





WHITHER ISRAEL?
A STUDY OF ZIONIST EXPANSIONISM






PALESTINE BOOKS — No. 29

WHITHER ISRAEL?
A STUDY OF ZIONIST EXPANSIONISM

By

Khalid Kishtainy

Palestine Liberation Organization
Research Center
Beirut — Lebanon

July 1970






CONTENTS

Page
List Of MaPS . ueriiieenireeronneesssssssssssssssnssessssnnannsans 7
IntroduCtion ... ...iiriinreetiiiitiiiiiiitiennnnisnsaaas 9
Chapter I : The Land and Its Frontiers .......c.coviiveeennanenes 13
Chapter II : Great EXpectations ........ceceevveeneecsasscccnonns 27

Chapter III : The Phantasmagoric Land and the Witches of Macbeth .. 39

Chapter IV : Population Pressure .........cciieieeeeceeennancanns 57
Chapter V. : Force and Expulsion ............cooieiiiiinnaeen cees ) !
‘Chapter VI : Fait Accompli and Reprisals .........c.covviiiennnn, 85
Chapter VII : The Role of the Diaspora ........cceeeveeeeecneess 99
Chapter VIII: From Montefiore to Weizmann .............ccoieuens 107
Chapter IX : By the Sword .......ccceevieeinnnnieinnennionnnnss 121
Chapter X : Betweenthe Wars .........ooiiiiiiiiiiinnineenennns 147
Chapter XI : Suez and After .......coeveeeneiiiiiiiiieaniinnnens 159
‘Chapter XII : From Naqura to Qantara .............. ecseesenees 169
Chapter XIII: The Inevitable ........ccciieieieeeieeeeiennnnnnnes 193
SOUICES tvevvvereneeenennenononesoceossscsssosansssasssssnsnnnns 217






Map 1
Map 11

Map III
Map IV
Map V

Map VI
Map VII

Map VIII :
Map IX
Map X
Map XI
Map XII
Map XIII :
Map XIV :

Map XV
Map XVI :

Map XVII :

Map XVIII:

Map XIX :

Map XX

LIST OF MAPS

The Expansion of Israel ..........ccvivviiiienennnns

The Kingdom of Solomon and David, Mentioned by Herzl
as the Envisaged Jewish State ...............c0c..n.

Palestine Under Turkish Administration ................
Settlement of Egyptian-Palestine Border 1906 ..........
Palestine in the Sykes-Picot Agreement 1916 ............
Settlement of the Northern Frontier of Palestine 1919-1923

British Military Administration of Palestine, 1918 (Occupied
Enemy Territory Administration — South) ..........

Israel According to Rabbi S.H. Isaacs .............. e
Israel According to Harry Sacher ....................

Israel as Demanded by the Zionist Organization 1919 ....
The Jewish State as Drawn in 1937 ....................
The Jewish State as Proposed by the Jewish Agency 1946
Early Jewish Colonisation Penetrating the Country ......

New Colonies set up with the Object of Pushing the Partition
Borders Back ......c..ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiintiiiiinonas

Jewish Settlements 1947 ......c.civieiiiiieiennnnnans

Partition Autonomy Plan Proposed by the British Govern-
ment in July 1946 ....... ..ottt

UNSCOP Partition and the Arab and Zionist Military
Response to it .....ccvviiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeenns

More Territory Seized by Israel, 18 July 1948 ..........

More Lands Seized by Israel from UNSCOP Arab Terri-
tory between the Second Truce, 18 July 1948 and the
Conclusion of the Armistice Agreements in 1949, by
Force and Direct Talks .......ccvvvvvvennicennons

More Lands Seized by Israel as a Result of the 1967 War

7

221
222
223
224
225

226
227
228
229
230
231
232

233
234

235

236
237

238
239



MAP 1

THE EXPANSION OF ISRAEL

According to the 1937 Partition Plan

According to the 1946 Partition Plan  According to the 1947 UN Partitic

Plan

Palestine Armistice in 1949

Area Occupied in 1956

Area Occupied in 1967



INTRODUCTION

The Palestine question has defeated not only those who have tried to solve
it but also those who have tried to assess it. It has been asserted time and time
again that it is a question which allows no neutrality. If so, then Palestine has
served to underline a fact well recognized by ancient and primitive man, but long
muddled by bourgeois idealism, i.e. that the only objective brain is the blank
brain. Once a brush stroke touches the white canvas, all the following strokes must
be conditioned by the first. Many British authors have written books on the
Palestine question, and a number of them have been hailed as truly object.ve and
free from partiality. What is not mentioned is that their “impartiality” is, in fact,
no more than a partiality to the British Administration, which had to rule the
country for thirty years by walking a tight rope of expedient equilibrium.

The pertinent question which must be asked is what is the standpoint of the
writer on this or any other issue. The rights and wrongs of the Zionist case hinge
on a few basic questions. Are the present Jews actually the blood descendants and
heirs of the ancient Hebrews? Do they make up a nation of their own now? Is
any nation, once dispersed from its home and settled somewhere else, entitled to
reclaim the same home centuries later and expel the existing population? Is
any people entitled to a special or exceptional treatment? Does the establishment
of Israel and not the long term action on behalf of equality, brotherhood, integra-
tion and enlightenment really solve the Jewish question? The author’s answer to
all these questions is a definite “‘no.”

This is the time to caution the reader against one misunderstanding. It is
unfortunate that it has fallen to my lot to write on a territorial conflict, for my
preoccupation is primarily with people and hardly ever with property, with how
they live rather than where they live. The two sides, alas, are often overlapping.
The present book, therefore, must be read throughout against the silhouette of the
refugee behind the barbed wire. Only then does the discussion over this village or
that couple of dunums make any sense. Hence, I find myself under some compul-
sion to dedicate the next few pages to the human element in this story.

In a property society, the two elements are interchangeable and intermingled.
The property society solved. this particular entanglement by adopting a simple
principle which says, “Possession is nine tenths of ownership.” Although the
Zionists have rejected this principle, they will soon find that it is, in fact, the
only plausible legal umbrella which can protect them. “Possession is nine tenths
of ownership” is an illusive rule, like everything else produced by the propertv
society. After a number of years, there will be in Israel a generation of Jews com-
pletely rooted in the land. Any thought of throwing them out will entail an act
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of inhumanity and illegality, a fact which the Palestinian fighters have already
appreciated. On the other hand, there will be a mass of dispossessed Palestinians
whose only plausible umbrella is the universal cry of all dispossessed peoples:
“Revolt!”

This is only a minor contradiction in our laws.

Such are the facts which I have come to appreciate on such a question, not
through logical, legalistic or political reasons, but out of personal daily experience.
Such are the facts which projected for me the tragic consequences of both the
Palestinian problem and the Jewish question. The crucial years in anybody’s life
are the childhood years. Sigmund Freud considers the first five years, and particu-
larly the fifth, as the years which shape the entire life of man. Even the most
normal and happy person cannot but seek refuge in his childhood once the power
of the conscious is suspended by sleep, illness or psychosis. It is, therefore, only
the psychologist—not the lawyer, the politician or the priest—who can identify the
nationality of the individual.

Religion makes the least adequate criteria for judging anybody’s nationality,
for the simple reason that religion and ideology belong to a later stage of one’s
life. On the other hand, music stands out as probably the most effective indication
of one’s nationality, for the good reason that it is the earliest form of self expres-
sion and communication for the child. A Japanese conductor may spend his life
studying western music in Moscow or Paris, but in the hours of a shattering
emotional experience, he finds himself humming his national Hagoromo songs.

The Israelis must bear witness to this fact. The moment the political, military
and economic pressure is withdrawn, they will soon find out that they really have
very little in common. This is one good reason for the Zionists to maintain the
pressure by wars, reprisals and tension. It is absurd to say that Yehudi Menuhin
belongs to the tabla playing Moroccan Jew and not to Vaughan Williams. Such
is the attitude of the internationalist toward the national question, an attitude
based on respect to the inner attachment of the individual, to his real national cul-
ture free from the exterior political pressure and away from the considerations of
frontiers, doctrines, religion and race.

In Britain, I met a Palestinian—a man who is earning four or five times what
he used to earn in the Arab World and enjoying a standard of living twice as
high as he could expect back at home. He is free from fear, despotism, discrimina-
tion, humilation and all the diseases of the developing world. He has an active
social life, entertainments and numerous friends. But as the guests depart, he slips
immediately back into his thoughts, dreams and nightmares. Memories of his
childhood, the dockyards of Jaffa, the glittering sight of Jerusalem, the yearning
for his dispersed little sisters and aging parents begin to take over. Back in his
own Orient, he is suspected and feared like the Jews before him in the West.
He is the mysterious evil behind all inexplicable things. He is accused of espionage,
subversion and immorality. He is shuffled from Qatar to Beirut, and from Beirut
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to the refugee camp. Whenever there is trouble the cry goes up, “Yil’an illi khalaq
al-Falastiniyin”—a curse upon him who created the Palestinian.

It is the contact with the Palestinian which gave me a living picture of the
Jewish problem. A compulsory and permanent exile in a land to which a man
does not belong, a land in which he did not spend his childhood, destroys the soul
of the refugee and unsettles his inner serenity and peace. If the establishment of
Israel can offer a better solution than integration for the psychological turmoil of
the Jew, then the whole world should give its support to the Zionist programme,
great as may be its loss of the fertile genius of the Jew, of the refugee in his best
neurotic tension and torment.? The Palestinian refugee of London has revealed to
me that the expulsion of a people can come second only to extermination in the
long record of international crimes. “There is nothing worse for mortal man than
wandering,” was the cry of Homer’s Ulysses. The Palestinians are gradually taking
the place of the old Jews, and it will be a sad reflection on our era if the past two
thousand years taught us no better way of doing things than that of Emperor Titus.

Sami Hadawi expressed the mood of the homeless Palestinian I came to know
in his lengthy I remember” lament:

“I remember the open fields around the walls of the Old City, where so often
the shepherds watched their flocks by night. I remember Solomon’s Quarries, which
extend to a great depth under the Old City. I remember how, as children, we used
to peep into the endless dartk of that cave, daring not to go more than a few yards
for fear that the unknown would devour us ...

“I remember my home, its walls and fences and the trees and shrubs I planted
and tended with my own hands; and I enquire: 'Who are those people who live in
my house? What right have they to be there? Why will they not even pay rent for
their forced occupation? In how many homes are my precious belongings now scattered
after they had been plundered and robbed? Who is now eating off my dining-room
table? Sitting on my sofas, couches and chairs? Sleeping in our beds? Playing our
piano? Using our library and kitchen utensils? Who gathers the grapes off my vine?
The fruits off my trees? Who plucks my flowers? Who feeds my canaries? Are the
strangers’ children using my children’s swings, sand-boxes and toys?"2

The Palestinian tragedy was created by anti-Semitism, but perpetuated by
Zionism. The indictment of Zionism as the primary cause for the escalation is now
the solemn conviction of Arabs, Jews and Gentiles, and the expansionist aspect of
Israel is the most ruinous factor in the present conflict. Its sinister effect extends
far beyond the Middle Eastern scene and puts the clock back to where it was
in 1939. Since then a world war has been fought at a colossal cost to establish one
simple principle, i.e. that no country should be allowed to impose changes outside
its frontiers by resort to military force, or get away with the fruits of its accom-

plishment.
World War II will stand as one of the first wars ever fought on the grounds of

(1) One of the main causes of European anti-Semitism, the raison d’étre, of Zionism, is the
Jewish preponderance in the liberal professions. Far from solving this problem by taking the
“surplus” to the Jewish State, Israel is now providing a new source for augmenting it. Accord-
ing to a WHO report, 54.3 per cent of Israeli medical graduates have been emigrating from
Israel to the West (against Syria’s 9.45 per cent and India’s 6.1 per cent). The fact caused an
uproar against any more medical schools in Israel (Medical Tribunal, 11 September 1969).

(2) Hadawi, S., Bitter Harvest, New York, 1967, pp. 327-28.
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a sublime principle. The effects of the lesson, underlined by the Allies’ magna-
nimous disinterest in territorial prizes of war at the expense of the vanquished,
fired the enthusiasm of the idealists who wasted no opportunity, be it at the United
Nations or in the regional conferences, to reiterate the same principle that military
aggression was no longer acceptable as a means for effecting changes. With the
blood and sweat of millions of peoples of all races and creeds, the right of conquest
was finally given its ignoble burial, and scores of countries which joined the
United Nations have largely respected the spirit of the new era—excepting one
small member, the prodigal child of the United Nations.

Israel’s military faits accomplis create a reversal whose dangers to the future
of international law and order and the dreams of every political idealist, cannot
be overstated. Not an iota of progress could have been made without the brutal
law of flogging to death the smallest starving child who arrogated for himself
a slice of bread which did not belong to him. Not an iota of progress towards a
peaceful and orderly world can be expected if one single country is allowed to
resurrect the right of conquest under any name, title or pretext. The lessons of
the Arab-Israeli conflict have already outlined the shape of things that can emerge
from one allowance.

A world without war may be still a long way ahead of us, but when its day
comes, it will undoubtedly follow the day of establishing the rule that nobody is
allowed to gain any advantage out of any aggression. Only then do we expect the
swords to be beaten into ploughs. These are points which do not mean anything
to Zionism, a backward looking movement, but carry with them all the hopes for
a brighter world.

No problem—individual, national or international—has one cause only, and
it is practically beyond human capability to assemble all the elements and causes
of even the smallest problem. The reader may find the juxtaposition of Marxism,
Freudism and bourgeois history strange and confusing, but this is how our prob-
lems are. The intensity, and at times emotionalism of the treatment, may serve
as a subjective colouring emanating from the author’s background and national
temperament. No doubt, other people have even more ideas which add to the
confusion and complete the realism of the picture.
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CHAPTER 1
THE LAND AND ITS FRONTIERS

In the Beginning

To start by re-stating the fact that the frontiers of the present Middle Eastern
countries are irrational is merely to repeat a hollow platitude. International. fron-
tiers are shaped by thieving conquerers, money makers, religious bigots and even
gangsters, who often speak of rational and “‘natural” frontiers, but seldom stop
there. The present contemporary map of the Middle East was drawn by the West-
ern imperialists after World War I, with the same illogicality as that of Central
Europe or Central Africa. In this map, Palestine was carved out of the neck of
land known as the Fertile Crescent, after some long haggling between the powers
over strategic and imperialist advantages which had nothing to do with any ethnic
or geographical considerations.

The unfortunate position of the country as a bridgehead for conquerers or
as a buffer between the mighty powers deprived it of the opportunity of main-
taining a durable political entity. During World War I, H. Sidebotham and his
British Palestine Committee followed this line of approach and advocated the oc-
cupation of Palestine as a defence line against any menace to the Suez Canal
from the east, an idea which had already been pressed on Whitehall before the
fighting by Lord Kitchener.? By the beginning of the war, the entire Middle East
was partitioned by the Western European Powers into spheres of economic in-
fluence—except Palestine which was left undecided. There the interests of Britain,
France and Germany met and all agreed to leave it as a no-man’s land. Sir Harry
Johnston, who was sent on an official lecture tour to Syria, gave an expression of
this mood in 1912 by calling for the internationalisation of the Holy Land.?

Earlier in the nineteenth century, it played the same role as a buffer defend-
ing Syria against the ambitions of the Khedives of Egypt, and later on, the British.
During the Middle Ages, it separated the Abbasids of Baghdad from the Fatimids
of Cairo, whilst in ancient times it was the battlefield of Egypt and Assyria. The
Sovereignty of the country, its shape, frontiers and population rarely depended on
its own evolution, but more often on the development of the surrounding coun-
tries. As a small strip of cultivable land with practically no rich natural resources,
it could only maintain a small nation living in effective peace with its stronger
neighbours. Palestine is also a buffer between the desert and the green valleys a3

(1) Antonius, George, The Arab Awakening, London, 1958, p. 246 and Sidebotham, H.,
Great Britain and Palestine, London, 1937.

(2) Frischwasser-Ra’anan, H.F., The Frontiers of a Nation, London, 1955, pp. 55-56.
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shown by the numerous deserted cities and ruins which indicate the see-saw play
enacted on its face. One generation of political stagnation and the desert claims
its own. The name of Palestine itself is used in the Old Testament as ‘‘Pelistin,”
which referred to the land of the Philistines, on the coast; but the Greeks applied
it to the interior as well, and the name became common after the Roman occupa-
tion.® The other names, like Eretz Israel or Canaan, do not identify the country
either.

“An authentic and original name for this land as a whole has not come down
to us from Old Testament times, and presumably none such ever existed; since as a
natural phenomenon it was never a homogeneous, self-contained entity and was never
occupied by a homogeneous population, nor did any political development ever take
place in an area substantially identical with its territory.”4 ’

Palestine appears on the map as a continuation of the Syrian mountains, rivers
and valleys melting gradually into the desert. The Egyptians and the Assyrians
did not recognise its entity and treated the whole area as one. The Assyrians used
the name “Ammon” for the entire region of Syria, and the Egyptians called it
Canaan, which meant for them the whole of Egyptian Syria. The Arabs and
the Turks had also parcelled it together with Syria. This is the factor which lies
behind the nationalist confusion in which the Palestinians found themselves after
the Balfour Declaration and which they seem to have resolved only after the
Six Day War of 1967.

Eretz Israel, which combined the Kingdoms of Israel north of Jerusalem and
Judah to the south, had no permanent recognisable shape. The Zionist leaders
who speak of “‘historical Israel” naturally refer to the kingdom at the height of
its expansion during the tenth century B.C. (Map II). The Jewish empire had lasted
about half a century, and during the reign of Solomon it was already in decline
territorially. Its high mark was reached during King David’s reign when its domain
extended from Damascus in the north to the Wadi of al-Araba and the tip of the
Red Sea in the south, and from Phoenicia and Wadi Al-Arish in the west to the
desert in the east (including the east of River Jordan). This area, however, was
not exclusively Eretz Israel as it included a number of other states which accepted
the suzerainty of Israel. After David’s death, the Armaic Kingdom established
itself in Damascus, and soon became the strongest power in Syria (including
Palestine). Israel’s borders began to shrink and with the rise of Assyria, it was
reduced by Tiglat-Pileser in 733 B.C. to a dependancy limited to Mount Ephraim
and the royal city of Samaria.®> Only for a short spell during the empire did
Israel enjoy access to the sea in the west or in the south, and sea-going remained
a non-Jewish occupation frowned on by the Israelites.

Nor did the Jewish Kingdom come anywhere near the extravagantly promised
land as delineated in the Bible. An examination of the frontiers as promised by
Yahweh cannot be avoided in such a work in view of the covenant which has

(3) Jewish Encyclopaedia, Palestine.
(4) Noth, Martin, The History of Israel, London, 1958, p. 7.
(5) Noth, op. cit., p. 260.
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cast its magic over the Zionists and the Orthodox Jews. Here again we are left
in the same wilderness surrounded by masses of interpretations. The texts, written
in different times and under changing circumstances, are contradictory. (Theolo-
gians, of course, always patch up these and any contradictions.) The earliest
“promise” was that granted to Abraham, “To your descendants I give this land,
from the river of Egypt to the great river, the river Euphrates, the land of the
Kenites, the Kenizzites, the Kadmonites, the Hittites, the Perizzites, the Rephaim,
the Amorites, the Canaanites, the Girgashites and the Jebusites.”’¢ References to the
Euphrates as a border occur also in Deuteronomy (XI:24) and Joshua (I:4). In
Exodus (XXIII:31) Israel is drawn from the Euphrates to the Red Sea. As time
passed, the authors of the Bible restricted the domain of Israel to more realistic
borders and gave it a definite shape. The most detailed and coherent description
is given in Numbers (XXXIV:3-12), and runs as follows: “And your southern
border shall commence at the end of the Salt Sea on the east; and your border
shall turn south of the ascent of Akrabbim and pass to Zin and its extremity shall
lie at the south of Kadesh Barnea; and it shall go on to Hazar Addar and pass
on to Azmon, and the border shall turn from Azmon unto the brook of Egypt,
and its terminating points shall be at the sea. And as the western border shall ye
have the Great Sea for a border; this shall be your western border. And this shall
be to you the northern border: from the Great Sea shall ye mark out Mount Hor:
from Mount Hor ye shall point out your border unto the entrance of Hamath;
and the goings forth of the border shall be towards Zedad. And the border shall
go out to Ziphron, and its termination shall be at Hazar Eman: this shall be unto
you the northern border. And you shall turn yourselves to the eastern border, from
Hazar Eman to Shepham; and the boundary shall go down from Shepham to
Riblah, to the eastward of Ayar; and the boundary shall descend and shall touch
upon the coast of the Sea of Chinnereth, eastward; and the border shall go down
to the Jordan, and terminate at the Salt Sea.”

