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.1.  

The War Before The Six Day War 

On May 14, 1967, the territorial limits of the State of Israel were the lines agreed upon in 
her Armistice Agreements of 1949 with Jordan, Syria, Lebanon, and Egypt. Israel held 
none of the territories she was to gain as a result of the still undreamed-of war three 
weeks away. 

No more vulnerable boundaries could be imagined. Along its middle strip, on the 
Mediterranean coast, the country was no where more than ten miles wide. Within this 
narrow waist were crowded the main centers of the Israeli population: Tel Aviv, with its 
smaller sister towns Ramat Gan and Petah Tiqva to the east, Bat Yam and Holon to the 
south, Herzliya and Natanya to the north. These formed its main commercial 
concentrations and most of its industry. Overlooking the strip from the east was the 
central range of Palestine’s mountains–the mountains of Ephraim–and holding these 
mountains were the Arabs of the Kingdom of Jordan. This central area of the State of 
Israel could be raked with shellfire, clear through from border to border, without a single 
gun having to be moved across the frontier. In the early morning of June 6, 1967, a shell 
fired from the Arab village of KalkiReh, beyond the northeastern corner of the coastal 
strip, sailed southwestward through half its length and all its width and exploded half a 
mile from the Mediterranean beach in an apartment near Masaryk Square in Tel Aviv. 

In the northeastern section of the state, the Huleh plain, reclaimed from the swamp, 
dotted with Israel’s green villages, lay flat as a billiard table under the stark overhang of 
the Golan Heights – and the heights were held by the Arabs of Syria. 

In the southwestern sector, the Sinai Desert, though almost empty of population, was 
nevertheless well provided with Egyptian military airfields, within three to ten minutes’ 
flying time from Israel’s densely populated coastal strip. 

It was from these frontiers that on June 5, 1967, Israel launched her air force and her 
army against the Egyptian armed forces, subsequently resisted the invading forces from 
Jordan and Syria, defeated them all, and gained control of the remainder of western 
Palestine clear to the Jordan River, of the Golan Heights, and of the Sinai Peninsula  – 
down to the Suez Canal and the Red Sea. 

It is to those frontiers of June 5, 1967–to be precise, the Armistice lines of 1949–"with 
minor insubstantial modifications," that Israel has since then been called on to return, 
even by some of her friends. The pressures suggest that such a withdrawal from Sinai and 
the Gaza district to the gates of Ashkelon, from Samaria and Judea back to the ten-nine-
wide coastal strip – and the restoration to Syria of the Golan Heights above the Huleh 
Valley will bring peace between Israel and the Arab states. The way to peace, it is 
implied, lies in restoring the conditions that existed before June 5, 1967. 



The central fact in the life of Israel in the period before June 5 was that in those restricted 
and confined and frighteningly fragile frontiers the Arab states threatened, planned, and 
tried to destroy her. It was against Israel in those borders that on May 14, 1967, the 
neighboring Arab states – Egypt, and after her Syria and Jordan, with some support from 
Iraq – began massing their forces and their resources to prepare for an imminent 
onslaught on Israel from three sides. In simultaneous action, they set in motion all the 
available means of communication with the world at large to make known Israel’s 
forthcoming annihilation. Israel saved herself from that threat and that purpose by the 
only strategy feasible in her topographical circumstances: a preventive attack on the 
forces of Egypt, the main enemy. Ile battles that followed on three fronts, for all their 
startling, spectacular, even historic success, cost Israel in six days twice as many dead in 
proportion to her total population as the United States lost in eight years of fighting in 
Vietnam. 

The offensive that took shape in Arab minds and began to emerge in May 1967 was the 
climax – indeed, the grand finale – of eighteen years of hostilities against Israel on every 
front except the direct confrontation of the military battlefield. During those eighteen 
years, the various hostile acts of the Arab states broke every relevant paragraph in the 
Armistice Agreements of 1949, which all the states had negotiated and signed and which 
theoretically governed their relations with Israel. 
 

Who today remembers a ship called Rimfrost? Or Franca Maria, or Capetan Manolis? 
Who remembers Inge Toft and Astypatea? The sailors who manned them, no doubt, and 
the merchants whose cargoes they carried. In the 1950s they, and many others like them, 
were actors in the drama of the continuing and all-embracing Arab attack on Israel. 

The Inge Toft, a Danish ship carrying an Israeli cargo of phosphates and cement, was 
arrested in the Suez Canal in May 1959. She was detained for 262 days, until her owners, 
despairing of their legal rights, ordered the captain to submit to the demands of the 
Egyptian authorities. The captain released the cargo, and the Egyptians confiscated it. 
The Inge Toft sailed back to Haifa with emptied holds. In those 262 days, many protests 
were made in direct communications to Cairo and in debates in the United Nations 
Assembly against Egypt’s flagrant violation of international rights and decisions. None 
had any effect. 

By sending a Danish ship through the Suez Canal, the Israeli government was in fact 
retreating from a defense of Israel’s absolute right to send her own ships freelv through 
the Canal. For eight years, Egypt had forcibly prevented Israeli ships from doing so. 
International advice – in fact the urgings of the Secretary General of the UN – had 
prompted Israel’s government to try the compromise of sending an Israeli cargo on a non-
Israeli ship. While the imprisoned Inge Toff continued to demonstrate daily that the 
Egyptian government would not allow an Israeli cargo through even when carried on a 
non-Israeli vessel, new advice was forthcoming. 



The Secretary General of the United Nations, Dag Hammarskold, informed the Israeli 
government that he had reason to believe that if, now, on a non-Israeli ship they were to 
send a non-Israeli cargo that is, an FOB cargo already the property of the non-Israeli 
buyer – Egyptian President Nasser would show what was described as moderation and 
allow the ships through the Canal. This proposal was accepted by the Israeli government, 
which even agreed to keeping the transaction secret. 

The Inge Toft was thus still in detention when, on December 17, 1959, the Greek vessel 
Astypalea, carrying an FOB cargo, sailed into the Suez Canal. She was promptly arrested 
and detained. After four months of international protests, her owners also submitted to 
the Egyptians’ demands and allowed the cargo to be confiscated. 

In the tense months of diplomatic and undiplomatic struggle over these ships, most of the 
world’s maritime powers protested volubly and often. Their own ships, however, 
continued to sail freely through the Canal. Egypt was thus given daily, even hourly, 
assurance that, except for name calling, she need fear no reprisals, no punitive or even 
admonitory action for violating the famous, hitherto sacrosanct and unequivocal 
Constantinople Convention of 1888. That international compact laid down that: 

The Suez Maritime Canal shall always be free and open, in time of war as in time of 
peace, to every vessel of commerce or war, without distinction of flags…. The Canal 
shall never be subjected to the exercise of the right of blockade. 

The daily unblushing procession past the imprisoned Inge Toft by ships of members of 
the United Nations made it plain, moreover, that the resolutions they had themselves 
passed in the Security Council against such a breach of international law need not be 
taken too seriously. The Council had passed such a resolution in 1951, when the 
Egyptians first blockaded the Canal against Israel. It had reaffirmed it in 1954. The 
resolution called on Egypt "to terminate the restrictions on the passage ‘of international 
commercial shipping and goods through the Suez Canal wherever found, and to cease all 
interference with such shipping. 

The closing of the Suez Canal to Israel was one detail of the economic war which the 
Arab states pursued with unrelenting ferocity ever since the State of Israel was 
established. After signing the 1949 Armistice Agreements, in which they forswore "any 
warlike or hostile acts," they progressively broadened the scope and deepened the 
intensity of an all-embracing range of economic hostilities. 

The Arab states tried to starve Israel of water. First they refused to cooperate in an 
American-sponsored scheme for regional exploitation of the sources of the Jordan. Next 
they tried by force-employing artillery to interfere with Israel’s own efforts to realize her 
meager water resources (by diverting that part of the Jordan River that ran within her 
territory). Indeed, because the water shortage was a built-in weakness of Israel’s 
economic structure, throughout those years the Arabs saw Israel’s water supply as a 
prime target for their offensive. 



The Arab boycott of Israeli goods and services had been launched against the Palestine 
Jewish community even before the State of Israel was created, and it developed from year 
to year. In the Arab countries themselves, all commercial relationships with Israel were 
forbidden on pain of heavy penalties. In fact, any contact whatever with Israel was 
prohibited. The governments enforced the suspension of all postal, telephone, and 
telegraph facilities for communications with Israel and prohibited all communication by 
sea, air, and rail. Any traveler whose passport showed that he had at any time been in 
Israel, or intended going to Israel, was refused admission to any Arab state. 

The boycott was extended to every corner of the world. A vast machine saw to its 
organization and operation. Over the years, the central boycott office in Damascus 
compiled a long blacklist of firms the world over who traded with or in Israel, of ships 
that called at Israeli ports, even of actors or musicians who visited Israel or expressed 
friendship for Israel. From Damascus a campaign of pressure, threatening blackmail or 
coercion, was directed at all of them. Questionnaires and admonitory letters were sent to 
large numbers of firms in many countries to impress upon them that they would not be 
allowed to do business with the states of the Arab League if they tried to do business with 
Israel. In Damascus, a worldwide network of inspection was also developed to detect 
breaches of the boycott. 

This campaign met with substantial success The Arab states, with their 100 million 
potential customers, exercised considerable appeal to manufacturers and merchants 
hungry for markets. In some of them, soaring oil production had brought about a steep 
increase in the citizens’ spending power. Many firms throughout the world consequently 
succumbed to the demands, or threats, of the Arab states and quietly joined in the boycott 
of Israel. 

The tactics of economic warfare were early extended into every phase of international 
intercourse and activity, and to the utmost extremity. Planes touching at an Israeli airport 
were forbidden to fly over Arab territory; they would ask in vain for flight information or 
even rescue services from an Arab airport. The Arab states refused to cooperate with 
Israel in any international agency or operation whatsoever, including regional health 
operations, the war against locusts, the war against narcotics. 

Economic warfare carried on day in, day out was the unchanging accompaniment to the 
military and paramilitary siege warfare which Egypt, Jordan, and Syria waged almost 
incessantly against Israel . . . In a seven-year period, Arabs carried out 11,873 acts of 
sabotage and murder. Israel suffered 1,335 casualties; of these, over 1,000 were civilians . 
. . In 1956, the campaign reached a climax. Suddenly the Egyptian government blockaded 
the Straits of Tiran, the only approach to Israel’s southern port of Eilat. On Sanab and 
Tiran–two tiny, otherwise unused islands in the Straits–they installed gun emplacements. 
From these, Egypt could straddle and control the southern gateway to Israel, which was 
thus cut off from direct contact with the southern hemisphere, with the east coast of 
Africa, and with the Far East. 



Now, too, armed Egyptian raids into Israel became a daily occurrence. The infiltrators 
grew ever bolder. From short penetrations across the border, they developed a longer 
reach into the heart of the country. Individual acts of terror were carried out at the very 
gates of Tel Aviv. 

Then, in the early autumn, convoys of Egyptian tanks began to cross the Suez Canal into 
the Sinai Peninsula. A front line took shape in the desert along the demarcation lines with 
Israel and in the Gaza Strip, and behind the front line there was a mass of new armor. 

The tanks gave concrete expression to the purposeful entry of a new element into the 
arena: the Soviet Union. In 1955, Moscow had begun sending into Egypt tanks and guns 
and planes in quantities unknown in the area since the major battles in the Western Desert 
during the Second World War. 

With these preliminaries in train, the Egyptian government now reached agreement with 
Jordan, Syria, and Iraq for setting up a joint command. In an atmosphere of high 
expectation, they prepared for the invasion of Israel. The Israeli Army forestalled them. 
At the end of October, in a swift campaign, it forced the Egyptian Army back across the 
Suez Canal into Egypt, eliminated the offensive bases of the infiltrators, and reopened the 
Straits of Tiran to Israeli shipping. But the United States government, displaying – not for 
the first time – considerable misapprehension of Arab purposes and the Arab character 
and a less understandable failure to grasp the elements of Soviet imperialistic strategy, 
bore down on Israel with heavy diplomatic pressure and the veiled threat of punitive 
economic action. Israel’s government succumbed, and its army drew back from Sinai and 
the Gaza plain. United States pressure was accompanied at the United Nations by 
undertakings, seconded by France and Britain and other maritime powers, that they 
would assure Israel’s freedom of navigation in the straits. There were even promises, 
though more nebulous, from Washington to assure Israel’s right of navigation in the Suez 
Canal. (When the time of trial came in May 1967, none of these promises was kept.) 

Yet the swift defeat in battle had battered and demoralized the Egyptian Army. A large 
part of its armor and equipment was destroyed or captured. Then came two years of 
comparative tranquility. 

It was not long before the Soviet Union invited Egypt to submit specifications of the arms 
and equipment needed to replenish her armed strength. The flow of tanks and planes and 
guns from the Black Sea ports to Egypt was renewed. Later, the Soviet Union began to 
supply arms with even more pronounced exclusivity to Syria as well. Thenceforward, 
Egypt’s and Syria’s relations with the Soviet Union grew increasingly close. The flow of 
arms grew ever greater. The Arab campaign of violence was resumed in 1959 … Across 
the various Armistice lines (except that with Lebanon), Israel was under constant attack: 
from Jordan-held territory in the heart of western Palestine, from the Gaza plain and 
Sinai, and from the Golan Heights to the northeast. 

Tension and harassment were Israel’s daily bread. Especially popular with the Arabs 
were the artillery bombardments from the sheer bluffs of the Golan Heights on the Israeli 



villages below. There are hundreds of young people in Israel today, bom in proximity to 
the armistice lines of 1949, who spent most of the nights of their childhood, and many of 
their daylight hours, in underground shelters. 

From time to time, the Israeli Army carried out retaliatory raids, on the principle of 
accumulative retribution. It usually succeeded in halting the Arab belligerence 
temporarily, but it could not stop it altogether. 

The full significance of Israel’s vulnerability was made manifest suddenly, and to almost 
universal surprise, in May 1967. Ostensibly, everybody knew that Egypt was capable of 
turning Sinai into a vast offensive base threatening the very heart of the Jewish state. 
Ostensibly, it was common knowledge that the United Nations Observer Force, set up in 
1957 after the Sinai campaign, would evaporate if Egypt decided to attack. Ostensibly, it 
was common knowledge that at a moment of destructive exhilaration the Arab states 
might be capable of united action, forcing a war on three fronts against an Israel 
outmanned, outgunned, and outnumbered in planes by nearly three to one and in tanks by 
more than three to one. These elementary facts were largely ignored even by many 
people in Israel itself–just as, since the war, Israel has been pressed to forget them again. 

The facts became clear in quick succession. On May 14, President Nasser started moving 
his troops and tanks into Sinai. Three days later, the Syrians announced that their forces 
on the Golan Heights were also ready for action. On the same day, Nasser demanded the 
immediate withdrawal of the United Nations force from Sinai. The UN Secretary 
General, U Thant, promptly complied; the United Nations force disappeared. 

Simultaneously, the Commander of the Egyptian forces in Sinai, General Murtagi, issued 
an Order of the Day. For greater effect it was broadcast on Cairo Radio on May 18, 1967: 
The Egyptian forces have taken up positions in accordance with our predetermined plans. 
The morale of our armed forces is very high, for this is the day they have so long been 
waiting for, for this holy war. 

Four days later, Nasser announced the renewed blockade of the Tiran Straits. Then on 
May 30, King Hussein of Jordan hastened to Cairo and there signed a mutual-defense 
pact with Nasser. All now seemed ready. In two weeks, a noose had been drawn around 
Israel’s neck. 

Believing in the power of their numbers, in their unity, and in their ability to exploit 
Israel’s glaring strategic weakness, the Arabic leaders and spokesmen now articulated the 
simple objective of their policy and their labors: annihilation of the Jewish state. 

The Arab leaders, as it turned out, had miscalculated. They were, it is true, united; they 
did outnumber the Israelis heavily in men, planes, tanks, guns, and ships; if they had been 
able to exploit these conditions, Israel’s topographical weakness could have been fatal to 
her. Israel is now being asked (or told, or cajoled) to resume that topographical weakness, 
or that topographical weakness with, in the words of the United States government, 
"insubstantial modifications." 



The Arabs’ war against Israel in the years between 1949 and 1967 was accompanied and 
dramatized by an incessant diplomatic offensive and a campaign of propaganda that grew 
progressively in volume and scope. Its purpose was not kept secret. It was repeated again 
and again. "Our aim," it was epitomized by Nasser on November 18, 1965, "is the full 
restoration of the rights of the Palestinian people. In other words, we aim at the 
destruction of the State of Israel. The immediate aim: perfection of Arab military might. 
The national aim: the eradication of Israel." 

Year after year, the autumn sessions of the United Nations in New York were converted 
into a sounding board for the combined verbal onslaught on Israel of the delegates of the 
ever-growing number of Arab states. 

The war against Israel on its many fronts was pursued against an Israel that did not 
embrace the "occupied territories" of today. At that time, too, Israel was pressed and 
urged from many sides to make concessions. What could these concessions have been? In 
those years, too, Israel was pressed to offer concessions of "territory." But it was the Arab 
refugee problem that was named as the prime cause of Arab intransigence, as the source 
of all the trouble in the Middle East. That was then proclaimed the major obstacle to 
peace. 



.2. 

Arab Refugees 

Only a George Orwell or a Franz Kafka could have done justice to the story of the Arab 
refugee problem. For twenty years, the world has been indoctrinated with a vision of its 
origins, its scope, the responsibilities for its solution. The intent of this picture is, 
roughly, that in 1948 the Jewish people launched an attack on the Arab inhabitants of 
Palestine, drove them out, and thus established the State of Israel. 

The number of innocent peace-loving Arabs thus turned refugee was there you may insert 
any figure that occurs to you, such as a million, one and a half million, two million. 
Justice demands that the refugees be restored to their homes, and until that day, the world 
(everyone, that is, except the Arab people) must care for their upkeep. 

The Arabs are the only declared refugees who became refugees not by the action of their 
enemies or because of well-grounded fear of their enemies, but by the initiative of their 
own leaders. For nearly a generation, those leaders have willfully kept as many people as 
they possibly could in degenerating squalor, preventing their rehabilitation, and holding 
out to all of them the hope of return and of "vengeance" on the Jews of Israel, to whom 
they have transferred the blame for their plight. 

The fabrication can probably most easily be seen in the simple circumstance that at the 
time the alleged cruel expulsion of Arabs by Zionists was in progress, it passed 
unnoticed. Foreign newspapermen who covered the war of 1948 on both sides did, 
indeed, write about the flight of the Arabs, but even those most hostile to the Jews saw 
nothing to suggest that it was not voluntary. 

In the three months during which the major part of the flight took place – April, May, and 
June 1948 – the London Times, at that time [openly] hostile to Zionism, published eleven 
leading articles on the situation in Palestine in addition to extensive news reports and 
articles. In none was there even a hint of the charge that the Zionists were, driving the 
Arabs from their homes. 

