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EDITOR’S NOTE

These collected essays on the Palestine Question represent the different
points of view of a number of prominent scholars, authors, and diplomats of
different origins and beliefs on varying aspects of the sober and long conflict
of the Palestinian Arab people against Zionism and imperialism.

The material reproduced in this volume, therefore, expresses the opinion
of each author and does not necessarily reflect the views of either the P.L.O.
Research Center or the editor. This is not meant to belittle any of the ideas
or proposals presented in the articles. On the contrary, we welcome all such
discussions and believe in the necessity of a free scholarly, and objective
exchange of ideas and thoughts on the conflict.

It is true that the articles come out with several proposals and conclusions
that reflect divergent methods of analysis and thinking, but it is also true
that neatly all of them, including the articles of Deutscher, Rodinson, and
Avnery, agree on at least one main point which is the crux of the conflict:
Istael has been built on an injustice done to the indigenous population of
Palestine and that any fair, durable, and acceptable solution to the conflict
has to be based on eliminating this injustice.

The Editor






THE TRUTH ABOUT THE PALESTINE PROBLEM*
by L.M.C. van der Hoeven Leonhard

A State of Israel—armed up to the teeth Hostile Arab neighbouring
states, boycotting and blockading it. Refugee camps of twelve years’ standing
along its borders. That is, in its simplest outline, the Palestine Problem.

‘Why these refugees? This hostility? Did not the Arabs or Islam tolerate
any Jews in Palestine? Was hostility inherent in the Arab attitude towards
Jews?

Since the coming of the Arabs and of Islam to Palestine in the 7th cen-
tury A.D. the country, including Jerusalem, had been open to Jewish immigra-
tion and settlement.® At the time of the Arab Caliphate, Jews who were
being persecuted elsewhere found refuge in Arab countries under Islamic
rule, including Palestine.? This Arab-Islamic tradition was continued by the
Ottoman-Turkish Caliphate from the 16th to the 20th century.® Islam thus
had no objection whatsoever to Jewish settlement in Palestine. And Arabs,
“unlike some other peoples, have no inherent dislike of the Jew, certainly
they did not have it. Jews lived among them in perfect amity before and
during the war (1914-1918).”+

(*) Translation from the article “Her Palestina-vraagstuk in zijn ware gedaante,”
published in “Libertas” (Holland) Lustrum number 1960.

(1) Cf. James Parkes: A4 History of Palestine frem 135 A.D. to Modern Times
(London, 1949), p. 179; Jacob Mann: The Jews in Egypt and in Palestine nnder the
Fatimid Caliphs (London, 1920-1922), Vol. I, pp. 43-47; Albert Champdor: Saladin
(Paris, 1951), p. 188.

(2) Albert M. Hyamson: Palestine (London, 1917), pp. 31, 38; H. Graetz:
Geschichte der Juden (Leipzig, 1863-1874), Sechster Band, p. 305; Norman Bentwich:
Palestine of the Jews (London, 1919), pp. 15, 16.

(3) Graetz: op. cit., VIII, pp. 201, 202; Cecil Roth: A Short History of the Jewish
People (London, 1948), p. 279.

(4) Brandeis on Zionism. A Collection of Addresses and Statements by Louis D.
Brandeis (Washington, 1942), p. 152.



A change did indeed become noticeable after that first world war. But
it resulted from a previous development.

X

Jewish immigration into Palestine had for centuries been inspired mainly
by religious motives. Moreover, Palestine, unlike other Arab and Turkish
Islamic countries in which the economic possibilities were much greater, was
only able to attract a small number of Jews. It is estimated that in 1523 less
than four thousand Jews were living in Palestine,® and five thousand in
1770°—a fraction of the total population. With the exception of an isolated
village,” this Jewish minority was not rooted in the country. Ever since
ancient times Jewish emigration from Palestine had been taking place
whenever conditions were unfavourable.®

The opposite was the case with the Arab native population. It consisted
mainly of peasants—fellahin. Investigation has shown that this population
was to a large extent descended from the oldest, pre-Israelitic inhabitants of
the country.® Having been successively Judaized and Christianized, they were
finally Arabized and for the most part Islamized by the large influx of
Arabs who poured into the country in the 7th century and have in turn
become rooted there for thirteen centuries. During the first centuries of the
rule of these Arabs Palestine attained great prosperity.’® It was they who

(5) Albert M. Hyamson: Palestine under the Mandate (London, 1950), p. 13.

(6) Norman Bentwich: Palestine (London, 1934), p. 64.

(7) Parkes: op. ciz., p. 182.

(8) Salo Wittmayer Baron: A Social and Religious History of the Jews (New
York, 1953, in the course of publication), Vol. II, pp. 123, 124; D. Emil Schiirer:
Geschichte des Jidischen Volkes im Zeitalter Jesu Christi (Leipzig, 1901-1911), Dritter
Band, p. 3; Hyamson: Palestine, pp. 37, 43; Frank E. Manuel: The Realities of Amer-
ican-Palestine Relations (Washington, 1949), p. 70; Report of the Commission on the
Palestine Disturbances of August, 1929 (Command paper 3530, 1930), p. 22.

(9) Hyamson: Palestine under the Mandate, p. 74, note 1; see also Parkes: op. cit.,
pp. 244, 250. Remnants of foreign invaders, including Greeks, Romans, Crusaders,
amalgamated with the original stock. Cf. Parkes: op. cit., pp. 205, 206, 245; George
Adam Smith: Syria and the Holy Land (London, etc., 1918), p. 38; Fannie Fern
Andrews: The Holy Land under Mandate (Boston, etc., 1931), Vol. II, p. 33, note 1,
quoting a letter from Philip K. Hitti; George E. Kitk: A Short History of the Middle
East (London, 1948), p. 224; Charles D. Matthews: Palestine—Mobammedan Holy
Land (New Haven, 1949), p. XXIX.

(10) Cf. Parkes: op. cit, p. 97; Guy le Strange: Palestine under the Moslems
(London, 1890), pp. 15-17; Hyamson: Palestine, p. 15.
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introduced, among other things, the orange-apple into the country.’* How-
ever, this prosperity was not permanent. As a result of its geographical posi-
tion and spiritual importance, Palestine has from of old been predestined
to be an international battlefield. Its peasant population bore the brunt of
this fate. But, right up to our own time, none of the country’s numerous
troubles: natural catastrophes, epidemics, famines, devastating armies, foreign
occupiers and tax collectors, have driven this population from its native
soil.? The Palestine Arab peasant was intelligent, competent and hard-
working;3 with his slender resources, he tried to recover from the various
disasters that had befallen the country, The Jewish thinker Achad Haam
reported after a journey through Palestine in 1891 that it was difficult to
find any still uncultivated farmland there.!* Other 19th century sources
report on the cultivation of various fruits.’® In the plain of Esdraelon in 1883
“almost every acre was in the highest state of cultivation; ¢ this was still
the case in 1914.2” Around Jaffa the Arabs grew oranges the exceptional size
of which attracted attention as early as the 18th century.1®

X

The rise of political Zionism in the course of the 19th century brought
about a radical change in the Jewish attitude with respect to Palestine. This
Zionism desired a Jewish state in Palestine (Zion) and surrounding areas,®

(11) Magoudi: Les Prairies d’Or (Paris, 1861-1877), Tome Dcuxiéme, pp. 438,
439; S. Tolkowsky: The Gateway of Palestine (London, 1924), p. 178.

(12) Cf. Parkes: op. cit., p. 245; Martin North: Geschichte Israels (Berlin, 1953),
pp. 131, 178.

(13) John Hope Simpson: Report on Immigration, Land Settlement and Develop-
ment (Command paper 3686, 1930), pp. 64, 66; cf. Claude Reignier Conder: Heth and
Moab (London, 1883), p. 368; Arthur Ruppin: Die landwirtschaftliche Kolonisation
der Zionistischen Organisation in Palistina (Berlin, 1925), p. 12.

(14) Achad Haam: Am Scheidewege (Betlin, 1923), Erster Band, p. 87; see also
Richard Lichtheim in “Jidische Rundschau” (Berlin) 28-1I-1919, p. 118, and Protokoll
des XII Zionisten Kongresses (Berlin, 1922), p. 304; cf. Arthur Ruppin: Der Axfbax
des Landes Israel (Berlin, 1919), p. 114.

(15) CR. Conder: Palestine (Londcn, 1889), p. 63; John Murray: ‘Handbook for
Travellers in Syria and Palestine (London, 1875), pp. 111, 112, 271, 278; Hyamson:
Palestine, pp. 92, 93; Achad Haam: op. cit., I1, p. 359.

(16) L. Oliphant. Haifa; or, Life in Modern Palestine (London, 1887), p. 60.

(17) Frances E. Newton: Fifty Years in Palestine (London, etc., 1948), p. 97.

(18) Tolkowsky: op. cit., p. 144.

(19) For the extent of Zionist territorial aspirations see notes 127-130 and cor-
responding text.

11



large-scale Jewish immigration and cultivation of the country by the Jews
themselves.2°

From 1798 onward Zionist colonization was presented in turn to France
and England as a foothold for their influence in these countries.?! The co-
operation between Zionism and imperialism did not escape the notice of the
Turkish sovereign over Palestine. When, in 1882, England occupied Egypt,
Palestine—for the first time in its history under Islam—was closed to Jewish
immigration .2

In the corruption of Turkish officials and in the Capitulations, the Jews
found ways of evading the prohibition.?* Precisely at this time political Zionism
was entering upon the stage of practical realization. With the help of Turkish
officials, Arabs were expelled from their villages for the benefit of Jews.2t
Achad Haam concluded from Jewish behaviour towards the Arabs that the
Jews had evidently learned nothing from their history. This history proved
the necessity of avoiding disgraceful acts towards the native population. *“Und
was tun unsere Briider in Paldstina? Just das Gegenteil! Knechte waren sie
im Lande ibrer Verbannung, und plétzlich finden sie sich selbst in einer
Freiheit ohne Grenzen, in einer ungeziigelten Freiheit, wie sie sich nur in
der Tiirkei finden liszt. Dieser plotzliche Wandel hat in ihnen eine Neigung
zum Despotismus entstehen lassen, wie das stets der Fall ist, ‘wenn ein Knecht
zur Herrschaft kommt,” und sie behandeln die Araber feindselig und grasam,
verkiirzen ihr Recht auf unredliche 'Weise, beleidigen sie ohne jeden genii-
genden Grund und rithmen sich solcher Taten noch; und niemand tritt gegen
diese verichtliche und gefihrliche Neigung auf.” (And what are our brothers

(20) Adolf Bohm: Die Zionistische Bewegung (Bertlin, 1935 — Jerusalem, 1937),
I. Band, pp. 98, 111; Nahum Sokolow: History of Zionism 1600..1918 (London,
1919), Vol. I, pp. 116, 20; Hyamson: Palestine, p. 104.

(21) Sokolow: op. ciz., II, pp. 220-222; Albert M. Hyamson: The British Consulate
in Jerusalem (London, 1939-1941), Part I, pp. xlix, 42-46. For ensuing imperialist
proposals and related Zionist interests see Israel Cohen: The Zionist Movement (Lon-
don, 1945), pp. 44, 45; Manuel: op. cit.,, pp. 49, 51, 53, 58; cf. Moses Hess: Rom und
Jerusalem (Wien und Berlin, 1919; first published in 1862), pp. 129-140, 149, 151, 158.

(22) Cf. Manuel: op. cit., pp. 53, 55.

(23) Chaim Weizmann: Trial and Error (London, 1949), p. 41; Hyamson: The
British Consulate in Jerusalem, 11, pp. 534-535; cf. Manuel: op. cit., Chapter II; S.
Landshut: Jewish Commaunities in the Muslim Countries of the Middle East (London,
1950), p. 19.

(24) H.M. Kalvarisky: Jewish-Arab Relations before the Grear War (Jewish-Arab
Affairs, Jerusalem, June 1931, pp. 12, 13); see also Achad Haam: op. ciz., II, pp. 397,
398, note 2; Eugéne Jung: La Révolte Arabe (Paris, 1924), 1, p. 17.
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in Palestine doing? The very opposite! They were servants in the country of
their exile, and they suddenly find themselves in a state of unbounded liberty,
of unbridled liberty such as can only be found in Turkey. This sudden change
has brought about within them a tendency towards despotism as is always
the case ‘when a servant becomes a master,” and they treat the Arabs with
hostility and cruelty, curtail their rights in an unreasonable manner, insult
them without any sufficient reason and actually pride themselves upon such
acts; and nobody takes any action against this despicable and dangerous ten-
dency.)?

¥

Meanwhile, in Europe, an Austrian Jewish journalist, Theodor Herzl,
gave Zionism its definitive ideological foundations and organizational struc-
ture.

According to him, anti-Semitism, which was at the root of the Jewish
problem, was ineradicable; the Jews constituted a people in the sense of a
nation, and the Jewish problem was consequently a national problem, which
could only be solved by the gathering into one state of all Jews who wished
to retain their Jewish identity, and by the complete assimilation and efface-
ment as Jews of the remnant still scattered among the nations.?® Essential
parts of this concept were published by him in 1896 in his pamphlet “Der
Judenstaat” (The State of the Jews). In the countries of the Emancipation
Herzl's aspirations met with widespread Jewish resistance.?” By various means,
among which were extorting,?® and stimulation of anti-Semitism,?® he tried
to gain Jewish support for Zionism.

(25) Achad Haam: op. ciz., 1, p. 107.

(26) Theodor Herzl: Gesammelte Zionistische Werke (Tel Aviv, 1934), 1. Band,
pp. 25, 104, 112, 141, 143-145, 180, 186, 190; II, pp. 122, 131 (cf. 280); III, pp. 268,
273; V, p. 498; cf. Bohm: op. cit., I, Kapitel XII-XXII, in particular p. 279; Alex
Bein: Theodor Herzl, Biographie (Wien, 1934), cf. in particular p. 693.

(27) Bshm: op. cit.,, 1, pp. 169-171, 173, 174; Alex Bein: op. cit., pp. 282, 360;
Joseph Heller: Geschichte des Zionismus (Berlin, 1935), pp. 17, 18; Cohen: op. cit,,
p. 70.

(28) Herzl: II, p. 537, in connection with p. 507; see also III, p. 69, and pp.
49-52 in connection with I, pp. 238, 239.

(29) References on this subject include such statements, addressed to Jews, as were
certain to reach non-Jews as well. See Herzl: I, pp. 39-41, 193, 209-215, 237-239,
313, 314, 398, 445; V, pp. 496-499, 515; see also notes 42, 43, 4.
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It was by armed force that he would have preferred to conquer the
country earmarked for his state.3° In the absence of Jewish power he sought
support among non-Jewish powers. His means for obtaining such
support included the trading of Jewish influence in Press®! and Finance,3:
and of the Jews themselves as being ten million secret agents;3* the playing
off of colonial ambitions against each other,** and the promotion of anta-
gonisms.3® Zionism, he believed, should make headway through the medium
of jealousy between churches and between states.®® A new European war
could not harm Zionism, but could only urge it forward.>” Herzl spent large
sums on bribery;®8 together with the Zionist Actions Committee he had a
notorious extortioner in permanent services.’® Approvingly he quoted: “Qui
veut la fin, veut les moyens.” (He who desites the end, desires the means.)4°

As he constantly alarmed Jews by representing anti-Semitism as inera-
dicable,*! so he tried to instil into non-Jews fear of the Jews, of their power,
and especially of their revolutionary mentality.*? 'Whereevr possible he forced
European statesmen into the dilemma: Zionism or Jew-fomented revolution.*?

(30) Cf. Herzl: I, p. 114, and Christopher Sykes: Two Studies in Virtue (New
York, 1953), p. 161. Military force was an essential ccmponent of Herzl's projects, cf.
Herzl: II, pp. 50, 58, 78, 102; III, p. 526.

(31) Ibid., II, pp. 415, 420, 630; IIT, pp. 460, 520.

(32) Ibid., 11, pp. 415, 420, 631, 632, 633; III, pp. 3, 312, 313, 387, 388, 406,
520, 541; IV, pp. 15, 35, 37, 525.

(33) 1bid., IV, pp. 303, 304; see also I, p. 178.

(34) Ibid., 111, pp. 93, 94, 96; cf. p. 97; IV, pp. 96, 97.

(35) Ibid., IV, p. 90.

(36) Ibid., 11, p. 380; III, p. 94; IV, p. 413; cf. II, p. 58.

(37) 1bid., 11, p. 73; cf. Herzl's considerations concerning the division of Turkey
in I, pp. 153, 205; II, pp. 309, 387; III, p. 94; IV, p. 146.

(38) See indexes of Marvin Lowenthal: The Diaries of Theodor Herzli (New
York, 1956), and of Herzl: IV, both vnder Nevlinski, N(uri) bey, Lippay; cf. Bein:
op. cit., pp. 461, 466; Herzl: op. ciz.,, 111, p. 341; Siegmund Miinz. Theodor Herzl and
bis Diaries (The Contemporary Review, July-December, 1924, pp. 57-60). Herzl ob-
tained his audience with the Pope through bribery (see Lowenthal: op. ciz., pp. 416-
419, 432, 433; Miinz: op. cit., p. 59)I; cf. Herzl: III, p. 66; IV, p. 151.

(39) See conjointly Miinz: op. cit., pp. 57, 58; Lowenthal: op. cit, pp. 301-311,
and Herzl: III, pp. 289-303.

(40) 1bid., 111, p. 77.

(41) 1bid., I, pp. 25, 110, 111, 119, 125, 126, 145, 189, 190, 193, 235, 275, 376,
397, 425; II, p. 52.

(42) References on this subject include such statements, addressed to Jews, as were
certain to reach non-Jews as well. See Herzl: I, pp. 37, 40, 41, 180, 203, 233, 238,
239, 313, 398; II, p. 135; V, pp. 496-499; see also note 43.

(43) Ibid., 111, pp. 125, 274, 391, 394; IV, pp. 432, 467, 499; see also II, p. 70;
III, pp. 38, 109, 110, 122, 158, 269, 364, 371; V, pp. 497-499.

14



All who did not wish “dasz die Juden alles zersetzen” (that the Jews corrupt
everything) had to support Zionism.**

3

With respect to the non-Jewish population of the country in view, it was
suggested in “Der Judenstaat” that this population would have equal rights.*>
However, according to the project for this state in Herzl's ““Tagebiicher”
(Diaries)—not published until 26 years later—the existing landed property
was to be gently expropriated, any subsequent resale to the original owners
was prohibited, and all immovables had to remain in exclusively Jewish
hands.*¢

The poor population was to be worked across the frontier “unbemerkt”
(supreptitiously),*” after having for Jewish benefit rid the country of any
existing wild animals, such as snakes.*® This population was to be refused all
employment in the land of its birth.4

In March 1899 Herzl had a letter forwarded to him, addressed by a
former Arab burgomaster of Jerusalem to the Chief Rabbi of Paris. This
letter contained warnings against the Zionist claims as being impracticable
on account of Turkey, the Holy Places, and the resistance of the existing
population. Herzl replied to this letter, asking who would think of removing
the non-Jewish population? This population would, on the contrary, find
excellent brothers in the Jews.5°

A few months later Herzl began to write a novel, “Altneuland” (Old-
Newland) : a future vision of a Jewish Palestine 20 years later, a model state,
which would enrapture visitors. A distinguished Arab who appears on the
scene of “Altneuland,” shows these visitors a prosperous Arab village with
happy inhabitants, and voices the love of the Palestine Arabs for the Jewish
brothers to whom they owe so much.®?

(44) Ibid., 1, p. 314.

(45) Ibid., 1, p. 95.

(46) Ibid., 11, pp. 98, 99.

(47) Ibid., 11, p. 9.

(48) Ibid., II, pp. 108, 109.

(49) 1bid., 11, p. 98.

(50) Bein: op. cit., p. 558; Herzl: V, pp. 484-486.
(51) Herzl: V, pp. 245-248.
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“Altneuland” was written by Herzl primarily for the world, not for
the Zionists. It had propagandist aims: Herzl wanted to win over non-Jewish
opinion for Zionism.®?

In 1901, when “Altneuland” was neatly finished, Herzl tried in Constan-
tinople to obtain a Charter for rights, duties and privileges of 2 “Jidisch-
Ottomanische Land-Companie zur Besiedelung von Palistina und Syrien”
(Jewish-Ottoman Colonization Association for the Settlement of Palestine and
Syria). In his archives the draft-Charter was preserved for exactly such an
instrument of colonization. After his death the new leader of the Zionist
Organization tried to obtain from Turkey a similar Charter®® Article III of
Herzl's draft Charter gave the Jews the right to deport the native population.®!

»*

Herzl did not succeed in getting his Charter approved by Turkey. In
that same year, 1901, the 5th Zionist Congress founded, under his leadership,
the Jewish National Fund. According to its bye-laws, acquired land became
inalienable Jewish property and could no longer be sold or leased to non-
Jews.33

In 1907, three years after Herzl's death, began the exclusion of the
native population from labour on Jewish land, contemplated by him. In that
year the first kibbutz (collective agtricultural community) came into being as
a means to eliminate Arab labour and conquer the country by Jewish labour.>®
The exterritorialization of Palestine soil, together with the boycott of Arab
labour—supplemented by a boycott of Arab goods when the Jews themselves
began to produce goods for sale’’—inaugurated the “‘unbemerkte” (surrepti-

(52) Bein: op. cit., pp. 562, 564; cf. Cohen: op. cit., p. 78.

(53) Bohm: op. cit.,, 1, p. 387.

(54) Ibid., 1, p. 706.

(55) 1bid., 1, pp. 227, 619.

(56) Zionistisches Handbuch, herausgegeben von Gerhard Holdheim (Berlin,
1923), pp. 235, 259, 382; cf. Bohm: op. ciz.,, I, pp. 414, 430.