It is difficult to draw any precise map out of the details given in the fore-
going passage. The confusion is largely due to the changes in the scenery and
names of locations. We know the Salt Sea as the Dead Sea, and the Sea of Chin-
nereth as Lake Tiberias. The Brook of Egypt is not the Nile but Wadi al-Arish
flowing into the Mediterrancan near al-Arish at 33 degrees, fifty minutes east
longitude.” The name is an admission that Sinai and al-Arish are Egyptian terri-
tory according to the Bible. Hamath is recognised as Hama, but its “‘entrance” is
by no means certain. The majority opinion is that it lies south of Hama; but S.H.
Isaacs put it well inside present day Turkey (Map VIII). Mount Hor was thought
by scholars to be Mount Hermon, Mount Akra, between Alexandretta and Lat-
takia, Mount Amanus (Giaour Dagh in Turkey) or Mount Nuria (at 34 degrees,
nineteen minutes latitude). Hazar Enan is identified in Ezekiel as the “‘Border of
Damascus” in another passage which takes Berothah—Hamath—Damascus as

(6) Genesis. XV:18-21.
(7) Isaacs, S.H., The True Boundaries of the Holy Land, Chicago, 1917, p. 24.
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borders from the north and Hauran and Gilead as borders from the east.*

As Israel, after the 1967 war, controlled areas which did not correspond with
the Palestine promised by Balfour and mandated by the League of Nations, so
was the case with the ancient Kingdom in relation to the covenants. It ruled then
over Transjordan, the Mount of Gelead, although it was not included within the
borders specified. Yahweh was even more economically minded than the Gods of
the twentieth century. Sinai, where He spoke to Moses, was left out, and Lebanon,
from where Solomon used to import the timber of his palace, was included instead.
Another guiding principle—to leave a no-man’s land between Israel and Egypt, also
weighed heavily in His strategic thinking.

With the eventual destruction of Jewish autonomy in both Samaria and Jeru-
salem, the political history of Palestine was closed. During the Roman rule Pales-
tine was treated as a part of the important “Provincia Syria.” The Arabs regarded
it in a similar way, and governed it from Damascus or Cairo. In the early history
of the Arab Empire, “Filastin” appears as one of the Junds (military districts) lying
to the west of the Jordan and south of a line drawn from a point between Tiberias
and the Dead Sea to the Mediterranean south of Jaffa. Its southern border is a
line between Dathin, near Rafa, on the Mediterranean, to Wadi Araba in the
Negev. Sir William Muir draws the northern border, according to the Arab con-
cept, from the Dead Sea to Mount Carmel. The southern border was roughly the
same as that of the Mandate.? In most maps relating to the Middle Ages, Pales-
tine appears as part of one Arab state or another. It is one reason for the mis-
understanding or wilful misinterpretation which bedevilled Anglo-Arab relations
as a result of the correspondence between Sharif Husayn of Mecca and Sir Henry
McMahon, High Commissioner for Egypt, and the dubious “‘portions of Syria
lying to the west of the districts of Damascus, Homs, Hama and Aleppo” which
McMahon wanted exempted from the Arab state.’® What idea the Arabs had on
Palestine related to the land west of the Dead Sea.**

Until 1948, the only government which had established itself in Palestine was
that of the Crusaders. There are more political similarities between the Republic
of Israel and the Medieval Kingdom of Jerusalem set up by the Crusaders than
there are between it and the ancient Hebrew Kingdom. The Crusaders’ state came
about as a western invasion from the direction of the sea and consolidated itself
in the plains and valleys. The resultant map was a strip of a beach head with a

(8) Ezekiel, XLVII:15-20.

(9) Muir, Sir William, The Caliphate, its Rise, Decline and Fall, London, 1891, p. 1426.
Map in: Hitti, Philip K., History of Syria, London, 1957, p. 413.

(10) Text of letters in Appendix A, Antonius, op. ¢it., Arab views on them: ibid., pp.164-
179. Pro-Arab interpretation. c.f. J.M. Jeffries, Palestine: the Reality, London, 1939, pp. 64-87,
466-478: also The Palestine Deception, Daily Mail Enquiry, p. 43. British Government's Views:
Command Paper 1700, 1922. See also Sykes, Christopher, Crossroads to Israel, London, 1963,
pp. 84-87.

In a letter to The Times (23 July 1937) written 20 years after the event, Sir Henry McMahon
said that the intention was not to include Palestine in the Arab Kingdom.

(11) Muir, op. cit., p. 142.
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wide corridor leading to Jerusalem, the spiritual reason for the invasion, and a
route to the Red Sea, the actual motive.

The Sinai Border

When the Balfour Declaration was made, Palestine was part of Syria and
Lebanon. Southern Palestine was the Sanjaq of Jerusalem a district of the Vilayet
of Syria, and northern Palestine from the north of Jaffa was part of the Vilayet
of Beirut. (Map III). The northern and eastern borders during the Ottoman rule
offered no problem as they were merely district borders with only administrative
and juridical value. Not as simple was the question in the south where Britain
ruled Egypt. There the conflict sprang from British fears for the Suez Canal and
Ottoman concern for the pilgrims’ Mecca route, around which Palestine’s sole
importance seemed to revolve in the eyes of the Turks.

In 1832, the ambitious Muhammad Ali of Egypt conquered the whole of
Syria and appointed his son, Ibrahim, a governor. The campaign was carried out
in spite of the opposition of Britain, and in 1840 Palmerston finally engineered
the expulsion of Egypt from Syria. The 1841 Convention left Muhammad Ali
ruling Egypt, Sinai, Aqaba and a number of forts en route to Mecca. The Syrian
(or Palestine) Egyptian frontier became for the first time a matter of international
politics.

The scene drastically changed in 1892. In 1840, Britain had been pressing to
push the frontier of Egypt, which was under French influence, back to the west.
In 1882 the situation was reversed, and Egypt came under British occupation.
Sir Evelyn Baring (later Lord Cromer) strongly protested to Constantinople against
the Sultan’s investiture firman on the enthronment of Khedive Abbas Hilmi Pasha
in 1892.22 The firman omitted to mention Sinai and the Red Sea forts under the
Khedive’s rule. Sir Evelyn Baring protested against the omissions and the British
Ambassador raised the question in Constantinople. The Grand Vizier settled the
matter by sending a cable on 8 April 1892 to the Khedive recognising Egypt’s
rule over the “Peninsula of Tor Sinai” and annexing at the same time Agaba to
the Vilayet of al-Hijaz. Sir Evelyn wrote to Tigrane Pasha, the Egyptian Minister,
on 13 April accepting the Turkish offer of the territory as “bounded to the east by
a line running in a south-easterly direction from a point a short distance to the east
of El-Arish to the head of the Gulf of Aqaba.”*® The letter was published in the
official gazette and Turkey made no objection.

The question of the Egyptian border flared up more seriously in the first half
of 1906, and was finally resolved in the summer of that year. It started when an
Egyptian force under the command of a British officer established itself in Wadi
Araba in the Negev. The Turks demanded its withdrawal and retaliated by send-
ing a force of their own to Taba, in Sinai, on the western shore of the Gulf of

(12) The Sultan of Turkey enjoyed suzerainty over the Khedive of Egypt. Both owed their
actual rule to Lord Cromer.

(13) This and other citations from the correspondence relating to the Sinai frontier are
published in: Egypt No. 2, Command Paper 3002, 1906.
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Agqaba. Britain objected to the move and suggested the formation of a joint com-
mission to establish the frontier, a suggestion which Turkey rejected. Mukhtar
Pasha went further and claimed that the Egyptian-Syrian border takes a trian-
gular shape extending from Al-Arish to Suez and back to Agaba (Map IV).

The objective behind this odd line was to secure access to the Suez Canal, and
the British found no difficulty in quashing the claim. The Turks argued that Sinai
was only put under Egyptian administration in connection with the pilgrimage
route via Aqaba. As Aqgaba had reverted to the Sultan in accordance with the 1892
firman and the cable of 8 April 1892, Egypt had no longer any standing in the
peninsula. As a compromise, Turkey suggested a new line extending vertically
from al-Arish to Ras Muhammad on the tip of the Sinai peninsula (Map IV). The
talks dragged on until Britain could no longer wait. The British Embassy served
an ultimatum on the Porte on 3 May to submit to the British demands. The fleet
was alerted, and the necessary measures were taken, by 11 May, to occupy various
Turkish positions. All attempts to win more time failed and Tawfiq Pasha had no
alternative but to cable at the eleventh hour (14 May) acceptance of “the line of
demarcation starting at Rafa, near al-Arish, and running towards the south-east
in an approximately straight line as far as a point on the Gulf of Aqaba, at least
3 miles distant from Aqaba.”* A joint commission arrived in Rafa on 28 June
to draw up the details. The Turkish side was again difficult and insisted on taking
the border from the Rafa to the west of Mugdaba and thence running at a dis-
tance varying from 5 to 15 miles from the straight line to a point on the Gulf of
Aqaba to the west of Marashash. The matter was referred again to Constantinople
where the British delegate countered by a threat to demand Wadi Araba in the
Negev. The final compromise made Marashash the terminal point in the south.
Turkey yielded Mufraq to Egypt and took a portion of Nagb al-Aqaba in return.
The settlement was made official by an Irada issued on 11 September.?

The conflict was closely connected with imperialist plans and jealousies. The
Germans were busy with their Hijaz railroad which was envisaged to reach the
Yemen, by-pass the Suez Canal and threaten British interests in Southern Arabia,
East Africa and India. The British, on the other hand, were helping the Yemeni
rebels against the Sultan. Palestine and the head of the Red Sea were vital parts
in that conflict. From his seat in Cairo, Lord Cromer was keeping a sharp eye
on the border. It was he who initiated most of the moves, and effectively argued
the Egyptian case. He resorted to classical Arabic sources and mediaeval usage
and pointed to the border pillars still in existence. “At Rafeh there is a tree, and
on each side of this tree there has been, for many years, a marble pillar, marking
the Egyptian and Turkish boundary.”*® In later days, Amir Faisal (later Faisal I
of Iraq) expressed similar views on the territory of Syria, “from Taurus moun-

(14) Tawfiq Pasha to Sir N. O'Conor.

(15) Gooch, G.P., and Temperley, H., British Documents on the Origins of the War 1898-
1914. London, 1928. Summary from the annual report for Turkey — 1906, p 189.

(16) Cromer to Edward Grey, 21st May.
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tains to the Sinai Desert.”?” Faisal was, in fact, reiterating the concept held by the
Syrians whose delegate to the Peace Conference spoke of their country as “the
only one which is so fortunate as to have clearly defined frontiers—the Taurus,
Sinai, the desert and the Mediterranean.”'® The 1906 demarcation remained the
only recognised frontier and was not seriously challenged by any party, whether
Arabs, Jews or Western powers, until the 1956 Israeli occupation of Sinai.?®

The Northern Border

The imperialist competition in the area led, before the Great War, to an ex-
plosive distribution of the spheres of influence. France secured for itself the
Levant, Bagdad fell to Germany, and Southern Iraq and Egypt to Britain. Pales-
tine became the meeting point, and was left, therefore, as a no-man’s land. Further-
more, Britain wanted to connect Iraq with the Mediterranean by a railroad. One
of the main projects considered in Britain was the Willcocks scheme for a line
connecting Haifa with Bagdad.?® As war broke out and Britain and France found
themselves linked in a struggle of life or death, the time became right for a mutual
settlement of Palestine. For years France has staked her claim to the Holy Land
as part of Syria. Britain had no historical claim, but found a French presence to
the east of the Suez Canal a danger not to be countenanced. The efforts to agree
on a joint future settlement ended in 1916 with the signing of the secret Sykes-
Picot Treaty. The notorious treaty not only flouted the rights and ambitions of
the peoples or the promises given to them, but also made nonsense of the geogra-
phical and human factors.

The agreement divided the Fertile Crescent into a French Blue Zone covering
Cilicia and coastal Syria from Alexandretta to Acre, a British Red Zone covering
central and southern Iraq, an international Brown Zone covering the main portion
of Palestine, a Zone “A"” extending from north Iraq to the interior of Syria to be
an Arab state under French protection and finally a Zone "B” extending from
the Red Sea to Iraq to be an Arab state under British protection (Map V). Pales-
tine was thus divided into many parts. The north including Huleh Upper Jordan
and northern Galilee went to France. Judea, Samaria, Gaza and the coastal plains
were internationalised. The Negev and Transjordan went to the Arab state. In
addition, Britain was to receive the Port of Haifa.

The invention of the Franco-British-Russian condominium enabled Britain
to sever Palestine from Syria and keep France out of it. It was the first stage of
the game. The second stage was to hoist the Union Jack over it. The Sykes-Picot

v (17) French to Curzon, Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919-1939, First Series, Vol.
, p. 313.

(18) Statement by Chekri Camen on behalf of the Syrian committee, 13th February 1919,
D.H. Miller, My Diary at the Peace Conferernce of Paris, Vol. XIV, p. 399.

(19) Meinertzhagen, an extreme spokesman for Zionism, disputed the Egyptian frontier
after the 1956 campaign (see below). In November 1919 he suggested that the “Aqaba to Rafa”
line was the correct border for Palestine. (Meinertzhagen to Lord Curzon, Doczments, 1919-
1939, Vol. IV, p. 534).
~ (20) The competition for railway concessions and its bearing on this subject is examined
in some detail by Ra'anan, op. cit.
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Agreement gave Haifa and Bagdad to Britain, but made inadequate provisions for
the projected railway link. As the line would emerge from the Syrian Desert and
enter Palestine, it would have to pass through the French-protected Arab Zone
just north of the Yarmuk River.?* France was also given the right to utilise the
line for the purpose of reaching a free zone in the Port of Haifa. Here was a
golden opportunity for Jewish nationalism. The British, unbeatable at finding jus-
tifications and political levers, discovered the formula of a Jewish national home
under British protection. The Balfour Declaration was issued in November 1917,
and the Jewish nationalists were let loose to frustrate any opposition to the British
rule over Palestine. Sir Mark Sykes corrected himself and described his secret
agreement as a mistake. When General Allenby set up his Occupied Enemy Ter-
ritory Administration for Palestine, he ignored the 1916 arrangements and brought
the Palestine northern border right into the French zone. After a protracted
struggle with the French, M. Clemenceau conceded Palestine to Lloyd George in
a meeting held in London towards the end of 1918.22 The agreement was verbal,
and Palestine seems to have been vaguely referred to as stretching from Dan to
Beersheba.

Clemenceau yielded Palestine and the Mosul in Iraq as part of a guid pro quo
arrangement with Britain. France was in need of British help in the final settle-
ment of Central Europe and the questions of Tangier, Gambia and other African
colonies. This is probably why, when the question of Syria was discussed on 10
March 1919, he asked for some time.?® As the French left, disappointed, pressure
was put on Clemenceau both in the press and in the Chamber. He was accused
of betraying French interests in Syria, and the Government was forced to back
out of the 1918 verbal arrangement. It did so by encouraging the Arabs in their
claim for the Ittihad as-Suri (the Federation of Syria which included Palestine)
on the one hand, and by calling for the implementation of the 1916 Sykes-Picot
Agreement on the other. In the summer of 1919, they called on the British Gov-
ernment to withdraw their troops beyond the Sykes-Picot line.

The issue led to long talks in which the Zionist organisation played an essen-
tial part. The main conflict was over the Litani river and the Jordan sources. The
Zionists stood for the inclusion of this area in Palestine, and spared no effort
towards that end.?* Their ambition coincided once more with the British imperial-
ists who wanted to have their Bagdad-Haifa line and the eventual oil link between
north Iraq and the Mediterranean entirely under their own control. Topographical
technicalities made part of the disputed area vital for the economical implementa-
tion of the project. The British delegate, therefore, had given full backing to the

(21) Ra'anan, op. cit., p. 69.
(22) Cumming, H.H., Franco-British Rivalry in ihe Post-War Near East, London, 1938,
p. 78. Stein, Z., The Balfour Declaration, London, 1961, pp. 614-618.

The two works contain valuable studies of the Anglo-French struggle over Palestine. See
also Ra'anan, op. cit.,

(23) Miller, D.H,, op. ciz., Vol. VI, 317.
(24) See next chapter.

20



Zionist claim and argued that it was Britain which had spent £750,000,000 through
the expulsion of Turkey from the area. “If the French Government would reim-
burse His Majesty’s Government one half of this sum they might have any boun-
dary they liked, here or elsewhere.” The water sources, he argued, were also essen-
tial for the success of the Zionist colonisation as promised by Britain. A further
resort to history was also made, and “historical Israel” from Dan to Beersheba,
was invoked as a basis for the delineation of Palestine.?®

The French position was based on the Sykes-Picot Agreement, which gave
them the coast to Acre, northern Galilee, the Huleh and Upper Jordan. Further-
more, M. Berthelot argued that the Litani was important for the Syrian irrigated
lands and the snows of Hermon dominated Damascus.?® The French, like the
British, were in fact thinking more in terms of their imperialist projects rather
than the national homes of Jews or Arabs. They had their own railway scheme to
connect Alexandretta with Iraq and the Persian Gulf in competition with the
British Haifa line. As the British introduced their Zionist proteges, the French
brought forth the Syrian Arabs to the conference. Oddly enough, Lawrence, who
was strongly opposed to French intrusion, argued that the dependence of Arab
tribes on certain towns like Damascus made it necessary to bring the border down
to the south and enable them to maintain their contacts with Damascus.?”

Clemenceau had asked, according to the 1916 agreement, to draw the border
from a point just north of Acre, through the north end of the Sea of Galilee to a
point south of Dira roughly the latitude of that lake, as Berthelot visualised.?® In
contrast to that, Lord Curzon demanded the frontier to be drawn from the Litani
on the coast, and across to Banias and the old Dan or Huleh in the interior.z?
Both Lloyd George and Arthur Balfour called for the inclusion of the Hermon
water sources in Palestine. After reaching agreement with France, Lloyd George
answered a question in Parliament on the waters of Litani, “No! They never have
been included in Palestine. The agreement entered into between M. Clemenceau
and myself was that Palestine was to be the old historic Palestine, that is, from
Dan to Beersheba. That does not include the Litani river.”s® The British proposal
followed a line extending from Sidon to a point south of Damascus, nearly iden-
tical to the proposal of the Zionist organisation (Map X). The British delegation
suggested the arbitration of the United States on the demarcation, but the French
rejected it out of hand “since President Wilson was entirely guided by Mr. Bran-
deis, who held very decided views.”*!

(25) Documents 1919-1939, I series, Vol. IV, pp. 599-601.

(26) David Lloyd George, The Truth about the Peace Treaties, London, 1938, p. 1178.

(27) Miller, op. cit., Vol. VII, p. 170.

(28) Lloyd George, op. cit., p. 1178.

(29) Ibid., p. 1144 — Aide-Memoire 15th September 1919. Dan was a district and not a
town. It is said that Lloyd George, when asked to indicate it on the map, did not know where
it was. Temperly identifies it with Beisan, about 70 kms. from the Syrian border. (Temperly,
A History of the Peace Conference of Paris, London, 1924, Vol. VI.)

(30) Hansard, 16 September 1920, (134) 700.

(31) Lloyd, George, op. ciz., p. 1093 and 1179. Brandeis was the leader of American Zionism
and played an important role in winning American support to the Balfour Declaration.
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As a compromise, the Deauville Line was proposed to the French but was
also rejected. France had finally abandoned the Sykes-Picot line in June 1920
and put forward a compromise proposal of its own based on a line starting from
Ras an-Naqura to the north of Metulla—Banias—the north of the Lake Huleh,
down the Jordan, thence to the Sea of Galilee and the Yarmuk.*? The bulge toward
Metula and Banias was made to leave the existing Jewish colonies within Pales-
tine. The French proposal was accepted as a basis for the final settlement and
after a series of adjustments, the Franco-British Convention was signed in Decem-
ber 1920 in Paris, giving a general shape to the frontier and providing for the
formation of a joint Boundary Commission to elaborate the agreement.** The
experts of the Commission worked hard on the details and finished their work in
February 1922. Ras an-Naqura was made the border point on the Mediterranean
as suggested by the French. The boundary then extended in an eastern direction
to Haramun, Metulla (left in Palestine), Banias (in Syria) to the east of al-Hamm
Station on lake Tiberias. At this point, it parted from the lake and Ieft the re-
mainder of the eastern shore in Palestine (Map VI). Promise was given for the
supply of water to the Jewish colonies from Upper Jordan and the Yarmuk but
not from the Litani. Provisions were also made for the Syrian right of fishing in
Lake Tiberias.** The agreement was signed in March 1923 and approved by the
League of Nations in 1934. The line remained the undisputed international Syrian-
Palestine frontier.