More interesting still, no Arab spokesman mentioned the subject. At the height of the 
flight, on April 27, Jamat Husseini, the Palestine Arabs’ chief representative at the United 
Nations, made a long political statement, which was not lacking in hostility toward the 
Zionists; he did not mention refugees. Three weeks later (while the flight was still in 
progress), the Secretary General of the Arab League, Azzam Pasha, made a fiercely 
worded political statement on Palestine; it contained not a word about refugees. 

The Arab refugees were not driven from Palestine by anyone. The vast majority left, 
whether of their own free will or at the orders or exhortations of their leaders, always 
with the same reassurance that their departure would help in the war against Israel. 
Attacks by Palestinian Arabs on the Jews had begun two days after the United Nations 



adopted its decision of November 29, 1947, to divide western Palestine into an Arab and 
a Jewish state. The seven neighboring Arab states Syria, Lebanon, Transjordan, Iraq, 
Saudi Arabia, Yemen, and Egypt then prepared to invade the country as soon as the birth 
of the infant State of Israel was announced. 

Their victory was certain, they claimed, but it would be speeded and made easier if the 
local Arab population got out of the way. The refugees would come back in the wake of 
the victorious Arab armies and not only recover their own property but also inherit the 
houses and farms of the vanquished and annihilated Jews. Between December 1, 1947, 
and May 15, 1948, the clash was largely between bands of local Arabs, aided by the 
disintegrating British authority, and the Jewish fighting organizations. 

The earliest voluntary refugees were understandably the wealthier Arabs of the towns, 
who made a comparatively leisurely departure in December 1947 and in early 1948. At 
that stage, departure had not yet been proclaimed as a policy or recognized as a potential 
propaganda weapon. The Jaffa newspaper Ash Shalab thus wrote on January 30, 1948: 

"The first group of our fifth column consists of those who abandon their houses and 
businesses and go to live elsewhere. . . . At the first sign of trouble they take to their heels 
to escape sharing the burden of struggle." 

Another weekly, As-Sarih of Jaffa, used even more scathing terms on March 30, 1948, to 
accuse the inhabitants of Sheikh Munis and other villages in the neighborhood of Tel 
Aviv of "bringing down disgrace on us all" by "abandoning their villages." On May 5, the 
Jerusalem correspondent of the London Times was reporting: "The Arab streets are 
curiously deserted and, ardently following the poor example of the more moneyed class 
there has been an exodus from Jerusalem too, though not to the same extent as in Jaffa 
and Haifa." 

As the local Arab offensive spread during the late winter and early spring of 1948, the 
Palestinian Arabs were urged to take to the hills, so as to leave the invading Arab armies 
unencumbered by a civilian population. Before the State of Israel had been formally 
declared – and while the British still ruled the country – over 200,000 Arabs left their 
homes in the coastal plain of Palestine. 

These exhortations came primarily from their own local leaders. Monsignor George 
Hakim, then Greek Catholic Bishop of Galilee, the leading Christian personality in 
Palestine for many years, told a Beirut newspaper in the summer of 1948, before the 
flight of Arabs had ended: 

"The refugees were confident that their absence would not last long, and that they would 
return within a week or two. Their leaders had promised them that the Arab armies would 
crush the ‘Zionist gangs’ very quickly and that there was no need for panic or fear of a 
long exile." [Sada at Tanub, August 16, 1948] 



The exodus was indeed common knowledge. The London weekly Economist reported on 
October 2, 1948: 

"Of the 62,000 Arabs who formerly lived in Haifa not more than 5,000 or 6,000 
remained. Various factors influenced their decision to seek safety in flight. There is but 
little doubt that the most potent of the factors were the announcements made over the air 
by the Higher Arab Executive, urging the Arabs to quit.. . . It was clearly intimated that 
those Arabs who remained in Haifa and accepted Jewish protection would be regarded as 
renegades." 

And the Near East Arabic Broadcasting Station from Cyprus stated on April 3, 1949: "It 
must not be forgotten that the Arab Higher Committee encouraged the refugees’ flight 
from their homes in Jaffa, Haifa, and Jerusalem." 

Even in retrospect, in an effort to describe the deliberateness of the flight, the leading 
Arab propagandist of the day, Edward Atiyah (then Secretary of the Arab League Office 
in London), reaffirmed the facts: 

"This wholesale exodus was due partly to the belief of the Arabs, encouraged by the 
boasting of an unrealistic Arab press and the irresponsible utterances of some of the Arab 
leaders that it could be only a matter of some weeks before the Jews were defeated by the 
armies of the Arab States and the Palestinian Arabs enabled to re-enter and retake 
possession of their country." 

Kenneth Bilby, one of the Americans who covered Palestine for several weeks during the 
war of 1948, wrote soon afterwards on his experience and observations: 

The Arab exodus, initially at least, was encouraged by many Arab leaders, such as Haj 
Amin el Husseini, the exiled pro-Nazi Mufti of Jerusalem, and by the Arab Higher 
Committee for Palestine. They viewed the first wave of Arab setbacks as merely 
transitory. Let the Palestine Arabs flee into neighboring countries. It would serve to 
arouse the other Arab peoples to greater effort, and when the Arab invasion struck, the 
Palestinians could return to their homes and be compensated with the property of Jews 
driven into the sea. [New Star in the Near East (New York, 1950), pp. 30-31] 

After the war, the Palestine Arab leaders did try to help people –including their own–to 
forget that it was they who had called for the exodus in the early spring of 1948. They 
now blamed the leaders of the invading Arab states themselves. These had added their 
voices to the exodus call, enough not until some weeks after the Palestine Arab fighter 
Committee had taken a stand. The war was not yet over when Emil Ghoury, Secretary of 
the Arab Higher Committee, the official leadership of the Palestinian Arabs, stated in an 
interview with a Beirut newspaper: 

I do not want to impugn anybody but only to help the refugees. The fact that there are 
these refugees is the direct consequence of the action of the Arab States in opposing 



Partition and the Jewish State. The Arab States agreed upon this policy unanimously and 
they must share in the solution of the problem, [Daily Telegraph, September 6, 19481 

In retrospect, the Jordanian newspaper Falastin wrote on February 19, 1949: 

The Arab States encouraged the Palestine Arabs to leave their homes temporarily in order 
to be out of the way of the Arab invasion armies. 

The Secretary General of the Arab League, Azzam Pasha, assured the Arab peoples that 
the occupation of Palestine and of Tel Aviv would be as simple as a military promenade. . 
. . He pointed out that they were already on the frontiers and that all the millions the Jews 
had spent on land and economic development would be easy booty, for it would be a 
simple matter to throw Jews into the Mediterranean. . . Brotherly advice was given to the 
Arabs of Palestine to leave their land, homes, and property and to stay temporarily in 
neighboring fraternal states, lest the guns of the invading Arab armies mow them down. 

As late as 1952, the charge had the official stamp .of the Arab Higher Committee. In a 
memorandum to the Arab League states, the Committee wrote: 

Some of the Arab leaders and their ministers in Arab capitals . . . declared that they 
welcomed the immigration of Palestinian Arabs into the Arab countries until they saved 
Palestine. Many of the Palestinian Arabs were misled by their declarations…. It was 
natural for those Palestinian Arabs who felt impelled to leave their country to take refuge 
in Arab lands . . . and to stay in such adjacent places in order to maintain contact with 
their country so that to return to it would be easy when, according to the promises of 
many of those responsible in the Arab countries (promises which were given wastefully), 
the time was ripe. Many were of the opinion that such an opportunity would come in the 
hours between sunset and sunrise. 

Most pointed of all was the comment of one of the refugees: "The Arab governments told 
us: Get out so that we can get in. So we got out, but they did not get in." 

When the onslaught of the local Arabs had been in progress for over four months, and a 
month before the planned invasion by the seven Arab states, about, half the population 
still remained in the area mapped out by the United Nations as the Jewish state. Now 
began the fantastic phase of the exodus. A large part of the population panicked. 
Suddenly the countryside was filled with rumors and alleged reports of Jewish 
"atrocities." 

A highly colored report of a battle near Jerusalem became the driving theme. At the 
village of Dir Yassin, one of the bases of the Arab forces maintaining pressure on the 
Jerusalem-Tel Aviv road, an assault by the "dissident" Irgun Zvai Leumi and the FFI 
(Stern Group) had continued for eight hours before the village was finally captured, and 
then only with the help of a Palmach armored car, which arrived on the scene 
unexpectedly. The element of surprise having been lost, the Arab soldiers could turn 
every house in the village into a fortress. Jewish casualties amounted to one third of the 



attacking force (40 out of 120). The Arabs, barricading themselves in the houses, had 
omitted to evacuate women and children, many of whom were thus lolled during the 
attack. 

The Arab leaders seized on the opportunity to tell an utterly fantastic story of a 
"massacre," which was disseminated throughout the world by all the arms of British 
propaganda. The accepted "orthodox" version to this day, it has served enemies of Israel 
and anti-Semites faithfully. 

The effect of the story was immediate and electric. The British officer who had done 
most in the years before 1948 to build up the Transjordanian Army, General Glubb 
Pasha, wrote in the London Daily Mail on August 12, 1948: "The Arab civilians panicked 
and fled ignominiously. Villages were frequently abandoned before they were threatened 
by the progress of war." And the refugee from Dir Yassin, Yunes Ahmed Assad, has 
soberly recorded that "The Arab exodus from other villages was not caused by the actual 
battle, but by the exaggerated description spread by Arab leaders to incite them to fight 
the Jews" (Al Urdun, April 9, 1953). 

Another quarter of a million Arabs thus left the area of the State of Israel in the late 
spring and early summer of 1948. 

Where they had the opportunity, the Yews tried to prevent the Arabs’ flight. Bishop 
Hakim of Galilee confirmed to the Rev. Karl Baehr, Executive Secretary of the American 
Christian Palestine Committee, that the Arabs of Haifa "fled in spite of the fact that the 
Jewish authorities guaranteed their safety and rights as citizens of Israel." This episode is 
described in depth in Days of Fire (New York, 1968). The Zionist establishment of 1948, 
in its eagerness to blacken the dissident underground, helped the libel along. 

Only years later did the Israeli Foreign Office correct the record (in Israel’s Struggle for 
Peace, Israel Office of Information, New York, 1960) and in an extensive statement 
entitled "Dir Yassin," published on March 16, 1969. An earlier Arab eyewitness account 
is a stunning refutation of the libel. On the fifth anniversary of the battle, Yunes Ahmed 
Assad of Dir Yassin wrote in the Jordan daily Al Urdun (April 9, 1953): "The Jews never 
intended to hurt the population of the village but were forced to do so after they met 
hostile fire from the population which killed the Irgun commander." 

A report by the Haifa District HQ of the British Police sent on April 26, 1948, noted that 
"Every effort is being made by the Jews to persuade the Arab populace to stay and carry 
on with their normal lives, to get their shops and businesses open and to be assured that 
their lives and interests will be safe." The Jewish effort was in vain. The police report 
continues: "A large road convoy, escorted by [British] military . . . left Haifa for Beirut 
yesterday. . . . Evacuation by sea goes on steadily." Two days later, the Haifa police 
continued to report. The Jews were "still making every effort to persuade the Arab 
populace to remain and to settle back into their normal lives in the towns"; as for the 
Arabs, "another convoy left Tireh for Transjordan, and the evacuation by sea continues. 



The quays and harbor are still crowded with refugees and their household effects, all 
omitting no opportunity to get a place an one of the boats leaving Haifa."" 

This orderly evacuation took place as the outcome of truce negotiations after the Jewish 
forces had broken the Arab offensive and taken control of the city. The Arab military 
delegates, refusing the truce, asked for British help in transfers the Arab population to the 
neighboring Arab countries. The British provided facilities, including trucks. The 
voluntary nature of the evacuation was proclaimed a virtue by the leader and chief 
spokesman of the Palestinian Arabs. While it was in progress, Jamal Husseini, Acting 
Chairman of the Palestine Arab Higher Committee, told the United Nations Security 
Council: 

"The Arabs did not want to submit to a truce they rather preferred to abandon their 
homes, their belongings and everything they possessed in the world and leave the town. 
This is in fact what they did." 

These documents were in the British police files taken over by the Haganah on the 
evacuation of Haifa by the British a fortnight later. 

Most of the Arab evacuees did not go so far as the neighboring Arab states. Many went to 
towns in Judea and Samaria and remained there under Transjordanian rule. Others 
stopped at Acre, where they could look across the bay at their hometown and wait 
patiently for the day, a month later, when they would make their triumphant way back in 
the wake of the victorious Arab armies. The victorious Arab armies never arrived; 
instead, Acre was won by the Jewish forces, and the evacuees moved on again. Only now 
they were to be called "refugees." 

The Arab National Committee of Haifa, in a memorandum two years later to the 
governments of the Arab League, recalled frankly that "the military and civil authorities 
and the Jewish representative expressed their profound regret at this grave decision [to 
evacuate]. The [Jewish] Mayor of Haifa made a passionate appeal to the delegation to 
reconsider its decision." When the Arab onslaught on Israel failed and the Arab leaders’ 
promise of an early return and a takeover of Jewish property was revealed as an 
irresponsible, malicious miscalculation, the theme of Israel’s responsibility for the flight 
and the plight of the Arab refugees developed. 

The transfer of blame to the Jews was first of all a natural act of self-exculpation by the 
Arab leaders. It soon became a powerful propaganda weapon in the general war against 
Israel. Even sophisticated Arab apologists, pressed at times by the courtesies of debate to 
meet the challenge of the facts, parry the question. 

Thus, Albert Hourani, in an article in the London Observer on September 3, 1967, talks 
of the "myth that the Arabs left willingly under orders from their leaders." "No more than 
the most tenuous evidence was produced for this," writes Mr. Hourani. How many of his 
readers would know the facts, would know that Hourani’s own words represented an act 



of collaboration in a monstrous fraud, perpetuated by the Arab leaders responsible for the 
refugee problem? 

The fraud developed. Its next feature was the inflation of the numbers of the refugees. 
Mr. Emil Ghoury, Secretary of the Arab Higher Committee during the war, is a typical 
purveyor. In his 1960 speech at the United Nations, he set the number of "expelled" 
Arabs at two million. The Arab spokesmen who succeeded him in the debate presumably 
considered this figure too high. On November 25, the Lebanese representative, Nadim 
Dimechkie, declared that "More than one million Arabs have been expelled." Four days 
later, the spokesman for Sudan struck an average, speaking of the "expulsion of one and a 
half million Arabs." These speeches are characteristic; ever since the policy of 
falsification was adopted, the figure used by Arab spokesmen has never fallen below a 
million. The misrepresentation may be epitomized in a comparison of two of Emil 
Ghoury’s statements. 

Emil Ghoury to the Beirut Daily Telegraph, September 6, 1948: 

"I do not want to impugn anybody, but only to help the refugees. The fact that there are 
these refugees is the direct consequence of the action of the Arab States in opposing 
partition and the Jewish State. The Arab States agreed upon this policy unanimously and 
they must share in the solution of the problem." 

Emil Ghoury in a speech at the United Nations Special Political Committee, November 
17, 1960: "It has been those (Zionist] acts of terror, accompanied by wholesale 
depredations, which caused the exodus of the Palestine Arabs." 

In 1947, there were approximately one million Arabs in the whole of western Palestine. 
(British figures, certainly inflated, put the number at 1,200,000; independent calculations 
claim 800-900,000). Of these, the total number actually living in that part of Palestine 
which became Israel was, according to the British figure, 561,000. Not all of them left. 
After the end of hostilities in 1949, there were 140,000 Arabs in Israel. The total number 
of Arabs who left could not mathematically have been more than some 420,000. 

At the time, before the policy of inflation had been conceived, these were the commonly 
stated proportions of the problem. At the end of May 1948, Faris el Khoury, the Syrian 
representative on the UN Security Council, estimated their number at 250,000. 

The even more authoritative Emil Ghoury (who twelve years later talked of two million) 
announced on September 6, 1948, that by the middle of June, at the time of the first trace, 
the number of Arabs who had Red was 200,000. "By the time the second truce began 
(July 17)," he said, "their number had risen to 300,000." Count Bernadotte, the UN 
Special Representative in Palestine, reporting on September 16, 1948, informed the 
United Nations that he estimated the number of Arab refugees at 360,000, including 
50,000 in Israeli territory (UN Document A/1648). After July 1948, there was a fourth 
exodus of some 50,000 Arabs from Galilee and from the Negev. 



The inflation may at first have been accidental. The United Nations at once provided the 
refugees with food, clothes, shelter, and medical attention. There was no system of 
identification; any Arab could register as a refugee and receive free aid. Immediately a 
large number of needy Arabs from various Arab countries flocked to the refugee camps, 
were registered, and thenceforth received their rations. 

Already by December 1948, when their total could not yet have reached the maximum of 
425,000, the Director of the United Nations Disaster Relief Organization, Sir Rafael 
Cilento, reported that he was feeding 750,000 refugees. Seven months later, the official 
figure had increased to a round million in the report of W. de St. Aubin, the United 
Nations Director of Field Operations. 

The inflation of the numbers was helped not only by the understandable readiness of 
needy and greedy people to take advantage of free upkeep. The International Committee 
of the Red Cross pressed the United Nations Relief headquarters to recognize as refugees 
any destitute Arab in Palestine and to let him have refugee facilities in his own home. 

The Red Cross Committee made no effort to conceal its purpose; it claimed that it was 
becoming increasingly difficult to differentiate levels of need "between the refugees and 
the residents, as the Arab-occupied areas do not produce sufficient food or salable goods 
to nourish more than a small percentage of the resident population." If this fraudulent 
addition of 100,000 to the rolls for food and medical care was feasible, it would indeed be 
"senseless," as the Red Cross communication noted, also to force them "to abandon their 
homes to be able to get food as refugees." At least 100,000 ordinary Arab citizens in this 
category thus became refugees de luxe. 

To round out the picture, both the Jordanian authorities and the Egyptian administration 
in the Gaza Strip insisted that the refugee rolls include any Arab who would be described 
as needing support as a result of the war of 1948. Though the United Nations Relief and 
Works Administration made gestures of protest, it finally accepted this situation, thus 
becoming a major partner in the deception. Moreover, it submitted to the decision of the 
host governments to deny it any opportunity to investigate the bona fides of claimant 
refugees. 

Many of the names of Arab refugees on the U.S. relief rolls were those of persons long 
since dead. 

Nor were the relief organizations permitted by the host governments to investigate or to 
take steps to combat the large-scale forging of and trading in ration cards, which had 
become a major well-known "racket" throughout the Middle East. 

"There is reason to believe, 11 reported the UNRWA Director as early as 1950, "that 
births are always registered for ration purposes, but deaths are often, ff not usually, 
concealed so that the family may continue to collect rations for the deceased" (UN 
Document A/ 1451, pp. 9-10). 



