record is of importance. In June, 1939» the majority of 
the commission stated that the policy set forth in the 
1939 White Paper was incompatible with the Mandate, and 
therefore illegal.14 

America, as has been noted, p-ave timid acquiesence 

to British appeasement throughout these abortive incidents.^5 

The plea of the Jews was ignored in a fruitless attempt at 

pacification of the Arabs who were in a state of unrest. 

The American Government, lacking a strong national policy on 

the Palestinian questions, was thus placidly engulfed in one 

of the most complicated problems of the time. 

American policy did once more become positive; how

ever. It took the advent of the Second World War to bring 

this about. Public opinion was aghast at Hitler's persecu

tion of the Jews. The scope of the problem represented by 

the refugees began rapidly to be appreciated. To many 

-̂ •̂ Sumner Welles, V/e Need Not Fail, (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Co., 1948), p. l4. 

^4Dunner, op. cit., p. 51* 

^5por critical appraisals of this policy see Carl J. 
Friedrich, Foreign Policy in the Making, (New York: W. W. 
Norton, 1936), and Frederick L. Schuman, Night Over Europe. 
(New York: A. A. Knopf, 1941). 
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•'••̂ Sumner Welles, V/e Need Not Fail, (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Co., 1948), p. 14. 

^4Dunner, op. cit., p. 5l. 

^5por critical appraisals of this policy see Carl J. 
Friedrich, Foreign Policy in the Making, (New York: W. W. 
Norton, 193^3), and Frederick L. Schuman, Night Over Europe. 
(New York: A. A. Knopf, 1941)• 
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Americans to whom Palestine had appeared to concern only the 

Zionists, the Arabs, and the British Government, it was now 

apparent that Palestine had becone the only available refuge 

for many hundreds of thousands of otherwise homeless humsm 

beings.^" 

Both major political parties inserted in their 1944 

platforms planks calling for the exercise of American in-

fluence in expediting a Palestine settlement. The Congress 

adopted a concurrent resolution: 

Resolved, that the United States shall use its good 
offices and take appropriate measures to the end that 
the doors of Palestine shall be opened for free entry of 
Jews into that country, and that there shall be full 
opportunity for colonization, so that the Jewish people 
may ultimately reconstitute Palestine as a free and 
democratic Jewish commonwealth.i« 

This American statement of policy is definite, con

cise, and readily interpreted as a denouncement of the 

British White Papers. It envisaged a future Jewish Majority 

in Palestine following the lifting of the ir!rigration ban. 

On March 9, 1944* ^resident Roosevelt issued the following 

statement: 

The American Government has never given its approval 
to the White Paper of 1939. The President is haopy that 
the doors of Palestine are open today to Jewish refugees 
and that when future decisions are reached, full justice 
will be done to those who seek a Jewish National Home, 
for which our Government as the American people have 

16 Wells, op. cit., p. 73. 

^^The Jewish National Hone in Paler-tinê  House Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs, Seventy-eighth Congress, 2nd Ses
sion, SC, Part 0, A835. 
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always had the deepest sympathy, and today more than 
ever,in view of the tragic plight of hundreds of thou
sands of homeless Jewish refugees.18 

No president of the United States, with the exception 

of Woodrow Wilson, had shown greater sympathy for Zionism 

than Franklin D. Roosevelt. As noted above, he expressed 

hopes for a Just and practical settlement of Palestine which 

would be acceptable to both Jews and Arabs. 

The American policy initiated by President Roosevelt 

was continued by his successor. President Triiman. Realizing 

that public opinion demanded more direct action to aid the 

thousands of destitute homeless Jewish refugees who wandered 

hopelessly throughout Europe, President Truman, in October 

1945f called upon the British Government to open the gates 

of Palestine immediately to 100,000 displaced Jews in Europe. 

Britain, with her shrinking power and authority in the world, 

could not afford to have American opinion strongly directed 

against her over Palestine. Pressure brought to bear by the 

United States Government on the Government of Great Britain 

resulted in the creation in 1945 of the Joint Anglo-American 

Committee of Inquiry to investigate and make recommendations 

on the tangled Palestinian problem. 

The committee was to be composed of six American and 

six British members and its report was to be rendered within 

four months. Judge Joseph Hutcheson, judge of the Fifth 

^"American Zionist Organization, Palestine. (New 
York: 1944) f P* 3. (Publication ceased in 191».b.) 
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Clreuit Federal Court at Houston, Texas, was appointed chair

man of the group. Sir John Singleton, who was Judge of the 

King's Bench, London, was Judge Hutcheson's opposite member. 

Other American committee members were: Doctor James G. 

McDonald, who had been League of Nations High Commissioner 

for German refugees; Frank W. Buxton, veteran editor of The 

Boston Herald and a one-time pulitizer Prize winner; Doctor 

Prank Aydelotte, Director of the Institute for Advanced 

Study at Princeton, American Secretary of the Rhodes Trust; 

William Phillips, former Ambassador to Italy; and Bartley C. 

Crum, San Francisco Attorney who in 1945 was named consultant 

by the State Department to our delegation at the United 

Nations Conference, where he worked on the United Nations 

Charter* Crum, a liberal Republican, had served in 1940 as 

campaign manager for Wendell Wilkie. The British delegation 

was composed of men of varied political and professional 

background. Serving with Sir John Singleton, Chairman of 

the British contingent, was Lord Robert Morrison, Labour 

peeri Richard H. 3. Grossman, Labour Member of Parliament; 

Major Reginald MannIngham^BulIer, Conservative Member of 

Parlisment; Wilfrid Crick, adviser to the Midland Bank; and 

Sir Fredrick Leggett, a labor conciliator* 

The Anglo*Ameriean Committee of Inquiry conducted V 

hearings in the United States, Great Britain, and Central ' ^ 

Europe before going to the troubled I'iddle Sast. Testimonies 

of the survivors of Hitler's crematoria and "displaced" 
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persons in Germany and Austria were heard* The Committee 

visited Palestine, made a thorough survey of conditions 

there, and arranged for comprehensive hearings of Arabs and 

Jews throughout the Middle East. 

Prom the beginning of the hearings there was, in 

general, a difference of opinion between the British and 

American members. The alighments, however, did not always 

find all the Americans on one side euid all the British on 

the other. Grossman, throughout the inquiry was often in 

sympathy with American opinion, while Adyelotte and Phillips 

often agreed with the British viewpoint.^9 The British, as 

Mandatory Power, were at once the Judged and the Judge. Our 

own American record, regarded by Mr. Crum as double dealing, 

certainly did not put the American delegation in a very 

strong moral position for pressing recommendations* Crum 

states: 

I was given a document marked, "Contents of file of 
confidential communications of Palestine supplied by 
Division of Near Eastern Affairs for use of Anglo-
American Committee of Inquiry." It dealt with seventeen 
items—dispatches, cables, correspondence, memoranda of 
conversations. This was a resumi of the State Depart
ment secret file on Palestine, the existence of which 
apparently not even President Truman had known. Accord
ing to this file, since September 15, 1938, each time a 
promise was made to American Jewry regarding Palestine, 
the State Department promptly sent messages to the Arab 
rulers discounting it and reassuring them, in effect, 
that regardless of what was promised publicly to the 
Jews, nothing would be done to change the situation In 
Palestine. This file confirmed the charges of double 

^^Bartley C. Crum, Behind the Silken Curtain. (New 
Tork: Simon and Schuster, 1914-7)f P« 6I4.. ' 
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dealing that had been hurled at both the United States 
and Great Britain.20 

The Committee under Judge Hutcheson's firm and able 

chairmanship, did resolve its differences sufficiently to 

issue a unanimous report. The Committee agreed that at the 

present time there was no hope of assistance for Jewish 

emigrants from Europe in any country except Palestine, and 

that 100,000 certificates of entry should be issued immedi

ately. For a long range plan, it was recommended that ~,^ 
K 

Palestine be neither an Arab nor a Jewish state. A return 

to the basis of the mandate, pending execution of a trustee

ship agreement under the United Nations, and revocation of 

the land and immigration regulations of the 1939 White Paper 

was suggested. A standard of economic and cultural equality 

which would assure Arabs and Jews alike a life of peace in 

Palestine was to be the future goal. 

President Truman released the report for publication 

six days after it had been presented to him by the American 

chairman. Judge Hutcheson. Following the publication of the 

report. President Truman made this statement: 
I am very happy that the request which I made for 

the ImDiediate admission of 100,000 Jews into Palestine 
has been unanimously endorsed by the Anglo-American 
Committee of Inquiry. The transference of these unfor» 
tunate people should now be accomplished with the 
greatest dispatch. The protection and safeguarding of 
the Holy Places in Palestine sacred to I'oslem, Christian, 
and Jew is adequately provided in the report. 

One of the significant features of the report is that 

20ibid., pp. 36-37*. 
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present time there was no hope of assistance for Jewish ^ 

emigrants from Europe in any country except Palestine, and 

that 100,000 certificates of entry should be issued immedi

ately. For a long range plan, it was recommended that x/ 

Palestine be neither an Arab nor a Jewish state. A return 

to the basis of the mandate, pending execution of a trustee

ship agreement under the United Nations, and revocation of 

the land and immigration regulations of the 1939 White Paper 

was suggested. A standard of economic and cultural equality 

which would assure Arabs and Jews alike a life of peace in 

Palestine was to be the future goal. 

President Truman released the report for publication 

six days after it had been presented to him by the American 

chairman. Judge Hutcheson. Following the publication of the 

report. President Truman made this statement: 

I am very happy that the request which I made for 
the immediate admission of 100,000 Jews into Palestine 
has been unanimously endorsed by the Anglo-American 
Committee of Inquiry. The transference of these imfor-
timate people should now be accomplished with the 
greatest dispatch. The protection and safeguarding of 
the Holy Places in Palestine sacred to Moslem, Christian, 
and Jew is adequately provided in the report. 

One of the significant features of the report is that 

20 Ibid*, pp. 36-37* 
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it aims to insure a complete protection to the Arab pop
ulation in Palestine by guaranteeing their civilian and 
religious rights, and by recommending measures for the 
constant improvement in their cultural, educational, and 
economic position. 

I am also pleased that the committee recommends in 
effect the abrogation of the White Paper of 1939, includ
ing existing restrictions on immlfration and land acqui
sition, to permit the further development of the Jewish 
national home. It is also gratifying that the report 
also envisages the carrying out of large-scale economic 
development projects in Palestine which would facilitate 
further immigration and be of benefit to the entire pop
ulation. 

In addition to these immediate objectives, the report 
deals with many other questions of long-range political 
policies and questions of international law which require 
careful study and which I will take under advisement.21 

In contrast to President Truman, who made no qualifi

cations. Prime Minister Atlee imposed three conditions: 

"The acceptance of the recommendations as a unit. United 

States military and financial assistance for the implementa

tion of the recommendations, and the dissolution of the 

Jewish illegal armies."22 

The months of 1946 passed and the recommendations of 

the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry met the fate of the 

many committees which had preceded it. In the preface of 

his book. Behind the Silken Curtain, Bartley Cruir, states: 

The fate of our committee's recommendations is one 
of the scandals of this post-war period. Thei*e is 
absolutely no question that every American member of 
the committee—and I think the British members—believed 
that, as Mr. Ernest Bevln had promised, our recommenda
tion would be carried out. I find it painful now to 

2iunited States, 79th Congress, Second Session, 
Senate Document l82. May 9» 1946* p. 111. 

22Dunner, op. cit., p. 66. 
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22Dunner, op. cit., p. 66. 
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admit that Dr. Albert Einstein, Dr. Abba Hillel Silvel, 
the American Zionist leader, and others who characterized 
the committee's appointment as a device to postpone 
action were correct.23 

Perhaps one of the chief by-products of the commit

tee's investigation was a greater awareness on the part of 

the American public to American responsibility in the solu

tion of the Palestine question. With the release of this 

information the people were given a better insight and greater 

knowledge of the true situation in the troubled Middle East 

and Palestine. Yet the American Government did not exert 

enough pressure on the British Government to achieve a firm 

and basic foreign policy which would have given the world an 

indication of growing American national maturity in her 

relations with Palestine. 

Realization that the Palestine problem was not being 

solved either by British Government or combined Anglo-

American procedure brought added pressure of public opinion 

for some form of positive action. 

At the last meeting of the Palestine Conference in 

London on February 14, 1947, Mr. Bevln announced that since 

"no proposals put forward by His Majesty's Government had 

proved acceptable as a basis for further discussion. His 

Majesty's Government had decided to refer the whole problem 

to the United Nations.''24 

23cxnutt, op. cit.* pp. x-xi. 

24Dunner, op. eit.* p. 74» 
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Since United States poliey is most vividly revealed 

in activity originating within the United Nations, emphasis 

will b« given to the role of the United Nations in the 

establishment of a Jewish State in future chapters. 

In summary, then, American interest in Palestine, 

during the period referred to in this chapter, was largely 

lethargic with an occasional burst of spasmodic activity. 

Aaierican public opinion and expressions of Governmental 

poliey were marked by enlightened htxmanitarian sympathy for 

the conditions involving Jewry and Palestine. Yet little 

definite Ameriean assistance was given to the settlement of 

the many questions which arose at frequent intervals. 

Coimlttees were formed to study and report on condi

tions in Palestine for the 1917*1946 period. Some conducted 

more diverse Investigations or offered more extensive recom

mendations than others. All met in varying degrees the same 

fate—acknowledgement of the report and a gradual disappear

ance into oblivion. No solution was submitted by the 

Mandatory Power to placate both Jewish and Arab elements. 

Following Hitler's purge, thousands of homeless Jews 

wandering throughout Europe began to seek refuge in Palestine. 

Touched by their desperate plight the American Government 

revived its dormant Palestinian policy by the creation of 

the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry. The work and 

recommendations of this committee, as has been noted, were 

destined to the same fate aa that of its predecessors* 

X 
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The American Government was often a passive observer 

in the Palestine area for the years 1917-1946. Since that 

time American-Israeli25pelations have been more active. 

American-Israeli relations can only be properly pre

sented with a few indispensable facts concerning the back

ground of Israel. The object of the foregoing data has been 

to give a brief resumi of historical events and developments 

which have influenced or helped to shape subsequent American-

Israeli relations. In the following chapters, America's con

duct and policies toward Israel will be explored before and 

after Israel achieved statehood. 

25in the future, the term Israel will be used to 
refer to the Jewish State. 



CHAPTER II 

UNITED NATIOriS AND PALESTINE 

Action Before the Establishment of the State of Israel 

Britain refers Palestine question to United Nations.— 

Because of the urgency of the Palestine problem, the United 

States State Department, on March 28, 1947» informed the 

British Ambassador in Washington, D. C , that the United 

States would support a request by Great Britain for convening 

a special session of the General Assembly of the United 

Nations to prepare recommendations for consideration by the 

General Assembly at its regular session in September 1947* 

On April 2, 1947, the head of the British delegation 

to the United Nations sent a letter to the Acting Secretary-

General of the United Nations requesting on behalf of the 

British Government that the question of Palestine be placed 

on the agenda of the next regular session of the General 

Assembly. The letter also asked that a special session be 

called to consider the problem and make recommendations at 

the regular General Assembly session which would meet in 

September 1947.^ 

^United Nations, Official ^gcg^ds of General Assenbly, 
Second Year, Resolution A/286, April 3, 19i+7, p. 1. 

21 
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After a majority of the Member States had approved 

the summoning of a special session, the first in the history 

of the United Nations, the session met in New York April 28, 

1947. 

Apart from organizational and procedural matters, 

the only item on the provisional agenda of the special session 

was that providing for constituting and instructing a special 

committee to prepare for consideration of the question of 

Palestine at the second regular session. This item was sub

mitted by the Government of the United Kingdom. The repre

sentatives of Egypt, Iraq, the Lebanon, Saudi Arabia and 

Syria, however, requested the inclusion of an additional 

Item—termination of the Mandate over Palestine and the 

declaration of its independence. 

On May 1, the Assembly decided to place on its agenda 

the item proposed by Britain, but rejected the proposal of 

the five Arab states.2 

Several non-governmental organizations had communi

cated with the Secretary-General, asking for the opportunity 

of expressing their views on the question.3 The Arabs, in 

this Instance, had a decided advantage since they were members 

of the United Nations, while the Jews, having no recognized 

state, could not be represented officially. 

2united Nations, Yearbook of the United Nations, 
1946-47, pp. 286-7. 

3lbld. 
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Position of the Jewish Agency for Palestine.—The 

representative of the Jewish Agency for Palestine speaking 

before the First Committee of the Assembly maintained that 

"the Jewish people" and "the Jewish National Home" were key 

terms and should be so regarded by the proposed committee of 

Inquiry. The right of the Jews to build their National Home 

in Palestine had never been cancelled by the community of 

nations* The Jewish Agency also urged that the proposed 

committee should investigate the causes of xinrest and 

violence in Palestine.4 

Pull authorization was subsequently given to allow 

the Jewish Agency for Palestine and the Arab Higher Committee 

to present their views to the First Committee of the Assembly. 

This was done despite the fact that the United States repre

sentative had supported the restrictive interpretation of the 

charter in regard to the insistence by the Arabs that the 

Jewish Agency was unofficial. This obstacle havin̂ ^ been 

surmounted, the Assembly heard the position of both Jews and 

Arabs. 

Agencies Dealing with Palestine 

Action of Agencies*—A great amount of time and 

energy has been expended in the United Nations to bring 

about a peaceful settlement of the Palestine question. The 

General Assembly has met twice in special session on the 

^Ibid* 
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Palestine issues in addition to discussing it at three regu

lar sessions* The Security Council has devoted numerous 

sessions to an attempt to bring about a settlement of hos

tilities in Palestine. The Trusteeship Council and the 

Economic and Security Council have each considered various 

aspects of the issues involved. Three commissions and one 

committee were created by the United Nations and sent to the 

Holy Land. A Mediator was appointed and recommendations 

were made for the appointment of a High Commissioner for 

Jerusalem. Despite diligent and persevering effort on the 

part of the United Nations to arrive at an acceptable solu

tion for Jews, Arabs, and the Mandatory Power, much adverse 

criticism has been directed toward the United Nations as a 

result of certain acts of some of the United Nations delega

tions* 

Assembly's proposed terms of reference of the 

Special Committee.—In the Assembly's discussions, the 

opinion was expressed that the proposed special committee 

should have wide powers, that it should go ̂ ^ere it thought 

necessary, hear all parties, and take note of all possible 

solutions in making its recommendations* 

Two somewhat different views wei*e expressed con

cerning the composition of the special committee. The com

mittee should be composed of "neutral" countries and should 

not include the permanent members of the Security Council, 

and it should Include the permanent members of the Security 
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Council*? In favor of the first alternative it was urged 

that the special interests of the Great Powers meant that 

the Great Powers would not be impartial, that their inclu

sion in the committee might result in political discussions 

which would delay Its work, and that the committee must not 

only be impartial, but must also give the impression of be

ing impartial. It was also felt that the United Kingdom as 

the Mandatory was an interested party and should not there

fore sit on the committee* In contrast it was urged that 

permanent members should be included because of their special 

responsibilities, and that recommendations agreed on from the 

start would be more easily accepted and enforced. 

Opinion was also divided on whether the question of 

the Jewish refugees came within the terms of reference of 

the proposed special comzriittee. Some members held that this 

was an entirely different problem and linking the question 

of Palestine with the refugees prejudiced the issue. Other 

members maintained that the question of Palestine could not 

be divorced from the problem of the Jewish refugees who 

wished to make their home there. It was finally decided 

that the special committee should conduct investigations in 

Palestine and wherever it might deem useful.6 The Arab 

5united Nations, Department of Public Information, 
Research Section, Palestine> Background Paper No. 47, (Lake 
Success, New York: April 1949), p. 5» 

^Ibld., p. 6. 
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States protested this decision on the grounds that combining 

the problems of Jewish refugees and the future of Palestine 

would be unfair to Arab interests and hinder peace in the 

Middle East. 

UNSCOP established.—The General Assembly on May 15, 

1947, by a vote of forty-five in favor and seven against 

established the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine 

to investigate issues relevant to Palestine.' 

The committee was composed of representatives from 

Australia, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Guatemala, India, Iran, 

Netherlands, Peru, Sweden, Uruguay, and Yugoslavia. The 

Special Committee personnel Included four jurists, six 

diplomats, and one professor. They were given wide powers 

to Investigate all questions and issues relevant to the 

problem of Palestine. They were authorized to conduct in

vestigations in Palestine and \^erever they might wish and 

were to report not later theua September 1, 1947. 

On May 6, 1947, UNSCOP held its first meeting at 

Lake Success, New York, and completed its work at Geneva on 

August 31, 1947. 

In August, its task completed, UNSCOP filed its 

^United Nations, Official Records of General Assembly, 
Second Year, Resolution 106(S-l), Kay 15, 1947* Resolutions 
adopted at successive sessions of the General Assembly on 
this subject were: 107(S-1) of May 15, 1947; l8l(II) of 
November 29,1947] l86(S-2) of May 14, 1948; 194(111) of 
December 11, 194*; 302(IV) of December 8, 1949; and 303(IV) 
of December 9, 1949; and A/1603 of December 2, 1950. 
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report. In making Its investigations and Its report, the 

Special Committee worked intensively for almost three months. 

The Committee had studied reports, documents, end memoranda; 

held hearings of persons and groups directly concerned; and 

observed conditions at first hand in Palestine, Syria, the 

Lebanon, Germany, and Austria. Between May 26 and August 31, 

1948, the Committee held thirty-six private meetings and 

sixteen public sessions in New York, Jerusalem, Bierut, and 

Geneva. 

At its final meeting the Committee expressed deep 

appreciation of the labors of the United Nations Secretariat 

in organizing and coordinating the Committee's activities, 

in furnishing research and technical data. In lending assist

ance at its meetings, and in cooperating in the preparation 

of the report." 

In face of mounting unrest, UNSCOP passed the 

following resolution on June 29, 1947: 

The members of the Committee, taking note of tha 
public reports of acts of violence committed in Palestine 
since their arrival in the coiintry, record that such acts 
constitute a flagrant disregard of the appeals made in 
the resolution of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations of 15 May 1947.^ 

The report of the Special Committee contained twelve 

"United Nations, Official Records of General Assembly. 
Second Session, Supplement 11, Report of United Nations 
Special Committee on Palestine, Document A/364, September 1947, 
p. 18. (Hereinafter referred to as UNSCOP report*) 

9lbld., Ad<j4, p. 37. 
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general recommendations, a majority, and a minority plan. 

The majority report of UNSCOP can best be character

ized by the phrase: political partition—but economic union. 