(57) Palestine. A Study of Jewish, Arab, and British Policies. Published for the
Esco Foundation for Palestine, Inc. (New Haven, 1947), Vol. I, pp. 559, 560, and
Vol. II, pp. 1160, 1165; see also Palestine. Disturbances in May, 1921. Reports of the
Commission of Inquiry with Correspondence relating Thereto (Command paper 1540,
1921), p. 52; Bahaaddin Bey in “Hatsharat Balfur Vatoldoteha’ by N.M. Gelber (Jeru-
salem, 1939), p. 190, as quoted by Nevill Barbour in “Nis; Dominus” (London, 1946).
p. 53.
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tious) ousting of the native population, which Herzl had planned. Intensive
Jewish militarization, also intended by Herzl,5® was introduced in the same
year.5® It was preceded by a discussion between two youthful Jewish pioneers
in the settlement of Sejera. One of them, David, wished to establish a Jewish
so-called self-defence. The other, Shlomo, opposed this. They had returned,
he said, to the Land of the Book in order to lead a peaceful life. If they
sticred up the Arabs, there would be no shalom, no peace, ever. David per-
sisted—this was a world in which force and force alone won respect.®

Shlomo departed, to Paris. David remained. David Ben Gurion.

X

Unrest grew among the Palestine Arabs. The boycott of Arab labour
created tension.’? The fear arose among the Arabs that the Jews wanted to
expel them from the country.%2

In November 1914 Turkey took the side of Germany in the war against
the Allies. By appealing to underground Arab liberation movements and by
promising to recognize Arab independence in Arab areas including Pales-
tine,%® Britain managed to enlist the support of these movements in the fight
against the Turks. The promise, made in October 1915 in a treaty®4 between
Britain and the representative of the Arabs, Sharif (later King) Hussein, was

(58) Herzl: II, pp. 78, 102; cf. pp. 25, 35, 44, 50, 58, 61, 64, 72.

(59) Moshe Pearlman: The Army of Israel (New York, 1950), p. 12.

(60) Robert St. John: Ber Gurion (New York, 1959), pp. 31, 32.

(61) S.M. Perlmann: Chapters of Arab-Jewish Diplomacy, 1918-22 (Jewish Social
Studies, New York, April 1944, p. 126)

(62) Chaim Weizmann: Reden und Aufsitze 1901-1936 (Tel Aviv, 1937), p. 26.

(63) For the correspondence which included the pledge see Correspondence
between Sir Henry McMahon and the Sherif Hussein of Mecca July 1915-March 1916
(Command paper 5957, 1939). For the inclusion of Palestine see Palestine. Corres-
pondence with the Palestine Arab Delegation and the Zionist Organization (Com-
mand paper 1700, 1922), p. 26, and “compare the Arab version of the words of the
pledge with the British ‘interpretation’ of their meaning, p. 20. Note that the Colonial
Office do not impugn the accuracy of the Arab version. They merely say it means what
the words did not mean” (E.T. Richmond: * ‘England’ in Palestine’ in The Nineteenth
Century and after, July 1925, p. 48). See also Kirk: op. cit., p. 146, note 1; Ramsay
MacDonald: Zionism and Palestine (The Contemporary Review, April 1922, p. 434);
cf. Sykes: op. ¢it., p. 182; Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939, First Series,
Vol. IV, 1919 (London, 1952), No. 242, pp. 342-345; Cmd. (Command paper) 3530,
1930, pp. 126, 127.

(64) David Lloyd George: The Truth about the Peace Treaties (London, 1938),
Vol. 1I, p. 1063.
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subsequently repeated in different forms, lastly in the Anglo-French Declara-
tion of November 1918.%5 The Zionists saw in the world war “Zion’s oppor-
tunity,% in the spirit of Herzl. The Zionist Organization took a neutral
stand,®” members or the Executive spread rapidly over various belligerent and
neutral capitals.®® Throughout the war contact was maintained even between
hostile centres.®® In this way progress which the Zionists made with one of
the conflicting parties could be played off against the other, and 'Weizmann
was able at an appropriate moment to utter the threat (successfully) at the
London Foreign Office that Jews might be induced by a German offer “to
transfer their loyalty.”7® As had previously been done by Herzl, international
Jewish implements of power and the advantages of a Jewish state for im-
perialist purposes were offered to the belligerents in exchange for their sup-
port in the establishment of the proposed state.”* The representation, made in
October 1916, according to which America might be won for the Allies by
powerful American Jewish influence via the Zionist leader Justice Brandeis,
to whom President Wilson was said to be bound by ties of peculiar hardiness
because, as was suggested, Brandeis had once saved him from appearing in a
damaging law-suit,? was decisive in its effect.

(65) For the whole series of pledges see Report of a Committee set up to consider
Certain Correspondence between Sir Henry McMahon and the Sharif of Mecca in 1915
and 1916 (Cmd. 5974, 1939). See also Documents ... 1919-1939, First Series, IV,
1919, loc. cit.

(66) Zionism: Problems and Views. Edited by Paul Goodman and Arthur D.
Lewis (London, 1916), p. 68; see also pp. 60, 101, 230.

(67) Oskar K. Rabinowicz: Fifty Years of Zionism (London, 1950), p. 74.

(68) Ibid., loc. cit.

(69) Bohm: op. cit., I, pp. 626, 627; Holdheim: op. cit., pp. 53, 54; see also
Sokolow: op. cit., 11, pp. 21-23; Rabinowicz: op. cit., p. 75.

(70) Sykes: op. cit., p. 207; cf. Stephen Wise and Jacob de Haas: The Great Be-
trayal (New York, 1930), p. 37.

(71) Gelber: op. cit., as quoted by Perlmann: op. cit, p. 128, and by Barbour:
op. cit.,, pp. 54, 55; Viscount Samuel: Memoirs (London, 1945), pp. 139-141; Weiz-
mann: Trial, pp. 191, 225, 243; cf. George Kitk: The Middle East in the War (Survey
of International Affairs 1939-1946, London, 1954), p. 246, note 1, quoting Sir Charles
Webster; John Marlowe: The Seat of Pilate (London, 1959), pp. 28, 29.

(72) Sykes: op. cit., p. 183. James Malcolm, who made this proposal to Sir Mark
Sykes, was a financier of Armenian origin, who looked after the interests of Armenians
dwelling under Allied Governments. For the Zionist forces behind his move cf. Anita
Engle: The Nili Spies (London, 1959), pp. 73, 74; Samuel Landman: Origins of the
Balfour Declaration: Dr. Hertz's Contribution (Essays. In honour of the Very Rev.
Dr. J.H. Hertz on the occasion of his Seventieth Birthday, September 25, 1942, Lon-
don), pp. 264, 265; cf. Alan R. Taylor: Prelude to Israel (New York, 1959), p. 17.
It was Herzl who set the example to his successors in using Armenian interests to
further the Zionist cause (see Herzl: IV, index under Armenier, Armenische Frage,
Armenische Komitees).
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There still remained, however, the chance that after the war, when Zionist
services would become more or less unnecessary, political rights which had
been previously promised to the Arabs and which were known to the Zionists,
would be given priority. In order to avoid this, Zionist services or threats had
to be produced which would extend beyond the armistice. Again following
the policy of Herzl, and favoured by the developments in Russia, the Zionist
leaders pressed the “‘maszgebende Personlichkeiten” (leading personalities)
into the dilemma: Zionism or revolution. In case of opposition, they threa-
tened, “‘wird sich unsere aufbauende Kraft in eine zerstorende verwandeln, die
die ganze 'Welt in Girung bringen wird” (our building-up power will be
transformed into a destructive power which will put the whols world into a
state of ferment).™

It was largely on the strength of this threat that after the war the Zionists
succeeded in having the concrete promise to the Arabs of October 1915 super-
seded by the vaguely formulated Balfour Declaration of 2nd November 1917.78

¥

‘While the war was still going on, rumours of the Balfour Declaration
reached the ears of the Arabs. Their help, necessary for Palestine’s liberation
from the Turks, called for their confidence that this was actually their own
liberation. They were then assured by the British Government that the Balfour
Declaration guaranteed *“'the freedom of the existing population, both economic
and political,”?® whereas in fact it only guaranteed their civil and religious
rights.

(73) Apart from the question as to what Herbert Samuel, “a keen Zionist” (Lloyd
George: op. cit.,, 11, p. 1192), could know about the McMahon pledges to the Arabs
in his capacity as a member of the Cabinet, and apart from the probability that Zionist
leaders knew about them since October, 1916 (see Sykes: op. ciz., pp. 182, 185), it is
certain (7bid., p. 204; Weizmann: Trial, p 241), that since April 16, 1917, Weizmann
was informed about Arab rights according to the Sykes-Picot Treaty, which provided
for an Arab right of say regarding Central Palestine and for an Arab State or Con-
federation of States comprising Southern Palestine and Transjordan, which territories
Zionism was to claim for itself. Cf. H.F. Frischwasser-Ra’anan: The Frontiers of a Nation
(London, 1955), pp. 83-96.

(74) Jidische Rundschau, 16-1-1920, p. 24; see also Protokoll des XII. Zionisten
Kongresses, p. 280.

(75) Cf. Documents 1919-1939, First Series, IV, 1919, No. 242, p. 345, and
Appendix (ii), p. 1276.

(76) Statements made on behalf of His Majesty’s Government during the year
1918 in regard to the Future Status of certain parts of the Ottoman Empire (Cmd.
5964, 1939), p. 3.
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‘Weizmann for his part, during a visit to Palestine in the spring of 1918,
warned Arab leaders in Jerusalem to beware of the treacherous insinuation
that Zionists were seeking political power (in Palestine).”

During this same visit he proposed to the Palestine Jews, in their own
circle, that, since Jewish power was still inadequate, a strong Power should
be appointed to rule “our state” until the time when the Jews would be able
to do so themselves.”

X

In British and Zionist quarters it was apparently found necessary to
submit to the delegations at the Peace Conference a proof of official Arab
agreement with the Balfour Declaration, This would give the semblance that
the right of self-determination—the Allied war banner and underlying principle
of what was to become par. 4 of article XXII of the Covenant of the League
of Nations—was duly respected. Emir Feisal, who was present at the Peace
Conference as representative of his father, King Hussein, was handed a treaty
with Weizmann for signature. Feisal found himself in a difficult position,
under strong British pressure, and he knew practically no English. When
signing the treaty he added a codicil containing such severe reserves that
the document was on that account practically worthless to the interested
British and Zionist parties.” Nevertheless, it appears to have been circulated
at the Peace Conference—as can be gathered from David Hunter Miller’s
diary on that conference, without the codicil.8

Against this there appeared in “Le Matin” on 1st March the report of
an interview with Feisal in which he bade the Jews welcome to Palestine,
but warned against the setting up of a Jewish state, from which he expected
disaster. 'Weizmann and Frankfurter, the American Zionist leader at the Peace
Conference, circulated shortly afterwards a letter which, according to ‘Weiz-
mann, had been written by Feisal to Farnkfurter by way of denial of the inter-

(77) Ronald Storrs: Orientations (London, 1937), p. 400; cf. Weizmann: Reden
p. 47; The Jewish Chronicle (London), May 10, 1918, p. 11, and Ji#dische Rundschau,
Berlin, 31-5-1918, p. 167.

(78) Palestine (Esco Foundation), I, p. 131.

(79) See for text of codicil J.M.N. Jeffries: Palestine: The Reality (London, 1939),
p. 253.

(80) David Hunter Miller: My Diary at the Conference of Paris, Vol. 1II, Docu-
ment 141, pp. 188, 189.
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view and which contained an extensive appreciation and endorsement of the
Zionist aspirations by the Arab delegation.®* In Zionist quarters great im-
portance was attached to this document. It constituted an assurance to those
who hesitated to support Zionism from fear that it might lead to a conflict
in Palestine. What further objections could there to be Zionism if it were
backed by so authoritative an Arab leader?

The “Frankfurter letter’—it was under this name that the document
passed into history—was characterized by Sir Boyd Merriman as spokesman
of the Palestine Zionist Executive, as a basis of the Mandate over Palestine.®?
The “Frankfuster letter” is consequently also a basis for the present State
of Israel. And a shaky basis it is. For it was falsified.®>* The falsifiers were
Dr. Chaim Weizmann, the first President of the state resting on this basis,
and Prof. Felix Frankfurter, since 1939 Associate Justice at the United States
Supreme Court.

¥4

Over and over again Zionist quarters proclaimed intentions to cooperate
with the Arabs and to develop the country jointly with them.®® Plans for
dominating or ousting the Arabs were repeatedly denied;®* Arab views on
Zionism as having this intent were attributed to deception and agitation.®®
Meanwhile the Zionists considered among each other nationalization and ex-
propriation, for which advantage was to be taken of the deficient registra-

(81) Reports of the Executive of the Zionist Otganization to The XII. Zionist
Congress. 1. Political Report (London, 1921), pp. 23, 24.

(82) Colonial Office: Palestine Commission on the Disturbances of Aungust 1929.
Evidences Heard anda Selection of Exbibits. (Colonial No. 48, London, 1930), Vol.
Y, p. 486.

(82a) The detailed account of the Frankfurter Affair by the present writer is to
be published shortly.

(83) Storrs: op. cit., p. 400; Protokoll des XII. Zionisten Kongresses, p. 769;
see also quotations and comment in Cmd. 3686, 1930, p. 54.

(84) Robert Weltsch: A Tragedy of Leadership (Jewish Social Studies, July 1951,
New York, p. 220).

(85) Cf. Documents 1919-1939, First Series, IV, 1919, pp. 284, 304, 338, 339, 368,
369, 425, 426, 470, 472, 508, 616; and Cmd. 1540, 1921, pp. 43-45, 50-57; Weiz-
mann (Jewish Chronicle, November 8, 1918, p. 14 and May 16, 1919, p. 19); Soko-
low: op. cit., 11, p. XXIX.

(86) Jidische Rundschau, 7-1-1919, p. 4; 28-2-1919, p. 118; 2-5-1919, pp. 238,
239, 240; 6-6-1919, p. 319; 25-7-1919, p. 404; Political Report of the Zionist Exec-
utive, 1921, p. 81; The Jewish Chronicle, December 13, 1918, p. 12.
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tion of Arab landed property,’” as a means of getting the land into their
hands as quickly as possible; next to this, Jewish mass immigration was to
bring about a Jewish majority of the population and, conjointly with Jewish
landholding, a Jewish state.?® A basis for Jewish-Arab negotiations on which
Feisal insisted, and according to which Jews, Christians and Muslims were
to be regarded as equally at home in Palestine, was rejected by the entire
Palestine-Jewish community, including Labour, as a “ridiculous and dangerous
scheme.’s® A British project for granting loans to assist Palestine-Arab
peasants who had been reduced by the war to a state of distress, was opposed
by Weizmann.®® The British Zionist Zangwill, who, like other Zionists,
openly proposed to deport the Palestine Arabs,?! considered this method finer
than Weizmann’s tactics to “snow” them *‘under.”®?

At rare moments, a Jewish voice uttered a different note. Thus, in Feb-
ruary 1919: “Wir die wir in der ganzen 'Welt unter Verfolgungen leiden und
alle Menschenrechte fiir uns in Anspruch nehmen, wir gehen nach Palistina
und kehren den Spiesz um.” (We who are suffering persecutions throughout
the world and who claim all human rights for ourselves, are going to Pales-
tine reversing the roles.)®s

X

At that time Palestine was an almost entirely Arab country. It had for
centuries formed part of Syria. Over 91 per cent of the population was Arab,
less than 9 per cent Jewish.** The Palestine Arabs, Christians and Muslims,

(87) Weizmann (The Jewish Chronicle, March 14, 1919, p. 18).

(88) Weizmann (The Jewish Chronicle, December 13, 1918, p. 18); “Rasswiet,”
unter der Redaktion von Wladimir Jabotinsky (Berlin, 1925), p. 20; cf. John Marlowe:
op. cit., p. 143.

(89) Medzini, quoted by Perlman; op. ciz., p. 143.

Vol. II, p. 347, quoting Ussishkin; Jung: op. cit., II, p. 90, referring to Israel Zangwill

(90) Documents 1919-1939, First Series, IV, 1919, No. 238 (Enclosure) pp. 332,
335; see also Philip Graves: Palestine, the Land of Three Faiths (London, 1923),
p. 174.

(91) The Jewish Chronicle, December 13, 1918, pp. 5, 12; January 3, 1919, p. 19;
January 10, 1919, p. 14; Palestine (Esco Foundation), I, pp. 158, 159; cf. The Jewish
Chronicle, February 7, 1919, p. 5, and March 7, 1919, p. 26. See also Salo Wittmayer
Baron: A Social and Religious History of the Jews (New York, First Edition 1937),
Vol. II, p. 347, quoting Ussishkin; Jung: op. cit,, II, p. 90, referring to Israel Zangwill
and Israel Bogovine; cf. Curt Nawratzki: Das neue Jidische Palistina (Berlin, 1919),
pp. 196, 197.

(92) The Jewish Chronicle, December 20, 1918, p. 15.

(93) W. Briinn in "Die Jidische Randschau,” 18-2-1919, p. 98.

(94) Hyamson: Palestine under the Mandate, p. 108.
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protested unanimously against the Allied proposal to cut off Palestine from
the Syrian mother-country, and against Zionism as being in conflict, inser
dlia, with their rights under the Covenant of the League of Nations and ac-
cording to Allied declarations on Palestine. Legally their position was un-
assailably strong; measured by power standards it was extremely weak.

According to statements made by Balfour himself in a Memorandum of
August 11, 1919 and in a previous conference with Brandeis, the Covenant
qualified the Palestine Arabs as an independent nation; Zionism was con-
trary to the Covenant, to the right of self-determination and to the Anglo-
French Declaration of November 1918, and the Powers had made “'no declara-
tion of policy (regarding Palestine) which, at least in the letter, they have
not always intended to violate.”®3

However, considerations of self-interest bound Britain, and hence the
Allies, to Zionism, and thus brought factors of power on to the Zionist side
which the Arabs, after the war when their services were no longer needed,
lacked entirely. It was primarily Balfour himself who made the Allied ties
with Zionism prevail internationally. In this way Zionism obtained its positive
legal basis in the Mandate for Palestine, in which the Balfour Declaration
was embodied and elaborated. According to a characterization from judicial
quarters this Mandate was “‘not a legal but an essentially political document.”

According to Ben Gurion, on the other hand, it represented a decision
between Jews and Arabs by the “world tribunal.”®" It is true, as shown by
the Dreyfus affair, that verdicts of tribunals may be revised in cases, for
instance, of falsification. But even for this a certain measure of power is
needed, such as the possibility of an appeal to public opinion. The Arabs
did not possess this resource either, whilst the Zionists, following the example
of Herzl, made use of Jewish influence in the international Press as a medium
of political barter.”® Moreover, the most striking proof of the violation of
Arab rights by Zionism: Balfour’s own testimony, was kept secret until 1952.

(95) Documents 1919-1939, First Series, IV, 1919, No. 242, pp. 342-345; Ap-
pendix (ii), p. 1277.

(96) Quoted by John Garstang in "Palestine in Peril” (The Observer, September
20, 1936); cf. quotation by Bentwich in “Palestine,” p. 114.

(97) U.N. Document A/364, Add. 2, United Nations Special Committee on Pales-
tine, Report to the General Assembly, Vol. III, Annex A: oral evidence presented at
public meetings, General Assembly: Official Records: Second Session: Supplement
No. 11, New York, 1947, p. 48.

(98) Gelber, quoted by Barbour: op. ¢it.,, p. 54.
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And the falsification of the “Frankfurter letter’ remained undiscovered for
forty years and is disclosed for the first time in this article.

Thus, with the Mandate, the following paradoxical relation between
semblance and reality was established which, consolidated in 1947 by the
U.N. Partition Resolution for Palestine, has characterized the Arab-Zionist/
Israeli conflict up to the present day:

Arab resistance to the Mandate as an instrument for the realization of
Zionism was essentially defensive: self-defence against the violation of rights
that had been acknowledged in Allied treaties and declarations as well as in
the Covenant.

By the Mandate for Palestine, however, the violation of existing rights
by an inberently aggressive Zionism was legalized; Arab self-defence against
it could be formally stamped as aggression, and it was the Zionists who
acquired the status of innocent victims of aggression who could henceforth
represent their armed forces and military actions as defensive.

X%

Thanks specifically o the privileges assigned to them in the Mandate,
drawn up mainly by themselves, the Zionists, within ten years, were in pos-
session of all the economic key positions in Palestine.®®

As a result of the continued exterritorialization of acquired territory—
small in area, but situated in the most fertile regions and therefore formerly
densely populated—and the intensified boycott of Arab labour and products,*
the ousting of the native population slowly went on.°* A perfectly closed,

(99) Hans Kohn: Nationalismus und Imperialismus im Vorderen Orient (Frank-
furt am Main, 1931), p. 220.

(100) Palestine (Esco Foundation), I, pp. 559, 560; II, p. 1160; Vladimir Jabo-
tinski: Die ldee des Betar (Lyck, 1935), pp. 20, 21; Cmd. 3686, 1930, pp. 53-56;
David Ben Gurion: Rebirth and Destiny of Israel (New York, 1954), pp. 45-83; Pales-
tine Royal Commission Report (Cmd. 5479, 1937), p. 241: “Picketing (by Jews of
Arab labour) in the post-war settlements in the Sharon was on such a scale as to require
legislation—the Prevention of Intimidation Ordinance of 1927 (amended in 1936).”

(101) Cmd. 3686, 1930, pp. 51, 54-56; Cmd. 5479, 1937, pp. 239-242; Kirk:
The Middle East in the War, p. 235; cf. Ruppin: Die landwirtschaftliche Kolonisation,
p. 79; Cmd. 3530, 1930, pp. 123, 124, 151; Richard Crossman: Palestine Mission
(London, 1947), p. 159.
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exclusive Zionist community developed.1°? Disturbances broke out. Investiga-
tion showed at the very outset that Zionist exclusivism was at their root°?
and that the resistance comprised all strata of the Arab population who felt
to be nationally and materially menaced by Zionism.10¢ It is true that a Jewish
state and an “offensive policy” were now openly demanded only by so-called
extremists.’® Actually, however, the supposed moderates such as Weizmann
proved to be aiming at the same object, but along more gradual lines.1°® The
Arabs were aware of this.

