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Preface

When | started this project in 2006 | was not awhed it would be finished on the
60" anniversary of Israel’s Declaration of Independergimost to the day. Now,
after two and a half years of work, it seems thaould not be otherwise. It is as if the
events are inescapably tied. Much in the same wahe history of 1948 is tied with
the present situation in the Middle East. In Isthé is a year of celebration, in the
Palestinian camps around the region it is yet aroylear of mourning. The past
carries on into the present. The history of 1948iige than the history of 1948, it is
part of the explanation of why the present is tlag v is. History is the story of dead
men, but it is also the story of living events.

Many people have helped me reach this conclugiest, like many people
have inspired me to endeavour to comprehend tlaeli&alestine conflict. | cannot
list them all, but some cannot go unaccountedIfome gratitude to Jack Ullman —
the first of many great history teachers | have badr the past years. His classes
were more inspiratory than | could have imaginethattime. Likewise, my advisor,
Hilde Henriksen Waage, has been a great souraespiration. | am grateful to her for
all the time and energy she has invested in myepto] could have expected nothing
more from an advisor. Her research assistant, Méeian Carlsen, has been helpful
throughout, providing comments that have helpedravge my thesis immensely.
Gratitude must also be given to the Internationead® Research Institute, Oslo
(PRIO) for all the support this fantastic institrti has given me. | am especially
thankful for the faith PRIO put in my project bylaling me to receive the student
scholarship and for letting me participate in Thessihg Peace SIP. It is hard to
calculate the value of being invited, as a youngtarastudent, to discuss the Middle
East with some of Norway’s best scholars on thiel.fiewould also like to thank the
Nobel Institute’s head librarian Anne C. Kjellingtho, together with the PRIO
librarian Odvar Leine, have provided service th@ters on the unimaginable.

Ellen Fadnes and Marid Herndndez Carretero desgpeeial mention for
having shared office with me for almost a year,rioeggwith me. | wish you best of
luck with your theses.

Beyond the academic | would like to thank my fdentoo many to mention,
for all their support and patience. | cannot evegiib to postulate how many hours of

your time has been dedicated to listening me blabheabout a conflict that, | have



come to realize, is not the centre of gravity foostpeople. Tore Holberg and
Johannes Due Enstad stand out in particular. Gd&tialso goes to my parents, and
brother, who share my passion and have nurtutthdatighout.

Lastly | would like to thank my Palestinian frienidsexile who have made me
understand how imbued their past is in their predemope you one day will have a
state. For Palestinians and Israelis alike thera isture where both people live in

peace.



1. Introduction

20 July 1951 an enraged Palestinian nationalistedBr. Musa al-Husayni shot and
instantly killed the Hashemite King of Jordan, Abdhb ibn Hussein, as he was
attending the Friday prayer at the al-Agsa Mosquéerusalem. The reason given for
the murder was that he “was a traitor who servedirtterests of the British; and the
peace that he was on the point of making with Isreeild have removed any chance
of realizing the aspirations of the Palestiniahdhe Israeli reaction to this fatal
shooting was, in the words of Prime Minister DaBien-Gurion: “We did have one
man about whom we knew that he wanted peace wilellsut the British interfered,
until a bullet came and put an end to the busindsth the removal of the Abdullah
factor, the whole matter was finished.”

Two years prior to the shooting, 3 April 1949aksirand Jordan had signed an
armistice. This armistice was negotiated both unlderscrutiny of the UN at Rhodes
and in secret between the two countries withoueres interference at King
Abdullah’s palace in Shuneh. The armistice endedl®48 War and was followed up
by negotiations for a peace settlement. The peals were initiated, but never
concluded. Officially Israel and Jordan remainedwadr until King Abdullah’s
grandson King Hussein signed a peace treaty wigdel26 October 1994.

The bullet that removed the “Abdullah factor” daaseen as decisive, but that
would be to overly simplify a complex political s#tion that deserves a thorough
investigation. Peace between Israel and Jordanimech&lusive for another 45 years.
The aspirations of the Palestinian people remaiuliilied to this day.

The signing of the Israeli-Jordanian armistice waashistorical event in its
own right, bar the fact that it did not lead to gealt was the culmination of the Arab-
Israeli war of 1948. A war that within the shomné span of one year changed the
geopolitical makeup of the Middle East drastically.early May 1948 there was a
Palestinian Mandate, administered by Great Britaordered by Transjordan, Egypt,
Syria and Lebanon. By April 1949 Transjordan hadobee Jordan, the Palestinian
Mandate had ceased to exist, replaced by the fleglgtate of Israel (77%); the West

! Shlaim, Avi:Collusion Across the Jordamxford 1988, pp. 607-608.
2 Shlaim 1988, overleaf backside.



Bank (22%), annexed by Jordan; and Gaza (1%), éeduyy Egypt The Holy City

of Jerusalem had been divided in two. Of the 90D @alestinians who had inhabited
the part of Palestine that became Israel, apprari;n@50,000 became refugees. To
this geographical and demographical makeover wasdthe failure of the UN to
solve one of the first big crisis the young orgatian was asked to handle. Likewise,
the war illustrated that Britain had lost most tsf influence in the Middle East. The
Arab states failure in protecting the Palestiniar@s made worse by the very same
states’ inability to present their populace witlytluimg but propaganda regarding the
success of the war in which so much political apliad been invested. This
unfortunate combination had far reaching reperomsswhich, within a few years, led
to revolutions, assassinations amwaip d’etatghroughout the Arab world.

The war that took place in the period between Muwer 1947 and March
1949 was pivotal in the history of the modern Maldast. The war also created
conflicting discourses.

For Israelis the war is known as the War of Indeleexce. In this version of
events the young Jewish state was outflanked amtlioibered by war-mongering,
anti-Semitic Arab states that sought to strangéeJiéwish state as it was being born.
Thus the Israeli victory over these hell-bent eremwias one of legendary heroism —
a battle fought between the Israeli David and tlmebAGoliath. In this version the
Palestinians fled because the Arab states had diskedto, so that the land could be
cleansed of Jews without the risk of Arab fatadifidsrael then sought peace, but
found no partnef.

% Thomas, BaylisHow Israel Was Worl.anham/Oxford 1999, p. 89; Roy, Saf&te Gaza Strip: The
Political Economy of De-DevelopmeflYashington DC 2001, p. 65.

“ Rogan, Eugene L. and Shlaim, Avi (ed¥he War for Palestine: Rewriting the History of 894
Cambridge 2001, p. 1.

®> A more thorough discussion of historiography viallow later in this chapter.

® This call was supposedly made over radio, buiaasbeen shown by research done mainly by Israeli
“New Historians”, no evidence of any such broadeasists. In fact more evidence shows that rather
than encourage the departing Palestinians, brosdegse made urging them to stay. Morris, Benny:
The Birth of the Palestinian Refugee Problem RedsCambridge 2004, p. 180; Hitchens,
Christopher: “Broadcasts” in Said, Edward W. antthins, Christopher (edBlaming the Victims.
London/New York 2001, pp. 73-83; Lockman, ZachdReview: Original Sin” inMiddle East Report,
No. 152, The Uprising, May-June 1988, p. 59; Fistath, Norman Glmage and Reality of the Israel-
Palestine ConflictLondon/New York 2003, pp. 56-60; Khalidi, WalitWhy did the Palestinian
Leave, Revisited” idournal of Palestinian Studiésol. 34, no. 2, Winter 2005, pp. 42-54; Morris,
Benny:1948 and AfterOxford 1990, pp. 17-18.

" For a critical look at the Zionist version seela®h, Avi: The Iron Wall.London. 2001, p. 34;

Flapan, SimhaThe Birth of IsraelLondon/Sydney 1987; Shlaim, Avi: "The debate alif248” in
International Journal of Palestinian Studi2g, no. 3, Aug. 1995; Pappe, lldre Ethnic Cleansing of
Palestine Oxford 2007, p. xiv; Morris 1990, pp. 1-34.



The Palestinian narrative is radically differentheT Israeli War of
Independence is the Palestinian Catastropheal-dtakbah® In this version the
Palestinians were never asked to leave. Rathemtkey driven out by an Israeli army
that wanted to ethnically cleanse the former Brifidandate so that a purely Jewish
state could be established. In this version thed?alan cause was betrayed by all
parties: the UN, Great Britain and the US. But mafstll the Palestinians thought
themselves betrayed by the surrounding Arab states had promised to liberate
Palestine. Rhetoric did not match up with actiod dhe Arab states sent only
symbolic forces, well knowing that these would badequate for anything more than
holding onto small pieces of land — areas that wde incorporated into the relevant
Arab countries, rather than becoming an indepen@alestinian state.

There are elements of truth in both the Israeli #rel Palestinian versions.
One of the most interesting aspects that is uneavevhen comparing the two
versions is the Transjordanian paradox. Transjostammificed the Palestinian cause
on the altar of self interesand fought bloody battles against the Israeli army.
Transjordan broke ranks with the other Arab arnaied led those same armies into
battle, taking responsibility for the brunt of ther's important actions. Transjordan
adhered to its pre-war agreement with Iseae openly broke it. Transjordan acted as
the insurance plan for the UN and the British Gowegnt in ensuring the success of
the Partition Plarand went behind the backs of both, negotiating diyewaiith Israel.
Transjordan was the main protector of the Palestipieopleand responsible for the
death of the short-lived All Palestine Governm&nlt is necessary to investigate
these paradoxes if one is to understand Transjwdale in the 1948 War. Perhaps
the most vital question is — if there was an anleabtmosphere between Transjordan
and Israel after the war, why did the armistice hetome a peace treaty? Or
alternatively, the flip-sided version of the sameesfion — if Israel and Transjordan
were sworn enemies, why did they choose to holdtieipns primarily on a bilateral
basis rather than through the third party apparh@swas made available by the UN?
Negotiations through the UN was, after all how ésnaegotiated with its other Arab

neighbours; Egypt, Syria and Lebanon.

8 Shlaim 1988. As for the expression al-Nakba, andtrother Arab phrases, there is a wide variety of
methods for transcribing from Arabic. | have ndideed a particular school of transcribing, buthet
the rule of consistency, unless forced to breakitiniough the use of quotes.

® Shlaim 1995.

9 These paradoxes are all complicated matters ahteviliscussed further in the following chapters.



There has also been a long held understandingttieabppearance of the
armistices was due, almost single-handedly, tay#meus of the UN Acting Mediator
Ralph Bunche. Despite the bitter enmity betweerptréies, he managed, by virtue of
his diplomatic talent, to bridge the gap and seétleeit not solve, the confli¢t.in the
case of the Israeli-Transjordanian armistice, haxeRalph Bunche received credit
for the armistice, yet he had not attended the rnggbrtant negotiations — the secret
bilateral talks that took place at King Abdullalpalace in Shuneh, as well as in
Jerusalem. In fact Bunche’s role, in the TransjoraaIsraeli context, was to give
international legitimacy to a treaty mainly negtih elsewheré® This version of
events can hardly be blamed for crediting RalphdBen Bunche was undoubtedly a
gifted negotiator and what we can term the “negioiis of substance” in Shuneh was
an unknown fact for a long time. The significané¢hese substantial negotiations has
to this day not been adequately resear¢fdthese negotiations are the major focus

of this thesis.

Sources

In order to rectify these different versions oftbrg, and investigate the negotiations,
it is necessary to understand the historical bamkut, as well as the regional and
international context in which the development4947-1949 took place. In order to
closely analyse the armistice negotiations it iseseary to examine a series of
sources. The primary sources, that is the firstdhamedited material, and the
secondary sources, that is the edited materialusext by the participants. In the first

category we find the British archives, the UN avelsi the Israeli archives, the US

1 Neeser, IngridRight Versus MightUnpublished Master Thesis, University of Oslo 2085 7-8;
Touval, SaadiaThe Peace Broker®rinceton/New Jersey 1982, p. 54. Interestinglyititerpretation
of Bunche’s success inspired Gunnar Jarring, theMididlle East mediator between 1967 and 1971, to
attempt to copy the mediation techniques of Ralphdde. Mgrk, Hulda Kjean@:he Jarring Mission
Unpublished Master Thesis, University of Oslo 2007, 46-47.

2See Chapter 5, 6 and 7.

13 Although several books have been written on theels Transjordanian relationship, the double
nature of the armistice negotiations has not baliyifesearched. The connection between Ralph
Bunche and the Shuneh talks have not been adegstidied. Neeser 2005, p. 111; Shlaim 1988, p.
425; Urquhart, BrianRalph BuncheAn American LifeNew York/London 1993, p. 216. My extended
investigation is largely based on the excerpts ftoenRalph Bunche diary found in Brian Urquhart’'s
private collection in the UCLA Library, DepartmenftSpecial Collections, Collection 364 (UCLA). It
is unclear whether the excerpts of the diary thafeund in Urquhart’'s private collection are the
complete diary notes or whether Urquhart madeecteh to be kept in the archives. | did not
personally gather these diary excerpts and | amtlgrandebted Ingrid Neeser who kindly gave me
access to the photocopies she took of these whigingvner master thesis on the Israeli-Egyptian
armistice.



archives and the Ralph Bunche didtyAmong the latter we have a series of

biographies and memoirs.

Primary Sources:

The Jordanian archives are a great unknown. Ihcear whether they exist, and if
they exist, they are not available. This appliesaltahe Arab archives. As far as the
other archives are concerned, | have mainly acdethee British archives as well as
some of the UN archives, along with the availakletisns of the Ralph Bunche diary.
Together, these compose the main bulk of my reseaaterial. The Israeli archives
are fully available, but they are composed of doents of which some are in English
and some are in Hebrew. This posed a large probtmwever, some of this material
has been published in the serl@scuments on the Foreign Policy of Isra@IThis
was a highly valuable source of information desp#somewhat fragmentary nature.
The British archives are highly relevant becauseaGBritain was highly
involved in Transjordanian affairs, and so in effdwe British Government, and its
representatives, functioned both as actors andnadrse The British Minister to
Amman, Alec Kirkbride, was a close friend of Kindpdullah and was considered his
confidant®® This is also true for John Bagot Glubb, also kn@snGlubb Pasha. He
was both the leader of the Arab Legion, the Tradsjpian army, and a retired British
officer who retained strong contact with the Goweemt that all but officially
employed him. As with Kirkbride he wascanfidantof King Abdullah*’ However,
they both had a strong loyalty to the British Goweent. They reported everything
that happened directly back to the British Fore@jfice (FO)*® Furthermore, the

Transjordanian Government was so highly dependenButish aid and military

4 public Records Office, British National Archive®R0). Documents here belong to two categories:
Foreign Office (FO) and Colonial Office (CO); UN ¢hives and Record Management Section,
Collection 0618 (UNA); UCLA Library, Department Bjpecial Collections, Collection 364 (UCLA);
Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUSW9 Vol. VI. Washington 1977; Freundlich, Yehoah
(Ed.):Documents on the Foreign Policy of Israel, Volum®etober 1948-April 1949)erusalem
1984; Freundlich, Yehoshua (EdDocuments on the Foreign Policy of Israel, Volum®8&cember
1948-July 1949Jerusalem 1983.

5 Freundlich (Ed.) 1984; Freundlich,(Ed.) 1983.

6 Wilson, Mary C.King Abdullah, Britain and the making of Jorda®ambridge/New
York/Melbourne 1999, p. 149; Robins, PhilfpHistory of JordanCambridge 2004, p. 57; Nevo,
JosephKing Abdallah and Palestindpswich 1996, p. 54.

" Morris, Benny:The Road to Jerusalernondon/New York 2003, p. 207; Rogan, Eugene L.rdaa
and 1948: the persistence of an official histonyRogan and Shlaim (eds.) 2001, p. 106.

18 For Glubb Pasha see Morris 2003 p. 5. In Kirkbdsd@se this is more obvious as he was the
Minister to Amman and reporting to the Foreign €dfivas his duty.



assistance that the British Government had a geain Transjordanian affairs. It has
been pointed out that King Abdullah at times keptrets from the British
representative’. In many of these cases one can assume that te tetwork of
contacts established by the British Minister maude information available despite
King Abdullah’s attempts at the oppositeOne can assume, however, that some
information did not reach the British channels. sTiké a weakness regarding the
Foreign Office archives that one must be acutelarawof. In order to rectify this
weakness, literature based on the Israeli archizvesed throughout. Most valuable
amongst these are Avi ShlaimGollusion Across the Jordaand Uri Bar-Joseph’s
Best of Enemies. The use of the document collectioRsreign Relations of the

United Statesand Documents on the Foreign Policy of Isrdels helped bridge this

gap?

As far as the UN and Ralph Bunche documents areeroed, these are highly
valuable in one sense, but problematic in anotbarthe one hand these cover all the
official negotiations at Rhodes, but they do noterahe secret Shuneh tafsAs for
the US archives it is worth noting that the US esgntatives had good access to
information on the ground. However, compared to Binigish, the US Government
was to a lesser extent an active actor in the ragots, and thus the US sources have

functioned as complementary to the British archites

Secondary Sources

Considering the relatively limited amount of actorghe armistice negotiations there
exists a surprisingly larg@euvre of memoirs: King Abdullah’sMy Memoirs
Completed David Ben-Gurion’dsrael: A Personal Historyand My Talks with Arab
Leaders Moshe Dayan’sStory of My Life Abba Eban’sAn AutobiographyWalter
Eytan’sThe First Ten Yearslohn Bagot Glubb’é Soldier with the ArabandPeace

¥ pundik, RonThe Struggle for Sovereigni@xford/Cambridge (US) 1994, pp. 67, 114.

20 pundik 1994, pp. 171-172.

2t Bar-Joseph, UriThe Best of Enemies: Israel and Transjordan invhar of 1948London 1987,
Shlaim 1988.

22 FRUS 1949 Vol. VI. Washington 1977; Freundlich (Ed98%; Freundlich, (Ed.) 1983.

% Ralph Bunche mentions the Shuneh talks, but he doecover thent? Brian Urquhart’s private
collection in the UCLA Library, Department of SpaicCollections, Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts
from Bunche Diary, UCLA 364/8-7.

24 FRUS 1949 Vol. VI. Washington 1977. Lundestad commentsntelligence cooperation between
the two states: “In the intelligence field AmerieBritish cooperation was far more extensive than



in the Holy Land Sir Alec Kirkbride’sFrom the WingsandA Crackle of Thorrnsand
Golda Meir'sMy Life®® These memoirs have some things in common. Sireeate

all edited in one way or another, it is symptomdliat they all contain reflections
which were made possible at a later point. Thisewithe problem of proximity to
truth. Since most of these actors had an interestréating a good reputation for
themselves, many of the memoirs are charged wignirto save fac®. These must
therefore always be investigated with a criticad,egnd the statements must as far as
possible be compared to what is found in the aethiaterial. The secondary sources
have a hidden advantage in that they all, to sorteng show how their authors
thought it was important to portray the story. Tmegresent an ideal in a sense, and
though they cannot always be counted on to showtlgxevhat happened, they do
illustrate what the actors wanted their audiencédabeve had happened. Most of
these autobiographies can be supplemented by pioigisaand other historical works

written on the subject/person in questfon.

Literature

As with all research done on the history of theestd Israel, the 1980s represented a
watershed. In 1978 the Israeli archives were opesieartly followed by the British
archives. History was opened for reinvestigatiorhaiwas discovered was that, as
with most national histories, the national mythgeveot as truthful as suggested. The
historians reinvestigating the national Israelitdng referred to themselves as the
“New Historians” or “Revisionist Historian$®. The results of this historical

reinvestigation gave at times shocking results.irTimain scholarly objective was to

between any other major powers.” Lundestad, Qéie United States and Western Europe Since 1945.
New York 2003, p. 98.

%5 Abdallah, King of Jordariyly Memoirs Completed: “Al-Takmilah’London/New York 1978; Ben-
Gurion, David:Israel: A Personal HistoryTel Aviv/INew York 1972; Ben-Gurion, Daviddly Talks

with Arab LeadersJerusalem 1972; Dayan, Mosfdie Story of My LifeNew York 1976; Eban,
Abba: An AutobiographyNew York 1977; Eytan, Waltelhe First Ten Yeard.ondon 1958; Glubb,
John BagotA Soldier with the Arabd ondon 1957; Glubb, John Bagétace in the Holy Land
London/Sydney/Auckland/Toronto 1971; Kirkbride, 8iec SeathA Crackle of Thornd_ondon

1956 Kirkbride, Sir Alec:From the WingsLondon 1976; Meir, Goldavly Life.New York 1975.

% This seems to be particularly true for Ben-Gursoatcounts. Morris, Benny: “Falsifying the Record:
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demythologize the national history, and reinveséga through a non-ideological
lens® In this process they ended up with the “slaughtenf sacred cows® The
book that opened the debate that has been runuérgmce was Simha Flaparmhe
Birth of Israel: Myths and Realitiegrinted in 1987

As far as the relationship between Israel and Joatian goes, the research
done by the British-Israeli historian Avi Shlaimdathe Israeli historian Uri Bar-
Joseph are by far the most important. Avi Shlairgreindiose historical study
Collusion Across the Jordams the most thoroughly investigated study of the
relationship between Israel and Transjordan iwitele (ca. 1920-1951), whilst Uri
Bar-Joseph’s worlBest of Enemieis the most detailed in its account of the relevant
period (November 1947-April 1949). These works refylarge amounts of archival
research as well as interviets.

Despite the depth of analysis in these books, theye left some stones
unturned. The intent of this study is to look ire@rdetail at the relationship between
the unofficial Shuneh and the official Rhodes negmns. In terms of contributing to
the scholarly work of these two individuals, my @est asset has been the fact that |
have accessed the available fragments of the RBipithe diary. These were not
available when the two books were written. By iriggging these | have been able to
add insight to previous in-depth analyses.

Although Avi Shlaim and most of his fellow “New Hdgians” have not been
refuted as such, their findings created a debaittestiil continues. Amongst those who
have positioned themselves strongest against tiReaiessor Efraim Karsh stands
out. In his bookFabricating Israeli Histoy he claims that the findings of all the
“New Historians” border on fabrication. His polemis so strong, however,
introducing chapters by quoting George Orwell884 that it is hard to take his
criticism seriously’® For a dismissive criticism of Karsh it is worthajing Benny

Morris: “Karsh resembles nothing so much as thosdotaust-denying historians

28 |lan Pappé also uses the term “Post-Zionists”pBafian: “Post-Zionist Critique on Israel and the
Palestinians: Part |I: The Academic DebateJanirnal of Palestine Studiegpl. 26, No. 2 Winter
1997.

29 Rogan and Shlaim (eds.) 2001, p. 2.

30 Shlaim 1988, p. viii.

31 Flapan 1987; Pappé, llan: “Fifty Years ThroughByes of “New Historians” in Israel” iMiddle
East ReportNo. 207, Summer 1998.

%2 Bar-Joseph 1987; Shlaim 1988.

33 Karsh, EfraimFabricating Israeli History: The ‘New HistoriansLondon/ Portland, OR 1997, p. 1.



who ignore all evidence and common sense in omeress an ideological point™”
Karsh may be an extreme example, but illustrati¥ethe proportions that these
debates reached is the fact that Avi Shlaim fettdd to change the name of his work
to The Politics of Partitiona change he later regrett&d.

Along with Avi Shlaim and Uri Bar-Joseph there aaeseries of other
historians, mainly Israeli, who refute the natiomalths that lasted up until the late
1980s. All the works that are based on archivadéaesh are of great value. These
include, amongst other, the works by Benny Mordisseph Nevo, llan Pappé, Ron
Pundik, Itamar Rabinovich, Eugene Rogan, David Mdyy C. Wilson as well as
Jordan specialists such as Philip Robfhslew research on the Rhodes negotiations
done by Ingrid Naeser, in her Master Thesis at thevdysity of Oslo, is clearly of
importance as it, to my knowledge, is the firstdnigal paper that focuses exclusively
on one of the armistice negotiations. Although Hliecus is on the Egyptian
negotiations the setting has many of the same cfteaistics as the Israeli-
Transjordanian armistice negotiations and is tlieeebf great relevance in terms of

contextualizing the negotiatiors.

Theoretical Approach

As with most cases of diplomatic and geopoliticakdry there must here be a focus
on actors in both a broad and a narrow sense. Byittishould be understood that
nations, international and regional organizatiotts, eare considered actors in the
broad sense, whilst persons, such as heads of Widtenediators, diplomats etc. are
termed actors in the narrow sense. As with mostlict1the historical period that is
investigated is dominated by strong personalittssthe Transjordanian side we find,
amongst others, King Abdullah; Prime Minister Albidiida; field commander and
negotiator Abdullah al-Tel; and General Glubb Pa&liso a British actor). On the

34 Morris, Benny: “Review: Refabricating 1948” dournal of Palestinian Studiésol. 27, no.2, Winter
1998, p. 93.

% Shlaim 1995, pp. 298-299.

36 Bar-Joseph 1987; Morris, Benriyighteous VictimfNew York 2001; Morris 2003; Nevo, Joseph
and Pappé, llan (edsJordan in the Middle EasEssex 1994; Nevo 1996; Pappé, Il@he making of
the Arab-Israeli conflictLondon 1992; Pappe, llaA: History of Modern Palestine: One Land, Two
PeoplesCambridge 2004; Pappe 2007; Pundik 1994; RabihpWamar-The Road Not TakeiNew
York/Oxford 1991; Robins 2004; Rogan and Shlains(e#001; Shlaim 1988; Shlaim, Avihe
Politics of Partition.Oxford 1990 (a); Shlaim, 2001; Tal, DavMar in Palestine 1948\ew York
2004 (b); Wilson 1999.
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Israeli side we find Prime Minister David Ben-Gurjonegotiators Walter Eytan,
Moshe Dayan, Elias Sasson, Reuven Shiloah. On bhsitle we find Ralph Bunche,
and on the British side we find Minister in Ammarieé Kirkbride, Foreign Minister
Ernst Bevin and Glubb Pasha.

These actors, in the narrow sense, however stioeg Wwere as individuals,
could not override the international structuregpas down by the interaction of the
actors in the broad sense. King Abdullah had taria his personal interests between
what the Arab League permitted, what the militaogipons on the ground dictated,
the interests of his government, popular sentiméd, “rules” of the UN, and the
demands of the British, which to a certain extentld be enforced through the threat
of subsidy withdrawal. Likewise, the UN Acting Matlr Ralph Bunche might have
liked to put pressure on the negotiating parties,viithout strong support from the
US, with Britain losing its colonial hold, and wiffransjordan and Israel participating
in secret bilateral negotiations no such suppod teebe found. Further, although the
special relationship between Britain and the US g@ad, the Middle East was the
greatest area of contentidhThis created a situation that can be describexdmsver
vacuum. There was a clear lack of internationasguee towards the involved parties.
The result of this was that the power on the gradiothted. This must be investigated
in light of the regional imbalance of power betwdsnael and Transjordan.

The specific historical literature has been commaeted with literature on
negotiating theory, analysis of the significancepofver balance and on the larger
geopolitical structure/situation. Negotiation theaombined with power structure
analysis has been a highly useful tool. The asymnwétpower theory, used in other
studies of Middle East negotiations, has also gy applicabk—f’.9

Some attention has been paid to the legalistiedifices between truce and
ceasefire. However, it seems that by 1949 therestiihano clear border separating
these. The UN apparatus had not at this time algléaveloped terminology and

there is some confusion both in the literature iarttie source materiéf.

3 Lundestad 2003, pp. 96-97; Hathaway, RobertAvhbiguous Relationshigew York 1981, pp.
276-294; Cohen, Michael Jlruman and IsraeBerkeley/Los Angeles/Oxford 1990, p. 221; FO 12
Jan. 1949, FO371/75381, Commonwealth Relationc®ftbh High Commisioners in Commonweath
Countries, Cypher No. 15.

%9 For use of asymmetrical power analysis in writimgthe Israel-Palestine conflict see e.g. Waage,
Hilde HenriksenPeacemaking Is a Risky BusinegBRIO Report 1/2004)slo 2004.

“0 Bailey, Sydney D.: “Cease-Fires, Truces, and Atiggs in the Practices of the UN Security
Council” in The American Journal of International Lawol. 71, No. 3, July 1977.
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Value of Research in a Broader Perspective

Why is there no peace in the Middle East? The ansas elusive as the peace itself.
Before the outbreak of the 1948 War Britain, the &idl the US all had proposals for
how the division of Palestine could be implementsfter the 1948 War the armistice
negotiations were completed and some moves tovealasting peace were made. The
war itself was riddled with truces and ceasefiresnore modern times we have had
the Camp David agreement, the Madrid confereneeQlo-accords, the Camp

David Il accords, the Roadmap, the Madrid+15, thebAPeace Initiative and a
wholes series of UN Resolutions — the list is loygg, there is no peace. In order to
understand this discrepancy, between the largessefipeace efforts and the lack of
peace, it is vital that each and every attempe¢atiiing a peaceful solution is
thoroughly investigated. This thesis is part oftsadHerculean task. Through such a
systematic approach, requiring the ardent work afiyrparticipants, it should be
possible to reach some conclusion as to the redmned this endemic history of
failure. This specific case study has been path@Strategic Institute Project at the
Peace Research Institute of Oslo (PRIGhe Missing Peace: Conflict Resolution
and Peacebuilding in the Middle Eagtis project has set out to answer the question:
What lessons do we have from the past concerntegniational mediation in the
Middle East conflict? What follows is an attempinweestigate one of these mediation

efforts: The Israeli-Transjordanian armistice negains of 1949
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2. Partitioning Palestine and the Abdullah-Zionist Collusion
1915 — October 1948

The circumstances that surrounded the 1948 Wathendegotiations between Israel
and Transjordan had roots going back to the sederdde of the twentieth century.
The special relationship between King Abdullah anel Zionists was created long
before the outbreak of the 1948 War. In order tity fuomprehend the diplomacy
between the two states, as it developed in the 1&%0s, it is vital that one
understands how inerasably tied the partition deflme was with the Abdullah-
Zionist relationship. Both these phenomenon weraaky connected to British
policies in the Middle East. Contextually one milngtrefore look at the premises that
created the intertwining of British policies, Zishiaspirations, King Abdullah’s

untraditional diplomacy and the partition of Pailest

Many Promises, Little Land

When the First World War broke out in 1914 the @idm Empire was in political
turmoil, heavily affected by local strands of naatism, burdened by foreign debt
and had suffered a series of coups and semi-réentutvithin a short time span.
Great Britain was intent on defeating the Ottomamya destroying its empire and
dividing it into slices that were to be harvestett® the war was over. In order to
ensure the success of this plan, a series of ctnflii promises and treaties were
made. Between late 1915 and early 1916 a corregpordwas kept between Sharif
Husayn of Mecca, the Hashemite notable who wasfdkieer of the later King
Abdullah of Transjordan and King Faisal of Iraqd&ir Henry McMahon, the British
High Commissioner to Egypt. The Hashemite familgimled decadency from the
prophet Mohammed, and had a prominent politicaltippsin the Middle East. The
British wanted to put this position to use. In ratdior instigating an Arab uprising
against the Turks, the Hashemite family was toilserga leading role in the shaping
of the Middle East once the war was o¥@he Hashemites were granted Irag, led by
Faisal, and Transjordan, ruled by his brother AladiulAs the Hashemite family saw

it, however, this was less than had been promisetht This was especially true in

! Yapp, M. E.:The Making of the Modern Near EaBssex 1987.
2 Pappe 2004, p. 65.
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the case of Abdullah and Transjordan as Transjovdaan economically non-viable
state that was completely dependent on Britistsassie’

The ink had hardly dried on the last letter in thiisayn-McMahon
correspondence when Great Britain decided to ditlde coming spoils with its
European ally — France. In a clear breach withpituenises given by McMahon, the
infamous Sykes-Picot Agreement was negotiated eymea@ by Sir Mark Sykes of the
British Foreign Office and George Picot from theekeh Foreign Ministry in May
1916. By this agreement the Middle East was toitieledd between the two colonial
powers? As if two conflicting promises were not enougte ®ritish Government also
approached a third actor — the international Ztomisvement. The Zionist movement
had, since its foundation, sought the establishrokatJewish state in Palestine. That
the Zionist Movement had such a goal was no sw@piiat the British Government
decided to support it, on the other hand, was.

As with most empires, the British’ was not one doated by sentiment.
Support for a Jewish homeland was Britigbalpolitik As the British Foreign Office
saw it, Jews could play a vital role in influenciBgtain’s allies. In Russia several
Jews, especially among the Bolsheviks, were thotmhtave important positions and
a high degree of influence. According to the Bhitnalysis these Jews were Zionists
and would therefore urge Russia to support Britaiorder to obtain a homeland. In
hindsight this analysis turned out to be wrong. &ksumptions of the Foreign Office
was based on two fundamental flaws, that is thergxdf Jewish influence on national
politics and the influence of Zionism on the relevdews. The Jewish influence on
the Tsar, for one, was completely overestimatedheumore the Foreign Office had
also failed to realize that most of the relevanvslamongst the Bolsheviks were
internationalist rather than nationalist in thealifical outlook. A similar error was
made when analyzing the policymaking institutionghie US. Here the influence of
American Jewry on the decision making bodies waghlfioverestimated Given the
British misunderstanding of the political importanof Jews in these two countries,
the Balfour declaration was a logical political d&mn. The Balfour declaration was

issued in November 1917, stating that “His Majest@overnment view with favour

® Robins 2004, pp. 16-58.
* Pappe 2004, pp. 65-66.
® Pappe 2004, pp. 67-68.
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the establishment in Palestine of a national hoonehfe Jewish people, and will use
their best endeavours to facilitate the achieverogtttis object™

With all the promises given during the war it weagdent that at least one of
those promises had to be held. Reality was quickltghing up with politics. One
crucial question remained however: Who was goingetoPalestine? The Hashemites
— as stipulated by the Husayn-McMahon corresporefefithe Yishuv (the Jewish
society in Palestine) — as put forth in the Balf@#claration? The local Palestinian
population — based on Wilsonian principles of sidfermination? Or was Britain to
hold it against the will of all the three interestgarties? Initially it seemed that self-
interest won out. When the war ended, Great Britagated the Mandate of Palestine
as stipulated by the Sykes-Picot Agreement.