The negotiations were the opportunity for massive Zionist pressure in which
Justice Brandeis used all his influence and the frustration of the efforts was a
great disappointment to the Zionist Organisation. The Arabs, on the other hand,
were not consulted. That their country was doomed to remain under the misgui-
dance of the Mandate until such a time as the people were ready for self-rule is a
conception which may be argued either way. But it was an obvious violation to
decide on the future limitation of their land and sign away part of it over
their heads. The guiding principles were those of imperialist interests, and all
the other sentimental considerations of history and Bible were the niceties of sterile
disputation. The Times wrote on the border issue in no vague terms:

“We must therefore draw this northern frontier with regard not only to what

Biblical Palestine accomplished, but to what ‘it failed to accomplish.”35
Mr. Raper asked Mr. Harmsworth, the Under Secretary for the Foreign
Office, in the House of Commons, about the border talks and what the attitude
of the Arabs was. The answer given to him by the Under Secretary was, “'I should
have notice of that question.”*® Mr. Raper returned to the subject a few months
later and the only reply he managed to solicit was *...this and other relevant

(32) Ra’anan, op. cit., p. 132.

(33) Cmd. 1195 of 1921.

(34) Cmd. 1910 of 1923. Maps included.
(35) The Times, 19th September 1919.
(36) Hansard, 15th July 1920, (131) 2596.
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considerations have naturally not been lost sight of in the negotiations.”*” At the
same time we read in Mr. Frankfurter’s Memorandum of 24 June 1919, how
Justice Brandeis pressed on Balfour the Zionist territorial demands and asked
that the British Government should reach no settlement before his return from
Palestine. Balfour promised this and all his other requests.

It was the French who tried to sway the Conference by producing Arab
spokesmen. The Lebanese delegation had thus availed themselves of the oppor-
tunity and demanded the return of the Lebanese territory under British occupa-
tion, so that Lebanon might live in prosperity.*® There is, however, a noticeable
gap in the Arab position in connection with the northern border. The reason is
that they did not see their claims in terms of a frontier adjustment. To them,
Palestine belonged to Syria, and they went to the Peace Conference with that
demand. For them it was a minor district delineation.

The East and West of Jordan

The eastern border was a simpler matter. You either accept Transjordan as
part of Palestine, and then the desert will be your border, or consider it a separate
country, and the River Jordan and the Dead Sea will be your unmistakeable
boundary. Only to the south of the Dead Sea does it become somewhat blurred.
But Wadi al Araba can be, and is taken as, the natural dividing line between
Transjordan and the Negev, if and when the latter is considered as part of Pales-
tine which is rarely the case. Unlike the northern boundary, the eastern border
has been accepted by all rulers of Syria and Palestine on this basis. The question
is whether the Jordan-Dead Sea line delineates two countries or two districts.
The Biblical demarcation leaves us in no doubt that the Hebrews looked at the
Land of Gilead as a foreign territory.*® The Arabs made the same distinction and
called one Falastin and the other Urdun. The Turks followed their example and
considered the east of Jordan part of the Vilayet of Syria and the west of Jordan
as part of the Vilayet of Beirut and the Sanjaq of Jerusalem (Map UI). The
East Roman Empire considered Transjordan as Palaestina III and the wWest
bank as Palaestina I and II.4*

The Zionists claimed that Transjordan was callously severed from Palestine
by the Churchill settlement of 1921.42 The east of Jordan was included in their
proposal to the Peace Conference, but they had made no effort to settle there by
that time. The number of Jews who permanently lived east of Jordan at the

(37) Hansard, 10th November 1920. (134) 1194.

(38) Documents 1919-1939, 1 series, Vol. IV, p. 1278. During the meeting Balfour won-
dered how President Wilson could possibly reconcile his adherence to Zionism with the doctrine
of self-determination. Brandeis explained it all to him!

(39) Miller, op. ciz., Vol. XIV, p. 429.

(40) See above.

(41) Ra’anan, op. ciz., p. 20.

(42) De Haas wrote, “There was at that date no thought of dividing Palestine at the line
of the Jordan, and it was understood that Transjordan would run east to the Hejaz railroad.”
J. De Haas, History of Palestine, London, 1934, p. 497.
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time was only two. Other authorities put it at three.** The Churchill settlement
was also no more than a confirmation of the existing position and accepted idea,
as Transjordan had been ruled, since 1918, by Faisal from Damascus. Its mandate
was later on awarded to Britain at San Remo in April 1920 with a proviso for
the exclusion of the area from the terms of the Jewish National Home, a proviso
which was claimed by the Jewish Agency in 1946 to be temporary. With the
overthrow of Faisal by the French, in July 1920, the British High Commissioner
addressed the notables of Transjordan and promised them self rule, which they
had already enjoyed. Abdulla entered the country in February 1921 at the head
of an army to avenge the overthrow of his brother. Herbert Samuel, the High
Commissioner for Palestine, was embarrassed by Abdulla’s march across Trans-
jordan en route to Syria and solved the predicament by installing Abdulla as
Amir of Transjordan. Churchill recognised him as a ruler in April. The border
between Transjordan and Palestine was defined in a proclamation issued with
the Palestine Constitution in 1922 excluding from its application the area east of
a line drawn from Aqaba, through the centre of the Wadi al Araba, the Dead
Sea and then along the River Jordan to its junction with the River Yarmuk.

The argument for excluding Palestine from the British promise to Sharif
Husain as given by McMahon can hardly apply to Transjordan. The area cannot,
by any stretch of imagination, be considered as lying to the West of Damascus,
Homs, Hama and Aleppo. Mr. Bonar Law, in reply to a question in the House
of Commons, excluded Transjordan from the government of Palestine.** The
British military authorities applied the term “East of Jordan” to it and treated it
as a separate entity, O.E.T.A.. East (Occupied Enemy Territory Administration—
East), a term which was a transgression in itself, as the British Army had neither
conquered nor occupied Transjordan. The Sykes-Picot Agreement recognised
the same division and included both the east of Jordan and the Negev in the
Arab Zone B. The Arabs presumed that Transjordan was an indisputable part
of their kingdom. Representatives from the country had thus attended the con-
ference of the Notables of Syria on 9 May, 1919, and pledged their allegiance
to King Faisal.*®

It was Balfour and Colonel Meinertzhagen who called for the inclusion of the
East of Jordan in Palestine.*® But even Balfour recognised the Arab claim to it
in his conversation with Brandeis. The American Zionist leader told him that the
question of the southern and eastern boundaries was an “internal British ques-
tion.” Balfour replied that this could only be the case in regard to the southern
boundary. The claim to the east of Jordan was a matter dependent on Faisal’s
acceptance.*’

(43) Sykes, C., Crossroads to Israel, 1965, London, p. 66.

(44) Hansard, 28th July 1920, (132) 1414.

(45) Documents 1919-1939, 1 Series, Vol. IV, p. 267.
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(47) Documents 1919-1939, p. 1277.
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Balfour was in error as regards the southern border as well because the
Negev was included in the Arab Zone in the Sykes-Picot Agreement and in the
Occupied Enemy Territory Administration (Map VII). Ma’an was in fact admi-
nistered from the Hijaz and when Abdulla became Amir of Transjordan, his
father, Sharif Husain, ceded the south of the Negev to him. Ibn Sa’ud put a claim
to Agaba and the southern Negev, in 1925, after the overthrow of Husain. The
boundary draft plan proposed by the Zionists in 1918 did not reach to the Gulf
of Aqaba and made a provision for right of access through the Arab Kingdom.
In the eventuality, Britain annexed the area and made Agaba the Transjordanian
outlet to the sea. Balfour, in reality, was not in error.

The Lost Frontiers

Thus was born the Palestine of the Mandate, the home of the Arabs and
Jews. As hostility between the two communities became insupportable and the
building up of a Jewish-Arab Palestine too costly for the mandatory power, the
idea of partitioning the land was advanced in the mid-thirties. A number of maps
were drawn at different times. The United Nations Organization finally sent its
own Special Committee on Palestine which made the last partition proposal in the
summer of 1947. The U.N.S.C.O.P. (United Nations Special Committee on Pales-
tine) drew the frontiers of the two Palestinian states in accordance with the ethnic
distribution of the population and with a view to the economic viability of the
two future states.

Drawing a line from Qadas on the Lebanese border in a southern direction
passing west of Safad, east of Mount Tabor, north of Afula south and west of
Nazareth, and then in a northern direction to the east of Shafr Amr and terminat-
ing at the Mediterranean south of Acre, the Committee gave the Arabs the area
to the north of this line, the Western Galilee, for its Arab population and to afford
room for the future development of the Arab state. The hills of Samaria and
Judea were also given to the Arabs for the same ethnic reason. The area was
defined by a line taken from the south of Beisan on the River Jordan in a north
west direction towards the south of Afula and then westward to Lajjun, thence in
a southern direction towards the west of Tulkarm, Mejdal Yaba, Rishon-le-Zion,
thence eastward to the west of Latrun, down to the east of Isdud and the south of
Beersheba. The Line crossed the northern Negev to the Dead Sea. Jerusalem was
excluded from the Arab State and was reserved for an international regime on
account of its special religious status. The northern coastal strip was defined by
a line from the north of Isdud following the coast towards Egypt and then back
into the Negev, allowing the area of al-Auja to the Arab State.

Two intersection points were made, the first at Afula to afford a link between
the Arab area east and west of the River Jordan and the area of the Western
Galilee and Lebanon. The second point east of Isdud was meant to link the entire
Arab area east of Israel with the Gaza strip and Arab Africa. Both intersection

(48) See Chapter II
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points also gave the Arab State and Transjordan access to the Mediterranean. The
Jewish State was given the Negev to allow room for development and access to
the Red Sea. An important deviation from the ethnic consideration was the case
of Jaffa where a majority of some 70,000 Arabs lived. The town was nevertheless
given to the Jewish State to “allow continuity.”

The rough sketch of the U.N.S.C.O.P. Proposal was elaborated by the his-
torical UN resolution of 29th November which recommended the partition of
Palestine along the lines detailed in the resolution. The Arab town of Jaffa was
left to the Arab State as an enclave within Israel. This was the last frontier
delineation. With the outbreak of hostilities at different times, a variable cease-fire
line defined the contours of Israel.
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CHAPTER II
GREAT EXPECTATIONS

In addition to the vague definition of “‘Palestine,” the delineation of the coun-
try was made more complex by the extraordinary nature of the Balfour Declara-
tion. Self-determination or plebiscite would have settled many contested areas. The
idea was not unusual in the region, for Britain had proposed a plebiscite to decide
the future of Mosul between Turkey and Iraq and the dispute was settled accord-
ingly. Nor was it possible to abide by the ethnic distribution. Any acceptance of
such principles would have demolished the promised National Home. The contest
was, therefore, thrown open with very few guiding lights. In the absence of the
internationally accepted principles, mysticism and superstitution were admitted as
evidence. Economic considerations were also added to give a further dimension.
The Jewish nationalists naturally wanted the largest possible country. Only a
fraction of their dreams was realised by the Balfour Declaration and the 1947
Partition Proposal. The popular theory now is that what the W.Z.O. (World
Zionist Organisation) has failed to secure from the imperialist powers and the
international organisations is being attained by deceit, force and diplomacy. Whether
one subscribes to this theory or not, it is imperative to examine the original ambi-
tions of Jewish nationalism.

The Bible as Part of International Law

The Zionists usually speak of historical Eretz Israel, a vague term which can
mean anything. Its basic source is the Bible. Here, the unbeliever may turn away
in amusement, but in fact the idea is quite logical. If the Balfour Declaration and
the right to take over Palestine is based on the Biblical references, then obviously
the same source should give guidance on what Palestine is. The World Organisa-
tion of Agudat Israel was not out of context when it rejected the 1937 partition
plan and asserted that “the frontiers of our Holy Land have been defined by the
Creator of the World.” 1t has become customary to learn from the clerical how to
define the frontiers of Israel, and it was within this context that the opinion of
Rabbi Fishman was solicited by the UN Special Committee on Palestine:

— "...What was the ‘Promised Land’?”

— "The Promised Land was quite a large one, from the River of Egypt up to
the Euphrates.”

— "It included the whole of Syria?”

— “A part.”

— "“The whole of Transjordan and Iraq?”

— "No.”
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“The whole of Syria, Lebanon, present day Palestine and Transjordan?”
“Possibly part of Syria and Lebanon.”
“Was not the promise of God made to Abraham and Moses fulfilled by Cyrus’
order of return to Jerusalem?”

— “Cyrus gave only a part of the land to the Jews.”

— “And therefore, according to you, a part of the promise of God was re-
deemed ?”

— "The Maccabeans enlarged the area that Cyrus gave back to the Jews. Cyrus
put in his proposal to the Jews only a part of the country, and the Maccabeans later
expanded that part.”

Rabbi Fishman’s cryptic remarks on the proposal of Cyrus and the Macca-
beans expansion of it was given for the benefit of the Committee. Twenty years
later, the Sephardi Chief Rabbi of Israel, Itzhak Nissim substantiated Fishman’s
quasi historical reference. Rabbi Nissim declared after the Six Day War that the
territories conquered by the Israelis belonged to historical Israel. From the rabbis
the generals took their cue.

“There is not only a book called the Bible, and the people of that book; there
is also the land of that book, the land of the Judges, and of the Patriarchs in Jeru-
salem and Anathot, Hebron and the fords of the River Jordan.”2

Speaking in terms of strict history, the Zionists find themselves at a great dis-
advantage. They have to forego the important coastal plain which was not part
of their kingdom, the small hinterland state. They have also to waive their claim
to the Gulf of Agaba, and the watershed of the Jordan. The Bible is more generous
than history, and in the Bible the Zionists found their evidence. Ill-informed on
Jewish history and on Judaism itself, the founder of Zionism, Dr. Herzl, had to fall
back on the naive and ready-to-hand concept of God’s promise. When he was
going to submit his proposal to the German Emperor, he decided to define Eretz
Israel as the land between Egypt and the Euphrates.® In his Diaries, he spoke of
the Palestine of Solomon and David. To this end, W.B. Ziff furnished us with a
map of “The Land of Israel during the time of Solomon™ in his book The Rape
of Palestine published during the partition controversy.* The map stretches to the
Euphrates and includes Sinai, the Gulf of Agaba and Jordan. The real man for
the Bible was not the dreaming agnostic. Herzl, but the warrior mystic, Ben Gurion.
For him, a place is Israeli territory as soon as he gives you the Hebrew name for
it. After his 1956 conquest in Sinai he baptised the new territory by announcing
the birth of the Third Jewish Kingdom, extending from Dan in the north to the
Straits of Shlomo in the south.® Referring to Tiran, he wrote, “We have, indeed,
an emotional attitude to Yotvat (Tiran). But I am prepared to give that up.”® In
his speech of 22 July 1948, he gave accounts of the sweeping annexations under-

(2) Moshe Dayan reported in Jewish Chronicle, 18th August 1967.
(3) 1. Cohen, Theodor Herzl, London, 1959, p. 189.

(4) London, 1948.

(5) Bamachane, Sth November 1956.

(6) Ben Gurion, Israel — Years of Challenge, London, 1964, p. 120.
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taken by the army, with the moving narrative, albeit pedantic, to his soldiery, of
Joshua’s advances. When his forward policies contravened the laws and decisions
of the Mandatory and the United Nations, he simply shrugged his should.rs, “The
Book only is binding upon us.”” One piece of the Book does not seem to bind the
“Old Man.” He quoted many maxims from the Old Testament except, “He who
ruleth his spirit is better than he who taketh a city.”

Following “Operation Broom” which swept away thousands of Arab villagers
from Upper Galilee and the north of Mount Tabor, the Jewish Chronicle’s *'Sermon
of the Week” hailed the Hagana glories and quoted the Midrash thus, “In the
Messianic Age, God will transplant Sinai, Carmel and Tabor from their present
sites, bring them to one spot, and build Jerusalem on their combined heights.”’®
The case of Jerusalem requires very little treatment. The Arabs, the Great Powers
and the United Nations would indulge in lamentable self-deception if they ac-
cepted any Zionist assurance on this score. “Next year in Jerusalem” has long
been the Zionist rallying cry. During the 1948 war every Jewish vehicle sent to
that front was daubed, “If I forget thee, O Jerusalem, let my right hand forget
her cunning.” The encroachment on the Dome of the Rock, in connection with
the Wailing Wall, started the 1928 riots and massacres. Since them, and until
the partition of Palestine, Zionist extremists continued to defy the authorities by
blowing the shofar outside the wall, although the wall and all that it stood for
in Judaism was no part of the atheistic position of most of them. Even El Al had
its religious claim to the city, and drew its share from the Bible in its publicity
campaign.® The Sinai Desert was never a part of historical Israel even in the wild
imagination of such a fanatic as Col. Meinertzhagen, who contested Egypt’s rights
to it by saying merely, “Israel had invaded no-man’s land.” Nevertheless, as soon
as Sinai was occupied in 1956, the Israelis remembered the place where the Torah
had come down to Moses. An expedition was actually formed and sent to Sinai
to find it. Scholars and archaeologists, whose evidence is supposed to be in solid
materials and scientific data, suddenly forgot their training and, under the auspices
of B. Mazar, the President of the Hebrew University, went to Sinai in the second
week of its occupation to find out where the burning bush had been! Interesting
theories were soon debated. Some authorities believed that it must have been on
the highest mountain in Sinai. Jabal Sarbal, 7000 feet high and Jabal Musa, 8000
feet high were the favourites. Other scholars, however, had a different opinion.
God must have chosen a low hill for the purpose! All went looking for low hills and
thousands of people applied to the Government to go on pilgrimages to Mount
Sinai. The controversy and worthy research soon vanished in the way that it had

(7) Ben Gurion, Destiny and Rebirth of Israel, p. 199. In remembering Ben Gurion’s use
of the Bible, we cannot but remember Arthur Koestler’s remark “The Old Testamert, taken as
a practical guide to twentieth century politics, is a more pernicious influence than Hitler’s
Mein Kampf.” (Promise and Fulfilment, London, 1949, p. 307).

(8) Jewish Chronicle, 11th June 1948.

(9) El Al advertisement in The Times (4th June 1968) spoke of newly conquered Jerusalem
as “the city, referred to as Salem in Genesis, which offered hospitality to Abraham, is the city
of David the King and of Solomon.”
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started. Sinai must be handed back. No one thought again of looking for the
burning bush, nor had there been any searchers before October 1956 although
Sinai had been there for a good many centuries.

Not only did Sinai have its place in the history of the Book, the people of
the Book, or the land of the Book. Iraq is also claimed by the same ‘history.”
The American Minister of Constantinople, Mr. Oscar Straus, a Zionist Jew, ad-
vised Herzl to take Mesopotamia. The Zionist leader answered in the affirmative.
“We could tie the mystical element in there,” said he, “the birth place of Abra-
ham.”?® More interesting than the case of Iraq is that of Uganda. The Zionists
were split on this offer which was made by the British Government in 1903. Sup-
porters of the scheme recalled the Biblical promise from the River of Egypt to
the Euphrates; and did not the Nile flow in Uganda? A certain Goldreich cited
the Talmud, “When Moses fled from Pharoah, he found refuge, according to a
Talmudic legend, in the Sudan where he became ruler of the land for forty years.”!
So, Republic of the Sudan, watch out!

As Zionist hopes rose during World War I, numerous books and pamphlets
appeared on Biblical Israel. V.L. Trumper published a number of such booklets
including Historical Sites in Southern Palestine, and Historical Sites in Central
Palestine, Towards the end of 1917, Sir Adam Smith wrote Syria and the Holy
Land which became Lloyd George’s authority in his boundary dispute with the
French delegate at the Peace Conference.? Samuel Hillel Isaacs, a Jewish scholar,
published The True Boundaries of the Holy Land in which he made an advance
plea to the Peace Conference to include Lebanon in Palestine. Taking his clues
from Numbers XXXIV: 3-1213 and by using his own interpretation, he took the
northern frontier far into southern Turkey (Map VIII).