X

The seizure of power by Hitler in 1933 and its tragic consequences to
European Jews gave a strong impetus to Jewish immigration into Palestine.
The Arabs became increasingly alarmed to see the floods of foreigners over-
running their small country—nearly sixty-two thousand in 1935 alone.’*” In
1936 the great Arab rebellion against the Mandate broke out, which lasted
nearly three years.

In 1939, with a new war in sight and good prospects for the Axis among
the Arab desperadoes, Britain issued a 'White Paper restricting Jewish im-
migration and the purchase of land. By this White Paper, Britain exchanged

(102) Arthur Koestler: Promise aind Fulfilmen: {London, 1949), pp. 34, 35. 315;
see also Report of the Anglo-American Committee of Enquiry regarding the problems
of European Jewry and Palestine (Cmd. 6808, 194G6), pp. 34, 35; Marlowe: op cit.,
pp. 100, 101.

(103) Cmd. 1540, 1921, p. 57.

(104) I1bid., p. 45.

(105) These “extremists"—the Zionist Revisionists—proclaimed in 1925: “The
aim of Zionism is the gradual transformation of Palestine (Transjordan included) into
a Jewish Commonwealth, that is, into a seifgoverning Commonwealth under the aus-
pices of an established Jewish Majority” (Jabotinsky in “Rasswjet,” p. 123; see also
p. 20). According to Jabotinsky the words in italics in this program—which was
always maintained—were literally quoted from an address, delivered in 1919 by the
Rt. Hon. Herbert Samuel, the Zionist Jew who became the first High Commissioner
for Palestine under the Mandate (from 1920-1925). Refetring to the Revisionist pro-
gram at a later date Sir Herbert Samuel declared that it “would be definitely destructive
of legitimate Arab interests” (Great Britain and Palestine. The Second Lucien Wolf
Memorial Lecture, November 25th, 1935, London, p. 20). Regarding the Revisionists
see also Heller: op. ciz., pp. 138, 139.

(106) Shmarya Levin, quoted in “The Jewish Chronicle,” September 19, 1919,
p. 20; “New Palestine,” quoted in Cmd. 3530, 1930, p. 110; cf. Crossman: op. cit.,
p- 133; Marlowe: op. cit., p. 107.

(107) A Survey of Palestine (Palestine, 1946), Vol. I, p. 185.
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the offensive function towards the native population which had been assigned
to her by the Zionists, for a defensive one.

For the Zionists this meant that the British phase of their stage-by-stage
advance towards their goal had come to an end. They were now confronted
with two tasks: the gaining of support for the next phase, and the elimina-
tion of the old one: Mandate and Mandatary.

x

The centre of Zionist political activity now moved from Britain to Amer-
ica. Large-scale campaigns were conducted for the mobilization of public
opinion, Congress and Government against the British 'White Paper and in
favour of a Jewish state.18 For now the state was openly demanded also by
the so-called moderate leaders.2%°

Moreover, several projects for a Jewish state henceforward included the
“transfer” —though ‘‘voluntary”—of the Arab native population.’?® In Pales-
tine itself, according to a high-ranking officer of the British Colonial Police,
a lady missionary with experience of former Greco-Turkish evacuations of
population was asked by Jews in 1949 to give a lecture on this subject and
was questioned in detail in connection with a contemplated eviction (openly
asserted) of the Arab native population when the British would withdraw.11?

X

The Zionist terror against the Mandatary, which started after the pub-
lication of the White Paper, ceased with the outbreak of war, but was resumed
while the war was still going on.2 Illegal immigrants were smuggled into
Palestine in large numbers. For the Zionists, however, assistance to Jewish

(108) Taylor: op. cit., pp. 60-64, chapter VIIIL

(109) Ibid., pp. 57-60.

(110) Palestine (Esco Foundation), II, pp. 1133, 1139, 1186; Chaim Weizmann:
Palestine’s Role in the Solution of the Jewish Problem (Foreign Affairs, January 1942,
pp. 337, 338); Katznelson quoted by Kitk: The Middle East in the War, p. 243; see
also Hannah Arendt: Zionism Reconsidered (The Menorah Journal, October-December
1945, pp. 164, 167).

(111) Geoffrey Jackson Morton: Just the Job (London, 1957), p. 156.

(112) “..directly impeding the war effort of Great Britain...” as according to an
official announcement quoted by Kirk: The Middle East in the War, p. 322. See also
p. 321, and A Survey of Palestine, I, pp. 71-73.
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refugees had essentially political motives.?** Humanitarian considerations were
sacrificed where necessary, The means of propaganda for the political object
included a deliberate mass murder of Jewish refugees, ordered by the Palestine
Zionist authorities.11

X

(113) The underlying Zionist idea was that the Jews, being a nation, should be
helped not by humanitarian, but by political means. See Herzl: I, p. 112; V, p. 456;
Max Nordau’s Zionistische Schriften (Koln, etc., 1909), pp. 174, 175; Zionistisches
Handbuch, pp. 200, 201. Cf. Hyamson: Palestine under the Mandate, p. 69, reporting
that at the time when the position of the Jews in Germany was the most urgent, the
Zionist Organization distributed less than a quarter of the Immigration Certificates at
its disposal to German Jews, and almost all of the remainder to Eastern Europe, espe-
cially Poland (the ideological breeding-place of political Zionism); and Jon and David
Kimche: The Secret Roads (London, 1955), pp. 15-31, recording the deal between
Gestapo and S.S. leaders (including Eichmann) and Zionist emissaries who “had not
come to Nazi Germany to save German Jews; that was not their job” (p. 27), but who
had come to select and train prospective Jewish immigrants for Palestine with Jewish-
nationalist and fighting dispositions. See also statements by Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver,
published in “The Zionist Review” of August 10, 1945, in “The New Palestine’ of
November 30, 1945, and in “New Juded of December 1946—January 1947 (quoted
by Kirk in “The Middle East in the War,” First Edition, 1952, p. i1): “The classic
textbook of Zionism is not how to find a home for... refugees. The classic textbook
of our movement is the Jewish State;” cf. Crossman: op. cit., p. 38.

For Zionist torpedoing of Roosevelt’s project for an overall haven for the oppressed
Jews of Europe, reported by Morris L. Ernst, see Morris C. Lazaron: Bridges not Walls
(New York, 1959), pp. 133, 134; for Zionist pressures against other plans for ad-
mitting Jews to countries outside Palestine or Israel after World War II, and after the
recent Jewish “exodus” from Rumania, as well as in the 30’s and 40’s, “where Jewish
lives were literally thrown away” see “Freeland,” October-Novembe: 1959 (New York).

(114) In 1940, in the harbour of Haifa, two shiploads of illegal Jewish immi-
grants, refugees from Europe, were transferred to the Patria, bound for the British
island of Mauritius, were they were to be kept for the duration of the war. The ship
was blown up; 250 people were killed, many of them women and children. According
to Zionist information as given by Koestler (op. ciz., p. 60) and J. Melkman (“Israel,”
Amsterdam, etc., 1949, p. 218) the refugees themselves blew up the Patria. The ship
was made a symbol of Jewish heroism. The anniversary of its loss was celebrated in
Israel with much pomp and ceremony, with speeches, trumpets, a memorial service in
Haifa Bay, and the hoisting of the Israeli flag on the wreck, still partly visible. What
really happened to the Patria was revealed in 1958 by Rosenblum, in 1940 a member
of the Zionist Actions Committee. It is this Committee—the highest Zionist body next
to the Congress, and the shadow cabinet of the Palestine Jews before the establishment
of their state—that, notwithstanding Rosenblum’s protests, decided to blow up the
ship Haganah agents smuggled the bombs aboard. The refugees were never asked.
"...We murdered with out bare hands wur own children, their mothers, sisters and dear
ones...", wrote Rosenblum. According to William Zukerman, whose “Jewish Newsletter”
of November 3, 1958, carried the Patria story, it was “a brutal calculated act of deli-
berate mass-murder for purposes of nationalistic propaganda.” The success, in terms
of feelings raised against Britain, was considerable.
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After the war the Zionist terror against the Mandatary increased in
vehemence. Sectet collaboration between terrorists and Jewish Agency came to
light 115

In 1947 Britain brought the Palestine problem before the United Nations.
The latter sent a committee to that country, the United Nations Special Com-
mittee on Palestine (UNSCOP), the majority of which proposed a Plan of
Partition for Palestine. The plan gave the Jews the largest and viable part
of the country. This part comprised the fertile coastal strip of the former
Philistines, where the Jews had now for the most part established themselves,
and with it practically the entire citrus area, half of which was Arab property.
The Arabs received the smaller, non-viable part, mainly the poor country of
Judea—the “land of the fathers”—where practically no Jews had settled. This
Arab state had to be kept alive by an “economic union,” i.e. subsidies from
the Jewish state. This ruled out independence for the Palestine Arabs. Jews
alone would be independent in Palestine,

x

The Arabs rejected the Partition Plan. The Zionists accepted it—appa-
rently, for their acceptance was coupled with such territorial and other re-
serves1® that it was virtually a rejection. However, they wished to secure its
international acceptance: sovereignty was indispensable to their next phase.
The Partition Resolution was in fact carried internationally—according to
Israel’s first U.N. representative, Eban, one more decision of the “‘world
tribunal”117 and a relief to the Christian conscience as well.1*® This conscience
thus relieved itself at the cost of the Arabs, who were in no way to blame
for the Jewish problem. And as to the “world tribunal’—as ad hoc Com-
mittee of the U.N. it was unable to produce a sufficient majority for the
General Assembly. But an American Presidential election year was in the off-
ing. In the few days that remained before the final decision, prominent
Zionists and those who believed in a “‘Jewish vote” conducted an unparalleled

(115) Palestine. Statement of Information Relating to Acts of Violence (Cmd.
6873, 1946).

(116) United Nations Ad Hoc Committee on the Palestinian Question. Summary
Records of Meetings 25 September—25 November, 1947, General Assembly: Official
Record: Second Session, New York, pp. 16, 114, 125.

(117) Abba Eban: Voice of Israel (London, 1958), p. 129.
(118) Ibid., pp. 118, 119; see also p. 23.
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international pressure campaign.?'® “By direct order of the White House every
form of pressure, direct or indirect, was brought to bear by American officials
upon those countries outside the Moslem world that were known to be either
uncertain or opposed to partition, Representatives or intermediaries were em-
ployed by the White House to make sure that the necessary majority would
at least be secured.”120 In these few days a number of countries who were in
some way dependent upon the U.S. changed their position.??* The Partition
Plan was carried.

Next to this manipulation of the “world tribunal” which “bordered
closely on scandal,”122 a fundamental lack of insight into the relevant subject-
matter formed the basis of its decision. The Partition Plan was accompanied
by a recommendation according to which the solution for Palestine could not
be one for the Jewish problem,'?* and it was justified with the argument,
among others, that a definitive demarcation of the Jewish state implied a
limitation of its immigration.12* But the solution of the Jewish problem was
the raison d’étre of Zionism and of its demand for a state; this solution im-
plied that the whole of Jewry was to be “gathered” into the said state. It
was in no way intended that this should only be effected in a part of Pales-
tine. Already at the time of the investigation by UNSCOP, acceptance of
possible partition was being advocated among the Palestine Jews with the
argument, “Boundaries are not eternal thing.”’2?® This pointed to considera-
tions such as those, voiced by Ben Gurion, of the 20th Zionist Congress,
with respect to a partition plan proposed in 1937: “The Debate has not been
for or against the indivisibility of the Land of Israel. No Zionist can forgo

(119) The Memoirs of Harry S. Truman (London, 1955-1956), Vol. II, Years of
Trial and Hope 1946-1953, pp. 168, 169; Kermit Roosevelt: The Partition of Pales-
tine. A Lesson in Pressure Politics (The Middle East Journal, January 1948); Millar
Burrows: Palestine is our Business (Philadelphia, 1949), pp. 70, 71; Alfred Lilienthal:
What Price Israel (Chicago, 1953), chapters III, V; Donald C. Blaisdell: Zionism and
the National Interest (Issmes, Winter, 1958-1959, New York).

(120) Sumner Welles: We need not fail (Boston, etc, 1948), p. 63.

(121) The three Benelux Countries and France, Haiti, Liberia, New Zealand,
which had abstained from voting, were now in favour; so were the Philippines and
Paraguay, which had been absent; Siam, which had opposed, was now absent.

(122) The Forrestal Diaries (Ed. Walter Millis, New York, 1951), p. 363.

(123) U.N. Document A/364, 3 September 1947, United Nations Special Com-
mittee on Palestine, Report to the General Assembly, Vol. I, 1947, General Assembly:
Official Records: Second Session: Supplement No. 11, p. 46.

(124) Ibid., p. 47.

(125) UN. Document A/364, Add. 2, Vol. III, Annex A: Oral Evidence Pre-
sented at Public Meetings, p. 185.
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the smallest portion of the Land of Israel. The Debate concerned which of
the two routes would lead quicker to the common goal.”22¢

The area of this “Land of Israel,” according to Jewish religious claims,
appears to be constant: it extends from the Euphrates to the river of Egypt
(the Wadi el Arish in the Sinai peninsula).!?”

Secularized Zionists usc the same term, witness Ben Gurion. But their
claims shrank or swelled according lo circumstances, and ranged between still
wider boundaries, comprising Northern Egypt and the Sinai peninsula, and
further between the Euphrates, the mountain ranges of the Taurus (north of
Syria) and the Mediterranean Sea.1?8

A connection between expansion and ingathering was already indicated
by Herzl: “Wir vetlangen, was wir brauchen—jesmehr Einwanderer desto
mehr Land.” (We demand what we need—the more immigrants, the more
land.)12® According to Weizmann the Jews would for ever be hungering for

(126) Quoted by Barbour: op. ¢iz., pp. 184, 185.

(127) Norman Bentwich: Palestine of the Jews (London, 1919), p. 204; U.N.
Document A/364, Add. 2, p. 103. See also H.F. Frischwasser-Ra’anan: The Frontiers
of @ Nation (London, 1955), pp. 86, 87; Marlowe: op. cit., p. 150.

(128) For claims including Transjordan, or “Palestine on both sides of the Jor-
dan,” see Jabotinsky: Rasswjet, pp. 123, 124; “Facts and Figures” (Israel Office of In-
formation, New York, 1955), p. 18; Max Reisel: Hez Jodendom in de Moderne Samen-
leving (’s-Gravenhage, 1959), p. 126; sec also Zionist claims mentioned by Kitk in
The Middle East in the War, p. 243 and in The Middle East 1945-1950 (Survey of
International Affairs, London, 1954), p. 209.

For claims including Syria see N.M. Gelber: Zur Vorgeschichte des Zionismus
(Wien, 1927), pp. 75, 265, 266; Herzl: III, pp. 106, 175, 247; Achad Haam: II,
pp. 89, 90; Zionistisches Handbuch, p. 99; Bohm: I, p. 705; cf. Morton: op. cit., p.
156, mentioning Zionist claim including (besides Syria together with Jordan and the
Lebanon) also Cyprus.

For claims including the Sinai peninsula see Sokolow: op. csz., II, p. 221 (includ-
ing also Northern Egypt); Herzl: IV, pp. 219, 222, 296; Bohm: I, p. 197 (all of these
except Sokolow including also Cyprus); statement by Ben Gurion on November 7,
1956 (see note 184).

For claims on “the smaller historical area,” supplemented according to military
and economic needs, see Frischwasser-Ra'anan: op. c¢it., pp. 87-89, 91, 96, 101, 102;
Political Report of the Zionist Executive, 1921, pp. 75, 79.

For claims on undefined neighbouring territories of Palestine, or on “The Land
(of Israel),” or on “the entire Homeland” as comprising such territories, see Herzl:
IV, p. 584; “Facts and Figures,” p. 20; David Ben Gurion: Rebirth and Destiny of
Israel (New York, 1954), p. 466; statement by Isaiah Bernstein at the 24th Zionist
Congress, held in Jerusalem, Israel, April-May 1956, Bulletin of the Press Bureau,
issued by the Information Department of the Jewish Agency, Jerusalem, No. 15.

Cf. also “Palestina inde Verenigde Naties” (Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken.
No. 6, 's-Gravenhage, 1947), p. 70.

(129) Herzl: III, p. 160; cf. I, p. 460.
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more land, and Palestine was to be a key that would open to them an area
extending from the Jordan to the Euphrates and from the Euphrates to the
Indian Ocean.?3°

'Weizmann’s tactics consisted in creating facts in as unobtrusive a manner
as possible, thereby building up positions of power which would in turn serve
as stepping stones to a further aim.13? Where necessary he denied aims.’*> As
far back as 1921 he pointed to Jewish overpopulation in Palestine as a means
of expansion into Transjordan.3® The so-called extremists pursued the same
aims by a shorter and more open course. In September 1947, when UNSCOP
announced its Partition Plan, the Irgun—the foremost Zionist terrorist or-
ganization¥¢—proclaimed promptly that they would not accept the UNSCOP
recommendations and would fight till they got all their rights.23® By this
the Palestine Arabs as well as the Arab neighbouring states knew, and the
members of the “world tribunal” might have known, where they stood. For,
in the history of political Zionism, the openly proclaimed aims of so-called
extremists have in course of time always proved to be those of so-called
moderates also. Only at a much later date did it become known that in that
same month of September—two months before the acceptance of the Partition
Plan by the UN. and eight months before the intervention of the Arab
States—the Haganah (the underground army of the Jewish Agency), too,
already had its plan for the conquest of areas not assigned to the Jews.1*¢ And
that as early as June 1945 Ben Gurion had secretly made in New York all the
arrangements, and ordered heavy war material, for a war with the Arabs when

(130) Weizmann: Reden, p. 242.

(131) Ibid., p. 125; see also Weizmann: Trial, p. 582; cf. Herbert Sidebotham:
British Interests in Palestine (London, 1934), p. 12: “He belonged to the faire sans
dire school...”

(132) Cf. e.g. his attitudes regarding the Jewish State as a Zionist aim: 1. with
Feisal—see “Lawrence the Rebel” by Edward Robinson (London, 1946), p. 156; 2.
with Palestine Arabs—see Storrs: op. cit., p. 400; 3. with Palestine Jews—see Palestine
(Esco Foundation), I, p. 131; 4. at the Peace Conference—see Politica! Report of the
Zionist Executive, 1921, pp. 22, 23; 5, in 1930 and 1931—see Robert Weltsch: “A Tra-
gedy of Leadership” (Jewish Social Studies, July 1951, pp. 220-222) aud Weizmann:
Reden, pp. 230-237; 6. with Churchill in 1939, and subsequently in America—see
Taylor: op. cit., pp. 56,57. See, finally, his answer,when reminded of former contra-
dictory statements, in U.N. Document A/364, Add. 2, p. 85.

(133) Protokoll des XII. Zionisten Kongresses, p. 284.

(134) The Irgun was formed in 1935; its insignia consisted of an outline of
Palestine and Transjordan, superimposed by a rifle grasped by a forearm and sur-
mounted by the Hebrew words Rak Kach (Only Thus!) (A Survey of Palestine, II,
p. 601).

(135) R.M. Graves: Experiment in Anarchy (London, 1949), p. 79.

(136)Harry Sacher: Israel: The Establishment of a State (London, 1952), p. 217.
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the British left Palestine.’3” And that in 1947, under a false name, an Amer-
ican-Jewish colonel secretly reorganized, trained and instructed the Haganah
and provided for its military supplies.?*$

x

It was in vain that in October 1947 Judah Magnes, President of the
Hebrew University on Mount Scopus, speaking in the name of a Judaism
whose deepest values he deemed violated by this Zionism, called 2 last warn-
ing to his people against its “spirit of aggression and conquest—not of de-
fence..”’13 And in vain did the Palestine Arabs plead that the defence of
their very existence in the country demanded resistance to a Jewish state.1+
Just as the Mandate had previously outlawed defence instead of aggression,
so did a new document of positive international law—the Partition Resolution
on Palestine—now permit the final self-defence of the Palestine Arabs in
their country to be branded as aggression. Yet, the Irgun had reacted to this
very document with the following declaration: “The Partition of the Home-
land is illegal. It will never be recognized. The signature by institutions and
individuals of the partition agreement is invalid. It will not bind the Jewish
people. Jerusalem was and will for ever be our capital. Eretz Israel will be
restored to the people of Israel. All of it. And for ever.”*4

X

Shortly after the adoption of the Partition Plan by the U.N., the Jewish
Agency, which was supposed to have accepted this plan, entered into secret
negotiations with the Irgun,*2 which had openly rejected it. The negotia-

(137) Robert St. John: op cit., pp. 99-102.

(138) De Stem van Israel, 28 January, 1949; Ben Gurion: op. cit., p. 296; Perl-
man: op. cit., pp. 143, 144; John Bagot Glubb: A Soldier with the Arabs (London,
1957), p. 133; Jeanette Rachmuth: The Story of Mikey Marcus (The New Palestine,
February, 1951).

(139) J.L. Magnes: Responsibility. Address opening the academic year 1947-48,
October 29, 1947 (Jerusalem), p. 13.

(140) Destin de la Palestine. Etude rédigée par le Bureau Arabe 2 Londres, 1947;
Statement by Musa Bey Alami, Director General of the Arab Offices, on the United
Nations’ Decision in Favour of Partition (Arab News Bulletin, 12th December, 1947).

(141) Menachem Begin: The Revolt. Story of the Irgun (New York, 1951), p. 335.

(142) Sacher: op. cit., pp. 192, 193; Begin: op. czt., pp. 341-347.
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tions lasted a considerable time, whilst the guerilla warfare in the country
increased.