However, Britain was not alone in shaping the fetwf Palestine. The
interested parties started making political moved tontributed in shaping the future
of Palestine. In March 1921, in a meeting with Bhtcolonial secretary Winston
Churchill, King Abdullah of Transjordan suggestdttt Transjordan should annex
Palestine. He did not receive any positive respoheeever, and this was therefore
not a realistic option at that point in tifhd921 also saw the dawning of Palestinian
diplomacy. A delegation elected by the Fourth Radi&s National Congress was sent
to London to express their fear for the consequemea British pro-Zionist policy.
24 October 1921 the delegation sent a letter tosmChurchill stating clearly that:
“The Palestinian people will never admit the rigift any outside organization to
dispossess them of their country, and to threateir tvery existence as a people
economically and politically.” This first visit tbondon by the Palestinian delegation
was followed by three others in the period 19210193ut as with the solution put
forth by King Abdullah, they were not heeded.

Despite being turned downed by Winston Churchilhg{Abdullah nurtured
his relations with the Zionists. By the 1930s hel leveloped a good personal,
diplomatic and economic relationship with severaportant members of the Jewish
community in Palestine, the Yishuv, allying witteth against their common enemy —
the Mufti of Jerusaler.

® Quoted in Louis, William Rogefthe British Empire in the Middle East 1945-19B&w York 2006
a), p. 39.
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The Mufti of Jerusalem, Hajj Amin al-Husayni, haahty been one of King
Abdullah’s enemies. The Mufti was a radical natimtaPalestinian leader who
represented one of the most influential Palestiniamilies and led the largest
Palestinian party — the Arab Party. He was alsocth@irman of the Arab Higher
Committee. His popular reputation and leadershilisskade him a political threat to
Abdullah. The Mufti became one of the leaders ef Arab Revolt in 1936 and was
therefore cast into exile. This strengthened hputation, but equally weakened his
real power® The long term result of this was that the Paléstis lacked political
leadership by the outbreak of the 1948 Whar.

Navigating Troubled Waters

In April 1936 the Arab Revolt broke out in reactitmZionist policies, the influx of
European Jewish refugees and the British mismanagerof the Palestinian
Mandate*? This event represented a watershed in the pdlibcdlook of all the
involved states. For the first time Ben-Gurion beeaaware of “the national character
of the Arab opposition to Zionisnt® Transjordan on the other hand had repeatedly
reported to Britain about the ensuing dangers gdoasible revolt. The British
Government had not heeded his warning, and wheretladt broke out Abdullah was
given the mission of quelling the disturbances aniting the Arab nations. Abdullah
worked towards this end with the hope of gainingpgut for his territorial ambitions,
that is Greater Syria, or if that turned out tarbpossible, Palestiné.Britain, despite
the Transjordanian help, was unable to stop theltrexhich continued until 1939.

In August 1937, in response to the Arab Revolt, Bréish Government
appointed a Royal Commission. This commissionplgéarl Peel, was to investigate
the roots of the uprising in Palestine, and usefihdings to come up with a viable
solution to the problert®. The investigation was concluded and releasedhitnigs in
July 1937. The proposal laid forth was a Partittdan dividing the British Mandate

of Palestine into three parts. One section wasetmime a Jewish state; a second,

10 wilson 1999, pp. 103-139; Shlaim 2001, pp. 10489Morris 2001, pp. 35, 130-135.

1 His political reputation was internationally dested after he supported the Nazi's during WWIL.
Neff, Donald:Fallen Pillars: U.S. Policy towards Palestine arstdel since 1945/Nashington D.C.
2002, p. 110; Shlaim 1988, p. 71.

2 Shlaim 1988, pp. 4-5.

13 Shlaim 2001, p. 18; Masalha, Ni#iixpulsion of the Palestiniang/ashington D. C. 2001, pp. 18-19.
14 Shlaim 1988, pp. 54-55; Nevo 1996, pp. 31-34.

15 Shlaim 1988, p. 57.
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including Jerusalem, was to remain a mandated ashiée the third, the larger part
of Palestine, was to befall Transjord]ﬁn.

The findings of the Peel Commission unsurprisirgiyated further tension in
Palestine. King Abdullah was delighted, but outtaét attempted to conceal this
reaction. The Zionists rejected the plan, yet wepen for negotiations with the
British. The Arab Higher Committee rejected it cdetely’ Britain was completely
unable to appease all three interested parties.

Although Britain was no longer the superpower itc@nwas, it was still
capable of assisting Transjordan militarily and rearoically. As a reward for the
wartime effort, Transjordan was granted indepeneeimc March 1946 and was
officially named “The Hashemite Kingdom of Tranglan.” Though independence
was granted, it was clear who was the retain&ince 1921 Britain had paid for,
trained and maintained the Transjordanian armye-Attab Legion. This was the best
trained military force in the Arab world, but it wédeavily controlled and used by
Great Britain*® With independence came a new Treaty of Allianoehis Britain was
to defend Transjordan if the kingdom was attack€de treaty only applied if
Transjordan’s borders were breacf®d@he treaty was slightly altered in March 1948,
but the alterations were purely cosmetic in natdesjgned to make Transjordan look
less dependent on Great Britain while retaining shene amount of support. The
updated Treaty included an article stating thatitifier country was engaged in war,
the other would come to its aid. This created qaiteit of confusion, especially for
Israel who assumed that the British army could loa basis intervene in Palestine
during the 1948 War. However, the British signasrinterpreted this article only as a
defensive one, which was only valid if Transjorgaoper was invaded or if Britain
needed assistanék.

While the British were on amicable terms with théer on the east side of the
river Jordan, their position within the Palestinidiandate deteriorated rapidly. The
active Zionist animosity against the British adrstration had taken a break during
the Second World War, but it had returned with ageance once the war ended.
During World War Il Ben-Gurion had stated: “We wiight with the British against

16 Shlaim 1988, p. 62; Nevo 1996, pp. 34-35.

" Shlaim 1988, pp. 62-64.

18 Shlaim 1988, pp. 72-73; Nevo 1996, p. 58.

¥ Pundik 1994, pp. 89-102.

20 A copy of the Treaty of Alliance can be found iB371/75287.
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Hitler as if there were no white paper; we willftghe white paper as if there was no
war.”?? From late 1945 the official force of the Jewishefigy — the Haganah, as well
as Jewish terrorist organizations such as IrgunthadStern Gang, led a campaign
against the British Mandate. This bore with it higists for both side’s.

Israeli independence however, could not be won waiths alone. The good
relationship the Yishuv had had with King Abdullahthe 1930s was pursued. 12
August 1946 the Jewish-Arabist Elias

met Abdullah in the King’s summer palace at Shupast across the border,
on the Transjordanian side of the river Jordan.gkédbdullah laid forth his support
for partition, on the condition that the Arab pafrfPalestine would befall Transjordan.
He explained that he personally thought it would bedter for all parties if a
federation with the Jewish area of Palestine wasted as an autonomous region
within Greater Transjordan. He expressed thatig tas impossible, however, he
would go along with the partition as put forth fretreport of the Peel Commissiéh.

In terms of Abdullah-Zionist relations the periduht followed this meeting
was one of further secret meetings, bribery andrpedism. Several of the Zionist
leaders were realizing the importance of workingetber with King Abdullah. Ben-
Gurion’s description of the two planned statesaglta and Abdallia” aptly summed
up the basis for the talk3.However, the situation in which the talks tookgglavas
radically changed when Britain threw in the towetlayave up responsibility for the
Mandate, handing this over to the UN. This decisies made final by Foreign
Secretary Ernst Bevin 18 February 194 The British Government had had enough.
It could no longer politically and economically daefl the validity of having 80-
100,000 troops stationed in Palestine. If thingsvgarse, which the British assumed
they would, the cost would put further pressureamnalready collapsing British
economy?’ Bevin put much of the blame for the increasingfiailt situation on US
President Truman, who kept undermining the Brigfforts by supporting large scale

Jewish immigration and partitidfi.lt was also clear that one of the reasons fongivi

2L pundik 1994, pp. 77-82, 148-150, 170; Pappé 199235.

22 Quoted in Shlaim 2001, p. 23.

23 Shlaim 2001, pp. 23-24; Morris 2001, pp. 174-176.

24 Shlaim 1988, pp. 76-7Nevo 1996, pp. 60-61.

% Quoted in Shlaim 1988, p. 79; Nevo 1996, p. 60.

%5 Shlaim 1988, pp. 84-88.

2" pundik 1994, pp. 53-54; Louis, William Rog&nds of British ImperialisniNew York 2006 (b), p.
439.

28 Neff 2002, pp. 41-45.
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up on the Mandate was the success of Zionist iemorThe main symbol of this
campaign was Irgun’s terrorist attack on the Kiravid Hotel in Jerusalem in 1946.
The explosion killed a total of one hundred Britodesws and Arabs.

When the British gave up, the responsibility foe tRalestine Mandate befell
the UN. The newly founded organization was thusdeana problem which rather
quickly developed into a major headache. Duringititernal British debate prior to
the handover of responsibility, several possibleerahtives for the Palestinian
Mandate were discussed. One of those included gjitia Arab parts of Palestine to
Transjordan. However, no official stance was takéhe result was that the UN
received the problematic issue with no recommendatirom the state that had had
the most experience with the probl&mif the British Government could offer no
advice, what hope was there for the UN to find asomable solution before the
British troops were to pull out a year later?

With the problem in the hands of the United Natiatisthe parties faced a
new reality. How was the UN going to treat the Mate® No matter the outfall of
these changing realities, King Abdullah had to ma&e consideratiors. First of all,
he had to make sure his policies were well co-aigid with Great Britain. Further,
he had to conceal his true intentions from the roftrab states and the Palestinians,
creating a political situation where his outwardiputhed intentions contradicted his
real plans. This had to be made clear to the Zisnksing Abdullah was in other
words performing a balancing act on a politicalorbtade. To make matters worse,
Transjordan was not a member of the UN, and them#gncy on Great Britain was
thus, rather ironically, enhanced by the Britishd@ver of Palestiné.

The inter-Arab political situation in the late 1%4@as a major complicating
factor. All the Arab politicians, bar King Abdullakvere united in their opposition
towards the idea of a Jewish state. However, thab Areague was also split into a
pro-Hashemite group and an anti-Hashemite groupngjordan was supported by

Irag, a country run by another Hashemite, whilstanti-Hashemite group was led by

29 Louis 2006 (b), p. 429; Massad, JosephThe Persistence of the Palestinian Questiew York
2006, pp. 18-19.

%0 pundik 1994, pp. 54-55, Ben-Dror, Elad: “The Asttuggle against partition” ikiddle Eastern
StudiesyVol. 43, No. 2, March 2007, p. 259.
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true there can be no doubt as to the fact thabdinelover created an immediate need for political
reconsiderations. Nevo 1996, pp. 63-64.

32 Shlaim 1988, p. 89.
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Egypt and Saudi Arabf&. Transjordan was thus placed in an awkward sitoafiie

country’s alliance with Britain placed it in a velrable position, paving the way for
accusations from the other Arab states, as wdtoas the Zionists, who often uttered
suspicion towards what they characterized as asBritonspiracy. Transjordan was
perceived by all parties as pro-British in a penaden Zionists thought the British
Government was anti-Zionist and the Arab Stateaghothe British Government was

pro-Zionist*
Which Partition?

Once the British had set a date for their withddawan Palestine, the UN was given
the impossible task of quickly finding a viablewstisn>® Working against both a tight
schedule and past experience, the task was onehwh& newly founded UN
apparatus was inadequately prepared for. Meanwthiesituation on the ground had
developed into a fledgling civil waP.In April-May 1947 the UN General Assembly
established the UN Special Committee on PalestindSCOP). Based on a series of
meetings with representatives of the two commusitaring the summer of 1947,
UNSCORP issued two reports. These were known asnthgrity report and the
minority report, named after the amount of représ@res in the UNSCOP-team that
supported each. These were the Partition PlantenBederal Plan, respectively. Both
plans demanded that the parties worked togéftignis was a highly optimistic pre-
requisite and one that failédiThe geographic structure of the two states, asritp

in the Partition Plan, earned it such dubious naase&Two Fighting Serpents” or

“Picture by Picasso®

In the Partition Plan the Jewish state was todrmaposed of
the Negev, a coastal strip stretching from justisof Jaffa to just north of Haifa, and
the eastern Galilee. The Arab state was to be ceetpthe Gaza district, the bulk of

central Palestine and the western Galilee inclutivegcoastal line by Acre. The area

% Shlaim, Avi: "Israel and the Arab coalition in 14n Rogan and Shlaim (redThe War for
Palestine Cambridge 2001, p. 82.
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No. 4 Summer 1987, p. 51.
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38 Morris 2001, pp. 180-184; Pappe 2007, pp. 31-37.
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19



around Jerusalem and Bethlehem area was to beconheanational Zoné&? The
fact that the majority report supported partitioasanto a large extent the result of the
combination of successful Zionist lobbying and Arab Higher Committee’s boycott
of the UNSCOP hearings. The plight of the Jewighgees had also had a profound
emotional effect on the committée.

Once UNSCOP had issued the two reports the problasnhanded over to the
UN General Assembly. Both the US Government and W8SR supported the
Partition Plan, but a two-thirds majority was neskde the General Assembly and
many of the smaller nations were not swayed. Duelagi minute lobbying,
blackmailing and outright threats, as exercised thg Zionists and the US
Government, enough support was gathered for thiétiBarPlan?? The UN Partition
Plan, known as Resolution 181, was passed 29 Noxeid®47. Britain abstained
from voting®* The passing of this Partition Plan had dire coneages. In the words
of Avi Shlaim, it “provided not just internation&gitimacy for creating Jewish and
Arab states, but unintentionally the signal for avagye war between the two
communities in Palestiné?

During the second week of December 1948 the Arahgue convened in
Cairo’ For them the creation of a Jewish state was amettend had to be stopped.
This was at least their outward stance. The inoétigs were far more complicated,
and the solidification of the Arab states in thigght to strangle the Jewish state at
birth is one of the great Zionist myths in the twgtof the establishment of Israel. The
“New Historians” have tried to look into, demystifgnd to reveal these inner
workings amongst the Arab staf8sTheir findings are revealing. King Abdullah, for
instance, had originally planned to support panitand declare that Transjordan
would take over the Arab-designated areas. He watked away from this by the
British Minister in Transjordan, Alec Kirkbride, asuch a stance would have
completely isolated Transjord&h.The outward stance of absolute non-acceptance

won the day as the unreconciling rhetoric was digiag as it was unrealistic. None

“0 Louis 2006 (a), p. 494. See Appendix 1: Map: 1: Pitition Plan.

“1 Morris 2001, pp. 180-184; Ben-Dror 2007.

“2 Neff 2002, pp. 45-51; Morris 2001, pp. 184-186uls02006 (a), pp. 485-487.

43 Shlaim 2001, p. 25; Morris 2001, p. 186.

“4 Shlaim 1988, p. 122.

“5 Shlaim 1990 (a), p. 107.

“8 For a series of essays on this theme, see Rogh8Haim (eds.) 2001; Flapan 1987.
47 Pundik 1994, pp. 60-61.
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of the Arab states were adequately militarily prepa nor were they willing to
cooperate with each other, yet one country aftether added fuel to the fire with
every speech. It was as if they were outbiddingheather in high pitched
impotence’® Originally the Arab League seemed only willingsend in small arms
and officers that were to train the Arab resistarid@s took the form of the Arab
Liberation Army (ALA) — an army as powerless as rime was powerfdf. This
discrepancy between representation and reality avesoccurring symptom of Arab
politics in the late 1940%.

War in Palestine

The outbreak of the war between the Arabs andehash forces is usually dated to
15 May 1948, the date of the Arab invasion. Thexd heen an ongoing civil war in
Palestine for at least half a year prior to fiiSome historians therefore divide the
war into two phases. The first phase lasted fromeNdber 1947 to 14 May 1948, and
the second phase lasted from 15 May 1948 to theEhdstilities in 19492 The first
round of fighting was one in which the Jewish arm@des (Haganah, Irgun and the
Stern Gang) fought against Arab volunteers, Pali@sti resistance fighters and
conducted an ethnic cleansing of areas with Palastiinhabitants within the areas
envisaged to be the Jewish stita@he civil war ended with the establishment of
Israel. The war then became one between statesgeneral the civil war did not
affect the covert diplomacy between Transjordan #rel Zionist leadership which
continued until May 1948. The violence in Palestmade such diplomacy more
difficult, but it did not end it.

“8 Morris 2001, pp. 218-223.

49 Kirkbride 1956, pp. 153-159. Another such “armyasithe “Holy War Army” (defeated 9 April
1948). Pappe 2007, p. 122.

0 Morris 2001, pp. 186-188.

*1 Khalidi, Rashidi: “The Palestinians and 1948: timelerlying causes of failure” in Rogan and Shlaim
(eds.) 2001, pp. 12-13; Caplan, Né&iutile Diplomacy Volume Thre&ondon/Portland, OR 1997, p.
17.

52 Thomas 1999, p. 61; Shlaim 2001, p. 28; Luttwaky&d N. and Horowitz, DanieT.he Israeli

Army 1948-1973Cambridge, MA 1983, p. 27. Shlaim dates the drbstilities to 7 January 1949.
As we will see in chapter 6 this is only partiaiiye as Operation Uvda took place around the 10
March 1949.

%3 pappe 2007, pp. 50-126; Shlaim 2001, pp. 30-331iM@001, pp. 191-214. The terms “Area
envisaged to be the Jewish State” and the “Ardasaded to the Jews by the Partition Plan” ardis t
casenotinterchangeable.

5 Thomas 1999, p. 61. This division is not perfétttex, as the war between the Israeli forces aad th
Palestinian population in the areas allocatedéaléws by the Partition Plan continued after 15 May
1948.
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One event of the civil war, however, demands paldr attention, namely the
Deir Yassin massacre. The event had major politicgilications. The massacre
stands above all other events in the civil warthie sense that it radically increased
the political pressure on King Abdullah becauseeht a jolt of fear through the
Palestinian populatior. Deir Yassin was a small village close to Jerusalésrelders
had made an agreement with the Haganah, who haxiged to spare the village. 9
April 1948 this promise was broken by a small foooenposed of Irgun, the Stern
Gang and Haganah troops. When the Palestiniarstadsall restraint vanished from
the Jewish ranks. The exact number of murderetlatigi is hard to estimate, and the
numbers vary from 93 to 254 Whatever the real figure, the massacre at Deisivias
became the symbol of tHéakbahdue to its brutality! This was far from the only
such massacre committed against the Palestiniaolggam, but it has retained a
symbolic status athe massacre. The Deir Yassin massacre is importanisa@ue to
its double significance. First and foremost the saase, and the fear it spread
throughout Palestine, radically increased the presson King Abdullah. This
pressure was brought on him both through the Arsdigue and through the lobbying
of Palestinian notables who demanded that Trarejosgnd its Legion to the defence
of the Palestinian village. Secondly the massacre, rather surprisingly, setves
illustrate the importance held by the Jewish Agetmyards the special relationship
with King Abdullah as the Jewish Agency acted witlgency in an attempt to calm
King Abdullah. Such a move was not made towardsatier Arab governments.
Shortly after the massacre took place the Jewisknfyg sent a letter to King
Abdullah condemning the “incident®. The response from Abdullah was filled with
bile and contained a clear threat of “terrible @nsnces” if such a massacre was to
re-occur?® In a statement to the press he added that: “Idsieawaiting till the 15f
May next the Jews have seized the opportunity taicking peaceful Arabs at Deir

Yassin, Tiberias, Haifa and other places which falcine is sufficient reason to

%5 Thomas 1999, pp. 67-71.

°6 Morris 2004, p. 238, estimates 100-120; Palumbishikl: The Palestinian Catastropheondon
1987, p. 57, estimates 116-250; Pappe 2007, st&@tks that the official estimate has dropped from
170 to 93; Thomas 1999, p. 67, states that 254 kikkee; Neff 2002, p. 62 also puts the number at
254; Slyomovics, Susan: “The Rape of Qula, a Dgstid?alestinian Village” in Sa’'di, Ahmad H. and
Abu-Lughod, Lila (ed.)Nakba: Palestine, 1948, and the Claims of Memblgw York 2007, p. 35,
uses the estimate of 105 killed.

" palumbo 1987, pp. 47-57.

%8 Nevo 1996, pp. 127, 129; Thomas 1999, p. 95.

%9 Nevo 1996, p. 113.
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compel Arab states to send their troops to Pae&linin his report to the Foreign
Office, Kirkbride described King Abdullah as clogehaving a nervous breakdown.
“I wish he would stop making these statements @ phess but some outlet for his
fury seems to be essenti&f. The political pressure hanging over King Abduliaés

clearly enormous.

Collusion and Confusion

The special relationship between Transjordan araelsor more correctly between
King Abdullah and the higher echelons of the JewAgency, was one that had been
fostered since as early as 1922This relationship however, didn’t develop into
collusion until 1947°* Between those dates the various overtures can@itin At
times the relationship was kept warm by a contisuseries of meetings, while at
other times there were lulls lasting several y&assdetailed account of these various
overtures with their ups and downs would serve mp@se here, suffice to say that
this relationship had a long tradition and was sonething that appeared out of
nowhere as the Mandate approached its endgame. Wihea talks evolved into a
serious form of diplomacy around 1946 one man c&mihe fore — Elias Sasson.
Sasson was the leading Arabist in the Jewish Agandybecame vital in engineering

the collusion. One of his contemporaries descrliedole thus:

Until Sasson went into talks with Abdullah, therasaonly stammering from our side.
Sasson knew how to talk to Abdullah [...] The waywhich Sasson worked with
Abdullah was diplomatic activity of the first orddt led to the fact that we did not
have to fight the Arab Legion. [...] He was the ateti and he was the build&r.

With the entrance of Sasson the talks between Kindullah and the Zionists picked
up pace. 17 November 1947, less than two weeks fwidthe passing of the UN
Partition Plan, King Abdullah met with Golda Meiraeting head of the Political

Department of the Jewish Agency. In this meetingwdas agreed, though not

€0 Morris 2003, pp. 127-129.

1 FO 29 April 1948, FO 371/68372, Kirkbride to Bunsy S/1014/48.

%2 FO 29 April 1948, FO 371/68372, Kirkbride to Bunsy S/1014/48.

63 Shlaim 1988, pp. 44-45.

%4 The termcollusionwas one for which Avi Shlaim received a lot oticism. Due to much pressure
he changed the title of his bookRolitics of Partition yet stated later that this was an alteration he
regretted. Shlaim 1995, pp. 298-299.

®5 Shlaim 1988, pp. 41-159.

% Quoted in Shlaim 1988, pp. 75-76.
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formalized, that the Arab Legion would capture theb part of the Mandate,
something the Zionists would accept, and in retlimg Abdullah would not oppose
the declaration of the Jewish stifé&lias Sasson was one of the two Jewish Agency
Arabists that accompanied Golda Meir. His role whaat of a translator, but his
presence in the meeting should nonetheless be aeémportant® Kirkbride, who
knew King Abdullah intimately, pointed out that tdewish Agency made a grave
error in sending a woman — he was concerned abog Kbdullah’s conservative
views. Furthermore, he was worried by the fact thakda Meir knew no Arabic and
had little experience in dealing with AratiDespite this, the agreement was reached.
The largest problem was not what the agreementaswd, but what it left out,
namely Jerusalem. Jerusalem was to berpus separaturaccording to the Partition
Plan. Although both the Jewish Agency and King Aladuagreed that Jerusalem
could not be internationalised, they failed to disshow the city was to be treaf8d.

Although King Abdullah had received support frore thewish Agency for his
plan to take over Arab Palestine, such an actios stél highly controversial as it
went against the UN Partition Plan which envisagelwish State and a Palestinian
State. It was therefore of great importance forgkikbdullah that he obtained some
form of clearance from the British Foreign Office February 1948 Prime Minister
Abul Huda and the British commander of the ArabibagJohn Bagot Glubb, who
acted as translator, met with British Foreign SeeyeErnst Bevin in London where
they discussed the idea of a Transjordanian takemivArab Palestine once British
forces retreated. Bevin's response could hardlyehbgen clearer: “It seems the
obvious thing to do, but do not go and invade treas allotted to the JewS. This
decision was kept secret from the US Governmert,asnate as 10 May 1948 Bevin
was vague regarding Abdullah’s intentions in thearping war’?

In the highly volatile situation that was building in the weeks before the
end of the Mandate Golda Meir sent several mesdageimg Abdullah asking for an
assurance that he was going to keep his promiseon€oof these letters Abdullah

responded that Meir must “remember three thingat te was a Bedouin and

67 Shlaim 2001, p. 30; Shlaim 1988, pp. 110-121.

% Sasson’s significance became evident when ingbersl Abdullah-Meir meeting he wasn’t present.
This will be elaborated towards the end of the tdrap

%9 Kirkbride 1976, pp. 4-5.

0 Morris 2001, pp. 225-226. More on the resultshis tn chapter 3.

"L Glubb 1957, pp. 62-66; Shlaim 1988, pp. 135-13&ydN1996, pp. 88-89.

"2 pundik 1994, p. 116.
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therefore a man of honor; that he was a king aacetbre doubly an honourable man;
and finally, that he would never break a promiselento a woman” This did not
guell the Jewish Agency’'s doubts. A last meetings vearanged between King
Abdullah and Golda Meir. Golda was again sent actbe river Jordan to make sure
that Abdullah would stay the course. She was, imfthal and most vital meeting, not
accompanied by Elias Sasson. The reasons for htnpming her are unclear as it
seems he simply failed to show up in Haifa whesey tivere supposed to meet prior to
departurd’ The meeting, which took place 10 May 1948, haslike focus of much
historical discussion, yet its contents remainiet§

Golda Meir reported that the meeting had been mpéete failure, that
Abdullah had changed his mind, and that he hadadewar as the only remaining
option. The previous deal had been forged in asdn where Transjordan stood free
from the other Arab states. In May 1948 this wadamger the case. King Abdullah
told Golda Meir that he could not stand againsttitie: “When | made that promise, |
thought | was in control of my own destiny and cbdb what | thought right, but
since then | have learned otherwise [...] | am now ohfive.””® Taken literally this
implied that the Israeli and Transjordanian repmestéves parted as enemies.
However Meir's literal understanding of the meetiags perhaps part of the
problem’’ Abdullah made it clear that the war could not beided if the Jewish state
was proclaimed — a proclamation he hoped coulddleydd for the sake of finding a
solution. He was perhaps not as precise in hieregibn of the Arab Legion’s plan to
restrict itself to the areas allocated by the UNMtifan Plan to the Arabs, and that it
would refrain from engaging in battles with the I&warmy, but as his actions in the
war would show, King Abdullah remained true to Wwisrd. “Part of the problem was

that ‘Abdullah had to pretend to be going alonghvitie other members of the Arab

3 Meir 1975, p. 216.

4 Shlaim 1988, p. 206.

75 Shlaim 1988, pp. 205-214; Morris 2001, p. 221.

5 Quoted in Meir 1975, p. 218.

" Golda Meir was far from alone in her literal inigetation. Within the Jewish Agency, however,
some argued that King Abdullah should not be tdker value, and that he would most probably stick
to the previous deal. As far as placing the blam&olda Meir there has been quite a debate. Avi
Shlaim accuses her of holding a rigid, non-nuanded, whilst Joseph Nevo points out that
differences between the parties were too greatdances to be able to bridge them. Although Shlaim
perhaps goes too far in blaming Meir, King Abdulahctions in the war go some way in showing that
the difference between the parties were not toatghevo 1996, pp. 118-120; Shlaim 1988, pp. 205-
214.
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League [...] Their plan was to prevent partition; plan was to effect partitior®
The point was that the Israeli-Transjordanian RartiPlan had not changed nature, it
was merely necessary for Abdullah to make cosmatanges in light of the new
realities. As the meeting ended King Abdullah andnid, the Arabist who had
replaced Sasson, had a short conversation thatatrees surprising if Abdullah really
had changed course completely. “”I hope we willysia touch even after the war
starts,” Danin said. “Of course,” Abdullah answerédou must come see me.” “But
how will | be able to get to you?” asked Danin. Qhtrust you to find a way,”
Abdullah said with a smile’ It was clear that King Abdullah did not view their
differences as insurmountable.

The Zionists paid no heed to Abdullah’s adviceoo$tponing the Declaration
of Independence, and 15 May 1948 the State ofllsrae proclaimed. Exactly as had
been forewarned by King Abdullah, the Declaratibtndependence was followed by

a declaration of war.

Recognition of Israel

The United States Government recognized Israel @leven minutes after the
Declaration of Independence was issued by Ben-@fifi#he speed with which this
recognition was issued came as a shock to mosteoinvolved partie&! Due to the
fact that this was one of President Truman’s pesvpéd personal secrets, it even
came as a political shock to the US State Departtareth the British Foreign Offic&.
This prompted the following joke throughout the Braorld: “[A] new aeroplane had
been invented which would go so fast that it equbthe speed with which the United
States of America recognized the State of Isf¥dlh’comparison, the US recognition
of Transjordan had the speed of a donkey. Trarajordceivedde jurerecognition
by the United States Bebruary 1949, three years after Transjordan hadrbe an
independent stafé. USSR also extended recognition of Israel on 18 848, yet

8 Shlaim, Avi: "Israel and the Arab coalition in ®4n Rogan and Shlaim (eds.) 2001, pp. 88-89.
9 Meir 1975, p. 219.

80 Neff 2002, p. 64.

81 Cohen 1990, pp. 220-221.

82| ouis 2006 (@), pp. 514-515; Cohen 1990, p. 2Zn<n, Michael THarry S. Truman and the
Founding of IsraelWestport 1997, p. 168.

% FO 4 Sept. 1948, FO371-68641, Enclosure in Jedeaumbered letter.

8 FO 2March 1949, FO371/75273, Amman: Monthly SituaticepBrt on Transjordan for the Month
of February, 1949.
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did not recognize Jordan until 1955 as it considefeansjordan to be a British
puppet. That Transjordan was not recognized asate &ty the two superpowers
clearly placed the country at a diplomatic disadsaga as it was denied UN
membershiff® Another effect of this was that a significant fowh pressure was
removed from Israel. The superpowers could no lomgake such suggestions as —
we will recognize you if ..., or we won't recognizewy unless .... This form of

pressure was still available against Transjordan.

War in Palestine — Round 1: 15 May — 11 June 1948

15 May, as had been promised, the last Britishisdvithdrew from the Mandate
and the Arab armies invad8lThe first thing to be noted is that the Arab asmie
acted differently than their original war plans gegted, while at the same time they
were unable, or unwilling, to coordinate the newalepments amongst each other.
Transjordan changed its stated war plan into oaefitied well with its “promise” to
Israel — a takeover of what is now known as the tVBemk®’ Egypt saw this as a
Transjordanian land-grab and responded by chariggngar plan into one where it
would lead a two-pronged attack of which one mawedhrough Beersheba and north
towards Jerusalem. The rational was that by grapparts of the West Bank Egypt
could limit Transjordan’s gains. The war was thusrenof a classical example of
inter-Arab strife along the traditional Hashemitgiddashemite lines, rather than one
of Israeli strangulatiof®

The Arab Legion entered Palestine and quickly rddeeward into the West
Bank with the aim of taking control of and holditige Arab areas. Jerusalem was to
be by-passed, but the Haganah had, in the perigtB1@ay taken over all British
compounds in the city, and as a result King Abdullas forced to act. 17 May he
ordered John Bagot Glubb to occupy and protecOtdeCity 2° The battle for the Old

8 Wilson 1999, p. 186.

% The best short-hand accounts of the 1948 Warcanedfin Morris 2001 and Shlaim 2001. The
following account is based on those.

8" The use of the geographical term "West Bank” iscimonistic as it was not given this name until the
area was annexed by Transjordan, which then bedandan, in 1950. However the term “West Bank”
serves the given purpose well, since the geograpaiea corresponds well with the later use of the
name.

8 Morris 2001, pp. 220-221; Thomas 1999, pp. 80-82.

8 Morris 2001, p. 224.
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City started 19 May and lasted until 28 May whee tlewish Quarter fell to the
Legion®°

Meanwhile the Egyptian army moved northward, otedphe Gaza strip and
moved as far north as Isdud, some twenty mileshsofiTel Aviv, and north-eastward
to Beersheba, through Hebron and Bethlehem. By ag tile Egyptians had reached
just south of Jerusalem. On all fronts the Egypéiemy dug irt*

The Iragi army launched a farcical first roundeoi§ive, attempting to break
through to Haifa, but was repelled as it was unablsuccessfully besiege Kibbutz
Gesher just across the river Jordan. 22 May savrélgg army withdraw across the
river, only to receive reinforcements and retura fgosition of defence by holding the
Arab-held “triangle” — Nablus-Tulkarem-Jenin — therthern section of the West
Bank?? Here the Iraqis dug in and remained mostly inacfiw the duration of the
war, despite the fact that the Iragi contingent weesnumerically largest Arab force
in Palestine, numbering a total of 18,000 trodp3heir presence here, however,
developed into a major problem by the early mowth$949 as the Iragi Government
refused both withdrawal and negotiation.