According to this plan (signed by the representatives of 

Canada, Czechoslovakia, Guatemala, the Netherlands, Peru 

Sweden, and Uruguay) Palestine was to be divided into two 

politically independent states, one Jewish and one Arab, 

with special safeguards for the Holy Places. The City of 

Jerusalem was to be placed under a United Nations trustee

ship. During the transition period of two years, 150,000 

Jewish immigrants were to be permitted to enter the Jewish 

state territory. If the transition period lasted longer, 

60,000 Jewish immigrants would be admitted each year there

after.^^ 

When the regular session of the General Assembly met 

in September 1947, United States Secretary of State George C. 

Marshall stated: "The United States gives great weight not 

only to the recommendations which have met with the unanimous 

approval of the Special Committee, but also to those which 

have been approved by the majority of the Committee."^^ 

The minority plan—concurred in by the representa

tives of India, Iran, and Yugoslavia—proposed an independent 

federal state, comprising an Arab state and a Jewish state. 

^Qlbid., pp. 122-140. 

^^New York Times, September 18, 1947, p. 1. 



29 

with Jerusalem as its capital. The federal state of 

Palestine was to be created following a transition period 

not exceeding three years, during which responsibility for 

administering Palestine and preparing it for Independence 

should be entrusted to an authority to be decided by the 

General Assembly. 

The minority report was rejected by both Arabs and, 

Jews, and received little consideration. The British Govern

ment announced that it would support neither of the plans. 

The Soviet Government and the United States Government were 

in agreement on an Important issue in their mutual support 

of the majority plan. 

Activity in second regular session of the General 

Assembly.--In September 1947, an ad hoc Committee was /^ 

established to study the Palestinian situation. It was com

posed of all Members and the following items were placed on 

the agenda: (1) the question of Palestine (as proposed by 

Britain), (2) the report of UNSCOP, and (3) the termination 

of the mandate over Palestine and the recognition of its 

independence as one state (an item proposed by Saudi Arabia 

and Iraq). 

Work of the ad hoc Committee on Palestine.--The 

ad hoc Committee heard representatives of the Arab Mi.rher 

Committee, the Jewish Agency and the British Government. The 

Arabs Injected partition while the Jews accepted it as a 

possible solution. Great Britain's representative stated 
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that his Government would not undertake the task of imposing 

any Palestine policy involving force of arms. 

When the partition plan was finally Introduced In 

the plenary session of the General Assembly on November 26, 

the outcome was very uncertain* 

The President ruled that the report of the ad hoc 

Committee, including the plan of partition with economic 

\inion, would be voted on first. The Assembly, on November 29, 

1947, adopted the report by a thirty-three to thirteen vote 

with ten abstentions.^2 

In the light of later events, it is important that 

the position taken by the United States at this particular 

time be clearly presented. Sumner Welles observes that: 

By direct order of the White House every form of 
pressure, direct or 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. Representatives or Intermediaries 
were employed by the White House to make sure that the 
necessary majority would at length be secured.13 

Joseph Dunner has expressed much the same idea: 

By special order of the President of the United 
States all American officials were to do their utmost to 
secure affirmative votes for the majority plan of UNSCOP. 
It was largely due to a two-thirds majority, including 
many Latin American countries that were known to be 
uncertain, who voted In favor of the resolution to parti
tion Palestine into an Arab and a Jewish State.^ 

^2nnited Nations, Backgrovind Paper 47, op. cit.. p. 11 

13sumner Welles, V/e Need Not Fall, (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Company, 1948)» ?• 14. 

^Joseph Dunner, The Republic of Israel, (New ̂ ork: 

file:///inion
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Assembly's final action on Partition Plan.—Before 

the Assembly adjourned, a Commission on Palestine was 

appointed to carry out the partition plan which had been 

adopted by the General Assembly. The Commission was com

posed of Bolivia, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Panama, and the 

Philippines. 

The Assembly also requested the Security Council to 

take the necessary measures to implement the plan. If neces

sary, the Council should consider whether the situation in 

Palestine constituted a threat to the peace. 

Palestine Commission established.--The five mem.bers 

of the Palestine Commission were faced with the complicated 

task of setting up the Arab and Jewish states in Palestine. N̂̂  

The British Government had definitely stated that the mandate 

would be terminated on May 15, 1948, and that British troops 

would be evacuated by the first of August. Until that time, 

however, the British Insisted that they alone would be 

responsible for law and order in Palestine. Moreover, the 

British stated that they would transfer governmental aut lority 

only to the United Nations Commission. They also warned the 

Commission that the British administration could not guarantee 

its safety in Palestine. 

There is little question that from the time the 

Assembly approved the partition plan, the general British 

i 

McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1950), p. 29. 
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attitude in Palestine was one of non-cooperation. 

The Palestine Commission expressed alarm, over the 

chaotic conditions in Palestine. On February 16, 1948, the 

Commission stated in a special report to the Security Council 

that without armed assistance it could not discharge its 

responsibilities. It also reported a short time later that 

the Mandatory Powers policy of not cooperating in the parti

tion plan was causing a complete obstiruction of progress.15 

The United States clamped an embargo on armed ship

ments to the Middle East, particularly to Palestine. Mean

while the British Government continued to send military 

supplies to Egypt, Iraq, and Trans Jordan in fulfillment of 

"contractural obligations". Arab volunteers, smuggled from 

across the borders, were roaming Palestine completely un

molested by British policy and troops. 

By April 10, 1948, the Palestine Commission reported: 

As a result of Arab armed opposition to the resolu
tion of the General Assembly, counter or preventive 
measures taken by the organized Jewish community, and 
the continued activity of Jewish extremist elements, 
Palestine is now a battlefield.^6 

These two reports by the Palestine Commission touched 

off a Security Council debate that extended through twenty-

four meetings from February 24 to April 1, 1948, and profoundly 

i5united riations, Palestine Commission's /irst Special 
Report to the Security Council: The Problem of Security in 
Palestine, Document A/AC.21/9, February 16, 194^, p. 2. 

the 
^"United Nations, Palestine Comm.iscion's Report to 

General Assembly, Resolution A/532, April 10, 194^, p. 10. 
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affected the course of the solution of the Palestine problem. 

In the course of this debate the United States sug

gested that since the United Nations had not taken over the 

League of Nations Mandate Systeri, it did not become responsi

ble for the government of Palestine upon termination of the 

mandate. If the partition plan could not be implemented by 

peaceful means, the United States urged the Council to call 

for a special session of the Assembly to consider a temporary 

trusteeship proposal.1*7 

Implementation of the partition plan depended clearly 

on the position of the two great powers that had supported 

it, the United States and the Soviet Union. Even before the 

meeting of the Security Council on February 2kp 1948, there 

were definite indications that the United States delegation 

in the United Nations was no longer in wholehearted support 

of the Assembly resolution. The Jews were prevented from 

receiving American weapons of defense because of the American 

embargo, and the British refused to permit them arms from €uiy 

other source. Meanwhile Arab aggression Intensified. 

On February 2i\.f Warren R. Austin's statement before 

the Security Council was the actual first shot fired culmi

nating in the retreat of the United States from the partition 

plan. Reviewing the events in Palestine, he declared that 

the Charter of the United Nations does not empower the 

^̂ xjnited Nations, Official Records of Security Council, 
Third Year, Resolution S/P.V./271. 
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Security Council to enforce a political settlement, whether 

it is pursuant to the recommendation of the General Assembly 

or the Security Council Itself.^^ After several weeks of 

debate and a number of m.eetlngs of the delegates of the five 

major powers, on March 19, Ambassador Austin left no further 

doubt that the United States had reversed its policy. He 

declared that from the discussion in the Security Council, 

it was clear that the Council was not prepared to implomont 

the partition plan in the existing situation.^^ 

This extraordinary declaration created a state of 

hopeless confusion. Charges that the United States had 

abandoned its support for partition were promptly denied by 

the American delegate, by the Secretary of State, and by the 

President of the United States. 

Dr. Chalm Weizmann obtained an interview with 

President Triaman to discuss the reports of America's reversal 

of policy. He was assured that the American Government had 

not changed in the slightest degree, and that careful thought 

was being given to the desirability of lifting the arms 

embargo. 

Less than twenty-four hours later, on March 19, 1948, 

the United States delegate formally announced to the Security 

l^Unlted Nations, Official Records of Security Council, 
Third Year, Document s/6o5; submitted by the P.epresentative 
of the United States at the 255th meeting of the Security 
Coiincil, February 25, 1948. 

^%ew York Times, February 25, 1948, p. 1. 
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Coxxncil that his country requested abandonment of efforts to 

implement partition.20 HS also proposed the calling of a 

Special Session to consider the Trusteeship of Palestine. 

The report had the agreement of France and China. The Soviet 

Union did not agjree with all of the findings, particularly 

the statement that the partition plan could not be imple

mented by peaceful means. Britain had not actively partici

pated. 

Much discussion has arisen as to the cause of 

America's policy reversal. V/hat reasons were behind the 

failure of the United States to assume the same kind of 

forthright leadership in implementing the partition plan as 

that which it had undertaken in persuading the Assembly to 

adopt that plan? Washington's continued inaction in the face 

of Arab hostility gave grounds to the suspicions that the 

American Government would no longer take the lead in imple

menting a plan not acceptable to the Arabs. 

Perhaps the most convincing arguments were advanced 

by the military and naval advisors.2i They maintained that 

because of Arab resistance, partition could only be Imposed 

by force; that since the Security Council lacked an inter

national police force, only the British, the Russians, and 

the Americans could supply the troops needed. Hence, the 

20united Nations, Background Paper 47, op. cit.. p. 14. 

21sidney B. Pay, "Arabs, Zionist and Oil," Current *̂ *Sldney B. Fay, '-
History. May 1948* ?• 276. 



36 

Soviet Union would unquestionably demand equal participation 

with the Western Powers if troops were sent to Palestine. 

With both American and Russian troops in Palestine it seemed 

likely that a stalemate much like Korea would have evolved, 

and that once the Russian troops were in Palestine there was 

no means of knowing when, if ever, they would withdraw, or 

how much farther they might try to go. It was also argued 

that Palestine must be available as an air and ground base 

for the Western Powers. 

There were some comments that American oil companies 

were opposing enforced partition on the theory that the oil 

of the Near and Middle East would be unavailable for our 

national defense and for the European Recovery Program. 

Harry Sacher believes that oil interest was the cause of a 

lack of harmony between the President and the State Depart

ment: 

The oil interests were not slow to make their in
fluence felt. An agent of the Arabian American Oil 
Company (Aramco) reported to his chief that, within a 
fortnight of the decision of 29 November, he had seen 
the principal leaders of the Arab League, and told them 
that the American Government experts on ^̂ iddle Eastern 
affairs wei^ opposed to Partition, and that the decision 
to support it had been made by the President without 
understanding the consequences. He assured them that he 
believed pa2*tition would be cancelled. He undertook to 
convey to the State Department a proposal from the 
Secretary of the Arab League of a compromise solution in 
the form of a Vatican State for the Jews. In return he 
was promised that American oil concessions would be 
malntained*22 

^%arry Sacher, Israel: The Establishment of A State. 
(London: William Clowes and Sons Ltd.), 1952, p. 106. 
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American policies were also affected by economic 

interests, power politics, imperialism, national pressure 

groups, military groups, and national elections in the United 

States.23 John Poster Dulles comments on the effect of the 

Presidential election: 

Throughout this period of United Nations action I 
had withdrawn from active participation. The matter was 
delicate from the standpoint of United States politics 
and particularly so during a Presidential campaign. 
Palestine had never yet been treated as a subject for 
bipartisan cooperation, and I did not attend the meetings 
of the United States Delegation when Palestine was dis
cussed* 

However, after the Presidential election of November 2, 
1948, and particularly after november l8th, when I became 
acting head of the United States Delegation, the situa
tion changed, and I shared active responsibility for a 
solution of the problem, with the backing of the Washington 
administration.24 

The fear, also, that the Soviet Union would demand 

the equal privilege of sending troops to police Palestine 

and thereby gain access to the eastern Mediterranean and the 

oil resources of the Kiddle and Near East became a deterrent 

to what had once been a clear cut, concise American policy 

toward Palestine*25 

Whatever the circumstances or basic issues involved, 

criticism was bitter. The New York Times, stated on March 21: 

^hj. L. Leonard, "The United Nations and Palestine," 
International Conciliation, (October, 1949), p* 612. 

24john Poster Dulles, War or Peace, (New York: 
Macmlllan Company, 1950), p. 5Ti 

25An analysis may be foxind in Nation Associates, 
"Blood and Oil. Aramco»B Secret Report on Palestine," The 
Nation. June 26, 1948, pp. 705 ff. 



3S 

Three things need to be said and to be said at once 
concerning the present shift of American policy on 
Palestine, The first is that it comes as a climax to a 
series of moves which has seldom been matched for inept-
ness in the handling of any international Issues by an 
American Administration. The second is that it is plain 
and tmmistakable surrender to the threat of force. And 
the third is that it holds little promise of being able 
to avoid the very hazards which it is intended to cir-
cumvent.2o 

The Administration had not anticipated the bitter

ness of the criticism which Its policy shift created. 

Secretary Marshall's explanation that "vital elements 

of our national security" contributed to the Governments 

decisions also brought bitter reaction. The March 22 edito

rial in the New York Herald Tribune commented: 

If it is true that the maintenance of peace in the 
Near East is essential to American interests does the 
proposed trusteeship supply any greater assurance of 
stability than the enforcement of partition? . . . The 
implications that partition is only useful if it can be 
achieved peaceably leaves the whole Palestine dilemma 
virtually insoluble. To urge, as the Secretary of State 
has done, that trusteeship may produce an "agreed settle
ment"—the general goals of years of effort—is pain
fully unrealistic. Force will have to be used to main
tain even a semblance of order in the Holy Land; force 
will almost inevitably have to be used to reach a settle
ment that will have any chance of permanence. The day 
of reckoning is only postponed* And to what end?27 

Because of its lack of foresight, because of its 

shortsighted concentration upon considerations of expediency, 

and because of its vacillation, the United States had vastly 

26?iew York Times, March 21, 1948, p. 6. 
' .'< 

27New York Herald Tribune, March 22, 1948, cited in 
Sumner Welles, We Need Not Fail, (Boston; Houghton Mifflin 
Company, 1948), p* ̂ 7. 
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complicated the problem of Implementing the partition plan 

adopted by the United Nations. Too, there was growinf^ con

cern among the smaller nations regarding the leaders^-ip of 

the United States. The immediate effect upon the confidence 

which small nations had in America's leadership could not be 

better illustrated than by the declaration of the representa

tive of a Latin-American Republic when the American reversal 

of policy was announced: 

First they convinced us that partition was the only 
answer. Now they are trying to convince us that parti
tion is insane. It is true that I represent a small 
nation which cannot stand alone. I am willing to accept 
United States leadership. But this is treachery. By \ ,< ̂  
this latest reversal the United States has forfeited » J 
whatever moral justification it once had for leading the ) 
small nations.2" ^ 

The United States proposal to call a special session 

of the Assembly (S/705) was adopted by the Council on April 1, 

and the session convened in New York on April 16, 1948. The 

United States, reversing her earlier policy, now supported 

the trusteeship plan in which grave dangers were equally 

inherent. 

Work of the Trusteeship Council.—Following instruc

tions from the General Assembly the Trusteeship Council pre

pared a draft statute for administering the City of Jerusalem. 

But no concrete action was taicen at future meetings and the 

nQ 

Welles, op. cit., pp. 127-128. (Efforts to secure 
Latin-American support are found in Kerirlt Roosevelt, "The 
Partition of Palestine: A Lesson in Pressure Politics," 
Kiddle Sast Journal, January 1948•) 
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question was indefinitely put aside. It was bx*ought to the 

front again during the second special session of the General 

Assembly* 

The representative of the United States held that 

it had been conclusively proved that the resolution of the 

General Assembly, which called for the partition of Palestine 

with economic union, could not be implemented by peaceful 

means* He declared that conditions in Palestine were deteri

orating, and that greater bloodshed and disorder would likely 

result with the termination of the Kandate on May 15. Under 

the circumstances, the United States held that the Assembly 

should consider the establishment of a Temporary Trusteeship 

which would provide for a government and essential public 

services in Palestine pending further negotiations.29 The 

suggestions were based on the draft Statute for Jerusalem 

which had been developed by the Trusteeship CoiAncil, as well 

as informal suggestions set forth by several members of the 

Security Council. 

With the cold war between the Soviet Union and the 

United States continuing, there were many who believed that 

from the standpoint of power politics the United States 

planned, directly or indirectly, to control Palestine and 

spread American influence to the Middle East. The United 

States believed that since Russia had refused to participate 

29united Nations, Official Records of General Assembly, 
Second Special Session, Annex to Vol I, II, 19i4.tt, pp. 12-13. 
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in the Trusteeship Council, the Soviet Union could have no 

part in a Palestine Trusteeship provided the Assembly adopted 

the American Resolution. Russia had never appointed a repre

sentative; however, on April 25, 1948, the Soviet Government 

again surprised United Nations circles by naming a delegate 

to the Trusteeship Council. Thus, the American maneuver was 

quickly shown to be as futile as it had been foolish. 

Some of the views (expressed during the general 

debate) in favor of retaining the Partition resolution 

adopted on November 29, 1947, were as follows: 

(1) The resolution which the General Assembly 
adopted by a two-thirds majority on November 29, 1947, 
was not perfect but it was the fairest and most equitable 
solution of the Palestine Probelm. (2) It was regretta
ble that the resolution of November 29, 1947, did not 
provide for its own effective Implementation, all the 
more so, since this lack of implementation machinery had 
been noted at the time and had now become primarily re
sponsible for the fact that the Partition Plan was behind 
schedule. (3) The United States €Uid the Mandatory Power 
were seeking to wreck the decision taken by the General 
Assembly last Î ovember, placing selfish national inter
ests in both countries ahead of the Interests of the pop
ulation of Palestine and of the United Nations. (4) In 
spite of the obstacles to its realization, the Partition 
Plan of November 29 should remain in full force, and the 
United Nations should concentrate on devising ways and 
means for implementing it vigorously. (5) No greater 
force would be needed to implement the Partition Plan 
than would be required for the implementation of the 
Trusteeship proposal, and if the latter was to be imple
mented by force, why then, not the formerv30 

Arguments advanced by those who favored reconsidera

tion of the resolution adopted on November 29, 1947, were 

as follows: 

^^nited Nations, Background Paper 47, op. cit., p. 16. 
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(1) Tha resolution of November 29, 1947, was not 
based on the Charter and did not accord with the wishes 
of the overwhelming majority of the population of 
Palestine. It was, therefore, imjust and illegal. 
(2) Active Arab Intervention in opposition to the 
Partition Plan was nothing more than completely justi
fied self-defense such as any self-respecting people 
would be compelled to adopt. (3) The Charter does not 
Justify the use of force to implement a resolution such 
as that of November 29, 1947, which was a recommendation, 
not an enforceable decision. (4) Par from undermining 
the prestige of the United Nations, reconsideration and 
rectification of the error committed on Novem.ber 29, 1947, 
could not but enhance the authority of the organization, 
and the attempt should be made to substitute a new and 
fair solution for the Palestine problem. (5) The United 
States proposal for a Temporary Trusteeship for Palestine 
was worthy of consideration, provided it was not meant as 
an attempt to Iroplem.enting the Partition Plan under the 
guise of Trusteeship but was intended as a means of gaining 
time to allow peaceful negotiajflons during which a Just 
solution could be worked out.31 

Pinal work of Trusteeship Council.—On April 26, the 

Assembly asked the Trusteeship Council to study with the 

Mandatory Power and the interested parties to recommend 

suitable measures for Jerusalem and its inhabitants and to 

submit those proposals in the shortest possible time,^2 

The Trusteeship Council submitted its recommendations 

on May 6* The Assembly then recomm.ended that the Mandatory 

Power should appoint, before May 15, 1948, a neutral accept

able to both Arabs and Jews as Special Municipal Commissioner 

to carry out, with the cooperation of the community commit

tees already existing in Jerusalem, the functions hitherto 

31Ibid., pp, 16-17* 

-̂ Ûnited Nations, Official Records of General Assembly. 
Second Special Session, Resolution ia5(S-2J, April 26, 194B, 
p* 5. 
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performed by the Municipal Commission.33on May 14, 1948, the 

appointment of Harold Evans of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

(United States), as Special Mimiclpal Commissioner for 

Jerusalem was announced. 

Meanwhile, the Assembly's debates had shown that it 

would be impossible to muster the required two-thirds vote 

to adopt the United States Trusteeship proposal. On May 14, 

the Assembly rejected a Joint United States-French proposal 

for a temporary international regime for Jerusalem. 

The Assembly at the same time decided to appoint a 

United Nations Mediator for Palestine and to relieve the 

Palestine Commission of its responsibilities (Resolution 186 

(S-2)). The Mediator, Coimt Polke Bemadotte, was chosen by 

a committee composed of China, Prance, the Soviet Union, the 

United Kingdom, and the United States. He was to use his 

good offices to promote a peaceful adjustment of the situa

tion in Palestine, and was to cooperate with the Truce 

Commission (see below), which had been appointed earlier by 

the Security Council. 

Security Council calls for a Truce.—The Security 

Cotmcil on April 1, 1948, called on the Jewish Agency for 

Palestine and the Arab Higher Committee to make representa

tives available to the Council for the purpose of arranging 

a truce between the Arab and Jewish communities of Palestine. 

^^Ibid., Resolution I87 (S-2), p. 5. 
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It also called on Arab and Jewish armed groups in Palestine 

to cease acts of violence Immediately. Accordingly, the 

President of the Counoil held conversations with the repre

sentatives of both parties (S/704). The President on 

April 15 reported to the Council that he had been unable to 

bring about agreement between the two parties.34 

Truce Commission for Palestine.—On April 23, 1948, 

the Security Council established a Truce Commission for 

Palestine composed of representatives of those members of 

the Council which have career consular officers in Jerusalem-

Belgium, Prance, and the United States.35(The representative 

of Syria, which also had a consular officer in Jerusalem, 

informed the Council that his Government would not appoint 

a representative on the Commission.) The United States had 

three representatives serving on the Truce Commission. They 

were Thomas C. Wasson, who was assassinated in May 1948; 

William C. Burdett, acting representative from May to June 

1948; and John J. MacDonald, who was appointed on June 25, 

1948. 

On April 30, the Truce Commission reported to the 

Security Council that the general situation in Palestine was 

deteriorating rapidly, that Government departments were clos

ing daily, that normal activities were combing to a standstill, 

34unlted Nations, Official Records of Security Council, 
Third Year, Supplement, April 19̂ 4-0, Dociament S/71l4.(I), p. 30. 