At the beginning of April the negotiations ended in an agreement.143
Immediately after, on 9th April 1948, i.e. five weeks before the proclamation
of the State of Israel and the intervention of the neighbouring states, the
raid on Deir Yassin was made. Deir Yassin was a small, unarmed Arab
village,4¢ situated in the zone of Jerusalem that was to be internationalized,
i.e. in area that had not been assigned to the Jews. There had been no attack
or provocation of any kind from that village against the Zionists.*5 Never-
theless, of the 400 citizens, about 250, mostly women and children—the men
being at work in town or it the fields—were slaughtered in cold blood with
hand grenades and knives by an Irgun gang.14® After the slaughter Irgun
leaders held a press conference at which the commander declared: “We have
to fight, conquer, hold.”*4" A small group of villagers had previously been
loaded on a truck and were paraded later in the day through the Jewish part
of Jerusalem, insulted and spat upon, and afterwards released.*8 They could
then communicate to others their horrible experiences and their panic.

The Jewish Agency officially expressed its horror and disgust. The raid
had, however, been made in concert with the district commander of the
Haganah, who desired and actually obtained an aerodrome at this place.14?
And the agreement with the Irgun was now ratified.250

Deir Yassin gave impetus to the mass flight of Palestine Arabs. When
tidings of the massacre spread among them, they caused, according to the
chief of the International Red Cross Mission in Palestine, “une terreur géné-

(143) Kirtk: The Middle East 1945-1950, p. 261.

(144) Jacques de Reynier: A Jérusalem un drapean flottait sur la ligne de feu
(Neuchitel, 1950), p. 72.

(145) Compare Begin: op. ciz., pp. 162-165, and accounts given in New York Times
and New York Herald Tribune, both of April 10, 1948, with De Reynier: op. cit., pp.
72, 213; RM. Graves: op. cit, p. 179; Jon Kimche: Seven Fallen Pillars (London,
1950), pp. 217, 218, and the account given in New York Herald Tribune, April 12,
1948 by Fitzhugh Turner. See also Kirk: The Middle East 1945-1950, p. 260, referring
to “New Judea’” (January-February 1948, pp. 64-65).

(146) De Reynier: op. cit., pp. 73, 74, 213.

(147) New York Herald Tribune, April 10, 1948.

(148) Daily Telegraph, April 12, 1948; see also Koestler: op. ciz., p. 160, and
M.C. Macinnes: The Arab Refugee Problem (Royal Central Asian Journal, April 1949,
p. 180). .

(149) Begin: op. cit.,, p. 163.

(150) Kirtk: The Middle East 1945-1950, p. 261; Koestler: op. cit., pp. 169, 170.
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ralisée que les Juifs se sont toujours habilement arrangés i entretenir” (wide-
spread terror which the Jews have always skilfully arranged to maintain).?%!
This was done notably by means of psychological warfare,’5? such as threaten-
ing the people with the fate of Deir Yassin.5?

The Zionist campaign of terror against the Palestine Arabs swept away
any feelings of hesitation it the neighbouring countries regarding the use of
force and led directly to the Palestine war after the proclamation of the State
of Israel on 14th May 1948.1%¢ During that war the Israeli army drove Arab
civil populations out of towns and villages it had occupied.’s> In this way,
primarily as a result of the terror initiated in Deir Yassin, the problem of
the Palestine Arab refugees came into being.

X

(151) De Reynier: op. cit., p. 76.

(152) Koestler: op. cit., pp. 207, 215; Sacher: op. cit., p. 245; De Reynier: op. cit.,
p. 214; Harry Levin: Jerusalem Embattled (London, 1950), p. 160; Edgar O’Ballance:
The Arab-Israeli War 1948 (London, 1956), p. 64. For expulsions of Arab civilians
by Zionists before the end of the Mandate, see also Don Perez: Arabs vs. Israelis: Fic-
tion and Fact (Issues, Fall 1959, p. 2); RM. Graves: op. cit., p. 143; Macinnes: op.
cit.,, p. 181,

(153) Bertha Spafford Vester: Supplement to “Our Jerusalem,” p. 19. When her
book “Our Jerusalem” appeared, Mrs. Vester, a prominent Protestant medical missionary
in Jerusalem, discovered that it was incomplete: the part concerning the Palestine prob-
lem, including personal experierces, some connected with Deir Yassin, had been omitted.
She published this -part as a supplement to the book.

(154) Kimche: op. cit., pp. 223-225; cf. Marlowe: op. cit., p. 246.

(155) UN. Document A/648, Progress Report of the United Nations Mediator
on Palestine, General Assembly: Official Records: Third Session: Supplement No. 11,
p. 40, para. 17 and p. 14, para. 6; Kitk: The Middle East 1945-1950, p. 264; Zionism
in Holy Land, Documents,” Paris, 1948 (Statements by representatives of Christian
communities in Palestine), p. 14; Glubb: op. cit., pp. 162, 205, 211; Macinnes: op.
cit, p. 182 (cf. Kenneth Bilby: “New Star in the Near East,” New York, 1950, pp.
43, 44); O’'Ballance: op. cit., pp. 63, 64, 150, 171, 172, 209. For expulsions of Arab
civilians before and during the Arab-Israeli war see also Nathan Chofshi: The Bitter
Truth about the Arab Refugees (Jewish Newsletter, February 9, 1959). For such expul-
sions after the conclusion of the Arab-Israeli Armistice Agreements see U.N. Document
S/1797, pp. 2-3, paras. 1, 2 and 5; Security Council: Official Records, Fifth Year, 517th
Meeting: 30 October 1950, No. 59, p. 19; J.B. Glubb: Violence on the Jordan-Israel
Border (Foreign Affairs, July 1954), pr 554, 555; E.H. Hutchison: Violent Truce
(New York, 1956), Chapter IV; Note No. 205 (from the Egyptian-Israeli Mixed Armis-
tice Commission) to Correspondents, 6 October 1959 (Resolution on the expulsion of
350 bedouins from Israel). In the meanwhile the surreptitious ousting of Arabs from
Israel continues along the lines indicated by Herzl. Unable to find jobs as a result
of official and unofficial discrimination, educated Israeli Arabs are forced to emigrate.
See Leo Heiman: The “Lost Generation” (Reprinted from “The Reconstructionist’ in
“Ner,” Jerusalem/Israel, February-April 1960, pp. XIV-XVIII).
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In the report in which he had attacked Zionist fundamentals, on account
of which he was murdered by Israeli terrorists, Count Bernadotte, the U.N.
Mediator appointed in May 1948, wrote regarding the Arab refugees:

“It would be an offence against the principles of elemental justice if
these innocent victims of the conflict were denied the right to return to their
homes while Jewish immigrants flow into Palestine, and, indeed, at least offer
the threat of permanent replacement of the Arab refugees who have been
rooted in the land for centuries. 156

On 11th December 1948 the General Assembly of the U.N. decided
upon a solution of the Arab refugee problem which gives the refugees the
choice between repatriation or compensation. From the outset the vast majority
of the refugees chose to return.’” But Israel refused admission and advo-
cated integration into Arab neighbouring states. These states in turn refused.
But their refusal—whatever considerations of their own national interest may
be involved—upholds the refugees’ own choice as well as the decision of the
U.N. and, in fact, constitutes the only effective protection of what the refugees
persistently include among their most cherished possessions: the right to
return. Israel’s refusal to allow this return is a violation of the elemental
human right of war victims which had been acknowledged by the U.N., and
is a usurpation of the right of choice that was awarded to the refugees and
not to Israel. The more sc because the Palestine Arabs are essentially the
victims not only of acts of war but of deliberate expulsion initiated 50 years
previously by gradual means and then accelerated by violence. Regarding the
opportuneness of this process—under leaders “‘always seeing decades ahead’’15#
—Weltsch testifies as follows: “When the removal of the Arab population
from that part of Palestine which became Israel had taken place, it proved
to be a pre-conditioning for large-scale immigration which otherwise would
not have found even that scarce and modest living space attained so far.”’26°

It is true that the Arabs are said to have sold their country entirely to the

(156) U.N. Document A/G48, p. 14.

(157) U.N. Document A/1106, 17 November 1949, Palestine, First Interim Report
of the United Nations Economic Survey Mission for the Middle East, General Assembly,
Fourth Session, p. 15.

(158) Weizmann: Trial, p. 243.
(159) Weltsch: op. cir., pp. 224, 225.
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Jews,1%0 after having neglected it themselves for centuries.’s* It thus looks
as if the refugees would be returning to a country paid for and developed by
others. But on 4th July- 1947 Ben Gurion stated before the UNSCOP: *““The
Arabs own 94 per cent of the land, the Jews only 6 per cent.”2%2 When the
State of Israel was established these Jewish holdings formed 7 per cent of
Palestine, amounting to 9 per cent of Israel. More than eighty per cent of
Israel’s total area is land abandoned by the refugees. They abandoned whole
cities like Jaffa, Acre, Lydda, Ramleh, Beit Shan, Migdal-Gad, and a further
388 towns and villages as well as large parts of 94 others, containing nearly
a quarter of all the buildings in Israel in 1953—apart from property deli-
berately destroyed by Zionists and Israelis to prevent the return of refugees;!6?
furthermore, commercial stocks, industrial and agricultural equipment, motor
vehicles and cattle; 52 stone quarries, nearly 95 per cent of Israel’s olive groves
existing at the time of the establishment of the State of Israel, as well as vine-
yards and orchards. In 1954 more than a third of Israel’s Jewish population
was living on such refugee land and a quarter of a million Israelis on Arab
urban property. In 1949 the Arab olive produce was Israel’s third largest
export. In 1951-52 the Arab citrus fruits formed nearly half of Israel’s citrus
exports—in foreign currency value to nearly 29 per cent of Israel’s export earn-
ings. Arab property “not only provided shelter, economic sustenance, and
employment for the new immigrants, but has done much to determine the
pattern of their social integration into Israel.”164

From the Thud—a small group of Magnes’ supporters, who survived him—
a protest was still raised by solitary individuals who could not reconcile

(160) Elsevier's Weekblad, 24 October 1959, p. 3.

(161) Eban: op. cit., p. 70; Ben Gurion: op. cit., pp. 466, 507. Regarding the
Vale of Esdraelon, represented by Zionists (cf. Koestler: op. cit.,, p. 26) as an illustra-
tion of Jewish achievement as against previous Arab neglect, Sir John Hope Simpson
stated: “It is a mistake to assume that the Vale of Esdraelon was a wilderness before
the arrival of the Jewish settlers and that it is now a paradise. A very large amount
of money has been spent by the various Jewish agencies, and great improvements have
been made... It is, however, unjust to the poverty-stricken fellah who kas been removed
from these lands that the suggestion should continually be made that he was a useless
cumberer of the ground and produced nothing from it. It should be quite obvious that
this is not the fact” (Cmd. 3686, 1930, p. 17. See also notes 16 and 17 and correspond-
ing text).

(162) U.N. Document A/364, Add. 2, p. 17.

(163) De Reynier: op. cit., pp. 214, 221; Bilby: op. ciz., p. 3. The preceding and
following data on refugees’ property were all taken from Don Perez: Problems of Arab
Refugee Compensation (The Middle East Journal, Autumn 1954, pp. 403-406). See also
“Israel and the Palestine Arabs” by the same author (Washington, 1958), Chapter VIII.

(164) Don Perez: Problems, p. 405.
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themselves to the establishment of a Jewish state in such a manner: “In the end
we must come out publicly with the truth: that we have no moral right what-
ever to oppose the return of the Arab refugees to their land... that until we
have begun to redeem our sin against the Arab refugees, we have no right to
continue the Ingathering of the Exiles. We have no right to demand that
American Jews leave their country to which they have become attached, and
settle in a land that has been stolen from others, while the owners of it are
homeless and miserable... We had no right to build a settlement and to realize
the ideal of Zionism with other people’s property. To do this is robbery.”2%

But characteristic of the general attitude is the statement by Weizmann’s
close collaborator Samuel: “We could not readmit the Arabs; we would have
to fight the war all over again to prevent it.”*%¢

Thus the Palestine Arab refugee people was converted by Israel into a
people of exiles. Tourists in Israel are shown a modern welfare state and
many impressive achievements. Hidden from their eyes are the foundations on
which the state and the achievements rest. Fragments of these foundations
have here been disclosed: deceit and falsification, robbery, mass murder and

refugee misery.1¢?

X

The right of the refugees to return was acknowledged regardless of the
cause of their flight. In cases where the cause is known, however, that right
naturally finds far more support. It was not for nothing that, according to
Herzl, the policy of working the poor native population across the frontier
had to be carried out “‘unbemerkt” (surreptitiously). Therefore, public know-
ledge of the existence of Falestine Arab refugees represents an ideological as
well as a practical Zionist failure. And therefore, too, Zionists and Israel are
making vigorous efforts to prevent the existence of these refugees, and espe-

(165) Ner, July 1955; December 1957/January 1958.
(166) Maurice Samuel: Level Sunlight (New York, 1953), p. 69.

(167) Compare facts, exposed in this article, with verdicts by prominent Jews,
quoted in the “Jewish Newsletter” of June 24, 1957; December 1, 1958; February 9
and November 30, 1959.
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cially the cause of their flight and criticism relating to it, from becoming
known.1%8 Even humanitarian aid tc them is being opposed.®®

In order to exculpate themselves from blame for the flight of the Arabs,
Zionists and Israel represent Jewish appeals to the Arabs in Haifa to remain,
as being illustrative of the general Jewish attitude;'" they shift the blame
on to Arab leaders by accusing them of having instigated the flight.2"* Investi-
gation has shown that such appeals ir Haifa were, to begin with, exceptional
and that, moreover, they were only made after the campaigns of terror and
expulsion had successfully done their work and the flight had alteady com-

(168) See Dutch Christian and Jewish protest against a request by the Israeli
Embassy in The Hague—"illuminating for Israel’s attitude abroad”—to Mrs. Gertrud
Kurz, the Swiss leader of the “Mouvement Chrétien pour la Paix”, not to mention the
Arab refugee problem on a lecture tour through Holland (Ner, July-September 1958,
p. 29). “Representative Celler of New York, chairman of the House judiciary com-
mittee, is not doing the state of Israel or his co-religionists in this country any good
and he is certainly not increasing his own stature by his efforts to prevent a hearing
by a Senate judiciary subcommittee of spokesmen for Arab refugees and for the relief
organizations which are taking care of them” (The Courier-Journal, Louisville, Ken-
tucky, September 4, 1949). For Zionist pressures against the “Holy Land Emergency
Program” see Lilienthal: op. cit., pp. 129-131. Zukerman, in “The Whip of Antisemitism”
(Jewish Newsletter, February 24, 1958), exposes the use by Zionists of the stigma
of anti-Semitism, either in outright attacks or in whispering campaigns, against those
“who refuse to join their bandwagon and particularly those who criticize Israel.” He
enumerates some of the more famous and comparatively recent victims of this Zionist
practice, all of whom criticised Israel’s handling of the Arab refugees: Prof. Arnold
Toynbee, Norman Thomas, Dorothy Thompson, Dean Virginia Gildersleeve, Prof.
William Ernest Hocking, Howard K. Smith, Dr. Edith Summerskill, Freda Utley,
Reverend Elson.

(169) Personal experiences of the present writer. See also Zukerman’s account of
Zionist and Israeli pressure squashing American-Jewish efforts to start a fund for the
Arab refugees, in the “Jewish Newsletter” April 15, 1957.

(170) For Israeli sources see “The Arabs in Israel” (published by the Government
of Israel, 1955), pp. 11, 12; Walter Eytan: The Firs¢t Ten Years (London, 1958), p.
114; J. Soetendorp (of Dutch as well as Israeli nationality): Israél toetssteen van de
vredeswil der Volkeren! (Amsterdam, 1957), pp. 12, 13; for an example of further
propagation of these arguments in Holland see F. Th. Witkamp: The Refugee Problem
in the Middle East (R.EM.P.—Research Group for European Migration Problems—
Bulletin, January/March 1957, p. 11).

(171) Same sources as sub. 170. For Holland see also E. van Raalte: Israél en zijn
Buurstaten (Internationale Spectator, 8 January 1956, pp. 64, 65, 66), and B. Raptchins-
ky: De Arabische vluchtelingen (Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale Geografie,
June 1957, p. 137).
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menced.'?? The alleged Arab policy of evacuation of the Palestine Arabs has
never been documented in a tenable manner; whilst, on the other hand, im-
perative Arab warnings against evacuation are an established fact.1?®

Only two testimonies cited in evidence of Arab responsibility are from
authoritative persons and were used, for instance, by Eban in a speech before
the General Assembly of the UN.7¢ It was found on investigation that by
omission of its context the first of these testimonies—that of the Secretary
of the Arab Higher Committee, Emile Ghoury—was given an altogether dif-
ferent meaning from what it had in this context.l’** The second—that of
Archbishop George Hakim of Galilee—is based, according to a letter from

(172) The conclusion that the case of Haifa was an exception was confirmed by
a statement of Nathan Chofshi: “The truth is that the only place where the Arabs were
asked to remain was city of Haifa..." (Jewish Newsletter, February 9, 1959). For the
circumstances invalidating these appeals compare the Zionist data on the Haifa story
as given by Kimche: op. cit., pp. 218-222; Sacher: op. cit., pp. 239-244; Begin: op. cit.,
p- 165; Koestler: op. cit., pp. 207, 215, and Pearlman: op. cit., pp. 116, 117 (whose
manipulated photostatic copies of reports without signature, mentioning Jewish appeals
to the Arabs to remain, are dated 26th and 28th April, 1948, that is, 5 and 7 days
after the Arab mass flight had been brought about by Zionist action), with the Arab
analysis by Walid Khalidy, “The Fall of Haifd” (Middle East Forum, Beirut, Decem-
ber 1959, pp. 22-32); the photostatic copy he gives of “The Palestine Post’ of April
23, 1948, and the testimonies to which he refers in the “Jewish Observer and Middle
East Review” of November 13 and December 18, 1953; July 15, 1956; August 14,
September 11 and 18, 1959.

(173) According to The Palestine Post of April 27th, 1948, the Arab National Com-
mittee threatened to punish severely any one spreading reports leading residents of
Jerusalem to leave. In the B.B.C. Monitor scripts between Novemebr 30, 1947, and
June 30, 1948 (the crucial months), there is a reference (on April 26) to an evacua-
tion of non-combatants out of the immediate focus of battle (Jaffa) as a temporary
military measure; but there is not one single radio order or appeal to quit from any
Arab station, inside or outside Palestine. While, on the other hand, there was a con-
tinuous Zionist radio campaign in Arabic trying to break Arab morale, Arab warn-
ings against leaving were broadcast on March 29, April 4, 24, 25, and May 5, 13, 15.
Archdeacon Maciness mentions a “very definite” Arab attempt to prevent people from
leaving Musrara, and states: “I never fcund any evidence for the propaganda put out
that the Arabs were ordered to leave by some higher authority” (op. ¢it., p. 179).

(174) Eban: op. cit., pp. 169, 170. These testimonies are also given by the Israeli
Government in “The Arabs in Israel.” Eban dates one of them, that of Emile Ghoury,
September 15, 1948. The Israeli Government dates it September 6. The correct date,
however, is August 6. Both testimonies were taken over by numerous Zionist and pro-
Zionist writers. Thus in Holland van Raalte (op. ¢it., p. 64) tried to demonstrate Arab
responsibility with the quotation of "no less a person than Emile Ghoury,” which
quotation was not, however, taken from the original source, for he reproduces the
wrong date given by the Israeli Government (the same applies for Soetendorp: op.
cit, p. 12); Witkamp (op. cit, p. 8), out of “overwhelming proof that considerable
pressure was exerted on the Arab population to evacuate Palestine,” chose the quotation
from Mgr. Hakim.

(174a) This testimony was taken from an interview with Emile Ghoury which
appeared in the Beirut Telegraph, August 6, 1948, pp. 1 and 4.
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the Archbishop himself,'™* on misconstruction and misuse of his words by
the Israeli authorities. In this letter the Archbishop lays the responsibility for
the Arab flight entirely upon Israel, on account of terror and deliberate ex-

pulsion.

%3

A small minority of the Palestine Arabs remained behind in Israel. By
means of special laws they were deprived of a large part of their land: “a
case of wholesale robbery with a legal coating.’™® Once more in vain did
protests from the Thud rise against the treatment meted out also against this
section of the Palestine Arab people, against the segregation into seperate
ghettos to which they had been subjected ever since the founding of the state,
with the “special military laws... administrative arrests without warrant or
trial... military court trials without the right of appeal... arbitrary deportations...
collective fines imposed on Arab villages for crimes committed by one indi-
vidual... in short, the system of second-class citizenship... which has reduced
the erstwhile owners of the country into a group of humiliated, degraded,
discriminated and persecuted human beings in constant fear of their con-
querers—the Israeli master race.”*™

Ben Gurion defended his maintenance of this status of the Arab minority
by a reference to “‘an emotional bond” which he said they had with the neigh-
bouring peoples.’?” Koestler's characterization of the emotional attitude of the

(174b) The letter from Archbishop Hakim was addressed to the Irish author
Erskine B. Childers, and is made use of by the present writer with the permission of
both the Archbishop and Mr. Childers.

(175) Moshe Keren, quoted in the “Jewish Newsletter,” July 8, 1957. See also
Don Perez: The Arab Minority in Isracl (The Middle East Journal, Spring 1954, pp.
143, 144), and “Israel and the Palestine Arabs” p. 126.

(176) Nathan Chofshi, quoted in the Jewish Newslester, February 4, 1957. There
are Jews who realise that national security, brought forward as a justification for the
discrimination against the Israeli Arabs, is all the more threatened by the feelings this
discrimination engenders; that the resulting increase of Jewish suspicion against the
Arabs can but perpetuate and even intensify the discrimination, and that Arab-Israeli
relations in Israel have thus been caught in a vicious circle from which there seems
to be no escape (see Leo Heiman: op. cit,, p. XVI).