The Syrian offensive was perhaps the least suitdeg&ntering Palestine a
day later than planned, the Syrian army initialiyyooccupied a former British fort as
well as some abandoned settlements. With one erocepihe Syrian army was
repelled in all its attacks. The small areas incwhthe Syrian army had success were
just enough to give the Syrians a tiny footholdPalestine, which thus offered them a
bargaining chip, however modé€étfThe Lebanese army hardly joined the war at>all.

The alleged Arab unity had proven itself to berad¢aas had the stated plan to
wipe out the infant Jewish state with a strike “efiwill be spoken of like the
Mongolian massacres and the Crusad@dhe complete failure of the Arab armies
cannot disclose the fact that in this first phatevar the Haganah was in a dire
situation. The Israeli army was better trained aadrdinated than the Arab armies,

and the soldiers had a morale that was equal te.rtdowever, the army lacked heavy

% Rogan, Eugene L.: "Jordan and 1948: the persistefan official history” in Rogan and Shlaim
(eds.) 2001, pp. 112-113.

1 Morris 2001, pp. 227-229.
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% Tripp, CharlesA History of Irag.Cambridge 2002, p.123.

% Morris 2001, pp. 232-233.

% Morris 2001, pp. 233-234

% Stated by Arab League Secretary General AzzamaHashprior to the invasion. Quoted in Morris
2001, p. 219.
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armaments and it was fighting on small strips ofdl@ften without the advantage of
height. Despite this, the first four weeks of tharwas mostly an Israeli victofy.
The first truce, which came 11 June 1948, onlydgpphe military balance further to

Israel’'s advantage.

The First Truce: 11 June — 8 July 1948

The UN Security Council had, only five days aftee butbreak of the war, appointed
Count Folke Bernadotte as “special mediator” foleBEne. He had a dual mandate:
To end the fighting and to find a comprehensiveitsmh acceptable to both sides. His
effort at finding a quick end to the fighting waowned with momentary success
when a truce covering all fronts was agreed 11 .Jlihe second half of his mandate
was somewhat of a mission impossible. The trudbgeraronically, made the war a
walkover for the Israelis. The Arab states werevhgaffected by the international
arms embargo that was set to work. Egypt, Iraq Brahsjordan had all tied their
armies to Britain, which ardently upheld the armsbargo®® Beyond that the Arab
states were increasingly incapable of coordinatieg war effort.

In stark contrast, the Israeli Defence Force (IC#5)the Haganah was named
31May, used the truce to massively strengthen thgitihg capabilities. In terms of
arms, Israel was able to acquire large amounts €aecthoslovakia in blatant breach
of the arms embargo. In terms of manpower, the ¢Dfbined large-scale training
camps with the influx of Jewish immigrants, enadplam increase of forces from ca.
35,000 to ca. 65,000 in the period 15 May 3u§. In terms of organization, the IDF
became more streamlined as both the Stern Gandrgunad were mostly disbanded
and integrated into the IDE.

Bernadotte issued his first proposal for a solutmthe conflict 27 June 1948,
stipulating a division of Palestine into two sen8o- one Jewish state and one Arab
state united with Transjordaff This proposal was rejected by both sides. In anfac

folly the Arab states refused to extend the trumwarfare was resumed 8 Jdfy.

" Morris 2001, pp. 215-218.

% Shlaim, Avi: “Israel and the Arab coalition in 1®4n Rogan and Shlaim (eds.) 2001, p. 94.
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190 The fact that the proposal included annexatioftansjordan made most Israeli’'s conclude that
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War in Palestine — Round 2: 8 —18 July 1948

The second round of the war broke out 8 July astéthuntil 18 July the same year.
The fighting was initiated when the Egyptians lshedt a strike against the IDF in the
south at dawn the 8 July.

On the southern Egyptian front the ten days wededgisive, though it can be
said that the IDF suffered the fewest losses aralt dee heaviest blows. On the
Syrian front in the north the IDF suffered heavgdes without achieving decisive
victory, but the Syrian force was cut in half ahé back was broken of the northern
Arab Liberation Army (ALA) strongholds. On the CaadtTransjordanian front Israel
took Lydda and Ramle after Glubb Pasha ordered_éfggon troops to withdraw in
order to be able to defend the rest of the WestkBaspecially the area around
Latrun!%? The IDF secured the road connecting Tel Aviv asrisalent®

Second Truce: 19 July — 15 October 1948

A second truce was initiated 19 July and lasted @bt October 1948. As with the
first truce the Arab states were unable to berfedin the respite in the fighting,
whilst the IDF added further military might to tiseales. Meanwhile Bernadotte’s
mission impossible continued. He had finished hisalf report, known as the
Bernadotte Plan, and had handed it over to the isimon the 17 September 1948 he
was murdered by the Israeli terrorist group knowrhe Stern Gany* The Swedish
Count left a lasting testimony and a looming shadoat his successor Ralph Bunche
had to try to fill’> The Bernadotte Plan envisaged an UN administezecsdlem and
the creation of the Palestine Conciliation Comnoissi(PCC)% Lastly, the
Bernadotte Plan included a tit-for-tat alterationthe Partition Plan whereby Israel
would get the Galilee and in return the Arabs wagétithe whole Nege¥” This was
rejected by Israel who insisted on bothatiid tat. Bernadotte also ardently insisted on

the repatriation of the Palestinian refugE¥sAlso this demand was rejected by
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104 Shlaim 2001, p. 37.

195 One of the assassins later admitted that thelilged was to liquidate Ralph Bunche, as he was see
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Israel’®® The plan as a whole was rejected by Egypt, andAtad League made it
clear that unless the refugees were allowed tarréhere could be no negotiatioHs.
Once again King Abdullah stood out as the exceptite made public
statements against the Bernadotte Plan, yet matksait that he would abide by it if it
was accepted by the UN In retrospect the Israeli ambassador to the UStzatUN,
Abba Eban, used the Arab stance towards the ofidgiagition Plan to argue in
support of the Israeli rejection of the Bernadddan: “We would meet the Arab
invaders on their chosen ground. Since they haddeédcto reject the 1947

delimitation in favor of a verdict by arms — so ib&'*?

The legitimacy of this logic
can be questioned, but it was cleverly used in g tivat allowed Israel both to have

the moral high ground while at the same time coriqgeerritory.

Towards the Best Animosity

It was during this second truce, while acting mesti&Ralph Bunche took over for
Bernadotte, that the special relationship betwesael and Transjordan started re-
emerging*™® It took a while from re-emergence to full fledgeeldication, and Israel
spent much of the second truce planning an attacth® Arab Legion and the Iraqi
troops in order to take over the West BatkThe special relationship won out in the
end, and it was Egypt who received the brunt ofisheeli attack in the third round of
the war. This was done with Transjordanian consdiis choice of strategy
represented “the elimination, at least temporaridy, the option of a political
settlement with Egypt, in favour of a settlementhwiransjordan'® In the short
term this was a clear advantage to Transjordan. riékewas of course that Israel
would turn on Transjordan once Egypt had been tiefliedn October 1948, this was a

risk Transjordan was willing to take.

199 Morris 2004, p. 322.

110T3] 2004 (b), pp. 351-352.

111 Tal 2004 (b), pp. 354-355; Pappé 1992, p. 164.

12 Epan 1977, p. 124.

113 Ralph Bunche took the title “Acting Mediator” raihthan “Mediator” as had been Bernadotte’s
title. This was done out of respect for his murderelleague. Neeser 2005, p. 30.

114 Shlaim 2001, pp. 38-39.

115 Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 130.
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3. Israeli — Transjordanian Contact Regained
August — November 1948

By November 1948 any observer would have considéréighly improbable that
Israeli and Transjordanian diplomats were holdifgtéral talks behind the scenes.
The two countries had, only months previously, fatugver Jerusalem and other areas

in central Palestine. Officially King Abdullah watsll the commander of the invading
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Arab armies. The previous bilateral talks betwden tivo states were well guarded
secrets. Even those few who had known of the sdeik$s between Israeli and
Transjordanian representatives in 1947, and tHg eamths of 1948, would have had
no reason to expect the two warring parties topgr@ach each other. Despite this
apparent implausibility, that is exactly what theyd. In fact the diplomatic
relationship between the two states had re-devdloper a longer period of time.

Before we delve into the detailed accounts of hbis special relationship
reappeared on the diplomatic horizon it is necgstkatake a step back and consider
how a diplomatic approach was possible at such iat po time. The greatest
hindrance for such talks was, rather obviously, dhgoing war. For Transjordan’s
part this was made more problematic by the atmasphehe Arab world — one filled
with unrealistic war rhetoric and propaganda; im&mpolitical turmoil fuelled by the
Palestinian refugees and an Arab unity that botmséd all deviation and was split
into a pro-Hashemite and an anti-Hashemite chinpthis atmosphere it could have
been considered political suicide to open talkshwtite Israeli$. There were other
factors at play however; factors that helped explany Transjordan chose to break
with the unwritten protocols of Arab unity.

One of the main factors was the long dawning ratibn that although the
Arab Legion had obtained and fortified significéertritorial acquisitions, this strength
was highly temporal. The longer the war would h#asted, the more unable the
Legion would have been to hold the areas it colewollts lines were extended
beyond breaking point and the supplies were beopnuasperately low. The
international arms embargo had adversely affededntilitary balance in Israel’s
favour. Transjordan, economically controlled byt&in, was completely sealed off,
whilst Israel was able to acquire arms and amnumith a clandestine manner from
other sources, mainly CzechoslovakiBhis dire situation was made worse by the fact

that one of the last shipments of ammunition frortah that was to come through to

! Rabinovich 1991, pp. 14-17; Wilson 1999, pp. 178:1El- Edroos, Brigadier S.AThe Hashemite
Arab Army 1908-1979Amman 1980, pp. 259, 275; Shlaim, Avi: "Israel ahd Arab coalition in
1948 in Rogan and Shlaim (eds.) 2001, s. 82; Phtu@®87, p. 78.

2 0n a tragic note: The metaphor of political suicidrned out to not merely be a metaphor as King
Abdullah was murdered based on the very accusttatrhe had collaborated with the Israelis.

% Glubb 1957, pp. 210-211.

4 FO 11 Jan. 1949, FO141/1329, FO to Cairo, telegran®8; Glubb 1957, p. 149; Shlaim, Avi:
“Israel and the Arab coalition in 1948” in Rogardg®hlaim (eds.) 2001, p. 94; For a list of some of
these armaments see: El- Edroos 1980, p. 259.
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Transjordan was “hijacked” by Egypt as the cargsspd through the SudzThe
Anglo-Jordanian Treaty of Alliance only applied Toansjordan proper, and hence
there could be no British guarantees against Isaggjressiof. This was a fact that
caused much embarrassment to those British citiearisedded in the Transjordanian
Government — especially the British Minister Alezkbride and John Bagot Glubb.
The British Ministry of Defence did take the stdpdscussing the issue with the US
administration, but the case was not pushed fusfter the US had responded to the
negative®

A final factor pushing King Abdullah into openingptbmatic talks with Israel
was perhaps the reappearance of Elias Sassonedtag Israeli Arabist who had
been one of the masterminds behind the Golda Mieig-Kbdullah talks. In June-
July 1948 he was given the responsibility of attengpto open diplomatic channels
with Arab leaders, particularly King Abdulldh.One would be gravely
underestimating King Abdullah if one put too muckight on this argument, but it
cannot go unaccounted for. During the Abdullah-Malks Sasson had played a vital
role, and there had developed a great sense oftetween the two men. When, on
the brink of war, 10 May 1948, Sasson had not shawrior the last meeting, the
friendly atmosphere that had existed broke d&Wwnt would be a massive
exaggeration to state that this was the only reabohit seemed to have weighed
heavily for King Abdullaht* During one of the December meetings, which will be
discussed later, King Abdullah’s physician and elesnfidant Dr. Sati commented:
“Golda Meir was dry during her interview with Hisdyesty before the troubles. If

your excellency [Sasson] had visited yourself,avd have been possible to arrive at

® Morris 2003, p. 171; Rogan, Eugene L.: “Jordan 5948 the persistence of an official history” in
Rogan and Shlaim (eds.): 2001, p. 112; Pundik 1p9201.

® A copy of the Treaty of Alliance is to be foundR®371/75287. This folder also contains some legal
discussions on whether it could apply to the WestlB The conclusion is that it would apply to the
West Bank only when this was annexed by Jordartldagnnexation was recognized by the British
Government. Pappé 1992, p. 185; Tal 2004 (b), 8. 45

’ Both Kirkbride and Glubb kept appealing for theeese of arms and ammunition, to no avail. There
are many examples of such appeals in the ForeifjoeCdrchives, only some are listed: FO 19 Aug.
1948, FO371/68822, Note by Glubb Pasha; FO 6 D@#8,1F0816/134, Amman to FO, telegram 931;
FO 29 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, Amman to FO, CypheB8a; FO 12 March 1949, FO800/477,
Amman to FO, telegram 149. Kirkbride warned: “I bavgrowing feeling [...] that if disaster
overtakes Transjordan whilst we are withholdingpigs and ammunition, we might as well abandon
the present policy of building defensive allianoethe Middle East.” Quoted in Shlaim 1987, p. 61.

8 Tal 2004 (b), p. 404.

® Rabinovich 1991, p. 40; Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. MB:-Tal 2004 (b), p. 349.

10 Shlaim 1990 (a), pp. 92-171; Bar-Joseph 1987156-157.

1 Nevo 1996, p. 186.
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a better understanding® Sasson’s role in rejuvenating the amicable atmesph
between King Abdullah and the Israeli represengstimight have added that last
necessary pro that tipped the balance.

From the Israeli viewpoint several other argumeqtpear. Although the war
was going well, the young state could not susth@ dost of war perpetually. The
West Bank was a tempting prize, but the cost wdwde been high. The southern
parts of Palestine were far easier to conquer. fsure such a conquest, which
involved an all out attack on the Egyptian armyydts vital to pacify Transjordan and
the Arab Legion, especially on the Jerusalem frdite interests of Israel and
Transjordan coincided as Egypt posed one of theegtathreats to Transjordanian
interests.

For Israel to attempt to conquer both central amdittern Palestine
simultaneously would have been costly and a largéany risk. Furthermore, an
outright attack on areas not allotted to Israethe UN Partition Plan would have
implied risking a conflict with the great powerdi3 was a possibility that especially
worried Foreign Minister ShertdR.Confrontation with the British was a great worry
for the Israeli Government, especially given thanBsurion was unaware of the fact
that the Treaty of Alliance between Britain and rigj@rdan only applied if
Transjordan’s official borders were breached, amat the treaty therefore did not
apply for the West BanK. Thus, ironically, the Treaty of Alliance was asea for a
peaceful approach for both parties, but for congbjetdifferent reasons. For
Transjordan due to lack of protection, for Israad do lack of information.

The choice to leave central Palestine for later matsan easy on€.In a sense
the Israeli Government had to fight the Israelitseent at the time, so aptly described
by Ben-Gurion: “Our public is drunk with victory eut of ignorance, just as a year
ago it was frightened of the Arab armies, out oigince.*®

A last factor in explaining the renewed contactMegstn Transjordan and Israel
is the importance of the pre-war “deal” between Henist leadership and King

Abdullah. On face value the deal was null and vdighon closer examination,

12 Quoted in Rogan, Eugene L.: “Jordan and 1948péhsistence of an official history” in Rogan, and
Shlaim (eds.) 2001, p. 117.

13 Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. 124-125.

4 pappé 1992, p. 185; Pundik 1994, pp. 148-150, 170.

!5 According to Uri Bar-Joseph the choice was neiférBut rather “when”. The “when” in this case
was June 1967. Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 125.

16 Quoted in Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 122.
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however, “Abdullah remained remarkably loyal to lbisginal understanding with
Golda Meir.*” Although the Arab Legion was the Arab army thahaquered the
largest parts of Palestine, fought some of theditsi single battles against the Israeli
army and ended up possessing half of the war'segeprize, Jerusalem, the pre-war
understanding was “breached” only four times. Inoéthese cases there was a clear
sense of either necessity or accident. Put diftgremone of the four cases were fully
planned acts of aggression. The four cases werl &izson, Jerusalem, Latrun and
Lydda/Ramleh. With the exception of Jerusalem, Wwhiwas outside the
understanding, all of the remaining points of cenfivere within the Arab sector, as
defined by the Partition PIdf.

Gush Etzion was a small settlement bloc near Jemsdut located within the
sector of Palestine allotted to the Arabs in theifen Plan!® The story of the fall of
Gush Etzion is a tragic one as it resulted in asaa® of the Jewish settlers, but the
battle was not one initiated from above. Rather #teack was launched as a
spontaneous action from the young and ambitiousl ftemmander, Abdullah al-
Tel® After Gush Etzion, but not because of it, al-Telswquickly promoted and
became a leading figure in both the fighting inudatem and the Jerusalem
negotiations that took place in November 1848.

The battle for Jerusalem was heavy, with many dassiaon both sides. The
city became one of the greatest sticking pointstiier negotiations, but within the
context of the relevant argument, Jerusalem wagrmesentioned in the Abdullah-
Meir agreement. The battle for the Holy City wag dhat could not be avoided if one
army made a move. The status and symbolic impoetanderusalem for both sides
was such that it was a definite either-or. Eithethbsides had to leave it to be
internationalized or both sides had to engagereestighting. Once the Israeli troops
had entered the city, the die had been %ast.

" Shlaim 2001, p. 39.

'8 Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. 59-87; Nevo 1996, p. 138.

9 Gush Etzion was destroyed in 1948, but was rehftiér the 1967 war and is now one of the largest
Jewish settlements on the occupied West Bank. P2Q@eg, p. 101.

2 Joseph Nevo here disagrees with Bar-Joseph irstefitine nature of the attack. According to Nevo
the attack was pre-planned in Amman. In any caseatgument put forth by Bar-Joseph — that the
battle for Gush Etzion was not a breach of thevpgeunderstanding as it was within the Arab ardas o
Palestine — is still valid. Nevo 1996, p. 131; Baseph 1987, pp. 59-64.

21 Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 164.

22 Morris 2001, p. 224; Nevo 1996, pp. 135-136.
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In the case of Latrun the Haganah launched a sefiagacks despite the fact
that Latrun was both held by the Legion and wasiwithe boundaries of Arab
Palestine. The reason for this was the logic of weif, as the Legion had occupied
Latrun to block the road connecting Tel Aviv witkrdsalem. The Legion managed to
hold onto Latrun despite repeated Israeli attatks.

Lastly, the case of Lydda and Ramleh was one ohsjoadanian withdrawal
and to a very little extent an actual baffle.

As Jerusalem was unmentioned in the pre-war agneieara the remaining
three battles were all fought in Arab areas thems mo actual territorial breach of the
understanding by the Arab Legion. All territorialreaches of the pre-war
understanding were done by the Israeli affniking Abdullah made it clear to the
Israeli leadership that he had entered the warusecaf the Deir Yassin massacre and
the Israeli breach of the Jerusalem ceaséfifehe point here being that, with the
exception of Gush Etzion, all the battles foughineen Israel and Transjordan were
initiated by Israel. King Abdullah’s adherence fwe tpre-war understanding was
surprisingly strict, indicating that he had neverqeived it as broken.

As one can see, there were a whole series of redsorKing Abdullah to
reinitiate talks with Israel. Militarily Transjordawas extremely weak and needed to
end the war. This would explain the need for tatkg, not the need for secret bilateral
talks. In terms of explaining this it is far mordavant that the pre-war understanding
was still perceived as valid by King Abdullah, diésghe few breaches mentioned
above. King Abdullah regarded personal relationghéi than other forms of
diplomacy?’ This preference was strengthened by the factTtratsjordan was not a
member of the UN as the country had been recogmmsgther by the US nor the
USSR? Both parties also disliked the inefficient natofeJN negotiations?

Added together the above-mentioned factors wouwldtife most part, explain
the interest Transjordan had in negotiating witlhé§ and vice versa, but they do not
adequately explain why Transjordan was willing take the political risk of

negotiating with Israel. The explanation for thanconly be found in the political

23 Morris 2001, pp. 226-227; Morris 2003, pp. 168-170

24 Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. 59-97.

% Morris 1998, p. 89.

% Thomas 1999, p. 95.

%7 Shlaim 1988, p. 74.

28 Stabler to Sec. of State, 7 Feb. 1948RUS1949, Vol. VI, pp. 732-734.

29 See Chapter 4, 5 and 6. Eban to Eytan, 1 Nov., 188 85 in Freundlich (Ed.) 1984, p. 118.
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developments within the Arab world. It was, aftdly the political atmosphere and
tensions within the Arab world that made negotraicuch a political gamble for

Transjordan.

Claiming the Palestinian Cause: Egypt and the All P alestine
Government

By the end of the summer months of 1948, the atlefyab unity was increasingly
showing itself to be a series of empty words. Tj@asin was becoming the scapegoat
for the Arab states failure to “liberate PalestiffeThis development could seemingly
not be avoided. If worst came to worst, King Abdhlicould have been blamed for
losing all of Palestine, and if King Abdullah gashwvay and annexed the West Bank,
then he would be blamed for having personal intsriesthe war rather than rallying
for the Palestinian caud&In a personal (and secret) telegram to Head oFdreign
Office’s Eastern Department, Bernard Burrows, J3ubb worded this inter-Arab

animosity expressed rather bluntly:

The internecine struggles of the Arabs are morthénminds of Arab politicians than
the struggle against the Jews. Azzam Pasha [GeBecaétary of the Arab League], the
Mufti and the Syrian Government would sooner seeJgws get the whole of Palestine
than that King Abdulla[h] should benefi.

In this context the All Palestine Government (AR&s a serious threat to
King Abdullah’s Palestinian ambition. The All Paies Government was created 22
September 1948 and, although it was seated in Ga@alaimed itself as the only
rightful government for the Palestinian people acause. The All Palestine

Government was an Egyptian invention that recestgzbort from the Arab Leagde.

30 shlaim, Avi: “The Rise and Fall of the All-Palesti Government in Gaza” ifournal of Palestine
Studiesvol. 20, no. 1. Autumn 1990 (b), p. 45.

31 When King Abdullah annexed the West Bank two yéeties, this was the accusation. Shlaim 1990
(a), pp. 392-394.

$2FQ 22 Sept. 1948, FO371/68861, Secret and PerddhaGlubb to Burrows.

% The Arab League support for the All Palestine Goreent must be nuanced. Transjordan, obviously
enough, did not support it, but Transjordan st@ss$ lalone than officially appeared to be the case.
Through several meetings with Arab representative®British Foreign Office learnt that Lebanon was
against the All Palestine Government, but couldténd alone and that a similar stance more or less
applied for Irag. The Iragi Premier stated thabhky supported the All Palestine Government as a
symbolic act to give the Palestinian people hopkthat sooner or later the Arab world would have to
admit defeat and concede the areas of Palestihectinained under Arab control to Transjordan. FO 2

38



The Egyptian intentions were twofold: By supportisgch a government Egypt
sought to protect itself from the accusation thavas acting against the interests of
the Palestinian people. Furthermore, the mere engst of such a government put
spokes in the Transjordanian whe#3his combination would also make it easier for
the Egyptian army to withdraw from the Palestinagmire without losing too much
face®

As long as the ad-hoc government in Gaza existadas impossible for King
Abdullah to promote himself as the sole represemtaif the Palestinian cause. The
old conflict between the Grand Mufti and King Abldil had once again come to the
fore. Neither Egypt nor any of the other Arab stat@anted to put the Mufti back in a
powerful position, but after the release of therBelotte Plan, which ceded the Arab
areas of Palestine to Transjordan, the Arab Leagaati-Hashemite bloc felt that
even an unattractive solution was better thannigtiing Abdullah get all of Arab
Palestin€® In terms of obtaining Arab Palestine, King Abdhllamain enemy was,
rather ironically, not Israel, but the Grand MuEigyptian alliancé’

The establishment of the All Palestine Governmeas wnore than a mere
symbolic matter, or a so-called war of hearts aimdsr The Egyptian army actually
sought to arm Palestinian anti-Hashemite elemesdpgecially in the Bethlehem
area’® The logical extension of this would be that Eggptilefeat was in the interest
of Transjordan. Both in terms of weakening an endmay more importantly in terms
of increased political manoeuvrability. The US Mieir in Israel noted as much when
the IDF was about to launch its campaign againgpEm October 1948. The Israeli
campaign would destroy the fledgling governmenGara, and remove the Egyptian
power in the Bethlehem-Hebron area, thus enablirmp§jordan to negotiate and
make gains with greater eaSeTo quote Glubb Pasha: “[I]f the Jews are going to
have a private war with the Egyptians and the Gamarnment, we do not want to

get involved. The gyppies and the Gaza governmenalanost as hostile to us as the

Oct. 1948, FO371/68861, Beirut to FO, telegram F8;6 Oct. 1948, FO371/68642, Cairo to FO,
telegram 1393; FO 14 Oct. 1948, FO371/68643, Batn&®, telegram 1023.

34 Shlaim 1990 (a), pp. 218-222; Shlaim 1990 (bY(.Salibi, KamalThe Modern History of Jordan.
London/New York 2006, p.163. For J.B. Glubb’s asédyat the time: FO 5 Oct. 1948, FO371/68642,
Situation report Trans-Jordan and Palestine; FG&#. 1948, FO371/68861, Secret and Personal J.B.
Glubb to Burrows.
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Jews!"® Glubb Pasha was not so naive as not to realizeltieus danger of such a
game. In the same note he claimed: “The Jewismsiffe [...] may finally knock out
the Gaza government [...] it will make the Jews eweore arrogant, and if they
knock out the Egyptians they may turn on tsThe inter-Arab animosity was not
improving, and as a result King Abdullah had becomereasingly politically
outflanked. In view of this, and the obvious impb#iy for the Arab Legion to
engage in open conflict with the All Palestine Guoweent, the rational behind
holding the talks secret is more evident. King Alalu had become increasingly
isolated in the Arab world and the Egyptian staimae pushed things so far that direct
talks with Israel could not create a wound that wasalready there — it could only

infect it.

Operation Yoav: 15 October — November 1948

The Israeli army launched Operation Yoav, or tha P&agues, on 15 October 1948.
This operation, which was masterminded by YigaloAll struck at the Egyptian
forces at several locations, splitting up theiop® and forcing withdrawal. Most of
the Egyptian troops either retreated to the Gadp et held on in what was to be
known as the “Faluja pocket”. In an attempt to séne=Bernadotte Plan, and to make
sure the Negev was retained by Transjordan, GreahiB tried to pass a UN
Resolution threatening sanctions unless Israeldnath to the lines of 1®ctober.
Such a resolution was stopped by US President H&rryfruman because the
president feared the consequences of positionimgdif too strongly against Israel
during a presidential electidA.Although the British and US Government shared an
understanding of the conflict, the two governmemése at loggerheads over how to
handle the situatioff The British Government was willing, but unable pessure
Israel, whilst the US Government was able, butwiting.

While the Israeli forces attacked Egypt in Openatioav the Arab Legion
stood idle. Once the operation was completed howewegion troops filled the

military vacuum that had been created by the Egyptvithdrawal from areas such as

39 Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. 132-133.

0 Quoted in Shlaim 1990 (b), p. 48.
1 Quoted in Shlaim 1990 (a), p. 235.
“2 Cohen 1990, pp. 254-256.

43 Cohen 1990, p. 273.
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those surrounding Hebron and BethleHé@®peration Yoav was highly illustrative in
many ways. Firstly it proved, if there had everrbeay doubt, that the alleged Arab
unity was baseless. Secondly, it was a clear mstaiien of the Israeli Defence
Force’s military superiority at that point in therv Thirdly, it made it evident that the
All Palestine Government was nothing more than raptg shell. Once the Egyptian
sphere of influence had been removed, so too wadnfluence of the All Palestine
Government? The result was more dramatic than could have b&pacted, as by the
termination of Operation Yoav, the whole All PalestGovernment had fled Gaza,

leaving not a single representative on Palestisglf®

Claiming the Palestinian Cause: Transjordan and the Jericho
Conference

To make sure that the political benefits gainedthy fall of the All Palestine
Government was not squandered, and in order tdectegitimacy for himself as a
true warrior of the Palestinian cause, King Abdulegan rallying vocal Palestinian
support. As early as 1 October 1948 the Transjoattaregent had arranged a meeting
in Amman where he gathered Palestinian notableswhat was dubbed the “First
Palestinian Congresé®.This first attempt took place as a clear competiicthe All
Palestine Government, but as it was badly prepanelchad a low level of attendance,
the “Congress” had little impaéi.The attempt at competing with the All Palestine
Government was evident to all as Abdullah’s Corgreas held only a day after the
All Palestine Government had first convened thelégtmian National Council” in
Gaza® Also this meeting was marred with low attendanaefact that could mostly
be blamed on the Arab Legion who, in cooperatiathwie Iraqi forces, had hindered
many of the invited notables from going to Ga%&he First Palestinian Congress
issued the following statement: “The Conferencecgsa responsibility for any

disasters or calamities which befall Palestine frimw on, on the shoulders of those

4 Morris 2003, pp.243-244; Tal, David: “Between lititn and Professionalism: Israeli Military
Leadership during the 1948 Palestine WarTlre Journal of Military Historyyol. 68, No. 3. July
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Arab Governments who support the Government of G#zahe venom in the inter-
Arab relationship could not have been clearer.

The second Abdullah-supported Palestine Conferemseheld after the fall of
the All Palestine Government, 1 December 1948 iiiclde. On this occasion the King
had a much greater success. Once the All PaleGtivernment had been destroyed,
the stage was set for King Abdullah to win the whhearts and minds. In reality the
odds were against him and history was to proveptiogect a failure, but at the time
the Transjordanian option had been reduced to thlg option available to the
Palestinian populace. The Jericho Conference whbatlithe “?® Arab Palestinian
Conference”. It was attended by ca. 3000 Palesisniancluding several important
Palestinian notables. Although the purpose of thenf€ence was to give the
impression of a Palestinian grassroots supporKieg Abdullah, it was obvious for
many that this was not quite so. The Conferencecalisd for by the regent himself,
and for the most part the attendants didn’t showmipheir own initiative. They were
recruited and sometimes even bribed or threatdvlady of those that did attend on
their own accord were long time supporters of Kidmiullah®? The very fact that the
Conference was held in Jericho carried with it date symbolism — Jericho is within
the borders of Mandate Palestine, but also a n@terifrom Transjordar’

The Conference issued a declaration that statddhé[ Conference decides
that Palestine and the Hashemite Kingdom of Tradajoshould be incorporated into
one Kingdom and acknowledges His Majesty King Akajh] ibn Hussein as the
Constitutional King of Palestin€” The advertisements for the meeting, as well as
this final declaration was aired by Radio Ramallahich was a radio station
controlled by King Abdullah®

Despite this clear vocal support for the King, gsrook a slightly different

twist than he had planned. Due to an odd combinatioKing Abdullah’s personal

L FQO 40ct. 1948, FO371/68642, Kirkbride to Bevin, Despato. 70.

52 Wilson 1999, pp. 182-184 This stark picture pairtg Mary C. Wilson is not entirely correct. In the
Foreign Office archives there are many exampldsttgrs from Palestinian and reports from Kirkbride
and others where one gets the impression that #esean growing support for Abdullah in the
grassroots. However, more often than not, this stippas based on a sense of necessity rather than
sincere support. FO 2 Nov. 1948, FO371/68643, AmtudfO, No. 4 Saving; FO 2 Oct. 1948,
FO371/68642, Cairo to FO, telegram 1374; FO 14 0318, FO371/68643, Beirut to Eastern
Department, 7/178/48; FO 30 Oct. 1948, FO371/688d8)salem to FO, telegram 578; FO 3 Nov.
1948, FO371/68643, Eastern Department to Beirdt3479/375/31; Shlaim 1988, p. 340.

3 Nevo 1996, p. 167.
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ambition and the stalwart anti-Hashemite attitudethe Arab League, as led by
Egypt, the Jericho Conference turned out to be lobigger success and a greater
failure than King Abdullah had expected. Becaus¢hefopposition the Arab world
mustered against the planned annexation of the BWask, doubled up by British
advice of postponement, the King gave in to thesiaspressuré® Prime Minister
Abul Huda issued the following statement at a ps¥erence: “[H]is government
has decided not to implement its decision and tiahe parliament to adopt the
resolutions of the Jericho Conference for the presdthough these resolutions are in
complete agreement with the policy of the Jordamjavernment® The annexation
was postponed indefinitely — until April 1950 asturned out. In exchange for the
delay of the annexation, the other Arab states dséiv their support for the All
Palestine Governmem.In others words the Jericho Conference actualigweid
King Abdullah a limitedcoup of the Palestinian cause. He was awarded theditle
legitimate representative for the Palestinian peoplit was not allowed to annex the
very area his title had given him. His political m&uvrability was increased without
him having to face off neither Egypt nor the Mufiihe latter was somewhat
discredited by chance, when rumour emerged inNeteember 1948 that the Mulfti
had negotiated with Britain in support of the Betote Plan and hence in support of
partition. The rumour was false, but the Mufti, feasons unknown, didn’t publicly
deny it>®

The fact that King Abdullah was pressured into momnediately annexing
the West Bank could have been said to have pusinedto the hands of the Israeli
negotiators. King Abdullah’s ambition was not totbedered this time, as it had been
before. If the Arab countries weren’t willing tovgi him Arab Palestine, the King

would acquire it by talking to the Israelis.