Such notions may look like the fantasies of wild dreamers, and Arab refer-
ences to them may sound like the exaggerations of a hallucinatory over anxious
brain. Yet. exactly the same mystical notions have occupied an important place
in the political arena of Palestine. To Eshkol, for example, pre-June 1967 Israel
“has been cut out to one fifth of its original size,” as he said to a students rally in
Haifa. As for the question of the refugees, he made it clear to the future generation
of Israel that “'there is no point in talking about resettling the Arab refugees in
Israel ... most of the refugees are actually living on the historic soil of the land
of Israel.”’*

The leaders of the Labour Party, including Ben Gurion and Eshkol, always
found it easier to cite the Old Testament than to cite the pillars of progressive
thought of our time. There is certainly more Talmud than Das Capital in the liter-
ature of Poale Zion and the Zionist socialists in general. S. Levenberg sets out to
put the case of his party by quoting, not Marx, Engels or even Ber Borachov,

(10) Manuel, F.E.,, The Realities of American Palestine Relations, Washington, 1949.
(11) Goldreich, E.I., The Mystery of Zionism, Pamphlet, 1905.

(12) Lloyd George, op. cit., pp. 1178, 1180.

(13) See above, Chapter I

(14) Broadcast by Israeli Radio, 11th June 1965, BBC, MR, Part IV.
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the founder of Poale Zion, but Ezekiel, "Behold, O my people, I will . . . bring you
unto the land of Israel.”*®> When the fate of Palestine was under consideration at
the Peace Conference, Poale Zion’s frontier followed the same line advanced by
the General Zionists.

Economical Eretz Isyael

General Karl von Horn, the UN Chief Observer, described Ben Gurion as a
man who was more in the habit of quoting the Bible than following it. The
description applies at its best to the frontier issue. Although the leadership took
the mythical, or “historical” legends as a basis for their claims, in practice they
were not bound by them, when it suited them to go beyond the achievement of
their fathers.® It may be amusing to read Herzl’s comment on Iraq. Abraham
was born there, so we are told, but not patriarch had anything to do with Lebanon.
Weizmann, however, was surprised that it was excluded from the National Home.
“We did not know that France had designs on the Levant and thought that we
could include the whole of the area in the Jewish National Home.” From the
mountains of Lebanon, Herzl envisaged in his novel O/d New Land the Jewish
State was to generate its electricity. The British Palestine Committee wanted
Damascus included in Palestine.”

In the middle of the war and before the Balfour Declaration was issued,
Harry Sacher wrote Zionism and the Jewish Future, in which he set out to deli-
neate the frontiers according to the concept, “What the Bible gives me, I shall
take, and what the Bible does not give me, you shall not have.” Sacher admits
that historical Israel did not possess the tip of the Dead Sea or reach the Eu-
phrates.’® According to his geography, the furthest point to the north reached by
the Hebrews was just north of Sidon, and the furthest point to the south was
Wadi Araba at 30 degrees, 30 minutes north. He argued that this was not enough.
Economic considerations must be taken into account. Palestine must become a
bridgehead between Asia, Africa and Europe. It must become a meeting point for
the roads and railroads converging from the neighbouring countries. Aqaba,
for one thing, must be annexed to it. In the north he suggested that the border
should follow the first five miles of the lower course of the Nahr al Awali, thence
at a straight line to the south east to a point at 36 degrees east by 33 degrees 15
minutes north. Another straight line south-south-east would take us to Basra (32
degrees 30 minutes north) then southward parallel to the railway at a distance
of 10-20 miles to the east of it to al-Jafar (20 miles east of Ma’an), then south-
west to Agaba and from Aqaba to Rafa.!?

(15) S. Levenberg, The Jews and Palestine, London, 1945.

(16) The Zionist Review (January 1919) wrote, “From the Jewish point of view, the aim
must be to secure those boundaries which are dictated by history and by economic considerations.”
Cf. also, Palestine (the organ of the British Palestine Committee), 15th February 1917.

(17) Palestine, 15th February 1917.
(18) Sacher, H., Zionism and the Jewish Future, London, 1917, p. 210.
(19) 1bid., pp. 210-213.
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The author includes an article by the agricultural engineer, S. Tolkowsky,
in which he writes about the importance of the “fertile table land of Hauran, re-
nowned for its fields of wheat” and “the mountains of Gilead (Transjordan) with
their forests of oak and pine.”?°

Sacher’s mapping of Palestine (Map IX) is no pious Jewish dream. It is the
imperialist map cherished by the European merchant class ever since the days of
the spice route, and attempted by their conquerors from the crusaders to the
nineteenth century capitalists. Sacher, in fact, had a forerunner in the person of
an anonymous French Jew who published a letter in 1798 (just before the cam-
paign in Egypt) and called for the Jewish colonisation of Palestine in furtherance
of France’s imperial aims.

“The country we propose to occupy shall include—subject to such arrangements
as shall be agreeable to France—lower Egypt with the addition of a district which
shall have for its limits a line running from Acre to the Dead Sea and from the
south point of that lake to the Red Sea.”21

The drawing of the border some twenty miles to the east of the Hijaz rail-
way was an explicit attempt to control this important line over which Germany
and Britain were watching each other. In view of its importance to the Muslims as
the pilgrim route to Mecca, the Zionists shifted the eastern border, presumably
on the advice of the British, to the west of it in 1919. It was stated that they had
done so in deference to the Arab plans for Arabia and Syria. It was a concession
from the Jews, Palestine argued,’ and the Arabs should compensate them by
opening Damascus as a free city, establishing a customs union and allowing Jewish
Palestine to establish special business connections with its strong and prosperous
Jewish community of Mescpotamia through a new route via Basra. The line also
happens to follow closely the ten inch rain line bordering on the desert.

Sacher’s thesis was followed by massive studies of this question. From 1917,
Palestine carried a number of articles on the boundaries. On 15 February, 1917,
it defined Palestine in terms of Jewish history and went on to eliminate the causes
of the weakness of the ancient kingdom. This time the country should extend to
the north of Sidon, and include Damascus, Transjordan and Aqaba, following the
same boundaries as those propounded by Sacher. Military thinking occupied an
important part in the deliberations of the magazine which considered the occupa-
tion of the northern hills and Transjordan necessary for the defence of Palestine.?
The other factor taken into consideration was the economic potentialities of these
areas.

While British Zionism was fighting its way, the Continental Zionists were
making their own plans. Attempts were made to persuade the German Government
to issue its own “‘Balfour Declaration.” Their boundary plan turned out to be

(20) Ibid., p. 163.

(21) Cited in JM.N. Jeffries, op. cit., p. 34.

(22) Palestine, 23 November 1918.

(23) Palestine, 15 February, 5 May and 28 July 191°
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almost identical with that of the Zionists in London.?* Whether the Zionists in
the two belligerent camps were comparing notes during the war or a general under-
standing on future plans had aiready been reached before the war started, the fact
remains that the boundary ambitions, formalised by British Zjonism at the end
of the war, had been the consensus of opinion of the Movement as a whole. The
Federation of the Dutch Zionists adopted a resolution which was closer to Sacher’s
plan and took the border to the east of the Hijaz railway.2

The Zionist Review followed a similar line between Beirut and Sidon to the
south of Damascus.?® The projection of Palestine into Syria loomed in the
thoughts of Theodor Herzl when he was trying to establish the “‘Jewish land
company for Syria and Palestine.”?” N. Sokolow, President of the Zionist Orga-
nisation, went further in his expectations, and penetrated into Syria at.d Iraq.
“Palestine (and gradually the thinly populated neighbouring districts) can become
a great outlet for Jewish population . .. the vast tracts of the so-called Syrian desert
are only regions deforested.”?® At the same time, little was said on the western
and southern side of Palestine in view of the British position there. But some
ideas were advanced for the removal of the boundary from Rafa to al-Arish.?° In
1903, the Zionist Organisation accepted the British offer of al-Arish, and sent a
commission to investigate the possibility with a view to future extension into
Palestine. The water problem and Lord Cromer’s suspicion killed the project.

The various suggestions and proposals had finally led to a draft boundary
plan worked out by the Advisory Committee on Palestine in November 1918. The
plan included the Litani River to Banias, the sources of the Jordan and the East
of Jordan to the west of the railway. “In the south, a line from a point in the
neighbourhood of Agaba to El Arish” was proposed, with a rider, “There shall
be a right of free access to and from the Red Sea, through Aqaba, by arrange-
ment with the Arab Government.”*® The last provision is an acquiescence to the
Arab claim for southern Negev. Al-Arish was dropped in the end, and the exist-
ing Egyptian boundary was left as it was. In February 1919, the World Zionist
Organisation submitted its statement to the Peace Conference of Paris, including a
schedule on the boundaries, as follows:

“Starting on the north at a point on the Mediterranean Sea in the vicinity south
of Sidon and following the watersheds of the foothills of the Lebanon as far as Jisr
El Karraon, thence to El Bire, following the dividing line between the two basins of
the Wadi El Korn and the Wadi Et Tein thence in a southerly direction following
the dividing line between the Eastern and Western slopes of the Hermon, to the
vicinity West of Beit Jenn, thence Eastward following the Northern Watersheds of
the Nahr Mughaniye close to and west of the Hedjaz Railway.”

(24) Cf. Ra'anan, op. cit., p. 91.

(25) 1bid., p. 102.

(26) Z.R., November 1918.

(27) The Complete Diaries of Theodor Herzl, N.Y., 1960, Vol. II, pp. 716, 720, 775.
See also next chapter.

(28) Sokolow, N., History of Zionism, London, 1919, XXIII.

(29) De Haas, Palestine, 9th November 1918, p. 497.

(30) Ra’anan, op. cit., p. 101.
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“In the East a line close to and West of the Hedjaz Railway terminating in the
Gulf of Agaba.”

“In the South a frontier to be agreed upon with the Egyptian Government.”31

In othér words, the proposal extends Palestine to Sidon (taking about one
third of present day Lebanon), stretches to the suburbs of Damascus, and takes
in much of Transjordan including the town of Amman and Ma’an in the east.
The clause referring to the southern frontier makes it plain that, in their minds,
the signatories did not recognise the existing frontier with Egypt as anything but
transient. The boundary as given above happens to follow nearly the same line
proposed by the British Government to the French (Map X). The statement went
on to support its territorial proposals by emphasising the two claims of history

and economy. We cite the relevant part in view of its bearing on future develop-
ments:

“The boundaries above outlined are what we consider essential for the necessary
economic foundation of the country. Palestine must have its natural outlets to the seas
and the control of its rivers and their headwaters. The boundaries are sketched with
the general economic needs and historic traditions of the country in mind, factors
which necessarily must also be considered by the Special Commission in fixing the
definite boundary lines. This commission will bear in mind that it is highly desirable,
in the interests of economical administration, that the geographical area of Palestine
should be as large as possible so that it may eventually contain a large and thriving
population which could more easily bear the burdens of modern civilised government
than a small country with a necessary limitation of inhabitants.”

“The economic life of Palestine, like that of every other semi-arid country depends
on the available water supply It is, therefore of vital importance not only to secure
all water resources already feeding the country, but also to be able to conserve and
control them at their sources.”

“The Hermon is Palestine’s real ‘Father of 'Waters' and cannot be severed from
it without striking at the very root of its economic life. The Hermon not only needs
re-afforestation but also other works before it can again adequately serve as the water
reservoir of the country. It must be therefore wholly under the control of those who
will most willingly as well as most adequately restore it to its maximum utility. Some
international arrangement must be made whereby the riparian rights of the people
dwelling south of the Litani River may be fully protected. Properly cared for these

headwaters can be made to serve in the development of the Lebanon as well as of
Palestine.”

“The fertile plains east of the Jordan, since the earliest Biblical times, have been
linked economically and politically with the land west of the Jordan. The country
which is now very sparsely populated, in Roman times supported a great population.
It could now serve admirably for colonisation on a large scale. A just regard for the
economic needs of Palestine and Arabia demands that free access to the Hedjaz Rail-
way throughout its length be accorded to both Governments.”

“An intensive development of the agriculture and other opportunities of Trans-
jordania make it imperative that Palestine shall have access to the Red Sea and an op-
portunity of developing good harbours on the Gulf of Aqaba. Aqaba, it will be recalled,
was the terminus of an important trade route of Palestine from the days of Solomon
onwards. The ports developed in the Gulf of Aqaba should be free ports through
which the commerce of the Hinterland may pass on the same principle which guides
us in suggesting that free access be given to the Hedjaz Railway.”

The statement was signed by such figures as Nahum Sokolow, Chaim Weiz-
mann, Stephen S. Wise, and Jacob de Haas. The claims of the Zionist delegation
were echoed and supported by the influential circles of the Movement. Justice

(31) Text in D.H., Miller, op. cit., Vol. V, p. 15
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Brandeis sent a cable to the Conference stressing the importance of Hermon,
Hauran and Transjordan.** The aging Max Nordau demanded the inclusion of the
Hauran.®* Weizmann impressed on Meinertzhagen the urgency of the Zionist ter-
ritorial demands in the north and east and the Political Officer was inspired to
submit to the British Government his own boundary plan which corresponded to
the aspirations of Chaim Weizmann and closely followed the border line of the
World Zionist Organisation proposal.*

The socialist Poale Zion submitted a memorandum to the British Labour
Party in 1920 joining hands with the General Zionists in the same territorial de-
mands. “Palestine must include the western basin of the Litani, the Jordan sources
as far as Hermon and the Hauran District up to Kahar al-Ange, south of Damas-

cus.” %8

The Case of Transjordan

The overwhelming opinion in Zionist circles was that the eastern bank of the
River Jordan was part of the coveted Palestine. It was included in the statement
submitted to the Peace Conference and in nearly every map drawn by the Zionists.
In their official terminology, they called Transjordan “‘East Palestine,” and the
Palestine west of the River Jordan “West Palestine,” and continued to do so
even after the establishment of Israel.®® The Zionist Review protested against the
division of Transjordan and Palestine in the Military Administration immediately
after occupation.’” Weizmann intimated that “if he cannot go east of Jordan the
many millions of Jews who eventually come to Palestine will be crowded out.”3?
The Jewish Agency insisted that the area of the Balfour Declaration included both
sides of the River Jordan.3®

Few historical or religious associations did the Jews have with Transjordan,
but the Zionists pressed for its annexation for economic and military reasons. The
1919 statement to the Peace Conference speaks of the “fertile plains east of Jor-
dan.” The underpopulated country offered an obvious outlet for future settlement
of a good many people. Palestine carried an article on the economic possibilities
of Gilead and concluded by quoting the Arab saying, “Thou canst not find a
country like the Belka for cattle and sheep.”*° Dr. Rappin dwelt on the railway

(32) Lloyd, George, op. cit., p. 1179,

(33) Letter to the Conference of the Zionist Organization of America, September 1919,
Jewish Guardian, 10 October 1919.

(34) Meinertzhagen, op. cit., Map p. 64.

(35) Jewish Labour Correspondence, January 1921.

(36) The Israeli reply, on 5 July 1948, to Count Bernadotte’s proposals, spoke of “...the
partition of Western Palestine between the Jewish people and the Arab population of Palestine.
(Bernadotte, Count Folke, To Jerusalem, London, 1951, p. 149). Moshe Dayan expressed the
same concept of the “western part of the land of Israel” in June 1968. (J.C. 28 June 1968).

(37) Z.R. November 1918, also Palestine, 23 November 1918.

(38) Meinertzhagen, op. cit., p. 65.

(39) Jewish Agency Documenis Submitted to United Nations, 1947, p. 4. G. Kirtk, A Short
History of the Middle East, 1955, p. 151. Statement by Ben Gurion to UNSCOP in The Jewish
Plan for Palestine, Jewish Agency, 1947, pp. 301, 318.

(40) Palestine, 28 July 1917.
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importance of the Hijaz line and Aqaba. Once a branch line was laid, he said,
Indian pilgrims could go to Mecca via Jewish Palestine.! Despite the establish-
ment of Arab autonomy in that area, the aspirations to it continued on both the
left and the right wings of the Zionist Movement. The Poale Zionist Levenberg*?
wrote as recently as 1945 about the colonisation possibilities of the “artificially
excluded” eastern Palestine. A. Konikoff prepared a survey for the Jewish Agency
with the inevitable chapters on the severance of “East Palestine,” the cultivable
lands, the country’s possibilities for population, and the legal position of the Hijaz
Railway.** The Revisionists, on the right, had never recognised the separation of
Transjordan. Their successors in the Herut Party had only accepted the fact in
the fifties when Menachem Begin started to aim at respectability with a view
to taking office. The Herut brochure for the 1949 general election crystallised the
party positions thus:

“The Jewish Homeland, the area of which covers both sides of the Jordan, is a
complete historic and geographic entity. Dissection of the Homeland is an unlawful
act; agreement to dissection is also unlawful and is not binding on the Jewish
people. It is the duty of this generation to return to Jewish sovereignty those parts
of the Homeland which were torn off from it and given over to foreign rule.”44

After the adoption by the United Nations of the U.N.S.C.O.P. Partition Pro-
posal in 1947 and the first Arab-Israeli war in 1948, a new frontier concept was
evolved. Isracl was not given even the smaller “West Palestine” of the Mandate
in its entirety, nor was she able to seize it in the fighting. The northern Mandate
border was realised by Israeli arms, but not the border to the east or the west. A
large pocket, the Arab triangle, remained in Arab hands west of the Jordan.
Egypt was also able to maintain its hold on the Gaza Sector in the west. She did
not annex the sector but set up a special administration in it. The new Kingdom
of Jordan annexed the West Bank on 24 April 1950. The borders have become
the cease-fire lines Which neither party has recognised as permanent. Although
Israel negotiated with Abdulla some kind of a border settlement in which Jordan
had ceded parts of the Arab Triangle in 1949, and despite Isracl’s protestations
to the permanency of the borders and her call on the Arabs to recognise them
as such, the actual attitude remained different.

“The Israel Government's official attitude towards the annexation as well as to
that part of the British Statement which declared that the terms of the Anglo-Jordan
Agreement would also apply to the annexed area was one of reservation. Since it
could not remain indifferent to the fate of this territory, and since its consent had
not been obtained before the annexation, the future of the territory remained an open
question as far as Israel was concerned.”45

(41) Palestine, 30th June 1917.

(42) Levenberg, op. cit., p. 73.

(43) Konikoff, A., Transjordan—an Economic Survey, Jewish Agency, 1946.

(44) Cited in McDonald, J.G., op. cit., p. 133. Many attempts are made to play down the
views of the Revisionists and belittle their influence and importance by calling them a mere
fringe group. The Revisionists, in fact, occupied the third place in the early thirties, and in the
1949 elections they came fourth, with the General Zionists, the Progressives, the Sephardim
and the Communists well behind. M. Begin became a Minister of State in 1967.

(45) Israel Government Yearbook, 1950, p. 145.
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This position was easily rationalised: When Israel accepted the U.N.S.C.O.P.
proposal, she did so in terms of a partition between an Arab state and a Jewish
state. The former did not materialise as the Arabs simply joined the remaining
parts of Palestine with Jordan and kept Gaza under an Egyptian administration.
This had altered the position in Israeli eyes. In later years, Ben Gurion threatened
to occupy the West Bank and hold it. The 1967 war brought the threat to fruition.
The same applied to the Gaza Sector, whose administration by Egypt was not
accepted in Tel Aviv. The first attempt to annex it was made in 1956 and was
repeated in 1967.

Promise and Non-fulfilment

There is nothing extraordinary in those great expectations. It is natural for
people to entertain exaggerated hopes of what a Christmas box will bring them,
particularly when they happen to have no experience of Christmas gifts. The
Jewish nationalists had not imagined their Palestine, handed to them as a prize
in a World War which they had very little to do, but to be small and poor. Their
early literature is full of dreams of milk and honey, of booming markets and
world communications. The only map available to them is that indicated, with
ample generosity, in Genesis.*® Their ambitious design had an obvious virtue to
recommend it. The vulnerability of the old Jewish Kingdom was partly due to
its small size. If the world meant to solve the Jewish Question by sending the
Jews back to Palestine, provision should be made to insure against the same vul-
nerability and repetition of the tragedy. If the Jews must have a cure along the
Zionist thesis, the Jewish Homeland should be large enough to give them a life
free from claustrophobia, persecution and threat. It was the statesmen of the Great
Powers and the commissioners of the United Nations who were at fault. Their
interest, however, was not in the salvation of the Jew, but in the salvation of their
own anti-Semitic world from the Jews.