Nine years later, the UNRWA Director’s report for 1959-1960 equally laconically 
records that its figures of Arabs receiving relief–1, 120,000–do not necessarily reflect the 
actual refugee population owing to factors such as "the high scale of unreported deaths, 
undetected false registration, etc." (UN Document A/4478, p. 13). In October 1959, the 
Director had admitted that ration lists in Jordan alone "are believed to include 150,000 
lneligibles and many persons who have died.,, 

The result has been the creation of a large, amorphous mass of names, some of them 
relating to real people, some of them purely fictitious or relating to persons long since 
dead, a minority relating to people without a home as a result of their or their parents’ 
leaving Palestine in 1948, the majority relating to people who, whatever their origins, are 
now living and working as ordinary citizens but continuing to draw rations and obtaining 
medical attention at the expense of the world’s taxpayers – all of them comfortably 
lumped together in official United Nations lists as Arab refugees and vehemently 
described as "victims of Jewish aggression." 

The economic interest of the individual Arab in the perpetuation of the refugee problem 
and of his free keep is backed by the accumulating vested interest of UNRWA itself to 
keep itself in business and to expand. 

The United Nations Relief and is thought of as a band of dedicated humanitarians, 
devoted exclusively to the task of helping suffering refugees. The fact is that the 
organization conr.ists of some I 1,000 officials of whom all but a handful are Arabs who 
are themselves inscribed on the rolls as "refugees." They perform the field work; they, 
that is, hand out the relief. The remaining handful consists of some 120 Americans and 
Europeans who man the organization’s central offices. Since UNRWA itself is thus a 
source of livelihood for some 50,000 people, no one connected with it has the slightest 
interest in seeing its task end or in protesting the fraud and deception it has perpetuated 
for over twenty years. The myth continues to live and to thrive, feeding on itself. 

A strict examination of the reports of UNRWA itself will show that the facts of the fraud 
are essentially not concealed, rendering the misrepresentation in definitions and figures 
all the more deliberate. It is a misrepresentation that has been publicly exposed by 
diligent independent investigators. The American writer Martha Gellhom publicly made 
these charges. Somewhat earlier, a detailed analysis of every aspect of the problem, the 
fruit of study year after year, had been published by Dr. Walter Pinner, who was 
consequently able to confront the international authorities with the facts and to publish 
them in two books. 

The UNRWA, disregarding its own reports in 1966, set the number of refugees at 
1,317,749. In fact, the number of real refugees, as calculated by Dr. Pinner, was 367,000. 
The difference of over 950,000 is roughly made up as follows: 

Unrecorded deaths 117,000 

Refugees resettled in 1948 109,000 



Refugees who became self-supporting between 1948 and 1966 (85,000 in Syria, 60,000 
in Lebanon, and 80,000 in Jordan) 225,000 

Frontier villagers in Jordan (nonrefugees) 15,000 

Self-appointed nonrefugees (pre-1948 residents of "West Jordan" and the Gaza Strip 
registered as refugees) 484,000 

Of the real refugees, nearly half were in the Gaza Strip – 155,000 out of 367,000. The 
reason is simple. Control of the Gaza Strip was in the hands of Egypt. While Jordan, 
Lebanon, and even Syria did not restrict the movement of refugees or obstruct the efforts 
of the refugees themselves to rehabilitate themselves (provided they did not give up their 
status as "refugees"), the Egyptian authorities maintained a strict separation between 
"refugees" and the ordinary population of the area. The Gaza Strip, wrote Martha 
Gellhorn, "is not a hell-hole, not a visible disaster. It is worse. It is a jail." (Atlantic 
Monthly, October 1961). 

The outline of the refugee problem is sharp and clear-cut. Many of them in the parts of 
western Palestine annexed by Jordan in 1950, in Syria, and in Lebanon, took affairs into 
their own hands and became more or less self-supporting though, like many hundreds of 
thousands of their neighbors who had never been refugees in any sense, they continued to 
supplement their earnings by the free food, free medical supplies, and even the free, if 
inferior, shelter provided by UNRWA. 

"There are numerous instances of full-time Government employees remaining on ration 
rolls because of the high income scale," states a laconic UNRWA report in 1952. (UN 
Document A/2171, p. 16.) 

Having established the image of a major problem, the Arab governments maintained and 
projected it. The fact that the vast majority of the Arabs who had actually left the Israeli 
part of Palestine had integrated into the life of their host country (or had emigrated to 
seek prosperity in Kuwait or elsewhere) did not disturb the myth. 

The governments had only to block any official scheme for resettlement of the refugees, 
so that the relief rolls never decreased, and to ensure the continued existence of camps 
that could be photographed, showing people labeled "refugees" living in circumstances of 
various degrees of sordidness and squalor. 

In the early years after 1948, Arab governments did from time to time pretend to consider 
plans for the integration of refugees put forward by the United Nations. In 1952 Jordan, 
Egypt, and Syria all signed agreements with UNRWA for the execution of a plan for 
integration that was to cost the United Nations $200 million. The plan was adopted by the 
General Assembly of the UN on January 26, 1952. However, they never took any steps to 
implement the plan. Not a single one of the projects it envisaged was ever launched. 



In the years that followed, other schemes were proposed. Any plan that involved 
resettlement of the refugees was automatically rejected. The Arab states agreed on one 
form of aid only charity, the annual United Nations grant for relief, most of which was 
spent on people who had no need of it or who had never in any sense been refugees. 

If there had in fact been even as many as a million refugees, their integration could have 
been effected in a few years. In this period, vast international experience accumulated in 
integrating and resettling refugees. Since the Second World War, there have been some 
forty million refugees in the world. The vast majority were either driven physically from 
their homes–where in some cases their families had lived for hundreds of years or fled 
under the immediate threat of physical danger or political oppression. 

Immediately after the Second World War, some twelve million Germans were physically 
driven into Germany – West and East – from Poland, Czechoslovakia, the Soviet Union, 
Hungary, and Romania. 

They left all their property behind. The transfer from Poland, Czechoslovakia, and 
Hungary was carried out with the prior approval of the three great powers participating in 
the Potsdam Conference – the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States 
– in the summer of 1945. 

The expulsion under these international auspices was carried out in such a way that many 
hundreds of thousands of refugees died in the process."’ Their property was confiscated; 
nobody even suggested paying them compensation. The territory of Germany had been 
reduced by some 20 percent; now its population was forcibly increased by 20 percent. 

In the months of chaos that followed the end of the war in Germany, when hunger and 
suffering predominated, there was for a while some talk of returning at least part of the 
refugees to Poland and Czechoslovakia. 

Liberal President Eduard Benes of Czechoslovakia replied on May 9, 1947: "If somebody 
should get the idea that this question has not been definitely settled, we would resolutely 
call the whole nation to arms." Soviet Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov was no less 
explicit. "One very idea," he said, "of involving millions of people in such experiments 
[of reversing the process of eviction of Germans from Poland] is unbelievable, quite apart 
from the cruelty of it both toward the Poles and the Germans themselves." 

The French Foreign Minister, Georges Bidault, added his government’s opinion. 
‘Toland’s new frontier and the transfer of population are accomplished facts," he told the 
Council of Foreign Ministers in London in November 1947, "and it is no use thinking 
they can be reversed now." 

The West German government, confronted with gigantic physical, political, and 
psychological problems of reconstruction, did not hasten to accept the longterm 
implications of absorbing millions of refugees. 



Even five years after the end of the war, voices were still raised in the West from time to 
time, complaining of tardiness in their resettlement. Thereafter, the German government 
set in motion vast housing, education, and labor programs for the reintegration of fellow 
Germans into the national economy and ‘ society. It received no outside help; no 
international fund was set up; the United Nations Organization never sought, nor was it 
asked, to deal with the deliberate uprooting–sometimes forcible, always against their 
will–of twelve million human beings or with the problems attendant on their 
rehabilitation. 

When, at the other end of the world, India was partitioned in 1947, fourteen million 
people became refugees within a few months. No international agency showed any sip of 
agitation at the terror-stricken flight of eight million Hindus from Pakistan and of six 
million Moslems from their homes in India. The Indian and Pakistani leaders made vain 
appeals to their peoples to stay where they were. They were certainly not to blame for the 
two-way exodus or for the bloody riots that preceded it. But both the Indian and Pakistani 
governments at once set about giving the refugees succor and homes. They first of all 
used the homes forsaken by the refugees who had fled in the opposite direction. 

The exchange of populations in itself came to be viewed on all sides as a perfectly 
natural–indeed, as the best–solution to the problem of communal relations in the two 
states. Neither Pakistan nor India are wealthy countries, and the efforts of both peoples to 
solve the problem of absorption and integration went on for years. They received no 
international help; no special funds were set up to help them. 

In 1947, after the Second World War, Finland was compelled to give up almost one 
eighth of her territory and at the same time to receive nearly half a million Finnish 
refugees expelled by the Soviet Union. 

In 1950, the Bulgarians ‘expelled 150,000 Turks with whom they had last fought a war 
two generations earlier. These refugees, their property confiscated, were allowed to take 
personal belongings up to a value of two dollars when they were sent across the frontier 
into Turkey. The Turkish government, neither the richest nor most efficient government 
in the world, planned and carried out an absorption program that was completed in two 
years. 

Tens of millions of refugees were thus absorbed by their own people, speaking the same 
language, with basically similar cultural backgrounds. Some were absorbed by foreign 
countries that owed them nothing except common humanity. A minority–rather more 
than a million–was settled in a variety of countries through the efforts of the International 
Refugee Organization. 

The perpetuation of the Arab refugee problem by the Arab states has the same central 
purpose as its creation: to bring about the destruction of the State of Israel. 

No Arab leader has ever tried to hide or obscure this aim. They have repeatedly made it 
clear that their refusal to absorb refugees into their large, empty, and population-hungry 



territories stems from their insistence on the right of the refugees "to return to their 
home," a "right" held to be identical with the right of the Arab people to Palestine. 

A natural corollary of this right is the destruction of Israel as a state. The perpetuation of 
the "refugee problem" is part of the same policy that refuses to concede Israel’s very right 
to exist. 

"Any discussion aimed at a solution of the Palestine problem not based on assuming the 
refugees’ right to annihilate Israel will be regarded as a desecration of the Arab people 
and an act of treason," stated a resolution of the Refugee Conference held at Homs, Syria, 
in 1957. "If Arabs return to Israel–Israel will cease to exist," Gamal Abdel Nasser himself 
said in an interview in Zuericher Woche, September 1, 1961. 

The Arab states hoped to achieve the right to introduce into Israel an army (labeled 
refugees) to blow it up from within as they have failed to destroy it from without. The 
cause of the Arab refugees has been maintained with the help of the Western nations and 
the manipulation of the United Nations Organization by the Arabs and their supporters. 

United Nations decisions are based on the quintessence of the interests of the 
participating nations or, in many cases, on the simple principle of buying political credit. 
Where a specific issue does not affect a country’s interests directly, it votes for the side 
from which it expects some political benefit tomorrow–such is the basic law of nations. 
This circumstance has been exploited to the fall by the Arabs. 

Having set up the United Nations Relief and Works Agency, the international statesmen 
received its yearly reports, ostensibly read them, ignored the falsehoods and fraud they 
reflected, deplored the plight of the refugees, and passed a new vote of funds that served 
to perpetuate the problem. 

Never was a problem less deserving of international aid–certainly not from the 
governments who have not considered lifting a finger even in charity for the tens of 
millions of innocent refugees driven or forced from their homes in all parts of the world: 
from the Finns In 1945, to the Biafrans in 1967-1969, to the Nilotic Negroes in Sudan, 
and the ten million East Bengalis who fled to India while this book was in preparation. 
Except for the Germans in Czechoslovakia and Poland whom Hitler used as an excuse for 
war, and who on his defeat were forced into the restricted area of postwar Germany, the 
Arabs are the only people whose refugees are the product of their own aggression. 

That aggression, moreover, was designed to nullify a resolution of the United Nations 
itself. And they are the only people, not excepting the Germans, who deliberately created 
a refugee problem with the intent to destroy another people. 

It was no great problem for the Arab nations, with their vast territory and resources, to 
absorb the 400,000 Arabs who left Israeli territory in Palestine. Even a million would 
have presented no insuperable problem. In fact, the vast majority of the refugees have 
been absorbed. The fantastically wealthy oil state of Kuwait has taken in large numbers 



of Palestinian Arabs who fled as well as many Arabs who simply emigrated. From Judea 
and Samaria, the part of western Palestine controlled by Jordan in the years 1948-1967, 
some 400,000 Arabs emigrated voluntarily, without aid. 

The Western statesmen have turned a blind eye to the fact that the Arab states, when they 
failed to destroy the Jewish state at birth, expelled or forced out large numbers of the 
Jewish citizens of their own countries. Of 900,000 Jews who were so driven out – and 
whose property was confiscated – Israel took in and absorbed nearly three quarters of a 
million. 

All these Jews were private citizens, most of them members of families that had lived in 
those countries for many generations, some of them for hundreds of years before their 
Arab oppressors. 

A central ethnic feature of the whole of what is now called the Middle East and of the 
North African coast for more than 2,000 years has been the continuity there of Jewish 
life. 

At the time of the rebirth of Jewish statehood in Palestine, approximately one million 
Jews were living in this area. Arab propagandists usually claim that the Arabs treated 
"their" Jews with tolerance. This is, generally speaking, untrue. But except in Yemen, it 
is only comparatively recently that the Arabs became the rulers who could decide on the 
"treatment" of Jews or of other minorities in their states. That treatment was sad and 
horrifying. Yet the oppression and discriminatory practices of the period before 1948 are 
for the most part insignificant in the light of what happened to the Jews of those countries 
after 1948. 

Their agony was not uniform. In Yemen (where Jewish origins are lost in antiquity but 
certainly go back 2, 00 years), the Jews lived for generations as second-class citizens in a 
primitive, medieval society. Restriction, discrimination, and humiliation had been their 
lot since the Middle Ages, an era which in Yemen has not yet come to an end. Though 
they were not expelled after 1948, the danger to their safety was so blatant that the 
exodus of the whole community was organized from Israel in one large-scale operation in 
1949 with the passive consent of Yemeni authorities. 

Arriving at the transit camps by bus, on foot, or on donkeys, from every comer of the 
mountainous and ragged kingdom, often after much harassment on the way 48,000 Jews, 
most of them emaciated and sick and suffering from endemic eye diseases, were 
evacuated and flown to Israel in what became known as Operation Magic Carpet. 

In other Arab countries, a much more savage tale unfolded. The years 1948-1960 may 
well prove to have been the blackest period in the annals of the Jewish communities in 
Arab countries. Humiliation and discrimination were the Jews’ daily lot, then violence 
and looting and murder, then the closing of the borders to prevent their escape, only to 
have them suddenly opened again to engender the inevitable hasty empty-handed flight; 
such, in varying degrees of intensity, was the pattern. Most gruesome of all was the 



Jewish experience in Iraq and Egypt, which people in the West tend to treat as though 
they were civilized countries. 

In Iraq, the range of repression of the Jews, growing in intensity from 1948, compares 
only with the worse excesses of the Nazi regime in the 1930s: violent searches, wanton 
vandalism, confiscation of goods, arbitrary extortion, often under torture; frequently, after 
release, rearrest and repetition of the process of threat, violence, and extortion. 

These "Processes of law" were covered by the Iraqi Proclamation of Martial Law of May 
1948. Its refinements were considerably extended two months later by the simple 
expedient of adding "Zionism!’ to the list of capital crimes. Under this amendment to the 
Iraqi Criminal Code, it was sufficient for two Moslems to swear that they knew someone 
to be sympathetic to Zionism to render him liable to hanging. Though few hangings were 
in fact carried out, a wave of terror against the Jews followed. In consonance with the 
spirit of the time, Jews were ousted overnight from government service, deprived of 
licenses as doctors, and prevented from obtaining new clerical posts. The schools and 
universities were "cleansed" of Jewish students– Severe restrictions were imposed on 
Jewish merchants and banks. 

For nearly two years this comprehensive persecution continued. At the same time, any 
attempt by a Jew to leave the country for Israel was declared a capital offense. Sentences 
of hanging, long imprisonment, and – in most cases – confiscation of property were 
imposed on a large number of Jews who were thus caught. To round out the picture, even 
Jews who had left in earlier years were tried in absentia and sentenced. 

Suddenly, in March 1950, the government hastily pushed through the Iraqi Parliament a 
law enabling Jews to leave the country, provided they renounced their Iraqi citizenship. 
Emigrants were allowed to take only small cash sums; the property they left behind in 
Iraq, however, remained legally theirs. This omission was corrected a year later. In 
March 1951, after all but a handful of the 130,000 Jews of Iraq had registered for 
emigration and a substantial number had already left the country, the property of all of 
them was confiscated. 

In Egypt before May 1948, the severities of economic repression and the ousting of 
people from hardly won positions and status in commerce and the professions were only 
theoretically mitigated for the Jewish community by the fact that in their early stage they 
were claimed to be directed against all foreigners and minorities. 

It was mainly Jews, however, who were the sufferers. Then a law was passed enabling 
the government to take over the property of anyone whose activities were deemed 
"prejudicial to the safety and security of the state" or who had been placed "under 
surveillance." Though this regulation could apply to everyone, it was in fact applied 
almost exclusively to Jews. 

Indiscriminate arrest and imprisonment followed as well as did pogroms in the streets of 
Cairo, with their inevitable crop of murder and destruction. Here, too, in order to ensure 



the maximum impact of terror. the gates were barred to departure and then suddenly 
opened in August 1949. 

Repression was relaxed until 1954, when Abdel Nasser, in the second phase of the 
"Egyptian revolution," took over power and brought down a new black night on the Jews 
of Egypt. 

Thereafter, the regime of oppression, discrimination, and confiscation in a framework of 
police surveillance spread and deepened. Introduction of the techniques of Nazi Germany 
was facilitated by the generous employment of former officials of the Nazi regime who 
had fled retribution. Arbitrary confiscation of property was legalized and emigration was 
encouraged. The policy was accompanied by automatic sequestration. These measures, 
too, were directed against a few foreigners, but the victims were predominantly Jews 
born in Egypt. 

A conference of World Jewish Organizations in January 1957 described how Jews were 
encouraged to leave Egypt: 

"Large number of Jews of all nationalities have either been served with orders of 
expulsion, or were subjected to ruthless intimidation to compel them to apply for 
permission to depart. Hundreds who have reached lands of refuge have testified that they 
were taken in shackles from prison and concentration camps to board ships. In order to 
ensure that this deliberate creation of a new refugee problem should not evoke protests 
from international public opinion, documents proving expulsion were taken away from 
expellees before departure. Furthermore they were compelled to sign statements 
certifying that they left voluntarily. The victims of this barbaric process were deprived of 
their possessions. 

By 1960, some 80 percent of the 85,000 Jews in Egypt bad emigrated, leaving most of 
their property behind." Most of the remaining Jews followed before the Six Day War, and 
a smaller number emigrated after 1967. Israel absorbed about 50,000. 

In varying degrees of harshness, some 900,000 human beings were arbitrarily driven or 
forced out from these and the remaining Arab countries, notably Syria, Algeria, and 
Morocco. Their number is thus about double that of the Arabs who abandoned their 
homes in Palestine in 1948. Some 700,000 of them were brought to Israel and were 
absorbed into the country. Almost all came penniless. Their property, which certainly far 
exceeded the abandoned property of Arabs in Israel, simply enriched the states that had 
driven them out. 

Could an Orwell or a Kafka really have done justice to the monstrous fiction called the 
"Arab refugee problem"? 