Secret Channels: Paris and Jerusalem
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It was only in November 1948 that secret talks leetwisrael and Transjordan picked
up pace, but as early as June-July 1948 Elias Bdmabbeen sent to Paris in order to
find and groom possible Arab contaft8y then he had become head of the Middle
East Department at the Israeli Foreign Ministryribg July and August he sent out
diplomatic overtures to representatives of Arabntoes. By early August the bait
was swallowed by Transjordan. Contacts were estadi between Sasson and the
Transjordanian Minister to London, Abdul Majid Hayd" Their first meeting was
held on 3 August 1948 marking the establishmerthefso-called Paris-chanrfélA
parallel channel was created in Jerusalem withiBeldiplomat Jean Neiuwenhuys as
the currier. One of the reasons for the creatiothsf Jerusalem-channel was King
Abdullah’s desire to keep political developmentscisse to himself as possibife.
There were few concrete developments in eithersRariJerusalem, but the mere
opening of these two cannels marked the beginniregreew phase in the diplomatic
relations between the two states.

In late August the media got hold of reports statimat Israel and Transjordan
were conducting talks in a European capital. Tla lseems to have been an Israeli
slip, but it nonetheless frightened the Transjoiaarregent who demanded total
secrecy. The result was that King Abdullah templyraclosed down the Paris-
channel and increased the focus on the Jerusalanmelt*

On the 210ctober an American UN Truce Commission represietatas
asked by King Abdullah if he could “request his gmment to inform the Jewish
authorities that Transjordan had been forced bguaistances to take part in the
hostilities in Palestine and would, when conditiggesmitted, be ready to come to
some reasonable settlement in regard to Palefir@: the morning of 3 November
1948 the British Foreign Office received a repodni Amman that King Abdullah
was communicating with Israeli representatives Wit Belgian Consul-General in
Jerusalem Jean Neiuwenhuys as a go-between. Téfetdlegram stated dryly that
“Nothing positive has emerged”, adding also tha&t Frime Minister of Transjordan

€0 Rabinovich 1991, p. 40; Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. MB:-Tal 2004 (b), p. 349.
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was unaware of these tallsDespite the British attitude, it was evident théat was
emerging was far more serious than the originaisRdrannel. For instance, in what
was a goodwill token, Abdullah promised Israel fpassage on the Latrun road if this
was requeste. Israel never made the request for such a passageise Ben-Gurion
wanted all of Latrurt®

By 5 November Transjordanian Prime Minister TewAiliul Huda had gained
knowledge of the secret talks and gave these aroeglpof sorts. He made it clear
that only some weeks earlier he would have dematitktdsuch talks be put to an
end, he now “felt that they might be usefti.”

Two weeks later the Prime Minister of Transjordasmsvshocked to discover
the actual depth of the covert talks. Via a Paiesti named Abdel Ghani el Carmi,
who was the personal envoy of King Abdullah, thean§jordanian Minister in
London received a message from the Israelis. Thesage was a blueprint for what
was on the table: “[T]he Jews will make no conaassiover the Negeb but are
prepared to let Transjordan have the Hebron Ramalta Nablus districts and to add
the strip of Palestine territory east of the Jordad Lake Tiberias and north of the
Yarmuk.”® When this message reached the Transjordanian Rimister he reacted
much as was expected of a Prime Minister who hauh kept in the dark on such a
serious issue. He made it clear to King Abdullalatthhe had not authorized
negotiations and demanded that the King’'s emis¢Abdel Ghani el Carmi) be
recalled’ King Abdullah also played the part that was expécif him. He seemingly
obeyed his Prime Minister yet, secretly, followesl twn agenda of continued tals.

Just days after King Abdullah had agreed to put tddks on hold, the
Transjordanian Minister to London had a meetindwaitficials in the Foreign Office
where he informed them of his orders to maintaintacts with the Israeli delegates.
The orders had been given from King Abdullah himsEhe officials at the Foreign
Office made it clear that “there would be no harmaind possible advantage in his

trying to discover from the Jews what they havenind without committing himself
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®8 Shiloah to Sharett, 20 Nov. 1948, doc. 168 in Rdiioh (Ed.) 1984, p. 209.

% FO 8 Nov. 1948, FO371/68822, Amman to FO, telegBérh

" FO 17 Nov. 1948, FO816/133, Amman to FO, telegé@m Negeb is a common spelling of Negev
in many of the British sources.

LFO 17 Nov. 1948, FO816/133, Amman to FO, telegé@m

"2FO 17 Nov. 1948, FO371/68822, FO to Amman, teleqgt71.

45



in any way or entering into negotiatiors.He was also warned of all the dangers
posed by serious talks. For the British Governnagrything beyond testing the waters
was going too far. Britain supported the Bernadftien and wanted to buy time so
that this plan could be given a chance in the Uhe TS Government, however, was
already faltering in its stance, and as a resaitwss the British”* The British
support for a UN plan that had lost most of itsgarh and the resulting inability to
discuss the UN situation with Transjordanian repnéstives, must have further
weakened King Abdullah’s trust in the organization.

Abdullah’s distrust for the UN was also furtherestgthened by his ardent
anti-communist sentimefit.He clearly feared that too heavy UN involvementuiso
mean that the USSR, due to its permanent memberskie Security Council, would

get too much of a say in the Middle E&5t.

Abdullah Goes it Alone

By mid November 1948 an intriguing dynamic had deped. Within Transjordan
there were three approaches to negotiations. Ooapgof politicians would never
accept talks taking place, whilst others accepiedtdd talks, but not all out
negotiations. The most important representativetfics second group was Prime
Minister Abul Huda. The last approach was mainlgresented by King Abdullah
who supported these talks to the full despite thk and at times behind the back of
his Prime Minister, and against the advice of thitidh Foreign Office.’” The fact
that King Abdullah made political decisions comyrdo the expressed will of his
government was nothing new. That he simultaneodslyided to go against the
advice of the British Foreign Office was much mowmusual considering
Transjordan’s dependency on British economic ariidamj assistancé®

The reasons for British opposition to these talksravbased on the twin
arguments that such talks would undermine the UN tat secret bilateral talks

would dangerously isolate Transjordan in the Araipleh’®
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A further argument put forth by the British agaittst bilateral talks was the
internal dynamics of the Transjordanian Governmespecially with respect to the
Prime Minister who personally preferred the UN laeehe hoped the Bernadotte Plan
would win through. Much of his opposition towardsedt talks was therefore based
on the argument that one should wait for a UN degisather than rush thingS.In
one of the telegrams from Kirkbride, dated 8 Novemithe British Minister made it
clear that King Abdullah had lost faith in the UNdathe he looked “directly to His
Majesty’s Government for hel§® This would imply that King Abdullah wanted the
best of both worlds and was seemingly convinced libacould obtain it. On the one
hand he wanted British guarantees and on the dibewanted to by-pass the
perceived inefficiency of the UN, which, despite limitations, was one of the few
arenas where the British Government could exer¢ise kind of power that
Transjordan needed.

Just as King Abdullah started losing his faittiie UN and the secret channel
became more serious, the UN Security Council pagsetivo Resolutions that were
supposed to form the guidelines for ending the latinfThe resolutions, passed on 4
and 16 November, respectively, called for the witlahl of forces to the lines of 14
October, those prior to Operation Yoav, and for piagties to engage in armistice
negotiations under the supervision of the actingliater®? Despite the clarity of
these resolutions they did not alter King Abdultabistrust of the UN. After all, the

question remained — who was going to enforce tresgutions?

The Jerusalem Truce

Although the Transjordanian Prime Minister Abul Huffom the outset was rather
sceptical towards the direct talks, he quickly meeapersonally involved. By
November 1948 he was exchanging telegrams witrs EidParis° Sasson was tired
of King Abdullah’s staling tactics. In previous éwemnges Abul Huda had been held in

8 FO 18 Nov. 1948, FO371/68862, Amman to FO, telegd@4; FO 19 Nov. 1948, FO371/68862, FO
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the dark. Thus, every time things were revealeking there was a pause in the talks
as King Abdullah and Abul Huda had a facedown. Bgtacting Abul Huda directly
this delay could be avoidéd.

By late November serious negotiations were devebpp Jerusalem. Two of
the prominent military leaders from the war, Abdhllal-Tel and Moshe Dayan, had
started having meetings discussing a Jerusalera&t@ayan, much like al-Tel, was
a military leader whose political position was otiproportion to his rank. Dayan was
Ben-Gurion’s mar?

By the 28 November 1948 a truce covering the 3¢gus area had been
agreed upon. The truce was valid from 7 a.m. 29 eNther, with both parties
seemingly optimisti€” One of the greatest worries was a clause wherednysjordan
was to take responsibility for the actions of béghal Arab militias and Egyptian
forces. The danger was obviously “that certaingutar or Egyptian elements might
break the truce deliberately in order to embarfBsmsjordan.® This threat had
obviously been greatly reduced by the Israeli ss&de Operation Yoav, a success
which also cleared King Abdullah’s back politicalljpaking the outcry in the Arab
world much less vocal when he engaged in thesefieagalks®®

30 November 1948 a further meeting was held betweemmanders from the
Arab Legion and the IDF. The result was an extensibthe truce so that it covered

"0 The truce, and its

the “whole Arab Legion front from Bethlehem to Latr
extension, seemed to have appeared out of nowhetet was the result of almost
two weeks of secret negotiations under the scrufreysmall UN teani*

If Moshe Dayan’s own account of the Jerusalem tradles is accurate, the

developments in the talks were surprising to akthinvolved:
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During the negotiations which preceded the “sintesmase-fire agreement, | got
fed up with the “mediation” of the U.N. represeivat]...] At one of the meetings
[...] | turned to Abdulla[h] el-Tel and suggested ttlihe two of us adjourn to
another room. He agreed, [...] we upped and leftodst private consultation, the
two of us settled our differences very quickly. \Wgurned to the meeting and
reported our agreement, which was read into thtopob [...] el-Tel had agreed to
my proposal that we establish a direct telephame llietween us without having to
go through the U.N. exchande.

The friendly tone, as recalled by Dayan, is condidhy Kirkbride who commented in
a telegram that “Arab Legion representative repdris opposite number was
unexpectedly friendly and forthcomin&l. The experiences from the Jerusalem
meetings could be seen as vital in understandiaglater choice of bilateral talks
rather than following the UN line.

It is difficult to pinpoint how, when and to whektent the UN was by-passed
in these early Jerusalem negotiations. Accordinleshe Dayan’s memoirs the by-
passing started almost by chance in one of theingsetwhilst other sources indicate
that by-passing was the Israeli intention all aldhghis last theory, of the intended
by-pass, seems to lose some credibility in thatagersources pinpoint the starting
point of these talks to a personal initiative by idff in Jerusalent. However, there
is not necessarily a contradiction here. The faet bne can find evidence of an
Israeli desire to by-pass the UN does not necdgsafiect the order of events. It
would have been difficult for Israel to take a cléatiative on “serious ceasefire”
talks covering Jerusalem, but once the local UNf gtaok the initiative to such
meetings, the ice was broken and the opportunitgytpass arrived. It would have
been difficult to deny the opportunity and thenraagh Transjordan directly, but one
could attend these UN hosted meetings and therk laeay into direct talks as a
protest to the supposed inefficiency of the UN. ¥kbethe UN really was inefficient
or not is not the point here. The point is thathobaiyan and al-Tel viewed it as such
and this suited Israel well as it provided an adégexcuse that both parties could
accept. That al-Tel and Dayan found such a good fwobably came as a pleasant

surprise to both parties — a surprise both paat&s sought to benefit from.
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The success of the Jerusalem truce talks can Hetsdiave undermined the
argument for UN mediation, and it created the lohgersonal relationship that King
Abdullah so highly valued. By opening the direcopé line Dayan and al-Tel had
created the logistical bridge that was necessaintensify the bilateral talks. This
was perhaps the greatest manifestation of the ggpwendency to skip the UN
apparatug® The direct phone line was used repeatedly, andespscially used to
solve smaller problems, such as those caused besman battles in the city. Dayan
and al-Tel also managed to agree on a sizablenaiisexchange. Transjordan released
670 Israeli POWs in return for a release of lessth dozen Transjordanian POY(s.
The success of these bilateral talks between alaiel Dayan bolstered King
Abdullah’s belief that personal ties could servetieeds far better than the 3.

Although the talks, to a lesser or greater extead, continuously been taking
place since August 1948, the Israeli Prime Minisi2avid Ben-Gurion, had been
seemingly undecided as to whether negotiationstivagorrect choice. The strategic
thinking behind Israeli diplomatic and military axts was dominated by two schools.
On the one hand there were those who propagateakeaatl solution, urging a
complete military victory over all the Arab statsd extending the Israeli borders to
the Jordan River. On the other hand there werenthre pragmatic thinkers, urging a
combination of military and diplomatic tracks andnie allowing Transjordan to
retain most of the West Bafik Representatives of this second school should @ot b
taken as doves however, but rather as more pragneatists who realized that facing
down the whole Arab world was more risky than adévand conquer tactf® The
Israeli Government, dominated by David Ben-Gurioontinuously shifted between
these two options. By late December 1948, howéwef|eaned towards the option of
attaining minimal objectives through negotiatioather than far more expansive ones
through war. The concrete expression of this teoglevas to be found in the secret

negotiations he entered into with King Abdulldfi*”
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By-Passing the UN — Sidelining the British

In his preference of diplomacy based on personatioas King Abdullah failed to
realize that he was, in effect, making it increginmore difficult for the British
Government to provide him with support. As the UMswby-passed, the British
Government’s ability to exert pressure on Israeh@h This was especially true in
terms of Britain’s capability of exerting influenead pressure within the UN arena.
The arms embargo, which was strictly adhered tthbyBritish Government, as well
as the limitations posed by the fact that the Treaft Alliance only covered
Transjordan proper, rendered British military suppwithin Palestine impossible.
They could only offer advice. Given that King Abldiil often refused to listen to that
advice, the British Government was made powerlessst by default. The might of
the British Empire in the Middle East was reduced a fata morgana This
powerlessness further tilted the balance of powdsrael's favour. This was one of
the foundations for the further developments in thaéks between Israel and

Transjordart®?

4. Crushing the Ringleader: Removing Egypt and
Isolating Transjordan
December 1948 — January 1949

By December 1948 the Arab forces in Palestine heehhall but decimated. The
Egyptians controlled pockets of resistance, as waslla small belt on the border
between Egypt and Palestine. The West Bank wadeativbetween the Arab Legion
and the Iragi army. Both were under-manned andeldckmmunition. The supply
lines were overstretched and neither of them caiffiokd another round of fighting.
The Syrian contingents, as well as the Arab Libenaf\rmy had been routed. It had
become evident that sooner or later the involvediggawould have to negotiate.
Transjordan, as we know, had been negotiating isithel for some time, and King

Abdullah was anxious to get these negotiations @l lest the balance of power

192 pyndik 1994, p. 164.
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shift further to his disadvantage as time passdierd were, however, certain
problems that stood in his way. These problemshzadivided into two categories.
The first were those posed by the inter-Arab rivand the others were those posed
by Israel.

In terms of the inter-Arab policies, Transjordanlike Egypt, did not have the
adequate amount of moral weight that was requineatder for it to be the first Arab
country to break ranks. Furthermore, the Iraqi ésrevhich occupied the northern
section of the West Bank had, both for themselved @ransjordan, created a
complicated situation. Irag was in a much weaksitmm than Transjordan, but had a
less pragmatic outlook. The result was that thejil@my would neither fight,
negotiate nor withdraw. This Iragi intransigencereleped into one of the largest
problems for Transjordan in the forthcoming nedaiies as it befell Transjordan to
negotiate on behalf of Irdy.

Israel had, as a result of having had such sudoetse war, become a more
demanding “partner”. Sure enough Israel had drizgypt out of the West Bank, and
this had coincided with Transjordan’s interestst this had simultaneously left

Transjordan in a vulnerable position.

Talks Upgraded Under Pressure

In December 1948, despite the changing situatiomg KAbdullah intended to
continue talking with the Israeli delegates in saene manner as he had in November.
By use of his trusted envoy, Abdullah al-Tel, tlegant intended to continue talks
with Israel on singular issues, making partial agements, as had been the chosen
method of negotiating following the ceasefire swnsith Israel fino November
19482 This “bit by bit” way of handling things, howevaras not in tune with Israeli
intentions® Elias Sasson sent a letter to Transjordanian Phtimster Abul Huda
expressing his “hope that this first step [Jerusateuce] would pave the way to

general peace’"The same message was conveyed, albeit in a diffesae, by Ben-

! See Chapter 6.
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Gurion who made it clear that he wanted a fullgjled settlement, as partial
arrangements would only create more probléfisis was not only a disagreement in
terms of procedure; it was a clear signal froml#iraelis. King Abdullah understood
the implication of Ben-Gurion’s message — upgrade megotiations, or face the
consequences. It was an ultimatum of either peaveac’

From Amman the logic was that although the destacof the Egyptian
forces had been good riddance, the lesson wasitifeeds Transjordan complied with
the Israeli demands, they could well be the neotivis. The Israeli army could easily
strike at the Iraqi forces and then Transjordanld/ite completely isolated, left at the
mercy of Israel. The Israeli demand of upgrading miegotiations was granted, and
King Abdullah gave Abdullah al-Tel a much greateandate, that of being his
personal representative. The regent knew that teenipr would be against such
intensified talks, and as a result Prime MinisteuAHuda was left in the dark. The
Prime Minister none the less intercepted the intirom. He was clearly distraught
and unsure as to whether he should have another With the King’ This
development started in early December, at whichtgbiee Israeli willingness to show
strength had not yet reached its zenith. If Openat¥oav, that is the Israeli
destruction of the Egyptian forces stationed aroBethlehem in October 1948, had
been perceived as a dangerous double edged swoiah indeed it was, much worse

was to come.

Inter-Arab Developments

Prior to the final Israeli militargoup de gracegainst the Egyptian forces, there was
a political shift in Egypt. The new Egyptian Prirvinister, whose predecessor had
been one of the most ardent advocates of shunalkeg with Israel, sent a letter to his
Transjordanian colleague in the second week of Dbee asking for his opinions on
signing an armistice (and possibly even a finallessent) treaty with Isra&l Abul
Huda replied that Transjordan was already committetegotiating an armistice with

Israel. The conclusion drawn by Abul Huda was “tBgypt was no less anxious than

® Tal 2004 (b), p. 413. Uri Bar-Joseph has noted Bew-Gurion played a classical good cop / bad cop
routine in relations with King Abdullah whereby Bayacted as the bad cop and Sasson the good cop.
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Transjordan to find a way out of the present difiosition.” What this also meant
was that the political animosity between the twalAstates seemed to be fading, and
that there now was an opportunity for diplomatiomeration. If this was obtainable,
it could strengthen both countries’ hands in upemmegotiations. The idea that the
gap was narrowing, as we will see, was overratdte problems of inter-Arab
relations were still a complication, and althougle bld enemies were reconciling,
Transjordan’s ally, Irag, was becoming more of sauce.

In Iraq the suspicion that Iragi forces had becomere tools for King
Abdullah’s expansionist policies had been long lingwCombined with a volatile
political situation in Iraqg, it was difficult forhe Iraqi Government to make
concessions in Palestine that were bound to irturthe Iragi publi¢® Acting
Mediator Ralph Bunche commented that he “had néemm able to come to an
understanding with the Iraqgis and [...] doubted iylBody else would be able to do
so0.” Iraq was not only unwilling to reach an understagdbut seemed also to be
somewhat out of touch with reality. For instance litagi Government sent a message
to Abul Huda in mid-December in which he was askédut “particulars of the
permanent armistice which Transjordan had conclwdéuthe Jews™? The issue of
how the parties were going to handle the stubbmui pbosition developed into one of
the greatest sticking points in the armistice niegjons. It was assumed, from an
early point, that Transjordan was responsibletieritaqi forces. However, as we will
see, Iraq refused to allow King Abdullah to negetian its behalf, just as the Iraqi
forces refused to withdraw, and the Iragi Governmefused to negotiatg.

While the differences in the approach to Palestoaween Egypt and
Transjordan seemed to get smaller, and the difte®ihetween Iraq and Transjordan
grew, so too did the difference in opinion betweka Transjordanian regent and
premier. Abul Huda was clearly interested in an Bidininistered armistice whilst
King Abdullah came to rely more and more on persoglationships:* The premier,

on occasion, even threatened to resign, but waayalalked out of it> The rift
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between regent and premier was not properly heahitl February 1949, when the
premier gave in under much pressure from the King.

The regent's preference of bilateral negotiatiomas also Israel’s, and
attempts were made to get the Prime Minister omthdaias Sasson made his way to
Jerusalem. 11 December 1948 he contacted Abduliaéland informed him that he
would like to meet Abul Huda. This was a meeting ffransjordanian premier was
not ready for, and he insisted that the talks reethiof a purely military naturg.
After Sasson’s attempt failed, the same overture made when, the next day, the
military leaders of the two parties met in Jerusei®@ a continuation of the truce
talks!® The Israeli negotiation team suggested that the tae upgraded to that of a
general armistice. Al-Tel found that this was adeshis mandate. The Transjordanian
team turned down the offer and insisted that frbat point on the talks “must be held
in secret and without press representatidrirhe official reason that was given for
this need of secrecy was that they wanted to astaiddering in the Israeli press for
having refused to negotiate towards a solutionjtdatequally likely that the demand
for such a closure was to protect King Abdullahirthe Arab audienc®.Over the
next few days the pressure increased as both DagdnSasson met with al-Tel,
making it clear that “unless Transjordan was pregdp talk business there was no
purpose in continuing the contacts and that theelstGovernment would in fact insist
on their ceasing® Dayan also made a series of phone calls, on trextdiine
between al-Tel and himself that had been estaldigmenid-November, pressing al-
Tel to answer as quickly as possitfe.

The British Foreign Office followed these develomtgeclosely. Britain had
clear interests in the region and it was seen ta$ thiat Transjordan came out of the
war in as good a position as possible. The Foréiffjite was getting worried at the
pace and nature of the talks — deeming them tooafiad too bilateral. The advice
given to Transjordan was therefore that al-Tel &h@sk for a draft version of an

armistice suggestion from Dayan. This drafting psscwould enable Transjordan to

16 See Chapter 5; FO 2 March 1949, FO371/75273, Amivanthly Situation Report on Transjordan
for the Month of February, 1949.

" FO 13 Dec. 1948, FO816/134, Amman to FO, Cyphe©48.

'8 These meetings were, by this point, talking place bi-weekly basis: FO 16 Dec. 1948,
FO371/68691, Jerusalem to FO, Cypher no. 682.

9FO 13 Dec. 1948, FO371/6869, Jerusalem to FO, €yph. 673.

20FQ 13 Dec. 1948, FO371/6869, Jerusalem to FO, €ypb. 673; Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 172.

2L FO 14 Dec. 1948, FO816/134, Amman to FO, Cyphe©B8.

%2 FQ 14 Dec. 1948, FO816/134, Amman to FO, Cyphe®h8.
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gain valuable time while still preserving ties wirael. Prime Minister Abul Huda
agreed to this proceduf?.

From a British standpoint negotiations through the was still the desired
way to go, but there was no harm in Transjordanagimg in confidence building
measures and investigating where Israel stdobhe president of Lebanon urged
Britain to press this point on Transjordan as Hietffiat any personal negotiations, not
led by the UN, would only bolster extremist elenseimt the regior?l::’ This was also
the argument put forth from the British High Comsns in Cairo, where the
understanding was that both Transjordan and Egyptidvhave a stronger hand in
negotiations if they worked together, a cooperati@at could only be made possible
if talks took place under the UN.The goal was to bring Egypt and Transjordan
together as one negotiating partner with Israek @tlvantages of such an approach
were twofold. On the one hand it would even outlthlance of power vis-a-vis Israel.
On the other hand Egypt and Transjordan would ksxch other much needed moral
legitimacy. The process of bringing the two cowgritogether started in late
December when it had become evident that Trangjovels willing to negotiate an
armistice with Israel, and it was simultaneouslgenstood that this lone effort posed
a grave danger both to Transjordan and, by assmtjdb Great Britain. The reason
for this was obvious at the time: “Since unilateaation by Transjordan would be
universally condemned by the others [Arab states]tre@achery His Majesty’s
Government [UK] would be tarred with the same briféhirhe conclusion, drawn in
the same telegram, was posed as a rhetorical que$i/ould it not be better for us
to do all we can to discourage unilateral actionTognsjordan and work for joint
peaceful action between Transjordan and Eg3fpEgypt, after all, still held a leading
role in the Arab world and it would have been muwdrder for the other Arab
countries to condemn Egypnd Transjordan than it would have been for the Arab

world (including Egypt) to condemn Transjordan. Tilea of a unified negotiating

Z FO 15 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, Amman to Burrows, §4& FO 17 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, FO to
Amman, Cypher no. 1153; FO PEkc. 1948, FO371/68644, Cairo to FO, Cypher no8175

2 FO 17 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, FO to Amman, Cyphet #53.

25 FO 18 Dec. 1948, FO 371/68644, Beirut to FO, Cypite 966.

% FO 19 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, Cairo to Amman, Cypiwer345; FO 21 Dec. 1948, FO371/68644,
Cairo to FO, Cypher no. 1758.

2T FQ 21 Dec. 1948, FO371/68644, Cairo to FO, Cypleerl758; The fear for the “traitor brand” re-
occurs in the British archives, see e.g.: FO 31. 2848, Beirut to Amman, Cypher No. 231.

2 O 21Dec. 1948, FO371/68644, Cairo to FO, Cypher No8175
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team was therefore debated in various forms angdssibilities explore®’ In the
end, however, nothing came of it as an understgnelimerged that the armistice had
to be made by all the Arab countries on an indialcaasis, but that once these were
completed the Arabs could have a unified negotiatteam at the Palestine
Conciliation Commissiof’

King Abdullah supported the Foreign Office’s argumrhef using the UN as an
apparatus to fend off Arab criticism, but he waswe about the prospects of
negotiating together with Egypt. He made some giterat bringing the Arab states
together, but when these failed he left it at that.

King Abdullah’s acceptance of the advice from tlereign Office regarding
UN negotiations is not to say that he agreed withBritish viewpoint that such UN
negotiations were the preferred route. Ratherates developments would show, he
understood the value of allowing official negotiss to be facilitated by the UN,
while keeping the more substantial negotiationgeteand bilateral? The official
statements made by Transjordan were well in lirth this understanding. When, in a
press conference in Cairo 21 December, the Traepisn spokesman was asked
about the UN talks he confirmed these, but wherdsbout direct talks he simply
brushed these off, stating that “no permanent thax been arranged between them
[Transjordan and Israel]” and that the only thihgtthad been discussed was “certain
points of local interest®®> As we know from the analysis of the talks in Jates in
November the real progress had been made whenkhedd excluded, and further,

many of the themes discussed went far beyond ‘iogptints of local interest*

29 FO 21 Dec. 1948, FO371/68644, Cairo to FO, Cyplerl 758; FO 22 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, SofS
FO to Amman, Cypher No. 1168; FO 22 Dec. 1948, BIBA2, SofS FO to Amman, Cypher No.
1166; FO 22 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, SofS FO to Amr@gpher No. 1169; FO 22 Dec. 1948,
FO816/142, Amman to SofS FO, Cypher No. 973; F@2d. 1948, FO816/142, Beirut to Amman,
Cypher No. 228; FO 31 Dec. 1948, FO371/75330, B.®.ECairo) to FO, Telegram no. 45; FO 31
Dec. 1948, FO816/142, FO to Amman, Cypher No. 1F@®4 Jan. 1949, FO371/75381,
Commonwealth Relations Office to Canada, CypherN&0 21 Jan. 1949, FO371/75330, FO to
Amman, Cypher No. 21.

%0 FO 15 Jan. 1949, FO371/75330, Cairo to FO, Cypleei81; FO 27 Jan. 1949, FO371/75331, Cairo
to FO, Cypher No. 134.

31 FO 20 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, Amman to FO, Cyphe®88; FO 25 Jan. 1949, FO371/75330,
Amman to FO, Cypher No. 54. By February 1949 Kirgallah insisted that he had done everything
in his power to obtain cooperation with Egypt, that this had turned out to be impossible. FO 5 Feb
1949, FO371/75347, Amman to FO, Cypher No. 73.

%2 See Chapter 5 and 6.

33 FO 23 Dec. 1948, FO371/68644, Cairo to FO, Cyplerl 768.

34 See Chapter 3.
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From a purely diplomatic viewpoint, ignoring theliioal context, the idea of
a unified Arab negotiation team under UN scrutingswhighly rational. There was,
however, a political context that rendered theisriplan unattainable. From the Arab
perspective the gap was too wide to bridge, desgtéain overture® Egypt and
Transjordan were still nemeses in the Arab worldpite the changes in Egypt.
Reconciliation between the two would have demaradedmount of time that none of
the actors had on their hands. From an Israelppets/e the attempt to bring Egypt
and Transjordan together as a single negotiatimng@awould have been a non-
starter. The chosen Israeli method was to piclon# enemy at a time, be it through
war or negotiation& It was clearly advantageous for Israel to faceesmvweak
opponents rather than one unified Arab allianceaels therefore, skilfully used the

inter-Arab discontent to its advantaﬁe.

Operation Horev: 22 December 1948 - 12 January 1949

For Egypt the first three weeks of December 1948dccbe described as a lull before
the storm. The Egyptian forces had previously bespelled from the area
surrounding Beersheba and forced out of most apédRalestine. The remaining
Egyptian forces were entrenched in the so-calledujg pocket” and Gaza, as well as
a belt of the western Negé¥Although the military threat posed by the Egyptian
forces was minor, the Israeli Cabinet saw it aalhat Egypt was driven otit.The
“Faluja pocket” was an odd “island” of resistannsidle the expanded Israeli borders.
Furthermore, the Negev was seen as a vital assédaZionist project’ The area
had been allocated to the Jews in the 1947 ParfRlan, but had been “taken away”
by the Bernadotte Plan. The Gaza strip was of mimgortance for Israel, but the

destruction of the Egyptian army was seen as napess order to force Egypt to the

% FO 10 Dec. 1948, FO371/68643, Amman to FO, Cypbe®41; FO 27 Jan. 1949, FO371/75331,
Amman to FO, Cypher No. 58.

36 Shlaim 2001, p. 39; Urquhart 1998, p. 212; Tal2(8), p. 433; Rabinovich 1991, p. 55; Bar-Joseph
1987, pp. 181,189; Dayan 1976, p. 164; FO 12 Fe#9,1F0371/75347, Amman to FO, Cypher No.
83.

37 Shlaim 2001, p. 39.

38 Morris 2001, p. 245.

%9 Tal 2004 (a), p. 905.

40 Eban 1977, p. 131.
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negotiating table. Once Egypt, often seen as thab Aingleader, had agreed to an
armistice, the other Arab states would foll&w.

Ben-Gurion made this connection clear when he atédfeé/]e are going ahead
with the operation in the Negev ... and holding talkth Abdullah”** The complete
destruction of the Egyptian forces had been the gjothe previous operation, Yoav,
but the task had not been completé@herefore, by 19 December, the Israeli Cabinet
had made up its mind, and the decision to strikd hathe remaining Egyptian forces
was taken. The attack, which was lead by Yigal Allwas initiated on the night of 22
December.

In military terms the attack was an astounding essdor the Israeli Defence
Force. A diversion was first launched with an dttan Gaza, followed by a major
fully mechanized attack in the Negev against whibe Egyptian forces were
inadequately prepared and defeat was inevitablkowed by this initial success, in
which the IDF had defeated all the Egyptian forcessde Palestine, except for those
in the Gaza strip and the completely isolated “fgaRocket”, the Israeli army crossed
the Egyptian border on 28 December in what wasadterized as “an accident” by
Israeli President Chaim Weizmann; a “hot pursuly’ Minister of Foreign Affairs
Moshe Shertok; and as a “maneuver” by Prime Mini&en-Gurion* Ben-Gurion
claimed on 29 December that the forces had beesreddo withdraw. It was even
claimed, 3 January, that all the troops that hatered Egyptian territory had
withdrawn® All these claims by the Israeli leadership wertdnt lies'® A thorough
analysis of the planning behind the operation lsawe doubt as to the pre-meditated
nature of crossing the international bord€rghis Israeli military action made it
clearer than ever that the balance of power wdsréel’'s advantage. The ease with
which Israel decimated the Egyptian army and indaggyptian territory was an eye-
opener.

Once the Egyptian border had been crossed a newf sales immediately

applied. The British Government was bound by ittedee treaty of 1936 with Egypt

1 Eytan 1958, p. 28; Dayan 1976, p. 167; Kirkbri®&@, p. 90; Morris 2001, pp. 245-246.

“2 Quoted in Tal 2004 (b), p. 433.

“3Tal 2004 (a), p. 904.

4 FO 6 Jan. 1949, FO371/75381, Washington to FO34029; Sharett to McDonald, Jan. 1949, doc.
286 in Freundlich (Ed.) 1984, pp. 335-337; Mort@®2, pp. 246-247.

“5 Sharett to McDonald, 3 Jan. 1949, doc. 286 in aéch (Ed.) 1984, pp. 335-337; Morris 2001, pp.
246-247.

“6 Morris 2001, pp. 246-247.

47 Tal 2004 (b), pp. 433-461; Luttwak and HorowitB39p. 50; Cohen 1990, p. 264.
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and the possibility of a military confrontation teten Britain and Israel loomed as a
possibility*® Such a confrontation, however, was dependent giptHgvoking the
treaty. This was problematic as the Egyptian Gawemt seemed unwilling to
undertake “the shame of appealing to us [the Bri@vernment] for help under a
Treaty which they vilified in public*® Despite this it was quite clear that the
requisition for lifting the arms embargo was a aaneng demand®
In what was a vocal outcry from both the US Stagp&tment and President
Harry S. Truman, a clear cut message was conveytn tisraeli Government:
Reports indicate that this is not an accidentalenaer but a deliberately planned
military operation. [...] British Government has affilly notified this [US]
Government that it regards situation with graveceon that unless Israeli forces
withdraw from Egyptian territory the British Govenent will be bound to take
steps to fulfill their obligations under Treaty ©836 with Egypt. [...] ill advised
action PGI [Provisional Government of Israel] magt only jeopardize peace of
Middle East but would also cause reconsideratioitscdpplication for membership
in UN and of necessity a reconsideration by thiS[Government of its relations

with Israel. [...] Immediate withdrawal of Israelirfies from Egyptian territory
appears to be minimum requiremetits.