Arab spokesmen are in the habit of quoting the various Zionist authorities
to show the ambitious plans perpetrated against their land. It is, in a way, a super-
fluous effort if not actually doing the work of their opponents. The Jewish natio-
nalists have not denied their early territorial ambitions. Davar, the leading paper
of the ruling Mapai Party, carried an article shortly after the 1967 conquests re-
iterating the old ambitions. Historical Palestine is the final goal of Zionism. Sinai
is only a part of the Negev annexed to Egypt for imperial reasons which concerned
Britain in the past. The Paper cites the various Zionist authorities much as the
author has done in this chapter.*’

(46) Of such promising dreams, Paul Newman wrote in his poem Pro Patria, at the turn
of the century:
White Hermon glistening in the morning glory,
Dark Sinai with its single Cyprus Tree,
Great Tabor, and that rugged promontory,
Whence Carmel frowns upon the laughing sea.

(47) Davar, 27 October 1967.
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CHAPTER III
THE PHANTASMAGORIC LAND AND THE WITCHES OF MACBETH

Why the Modesty?

Whether historical, Biblical or Balfourian, Eretz Israel was envisaged by the
Zionists on a grand scale. The Palestine of the Mandate was in itself a whittling
down of their proposals. In 1937, only a fraction of that Mandate area was offered
to the World Zionist Organisation (Map XI). The offer was accepted with reser-
vations. In 1947, the partition idea was again advanced and adopted by the United
Nations General Assembly and the Zionists again accepted partition and
expressed satisfaction with the portion allotted to them. It is on record that their
aspirations, up to the last minute, were for the whole of Palestine. In May 1942,
a meeting attended by all Zionist factions was held in Biltmore, United States,
where a declaration, better known as the Biltmore Programme, was adopted una-
nimously. The resolution advocated that Palestine, in its entirety, “be established as
a Jewish Commonwealth.” The partition idea was aired, during the war, by the
Colonial Office, and the Jewish Agency lost no time in protesting, in October
1944, against any such plan. The position of the Revisionists was, and remained,
for the entire “historical” Israel. In his press conference of 7 January 1947, Moshe
Shertok spoke of Jewish independence in the whole of Palestine.?

The question is, what made the Zionists reduce their claim and accept, as they
said, one-tenth of their Eretz Israel? The Jewish nationalists are not known for
humility, felicity or the spirit of compromise. Yet the Executive of the Jewish
Agency met in 1946, and submitted a plan of its own for the partition of Palestine
which left even Jerusalem in the hands of the Arabs. Instead of the eventual
Israeli corridor to the Holy City, the Executive allowed an Arab corridor to Jaffa,
splitting Israel into two (Map XII). The proposal was rejected by the British
Government, and the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine (U.N.S.C.0.P.)
drew up the last partition plan. The Jewish Agency accepted the UN.S.C.O.P.
proposal and fought for its implementation. Why did they welcome this “pitiful
small slice of territory,” as Ben Gurion had described it—a mere 16,000 square
kilometres?

The answer is that they did not. They declared their acceptance, but they have
never accepted it. In dealing with this side of the story, we encounter one of the
most cynical aspects of Zionism, the harvest of the training and education of the
east European ghetto which glare at us from every corner of Israeli politics. Why
should the victims of the ghettoes pay any respect to promises or covenants, made

(1) Kirk, G. Short History of the Middle East, p. 217.
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with the gentiles? Did the gentile keep his word over the centuries of oppression?
They bhad no share in the organisation of the gentile world or the making of its
laws and treaties. It is natural for them to feel that the book only is binding upon
them. The most exacting intellectual training in the ghetto has always been the
interpretation of the Old Testament and the Talmud. The intricacies of the Tal-
mudic studies are more spectacular than anything in the field of mental exercise.
The result, as it came to be utilised by the Zionists, is a confident knowledge in
the ability to circumscribe any awkward word and a habitual recourse to ambi-
guity. The patience of the British administrators has been tried to its limits by
the hair-splitting argumentation of the Jewish Agency officials.?

The Zionists had accepted in principle the 1937 partition proposal because
they simply had to, as the British Government was determined not to go along
any further in converting the country into a Jewish commonwealth. They even
proposed a legislative Council with an Arab majority which, once allowed,
could have crippled the entire project. Half a loaf is better than no bread. The
same maxim was followed in 1947 when Mr. Bevin made it clear that any further
mass immigration and land acquisition must depend on the approval of the Arabs.
Acquiescence in the partition plan, therefore, was an unavoidable evil for the
leaders. Unlike the Arabs, who can afiord unrealistic pride and remain unprin-
cipled in stubbornly holding on to their principles, the Jews learned to teach their
necessity to reason.

With the mixture of the dialectics of refugees and the evolutionism of scien-
tists, the World Zionist Organisation was able to shift its ground as circumstances
required. For years the Jewish Agency® had accused the British Administration of
equivocation. More than once did it call on the Administration to make the Balfour
Declaration completely clear to the Arabs and remove any false hopes in their
minds about the future of the Jewish National Home. The truth, in all fairness
to the British Government, is that it was the World Zionist Organisation which
needed to clarify its position and remove the false hopes of the Arabs. The Bal-
four Declaration was clarified, in no small measure, by the 1922 White Paper.
By the mid-thirties, Britain feit that her commitment in helping to build a
national home in Palestine without jeopardising the interests and rights of the
non-Jewish population, was discharged. It seems that the World Zionist Organisa-
tion wanted Britain to tell the Palestinians what they would have liked to tell
them themselves—preferring to shift the responsibility to the British Government.
The same Gilbertian situation was repeated in 1968 when Premier Eshkol went to
Washington and asked President Johnson to give a clear assurance on the Arab-
Israeli boundaries. In bewilderment the American President asked, “You are ask-
ing me to guarantee your borders? What borders do you want me to guarantee?”’*

(2) Cf. Storrs, R., Orieniations, London, 1937.

(3) The Jewish Agency and the World Zionist Organization are, to all intents and pur-
poses, the same. The former is the name given to the latter for convenience.

(4) Newsweek, 22 January, 1968.
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Up to the moment of writing, the world is still puzzling over what borders Israel
wants.

It was while pursuing this determined course of ambiguity, that they denied
any intention of establishing a Jewish state in Palestine. N. Sokolow, President of
the Zionist Organisation, asserted that "The Jewish state was never a part of the
Zionist programme.” In evidence of this claim, he gave a typical interpretation
to the title of Herzl’s tract “J4denstaar.” Sokolow said® that in the committee respon-
sible for writing down the Basle Programme, Herzl had denied that his aim was
to create a “Jewish State.” ‘If it had been he would have called the historical pam-
phlet “Einen Jidischen Staat” and not “Jiidenstaat” which means “Jews’ State.”
Weizmann addressed his Arab listeners during the visit of the Zionist Commission
to Jerusalem and warned them against the treacherous insinuations that the
Zionists were seeking political power in Palestine. The Arab notables thanked him
for his assurances and pledged themselves to join in the common effort.” In 1930,
he addressed his followers and repudiated the aim of a Jewish majority or state-
hood. After years of such denials the Jewish Agency demanded, in 1944, both a
Jewish majority and a Jewish State.® Ben Gurion issued a statement following the
U.N. adoption of the partition proposal confirming that “Statehood is the logical
outcome of the Mandate.”® The Yugoslav member of the United Nations Special
Committee on Palestine asked Ben Gurion to explain his position when he denied
to the Peel Commission in 1937 any intention to set up a Jewish State because it
would mean domination by the Jews of the Arab inhabitants. So sure and sincere
in his views was he that he could only repeat the one reason prompted by his
examiner and add. “The other reasons I do not remember.”’1°

Students of Zionist history must dwell on the issue of what kind of a home
the leaders had in mind. Documents are varied and contradictory. Naturally, a
great proportion of the contradictions are the result of too many brains, as may be
expected in any political movement. Yet, the dearth of official documents on
this crucial matter and sometimes the explicit denial of any ambition for political
power leave us with the impression that some guile was intentionally perpetrated.
The ambiguity of the “National Home™ which frustrated all attempts at definition
was one of their clever inventions. The learned doctor, Max Nordau, explains how
they hammered out the Basle Programme of 1897.

"I did my best to persuads the claimants of the Jewish State in Palestine that
we might find a circumlocution that would express all we meant, but would say it
in a way so as to avoid provoking the Turkish rulers of the coveted land. I suggested
“Heimstatte” as a synonym for state ... This is the history of the much commented
on expression. It was equivocal, but we all understood what it meant. To us it signified
“Jiidenstaat” then and it signifies the same now."11

(5) Sokolow, N., History of Zionism, London, 1919, XXV.

(6) Article in The Zionist Review, October 1917.

(7) Storrs, op. cit., p. 400.

(8) Jewish Agency Memoranda of October 1944 and May 1945, Documents relating to the
Palestine Problem, Jewish Agency publication, 1945,

(9) The Zionist Review, 31 January, 1947.

(10) Statement by Ben Gurion, The Jewish Plan for Palestine, Jewish Agency, 1947, p. 345.

(11) Quoted in Sykes, Crossroads to Israel, p. 24.
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The leaders of the World Zionist Organisation, including its two distinguished
Presidents, Mr. N. Sokolow and Dr. C. Weizmann, were accordingly not telling
the truth.?

The extremists justify such practices by pointing to the leading states and
emulating their practices. The time will certainly come when the leading states
of the world will point to the past practices of the Zionist state and Israel shall
be a light unto the nations! Indeed, Zionist duplicity and double dealing have
already acquired international fame.*

World Jewry is familiar with the spectacle of its nationalists eating their own
words and, for good or bad reasons, breaking the promises made to their follow-
ers. Why shouldn’t they also eat words spoken to Arabs and gentiles? To make
the task easier they found that words are better eaten when they are not sand-
wiched with paper. Once more, no one understood this fact better than the “old
man.” He argued against any written constitution for Israel, and insisted on the
Provisional Government not writing anything in the Declaration of Independence
about the frontiers of Israel.’* Years before that, the Conjoint Committee (repre-
senting the non-Zionist Jews) held talks with the Zionist Organisation on a com-
mon programme. One of the stumbling blocks in the talks was that the Zionist
representative, Mr. H. Sacher, refused to put anything down in writing.’® Zionist
hands must be left free, except from Arab thoughts.

Organic Zionism

Zijonist acquiescence is only transient. Being a science lecturer, Dr. Weizmann
had established what is known as organic Zionism. The National Home should be
built up in an evolutionary manner like a living body, utilising every oppor-
tunity, adapting itself to circumstances and accepting nothing as eternal or un-
changeable. Only in this light, can we understand how he accepted the tiny portion
of Palestine offered by the Royal Commission in 1937. When his colleagues at-
tacked the proposal and lamented the loss of the Negev, he aptly answered, “It
will not run away.”’*¢ Organic expansion is by no means a monopoly of the second
generation. Herzl had considered the acquisition of Lebanon as a first stage in the
building up of the state. “Then Israel would be a serious but friendly neighbour to
the Sanjak of Jerusalem, which I shall acquire at the first opportunity, as the Bul-
garians did with Eastern Rumelia.”

(12) Shortly after the publication of Weizmann’s diaries, “Trial and Error,” Mr. Rabino-
wicz, a fellow Zionist, gave a heavily documented analysis of Weizmann’'s accounts. The scholar-
ly study leaves the reader wary of anything said by the first President of Israel. (Rabinowicz
Fifty Years of Zionism, London, 1952).

(13) Cf. Sykes, op. cit., pp. 23, 24. C. Sykes, a moderate sympathiser with Zionism, could
not help observing: "The unpleasant truth must be faced that the Zionists in London in 1917
were undoubtedly guilty of double-dealing.”

(14) “If ever indeed frontiers can be irrevocably fixed” (Ben Gurion, Rebirth and Destiny,
p. 275).

(15) Stein, op. cit.,, p. 178.

(16) Barbour, N., Nisi Dominus, London, 1946, p. 185.

(17) Herzl, op. cit., Vol. IV, p. 1344.

42



The question of the Negev and its loss, according to the 1937 partition plan,
aroused a serious outcry from the opposition. Partition was supported by the
Labour Party, with Ben Gurion in the fore. His attachment to the Negev is almost
an obsession. What made him forget his cherished dream? “The debate,” he ex-
plained, “has not been for or against the indivisibility of the Land of Israel. The
debate concerned which of the two routes would lead quicker to the common
goal.’*® In a lecture which he gave at the time to Ihud Olami in Zurich, he pointed
out that the Partition of Palestine was not a final conclusion but merely a transient
step. After the Six Day War, Davar reminded its readers of Ben Gurion’s words,
and commented:

“The great debate between the Zionist Labour Movement and the rest of the

Zionist camp, and the Revisionists, was not about the aim, but about the means. When

the 17th Zionist Congress defeated the motion of the Revisionists to define the aim

of the Zionist Movement as the creation of a Jewish State, it did not do so because

it opposed this aim but because such a definition would not further the Zionist cause

one step and would only create unnecessary obstacles. The aim of the whole Zionist

camp was a Jewish State in Palestine, but since it was impossible to reach this goal

in a single step, it was ready to proceed gradually. Just as we knew what comes first

in settlement and policy, we knew what precedes what with regard to the geographical
borders.”19

Of all the fellow Zionists whom Ben Gurion hated, the foremost was Jabo-

tinsky, who had often embarrassed the movement by insisting that it was better for

them “to tell the truth.” His quarrel with him was wholly on “which of the two

routes will lead quicker.” The Revisionist leader was not given to that kind of

diplomacy and summed up the difference between himself and the World Zionist

Organisation in only that he was “Straightforward, but the programme was the

same.”’?° He torpedoed the good work of Zionist duplicity by warning the Royal

Commission against credulity in what they had heard earlier from Weizmann.

“Should we swear to you we would be satisfied, it would be a lie,” Jabotinsky was

an impetuous journalist and had none of Weizmann’s experience in the laboratory

to appreciate the law of the conservation of mass, that nothing will “run away.”

The struggle for Transjordan gives a good illustration of the Zionist mind at
work. Only a few months after the establishment of Transjordan under the rule
of Abdulla in 1921, Weizmann was intriguing with Colonel Meinertzhagen for an
exchange of that region for naval and air bases in Haifa, Jaffa and Gaza granted
to Britain in the future state of Israel.2* The talks were conducted behind the back
of the British Government who set up the Amirate of Abdulla. Yet when the Gov-
ernment called on the Zionist Organisation to endorse the settlement of Trans-
jordan, the Executive showed no hesitation in doing so. Even the extremist Jabo-
tinsky found no difficulty in willingly putting his signature.??

(18) Barbour, op. cit., p. 184.

(19) Davar, 27 October 1967.

(20) Jabotinsky's statement to the Royal Commission, 1937.
(21) Meinertzhagen, op. cit.,, p. 132.

(22) Weizmann, C., Trial and Error, London, 1950, p. 404.
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Despite the official Zionist endorsement of Transjordan’s independence from
the National Home, the covctous eyes have never moved away. As late as March
1943, the Labour Zionist Convention issued a Declaration speaking of “‘the area
of Palestine and Transjordan combined.” General Patrick J. Hurley, President
Roosevelt’s personal representative in the Middle East, reported to Washington on
3 May, 1943, that the Zionist Organisation in Palestine was envisaging “'a sovereign
Jewish state which would embrace Palestine and probably eventually Transjor-
dan.”?* The Jewish Agency strongly protested in 1946 against Bevin’s decision to
grant Transjordan independence. In its letter to the Government, the Agency con-
sidered the step illegal and prejudicial to the interests of the Jewish people in Pales-
tine.?* In his diaries written after the establishment of 1srael and Jordan, W<izmann
spoke of the “arbitrarily’’ removed Transjordan.

The Revisionists maintained their unshakeable claim to the east of Jordan
even beyond the establishment of Israel. In January 1956, the Herut Party called
for an attack to take over the British-backed Kingdom of Jordan.z

Jacob de Haas, the influential member of the Zionist Executive, crossed the
t’s and dotted the i’s by teaching his followers how things were done. “Not a soul
in 1921 dreamed of the unnatural divorce of Transjordan from Western Palestine,
and the subversion of the whole economic structure of the country. It was done
as a move in that perpetual game of chess. It can be undone and it w#/ be undone
when we discover the right move and call ‘check.’”’?¢ When de Haas wrote these
words, he was already trying to prepare for the “check” move. In 1924 he reached
a transaction for the purchase of 100,000 acres in Transjordan at one dollar
an acre. The deal was arranged behind the scenes, as government regulations pro-
hibited the Jewish acquisition of lands east of the River Jordan. The transaction
could not be carried out.?” A similar attempt was made in 1932 for a lease of
70,000 dunums near the Allenby Bridge. The following year a third deal was
attempted for 100,000 dunums. Each time, the British administration heard about
it and put a stop to it.?® These attempts are minor examples of the illegal-
ities on which the Jewish Agency thrived. Curiously, the Zionists attempted the
colonisation of Transjordan only after its establishment as an Arab Amirate,
and not before.

Jerusalem is another case of Zionist duplicity. When the Jewish nationalists
embarked on the colonisation of Palestine, they took to the plains and ignored
the Holy City. Theodor Herzl denied to the Pope any designs on Jerusalem.
“We are not asking for Jerusalem, but for Palestine—only the secular land.”?® He

(23) Foreign Relations of the U.S.: Near East and Africa, Washington, 1964, Vol. IV.

(24) Text in the Political Report of the Land Office of the Executive of the Jewish Agency
to the XXII Zionist Congress, 1946.

(25) New York Times, 25 January 1956.

(26) Zionews (organ of the New Ziomist Organization), 14 May 1937. (Typewritten copies
in the British Museum).

(27) Letter to New York Times, 8 July 1936.

(28) Ziff, W.B., The Rape of Palestine, London, 1948.

(29) Herzl, op. ciz., Vol. IV, p. 1604.
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was afraid of Christian opposition to his project and went out of his way to assure
the European potentates on this score by proposing the extra-territorialisation of
the Christian holy places so as to make them “‘res sacrae extra commercium gen-
tiun?’ (above the traffic of nations).®® No mention is made of the Muhammadan
holy places. The idea of the internationalisation of Jerusalem was also advanced
by Weizmann during World War 1.5 As mentioned above, the Jewish Agency did
not include it in the Jewish sector in their partition plan. The U.N.S.C.O.P. pro-
posal, enthusiastically accepted by the Jewish Agency, had also kept the Holy
City out of the Jewish state. Were they seriously disposed to forego this important
centre? Our curiosity is easily satisfied by Ben Gurion’s speech to the Constituent
Assembly in Jerusalem: “'With all respect to the Conciliation Commission of the
United Nations, the decision with regard to Jerusalem was made 3,000 years ago
when Ben Yishai made Jerusalem the Jewish centre.”s> The U.N. decision is over-
ruled by Ben Yishai’s decision. A minor controversy erupted in 1949 when Mena-
chem Begin suggested in the Knesset the inclusion of a clause in the constitution
mentioning Jerusalem as the capital of Israel. The ad hoc Legislative Committee
did not approve it. Reason? The Powers would not have it. When the Knesset met
in Jerusalem, all the ambassadors boycotted it and an international storm of pro-
test ensued. It remained a diplomatic practice in Israel. As the controversy raged
inside Israel, we were able to hear the Zionist mind thinking aloud. The late M.
Shertok was forced by Begin to state, on 16 February, that those who voted
against Jabotinsky’s resolution at the 17th Congress®® nevertheless established the
state eventually. “Those who vote against Begin’s resolution now will establish
Jerusalem as a capital.” Begin’s indiscretion in making the world hear what was
being perpetrated was strongly denounced by the government deputies. Twenty
years had to pass before Shertok’s solemn promise was made good and the Israeli
delegate defied the whole world at the United Nations in April 1968. “'Jerusalem
is the Crown of the Jewish people,” he told the U.N. delegates.