(177) Quoted in the Jewish Newsletter, September 7, 1959. Ben Gurion’s linking
up of Israel’s discrimination against its Arab minority with the absence of peace
with Israel’s neighbours, merely reveals another aspect of the vicious circle indicated
above: the worse Israel’s Arabs are treated, the more their “emotional bond” with
Arab neighbouring states will be strengthened.
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majority constitutes a reference to deeper motives: “Each Jew, Marxist or not,
regarded himself as a member of the chosen race, and the Arab as his in-
ferior.” 178

¥

When Israel was fully and firmly established, although still in conflict
with its neighbours, the next phase of Zionist self-realization began. The state
that had once been denied as an objective and that had seemed later on to be
the final goal, was declared by Ben Gurion in 1948 to be: “not in itself an
aim: it is a means to an end, the end of Zionism.” Limited immigration and
hence a sparse population “would not change the destiny of Jewry, or fulfil
our historic covenant. Immigration in the myriads that only sovercignty allows,
settlement upon a scale never before possible—these alone will justify it. It
is without wit or profit to argue whether immigrants are to be counted in
thousands or in hundreds of thousands: the duty of the State is to end Galuth
(exile) at last.”17® Although the attending intensification of the Israelization
of World Jewry by Israel and the Zionist organizations, and the resistance to
this process from the side of anti-Zionist Jews on grounds of ethical consid-
erations and existing national loyalties'®® are of far-reaching significance,

(178) Koestler: op. cit., p. 34; see also Crossman: op. cit.. p 151; and Elizabeth
Monroe: “TFhe Arab-Israeli Frontier” in International Affairs, October 1953, p. 444;
cf. BHerzl: op. cit., II, p. 591 and Zionistisches Handbuch, p. .

(179) Ben Gurion: op. cit., pp. 276, 277.

(180) The basic incompatibility of Jewish nationalism (political Zionism) with
the position that Jews, like other religious communities, owe their national loyalty to
the state of which they are citizens, is evident from the Zionist program, which re-
quires as a duty of Zionists uncompromising support of the State of Israel, “ingathering
of the exiles” and development among World Jewry of a “national” consciousness: the
view that all Jews everywhere form one nation of which the State of Israel is the
centre (Moses Lasky: “Between Truth and Repose,” San Francisco, 1956, conclusion,
facing p. 1).

The basic incompatibility of Jewish nationalism with the positicn that Judaism
is an ethical-religious system manifests itself in the Israeli-Zionist attitude towards the
Arab refugees and their right to return, on ground of Jewish national interest. Jews
of high moral standing in Israel and the Diaspora “repeatedly warned that the Arab
refugee problem was primarily a ‘Jewish problem,” a problem of Jewish conscience
and moral integrity. The Arabs have lost, by the emergence of the state of Israel, their
homes, fields and country which, as history has shown, can be regained. But the Jews
are in mortal danger of losing their souls and status as a people of justice and mercy
which was their most precious possession for centuries” (William Zukerman in the
Jewish Newsletter, November 30, 1959).

The greatest exponents of Jewish anti-Zionism are the Executive Vice-President of
the (anti-Zionist) American Council for Judaism, Rabbi Elmer Berger (auther of "The
JTewish Dilemma,” New York, 1946; “A Partisan History of Judaism,” New York,
1951; “Who knows better must say so,” New York, 1955; “Judaism or Jewish Nation-
alism,” New York, 1957), and William Zukerman, Editor of the Jewish Newsletter.
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they can only be touched upon in the present context. The inherent expan-
sionism of the new state, particularly in regard to what was to become the
Arab state according to the Partition Plan, found official expression, at the
very moment when the state of Israel was established, in its Proclamation
of Independence. Up to the present time a wrong translation into Western
languages of the relevant passage in the original Hebrew text has concealed
this fact from the eye of the outside world.151

After the armistices with the Arab neighbouring states in 1949 there
followed new expansionist declarations which showed these states what they
could expect in spite of the armistices. These declarations did not only
emanate from the Herut—the parliamentary party into which the Irgun had
transformed itself. According to statements by Prime Minister Ben Gurion in
Israel's Government Yearbooks 1951 and 1952 the Jews were now in pos-
session of only a portion of their territory,'82 which, according to Yearbook
1955, “by no means derogates from the scope of historical Eretz Israel.”’153

‘When Israel, in its so-called defensive Sinai offensive, had occupied the
Sinai peninsula and reached the Suez Canal, Ben Gurion declared that the
territory of the land of Egypt had not been violated by Israel’s army.154

After the campaign the Ihud issued a Resolution containing, among
others, the following warning: *'...we, and especially our Government, must
stop using such irredentist expressions as ‘liberation and redemption’ with

(181) The passage under consideration concerns the economic union which, ac-
cording to the U.N. Plan of Partition, was to be established for the whole of Palestine
(my italics). Correctly translated, the passage reads: The State of Israel... will
take steps to bring about the Economic Union over the Land of Israel (my italics)
in its entirety. This means that in Israel’s very Declaration of Independence the
land of the independent Arab state-to-be (and of the City of Jerusalem that was to be
internationalized) was represented—and implicitly claimed—as land of Israel. In Zionist
and Israeli publications in Western languages the term “the Land of Israel” is cur-
rently used. Yet, in official and unofficial translations of the Proclamation of Inde-
pendence, “the Land of Israel,” in this crucial context, is systematically and wrongly
rendered “Palestine.”

(182) State of Israel. Government Yearbook 5712 (1951/52), pp. X, XXXIX
(note, in the reprint in Ben Gurion’s “Rebirth and Destiny of Israel” p. 434, the ad-
dition of the world “ancient” to the words “our territory” in the original text); Gov-
ernment Yearbook 5713 (1952), p. 15; cf. p. 13.

(183) Government Yearbook 5716/1955, p. 320.

(184) Jewish Observer and Middle East Review, November 16, 1956, p. 11. Ac-
cording to the excerpts from Ben Gurion’s statement as supplied by the Jewish Tele-
graphic Agency he declared that the Sinai peninsula had been freed by the Israeli
army (The New York Times, November 8, 1956).
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respect to all those parts of Eretz Israel which are beyond the frontiers of
the State of Israe].”18

X

The Arabs saw in the Sinai campaign merely one more piece of evidence
of the character of Israel. Notwithstanding Israel’s show of military force, they
proved in 1956 as they had done in 1948 the untenability of the standpoint
which Zionism had taken from the commencement, that from a position of
power it would be able to secure Arab acceptance.’®® Even the most powerless
patty in the conflict—the million exiles around Israel’s borders—refuses to
surrender its rights.

Inopportunity or insufficiency of military resources is being compensated
by the Arabs according to the Zionist example. The system of boycott, in-
dicated by Herzl and introduced into the Near East by his successors at the
beginning of the present century as a means of ousting the Palestine Arabs
as long as no concrete implements of power could be employed, is now being
used by the Arab states in turn as a weapon against Israel.

In building up its state Zionism thus succeeded in creating a fact of
power, but not an accepted and hence accomplished fact. The Arabs have
long realized that any acceptance on their part would be merely an instrument
in Zionist hands to pave the way for the next fact of power. Herzl wrote
in his “Tagebiicher” in regard to the states which he hoped to win over to
the acceptance of Jewish settlement in their midst: “‘Eines der wichtigsten
Zugestindnisse, das sie uns machen miissen, ist die Gestattung der Schutz-
truppen. Anfangs branchen wir ihre Erlaubnis. Allmihlich werden wir erstar-
ken, uns selbst alles gewihren, was wir brauchen, und allen Trotz bieten
kénnen.” (One of the most important concessions they have to grant us is
the leave to have protective troops. In the beginning we shall need their per-
mission. Gradually we shall become stronger, we shall grant ourselves every-
thing we need and be able to defy everybody.)18? There is evidence that

(185) Quoted in the Jewish Newsletter, December 10, 1956.

(186) The position as it remained throughout was characterized by the statement
of Kurt Blumenfeld in 1921: “Mit unserer Stirke wird man sich versShnen” (Our
strength will make us acceptable) (Protokoll des XII. Zionisten Kongresses, p. 204).
See also Zionistisches Handbuch, p. 162; Weizmann: Trial, p. 534; Ben Gurion: op.
cit., p. 123.

(187) Herzl: II, p. 78.
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“was wir brauchen” (what we need) in the phase of Zionist self-realization
which has now commenced, is not yet “alles” (everything).

The Truth about the Palestine problem lies in the succession of historical
facts, in the chain of actions and reactions which created and continue to
create these facts, and in the driving forces behind them.

This truth demonstrates that with the Arabs the driving forces did not
spring from aggressiveness or innate hostility towards Jews, but from the
clementary urge to self-preservation.

They were called forth as counterforces by a political Zionism which
did not seek salvation in friendly cooperation but which, shunning no method
expedient to its end, built up in the heart of the Arab world an exclusive,
expansionist position of power which no other nation would willingly accept
in its midst or at its frontiers; a Zionism that is alienating 'World Jewry from
its environment and mobilizing it for new facts of power which will bring
catastrophes in the Near East ever nearer; a Zionism which, while preaching
peace, is by its very nature endangering peace more and more.

Herzl, too, presented Zionism as striving for peace.’®® But in answer
to the possible objection that it would be better to do away with old frontiers
than to set up new barriers between people, he said: “Die allgemeine Ver-
briiderung ist nicht einmal ein schdner Traum. Der Feind ist nétig fiir die
hochsten Anstrengungen der Personlickeit.”” (Universal brotherhood is not
even a beautiful dream. The enemy is essential to the highest efforts of the
personality.)8°

In this, too, Herzl's postulate was realized. Israel has no lack of enemies.
For a correct understanding of the further development of the Palestine prob-
lem, and for tackling it in a manner aiming at real peace, it is necessary to
remember how Israel made these enemies.

(188) Ibid., 1, pp. 104, 148, 180.
(189) 1bid., I, p. 101.
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THE TRAGEDY OF PALESTINE
FROM THE BALFOUR DECLARATION TO TODAY*
by Anthony Nutting

Fifty years ago today His Britannic Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs, the Rt. Hon. Arthur James Balfour, issued on behalf of
Britain’s wartime government the famous Declaration that was to bear his
name: “His Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment in Pales-
tine of a national home for the Jewish people and will use their best endeavours
to facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that
nothing shall be done to prejudice the civil and religious rights of the existing
non-Jewish communities in Palestine.”

Ladies and gentlemen, today, fifty tortured, bitter years afterwards, the
national home for the Jewish people has become the national state of Israel
and the civil rights of the Arabs of Palestine lie trampled under the heel of an
Israeli army of occupation. Now, how has this happened, how has this seem-
ingly great humanitarian gesture, the Balfour Declaration, turned so sour
and left such a trail of bitterness and agony in its wake? And what are we
going to do about it? Mr. President, I hope I may be forgiven if I take a
little time this evening o review briefly the tragic sequence of events in
Palestine which followed the Balfour Declaration and the establishment of the
British mandate, because if we are to understand—still more to resolve—the
current political crisis arising out of the Arab-Israeli war of last June, it is
essential that we should recall just how this present impasse was reached.

First, we cannot forget—for if we forget no Arab will forget—that in
1915 Great Britain promised to Sheikh Hussein of Mecca that in return for
the help of his Arab armies in the campaign against Turkey, Germany’s ally

(*) Reprinted from “Issmes” magazine. It was originally delivered as a public
address preceding the twenty third Annual Conference of American Council for Judaism
in New York City on November 2, 1967.
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in World War I, all Palestine plus Iraq, Syria and Transjordan and the
Arabian Peninsula would be free and independent once their Turkish rulers
had been defeated. No sooner had this pledge been given and the Arab
armies mobilized in response, in the common allied cause, than Great Britain
and France got together and, in the infamous Sykes-Picot agreement of 1916,
agreed to parcel out Syria, Iraq and Transjordan between them as the spoils
of war. Following upon this, to complete the double-cross, in November 1917,
exactly 5O years ago today, Great Britain decided to take over Palestine as 2
strategic base from which to defend the Suez Canal under the humanitarian
umbrella of the Balfour Declaration.

Ladies and gentlemen, small wonder that the Arabs felt betrayed by
this cynical breach of the solemn pledges of independence which had been
given to Sheikh Hussein and to the Arab peoples. But still, because of a
touching faith in their erstwhile allies, they allowed themseives to be mollified
by a further series of pledges and assurances. The national home, they were as-
sured, would not be allowed to become a national state and the civil and
religious rights of the non-Jewish communities—which, to say the least, was
a quaint, if not a rather sinister, description of an overwhelming Arab majority
—would be safeguarded. Therefore, the Arabs felt that perhaps, after all,
the denial of the pledges of indeperdence might only be temporary. When
all was said and done the Arabs of Palestine did then number 92 per cent
of the population and the Jews, only 8 per cent. And so, armed with these
assurances, such Arab leaders as the Emir Feisal agreed to cooperate in the
creation of a refuge for the Jewish people in Palestine from the persecutions
of Europe.

After all, such cooperation was in full and total harmony with the tradi-
tional hospitality which the Arabs had extended down the centuries to the
persecuted Jews of Europe, from the Spanish Inquisition right through to
the progroms of Czarist Russia. The one people, the only people, in the whole
so-called civilized world who had never persecuted Jews were the Arabs. In
Palestine, even as late as 1948, so close was the relationship between Jew and
Arab that each and every child born in the same week, whether Jewish or
Arab, became automatically a foster brother and foster sister of the other.
Ladies and gentlemen, I defy anybody to find a closer human relationship
between two segments of the same race. Even the Grand Mufti of Jerusalem
himself, who led the Arab rebellion from 1936 to 1939 against the Zionist
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agents in Palestine, even the arch-enemy of Jewish settlement, Haj Amin al
Husseini, had three Jewish foster brothers.

Thus, provided that the rights of the Arabs were not threatened, in all
the circumstances and with all the history of Arab-Jewish cooperation, it
seemed both natural and right, as the Emir Feisal had agreed with Dr. Chaim
Weizmann in 1919, that “all necessary measures shall be taken to encourage
Jewish immigration on a large scale and to settle Jewish immigrants upon
the land.”” Alas, poor Feisal and his fellow Arab leaders, both inside and
outside Palestine, did not reckon with the determination of the Zionist Move-
ment to create, not a home, but a state and a state which, in the words of
Dr. Weizmann, would be “as Jewisk as Britain is British.”” Nor did Emir
Feisal reckon with the weakness of successive British governments in the
face of this determined Zionist pressure, a weakness which allowed the Jewish
Agency to be established and to become a government within the Mandatory
government of Palestine, while the Arabs were denied any effective say in
the administration of their country whatsoever, a weakness which permitted
the Zionist Agency to buy at knock-down prices land owned by Syrian and
Lebanese landowners who were cut off from their properties by the interna-
tional frontiers separating British from French mandated territories. That
weakness also permitted the Zionist Agency to evict thousands of Arab tenant
and farm workers to make way for Jewish settlers from Europe, compen-
sating these tenants and workers at times with as little as ten dollars per
family.

After nearly ten years of this treatment, Britain in 1930 at long last ap-
peared to recognize the need to protect the rights of the Arabs by a closer
control of Jewish immigration and by protection for the Arab peasants and
tenant farmers. But it only required the threat of Dr. Weizmann to resign
the presidency of the World Zionist Organization to force Mr. Ramsay Mac-
Donald, the British prime minister, to reverse his position and to revert to
the policy of giving the Zicnists a free hand in Palestine. Soon after this the
rise of Hitler in Nazi Germany created a steep rise in Jewish immigration.
The Jewish proportion of the population climbed from 8 per cent to 30 per
cent. The Arabs protested that they were being squeezed out. And again for
a brief moment the British government recognized their claims and offered
a legislative assembly, to be elected by proportional representation, which
would give the Arabs a majority vote— not much after the other Arab man-
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dated territories under Britain, Iraq, Transjordan and Egypt, had become com-
pletely independent. But once again the British government was forced to
back down in face of protests from the Zionists, who feared that a legislative
assembly with an Arab majority would threaten their plans to create a national
Jewish state in Palestine.

The Arabs, now driven to desperation, decided that armed rebellion was
the only way to assert their rights. From 1936 to 1939 the rebellion continued,
led by the Grand Mufti of Jerusalem. The Arabs lost far more heavily in
human lives and treasure than either the Jews or the British, but still they
carried on the struggle. By 1939 the British government was finally driven to
accept the fact that the Arabs had a case and that something must be done
to make amends for the shameful way in which they had been betrayed and
their rights had been ignored. A conference was called in London of all
parties to the Palestine dispute and when, inevitably, no agreement was
reached, the British government decided to impose a solution, the famous
White Paper solution of 1939. Palestine, it was decided, after an interval
of ten years was to be an independent, binational state with Arabs and Jews
sharing in the government and insuring the essential interests of both com-
munities. Immigration was to continue for five years at a predetermined rate
of 15,000 a year after which any further immigration was to be by agreement
with the Arabs. And the Arabs were to be protected against land purchase
and land acquisition by the Zionist Agency.

This was by far the best, the wisest and the fairest solution yet contrived
and had World War II not broken out a few months later it might have re-
solved the problem. But with Germany at her throat, Great Britain was no
longer in a position to impose any solution on Palestine and by the end of
the war Britain was too exhausted to cope any longer. The unspeakable atro-
cities of the gas chambers of Nazi Germany and of the occupied territories
of Europe had turned the flow of Jewish migrants into Palestine into a flood
totally beyond the capacity of Great Britain to control. In desperation, the
British government handed its Mandate over Palestine back to the League
of Nations’ successor, the United Nations, to do their worst. Which is precisely
what they did, by partitioning Palestine into six areas, three for the Jews
and three for the Arabs—and incidentally, in a manner which gave to the
Jewish areas all the best of the land and left the Arabs with the wilderness
of Judea and the hills of northern Galilee.
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Now from this moment when the United Nations passed this partition
resolution, in November, 1947, until the departure of the British forces from
Palestine in May 1948, when the Israeli state was formally established, the
Zionists, aided by Irgun and the Stern gang, went to work; went to work to
persuade the Arabs to leave the areas which were to form the Israeli state. To
reinforce the argument that such Arabs would have no place in Israel, Irgun
as some of you will remember, selected a few villages such as Deir Yassin
to stage a massacre of the Arab inhabitants to create a general state of panic
and hence an exodus of the Arab population. So that by May 1948, when
Britain formally and finally abandoned her responsibility for Palestine, more
than 300,000 Arabs had been evicted from their homes and farms and had
become the first installment of that hapless, hopeless, homeless group of
suffering humanity known today as the Palestine refugees.

Ladies and gentlement, Zionist propaganda would have us believe that
the Palestine refugees are the product of the Arab attack on Israel in 1948
and that they were ordered to flee from their homes by their own Arab
leaders, who promised that they would be restored when the Arabs had
liquidated the state of Israel. The truth is the exact opposite. Before the
Arabs attacked in May 1948, the Arab refugees numbered over 300,000; they
had been ordered—nay forced—to leave by the Zionists who had neither use
nor room for them in the areas of Palestine allotted to the Israeli state. Thus
it would be truer to say that the refugees were the cause of the first Arab-
Israeli war and not the result.

Of course, when the Arabs subsequently lost the war, in 1949, the first
war, and lost northern Galilee and much of the territory allotted to them
under the partition plan, the number of refugees increased considerably;
doubled in fact, by the exodus from the areas newly conquered by the Israeli
army. But just as, last June, it did not require exhortation from their leaders—
indeed last June, if you remember, the Arabs left the west bank of Jordan
against the exhortation of their leaders who told them to stay, and yet 175,000
still left—just like last June, it did not require exhortation from their leaders
to make them leave in 1948 and 1949. The Arabs left because they panicked,
as civil populations do panic in war, as the army of the conguering hordes
spreads across their land, as the French and the Belgians and the Dutch
panicked in 1940; or because they were evicted to make way for Israeli settle-
ment of the conquered territories. Suffice is to say that when the dust of battle
had cleared, the Arabs were worse off than ever in terms of territory, nearly
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700,000 of them dependent on their fellows from the other Arab states and
the United Nations for a bare subsistence and denied the opportunity to return
to lands which they and their ancestors had owned and worked for thirteen
centuries of human history.

And as the humiliation at their defeat and at the injustice done to the
Arabs of Palestine rose in the throats of all the Arab world, they cast about
for an explanation: How had this come upon them? Britain, they reckoned,
had taken Palestine in the first place, in violation of her pledges to the
Arabs, for imperialist and strategic reasons to establish a base from which
to exercise a dominant influence in and around the Arab world. There was
too much truth in this theory for it to be easily dismissed. World 'War II,
they reckoned, had exhausted Britain’s resources and she was no longer able
to sustain such a base for herself, So, she and her 'Westetn allies had intro-
duced this alien, Western, European state of Israel to do for her and for
them what she could no longer do for herself: to take over the garrison role
which Britain no longer had the capacity to sustain; to act as a beachhead
for British and 'Western purposes and designs upon the Arab world. These
dark suspicions were tragically confirmed at Suez in 1956 when Britain and
France, using Israel as their stalking-horse, invaded Egypt in a desperate
attempt to seize control of the Suez Canal.

Ladies and gentlemen, so much for the background to this tragic con-
flict between the Arabs and Israel. The rest is too well known for me to need
to repeat it tonight: the refusal of the Arab states to recognize the state of
Israel and the refusal of Israel to repatriate the Palestine refugees; the con-
tinuation of the state of war and the denial of passage for Israeli ships
through the Suez Canal and the Gulf of Aqaba and the long stalemate broken
by the Suez episode in 1956, which we might cali round two, and punctuated
by raids and reprisals across Israel's borders—a long stalemate which lasted
until June of this year.

'What we have to do now, and what I ask you to do now with me, is
to address ourselves to the present day and to examine what, if anything, can
be done to bring about a just and honorable settlement.

Mr. President, to put it bluntly, we have a situation today in which
Israel, after the third round in the bitter running conflict with the Arabs,
bestrides not just the U.N. partition frontiers nor just the frontiers which
she gained by conquest in 1949, but the whole of the former state of Pales-
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tine, including the old city of Jerusalem, the third holy city in the Muslim
world, together, for good measure, with the Sinai peninsula. And Israel, it
appears, is determined to stay in these areas, even to introduce Jewish settle-
ments into them, while, for her own part, she still refuses to acknowledge any
debt to the Palestine refugees who paid the price and are still paying the
price for what Europe did to the Jewish people—paying the debt which
Europe owes to the persecuted Jews of the world, Israel has made great play
with the refusal in the past years of the Arabs to recognize her existence.
Likewise, she has claimed that the continued state of belligerency on the part
of the Arabs constitutes a permanent threat to her existence. And she has
complained bitterly about the refusal of the Arabs to allow her freedom of
navigation through the Suez Canal and the Gulf of Aqaba, which, as you re-
member, was the immediate cause of the outbreak of the war in June of this

year.