The unified stance here shown by the US and BriGglvernment was unusually
clear, but cross-border incursions was obviouglgdaline. The UN Security Council
passed a resolution 29 December demanding thadl leighdraw from Egypt and

called for the initiation of armistice talR8.According to the British Middle East
Office the UN Resolution contained no sanction$ toalld “be expected to deter the
Israeli authorities in their present mood and gtier®® The effect such a lack of
pressure had on Israeli behaviour was made evidkean Israeli forces remained on
Egyptian soil until after the ceasefire was dedareJanuary 194%. By that time

Egypt had, for fear of military annihilation and eduo pressure from London,

8 FO 30 Dec. 1948, FO371/75380, State Department {@Bel Aviv (copy to London) (doc 19-20);
FO 31 Dec. 1948, FO371/75381, Commonwealth Relatiifice to High Commissioners in
Commonwealth Countries, telegram no. 147; FO 29 D848, FO141/1321, Cairo to FO, telegram
158; Morris 2001, p. 246; Karp, Candiddissed OpportunitiesClaremont 2004, p. 24.

*9FO 8 Jan. 1949, FO141/1329, Cairo to FO, telegran2.

%0 FO 31 Dec. 1948, FO371/75381, Commonwealth Reiatidffice to High Commissioners in
Commonwealth Countries, telegram no. 147; FO 8 849, FO141/1329, Cairo to FO, telegram no.
42; FO15 Jan. 1949, FO371/75330, Cairo to FO, Qyplioe 81.

1 FO 30 Dec. 1948, FO371/75380, State Department {&Bel Aviv (copy to London).

°2Tal 2004 (b), p. 448; UN Security Council Resant?9 December 1948:
http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NRO/9ZTIMG/NR004791.pdf?OpenElement
14.12.07).

g3 FO 31 Dec. 1948, FO141/1246, BMEO to FO, Cyphes3d; FO 4 Jan. 1949, FO371/75381, FO to
Canada, Cypher No. 1.

54 Shlaim 1990 (a), p. 266.
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complied with the agreement that the two countwesld engage in armistice talks if
Israel halted its attacR.In a last British show of force, which will be neoclosely
analyzed shortly, reinforcements landed in the 3j@danian port city of Agaba to
enforce the already existing British garrison themed bolster the defence of
Transjordar®

The regional actors could draw several lessons f@peration Horev. Firstly
it was made clear exactly how far Israel could gbotder crossing was a red line
agreed upon by both the British and the US GovenmtmBespite this fact, the
incident also showed that neither the British mer VS were quick to react, and harsh
rhetoric was not matched by actions. The arms egaban Egypt was not lifted and
the invading troops were never fired upon by thigidr troops who stood in Egypt. A
second lesson was that the Arab armies no longekedaiogether at all. The Arab
Legion had sat idly on the sideline and watchedsgiectacle. A third lesson was that
the British Government had become almost impoteritsi Middle East policies. For
although lIsrael was clearly in the wrong and Londees obliged to aid Egypt,
London applied pressure on Egypt to enter into stioc@ negotiations in return for an
Israeli halt in military actiond’ In other words, Israel, who was the aggressor, was
aided in achieving one of the main goals of themdfve (armistice talks) by the very
country (Great Britain) that had an obligation totpct Egypt. A fourth lesson was
the inability of the UN to react in such instanc®sThe US Government had
threatened to cease supporting Israel in the UNtHrre had been no lifting of the
arms embargo and the Security Council Resolutidmdt impose sanctions on Israel,
thus allowing the belligerent to hold its positifor over a week after the resolution
was passed.

Operation Horev must have strengthened King Abdidlainderstanding of
the political situation and that going it alone wihe only feasibility. He already
perceived the UN as a hopelessly slow apparatus.ofg@anization’s inefficiency in

halting Israel during Operation Horev must have enhain even more convinced of

55 FO 7 Jan. 1949, FO371/75380, Cairo to FO, Cypher38; Morris 2001, pp. 246-247.

56 Morris 2001, pp. 247-248, 459; FO 3 Jan. 1949, FI0A293, Ministry of Defence to G.H.Q,
M.E.L.F., COS(ME) 309.

57 Morris 2003, p. 196.

%8 Iraqg’s reaction is illustrative. The Iragi Premield the representatives of the Acting Mediatatth
“Egypt’'s acceptance of the armistice had not preagthe Jews from launching their latest attacks.
When the Security Council was in a position to préxdewish aggression he would be willing to listen
to the Mediator’s staff.” FO 30 Dec. 1948, FO37548, Bagdad to FO, Cypher No. 1210.
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the need to by-pass the JRThat the British Government was unable to provist
assistance even as Egypt's borders were breachest, mave frightened the regent
into realizing that outside help was not going tatenialize and that he had to depend

on keeping a good diplomatic relationship with &4

Britain Shows Muscle: Defensive Troops to Agaba

The British Government knew there that one moréedastandoff would lead to a
complete loss of political credibility in the regiolf the defensive treaties with
Britain could not be trusted, then was it worthnigeallies? This question was on most
lips in the Arab World. It was also a question gtish Foreign Office fearedf:
True, Egypt never invoked the defensive treaty,thay had asked for arms, and the
British Government had been unable to corﬁf)lyTransjordan, however, was
admittedly much more willing to ask for direct iy British troop<>

The British Minister in Amman, Alec Kirkbride, obsed this development

close hand, and was clear in his perturbed wartairnige British Foreign Office:

Every delay so far has ended in advantage to tls. Jehey were ready to negotiate
before the first Egyptian defeat and again aftdwit now they are in a position to
dictate. [...] the Arab Legion should be replenishiedmediately [...] King

Abdullah should be allowed to make the best teremgdn with the Jews without

further restrictions on our pa?‘t‘.

The assessment by a British representative in Beias even starker:

| share [...] doubts as to whether the supply of anhikh is so essential, may any
longer be enough. In their present arrogant modd..it looks as if nothing will
hold the Jews except British intervention for thefoecement of the Security
Council resolution of Novembef"4and for assistance to Transjordan and the Iraqi
forces if attacked in the areas allocated to t

%9 British diplomats understood this well: "Perhalps main weakness in the United Nations policy for
Palestine and in our own [...] has been that invdyial the time decisions are reached they are
already hopelessly out of date.” FO 5 Jan. 1948 H@¥5346, Jerusalem to FO, Cypher No. 10.

€0 Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. 136-145.

1 FO 29 Dec. 1948, FO141/1321, Cairo to FO, telegt&B) FO 31 Dec. 1948, FO141/1246, BMEO
to FO, Cypher no. 534; FO 4 Jan. 1949, FO371/75881to Canada, Cypher No. 1; 74104 (b), p.
451.

%2 FQ 11 Jan. 1949,FO141/1329, FO to Cairo, Cypher9i8o

%3 FO 6 Dec. 1948, FO816/134, Amman to FO, telegrafn 9

4 FO 29 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, Amman to FO, Cyphe©8a.

% FO 31 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, Beirut to Amman, Cyptee 231.

62



The Foreign Office did not agree with what in théew was a drastic conclusi6h.
The furthest the Foreign Office was willing to gasvto move arms and ammunition
to the British bases in Transjordan, and to prefiara movement of troops to Agaba.
The ammunition could only be released to the Aragian if the international border
was crossed by Israeli forces and the Anglo-Tradsjoian Treaty was invokéd.
This did not even approach what Kirkbride had aslked The immediate threat, as
everyone knew, was on the West Bank and in Jemusaded not in Transjordan
proper. The fact that the Foreign Office made anfpof the willingness to uphold its
treaty with Transjordan was a clear symptom offéikering British might.

2 January 1949 Transjordan invoked the Anglo-Ti@msin treaty in a call for
aid®® No particular reason was given for invoking ittla¢ exact moment, but it had
been expected as Transjordan felt increasinglyatareed by the Israeli strength and
its isolated position in the Arab world. The Biitidecision to heed the call was made
immediately, and the order to move troops to Aga@s given as early as the
following day®® The troops were to have a purely defensive purpoasewere on no
accounts to cross the international border unleiss*became tactically necessary in
the event of a Jewish attacl The troop movement was to be a secret and wat® not
be publicly announced until after the troops werepliace’* The United States was
not to be informed of the troop movements untit jusor to official statements. The
official reason for this secrecy was that one féardeak, but leak is exactly what the
information did and the US Government discoverexigacret almost immediatefy.
The troops arrived 8 January and this was annoupabticly at midnight the same

day.73 The British Foreign Office knew that this movemehtroops was going to be

6 FO 30 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, FO to Amman, Cyphef #87; FO 31 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, FO
to Amman, Cypher no. 1199.

7 FO 30 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, FO to Amman, Cyphef 7.

8 FO 2Jan. 1949, FO371/75293, Amman to FO, Cypher N&SHIgaim 1990 (a), p. 266.

% Originally troops were also supposed to be seMatrak, but it was decided two days later that all
the troops were to be sent to Agaba. FO 3 Jan.,192971/75293, Ministry of Defence to G.H.Q,
M.E.L.F., COS(ME) 309; FO 3 Jan. 1949, FO371/7523,to Amman, Cypher No. 9; FO 5 Jan.
1949, FO371/75293, FO to Amman, Cypher No. 26.
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"2FO 3 Jan. 1949, FO371/75293, FO to Washingtonh@yplo. 81; FO 5 Jan. 1949, FO371/75293,
FO to Amman, Cypher No. 27. As Kirkbride pointed tuhis defence, the well informed US
representatives (especially Stabler) in the regionld have found out anyway and such exchange of
information was necessary in order that Kirkbrideld get further information from the US
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a contentious issue and sent out a pre-emptivgrate to all relevant embassies in
which all arguments defending the British actiorsyat forth. The telegram was also
a staunch attack on Israel, firing back rhetoncalhiming that “[s]ince October the
Jews have launched three military operations ifatimn of the truce [...] They have
so far failed to comply with Security Council Rasns of November 4 and
December 29 which have been accepted by the AfaG$e telegram was issued not
a day too soon, as complaints were posted botlaphRBunche and the President of
the Security Council the very same dayhe arguments in the complaint shed light
on the lIsraeli understanding of the conflict at tme: “[T]he presence of British
troops at Agaba can have no purpose but to thrdstael’s territory in the southern
part of the Negev’® The Israeli claim over the Negev was a clear exarop the
Israeli method of changing argument to their adagetaccording to what the
situation demanded. Israel did not control the Isetmost section of the Negev (an
area patrolled by the Arab Legion), but claimethytreference to the UN Partition
Plan. However, when the negotiations concernedteas not included in the Jewish
state in the same Partition Plan, Israel postedtgement that negotiations had to be
based only on standing force and not on any ofuheplans’’ Israel played this
game of contradictory arguments well.

The Israeli complaints concerning the movement ofidh troops to Agaba
initially had the intended affect, and the issuesvsaipposed to be discussed in a

Security Council meeting 13 January. The meetiogdver, was cancell€d.

Egypt to Rhodes

12 January 1949 the Egyptian and Israeli delegsttesed meeting at Rhodes under
the scrutiny of Acting Mediator Ralph Bunche. Tiseakli tactic of forcing the Arab

ringleader to the negotiating table had worked.
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8 FQ 12 Jan. 1949, FO371/75398, New York to FO, @yp. 88.

" Dayan 1976, p. 167; Tal 2004 (b), p. 458; Shla@8Ql(a), p. 266; Touval 1982, p. 73.
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The classical understanding of the relevance obxémg Egypt from the fold
is that this broke the ice and opened up for arogistegotiations between Israel and
the remaining Arab states. Such a reading of evemsludes that it was of a clear
advantage to Transjordan that Egypt was defeateduse it allowed Transjordan to
negotiate with Israel without being the first Aratate to give in — thus neutralizing
Arab criticism which had to target Egypt instéad.

This common understanding must be reviewed, asetmeval of Egypt from
the fold was clearly a double edged sword. Itue tthat once the ice was broken, as
Egypt agreed to go to the negotiating table wittads Transjordan was given the
“moral high ground” over Egypt, and was thus freeehgage in talks with Isra®.
However, in that same sweep, Transjordan was lefernsolated than ever, and the
possibility of a total Israeli takeover of Palestimas a looming possibility. Once
Egypt had given in, King Abdullah was less poliligahreatened by the other Arab
states. However, he became more prone to Isragieagion. In other words the cost
of gaining an increased inter-Arab manoeuvrabilitgs that the power balance
between Israel and Transjordan was radically uipsksrael’s favour. As the Foreign
Office saw it: “Jews have now agreed to negotiaioith Egypt for an armistice; and
we have every reason to fear that, if and when ighiachieved, they will attack

Jerusalem or Transjordan or boffi".

8 Dayan 1976, p. 167; Tal 2004 (b), p. 458; Shla@8dl(a), p. 266; Touval 1982, p. 73.
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5. The Road to the King’s Palace
January — March 1949

In early January, while Israel was dealing the lilelatv to the Egyptian forces in
Palestine through Operation Horev, the diplomatantact between Israel and
Transjordan increased. This was a continuation pfogess that had been going on
since November 1948, and the Israelis had gradumlyoming more demanding.
King Abdullah had been somewhat indisposed to shaeli approach which was far
more ambitious than his step by step approachdddtks. By January 1949 Israel
was more intent on such full scale talks, and Kédglullah saw no other way out.
The tension between Transjordan’s King and Primei$iir continued to grow over
the nature of these negotiations. As a result, Kibglullah increasingly sidelined
Abul Huda, keeping him uninformed of the latestlaolipatic developments. In a
manoeuvre of personalizing the negotiations themegompletely closed down the
Paris-channel which had existed since early Aug948, and moved everything to
Jerusalem where two of his most trusted men, AbtHudll-Tel and Dr. Showkat es
Sati, were set to lead the tafké\bdullah al-Tel was already playing a major rate i
the Jerusalem talks, but the King's personal plsjcDr. es-Sati, was a new

inclusion in the negotiations.
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Stalling: Waiting for the PCC

The most significant development since the onsetOgleration Horev was a
strengthened Israeli self-confidence. The Israelint of diplomats (Elias Sasson and
Moshe Dayan were the most prominent) threatened Kisdullah and refused to talk
with Transjordan’s representatives if UN obserweese preserft.Through al-Tel, the
King was given an unequivocal message from theelistdTransjordan’s game was
to gain time but they [Israel] were not prepareglay any longer. Transjordan would
have to realize that it was not on the winning sidthis particular war and must now
choose between peace or waisrael also practically demanded of Transjordaat th
Britain be kept uninvolved and uninformed of thiksd Israel clearly felt that Britain
stood in the way of an armistice with Transjordahis was both because Britain had
political influence in Transjordan, and becausetdsni could, in theory, give
Transjordan military aid which would have made Bjardan less willing to give in
to Israeli pressurg.Transjordan, however, had no intention of keepBrfain
uniformed. The fact that Israel could put forth ls@cdemand was in itself indicative
of how the special relationship between Israel &rghsjordan had developed into
personal relationship at gunpoint. Gone was thealh atmosphere that had existed
between Israel and Transjordan in November £948.

The Foreign Office recommended that King Abdullaterapt to stall the
negotiations. This approach had two goals. The fivas to make sure that no
negotiations were concluded before the PCC arriged, the second was to find out
what the Israeli negotiation positions were. It wWasught that it would be difficult for
Israel to make demands towards Transjordan if D€ Was present. For the British
Foreign Office it was therefore seen as pertinerimultaneously work for a speedy

arrival of the PCC. The PCC'’s arrival, however, could not be haster@d.the

1 FO 28 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, Amman to FO, Cypherays.

2 FO 29 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, Amman to FO, Cypherg8a.

3 FO 29 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, Amman to FO, Cypherd8a. Two weeks later, according to Moshe
Dayan’s account, Moshe Dayan repeated almost thet same words to al-Tel on the direct phone
line: “if there were no change in Jordan’s approaley would bring about war, not peace.” Dayan
1976, p. 166.

* FO 29 Dec. 1948, FO816/142, Amman to FO, Cypherd8a; FO 2 Jan. 1949, FO371/75330,
Amman to FO, Cypher No. 3; FO 10 Jan. 1949, FO&3/8, Amman to FO, Cypher No. 19.

® Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. 171-193.

® See Chapter 3.

"FO 5 Jan. 1949, FO371/75346, Jerusalem to FO, &yb. 10.
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contrary, it was continuously delayBdVeanwhile, the UN observers, who were
present in Palestine under the authority of ActMgdiator Ralph Bunche, were
quickly loosing their significance as they wererbdrfrom the areas of combat in the
Negev? The combined delay of the PCC and the waning of ibflience on the
ground ensured that the British tactics of stallihg talks became pointless. Slow
winded talks could only succeed in finding out wtiet Israeli intentions were.

Ironically Ben-Gurion also sought to delay the salls he presumed that the
Israeli elections would give him a majority goveremt, and hence greater political
manoeuvrability. Ben-Gurion’s analysis of the bakrof power was much in tune
with that of the British Minister in Amman, Alec Kibride, who strongly advised
against the Foreign Office’s tactics of stallingerBGurion knew, as did Kirkbride,
that time was on Israel’s side and that Israel'Stany power increased at a much
faster rate than did Transjordan’.

Al-Tel's meeting with and Shiloah 1 January 1949egi several interesting
insights into the negotiation’s developmefitdhe Israeli representatives clearly set
the agenda, stating that the armistice talks shoatde based on either the Partition
Plan or the Bernadotte Plan, but rather on thetiegismilitary position: “Their
attitude [...] was that they intended to keep whatythad conquered® This was a
radical stance as the Israeli forces had occupiagklareas that went far beyond the
territory given to Israel by any of the UN planseTlsraeli delegates also made it
clear that negotiations with Transjordan could odéal with the areas held by the
Arab Legion, which at that point were the centnadl mouthern section of the West
Bank as well as the southern corner of the Neghe. areas held by the Iraqgi army in
the northern West Bank were thus not to be underudsior> Furthermore a list of
specific requirements/points on which the negaiisti were to be based was

exchanged. Al-Tel handed over three demands toldfali delegates, while the

8 FO 5 Jan. 1949, FO371/75346, Jerusalem to FO,&ypb. 10. The PCC held its first meeting in
Geneva 17 Jan. 1949. FO 18 Jan. 1949, FO371/7546.York to FO, En Clair No. 131.

° FO 4 Jan. 1949, FO371/75380, FO to WashingtorGIaim No. 91; FO 8 Jan. 1949, FO371/75380,
Cairo to FO, Cypher No. 46.

10 Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 181; FO 29 Dec. 1948, FO826/Arhman to FO, Cypher no. 982. See Chapter
4 for more on Kirkbride’s view. Kirkbride’s analygsias one he kept reiterating to FO. See e.g. FO 19
Feb. 1949, FO371/75331, Amman to FO, Cypher No. 94.

1 FO 2 Jan. 1949, FO371/75330, Amman to FO, Cypleer3NAccording to the US archives the
meeting took place 30 Dec. 1948. McDonald to the 8&State, 2 Jan. 1949 KWRUS1949, Vol. VI,

pp. 598-599. According to Bar-Joseph, 30 Dec. issod. Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 172.

2 FO 2 Jan. 1949, FO371/75330, Amman to FO, Cyple3N

13 FO 2 Jan. 1949, FO371/75330, Amman to FO, Cyploer3N
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Israeli delegates handed over no less than elem@tsgo al-Tel. From the Israeli side
the most important of these were: Solution for Salem (division); discussion of
position at Latrun; exchange of prisoners of wascdssion of future political and
economic relations; removal of Egyptian troops frahe Bethlehem area; and
extension of ceasefire lind.From the Transjordanian side the demands were:
Inclusion of Lydda and Ramleh to the Arab areaumetof Jaffa with corridor to
Ramleh; and a discussion of Galilee and its futtiféhis list of first draft demands is
important to keep in mind when evaluating the reéasuccess of the armistice talks
for each side. The issue of Jerusalem was one moattterhich the two parties seemed
to agree, albeit on a purely pragmatic basis. Adteboth parties realized that the cost
of attempting to capture the whole city would besurmountable. Since both
Transjordan and Israel agreed on partition, ingyple if not in detail, the UN was
perceived by both as the wrong medium through wtoahegotiate over the future of
the city’® The UN still supported internationalization of ugalem, as did the PCC
and the US Governmett.

A further argument for avoiding UN mediation wasawvlappeared to be an
inter-UN power struggle of sorts. The UN mediatiapparatus for Palestine was
divided between Ralph Bunche and his negotiatiamtend the PCC. These two
sectors of the apparatus seemed unable to agreactnothers mandate and at times
they perceived each other to be diplomatic oppanirfitinging on the other's tutf
This kind of squabble probably increased both Isad Transjordan’s distaste for
the UN, especially in terms of the perception & tiN as an inefficient organization.
Despite disliking the UN, however, King Abdullahatized that it was a useful tool in
order to increase his own political manoeuvrabilitghe Arab world. Talks under the
PCC or with the Acting Mediator functioned ds factopublic statements of defeat
by the Arab leaders, and hence an acceptance aetdekfor negotiations. As we have

seen, the Arab states were militarily defeated @magdtically forced to the negotiation

1 FO 2 Jan. 1949, FO371/75330, Amman to FO, Cyple3N
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12 Feb. 1949, FO371/75347, Amman to FO, Cypher@8pFO 1 March 1949, FO371/75348,
Washington to FO, Cypher No. 1198; FO 18 March 1$49371/75349, Angora to FO, Cypher No.
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table. Once they had made that move, and hendmfiied statement of defeat, King
Abdullah’s negotiations with Israel became much emuolitically legitimate'®

5 January 1949 a new meeting was held in Jerusaletmeen Israel and
Transjordarf’ In this meeting the Israeli delegates seemed te@ aslightly more
pragmatic approach towards Jerusalem and discubkseduilding of a joint Israeli-
Transjordanian port on the Red $&&he main lines, based on the exchange of the
lists of demands from January, however, remained the same. The negotsatiere
to be based on the military situation on the grouawd not on any of the UN
Resolutions. Furthermore, the Israeli delegatesemadbsolutely clear that Israel
needed a Red Sea p&fiiThe Israeli team was given instructions by Beni@uon
how to treat the Transjordanian requirement isaudtle previous meeting: No to the
return of Ramleh and Jaffa; leave the issue of Bydpen; and avoid discussions on
the Nege?? Despite these instructions the main issue discuas¢he meeting was
the Negev, due to King Abdullah’s insistence. Hel kapressed that the Negev was
an important area for several reasons. It was cstitat the Negev was important
because a line of communication was needed to Gadahat the Negev bore a large
Bedouin population. It was also clear that King Albah was both receiving support
and pressure from the British Foreign Office ors fhoint as they viewed the strip of
land in the southern Negev as the most vital giratasset in the Middle East. The
refugee issue was once again brought up, but redainsolved. Jerusalem was also
discussed in great detail and suggestions fortipah division were laid fortf?

The point concerning the Red Sea port must have begly alarming for al-
Tel, since at that point in time the southernmostaf the Negev was patrolled by
the Arab Legion. If the UN Partition Plan, in whitihe Negev was given to Israel,
was not to be the basis for negotiations, but rathe presence of armed forces, then
technically the southern tip of the Negev would dlefTransjordan. The Israeli
demand for a Red Sea port could therefore be irgexgp as a threat towards the

Transjordanian troops stationed in the southernreMeglthough the Israeli army had

1 FO 22 Feb. 1949, FO371/75348, Amman to Burrowk/4S; Touval 1982, p. 69.
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been stopped in Egypt, their position in the Neges somewhat uncle&t.There
were also clear indications that President Trumaa mot willing to make the Negev
an issue of contention between Israel and thé®Usis unwillingness came despite
the fact that Truman had originally supported tmelusion of the Negev to
Transjordarf’ This was an area of discord between Great Briaththe US, as Arab
control over the southern tip of the Negev was ohthe greatest British interest in
the conflict?®

The US Government was afraid of pressuring Israelféar of pushing the
country into the Soviet camp. This view was putthfoto British representatives
asking that British pressure on Israel was minichiZz&uch a view caused great anger
in the Middle East Office in Cairo where the Biitisepresentative argued “that it is
futile to believe that we shall turn Israeli intgpaace-loving Western-looking nation
by paying Danegeld at Arab expené&The British Government attempted to use a
similar argument against the US by claiming thdess they could fulfil their treaty
obligations with the threatened Arab states, thragght easily succumb to internal
turmoil and drift towards Soviet sympathi@sThe difference between the British and
the US Government became evident. The US Governmasttheoretically able to
apply pressure on Israel, but was not williig:he British Government, on the other
hand, was willing to apply pressure, but unablddso: “There seems to be only two
ways in which we could help to weigh the scalesarerenly. One is a warning that
further Jewish aggression in Palestine would bistexs by our forces. This seems to
be ruled out. Second is by releasing some armbetdAtabs.?? The last option was

ruled out time and agaffi.
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Development of Talks

After the meeting 5 January 1949 King Abdullah fzsked that the next meeting
between Transjordan and Israel should be held teeke later. He explained that he
needed to think the suggestions over. Transjordak &dvantage of this respite to
bring both the British and US Government up-to-datethe ongoing talks. King
Abdullah obviously hoped that this could strengttiés hand* From the Israeli
delegates’ standpoint the 5 January talks hadhechtto believe that these talks with
Transjordanian representatives were pointless dray tasked Ben-Gurion for
permission to cut the ties. According to Dayan, #amion disagreed, saying that
“we must probe all possibilities for peac&”One should naturally be critical towards
using Moshe Dayan as a source here as he would tegrdrtray Ben-Gurion in a
positive light. The differences between the twowlweer, serves to illustrate that it
was not given that Israel should pursue talks Widnsjordan.

The next meeting was held 14 January between Adidwl-Tal and Moshe
Dayan, in which military issues, such as a Prisafewar (POW) exchange, were
discussed. The POW issue was rather particulahisy dase as Transjordan held
several Israeli POWSs, whilst Israel held none froransjordan. The prisoner swap
was therefore one which included a release of EaypgPOWSs held by Israel. This
prisoner exchange deal can be interpreted in sewengs. Firstly, it could be seen as
a snub against Egypt for its miserable war eff@econdly, such a deal would
increase the inter-Arab manoeuvrability of Trandgr by tying its gains to those of
Egypt. Thirdly, this prisoner exchange would haveréased the “moral high ground”
Transjordan held over Egypt. The final details leé POW exchange were slightly
postponed.

16 January 1949 a meeting was held at King Abdislipalace at Shuneh. The
meeting was attended by King Abdullah, Dr. ShowdsSati, Abdullah al-Tel, Elias

Sasson and Moshe Day#¥nSasson and Dayan had evidently crossed the border

34 Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 176.

% Dayan 1976, p. 165.

% Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. 165, 180-183. | was unaHiedaeference to this meeting in the British
archives, but this seems to have been my erronahtdecause the British were uninformed. In the US
archives it is stated that Burrows informed the &t&e Department. Chargé UK to Sec. of State, 19
Jan. 1949 irfRUS1949, Vol. VI, pp. 684-685. Due to this error mokthe information on these talks
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dressed as UN observéfsThe atmosphere of the meeting was soured evenebtfe
delegates had congregated. Moshe Dayan presentdddemands to al-Tel in the car
on the way to Shuneh, asking for the whole Negés & rejected this and suggested
instead that Israel and Transjordan could “shane’gort at Agaba. The atmosphere
did not improve upon arrival at the palace. Kingdallah expressed indignation at
the fact that the pre-war arrangement was treatetibified by the Israelis. He made
a point of this when greeting Sasson: “Thus, mythe® By God | was never
accustomed to such rough behaviour on your parfter this unfriendly opening
some points were discussed that were intendedive thhe process forward. King
Abdullah begged that Israel stay away from Aqgababider for the Anglo-Israeli
tension to quiet down. Furthermore, King Abdullatorpised that he would have
prepared a peace plan within two weeks, and hedasia Israel completely drive
Egypt from Palestine. To this last request Israsponded that Egypt would probably
get Gaza upon the signing of the armisfité. was as a response to this that King
Abdullah made his infamous statement concerningaGéiz]ake it yourselves, give it
to the devil, but don’t let Egypt have it?'The only real development was on the
POW issue. This was practically finalized, in tlemse that it was agreed that it was
simply a technical matter that could be solved ketwal-Tel and Dayali.

Despite the fact that it was agreed that the P@d was purely a technical
matter it was solved, but not finalized during thext meeting between the two
military leaders 19 January. The issue was theayeel further by King Abdullah,
who had intervened at the last moment and insidtatithe released POWSs should
first be handed over to Transjordan, and then rdhoger from Transjordan to Egypt.
This merely delayed the POW issue and did not #iallrest of the talks, but it was
symptomatic of the diplomatic relationship betwdles two state®’ This last minute
action by King Abdullah corresponds well with theplnation that this particular
prisoner exchange had political purposes relatiogento the inter-Arab strife than it

related to Israeli-Transjordanian relations.
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The next major meeting between the parties wag aelShuneh 30 January
1949. The delegates discussed the big stickingtgofts usual Israel brought up the
problem of how the parties were to handle the Ifagies stationed on the northern
West Bank, to which King Abdullah responded thatwas working on the problem
and that he would discuss it with the Iragi regeRelating to the Negev, Israel
demanded freedom of movement as far south as ttleSRa, claiming that this was
Israeli territory. The future of Gaza was broughtay King Abdullah who considered
it vital that Gaza should not befall Egypt. He aduhat Transjordan needed a port on
the Mediterranean, and further that an Egyptianl l@hza strip would allow for the
re-emergence of the All Palestine Government arel Mufti. King Abdullah
therefore wanted an assurance from Israel that Gaméd not befall Egypt?

Transjordan lost ground on all these major isswmethé ensuing phases of
negotiations. The one demand where King Abdullah wat was his desire for direct
and personal negotiations rather than talks hdsyethe UN at Rhodes. The Israeli
reasons for agreeing to such an approach were wbeough. Israel’s military gains
had been far greater than what had been stipulateshy of the UN Resolutions,
Partition Plans and Bernadotte proposals. Negotiatbased on any of these would
therefore imply large Israeli concessions. King Aleh, however, was clearly far too
optimistic as to what such personal talks couldawbt His distrust of the UN
combined with his trust in negotiations based orsqmeal relations had to a certain
extent made him blind towards the harsh realitreshe ground. As he saw it Dayan
and al-Tel should finalize an agreement that theyukl then merely present and sign
at Rhode$” He originally stated that such formal talks wowldly be a “public
confirmation of agreement This public confirmation would be legitimized biyet
UN and King Abdullah would be cleared of Arab @igim. What Transjordan faced
in the final phases of the armistice talks, howgewnamatically disproved his

optimism.
The Irag Problem: Neither Negotiation, nor Withdraw  al

The Iraqgi forces occupied the northern West Bankiclv was an area that

Transjordan was planning to annex after the wasmFan Israeli perspective these

“3 Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. 187-188.
44 Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 189.
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Iragi forces remained the greatest logjam hindefingnsjordan from engaging in
fruitful armistice talks'® By mid-January 1949 the Iraqgi position had inciregly

become a problem for King Abdullah. The Iragi Gawaent refused to recognize that
as a warring party it also had to be a negotiagiagner. The Iraqi premier stated

unequivocally:

It was for countries whose frontiers marched withleBtine namely Egypt,
Transjordan, Syria and Lebanon to agree to thesesfna settlement in the first
instance. Iraq would not object to any settlemeraved by these four, but it was
not for Irag to enter into negotiations nd{v.

This was obviously a problem for King Abdullah besa this meant that Transjordan
would have to negotiate on behalf of Iraq in ortelegitimize the occupation of the
northern West Bank. If King Abdullah was to negt#ian Iraq’'s behalf, however, he
was dependent on a right of attorney from IraqsMms easier said than done.

The reasons for the Iraqi obstinacy can only hendoif one investigates the
complexities of the political situation in Iragatr had long been in political turmoil
and the political leadership was pressed from séveides. Prior to the war in
Palestine the leadership in Baghdad had been faited strong pan-Arab opposition
and massive anti-British popular protests. Furtthere was a growing suspicion
towards King Abdullah because he was the seniohétage. His younger cousin,
Abd al-llah, sat on the throne in Baghdad and Hiusteefamily affairs were not
always dominated by trust.

These sentiments had been brewing for some tintetheuwar in Palestine
had created a respite. The Iraqi leadership therefovested large amounts of
political capital in the war effort, contributingitiv the largest single Arab contingent.
The propaganda that was fed to the Iragi masse®n@®f military victories. As we
know the realities on the ground were radicallyfed#nt. When the ceasefires had
been signed in June and July 1948, therefore, riragys were shocked and angered.
The defeats in Palestine had brought down the Bagernment in January 1949, and
there was an increasing suspicion that the Iragiyavas being used as a tool for

King Abdullah so that he could enlarge his tersitby annexing Palestirfé. These
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things considered, it is no wonder that the Iraqidership hesitated to withdraw from
Palestine.