35ibid., No. 62, p. 33. 
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and that the intensity of fighting was increasing steadily.^ 

Establishment of the State of Israel*—On Kay 14, 

1948, the United Kingdom relinquished its mandate over 

Palestine, and at midnight, immediately upon termination of 

the British Mandate, the Jewish State of Israel was pro

claimed. The United States at once gave de facto recognition 

of the State of Israel* This action by the American Govern

ment astonished the American delegates in the United Nations 

Assembly when they heard the news.^^ 

At Lake Success the Americans were arguing the lost 

case for trusteeship and attempting to secure the appointment 

of a high commissioner who would supersede the United Nations 

Commission and seek agreement on the future goverr.ment of 

Palestine. While the American delegation was still trying 

to rescind the partition, word came of American recognition. 

Perhaps steady pressure of public opinion, together with 

President Truman's personal sympathy for the establis'rjnent 

of a State of Israel, made speedy United States recognition 

almost a certainty. It is at this point that accusations 

have been made that State Department policy on Palestine had 

not been correlated with United Nations policy. 

Joseph Dunner, who has made a thorough study of the 

evolution of the Republic of Israel, does not fully agree 

with the thesis that the State Department policy was at 

36yaw York Times, May 16, 1948, p. 9. 
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variance with United Nations policy, and occasionally with 

the desires of President Truman. He comments: 

To the world at large, to the United Nations, and 
more especially to the Jews and Arabs in Palestine, the 
policy of the United States prior to May li+, 1948, had 
seemed to be full of contradictions. But in the twi
light in which diplomacy usually operates, there might 
have been a p:\jiding principle of United States policy 
that was not always discernible to the outsider. As a 
member of the United Nations, the United States had to 
cooperate with its fellowmembers. The prime objective 
of the United Nations was to maintain peace in the world. 
By supporting the partition plan on the strength of the 
recommendations made by UNSCOP, the United States had 
probably hoped to contribute to the tranquillity of the 
Holy Land. When the five-member Palestine Comm.ission 
subsequently reported that the partition plan could be 
Implemented only by force, the United States called for 
a truce and a temporary trusteeship.37 

In a later statement, however, Kr. Dunner reveals 

doubt that United States policy was as consistent as he had 

previously portrayed it. He pointed out that the State 

Department had considered both the possibility of sanctions 

against the Jews should they resist the trusteeship plan and 

also an embargo on funds to Palestine from the United Jewish 

Appeal.38 

When President Tmman recognized the State of Israel, 

it was generally assumed that the move would be backed with 

action, in and out of the United Nations. But this was not 

the attitude of the American delegates. After the Arabs had 

rejected the Security Councils appeal to cease fire, the 

37Dunner, op. cit., p. 95• 

38ibid., p. 97. 
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United States, instead of Invoking Article 39, left it for 

the Soviet Union to do. The American Government did not 

even then fully back the î ussian's accusation charging the 

Arab States with failure to obey the cease fire order. Nor 

did the United States, at this time, help to vote down the 

British truce resolution which was aimed directly at the Jews. 

With American recognition Israel began at once to 

implement the Assembly's recommendations on partition. In 

the face of bitter Arab resistance, partition began to take 

shape in the Jewish area of Palestine. Organs of government 

began to function, and the Haganah, voliuiteer Jewish Army, 

established an effective control. 

Concerning the establishment of the State of Israel, 

it has been said: 

With the United States Israel's relations are and 
must be of the warmest. The debt which Israel owes to 
President Truman and the American people is immeasurable. 
Without them the Jewish State might never have come into 
being.39 

39sacher, op. cit., p. 318. 



CHAPTER III 

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE STATE OF ISRAEL 

United Nations Action 

Intervention of Arab States in Palestine.—Only a few 

hours after Israel issued her Declaration of Independence, 

the Egyptian foroes crossed the Palestine frontier. Within 

a few hours Arab armies from Syria, the Lebanon, Iraq, and 

TransJordan were at war with Israel. 

The President of the Security Council informed the 

Council members on May 15, 1948, of two messages: one from 

the Jewish Agency concerning the continuous presence and 

activity of the Arab Legion in Palestine,land the other from 

the Pox»eign Minister of Egypt who asserted that the Egyptian 

Government was intervening '*to re-establish respect for 

imiversal morality and the principles recognized by the 

United Nations**'2 Rspresentatives from the Jewish Agenoy and 

from the Arab Higher Committee were granted hearings by the 

Security Council* In order to get Information on the mili

tary action which had developed in Palestine, on May l8, the 

^United Nations, Official Records of Security Council, 
Third Year, Document S/736, May 191|.8, p* l|.2. 

^Ibid*, S/745i p. 83* 

48 
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Counoir sent questionnaires to the Arab States, the Arab 

Higher Committee, and to the Jewish Authorities in Palestine.3 

Two interrelated questions now faced the United 

Nations—the Arab States violation of their obligation under 

the Charter, and the cessation of hostilities in Palestine. 

Security Council calls for a Cease-Fire.—In May, 

Mr* Warren Austin, the American delegate, m.oved in the 

Security Council for a declaration that a breach within the 

meaning of Articles 39 and 4l of the Charter existed in 

Palestine.4 However, a vote on this resolution was postponed 

until replies could be received to questionnaires sent to 

the parties by the Security Council at the sug,̂ estion of the 

United States. 

Following receipt of these replies, the Security 

Council took up the United States resolution which ordered a 

cease-fire under the enforcement provisions of the Charter. 

Throughout the ensuing debate the United States Delegation 

indicated that no amendment would be accepted which did not 

find the situation in Palestine a threat to the peace. The 

United States also took the position that "the action of the 

Arab States cannot be Justified under the provisions of the 

Charter authorizing regional self-defense."5 The United States 

f ^Ibid., S/753, Supplement for May 1948, p. 90. 

4ibld., S/771f p. 94. 

5ibld., S/773, p* 97. 

L l kiliVyCJV, i 
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proposal for a strong resolution was defeated when six mem

bers of the Council abstained and only five supported it* 

On May 22, the Security Council called on all govern* 

ments and authorities, without prejudice to the rights and 

claims to the people concerned, to issue a cease-fire order 

to become effective within thlrty-.six hours after midnight 

Now York standard time. May 22, 1948* The Counoil also 

instructed tha Truce Commission to give the highest priority 

to the negotiation and maintenance of a truce in Jerusalem*^ 

Cessation of.-hostilities In Palestine for a four-

week period*--On May 29, 1948, the Security Council called 

upon all governments and authorities concerned to order a 

cessation of all acts of armed force for a period of four 

weeks* The United Nations Mediator for Palestine in concert 

with the Truce Commission was instructed to supervise the 

observance of the resolution* The Security Council, at the 

same time, decided that the Mediator Guid Truce Commission 

should be provided with a sufficient number of military 

observers* The United Nations Mediator in Palestine, 

appointed by the General Assembly on May 20, was further 

instructed to make contact with all parties as soon as the 

eease->fire was in foroe with a view to promote a peaceful 

adjustment of the situation in Palestine*7 

6Ibid*, S/773, p. 97. 

7Ibid.. S/801, p* 103* 
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After the Mediator had been successful in receiving 

unconditional acceptance of the proposals for the truce by 

all parties concerned, it became effective at 6:00 A. M. on 

Jane 11, 1948* 

The three member states of the Truce Commission-

Belgium, France, and the United States—agreed to the 

Mediator's request to send military observers. The Security 

Council rejected a Soviet proposal for attaching to the 

Mediator thirty to fifty volunteer persons to act as military 

observers, who should be approved by the members of the Coun

cil (but to exclude Syria), The representative of the 

Soviet Union mentioned five as being the number of observers 

the Soviet Union was willing to supply* 

In response to the Mediator's request, the Secretary-

General, on June 19, sent about fifty members of the United 

Nations Secretariat, chosen on a volunteer basis and recruited 

mostly from the United Nations Guard at Lake Success, to 

assist the Mediator in supervising the truce in Palestine. 

Resumption of Palestine Truce.—Acting on a cable 

from the Mediator, the Security Council on July 7 addressed 

an urgent appeal to the interested parties to accept in 

principle the prolongation of the truce in Palestine for 

such period as might be decided upon in consultation with 

the Mediator*8 

8lbid*, s/875. No* 93, p. 35. 
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The expiration date of the four-week truce was 

July 9* The Provisional Government of Israel agreed to 

extend the truce and the Arab States rejected the appeal. 

The United States expressed the view that where one party 

accepted a prolongation of the truce, the other party could 

not plead that its recourse to armed force was an action in 

self-defense. Hostilities were resumed and the Mediator 

reported personally to the Security Council at Lake Success. 

In citing the renewal of hostilities he requested the inter

vention of the Security Council. At this time the United 

States introduced a draft resolution under which the Security 

Council found "the situation in Palestine constitutes a 

threat to the peace within the meaning of the enforcement 

provisions of the Charter".^ When the Coimcil voted on the 

United States proposal, the paragraph finding a threat to 

the peace was adopted. 

On July 15, the Security Council, Invoking for the 

first time Chapter VII of the Charter, adopted the American 

proposal ordering all governments and authorities concerned 

to abstain from further military action and to issue cease

fire orders to their military forces. It declared that 

failure to comply with this order would be construed as a 

breach of the peace requiring immediate consideration by the 

Security Council with a view to taking enforcement measures 

^Ibid., s/888, July 1948, P* 47. 
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under the Charter.^^ 

The Truce was to remain in force until a peaceful 

adjustment of the situation in Palestine was reached, and 

its observance was to be supervised by the Kediator. The 

cease-fire became effective in Jerusalem on July 16, and in 

the rest of the truce area on July 18. 

The United Nations Mediator returned to his head

quarters on the Island of Rhodes where he began supervision 

of the truce. More military observers and additional equip

ment were furnished the Mediator by the Members of the Truce 

Commission. There were ten Swedish officers, three-himdred 

American, French and Belgian men, and nearly one-hundred 

technical personnel. 

The American Secretary of State, Kr. George C. 

Marshall, had recently stated that the United States and 

Britain should start from the basis of a common ground and 

work out a common solution for a settlement.^^It may be pre

sumed that since the British and American representatives 

discussed the problem at Rhodes with the Mediator that these 

discussions influenced the Mediator's final report. 

Deterioration of situation in Palestine and assassi

nation of the Mediator.—The situation in Jerusalem deterio

rated, and a special resolution of the Security Council on 

lOibid., s/902, p. 46. 

^^Harry Sacher, Israel: The Establishment of a State, 
(London: William Clowes and Sons Ltd.), 1952, p. 122. 
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August 19 was passed to check the demoralization. With some 

difficulty a neutral zone was established there, but demili

tarization was impracticable. The worst breach of the truce 

was the blowing up, by Arab Legionaries, of the pumping sta

tion at Latrun. This cut off the norm.al water supply of 

Jerusalem. Egyptian troops murdered two observers at Gaza. 

An appeal was issued by the Kediator to the Security 

Council for prompt action. Meeting in emergency session on 

August 19, the Security Council warned that both Arab and 

Jewish authorities should be held responsible for any viola

tion of the truce whether committed by regular or irregular 

troops.^2 The American Delegation endorsed this resolution 

and urged the parties to observe the conditions set forth. 

On September 17, the United Nations Mediator, Count 

Bemadotte, and Chief of French observers. Colonel Andre 

Serot, were assassinated by members of the Jewish terrorist 

Stern gang in Jerusalem. 

The provisional Government of Israel denounced the 

crime and promised to punish the terrorists. The Secretary-

General described the murders as a deliberate attempt to 

thwart the authority of the United Nations. This tragic 

crime reflected on the Israeli Government, which was respon

sible for the protection of the Mediator. It compelled the 

Government to deal more resolutely with the anarchic elements 

2̂xjnited Nations. Official Records of Security Council, 
Third Year, Document S/9o3, No. 1P7, pp. 50-51. 
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and to reduce them to control. 

An American, Dr. Ralph Bunche, Chief of the United 

Nations Mission in Palestine and Director of the United 

Nations Trusteeship Division, was appointed Acting Mediator 

to replace Count Bemadotte. The truce having been broken. 

Dr. Bunche concentrated on effecting a cease-fire. He pro

posed that all parties should retire to the original truce 

line, a suggestion ardently supported by the British delegate. 

Brigadier General William E. Riley, the United Nations Chief 

of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization, expressed 

the opinion that the truce had outlived its usefulness since 

the military situation was now completely dominated by 

Israeli forces. 

Progress Report of the United Nations Mediator.— 

Only twenty-four hours before his assassination Count 

Bemadotte had prepared a Progress Report for submission to 

the General Assembly. It covered the Mediator's activities 

during the first Palestine truce (June 11 to July 9, 1948), 

and the one beginning on July 18, 1948, which was still in 

force when the Report was submitted to the Assembly. The 

Report was divided into three main parts: (1) Mediation 

efforts, (2) Supervision of the two truces, and (3) Possible 

assistance to refuges, particularly some 360,000 Arabs who 

left, or were expelled from Jewish held parts of Palestine. 

Annexes to the report furnished detailed information 

on communications exchanged between the Mediator and the two 
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contesting parties. He did not consider himself bound by 

the provisions of November 29th resolution recommending the 

partition of Palestine since there would be no m.eaning to 

his mediation If this were done.3.3 The American Secretary of 

State, Mr. George C. Marshall, promptly endorsed the Report 

and urged the parties and the General Assembly to accept it 

in its entirety. This view was also reflected In the state

ment of the United States delegate. Dr. Phillip C. Jessup, 

on November 20, 1948: 

The United States approves the claims of the State 
of Israel to the boundaries set forth in the United 
Nations resolution of November 29 (1947), and considers 
that modifications thereof should be made only if fully 
acceptable to the State of Israel.l4 

Outbreak of fighting in Nep̂ ev area.—Large scale 

fighting between the Jews and Egyptians broke out in the 

Negev area of Palestine in October. On October 16, the 

United Nations Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision 

called for a cease-fire order. VJlth the fighting still con

tinuing, the Security Council went into emergency session in 

Paris on October 19. 

The Acting Mediator requested prompt intervention by 

the Security Council on the grounds that a serious breach of 

the truce was involved. The Council voted unanimously that 

^%nited Nations, Prof̂ ress Report of the United 
Nations Mediator on Palestine, Document A/6i].0, p. 9. 

^-United Nations Bulletin, V, Mo. 12, December 15, 
1948, p. 1̂ 527: 
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there would be an immediate and effective cease-fire, and 

also suggested three conditions for consideration as the 

basis for further negotiations to assure that similar out

breaks would not recur.^5 These three conditions were: 

(1) Withdrawal by both parties from any position not occupied 

at the time of the fighting, (2) the acceptance by both par

ties of conditions affecting convoys, and (3) agreement by 

both parties to undertake negotiations, either through the 

United Nations or directly, on outstanding problems in the 

Negev, and the stationing of United Nations observers through

out the area.16 

The representative of the United States affirmed the 
full concurrence of the United States with the Acting 
Mediator's recommendations, and stated that all Govern
ments should avoid weakening in fiuiy way the newly estab
lished armistice agreements. The United States would 
not permit any arms exports which might start a competi
tive race in the Middle Bast. He agreed with the Acting 
Mediator that the export of arms should be limited to 
such materials as were within the scope of legitimate 
security requirements•^7 

Meanwhile Jewish forces advanced in the Negev and by 

October 21st occupied Beersheba. The whole of the Negev 

north of a line sixteen miles south of Beersheba, except for 

Gaza and a few pockets of resistance, was in Jewish hands, 

and the Egyptian array was completely demoralized. The Arab 

l5united Nations, Official Records of Security Council, 
Document S/1044# No. 118, pp. 37-38. 

l^IMd. 

17unlted Nations, Yeiirbook of the United Nations* 
1948-49, p. 187. 
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forces, on October 30, under Fawzi Kaukji were routed and 

driven into Lebanon* 

The Acting Mediator fixed the deadline for cease

fire in the Negev at 12:00 noon, Greenwich mean time, on 

October 22—both parties accepted the cease-fire on the 23rd. 

The Security Council, on November 4, called on the 

Egyptian and Israeli Governments to withdraw their forces 

which had advanced beyond the positions held on October 14, 

and to establish permanent truce lines and such neutral 

zones as were necessary to insure full observance of the 

truce in those areas.^8The Council at the same time appointed 

a committee from the Council, consisting of five permanent 

members, together with Belgium and Colombia, to give the 

Acting Mediator such advice as he right require.^9 

On November 16, the Security Council decided that, 

in order to eliminate the threat to the peace in Palestine 

and to facilitate the transition from the existing truce to 

permanent peace, an armistice should be established in all 

sectors of Palestine. It called on the parties concerned to 

negotiate an armistice immediately. Negotiations were to 

include the delineation of pennanent armistice demarcation 

lines and the withdrawal and reduction of armed forces.20 

l8xjnited Nations, Official Records of Security Council, 
lar. Document S/1070, Supplement for November i9l|.y, p. 7. Third Year^ 

l^ibid., S/1071, p. 8. 

20ibid., s/1080. No. 126, pp. 53-54. 
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The attitude of the United States toward a permanent 

truce was summarized by the American representative. Doctor 

Phillip C. Jessup: 

It opposed the use of force as a means of settling 
disputes; it had supported all steps looking toward 
truce and it would support this new proposal,21 

Armistice Agreements.—As a result of mediation 

efforts, a series of Armistice Agreements were signed be

tween the Israeli Government and various Arab countries 

during the period February 24 to March 23, 1949. 

The Agreement between Egypt and Israel declared that 

the Egyptian military forces should be withdrawn under the 

supervision of the United Nations. The Mixed Armistice 

Commission provided for in the Armistice Agreement was to 

maintain its headquarters at El Auja. 

A partial schedule of Armistice Agreements in 1949 

follows:22 

Negotiations Agreements on Date of Place 
Initiated: Cease-Fire: Armistice: Signed: 

Egypt Jan 12 Jan 25 Feb 24 Rhodes 

Trans Jordan Mar 1 Mar 11 Apr 3 Ras En Naqoura 

Lebanon Mar 1 Rhodes 

21united Nations, Bulletin, Vol 5, No. 11, December 1, 
1948, p. 973. 

'̂ F̂or specific truce agreement terms see United 
Nations Documents S/1264 Corr. I, S/1264 Add. I (Egypt); 
S/1296 Corr* 1, S/1296 Add. I (Lebanon); s/l02, s/l302 
Corr* I, s/1302 Add. I (TransJordan)* Also see United Nations, 
Bulletin, August 8, 1949, p. 177* 
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Plans for further armistice negotiations were in 

progress. The Acting Mediator declared that the next series 

of negotiations would be between Israel and Syria. 

The three Armistice Agreements had many points in 

common. Among these were the following: 

The first article stated that the Agreements were 

drawn up with a view to promoting the return of permanent 

peace in Palestine and that the parties concerned pledged 

themselves not to plan, undertake, or threaten any aggres

sive action, either by land, sea, or air. 

Another article, similar in all agreements, p3?ovlded 

for an Armistice Demarcation Line. 

The provisions of all agreements were to be super

vised by Mixed Armistice Commissions composed of seven mem

bers, three of whom were to be designated by each Party to 

the Agreemient. The Chairman of the Commission in each case 

was to be the United Nations Chief of Staff of the Truce 

Supervision Organization or a senior officer from the observer 

personnel of that Organization designated by him, following 

consultation with both Parties to the Agreement. 

The agreements were not subject to ratification and 

came into force immediately upon belnr signed. They pro

vided that certain provisions might, by mutual consent, be 

revised or suspended. America's attitude toward permanent 

peace between Israel and the Arab States was revealed by 

President Truman in a message to Israel's Ambassador to the 
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United States, Eliahu Elath: 

I am firmly convinced of the necessity for the 
speedy establishment of a true and equitable peace 
between Israel and its neighbors and for the resolution 
of all problems outstanding between them, in accordance 
with the solemn recommendations of the United Nations 
with respect to Palestine. The Government of ths United 
States is deeply desirous of assisting by all appropriate 
means in the fulfillment of these objectives.23 

In a letter dated July 21, 1949, the United Nations 

Acting Mediator on Palestine sent a report to the Secretary-

General of the Security Council on the status of the armistice 

negotiations and the truce in Palestine.24 The letter stated 

that the most effective Instrument at the disposal of a 

mediator or conciliator is the assurance of prompt and 

vigorous support and action by the United Nations.25 

The Security Council adopted the revised text of 

draft resolution S/1367.^^ This resolution: 

(1) expressed the hope that the Governments and 
authorities concerned would achieve agreement on a final 
settlement at an early date; (2) found that the recently 
signed armistice agreements between Israel and its Arab 
neighbors superseded the Council's truce; (3) reaffirmed, 
pending the final peace settlement, its cease-fire order 
of July 15, 1948; (4) relieved the Acting Mediator of 
any further responsibility under Security Council resolu
tions since the functions assigned to him had been dis
charged; and (5) provided for the continued service of 

^^United States, Department of etate Bulletin, Vol XX, 
No. 512, April 25, 1949, p. 530. 

24tJnited Nations, Official Records of Security Council, 
Fourth Year, Document S/1357, Supplement for August 1911-9, p. 1. 

25ibid., s/1360, p. 8. 

26ibid., No. 37, pp. 2-3. 
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such United Nations observers as might be necessary to 
observe the cease-fire and help in the implementation 
of the armistice agreements.27 

Further, American reaction to the signing of the 

Armistice Agreements was phrased by Mr. Warren R. Austin in 

the Security Council: 

This agreement is not only a milestone on the road 
to a settlement of the Palestine Question, but it is 
evidence of the willingness to implement the Security 
Council's resolution, which augurs well for the future.28 

The United Nations Chief of Staff of the Truce 

Supervision Organization was requested to report to the 

Security Council on the observance of the cease-fire in 

Palestine. He was also to keep the Palestine Conciliation 

Commission, established by the General Assembly in 1948, 

Informed on matters affecting the Commission's work. 

Continued activity under the Truce Agreements. —The 

Acting Mediator, Dr. Ralph Bunche, submitted a draft resolu

tion calling upon the parties to negotiate a permanent armi

stice. The Acting Mediator explained the purpose of his 

resolution in the following terms: 

. . . The demand for an Armistice would differ from 
a truce in that it would specifically and firmly provide 
for a separation of the forces engaged in the conflict 
in Palestine and for their withdrawal and reduction to 
peace time status.29 

27lbld. 

28united Nations, Bulletin, Vol VI, No. 6, March 15, 
1949, p. 230. 

29xjnited Nations, Official Records of General Assembly. 
Report of Security Council, 19i;8-l4.9, Document A/945, pp. 50-51. 
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Warren R. Austin affirmed the full concurrence of 

the United States with Dr. Bunche's recommendations. The 

arms restraints of the truce period were no longer necessary 

or appropriate. The United Nations now had firm commitments 

from the armistice parties to refrain from all hostile activ

ity and to adjust their differences peacefully.30 There were 

indications, however, that American-Israeli relations were 

somewhat strained. 