.3. 

The Origin Of The Dispute 

On November 29, 1947 – the day the United Nations Assembly decided to recommend 
the partition of Palestine into an Arab and a Jewish state – there were no Arab refugees. 
The area allotted to the Jewish state was much smaller even than that established by the 
Armistice lines of 1949 (which lasted until June 5, 1967), to which Israel is now urged to 
withdraw. At that time, Israel had no "occupied territories from which to withdraw. 

It was against that embryo state that the Arabs declared and waged their war. Its total 
area, amounting to little more than half of western Palestine, was roughly 15,000 square 
kilometers (about 6,000 square miles), Including the semi-arid Negev. The Arabs were 
thus assured of seven-eighths of the totality of Palestine on both sides of the Jordan as it 
was reward at the end of the First World War by all the nations of the world as the 
territory for the Jewish National Home. 

The seven Arab states In existence in 1947 Egypt, Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, 
Yemen, and Transjordan– whose leaders decided to prevent the birth of Israel, contained 
an area 230 times larger than the projected Jewish state and a population 60 times that of 
its Jewish inhabitants who numbered only a little more than half a million. 

The Arab appetite would be satisfied with nothing less than the remainder. It was, 
moreover, characteristic that the Secretary of this confederation of invader states, Azzam 
Pasha, in forecasting the success of the invasion, invoked the memory of the massacres 
by the Mongols and the Crusaders. 

Such was the attitude of the Arabs in 1947, when they had in their hands all, and more 
than, the territory they are now demanding from Israel. At that time, they violently 
refused to share Palestine with the Jews in a territorial ratio of seven to one. They refused 
to recognize the Jewish claim to the country or to the smallest part of it; to acquiesce in 
the international recognition of that claim; or to abate this one jot of their designs on the 
whole of the area that had once been the Moslem Empire in Asia. 

Less than thirty years later, the "historic rights" of the Arabs to Palestine, allegedly 
existing for a thousand years, had not yet been discovered. In February 1919, the Emir 
Faisal, the one recognized Arab leader at the time, then still striving for the creation of 
Arab political independence in Syria (of which he was briefly king) and Iraq (over which 
he and his house subsequently ruled for forty years) signed a formal agreement with Dr. 
Chaim Weizmann, representing the Zionist Organization. This provided for cooperation 
between the projected Arab state and the projected reconstituted Jewish state of Palestine. 

Borders were still to be negotiated, but Faisal had already described the Zionist proposals 
as "moderate and proper." The borders proposed by the Zionists included what 
subsequently became Mandatory Palestine on both banks of the Jordan as well as 
northwestern up to the Litany River — later included in southern Lebanon part of the 



Golan Heights later included in Syria — and part of Sinai left under British 
administration in Egypt. 

When and how were the Jewish rights, historic and recognized, "transferred" to the 
Arabs? 

The key to this question is reflected in the behavior of the British in 1947, when, in that 
year, the Arabs rejected the partition of Palestine and refused to set up the projected Arab 
state, the British administration, then still governing Palestine under the Mandate, refused 
to carry out the recommendations of the United Nations to implement the partition plan. 

The British government made it plain that it would do all in its power to prevent the birth 
of the Jewish state. Britain announced that she would not — and indeed, she did not — 
carry out the orderly transfer of any functions to the Jewish authorities in the Interim 
before the end of the Mandate on May 15, 1948. Everything was left in a state of 
disorder. This was Britain’s first contribution to the burden of the nascent state. 

On November 29, 1947-the day the United Nations Assembly decided to recommend the 
partition of Palestine into an Arab and a Jewish state. There were no Arab refugees. The 
area allotted to the Jewish state was much smaller even than that established by the 
Armistice lines of 1949 (which lasted until June 5, 1967), to which Israel is now urged to 
withdraw. At that time, Israel had no "occupied territories from which to withdraw. 

It was against that embryo state that the Arabs declared and waged their war. Its total 
area, amounting to little more than half of western Palestine, was roughly 15,000 square 
kilometers (about 6,000 square mfles), Including the semiarid Negev. The Arabs were 
thus assured of seven eighths of the totality of Palestine on both sides of the Jordan as it 
was recognized at the end of the First World War by all the nations of the world as the 
territory for the Jewish National Home. 

The seven Arab states In existence in 1947 Egypt, Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, 
Yemen, and Transjordan– whose leaders decided to prevent the birth of Israel, contained 
an area 230 times larger than the projected Jewish state and a population 60 times that of 
its Jewish inhabitants who numbered only a little more than half a million. 

The Arab appetite would be satisfied with nothing less than the remainder. It was, 
moreover, characteristic that the Secretary of this confederation of invader states, Azzam 
Pasha, in forecasting the success of the invasion, invoked the memory of two massacres 
by the Mongols and the Crusaders. 

Such was the attitude of the Arabs in 1947, when they had in their hands all, and more 
than the territory they are now demanding from Israel. At that time, they violently refused 
to share Palestine with the Jews in a territorial ratio of seven to one. They refused to 
recognize the Jewish claim to the country or to the smallest part of it; to acquiesce in the 
international recognition of that claim; or to abate this one jot of their designs on the 
whole of the area that had once been the Moslem Empire in Asia. 



Less than thirty years later, the "historic rights" of the Arabs to Palestine, allegedly 
existing for a thousand years, had not yet been discovered. In February 1919, the Emir 
Faisal, the one recognized Arab leader at the time, then still striving for the creation of 
Arab political independence in Syria (of which he was briefly king) and Iraq (over which 
he and his house subsequently ruled for forty years) signed a formal agreement with Dr. 
Chaim Weizmann, representing the Zionist Organization. This provided for cooperation 
between the projected Arab state and the projected reconstituted Jewish state of Palestine. 

Borders were still to be negotiated, but Faisal had already described the Zionist proposals 
as "moderate and proper." The borders proposed by the Zionists included what 
subsequently became Mandatory Palestine on both banks of the Jordan as well as 
northwestern up to the Litany River — later included in southern Lebanon part of the 
Golan Heights later included in Syria — and part of Sinai left under British 
administration in Egypt. 

When and how were the Jewish rights, historic and recognized, "transferred" to the 
Arabs? 

The key to this question is reflected In the behavior Of the British In 1947. When, in that 
year, the Arabs rejected the partition of Palestine and refused to set up the projected Arab 
state, the British administration, then still governing Palestine under the Mandate, refused 
to carry out the recommendations of the United Nations to implement the partition plan. 
The British government made it plain that it would do all in its power to prevent the birth 
of the Jewish state. Britain announced that she would not — and indeed, she did not — 
carry out the orderly transfer of any functions to the Jewish authorities in the Interim 
before the end of the Mandate on May 15, 1948. Everything was left in a state of 
disorder. This was Britain’s first contribution to the burden of the nascent state. 

When, immediately after the United Nations Assembly decision, the Palestine Arabs 
launched their preliminary onslaught on the Jewish community, the British Army gave 
them considerable cover and aid. It obstructed Jewish defense on the ground; it blocked 
the movement of Jewish reinforcements and supplies to outlying settlements; it opened 
the land frontiers for the entry of Arab soldiers from the neighboring Arab states; it 
maintained a blockade in the Mediterranean and sealed the coast and ports through which 
alone the outnumbered Jews could expect reinforcements; it handed over arms dumps to 
the Arabs. When Jaffa was on the point of falling to a Jewish counterattack, it sent in 
forces from Malta to bomb and shell the Jewish force. Meanwhile, it continued to supply 
the Arab states preparing to invade across the borders with all the they asked for and 
made no secret of it. 

The British government was privy to the Arab plans for invasion; and on every 
diplomatic front, and especially in the United Nations and in the United States, it pursued 
a vigorous campaign of pressure and obstruction to hinder and prevent help to the 
embattled Zionists and to achieve the abandonment of the plan to set up a Jewish state. 



When the state was declared nevertheless, the British government exerted every effort to 
bring about its defeat by the invading armies. It was not by choice that one of the last 
operations in the war between Israel and the Arab states in January 1949 was the shooting 
down on the Sinai front of five British RAF planes that had flown across the battlelines 
into Israeli-held territory. 

This was the culmination of a policy developed and pursued by the British throughout 
their administration of the Mandate — surely not the least of the great betrayals of the 
weak by the strong in the twentieth century. 

he policy of Foreign Minister Ernest Bevin, who was severely criticized, was not more 
than the logical, if extreme, evolution of the policies of Anthony Eden, who inspired the 
creation of the Arab League in 1945; of Malcolm MacDonald, the Colonial Secretary 
who presided over the declaration of death to Zionist in the White Paper of 1939, and of 
their predecessors who shaped the "Arab Revolt" of 1936, who made possible the 
"disturbances" of 1929, and who were responsible for the pogrom in Jerusalem in 1920. 

It is impossible and, indeed, pointless and misleading to explain, analyze, or trace the 
development of Arab hostility to Zionism and the origins of Arab claims in Palestine 
without examining the policy of the British rulers of the country between 1919 and 1948. 

One of the great objects of British diplomacy as the conflict in Palestine deepened during 
the Mandate period was to create the image of Britain as an honest arbiter striving only 
for the best for all concerned and for justice. 

In fact, Britain was an active participant in the confrontation. She was indeed more than a 
party. 

The Arab "case" in Palestine was a British conception. It took shape and was given 
direction by the British military administration after the First World War. The release in 
recent years of even a part of the confidential official documents of the time has 
strengthened the long-held suspicion that the Arab attack on Zionism would never have 
began had it not been for British inspiration, tutelage and guidance. 

In the end, it is true, British sympathy, assistance, and cooperation came to be auxiliary to 
Arab attitudes and actions. Those attitudes, however, had their beginnings and their 
original motive power as a function of British imperial ambitions and policy. 

The two intertwined progressively throughout thirty years, until their open cooperation 
after 1939. At the last, in 1947-1949, they consummated an imperfectly concealed 
alliance for the forcible prevention of the establishment of the Jewish state. 

British policy in the Middle East was not confined to Palestine. Its purpose, though now a 
defeated anachronism, informs British attitudes even today. It had its genesis in a historic 
misrepresentation: the inflation, out of all relation to the reality, of the so-called Arab 



Revolt during the First World War. This hoax was part of the intricate maneuvers of the 
great powers at the end of the war. It was at first directed against France. 

Early in the First World War, after the defeat at Gallipoli, a group of senior British 
officers serving in the countries on the fringe of the Ottoman Empire in Egypt and the 
Sudan conceived the idea of bringing the vast Arab-speaking areas of the Ottoman 
Empire under British control after the war. 

In the words of the then Governor General of the Sudan, Sir Reginald Wingate, they 
envisaged "a federation of semi-independent Arab states under the guidance and 
supervision… Owing spiritual allegiance to a single Arab primate, as its patron and 
protector." 

The early disaster to British arms in the Gallipoli Campaign in 1915 provided the 
impulse. The British government called on its agents with contacts in the Arab-speaking 
countries to make an effort to detach the Arabs from the Turks. The men on the spot in 
Cairo and Khartoum decided that Hussein ibn-Ali, Sherif of Mecca, Guardian of the 
Moslem Holy Places, a semi-autonomous chieftain in Hejaz (Arabia proper), was the 
suitable candidate for levering all the Arabs out of the Turkish war machine. 

While London was interested in immediate relief, the Arabists in Cairo and Khartoum 
contrived to steer and manipulate the relations with Hussein toward their own more 
grandiose schemes. Hussein asked a high price for his participation in liberating his 
people from Turkish rule, even at one stage threatening to fight on the side of the Turks. 

He demanded all the territory in Asia that had ever been in the Moslem Empire. He was 
of course employing the accepted oriental gambit in a bout of bargaining: he asked for 
much more than he expected to get. Moreover, the negotiators were warned from London 
that the British government had made other commitments in the area, concerning 
Palestine, Lebanon, and the Mosul area in Mesopotamia (Iraq). In return for the promise 
of liberation in his own territory and the gift of part of the other Arabian lands, together 
with vast sums of money (in gold) and considerable quantities of arms, Hussein launched 
his revolt, led in the field by his son Faisal. 

Toward the end of the First World War, and increasingly after the war, it became 
common knowledge and part of the popular literature of the age that in the defeat of the 
Turks a specific and notable part was played by the Arab revolt and that its leaders had 
enjoyed the indispensable cooperation and advice of a brilliant young British officer 
named Thomas Edward Lawrence. 

This revolt, according to the account, began in Arabia, displacing the Turks, spread over 
into Syria and reached a climax in the capture of Damascus. In the end, so the story ran, 
the promises to the Arabs were broken. The Arabs based their later vociferous 
propaganda and their claim to vast additions of territory, including Palestine in this 
account. 



The major part of the story of the revolt was a fabrication, largely created in Lawrence’s 
imagination. It grew and grew and was not exposed for many years. It well suited the 
makers of British policy at the time. 

The aid given to the Allied campaign against the Turks by the Arab Revolt was minor 
and negligible; Lawrence himself in one of his outbursts of near penitence, once 
described it as "a sideshow of a sideshow." ‘Though the Sherif Hussein did send out his 
call for an Arab rising throughout the Ottoman Empire, in fact no such rising took place. 
Nor was there a mutiny by Arabs anywhere in the Turkish Army; on the contrary, the 
Arabs fought enthusiastically in the cause of their Turkish overlords. 

The operations of the "Arab Army" can be summed up in Aldington’s words: "To claim 
that these spasmodic and comparatively tiny efforts had any serious bearing on the war 
with Turkey, let alone on the greater war beyond is … absurd" (p. 209). 

Aldington further explains that the revolt was limited to the distant Hejaz, an area that 
was relatively unimportant to the Turks, and to "’desert areas close to the British army, 
from which small raids could be made with comparative immunity. Beyond those areas, 
where there was real danger to be found and real damage to be done, the Arabs did 
nothing but talk and conspire" (p. 210). The operations in the, Hejaz itself were not 
conclusive. 

A few weakly held Turkish positions were taken, but the Turks were not driven out; they 
held out in Medina for two years. In consequence, "much of the effort of the Arab forces 
… say, 20,000 to 25,000 tribesmen plus the little regular army of 600 … was diverted 
and ran around on the outside of Medina and to attacks on that part of the Damascus-
Medina railway which was of least importance strategically" (p. 177). 

These demolition raids on the Hejaz Railway became the most famous operation of the 
Arab Revolt. Their avowed object was to cut the Turkish supply route to Medina, but in 
fact they did nothing of the sort. Any damage they caused was quickly repaired; its extent 
was no greater than the damage inflicted on the same railway by the same Bedouin 
tribesmen in peacetime as part of their customary marauding activities. When General 
Allenby decided finally to put the railway out of commission, he sent British General 
Dawnay, with a British force, for the purpose; Dawnay demolished it beyond repair. 

During the final phase of the war, the British conquered southern Palestine. The prospect 
of victory over the Turks appeared over the horizon. Soon there would be an accounting 
of what had and what had not been achieved, and by whom. Now, therefore, came the last 
fantastic phase of the "Revolt." 

Allenby’s great breakthrough in September 1918 provided [the Arabs] with sitting targets 
which nobody could miss, and the chance to race hysterically into towns which they 
claimed to have captured after the British had done the real fighting. There was 
calculated purpose in this behavior. It was part of an agreement between the makers of 
British policy and their Arab collaborators. The Arab Revolt had obviously failed as a 



major or even a significant enterprise. Outside of Hussein!s own area of Arabia, it had 
not attracted any significant assistance from Arabs. In spite of efforts at persuasion by 
Faisal and Lawrence, the Arabs of Syria had refused to join the war effort. 

No Arab had risen–even in the rear of the advancing British troops in southern Palestine. 
The Hejaz regular force was numerically insignificant, and the Bedouin tribesmen, 
traditionally well versed in the primitive techniques of looting forays, could contribute 
nothing to Allenby’s offensive through Palestine and Syria. The discussion on the future 
of the area thus threatened to remain a dialogue between Britain and France, who had 
reached agreement earlier on the division of the spoils. 

Herein lay the British dilemma. French control of part of the area, to which London had 
previously agreed, ruled out the later plan by Cairo and Khartoum for British control of 
the whole area. Thus the objective of British policy now became to find a way to "biff the 
French out of all hope of Syria!" (in Lawrence’s words) or, in the blunter terms used–
disapprovingly–in the British Cabinet by Lord Milner, "to diddle the French out of 
Syria." This could only be done, if at all, by establishing a plausible Arab claim. 

In June 1918, an ingenious solution was accepted by the British government. Osmond 
Walrond, an intelligence officer attached to the Arab Bureau in Cairo, read out in that 
city a statement in which the British government officially pledged itself to recreate in the 
areas not yet conquered the "complete and sovereign independence of any Arab area 
emancipated from Turkish control by the option of the Arabs themselves." 

On this principle Lawrence and the Sherifians now hastened to operate in order to 
establish the "facts" they required. As an Arab historian has summed it up: "Wherever the 
British Army captured a town or reached a fortress which was to be given to the Arabs it 
would halt until the Arabs could enter, and the capture would be credited to them." 

Hence the wild chase that followed to raise the Arab flag in towns from which the Turks 
had already been driven by the British … At Damascus, there was a serious difficulty, 
and the maneuver did not succeed. 

The capture of Damascus, the ancient seventh-century capital of the Arab Umayyad 
dynasty, was to have been the climax of the revolt, installing Faisal as the indigenous 
King of Syria before the French could object. General Allenby, the British Commander-
in-Chief, ordered the officers in command of the combined British, Australian, and 
French forces advancing on Damascus not to enter the city. 

It was assumed that the retreat of the Turks could be completely cut off north of the city. 
Only the Sherifian troops were to be allowed to pass into the city, to announce its capture 
… All this was worked out in advance between the British War Office, Allenby, and 
Lawrence. Because Faisal’s 600 soldiers were not adequate for the required pomp, one of 
his supporters was sent to recruit Druze and Haurardans to march in with what was now 
called the Northern Arab Army (it was, in fact, the southern contingent gone north). 



Two unforeseen circumstances upset the plan. The Australian Commander, Brigadier 
Wilson, finding that he could not cut off the Turks’ retreat without entering the city, 
therefore went in, and so it was to the Australians that Damascus was in fact surrendered. 
Later, a British force went in to quell a revolt against the British and against the planned 
installation of Faisal. It was put down only by the application of considerable force. 

Nevertheless, a Sherifian administration was installed, and the fiction was then promoted 
that the Arabs had captured Damascus. 

From this scramble to claim territory by "right of conquest," Palestine was excluded. No 
such effort was made by the Sherifian forces on either side of the Jordan. Coming as it 
did a year after the publication of the Balfour Declaration on the Jewish National Home 
in Palestine, this reaction underlines the fact that the Arab leaders felt no urge to oppose 
or obstruct the establishment of a Jewish National Home in Palestine. 

In Syria, the clash between French claims, accepted by the British in the Sykes-Picot 
Agreement of 1915, and Arab claims, conceived and fostered by the British after 1916, 
was not finally resolved until 1945. In Palestine, the French effectively gave up their 
claims as early as 1918. 