The Iragi Premier, Nuri al-Sa’id laid forth certaionditions which were to be
pre-conditions for Arab negotiations with Isradl.these were met the Arab states
could participate in talks under the PCC. The daisaf the Iraqgi Premier illustrated
how removed the Iraqi leadership was from the jalitand military reality at the
time. The demands contained four points: A unifledusalem under Arab control;
Total disarmament of the Jews, except for a pdiicee for internal security and a
UN force to guarantee Israel’'s borders; The rewfrrall Palestinian refugees; and
Haifa had to be placed under international conffbis last point was made because
one of the major Iraqgi oil pipelines terminatedHaifa, and the Iraqi regime had no
intention of allowing Israel to handle this tran$awe. In addition to the four demands
the Iragi Premier also stated that the PCC fireukhnegotiate with Israel, and then,
if all the Arab conditions were met, the PCC “shibgét in touch with the Arabé®|t
was seen as extremely improbable that these faotspoould be accepted by the UN,
and, in the unlikelihood of this occurring, Isragbuld never allow them to be
implemented® These four points worried King Abdullah. It wagat that Iraq did
not understand the gravity of the situation: “[Tyheere conditions which might be
imposed by victors but did not fit in with existicgnditions.®*

In early February 1949 King Abdullah looked to mmaking some headway
with the Iragis. In the first week of February 194dng Abdullah visited Irag and
claimed to have obtained support from both the megad Prime Minister. The
agreement was one in which Iraq gave him permissionstall a civil administration
in the Iraqi controlled areas on the West Bank, #mat he then be allowed to
negotiate with Israel as if that area was underidregontrol>?> By mid-February,
however, it became clear that Iraq had never gargnsuch authority?

Confusion also circulated concerning the chronalalgorder of things. Were
the Iraqi forces going to evacuate before, aftedfwosing the negotiations? The British

analysis was that a premature Iragi withdrawal ook extremely dangerous for
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King Abdullah as this would leave him completelplaed>* The Arab Legion had
no capacity to fill the power vacuum that wouldli&g after an Iraqgi withdrawal. Such
a move would therefore have left King Abdullahte tercy of Israel®

Irag greatly feared an Israeli attack againstrtfeces in Palestine and sought
assurance against tifsThe British Foreign Office found itself unable give any
such guaranteed.The Foreign Office realized that the only effidievay of doing so
would have been US pressure. Such pressure, howeasmot forthcoming and the
Foreign Office was unwilling to keep nagging on W, as this would most probably

have been counterproductive.

With Irag Undecided

As the Iraq issue kept fluctuating the Israeli-Bjandanian talks continued along its
bumpy road. Differences in procedure and opinioptksurfacing. In relation to
Jerusalem, for instance, the Israeli stance wastltleadelineation of the city was an
issue in itself, separate from the rest of the tiagon issues. The Transjordanian
stance was that the issue of Jerusalem had taokedliwith the rest of the issues on
the table’® This difference in approach was, rather ironigally reversal of the
difference in stance taken in early December 1948nwTransjordan had wanted to
discuss singular issues, whilst Israel wanted & domprehensive package. The
reasons for this reversal is unclear.
By the second week of February 1949 Transjordafame Minister Abul

Huda was finally rallied in support of the negdtas®® This happened after the King
had exerted a great deal of pressure on his Préhifdiis inclusion was vital for the

King because it gave him greater national legitiyraied it allowed him to counter the
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5 FO 27 Feb. 1949, FO371/75348, FO to Amman, Cyplierl62; FO 28 Feb. 1949, FO371/75348,
Amman to FO, Cypher No. 108; FO 1 March 1949, FQB5348, Amman to FO, Cypher No. 113.
6 FO 23 Feb. 1949, FO371/75348, Bagdad to FO, CylNbed 70. This attempt at getting assurances
was given up by early March. FO 3 March 1949, FQ3%348, Bagdad to FO, Cypher No. 193.

> FO 1 March 1949, FO371/75348, Amman to FO, Cypher113.

8 FO 26 Feb. 1949, FO371/75331, FO to Bagdad, Cylibef97; FO 27 Feb. 1949, FO371/75348,
FO to Amman, Cypher No. 162.

*9FO 7 Feb. 1949, FO371/75347, Jerusalem to FO, @yb. 94.

8 FO 2 March 1949, FO371/75273, Amman: Monthly SitbraReport on Transjordan for the Month
of February, 1949.

®1FO 12 Feb. 1949, FO371/75347, Amman to FO, Cypler83; FO 14 Feb. 1949, FO371/75348,
Amman to Burrows, S.1/49; Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 188.
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Israeli claim that the negotiations with Transjordaere not governmentf. In
practice, however, not much changed in terms of Aoansjordan operated in the
negotiations: King Abdullah wrote the negotiatiaafts and al-Tel presented them to
Dayan®®

One such draft was handed to Dayan 14 Februar9, 184 weeks after the
previous serious meeting. The main points in thisftdvere: Ceasefire lines with
return of Lydda and Ramleh to Arabs; Divided Jelersa and Eilat and Haifa to be
international ports with dual accéésThe Transjordanian armistice plan had, on the
issues of Lydda, Ramleh and Jerusalem, not beeredlsince the proposition in early
January. On the other issues it was clear thad#welopments on the ground had
rendered some of the earlier claims impossible. fiétarn of Jaffa had become
completely unrealistic, and Eilat was clearly imger of being taken over by the IDF.
Hence the original claim for Jaffa was transfornm@d a proposal for shared control
over both Haifa and Eilat. This would, if such dusion was agreed upon, have given
Israel access to the Red Sea and Transjordan aoctws Mediterranean. As the later
negotiations were to show, Israel got both Haifd Bitat and Transjordan got neither.

Dayan replied to this draft by making two dematitst had to be followed
were negotiations to continue: “a. an exact natatbthe front line in the southern
Negev. b. power-of-attorney from the governmentraf] to speak in its namé&>
These two demands posed major problems for Kinguhdld. As far as the Negev
went, the situation was rather unclear and it wdnalde been hard to draw exact lines.
Of greater concern, however, was the Israeli denteatdTransjordan obtain power-
of-attorney from Iraq. King Abdullah had been tryito obtain such a green light
from Iraqg since January, but had been unable t®oddn fact he was unable to obtain

permission to negotiate on behalf of Iraq untilae as 20 March’®

Egyptian Armistice

24 February 1949 Egypt signed its armistice wittad$ after a month and a half of
negotiations at Rhodes, under the scrutiny of UNmycMediator Ralph Bunche. The

length of time it had taken to conclude these riagohs had surprised Bunche. His

%2 Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 189.
3 Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 190.
64 Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 190.
% Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 191.
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initial estimate was that the Egyptian-Israeli rtégen would be finished “within a
matter of days® The talks had sapped Bunche’s energy. His iniigimism was
therefore lacking when he went into the IsraelifiBjardanian talks.

Since Egypt had become the first Arab country gm sin armistice with Israel,
Transjordan had finally obtained the moral highuga over Egypt, but the cost had
been higt® Egypt had obtained Gaza, and hence the Transjamia@neam of getting
an outlet to the Mediterranean was all but d8aBurther, the Arab Legion had
become militarily isolated in Palestine. The Irdgices retained control over the
northern West Bank, but these forces did not hheestrength needed to offer any
resistance if Israel launched an attack. The Israeny could easily isolate
Transjordan completely.

Another consequence for Transjordan was an increéasthe influx of
Palestinian refugees. In early March the Palesimia the “Faluja pocket”, which
with the signing of the armistice had been evaalaié Egyptian forces, were

expelled and sent to areas controlled by Transjofta

Slow Show at Rhodes

When Transjordan was invited to take part in aneesttalks at Rhodes, King
Abdullah made it clear that he only accepted thvgtation because all the other Arab
states had accepted theirs, but that he persoraigferred direct bilateral
negotiations! 28 February 1949 Transjordan sent its delegatioRtodes after a
failed attempt by King Abdullah to host a prepargtoneeting between the two
delegations at his palace at Shuneh. The Transj@dalelegation at Rhodes was led
by Colonel al-Jundi and composed of four Arab Lagifficers, as well as a secretary
and two representatives from the Transjordanianeifor Office’> The Israeli

delegation, led by Reuven Shiloah, and with Moshgdn as his deputy, arrived the

¢ See Chapter 6.

7 FO 18 Jan. 1949, FO371/75346, New York to FO, Eir Glo. 131.

%8 FO 25 Feb. 1949, FO371/75331, Cairo (B.M.E.OF@q Cypher No. 124.

%9 Naeser 2005, pp. 75-104.

0 Morris 2004, pp. 521-525; Naeser 2005, p. 105; Ragh 1949, FO371/75381, Amman to FO,
Cypher No. 115; FO 5 March 1949, FO371/75381, AmtoarO, Cypher No. 123.

"I McDonald to the Sec. of State, 3 Jan. 194BRUS1949, Vol. VI, pp. 721-722.

2 Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. 192, 197.
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next day® It was clear that the two countries viewed the dRfso negotiations
differently. Israel sent senior diplomats who haklen part in both prior negotiations
with Transjordan, and the armistice negotiationthviigypt’* Transjordan, on the
other hand, sent representatives who had no pxjpereence in negotiating with the
Israelis.

The Rhodes talks started off in an almost farcimanner. Ralph Bunche
described the Transjordanian delegation as “uniggive, timid, and not very bright
[...] obviously on a string with rigid written instctions.”> Elias Sasson was also
dismayed at the lack of seniority amongst the Tjoadanian delegation at Rhodes.
Prime Minister Abul Huda replied that it was unteaf that one party nominate the
delegation of the othéPf.It is, however, unclear why King Abdullah sentegatiation
team of such junior rank to Rhodes. That he pretepersonal negotiations and that
he sought to move the talks away from Rhodes isoolsvenough, but this does not
adequately explain his choice of envoys. By sendigl level expertise to Rhodes,
Israel was thus much better at presenting its tesewas Transjordaf.

The combined lack of seniority and political manaability given to the
Transjordanian delegation delayed the negotiatcmmtinuously. Every move had to
be confirmed with Ammaf When Bunche finally managed to call a joint megn
March the delegations entered the room, but thesjoadanian delegates refused to
shake hands with the Israeli delegates. The atneosgbiecame tense and Bunche, as
well as the Israeli delegates, was enraged byribehaviour. Bunche called the
leaders of each of the delegations to his roonn the same evening and it turned out
that the whole thing was based on a misunderstgrddinespite this clarification the
“handshake incident” gave the Rhodes negotiationaslmost childish tint, illustrating
Ralph Bunche’s aforementioned remark concerning'thaesjordanian delegation.

Adding trouble to the debacle over the authorityhef delegations was the fact
that King Abdullah still hadn’t obtained the rigttt negotiate on behalf of the Iraqi

3 FO 2 March 1949, FO371/75273, Amman: Monthly SitbraReport on Transjordan for the Month
of February, 1949; Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 197.

"4 Naeser 2005, pp. 65-66.

S Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections,
Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diar§ Beb. 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.

" FO 9 March 1949, FO 371/75381, Amman to FO, Cypler135.

" Urquhart 1998, p. 213-215.

8 Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections,
Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diary2l 5, 6 March 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.
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forces. 3 March 1949 Transjordanian representataddsRalph Bunche that “they are
representing Iraq alsd”Bunche then wired the Iragi regent in an atteraptdnfirm
this, but the Iragi regent remained sil&hin a meeting on Rhodes, four days later, the
issue was still not clarifietf As with all previous instances where Iraq allegetid
given Transjordan the right to negotiate on itsdlehKing Abdullah had moved
ahead of things. In early March there were no adhdications from Iraq that an
agreement had been reached. The Iragi Premier toykdlifferent options, however,
none of these included allowing Transjordan to tieg®a dual armistic®.

The negotiations at Rhodes proved to be a sloairaffhe Acting Mediator
expressed that “conclusion of an armistice necassitdiscussion of three points: (a)
The definition of armistice zones. (b) Withdrawaboth armies and, (c) Reduction of
forces.® According to a British source the Israelis refusediscuss any of the three
points. Transjordan was not much more yieldingn$jardan was principally willing
to reduce forces, but believed that “both sidesukhstand fast in their present
positions.®

Ralph Bunche only managed to get the parties teeagn starting armistice
talks based on the existing lines 7 March, a fudew after the two delegations had
arrived® Then after agreeing to hold such a joint meetingias not held until the
evening March. According to Bunche the meeting went bdtian expected, and the
Transjordanian delegation leader expressed wilksgnto sign a ceasefire for all
fronts the next da§/. 10 March, however, was marred by an Israeli mifitmove
towards Agaba, known as Operation UvBai{ Accompli) whereby the Israeli forces

occupied the remaining section of the Negev, amt&ehanged the premises for the

9 Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections,
Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diaryarch 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.
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negotiations. This operation was a clear breachefruce. Despite this, the two sides
managed to sign a ceasefire covering the Transj@dalines 11 March, but not
including the Iragi lines of the northern West Baike Transjordanian tried to insist
that the ceasefire had to cover that area as udlthe Israelis refused. Ralph Bunche
managed to formulate a practical solution, Bunch@demark, on which both parties
could agree. The ceasefire, according to Buncha{gyestion, only applied to the
Transjordanian front. Once Iraq had withdrawn, heeve he “would call upon both
parties to extend the agreement to any new Arati fsocupied by Arab Legiorf®

Next on the agenda were the Jerusalem lines, wishanother slow process.
This stood as quite a contrast to the surprisirgg egith which Moshe Dayan and
Abdullah al-Tel had negotiated the Jerusalem tiack&ate November the previous
year. The UN had then been excluded and the twotiagrs had solved the issue
with relative ease and a friendly toffeAt Rhodes, however, the parties seemed
completely unable to move forward and both delegatiasked Bunche to draw a
proposal for Jerusalem that they could have aaréirg point’® This was easier said
than done, and the experienced mediator considéredob to be “the toughest
assignment possiblé® After several days Ralph Bunche presented hissdkm
proposal to the parties in a meeting on the evemdlarch 1949% The draft was
then discussed with the two parties the followiray.dTransjordan agreed with the
proposal on almost all points. The Israeli delegatdtially rejected them, then
accepted the main lines, and only ten minutes laterched a protest on certain of the
lines concerning the Latrun sector, which is wdsferusalem and on the vital Tel
Aviv-Jerusalem highway. Despite the protest, howetlge issue of Jerusalem was

solved temporarily?

8 Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections,
Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche DiaryMarch 1949, UCLA 364/8-7; See Chapter 6.
8 See Chapter 3.
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13 March 1949, doc. 216, 217 and 220 in Freund(igd,) 1983, pp. 385-404, 406-412.
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King Abdullah’s use of an unprofessional Transgmién negotiation team
that had been given little, or no, political mana®ibility made it increasingly clear
that King Abdullah wanted personal control over tillés. His intentions were to shift
the weight of the negotiations to his palace atn@huwhere he could participate
personally. The Israeli negotiation team seemedentiban willing to keep playing
both these two games simultaneously. This allowssmt to use the UN when
previous UN Resolutions stood to their benefit, le/kit the same time by-pass the UN
when it was beneficial to base the negotiationgagts on the ground rather than on

the UN Resolutions.

Off to Shuneh

As the negotiations at Rhodes developed, the athessbecame tenser and some of
the more contentious issues were discussed at Kbdullah’'s palace at Shuneh
rather than at Rhodes. Towards the end of Marcl® 19e secret bilateral meetings
were held at Shuneh. It was there that the fin&hideof the Israeli-Transjordanian
armistice were finalized. King Abdullah was perdgnpresent in these meeting and
the long winded procedures that marred the Rhalks were therefore avoided, but
the cost of this efficiency, particularly for Trgmlan, was high.

The Israeli demands at Shuneh were more severdiagct than those put
forth at Rhodes, and they often took the form dfight threats to which Transjordan
mostly yielded. These specific cases need to bestigated in greater detail in order
to fully grasp the effect the regional and inteiowadl power relations had on the
negotiations. Two issues stand out. The first sissie was the handling of the
southern Negev, which Israel captured in the mafsthe negotiations and then
presented the new lines as facts on the ground. sBeend such issue was the
handling of the Iragi withdrawal. Since Iraq wasmilhing to negotiate with Israel,
Irag unilaterally withdrew and handed the areadatl occupied to Transjordan.
Rather than treating this as a step forward innigotiations, Israel argued that this
was a breach of the truce but that this could beried if Transjordan was willing to
give up a sizeable portion of the West B&hRoth these cases are vivid examples of
coercive diplomacy and, in a sense, represent réteds of the negotiations as a

whole.
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6. Coercion on Two Fronts
March — April 1949

After Egypt was out of the game, having signedatraistice with Israel 2&ebruary
1949, the Israeli Government had become cocksma: wath good reason. The day
before Egypt signed its armistice with Israel, th8 ambassador in Saudi Arabia

commented:

9 See Chapter 6.
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[T]he crux of the problem in the future was whetloernot the United States of
America were or were not prepared to use sanctiorcoerce the Jews, if they
refused to obey the directions of the United Natign.] if the United States
Government were not prepared for that, they might as well throw the United
Nations out of the window.

Israel had clearly become the dominant power orgtbend. The balance of power
had completely tipped in Israel’s favour, and thé/avay of reasserting some form of
balance would have been through outside pressyréldch 1949 sanctions against
Israel were miles off, as were most other formspodssure. Such pressure had
previously been available, but most such meanskad squandered. The possibility
that the US could threaten to block Israeli memniigrén the UN until concessions
were made, for instance, was laid to waste whetu®supported Israeli membership
to the UN on 3Vlarch 1949 Having thrown away these sticks, the only realaspt
left in terms of applying pressure on Israel wasnimjitary means. However, this
alternative was never really on the table. Considethe American public’s call of
“bring our boys home” and the era of the Cold Wawding, with Europe being the
main playing field, this option was out of the Traimadministration’s grasp. There
was some discussion whether one could contribugegmaller police force ensuring
the internationalisation of Jerusalem, but it waisatuded that this would increase the
danger of making the Middle East an arena for tlodd GNar. Included in this
calculation was the fact that the setting up of iaternational police force in
Jerusalem would imply the possibility of Soviet tpapation. This could be ill
afforded® The approaching Cold War, and the fear thereofiarithe US limit British
pressure as well. This was based on an assumpitairtdo much Western pressure
could push Israel into the Soviet camp.

The US Government was not alone in squanderin@vtglable means of
pressure. The British Government, since the waabhelgad wasted several chances of
pressuring Israel. By March very few such optiorevevieft. Some of the available
options were closed off as a result of the ongdigTO negotiations. This was

particular true in terms of the southern Negev. Bmigish Government viewed the

! FO 23 Feb. 1949, FO371/75348, Jedda to BevinAllo.

2 Karp 2004, p. 70. The Security Council vote &makli membership was conducted 4 March 1949.
The result was 9 to 1. Egypt voted against andaBriabstained from voting. UN Security Council
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(10.01.2008).

3 Karp 2004, pp. 97-114.
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southern Negev as one of its most vital assetsarMiddle East both because the area
connected Asia with Africa, but also because theess to the Suez was secured by
holding this land belt. Despite this deep rootddrst in the southern Negev, Europe
was Britain’s main concern as the Cold War was dagvnHence finalizing the
NATO agreement overrode all other internationalitpall decisions. If the US
Government was not willing to apply pressure in Megev, neither was Britah.
Interestingly, the Anglo-US relationship in termsapplying pressure (willing, but
unable vs. able, but unwilling) was reflected ie tielationship between the Foreign
Office and the British representatives on the gdoufhose on the ground were at
times furious at the Foreign Office for what thegrqeived as breaking with the
obligations Britain had with the Arab countrfes.

The UN apparatus had also slowly been eroded snpitint. As has been
shown in recent research done on the Israeli-Eggirmistice, the UN apparatus had
favoured Israel over Egypt, and most of the conoassmade in that armistice were
Egyptian’ Furthermore, the UN Observers were at times bain@u the areas of
fighting, and when they were present their repaately resulted in anything more
concrete than that Ralph Bunche received the repantl handed these on to the
involved partie$.

The lack of foreign intervention was combined witie fact that the other
Arab countries had either signed or were busy naiijog armistices with Israel. This
left Transjordan isolated with Iraq as the last aenmg Arab ally in Palestine. Iraq
was more of a nuisance for Transjordan than itavaaid, however. In other words, a
situation had been created in which Israel mastdredsituation on the ground and
could feel safe from outside pressure as long #aindines were not crossed. As a
result of this Israel was able to negotiate rathggressively, using threats and by
applying contradicting legalistic claims modelled tserve each cade.The

negotiations at Rhodes had almost reached a siftuaaist it had become clear that

4 FO 10 March 1949, FO371/75294, FO to Amman, Cypl@r202.
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Cypher No. 202; FO 11 March 1949, FO371/75381, AmtoaFO, Cypher 146.

" Neeser 2005.
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March 1949, FO371/75381, FO to New York, Cypher 8&il.

9 Jerusalem to Sec. of State, 10 March 1949RWS1949, Vol. VI, pp. 814-815.

86



King Abdullah wanted to return to the personalizezotiation style he had been
using with a certain amount of success previouSlych a personalization of
negotiations was perhaps perceived as advantageecsuse it could expedite
matters, as the slow procedures and bureaucratyvdm part of the UN apparatus
could be skipped. On the other hand there was lariainvolved. Although the

experience from the Israeli-Egyptian armistice wasthe best example for an Arab
statesman, such an UN administered negotiationdciadilitate a certain amount of
pressure that secret personal talks could noteEitlay, at some point King Abdullah

made the conscious decision that personal talksheagreatest advantages.

Facts on the Ground in the Southern Negev

The issue of Agaba and Operation Uvéai{ Accompl) had major implications for
the armistice negotiations between Israel and TJoahsn, and it was highly
illustrative of how Israel completely dominated timditary, political and diplomatic
situation. Operation Uvda took place in the secaegk of March 1949, but Israel
had been building up towards it for a long time rbgking sure that it could be
completed without British or US intervention.

Ever since British forces had landed at Agaba imudey 1949 the British
military presence there had been an issue that é¢eping to the fore in Anglo-
Israeli-Transjordanian relations. It was obvioust ttsrael perceived the British troops
at Agaba as a major problem. Israel had since lieem sending various complaints
directly to Britain, as well as to the US Governmemd the UNC The British
Government, on its side, spent lots of time andgyndefending its decision to send
troops — a decision that from the outset was madeccordance with the Treaty of
Alliance with Transjordan?

The official reason behind the Israeli Governmepesception of the British
troops in Agaba as a threat, was that the presehtads force was a breach of the

truce, and that it therefore was a symbol of dsitand aggressidﬁ.This does not

270 the UN e.g.: FO 11 Jan. 1949, FO371/75293,aHaifFO, En clair No. 61; FO 7 Feb. 1949,
FO371/75293, UK Delegation NY to FO, Cypher No. Z84 the US e.g.: FO 28 Feb. 1949,
FO371/75293, UK Delegation NY to FO, 17/76/49.

1 See e.g. juridical analysis (14 Feb.) of Eban’s ¢dihplaint (18 Jan.) in FO 28 Feb. 1949,
FO371/75293, UK Delegation NY to FO, 17/76/49.
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really clarify the issue. One possibility was tita Israeli Government really feared
the British forces as had been the case in the sunemn1948 when fear of British
military intervention was one of the reasons fot imvading the West Bank.
Another possibility is that Israel wanted not otdyreach the Gulf of Agaba, but to
attack Agaba itself, and hence cut Transjordarirofh the sea. There was, within the
British ranks, some that feared that such an lsnamve might be made and
preparations were made to defend Transjordan ¢ were to occut! The British
Government had made it clear that that the forcigatba had no offensive purpose,
but was placed there strictly in order to adheréheo Treaty of Alliancé To some
extent Israel seemed unaware that the Treaty dkfitse obligations as confined
within Transjordan’s borderS.An Israeli representative even admitted: “If welha
been sure that you would not fight us we wouldaiely have gone further towards
Akaba” !’

Israel kept postponing the signing of a completeseére agreement with the
argument that “no lines are defined in the southeeotor.*® In early March, as
negotiations were going on at Rhodes, IDF troopstest exploring areas of the
Negev patrolled by the Arab Legion. The Israelicks were originally driven back
and complaints were handed to Ralph BurichEhe Transjordanian delegation at
Rhodes had started arguing for Transjordan’s clairthe southern tip of the Negev
based on the argument, applied on all other froptksrael, that negotiations were to
be based on lines of defence, and not on UN gfafke British Ministry of Defence
became alerted by these Israeli moves and reiteitstenstructions to the commander
at Agaba. He was to return fire only if the Isra@imy fired first, or crossed the

border into Transjordan and disregarded the wasnihgt would be sent once the
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border was crossed. This was of course within the obligations of theedty of
Alliance, but it meant that as long as the IDF dad cross the red line, Transjordan
could not lean on any form of British military psese.

Then, in the middle of negotiations Israel initt®peration Uvda Rait
Accompl). The operation was officially launched 10 Mad®49 although parts of
the operation occurred earl@r.An Israeli column marched down the Negev,
gambling that the Arab Legion would offer no resiste and retreaf. The operation
was a complete walkovét.IDF troops reached the gulf of Agaba in the mognim
the same day as the operation was launéhed.

In response to the Israeli operation, the Britistrefgn Office issued a
message concerning the Israeli movement of troopRalph Bunche and the US
Government. The main content of this message waisttie instructions that had
previously been given to the British Commander gala were made clear to the
Israeli Government, the Acting Mediator and the G®vernment.?® Although
releasing these military instructions was meanamsiltimatum to Israel, the effect
must have been the opposite. Israel could finallyfiem that Britain had no intention
of engaging the IDF in Palestine. The US Governna¢std issued a warning to Israel
“of the dangerous consequences which may ensue #&oynaggression against

Transjordan.?’ As with the British “threat” it was clear that thS had no intention
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GHQ, MELF to MoD, Cypher No. 314/CCL; FO 9 Marchd®9 FO371/75381, Amman to FO, Cypher
No. 135.

% Luttwak and Horowitz 1983, p. 52; Brian Urquhagisvate collection in the UCLA Library,
Department of Special Collections, Collection 36€(A), Excerpts from Bunche Diary 11 March
1949, UCLA 364/8-7.

%4 Transjordan initially reported that there had besiitary clashes and that the border between the
two countries had been crossed. Israel deniedattdsn the report issued by Ralph Bunche two weeks
later no proof of any such clashes or of a bordessing could be verified. FO 9 March 1949,
FO371/75381, FO to Haifa, Cypher No. 239; FO 9 Mak849, FO371/75294, Burrows to Secretary of
State, E3246; FO 10 March 1949, FO371/75382, HaifeO, Cypher No. 416; FO March 1949,
FO371/75381, New York to FO, En Clair No. 584; ONarch 1949, FO371/75382, New York to
FO, En Clair No. 656; Brian Urquhart’s private eaflion in the UCLA Library, Department of Special
Collections, Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts fronuche Diary 11 March 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.

% FO 10 March 1949, FO371/75381, Amman to FO, Cyperl42; FO 1March 1949,
FO371/75381, FO to Cairo, Cypher No. 474; Brianuhart's private collection in the UCLA Library,
Department of Special Collections, Collection 384€(A), Excerpts from Bunche Diary 16 March
1949, UCLA 364/8-7.

% FO 9 March 1949, FO371/75381, FO to Haifa, Cyptier239; FO 9 March 1949, FO371/75381,
FO to Washington, Cypher No. 2740; FOM&rch 1949, FO371/75381, Washington to FO, Cypher
No. 1402; FO 11 March 1949, FO 371/75381, Washmgtd=O, Cypher No. 1441.

2T FO 11 March 1949, FO 371/75382, FO note by Burrd@®591; Sec. of State to President, 10
March 1949 irFRUS1949, Vol. VI, pp. 810-811.
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of intervening unless the international border weasssed. The IDF, in effect, had
been able to test the British stance, found outtéxavhat they had hoped, and could
therefore occupy the southern Negev without feaBufish or US intervention as

long as they did not cross the international femtiith Transjordaf®

The British army clearly feared that there wasaning possibility of the
IDF launching an attack on Aqgaba, and as a premaany measure sent
reinforcements shortly after Operation Uvda had nbemitiated?”® These
reinforcements once again brought up the contrgvausrounding the British troops
in Agaba®® The issue had legalistic implications, and it wegued by Israel that they
constituted a breach of the truce. Although Britagemed to have certain sound
arguments defending this troop movement, it wasanotear cut cas&.In a press
statement Ralph Bunche declared that Transjordaaell and Great Britain had all
violated the truce by their movement of troopshia Agaba regiof? Although this
did not clear Great Britain of the Israeli accusatiit did mean that it was harder for
Israel to press the allegation furtfiar.

When the issue of reduction of forces was broughtat Rhodes, the Israel
delegation argued that the British troops in Aqdizd to be included in the
Transjordanian totaf* The argument was rejected by both TransjordarBaitein on
the basis that these troops were in Agaba for putefensive reasons. Bunche also
favoured this last interpretation, adding to thguament the fact that an armistice only
included parties involved in Palestine, thus exicigdhe British troops> Towards
the end of March 1949, however, the British ChafStaff decided that the forces at

2 FQ 22 March 1949, FO371/75386, Jerusalem to F@h&yNo. 224.

2 FO 10 March 1949, FO371/75294, Note from Burrd&8373; FO 10 March 1949, FO371/75294,
GHQ, MELF to MoD, Cypher 315/CCL; FO 11 March 19#€9371/75381, FO to Amman, Cypher
No. 209; FO 11 March 1949, FO371/75294, War Offe®MELF, Flash No. 25528.

30 For the first Agaba controversy see Chapter 416Mlarch, FO371/75381, New York to FO,
Cypher No. 585; FO 21 March 1949, FO371/75382, Ntat Israeli rep. at the UN to UK delegation
to the UN.

31 FO 23 March 1949, FO371/75382, UK Del. New Yorkto, Cypher No. 645; FO 23 March 1949,
FO371/75382, New York to FO, Cypher No. 646; FQVE8ch 1949, FO371/75382, New York to FO,
Cypher No. 651.

%2 FO 23 March 1949, FO371/75382, New York to FO, iypNo. 651; FO 24 March 1949,
FO371/75382, New York to FO, En Clair No. 656.

%3 FO 28 March 1949, FO371/75383, FO to New York, i@&ypNo. 1114.

34 Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections,
Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diar§y March 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.

% Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections,
Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diary March 1949, UCLA 364/8-7; Eleventh Joint
Informal Meeting of the Israeli-Transjordan ArmégtiNegotiations, 17 March, doc. 233 in Freundlich
(Ed.) 1983, pp. 443-453.
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Agaba could be reduced once the armistice was @ignethe conditions that Israel
made a similar reduction and that Transjordan aedethis reductiof® Presence of
UN observers was also added as a precondifi®mnce Transjordan never made the
demand for British withdrawal, and since a reciptagithdrawal of Israeli forces was
not included in the Rhodes armistice, the Britislops stationed at Agaba were not
reduced®

The launching of Operation Uvda had larger consece® for the negotiation
than that of being a launch pad for a renewed éetnar the British troops stationed
in Agaba. The Israeli military move had, after en launched as negotiations were
in progress, and the success of the Israeli mjlilaove changed the premises for the
negotiations. The southern Negev was instantly stamed from being a
Transjordanian asset to being an Israeli “facthenground”.

Ralph Bunche reacted to the Operation Uvda withasdic disgust: “smack in
the midst of armistice negotiations with Transjord&ood faith!”, and later “nice
work while armistice negotiations are in progrgss] am thinking of resigning®
Bunche turned on Moshe Dayan making it clear teatdnsidered Operation Uvda to
be a breach of the truce, and that if the matterecap to the Security Council the
Israeli forces would have to withdraw or Bunche idoresign?® Resigning was, in
other words, a threat that Bunche seriously conlateg. Such a termination of his
mission would have landed the blame for the failiré¢he armistice on the Israelis.
The threat of resignation was therefore a grave bnaegotiation theory it has been
pointed out that one of the strongest hands a rnwediantrols is “to raise the cost of
an uncompromising stand®.The threat of resignation was exactly that. Iis iase,
however, Israel did not give in. The complaint cenming the breach of the truce
never reached the Security Council, and yet Bumitheot resign. Ralph Bunche had

perhaps not intended his threat to be a bluff, lainave found no sources that could

% FO 28 March 1949, FO371/75294, Minutes of CoS CatemMeeting, C.0.S. (49) #Meeting.
Since Transjordan had called for the British forarder the Treaty of Alliance the reduction of fsc
had to be accepted by Transjordan. FO 30 March,19@371/75383, FO to New York, Cypher No.
1130; FO 29 March 1949, FO371/75294, MoD to GHQ, MiEd Forces, COS(ME) 338.

3" FO 29 March 1949, FO371/75294, MoD to GHQ, ME L#&dces, COS(ME) 338.

38 FO 1April, FO371/75294, GHQ, MELF to MoD, 320/CCL; FQApril, FO371/75383, Amman to
FO, Cypher No. 205; FO 3 April 1949, FO371/75383,t6 Amman, Cypher No. 278; FO 5 April
1949, FO371/75383, Amman to FO, Cypher No. 208.

%9 Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections,
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“0 Urquhart 1998, p. 215.

“1 Touval 1982, p. 6.
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point in either direction here. The Israelis, hoagwreated Bunche’s threat as if it
was a bluff. They gambled and pushed forward whigirt stance despite Bunche’s
threat of resignation. Bunche did not resign. lsemse this confirmed the Israeli
interpretation of the threat as an empty one.dukhbe noted that Ralph Bunche was
not the only person who threatened to resign. Galdnndi, who was head of the
Transjordanian delegation at Rhodes, threatenddeiak off the negotiations, but he
was talked out of it by Ralph Buncffe.