Israel is facing a serious crisis with the United 
States. The young state had unlimited American support 
in its struggle with the British, the Arabs, and its own 
diplomatic difficulties. Early this month, however. 
President Truman bluntly warned the Israeli Government 
that unless it accepted the basic principles set forth 
by the United Nations and the friendly counsel of the 
United States, a complete revision of the American atti
tude toward Israel would become unavoidable.31 

The cause for the tenseness between America and 

Israel was summarized; 

It may be that in the end American interest will 
require the appointment of Israel as the "chosen instru
ment" of American policy in the Middle East. In the 
Immediate future, however. United States policymakers 
fear that the nation's aggressive tactics will result 
in resumption of hostilities and chaos in the strategic 
Middle East region.32 

During the truce period some eight-himdred complaints 

of truce violations were registered with the Kediator. Among 

30united Nations, Bulletin, Vol. VII, No. 5, 
September 1, 1949, p. 225. 

3iEdward Welntel, "U. S. Eyebrows Lifted," Newsweek, 
June 27, 1949, p. 42. 

^^Ibid., p. 44. 
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these eomplalnts only a few were referred to the Security 

Council by the Mediator. 

On November 17, the Council adopted a resolution 

calling upon the coimtries to settle their disputes through 

the machinery set up under the Armistice Agreements between 

them. They were also to seek a solution to the Arab refugee 

problem and continue their efforts toward permanent peace in 

Palestine.^^ With the supervision of these problems by the 

Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization, a re

port on progress was to be made to the Council within ninety 

days. 

Application of Israel for membership in the United 

Nations.—In a letter dated November 29, 1948, and addressed 

to the Secretary-General, the Minister of Foreign Affairs 

for the Provisional Government of Israel requested the admis

sion of Israel as a member of the United Nations. The letter 

enclosed a formal declaration that the Government of Israel 

accepted all the obligations stipulated in the United Nations 

Charter.^ On the second day of December, Dr. Phillip Jessup 

of America and Mr. Jacob Malik of Russia moved in the Security 

Council to admit Israel as a member of the United Nations. 

The proposal was defeated at this time and again at the 384th 

33tjnited Nations, Official Records of Security Council, 
Fifth Year, Document S/1907, November 17, 1950, pp. 1-2. 

34ibid., Third Year, Document S/1093, November 29, 
1948, p. iTFT" 
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meeting on December l5. On December 17, 1948, the applica

tion again failed to receive the necessary seven votes. 

Five countries voted in favor of admission (Argentina, 

Colombia, the Ukrainian S* S. R., the Soviet Union, and the 

United States), one voted against (Syria), and five countries 

(Belgium, Canada, China, France, and the United Kingdom) 

abstained* 

In a letter dated February 24, 1949, and addressed 

to the Secretary-General, the representative of Israel at 

tho United Nations requested that renewed consideration be 

given the application of Israel in order that the General 

Assembly might be able to make a decision at the second part 

of its third regular session in April.35 The United States 

continued to advocate Israel's admission. 

Dr. Phillip Jessup, the well-known political scien

tist of Columbia University, who represented the United 

States in the Council, urged acceptance. With regard to the 

question of whether or not Israel formed a state. Dr. Jessup 

reminded his colleagues in the Council that Israel possessed 

the four qualifications which international law has come to 

recognize as the main criteria of a state—population, terri

tory, government, and sovereignty* He pointed out that 

Israel exercised independence of Judgement and will in its 

foreign policy and added: 

35ibid., Fourth Year, Document S/1267, Supplement for 
March 1949, p* 7. 
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I think the world has been particularly impressed 
with the way in which the people of Israel have organized 
their government and have established a firm system of 
administration and law making under the most difficult 
conditions.36 

The Security Council considered the matter at its 

413th and I4.ll1.th meetings on March 3, and March 4, 1949. 

When the Council recommended Israel for admission on March 4, 

the vote was nine in favor (Argentina, Canada, China, Cuba, 

France, Norway, the Ukrainian S. S. R., the Soviet Union, 

and the United States), one against (Egypt), and one absten

tion (The United Kingdom). 

Israel's application for membership in the United 

Nations was accordingly put on the agenda of the second part 

of the third regular session of the General Assembly.37 

The United States again took the initiative in 

securing Israel's admission to the United Nations. Mr. 

Warren R. Austin, the United States delegate, made the fol

lowing statement before the £d hoc Political Committee on 

the Admission of Israel: 

Meanwhile, the only question before this Comrrittee 
and the Assembly at this time is the question of the 
application of Israel for membership in the United 
Nations. On this question the views of the United 
States are well known. We have warmly supported Israel's 
application for membership on previous occasions. 

The United States Introduced the resolution in the 
Security Council which resulted in the recommendation 
for the admission of Israel to the United Nations. 

36Dunner, OP. cit., p. I89. 

•̂ Ûnited Nations. Official Records of General Assembly, 
Fourth Year, Dociiment A/8ie, 191̂ 9, p. 179. 

http://I4.ll1.th
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The United States is one of the co-sponsors of the 
resolution now pending on the motion of the distinguished 
representative of Australia (A/AC.2I4./68, May) and it will 
vote for the admission of the State of Israel to member
ship in the United Nations. 

Article 4 of the Charter declares that membership in 
the United Nations is open to peace-loving States which 
accept the obligations contained in the present Charter 
and, in the Judgement of the Organizations, are able and 
willing to carry out these obligations. The United 
States Delegation, together with a majority of the 
Security Council members, considers that the State of 
Israel meets the Charter requirements.38 

Less than a week later, Mr. Austin reaffirmed the 

Government's position before the General Assembly: 

Israel has solemnly pledged its word to csirvy out 
the obligations of the Charter and that pledge has been 
reiterated by the representative of Israel appearing 
before the a^ hoc Political Committee. My Government 
believes that Israel would be a valuable Member of the 
United Nations and should be admitted to the Organiza
tion. The United States Delegations will Ygte in favor 
of the Resolution now before the Assembly.39 

On May 11, 1949, Israel became the 59th member of the 

United Nations Organization following a roll call vote with 

thirty-three to eleven in favor and thirteen abstentions. 

n^ There is a massive record of support for Israel by 

the United States within and outside the United Nations dur

ing these years. Acts of state and measures of assistance 

on the part of the American Government sought to promote 

'/ 

^United Nations, United States Delegation to the 
General Assembly, Press Release No. 62I4., May 6, 1949: Text 
of statement by Ambassador Warren R. Austin, before the 
ad hoc Political Committee on the Admission of Israel. 

39ibid., Press Release No. 631, May 11, 1949: State< 
ment by Ambassador Warren R. Austin regarding the report of 
the ad hoc Political Comm.ittee on the Application of Israel 
for aSbnTss'lon to the United Nations. 
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peace and stability between Israel and the Arab States upon 

a basis equitable and satisfactory to all concerned. To 

this end, America favored the developments within the United 

Nations toward the establishment of a Jewish National Home; 

the appointment of a United Nations Mediator and the estab

lishment of the Palestine Conciliation Commission* The 

American Government also favored mediation and truce agree

ments and took the lead in securing permanent armistice 

agreements between Israel and the Arab States. The United 

States extended Immediate de facto recognition to the newly 

founded State of Israel on May 15, 1948, and gave d<B jure 

recognition on January 31, 1949. This record of support of 

Israel by the United States was accomplished despite an 

occasional lack of coordination between the State Department 

and the President. According to Mark Alexander: 

The United States State Department was opposed to 
the establishment of a Jewish 5tate. Some of them, have 
modified their attitude during the past four years, but 
most have not, and nobody can say whether the next occu
pant of the White House will be willing to overrule his 
advisers, as President Truman did in 194?! or how the 
British Government will act in a crisis.40 

Another authority expressed a similar view: 

Why was there such confusion of counsel and humili
ating lack of effective action both by the United States 
and consequently by the United Nations? . . . In Wash
ington there were two schools of thought--the President 
and his political advisers who favored the partition 
urged by the Zionists, and the State Department and mili
tary officials who were rather disinclined because they 

40Mark Alexander, "Israel—Pour Years," 20th Century, 
May 1952, p* 424. 
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were more conscious of the difficulties Involved.^^ 

This reaction was also noted: 

America's popularity was somewhat weakened by this 
country's indecisive stand on Israel at the United 
Nations. Although not Ingrates, the Israeli remember 
the critical Junctures at which the State Department 
wavered, and even retreated, and that only President 
Tnaman's last minute intervention cast the die In 
Israel's favor. An Israeli newspaperman who had attended 
the UN sessions said of the American delegation: "They 
have been like the biblical Bllpm, who had come to curse 
and were constrained to bless."42 

As has been previously observed, American-Israeli 

relations have been complex, and satisfactory solutions have 

often resulted only through long term discussion and mutual 

respect for the issues Involved. Tense relations between 

the United States and Israel were sometimes discernible; 

however, American policy during this era has been fundamen

tally pro-Israeli. 

Professor Lenczowski described American diplomacy 

toward Israel as follows: 

On the part of the United States this pro-Israel 
policy was not achieved without hesitations and sudden 
shifts. It will be recalled that at one time the United 
States was prepared to abandon the partition resolution 
in favor of a trusteeship arrangement. Another shift 
occurred when Secretary of State Marshall announced 
official American endorsement of the Bemadotte plan in 
the fall of 1948. Furthermore, repeated messages were 
sent by Presidents Roosevelt and Truman to various Arab 
states and rulers, tending to reassure them that the 
United States would not support any solution in Palestine 

4lsidney B. Fay, "Arabs, Zionists, and Oil," Current M-̂ -Sidnev o. ray. 
History, May 1948, p. 276. 

42J, L. Teller, "Israel and America," New Republic, 
October 3, 1949# p. 13. 
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contrary to Arab wishes. These twists in American policy 
were to a large extent due to the division of responsi
bility between the White House and the Department of 
State. While the latter was concerned with the Middle 
East as a whole, the former tended to treat the Zionist 
problem in isolation from the rest of the area and as 
a factor of domestic politics; hence, the Inconsistencies. 
The White House prevailed on all important occasions, 
and despite its tortuous ways American diplomacy could 
generally be described as pro-Israeli.43 

Basically, the United States has sought to assist 

the Israeli peoples to maintain and strengthen their inde

pendence, to promote their welfare, and to live in security 

within the family of nations. Yet within this same frame

work of fundamental principles, the United States is obliged 

to m.aintain a realistic policy in regard to the Arab States. 

The following chapter will deal with American-Israeli rela

tions in the light of the Arab-Jewish controversy. 

43oeorge Lenczowski, The Middle East in World Affairs, 
(Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1952), p. 296. 



CHAPTER IV 

ARAB-JEW'ISH CONTROVERSY 

Four principal headings are developed under the 

Arab-Jewish Controversy. The first relates to the influence 

of military events not previously discussed, and the efforts 

of the United Nations Palestine Conciliation Comjnlssion to 

find a long ranr̂ e political settlement to assure a more perm

anent peace. The establishment of boundaries acceptable to 

both parties is closely related to the first issue, as is 

the third topic—the problem of Jerusalem, The last section 

is concerned with the tragic plight of the Arab refugee. 

The position of the American Government and its influence on 

the course of events will be highlighted on each of the 

Issues involved. 

Palestine Conciliation Commission.—On December 11, 

1948, the General Assembly by a vote of thirty-five to 

fifteen with eight abstentions established the United Nations 

Conciliation Commission for Palestine. It was given the 

following terms of reference:1 

^Specific terms may be found: United Nations, 
Official Records of General Assembly, Third Session, Third 
Year, Part I, Document A/OlO, pp. 21-25• 
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(1) Promote good relations between the State of 

Israel, the Arabs of Palestine, and the neighboring Arab 

States* 

(2) Begin its function at once with a view to the 

establishment of contact between the Parties themselves and 

the Commission at the earliest possible date* 

(3) Take steps to assist the Governments and 

authorities concerned to achieve a final settlement of all 

questions outstanding between them. 

The CcMnmission was authorized to assume any of the 

functions which had been assigned the Mediator by the General 

Assembly, as might be necessary for the carrying out of its 

task. The Commission could also be requested by the Security 

Council to assume fxmetions initially assigned by the Council 

to the Mediator or to the United Nations Truce Commission; 

additional functions and directives could be issued by the 

General Assembly and the Security Council. The governments 

and authorities concerned were called upon to extend the 

scope of the armistice negotiations specified in the Security 

Council resolution of November 16, 1948, and to seek agree

ments by negotiations conducted either through the Concilia

tion Commission or directly, with a view to final settlement 

of all questions outstanding between them.? 

The Assembly asked the five permanent members of the 

United Nations, Official Records of Security Council, 
Third Year, No* 126, pp. 53-51|.. 
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Security Council to select the states which would make up 

the Conciliation Commission* The three states seleoted were 

France, Turkey, and the United States. The French member 

was Claude de Boissanger, a career diplomat* The Turkish 

member was Hussein Yalehin, an elderly Journalist-statesman, 

Mark Ethridge, publisher of the Louiaville Courier-Joumal. 

represented the United States*3 

The Commission established its headquarters in 

Jerusalem on January 24» 1949, and promptly sought to arrange 

for the governments concerned to meet and enter into negotia

tions .4 

The Connission continued plans for a meeting of the 

Arab States* delegates which resulted in a series of meetings 

in Beirut for the period of March 20 to April 5. The talks 

in Beirut took the form of separate meetings between the 

CooBnission and each of the Arab delegations* Even though 

3An interesting coverage of the Committee's activi
ties is found in: Willie Snow Ethridge, Going to Jerusalem, 
(New York: Vanguard Press, Inc., 1950). Mrs. Willie Snow 
Ethridge is the wife of Mark Ethridge, the United States 
representative * 

4This move is oriticized by James G. McDonald, 
United States Ambassador to Israel: "The Israelis, the 
British Foreign Office, the British Minister in Amman, the 
British Consul General in Jerusalem and I had either warned 
against it or were quick to disapprove it* With a surpris
ing degree of \manimity, these experts argued that only harm 
could come of such a meeting* Each Arab State would show 
off its intransigence to the others and no one would be will
ing to make practical, conci^te offers or plans*" James G, 
McDonald, My Mission in Israel, (New York: Simon and 
Schuster, 1951)• P* "i-t^* 

file:///manimity
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the Arab delegations considered the refugee question as the 

most pressing one, they declared that they were ready to con

sider the sending of delegations to a neutral city where the 

Commission could continue its exchanges of these views with 

these delegations and also establish contact with a delega

tion from the Government of Israel* 

As of June 8, 1949, the Commission was unable to 

bring the parties into direct negotiations.5 The Arab States 

wished to negotiate as a bloc and were primarily Interested 

in the refugee issue; the Israeli Government wished to 

discuss questions separately with the state or states immedi

ately concerned. 

As negotiations continued and agreement became less 

of a possibility the American Government became gravely con

cerned over the situation. A message was delivered to the 

American Ambassador in Israel from the President of the 

United States, and was to be presented to the Prime Minister 

of Israel. Ambassador McDonald, in explaining the content 

of the message, pointed out that 

It expressed deep disappointment at the failure of 
Eytan at Lausanne to make any of the desired concessions 
on refugees or boundaries; Interpreted Israel's attitude 
as dangerous to peace, and as indicating disregard of 
the United Nations General Assembly resolutions of 
November 29, 1947 (partition and frontiers), and December 11, 

5see United Nations Conciliation Commission for 
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1948 (refugees and Internationalization of Jerusalem); 
reaffirmed insistence that territorial compensation 
should be made for territory taken in excess of November 29 
and that tangible refugee concessions should be made now 
as essential preliminary to any prospect for general 
settlement. The "operative" part of the note was the 
implied threat that the United States would reconsider 
its attitude toward Israel.6 

Relations became strained between America and Israel 

following this message. Israel had persistently refused to 

make preliminary concessions either on frontiers or refugees 

which resulted In a stalemate of the Conciliation Commission's 

progress* The American purpose of peace had been blocked by 

the Jews in their uncompromising attitude toward the Concilia

tion Commission* 

The Israeli Government's reply to the United States 

restated the Israeli position and expressed the hope that 

its reply would restore the sympathetic understanding of the 

United States Government for the problems and anxieties 

facing Israel.7 

Regarding the covmterreply of the United States, the 

American Ambassador comments: 

Our note abandoned completely the stern tone of its 
predecessor* It was far from an apology, or from com
plete agreement with the Israelis. It disagreed that 
Israel's admission to the United Nations had been a token 
of the world community's approval of Israel's good faith. 
It denied that Israel's mass immigration was a reason for 
holding up the return of refugees* It insisted that 
Israel, too, was trying to have it both ways—invoking 
the partition resolution when it was suitable and denying 

^McDonald, op* cit., p* l8l. 

7lbid*, p* 194. 
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' ̂ «^ its validity when it was not.8 

The tense situation between America and Israel was 

partially eased by the exchange of notes, and the United 

States Government reminded Israel that its actions were 

motivated by a genuine concern for peace and stability in 

the Middle East and by a friendly interest in the future 

welfare of Israel.9 

Boundaries*--On May 12, 1949, the Arab States and 

Israel signed protocols with the United Nations Conciliation 

Commission on Palestine agreeing to the partition plan of 

1947 "as a starting point and framework for the discussion 

of territorial questions".^^ However, the Arab States, as of 

June 8 had not clarified their position, other than to indi

cate that proposals for territorial adjustments put forth by 

Israel failed to recognize as Arab, areas assigned to them 

under the partition plan. Israel had asserted that boundary 

lines must be drawn to reflect the actual situation under 

the armistice agreements which were based upon the course of 

hostilities since adoption of the partition plan. Without 

this stipulation Israel would have had to surrender Eastern 

and Central Galilee, Lydda, Ramleh, Beersheba, and Nazareth. 

Israel refused to consider this and insisted that boundaries 

Qlbld., p. 184. 

9lbid., p. 184. 

l ^ h i r d Progress Report, OP» e i t . . p. 7. On signing 
of the protocols see Ibid*, p* 721* 
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should rest on formal armistice agreements with the Arab 

States, negotiated vinder the auspices of the United Nations. 

Since the Arabs had not accepted the United Nations resolu

tion of November 29, 1947, the boundaries envisaged in the 

original partition plan were thus erased according to the 

Israeli Government* The Arabs, however, maintained that 

because of the United Nations resolution calling for a cease

fire the Arab States were unable to restore the boundaries to 

the original lines and at the same time to observe the cease

fire. 

Under the original proposals put forth by the United 

Nations Special Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP), approxi

mately 3,600 square miles were assigned to the Arab State 

fluid some 6,400 square miles to the Jewish State. In drawing 

boundary lines UNSCOP was guided primarily by distribution 

of Arab and Jewish population, although at the time it was 

recognized that a large Arab minority would result from its 

recommendations. Some consideration was also given to the 

problem of dividing Palestine's resources to permit the 

existence of two viable states; however, UNSCOP believed 

that economic union provided the only real solution of the 

problem.^"^ In order to achieve contiguous frontiers for the 

Arab State, UNSCOP provided for two corridors across the 

llunited Nations, Official Records of General Assembly. 
Second Session, Supplement 11, Report of United Nations 
Special Committee on Palestine, Docirment A/364, September 9, 
1947, p. 53* 
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Jewish State, one between Western Galilee and Samaria and 

one in the south near Gaza. 

The UNSCOP proposal was modified in the General 

Assembly to provide for an Arab State of 4,300 square miles 

and a Jewish State of 5,700 square miles. The principal 

territorial adjustments resulted from the suggestion of the 

representative of the Jewish Agency that areas near Beersheba 

and In the Negev along the Egyptian border be given to the 

Arabs if this would contribute to an acceptfluice of the parti

tion plflui. In addition the Assembly included Jaffa in the 

Arab State rather than in the Jewish State as UNSCOP had 

proposed* 

On two occasions the Mediator had suggested modifi

cations in the boundaries of the original partition plan. 

On July 27, 1948, Count Bemadotte suggested to the Arab 

States and Israel that the Negev be Included in the Arab 

State, and Western Galilee in the Jewish State, and that 

the Arab area of Palestine be Joined to TransJordan. Under 

this arrangement TransJordan and the Jewish State were to 

form a union. Other suggestions made at this time included 

the incorporation of Jerusalem in the Arab State.12 The pro

posals were rejected by both the Arabs and the Israelis* 

In September 1948, the Mediator submitted modified 

proposals to the General Assembly. The idea of a union of 

Ignited Nations, Progress Report of the United 
Nations Mediator, OP* cit., pp. 7-10, 19-26. 
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Jewish and Arab States was dropped, as was the idea of incor

porating Jerusalem in the Arab State.l-^ 

When the Mediator's proposals were brought before 

the General Assembly for discussion some governments advo

cated their acceptance by both Arabs and Jews. Others 

pointed to the military developments in Palestine as having 

altered the plan. In the course of this debate the United 

States delegate stated: 

The claims of the State of Israel to the frontiers 
set forth in the resolution of November 29, 1947, were 
legitimate and could not be modified without its consent. 
Reduction in such territory should be agreed to by 
Israel. If Israel desired addition it would be necessary 
for Israel to offer an appropriate exchange acceptable 
to the Arabs through negotiations.14 

During these debates, spokesmen for the Arab States 

and for Israel indicated the respective position of their 

governments. 

Arab position.—In general, the Arabs argued against 

the partition plan in its entirety and reaffirmed their be

lief that Palestine should be established as an independent 

unitary state without special status for the Jews. While 

maintaining this position, the Arab States nevertheless 

argued in favor of incorporating specific areas in the Arab 

State resulting from partition. The Syrian representative 

argued that the Israel claim to the Gulf of Aqaba was not 

13lbid., p. 18. 

I4united Nations, Official Records of General Assembly, 
Document A/C.l/SR209, November 25, 19q.W, pp. 6-7. 
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justified since it had never belonged to Palestine. The 

Egyptian delegate objected to giving Galilee, the most fer

tile land in Palestine, to the Jews. He also declared that 

the splitting up of Arab territory into frarments and incor

porating these into one or another of the Arab States was 

clearly contra3?y in the aim of the mandate of granting 

Palestine independence and political unity. Other Arab 

delegates argued that Galilee was of Importance to Christians 

and should not be assigned to the Jews.15 

Israeli position.—The representative of Israel 

asserted that the Mediator had proposed to reduce the State 

of Israel to 2,100 square miles as compared to the 5,700 

square miles assigned under the partition plan. Further, 

the Jews had accepted, without reservation, the partition 

plan, but the Arab States had engaged the State of Israel in 

war which resulted in boundaxT* changes. With the victories 

of the Israeli armies, the area of Israel had grown to about 

8,100 square miles. Negev was Important to Israel as the 

only area where there were land reserves for large-scale 

developm.ent and colonization. The Negev was also Important 

because it provided access to the Dead Sea which was a main 

source of mineral wealth and gave Israel a foothold on the 

Gulf of Aqaba. This gave Israel an outlet end gateway to 

the Eastern Seas. As far as Galilee was concerned, the 

l^L. L. leonard, '*The United Nations and Palestine," 
International Conciliation, October 1949, p. 739. 
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Arabs could use it for a base of attack; this threatened the 

security of Haifa. A summary of Israel's claims to boundaries 

created by war with the Arabs was mads by Mr. Louis Lipsky, 

Chairman of tho American Zionist Council: 

(1) Israel's present boundaries rest on formal 
armistice agreements with the Arab States, negotiated 
under the auspices of the United Nations. 