The Sykes-Picot Agreement, providing for an international administration in Palestine, 
was the original reason for the exclusion of Palestine from the promises made to Hussein. 
But in 1917, the British government published the Balfour Declaration for the 
establishment of the Jewish National Home in Palestine. 

To achieve this promise of support in the restoration of their ancient homeland, issued 
after much negotiation and deep consideration, the Jews made a significant contribution 
to the British war effort. Whatever fantastic interpretations were later put on it, the British 
intention was clear and was understood clearly at the time. A Jewish state was to be 
established – not at once, but as soon as the Jewish People by immigration and 
development become a majority in the still largely derelict and nearly empty country with 
its then half-million Arabs and 90,000 Jews. 

This plan would require the tutelage of a major power. The Mandate system of the then 
infant League of Nations seemed to apply perfectly to the situation. British overall 
control could be achieved by granting a Mandate to Britain. With a group of Arab states 
in Arabia, Syria and Mesopotamia — "semi-independent," with British mentors and 
advisors in Jedda, Damascus, and Baghdad (not to mention the British-controlled 
administration in Cairo and Khartoum) — and with, now, a British Mandatory 
Administration in Palestine, Britain would have unhampered control of the whole Middle 
East, from the Mediterranean clear to the borders of India. 

Zionist diplomacy was now exploited by the British to achieve the consent of France to, 
in effect, her own elimination from any direct influence in Palestine. This was not an easy 
matter, especially in view of obvious British efforts to "biff" her out of Syria as well. The 
French, however, were also sensitive during the war to American opinion and had already 



acquiesced in the Balfour Declaration. In order to ensure the establishment of the Jewish 
National Home, the French agreed, in the end (and not without some mining and 
sapping), to waive their claims in Palestine by acceding to the grant of the Mandate over 
Palestine to Britain. 

Considerable pressure had to be exerted on France over the question of the borders; in the 
north she did hold out successfully for the inclusion in "her" zone of the area enclosing 
the main water sources of Palestine (which remained largely unexploited). Northwestern 
Galilee was included m Lebanon, and Mount Hermon and the Golan Heights in Syria. 

The claim to eastern Palestine — Transjordan on the other hand was, after a struggle, 
relinquished by France. Characteristic of the argument brought to bear by the British to 
persuade her was a leading article in the London Times, in those days an authentic 
spokesman for the British government. The paper called for the inclusion of Palestine as 
essential to the Jewish state and urged a "good military frontier" for Palestine to the east 
of the Jordan River "as near as may be to the edge of the desert.’ 

The Jordan, noted the Times on September 19, 1919, "will not do as Palestine’s eastern 
boundary. Our duty as Mandatory Is to make Jewish Palestine not a struggling State but 
one that is capable of a vigorous and independent national life." France consented; 
eastern Palestine remained part of the area designed for the Jewish National Home and 
thus passed into British control. 

A dovetailed Middle East, with Arab client states and a Jewish client state coexisting and 
cooperating under a completely British umbrella, provided the motive power of official 
British policy in the period 1917-1920. 

On December 2, 1917, Lord Robert Cecil had said at a large public meeting in London: 
"The keynote of our meeting this afternoon is liberation. Our wish is that the Arabian 
countries shall be for the Arabs, Armenia for the Armenians and Judea for the Jews. The 
Zionists, moreover, helped the Arabs and the British in the great diplomatic campaign 
that went on around the Paris Peace Conference and used their influence in Washington 
to urge the Arab claims. The Emir Faisal was not overstating when he wrote on March 3. 
1919, to Felix Frankfurter: "Dr. Weizmann has been a great helper of our cause, and I 
hope the Arabs may soon be in a position to make the Jews some return for their 
kindness." 

France, pressing her claim to Syria and Lebanon, was granted control over them by the 
Peace Conference. In defiance of this decision, a so-called General Syrian Congress 
offered the throne of Syria to Faisal; he was subsequently installed in Damascus, where 
he set up an administration. The Supreme Allied Council in Paris retorted by formally 
granting the Mandate over Syria. and Lebanon to France. This duality could not last. In 
July 1920, the French ordered Faisal out of the country. 

Faisal, bereft of the Syrian crown for which Lawrence and the Arab Bureau had labored 
so hard, was instead offered the throne of Iraq by the. British, though it had previously 



been earmarked for Faisal’s younger brother Abdullah ibn-Hussein, who was thus left 
without a throne. 

At the end of October 1920, Abdullah therefore collected some 1,500 Turkish ex- 
soldiers and Hejaz tribesmen, seized a train on the Hejaz Railway, and entered eastern 
Palestine. Here he announced that he was on his way to drive the French out of Syria and 
called on the Syrians to join him. There was no response, nor was Abdullah given any 
encouragement by the handful of inhabitants of Transjordan itself. 

His continued encampment in eastern Palestine created a dilemma for the British. They 
had not yet set up any administrative machinery in what was largely empty territory — its 
90,000 square kilometers were estimated to hold at most 300,000 inhabitants, most of 
them nomads. 

The British feared, or were induced to fear, that the French, angered by Abdullah’s 
threats, would invade eastern Palestine. They therefore casually suggested to Abdullah 
that he forget about Syria and instead become a representative of Britain in administering 
eastern Palestine on behalf of the Mandatory authority. Whereupon Abdullah generously 
assigned himself to the French presence in Syria and took up office in Transjordan, and in 
time accepted it as a substitute. 

The British government then recalled that eastern Palestine was part of the area pledged 
to the Jewish people. They thereupon inserted an alteration in the draft text of the 
Mandate (then not yet ratified by the League of Nations), which gave Britain the right to 
‘postpone or withhold" the provisions of the Mandate relating to the Jewish National 
Home "in the territories lying between the Jordan and the eastern boundary of Palestine 
as ultimately determined." 

The Zionist leaders were stunned by this threatened lopping off of three quarters of the 
area of the projected Jewish National Home; its establishment had, after all, been 
Britain’s warrant for being granted the Mandate. But the British government countered 
with the proposal that, if the Zionists did not accept the situation, Britain would decline 
the Mandate altogether and thus withdraw her protection from the Jewish restoration. 

The Zionist leaders–struggling with the material problem of building a country out of a 
desert and restoring a people, largely impoverished, from the four corners of the world–
were moreover inadequately equipped with political experience to judge the emptiness of 
the British threat. They did not feel strong enough to resist this blow to the integrity and 
security of the state-in-building and to their faith in the sanctity of compacts. 

Thus, as a purely British manufacture, filched from the Jewish National Home, torn out 
of Palestine of which it had always been an integral part, there was brought into being 
from the empty waste what subsequently became a spearhead in the "Arab" onslaught on 
the Jewish state, the Emirate of Transjordan, later expanded across the river and renamed 
the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. 



The elimination of eastern Palestine in 1921-1923 was only the first act — though stark, 
dramatic, and momentous — in a developing effort by the British to frustrate and 
emasculate the Jewish restoration that began in Palestine immediately after the British 
occupation. 

At first, British policy was confined to the military administration in Palestine itself In 
colonial politics, nothing seems to succeed like repeated error and miscalculation and 
failure. The Cairo-Khartoum school of British officials in 1916 had grossly overestimated 
the influence of the Sherif Hussein of Hejaz on the Arabs outside his own area. His 
"revolt" proved a damp squib and had to be retrieved and embellished by a large fraud. 

But these officials did not give up their dream of a large Arab state or federation of states, 
extending from the Persian Gulf to the Mediterranean and from the border of Turkey to 
the southern seaboard of Arabia and supervised by Britain. 

It was the men of this school who continued from Cairo to direct overall British policy 
for the occupied territory and who came into Palestine with Allenby or, in the wake of his 
victory in 19187 to form the military administration in Palestine. They were stricken to 
the ban by their government’s deviation from what they had conceived as the correct 
policy to be followed in the Fertile Crescent. 

But the Balfour Declaration, the promise of Jewish restoration, even if shorn of its 
historical sweep, was seen by London as a clear quid pro quo to the Jews for their 
contribution to Allied victory and as a great moral reason for France’s renunciation of her 
claim. The policy it embodied became the indispensable (or unavoidable) condition for 
the Mandate being granted to Britain. 

To the ruling group in Jerusalem almost wholly composed of leaders or disciples of the 
Cairo school — the Balfour Declaration guaranteeing Jewish restoration represented an 
intolerable interference in their plans. 

Just as they continued trying to "biff the French bit of Syria," they applied themselves to 
biffing the Zionists out of Palestine. While their government was still canvassing 
international support to grant Britain the Mandate in order to implement the Zionist 
policy, and while the Zionists were urging Britain’s claims, the first British 
administration in Palestine was busily engaged in open defiance of its government’s 
declared policy. 

It was this group, all-powerful on the spot, that inspired and mobilized and established 
organized Arab resistance to the Jewish restoration. It used its power and authority as a 
military regime to establish facts, to create events, and to control them. It was this group 
whose views progressively pervaded the subsequent Mandate regime. 

That is the background of the sudden appearance In 1919 of a militant Arab "movement." 
In the circumstances of the time, the British military administration should have invited 
and ensured the cooperation of the local population, Moslem and Christian, in 



implementing London’s policy. What was required was dissemination of clear and 
concise information on the vast areas of Arabia and Mesopotamia that had been liberated 
by the British and their Allies and were to become Arab or predominantly Arab states; on 
the contribution made by the Jews to the liberation of Palestine, their ancient and 
unrelinquished homeland; and on the undertaking made to them in the Balfour 
Declaration and the safeguards in that declaration for the civil and religious rights of the 
non-Jewish communities in Palestine. 

It might have been made clear that the Sherif Hussein had called on the Moslems to 
welcome the Jews to Palestine; information should have been spread about the cordial 
meetings between Faisal and Dr. Chaim Weizmann and the agreement they had signed; 
and last but not least, the determination of the British government to carry out Its Zionist 
policy should have been confirmed. 

Such a declaration would without a doubt have created the right climate for launching 
that policy. "No Military Administration ruled the country which waited on its very nod," 
wrote a contemporary observer. "It would consequently have required the maximum of 
moral courage, enmity or external support, deliberately to go in the teeth of the policy of 
the Administration above and in the Levant where the whole population is so singularly 
sensitive to every nuance of tyranny and of intrigue." 

The popularization of the Jewish National Home Policy was, however, farthest from the 
minds of the military administration. For more than two years, it neither published nor 
allowed the publication of the Balfour Declaration In Palestine. This act of omission was 
backed by a specific prohibition from headquarters in Cairo. The Declaration, wrote the 
Chief Political Officer to the Chief Administrator in Jerusalem on October 9, 1919, "is to 
be treated as extremely confidential and Is on no account for any publication." 

The group in power In Jerusalem made no secret of its hostility to Zionism. The whole of 
Its administration, even down to its social occasions, was permeated with an anti-Jewish 
atmosphere that reminded some Jewish observers of the Tsarist regime in Russia. Indeed, 
Ze’ev Jabotinsky, then serving as a lieutenant in the Jewish Legion, which he had 
founded, and himself a native of Russia wrote: "Not In Russia nor in Poland had there 
been seen such an intense and widespread atmosphere of hatred as prevailed in the British 
Army in Palestine in 1919 and 1920." 

Nor did the administration wait on events. They worked hard, simultaneously on two 
fronts, the second being in Syria, against the French. In July 1919, "Syrian National 
Congress"’ demanded the unity of Syria (that is, to include Palestine) and the installation 
of Faisal as king. The French expressed a fear that this sudden materialization from 
nowhere of a Syrian national movement, and the reversal of the popular feeling against 
the Sherifians was the result of a British intrigue. The British replied with denials and 
reassuring statements. In fact, Allenby in Cairo and his subordinates in Palestine, O.O.C. 
General Bois and his Chief of Staff, Col. Waters-Taylor, were secretly pressing their 
home government to "accept the situation": to jettison their government’s pact with the 
French, to abandon the Zionists, and to give Syria and Palestine to Faisal. 



The plan, however, could not be pursued as a bald British purpose. In the face of 
London’s official Zionist policy, it had to be covered by an Arab cloak, and quickly. The 
military administration itself began creating an Arab organization that could then be 
presented as the authentic voice and representative of "the Arabs" in rejecting and 
combating the Zionists and the Zionist policy of the British government. 

Here began the history of the first Arab political organization, the Moslem Christian 
Association (MCA). Its first branch, in Jaffa, was organized at the inspiration of the 
District Military Governor, Lt. Col. J. E. Hubbard – who had formally proposed to his 
superiors in the administration the setting up of an Arab organization – and under the 
personal direction of the district head of British Intelligence, Captain Brunton. Not 
insignificantly, the most active and disproportionately numerous early recruits were 
Christian Arabs. Years later, a leading member of the military administration, Sir 
Wyndham Deedes, admitted that from its inception the Moslem Christian Association 
had enjoyed the support and financial aid of the British administration." 

The purposes of the administration were now pursued by a stream of memoranda of 
protest and demands by the several branches of the MCA, dutifully forwarded to London 
with accompanying evaluations of their originality, spontaneity, sincerity, and the 
representative character of their signatories. 

Memoranda, however, were not enough to generate quick action; a "situation" had to be 
created. Col. Waters-Taylor maintained contact with Faisal in Damascus, urging upon 
him action to assume power in Syria from the French. He assured him that the Arabs of 
Palestine were behind him and would welcome him as king of a "united Syria," that is, 
including Palestine. He urged him, moreover, "to stand up against the British 
Government for his principles." Early in 1920, this general effort at persuasion gave way 
to more specific inducement; money and arms were provided for the planned coup. 

In Jerusalem, Waters-Taylor and Col. Ronald Storrs, one of the original members of the 
Cairo school and now Governor of the city, established and maintained regular contact 
with the handful of militant Sherifians, notably Haj Amin el Husseini, the young brother 
of the Mufti of Jerusalem, and Aref el Aref. In early 1920, Waters-Taylor suggested to 
his and Storrs’ Arab contacts the desirability of organizing "anti-Jewish riots to impress 
on the Administration the unpopularity of the Zionist policy." A detailed critical report of 
all these activities was submitted to General Allenby by the political officer of the 
Palestine administration, Col. Richard Meinertzhagen. Allenby told him he would take no 
action. 

The spring of 1920 was chosen for action. In March, the coup was carried out in 
Damascus and Faisal was installed as king. In order to achieve a sizable riot in Palestine, 
the country (in the words of the subsequent military Court of Enquiry) was "infested with 
Sherifian officers," who carried on a lurid agitation against the Jews. As the court noted 
euphemistically, the administration took no action against them. 



On the Wednesday before Easter, Col. Waters-Taylor had a meeting in Jerusalem with 
Haj Amin el Husseini and told him "that he had a great opportunity at Easter to show the 
world that the Arabs of Palestine would not tolerate Jewish domination in Palestine; that 
Zionism was unpopular not only with the Palestine Administration but in Whitehall; and 
if disturbances of sufficient violence occurred in Jerusalem at Easter, both General Bols 
and General Allenby would advocate the abandonment of the Jewish Home." 

That year, Easter coincided with the Moslem festival of Nebi Musa. Its celebration 
included a procession starting in Jerusalem, where the crowd was addressed by the 
Sherifians and told to fall on the Jews "in the name of King Faisal." For doubters, there 
was an even more convincing argument: A’dowlah ma’ana – the government is with us. 
This was a demonstrable fact; all but a remnant of the Jewish regiments that had helped 
liberate Palestine had been disbanded over the preceding months; the few remaining 
soldiers were confined to camp at Sarafand. On the day of the outbreak, all British troops 
and Jewish police had been removed from the Old City; only Arab policemen were left. 

The mob in the Old City, armed with clubs and knives, first looted shops. Then it caught 
and beat up or killed Jews and raped Jewish women. The Court of Enquiry-itself a 
creation of the administration summed up: "The Jews were the victim of a peculiarly 
brutal and cowardly attack, the majority of the casualties being old men, women and 
children." 

Zeev Jabotinsky and Pinchas Rutenberg had in the, preceding days hastily organized a 
Jewish self-defense unit. Their way into the Old City was barred at the gates by British 
troops. 

In the the first flush of enthusiasm, a British military compounded the offense in 
traditional fashion: The defenders were punished. Jabotinsky was sentenced to fifteen 
years’ imprisonment and twenty of his followers were given lesser terms. 

But Haj Amin and el Aref had operated too openly for any government publicly to ignore 
their guilt. 

Though they escaped across the Jordan, they were sentenced in absentia to ten years’ 
imprisonment each. The British government, however much whitewash it was willing to 
splash over the events in Jerusalem, had to react to the outcry that went up in Europe and 
the United States at the phenomenon of a pogrom in Jerusalem. Nor could it ignore the 
factual inside information it received. 

Meinertzhagen, as a representative of the Foreign Office, sent a new, detailed report 
derived from an independent intelligence unit he had established. This time, he bypassed 
Allenby and wrote directly to the Foreign Office. 

As a result, the sentence on Jabotinsky was quashed; the most obvious conspirators, 
including Bols and Waters-Taylor, were removed; the military regime was replaced by a 



civil administration. Storrs, more subtle than his colleagues, remained, and he was not 
alone. 

The Arabist purpose of the Cairo school did not change but was carried over into the civil 
administration of Palestine and pervaded and finally dominated the Mandatory regime. 

It did not succeed in creating an Arab "nation" in Palestine. In 1918, at the height of his 
campaign to register Arab achievements, Colonel Lawrence himself had cautiously 
confessed in one of his confidential reports: 

"The phrase Arab Movement was invented in Cairo as a common denominator for all the 
vague discontents against Turkey which before 1916 existed in the Arab provinces. In a 
non-constitutional country, these naturally took on a revolutionary character and it was 
convenient to pretend to find a common ground in all of them. They were most of them 
very local, very jealous, but had to be considered in the hope that one or the other of them 
might bear fruit." 

In 1919 and 1920, despite the historic transformation that had taken place around them, 
the Arabs had not changed. When in July 1920 the French in Syria decided on a firm 
stand and ordered Faisal to leave the country, he meekly complied. The popular forces 
which his British sponsors attributed to him did not show themselves. 

In Jerusalem that Easter, even the Arab mob in the marketplace, before they attacked 
Jews, had to be fired by religious incitement, by the Invocation of a living king, by the 
visible evidence that their victims were defenseless, and by the assurance that their 
violence would be welcomed by the British rulers. 

The political officer to the administration went even further: "Arab national feeling," be 
wrote, "is based on our gold and nothing else". 

In the early years of the civil administration, there was still a running policy conflict 
between the British statesmen who had been responsible for, or associated with, the 
negotiations with the Zionists and the undertakings made to them and the purveyors of 
Laurentian pan-Arabism. The Laurentians, however, contrived to fill key posts in the 
Palestinian administration, and some of them were inevitably recruited to fill the posts in 
the Middle Eastern Department of the Colonial Office, which in 1921 took over 
responsibility for Palestine. 

Haj Amin el-Husseini received the lowest number of votes and thus could not be included 
in the recommended list of three. Richmond launched an energetic campaign to get 
Samuel to appoint him nevertheless. He urged upon him the "expert" view that the poll 
was unimportant, that Haj Amin was the man the "Moslem populations insisted on. A 
virulent agitation was let loose within the Moslem community against the successful 
candidate, Sheikh Jurallah, who was described, among other things, as a Zionist who 
intended to sell Moslem holy property to the Jews. 