The importance of Operation Uvda and the effedbatl on the armistice
negotiations is grossly under-discussed in thetiegiditerature covering the 1948
War and its aftermath. Even Avi Shlaim, who hasttemn the most comprehensive
study of the Israeli-Transjordanian relationsHimoncludes that hostilities ended 7
January 1949 — two months prior to Operation Ut¥d@here is little doubt that
Operation Uvda was not a military clash in a clealssense, but, neither was it a mere
movement of troops into unoccupied land, nor wasredistribution of Israeli forces
within Israel. It was clearly a hostile action ahdesulted in an Israeli land grab that
had to be dealt with in the negotiations as “faatsthe ground”. Moshe Dayan
claimed that “there had been no Israeli advance Hatiter, a deployment of forces
which replaced the previous Israeli control of tiitory by reconnaissance, and that
there had been no military clash with the Arab bedf® The same stance was taken
by Walter Eytan who argued that the whole move iwdisie with the Partition Plaff
Israeli representatives also argued that the Ardidn should not have been in the
Negev and that such a presence was, in itself, fiensive actior” However,

internally the operation is referred to as the tgeation southern Negev, diplomatic

“2 Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections,
Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diary Rlarch 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.

*% Shlaim 1988.
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Negev and in the Wadi Ara area.” Shlaim 2001, gp48.
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Haifa, FA/212/49.
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warfare with Transjordan [and] United Kingdoff."King Abdullah and Prime
Minister Abul Huda

were shocked by the Israeli stance and likenedsttaeli attitude concerning
the move to “Hitler after a successful codp.”

This Israeli argument that Operation Uvda had beeimple movement of
troops within Israeli territory was not consideregitimate by Ralph Bunche who
pointed out — even if there were no clashes, smchcion was still a breach of the
truce® Despite the gravity of the issue it seemed to @lbas Transjordan did not
make further formal complaints. Bunche was nothiegs than astounded by this
silence® Transjordan had, after all, in one day, lost whvais perhaps their best
bargaining chip in the talk&.The silence was most probably due to the factKiag
Abdullah was more worried about the situation oe $io-called Iraqi front on the
northern West Ban¥ He feared that complaints made through the UN doul
provoke Israel into attacking the Arab Legion oe West Bank. His analysis was that
the best way of avoiding an Israeli offensive wgsapproaching them directif.11
March, the day after Operation Uvda, the Generads€ire was signed and the
armistice negotiations continued.

Here one should recall the demands made by theepantthe negotiations in
January and mid-February 1949, where Israeli acteti®e Red Sea was one of the
most formidable demands made towards Transjordameturn for Israeli access to
the Red Sea, Transjordan had first demanded Jaffatlen later suggested shared
access to both Haifa and Eif&tWith the successful completion of Operation Uvda

there was nothing left to negotiate in terms chddiraccess to the Red Sea. Israel had

“8 Sharett to Elath, 12 March 1949, doc. 434 in Fdéioh (Ed.) 1984, p. 494.
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Pasha to Pirie Gordon, British Legation Amman; FOMarch 1949, FO371/75386, Amman to FO,
Cypher No. 185. It was also used when discussiagvithdrawal of the Agaba force. FGAPril,
FO371/75383, BMEO Cairo to FO, Cypher No. 220.
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obtained a major goal and Transjordan had lost deflag position of great
magnitude. Since neither the US nor the British €&oment reacted, and since there
had been no battles, this alteration of the faotshe ground had been cost free for

Israel.

Blackmail on the Iraqi Front

In early March the involved parties were still uleato come to an understanding as to
how Iraq was to be represented at the talks, amdthe Iragi troops were going to
withdraw from the northern section of the West Bahkese issues had, as we have
seen, long been a thorn in the side for King Atatull A week into the Rhodes talks
King Abdullah finally started making meaningful gress with the Iraqis. 7 March
the solution on the table was that the Iragi forstasioned at the front were going to
withdraw to the areas surrounding Nablus and Jeyigtving control of the front to
Transjordarr®

At the second Joint Formal Meeting of the Israehsisjordan Armistice
Negotiations, held at Rhodes 11 March, a ceasefineering all fronts between
Transjordan and Israel was signed. Ralph Bunchediddithout protest from either

of the delegations, a point stating:

If and when Transjordan forces should take oversegtors of any Arab fronts not
occupied by Transjordan forces at the time of tignisg of this cease-fire
agreement, | shall call upon both parties immediate extend this cease-fire
agreement in its present form to such new sectofsoats, and | will expect each
Delegation in these negotiations to act favouraplsuch calf’

Walter Eytan sent a protest regarding the Tranagjueth proposal for taking over the
Iragi lines as early as the 14 March, only thregsdafter Bunche’s formula for the
extension of the ceasefire lines had been agreed. Ugytan’s argument was nothing
but absurd: “The carrying out of such redeploymsorifers serious advantage on the
other side™ It was obvious that Transjordan had no militarwatage in such a

takeover as its lines were already overstretchatptRBunche was fully aware of the

" See Chapter 4 and 5.

8 FO 7 March 1949, FO371/75348, Amman to FO, Cypter127; FO 8 March 1949, FO371/75349,
Bagdad to FO, Cypher No. 209.

5 UN 11 March 1949, UN S-0618-0010, Second JoinhfabMeeting of the Israeli-Transjordan
Armistice Negotiations, Summary.

80 Eytan to Mohn, 13 March 1949, doc. 223 in Freufd(Ed.) 1983, p. 415.
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absurdity, and his reply, a day later, seems tce Haeen astute: “[IJnforming him
[Eytan] | do no]t] accept his interpretations onchusions.®*

Adding to the legalistic complaint that Eytan heeht to Ralph Bunche, the
Israeli delegation at Rhodes sent a complaint thiréc the Transjordanian delegation
arguing that raids into Israel had taken place ftben Iragi held areas of the West
Bank. This complaint was formulated as a “last nidtium”, a formulation that
convinced Glubb Pasha that an Israeli attack onWhest Bank was imminefit.
Glubb’s fears were well founded. Internal Isragcdments reveal that an attack on
the West Bank was contemplated to a great extemtas analysed in terms of what
excuse was needed for such an operation, whatph@rdhtic cost would be, what the
British reaction would be, etc. The discussion daded that the risk was far higher
than in the case of Agaba and that there was noagtee that Britain would not
intervene®

Transjordan pointed out that the cross border raydérab irregulars was an
Iragi responsibility. Transjordan stated that themds would cease when a takeover
was completed, but that they needed guaranteelet@ffect that no Israeli attack
would be launched once the Arab Legion had takem the Iraqgi front. Iraq also asked
for the US Government to guarantee a safety pesfotD-15 days during which the
takeover was to take place. No such guaranteesfartheoming®

The British Foreign Office also clearly feared dtaek on the weakened Arab
Legion lines, and therefore urged Iraq to join #Hrenistice negotiations rather than
withdraw, as this withdrawal would place the Arabglion in a precarious situatién.
Besides urging the Iraqi forces to hold their goeg, the Foreign Office urged the US
Government to apply pressure on the Israelis ireotdat such an attack should not
take plac€® It was also discussed whether one could threaraell by stating that any

move on the West Bank would “seriously prejudice pespect of election to the

®1 Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections,
Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diary March 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.
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United Nations.®” Such a threat was never followed up on as bottuend British
Government had in effect lent support to Israeli Uimbership by granting it
recognition®® The final vote was held in the General AssemblyyN8&49, with both
the US and UK supporting Israeli membersHip.

The US State Department shared the Foreign Offie@gies regarding the
West Bank' However, apart from informing the Israeli Governnef their stance on
such an attack, which was negative, they apprisedBritish Government that they
had very little influence over Israel, and had f@eans of applying pressure unless the
case was as clear cut as it had been in the Egyptise when Israel had breached an
international frontief* The furthest the US Government seemed willingddayvards
pressuring the Israeli Government was to “discoeirpg.] firmly from taking any
forceful action on Iraqgi or any other front in Pstlae.”? The Foreign Office did not
pursue the case further. There was an air of rasgn within the Foreign Office
when, in mid-March, the only aid they seemed allegive was to urge the
Transjordanian and Iragi Governments to publiclzéseaeli threats

It was on the issue of the Iragi forces and thethdvawal from the northern
West Bank that the first secret meeting at Shumelk place. Head of the Israeli
delegation Reuven Shiloah informed Bunche thatetlvesis going to be a conference
on the issue at Shuneh, but said little éfsBhe Iraqi issue had, as predicted, become
one of the biggest deadlocks in the Rhodes negmii? In fact, it was only as late as
20 March that Bunche received confirmation fromqlrthat Transjordan could
negotiate on behalf of Iraq and that the Arab Legimuld take over the Iragi linéS8.
In view of previous Israeli complaints and thredtsg sought to ensure that no
provocations were created in this withdrawal, andtéd the UN to increase the

number of observers present in the areas from whap withdrew in the northern

" FO 15 March 1949, FO371/75386, Jerusalem to F@h&yNo. 210.
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West BanK’ Just when the Iraq issue seemed to be solved, veswene Iraqi
Government once again pulled the plug, stating salle to Ralph Bunche that the
withdrawal was only a move to “rear positions” ahat they were unwilling to be
bound by an armistice signed by Transjoraithis infuriated Ralph Bunche. The
Transjordanian delegation, however, thought thatvhe overreacting and that it was
more rhetoric than it was a change of hé&aithis last view was also shared by the
British representative in Baghd&d.

This new, albeit pending, agreement with Iraq, wlaarly perceived as a step
forward for the involved parties, but along witretsigning of the Israeli-Lebanese
armistice on 23 March, Transjordan became incrggsirsolated and hence more
prone to Israeli pressure. In a sense all progresssjordan made within an inter-Arab
context was simultaneously a setback in terms ef Thansjordanian-Israeli power
balance.

Israel had accepted the declaration Bunche haddatidéhe ceasefire stating
that once Transjordan had taken over the front fitrenlragi troops the parties would
extend the ceasefire to include the strip of larelipusly held by the Iraqi forcés.
When Iragi was about to withdraw, however, Isrdehdy broke with this common
understanding by declaring, March 1949, that the upcoming Iragi withdrawal @as
breach of the truc® Legalistically Israel had a point, since troop mment on the
front could be considered a breach of the truces IFagi withdrawal, however, was
beneficial for Israel as it enabled a hostile ammpe replaced with a force that was
interested in negotiating. Despite this, Israeerafited to further benefit from the
situation by claiming that the truce was breachedas in relation to this complaint
that the greatest Israeli threat took place. le@et meeting between Abdullah al-Tel
and Moshe Dayan in Jerusalem 18 March, Dayan irégdrai-Tel that Israel could be

willing to ignore the fact that Transjordan had Kkeo the truce if, in return,
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Transjordan was willing to concede territory toaksl®® This was clearly coercive
diplomacy.

The British representative in Amman commented oe itsue: “Another
meeting is arranged for this evening when the eaawiunt of this particular instance
of blackmail is to be named*When King Abdullah met Dayan at Shuneh the barter
was not much more specific. Dayan only made itrdleat Transjordan would have to
concede “certain unspecified “high point§®.On the 22 March, in a meeting in
Jerusalem, the term “high points” was defined agéaeral withdrawal of the Arab
Legion for 15 kilometres along the front opposkie toastal plain® Transjordan was
given 24 hours in which to agree “or Israel wouldhdraw its agreement to Arab
Legion taking over from lIraqgis.” Dayan was evenai@d to have said “that if
rectification not made by agreement, Israel woultkenthem anyway?* With this last
statement it became clear that the Israeli demaasl mothing less than blackmail.
Transjordan could either concede territory voluhtaor Israel would launch an attack
and take that land anyway. The British Foreign €&ffivas shocked by this threat, but
was incapable of doing anything about it apart fimging the US State Department to
exert pressure on Israel. The State Departmentdulgeel to stop issuing such
demands, but little real pressure was appiied.

23 March 1949, during a long and hard round of tiagons at Shuneh, the
size of the demanded area was slightly redftdt.was to be a “belt about 5
kilometres deep stretching from just east of Lytllthe north of Jenin along a front of
60 kilometres.” Glubb Pasha estimated that this ameluded “about 15 [Palestinian]

villages and approximately 12,000 inhabitarifs.The land in question was also

8 FO 19 March 1949, FO371/75386, Amman to FO, Cypter172; FO 22 March 1949,
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described as “some of the best agricultural langt nemaining in Arab hands* If
there was any doubt as to whether there was attimezlved, the Israeli negotiators,
Walter Eytan and Yigal Yadin, “demanded acceptdnc&900 hours this evening [...]
in the event of refusal Transjordan “would soon”sgbat would happen® These

two, Eytan and Yadin, later expressed moral qualsn® the demands:

We were, after all, discussing the future of vilagwhich were wholly Arab in
population and situated in territory under Arabtcoh[...] In spite of all guarantees
and fine phrases, it was as clear to the Trangpgada as to us that the people of
these villages were likely to become refugees as s the Iragis withdrew, and

possibly even beford>

Professional negotiators as they were, neitherrEgta Yadin let these moral qualms
get to them, however, and the demand was held.forth

King Abdullah was convinced that a refusal wouldule in an all-out Israeli
attack and he arranged for a meeting the samerey&hGlubb Pasha, however, was
convinced that it would be possible to slightly fpasie the agreement in an attempt to
obtain some form of US pressudfeThere was some optimism in terms of getting such
US pressure, and it was believed that the redudtiothe size of the strip of land
demanded by Israeli was the result of some dedrétSdnvolvement?® | have been
unable to find any evidence supporting this.

Convinced by Glubb Pasha’s argument of the avdiiyaloif US pressure, King
Abdullah managed to postpone the signing of then8hwagreement by a full week. He
used the argument that the Prime Minister perspihaltl to sign it.

He was in Lebanon at the time, and Israel gaveéimeek in which to return

and sign the agreement which was then to be incaigw in the Rhodes agreem#ht.

L FO 25 March 1949, FO371/75387, Strand to Primeistén, P.M./W.S./49/42.

92 FO 23 March 1949, FO371/75386, Amman to FO, Cypler182.

9 Eytan to Sharett, 3 April 1949, doc. 267 in Frdioit(Ed.) 1983, pp. 499-500.

% FO 23 March 1949, FO371/75386, Amman to FO, Cypter182. There are several indications of
an Israeli takeover in the Hebron area in the stime period as the issuing of the Iragi blackmail.
From the various sources, however, it is hard tueately evaluate the size and nature of this tedeo
Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLA lrdry, Department of Special Collections,
Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diar§ @nd 24 March 1949, UCLA 364/8-7; FO 26
March 1949, FO371/75387, Amman to FO, Cypher N@; B® 4 April 1949, FO371/75273, Monthly
Situation Report on Transjordan March 1949.

% FO 23 March 1949, FO371/75386, Amman to FO, CyiNeerl82; FO 23 March 1949,
FO371/75386, FO to Washington, Cypher No. 38472BMarch 1949, FO371/75386, Amman to
FO, Cypher No. 185.

% FO 24 March 1949, FO371/75387, Ernst Bevin to Brivlinister Attlee, P.M,/49/40.

% FO 24 March 1949, FO371/75386, Amman to FO, CydNeerl85. The full text for the “Agreement
between the Hashemite Jordan Kingdom and the 8ftdseael” (concerning “the taking over by the
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Prime Minister Abul Huda, not surprisingly, was ontfortable with this solution and
was highly pessimistic. In his view it was unlikehat US pressure of any significance
was going to be forthcoming, and he was convinbatl israel was going to take over
the rest of Palestine if the agreement was notesigfhBy this point Abul Huda, who
had previously been pro-UN, had, in light of thevelepments of the negotiations,
become convinced that Ralph Bunche was biasegm-#sraeli direction, stating that
“no trust should be put either in the Acting Medratr in the [PCC] or in the Security
Council.” He clearly perceived Bunche to be paltiaksponsible for the fact that
Israel was able to make harsh demands from Tratejowithout facing any
international pressure of significante.

The armistice text, which was finalized, but n@n&d, at Shuneh 23 March,
included a clause stating that “Israel [...] has maiuiglar changes for the benefit of
the Hashemite Jordan Kingdom in other areas.” Thasse did not match well with
reality, as there were no “similar changes”. It waserted purely for the sake of
helping Transjordan save face in case the concessieaked® Israel had no
intentions of bartering land apart from a minutergly symbolic modification. It was
first suggested that Transjordan be compensatetheénTulkarem region, but the
minuscule change was finally made in the Hebrom @med in the northeast: The
strip of land handed over to Israel in this agresnme geographically small. In relative
terms it is around 1% of historical Palestine aodghly the same size as the Gaza
strip 102

The week King Abdullah had managed to buy himsel§ wpent in a last ditch

attempt at obtaining US pressure against Israelg Kibdullah personally sent a letter

Arab Legion of the Iraqi front.”) is found in FO B75387. Summary with some comments: FO 24
March 1949, FO371/75386, Amman to FO, Cypher Né6. 18

% FO 28 March 1949, FO371/75387, Amman to FO, Cyper190.

% FO 26 March 1949, FO371/75387, Beirut to FO, Cyphe. 174. For Abul Huda’s previous pro-UN
views see Chapter 4.

1900 27 March 1949, FO371/75387, Amman to EastepeBiment FO, S.1/49; Stabler to Sec. of
State, 24 March. 1949 iFRUS1949, Vol. VI, p. 867; Eytan to Sharett, 23 Mal&49, doc. 248 in
Freundlich (Ed.) 1983, p. 471.

101 FQ 24 March 1949, FO371/75386, Amman to FO, Cyplerl86; FO 24March 1949,
FO371/75387, Washington to FO, Cypher No. 168026March 1949, FO371/75387, Washington to
FO, Cypher No. 1712; “Agreement between the Hasteedoirdan Kingdom and the State of Israel”
(concerning amendment to “the taking over by thabAtegion of the Iragi front.”) signed 30 March,
found in FO 371/75387; FO 31 March 1949, FO371/7538nman to FO, Cypher No. 202; Eytan,
Walter: “Three Nights at Shuneh.” Midstream Nov. 1980, p. 54; Stabler to Sec. of State, 3icka
1949 inFRUS1949, Vol. VI, pp. 886-887; Urquhart 1998, p. 2%ée Appendix: Map: 5: Armistice
Lines.

192 The strip on the West Bank is 300sq km whilst@eeza strip is 360sq km.
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to President Truman urging him to apply pressurdsogel so that an armistice could
successfully be signed without loss of further laardl hence with reduced risk of
renewed fighting®® In line with this the British representatives imm#an were
instructed to increase the flow of information heit US counterparts so that the extent
of the blackmail could become fully apparent to tH8°* Two days before the
deadline ran out the Israeli delegates at Rhoded to persuade Ralph Bunche to
threaten Transjordan into expediting matters reggrdthe Shuneh agreement
concerning the Iragi front on the northern West IBE¥A Whether the reason for
Israel's sudden demand for haste was due to feosdible US pressure is uncertain. |
have not been able to find any conclusive evidence.

Israel, however, had nothing to fear. As far as W& State Department was
concerned, the concessions demanded of Transjavdam small (5x60km) and not
permanent as it was an armistice that was beingtiaégd and not a peace
agreement®® Truman responded personally to King Abdullah’seletstating, in a
“very non-committal” manner that “the Jews showemtually give compensation for
all territory they get in excess of the 1947 pamit'®’ “Eventually” was understood
as “an ultimate political settlement between theti®sl, i.e. a final peace treat}’
This meant that the American stance — that Kingullath must accept the concessions
— was the standing politic. This was shocking newthe British Foreign Office. The
feeling of hopelessness created by US passivity, vigs the representative in
Jerusalem, set into the context of cooperationuroge: “[This] seems to augur very
ill for prospects of effective co-operation betwaenand the United States in Europe,
where we shall be face with opposition far more @dul and determined than the
Israeli Government can put uf® This made the Foreign Office realize that no
pressure was going to materialize and found iteetfed to advise King Abdullah to

sign while there was still timE?° King Abdullah reacted to the letter in a similar

193 FQ 25 March 1949 (letter states 1948, but thistrhasan error), FO816/145, Abdullah Ibn EI-
Hussein to Truman.

104 FQ 25 March 1949, FO371/75386, FO to Amman, Cypher251; FO 26 March 1949,
FO371/75386, FO to Amman, Cypher No. 254.

195 Brian Urquhart's private collection in the UCLAHriary, Department of Special Collections,
Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diar§ Rlarch 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.

198 FQ 25 March 1949, FO371/75387, Washington to Fgph@r No. 1711.

197 FO 30 March 1949, FO371/75387, Amman to FO, Cypler199.

198 £ 4 April 1949, FO371/75387, Amman to Ernest BE#O), Despatch No. 23.

199 FO 28 March 1949, FO371/75387, Jerusalem to F@h&yNo. 247.

10 F0 29 March 1949, FO371/75383, FO to Amman, Cyper263.
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fashion, stating “now no other course of actiont lepen but to accept Israel's
demands™™*

What was striking in relation to the Israeli blackihwas not only the nature of
the threat in itself, but also the fact that theddi delegates at Rhodes informed Ralph
Bunche that no such demands were going to takeepla&ing Abdullah felt that
Transjordan had a clear interest in making suré shah concessions were made in
utmost secrecy. The handover of the demanded aasaplanned as a gradual event
taking place over four months so as to reduce utedgpublicity™** Surrendering such
a large area of land that was under Arab Legiortrobrand that had been given to the
Arabs by the Partition Plan, was a highly contreiadrissue. Given the extent of such
a controversy, it had to be discussed it utmostesgc Talks at Shuneh could offer
this, whereas Rhodes talks could H8tPrime Minister Abul Huda was of a different
opinion and wanted the agreement to be includedlgpe the armistice that was to be
signed at Rhodes® This was a view also held by the Foreign Offite.

The Shuneh agreement was signed at the last moB@&harch, after a long
winded last meeting lasting until 5 a.m. at the cénpalace. The stance of Prime
Minister Abul Huda won out, and the clause statimat the deal was to be kept secret
was removed. The parties agreed that the Shuneleragnt was to be included in the
armistice at Rhode's! After the signing of the Shuneh agreement botegiions
arrived at Rhodes with the same instructions. R&phche was clearly satisfied that
the case could be closed, but he was aggrieveldeati¢tails: “Another deal and as

usual the Palestine Arabs loge®”

The Signing at Rhodes

11 Quoted in Bar-Joseph 1987, p. 231.

112 Brian Urquhart's private collection in the UCLAHriary, Department of Special Collections,
Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diarg Rlarch 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.

13 FQ 23 March 1949, FO371/75386, Amman to FO, Cyplerl82.

114 FQ 22 March 1949, FO371/75386, Amman to FO, Cypherl79; FO 23 March 1949,
FO371/75386, Amman to FO, Cypher No. 182.

115 FO 28 March 1949, FO371/75387, Amman to FO, Cypler190.

118 FO 29 March 1949, FO371/75383, FO to Amman, Cypler263.

17 FO 31 March 1949, FO371/75387, Amman to FO, Cypl®r202; “Agreement between the
Hashemite Jordan Kingdom and the State of Israeli¢erning amendment to “the taking over by the
Arab Legion of the Iraqi front.”) signed 30 Mardbund in FO 371/75387.

118 Brian Urquhart's private collection in the UCLAHriary, Department of Special Collections,
Collection 364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diarypril 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.
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The two cases of coercive diplomacy, in the soumthdegev and on the Iraqgi front,
were ones in which the Israelis won through withpsging ease. In the first, Israel
launched a successful land grab that had to béettess facts on the ground. In the
second, Israel threatened to launch a large sdtlekaunless Transjordan willingly
surrendered a strip of land.

Once Prime Minister Abul Huda signed the Shuneheament with
amendments 30 March 1949 these were forwarded toléthwhere they formed the
basis for the Rhodes armistice. This was signedp@l A949 by Israel and the
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, the new name giveframsjordan as its borders now
encompassed land on both sides of the Jordan RiVer.issues of the temporary
division of Jerusalem, the temporary armisticediaed the release of POWs were all
adequately addressed, but the main issues werpgmest. These issues were: The
Palestinian refugees, which were to be granted tight of return; The final borders,
which were to be based on the Partition Plan wghaé land swaps; and The final
status for Jerusalem, which was, according to the td be internationalized. The
postponed issues were all those that really maktéoethe Palestinians. The real
victims of the war were therefore, in a sense, tezjfrom the armistice negotiations.
With the armistice treaty finalized Jordan coularsthe annexation of the West Bank.
King Abdullah had laid the political groundwork fdinis with the First Palestinian
Congress (October 1948) and the Jericho ConferéDeeember 1948). When these
had been held, however, King Abdullah’s claim wasdd almost exclusively on the
military presence the Arab Legion had in the WeahlB With the armistice this
presence was granted international legitimacy. Kiigdullah knew that such an
annexation was a controversial matter and decidegostpone the issue. The West
Bank was formally annexed to Jordan in April 19&80ull year after the armistice was

signed™**

119 ghlaim 2001, p. 66.
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7. Rhodes vs. Shuneh: Analyzing the Diplomatic Pref  erence

In order to fully comprehend the relationship bedwethe Shuneh and the Rhodes
negotiations there are three perspectives that ttabe investigated. The perspectives of
King Abdullah, the Israeli Government and Acting dietor Ralph Bunche. What view
did these three hold on the use of Shuneh as tia¢idm for the negotiations?

The Israeli Perspective

Given the political, military and diplomatic balanof power, the Israeli perspective is
rather self evident. Israel was in a position tkenharsher demands in direct secret talks
than they would have been able to make in officibl monitored talks. As we have seen
the Israeli demands relating to the southern Negel the northern section of the West
Bank were met with little resistance. Israel’s imbtad long been that of isolating the Arab
states, taking them on one by one. In a senselibaeh talks were the culmination of
such a policy. Not only was Israel able to compjeisolate Transjordan from the rest of
the Arab world, but by negotiating through a sebiktteral channel Israel also managed

to isolate Transjordan from almost all other fowh®utside interference.

King Abdullah’s Perspective

The most logical choice for Transjordan would haeen to negotiate at Rhodes through
the mediation of Acting Mediator Ralph Bunche. Atdees it would presumably have
been harder for Israel to make the harsh demardi®ainight threats that were made in
Shuneh. Under the scrutiny of the UN such coerdiygomacy would have been more
difficult. It would also have been far easier fait8in to put weight behind Transjordan if
talks were official, and the US position on thetfian Plan could possibly also have been
made more visible. Talks under the UN would havedenthe Arab world’s position
towards Transjordan less hostile. These argumdmisiever, rest on the luxury of
hindsight. What we must seek to understand is m&tker King Abdullah made the right
choice, but rather why he made that choice.
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We have already investigated King Abdullah’s distrof the UN. This was based
on several assessments. King Abdullah was veheynamti-communist and feared Soviet
involvement if the UN apparatus was used. Furtherdisliked the slow bureaucratic
nature of the organization. He also disagreed wWiehUN position on Jerusalem, which
was that of internationalization. The Old City Hagen Transjordan’s greatest gain in the
1948 War, and it had been a hard fought battleelsand Transjordan had a shared view
on Jerusalem (division), and this was contraryhio WN stance. Last, but not least, King
Abdullah’s dislike of the UN must have been heawifluenced by the fact Transjordan
was not officially recognized as an independenntguby the UN.

King Abdullah had had good experiences with peabatiplomacy in the past.
These experiences bore merits. He had establist@dsa relationship with the Israeli
Arabist Elias Sasson and had obtained the cons@lepre-war agreement between
himself and the Zionists. Beyond that, the Jerusdleice that had been negotiated on a
personal basis in November 1948, without UN interee, was perceived as a great
success. The establishment of a direct phone kteden Dayan and al-Tel had served
both parties well. The successful exchange of PO also been completed through
personal negotiations that had excluded the UN.

From King Abdullah’s standpoint, the advantagenefotiating under the UN
because of available outside pressure was an éhaadjument. It had become clear that
such outside pressure was not forthcoming.. Britonld not even supply the Arab
Legion with ammunition and the US was almost shoglgi uninvolved. Such outside
pressure, it was clear, would only manifest itsiethe international border was crossed.
Even then, as was evident when Egypt proper waslattl in December 1948, the US and
British reaction was limited and slow. Elias Sassmwards the end of March 1949,
seemed close on target when he made the commerithba&ing is anxious to conclude
an armistice with us at any cost and that the ®riéire not giving him much backing.”
Beyond that, the other Arab states that had funeticas limiting force on King Abdullah
were all but outmanoeuvred. Most of them had alfeadde concessions to Israel and

their ability to exert pressure on the Hashemitgené was depleted. The implication of

! Sasson to Eytan, 22 March 1949, doc. 246 in FiemdEd.) 1983, p. 465.
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this was that King Abdullah no longer was under @ngssure to negotiate under UN
scrutiny.

A last factor, and one not explored previouslyswiae fact that King Abdullah,
unlike the other Arab leaders, was authenticallierested in negotiating peace with
Israel? His choice of personal negotiations must alsodmesicdered in light of this. If his
long term goal was to further his diplomatic redaghip with Israel, then fostering their
personal relationship was perhaps of equal impoetaas minimizing the concessions

made in the armistice.

Ralph Bunche’s Perspective

Some of the studies that have focused on the acmisegotiations have investigated the
power vested in Ralph Bunche in his role as medfdtdis is a highly valuable approach
when looking at the Israeli-Egyptian armistice &llout at best such an analysis is
complementary when investigating the Israeli-Trardgnian armistic.The reason for
this is that few of the major decisions were madeRhodes, and even Bunche’s
perception of the relationship between the two tiagon forums, Rhodes and Shuneh, is
somewhat unclear.

There has been some debate as to whether Ralpth8uimad any knowledge of
the Shuneh negotiations. Although most researclkshave investigated the armistice
negotiations discuss the Shuneh negotiations inveee or another, there has mainly
been three works that have seriously delved in¢odthrestion of whether Ralph Bunche
knew or not. These three are Brian UrquhaR&aph Bunche: An American Ljfévi
Shlaim’s Collusion Across the Jordaand Saadia Touval'She Peace BrokersBoth
Shlaim and Urquhart conclude that Ralph Bunche kabout the Shuneh negotiatidhs,
whilst Touval comments: “Much of the negotiationstween Jordan and Israel were
conducted in direct talks without Bunche'’s preseaqeerhaps without his knowledgé.”

A series of other authors who also touch in on thesne to a greater or lesser extent

2 Shlaim 1990 (a), pp. 355-389.

% Naeser 2005, pp. 37-48; Touval 1982, pp. 54-75.
* Touval 1982, p. 65.

> Shlaim 1988; Urquhart 1998; Touval 1982.

® Shlaim 1988, p.425; Urquhart 1998, p. 216.
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seem to disagree on this questiofihe issue is further confused since the lIsraeli
negotiator Walter Eytan, who participated in bottese negotiations, states in his
autobiography that the Shuneh negotiations weré'rdd negotiations [and] should be
conducted in secret [...] Only the King’s closest fdents were to know; the rest of the
world was to go on watching the show at Rhodek”another article he notes that
“[King Abdullah] insisted on absolute secrecy [..Mea vis-a-vis his own delegates at
Rhodes.*® Both British and US sources from as late as 25chdi949 seem sure that
Bunche did not knoW! The decision to inform him of the Shuneh talks wasle as late
as 26 MarcH?

Upon reviewing the only source that in truth canfom or disprove the existing
theories — Ralph Bunche’s diary from the periochefjotiations’ — one can close the
discussion around the simple question: Did he kabwut the Shuneh talks? The answer
in all simplicity is yes. Given a series of comngent his diary it becomes evident that
he was well aware of the secret Shuneh talks. irss domment about these talks was
made as early as 16 March. However, it is not cetep} clear what importance Bunche
placed in the Shuneh discussidh®©ne viable theory would be that he viewed these as
complementary to the “real” negotiations at Rhoddere precisely, he perceived the
Shuneh talks as a forum where problems that aroBth@des were straightened out in
direct consultations with King Abdullah. A seriesammments from the diaries would

support this theory’ A close look at Bunche's comment from 24 Marcleigealing:

Jundi [Head of the Transjordanian delegation], whd earlier said he was unprepared to
discuss the supposedly highly controversial isdiamistice lines in sector south of Dead
Sea (Agaba), stated that he was prepared to aStelph’s proposal that armistice line
follow international frontier in this area! Thusb& hurdle was taken. Later this evening,

" Touval 1982, p. 65.

8 Robins 2004, p. 70; Pappé 1992, p. 188; Morrisl2p0250-251.

° Eytan 1958, p. 38.

10 Eytan 1980, p. 53.

1 FO 25 March 1949, FO371/75387, Washington to Fgah@r No. 1711; Memorandum of Telephone
Conversation by Mr. Robert M. McClintock, 25 Mard®49 inFRUS1949, Vol. VI, pp. 868-869.

12 Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. 228-229.

13 Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections, Collegtio
364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diary. UCLA 36478-

14 Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections, Collegtio
364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diary 16, 25, 2&igh, 1 and 2 April 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.

15 Brian Urquhart's private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections, Collestio
364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diary 25, 28 Magnid 1 April 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.



in chat with Shiloah, he told me lIsraeli's were ngnepared to take up question of
extending agreement to Iragi front and would askifde or no modification in the lines
there. If this proves true we are about out ofvileeds on the Transjordan agreemént.

At this point Bunche was well aware of the Shurakst'’ Bunche seems to have been
elevated rather than disturbed since both thellsaad Transjordanian delegates agreed
on continuing negotiations on these points at RBobleanother instance he commented:
“Iraqis are supposed to move out. | hope they illlooks as though we will have
agreement quickly, but one can never be sure. icknaf this business. Both Delegations
are now supposed to have similar instructidfis.”
He seems to have felt that these “consultationd’tha simple function of taking

a burden off his back. He allowed this underminiidhis mandate to continue because
he had reached a breaking point where the onlygtthat mattered was expediting his
mission. Bunche wanted to finish the whole busirsssgo home. He was exhausted. He
had first spent a month and a half negotiating mmistice between Israel and Egypt.
When that was finished, he initiated the new roohdegotiations, which was wrought
by political bickering, lack of professionalism the Transjordanian delegation, late
nights, early mornings and bouts of disegdéustrative of the effect this had on him is
the fact that he was unwilling to attend the Sy@amistice talks, preferring to send his
envoys Henri Vigier, who had previously mediated ttebanon armistice on behalf of
Bunche, and General William Riley, chief of staff ¢the Truce Supervision
Organizatiorf’

Perhaps the clearest indication of Ralph Bunch&te ©f mind is found in a letter

he sent to his wife Ruth:

You can't imagine what it takes to hold these maskeogether long enough to squeeze
agreement out of them. And such trickery, deceit downright dishonesty you have never

18 Brian Urquhart's private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections, Collestio
364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diary 24 March 9Q9WCLA 364/8-7.