(2) Israel has repeatedly offered to sign peace 
treaties with her Arab neighbors on the basis of present 
boundaries* 

(3) If the Arabs had accepted the November 29 
United Nations resolution, the separate Arab states 
would have come into being and those botuidary lines 
would today be In effect. 

(4) The Arabs attacked Israel from four sides and 
wei*e defeated by the resistance of the newly created 
Israel army. Thus, the original boundaries were erased 
by the Arab invasion. 

(5) The botmdaries set forth in the armistice 
agreements has never been altered by United Nations action. 

(6) The United Nations has taken the position that 
the agressor (North Koreans) cannot re-establish a line 
they themselves violated. 

(7) Israel holds no Arab territory beyond the old 
international frontier of Palestine.16 

The efforts of the Palestine Conciliation Commission 

to reconcile these conflicting positions met with little suc

cess. The Arabs wanted the boundaries of Israel contracted 

to the dimensions of the original United Nations partition 

plan of 1947. The Israeli position maintained that since 

the Arabs had not accepted the original partition at the time, 

Israel was justified in keeping the territory the army won in 

the Arab-Jewish war. Meanwhile, sporadic border incidents 

l^Louis Lipsky, Israel and the Arab States, (New 
York: Amerioan Zionist Council, October 1951). ATraemorandum 
submitted by Mr. Lipsky to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
of the House of Representatives. 
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occurred as gunfire and casualities continued along the un

natural borders of Israel and the Arab States. 

In July 1953, Abba S. Eban, Ambassador of Israel 

to the United States, commented: 

Our present boundaries rest upon valid treaties, 
and contracts approved by the United Nations and con
cluded at its behest. They may not be changed without 
consent. The Arab governments are themselves mainly 
responsible for the processes whereby these frontiers 
were crystalized.l7 

Only through the American delegation in the United 

Nations was there any noticeable activity formulating 

American policy on this issue of territorial conflicts. The 

American Government did not become greatly Involved in an 

official capacity in the boundary disputes of the Israel-

Arab Governments. However, the problem of the status of 

Jerusalem created much interest and reaction of the American 

public. This public opinion, reflected by various newspaper 

editorials throughout the United States, made itself felt 

both within the United Nations and in official acts of state.1° 

17Abba S. Eban, Address at National Conference of 
the United Jewish Appeal*̂  (Washington D. C: Israel Office of 
Information, July 7, 1953), p. 3. 

^"Jerusalem Before the United Nations, (New York: 
American Zionist Cotuicil), pp. 11̂ .-25. This is a compilation 
of American editorial opinion from various sections of the 
United States. Included are: Minneapolis Star, "Divided 
Jerusalem," November 26, 1949; Louisville Courier-Journal, 
"Shall We Shed Blood for the City of Peace?" November 29, 
I9I4.9. New York Herald Tribune, "The Jerusalem Kess," Dec. 9, 
19i|9; New York Times,, ''Clouds Over Jerusalem," Dec. 9, 1949; 
New Yoric Post, 'The Shame of Jerusalem," Dec. 12, 1949; 
Stamford Advocate, "Jerusalem the Capital?" Dec. 14, 1949; 
The Washington P'ost, "Jerusalem Gesture," December 11, 1949. 
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Jerusalem.—The proposal for an international rerime 

for Jerusalem, which is an integral part of the partition 

plan, folxowed the conclusions of the UNSCOP majority: 

Jerusalem is a Holy City for three faiths. Their 
shrines are side by side; some are sacred to two faiths. 
Hundreds of millions of Christians, Moslems and Jews 
throughout the world want peace, and especially religious 
peace, to reign in Jerusalem; they want the sacred 
character of its Holy Places to be preserved and access 
to them guaranteed to pilgrims from abroad. 

The history of Jerusalem during the Ottoman regime 
as under the Mandate, shows that religious places have 
been maintained in the City because the Government was 
anxious and had the power to prevent controversies in
volving some religious interest from developing into 
bitter strife and disorder. The Government was not 
intimately involved in local politics, and could, when 
necessary, arbitrate conflicts. 

Religious peace in Jerusalem is necessary for the 
maintalnence of peace in the Arab and in the Jewish 
States. Disturbances in the Holy City would have far-
reaching consequences, extending perhaps beyond the 
frontiers of Palestine.1^ 

Jerusalem was under the control of the Mandatory 

Power at the time the partition plan was approved by the 

General Assembly. The Arab States had opposed the inter

national regime for Jerusalem while the Jews, through their 

acceptance of the partition plan, had accepted the inter

nationalization of the Holy City. 

With the departure of the Mandatory Power, a real 

as well as a legal power vacuum was created. Public opinion 

in America, as in the rest of the world, began to make itself 

heard when the aspect of violence, bloodshed and even de

struction of the Holy Places became a very real possibility. 

19 UNSCOP report. Vol. I, op. cit., p. 57. 
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When the Anglo-American Committee reported on the Jewish 

National Home, the Mandate was still in force fluid Jerusalem 

was Tinder the control of the British Government. Their pro

posals wero in line with the assumption that the Mandate 

would continue In force. When the Mandatory Power withdrew 

its troops Jerusalem became the problem, of the United Nations. 

On November 29, 1947, the whole of the Jerusalem 

area had been assigned international status by tho partition 

resolution of the United Nations Assembly. According to 

Joseph Dunner: 

Although bitterly disappointed that Jerusalem was 
not included in the Jewish State, the Jews were at first 
ready to accept internationalization as the price of 
peace with the Arab coiintrles. They assumed that imple
mentation of the partition plan would be brought about 
by the instrumentality of the United Nations. But the 
United Nations were neither willing nor able to imple
ment their own resolution* The statute for Jerusalem's 
Intemationalization lay in the tiles ot the Trusteeship 
Council discarded and unratified.20 

On May l5, 1948, the Mandatory Power withdrew from 

Palestine, and hostilities between the Arab and Jewish forces 

began. Jerusalem became a battlefield. 

Jerusalem was divided into two parts--the Old City 

and the New City. The New City, developed in the last cen

tury by the Jews, was predominately Jewish In population 

while the Old City was largely Arab. Egyptian and Trans-

Jordflin forces surrounded Jerusalem, from all four roads, cut 

20Joseph Dunner, The Republic of Israel, (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1950), p. 19«* 
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off its food and water supply and brought the New City to 

the verge of capitulation, 'rfhen the Israeli army finally 

forced its way through the Arab lines, the Illusion that an 

international status for Jerusalem could assure its recurity 

was no longer present in the thinking of the Jewish leaders. 

The Arab Legion forces occupied the Old City which became a 

part of TransJordan, and the New City became a part of the 

State of Israel. 

The United Nations turned the task of finding a 

practical solution over to the Mediator in the hope that he 

could mediate a settlement acceptable to both Jews and Arabs. 

In his report to the General Assembly in September 

1948, he concluded: 

The disposition of the territory of Palestine not 
Included within the boundaries of the Jewish State 
should be left to the Governments of the Arab states in 
full consultation with the Arab inhabitsmts of Palestine, 
with the recommendation, however, that in view of the 
historical connexion and common Interests of Trans Jordan 
and Palestine with the territory of TransJordflui, subject 
to such frontier rectifications regarding other Arab 
states as may be found practical and desirable.21 

This solution did not meet with the approval of the 

Arab League and was soon abandoned. 

In America fifteen religious, political, flind labor 

leaders submitted a proposal to the United Nations General 

Assembly calling for the establishment of a United iJations 

"Curatorship" for Palestines' Holy Places and the division 

21progress Report of the United Nations I^ediator, 
OP* oit*. p. l8. 
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of Jerusalem into two cities, one Arab and one Jewish. 

Sponsors of the plan noted that internationalization of 

Jemsalem under the United Nations would not be workable 

and would be disastrous for both Arabs and Jews.22 

Hostilities ceased with the signing of the truce 

agreements. Jerusalem was temporarily partitioned, the Now 

City coming under the State of Israel's control and the Old 

City under Trans Jordan* 

The United Nations, however, has been consistent in 

its determination to carry out its plan for flin international 

regime for Jerusalem. The Trusteeship Co\incil devoted it

self to the development of a statute for the city. The 

Mediator, although initially proposing a Palestine union 

with Jerusalem, in the Arab sector, returned to the idea of 

a special regime for Jerusalem. 

On December 11, 1948, the General Assembly reaffirmed 

the idea of intemationalization in the establishment of the 

Palestine Conciliation Commission: 

. . . that the Holy Places--including Nazareth-
religious buildings fluid sites in Palestine should be 
protected and free access to them assured, in accord-
fiuice with existing rights and historical practice; the 
arrangements to this end should be under effective 
United Nations supervision; that the United Nations 
Conciliation Commission, In presenting to the fourth 
regular session of the General Assembly its detailed 
proposal for an International regime for the territory 

22Jerusalem before the United Nations, (New York; 
Americflui Zionist Cotincli), p. 11* Bartley C* Crvon, a member 
of the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry, was one of the 
sponsors of the proposal. 
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of Jerusalem, should Include recommendations concerning 
the Holy Places in that territory.23 

In February 1949, the Conciliation Comj-ission 

established a committee on Jerusalem. Preliminary discus

sions by the Commission revealed the readiness of the Arab 

States to accept the principle of an international regimiO 

for the Jerusalem area, on condition that the United Nations 

should be in a position to offer the necessary guarantees 

regarding the stability and permanence of such a regime.24 

The Israeli Government, on the other hand, declared 

to the Commission that it accepted without reservation, an 

international regime for, or the international control of, 

the Holy Places in the City but could not accept the estab

lishment of an international regime for the City of Jerusalem.25 

With this statement Israel raised the question of functional 

versus territorial intemationalization. 

In September 1949, the Conciliation CommlsElon sub

mitted their proposal concerning Jerusalem to the United 

Nations. Summaries of these proposals were: 

1. Jerusalem was to be divided into two zones, one 

Arab and the other Jewish. 

23unlted Nations, Official Records of General Assembly, 
Third Session, Third Year, Part I, Document A/810, p. 23. 

24unlted Nations, Palestine Conciliation ComjT.ission, 
Second Progress Heport, Document A/838, p. 4* 

25unlted Nations, Annual Report of the Secretary-
General, Document A/930, p. 5. 
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2. A United Nations G<»nmission for Jerusalem was 

to be appointed by the General Assembly for a period of 

five years* 

3. A General Cotmcil for Jerusalem, consisting of 

fourteen members, should be established with a membership 

equally divided between Jews and Arabs* 

4. Suoh functions of government as were not re

served to the United Nations Commissioner should fall to the 

authorities of the Jewish fluid Arab zones, respectively. 

5* Areas should be permanently de-militarized and 

neutralized* 

Provisions were also made for xn international tri-

biinal, the protection of the Holy Places, as well as safe

guards for economic fluid human rights.26 

Hewspaper accounts of official attitudes toward these 

proposals reported that King Abdullah of TransJordan who 

occupied the Old City of Jerusalem said that Jerusalem 

"would be internationalised over his dead body. "27 This 

sentiment was repeated in a reeent statement by Moshe 

Sharrett, Foreign Minister of Israel: "Jerusalem will be 

internetionaliaed-^over our dead bodies."28 

^^Complete terras raay be found in United Nations, 
Propoeals for a Permanent International Regime for the 
7erusaiem Area, Document A/973, September 191j.9. 

27yew York Times, October 13, 1949, p. 2. 

28Adlai Stevenson, "No Peace for Israel," Look, 
August 1953» p. 44* 
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A curious mixture of sentiment and a weird medley 

of diverse Interests have been evident in the Arab and the 

Israeli attitudes toward the status of Jerusalem. Their 

policy reversals have been brought about through military 

events in and around Jerusalem, support or lack of support 

by the United Nations and other states or in some instances 

by circumstflmces which, for the present, are known only by 

the Foreign Offices. 

The problems raised by the new state of Israel have 

certainly complicated Washington's task. Our frequent turn

abouts, however, are as much symptoms as they are causes* 

Owing to the cumulative effect of our 'successive stands, the 

United States has alienated Arab nationalist good will* But 

neither has it won the confidence of Israel* American re

versals have stemmed, in the first instance, from the pressures 

of the three most actively interested groups; the oil com

panies, the missionaries, and the Zionists*29 

As the Palestine issue beceime increasingly acute and 

the pressures comraensurately Intense, United States responsi

bility became greater. In November 1947» the American delega

tion at the United Nations announced its unqualified endorse

ment of partition; in March 1948, the same delegation attempted 

to have the partition plan scuttled.30II^Q status of Jerusalem 

29j, c* Hurewitz, "Crisis in the Arab East," Foreign 
Policy Reports, March 1950, p* 254. 

30lbld. 
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was affected since It was included in the partition plan. 

The representative of the Soviet Union in a speech 

before the ad hoc Political Committee criticized American 

policy: 

For its part the United States had proposed the 
establisKment of a trusteeship regime for Palestine. 
This would have allowed the British to remain masters 
of that country and the United States to take a hand 
in the management of the affairs of Palestine. He 
argued that the United States which had voted in favour 
of the 1947 resolution, had changed its position and 
rallied to the supcort of the British policy in 
Palestine.31 

The United States representative considered that the 

adoption of the measures proposed would involve the United 

Nations in countless difficulties and responsibilities. He 

contended that the United Nations would be committed to a 

financial burden which might easily exceed the entire budget 

of the United Nations, and there might entail expenses which 

could not yet be calculated.32 The American change in policy 

was undoubtedly Influenced by public opinion at home (Zionist 

influence )̂ "̂ as well as by the attitudes of the adversaries 

Israel and TransJordan. They were gradually becoming united 

in their resistance to the Internationalization plan. Hence, 

3lYearbook of the United Nations, 1948-49, p. 194* 

32ibld., p. 195. 

^^Zionist groups in America Issued various publica
tions and exerted pressure on the President and State Depart
ment. See "Jerusalem before the United Nations," op. cit., 
for selected letters, editorials, and radio comments compiled 
by this group. 
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the American Government no longer supported the internation

alization of Jerusalem. 

After having twice voted the internationalization of 

Jerusalem without enforcing their decision, it still re

mained for the United î atlons to find a formula by which the 

secular and religious interests of the local residents could 

be reconciled with those of the international community, 

thus restoring peace to the Holy City.34 

The question of Jerusalem did not appear on the 

agenda of the Sixth Session of the General Assembly, and 

there was no discussion during this session pertaining to 

it, althoixgh other aspects of the Arab-Israel relationship 

did come under discussion. 

The Seventh Session of the General Assem.bly was pre

sented with a draft resolution bearing the sponsorship of 

eight neutral powers urging the Arab States and Israel to 

settle their differences by direct negotiations. With re

gard to Jerusalem and the Holy Places in general, the draft 

resolutions asked the governments concerned "to bear in mind 

the religious interests of third parties". This provision 

which made no reference to intemationalization, was con

sidered adequate to satisfy the religious Interest in the 

Holy Places of the international comx̂ unity of nations. 

On May 24, 1950, two-hundred eighty-five distinguished 

34paul Mohn, "Jerusalem and the United Nations," 
International Conciliation, October 1950, p. 471. 
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Americans, who had thoroughly studied the Jemsalem question, 

submitted to the President of the United States a plan for 

the establishment of an International Curatorship for the 

Holy Places.35 The proposal sponsored by this group of 

Americans maintained: 

1. The Statute for the territorial internationali
zation can never be carried out, not only because Jordan 
and Israel oppose it, but primarily because the Statute 
is based on neither legal nor practical reality. 

2. Under the Statute the United Nations is called 
upon to establish an International city in an area of 
more than 100 square miles with a population of 160,000 
in order to protect thirty-six Holy Places concentrated 
in an area of less than one and one-half square miles. 
To protect these Holy Places the Statute calls upon the 
United Nations to maintain a vassal United Nations City 
or State* 

3* The objective of protecting the Holy Places is 
best served by a plan which is acceptable to both peoples 
and conformity with the provisions of the Charter. The 
principle of an international regime, applied solely to 
the protection of the Holy Places, on which the plan for 
flui International Curatorship is based, is likely to find 
such acceptance.3" 

Newspapers throughout America from 1950 on placed on 

record their opposition to a territorial intemationalization 

of Jerusalem and supported functional internationalization 

designed to protect the Holy Places while, at the same time, 

leaving political status for the two sections of the city in 

the hands of Israel and Jordan. 

The Israeli proposal to place the religious shrines 
of Jerusalem under a United Nations authority while the 
city itself remains in Arab and Israeli hands, is in our 

35jeinisalem and the United Nations, (New York 
Israel Office of Information, July 1953)# p. 24. 

^Ibid.. pp. 24-25. 
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Judgement, practical and sensible. This newspaper, in 
comm.on with a large body of American opinion, did not 
feel that the plan adopted by the General Assembly last 
December was feasible cr just. . • . 

The Israeli proposal has the merit of acceotlng the 
status quo territorially, politically, and juridically 
but providing an international status and control for 
the Christian, Jewish, and T'!ohammedan shrines.37 

The barbed wire dlvidinp; the Old City from the New 

City is still standing with the Israeli troops on one side 

and those of Jordan on the other. There remains a "no man's 

land" in Jerusalem even today. 

Adlal Stevenson, the 1952 Democratic nominee for 

President of the United States, made a trip to the Middle 

East to observe conditions in those countries. In a frsuik 

appraisal of the Arab-Jewish hatred and violence, the Demo

cratic leader expressed, "It is hard to see how a city 

divided against Itself can stand, let alone flourish; and 

certainly all the faiths are concerned."3o 

America is also concerned over the condition of the 

Arab refugee—both from a humanitarian standpoint and the 

effect of the discontented refugee on the peace and stability 

of the Middle East. The United States is vitally concerned 

with the Independence, peace, stability, and security of the 

peoples of the Middle East. None of these can be assured 

until friendly relations are established between the State of 

Israel and the Arab States. 

37Hew York Times, May 30, 1950, p. 16. 

38Adlai Stevenson, op. cit., p. 45-



Arab Refugees.—One of the most crucial issues be

tween the Arab States and Israel is that of the Arab refugee 

made homeless by the establishment of the Jewish State and 

the Arab-Jewish war. The news of battles in Haifa, Jaffa, 

and other sectors of Palestine was accorapauiied by the flight 

of large Arab groups from their homes. 

The situation was summarized by the Mediator in 

September 1948: 

As a result of the conflict in Palestine, alrost 
the whole of the Arab population fled or was expelled 
from the area under Jewish occupation. This included 
the large Arab population of Jaiffa, Haifa, Acre, Romleh, 
and Lydda. Of a population of somewhat more than 
400,000 Arabs prior to the outbreak of hostilities, the 
number presently estimated as remaining in Jewish-
controlled territory is approximately 50,000. On the 
other hand. It is estimated that some 7,000 Jewish women 
and children from Jerusalem and various areas occupied 
by the Arabs sought refuge within Jewish-controlled 
territory . . . while those who fled in the early days 
had been able to take with them some personal effects 
and assets, many of the late-comers were deprived of 
everything except the clothes in which they stood, and 
apart from their homes (many of which were destroyed) 
lost all furniture and assets, and even their tools of 
trade.39 

The exact reasons for the Arab exodus will be dis

puted forever. Fear of military events undoubtedly was an 

Important reason. The destruction of the Arab village of 

Deir Yassin by a group of Jewish "irregulars" and the murder 

of women and children furnished added Impetus to the flight. 

The Arab Higher Committee and military commanders 

3%nited Nations, Progress Report of the United 
Nations Mediator, oP. cit., p. 47. 
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issued orders to the civilian population to evacuate in 

anticipation of an invasion of the Arab armies and to avoid 

retaliation of the Israelis. 

Many of the fugitives were firmly convinced that 

they would return within a very short time following the 

infliction of a crushing defeat upon the Jews by the combined 

Arab armies. 

The Honorable Edwin Samuel offers the following 

reasons for the Arab exodus: 

* * . three main causes can be distinguished—first, 
the desire to get out of the way of battling armies, 
coupled with a belief in Arab victory fluid an early re
turn to their homes. Secondly, a dislike for living, 
even temporarily, under Jewish rule; and thirdly, a 
real fear of physical extermination, after the suinihila-
tion of Deir Yassin by Jewish terrorists before the end 
of the Mandate, with this deliberate intention. Many 
Arab villages were blown up by the Israel array at the 
end of the war of liberation in order to discourage the 
return of the Arab refugee.40 

By the middle of July 1948, the refugee problem had 

become grave and the Mediator considered that urgent measures 

had to be taken for humanitarian reasons. Following his re

quest, a Director of Disaster Relief was appointed to deter

mine basic emergency relief needs of the refugees. Appeals 

for aid were sent to fifty-three nations asking voluntary 

contributions* The services of the World Health Organization, 

the Pood and Agriculture Organization, the United Nations 

40Honorable Edwin Samuel, C*M.G., "The Impact of 
Immigration on Israel.** The Political Quarterly, (London: 
Turnstile Press, 1953), p. 2152. 
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International Children's Emergency Fund were secured. Aid 

also came from the International Red Cross and the Viorld 

Council of Churches. Immediate steps were taken to relieve 

suffering and hardships, procure and distribute food, cloth

ing and medical supplies, provide health service, and arrange 

for repatriation wherever possible* 

On November 19, 1948, the General Assembly unfluil-

mously approved a voluntary relief plan for over half a 

million Palestinian refugees. Under this plan the Secretary-

General was authorized to advance immediately the sum of 

•5,000,000 from the Working Capital Fund of the Organization 

towards a total of $29,500,000 which the Assembly decided 

was needed over a period of nine months—from December 1, 

1948, to August 31, 1949. The Assembly further decided that 

the relief fund under the control of the Secretary-General 

would be made up of voluntary contributions from Member 

States, while donations in money or in kind would also be 

accepted from non-member countries.^1 Donations of cash, sup

plies and services amounting to over $35,000,000 were made 

by thirty-three countries; the United States contributed 

116,000,000. 

On December 6, 1948, Mr. Stanton Griffis. United 

States Ambassador to Egypt, was appointed as lirector of the 

United Nations Relief for Palestine Refugees. Agreements 

4lunited Nations, Official Records of General Assem.bly, 
Third Year, Resolution 212 (III), November 19, 1914-H. 
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concluded thereafter with three international voluntary re

lief agencies (the League of Red Cross Societies, the Inter

national Committee of the Red Cross, and the American Friends 

Service Committee), assigned responsibilities to these organ

izations for administering relief to the people. 