Samuel gave way. He did not in fact send Haj Amin the letter of appointment and it was 
never gazetted. Haj Amin simply "became" the Mufti of Jerusalem. Thus, this man, 
imposed on the Moslem community, became and remained, for most of the crucial years 
of the Mandate, the director and spearhead of the war on Zionism. 

The Moslem dignitaries, whom even the backward Turks had not accustomed to such 
outrageous interference or dictation, nevertheless took the hint. They knew now beyond 
any doubt what the British power expected of them. 

When he started on his career, however, Haj Amin’s followers were few, and he had no 
sources of finance for the political task projected for him. This, too, had been thought of. 
The administration then set up a body called the Moslem Council. Haj Amin, now 
clothed with the authority of Mufti and authentic favorite of the British, was elected its 
president without difficulty. His position was entrenched. The appointment was for life, 
so that no opposition could ever unseat him democratically. He and his pliant 
subordinates became the arbiters of all Moslem religious endowments and expenditure. 

Many Moslems became dependent on him for their livelihood. He controlled an annual 
income of more than P, I 00,000, for which he was not accountable. (By today’s values, 
this would be equivalent in purchasing power to about $2 million.) Such was the origin of 
the organized "national movement" of the "Arabs of Palestine." The means of organizing 
propaganda and violence against Zionism and the pattern of its organization were thus 
assured. A short localized attack took place in 1921 and simultaneous onslaught in 
several areas in 1929. This latter attack was again distinguished by the choice of helpless, 
defenseless people as its target – in Hebron the bulk of the community of rabbis and 
yeshiva students and their wives and children were slaughtered by the blatantly 
benevolent neutrality forces of law and order, one of whose first acts was to disarm the 
Jewish villages. In 1936 come the last and most protracted offensive, officially organized 
by an informal political body called the Arab Higher Committee, it was led by Haj Amin 
el Husseini, still Mufti and still President of the Moslem Supreme Council. 

In the intervening years, the men of the Cairo school as they progressively increased their 
dominance in Palestine as well as over the central policies in the Colonial Office and the 
Foreign Office  –  were able to deepen and diversify their campaign against Zionism. 
During those years, their propaganda identified Zionism with Bolshevism – an image 
carrying instant demonic conviction with devout Christians as well as devout Moslems. 

During those years, the Lawrence myth was built into the popular history of the age, and 
with it the story of the "Arab Revolt" gained credence. Now the Arabs, and even the 
Arabs of Palestine, gradually came to play a major role in the liberation of the country 
from the Turks. Now, too, the claim promoted by Lawrence and embellished by oriental 
imagination about how the Arabs had been "let down" by the British was broadcast as 
historic truth. The very real and significant Jewish share in Allenby’s campaign in 
Palestine on both sides of the Jordan was not mentioned. The Balfour Declaration was 
somehow twisted at one and the same time into a discreditable transaction and a 
meaningless document that promised the Jews nothing. During those years, in order to 



match the unique relationship of the Jewish people to the Land of Israel, the "rights of the 
Palestine Arabs" were manufactured and endowed with the fictitious historical continuity 
which serves as the substance of present-day Arab propaganda. 

In Palestine, the measures to confine and restrict Jewish reconstruction slowly tightened. 
The British government was not free to make drastic changes since Britain had no 
sovereignty in Palestine. She was there constitutionally to fulfill the Mandate and was 
answerable to the League of Nations for her actions. 

As long as the League had prestige in the world, it served as a restraining influence on the 
deepening tendency in London to turn the purpose of the Mandate from the 
"reconstitution of the Jewish National Home, to the creation of an Arab-dominated 
dependency of Great Britain. Informed public opinion could not be disregarded, nor that 
part of the British establishment that fought back, though ever less effectively, against the 
Arabist erosion of its obligation to the Jewish people. 

But while the Colonial Office and the administration In Palestine reduced the essentials 
of the Mandate, the League of Nations grew progressively less effective; its influence 
waned gradually in the 1920s, speedily after Its show of impotence over the Japanese 
seizure of Manchuria In 1931. In sum, Zionism was fought on every possible front: 
economically, in the social services, in the police and public service. The administration 
was so filled with officials hostile to the purpose of the Mandate that the exceptions 
became famous. The progress of Jewish restoration was retarded as much as possible. 

The central and most effective weapon in the British armory was the control of 
immigration, and this was used with ever increasing severity. In justification, economics 
were Invoked; a principle called "economic absorptive capacity" was the guiding 
criterion. With the help of "experts" who asserted that there simply was little or no 
cultivable land left for development, the government’s control of Jewish immigration-
administered by a system of quotas became ever more restrictive. (At that time, there 
were less than a million people in western Palestine; today there are four million, with 
still undefined possibilities of growth.) 

Through the country’s back door, in quiet defiance of its Mandate, it also allowed an 
Incessant inflow of Arabs. These came mainly from Syria and Transjordan, attracted by 
the progress and prosperity the Jews were bringing to Palestine. In a constant atmosphere 
of Jewish crisis and tragedy, In the twenty-six years of the Mandate period, the British 
allowed the entry of approximately 400,000 Jews into their national home and hounded 
and punished and, in the end drove back or deported Jews who were trying to steal in. In 
that same period, crossing the Jordan with ease, probably 200,000 Arabs came in to swell 
the "existing non-Jewish population." 

Yet, though the effort was sustained for a whole generation, from the early 1920s to 
1948, neither the British rulers nor Haj Amin el Husseini with the machine he had built 
for propaganda and indoctrination, ever succeeded in converting the Arab population of 
Palestine into a national conscious entity, moved and animated by a hunger for 



"liberation," proclaiming and asserting itself as a people with a positive aim. The 
fundamental reason is that it was – and is still – no such thing. A nation cannot be 
"created" In a generation or even in two, certainly not when essential ingredients are 
lacking. It was difficult to distinguish an Arab people altogether, not only in Palestine. 

A sense of fraternal solidarity did exist In the Arab family, in its economics, in its sense 
of honor. It existed in the clan that might grow out of the individual family. It might exist 
in the village. Beyond these loyalties, there was only a religious sense, a sense of 
community in Islam. Even that, with the considerable sectarian fragmentation, never 
proved itself. In modern times as an effective force. There was little sense of belonging to 
"Arabdom." To the degree that such a feeling ultimately did take root, it was expressed 
by an affinity to the large Arab people as a whole. Such an affinity could at least refer 
back to the ancient glory of a vast Arab Empire. This very frame of reference emphasized 
the absence of a "Palestinian" consciousness, which had in fact never existed and which 
could not be conjured up. Whenever, therefore, a reaction was to be provoked in the more 
militant, or more unruly, section of the Arab population, it was the vaguer generality of 
Islam or of pan-Arabism that was invoked. 

Thus, the disturbances in 1929 were organized on a religious pretext – the alleged designs 
of the Zionists on the Moslem Holy Places and an Arab assertion of Moslem ownership 
of the Western Wall (of the Jewish Temple), which abuts the Temple Mount where the 
Moslems built their mosques. These disturbances, marked by the resolute permissiveness 
of the British authority, were characterized by outbursts of sheer slaughter. The massacre 
of the scholarly Jewish community of Hebron remained unrepeated elsewhere because of 
the defense provided by the newly effective Jewish Haganah organization. 

The “Arab Revolt” of 1936-1939, developed by British and Arab cooperation into an 
expression of pan-Arab policy, was far more ambitious. It was intended – and indeed 
came to be – the herald of Britain’s final abrogation of her pact with the Jewish people. 
for between 1929 and 1936, a drastic and dire change had occurred in the world. 

The Nazis had come to power in Germany. The campaign of the German state against the 
Jewish people in Germany and throughout the world, the wave of anti-Semitism 
engulfing the Jews of Eastern Europe and poisoning the wells of the West, had created an 
unprecedented pressure on the gates of their national home. During the three years after 
1933, when the official anti-Jewish terror in Germany began, some 150,000 Jews had 
entered Palestine by taking advantage of remaining loopholes in the immigration 
regulations. The plight of the Jews remaining in Germany and of the persecuted, 
increasingly desperate, five million Jews in eastern Europe was arousing considerable 
international attention. Opening the gates of Palestine, though the obvious solution, 
would have meant the defeat of the Arabists’ purpose. A few more years of large-scale 
Jewish immigration would have placed the Jews in a majority. If the Jews could proclaim 
a state, the Arab population for the most part probably prepared to resign itself to a 
Jewish regime if it did not interfere with its way of life – might well make peace with it, 
and the British presence would come to an end. The pressure of Jewish need and world 
sympathy could be countered only by a more powerful, irresistible force which would 



prove that it was impossible to achieve the Mandate’s original purpose, that Arab 
resistance was too strong, too determined. The Arab “Revolt” was the result. 

It was not a revolt at all but a campaign of violence directed against the Jews. Haj Amin’s 
resources, after fifteen years of organization, were adequate to give it a countrywide-
though still primitive and improvisational-character. In 1920, the pogroms had been 
inspired and connived at by the military administration in an effort to nip its home 
government’s Zionist policy in the bud. In 1936, the Arab campaign of violence was a 
move calculated to further the British home government’s intention of finally burying 
Zionism. The policy laid down in 1939 in the White Paper was the preordained purpose 
for which the 1936 outbreak was needed. 

The permissive attitude of the Palestine government to the campaign of violence was 
evident from the outset. The outbreak was signaled months in advance. Inciting speeches 
by Arab political and religious notables and inflammatory articles in the Arab newspapers 
were the order of the day. It was common talk among both Jews and Arabs that the Arab 
villages (as in 1920) were “infested with agitators” who were inciting the population to 
violence against the Jews and that once again the people were being assured that 
a’dowlah ma’ana. This process was not disturbed by a single overt act, no by any public 
statement, nor any warning of preventive or punitive action by the government. 

When, in the face of this astonishing forbearance, warnings were addressed to the High 
Commissioner and to the colonial Office in London of the signs of the imminence of 
Arab violence, the reply was that the situation was under control. Similar reassuring 
statements were made after the first day’s toll of seventeen Jews killed by Arab mobs in 
the public streets of Jaffa under the nose of the British authority (Katz,pp. 4-5). 

Had the campaign been in fact a spontaneous Arab outbreak, and had the government 
been determined to maintain law and order, the outbreak would have lasted no more than 
a few days and would have made little impact. A completely typical illustration of the 
administration’s solution to the problem of pretending to be putting down the “rebellion” 
is provided by the description by a British soldier on the spot, given in the London 
journal New Statesman and Nation, September 20, 1936: 

At night, when we are guarding the line against the Arabs who come to blow it up, we often see them at 
work but are forbidden to fire at them. We may only fire into the air, and they, upon hearing the report, 
make their escape. But do you think we can give chase. Why, we must go on our hands and knees and find 
every spent cartridge-case which must be handed in or woe betide us.  

In a similar spirit, the general strike proclaimed by the Arab Higher Committee (the self-
appointed leadership of the Arab community, headed by Haj Amin el Husseini) and 
imposed on the Arab masses as the central weapon and symbol of the campaign was not 
resisted by the administration. It refuses to declare the strike illegal, in flagrant contrast to 
its swift crushing of an earlier strike in nonviolent protest by the Jews against 
Jabotinsky’s arrest after the pogrom of 1920. 



When, subsequently, the “rebels,” mistaking British permissiveness for Arab strength, 
went beyond attacks on Jewish villages and on Jewish life and property and attacked 
British personnel, effective measures were taken, and the “rebels” were firmly 
suppressed.  

The revolt, widely publicized, served its purpose. The British government proclaimed in 
its famous White Paper of 1939 its abandonment of the Zionist policy. After the 
introduction of 75,000 more Jews into Palestine during the ensuing five years, the gates 
would be closed. The way would thus be open for that ultimate semi-dependent Arab 
state that would complete the British pan-Arab dream in the Middle East. 

This document was rejected as inconsistent with the Mandate by the supervising body of 
the League of Nations, the Permanent Mandates Commission. But the League of Nations 
was dying, and Britain treated it with appropriate contempt. Four months later, the 
Second World War broke out, and the British government executed the White Paper 
policy as if Palestine had been a British possession and the White Paper an act of 
Parliament. Unnumbered Jews thus were trapped in Nazi-occupied Europe when, but for 
the rigid and unrelenting application of the provisions of the White Paper, they could 
have escaped to Palestine even during the war. 

It may be that this grim consequence of British policy is the reason why the British 
government later willfully destroyed so many of the documents that could have provided 
direct evidence of the Palestine government’s behavior. After thirty years, the British 
state archives were, in accordance with custom, opened to the research of writers and 
historians. The entire correspondence between the Palestine administration and its chiefs 
at the Colonial Office in London relating to the records of the meetings of the Executive 
Council (in effect the Cabinet) of the Palestine government had been “destroyed under 
statute.” Another obviously important file so destroyed was that relating to the Haganah 
organization, which, if it had not been hamstrung by the government, was itself capable 
of putting a swift end to the Arab attacks. Yet another file destroyed was on “Propaganda 
Among the Arabs” the incitement against the Jews – which the Palestine government had 
often been charged with inspiring, sponsoring, or at least facilitating. 

The sanctity of the minutes of the British Cabinet in London has, however, saved one 
item of direct documentary evidence on the British government’s relationship to the 
“‘revolt” and to the “rebels.” The disturbances were not even mentioned when the 
Cabinet met soon after they broke out. Nor was the outbreak discussed at the next 
meeting or the one after that. Indeed, five meetings went by before the Cabinet discussed 
any aspect of the situation in Palestine. At the meeting of May 11. 1936 three weeks and 
a day after the outbreak the Secretary of State for the Colonies presented the Cabinet with 
a memorandum, not indeed proposing or even announcing measures for putting an end to 
the violence, but reporting that the High Commissioner recommended that the most 
helpful means now open to His Majesty’s Government of preventing the present 
disorders from spreading and increasing in violence would be for an immediate 
announcement of a Royal Commission, with wide terms of reference, with power to 



make recommendations for lessening animosities and for establishing a feeling of lasting 
security in Palestine. [Cab. 23/841  

The Secretary of State “did not,” the minutes continue, “ask for a decision on the Te ms 
of Reference to, or composition of the proposed Royal Commission which would require 
careful consideration, but merely for permission to tell the Hiph Commissioner that 14is 
Majesty’s Government was favorable to the proposal so that he could sound the Arabs 
and report further” (italics added).  

Nevertheless, in spite of this conclusion, the development of the “revolt” was made 
possible and given shape and thrust only by the introduction of help by Arabs from 
outside Palestine. One of the outstanding features of the “revolt” was the failure of the 
Arabs of Palestine themselves to act appropriately.  

The Palestinian Arabs were comfortably aware of the existence around them, in addition 
to their original homeland in Arabia, of six more Arabic speaking countries, five of them 
predominantly Moslem, all part of the same sprawling territory which many centuries ago 
had been won and lost by the invaders from Arabia. Those Arabs who had dealings with 
the Jews got on well with them, and even if they did not like the idea of Jews, rather than 
Turks or British, ruling the country, they could not conjure up enough hostility to fight 
them. In 1929, the Mufti had incited them by distributing postcards which showed the El 
Aksa Mosque flying the Zionist flag an effective essay in photomontage. In 1936, the 
bulk of Palestinian Arabs still remained cold to the urgings of Haj Amin. A minority 
carried out the street knifings, the sniping at Jewish transport, the throwing of bombs in 
cinemas and marketplaces. The general strike was maintained only by the constant threat 
of force by the Mufti’s organization; and the threat was made more persuasive by the 
refusal of the administration to declare the strike illegal.  

The effort of the Palestine Arabs was not enough to Impress the world. After the first 
phase of sniping, of attacks by street mobs, of individual bomb throwing, of shooting at 
transport on the main roads, there came a relaxation even of this effort. “Rebels” were 
consequently imported. A Syrian, Fawzi Kaukji, led a mixed band of Syrian and Iraqi 
mercenaries in the extended campaign directed mainly against the Jewish villages. The 
Palestine Arab population on the whole refused to cooperate with these liberators, often 
even denying them shelter. The outcome was a campaign of murder against the 
Palestinian Arabs. When Arab villages appealed to the British administration for arms to 
defend themselves against Kaukji’s invading bands, they were refused. In the end, more 
Arabs than Jews were killed by the rebels.”  

The intervention by Arabs from the neighboring countries was a reflection of the Cairo 
school’s dream. To its members, Palestine was only part of the larger scheme; it was 
needed only to complete the homogeneity of a large Arab “world” under British tutelage.  

That dream was not abandoned. Indeed, the British government worked energetically to 
create a form of unity, or at least a, framework of cooperation, among the Arab states. In 
an Arab world riven with disagreements and jealousies, the Palestine issue was the ideal 



instrument to bring about such cooperation. To appear, without much effort, as the 
champions of their brothers in Palestine and at the same time to nourish the hope that the 
Fertile Crescent might become homogeneously Arab this was a prospect that appealed to 
the Arab states.  

As early as 1936 the real or nominal heads of the Arab states or states in embryo were 
called in by the administration and generously agreed to “secure” from the Mufti and his 
Arab Higher Committee a temporary cessation of the revolt so as to enable an 
investigation of grievances. When the Mufti in turn graciously consented, the government 
permitted the main body of Fawzi Kaukji’s terrorists to go back across the Jordan, where 
they could rest and reorganize. Thereafter, it became a self understood facet of British 
policy that the Arab states had acquired a right to intervene in the affairs of Palestine. As 
though they were parties to the “dispute,” with a claim and interests in the country and in 
flagrant flaunting of the origin, the concept, the letter and the spirit of Britain’s own 
defined Mandate, the Arab rulers were invited in 1939 to a so called Round Table 
Conference. The predetermined failure of this conference (where the Arab representatives 
refused to meet the Jews face to face) was enshrined in the white Paper that followed 
immediately. Looking ahead, through the storms of the war that followed to the final 
consummation of the White Paper, the British government took active steps to create a 
formal instrument of pan Arabism. Thus, the Arab League was born. After Anthony Eden 
first mentioned it publicly in 1941, the then British Foreign Secretary presided over the 
necessary diplomatic exchanges and negotiations that brought about the formal 
establishment of the League in 1945.  

The pan Arab dream, had meanwhile also assumed that large economic importance which 
had been part of its inspiration. The oilfields of Iraq proved to be but a small portion of a 
vast potential in Iraq itself and, even more, in Saudi Arabia and the British dependent 
sheikhdoms on the Persian Gulf. British commercial interests played a large part in their 
exploitation.  

Thus, after thirty years, an Arab entity coexisting of seven countries Egypt, Syria, Iraq, 
Lebanon, Yemen, Saudi Arabia, and Transjordan formally independent, semi-dependent, 
or on the way to forced independence and providing substantial dividends, to an 
impoverished British economy, promised to realize the dream, conceived in 1915, of an 
Arab confederation that would “look to Britain as, its patron and protector. Western 
Palestine was, still lacking to complete the picture, but its inclusion seemed imminent. It 
remained only to give the finishing stroke to Zionisin. That should not be difficult after 
the battering the Jewish people had suffered from the Nazis.  