17 Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections, Colleatio
364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diary a6éd 18 March 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.

18 Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections, Colleatio
364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche DiaryApril 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.

19 Brian Urquhart’s private collection in the UCLAHrary, Department of Special Collections, Colleatio
364 (UCLA), Excerpts from Bunche Diary 28 Feb. Aptil 1949, UCLA 364/8-7.

2 Urquhart 1998, pp. 214, 218-219.
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seen. | swear by all that's Holy, | will never corxgywhere near the Palestine problem once
| liberate myself from this tr&p

The Shuneh talks allowed him to get out of that tnath greater haste and less work than
would have been possible if the talks only tookcplat Rhodes. Bunche may not have

agreed with the outcome, but at least an agreehaehbeen squeezed out of the parties.

% Quoted in Urquhart 1998, p. 217.
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8. Armistice — From Temporary Solution to Permanent Non-
Solution

The negotiations that led to the finalized Rhodesistice between Israel and Transjordan
were held on two fronts. Officially all the negditms took place at Rhodes under the
auspices of Acting Mediator Ralph Bunche. Unoffigiahowever, most of the talks of
substance took place in secret at King Abdullalalage at Shuneh or in no-man’s land in
Jerusalem. The final armistice was signed at Rh8dgsril 1949 and all the issues that
were agreed upon in the unofficial negotiationsSauneh were integrated into the
document. For the first time in an official intetiomal document the signatory was the
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, as Transjordan wasdierth known. The unofficial
negotiations were known to Ralph Bunche, and aljhahese negotiations were classical
cases of coercive diplomacy that undermined hidaity as a negotiator, he allowed
these to take place. He was disappointed in theomg of the Shuneh talks, but was
mentally and physically exhausted. Ralph Bunche fe@thed the conclusion that any
solution was better than one that could only beched after further longwinded
negotiations. King Abdullah too accepted the caersibecause he had no other choice.
The reality was that no matter where or how KingdAllah chose to negotiate,
Transjordan was practically unarmed and isolatée British Government was unable to
provide aid, and the US Government was uninterésted

The Israeli-Transjordan armistice was the seconth$b armistice to be signed
between Israel and its Arab neighbours. The Symegotiations were long-winded, and
the armistice between Israel and Syria was notesigmtil 20 July 1949, after almost four
months of negotiating. With that the war was ovet peace negotiations begafs with
armistice talks, the peace negotiations betweeaellsand Jordan was a two-track affair.
Together with the other Arab states Jordan pasteip in the Lausanne Peace Conference
hosted by the PCC. Additionally, Jordan held segegfotiations with Israel up until King
Abdullah’s death in 1951.In the end both these tracks collapsed, and thstice

became official policy.

! Bar-Joseph 1987, pp. 228-230.
% Shlaim 2001, pp. 45-47.
% Shlaim 1990 (a), pp. 355-421.
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Evaluating the Armistice

The British Minister in Amman, Alec Kirkbride, wdsrious at both the Israeli behaviour
and the British lack of (re)action. In a starch miag to the Foreign Office in early March
1949 he made clear his views. They were ominouBhY Israeli forces can go where
they want, pretty well when they want to and unlessie greater degree of diplomatic
support is given to the Arabs the use of the temagbtiations” in connexion with a
settlement is a mistaké.”

There has long been a common misunderstandindh@dtuce lines are equitable
with the armistice line3.This was not the case. Territory was gained bgelson several
fronts after the truce andluring negotiations. The most manifest instances of gjahs
were Operation Uvda, whereby the southern tip efNlegev was taken in the midst of the
negotiations, and the blackmail on the Iraqi fromthereby Israel demanded (and
acquired) a strip of land as the price Transjordad to pay in order to avoid an outright
attack.

An evaluation of the armistice must take into e¢desation the following two
guestions: Who were the interested parties? Anwdhtat extent did these interested parties
obtain their demands? The answer to the first gquesis: Israel, Jordan and the
Palestinians. The answer to the second questiamie complex as each party must be
analysed separately.

It takes two to tango. No more, no less. Both $jamdan and Israel were
unwilling to let the Palestinian in on the danceespite the fact that the war was in
Palestine and that the main victims of the war tinesPalestinian people, there was an
enormous disparity in the relationship victim —resgentation. Israel for one, had taken
care to rid its annexed area of the Palestifiafmansjordan, for its part, was key in
strangling the All Palestine Government at birdkimg all necessary steps to ensure that

Transjordan, and not the Palestinians, would nagotover the land held by the Arab

* FO 11 March 1949, FO371/75381, Amman to FO, Cyjiér

® It has been standard reference in historical apsve the same lines for “areas captured byllbsae
January 1949” and “armistice lines”. See e.g. Gilkddartin: The Arab-Israeli Conflict: Its History in
Maps London 1985, p. 46. Interestingly even Avi Shiageems to confuse these terms. See e.g. Shlaim
2001, pp. 56-57.

® Morris 2004; Palumbo 1987; Pappe 2007.
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Legion. The Hashemite Kingdom also sought, and terain extent managed to gain,
legitimacy from sectors of the Palestinian societyrepresent the Palestiniahfrom a
Palestinian perspective the armistice negotiatioras therefore a double defeat. By
postponing the refugee issue the armistice cemeéh&Balestinian exodus. Further, since
the Palestinians were not represented as a paetyarimistice negated the Palestinians as a
political and national entity. In both the armisscand the Lausanne Peace Conference, no
Palestinian delegation was present. In a senseniatism had gone full circle. The Arab
states' attitude towards the Palestinians was muoctune with Marx' view of the
colonized: “They cannot represent themselves; thegt be represented.”

From a Jordanian perspective the armistice wasxadrsuccess. From a purely
geopolitical standpoint, Jordan was a highly susftgégarticipant in the war. Jordan, after
all, managed to acquire 22% of mandatory Palesticiading East Jerusalem. These areas
were even annexed by Jordan and remained integris @f the Kingdom from 1950 until
the 1967 war. However, if one evaluates the aroastin terms of the initial
Transjordanian demands as well as the areas ofdanally held by Transjordan at the
outset of the negotiations, we get a very diffepature. Seen in such a light Transjordan
lost the southern section of the Negev as well @3 juare kilometres of the northern
West Bank. Further, the suggested barter that jimatas and Israel could share Eilat and
Haifa was abandoned as a result of Transjordampdest Eilat due to Operation Uvda.

From an Israeli perspective the armistice waseat success. Based purely on a
comparison with the UN Partition Plan, Israel wateao increase its size from 56% to
77% of the wholé. Although most of these gains were made duringvtae and not
during the armistices, the armistice functioned dsgitimization of those gains. Beyond
acquiring land, Israel was able to postpone vialés such as the Palestinian refugee
issue. By international law the refugees had tlghtrito return. Likewise, by UN
standards, Israel should have either handed baecls dhat were occupied in excess of the
Partition Plan, or traded these for areas of egird. Since both the refugee issue and
such territorial trade offs were postponed to niagjons for a final peace settlement, an

awkward situation was created whereby the armistga&ve Israel enormous gains of

" See Chapter 3.
8 Quoted in Said, Edward WQrientalism.London 2003, p. xxvii.
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which almost all would be lost in a peace treatye Tncentives this gave Israel to work
towards a peace settlement were low at best. [2efiug, the Israeli Government faced
harsh opposition in the Knesset for the armisticd Wordan. Especially the maximalist
Herut party was furious because Israel had giveayalarge areas of Jewish land. For
them the West Bank and East Jerusalem were intgguas of the historical Jewish
homeland and could not be given away. Despite talts ¢or non-confidence, however,

the more moderate Ben-Gurion line managed to wiouih°

The Lausanne Peace Conference and the Abdullah Chan nel

It has not been the aim of this study to inveségae negotiations that took place after
the signing of the armistice. However, some noteshese developments are in order. It
is, after all, due to the collapse of these thatahmistice became the standing situation.
If the peace talks had been able to create anyicolthese would have taken precedent
over the armistices. Since no such solution mdiee the armistice stood.

The Palestine Conciliation Commission convened_tiesanne Peace Conference
in April 1949. Here all the involved Arab stateslderael held a series of meetings until
the debacle closed inconclusively in September stame year. The Conference was
attended on radically different premises by the pacties. In terms of procedure Israel
preferred to face off the Arab states one at a taypenegotiating bilaterally. The Arab
states, on the other hand, agreed with the PC@soaph. From an Arab perspective it
was seen as vital that they face off Israel as leatve bloc, thus enhancing their
strength. In terms of contents the parties were alsloggerheads. The Arab League
rallied around the UN Partition Plan, yet added tim@nges. The first was that Israel
could make territorial swaps if they wanted to keegpas of land they had occupied. The
second was that if Israel was unwilling to settle tefugees in the areas they originally
came from, Israel would have to relinquish areas size that could accommodate the

refugees. Israel for its part claimed that the gefis were not their responsibility and that

® Thomas 1999, p. 89.
19 Shlaim 2001, pp. 54-55.
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negotiations had to be held on the basis of thaséioa lines and not on the Partition
Plan™!

Both the UN and the US Government seemed to agitbethe Arab approach,
and for Israel the whole conference was therefarex@rcise in constructive nay-saying.
It would have been a heavy burden for Israel Was perceived as responsible for the
collapse of Lausanne. Israel therefore put fortlutems that were unacceptable to the
Arabs, but that still could be argued as considerabncessions. The most infamous of
these was the offer to accept 100,000 Palestimugees. The offer was presented as a
large one, but it was well known that no Arab stteld accept such an offérWhat,
after all, would have been the fate of the rema@it0,000 refugees?

United by their stance on Jerusalem, which was tigpartition rather than
internationalisation, Jordan and Israel once affaind each other. Secret meetings took
place at Shuneh in the period from November 1948 Kimg Abdullah’s assasination in
July 1951. The secret talks had its breakthroulglisevery one of these was met with an
equally large disagreement. King Abdullah neededels concessions if he was to be
able to present peace to the Arab world. If Beni@uunderstood this, he seemed not to
appreciate it. Israel did, at times, suggest aetancessions, but these were never in the
vicinity of the size that would be needed by Kingdallah. Avi Shlaim concludes that
these talks collapsed “because Israel was toogtaol inflexible while Abdullah was
too weak and isolated.” The negotiations ended mlyruvhen King Abdullah was

murdered and an era of Middle Eastern diplomadp¥ad him to the grave®

Setting the Stage for the Future

When the armistice was signed between Israel andado3 April 1949 the war was

terminated, but the final borders were not setwvds commonly understood that these
could only be made official upon the signing ofiaf peace treaty. Such a final peace
treaty was never signed and until 1967 the temgdrarders were seemingly permanent.

With Israel's astounding victory in the 1967 ware t1949 borders suddenly turned into

1 Shlaim 2001, pp. 57-58.
12 Shlaim 2001, pp. 58-59.
13 Shlaim 2001, pp. 62-67.
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the 1967 borders and the western half of the Hagbafngdom of Jordan became the
Occupied Territories. In July 1988 Jordan relingat its claim over the West Bank, and
in November the same year PLO relinquished itsncléor all of historical Palestine,
making it clear that a Palestinian State woulddaaméled on the Occupied Territories — the
West Bank and GaZa.The historical irony here is that the 1949 bordeese completely
unacceptable as a final solution for any of thebAstates in 1949. This view was shared
by the international community and Israel was \&@lbre that if the country wanted peace
treaties with the Arab states, large areas of laad to be given back and hundreds of
thousands of Palestinian refugees would have hasetallowed to return. Although a
peace treaty would have been beneficial in termseofirity, the Israeli view was that the
balance sheet showed that the price for peace awakigh. The hard fought gains of the
1948 War and the armistice talks would have todmquished. International law was
perhaps on the side of the Arabs, but the balahpewer was on Israel’'s. Who was going
to pressure Israel to make concessions? As timsegdasnd no concessions were made, the
armistice lines gradually became what was on thdetaThese armistice lines had
enlarged the Israeli holdings in Palestine from 58%477% of the wholé> The US
Government had made it clear that in a final peseaty there would have to be territorial
trades whereby all land grabbed in excess of th&tiBa Plan had to be compensated
elsewheré® Over time this demand waned. By the time Resalufld2 was written in
1967, it had become clear that the teébecupied Territoriedid not include those areas
that Israel had occupied beyond the Partition Ret948-1949. The temporary borders of
1949 had become the permanent borders of 1967. iBeérs light the armistices were
extremely beneficial for Israel. THait accomplispresented at the negotiation table, with
time, became forgotten occupation, and without peaegotiation this developed into

accepted annexation.

14 Robins 2004, pp. 163-164; Shlaim 2001, p. 466.

5 Thomas 1999, p. 89. The exact numerical breakduave is somewhat disputed. Another common
calculation is Israel 78% - West Bank and Gaza 22%.

16 Karp 2004, p. 32.
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Lessons Learned

From the outset one of the questions this thesessngtted to answer was — Why did the
armistice talks not lead to a peace treaty? latisar evident that Israel managed to obtain
most of its goals in the armistices — Israel aagqlilarge areas of land and obtained and
retained a Jewish minority. These gains would npwebably have been lost in peace
negotiations. Land would have to be given backhe Arabs and large numbers of
Palestinians would have to be granted the rightrestirn. These were unwelcome
concessions and hence Israel did not have the egteaicentives to complete such
negotiations. A lack of outside pressure was pextahnd Israel’s position as victor was
secured. From this it would seem obvious that teat a successful setting for
negotiations the mediator should strive to obtage@ain balance of power. In cases, such
as in the Israel-Arab context, where one part iditanly more powerful and
simultaneously holds most of the cards, outsidesgune must be applied towards the
strong part to even out the playing field.

Further this particular case illustrates that ¢her a certain danger in working
towards temporary solutions that are too benefioabne part. If the temporary solution
is perceived as more beneficial than a permandutico, there is a certain risk that the
process stagnates in its first phase as the begfgart will have a real interest in halting
progress towards a solution.

Perhaps the gravest error made during these eaggtiations was the belief that
one could have a peace process that excluded otte @farties. This endemic failure to
include the Palestinians in the negotiations wasezhon into further negotiation rounds.
It is a paradox that the Palestinians were thetgseaictims of the conflict, while these
same victims were excluded from the peace pro&ssh a paradox is not a recipe for a

lasting peace.
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Appendix 1. Maps
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4. Strip of land given to Israel on Northern West B ank*
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5. Armistice lines °

i

Wan rond 5 FeR
s Rutilmag okl ;;,iiﬂ;:ﬁ

Tibarios =7 5IR58
LK, parbifies haés HEE, &

29 How, 1947

Truze linsea {aa al 1B Jaiy ISAR)=
- — -
aaétdr hald By lragi srmy

Igraelifardonion front fines of i
e e EHAIAIRG OF Srmimiize negetiations o

| dwrussien = gl-Ghohiriye -!rﬂﬂ‘.';‘: ?} Mahoroyin
E Hpdro-Liaci
ETnt imraell Aordonizn Frace & Slalipa i
lines betwden Budrus and
warusalen ore ieslical wilk X
e ormistics fines & thot .
sector
1 -
— il demarsation line Jenin 5
L T B e 5 el
Wi
FS
LB
) =
&

'I'uu'llr; L) X
"-Ii“_r.u N Ous _
gl B
If.:‘;ﬂ'ﬂ i ,;:x gan LY ﬂt
‘:""J.:Ijullqi =

wEiddya

Ramaellah
dernchs K allent p

I b Eeidpe o

Parail warks
| Martnd

e Jarusalem
o ot dig o
Z Lbpothlchem

= an
g i o
i
1 MT:r
' Etzon

Hakbron

ab=-Ohohirlya

h

® Freundlich (Ed.) 1983.

121



Appendix 2:

Israel-Jordan Armistice Agreement, 3 April 1949 ¢

Preamble
The Parties to the present Agreement,

Responding to the Security Council resolution of 16 November 1948, calling
upon them, as a further provisional measure under Article 40 of the Charter of
the United Nations and in order to facilitate the transition from the present truce
to permanent peace in Palestine, to negotiate an armistice;

Having decided to enter into negotiations under United Nations chairmanship
concerning the implementation of the Security Council resolution of 16 November
1948; and having appointed representatives empowered to negotiate and
conclude an Armistice Agreement;

The undersigned representatives of their respective Governments, having
exchanged their full powers found to be in good and proper form, have agreed
upon the following provisions:

Article |

With a view to promoting the return of permanent peace in Palestine and in
recognition of the importance in this regard of mutual assurances concerning the
future military operations of the Parties, the following principles, which shall be
fully observed by both Parties during the armistice, are hereby affirmed:

1. The injunction of the Security Council against resort to military force in the
settlement of the Palestine question shall henceforth be scrupulously respected
by both Parties;

2. No aggressive action by the armed forces - land, sea, or air - of either Party
shall be undertaken, planned, or threatened against the people or the armed
forces of the other; it being understood that the use of the term planned in this
context has no bearing on normal staff planning as generally practised in military
organisations;

3. The right of each Party to its security and freedom from fear of attack by the
armed forces of the other shall be fully respected;

6 The Israel-Jordan Armistice Agreement 6f8pril 1949:
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Foreign+Relations/IsraeBoreign+Relations+since+1947/1947-1974/Israel-
Jordan+Armistice+Agreement.htfh2.09.07).
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4. The establishment of an armistice between the armed forces of the two Parties
is accepted as an indispensable step toward the liquidation of armed conflict and
the restoration of peace in Palestine.

Article 1l

With a specific view to the implementation of the resolution of the Security
Council of 16 November 1948, the following principles and purposes are
affirmed:

1. The principle that no military or political advantage should be gained under the
truce ordered by the Security Council is recognised;

2. It is also recognised that no provision of this Agreement shall in any way
prejudice the rights, claims and positions of either Party hereto in the ultimate
peaceful settlement of the Palestine question, the provisions of this Agreement
being dictated exclusively by military considerations.

Article [

1. In pursuance of the foregoing principles and of the resolution of the Security
Council of 16 November 1948, a general armistice between the armed forces of
the two Parties - land, sea and air - is hereby established.

2. No element of the land, sea or air military or para-military forces of either
Party, including non-regular forces, shall commit any warlike or hostile act
against the military or para-military forces of the other Party, or against civilians
in territory under the control of that Party; or shall advance beyond or pass over
for any purpose whatsoever the Armistice Demarcation Lines set forth in articles
V and VI of this Agreement; or enter into or pass through the air space of the
other Party.

3. No warlike act or act of hostility shall be conducted from territory controlled by
one of the Parties to this Agreement against the other Party.

Article IV

1. The lines described in articles V and VI of this Agreement shall be designated
as the Armistice Demarcation Lines and are delineated in pursuance of the
purpose and intent of the resolution of the Security Council of 16 November
1948.

2. The basic purpose of the Armistice Demarcation Lines is to delineate the lines
beyond which the armed forces of the respective Parties shall not move.

3. Rules and regulations of the armed forces of the Parties, which prohibit
civilians from crossing the fighting lines or entering the area between the lines,
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shall remain in effect after the signing of this Agreement with application to the
Armistice Demarcation Lines defined in articles V and VI.

Article V

1. The Armistice Demarcation Lines for all sectors other than the sector now held
by Iragi forces shall be as delineated on the maps in annex | to this Agreement,
and shall be defined as follows:

(@) In the sector Kh Deir Arab (MR 1510-1574) to the northern terminus of the
lines defined in the 30 November 1948 Cease-Fire Agreement for the Jerusalem
area, the Armistice Demarcation Lines shall follow the truce lines as certified by
the United Nations Truce Supervision Organisation;

(b) In the Jerusalem sector, the Armistice Demarcation Lines shall correspond to
the lines defined in the 30 November 1948 Cease-Fire Agreement for the
Jerusalem area,

(c) In the Hebron-Dead Sea sector, the Armistice Demarcation Line shall be as
delineated on map 1 and marked B in annex | to this Agreement;

(d) In the sector from a point on the Dead Sea (MR 1925-0958) to the
southernmost tip of Palestine, the Armistice Demarcation Line shall be
determined by existing military positions as surveyed in March 1949 by United
Nations observers, and shall run from north to south as delineated on map 1 in
annex | to this Agreement.

Article VI

1. It is agreed that the forces of the Hashemite Jordan Kingdom shall replace the
forces of Iraq in the sector now held by the latter forces, the intention of the
Government of Iraq in this regard having been communicated to the Acting
Mediator in the message of 20 March from the Foreign Minister of Iraq
authorising the delegation of the Hashemite Jordan Kingdom to negotiate for the
Iraqi forces and stating that those forces would be withdrawn.

2. The Armistice Demarcation Line for the sector now held by Iraqi forces shall
be as delineated on map 1 in annex | to this Agreement and marked A.

3. The Armistice Demarcation Line provided for in paragraph 2 of this article shall
be established in stages as follows, pending which the existing military lines may
be maintained:

(a) In the area west of the road from Baga to Jaljulia, and thence to the east of
Kafr Qasim: within five weeks of the date on which this Armistice Agreement is
signed,
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(b) In the area of Wadi Ara north of the line from Baqga to Zubeiba: within seven
weeks of the date on which this Armistice Agreement is signed;

(c) In all other areas of the Iraqgi sector: within fifteen weeks of the date on which
this Armistice Agreement is signed.

4. The Armistice Demarcation Line in the Hebron-Dead Sea sector, referred to in
paragraph (c) of article V of this Agreement and marked B on map 1 in annex I,
which involves substantial deviation from the existing military lines in favour of
the forces of the Hashemite Jordan Kingdom, is designated to offset the
modifications of the existing military lilies in the Iraqgi sector set forth in paragraph
3 of this article.

5. In compensation for the road acquired between Tulkarem and Qalqiliya, the
Government of Israel agrees to pay to the Government of the Hashemite Jordan
Kingdom the cost of constructing twenty kilometres of first-class new road.

6. Wherever villages may be affected by the establishment of the Armistice
Demarcation Line provided for in paragraph 2 of this article, the inhabitants of
such villages shall be entitled to maintain, and shall be protected in, their full
rights -of residence, property and freedom. In the event any of the inhabitants
should decide to leave their villages, they shall be entitled to take with them their
livestock and other movable property, and to receive without delay full
compensation for the land which they have left. It shall be prohibited for Israel
forces to enter or to be stationed in such villages, in which locally recruited Arab
police shall be organised and stationed for internal security purposes.

7. The Hashemite Jordan Kingdom accepts responsibility for all Iraqi forces in
Palestine.

8. The provisions of this article shall not be interpreted as prejudicing, in any
sense, an ultimate political settlement between the Parties to this Agreement.

9. The Armistice Demarcation Lines defined in articles V and VI of this
Agreement are agreed upon by the Parties without prejudice to future territorial
settlements or boundary lines or to claims of either Party relating thereto.

10. Except where otherwise provided, the Armistice Demarcation Lines shall be
established, including such withdrawal of forces as may be necessary for this
purpose, within ten days from the date on which this Agreement is signed.

11. The Armistice Demarcation Lines defined in this article and in article V shall
be subject to such rectification as may be agreed upon by the Parties to this
Agreement, and all such rectifications shall have the same force and effect as if
they had been incorporated in full in this General Armistice Agreement.

Article VII
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1. The military forces of the Parties to this Agreement shall be limited to
defensive forces only in the areas extending ten kilometres from each side of the
Armistice Demarcation Lines, except where geographical considerations make
this impractical, as at the southernmost tip of Palestine and the coastal strip.
Defensive forces permissible in each sector shall be as defined in annex Il to this
Agreement. In the sector now held by Iraqi forces, calculations on the reduction
of forces shall include the number of Iragi forces in this sector.

2. Reduction of forces to defensive strength in accordance with the preceding
paragraph shall be completed within ten days of the establishment of the
Armistice Demarcation Lines defined in this Agreement. In the same way the
removal of mines from mined roads and areas evacuated by either Party, and the
transmission of plans showing the location of such minefields to the other Party,
shall be completed within the same period.

3. The strength of the forces which may be maintained by the Parties on each
side of the Armistice Demarcation Lines shall be subject to periodical review with
a view toward further reduction of such forces by mutual agreement of the
Parties.

Article VIII

1. A Special Committee, composed of two representatives of each Party
designated by the respective Governments, shall be established for the purpose
of formulating agreed plans and arrangements designed to enlarge the scope of
this Agreement and to effect improvements in its application.

2. The Special Committee shall be organised immediately following the coming
into effect of this Agreement and shall direct its attention to the formulation of
agreed plans and arrangements for such matters as either Party may submit to it,
which, in any case, shall include the following, on which agreement in principle
already exists: free movement of traffic on vital roads, including the Bethlehem
and Latrun-Jerusalem roads; resumption of the normal functioning of the cultural
and humanitarian institutions on Mount Scopus and free access thereto; free
access to the Holy Places and cultural institutions and use of the cemetery on the
Mount of Olives; resumption of operation of the Latrun pumping station; provision
of electricity for the Old City; and resumption of operation of the railroad to
Jerusalem.

3. The Special Committee shall have exclusive competence over such matters as
may be referred to it. Agreed plans and arrangements formulated by it may
provide for the exercise of supervisory functions by the Mixed Armistice
Commission established in article XI.

Article IX
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Agreements reached between the Parties subsequent to the signing of this
Armistice Agreement relating to such matters as further reduction of forces as
contemplated in paragraph 3 of article VII, future adjustments of the Armistice
Demarcation Lines, and plans and arrangements formulated by the Special
Committee established in article VIII, shall have the same force and effect as the
provisions of this Agreement and shall be equally binding upon the Parties.

Article X

An exchange of prisoners of war having been effected by special arrangement
between the Parties prior to the signing of this Agreement, no further
arrangements on this matter are required except that the Mixed Armistice
Commission shall undertake to re-examine whether there may be any prisoners
of war belonging to either Party which were not included in the previous
exchange. In the event that prisoners of war shall be found to exist, the Mixed
Armistice Commission shall arrange for all early exchange of such prisoners. The
Parties to this Agreement undertake to afford full co-operation to the Mixed
Armistice Commission in its discharge of this responsibility.

Article XI

1. The execution of the provisions of this Agreement, with the exception of such
matters as fall within the exclusive competence of the Special Committee
established in article VIII, shall be supervised by a Mixed Armistice Commission
composed of five members, of whom each Party to this Agreement shall
designate two, and whose Chairman shall be the United Nations Chief of Staff of
the Truce Supervision Organisation or a senior officer from the observer
personnel of that organisation designated by him following consultation with both
Parties to this Agreement.

2. The Mixed Armistice Commission shall maintain its headquarters at Jerusalem
and shall hold its meetings at such places and at such times as it may deem
necessary for the effective conduct of its work.

3. The Mixed Armistice Commission shall be convened in its first meeting by the
United Nations Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organisation not later than
one week following the signing of this Agreement.

4. Decisions of the Mixed Armistice Commission, to the extent possible, shall be
based on the principle of unanimity. In the absence of unanimity, decisions shall
be taken by a majority vote of the members of the Commission present and
voting.

5. The Mixed Armistice Commission shall formulate its own rules of procedure.
Meetings shall be held only after due notice to the members by the Chairman.
The quorum for its meetings shall be a majority of its members.



6. The Commission shall be empowered to employ observers, who may be from
among the military organisations of the Parties or from the military personnel of
the United Nations Truce Supervision Organisation, or from both, in such
numbers as may be considered essential to the performance of its functions. In
the event United Nations observers should be so employed, they shall remain
under the command of the United Nations Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision
Organisation. Assignments of a general or special nature given to United Nations
observers attached to the Mixed Armistice Commission shall be subject to
approval by the United Nations Chief of Staff or his designated representative on
the Commission, whichever is serving as Chairman.

7. Claims or complaints presented by either Party relating to the application of
this Agreement shall be referred immediately to the Mixed Armistice Commission
through its Chairman. The Commission shall take such action on all such claims
or complaints by means of its observation and investigation machinery as it may
deem appropriate, with a view to equitable and mutually satisfactory settlement.

8. Where interpretation of the meaning of a particular provision of this
Agreement, other than the preamble and articles | and I, is at issue, the
Commission's interpretation shall prevail. The Commission, in its discretion and
as the need arises, may from time to time recommend to the Parties
modifications in the provisions of this Agreement.

9. The Mixed Armistice Commission shall submit to both Parties reports on its
activities as frequently as it may consider necessary. A copy of each such report
shall be presented to the Secretary-General of the United Nations for
transmission to the appropriate organ or agency of the United Nations.

10. Members of the Commission and its observers shall be accorded such
freedom of movement and access in the area covered by this Agreement as the
Commission may determine to be necessary, provided that when such decisions
of the Commission are reached by a majority vote United Nations observers only
shall be employed.

11. The expenses of the Commission, other than those relating to United Nations
observers, shall be apportioned in equal shares between the two Parties to this
Agreement.

Article XII

1. The present Agreement is not subject to ratification and shall come into force
immediately upon being signed.

2. This Agreement, having been negotiated and concluded in pursuance of the
resolution of the Security Council of 16 November 1948 calling for the
establishment of an armistice in order to eliminate the threat to the peace in
Palestine and to facilitate the transition from the present truce to permanent
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peace in Palestine, shall remain in force until a peaceful settlement between the
Parties is achieved, except as provided in paragraph 3 of this article.

3. The Parties to this Agreement may, by mutual consent, revise this Agreement
or any of its provisions, or may suspend its application, other than articles | and
[, at any time. In the absence of mutual agreement and after this Agreement has
been in effect for one year from the date of its signing, either of the Parties may
call upon the Secretary-General of the United Nations to convoke a conference
of representatives of the two Parties for the purpose of reviewing, revising, or
suspending any of the provisions of this Agreement other than articles | and IIl.
Participation in such conference shall be obligatory upon the Parties.

4. If the conference provided for in paragraph 3 of this article does not result in
an agreed solution of a point in dispute, either Party may bring the matter before
the Security Council of the United Nations for the relief sought on the grounds
that this Agreement has been concluded in pursuance of Security Council action
toward the end of achieving peace in Palestine.

5. This Agreement is signed in quintuplicate, of which one copy shall be retained
by each Party, two copies communicated to the Secretary-General of the United
Nations for transmission to the Security Council and to the United Nations
Conciliation Commission on Palestine, and one copy to the United Nations Acting
Mediator on Palestine.

Done at Rhodes, Island of Rhodes, Greece, on the third of April one thousand
nine hundred and forty-nine in the presence of the United Nations Acting
Mediator on Palestine and the United Nations Chief of Staff of the Truce
Supervision Organisation.

For and on behalf of the Government of the Hashemite Jordan Kingdom
Signed:

Colonel Ahmed Sudki El-Jundi

Lieutenant-Colonel Mohamed Maayte

For and on behalf of the Government of Israel

Signed:

Reuven Shiloah

Lieutenant-Colonel Moshe Dayan

Annex |

Maps Delineating Armistice Demarcation Lines



[These maps follow annex Il, and are explained in the note by the Secretariat to
article V of the Agreement]

Annex Il
Definition of Defensive Forces

1. For the purposes of this Agreement defensive forces shall be defined as
follows:

1. Land forces

(a) A standard battalion to consist of not more than 800 officers and other ranks,
and to be composed of not more than:

(i) Four rifle companies with ordinary infantry equipment; rifles, LMG's, SMG's,
light mortars, anti-tank rifles and PIAT.

The light mortars shall not be heavier than 2 inch.

The following number of weapons per battalion shall not be exceeded: 48 LMG's,
16 mortars 2 inch, 8 PIAT's;

(i) One support company with not more than six MMG's, six mortars not heavier
than 3 inch, four anti-tank guns not heavier than six-pounders;

(iif) One headquarters company;

(b) The artillery and anti-aircraft artillery to be allotted to the defensive forces
shall consist of the following type of weapons: field guns not heavier than twenty-
five pounders, the anti-aircraft guns not heavier than forty millimetres.

2. The following are excluded from the term "defensive forces™:

(a) Armour, such as tanks of all types, armoured cars, Bren gun carriers,
halftracks, armoured vehicles or load carriers, or any other armoured vehicles;

(b) All support arms and units other than those specified in paragraphs | (a) i and
ii, and | (b) above;

(c) Service units to be agreed upon.
3. Air forces

In the areas where defensive forces only are permitted airfields, airstrips, landing
fields and other installations, and military aircraft shall be employed for defensive
and normal supply purposes only.

11. The defensive forces which may be maintained by each Party in the areas
extending ten kilometres from each side of the Armistice Demarcation Lines, as

13C



provided in paragraph | of article VI, shall be as follows for the sectors described
in article V, paragraph 1:

1. Sector Kh Deir Arab (MR 1510-1574) to the northern terminus of the lines
defined in the 30 November 1948 Cease-Fire Agreement for the Jerusalem area:
one battalion each.

2. Jerusalem sector: two battalions each.
3. Hebron-Dead Sea sector: one battalion each.

4. Sector Engeddi to Eylat: three battalions each. In addition, each side will be
allowed one squadron of light armoured cars consisting of not more than 13 light
armoured cars or half tracks. The weapons permissible on these vehicles will be
determined by the Mixed Armistice Commission.

5. Sector now held by Iraqi forces: five battalions each, and one squadron of
armoured cars each.
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