The General Assembly was also concerned with the re-

establishment of the refugees in their homes in Palestine or 

elsewhere. On December 11, 1948, the Assembly resolved that 

the Palestinian refugees wishing to return to their homes 

and live at peace with their neighbors should be permitted 

to do BO at the earliest practicable date.42corpensation was 

to be paid for the property of those choosing not to return 

and for damage to property. The Assembly instructed the 

Palestine Conciliation Commission to facilitate the repatria

tion, resettlement and economic and social rehabilitation of 

the refugee and the payment of such compensation.*^3 

In August 1948, an Economic Survey Mission, headed 

by an American, Mr. Gordon R. Clapp of the TVA, was appointed 

by the United Nations to: 

. . . examine the economic situation arising from 
the recent hostilities in the Near East and . . . to 
recomjrend to the Conciliation Commission means of over
coming resultant economic dislocations, of reintegrating 
the refugees into the economic life of the area, and of 

42xjnited Nations, Official Records of General Assembly, 
Third Year, Third Session, Resolution 1911 (III), December 11, 
1948. 

^3ibid. 
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creating economic conditions which wl^l be cond^clve to 
the establishment of permanent peace.44 

The Mission prepared a tentative two-year program of work 

projects in the hope of a partial rehabilitation and re

settlement of the refugees. 

Kr. John Ross, speaking for the bnited States, told 

the United Nations: 

• . . For the reasons stated earlier, the United 
States delegation considered that the United Nations in 
general and the states directly concerned in particular 
should realize that direct assistance to the refugees 
could not continue forever. Accordingly, a constructive 
program had to be adopted which would enable refugees to 
become an economic asset for the Near East countries.45 

The Arabs, '^eanwhlle, pressed for a more permanent 

settlement. They maintained that they did not five the 

world this problem and were settled peacefully in their home

land when Zionist intrusion and expansion were directed to 

realizing the establishment of a Jewish State in Palestine.46 

They maintained also: 

. . . Jewish Immigration into Palestine went, there
fore, hand in hand with the expulsion and dispersion of 
its lawful Arab inhabitants. Today most of the Palestine 
people are destitute refugees; the î st cannot but await 
the unleashing of a new Zionist expansion resulting from 

44The Department of State Bulletin, Vol. XXI, No. 531, 
September 5, 191̂ 9, p. 333* 

45speech by Mr. John Ross to United Nations cited in 
The Arab Refugee Problem--How It Can Be Solved, (New York: 
Israel OtHce ot Information, December 1951), p. 37. This 
is a collection of proposals submitted to the General Assembly 
of the United Nations by nineteen American leaders. 

^^nited Nations, Official Records of General Assembly. 
Document A/2184, September 15» 1952, p. 2. 
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further "ingathering of the exiles" and the policy of 
realizing the unity of the Jewish people" sustained by 
the-hitherto-unre8trained support of some big Powers. 
Definitely the Arabs did not cause this problem in any 
of its aspects. It was Imposed on them. They are its 
victims.M-7 

The Israeli Government would not accept full respon

sibility for the Arab refugees. 

You cannot let loose a war and then wash your hflinds 
of all responsibility for its ^ost tragic consequences. 
The entire sequence of suffering inflicted by and on 
both sides in such a conflict rests squarely on the 
shoulders of those who started the war. If the United 
Nations will not ascribe full responsibility for all the 
consequences of illegitimate force to those who initiate 
such force, there is little sense or reason in anything 
we here say or do. The refugee problem is not of Israel's 
maklng.40 

America was not so deeply concerned with placing 

responsibility for the abject condition of the Arab refugee 

as with finding a satisfactory solution. There was an in

creasing awareness that the problem could no longer be 

handled on a relief basis and that plans for resettlement 

must be quickly drawn up and carried out. From virtually 

the start, this had been the view of the relief agencies in 

that field. It was the view now shared by many leading 

Americans. 

President Truman created an International Development 

Advisory Board to study and report on the Arab refugee. This 

47ibld. 

^Abba S. Eban, "The Arab Refugee," Speech Before 
the Ad Hoc Committee of the Seventh Regular Session of tHe 
General Assembly of the United Nations, October 3o. 19^2^ 
(New York: Israel Office of Information), p. 9, 
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group expressed the belief that Iraq alone co'-ld absorb 

750,000 refugees if its natural resources were developed. 

Dr. Walter Clay Lowderrrilk, the noted Americflin soil 

conservationist, describes an enorrous potential in the great 

alluvial plains of the Tigris and Euphrates Valleys where 

there is land enough for vast numbers of immigrants. 

The soil of Iraq Is so fertile and irrigation waters 
are so abundant in the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers that 
the land needs more farmers.49 

A United States-Syrian Agricultural T̂ ission made a 

study of Syria's potential, under the Joint sponsorship of 

the United States Department of State and Department of 

Agriculture. In its report of September 1947, it stated: 

With the development of a series of major irrigation 
projects, involving the Euphrates and its tributaries, 
possible 2,000,000 more acres could be put under inten
sive cultivation; there are many evidences of ancient 
cultivation of the land and of the utilization of water 
beyond present developments.50 

With the passage of time the unwillingness of the 

Israel Goverment to permit the return of the Arab refugee 

population had hardened into adamance. There was a fear 

that a large Arab population. Indoctrinated by years of 

propaganda directed against Israel, would undermine the 

49valter Clay Lowdemilk, Palestine, Land of Promise, 
(New York: Harpers, 1944), P. 178. 

50Report of the United States-Syrian Agricultural 
Mission to tne General Assembly of the united Nations, cited 
Tn T!he Arab Refup:ee Problem—How It Can Be Solved, (New York: 
Israel O/fice of Information, December 1951), p. 49. 
(A collection of proposals submitted by nineteen American 
leaders.) 
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security of that country. The vacuum left by the Arabs had 

been filled by the incoming Jewish refugees. The young 

Israel Government, struggling to absorb this tremendous new 

immigrant population, could not survive under the burden of 

reconciling and rehabilitating a hostile Arab population as 

well. 

Israel still feels threatened by its neighbors. The 

Arab States still maintain an economic boycott toward Israel. 

Israel's security would be threatened by possible fifth 

column action if large groups of Arabs were admitted. 

In December 1951, a group of American political, 

religious, and civic leaders submitted to the General 

Assembly of the United Nations proposals for the solution of 

the Arab refugee problem. Members of the group included: 

Sumner Welles, former Under Secretary of State; Archibald 

MacLeish, former Assistant Secretary of State; Dr. Reinhold 

Nlebuhr, Union Theological Seminary, and sixteen other lead

ing Americans. Their proposals Included: 

1, Resettlement of Arab refugees in Arab States, 
principally Iraq, Syria, and Jordan who were under
populated and under-developed. 

2. Definite assignment of specific land should be 
made to each Arab family. 

3, An orderly transfer of Arab refugees to the 
areas designated should be undertaken under the auspices 
of the United Nations. 

4, A resettlement agency should be established by 
the United Nations to provide housing and facilitate 
self-maintenance. 

5. A program for the retraining of the settlers 
should be set up by the United Nations. 

6. An international fund of 1300,000,000 should be 
set aside for the transfer and settlement of the refugees. 
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7. Israel should be requested to make a fair contri
bution to that fund by way of compensation for abandoned 
Arab land in Israel. 

8. The United Nations should undertake a five-year 
program to develop the natural resources of the area of 
settlement, and a Commission appointed to carry out this 
program. 

9. An international fund of $500,000,000 should be 
set aside for the development. 

10. The United Nations should renew efforts to nego
tiate and conclude a permeuient peace settlement between 
Israel and the Arab States*5l 

These, end other proposals by the American Government 

fluid the Americflui public have accomplished little in the final 

solution of the Arab i^fugee problem. Israel has expressed 

willingness to compensate the refugees for the property 

they left behind, but will not consent to their retiim to 

the State of Israel. The Arab States have not assumed any 

responsibility for the resettlement of the refugees. Metui-

whlle, the problem is tragically in need of settlement. 

Thousands of displaced homeless Arabs have been barely 

existing for five years in wretched cfluaps in the Arab 

States* The fxmds of the United Nations and relief orgfluii-

zatlons are too meager to adequately care for the huge 

refugee population. Exact reasons for the inaction of the 

Arab States are not known. Lack of funds, little or no 

sympathy, fear of prejudicing the refugees chance for re

patriation and a return to Palestine may be partially re

sponsible for this inaction. 

Throughout these incidents and problems American-

5llbld., pp. 8-10* 
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Israeli relations have been for the most part friendly. 3ut 

the Arab States have been m.ade to feel that America's friend

ship for Israel has not always been extended to the Arab 

countries. Yet there are present in America widely divergent 

sentiments toward the role the United States has followed 

and should assume: 

It is difficult to answer the Arabs when they say: 
"You Americans talk of protecting m.inorlty rights. : ces 
that m.ean a majority is to be trampled on, made a minority 
against its will and its own home? You speak of self-
determination of peoples and regions, of free elections 
and democracy. Is Palestine not to have the right of 
self-determination? Why not let us have a free election 
on the destiny of our country? Why should not we be 
allowed to decide our futures in a democratic way? And 
isn't it strfluige that. In spite of all your professions 
of pity and desire to help--isn»t it strauige that you, 
and Canada, and Australia, and South American and other 
countries with space to spare would not be willing to 
accept your proper share of these refugees instead of 
demanding that one small country bear almost the entire 
burden? . . . Sympathy for a wronged people does not Jus
tify wronging another people."52 

If we in the Western world Irniore the Middle East 
and its unsolved human problems, we shall not only have 
failed a large section of humanity, but we shall have 
mortally weakened our own defense of the West and its 
message of freedom. We can strike no more effective 
blow in defense of our way of life on a global basis than 
to do everything possible to make Israel a strong bastion 
of freedom in the Middle East and through it reach the 
Arab world in the true spirit of our freedom.53 

It is plain that the Jews have a passionate desire 
for peace, for they need it desperately. The trouble is 
they want peace on their terms. Naturally the Arab re
acts unfavorably. He believes he has a strong weapon in 

52Kermit Roosevelt, "The Arabs Live There Too," 
Harper's, October 1946, pp. 291-292. 

53Emest 0. Melby, "Israel: Laboratory of Human Rela
tions," Headline Series, Vol. 89, September-October 1951, p. 60. 
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the boycott of Israel and is insistent that mainy of the 
refugees be returned to their old homes and the rest 
adequately compensated and resettled. It is evident to 
even the most extreme Zionists that they must live not 
only in peace with the Arab but on good terms with him. 
It is obvious that untold benefits will accrue to the 
whole Near East when this finally comes about. VvTiat the 
Arab fears in Palestine, and is determined shall not 
take place, is that peace in the political area will be 
on the basis of a division between first- and second-
grade citizen, with himself in the latter category*54 

If America Is to contribute to the peace auid sta

bility of the Middle East, it is essential that the suspicion 

and hostility of the Arab States be replaced by the same 

friendliness and trust that have pervaded American-Israeli 

relations* Unless America can win the confidence and respect 

of all of the coimtries of the Middle East there is little 

possibility of contributing to the peaceful solution of the 

smoldering issues that still exist between the Arabs and the 

Israelis. A comprehensive progrflun for permfluient resettlement 

of the Arabs is an absolute and Immediate necessity. America 

might find in this great hxanan tragedy an opportunity to up

lift an entire area and prepare it for its place in a free 

and democi*atlc world. The opportunity is a challenge to 

secure the good will and friendship of both Arabs and Jews. 

Americflins want Israel's friendship* We also want 
the peace and good will in all the other Middle Eastern 
States* The two goals must never be allowed to become 
mutually exclusive#55 

54Hillyer H* Straton, "Peace in Paaestine?" The 
Christian Century, October 15, 1952, p. 1193. 

55paul Hutchinson, "Israel Swings Westward," The 
Christian Century* November 21, 1951» p* 1333. 



CHAPTER V 

CURRENT TRENDS, 1950-53 

In the 1950-53 period, the United States attitude of 

distinguishing between Israel and the other Middle Eastern 

States underwent a gradual but definite change. A long-

range policy consistent with American national Interests was 

being initiated. As a result of the war, American troops 

appeared In Iran to handle the supplies being sent to Hussia, 

and the American Navy and merchant marine played a vital 

role in conveying supplies to the 'tiddle East Theater.1 This 

military tie with the Middle East was strengthened by several 

economic measures which materially changed American policy 

toward both the Middle East and Israel. The United states 

Government became more alert to the political problems of 

the middle East. In the early postwar days, America's posi

tion was described: 

. . . American policy was not free from baffling 
dilemmas. In the first place there was an incompati
bility between the frequent declarations and deeds in 
favor of Israel, on the one hand, and the necessity of 
cultivating the good-will of the Arabs, on the other. 
In fact, this incompatibility led to sudden shifts and 
contradictory roves. The White House, with an eye to 
Internal politics, seemed to ignore the Interests of 

ICeorge Lenczowski, The Kiddle East in World Affairs, 
(Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1953), p. 525. 

105 
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Arab policy, while the Department of State was reputed 
to favor the Arabs as against Israel. These I esitations 
and fluctuations did nothing to increase American pres
tige. Indeed, much of the capital of rood will, labori
ously accumulated through decades of miissionary and edu
cational work, seemed to be wasted. As one observer 
phrased it, "The United States succeeded in four years 
to do what It took jritain thirty years, namely to fluitag* 
onlze the Middle East."2 

Despite America's political, mllitairy, and economdc 

interests in the Middle East, the opinion was still being 

expressed that Americfiun policy should be pro-Israeli. 

Israel, strategically situated at the far end of the 
Mediterrean Sea, on the crossroad to the .̂'ast, is of 
vital importauice to the West. If we lose its friendship 
we lose the Middle East, together with the oil we so 
desperately need. If we lose the Middle East, it is 
doubtful, according to m.ilitary experts, if we could do 
more thflui fight a defensive war. 3 

Mr. Crum expressed criticism of some of America's 

action at this time; 

I think though that we were unwise in compelling the 
army of Israel to withdraw from Egypt in the face of a 
British ultimatum to declare war if they did not; in 
doing everything in our power to confine Israel to the 
absurd political borders of the Jewish State as outlined 
in the Ûl Resolution; and if I may say so, unsound in 
preventing the British-led forces of the late King 
Abdullah from Western Palestine and the old city of 
Jerusalem. The Middle East responds more quickly to a 
fait accompli than any other area in the world.4 

There were indications at that time, however, that 

America should refrain from Amy act which would identify 

2lbid., pp. 427-28. 

3Bartley C. Crum, "l/lth am Eye on a Nascent State," 
Saturday Review of Literature, August 25, 1951, p. 9. 

^Ibid. 
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American policies in the Middle East with those of Israel* 

Israel was not committing its fortunes to any side and was 

most careful not to alienate the potential friend-or-enemy 

in Hussia* 

• • • iJa case of hostilities Israel will Jump as 
^^glpoll^i^ requires. If at any time the American 
public is ready and willing to make the Near Bast a 
center of all-out resistance, Israel will fight with 
us for its own ends.»*for preserving flmd enlarging the 
borders of Israel at the expense of an Arab culture 
which would go down in the fight. If we are not will-
Ing, Israel will do what is necessary .for its own survi* 
val. If necessary at our own expense,5 

The Israelis have been astoundingly successful at 

the game of "divide and conquer", of setting the United 

States in opposition to Great Britain auid playing both 

against the Soviet Union.^ This success was not unrelated 

to the fact that the Westex*n world and particularly the 

United States had pursued an ambiguous and self-contradic

tory policy toward the Middle East* 

On paper it has sounded like a ministering serviee 
of angels; in practice it hcuB evaporated into cloudy 
Mac hi aval 11 am* 7 

The Israeli treatment of the Arab refugees, the 

handling of the intemationalization of Jerusalem and the 

alteration of the borders set up by the Uhlted Nations 

^William Ernest Hocking, "Is Israel a 'Natural Allyt?" 
The Christian Century, September 19, 1951^ p* 1073* 

^Sidney Wallaeh, "Decision in the Near East," Yale 
Review* Max^h i95l# P. 5l5. 

"̂ Ibid** p* 508* 
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decision have resulted from the vacillating attitudes of the 

United States and other Western Powers. If pressure had 

been exerted by the United States Government, the Israeli 

leaders would have abandoned their divisive tactics in seek

ing a greater unity of the Middle Fast region.8 

Israel turns toward the West.—Israel's policy of 

nonldentification with either East or West showed sirns of 

gradual abandonment during the latter part of 1951. Perhaps 

the practical leaders of Israel began to orient this policy 

westward because of the adverse criticisms which were being 

published in America at this time. 

Prime Minister Ben-Gurlon told members of the 
Knesset that his government had approached all countries 
in its attempts to achieve security and provide imnigra-
tion for Jews of the world to Israel. The Comr.unist 
states sometimes extended aid, sometimes declined and 
sometimes did not reply. America and the other V/estem 
countries did not always grant Israel's request, he 
admitted, but there was a difference. When the American 
Government refused to act, he said, appeals could be 
made to the people and contacts could be made with the 
legislators and the press. This situation had enabled 
his government on several occasions to influence the 
United States Government to reverse earlier decisions.^ 

Complete identification of Israel with the Western 

Powers was held in abeyance when Prime Minister Ben-Gurlon 

8lbid., p. 515. 

^Paul Hutchinson, "Israel Swings Westward," The 
Christian Century, November 21, 1951, p. 1333. American 
Jewry have had a profound effect on American-Israeli rela
tions. Cf. Normem Bentwich, Israel, (New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Compfliny, 1952), p. 192: "The Zionist Organization cf 
America becflume the Instrument of the Jewish Agency for 
pressure." Also see Lenczowski, op. cit., p. 526 for a 
similar view. 
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stated that Israel would not subjugate herself to the United 

States.10 Shortly thereafter. United States Senator Paul 

Douglas stated that amity fluid good relations between Israel 

and America were assured despite recent tensions.H Vice 

President Alben Berkley, in a speech in Jiuie 1952 stated: 

"A strong, democratic Israel would be an asset to the free 

world."12 

Israel-Soviet Union Relations.—In January 1953, the 

press revealed signs of tension between Israel and the Soviet 

Union. A series of purges of Jews in Russia culminated in 

the bombing of the Russlflin legation by the Israelis. On 

February 12, 1953, the Soviet Government severed diplomatic 

relations with Israel. The Soviets accused the Israeli 
v. 

Government of a sell-out to the United States.13 The Soviet 

Union's animosity toward Jews behind the Iron Curtain caused 

mounting anxiety in the United States. Forty-nine American 

clergymen, educators, and other public figures appealed to 

President Dwlght D. Eisenhower to take action in the United 

States and the United Nations against a possible extension 

to other countries of the fluiti-semitic campaign. Warning 

that the Soviet attacks against Jews constituted incitement 

^%ew York Times, Februar̂ r̂ 2, 1952, p. 2, 

^%ew York Times, Pebmary 19, 1952, p. 8. 

12New York Times, June 12, 1952, p. 10. 

13New York Times, January 3, 1953, p. 4. 
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to massacre and possible genocide, the group pointed out 

that the Soviet action was a clear violation of the United 

Nations Charter.14 Israel's Ambassador to the United States, 

Abba Eban, declared that Israel had Its security imperiled 

by its voluntary identification with the cause of human free

dom, and urged America's support for Israel.1^ 

Henry Cabot Lodge Jr., newly appointed -Mited States 

Permanent Representative to the United Nations, in his 

maiden speech, denounced Soviet anti-senitism. 

As long as there is a racial and religious discrimi
nation just so long is the day of peace postponed. '. e 
have observed with Indignation the persecution of Chris
tians, Moslems, and Jews that has been taking place in 
the Soviet Union for some time. That discrimination is 
not only wicked; it will also in the end prove to be 
totally ineffective because there is an undefeatable 
quality in human nature which always resists totalitarian 
attempts to destroy religious and ethnic freedom.16 

This protest by the United States Representative to 

the United Nations was the only official American reaction 

at this time. The American State Department and President 

Eisenhower remained silent on the Soviet-Israel break. 

Israel's Ambassador Abba Eban conferred with the 

American Secretary of State John Foster Dialles on February 26, 

1953.^^ The discussion included Middle Eastern problems and 

I4israel Digest, Febmary 20, 1953, p. 5. 

^^New York Times, February 14, 1953, p. 1. 

Ignited States, Congressional Record, Senate, 
Febmary 26, 1953, p. 1500. 

17New York Times, February 27, 1953, p. 12. 
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the Soviet break of relations with Israel* Meanwhile, the 

American Zionist leaders had been making efforts to talk 

with President Eisenhower directly* Unlike the Truman 

Administration, the burden of Influencing governmental 

policy was being carried exclusively by the Israel diplomats 

in Washington rather than the American Zionists* 

In March 1953» President Eisenhower talked with a 

delegation from the American Zionist Council—the first such 

meeting after he becam-e President* The talk did not inspire 

much hope in Zionist ranks that the Ameriofltn Government 

would take a strong position regarding the break in Soviet-

Israel relations*18 

In June 1953» the Soviet Union and Israel resumed 

diplomatic relations* 

Republican Administration*—Reports of "a new change 

in policy" by the Republicflusi Administration and Congress in 

relation to Israel and the Arab States were being noted by 

Israel's leaders* Forecasts of a change affecting Israel in 

the event of Eisenhower's election were made before the elec

tion date* But it was not expected that the test would come 

so soon* The reaction came abruptly with the breaiklng off 

of diplomatic relations with Israel by the Soviet Union. 

Silence from Washington followed Israel's appeal for 

strong Amerlcain measures* This inaction by the Republican 

^%ew York Times, March 22, 1953# p* 30* 
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Administration did not necessarily mean that Americflm policy 

to%rard Israel was tmfriendly. It did indicate that President 

Eisenhower and the State Department were both more inclined 

to view the State of Israel in relationship to the entire 

Middle East area. A more realistic outlook, with less senti

ment and pressures, had been initiated by the Eisenhower 

Administration. Israel maintained that the new policy was 

pro-Arab flind hostile to Israel's Government*!^ 

In the summer of 1953, Secretfltry of State John 

Foster Dulles made a trip to the Middle East to observe 

conditions* In a repoirt to the American people. Secretary 

of State Dulles stated that Israel and the Arab States had 

the primary responsibility of bringing peace to the area, 

but added that the United States was prepared to use its 

influence to reduce tension in the Middle East* Secretary 

Dulles made it clear that the United States Government was 

vitally interested in the security of the l̂ lddle East and 

hoped to bring about the conclusion of an Arab-Israel peace 

settlementf^^ 

Joseph C* Hflu:*sch, noted VMishington correspondent, 

reported: 

The Dul).es policy is to withdraw fluiy special conaid-
eration accorded Israel fluid to regard it as deserving no 
more consideration than any other country in that area. 

Vol 

!%eif York Times, June 29, 1953, p* 4. 