Zionism however, refused to die. On the contrary, with a drive and a passion that may 
have been unexpected by the British, a Jewish resistance sprang up, determined now, 
after six million Jews had been exterminated, to take what seemed the last chance to 
restore the Jewish independence that Britain had been pledged to establish and had now 
betrayed. In varying degrees of intensity before the end of the Second World War, and at 
increased and increasing pitch after the war, the Jews were locked in struggle with the 
Mandatory regime. Large military forces were poured into, the country by Britain.  



Now, at last, the time had come for the assertion of a “Palestinian” Arab entity. The 
Arabs could theoretically have joined the Jews in a classic war of liberation from a 
foreign ruler and established a claim to partnership in the ensuing independence. Or, 
more credibly, the British having already promised them in fact independence which the 
Jewish resistance was endangering, they might have rushed in to help the British in, 
crushing the Zionists. In fact, faced with the two alternatives, they chose a third. They did 
nothing.  

The Arab population of Palestine sat by while the Jewish resistance movement brought 
about the end of British rule.  

The claim has in fact been made that the Arabs restraint was calculated. “Let” the Jews 
get rid of the British, then “settle” with the Jews. The facts prove otherwise. ‘When the 
United Nations General Assembly decided on, November 29, 1947, to recommend the 
partition of Palestine and the establishment of two states, the Arabs did launch a 
countrywide attack on the Jews. But this, too, was carried out only with considerable aid 
from the British who maintained their presence in the country for another six months. 
Clearly, also, the attacking Arabs were a minority of the people, while the majority 
remained passive or evacuated in order to leave the field to the invading Arab states, who 
promised to drive the Jews into the sea. The Palestine Arabs were truly a people of 
noncombatants, they contributed very little manpower to the ensuing full scale war that 
was supposed to be a life-and-death struggle for them. The British statistics gave the 
Arabs a population of 1,200,000 in western Palestine. Even if, as is likely, this figure is 
an exaggeration, there must still, at a highly conservative estimate, have been 100,O00 
men of military age. The report of the Iraqi Government Commission, which 
subsequently inquired into the cause of the defeat established that the total number of 
Palestinian Arabs who took part in the war was 4,000. The Jews, altogether some 
650,000, lost one-and-a-half times’ that number.  

This confrontation of figures is symbolic of the affinity to Eretz Israel of the Jewish 
people and of the real Arab relationship to the country. The Arabs of Palestine were 
under no physical compulsion when their vast majority deliberately left their homes 
unguarded and exposed and moved off across the Jordan or into Syria or Lebanon or to 
those parts of western Palestine that fell under the control of the Arab invaders. The Jews, 
most of them the first and second generation of the organized return to their ancestral 
country, stood and fought and died for every inch of the land. This stark confrontation of 
affinities has its deep roots in the history of the land and the people. 



.4. 

The Jewish Presence in Palestine 

Promoted by two such powerful forces as Soviet assertions and Arab propaganda, the 
claim of Arab historical rights has become a central element in the international debate. 
By sheer weight of noise, it has impressed many otherwise knowledgeable and well 
meaning people. The facts of history are thus a vital element to understanding the conflict 
over Palestine and for placing it in its proper perspective. They are all readily 
ascertainable.  

In our day, we are witnessing an astonishing phenomenon demonstrating and dramatizing 
the depth of attachment to the land of Israel in the heart by Jews long alienated from it 
both physically and spiritually: the explosion of Zionism among the Jewish youth of the 
Soviet Union.  

For fully fifty years the Soviet state, clothed with totalitarian authority, by its very nature 
brooking no other ideology, has labored to indoctrinate its people with the Communist 
faith. Hostile to all religions, the Soviet regime has made a special, purposeful effort to 
eradicate Judaism. It has achieved the closing down of most of the synagogues in the 
country; there are no Jewish religious schools or classes in the Soviet Union. After thirty, 
forty, fifty years, as the third generation of Soviet-educated, Soviet indoctrinated young 
Jews grew up, only faint remnants of Jewish religious observance, survived.  

The idea of the return of the Jewish people to Palestine was outlawed by the Soviet 
regime. For nearly 

thirty years Zionism was denounced as an instrument of British imperialism and of 
international capitalism, as an enemy of the Soviet state and of Communism. 

It was a crime in the Soviet code. At different times, tens of thousands of Jews were 
jailed or toiled and suffered – and often died – in Siberian exile for no other reason than 
that they were declared or suspected Zionists. Hostility to Zionism has found ever more 
violent expression in concentrated enmity to the State of Israel.  

By its very nature and content, Soviet education not only insured that young Jews should 
not be taught the faith of their fathers, but also subjected them throughout their formative 
years to a curriculum of hatred and contempt for the ideas, values, and achievements of 
Zionism  

While the first generation of Jews in the era of the Bolshevik Revolution may have been 
able to inspire some spiritual resistance in the hearts of its sons, that little had all but 
evaporated when, after the creation of the Jewish state, the sons were faced with the task 
of rearing the third generation. No wonder, then, that twenty-five years ago many of us in 
the West assumed that the Soviet Union had probably succeeded in forcing assimilation 
on the Jews of the USSR, that where indoctrination and suppression had not entirely 



succeeded in the first generation, sheer ignorance in the second and third would complete 
the process.  

In fact, under the surface, a completely different spiritual transformation was taking 
place. It came to fulfillment precisely in the third generation – whose parents were born 
and reared in the embrace of the Soviet state. It incubated and grew slowly. Only from 
time to time were there public signs of nonconformism. It became explosive after the Six 
Day War.  

In the years since 1967, the Jewish community in the Soviet Union has become a boiling 
cauldron. The third generation, the sons of the “lost” generation, are visibly restless with 
longing for this land they have never seen and of which they know very little. They have 
made manifest a fierce sense of alienation from the society that reared them and a passion 
of oneness with the Jewish people against whom their whole education and the culture of 
their upbringing has nurtured them. A movement has spread throughout the Soviet Union 
in spite of the totalitarian repression of the regime. This movement is one of young 
people, challenging the very core of Soviet indoctrination.  

It started in the secret study of Hebrew, which was frowned upon, in copying and 
spreading literature about Israel, which was by definition forbidden, in word-of-mouth 
dissemination of news gleaned from foreign radio broadcasts. Many of the young Jews 
emerged from their anonymity. At the very moment that the Soviet Union exchanged its, 
long-standing policy of arming and backing the forces arrayed against Israel for a policy 
of direct physical intervention on their behalf, these young Soviet Jews boldly addressed 
the authorities, proclaiming their renunciation of identification with the Soviet state. They 
demanded the fulfillment of their right – formally entrenched in the Soviet Constitution 
but denied by Soviet policy – to leave the Soviet Union and to join the Jewish people in 
their homeland. They also drew many of their parents out of their timidity; the Soviet 
Home Office was flooded with numerous applications by whole families in the tens of 
thousands. Defying the states capacity for retribution and its potential for punishment, 
they declared their desire to give up their Soviet citizenship, give up all they have in the 
Soviet Union, and go, “on foot if necessary,” to join their people in the State of Israel.  

For a variety of alleged offenses committed in the process, many of them have been. sent 
to jail or, in a few cases, to mental homes. INS response, far from deterring others, has 
spurred them on to more and more defiant action. An unsuccessful attempt to hijack a 
Soviet plane and thus fly to freedom; unprecedented demonstrations of protest by groups 
of Jews inside Soviet government offices; the passion that alone could make possible 
such an explosion of defiance are all powerful indications that a form of Zionist rebellion 
is in progress inside the Soviet Union.  

The emergence and the progressive intensification of Jewish national identification in the 
Soviet Union has seemed miraculous even to many historically minded people. It is, in 
fact, merely an expression sharpened, deepened, and concentrated by the circumstances 
of the central fact of 3,500 years of Jewish history: the passion of the Jewish people for 
the land of Israel. The circumstances in which the Jewish people, its independence 



crushed nineteen centuries ago and large numbers of its sons driven into exile, maintained 
and preserved its connection with the land are among the most remarkable facts in the 
story of mankind. For eighteen centuries, the Zionist passion – the longing for Zion, 

the dream of the restoration, and the ordering of Jewish life and thought to prepare for the 
return – pulsed in the Jewish people. That passion finally gave birth to the practical and 
political organizations which, amid the storms of the twentieth century, launched the 
mass movement for the return to Zion and for restored Jewish national independence. 

The Jews were never a people without a homeland. Having been robbed of their land, 
Jews never ceased to give expression to their anguish at their deprivation and to pray for 
and demand its return. Throughout the nearly two millennia of dispersion, Palestine 
remained the focus of the national culture. Every single day in all those seventy 
generations, devout Jews gave voice to their attachment to Zion. 

The consciousness of the Jew that Palestine was his country was not a theoretical exercise 
or an article of theology or a sophisticated political outlook. It was in a sense all of these 
– and it was a pervasive and inextricable element in the very warp and woof of his daily 
life. Jewish prayers, Jewish literature, are saturated with the love and the longing for and 
the sense of belonging to Palestine. Except for religion and the love between the sexes, 
there is no theme so pervasive in the literature of any other nation, no theme has yielded 
so much thought and feeling and expression, as the relationship of the Jew to Palestine in 
Jewish literature and philosophy. And in his home on family occasions, in his daily 
customs on weekdays and Shabbat, when he said grace over meals, when he got married, 
when he built his house, when he said words of comfort to Mourners, the context was 
always his exile, his hope and belief in the return to Zion, and the reconstruction of his 
homeland. So intense was this sense of affinity that, if in the vicissitudes of exile he could 
not envisage that restoration during his lifetime, it was a matter of faith that with the 
coming of the Messiah and the Resurrection he would be brought back to the land after 
his death. 

Over the centuries, through the pressures of persecution – of social and economic 
discrimination, of periodic death and destruction – the area of exile widened. Hounded 
and oppressed, the Jews moved from country to country. They carried Eretz Israel with 
them wherever they went. Jewish festivals remained tuned to the circumstances and 
conditions of the Jewish homeland. Whether they remained in warm Italy or Spain, 
whether they found homes in cold Eastern Europe, whether they found their way to North 
America or came to live in the southern hemisphere where the seasons are reversed, the 
Jews celebrated the Palestinian spring and its autumn and winter. They prayed for dew in 
May and for rain in October. On Passover they ceremonially celebrated the liberation 
from Egyptian bondage, the original national establishment in the Promised Land – and 
they conjured up the vision of a new liberation. 

Never in the periods of greatest persecution did the Jews as a people renounce that faith. 
Never in the periods of greatest peril to their very existence physically, and the seeming 
impossibility of their ever regaining the land of Israel, did they seek a substitute for the 



homeland. Time after time throughout the centuries, there arose bold spirits who 
believed, or claimed, they had a plan, or a divine vision, for the restoration, of the Jewish 
people to Palestine. Time after time a wave of hope surged through the ghettos of Europe 
at the news of some new would-be Messiah. The Jews’ hopes were dashed and the dream 
faded, but never for a day did they relinquish their bond with their country. 

There were Jews who fell by the wayside. Given a choice under torture, or during periods 
of civic equality and material prosperity, they foresook their religion or turned their backs 
on their historic country. But to the people, the land – as it was called for all those 
centuries: simply Ha’aretz, the Land – remained the one and only homeland, unchanging 
and irreplaceable. 

If ever a right has been maintained by unrelenting insistence on the claim, it was the 
Jewish right to Palestine. 

Widely unknown, its significance certainly long ungrasped, is the no less awesome fact 
that throughout the eighteen centuries between the fall of the Second 

Jewish Commonwealth and the beginnings of the Third, in our time, the tenacity of 
Jewish attachment to the land of Israel found continuous expression in the country itself. 
It was long believed – and still is – even in some presumably knowledgeable quarters, 
that throughout those centuries there were no Jews in Palestine. The popular conception 
has been that all the Jews who survived the Destruction of 70 C.E. went into exile and 
that their descendants began coming back only 1,800 years later. This is not a fact. One 
of the most astonishing elements in the history of the Jewish people – and of Palestine – 
is the continuity, in the face of the circumstances of Jewish life in the country. 

It is a continuity that waxed and waned, that moved in kaleidoscopic shifts, in response to 
the pressures of the foreign imperial rulers who in bewildering succession imposed 
themselves on the country. It is a pattern of stubborn refusal, in the face of oppression, 
banishment, and slaughter, to let go of an often tenuous hold in the country, a determined 
digging in sustained by a faith in the ultimate fall restoration, of which every Jew living 
in the homeland saw himself as caretaker  –  and precursor. 

This people that was “not here”  –  the Jewish community in Palestine, its history 
continuous and purposeful  –  in fact played a unique role in Jewish history. Too often 
lacking detail and depth, the story of the Jewish presence in Palestine, threaded together 
from a colorful variety of sources and references, pagan and Christian, Jewish and 
Moslem, spread over the whole period between the second and the nineteenth centuries, 
is a fascinating and compelling counterpoint to the dominating theme of the longing-in-
exile. 

Only when they had crushed the revolt led by Simon Bar Kochba in 135 C.E.  –  over 
sixty years after the destruction of the Second Temple  –  did the Romans make a 
determined effort to stamp out Jewish identity in the Jewish homeland. They initiated the 
long process of laying the country waste. It was then that Jerusalem, “plowed over” at the 



order of, Hadrian, was renamed Aelia Capitolina, and the country, denied of the name 
Judea, was renamed Syria Palestina. In the revolt itself–the fiercest and longest revolt 
faced by the Roman Empire – 580,000 Jewish soldiers perished in battle, and an untold 
number of civilians died of starvation and pestilence; 985 villages were destroyed.  

Yet even after this further disaster, Jewish life remained active and productive. Banished 
from Jerusalem, it now centered on Galilee. Refugees returned; 

Jews who had been sold into slavery were redeemed. In the centuries after Bar Kochba 
and Hadrian, some of the most significant creations of the Jewish spirit were produced in 
Palestine. It was then that the Mishnah was completed and the Jerusalem Talmud was 
compiled, and the bulk of the community farmed the land. 

The Roman Empire adopted Christianity in the fourth century; henceforth its policy in 
Palestine was governed by a new purpose: to prevent the birth of any glimmer of renewed 
hope of Jewish independence. 

It was, after all, basic to Christian theology that loss of national independence was an act 
of God designed to punish the Jewish people for their rejection of Christ The work of the 
Almighty had to be helped along. Some emperors were more lenient than others, but the 
minimal criteria of oppression and restriction were nearly always maintained. 

Nevertheless, even the meager surviving sources name forty-three Jewish communities in 
Palestine in the sixth century: twelve towns on the coast, in the Negev, and east of the 
Jordan, and thirty-one villages in Galilee and in the Jordan valley. 

The Jews’ thoughts at every opportunity turned to the hope of national restoration. In the 
year 351, they launched yet another revolt, provoking heavy retribution. When, in 438, 
the Empress Eudocia removed the ban on Jews’ praying at the Temple site, the heads of 
the Community in Galilee issued a call “to the great and mighty people of the Jews” 
which began: “Know then that the end of the exile of our people has come”! 

In the belief of restoration to come, the Jaws made an alliance with the Persians who 
invaded Palestine in 614, fought at their side, overwhelmed the Byzantine garrison in 
Jerusalem, and for three years governed the City. But the Persians made their peace with 
the Emperor Heraclius. Christian rule was reestablished, and those Jews who survived the 
consequent slaughter were once more banished from the city. A new chapter of vengeful 
Byzantine persecution was enacted, but as it happened, it was short-lived. A new force 
was on the march. In 632, the Moslem Arab invaders came and conquered. By the year 
640, Palestine had become a part of the emerging Moslem empire. 

The 450-year Moslem rule in Palestine was first under the Omayyads (predominantly 
Arab), who governed tolerantly from Damascus; then under the Abbasid dynasty 
(predominantly Turkish), in growing anarchy, from Baghdad; and finally, in alternating 
tolerance and persecution, under the Fatimids from Cairo. The Moslem Arabs took from 
the Jews the lands to which they had clung for twenty generations after the fall of the 



Jewish state. The Crusaders, who came after them and ruled Palestine or parts of it for the 
better part of two centuries, massacred, the Jews in the cities. Yet, under the Moslems 
openly, under the Crusaders more circumspectly, the Jewish community of Palestine, in 
circumstances it is impossible to understand or to analyze, held on by the skin of its teeth, 
somehow survived, and worked, and fought. Fought. Along with the Arabs and the Turks, 
the Jews were among the most vigorous defenders of Jerusalem against the Crusaders. 
When the city fell, the Crusaders gathered the Jews in a synagogue and burned them. The 
Jews almost single-handedly defended Haifa against the Crusaders, holding out in the 
besieged town for a whole month (June-July 1099). At this time, a full thousand years 
after the fall of the Jewish state, there were Jewish communities all over the country. 
Fifty of them are known to us; they include Jerusalem, Tiberias, Ramleh, Ashkelon, 
Caesarea, and Gaza. 

During more than six centuries of Moslem and Crusader rule, periods of tolerance or 
preoccupied indifference flickered fitfully between periods of concentrated persecution. 
Jews driven from the villages, fled to the towns. Surviving massacre in the inland towns, 
they made their way to the coast. When the coastal towns were destroyed, they succeeded 
somehow in returning inland. Throughout those centuries, war was almost continuous, 
whether between Cross and Crescent or among the Moslems themselves. The Jewish 
community, now heavily reduced, maintained itself in stiff-necked endurance. 

Moslem and Christian records report that they pursued a variety of occupations. The Arab 
geographer Abu Abdallah Mohammed-known as Mukadassi – writing in the tenth 
century, describes the Jews as the assayers Of coins, the dyers, the tanners, and the 
bankers in the community. In his time, a period of Fatimid tolerance, many Jewish 
officials were serving the regime. While they were not allowed to hold land in the 
Crusader period, the Jews controlled much of the commerce of the coastal towns during 
times of quiescence. Most of them were artisans: glass blowers in Sidon, furriers and 
dyers in Jerusalem. 

In the midst of all their vicissitudes and in the face of all change, Hebrew scholarship and 
literary creation went on flourishing. It was in this period that the Hebrew grammarians at 
Tiberias evolved their Hebrew vowel-pointing system, giving form to the modern study 
of the language; and a large volume of piyutim and midrashim had their origin in 
Palestine in those days. 

After the Crusaders, there came a period of wild disturbance as first the Kharezmians – 
an Asian tribe appearing fleetingly on the stage of history – and then the Mongol hordes, 
invaded Palestine. They sowed new rain and destruction throughout the country. Its cities 
were laid waste, its lands were burned, its trees were uprooted, the younger part of its 
population was destroyed. 

Yet the dust of the Mongol hordes, defeated by the Mamluks, had hardly settled when the 
Jerusalem community, which had been all but exterminated, was reestablished. This was 
the work of the famous scholar Moses ben Nachman (Nachmanides, the, “RaMbaN”) . 
From the day in 1267 when RaMbaN settled in the city, there was a coherent Jewish 



community in the Old City of Jerusalem until it was driven out, temporarily as it proved, 
by the British-led Arab Legion from Transjordan nearly seven hundred years later. 