But now the Arabs are prepared to concede all these demands, as has
been evidenced by their endorsement of the Indian and Latin American re-
solutions before the United Nations Security Council. The Arabs will recog-
nize more than that. They will respect the territorial integrity and political
independence of the state of Isracl. That is in the resolution. The Arabs will
terminate the state of belligerency. That is in the resolution. And they will
guarantee freedom of navigation through the international waterways in the
area. That, too, is in the resolution if, in return, Israel will withdraw from
the Arab territory which she seized last June and will contribute to a just
settlement of the Arab refugees.

Mr. President, surely no impartial observer could find fault with such
terms. Yet it seems that this is not enough for the state of Israel. From the
latest utterances of Premier Eshkol it seems that, having pocketed these far-
reaching and fundamental concessions from the Arabs which could give Israel
all the security and peace that she seeks, Israel is not prepared to withdraw,
still less to settle the Palestine refugees in their own homeland, and now
demands individual negotiations with each individual, separate Arab state,
and negotiations under the duress of Israeli occupation of that state’s territory.
Ladies and gentlemen, this is the doctrine of “divide and conquer” and these
are conquerors’ terms. If Israel persists in these terms, there will be no peace
in the Middle East. Counsels of moderation such as Abdul Nasser was able
to impose upon his colleagues in the recent Khartoum summit conference of
Arab states will be rejected. The doves will have lost out and the hawks will
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say “we told you so.”” And I don’t have to tell you who the Arab hawks will
be. And conflict will continue between the Arab states and Israel until a
fourth or a fifth or a sixth round finally plunges the whole Middle East into
a holocaust, when one or possibly both sides dispose of the nuclear weapon.

There is a dangerous tendency among many Arabs to equate the present
situation with that of the Crusades. “It took us,” I've heard this often said
by Arabs, “It took us 200 years to get rid of the Crusaders. All right! If
Israel will make no terms, if Israel will make no amends to the Palestine
people, we will wait 200 years and we will get rid of them in the end as we
got rid of the Crusaders, another alien state, another European incursion,
another western beachhead upon our shores. We will get rid of it.”

Ladies and gentlemen, this is dangerous talk because Saladin, who finally
destroyed the Crusader state, fought Richard Ceeur-de-Lion with swords and
lances and not with atomic bombs, and yet this is the prospect for the Middle
East in the fourth or the fifth or the sixth or some round, if nothing is done
to bring a just and honorable settlement today.

Meanwhile, the relative calm on the West Bank of tcday which we hear
about from the Zionists—how happy the Arabs are to be selling post-cards
to all those nice tourists from Israel—this relative calm, ladies and gentlemen,
is largely due to the state of shock of the inhabitants, and it will give way,
all too soon, if nothing is done, to a state of guerrilla war in which the
Israelis will be driven to use ever more brutal methods of suppression, just
as the Germans and the Japanese and the Italians were forced to escalate
their suppression of national resistance movements in occupied territories in
World War II. I was in France in 1940 and I remember exactly the same
feeling, the same atmosphere amongst the French people as I am told now
exists on the West Bank of the Jordan. How pleased the French were to be
out of the war! How thankful they were that the Germans, far from being
terrible people, behaved so correctly! No women were raped, no babies were
butchered. And yet, ladies and gentlemen, not many months afterwards, some-
body lost his head and somebody else lost his temper and somebody started
shooting and the Germans shot back. And by 1944, innocent men and women
were being taken out and shot as hostages because somebody had blown a
bridge five miles away.
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I don’t care who the occupying power is. These are the sort of bestialities
to which occupation gets driven by national resistance movements such as will
come on the West Bank of the Jordan, and in the Gaza Strip, so long as
Israel struts and strides in those areas, insisting upon conqueror’s terms. And
it is surely inconceivable that sane men in Israel or anywhere else, however
callous they may be to the sufferings of humanity, it is surely inconceivable
that sane men could invite such a prospect upon themselves. It is surely
inconceivable that the United Nations could permit such a disaster to be per-
petrated. Yet if nothing is done, and if nothing is done now; if the United
Nations fails to endorse the terms and the concessions offered by the Arab
states for a settlement: recognition, termination of the state of belligerency
and freedom of passage for Istaeli shipping through Suez and Aqaba; and if
Israel cannot be induced to accept and to honor these terms and to do, for
her part, what is necessary to bring about a settlement—then, ladies and gen-
tlemen, these disasters will happen as surely as we are sitting in this hall
tonight, however much it may cost the Arab world.

There is an old Arab couplet by an unknown poet which demonstrates
my argument far more eloquently than I could.

Let none be with us proud or overbearing,
For we can be more foolish and more daring.

And however foolish or foolhardy it may seem to some people, the Arabs
will never abandon the cause of their dispossessed brothers of Palestine and
will never accept that the land of Palestine shall remain as it is today under
the occupation of an alien western state. Everything else, everything else—
Aqaba, Suez, frontiers, Syrian Heights, Gaza Strip, even the city of Jeru-
salem—everything else is comparatively a side issue relative to this basic
human issue of the people of Palestine. This is what this conflict is all about
and this is the issue that has to be settled.

You and I know, ladies and gentlemen, that there is only one nation in
the world today which can induce the Israelis to settle it, to accept the terms
now offered by the Arabs, and to redress the wrongs done to the people of
Palestine. There is only one nation that can do this and that is the United
States of America. In 1956, when Israel had conquered far less territory than
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today, after the Suez episode, the United States told her to withdraw. Britain
and France objected; they had to: they had gone into the thing with Israel.
They said: “These people are misunderstood, they've suffered a terrible in-
justice, they should not be asked to withdraw unconditionally.” But the United
States said, “Withdraw!” and so the Israelis withdrew. Today no such Ame:-
ican pressures seem to be available and Israel is able, indeed encouraged, by
this totally negative attitude in Washington to stand pat upon her conquests.
And once again to the Arabs the Western world seems to be encouraging
Istael to expand at the expense of the Arabs. Once again the suspicions of
the Arabs are confirmed that Israel was created and is still being used as a

Western outpost to dominate an Eastern race.

Through you therefore, ladies and gentlemen, tonight I would issue this
appeal on this historic occasion, the fiftieth anniversary of the Balfour De-
claration. I would issue this appeal through you to the government of the
United States. In the name of everything that you want to see created in the
Middle East, stability, security and peace for all nations in the area, and in
the interests of America’s best relations with the Arab and the Muslim world,
use your influence on Israel to accept an honorable and just peace such as
is now within her grasp, such as the Arabs have now offered, and to work
out through the United Nations the means by which such terms can be
translated into effect.

Perhaps I might be permitted to add this further thought as to what sort
of settlement might emerge for the future and I hope I shall not be thought
too starry-eyed an idealist in what I have to propose. I think I've said enough
of the dangers and the disasters that are implicit in the present stalemate.
There is, however, one aspect of the situation, of this highly explosive and
dangerous situation in the Middle East today, which might be turned to the
account of a truly imaginative solution.

I have always felt, and many people who knew Palestine in the old days
agree with me on this that, quite apart from the human problems that are
involved, the human suffering of the people of Palestine, one of the worst
results of creating a Western Zionist state in the Middle East was that, in
doing so, we destroyed the state of Palestine by carving it into two or rather
into six different parts. For the state of Palestine, notwithstanding all that
happened in the 1920’s and the 1930’s, was by far the most cultured and
educated state in the Arab world and had been so ever since the days of the
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Ottoman Empire. Now, it just so happens that geographically Palestine has
been reunited—by conquest and occupation, yes—but reunited, nonetheless.
Is it too much to hope that such counsels of wisdom and imagination might
prevail even at this late hour amongst Israel’s leaders as would enable the
state of Palestine to be recreated not just geographically but politically as a
binational, multiracial state? Is it too much to ask that Israel should say
openly, and mean it, that the Palestinian Arabs should share on equal terms
with their Jewish cousins in the running of their country, insuring that the
essential interests of each community are safeguarded and preserved?

Now, ladies and geatlemen, before any of you dismiss this idea as the
ravings of a lunatic internationalist, which perhaps I may be, let me ask you
what you would have thought in World War II if I had come to you and
said that the answer to the problem of Europe was for France and Germany
together to create a European community in which they would pool their
economic resources and work toward the creation of a European political
federation: You would have said, “He is a raving lunatic internationalist.”
And yet, ladies and gentlemen, twelve years after the war ended this is pre-
cisely what France and Germany did, and are doing today. Twelve years after
the end of World War II! And France and Germany, after all, had a tradition
of mutual enmity, jealousy and hatred which has never existed, could not
exist, between Arab and Jew. Is it so impossible to create a binational state
out of what are after all two segments of the same race?

Now it may be argued that this would fly in the face of all that Zionism
stands for. But even before June fifth the Zionist dream of the state “as
Jewish as Britain was British” had not been fulfilled. Even before June fifth
Israel had an Arab residue of 300,000, the ones they couldn’t evict, the ones
who stuck it out, and stayed behind, which was about 15 per cent of the
total population. And today Israel occupies an area with nearly a million-and-
a-half Arab inhabitants in it; that is almost 40 per cent of the combined
population, which scarcely accords with the old Zionist concept of a racially
pure Jewish state in the Middle East. 40 per cent Arab! What would the old
Zionists say? Thus, whatever final frontiers Israel might, in her present mood
of intransigent euphoria be ready to settle for, there will always be, as be
there must, a sizeable Arab complement in that area.

But the smaller the area, the less physically able the Israelis will be to
resettle Palestine refugees, and Palestine refugee reseitlement lies at the
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heart of any peace settlement with the Arabs. Only the whole of Palestine
offers enough scope, given the rate of Jewish settlement both before and
after the creation of Istael, and given the natural increase in the numbers of
the Palestine refugees. Only the whole of Palestine offers enough scope for a
solution of the Palestine refugee problem.

Therefore, 1 put it to you, if sufficient sanity could be brought to bear
upon these issues, it seems that here we have a marriage of necessity and op-
portunity. The need to solve the problems of the Arabs of Palestine requires
the reunification of Palestine and the opportunity to recreate a politically
unified Palestine could be seized from the existing situation where Palestine
has already been reunified, if only as a geographical entity. Likewise, in the
creation of a binational state in Palestine lies the best hope of eradicating the
suspicion of the Arabs that the sole aim of the West is to create a 'Western
beachhead in the Middle Fast. The benefits which could flow from this are
almost unbelievable and certainly infinite in number.

Yet no one could deny that such a bold step as the offer to recreate a
binational state in Palestine would require a great act of faith on the part
of all concerned. For the Jews to admit so large an Arab minority would re-
quire as much courage as for the Arabs to accept to live in a state with so
great a Jewish majority. Cleatly too, other problems such as the loss of the
West Bank to the state of Jordan would also have to be resolved by some
economic arrangement with the reconstituted state of Palestine. And there
would probably have to he a cooling-off period to allow for tempers to sub-
side, where perhaps the United Nations could help by taking the West Bank
under some form of trusteeship until the final arrangements could be worked
out to knit together the two parts of Palestine, Jewish and Arab. But if the
Jewish people are to find any security in the Middle East then they must
live with the Arabs and let the Arabs live with them, Apartheid, whether it
is practiced in South Africa against the Bantu or in Israel against the Arabs
is both as repugnant as it is ultimately impractical.

And however long it takes, and however much it costs, in human effort
and financial outlay, it is imperative that a start should be made now along

this road and that means the eatliest possible initiative by the United States
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of America with the government of Israel. Mr. President, the alternatives in
human suffering and material destruction which a failure to act now could
visit upon Jews and Arabs alike are too hideous to contemplate. Today on
the fiftieth anniversary of the Balfour Declaration, the Middle East is poised
as never before upon the edge of the most awesome precipice. Yet today the
Arab world is ready as never before to play its part in settling with Israel on
the basis of a just and honorable peace. This, therefore, is probably the best
chance that has ever been offered to the peacemakers to end this tragic conflict.
But let us be under no illusions: it may well be the last!






THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFRONTATION: SOME
COMMENTS ON THE FUTURE*
by lbrabim Abu-Lughod

It is difficult at this point, given the distortions and myopic visions to
which we have become accustomed in the American environment, to present
a somewhat accurate account of ‘he confrontation betwecn the Palestinian
People and the European Jews over Palestine which constitutes the basis of
the confrontation between the Arab people and the Israelis and their Euro-
American supporters. To try to predict the future of that confrontation seems
to be an act of madness. Yer it seems possible, on the basis of past experience,
to delineate the salient features of the path which Arab-Israeli relations are
likely to traverse. For in the final analysis that path will have been in part
charted by the course which the two communities have taken in the past, by
the configuration of ideological factors and the reality of the environment,
and finally by the international forces in whose context the confrontation
over Palestine was effected.

At the Twentieth Zionist Congress held in Zurich in 1937, Chaim Weiz-
mann, the First President and one of the most venerated architects of the State
of Israel stated “...There was no lack of understanding for it (the Jewish
State) in the world at that time (1919), not even among the Arabs. At that
time, the Emir Feisal was held to be able to speak for the Arabs but now it
is the Mufti. 'With Feisal, who fully understood our aims, we were able to
reach an agreement. In 1919 and 1920 there were other Arabs as well as
Feisal with whom we could negotiate.” Almost {ifty years later, in November,
1967, the Organization of the Arab Students in the United States and Canada
issued a press release which in part read as follows: “We regard any negotia-
tions with the Israeli expansionists as an act of treason. 'We consider any
Arab official—be it Hussein or Feisal, the Baath Party or Nasser, Boumedienne

(*) Text of the lecture delivered at the symposium on the Arab-Israeli conflict at
McGill University, December 3, 1967.
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or Aref—who enters into such negotiations, or makes any concessions, or gives
recognition to the State of Israel, a traitor.”

I should like, before I stress the significance of the two contrasting
statements, to remind you that the latter statement was made by an organiza-
tion that comprehends in its membership thousands of individuals who have
spent several years in the United States and Canada preparing themselves for
positions of leadership in their patriae in the sciences, arts, and technology;
furthermore, these individuals have had excellent opportunities to witness the
growth and maturity of the State of Israel as well as the development of the
Arab national community in its several locales; and finally, they have had
full exposure to, and thereby infinite opportunities to observe at close range,
the various persuasions and activities of Zionists in the U.S. and in Canada.
Their statement must be assessed in the light of these factors and our prog-
nosis of the future should in part be based upon the fact that some of these
individuals will assume, upon their return, positions of political leadership in
their patriae. For it is starkly clear that tomorrow’s Arab leaders—participating
in the shaping of a future Arab society and implementing policies calculated
to enhance the prosperity and capabilities of the Arab people—wili be drawn
from among their ranks. They have already indicated the kind of thought
which governs their assessment of the encounter between the Arab people on
the one hand and the Israelis and their Euro-American supporters on the other.

By juxtaposing the two statements of a Zionist leader and the potential
leaders of the Arab national community, we are in a peculiar position to
understand the essence of the tragic experience of the two communities with
each other in recent times, It should be recalled that the two communities,
the Arabs and the Jews, have been historically connected by the most basic
bonds and organically linked with each other throughout history. By all natural
and social laws, the ethnic solidarity, the religious affinities, and the physical
and cultural contacts of the two communities should have led, by the twentieth
century, to a most creative partnership between the two peoples for the pros-
perity and enrichment of both in a tranquil environment; a partnership that
would have enhanced the capacity of both communities to make a modest
contribution to a world order based on justice and liberty. Yet we all are
too painfully aware that the relationship between these two communities has
been anything but creative. In the twentieth century, the two communities
faced each other with suspicion, extending to hostility and ultimately to mili-
tary confrontation. We have not witnessed the end of the conflict; its end
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may be accomplished by the physical destruction of one, or the other or
perhaps both communities and in the process may envelop larger communities
of the world. The question that springs to mind is what went wrong? Could
it be rectified and thereby revert to the natural and social laws which would
generate the necessary conditions for a creative partnership? Or are we doomed
to witness the inexorable fate of military destruction to which we are becom-
ing increasingly accustomed? To put it another way, is the chasm so wide
that no bridge can be built between the two communities so that we can
anticipate a more constructive future?

It is reasonably difficult to foretell the future. But it is certain that an
adequate appreciation of the path which the Arab-Istaeli confrontation is likely
to traverse must depend on a dispassionate and objective assessment of the
forces and issues which bave brought about the present disarray. It is to
these that one must turn for a beginning in wisdom.

Up to very recent times, the conflict with which we are presently con-
cerned used to be known as the Palestine Conflict, yet at present it is referred
to as the Arab-Israeli Conflict. The change in the designation itself is sig-
nificant for it reveals the extent to which the conflict has been generalised
and extended, thereby involving greater numbers of people in territories
transcending the original kome of the conflict. Therefore, let us examine the
nature of the original conflict and try to isolate the factors which have given
rise to the wider one.

At the core of the Palestine conflict were two conceptions of reality that
were diametrically opposed to each other and were bound, if not dealt with
constructively and imaginatively, to clash and lead to a collision. On the one
hand, we were informed, and there is abundant literature on that subject,
that there was a peculiar European phenomena, within the European setting,
with distinctive European flavor, that received the designation of the Jewish
Problem, Whatever the nature and significance of that problem may have
been, we were informed by the Zionist diagnosticians of that problem, that
because of the “peculiarity” of the Jewish people or because of the *‘pecu-
liarity” of the Gentile environment that has been the home of the majority
of the Jews of the wotld, an environment that was peculiarly incapable of
absorbing its citizens of jewish Faith fully and according them full rights
and privileges of that citizenship, there has grown a problem whose solution
cannot be effected within that environment. Accordingly, the only solution
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is the reconstitution of che Jewish people, who up to that time had lived
between inverted commas, in a specific territorial confine. By doing so they
would be elevated to the ranks of ordinary people. Hence the imperative need
of the moment was to locate an appropriate territory that would become the
habitat of Jews and Jews only. Should this become a reality, then the so-called
“Jewish problem” would have found a solution, for the Jewish people would
become a Jewish nation in the proper sense of the term.

Posing that problem in that form, a logical solution offered itself to the
Zionists. The task awaiting the Zionist movement became that of locating a
territory which could be obtained and to which Jews would be exported from
the various countries of the world in which they found themselves at that
peculiar moment. Thus their efforts were directed towards the land. Initially,
the Zionists were not firm in their need for a particular area; what they, or a
significant number of them, wanted was simply a7y land that could be ob-
tained. Even the ardent articulator of the Zionist Movement, Theodore Herzl,
maintained, up to the First Zionist Congress in 1897, that any territory would
do just as well. His early efforts towards the attainment of the territory had
no particular focus; it was in the context of that ambiguity that Herzl enter-
tained such a possible site as Uganda.

Yet the reluctance of the Zionists to pin down their desire for a specific
territory, finally gave way in 1897, when the First Zionist Congress met in
Basle and debated the issue at length; by majority vote the Zionist Congress
adopted a resolution to the effect that the reconstitution of the Jewish nation
should be effected in Palestine, a territory which then, as much later on, was
already inhabited by the Arabs. But the reconstitution of the Jewish nation
in a territory that was already inhabited posed serious problems of a moral
as well as of a physical nature. For one thing, it implied, at best, that the
people of Palestine would have of necessity to be subordinated to its would-
be Jewish colonizers and at worst they would have to be excised from the ter-
ritory to make room for the newcomers. In other words, the people of Pales-
tine would have to be condemned to death to be replaced by Jewish immi-
grants who would eventuaily pour in. This was quite clear then as now to all
who were concerned with the question,

To surmount the moral scruples of the conscientious objectors, who were
likely to object to the implementation of the death verdict on a people whom
they had never seen nor been harmed by in any way, the Zionists provided an
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ingenious answer which lies at the root of the conflict. Again we may quote Mr.
Weizmann's conception of the problem; summing up the eartly history of
Zionism, he observed that Zionists thought in purely mechanical terms and
for them the problem was not only simple, but was conceived in the following
fashion: ““There is a country which happens to be called Palestine, a country
without a people, and on the other hand there exists the Jewish People and
it as no country. What eise is necessary, then, than to fit the jem into the
ring, to unite this people with this country?” For several years in the early
part of this century, the Zionists attempted, with some measure of success, to
formulate the problem in this fashion and to so inform the world ac large.
The logical conclusion to be drawn from this simple formulation was obvious:
the need of the moment was to generate pressure on the important powers so
that they could, in turn, pressure the government of the Ottoman Empire to
grant them a concession to settle the empty land of Palestine and make its
deserts bloom.

Increasingly of course this farce became obvious and untenable. Even in
an era of pronounced prejudices and poor communication there was more in-
formation about Palestine than the Zionists were willing tu confront. And a
certain modification in their presentation of the issue became increasingly
evident. For upon the startling discovery that Palestine was a prosperous coun-
try, measured by the standards of the day, and that its population was exten-
sive and carried out its tasks of cultivating the soil in relative peace and made
its contribution to the development of the Arab community at large, certain
defections from the Zionist movement took place and increasingly there ap-
peared certain groups who had sympathized with the Jewish plight but could
not use this sympathy to inflict a greater plight on an innocent population
elsewhere. The major component of the Zionist movement, however, could
not be dissuaded by the sentimentality of such weaklings. That component
decided as an alternative to meet the problem headlong, confess to the existence
of an extensive population in Palestine which would be sericusly and adversely
affected if the Zionists were to achieve their ambition but give it a meaning
other than a conventional one. Their strategy, once their farce was discovered
for what it was, called upon thent to invent a euphemism which would assuage
the liberal conscience of the conscientious objectors and thereby enable the
Zionists to carry out their scheme ir: any case; hence, they had recourse to
the term “inhabitant” to designate the existing population of Palestine. In-
creasingly the Zionists resorted to this term to indicate that they knew that
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there were people in Palestine, but that these people in fact were subnormal,
for they lacked any national identity and lacked all the rudiments of civiliza-
tion which would have elevated their status in the eyes of the potential sup-
porters of Zionism, That this strategy succeeded immensely in influencing the
mode of thought of the Furopeans of the first part of the century is borne
out by the infamous declaration issued by the British Government in support
of the Zionist movement. For it will be recalled that the Balfour Declaration
of 1917, which in part reflected the commitment of the British Government
to support the establishment of a Jewish Homeland in Palestine, avoided
scrupulously any mention of the type of people who would be adversely af-
fected by the implementation of that declaration. That declaration did not
see fit to dignify the people of Palestine with any designation. It simply ref-
ered to them as “inhabitants” and went on to say that their religious and civil
rights should not be prejudiced by the implementation of the British policy
to reconstitute the Jewish nation. The implication was quite clear to all: if
these people of Palestine lacked any identity, by the European standards of
the time, which were fully *‘racial,” then they were not real people. Their ul-
timate destruction should not evoke the same kind of response which is re-
served for civilized people.