^^nlted States. Department of State Bulletin, 
. 28, No* 729, June 15» 1953, pp. 831-^33. 
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The first practical result of that policy has been the 
refusal to regard the Russiflui breach of diplomatic rela
tions as a reason for according to Israel as many r̂ jns, 
tanks, and planes as to all the surrounding Arab coun
tries together.*^! 

Comments in Jewish newspapers in America bitterly 

denounced the shift in American policy. 

As things develop, a picture em.srges in Washington 
of Egypt, not Israel becoming the favorite among the 
Middle East nations. While all indications point to the 
fact that Egypt may get American military aid, Israel's 
application for such aid has been put on ice. Some 
officials in Washington make no secret of the fact that 
they prefer Egypt to Israel at present.22 

An editorial in an American magazine confirmed this 

Israeli accusation. 

Naguib of Egypt holds the key to the future of the 
Middle East. This military ruler is out to build his 
country into an independent power. He wants to be rid 
of the British. . . . He has pledged to "liberate the 
Nile Valley from all foreign soldiers".23 

During an interview held by this same magazine, 

Naguib was reminded that "some people in the United States 

were afraid that if military aid was given Egypt, that 

country would attack Israel."24 

Premier Naguib answered this observation: 

We are now doing better without war, by blockading 

21Joseph C. Harsch to Christian Science Monitor, 
cited in the newspaper The Jewish News, (Detroit, Michigan). 
March 27, 1953, p. 4o. 

^^The Jewish News, Pebmary 27, 1953, p. 2. 

23"Why Egypt Looks to Us," U. S. News and World 
Report. March 27, 1953, p. 29. 

^Ibid., p. 30. 



114 
Israel* It has the same effect as war* Why should I 
endanger ray country «uid open it to air raids by launch
ing a war? I would lose ths confidence of all the big 
nations. They would consider me aggressive*25 

The Republican Administration's "new approaoh" to 

the Middle East was not a politleal manuever nor a complete 

reversal from the Truman Administration* Consistent with 

American nationfla interests in the Middle East, a long-range 

American policy had been evolving in the thinking of out

standing leaders in both parties* 

Israel flund the Middle East.—Good relations between 

Israel and the Arab States are more important to Israel than 

are her relationships with other parts of the world* The 

economic position of Israel cflumot be stabilised as long ais 

the Arab States continue to boycott Israeli produets* The 

tense atmosphere that prepared American Jews to spring to 

the rescue oould not be sustained or recreated when Israel 

was not actiuilly threatened* On the contrary, there was 

every indication that the fervid support from Amerioflui Jewry 

would steadily decline. Without a nearby market, Israel 

faced possible eeonomie disaster. Within recent years fore

most American leaders of both parties have expressed the 

opinion that Israel's future success lies in the settlement 

of the controversies that still exist between Israel fluid her 

neighbors * 

Mrs* Eleanor Roosevelt believed that the greatest 

^Xbid . p. 30* 
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factor involved In securing Middle East stability was the 

solution of the Arab refugee problem. 

. . . You have to put everything you can into trying 
to clear up the refugee situation, and then perhaps, 
with help trom the rest of the world, you may get the 
cooperation which will make of the Near East a stabiliz
ing element which is badly needed in that area. Once 
you have cooperation, I believe Israel can make its best 
contribution and the Arab States can develop and be a 
real factor for peace in the world.26 

It is significant that for the past five years an 

armistice has been in existence between Israel and the Arab 

States, but there has been no lasting peace in the area. 

Peace between Israel and her neighbors would be a bulwark 

against international Intrigue and the atte-̂ pts of various 

partisan interest to use the miseries of the peoples of the 

Middle East to further various interests. "What America 

needs is a new foreign policy in that whole turbulent and 

sensitive area—one which backs the struggle against foreign 

financial domination."27 

Estes Kefauver, United States Senator from Tennessee, 

noted that the V/estem world needs the friendship of both 

Israel and the Arab States. 

It is clear that the democratic world, especially 

26sieanor Roosevelt, "First Need: Resettlement," 
The Nation, June 7, 1952, p. 457. This is one of the 
speeches made at the Conference of Nations Associates on the 
subject: "Arab-Israel Peace—Key to 'Middle East Stability'." 
(Hereinafter, speeches at this conference will be referred 
to as "a CNA speech.") 

27preda Klrchway, "United Nations Role," The Nation, 
June 7, 1952, p. 559. A CNA speech. 
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the United States, has a role to play in this situation— 
a role which it has not yet played with either boldness 
or Imagination* That role is to create a policy which 
makes it clear that the democratic world is concerned 
^l^^oS^® Middle East and the settlement of the Palestine War.28 

This bold imaginative program could not be initiated 

by the United States until this govemraent captured the 

loyflLlty of the Arab peoples. 

. . . We have not arranged for our security or 
theirs simply through the acquisition of military bases. 
The way to capture the loyalty cf the Arab peoples is 
through a demonstration to them of the vitality, resil
iency, adaptability and dynamics of democracy at work 
for their benefit.29 

The Arabs, long accustomed to American sympathy for 

Israel, will probably need more concrete evidence of America's 

recent concern for the entire Middle East area. From the 

Arab viewpoint, America surrendered a position of neutrality 

in pursuing a pro-Israeli policy throughout the Palestine 

crisis* 

Dr. S. A. Speiser of the University of Pennsylvania 

maintained that the Arab-Israel issue was not being properly 

analyzed by mfluiy leading authorities. 

The Arab-Israel issue has knocked things badly out 
of focus. Responsible magazines still sound as if little 
else mattered. Millions of their readers have been given 
the impression that Israel won the war only because of 
the active help of the United States and Britain. They 
have forgotten that diplomatic recognition alone does 
not win wars; that Britain backed the Arabs to the bitter 

28Estes Kefauver, "Need for Boldness,'' The Nation, 
June 7, 1952, p. 559. A CNA speech. 

29 Ibid. 
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end; and that in the last analysis it was internal Arab 
weakness more than any other factor that caused the Arab 
defeat. . . . Nor is the frequent claim Justified that 
our influence suffered an Irreparable blow as a result 
of the Palestine war. Britain's die-hard pro-Arab policy 
utterly failed to produce the expected dividends. The 
prevailing hostility to the West cannot be ascribed to 
any single factor.3D 

If the Western powers are to end the resentment of 

the Arab world, the United States must take the lead. By 

securing the goodwill of both parties there is greater 

possibility that America could be instrumental in easing the 

continued tension between Israel and the Arab States. Un

less stability is assured in the Middle East, this cannot 

but disturb the peace of the entire world. 

TransJordan-Israel border fighting.—In January 1953, 

a fresh outbî eak of fighting occurred on the Trans Jordan-

Israel border. The Israeli army crossed into Transjordaui 

and in violation of the armistice sent war planes over Trems-

jordan. A few days later the Israelis seized a vacated Arab 

college in "no man's land." The Mixed Armistice Commission 

officials who tried to investigate were obstructed by the 

Israelis. Reaction of the American Government to this 

incident: 

Last week the U. S., fearful that even the sometime 
peace was now about to blow up, stepped Into the picture. 
In Tel Aviv, U. S. Ambassador Monnett B. Eavis, a quiet 
methodical career diplomat of the old school, handed 
Israel a note that was diplomatic but plain. The U. S., 
it said, is deeply concerned over the recent Israel 

^^. A. Speiser, "Steps to Stability," The Nation. 
June 7, 1952, p. 556. A CNA speech. 
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forays over the border, and it could only conclude that 
they are Inspired by calculated Israeli policy. A simi
lar but much milder note of caution was handed to the 
Jordanians • -51 

This was the most severe statement the United States 

had sent to Israel since the war—and it worked. The Israeli 

Government, strongly dependent on United States good will 

and support, kept the note a top secret.-̂ 2 However, within 

twenty-four hours the Israelis evacuated the Arab college 

and halted the illegal air sorties over Trans Jordan. 

Israel did not approve of this interpretation of 

American action conceiving this Incident. The Israel Digest, 

official publication of the Israel Office of Information in 

America, expressed disappointment in the lack of objectivity 

in the treatment of the incident by Time magazine: 

Referring to a recent "Time" magazine report that 
the American Ambassador to Israel, Mr. Monett B. Davis, 
had submitted a note on a recent border Incident in 
which it was alleged that Israel had crossed into Jordan 
for retaliatory action, a Foreign Ministry spokesman 
stated that Israel's reply to the note had not been 
published by the magazine, thus creating an erroneous 
picture of what had actually taken place. The report, 
said the spokesman, was false regarding fluiother incident 
in which it reported that because of foreign appeals the 
Israel Government had acted to remove Jewish immigrants 
seeking a home who had squatted In an abandoned college 
in no-man's-land. The action, stressed the spokesman, 
was taken entirely at the Government's initiative and 
was part of its declflô ed intention to live up to its 
armistice agreements. However, he declared, Jordan had 
not acted in the same manner regarding the Arabs who had 
illegally occupied the village of Isawiya in no-man's-
land area on Mount Scopus. The Government had protested 

31'Mjhe Middle East," Time, March 2, 1953, p. 24. 

^Ibid. 
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this occupation, but no action has yet been forthcoming.33 

Meanwhile, both Israel and Jordflui continued to issue 

complaints. Israel complained in particular of an increase 

in thefts and murders by Arab infiltrators and held that 

Jordanian authorities were responsible for such situations.-^ 

Jordan maintained that there was a tendency in Israel to 

attribute these border incidents to Arab infiltrators with

out sufficient proof.35 Brigadier Creneral Riley observed 

that the machinery set up by the Mixed Armistice Com.̂ ission 

was Inadequate under the circumstances, and that the two 

Governments should seek a solution to relieve the tension 

along the demarcation line.36 

Israel-Syrian Dispute.—On September 2, 1953, Israel 

started digging a canal from the Bnot Yaakov isridge in the 

extreme north of Israel and riinning southward. This was 

preliminary work to the construction of a new hydroelectric 

project by the Israeli Government. The Jordflui river r̂ jus 

through this zone, from north to south. 

The Israelis, wanting to use the Jordan for hydi»o-

electrlc power and irrigation, began work on the river to 

divert it out of the demilitarized zone westward into Israeli 

33israel Digest, March 6, 1953, p. 3. 

34unlted Nations, bulletin. Vol. ̂ IV, No. 10, 
May 15, 1953, p. 369. 

^^Ibld. 

•^Ibid. 
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territory."^^fhey said that they would bring it back into the 

zone about ten miles below where the diversion began* 

The Syrians complained that this violated the armi

stice agreement and that the Israel government had no right 

to take such action in the demilitarised zone without Syrian 

consent* They maintained that the diversion would deprive 

Arab lands of irrigation* 

This incident led to an outbreflik of shootings in the 

sone* The head of the United Nations Truce Commission, 

Dfluaish Major General Vagn Bennike (who recently replaced 

ABMrieeui Brigadier General William E* Riley), ordered Israel 

to atop work on the project* Israel refused. Syria then 

bXH>ught its complaint to the Security Council* A United 

Nations group, headed by Major General Bennike, conducted an 

on".the<.spot investigation fluid decided Syria was partly right 

in its complaint that the project would divert waters origi

nally flowing to the Syriflui side* 

On October 21, 1953* the Americflm Secretary of State 

John Foster Dulles annoiAUced that the United States had sus

pended a one-hundrod-million dollar aid program for Israel.37 

fhe following day Robert F* Wagner Jr*, Democratic 

cfluidldate for mayor of New Yortc, severly criticized this 

State Department action: 

It would appear that Mr* Dulles is completely taken 
in by the Arab propagflundists, who are detenilned to veer 

37Hey York Times* October 21, 1953, p* 1* 
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the Eisenhower Administration into an Anti-Israel course. 
The people of New Yoric will not remain silent while 

our State Department arbitrarily does injustice to a 
valued ally and to a nation which is a avmbol of hope 
for the oppressed throughout the world.3o 

Secretary of State Dulles said that the United States 

believed Israel should respect a United Nations mling order

ing a halt to the hydroelectric project. Allocation for 

Arab governments, he indicated, would continue.39 

Jewish elements in America begcui Immediately to 

exert pressure on the State Department to change its stand. 

Secretary Dulles, supported by President Elsenhower, gave 

assurance that the American financial ban would be lifted 

once the Arab-Israel dispute was 8ettled.40 

Even though the pressure was great and criticism 

continued, the American State Department remained adsunant. 

Commenting on this firm attitude, Arthur Krock said: 

A high official here today, whose sympathetic inter
est in the development of that state has been impres
sively demonstrated, referred to it as "the spoiled child 
of partisan American Jockeying*" And, if he reflects 
higher opinion, this suggest that the Eisenhower Adminis
tration intends to restore a balcuice which its predecessors 
upset in the Middle East*41 

On October 29, America's bflui on economic aid to 

Israel was ended, and the United States granted that nation 

38Kew York Times, October 22, 1953, P* 26* 

39Hew York Times, October 21, 1953, p. 1. 

^^ubbock Avalanche-Journal, October 27, 1953, p. 1. 

^^Hew York Times. October 23, 1953, p. 22* 
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#26,000,000 for use until January 1, 1954. 

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles disclosed the 
allocation after President Eisenhower announced that the 
suspension had been lifted and Israel agreed to halt 
work on a hydroelectric project opposed by Syrla.42 

Israel consented to stop work on the Jordan River 

project until the United Nations Security Council had acted 

on Syria's protest that the project violated terms of the 

Israeli-Syrian armistice. 

With an obvious eye to seeking peaceful relations in 

the Middle East, Dulles also reported that the United States 

plans to extend aid to some Arab States. Broaching the 

subject Dulles said, "The threat of 'chaos' hangs heavily 

over the entire area."43 

Some observers felt that New York City politics was 

indirectly involved in the decision to lift the bflui on aid 

to Israel. When work on the hydroelectric project has been 

halted, Dulles stated that the "Impediment" to further aid 

had been removed and America's policy had been satisfied.^ 

In the meantime, Israel was having critical trouble 

with Jordflui. From Jordan, an armed bfluid crossed into Israel 

and killed a mother fluid two children. An armed force from 

Israel retaliated by crossing into Jordan, attacking three 

Arab villages and killing some of the Inhabitants. 

^^Lubbock Avalanche-Journal, October 29, 1953, p. 1. 

43Lubbock Avalanche-Journal, October 29, 1953, p. 1. 

^-Lubbock Avalauiche-Journal, October 29, 1953, p. 10. 



123 

Chief of the United States Delegation at the United 

Nations, Henry Cabot Lodge Jr., said that the United States 

was disturbed by reports from the area and that nations 

should not take the law into their own hands .45 

The United Nations Security Council sumnoned Kajor 

General Bennike from his post to make a report and recommen

dations on the causes of tension In the Middle East. 

The United States, France, and Britain, in the mean

time, conferred on likely steps for alleviating the Middle 

East crisis. 

Perhaps it is too much to expect that solutions will 
be worked out—as they should have been long ago—by the 
Arabs and Jews sitting down together. But they might 
welcome reasonable solutions imposed by outsiders will
ing to be damned by both sides.46 

Until a satisfactory fluid permanent solution is 

accepted, the Middle Eastern ai?ea poses a threat to world 

security. The United States, with its great power, is in a 

position to help decide the peace flind future of the world. 

Therefore, United States policy in the Middle East should be 

determined by American national Interests and need not en

tail partisfluiship. Tho choice before the United States 

would not necessarily lie between a pro-Israel and a pro-

Arab orientation* Friendship toward one side should be fully 

compatible with friendship towards fluiother. The policies 

45Lubbock Avalflmche-Journal, October 20, 1953, p. 10* 

46Adlal Stevenson, "No Peace for Israel," Look. 
August 1953» p* 45. 
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applied by the American Government to this strategic fluid 

troubled area will profoundly Influence the future of Israel 

and American-Israeli relations* 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Books 

Bentwich, Norman. Israel. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 
1952. 

Crum, Bartley C. Behind the Silken Curtain. New York: 
Simon and Schuster, 1914-7. 

De Haas, Jacob. Louis D. Brfluidles. New York: Block 
Publishing Co., 1929. 

Dulles, John Poster, War or Peace. New York: Macmlllan 
Co., 1950. 

Dunner, Joseph. The Republic of Israel. New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Co., 1<)50. 

Ethridge, Willie Snow. Going to Jerusalem. New York: 
Vanguard Press, Inc., 1950. 

Friedrich, Carl J. American Policy Toward Palestine. 
Washington, D. 151 Foreign Affairs Press, 191;i|. 

. Foreign Policy In the Making. New York: 
W. W. Norton Co., 1938. 

Lenczowski, George. The Middle East in World Affairs. 
Ithaca, New Yorkl Cornell University Press, 1952. 

Lowdermilk, Walter Clay. Palestine, Land of Promise. 
New York: Harpers, 19*44. 

McDonald, James G. Hy Mission in Israel. New York: Simon 
fluid Schuster, 1951. 

Miller, David H. My Diary at the Peace Conference. Vol. IV. 
New York: Appeal Printing Co., 1921;.. 

Sacher, Harry. Israel; The Establishment of a State. 
London: William Clowes and Sons Ltd., 1952. 

125 



126 

Schuman, Frederick L, Night Over Europe. New York: 
A. A. Knopf, 1941. 

Welles Sumner. We Need Not Fail. Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Co., 194B. 

Public Documents 

United Nations. Annual Report to the Secretary General on 
the Work of the Organ!zatfonT Document A/930. 

United Nations. Bulletin. Vol. V, No. 11, December 1, 1948. 

United Nations. Bulletin. Vol. V, No. 12, December 15, 1948. 

United Nations. Bulletin. Vol. VI, No. 6, March 15, 1949. 

United Nations. Bulletin. Vol. VII, No. 5, September 1, 1949, 

United Nations* Bulletin. Vol. XIV, No. 10, May l5, 1953. 

United Nations. Conciliation Commission for Palestine. 
First Progress Reportj r>ocument A/819, March 1949. 

United Nations. Conciliation Commission for Palestine. 
Second Progress Report^ Document A/838, April 1949. 

United Nations. Conciliation Commission for Palestine. 
Third Progress Report, Docum.snt A/927, June 1949. 

United Nations. Department of Public Information, Research 
Section. Background Paper No. 47: Palestine. 

United Nations. Document A/C.l/SR209. 

United Nations. Document S/1264. Corr. I. 

United Nations. Document S/1264. Add. I. 

United Nations. Document S/1296. Corr. I. 

United Nations. Document S/1296. Add. I. 

United Nations. Document S/l02. 

United Nations. Document S/1302. Corr. I. 

United Nations. Document S/l302. Add. I. 



127 

United Nations* Official Records of General Assembly* 
Second Year* i)ocument A/286* 

United Nations. Official Records of General Assembly* 
Second Year. £>ocument 166 fS!)* 

United Nations* Official Records of General Assembly* 
Second Year*Document 107(SI)* 

United Nations* Official Records of General Asswnbly* 
Second Year* Document 181(ll). 

United Nations* Official Records of General Assembly* • 
Second Year, Seoond Session, Supplement 11, Report of 
United Nations Special Committee on Palestine. 
Document A/364. 

United Nations* Official Records of General Assembly. 
Third Year, l̂ econd Special Session. Annex to Vols. I 
and II, 1948. 

United Nations* Official Records of General Assembly* 
Third Year, Second Special Session* Document lB5(S-2). 

United Nations. Official Records of General Assembly. 
Third Year, Second Special Session* Document 107(S-2). 

United Nations* Official Records of General Assembly. 
Third Year. Document lb6(S«.2)* 

United Nations* Official Records of General Assembly* 
Third Year. Document 194(111)• 

United Nations* Official Records of General Assembly. 
Third Yeflir, Third Session, Part I* Document A/SlO. 

United Nations* Official Records of General Assembly. 
Third Year, Third Session, Part I. Document 212(111). 

United Nations. Official Records of General Assembly. 
third Year, Third Session, Part 1* Document 194(111). 

United Nations* Official Records of General Assembly. 
Fourth Year. Document 302 (IV). 

United Nations* Official Records of General Assembly. 
Fourth Year* Dociusent A/dl9* 

United Nations* Official Records of General Assembly. 
Fifth Year. Document A/lbb3* 



128 

United Nations. Official Records of General Assem.bly. 
Report of Security Council, lW-i;9. Document A/945. 

United Nations. Official Records of General Assembly. 
Seventh Year": Document A/̂ lHiJ. 

United Nations. Official Records of Security Council. 
Third Year. '̂ ô. 126. 
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APPENDIX A 

CONGRESS RESOLUTION OF 1922 

(This resolution was unanimously adopted by the 
House and the Senate on June 30, 1922, fluid signed by 
President Harding on September 21 of the same year.) 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives 

of the United States of America in Congress assem.bled, that 

the United States of America favors the establishment in 

Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, it being 

clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may 

prejudice the civil and religious rights of Christian and 

all other non-Jewish communities in Palestine, and that the 

holy places and religious buildings and sites in Palestine 

shall be adequately protected. 

i3k 



APPENDIX B 

PEACE CONFERENCE RECO>̂ ffiNDATIONS 

(The document here reproduced is the work of the 
Section of Territorial, Economic, and Political Intelligence 
appointed by President Wilson to prepare recommendations for 
the American delegation to the Peace Conference. It appeared 
in the report submitted to the delegation on January 21, 1919, 
at the President's request. The Section was composed of 
Dr. IsaiflUi Bowman, Dr. Jflunes T. Shotwell, Dr. Sidney Mezes, 
Dr. William Westerman and, for a time, Walter Lippman as 
secretary.) 

(1) It is recommended that there be established a 

separate state of Palestine. 

The separation of the Palestinian area from Syria 

finds justification in the religious experience of mankind. 

The Jewish and Christian churches were bom in Palestine, 

and Jemsalem was for long years at different periods the 

capital of each. And while the relation of the Mohflummedans 

to Palestine is not so intimate, from the beginning they 

have regarded Jerusalem as a holy place. Only by establish

ing Palestine as a separate state can justice be done to 

these great facts. 

As drawn upon the map, the new state would control 

its own source of water power flind irrigation, on Mount 

Hermon in the east to the Jordan; a feature of great 
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importance since the success of the new state would depend 

upon the possibilities of agricultural development. 

(2) It is recommended that this state be placed 

under Great Britain as a mandatory of the League of Nations. 

Palestine would obviously need wise fluid firm guid

ance. Its population is without political experience, is 

radically composite, and could easily become distracted by 

ffluiaticism fluid bitter religious differences. 

The success of Great Britain in dealing with similar 

situations, her relations to Egypt, and her administrative 

achievements since General Allenby freed Palestine from the 

Turk, all indicate her as the logical meuidatory. 

(3) It is recommended that the Jews be Invited to 

return to Palestine and settle there, being assured by the 

Conference of proper assistance in so doing that may be con

sistent with the protection of the personal (especially the 

religious) and the property rights of the non-Jewish popula

tion and being further assured that it will be the policy of 

the League of Nations to recognize Palestine as a Jewish 

state as soon as it is a Jewish state in fact. 