The border with Egypt presented one more example of mystification. It was
the Zionists’ intention to move the existing boundary further back into Sinai, but
the idea was dropped, in view of the British presence in Egypt, and the Anglo-
Turkish settlement of 1906 mentioned earlier. After both campaigns of 1956 and
1967, the older claims were resurrected.’* Meinertzhagen lamented the “‘illegal
severance of Transjordan and the area of Sinai,” and argued that “the present
Egyptian occupation of this area had no authoritative sanction.”’*® A case was made

(30) Ibid., p. 1561.

(31) The Diary of Lord Bertie, London, 1924, p. 105-6.

(32) Palestine Post, 14 February 1949.

(33) Cf. 1931 when the General Zionists then denied their intention of working towards
a state.

(34) Jabotinsky composed in 1920 the militarist song, “From Kantara to Nekura, from the
desert to the sea.” The song was modified during the Mandate, but in 1967 Israeli soldiers who
reached the Suez Canal, where Kantara lies, restored the original words to the song.

(35) Meinertzhagen, op. cit., p. 65. In his letter to Lord Curzon, when Britain was straddling
the Suez Canal, he wrote, “The southern boundary can well remain the old Turkish-Egyptian
administrative boundary from the Gulf of Aqaba to Rafa.”
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that the Aqaba-Rafa line was not an international frontier and that Turkish
sovereignty over Sinai remained valid until the defeat of Turkey.

Territorial concessions on the part of the Zionist organisation were neither
made willingly nor seriously. Even before the boundaries of the Mandate were
made, the British Palestine Committee warned, “They will never tolerate partition,
they will never be reconciled to partition.”*® The partition meant here was con-
ceding northern Galilee to Syria. How much more did the determination apply
when it came to the partition of the heart of Palestine? The oath was renewed by
Irgun’s (later the Herut Party) statement on the U.N.S.C.O.P. proposal:

“The partition of the homeland is illegal. It will never be recognised. The s‘g-
nature by the institutions and individuals of the partition agreement is invalid. It will
not bind the Jewish people. Jerusalem was and will forever be our capital. Eretz
Israel will be restored to the people of Israel. All of it. And for ever.”37

The Logic of Israeli Expansion

Political Zionism (as opposed to spiritual Zionism, which aimed at resuscitating
religion by giving it a new heart in Palestine where a limited community of devout
Jews might lead an idealistic Jewish life) was planned on a grand scale, as outlined
above. The land was expected not only to be greater, but also to become a centre for
world communications and trade. Israel was even expected to become a transit
base for Muslim pilgrims to Jerusalem and Mecca. This was not a jingoistic ambi-
tion, but a practical necessity. How else could the World Zionist Organisation
attract the prosperous Jews of Paris, London and New York if it could not show
better returns for their money in the Holy Land? Who was going to accept a poor
Zion as a substitute for an affluent New York?

Zionism aimed at solving the Jewish problem by transferring the Jews to Pales-
tine. The ingathering of “millions” of Jews and the achievement of a majority in
Palestine have been basic slogans. It is a fundamental tenet of Zionism that a
minority is bound to suffer persecution and its only way to reach a secure and
dignified life is to become a majority. The solution of admitting a few thousand
immigrants and no more makes nonsense of the entire theory. Britain, America
and the United Nations, who thought in terms of various partition plans which
could protect the position of the Arab population, revealed their pitiful lack of
knowledge of Jewish nationalism. The U.N.S.C.O.P. proposal allocated to the Jew-
ish state 13,500,000 dunums of which 7,500,000 were cultivable. Only 1,500,000
were in the hands of the Jews. The state contained as many Arabs as Jews, and had
more of its land owned by Arabs than by Jews. The urge to expand, dispossess
the Arabs, and drive them out, becomes the natural procedure to follow. Those
who accept Zionism cannot but accept with it the expulsion of the refugees and
the expansion of Israel. That is why these two serious acts seem a mere trifle to
the admirers of Zionism.

(36) Palestine, 19 October 1918.
(37) Begin, M., The Revolt: The Story of Irgun, London, p. 335.
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Another important factor which makes Israeli expansion unavoidable is the
nature of Zionist activities. Unlike other nationalist movements, Zionism had no
home to liberate from foreigners. The national liberation of Palestine meant then
the liberation of the Arabs from the Turks, and later on from the British. To the
Jews, it was not a question of liberation but of acquisition, buying lands, and, if
possible, buying the whole country. The pioneers of the spiritual Chovevei Zion
worked on, buying lands from the Arabs. The political Zionists endeavoured to
buy the country from the Sultan. Together with that, went the large scale practice
of bribery. Accounts of those activities are by no means rare in any Zionist work
on the period. Herzl had thus discovered the importance of capital to Jewish
nationalism. There was enough of that in the hands of the rich Jews, but the
dilemma was how to tap the source. He tried the greatest names in the world of
Jewish finance, namely Rothschild and de Hirsch and failed to convince them.
He had nothing to show.

With the gradual consolidation of the project, his successors began to pene-
trate the pockets of the rich, with the help of vigorous propaganda pressure. The
publicity leaflets of the various funds concentrated on new lands reclaimed, new
villages bougkt, new farms established, with pictures and figures. It is always more
exciting to acquire a new house than to improve or use an old one. Expansion
has become essential for the fund rasers whose good results are, in turn, essential
for the maintenance of an acceptable standard of living, and necessary for the
success of the project.

When Herzl wrote his “Jewish State,” the overwhelming majority of the Jews,
particularly in the West, were not interested in Zionism. They were unwilling to
give money, and uninterested in emigrating to Palestine. To win them over, the
Movement required intensive propaganda.

However, it was not only the Jews who needed enlightenment. It was recog-
nised that if the Jews were to realise the Zionist dream, it would have to come
through a grand gesture from one of the great powers whose policies are influenced
by the moulders of public opinion. Every single issue relating to Palestine was
resolved not on the soil of Palestine but in the capitals of the West. Zionism has
become as a result an industry teeming with public relations officers, journalists,
writers, fund collectors, lecturers, emissaries, representatives, consultants, research
scholars, intelligence agents, gun runners, not to mention the ordinary office staff.’®

The annual budget of the Jewish Agency is not less than the budget of many
states.®® Anyone familiar with the working of a modern government and its Par-
kinson’s law can appreciate the necessity for expansion. Israel is a gigantic project
involving the movement by air, land and sea of several million people from the
four corners of the earth, and settling them there. It involves the transfer of mil-
lions of pounds, and the purchase of equipment and armaments worth even more

(38) It was reported in 1964 that the World Zionist Organizations was manned by 4,000
gmployees in Israel alone, and maintained 500 emissaries abroad. (J.O. and MER, 11 Decem-
er 1964).

(39) Exceeding $100,000,000 in the eatly sixties. (New York Times, 4 May 1960).
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than that. Jewish funds invested in the development of the colonies between the
two World Wars were put at $500,000,000.° How much was spent for military and
political purposes must remain a question of speculation. The length of the opera-
tion (nearly a whole century from the beginning of early agricultural colonisation)
made the thousands of people connected with the project look at Zionism and its
expansion as a permanent mode of life. The frequent embargoes put on the ship-
ment of arms to Palestine, and then Israel, brought highly rewarding premiums to
many agents, gun runners and arms manufacturers. The financial transactions and
contributions brought further fortunes to all those whose experience is called upon
in the economic and monetary fields.

The new class which has developed in most emergent and socialist states and,
with its own particular interests, has helped in perverting the evolution of democra-
cy and socialism, has its parallel in the Zionist Movement. The World Zionist Or-
ganisation has become a vested interest for an army of clever and influential people
who are responsible for moulding our opinions and influencing our policies. Their
function had been to establish a Jewish State and bring the Jews to Palestine.
The State is established and there are no more Jews to bring. This fact was recog-
nised soon after the establishment of Israel. A few months before the Sinai Cam-
paign, The Jewish Chronicle reported, in May 1956, from Israel, that there was
a general feeling that Zionism had no further role to play, and all that the people
expected from the 24th Zionist Congress was to fill their hotels and restaurants
with delegates. “Much of the reason for this derives from the lack of prestige
from which the Jewish Agency (or the Zionist Organisation) suffers inside Israel,
because of the reputation it has acquired of being over-staffed, inefficient, and
extravagant in its expenditure of an income which comes to it too easily.”*!

No one foregoes a handsome income which comes “too easily.” The survival
of this giant of an organisation is now hinged on creating tension, showing more
results, and breaking new ground—literally. Like the new class of the socialist
world, the W.Z.O. is sensitive to any criticism which touches its operations or un-
ravels their ambiguity. Zionist financial operations are even more difficult to
decipher than the political machinations. Sometimes, it is a question of different
names given to the same set up, different operations carried out under the same
name, funds passing through different conduits to the same destination, funds ear-
marked for home but actually sent abroad, or vice versa, non-Zionist front orga-
nisations acting for Zionist terminals, etc. The usual mysteries of finance are
doubled and trebled in the work of Zionist finance. The task of the layman is
made no easier by the reticence on the subject.*? There are now hundreds of books
published on Israel, its society, politics, etc. No facet of the Israeli economy is

(40) Cf. Foreign Affairs, January 1942.

(41) The Jewish Chronicle, 4 and 18 May 1956.

(42) “Issues,” the periodical of the anti-Zionist American Council for Judaism, New York,
carried a number of articles on the subject. Zionist financial operations were investigated by the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the United States Senate. References to the report are made
below.
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left without the most detailed figures and “facts.” Yet, one almost despairs when
Jooking for any information on the funds reaching Tel Aviv and the Zionist Orga-
nisation, although such funds are by far the most important item in the economy
of Israel.

An essential element in the history of Israel and Zionism is the poverty of
Palestine, which put off the Jews. An artificially high standard was created for the
settlers regardless of their production or its value, and the deficit was covered by
the incoming contributions. The myth of the land of milk and honey was destined
to become the basis of the entire political, economic and military life of Israel,
where things are managed without regard to cost or the laws of economics. The
Government of Israel is in the same boat as the W.Z.O. in its dependence on the
diaspora financial contributions. The propaganda tactics of the fund raisers are
based on a simple formula: immigrants in need of land, land in need of immigrants.
As long as the two do not meet, money will continue to pour in. Territorial ex-
pansion is one way of preventing the solution of the equation. The Jewisk Chronicle
took up the matter again during the following crisis and made a sound comment
on the drop in the contributions collected in 1965, “The cause of the short fall in
fund raising is twofold. First it is difficult to generate the old time excitement
without the old ‘Save our people’ and ‘Let our people go’ slogans . .."4* Territorial
expansion is one way of preventing the stabilisation, and creating the “‘excitement.”
The following diagrams illustrate the close link between Israeli expansion, fund
contributions and Jewish immigration (see pp. 50 & 51).

The Neurosis behind Zionist Policies

As always, there is the psychological force which lubricates the mechanism of
national behaviour, but in the case of Israel this force plays a greater part than
usual by virtue of the tormented Jewish history, which makes it imperative to keep
the Jewish Question always in sight in dealing with the policies of Israel. In the
following chapters a picture will be presented of a Zionist state unable to come
following chapters a picture will be presented of a Zionist state unable to come
progressive humanity, loath to achieve a peaceful equilibrium with its neighbours,
ever in search of danger and trouble, restless, dissatisfied and worried. Israel may
be the miracle of miracles, but the miraculous genius is always nearest to turmoil
and disaster.

In dealing with the Jewish Question, one encounters a marked sense of guilt
present in the Jewish psyche which manifests itself in numerous little details of
individual and collective behaviour. The anti-Semite puts it down to so-called
wickedness, treachery, etc. The Christian may hold the crucifixion of Jesus as
the distant but powerful cause of this complex. Sigmund Freud takes the story

(43) The Jewish Chronicle, 17 December 1965.
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CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE UNITED JEWISH APPEAL*

In milfion U.S. dollars
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further back, and by building on Ernest Sellin’s theory of Moses’s murder by
his Jews in Sinai, comes to the conclusion that it was the act of patricide, the most
painful act of murder, that weighed heavily on the Jews’ primaeval conscience and
developed into a national guilt complex. Although still in the realm of theoretical
speculation, a more realistic interpretation may be found in the documented his-
tory of the Jews. It is still murder, but rather a case of mistaken murder, and
the victim of the crime is the nation itself.

Of all the peoples under the sun, and for reasons outside the scope of this
book, the Semitic peoples (Semitic in the geographical sense and not the racial) had
developed, along the great rivers of the Middle East, a peculiar fear of “happen-
ings” and particularly of death which stood for them as the most sinister abomina-
tion in life. Religion soon developed immortality as a trick to overcome the death of
the individual, and at the hands of the Jews, the death of the nation. By electing the
the captive Jews as the true blessing of God which did not last. The inexplicable
upon them. Yet, such were the political circumstances that the life of this im-
mortal nation happened to become one of the shortest in history and to meet its
end in a most cruel manner. The immortality of the Jewish Kingdom looked to
the captive Jews as the true blessing of God which did not last. The inexplicable
was explained away by the prophets and rabbis in the idiom of sin, already devel-
oped in the Jews’ moral philosophy. The Assyrians, the Babylonians and the
Romans could not have destroyed the Jewish Kingdom, had it not been for the
sinfulness of the Jewish people and their turning away from their God and His
prophets. The Old Testament gives numerous instances of this kind of rationalisa-
tion, admonishing and guilt preoccupation. The Jews came to accept their mistaken
responsibility for the murder of the nation and, since the nation was God’s own
people and therefore part of Him, for deicide.

The Jewish people lived as a ghost nation in the Galut, laden with guilt and
striving to relieve themselves of its weight by the absurd attempt to give a sub-
stance to the ghost, to restore it to its body. The attempt to achieve the impos-
sible, once taken seriously, is bound to involve incalculable difficulties, disasters
and pain. This, understandably, must lead to a further accentuation of the complex.
The Zionists were only able to achieve the mythical restoration of the ghost to
the body at a very high price of sacrifice in blood and material. Jews in their
hundreds died of disease in the early days of colonisation, in Arab-Jewish blood
baths and wars, in the “floating coffins” of derelict ships bringing refugees from
Nazi Europe during the war and going down to the bottom of the sea with
Zionist heroics. Millions perished in Europe with Zionist assistance, connivance
or a conspiracy of silence.** The implementation of the programme brought death
and destruction, on the other side of the scale, to thousands of Arabs and made
about a million of them refugees. It is practically impossible to list all the innocent

(45) More has come to light recently of Zionist responsibility for the six million Jews
who had died in Hitler’s Europe. The role of the Jewish Agency in the liquidation of the Hun-
garian Jewry, for example, is given in Ben Hecht, Perfidy, New York, 1961.
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people of all nationalities who lost their lives in the course of fascist terror, nor
the material losses incurred. The Zionists have, of course, a justification for every
incident, and can produce the guilty Britisher, Arab, German, American, anti-
Zionist Jew or anybody whom they hold responsible—but never themselves. Yet,
deep in their conscience, or in their subconscious, all the stories are stored in a
different version, the authentic version.

Murder and ruin are not extraordinary deeds in human chronicles, but their
impact on the psychological constitution differs from one individual to another.
They come very naturally to a cannibal in the jungle, but appear extremely awe-
some to the Jew of our era. The pacifists, socialists, idealists and intellectuals who
had to face the task of killing innocent people could not come out of the death
scene with their psyche unscathed. Abba Eban, one of Israel’s leading intellectuals,
felt this conflict and spoke for its victims in the middle of the crisis, “The tug
of guilt against the exaltation of virtue produces a tension so exquisitely painful
that it almost baffles description.”*® The W.Z.0O. which endeavoured to make the
Jew “normal” has actually done no more than accentuate his abnormality by adding
a new dimension to his guilt complex. Anyone who is not an anti-Semite, coming
into contact with the Israelis, cannot help feeling that the Western assimilated
Jew is by far more relaxed and settled, less complex and tense, bearing fewer
grudges and fears than the Israeli Zionist Jew.

One step from the sense of guilt and the subject becomes a victim of manic-
depression. Here is very dangerous ground of speculative thought involving an
application of individual diseases and afflictions to the community at large. Yet,
Jewish history is permeated with these typical spells of acute despair, apathy
and self pity followed by spells of unrestrained exhilaration, over-confidence and
bustling activity which tire the gentiles. To watch the present mood of Israel and
Zionist Jewry in general, one can get a good picture of what a communal state
of mania may be approximated to. Israel is exasperating the outside world with
her arrogance, energy, over-confidence and ultra-efficiency.

The guilt complex and the manic-depression have one final end, the suicidal
disposition. Israel had the best chance of achieving peace with the Arabs after
their 1967 defeat. Instead of acting with the true magnanimity of a dignified victor,
she behaved with the hooliganism of a maladjusted thug. It was a performance
which puzzled many admirers of Israel, but it was only the most clear cut case
of a missed opportunity for de-escalation. Many were the chances in which Israel
could have started a new chapter with her neighbours. She has achieved many
impossible feats except the one simple necessity of peace. Are we to accept that
her intelligent tacticians have really found the task of placating the Arab beyond
the scope of their learning and shrewdness? Given the position of Israel as it is
in the Arab world, Israel’s rejection of the prospect of peace leaves us with the
one conclusion that she is seeking self-destruction. This is a point where a path
to a less speculative field may be opened. Further away from the neurosis of

(46) New Judea, October 1947.
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guilt and depression a more immediate neurosis can be found in the reluctant
immigrants who make up the majority of the people in Isracl and who were
brought to the state against their psychological inclination. They came to Israe]
not of choice but because of no choice, of “ein brera” (no alternative). Whenever
the Jews found a way to Western Europe and the United States, they went there
rather than to Israel. The Algerians went to France, the Libyans to Italy, but
the Yemenites and the Moroccans had no alternative but Israel. Others, like the
Iraqis, would have preferred to stay in their original homes, had it not been for
the subversion, intimidation and false promises of the Zionist agents.*” A minority
went to Israel, driven by the real Zionist fervour. They had to sacrifice better
opportunities in the West and, unconsciously, must have hated the whole affair
as a result.

The green envy felt by the Israelis towards their fellow Israelis who find their
way to New York or London is a recognisable trait of their society. The new
immigrant’s face flashes with a joyful smile, which is immediately photographed,
at the sight of Jaffa from the sea. After a few months, he goes into mental turmoil
and every fellow sufferer helps in fighting back his yearning for his original home.
After two or three years he achieves the serenity of the martyrs when his yearning
and inner struggle sinks down into the dangerous realm of the subconscious. He
hums to himself the romantic songs of his youth from his home of origin, and
sings, when with his comrades, the martial songs of Topol en route “'to Cairo.” As
he sleeps on the stones of Sinai, he dreams of his childhood in Odessa or Buda-
pest. The Israeli settler must be the most unsettled man in the world—so much
so that mental illness has overstretched the ingenuity of the health officers and
statisticians.*®

Israel has become to many Israelis like the invalid parent—a sacred respon-
sibility whose end is deeply wished. This very wish adds a further weight to the
already existing complex of guilt. This is the core of contradiction between fight-
ing for Israel to the last breath at one moment, and emigrating from Israel at the
slightest sign of a recession at the other. The first compensates for the guilt of the
second, as the fund contributor compensates for the guilt of his staying in the
Galut by paying those who go to Eretz Israel.

Typical is the manner in which the death wish is mixed with the thirst for
pity. The preoccupation of the Zionists in creating scare waves throughout the
diaspora has its causes in the need of the Israelis for the pity and sympathy of the
others, as well as touching their pockets. Here may lie another reason for Israel’s
flirtation with death, brinksmanship with disaster and invitation to trouble—all
representing faked suicide attempts. Expansionist adventures are the ideal form
for such an exercise. The people of Israel are in need of a continuous mental diver-
sion, for the moment they relax, they start brooding. Expansion is the manifestation
of the manic exhilaration which has been sweeping Israel for many decades now,

(47) Cf. Chapter IV.
(48) Lancet, 1965, Vol. II, p. 842, Johnson, R.H. “The Health of Israel.”
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and from which there can be only the one road leading to the other phase of the
neurosis. Once that stage is reached, it will be the doom of Zionism which will
probably only come in the form of a psychological disintegration.

All the material and psychological factors associated with Jewish nationalism
make the policy of expansion part and parcel of the policies followed by any
Zionist Government in Tel Aviv. The foremost spokesman of militarism, General
Dayan, spotlighted this “must” latent in Zionism, when he spoke one year after
the extensive conquests of 1967 and observed: “Ever since the return of Zion 100
year ago, two processes continue: colonisation and extension of the borders. In
such a way the people in Israel grew from 600,000 in 1948 to nearly three million
in our days. But this is not the end of the road and not the full stop. This is a
process which must continue. It is the people of Israel who determine the borders
of the state.”*® Now that we have examined the grand design which the Jewish
nationalists had envisaged for their national home, how intent they have been on
achieving that which could not have been achived, how compelled they are by
the logic of Zionism and its political function to expand, what forces there are
behind Israel’s need for tension, it remains to consider the ways and means to
which they had to resort in pursuing this policy.