By depriving the people of Palestine of their real identity as part and
parcel of the larger Arab family, the Zionists scored an initial success that
was to play an important part in determining the strategy for the second assault
on the identity and personality of the Palestinian people. For no sooner had
the term inhabitant been adopted than another, and equally sinister expression
gained further currency. Those of as who are familiar with the literature in
European languages on Palestine are impressed by the specific designation of
the inhabitants once they needed a label. The Zionists and their European
supporters recoursed to the term Beduins to designate the “inhabitants” of
Palestine. Again the problem was pesed in simplc terms so that the reluctant
members of the European community would rally to the support of the
Zionists to carry out their projected scheme. For it became increasingly evident
to these potential supporters, whether in Government or in the private sector,
that indeed the inhabitants of Palestine would be affected by the increasing
European Jewish migration to Palestine which eventually would bring about
the establishment of the Jewish homeland, but that effect would be altogether
beneficial to those inhabitants. Since they were no more than a bunch of
roving nomads, pillaging the fertile soil of Palestine and bringing about in-
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creasing devastation to that beautiful land, the European coming to Palestine
would indeed be a blessing, For that European was the carrier of a superior
civilization, the master of European technology and was in a position to bestow
the blessings of that civilization on the nomadic inhabitants of Palestine. For
the ordinary untutored European of the time, the Zionist dream and ambition
would have been nothing more than his own support of Europe’s colonial ex-
pansion under the guise of “mission civilisatrice.”

The Zionist accomplishment by the use of various euphemisms can be
summed up briefly; first, they appealed to the ignorance and/or racial pre-
judice of Europe and impressed upon the potential supporters of Zionism,
whether Jewish or Christian, that the attainment of the Zionist dream would
in no way affect adversely anyone. Bui once this was discovered to be a farce,
then they admitted the existence of a people but denigrated their identity,
achievements, and aspiration and presented the realization of the Zionist dream
as a factor that would improve immeasurably the conditions of the inhabitants
of the people of Palestine. The Balfour Declaration itself spoke solemnly of
the “religious” and “civil” rights of these people but also assumed that the
actualization of the Jewish homeland not only would not conflict with these
rights but would in fact contribute to their viability and strength. Yet despite
the potential and projected environmental improvement which might occur
as-a result of the Jewish migration to Palestine under the aegis of the Zionists
and British, it was quite explicit from the beginning that the ultimate objective
of the Zionist movement was to create a State for the Jews in which the
“inhabitants” of Palestine would play a subordinate, if any, role. This was
indeed the import of the Zionist strategy to deny the existence first and then
to denigrate the identity of the “inhabitants” of Palestine.

The strategy of the Zionists wotked and worked so well that those who
were to be most affected by the Zionist assault on Palestine were totally
oblivious of the subtle implications of the Zionist argument and presentation
of the issue. It was only in this context that the old Arab leadership was
willing to negotiate with the Zionists in Paris. It was this atmosphere of
ambiguity which was most tantalizing to Weizmann, So long as the: situation
was sufficiently ambiguous and so long as those who were condemned to
death by the Zionists were unaware of the death verdict, it was feasible for
the aggressor and the intended victims to negotiate. But once the victim
became aware of what awaited him, he refused to collaborate with his hang-
man and all discussion came to an abrupt end.
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There was, however, a second side to the ambiguity and fluidity of the
Zionist dream which might account also for Feisal’s willingness to negotiate
with Weizmann and the refusal of all subsequent Palestinian and ultimately
Arab leaders to negotiate. Granted that the Zionist dream was founded on
the premise that the persecuted Jew nceded a place where he no longer need
feel alien; once that place was defined as Palestine, the next question became
obvious. What constituted Palestine? 'Where did its frontiers lie? What would
happen to the people of Palestine?

Up to the present, it has been reasonably impossible to define the exact
territorial aspirations of the Zionist movement and its reality in Israel. While
at Basle, the Zionists spoke of Palestine; yet, before and after Basle, the
Zionists continued to speak of Palestine and Eretz Israel. Are the two synony-
mous? Are they coterminous? Or does one include the other? Should we be
able to answer this question, we would be in a superior position to predict
with much accuracy the possible path of Arab-Israeli relations.

Nowhere in the official pronouncements of the Zionist movement or
of the Israeli government do we get a statement indicating the territorial am-
bitions of either. Thus we must search the records which might give a clue
and construct the process by which the territorial ambitions becomes a reality.
For that purpose we would do very well if we examined the map which the
Zionists submitted to the Peace Conference in Paris in 1919, 2 map which
by the definition of the Zionists represented the “minimum” aspiration neces-
sary for the reconstitution of the Jewish nation. That map as is well known
includes territories that transcend the geographic confines of Palestine of the
traditional geographers. For it includes, for reasons known only to the Zionist
experts of the period, historic Palestine, Southern Lebanon up to the Litani
river, Southern Syria including the sources of the River Jordan, territories on
the East bank of the River Jordan which would run parallel to the river and
traversing the capital Amman, as well as portions of Sinai, traditionally part
of Egypt. Generously, the Zionists were willing in 1919 to acquiesce to a
Palestine in which they could reconstruct the historic Jewish Nation—one
that excluded those portions of Syria, Lebanon, Jordan and Egypt that were
included in their “minimum’ plan.

Subsequent events were to demonstrate beyond any doubt that their ter-
ritorial ambition was not to be abandoned. They accepted the constricted defi-
nition of Palestine as a tactical measure to gain time and flexibility without
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abandoning their ultimate objective. The progression of expansion is simply
a reaffirmation of their original intent, and so should it be viewed.

‘Whatever the territorial ambition the Zionists dreamed of inay have been,
there was another side to the ambiguity of the aspiration that gained clarity
with the passing of time, namely the nature of the transformation of the ter-
ritory of Palestine under Zionist control. Initially and from all accounts, the
Zionist aspiration was simply for the reconstitution of a Jewish homeland.
But what did that mean? Did it mean a place where Jews could practice their
faith without the interference of the ghastly Gentiles? Did it mean a place
where the Jews could give rise to a specifically Jewish Culture undiluted by
the germs of a Gentile environment? Where the culture would be based
upon a Hebrew language and creativity? And, finally, did it mean a State
with all the accoutrements of Statehood? It is easy now to dismiss the ques-
tion on the basis of the rewriting of history and of « posteriori facts. But let
us remember that the Zionists themselves agonised—if they are capable of
any agony—over the nature of their aspiration. Initially, they desired a home-
land, whatever the term meant. It seems they either were unclear in their own
minds, or they were deliberate in their vagueness to give a concrete meaning
to that Homeland. Not until 1936 did the major stream of Zionism express
its unalterable belief in the necessity of the establishment of a Jewish State;
and only then did they state clearly that the Jewish State was what they had
been after from the beginning. That this was the stated ambition of a minority
within the ranks of the Zionists was obvious from the beginning. But this
minority was dismissed as representing the lunatic fringe of the movement.
The traditional division between so-called moderates and extremists was not
only concerned with the means of the establishment of the Jewish homeland,
but was more intimately connected with the precise definition of the terri-
torial confines within which that homeland was to be realized as well as the
exact meaning of the Homeland. Historically speaking, the Moderates suc-
ceeded, while being constantly attacked by the Extremists, in attaining a con-
cession—whether it was in the form of the Balfour Declaration, or the Peel
Plan or the Partition Plan of the United Nations—but no sooner had the
Moderates’ maximum demand been met, than they moved and adopted the
Extremists’ demand for more; simultaneously, the Extremists enlarged their
own. No better illustration of the dynamic of the movement can be found
than a comparison between what was acceptable to each faction at each specific
point in time. Weizmann moved from an acceptance of the Homeland prin-
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ciple, to the State; from a certain number of Jewish migrants to an extreme
view while retaining the label “moderate” to the bitter end. Jabotinsky, on
the other hand, remained an Extremist to be succeeded by Begin, by Allon
and Dayan. What happened in fact is that Weizmann and Ben Gurion grad-
ually realized the aspiration of Jabotinsky whose program was in turn expanded
to become the program of Begin et al.

The clarification that was so badly needed from Zionism began to assume
concrete shape in the mid-thirties. That clarification became obvious in terms
of the objectives of Zionism and in terms of the means by which Zionism
was to attain those objectives. It was only in that period that the world was
to become aware of the true nature of Zionism and its aspirations. In so far
as the Arabs were concerned, especially the People of Palestine, that clarifica-
tion simply confirmed their worst fears.

The clarification involved a number of related items. First, it became
clear that the Zionists wanted to establish a Jewish State in Palestine, that
was as Jewish as England was English (a phrase recently used anew by Mr.
Dayan to lay the confusion of the world at rest). 'What that meant, then as
now, was that the projected State, which the Zionists wished to call Israel,
would be free of non-Jewish elements so that it could qualify for the designa-
tion of being as Jewish as England was English. Second, while the Zionists
continued to debate the absorptive capacity of Palestine, Weizmann himself
confessed that Ais hope was pinned on a population of six million people, at
a time when the entire Jewish population of Palestine was no more than
350,000. He added however, that since he was aware of the physical laws
involved he knew that Palestine could not absorb more than two million Jews
and accordingly he would guarantee the ultimate establishment of the State
of Israel as that State was conceived by its advocates. Accordingly, Weizmann
called upon, and obtained the approval of, the Zionist Congress of 1937 to
accept the Peel Commission’s proposals for the partition of Palestine on the
grounds that it brought the dream of the Zionists closer to achievement. He
stated that ““The choice lies between a Jewish minority in the whole of Pales-
tine (since the Arabs were in the majority at the time) or a compact Jewish
State in a part, which would offer a basis for genuine growth of Jewish life...
in quality and in volume... The point here is not to calculate in percentage
what part of Eretz Israel is being offered to us. We can all count. But our task
is to forecast the answer which life will give...” Aware of the difficulties and
problems that lay ahead, and knowing fully that what he was recommending
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was simply expediential and would be used as a point of departure, he re-
minded the Zionist Congress that Eretz Israel would eventually be established:
“_.a time will come when there shall be neither enemies nor frontiers, when
war shall be no more... Then Eretz Israel will be ours.” The statement is
quite clear in its expression. What the moderate leader of Zionism in those
days wished the world to know was that Zionists were willing to accept less
than Eretz Israel (again undefined explicitly) on the assumption that the
smaller portion would provide the basis for the actualization of the latter.
What the latter entailed was simply the obliteration of all frontiers which
obstructed Eretz Israel and the physical destruction of the enemy who would
interfere with the Jewish character of Eretz Israel.

To the Arabs this was as clear a demand as could be presented. What
they were asked to do in those days, as in our own, was to negotiate their exit
from the area of Eretz Israel, voluntarily; should they fail to do so, the future
would see to it that they would be evicted from those territories to make room
for Eretz Isracl. Need we wonder why the Palestine leadership of 1937, as
well as of 1967, shied away from accepting the fate envisaged for them by
the Zionists?

A slightly better fate awaited the Arab people of Palestine at the hands
of the “extremist” Jabotinsky. Whereas Weizmann’s statement disguises some
of the important issues, Jabotinsky was much more explicit in his “reasonable”
demands. Testifying before the Peel Commission in 1936, he stated:

“I am going to make a ‘terrible’ confession. Our demand for a
Jewish majority is not our maximum—it is our minimum: it is just
an inevitable stage if only we are allowed to go on salvaging our people.
The point when the Jews will reach a majority in that country will
not be the point of saturation yet—because with 1,000,000 more Jews
in Palestine today you could already have a Jewish majority, but there
are certainly 3,000,000 or 4,000,000 in the East who are virtually
knocking at the door asking for admission, i.e. for salvation.”

“I have the profoundest fecling for the Arab case, in so far as that
Arab case is not exaggerated. This Commission has already been able
to make up its mind as to whether there is any individual hardship
to the Arabs of Palestine as men, deriving from the Jewish coloniza-
tion. 'We maintain unanimously that the economic position of the
Palestinian Arabs, under the Jewish colonization and owing to the
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Jewish colonization, has become the object of envy in all the surround-
ing Arab countries, so that the Arabs from those countries show a clear
tendency to immigrate into Palestine. I have also shown to you already
that, in our submission, there is no question of ousting the Arabs. On
the contrary, the idea is that Palestine on both sides of the Jordan
should hold the Arabs, their progeny, and many millions of Jews.
What I do not deny is that in that process the Arabs of Palestine will
necessarily become a minority in the country of Palestine. What I do
deny is that that is a hardship. It is not a hardship on any race, any
nation, possessing so many National States now and so many more
National States in the future. One fraction, one branch of that race,
and not a big one, will have to live in someone else’s State: 'Well,
that is the case with all the mightiest nations of the world. I could
hardly mention one of the big nations, having their States, mighty and
powerful, who had not one branch living in someone else’s State.”

From this explicit statement, three obvious facts were spelled out: first,
that Palestine, the site of the projected Jewish State, included historic Pales-
tine as well as Jordan in its entirety; second, that the population of that State
was to exceed anything then contemplated; and, finally, that the Arab people
of Palestine and Jordan should voluntarily accept their subordination to the
Jewish citizens of the projected State—but as we shall point out shortly,
even this subordination was merely a euphemism for their excision from the
land. This was stated at a time when the total Jewish population of Palestine
was in the vicinity of 350,000 while the Arab people of Palestine and Jordan
numbered close to 1,500,000. Both Jabotinsky and Weizmann were then
calling upon the World community to assist them in their endeavour to ob-
literate the people of Palestine and also called upon the Arabs to collaborate
with the Zionists in their attempt.

By the mid-thirties, both parties were quite aware of the gulf that separated
them. A people who had been on the land since time immemorial were being
asked, first gently, and later on by the systematic use of coercion, to give way
to an alien European community, assisted by forces of imperialism, to be
planted systematically in the land; they were further informed by the facts
of social existence that they could not survive in the midst of this alien Eu-
ropean community as a dignified minority. For this dignified survival was
negated in the most statkly clear terms by another aspect of the Zionist
program and ideology. For it will be recalled that one of the most fundamental
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aspects of Zionism is its basis in Jewishness. As a nationalist movement, it
was based solely on the religious affirmation of the potential adherent or
supporter. Zionism formulated an exclusive doctrine which was to set a peculiar
group of individuals apart from all others. Whatever social or economic or
bhumanitarian programs the Zionist movement entailed they were applicable
exclusively to Jewish individuals. The possibility of brotherhood, or coexistence
with other men of different religious beliefs was excluded by Zionism’s theo-
retical premises. Hence the possibility that the European Jew could coexist
with the Palestinian Arab in the Holy Land was negated from the very begin-
ning by all Zionist spokesmen, with the possible exception of Rabbi Magnes
whose call for coexistence with the Arabs was decisively negated and de-
nounced by his religious kinsmen.

Zionists may occasionally argue that this interpretation which stresses the
racist elements in Zionism, its exclusiveness, is perhaps a mistaken one, But
the facts of Jewish colonization in Palestine and the practices of the Zionist
colonizers are a good reflection of their theoretical premises. Those of us
who are familiar with Zionist patterns of life in Palestine prior to 1948 are
fully aware of what Zionist colonization entailed. For by its very nature,
Zionism imposed a type of social and economic existence that was exclusivist
to the highest degree. It will be recalled, for example, that the Jewish Federa-
tion of Labor, the Histadrut, was based on the religious principle. No Moslem
or Christian member of the proletariat was eligible for membership nor was
he ever admitted into the ranks of a presumably labor federation. That or-
ganization thought of itself as an instrument of Zionism whose principal ob-
jective was to advance the cause of Jewish colonization in Palestine, not the
cause of the working classes of Palestine. The same was true of Zionist agri-
cultural and industrial organizations. It will also be recalled that no sooner
had the Zionist purchased a piece of arable land, which had been cultivated
by Arab farmers for generations, than these were expelled from that land.
Numerous regulations issued by the Jewish National Fund and other Zionist
organizations prohibited the employment of these farmers on Jewish owned
lands. And the Histadrut saw to it that no Jewish industrial enterprise em-
ployed Arab labor during the period of the Mandate.

These exclusivist practices were studied ones; although the original Jewish
colonizers had professed a socialist belief in an earlier period, their socialism
turned out to be a national one. What the Zionists desired to establish in
Palestine—regardless of the defined frontiers of that land—was a socialist
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system of production that was geared towards the support of a nationalist,
racist, exclusivist State. Over the years, it became evident even to those broad-
minded and sympathetic elements in the population, that within the Zionist
framework there was no possibility for an Arab-Jewish cooperative arrange-
ment. What the Zionists aspired to was the establishment of a racist State
that was as Jewish as England was English. This determined effort on the
part of the Zionist colonizers in Palestine led from the very beginning to a
systematic expulsion of the people from areas that came under Jewish control.
Increasingly, the Arab peasantry became pauperised and over the years the
urban population began to feel the adverse effect of increasing Jewish migra-
tion and colonization in Palestine. The process of excision was evident from
the very beginning.

Yet the Arab people of Palestine responded, in an attempt to bridge the
gulf that was bound to separate these kindred people, in the idiom of the
time. Prior to the implementation of the British Mandate over Palestine, the
Palestinians advanced their claim to self-government and pressed for ultimate
independence. In all programs advanced by the leadership of Palestine, two
principles were always evident. In the first place, Palestine should become
independent, with equal and full rights for all its inhabitants regardless of
religion, national origin or ethnic extraction. The second principle was the
establishment of a democratic system of government in which the principle
of “one man one vote” was the dominant principle of organizing the State.
And as a consequence of this, the affairs of Palestine and its development
would be the exclusive concern of Palestine and its inhabitants, not alien Eu-
ropeans resident in London, Paris, or New York.

As we all know, the Palestinian demand for independence was decisively
rebuffed by Great Britain which had committed itself almost till the end of
the Mandate, to assist the Zionists in their attempt to establish a racist State
in Palestine. Responding to this rebuff and Zionist success in forcibly trans-
forming the demographic structure of the land and gradual establishment of
a nucleus State within Palestine, the Palestinians staged various national revolu-
tions. From 1924 till 1948, Palestine witnessed no less than six major revolu-
tions by the People of Palestine against their foreign conquerors and colonizers.

The Palestinians knew full well that their chances for success were indeed
minimal. The Zionists were allied to Great Britain, then the world’s mightiest
power. The scale of power was tipped too heavily on one side, and while
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the Palestinians could cause troubles, they could not possibly succeed in their
endeavour to translate to reality the dream of setting up a democratic system
of State and government in Palestine. The outcome of the confrontation
between the Arab people of Palestine and the Zionist-British axis was fore-
doomed:; allied with Great Britain, later on with the United States which dis-
placed Great Britain as the major supporter of Zionism, the Zionists obtained
a sanction for their colonial effort from the United Nations in November,
1947, and proceeded to translate their Program into reality. No sooner had
the United Nations voted for the Partition of Palestine, than a major civil
war ensued between the two communities of Palestine. Between November,
1947, and May, 1948, the people of Palestine staged a desperate effort to let
justice prevail in the Holy Land. But as in earlier struggles they were defeated
by the European Jews and by May, 1948, the major Arab population of Pales-
tine had been evicted from its land—as in earlier, more peaceful eras when
they were evicted as a result of land transfer—to make room for newer waves
of Jewish migration.

Increasing Jewish migration, coupled with the extension of tetritory that
became de facto part of the State of Israel and the total collapse of the Pales-
tinian resistance brought the Israelis face to face, for the first time in the
confrontation over Palestine, with the neighboring Arab community. The
inconclusive war between May and June resulted in direct hostile action against
other Arabs in order to widen the territory of Israel and to revamp the United
Nations decision to partition Palestine so as the new State would have more
viable frontiers.

By the summer of 1948, Isracl was a State in which Jews constituted
the major part of the population. It was at this point that the new State exer-
cised its option; it seems to me that the options then were quite open to it:
on the one hand, it could have chosen the path of peace, reassured its neigh-
bors that it had no further territorial ambitions, and recognized the injustice
it had done to the people of Palestine and dealt with them accordingly. While
officially the State accepted the de facto frontiers, various spokesmen of the
State indicated repeatedly that these were not the ultimate ones. An expansion
was necessary which would enable the State to ingather more of the Jews of
the world. Second, the State refused to acknowledge that it had committed
the basic injustice against the people of Palestine which the world, expressing
its sentiment through the United Nations, had acknowledged and finally, for
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purposes of internal Istaeli politics, the Government came to the conclusion
that a policy of war with the Arabs was a necessity so that the international
community and particularly the Jewish community would rally behind Israel,
financially as well as morally. Accordingly Israel opted for a policy of war
against the Arab people in general.