It is right that Palestine should become a Jewish 

state, if the Jews, being given the full opportunity, raaOce 

it such. It was the cradle and home of their vital race, 

which has made large spiritual contributions to mankind, fluid 

Is the only land in which they can hope to find a home of 

their own; they being in this last respect "nlque among 
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significant peoples. 

At present, however, the Jews form barely a sixth of 

the total population of 700,000 in Palestine, and whether 

they are to form a majority, or even a plurality, of the 

population in the future state remains uncertain. Palestine, 

in short, is far from being a Jewish country now. England, 

as m.andatory, can be relied on to give the Jews the privi

leged position they should have without sacrificing the 

rights of non-Jews. 

(4) It is recommended that the holy places and 

religious rights of all creeds in Palestine be placed under 

the protection of the League of Nations and its mandatory. 

The basis for this recommendation is self-evident. 



APPENDIX C 

ANGLO-AMERICAN CONVENTION OF 1924 

<The following is the essence of the 1924 Convention 
between United States and Great Britain with respect to the 
rights of the two Governments and their nationals in Pales
tine. It was signed in London on December 2, 1921|., by 
Frank B. Kellogg, then Americfiui Ambassador to Great Britain, 
and Joseph Austen Chamberlain, British Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs. Ratification of the Convention was 
advised by the Senate on February 20, 1925. In the follow
ing month ratification was made by President Coolidge 
(March 2) and Great Britain (March 18). The ratifications 
were exchanged at London on December 3, 1925.) 

Article 1 

Subject to the provisions of the present convention 

the United States consents to the administration of Palestine 

by His Britannic Majesty, pursiiant to the meuidate recited 

above * 

Article 2 

The United States fltnd its nationals shall have fluid 

enjoy all the rights and benefits secured under the terms of 

the mfluidate to members of the League of Nations and their 

nationals, notwlthstauiding the fact that the United States 

is not a member of the League of Nations. 
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Article 3 

Vested American property rights in the mandated 

territory shall be respected and in no way impaired. 

Article 4 

A duplicate of the annual report to be made by the 

Mandatory under Article 24 of the mandate shall be furnished 

to the United States 

Article 5 

Subject to the provisions of any local laws for the 

maintenance of public order and public morals, the nationals 

of the United States will be permitted freely to establish 

and maintain educational, philanthropic, and religious insti

tutions in the mandated territory, to receive voluntary 

applicfiuits, and to teach in the English language. 

Article 6 

The extradition treaties and conventions which are, 

or may be, in force between the United States fluid Great 

Britain, auid the provisions of fluiy treaties which are, or 

may be, in force between the two countries which relate to 

extradition or consular rights shall apply to the mfluidated 

territory. 

Article 7 

Nothing contained in the present convention shall be 

affected by any modification which may be made in the terms 

of the mfluidate, as recited above, unless such modification 

shall have been assented to by the United States. 
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Article 8 

The present convention shall be ratified in accord

ance with the respective constitutional methods of the High 

Contracting Parties. The ratifications shall be exchanged 

in London as soon as practicable. The present convention 

shall take effect on the date of the exchange of ratifica

tions. 



APPENDIX D 

PROPOSED CONGRESS RESOLUTION OF 191+14. 

(This resolution was placed before the House of 
Representatives on January 27, 1944, and before the Senate 
on February 1, 1944.) 

Whereas the Sixty-seventh Congress of the United 

States on June 30, 1922, unanimously resolved "that the 

United States of America favors the establishment in Pales

tine of a national home for the Jewish people, it being 

clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may 

prejudice the civil and religious rights of Christian and 

all other non-Jewish communities in Palestine shall be 

adequately protected"; and 

Whereas the ruthless persecution of the Jewish 

people in Europe has clearly demonstrated the need for a 

Jewish homelauid as a haven for the large numbers who have 

become homeless as a result of this persecution: Therefore 

be it 

Resolved, that the United States shall use its good 

offices and take appropriate measures to the end that the 

doors of Palestine shall be opened for free entry of Jews 

into that country, and that there shall be full opportunity 
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for colonization, so that the Jewish people may ultimately 

reconstitute Palestine as a free and democratic Jewish 

commonwealth. 



APPENDIX E 

PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT'S VIEWS 

(On March 9, 1944, President Roosevelt authorized 
Dr. Stephen S. Wise and Dr. Abba Hillel Silver, representa
tives of American Zionist leadership, to m.ake the following 
statement public in his behalf.) 

The President has authorized us to say that the 

American Government has never given its approval to the 

White Paper of 1939. 

The President is happy that the doors of Palestine 

are today open to Jewish refugees and that when future 

decisions are reached full Justice will be done to those who 

seek a Jewish National Home, for which our Government fluid 

the American people have always had the deepest sympathy, 

today more than ever in view of the tragic plight of hundreds 

of thousands of homeless Jewish refugees. 
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APPENDIX P 

DEMOCRATIC AND REPUBLICAN PLATFORM PLANKS 

(The following appeared in the platform of the 
Republican National Convention as adopted on June 27, 1944.) 

In order to give refuge to millions of distressed 

Jewish men, women auid children driven from their homes by 

tyranny, we call for the opening of Palestine to their un

restricted immigration and land ownership, so that in accord

ance with the full intent and purpose of the Balfour Declara

tion of 1917 and the resolution of a Republican Congress in 

1922, Palestine may be reconstituted as a free and democratic 

o ommonwe alth. 

(The following appeared in the platform of the 
Democratic National Convention as adopted on July 24, 1944.) 

We favor the opening of Palestine to unrestricted 

Jewish immigration and colonization, cuid such a policy as to 

result in the establishment there of a fi^e and democratic 

Jewish commonwealth. 
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APPENDIX 0 

THE UNITED NATIONS SPECIAL COT-WITTEE 

ON PALESTINE 

(General Assembly Resolution of 15 Kay 1947 consti
tuting and instructing the Committee; No. 106(S-1).) 

Whereas the General Assembly of the United Nations 

has been called into special session for the purpose of con

stituting and instructing a special committee to prepare for 

consideration at the next regular session of the Assembly a 

report on the question of Palestine, 

The General Assembly Resolves that; 

1. A Special Committee be created for the above-

mentioned purpose consisting of the representatives of 

Australia, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Guatemala, India, Iran, 

Netherlands, Peru, Sweden, Uruguay and Yugoslavia; 

2. The Special Committee shall have the widest 

powers to ascertain and record facts, and to investigate all 

questions and Issues relevant to the problem of Palestine; 

3. The Special Commdttee shall determine its own 

procedure; 

4. The Special Committee shall conduct investiga

tions In Palestine and wherever it may deem useful, receive 
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and examine written or oral testimony, whichever it may con

sider appropriate in each case, from the mandatory Power, 

from representatives of the population of Palestine, from 

Governments and from such organizations and individuals as 

it may deem necessary; 

5. The Special Committee shall give most careful 

consideration to the religious interests in Palestine of 

Islam, Judaism and Christianity; 

6* The Special Committee shall prepare a report to 

the General Assembly and shall submit such proposals as It 

may consider appropriate for the solution of the problem of 

Palestine; 

7. The Special Committee's report shall be communi-

cated to the Secretary-General not later than 1 September 

1947, in order that it may be circulated to the Members of 

the United Nations in time for consideration by the second 

regular session of the General Assembly; 

The General Assembly 

8. Requests the Secretary-General to enter into 

suitable arrangements with the proper authorities of any 

State in w lose territory the Special Committee may wish to 

sit or to travel, to provide necessary facilities, and to 

assign appropriate staff to the Special Committee; 

9. Authorizes the Secretary-Creneral to reimburse 

travel and subsistence expenses of a representative and an 

alternate representative from each Govemme-^ represented on 



147 

the Special Committee on such basis and in such form as he 

may determine most appropriate in the circumstances. 



APPENDIX H 

THE PLAN OF PARTITION RECOKMEIIDED 

(General Assembly Resolution of 29 November 1947 
recommending the partition of Palestine.) 

The General Assembly, 

Having met in special session at the request of the manda

tory Power to constitute and instruct a special committee to 

prepare for the consideration of the question of the future 

government of Palestine at the second regular session; 

Having constituted a Special Comm.ittee and instructed 

It to investigate all questions and issues relevant to the 

problem of Palestine, fluid to prepare proposals for the solu

tion of the problem, and 

Having received and exflimined the report of the 

Special Committee (Document A/364) including a number of 

unauiimous recommendations fluid a plan of partition with eco

nomic union approved by the majority of the Special Committee, 

Considers that the present situation in Palestine is 

one which is likely to impair the general welfare and friendly 

relations among nations; 

TflOces note of the declaration by the mandatory Power 

that it plauis to con^lete its evacuation of Palestine by 
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1 August 1948; 

Recommends to the United Kingdom, as the mandatory 

Power for Palestine and to all other Members of the United 

Nations the adoption and impleraentatlon, with regard to the 

future govemment of Palestine, of the Plan of Partition 

with Economic Union set out below; 

Requests that 

(a) The Security Council take the necessary measures 

as provided for In the plan for its implementation; 

(b) The Security Council consider, if circumstances 

during the transitional period require such consideration, 

whether the situation In Palestine constitutes a threat to 

the peace. If it decides that such a threat exists, fluid in 

order to maintain intemational peace and security, the 

Security Council should supplement the authorization of the 

General Assembly by taking measures, under Articles 39 fluid 

41 of the Charter, to empower the United Nations Comrission, 

as provided in this resolution, to exercise in Palestine the 

functions which are assigned to it by this resolution; 

(c) The Security Council determine as a threat to 

the peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression, in 

accordance with Article 39 of the Charter, suiy attempt to 

alter by force the settlement envisaged by this resolution; 

(d) The Trusteeship Council be informed of the 

responsibilities envisaged for it in this plan; 

Calls upon the inhabitants of Palestine to take such 
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steps as may be necessary on their part to put this plan 

into effect; 

Appeals to all Governments and peoples to refrain 

from taking any action which might hamper or delay the carry

ing out of these recommendations, and 

Authorizes the Secretary-General to reimburse travel 

and subsistence expenses of the members of the CosHiilsslon 

referred to in Part I, Section B, paragraph 1 below, on such 

basis and in such form as he may determine most appropriate 

in the circumstances, and to provide the Commission with the 

necessary staff to assist In carrying out the functions 

assigned to the Commission by the General Assembly. 

The General Assembly 

Authorizes the Secretary-General to draw trom the 

Working Capital Fund a sum not to exceed }2,000,000 for the 

purposes set forth in the last paragraph of the resolution 

on the future government of Palestine. 

Hundred and twenty-eighth plenary meeting, 

29 November 1947. 



APPÊ 'DIX I 

THE MEDIATOR 

(General Assembly Resolution of 15 May 1948 estab
lishing the Office, and instructing the Mediator; No. 186 
(S-2).) 

The General Assembly, 

Taking account of the present situation in regard to Palestine, 

I 

Strongly affirms its support of the efforts of the Security 

Council to secure a truce in Palestine and calls upon all 

Governments, organizations, and persons to co-operate in 

making effective such a truce. 

II 

1» Empowers a United Nations Mediator in Palestine, 

to be chosen by a committee of the General Assembly composed 

of representatives of China, France, the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom, and the United 

States of America, to exercise the following functions: 

(a) To use his good offices with the local and 

community authorities in Palestine to: 

(1) Arreuige for the operation of common 

services necessary to the safety and well-
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being of the population of Palestine; 

(ii) Assure the protection of the Holy 

Places, religious buildings and sites in 

Palestine; 

(iii) Promote a peaceful adjustment of the 

future situation of Palestine. 

(b) To co-operate with the Truce Comm.ission for 

Palestine appointed by the Security Council in 

its resolution of April 23, 1948. 

(c) To Invite, as seems to him advisable, with 

a view to the promotion of the welfare of the 

inhabitfluits of Palestine, the assistfluice cund co

operation of appropriate specialized agencies of 

the United Nations such as the World Health 

Organization, of the International Red Cross, 

fluid of their governmental or non-govemm.ental 

organizations of a humfluiitarian and non-political 

character. 

2. Instructs the United Nations Mediator to render 

progress reports monthly, or more frequently, as he deemed 

necessary, to the Security Council auid to the Secretary-

General for trfluismisslon to the Members of the United Nations. 

3. Directs the United Nations Mediator to conform 

in his activities with the provisions of this resolution, 

and with such instructions as the General Assembly or the 

Security Council may issue. 
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4. Authorizes the SecretaiTr-General to pay the 

United Nations Mediator an emolument equal to that paid to 

the President of the Intemational Court of Justice, fluid to 

provide the Mediator with the necessary stfliff to assist in 

carrying out the functions assigned to the Mediator by the 

General Assembly* 

III 

Relieves the Palestine Commission from the further 

exercise of responsibilities under resolutions l8l (II) of 

November 29, 1947* 



APPENDIX J 

THE NEGOTIATION OF ARMISTICE AORE^^ENTS 

(Security Council Resolution of 16 November 1948 
calling for the establishment of an armistice.) 

The Security Council. 

Reaffirming its previous resolutions conceming the estab

lishment and implementation of the truce in Palestine, and 

recalling particularly its resolution of 15 July 1948 which 

determined that the situation in Palestine constitutes a 

threat to the peace within the meaning of Article 39 of the 

Charter; 

Taking note that the General Assembly is continuing 

its consideration of the future govemment of Palestine in 

response to the j*equest of the Security Council of 1 April 

1948 (s/714); 

Without prejudice to the actions of the Acting 

Mediator regarding the implementation of the resolution of 

the Security Council of 4 November 1948, 

Decides that, in order to eliminate that threat to 

the peace In Palestine and to facilitate the transition from 

the present truce to permauient peace In Palestine, an armi

stice shall be established in all sectors cf Palestine; 
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Calls upon the parties directly Involved in the con

flict in Palestine, as a further provisional measure under 

Article 40 of the Charter, to seek agreement forthwith, by 

negotiations conducted either directly or through the Acting 

Mediator on Palestine, with a view to the Immediate establish* 

ment of the Armistice Including; 

(a) The delineation of permanent armistice demarca

tion lines beyond which the armed forces of the re

spective parties shall not move; 

(b) Suoh withdrawal and reduction of their armed 

forces as will ensure the maintenfluice of the axvii« 

stice during the trcuisition to permfluient peace in 

Palestine* 



APPENDIX K 

THE UNITED NATIONS CONCILIATION COH^ISSION 

(General Assembly Resolution of 11 December 1948 
establishing and Instmctlng the Commission, A/810*) 

The General Assembly* 

having considered further the situation in Palestine, 

1* Expresses its deep appreciation of the progress 

achieved through the good offices of the late Uhited Nations 

Mediator in promoting a peaceful adjustment of the future 

situation of Palestine, for which cause he sacrificed his 

life; and 

Extends its thanks to the Acting Mediator and his 

staff for their oontinued efforts and devotion to duty in 

Palestine; 

2» Establishes a Conciliation Commission ccnsistlng 

of three States Members of the United Nations which shall 

have the following functions: 

(a) To assume, in so far as it considers neces

sary in existing circumstances, the functions 

given to the United Nations Mediator on Palestine 

by resolution 186(S-2) of the General Assembly 

or by the Security Cotincli; 
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(b) To carry out the specific functions and 

directives given to it by the present resolution 

and such additional functions and directives as 

»ay be given to it by the General Assembly or by 

the Security Council; 

(c) To undertake, upon request of the Security 

Council, any of the functions now assigned to 

the United Nations Tediator on Palestine or to 

the United Nations Tiruce Commission by resolutions 

of the Security Council; upon such request to the 

Conciliation Coramlsalon by the Security Council 

with respect to all the remaining functions of 

the United Nations Mediator on Palestine under 

Security Council resolutions, the office of the 

Mediator shall be terminated; 

3« Decides that a Comr-lttee of the Assembly, con

sisting of China, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics, the United Kingdom and the United States of 

Ameriea, shall present, before the end of the first part of 

the present session of the General Assembly, for the approval 

of the Assembly, a proposal conceming the names of the three 

States which will constitute the Conciliation Comm.ission; 

4. Requests the Commission to begin its functions 

at once, with a view to the establishment of contact between 

the parties themselves flmd the Commission at the earliest 

possible date; 
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5* Qelle upon the Governments and authorities con

cerned to extend the scope of the negotiations provided for 

in the Security Council's resolution of 16 November 1948 and 

to seek agreement by negotiations conducted either with the 

Conolliatlon Commission or directly with a view to the final 

settlement of all questions outstflindlng between them| 

^* Instracta the Conciliation Commission to take 

steps to assist the Govemmert s and authorities concerned to 

achieve a final settlement of all questions outstanding be

tween them I 

7» Resolves that the Holy Plflwjes—including 

Nazareth—religious buildings and sites in Palestine should 

be proteoted cmd tve^ access to them assured, in ausoordfluiee 

with existing rights and historical practice| that arrange* 

ments to this end shotild be under effective United Nations 

superviaioni that the United Nations Conciliation Conmission, 

in presenting to the fourth regular session of the General 

Assembly its detailed proposal for a permanent intemational 

regime for the territory of Jerusalem, should include recom

mendations conceming the Holy Places in that territoryj 

that with regax*d to the Holy Places in the rest of Palestine 

the Conmission should eall upon the political authorities of 

the flLreas coneemed to give appropriate fomal guarfluitees as 

to the protection of the Holy Plaoes and access to them; and 

that these undertflUcings should be presented to the General 

AsseoOily for sqpyy^val; 
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8* Resolves that, in view of its association with 

three world religions, the Jerusalem area, including the 

present municipality of Jemsalem plus the surrounding 

villages and towns, the most eastern of which shall be Abu 

Dial the most southern, Bethlehem; the most western, Ein 

Karim (including also the built-up area of Motsa); and the 

most northern, Shu'fat, should be accorded specifla and sep

arate treatment from the rest of Paleatine and should be 

placed under effective United Nations control; 

Requests the Security Council to take further steps 

to ensure the demilitarization of Jerusalem at the earliest 

possible date; 

Instructs the Conciliation Commission to present to 

the fourth regular session of the General As6em.bly detailed 

proposals for a permanent intemational regime for the 

Jerusalem area which will provide for the maximum local 

autonomy for distinctive groups consistent with the special 

International status of the Jerusalem flurea; 

The Conciliation Commission is authorized to appoint 

a United Nations representative who shall co-operate with 

the local authorities with respect to the interim administra

tion of the Jerusalem area; 

9* Resolves that, pending agreement on more detailed 

arrfluigements among the Governments and authorities concerned, 

the freest possible access to Jerusalem by road, rail or air 

should be accorded to all inhabitants of Palestine. 
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Instructs the Conciliation ConD̂ ission to report 

imaediately to the Security Council, for appropriate action 

by that organ, any attempt by any party to impede such access; 

10* Instructs the Conciliation Commission to seek 

arrangements flusong the Governments and authorities concerned 

which will faoilitate the economic development of the area, 

including arrcuigements for access to ports and airfields fluid 

the use of transpoz^ation and coranunieation facilities; 

11« Resolves that the refugees wishing to return to 

their homes and live at peace with their neighbours should 

be permitted to do so at the earliest practicable date, and 

that oompensation should be paid for the property of those 

choosing not to return and for loss of or damage to property 

which, under the principles of intemational law or in equity, 

should be made good by the Governments or authorities re

sponsible! 

Instructs the Conciliation Commission to facilitate 

the repatriation, resettlement and economic and social re

habilitation of the refugees and the payment of compensation, 

and to maintain close relations with the Director of the 

United Nations Relief for Palestine Refugees and, thmugh 

him, with the appropriate organs and agencies of the United 

Nations; 

12* Authorises the Conciliation Commission to 

appoint suoh subsidiary bodies and to employ such technical 

experts, acting under its authority, as it may find necessary 



161 

for the effective discharge of its functions and responsibili

ties under the present resolution; 

The Conciliation Commission will have its official 

headquarters at Jerusalem. The authorities responsible for 

maintaining order in Jemsalem will be responsible for taking 

all measures necessary to ensure the security of the Commis

sion. The Secretary-General will provide a limited number 

of guards for the protection of the staff and prem-ises of 

the Commission| 

13* Instructs the Conciliation Commission to render 

progress reports periodically to the Secretary-General for 

transmission to the Security Council and to the Members of 

the United Nations; 

14* Calls upon all Governments fluid authorities con

cerned to co-operate with the Conciliation Commission and to 

tflUice all possible steps to assist in the Implementation of 

the present resolution; 

15» Requests the Secretary-General to provide the 

necessai^ staff and facilities and to make appropriate 

fluprflingements to provide the necessary funds required in 

carrying out the terms of the present resolution* 
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APPENDIX M 

ISRAEL PROCLAIMED AS AN INDEPENDENT REPUBLIC 

(Text of Letter from the Agent of the Provisional 
Government of Israel to the President of the United States,) 

My Dear Mr, President! 

I have the honor to notify you that the state of 

Israel has been proclaimed as an Independent republic with

in frontiers approved by the General Assembly of the United 

Nations in its z*e8olution of November 29$ 19t).7» and that a 

provisional govemment has been charged to assume the rip̂ hts 

and duties of govemment for preservinc? law and order irithin 

the boundaries of Israel» for defending the state against 

external aggression, and for dlscharpiing the obligations of 

Israel to the other nations of the world in acf̂ ordance with 

International law. The Act of Independence will become 

effective at one minute after six o' clock in the evening of 

Ik l̂ ey 19i|8» Washington time. 

With full knowledge of the deep bond of sympathy 

which haa existed and has been strengthened over the past 

thirty years between the Govemment of the United States and 

the Jewish people of Palestine» I have been authorised by 

the provisional government of the new sta^e to tender this 
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this message and express the hope that yo :r govemment will 

recognise and will welcome Israel into the community of 

nations. 

Very respectfully yours. 

F.liahu Epstein 
Agent, Provisional Govern

ment of Iareel 

STATEMENT BY PRESimNT TRTJMJIN 

(Released to the Press by the White House, May Ik, 
19^8«) 

This Govemment has been informed that a Jewish 

state has been proclaimed in Palestine, and recognition has 

been requested by the provisional govemment thereof. 

The United States recognises the provisional govern* 

ment as the d|e facto authority of the new state of Israel, 



APPENDIX N 

^ ^JHS RECOGNITION EXPENDED 'IX ISRAT̂ L 

(Released to the -"ress by the White House 

January 31, 1914.9,) 

On October 2k» 1914̂ 8, the President stated that when 

a permanent govemment was elected in Israel, it would 

promptly be given dê  jure recognition. Elections for such 

a government were held on January 25, The votes have now 

been counted, and this Govennment has been officially in

formed of the results. The United States Government is 

therefore pleased to extend d£ jure recognition to the 

Govemment of Israel as of January 31* 
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