(49) “Israel and the Middle East,” by Tawfiq Toubi, in Labour Monthly, February '69.
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CHAPTER 1V
POPULATION PRESSURE

Colonialist Rule by Majority

Crowded in their ghettoes, for centuries, the Jews have learned the mechanics
of population pressure. Jewish nationalism, in itself, is a result of the persecution
and expulsion to which the Jews were subjected since the nineteenth century, as
a result of the European population explosion. With their waves of migration,
ever since Hebrew history was recorded, they have acquired a sixth sense of
this pressure. They knew that once Palestine became overcrowded, they would
find their way gradually to the surrounding countries. This logic was grasped by
Theodor Herzl early in the century. During his interview with Prince Hohenlohe,
the German prince asked him whether his projected state was meant to go as far
as Beirut or beyond. The father of Zionism struck another line in the Zionist
strategy: “We will ask for what we need—the more immigrants, the more land.”*
Chaim Weizmann outlined the process to the XIIth Zionist Congress: “The Man-
date has now been published and cannot henceforth be altered, except in one
respect. Transjordan which in the first text of the Mandate was outside the sphere
of the Mandate is now included in the Mandate. By this means ... the question
concerning the eastern frontier has been in part answered. The question will be
still better answered when Cisjordan is so full of Jews that a way is forced into
Transjordania.”? The same appreciation was shared by Meinertzhagen, Weiz-
mann’s confidant.

The Jewish nationalists were also influenced by another factor. When they
started to colonise Palestine there was only a small Jewish minority, less than
eight per cent of the population. Jewish presence is one way of proving that Pales-
tine is the home of the Jews. They invariably asserted the Jews had never aban-
doned their ancestral home, and that there was no time in history when there
were no Jews in Palestine. As the Arab referred to his possession of the land, the
Zionist wished to refer to the Jewish existence on the land. Furthermore, Jewish
nationalism was a fluid nationalism which had neither the country to operate from,
nor the power to subjugate one. For the Germans, the French and the British, the
question of population was not related to their colonialist movement. They were in
East Africa, Algeria and India, not because they had a population of their own
there, but because they had conquered the land and ruled over it by force. The
Jews were in no position to do that in Palestine and their only chance of becoming

(1) Herzl, op. cit., Vol. 1I, p. 701.
(2) Barber, op. cit., p. 104.
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masters was in constituting a majority there. At the same time, many of the socialist
Zionists could not easily accept the idea of denying the non-Jewish majority any
share in the government, nor did the contemporary political scene permit :hat. The
only way to guarantee a Jewish rule was to make the majority Jewish. The whole
concept of Zionism is based on the fact that a minority can never be at home any.-
where, and the only way for the Jews to enjoy a truly normal life is through estab.
lishing themselves as a majority somewhere. This was the rationale behind Weiz-
mann’s famous phrase, in front of the Peace Conference of Paris, about making
Palestine as Jewish as England is English.

The ethnic distribution of Palestine and Jewish immigration have become
the most essential factors in Zionist policies ever since Zionism commanded the
scene. Aliya (immigration) was, in fact, the central point on wihch “Practical
Zionism,” which was supported by such leaders as Weizmann, differed from
“Political Zionism,” upheld by such stars as Herzl and Max Nordau. The latter
considered gradual penetration a course for alarming the ruling power from which
a charter should be acquired, while the former considered the gradual settlement
of the land by an ever increasing number of Jews as the surest way for the eventual
takeover. One Zionist Congress after another spent hours of deliberation on the
vexing question of how to get more Jews on the land. It also became a basic
concern to the various commissions of enquiry—and the primary bone of conten-
tion with the Arabs. The Zionists put Aliya as their first aim and their decisive
weapon. Aliya became a highly professional career and a well established industry;
it shaped the policies of Israel and was shaped by its policies. In the thirties,
when the world was shaken by financial crises, Palestine was one of the few pros-
perous countries—mainly because of the constant stream of immigrants, of the
money coming with them, and the scores of new projects needed for them. It has
become the solution par excellence for the thousand natural shocks that Israel
is heir to.

Immigration has caused numerous clashes among the Zionists, and between
the Zionist Organisation and the outside world, particularly with the non-Zionist
Jews. The American Council for Judaism fought the Zionist thesis of Aliya, and
the literature of this organisation is full of polemics on this point. Ben Gurion
caused an uproar by accusing his fellow travellers of betraying their ideas by
staying away. His major disappointment in life, he told foreign reporters after
the 1967 war, was that the Jews did not come to Israel. Just before that war,
Israel was accusing the Zionist Organisation of failing in its duty in regard to
immigration. It was a time when Israel was facing a serious economic crisis, and
there were more Jews leaving than arriving.

More serious were the continuous disagreements which the Jewish Agency had
with the British Administration. Soon after the 1921/2 incidents, the White Paper
was published restricting Jewish immigration according to the economic capacity of
the country, this vague principle, which meant admitting no more than could be
absorbed without dislocating the economy, was difficult to apply. The issue was
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the subject of an annual controversy between the Administration and the Jewish
Agency. After prolonged wrangling, the Administration used to fix the annual
number of immigrants, and the Jewish Agency would then issue prospective immi-
grants with certificates. But the Zionists, who accept nobody’s authority without
having to, invariably supplemented the ofticial figure with an additional number
of “illegal” immigrants. The story reached macabre proportions during the war,
when they accused the British Government of inhumanity in turning away the
victims of the Nazi holocaust, and the British accused them of recklessly toying
with the fate of their victims and jeopardising the war effort. The climax was
reached in 1946 when the Anglo-American Committee recommended the imme-
diate admission of 100,000 Jewish immigrants. The Arabs opposed it, and so did
the British Government. It was the signal to ring down the curtain on the drama
of the British Mandate in Palestine.

The Zionist Organisation was often faced with the choice of one of its major
objectives: immigration or independence, population or land. The choice was always
the same: immigration. This was the theme of the disagreement between the bi-
pationalists and the statists. During the thirties, the slogan of bi-nationalism gained
ground. The occasion was the apparent impracticality of the mandate and the
determination of the British Government to reach a new solution which was
ultimately found in partition. Under this pressure, the Zionists were forced to
initiate talks with the Arabs. During those talks, in which Ben Gurion, Moshe
Shertok and Dr. J. Magnes took part, “Magnes was prepared for a limitation of
numbers; Ben Gurion for a limitation in space.”* The partial acceptance, by the
Zionist Organisation, of the partition plan pointed to the same sense of priorities:
better a small portion of Palestine with sovereignty over Jewish immigration than
a larger Palestine with immigration in the hands of somebody else. The lesson is
obvious; with a limited population Israel cannot win the upper hand over the
Arabs and expand, but with a limited area and an unrestricted immigration, the
power necessary for expansion will be available, and the logic of population pres-
sure will take its course. Land does not beget people, but people may beget the
land. It was the same principle which prompted the Jewish Agency to embrace
the idea of partition and accept a small area rather than face immigration restric-
tions in 1937.

The crossroads were confronted again, and in a more decisive manner, in
1947. The Zionists had already made up their minds in Biltmore (1942) to take
the entire land of Palestine as a Jewish state. But at the end of the war, the Jews
were still outnumbered by the Arabs. It is claimed that the Yishuv (Jewish settlers
in Palestine) fought a war of independence against the British—a war of liberation.
The name may be conceivable in terms of driving out the Arabs, but hardly in
regard to the British. The official policy of the Zionist Organisation was for the

(3) Bentwich, N., Judas L. Magnes, London, p. 191.
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Mandate to continue in Palestine.* It was only when Mr. Bevin, the Foreign Secre-
tary, insisted on restricting Jewish immigration and keeping out the illegal immi.
grants, that they came out against the British and remembered that Britain wag
really an imperialist power against which a war of liberation should be waged.
Such a change of policy was foreshadowed in a broadcast by Kol Israel (the under-
ground radio station) on 12 May 1946. A telegram intercepted by the British
Intelligence revealed that the broadcast was made at the request of Mr. Shertok
(later on Premier Sharett) and was sent over to Ben Gurion by Mr. Sneh of the
Jewish Agency.

“We would therefore warn publicly His Majesty’s Government that if it does
not fulfil its responsibilities under the Mandate—above all with regard to the ques.
tion of immigration—the Jewish people will feel obliged to lay before the nations of
the world the request that the British leave Palestine.”5

The slogan of immediate independence was raised in the following months as
a result of Britain’s opposition. When partition was finally proposed, they were
glad to endorse it although only 56 per cent of Palestine was awarded to them.

The nervous reaction against any interference with immigration is noticeable
in any Israeli comment on the subject. The old reaction against the Mandate immi-
gration policy was reinforced in 1948 against the United Nations. The trusteeship
proposal, canvassed by the United States, was opposed by the Jewish Agency
because the proposal did not embody all the fundamental provisions of the Man-
date in regard to the building up of the National Home. “Above all, the right of
Jews to immigrate and settle would no longer be valid, and this provision alone
was enough to condemn the entire project.”¢ A few months later the United Nations
decided to initiate a mediation to bring about a peaceful solution. Count Berna-
dotte was selected for this thankless task on 20th May. The Swedish aristocrat
ploughed his way through that critical summer and reached the same conclusicn
in his report to the Security Council:

“It could not be ignored that unrestricted immigration to the Jewish area of
Palestine might, over a period of years, give rise to population pressure and to eco-
nomic and political disturbances which would justify present Arab fears of ultimate
Jewish expansion in the Near East.”

Israeli reaction to his work was immediate. They did not even wait for the
publication of his report and assassinated him during a duty visit to Jerusalem.
The Israeli government strongly rejected his attempt at restricting immigration,
and stood “‘emphatic in its opposition to any infringement of Israel’s independence
and sovereignty as regards her immigration policy.” The reply (6 June 1948) speaks

(4) Moshe Shertok expressed the willingness of the Jewish Agency to see the British
Mandate continue with all its provisions (including immigration) as late as the beginning of
1947. (Zionist Record, 10 January 1947).

(5) Statement of Information relating to Acts of Violence. Cmd. 6875, July 1946.

(6) Statement by Shertok to the First Committee of the UN., 27 April 1948, U.N. Official
Records. Second Special Session.

60



in quite milder terms when it deals with the Mediator’s territorial concessions to
the Arabs. Bernadotte reiterated his reading of the situation and warned:?

“"Should unrestricted immigration indefinitely continue in Palestine, there might
in the future arise a serious economic and political problem beyond the control of any
Jewish government. It cannot be ignored that immigration affects not only the Jewish
State and the Jewish people but also the surrounding Arab world.”?

During the talks, Shertok was frank enough to warn him against the future
population pressure which was bound to build up. The best way to forestall such
an explosion, he told the Mediator, was to give Isracl more lands from the start
so that she might not look for expansion.?

What Count Bernadotte said was confirmed a few years later by no other
man than Professor Marver H. Bernstein, consultant to the State Comptroller of
Isracl. He observed that the influx of immigrants since 1957 had put pressure on
Israel’s finance and water resources. “There was a growing realisation that in these
circumstances large scale founding of new farm villages was no longer feasible.”
The crisis led to the Jordan water project, which, in turn, precipitated an Arab
move to divert the water at source,’ and brought war nearer. Professor Bernstein
was not the first to point out that Israel had been living beyond its means. “Con-
sequently, it has been able to support a standard of living ... not justified by its
earnings from productive enterprise.”*® It needs little imagination to see that with
this kind of policy, an attempt must be made sooner or later to go out and look
for other sources of feeding the ever increasing population. If we take Bernstein’s
assessment of the population crisis with only some two million people on the land,
we can visualise what it will entail if that figure is tripled and quadrupled as it
is intended. Once more the expansionists know where to stand. Newsweek reported
Ben Gurion, on 2 April 1958, as preferring to have mass immigration rather than
economic independence. Mrs. Meir justified the policy by talking pitifully of the
ein brera (no alternative) position of Israel, which makes it impossible to turn back
refugees. She omitted to mention the squabbles with the immigration agents for
their failure in chasing more immigrants to Israel.

How did the Jewish nationalists, therefore, claim that millions of Jews could
be and would be settled on this stretch of land—a claim which had frequently
clashed with the conclusion and actual policies of the British Government and its
various commissions of experts? One of the wildest Zionist estimations was the
one put forward by W.B. Ziff. He estimated that 32,933,000 people could live in
the Holy Land. He reached his conclusion by this reading of the map:

“Surrounding it (Palestine) on all sides are vast undeveloped reaches, the major
part of which are as empty as the moon, so that the country is not even necessarily

(7) Reply of the Provisional Government of Israel, in Bernadotte, Count Folke, To [Jeru-
salem, London, 1951, p. 149. Bernadotte’s reply, 7bid., p. 153.

(8) Ibid., p. 212.
(9) Bernstein, M.H., The Politics of Israel, p. 204.
(10) Ibid., p. 227.
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limited by its own boundaries, which are more artificial than real. The Bedouin
ignore them, hardly aware that they exist.”11

The author called Transjordan, “the eastern two-thirds of the National Home,”
and called for the incorporation and the opening of that country for Jewish im-
migration.

The population weapon has been in the minds of Jewish nationalists in every
stage of the upbuilding of Israel. During the Peace Conference of Paris, Mr. Lansing
asked the disciple of synthetic chemistry and father of organic Zionism to explain
to the Conference, on behalf of the Zionist Organization, what they meant by the
ambigious “Jewish National Home,” which apparently puzzled the Conference
also. True to form Weizmann answered in these words:

“The Zionist Organization did not want an autonomous Jewish government, but
merely to establish in Palestine, under a Mandatory Power, an administration, not
necessarily Jewish, which would render it possible to send into Palestine 70,000 to
80,000 Jews annually.”12

In an almost identical appreciation of the position, Ben Gurion demanded
that at least Transjordan, regrettably separated, should be opened to Jewish immi-
gration. He affirmed that the Mandate which deprived the Jews of Transjordan did
not prohibit Jewish immigration to it, and consequently no amendments to its
terms were needed in this respect.® The Machiavellian side of this wish is brought
into sharp focus by the fact that Ben Gurion has never believed that a Jew can
lead a truly Jewish life outside Israel. He wrecked the world of American Jewry
by denouncing their sojourn on a gentile land under a non-Jewish rule. That he
would like to see his fellow Jews come all the way from America and Europe, at
great cost and trouble, to live in Transjordan under the rule of Abdulla is abso-
lutely absurd. Ben Gurion knew what he was talking about. Population means
staking a claim and a first step in the “organic” expansion. So keen was he on this
tactical move that during the Zionist-Arab talks of the thirties, he wrote, in
1934, to Dr. Magnes (who was acting on behalf of the Jewish Agency) expressing
his hope of reaching an understanding in which the Arabs would agree to Jewish
immigration to Transjordan also.*

Following the failure to annex the Litani and the watershed of the Jordan to
Palestine, the Zionists approached General Gouraud and Henry de Jouvenel, the
High Commissioner of Syria and Lebanon, for the establishment of some Jewish
colonies in Syria and Lebanon. The French recognised the real purpose. What
the World Zionist Organisation could not achieve at the Peace Conference might
be realised by a population settlement. De Jouvenel explained that he had no ob-
jection to Jewish colonisation in other parts of Syria, but positively refused to
allow Jews to settle in the coveted parts of the water sources on the border.?® The

(11) Ziff, op. cit., Ziff’s emphasis.

(12) 27 February 1919, Miller, op. ¢it., Vol. XV, p. 115.

(13) Ben Gurion, Rebirth and Destiny of Israel, p. 35.

(14) Bentwich, op. cit., p. 191.

(15) Ra'anan, op. cit., p. 139, Weizmann, op. c#t., pp. 360 and 452.
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French ofier was not taken up because it would not lead to the annexation of the
area. A similar attempt was made in the other direction toward Al-Arish and was
likewise recognised by Lord Cromer who prevented it.

The Struggle for Aliya

Expansion and immigration are always closely linked in Zionist history. The
more expansionist a politician is, the more committed to immigration we find
him. Both features emerge at their best in Ben Gurion, who preached his gospel
of aliya wherever he went. “We appeal to the parents to help us bring their chil-
dren here. Even if they decline to help, we will bring the youth,” he said in August
1949.2¢ In 1951, he sent a wave of false enthusiasm throughout the world of the
Jewry. Some four million Jews are coming! Eastern Europe is opening its gates!
It was soon discovered to be a piece of demagogy. His failure to open the east
European reservoir was a great blow to him.

In 1945, Mr. Truman instructed Earl G. Harrison, the American representative
on the inter-governmental Committee on Refugees, to furnish him with information
on the Jewish displaced persons. The findings were that there were about 100,000
of them. It was the beginning of the long drawn out case of the 100,000 certificates,
fought between the British Government and the Jewish Agency. Mr. A. Lilienthal
sketched the Zionist intriguing, intimidating and pressuring to bring in all that
number to Palestine. A great deal has been written about the protracted struggle
between Truman and the Jewish Agency on one side, and Bevin and the Arabs
on the other. Very little has been said about the struggle against the unhappy
people themselves, how “they are not to be asked but to be told,” what news they
were given of anti-Semitic pogroms raging in the States, how many of them were
flogged, intimidated and expelled, what pressure was used against the Joint Dis-
tribution Committee not to help them. According to Lilienthal’s accounts, out of
the 100,000, more than 55,000 applications for emigration to the United Sates
were filed by 1947, despite all the Zionist pressure. The figure also underlines Mr.
Truman’s “humanitarian” insistence to the British Government to issue 100,000
immigration certificates immediately and save American society. As the State of
Israel was declared it became the “‘only place for them to go to,” it was asserted.

Having emptied the D.P. camps of post-war Europe, the Zionists embarked on
the oriental communities. Iraq, Yemen, Morocco were successfully dealt with,
thanks to the general oppression and discrimination of the existing governments
and the fascist elements which cooperated with them. Nevertheless the oppression
did not work out in Iraq as the Zionists had expected, despite the option law
which gave Iraqi Jews the choice of emigration to Israel or staying in Iraq. The
old attachment of the 110,000 strong Iraqi community to their country defied both
Zionist temptation and the local fascist pressure. Zionist activists were sent to
Iraq with arms and explosives. A number of minor outrages were staged against
the Jews and the resultant panic was enough. Police investigations under interna-

(16) Cited. A. Lilienthal, What Price Israel, Chicago, 1862, p. 191.
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tional supervision led to Zionist cells where a considerable quantity of arms and
explosives of an identical type to those used in the outrages was discovered. Zionist
spokesmen boasted of the achievement later on, and after the damage had already
been done.'” The Operation Ali Baba (as it was called) left only 4,500 Jews in
Iraq. It was a no less colourful title than Operation Magic Carpet which transferred
the Yemenite Jews to Israel between 1948 and 1950. With the independence of
Algeria, most of the Algerian Jews opted to settle in France rather than Israel, to
the horror of the Zionist Organisation. A mock trial was held in Jerusalem in
1963 in which Algerian Jewry was tried and condemned for betrayal. Most of the
Libyan Jews, who numbered about 35,000 before the 1948 war, left the country
mainly for Italy. When the 1967 war ended, there were only 5,100 Jews left in
Libya. Of these, 2,900 went to Italy after the Six Day War.®®

The Oriental Jews who settled in Israel did not prove worth their salt accord-
ing to Zionist expectations. If the militant policies are to survive and flourish, im-
migrants from the West must come and tip the balance against the increasing
number of the “Second Israel,” the contented and easy-going Oriental Jews. The
Western Jews are unwilling to go to Israel and prefer to send a portion of their
tax-exempted income rather than their children. Furthermore, both Western and
Oriental Jewries are uninterested in Israeli expansion, if not weary of it, and both
are adamant about immigration to Israel. The hard core for Israel’s expansion is
found among the sons of the east European ghettoes and the opening of the east
European migration gates remains the dream of the extremists of Tel Aviv.