The next phase in the confrontation witnessed a further deterioration in
the relations between Arabs and Israelis. Caught as they were in the midst of
their own struggle to free their countries from the last vestiges of European
colonialism, the Arab States had to contend with the threat of a new Eu-
ropean colonial power planted in their midst. It so happened, as in an earlier
period, that the Israelis succeeded in forging a community of interests with
the old colonial powers which were then on the defensive in the Arab world.
It became increasingly difficult, from then on, to deal with the Palestine
Conflict outside the context of the cold war. And within that framework,
Israel forged an implicit alliance first with France, which became Israel’s
major supplier of arms and other material and Jater on with the United States,
whose principal purpose was to retard the development of the Arab national
community, destroy the new liberal trends in the area and thus enable Israel
to expand into the adjacent Arab territories. Over the years, it became evident
to the Arab people, just as it was evident to the Arab people of Palestine
before, *hat Israel was not only a racist exclusivist State but one which was
happy to act as an instrument of world imperialism. The identity of policies
adopted by Israel in the fifties with those of the major Western powers need
not detain us at this point. Increasingly, the Arab people forged an identity
with the people of the Third World while Israel forged one with imperialism.
A newer type of confrontation was thus effected, in which the chances of
Arab success to withstand the combined offensive were quite minimal.

Now this development, namely the close working relationship between
Israel and the Western powers, was not a capricious development, The Istraelis
are calculating people and the totally hostile policy which they adopted vis-a-
vis the Arabs was not accidental. Had they wanted peace in the fifties, the
price was minimal; all they had to do then was to accept the United Nations’
resolutions on Palestine. Instead, however, they allied themselves with France,
then with England and France to launch the infamous attack in 1956 on
Egypt and then to effect a new alliance with the United States and launch
another attack on the Arabs in 1967. While the 1956 aggression paid them
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certain dividends, it demonstrated beyond any doubt that their interest in
peace was minimal. What they were, and still are, interested in is concessions
from the Arab States, further territorial aggrandizement, and complete rati-
fication on the part of the Arabs of the death penalty which the Israelis have
passed on the people of Palestine. To the Arabs, the 1956 attack reflected
the colossal danger to the entire Arab community from that small enclave of
European Jews acting in collusion with 'World Imperialism.

The more recent attack on the Arab States, assisted and abetted by the
United States, represents simply another phase in the Zionist Program in which
Weizmann’s prophetic statement would be realized. For, by Zionist calcula-
tion, it was time for the new State to expand so as to be ready to absorb
fresher waves of migrants, to deal with its serious economic problems and
to fuse further the identity of Jew and Zionist. Their success in the attack
on the Arabs not only resulted in the further absorption of territory, but at
the same time resulted in a further eviction of people from Palestine proper
as well as from territories that traditionally were outside the traditional fron-
tiers of Palestine (100,000 from Syria). Over the past few months we have
been entertained by Israelis and their agents ceaselessly as to the legitimate
right of the Israelis to this or that piece of newly conquered territory. At the
same time, Israel has given every indication that it will not withdraw from
these territories, regardless of the pressure being exercised by the world com-
munity outside the Western powers. And should any withdrawal be effected,
it will be so only as a result of direct negotiation between her and the Arab
States. Now as far as we know, not a single power—not even the United
States—and certainly no Arab State has sanctioned this Israeli territorial ag-
grandizement, The question which could be posed at this point is this: Would
Israel be satisfied with any bilateral negotiation even if it led to some kind
of peaceful arrangements? My answer to this question, on the basis of past
Israeli practices, Zionist ideology, and aspiration, is rather negative. The his-
tory of the Zionist movement, the flexibility and elasticity of its demands
and its symbiotic dependence on the powers of imperialism and capitalism
lead me to conclude that the Israelis are no more interested today than they
were twenty years ago in reaching a peaceful settlement with their Arab neigh-
bors. What they are seeking today, as they sought in the past, is merely a
sanction for their conquest, a treaty which would legitimize their newly
acquired territory and an arrangement which would assure them the brutal
exploitation of the Arab national community. They would accept such an

75



arrangement only as a temporary measure until they were ready for the next
phase of conquest which would realize their dream of Eretz Israel. In other
words, negotiation now means capitulation to Israeli demands, recognition
of their right to conquer and evict the people of Palestine from their ter-
ritory and further eviction of other Arabs from adjacent areas which should
become part and parcel of Eretz Israel. It seems to me that the statement
made by the Organization of Arab Students, quoted earlier, reflects their
proper assessment of the import of negotiation between the Arabs and Is-
raclis. They have indicated already that they will not collaborate in bringing
about the destruction of the Arab community.

I have already shown what Israel really wants in the Arab world. Whether
it is related to the so-called Jewish Problem of the world or not is at this
point a moot question. What we are dealing with is a type of colonialism
which has a historic precedent. The Arab people as a whole tend to view
Israel merely as a newer version of an old colonialism, a colonialism with
which the world is quite familiar. It is the European colonialism of the 19th
and 20th centuries, in which Europeans exercised control either directly over
Asian and African territories for economic gain, or through colonial settle-
ments planted in the midst of these territories to assure a greater degree of
control and exploitation. With this type of colonialism the Arab people are
quite familiar, whether practiced in Egypt or Iraq or with more destructive
results as in Algeria and Libya. In all these cases, the people were mercilessly
exploited, and the land plundered for the benefit of a small European elite.
It seems to me that the Arabs, in their attempts at self-defence, view Israel
essentially in this light. And the Arabs may derive solace from this by pointing
out that, even if it takes more than a century, ultimately colonialism can be
defeated once the national energies are harnessed sufficiently to bring about
successful resistance.

Of course there are enough similarities between Israel’s occupation of
Palestine and other Arab territories to lend some credence to this theory.
The slow process of “relocation,” the exploitation of the land and the people
by the European Jews of Israel assisted by large-scale Jewish capitalists around
the world in search of cheap labor, point to the similarities between the Is-
raeli colonial experience and its parent type. Yet one must not be satisfied
with this prognosis of the future. To understand the Israel experience fully,
one must look at the period preceding the 19th century European explosion.
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For it seems to me, on the basis of my analysis of Israeli practices and policies,
that what they are doing in the 20th century is to replicate the American ex-
perience. The colonialism with which the Arabs are confronted is more akin
to the American experience of the 17th and 18th centuries in which an entire
population was systematically destroyed and the handfull of survivors relegated
to the reservation camps. Israel’'s development of bacteriological and nuclear
warfare has this objective in mind. And they are seeking Arab cooperation in
their endeavour. Unless superior and more rational forces intervene diverting
the Israelis from their intentions, the Arab-Israeli confrontation is likely to
assume this form.
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SOME LEGAL ASPECTS
OF THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONELICT*
by Chérif Bassiouni

This article will touch upon some of the legal aspects of the Arab-Israeli
conflict. It is not an ontology of the whole problem. Particular emphasis is
placed on those issues which are proximately connected to the events leading
to the June, 1967, war. Facts and issues which bear upon those events but
which are grounded in the history of the conflict will be discussed but not
analyzed in depth in view of the scope of this symposium.

International law derives from four sources: international custom as evi-
dence of a general practice accepted by law; international conventions; gen-
eral principles recognized by civilized nations; and development and acceptance
of doctrines and judicial decisions. But it should be noted that the customs
and practices embodied in world law are of European origin. International
conventions which have contributed to the formulation of international law
were negotiated or imposed by European governments. In practice, the term
“civilized nations” has meant European or European-affiliated states. American
contributions to world law must be included in this category because the cus-
toms, traditions, and political institutions of the United States have all been
derived from European sources. The customs and traditions of non-European
states have made virtually no impact on international law.

Israel must be regarded as representative of the European cultural tradi-
tion despite its geographic setting. The Arab countries, then, deriving their
concepts and traditions from a non-Western culture, find themselves engaged
in a contest for which their adversaries have written all the rules. Arab circles
have represented their position as one based on right—a mixture of legal and
moral righteousness—foreswearing considerations of a purely political nature.

(*) Reprinted from “The Arab World” Special Issue, Vol. XIV, Nos. 10-11,
October-November 1968.
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For the Arabs, Israel is itself the original wrong, and the Arab position pro-
ceeds on the theory that a poisonous tree can produce only poisonous fruit.
From the Israeli viewpoint, Arab conduct is judged on the basis of each
separate act without relation to the chain of events or the original illegality
of the Israeli position.

FORMULATION OF THE ISSUES IN AN HISTORICAL CONTEXT:
THE CREATION OF A ZIONIST “HOMELAND”

The State of Israel, proclaimed in 1948, was born from the Zionist claim
that the Jews of the world constitute a separate nation entitled to a land of
their own and sovereign statehood. The demand for the creation of a Jewish
“homeland” in Palestine was pursued by the 'World Zionist Organization
which was founded in Basle, Switzerland, in 1897 and which grew rapidly
in number and effectiveness under the pressure of anti-Semitism in Europe.
When Turkey entered World War I as an ally of Germany, the Arab people
seized the occasion to align themselves with Great Britain and secure their
independence. The 1915 McMahon Agreement with Sherif Hussein of Mecca
confirms this fact. But the Sykes-Picot Agreement, later the same year, between
Britain and France, and the November 2, 1917, Balfour Declaration revealed
the emptiness of the British alliance with the Arab people. The first steps
toward the realization of Zionist ambitions to take over Palestine may be dated
from the Balfour Declaration of 1917 in which British Foreign Secretary, A.J.
Balfour, with the support of the Allies, proposed “the establishment in Pales-
tine of a national home for the Jewish people.”” The Balfour Declaration was
accorded international recognition when it was incorporated into the preamble
of the League of Nations agreement assigning Palestine to Britain as a man-
dated territory. The Treaty of Lausanne of 1924 and the League of Nations
Council confirmed the Middle Eastern mandates of Great Britain and France
embodying the Sykes-Picot Agreement and the Balfour Declaration.

The World Zionist Organization may be said to have won recognition
as an international body under world law when it was invited to take part in
the drafting of the mandate agreement. Under the terms of the mandate,
the British Government was to encourage Jewish immigration into Palestine.
The right, however, of the League of Nations under international law to
approve a British-protected Zionist invasion of Palestine is as questionable as
the subsequent attempt of its successor, the United Nations Organization, to
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apportion Palestine into Arab and Jewish states in the 1947 Partition Plan.
The wishes of the people whose home had been in Palestine for 1300 years
were totally disregarded and their right to self-determination was never con-
sidered. (It is important to note that the British Government, before adoption
of the mandate, had already detached that portion of Palestine east of the
Jordan River and established the emirate of Transjordan, in which Britain
asserted the terms of the Balfour Declaration would not apply.) The man-
date created a Jewish Agency (which was financed by the World Zionist Or-
ganization) to represent Jewish interests in Palestine and an Arab Higher
Committee to serve Arab rights there. Both agencies were very cleatly in-
tended to function under direct British control and possessed no international
juridical status per se. No Arab state was at that time a member of the League
of Nations, and no authorized Arab representative ever consented to the
League’s decision to allow Zionist immigration into Palestine.

The following facts reveal the progression of the British-sponsored Zionist
invasion of Palestine in the interwar period:

Up to 1920, the population of Palestine was approximately 90 per cent
Arab; after 1920, the allowed rate of European Jewish immigration was set
at 10,000 persons annually; by 1930, the Jewish population rose to 19 per
cent; by 1940, it became 30 per cent of a total population of 1,530,000. Even
though Great Britain in a 1939 'White Paper pledged to keep the population
ratio at one-third Jewish and two-thirds Arab, the pressures of World War II
displaced Jews resulted in a massive influx of those whom the rest of the
world was refusing to accept. The price of European atrocities was now to
be paid by the Arabs in exchange for their efforts to help the Allies in both
World Wars defeat Germany and its allies.

It should be noted that on June 3, 1922, Great Britain restricted the
intent of the Balfour Declaration in a statement that it did not contemplate
“the disappearance or subordination of the Arabic population, language or
customs in Palestine” or “the imposition of Jewish nationality upon Palestinian
Arabs.’t In May, 1939, Britain reasserted this view in a White Paper on
Palestine and pledged that Jewish immigration would be limited to a total
of 75,000 during the ensuing five years. At the end of this period no immi-

(1) Great Britain, Foreign Office, Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919-1939,
ed. by E.L. Woodward and R. Butler (London: H.M. Stationery Office).
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grants would be admitted without specific Arab approval. Meanwhile the
High Commissioner for Palestine was authorized to regulate, limit, or prohibit
all further transfers of land to Zionist ownership. There were then about
500,000 Jews in the country—some were citizens but many were not lawful
residents—and approximately a million Arabs. Zionists owned approximately
12 per cent of the land.

Issuance of the White Paper initiated a direct confrontation between the
Zionists and the British. In New York on May 11, 1942, the American Zionist
Organization adopted a manifesto that quickly became known as the Biltmore
Program.? It posed four demands: 1) the mandate over Palestine must be
terminated; 2) Palestine must be recognized as a sovereign Jewish state; 3) a
national Jewish army must be created; 4) a Jewish government must be estab-
lished for Palestine. In Jerusalem, the Jewish Agency denounced the Balfour
Declaration and adopted the Biltmore Program as official Zionist policy.® This
action by the Jewish Agency amounted to a renunciation of its function as an
arm of the mandate administration (its only legal basis) and it would there-
fore appear to have terminated its status as a public body under international
law. Surrender or abrogation of its status as an agent of the mandate left it
with only de facto existence; but for the Zionists the time had come to reap
the benefits of the disguised invasion by openly seeking statehood. The admi-
nistrative structure of the Jewish Agency was to form the core of the provi-
sional government of the State of Israel.

THE PARTITION PLAN

In 1945 hundreds of thousands of hopeless, stateless Jews lived in hastily
built displaced persons camps in Western Europe. No Western nation was
ready to receive more than a token handful of them. 'With an eye on its own
domestic politics, the United States Government demanded that Britain dis-
regard its earlier Palestine policy and accept 100,000 refugees into Palestine
at once. Britain refused. The growing spirit of revolt in her Arab empire
made her unwilling to increase Arab anger against her. Openly encouraged by
Washington and financed almost entirely by private American gifts, Zionists

(2) New York Times, May 12, 1942.
(3) William Yale, The Near East (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
1958), pp. 404-406.
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smuggled great numbers of Jews from Europe into Palestine past an effective
British blockade.

By 1947 there were approximately 700,000 Jews in Palestine and a secret
army, the Haganah (together with Irgun Zvai Leumi and the Stern Gang),
operated against both the Arab population and the British administration. In
February, 1947, Britain announced that it was “not prepared to govern Pales-
tine” any longer under these conditions.* On April 2, 1947, she invited the
United Nations General Assembly tc “make recommendations under Article
10 of the Charter for the future government of Palestine.”

Five Aral states asked the Assembly to recognize Palestine as an inde-
pendent Arab nation. Both the General Committee of the Assembly and the
Assembly itself refused to put the Arab proposal on the agenda. The Assembly
instead named a Special Palestine Committee, which reported two suggestions
on September 7: a majority recommendation for the creation of separate Arab
and Jewish states in Palestine, and a minority proposal for one federal state
with autonomous Arab and Jewish regions. Both called for an international
zone to include Jerusalem and its immediate vicinity in recognition of Jerusa-
lem’s importance as a Holy City for Jew, Moslem, and Christian. On Novem-
ber 29, 1947, the General Assembly adopted the majority proposal, recom-
mending, with Solomonian Justice, the partition of Palestine into two states.
The Zionists accepted the plan and the Arabs rejected it. Arabs still owned
over 80 per cent of the land, either privately or by public domain, but the
partition granted the Jewish minority—at least half of whom were neither
citizens nor lawful residents, having been illegally smuggled into the country—
56 per cent of the territory of Palestine. After an international zone was set
aside, the Arab majority was asked to be content with what was left. (When
the Arabs rejected this historically unprecedented and legally unjust solu-
tion and when hostilities started, Israel, after declaring its independence, an-
nexed 23 per cent more of Palestine, thus increasing the share allowed by the
pattition by almost 45 per cent. In a draft resolution presented to the Security
Council on November 11, 1947, before the Partition Plan was adopted, the
Arab States posed a series of legal questions and asked that they be referred
to the International Court of Justice.® The chief points were those of 1) the

(4) New York Times, February 13, 1947.
(5) A/AC. 13/32, UN. GAOR. II, Ad Hoc Commission on Palestine Question,
pp. 209-301.
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legal right of the United Nations to dispose arbitrarily of Arab territory, and
2) the inherent right of an indigenous population to determine its own consti-
tution and government. Other legal problems were posed including that of
the legal effect of promises made to Arab leaders by Britain and France during
World War I for the establishment of a free Arab state; that of the legal
status of the Balfour Declaration and the Palestine Mandate which were
created without Arab participation or approval; the question of British author-
ity in Palestine under a mandate from a league that no longer existed; and
the related question of the authority of the United Nations to deal with
Palestine on the basis of that mandate. The Arab resolution failed adoption
by 20 to 21, with 13 abstentions. The then European majority control in the
U.N,, in the name of international law, had unilaterally abrogated the Pales-
tinian’s right to self-determination—a tragic lesson in practical world politics.

PROCLAMATION OF THE STATE OF ISRAEL

Britain pulled out of Palestine on May 14, 1948, On that same day a
provisional government in Tel Aviv proclaimed the State of Israel. Barely
minutes after that announcement, President Harry S. Truman extended Amet-
ican recognition to the new state. It may be properly asserted, however, that
Israel’s creation had no recognizable sanction in international law. Recogni-
tion by other states was and is a political—not a legal—decision. Such recog-
nition has no more significance in world law than the decision of the United
States 7ot to recognize mainland China.

Since an advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice on the
Partition Plan had not been obtained because it was blocked by political pat-
tisanship, the extent of Article 80 of the U.N. Charter and its protection of
the Arab population was left to a political rather than to a legal determination
and the questions of the legality of a Jewish state remained. Thus, it seems
that the partition was a violation of the rights of the Arab population pro-
tected by the League of Nations Mandate, of the Trusteeship Articles of the
U.N,, and of Article 80 which provides that in no manner can a trusteeship
under the U.N, alter the existing rights of peoples.

The partition had resulted in the displacement of Arab peoples and out-
right usurpation of their property, as well as violation of the right of the
people to self-determination. The Arab people were thus authorized to refuse
acceptance of the partition. The illegality of the partition likewise would give
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no rights to the Jewish population to set up their state on iiiegally appro-
priated territory.

Israel’s only claim to the territories it holds—either those originally in-
corporated in the newborn state of 1948 or those seized in the latest phase
of the Arab-Israeli conflict of 1967—rests solely on military conquest. The
principle has long been accepted in international law that military conquest
does not confer lawful sovereignty—ijus ex injuria non oritur, rights do not
arise from wrongs.

Given the illegality of the Israeli position, however, the ensuing struggle
with the Palestinian Arabs must be regarded as civil strife and not war. A
question arises under international law as to foreign third-party intervention;
but regardless of the validity of the Arab States’intervention, the foundation
of the State of Israel remains either an illicit act by the UN. or an invalid
declaration of independence on usurped territory. Both cases would not afford
a legally valid basis for what is today a state recognized by the U.N. and most
countries of the world,

Most other legal issues stem from that original source, including the state
of belligerency that the Arab States claim still exists.

THE STATE OF WAR

The assertion by the Arab States that a state of war continues presupposes
its original existence. If the initial conflict between Palestinian Arabs and
Jews aided by non-Palestinian Jews who entered the land illegally were a
civil strife, then Israel would today be the state successor of Palestine. All
rights and obligations of the former state would, therefore, inure to the
latter. If Israel’s right to sovereignty (as a state and a nation) is denied, then
a state of war could not legally exist with a non-state entity. Niceties of that
sort could produce interesting academic arguments. A state of military con-
frontation has existed and still exists between opposing contentious parties,
and all the effects of war have resulted from this confrontation. The issues
raised by the creation and existence of Israel are still relevant to the present
context. (The Egyptian position on the right to visit and search vessels using
the Suez Canal, for instance, represents an exercise of the rights of a party in
a state of war.)

On May 11, 1949, the General Assembly voted to accept Israel as a mem-
ber of the United Nations. Paragraph 4 of the preamble to this resolution took
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note of the declaration by the State of Israel that it “unreservedly accepts.the
obligations of the United Nations Charter and undertakes to honour them
from the day when it becomes a Member of the United Nations.” But not
only the obligations to which Israel would be bound as a successor state,® but
even those which were specifically imposed upon it by the U.N. (especially
the resolutions establishing the right of the Palestinians to return to their
homes or to claim compensation and those regarding the status of Jerusalem)
are flouted by Israel with impunity. The world community outlawed war as
early as 1929,7 and the U.N. Charter reiterates this prohibition. The world
community and the U.N., however, have not, in the name of preserving peace,
condoned the violation of the Charter’s decisions with respect to the preserva-
tion of the human and political rights of the exiled Palestinian people. The
Arab States maintain their responsibility for the preservation of the Pales-
tinians’ rights on the same ground of kinship as the Jews of Israel have
claimed for their European brothers in faith.

As events unfolded, Israeli aggressiveness gave rise to the right of indi-
vidual and collective Arab self-defense. Israeli expansionism was manifested
by the gradual takeover of the rest of Palestine, its aggression on Egypt in
1956 and 1967 and other aggressive acts. The principles of state of war and
justifiable self-defense can be analogized to the story of the chicken and the
egg. The Arab States and Israel justify their respective conduct by that of
their opponent, If the vertical chain of events is to be logically followed, one
would be back to the question of the validity of the creation and existence of
Israel as a sovereign state and to its unfulfilled ensuing obligations.

THE BOUNDARIES OF ISRAEL

The boundaries of Israel are certainly a legal issue but they are a deri-
vative one. Their derivation is from the actions and issues pertaining to the
very creation of the state. If the birthright of Israel is the 1947 Partition, then
the answer is clear; but as we have seen, the question of the legality of the

(6) See, for example, Keith, Theory of State Succession, 1908, p. 5; Hackworth,
Digest of International Law, 1943, pp. 360-377; 1. Hyde, International Law, 2nd ed.,
1945, pp. 358-438; O’Connell, The Law of State Succession, 1956; L. Oppenheim,
International Law, Lauterpacht, 8th ed., 1955, pp. 156-169, 571-573, 944-945.

(7) The Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1929. See Q. Wright, “The Meaning of the Pact
of Paris,” American Journal of International Law, 27, 1932; and Q. Wright, The
Outlawry of War and the Law of War, 1953.
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