For years now Zionist propaganda pressure has been directed against the
Soviet Union and eastern Europe for no other purpose than to force the authorities
to get rid of their Jews. So far it has succeeded in Poland. After the 1967 war and
the support given by Gomulka to the Arab cause, tension between the authorities
and the Jewish sympathisers with Israel increased. The Zionist Press highlighted
the tension and pointed at the Jewish defiance on this score.’® Eventually the
Polish government yielded to Zionist machinations and opened the door for the
Polish Jews to emigrate to Israel. Hundreds of Jews began to apply for emigration
visas, but Poland had only about 20,000 Jews when emigration was allowed. The
main concern is Soviet Jewry, totalling about 2,600,000 souls, and it is Russia
which is receiving the worst of the offensive. In 1958, a widespread campaign was
launched against the Soviet Union under the slogan “Let our people go.” Smears
of anti-Semitism and religious persecution were thrown at the Soviet government
by those who were altruistic and were fighting the religious parties in Israel over
the question of Jewish religious practices. The Jerusalem Post lifted any doubt
about the purpose by suggesting “‘the simple solution of permitting those Jews
who would wish to do so to emigrate.”2°

(17) One of the victims who lost an eye in the explosions sued the Israeli government for
damages. Haolam Hazeb carried, on 20 April 1966, a long report on the “mishap.”

(18) J.C., 16 February 1968.

(19) Reports carried by The Jewish Chronicle on 22 March 1968, it reported that the
Jewish writers drank to the victory of Israel “glass after glass.”

(20) Jerusalem Post, 3 December 1965.
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Ben Gurion’s biographer explains that the “old man” was motivated in his
preoccupation with tapping the easy European reservoir of Jews by two factors.
One of them was humanitarian concerning the reunion of families, and the other
was political, related to the expansion of Israel:

“On the other hand, population growth was, and continued to be, the very basis
of Jewish statehood, for the number of people in Israel available to settle the empty
expanses in the state, and thus stake the claim of ownership over them, is even now,
after the doubling of the original Jewish population, inadequate.”21

In October 1958, the Zionists managed to persuade the Rumanian Govern-
ment to allow some of their 138,000 Jews to join their families in Israel. It was pro-
jected as a major breakthrough. Ben Gurion announced to the world that he had
definite information that the “ingathering” of some three million Jews from Eastern
Europe was imminent and called it “the greatest miracle in our time.” Millions of
dollars poured in, until it was discovered four months later to be another Zionist
hoax.

During Krushchev’s visit to America in 1959, representation by prominent
figures including Senator Lehman and Senator Javits, was made to the Soviet leader
on behalf of the Soviet Jewry under the same slogan of “Let our people go.”
Eastern Europe, which became the first place in which a Jew could become a head
of state, was accused even of genocide. More spectacular than the representation
of American senators, was the work of some communist organizations. The Aus-
tralian communist weekly Tribune, reported in December 1965 that the Australian
Communist Party had sent two of their Jewish leaders to Moscow, and made a
personal representation to the Kremlin on behalf of Jewish immigration to Israel.
That a communist party did not see how such a solution would be a denial of
the basic tenet of Marxist ideology is a startling phenomenon. It is to the great
credit of Zionist publicity and energy to note that many socialist and Marxist
organizations have remained silent for years and only open up with criticism and
self-criticism of the Soviet Union when the Zionists turn on the heat. It is also re-
markable that the smear of anti-Semitism was directed at the Soviet Union in
more recent years and in the liberalisation era of post Stalinism. Before the estab-
lishment of Israel, Stalin had generally heard refreshing comments from the pillars
of the World Zionist Organization. Both Weizmann and Ben Gurion commended
the new Soviet deal in the thirties.?? In his diaries N. Bentwich praised the treat-
ment of the Jews as he discerned it during his visit to Russia in 1931.2% Even at
a more recent date and after the establishment of Israel, Ben Gurion told his
general staff, “The new regime removed all vestige of Czarist discrimination
against the Jews. The individual Jew has the same rights as the non-Jew.”2* More

(21) B. Litvinoff, Ber Gurion of Israel, London, 1954, p. 229.

(22) In his statement to the Peel Commission, Weizmann mentioned the Russian Jewry
and testified that “The situation has, I think, materially improved,” and went on to deny that
this was any official anti-Semitism which is considered a crime against the state. Weizmann
was speaking in November 1936, during the worst period of Stalinism.

(23) N. Bentwich, Wanderer Between Two Worlds, London, 1941, p. 191.

(24) Israel Government Yearbook, 1950, p. 22.
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informed than Ben Gurion on the position in the Soviet Union was Mr. Begin,
who spent some time in Russian prisons early in World War II. His experience
did not prevent him from observing, “The truth is that the Soviet Government
is anti-Semitic.”?*

The pseudo-humanitarian concern over Soviet Jewry boils down, in the
end, to allowing the Jews of the USSR “to leave in order to join their families
or people in Israel,” as Mrs. Golda Meir put it in November 1961. Even without
Mrs. Meir’s additional proviso “or people,” the Zionists find no difficulty in ar-
ranging relations for any prospective immigrant whom they want to have. Formal
marriages between people who had never met before and never would, were
arranged during the Mandate and progressed into a prosperous business. Behind
the concern for the religious and cultural rights of the Jews under communist rule,
and the humanitarian appeals to let the Jews rejoin their families in Israel (why
not somewhere else?) lies the real motive of Israeli power. The Director General
of the Isracli Ministry of Defence opened a chink in the official thinking of his
government in 1959: “The greater the population of Israel, the greater will be her
army. A million soldiers will safeguard the state of Israel against any Arab attack.
No Arab country will dare attack Israel if her army is a million strong.”?® By
translating the defensive terms of the statement into their true meaning according
to Israeli military understanding of defence, the full significance becomes readily
revealed. Premier Eshkol explained to the Zionist General Council in Jerusalem
(March 1964) the significance of the “constant expansion of population” to Israel.
“It behoves us now to draw up plans for the 4th and 5th million. We must mobilise
the forces required.”??

The population strategy was one of the few facts which the Arabs managed
to discover. Throughout their history visa vis the Jewish National Home, they
stood firmly opposed to immigration. An end to the influx of Jews was one of
the basic demands put to the British Government in all their negotiations with it.
The British Government had also recognised this major point, and in their attempt
to allay Arab fears before World War 1I, they issued the White Paper which
limited Jewish immigration to a final figure of 75,000 after which the country
would be stabilised and the question of further immigration would be left to the
indigenous population. Throughout the war, the Zionists fought the White Paper
as if there was no war, to use Ben Gurion’s words. After the establishment of
Israel, the same pattern persisted with only the third part shifted to Moscow. The
Arabs, with their new alignment with the socialist countries of Eastern Europe,
used their influence to obstruct any influx of Jews to Palestine. Diplomatic repre-
sentation on the matter was officially made, and it was mentioned that the end to
the Rumanian exodus of 1958 was due to Arab diplomatic pressure. The Zionists

(25) Begin, op. cit., p. 17.
(26) Cited in, S. Hadawi, Bitter Harves:, N.Y. 1967, p. 277.
(27) Issues, Spring 1955, “Between two governments,” B. Matovu.
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regretted the great noise which they made, and it has been recommended ever since
to keep aliya developments more discreet. Figures are very difficult to come by
nowadays as the Israeli immigration departments have become very reticent and
guard their books as top secret documents.

Buttressing the National Home

Population in Israel has been used exactly as a builder would use his cement,
or a commander his army. The settlers are moved, stretched, used as a filling or
a skirting, thinned out or consolidated, put in store and then reactivated, and so
on. Ben Gurion gives glimpses of the population tactics in his ideas on the disposal
of population, settlement of land, peopling of empty areas, etc.?® The kibbutzim
are the obedient arm of this policy. A kibbutz is a military camp with only one
distinction—it is more solidly anchored. A frontier kibbutz is surrounded by
barbed wire, floodlit at night and guarded by its armed men. Unlike an ordinary
soldier, who is often too willing to abandon camp and return to a lively town,
the kibbutz settler has his family with him, and he and his family find themselves
defending their own home and back garden. The tradition grew over the years
that wherever you want to annex a land, you must hasten to send a portion of
the population there and settle it. There is some old principle behind it, going
back to the days of the mediaeval ghetto, like many features of Israeli life and
politics, when possession was nearly the only proof of ownership left in the
hands of the Jews. Having illegally taken so much of Arab property, the Israelis
developed a psychological as well as a strategic conception that no territory should
be safely considered a part of Israel until it was crowded with a Jewish population.
Moshe Dayan expressed this anxiety in his rejection of the proposal to create a
neutral zone between Egypt and Israel. “If we keep away from the border, it will
cease to be our frontier.”?® The only thing which gives credence to Israel fron-
tiers is the fact that Israelis are living and working there. The theory of the popu-
lation frontier accepted by the government, considers any area an Israeli territory
on paper only, as long as there are no Jews inhabiting it. The areas populated by
Arabs are accordingly projections of the Arab world which happen to be under
Israeli occupation. Until a recent date these parts remained under military rule,
and the military regulations were lifted only after the implementation of the dis-
persion and consolidation policies. One of these araes is Upper Galilee which was
not affected by Jewish colonisation, and remained basically Arab. In the middle
sixties, Zionist activities warned against leaving the pocket untouched by Jewish
colonisation and a campaign was made in behalf of Jewish settlement of that
region. The Lands Leasing Law for the development of the Galilee was made for
the purpose. The policy was pursued with ruthless vigour after the 1948 war
and the great exodus of the Arab refugees. Emissaries were rushed to the four
corners of Europe to tell the Jews that the land was empty. There was no time

(28) Ben Gurion, Israel—Years of Challenge, p. 61.
(29) Jewish Chronicle, 21 September 1956.
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for the immigrants to think or consider. Bring them in! Within months, Arab.
vacated properties, houses, fields, shops were filled, and new settlements arose

all along the cease-fire lines regardless of any eventual settlement or UN dis.
cussions.

The phrase was coined that Israel’s frontier was the washing line. It is where
women take their children and set up an improvised home. Where they hang out
their daily linen, there only does historical Eretz Israel end. Behind this picture,
lurks the dogged resistance to any compromise or back-pedalling. The Israelis
have learnt that, even when their own government decides to withdraw, no police,
army or UN emergency force, can remove these women with their washing on
the line. There, Israeli children take their first lesson of, “Hold on, do not give
up an inch, and fight it out.”

In Chapter X, the seizure of the demilitarised zones by such militant
kibbutzim will be sketched out. The kibbutzim are normally manned by dedicated
and extremist elements of pioneers (Chalutzim). Herut members (the old terrorists
of the Irgun) make up a good many of them, and contribute to the general tension
prevailing along the unhappy borders. They arrive unexpectedly with their
prefabricated homes, machinery and ready blueprint for the entire operation,
which is usually executed with immaculate precision overnight. When the sur-
rounding Arabs wake up in the morning, they find they have new neighbours.
Such was the case of the Burayr villagers who, on a fine April morning in 1948,
suddenly found a new settlement set up next to them on top of a strategic hill
commanding the route to the Negev. The following day another convoy of trucks
arrived and the second settlement was built up overnight under floodlight. The
process of dotting the coveted areas with such military colonies was in fact pur-
sued throughout the Second World War and was stepped up before the Declara-
tion of Independence as will be mentioned in Part 3. The case of the military set-
tlement of al-Auja in the demilitarised zone between Sinai and the Negev, and its
part in ousting the Egyptians and paving the way for the 1956 Sinai Campaign,
stands as the classic example of the use of population and settlement as arms of
expansion.

Another form of settlements served the purpose of putting a seal on an already
accomplished operation. Most of the settlements established in the annexed terri-
tories after the 1948 war were of this type. The conquest consolidation in the
aftermath of that war was marked by eighteen new settlements in Upper Galilee,
fifteen in Western Galilee, four in the Jordan Valley, two in the Beisan Valley,
seven in Yezreel, three in the Ephraim Hills, eleven in Shomoron, six in the
Sharon Plain and on the Arab Triangle border, nine in the Lydda Plain, Sixteen
near Jerusalem and eight in the Negev; all hurriedly set up in 1948 and 1949.%
The removal of the Arabs from the strategic places and their replacement with
Jewish settlers became part of the military planning. The high figure mentioned

(30) “Israel’s Economy in 1948/49,” A. Bonne, in the Israeli Economiss, 1949-50.
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above for the purely Arab area of Galilee is a pointed to the effort to break down
the stubborn character of this zone which continued to arouse comments in the
worried press, and whose settlement, together with that of the Negev, was made
part of the defence programme of Ben Gurion.

The technique is still in vogue. After the Six Day War, the procedure was
extended to the new conquered territories. From September 1967, the green light
was given and the first Nahal settlement appeared in the Occupied Territories.
The war has become a population war in the truest sense. The Arabs are trying
to regain control by pushing in as many Palestinians as they can and the Israelis
are trying to maintain their grip by bringing in as many Jews as possible. Therefore
any thought of reaching a solution for the Palestinian refugees and any homeless
Jews cannot be conceived outside the framework of a final political solution.
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CHAPTER V
FORCE AND EXPULSION

The Adoration of the Gun

More than in most other political conflicts, psychological factors loom in every
phase and facet of the Palestine question. The emotionalism of both sides is pro-
verbial. After centuries of brutal persecution and the blood, or gas, baths in which
some six million people were liquidated in Nazi Europe, the victims developed the
secret love and admiration of the weak for the beastly prowess of the tormentor.
Despite the understandable indignation felt by many Zionist sympathisers, the
fact remains that, in many aspects, Israel is following the ideology of Nazism,
particularly in the adoration of might and the cynicism towards idealistic interna-
tional concepts. Specifying what was intended for the new Jewish state, Jabotinsky
gave the Peel Commission this psychopathic understanding of limited indepen-
dence: "It does not necessarily mean being independent in the sense of having the
right to declare war on anybody.”* His successor, M. Begin, gave the existence
of man this definition, “We fight, therefore we are.”

The Israelis have given us one more sorry example of how we succumb to
our emotionalism rather than to our rationalism. Up to the day of writing and
after half a century of accumulated experience, they insist that force is the only
way to make the Arabs accept a solution and embrace peace with Israel. “Arab
aggression can be only met with force, and no outcome is possible but one brought
about by Jewish arms,” wrote Ben Gurion.? This view is shared by his disciple,
General Moshe Dayan, who lost no chance to lecture his people that force was
the only hope of persuading the Arab to go to the conference table. The Jewish
Chronicle, one of the more objective and moderate Zionist papers, fell in the same
trap and expected Israel to have achieved her aim by force. Writing whilst the
Egyptian tanks and planes were still smouldering, the Editor said:

“As for the cruacial problems of Israel-Arab relations, the Arabs, having failed to
be persuaded by argument that Israel had come to stay, will now have to learn the
hard way, by military defeat.”s

One more factor in this preoccupation with force is that the Zionist Move-
ment was born at the highest glory of imperialist might. As a small part of the
western imperialist movement, it admired everything that was the secret of impe-
rialist glory. In their polemics, the Zionists fall back on the past experience of

(1) Cmd. 5479, 1937.
(2) Ben Gurion, Israel—Years of Challenge, p. 24.
(3) Jewish Chronicle, 9 June 1967.
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the western powers. What justification could Israel have for invading Sinai or
occupying it? Ben Gurion answers by referring to the United States’ invasion of
Mexico in 1916 and their remaining there until 1917 for the purpose of stopping
the Mexican marauders.* After the Arab-Jewish incidents in 1921, the Zionists
discussed means and methods of handling the Arabs. Free references were made
to the experiences of former British generals, and their advice on the use of force
as the only thing which colonial peoples could understand. W.B. Ziff (in his already-
mentioned book) quoted Mark Sykes on the Arabs who, “long had the knack of
falling in with the plans of a successful conqueror.” The same Zionist writer
described the Arabs thus, “Turbulent, destructive, inefficient, seemingly incapable
of any but the most elementary creative activities.” This kind of wisdom had been
upheld by the Zionists long before the Jewish National Home was born. Alexander
Aaronsohn, who lived with his brother, the more adventurous Aaron, in Pales-
tine before World War 1, wrote in his diaries, .. .the Arab is a cunning fellow,
whose only respect is for brute force. He exercises it himself for every possible
victim and expects the same treatment from his superiors.”® This attitude is no
better or worse than the general attitude expressed by the white settlers in Africa
and the British colonialists in India.

As soon as the Arabs started to oppose the Zionist aspirations, force was
suggested as the only means of making them accept what the Zionists said and
concede what they wanted. This has remained the general guiding principle to the
present day, despite its apparent failure. That the fellahin may have a grievance,
that the workers may be suffering from unemployment, that the middle class may
be losing jobs to the newcomers, or that the people may have legitimate national
aspirations of their own, are all fairy stories of the English Arabophiles. The view
was shared by most of the so-called socialist and Marxist Zionists, an affair which
exposes the hypocrisy and chauvinism of the Zionist left. A good example may
be found in the investigations carried out after the 1928 Jewish-Arab clashes. The
Royal Commission which was sent to investigate the incidents found, and with
no need for any Marxism, that the incidents had their deep roots in Arab fears
for the future, strengthened by mass unemployment, the displacement of some
fellahin, and Zionist discrimination against Arab labour. The Jewish Agency sub-
mitted its own reading of the situation and advanced these causes which we give
in the same order as that given by the Agency:

“(1) No military enforcements were brought in.

(2) Negligence in using the existing force effectively and early enough.

(3) Omission to arm the Jews

(4) Disarming the Jewish police.

(5) Withdrawal of the sealed armouries (used to be given by the Government
for the Jews' self-defence in emergencies) from some colonies.

(6) Delay in opening fire on the Arabs.”

The statement continues to list a few more causes, none of which had any

(4) Ben Gurion, Israel: Years of Challenge.
(5) Aaronsohn, A., With the Turks in Palestine, London, 1917, p. 25.
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pearing on the unemployment of workers or the displacement of the fellahin,
caused by Jewish immigration. No mention was made of the fact that during
those months of the international crisis, unemployment among the Jews alone
reached 8,440 in August 1927, putting a heavy burden on the finance and taxation
of a small country like Palestine.®

The 1928/29 disturbances proved to be a landmark in Jewish-Arab relations
as Jews and Arabs continued to refer to their experiences and losses during those
fateful months. The psychological outlook of both communities could have been
affected one way or another by a dedicated and sound leadership. The bi-nation-
alist, Dr. J. Magnes, felt the weight of the opportunity and, in 1930, wrote his
tract “Like all the Nasions,” which put a large share of the responsibility for the
massacre on the Jews. The Zionists, almost to a man, were infuriated by his ana-
lysis. New Judea commented in February 1930 on the “depressing” pamphlet by
chiding its author: “the task of protecting a population afflicted with a con-
science so sensitive that its first reaction to massacre is a sense of blood guiltiness,
would not prove remunerative.” Henceforth, the Yishuv must be trained to live
without their conscience and to look pleasantly at the sight of massacres. Banquo
must go and leave Macbeth to his ambitions. The method of reprisal and force,
of telling the Arabs and not asking them, and of putting a high price on Jewish
life, gradually developed across the years and became the accepted mode of Is-
raeli politics.

“In the last week,” wrote Yediot Aharonot on 16 May 1967, “There was an
interruption in Syrian sabotage acts and this was due to Israel’s warnings which
had an effect on Damascus.” But what is the good of that to the Israeli paper?
Leaving well alone is an anathema. So Yediot Aharonot continued, “If our warn-
ing remains verbal, the Syrians will regain courage and the sabotage acts will be
resumed. Only action will convince them.”

The resort to terrorism, assassination, intimidation and force in general be-
came part of the psychology of the Jewish nationalists and Israel. The Jewish
state was not born of love or wedlock but of hatred and violence, of anti-Semitism
and massacres. It is not her fault to be born so, inasmuch as delinquency is not
the fault of any juvenile. Obsession with force has become part of the Israeli scene,
however hard the pacifists may try. The fun and pride which the Israelis find in
marksmanship, in playing with arms, chasing the Palestinians and watching mili-
tary operations are remarkable. The peculiarly excited expression on the faces of
the crowds watching the Jerusalem military parades is something unknown even
in the glory of German militarism. General Moshe Dayan, the embodiment of the
new generation, spoke for them: “The most exciting thing in life is war.” His un-
necessary and reckless presence in many trivial operations, often to the embarrass-
ment of the officer in command, cannot be explained except by this primitive
thirst for the excitment of fighting. Foreign observers are often disgusted at the

(6) Cmd. 3530, 1930. Report on the Palestine Disturbances of August 1929.
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