For two and a half centuries (1260-1516), Palestine was part of the Empire of the 
Mamluks, Moslems of Turkish-Tartar origin who ruled first from Turkey, then from 
Egypt. War and uprisings, bloodshed and destruction, flowed in almost incessant waves 
across their domain. Though Palestine was not always involved in the strife, it was 
frequently enough implicated to hasten the process of physical destruction Jews (and 
Christians) suffered persecution and humiliation. Yet toward the end of the rule of the 
Mamluks, at the close of the fifteenth century, Christian and Jewish visitors and pilgrims 
noted the presence of substantial Jewish communities. Even the meager records that 
survived report nearly thirty Jewish urban and rural communities at the opening of the 
sixteenth century 

By now nearly fifteen hundred years had passed since the destruction of the Jewish state. 
Jewish life in Palestine had survived Byzantine ruthlessness, had endured the 
discriminations, persecutions, and massacres of the variegated Moslem sects – Arab 
Omayyads, Abbasids, and Fatimids, the Turkish Seljuks, and the Mamluks. Jewish life 
had by some historic sleight of hand out lived the Crusaders, its mortal enemy. it had 
survived Mongol barbarism.  

More than an expression of self-preservation, Jewish life had a purpose and a mission. It 
was the trustee and the advance guard of restoration. At the close of the fifteenth century, 
the pilgrim Arnold Van Harff reported that he had found many Jews in Jerusalem and 
that they spoke Hebrew. They told another traveler, Felix Fabri that they hoped soon to 
resettle the Holy Land. 

During the same period, Martin Kabatnik (who did not like Jews), visiting Jerusalem 
during his pilgrimage, exclaimed: 

The heathens oppress them at their pleasure. They know that the Jews think and say that 
this is the Holy Land that was promised to them. Those of them who live here are 
regarded as holy by the other Jews, for in spite of all the tribulations and the agonies they 
suffer at the hands of the heathen, they refuse to leave the place. 

At the height of their splendor, in the first generations after their conquest of Palestine in 
1516, the Ottoman Turks were tolerant and showed, a friendly face to the Jews. During 
the sixteenth century, there developed a new effervescence in the life of the Jews in the 
country. Thirty communities, urban and rural, are recorded at the opening of the Ottoman 
era. They include Haifa, Sh’chem, Hebron, Ramleh, Jaffa, Gaza, Jerusalem, and many in 
the north. Their center was Safed; its community grew quickly. It became the largest in 
Palestine and assumed the recognized spiritual leadership of the whole Jewish world. The 
luster of the cultural “golden age” that now developed shone over the whole country and 
has, inspired Jewish spiritual life to the present day. It was there and then that a 
phenomenal group of mystic philosophers evolved the mysteries of the Cabala. It was at 
that time and in the inspiration of the place that Joseph Caro compiled the Shulhan 



Aruch, the formidable codification of Jewish observance, which largely guides orthodox 
custom to this day. Poets and writers flourished. Safed achieved a fusion of scholarship 
and piety with trade, commerce, and agriculture. In the town, the Jews developed a 
number of branches of trade, especially in grain, spices, and cloth. They specialized once 
again in the dyeing trade. Lying halfway between Damascus and Sidon on the 
Mediterranean coast, Safed gained special importance in the commercial relations in the 
area. The 8,000 or 10,000 Jews in Safed in 1555 grew to 20,000 or 30,000 by the end of 
the century. 

In the neighboring Galilean countryside, a number of Jewish villages – from Turkish 
sources we know of ten of them – continued to occupy themselves with the production of 
wheat and barley and cotton, vegetables and olives, vines and fruit, pulse and sesame. 

The recurrent references in the sketchy records that have survived suggest that in some of 
those Galilean villages – such as Kfar Alma, Ein Zeitim, Biria, Pekiin Kfar Hanania, Kfar 
Kana, Kfar Yassif – the Jews, against all logic and in defiance of the pressures and 
exactions and, confiscations of generation after generation of foreign conquerors had 
succeeded in clinging to the land for fifteen centuries. Now for several decades of 
benevolent Ottoman rule, the Jewish communities flourished in village and town. 

The history of the second half of the sixteenth century illustrates the dynamism of the 
Palestinian Jews their prosperity, their progressiveness, and their subjugation. In 1577, a 
Hebrew printing press was established in Safed. The first press in Palestine, it was also 
the first in Asia. In 1576, and again in 1577, the Sultan Murad III, the first anti-Jewish, 
Ottoman ruler, ordered the deportation of 1,000 wealthy Jews from Safed, though they 
had not broken any laws or transgressed in any way. They were needed by Murad to 
strengthen the economy of another of the Sultan’s provinces – Cyprus. It is not known 
whether they were in fact, deported or reprieved.  

The honeymoon period between the Ottoman Empire and the Jews lasted only as long as 
the empire flourished. With the beginning and development of its long decline in the 
seventeenth century, oppression and anarchy made growing inroads into the country, and 
Jewish life began to follow a confused pattern of persecutions, prohibitions, and 
ephemeral prosperity. Prosperity grew rarer, persecutions and oppressions became the 
norm. The Ottomans, to whom Palestine was merely a source of revenue, began to 
exploit the Jews fierce attachment to Palestine. They were consequently made to pay a 
heavy price for living there. They were taxed beyond measure and were subjected to a 
system of arbitrary fines. Early in the seventeenth century, two Christian travelers, 
Johann van Egmont and John Hayman, could say of the Jews in Safed: “Life here is the 
poorest and most miserable that one can imagine.” 

The Turks so oppressed them, they wrote, that “they pay for the very air they breathe.” 11 
Again and again during the three centuries of Turkish decline, the Jews so lived and bore 
themselves that even hostile Christian travelers were moved to express their astonishment 
at their pertinacity – despite suffering, humiliation, and violence – in clinging to their 
homeland. 



The Jews of Jerusalem, wrote the Jesuit Father Michael Naud in 1674, were agreed about 
one thing: “paying heavily to the Turk for their right to stay here. . . . They prefer being 
prisoners in Jerusalem to enjoying the freedom they could acquire elsewhere. . . . The 
love of the Jews for the Holy Land, which they lost through their betrayal [of Christ], is 
unbelievable. Many of them come from Europe to find a little comfort, though the yoke is 
heavy.” 

And not in Jerusalem alone. Even as anarchy spread over the land, marauding raids by 
Bedouins from the desert increased, and the roads became further infested with bandits, 
and while the Sultan’s men, when they appeared at all, came only to collect both the 
heavy taxes directed against all and the special taxes exacted from the Jews, Jewish 
communities still held on all over the country. During the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries, travelers reported them in Hebron (where, in addition to the regular exactions, 
threats of deportation, arrests, violence, and bloodshed, the Jews suffered the gruesome 
tribulations of a blood libel in 1775); Gaza, Ramleh, Sh’chem, Safed (where the com- 
munity had lost its preeminence and its prosperity); Acre, Sidon, Tyre, Haifa, Irsuf, 
Caesarea, and El Arish; and Jews continued to live and till the soil in Galilean villages. 

But as the country itself declined and the bare essentials of life became inaccessible, the 
Jewish community also contracted. By the end of the eighteenth 

century, historians’ estimates put their number at between 10,000 and 15,000. Their 
national role, however, was never blurred. When the Jews in Palestine had no economic 
basis, the Jews abroad regarded it as their minimum national duty to insure their physical 
maintenance, and a steady stream of emissaries brought back funds from the Diaspora. In 
the long run, this had a degrading effect on those Jews who came to depend on these 
contributions for all their needs. But the significance of the motive and spirit of the aid is 
not lessened: the Jews in Palestine were regarded as the guardians of the Jewish heritage. 
Nor can one ignore the endurance and pertinacity of the recipients, in the face of 
oppression and humiliation and the threat of physical violence, in their role of “guardians 
of the walls.”  

However determined the Jews in Palestine might have been, however deep their 
attachment to the land, and however strong their sense of mission in living in it, the 
historic circumstances should surely have ground them out of physical existence long 
before the onset of modern times.  

Merely to recall the succession of conquerors who passed through the country and who 
oppressed or slaughtered Jews, deliberately or only incidentally to their struggle for 
power or survival, raises the question of how any Jews survived at all, let alone in 
coherent communities. Pagan Romans, Byzantine Christians, the various Moslem 
imperial dynasties (especially during the Seljuk Turkish interlude, before the Crusaders), 
the Crusaders themselves, the Kharezmians and the Mongols, the Ottoman Turks – all 
these passed over the body of the Jewish community. How then did a Jewish community 
survive at all? How did it survive as an arm of the Jewish people, consciously vigilant for 
the day of national restoration? The answer to these questions reflects another aspect of 



the phenomenal affinity of the Jewish people to the Land of Israel. In spite of bans and 
prohibitions, in spite of the most improbable and unpromising circumstances, there was 
never a period throughout the centuries of exile without Jewish immigration to Palestine. 
Aliyah (”going up”) was a deliberate expression and demonstration of the national 
affinity to the land. A constant inflow gave life and often vigor to the Palestinian 
community. By present-day standards, the numbers were not great. By the standards of 
those ages, and in the circumstances of the times, the significance and weight of that 
stream of aliyah –  almost always an individual undertaking – matches the achievements 
of the modem Zionist movement. Modem Zionism did indeed start the count of the waves 
of immigration after 1882, but only the frame and the capacity for organization were 
new: The living movement to the land had never ceased. The surviving records are 
meager. There was much movement during the days of the Moslem conquest. Tenth 
century appeals for aliyah by the Karaite leaders in Jerusalem have survived. There were 
periods when immigration was forbidden absolutely; no Jew could “legally” or safely 
enter Palestine while the Crusaders ruled. Yet precisely in that period, Yehuda Halevi, the 
greatest Hebrew poet of the exile, issued a call to the Jews to emigrate, and many 
generations drew active inspiration from his teaching. (He himself died soon after his 
arrival in Jerusalem in 1141, crushed, according to legend, by a Crusader’s horse.) A 
group of immigrants who came from Provence in France in the middle of the twelfth 
century must have been scholars of great repute, for they are believed to have been 
responsible for changing the Eretz Israel tradition of observing the New Year on only one 
day; ever since their time, the observance has lasted two days. There are slight allusive 
records of other groups who came after them. Among the immigrants who began arriving 
when the Crusaders’ grip on Palestine had been broken by Saladin was an organized 
group of three hundred rabbis who came from France and England in 1210 to strengthen 
especially the Jewish communities of Jerusalem, Acre, and Ramleh. Their work proved 
vain. A generation later came the destruction by the Mongol invaders. Yet no sooner had 
they passed than a new immigrant, Moses Nachmanides, came to Jerusalem, finding only 
two Jews, a dyer and his son; but he and the disciples who answered his call reestablished 
the community. Though Yehuda Halevi and Nachmanides were the most famous 
medieval preachers of aliyah, they were not the only ones. From the twelfth century 
onward, the surviving writings of a long series of Jewish travelers described their 
experiences in Palestine. Some of them remained to settle; all propagated the national 
duty and means of individual redemption of the “going up” to live in the homeland.  

The concentrated scientific horror of the Holocaust in twentieth-century Europe has 
perhaps weakened the memory of the experience of the people to whom, year after year, 
generation after generation, Europe was purgatory. Those, after all, were the Middle 
Ages; those were the centuries when the Jews of Europe were subjected to the whole 
range of persecution, from mass degradation to death after torture. For a Jew who could 
not and would not hide his identity to make his way from his own familiar city or village 
to another, from the country whose language he knew through countries foreign to him, 
meant to expose himself almost certainly to suspicion, insult, and humiliation, probably 
to robbery and violence, possibly to murder. All travel was hazardous. For a Jew in the 
thirteenth, fourteenth, or fifteenth century (and even later) to set out on the odyssey from 
Western Europe to Palestine was a heroic undertaking, which often ended in disaster. To 



the vast mass of Jews sunk in misery, whose joy it was to turn their faces eastward three 
times daffy and pray for the return to Zion, that return in their lifetime was a dream of 
heaven.  

There were periods, moreover, when the Popes ordered their adherents to prevent Jewish 
travel to Palestine. For most of the fifteenth century, the Italian maritime states denied 
Jews the use of ships for getting to Palestine, thus forcing them to abandon their project 
or to make the whole journey by a roundabout land route, adding to the initial 
complications of their travel the dangers of movement through Germany, Poland, and 
southern Russia, or through the inhospitable Balkans and a Black Sea crossing before 
reaching the comparative safety of Turkey. In 1433, shortly after the ban was imposed, 
there came a vigorous call by Yitzhak Tsarefati, urging the Jews to come by way of then 
tolerant Turkey. Immigration of the bolder spirits continued. Often the journey took 
years, while the immigrant worked at the intermediate stopping places to raise the 
expenses for the next leg of his journey or, as sometimes happened, while he invited the 
local rich Jews to finance his journey and to share vicariously in the mitzvah of his 
aliyah. Siebald Rieter and Johann Tucker, Christian pilgrims visiting Jerusalem in 1479, 
wrote down the route and stopping places of a Jew newly arrived as an immigrant from 
Germany. He had set out from Nuremberg and traveled to Posen (about 300 miles).  

Then Posen [Poznan] to Lublin 250 miles 
Lublin to Lemberg [Lvov] 120 miles 
Lemberg to Khotin 150 miles 
Khotin to Akerman 150 miles 
Akerman, to Samsun 6 days 
Samsun to Tokat 6-7 days 
Tokat to Aleppo 15 days 
Aleppo to Damascus 7 days 
Damascus to Jerusalem 6 days 

The Ottoman Sultans had encouraged Jewish immigration into their dominions. With 
their conquest of Palestine, its gates too were opened. Though conditions in Europe made 
it possible for only a very few Jews to “get up and go,” a stream of immigrants flowed to 
Palestine at once. Many who came were refugees from the Inquisition. They comprised a 
great variety of occupations; they were scholars and artisans and merchants. They filled 
all the existing Jewish centers. That flow of Jews from abroad injected a new pulse into 
Jewish life in Palestine in the sixteenth century. As the Ottoman regime deteriorated, the 
conditions of life in Palestine grew harsher, but waves of immigration continued. In the 
middle of the seventeenth century, there passed through the Jewish people an electric 
current of self-identification and intensified affinity with its homeland. For the first time 
in Eastern Europe, which had given shelter to their ancestors fleeing from persecution in 
the West, rebelling Cossacks in 1648 and 1649 subjected the Jews to massacre as fierce 
as any in Jewish history. Impoverished and helpless, the survivors fled to the nearest 
refuge –  now once more in Western Europe. Again the bolder spirits among them made 
their way to Palestine. That same generation was electrified once more by the advent of 
Shabbetai Zevi, the self-appointed Messiah whose imposture and whose following among 



the Jews in both the East and the West was made possible only by the unchanged 
aspirations of the Jews for restoration. The dream of being somehow wafted to the land of 
Israel under the banner of the Messiah evaporated, but again there were determined men 
who somehow found the means and made their way to Palestine, by sea or by stages 
overland through Turkey and Syria.  

The degeneration of the central Ottoman regime, the anarchy in the local administration, 
the degradations and exactions, plagues and pestilence, and the rain of the country, 
continued in the eighteenth and well into the nineteenth century. The masses of Jews in 
Europe were living in greater poverty than ever. Yet immigrants, now also in groups, 
continued to come. Surviving letters tell about the adventures of groups who came from 
Italy, Morocco, and Turkey. Other letters report on the steady stream of Hasidim, 
disciples of the Baal Shem-Tov, from Galicia and Lithuania, proceeding during the whole 
of the second half of the eighteenth century.  

It is clear that by now the state of the country was exacting a higher toll in lives than 
could be replaced by immigrants. But the immigrants who came shut their eyes to the 
physical ruin and squalor, accepted with love every hardship and tribulation and danger. 
Thus, in 18 10, the disciples of the Vilna Goan who had just emigrated, wrote:  

Truly, how marvelous it is to live in the good country. Truly, how wonderful it is to love 
our country.  

Even in her ruin there is none to compare with her, even in her desolation she is 
unequaled, in her silence there is none like her. Good are her ashes and her stones.  

These immigrants of 1810 were yet to suffer unimagined trials. Earthquake, pestilence, 
and murderous onslaught by marauding brigands were part of the record of their lives. 
But they were one of the last links in the long chain bridging the gap between the exile of 
their people and its independence. They or their children lived to see the beginnings of 
the modern restoration of the country. Some of them lived to meet one of the pioneers of 
restoration, Sir Moses Monteflore, the Jewish philanthropist from Britain who, through 
the greater part of the nineteenth century, conceived and pursued a variety of practical 
plans to resettle the Jews in their homeland. With him began the gray dawn of 
reconstruction. Some of the children of those immigrants lived to share in the enterprise 
and purpose and daring that in 1869 moved a group of seven Jews in Jerusalem to emerge 
from the Old City and set up the first housing project outside its walls. Each of them built 
a house among the rocks and the jackals in the wilderness that ultimately came to be 
called Nahlat Shiva (Estate of the Seven). Today it is the heart of downtown Jerusalem, 
bounded by the Jaffa Road, between Zion Square and the Bank of Israel.  

In 1878, another group made its way across the mountains of Judea to set up the first 
modern Jewish agricultural settlement at Petah Tikva, which thus became the “mother of 
the settlements.” Eight years earlier, the first modern agricultural school in Palestine had 
been opened at Mikveh Yisrael near Jaffa. As we see it now – and they in 1810 would not 
have been 



surprised, for this was their faith and this was their purpose – the long vigil was coming 
to an end. But the conception and application of practical modern measures for the 
Jewish restoration was preceded by a fascinating interlude: Zionist awakening in the 
Christian world.  

The affinity of the Jewish people for Palestine, unique in the historic circumstances, had 
become an integral part, inextricably entwined in the texture of Western culture. It was a 
commonplace of all education. The persistence of the Jewish people as an entity, kept 
alive for century after century of monstrous persecution by a faith in ultimate restoration 
to its Homeland, was congenial to some Christians, unpalatable to others.  

The Christian Churches had their share in perpetuating the forced exile of the Jewish 
people. To Catholics, it was a matter of duty as God’s servants to enforce the Jewish 
dispersion; they therefore could not even countenance Jewish restoration to their land. It 
was part of his apostasy that in 464 the Emperor Julian announced his intention of 
rebuilding the Temple. With the splits and schisms in the Church, the coming of the 
Reformation, and the evolution of the various Protestant sects, voices were heard 
proclaiming it as a Christian act to help the Jewish people regain its homeland. Palestine, 
however, was in the hands of the Ottoman Turks, and there was no means of translating 
Christian feeling into action.  

In practical Christian minds, this situation began rapidly to change during the early 
nineteenth century.  

The first catalytic agent may have been Napoleon Bonaparte. On launching his campaign 
for the conquest of Palestine in 1799, he promised to restore the country to the Jews. 
Though Napoleon was forced to withdraw from Palestine, the prospect he opened may 
have been instrumental in setting off a chain of developments, primarily in Britain, that 
grew in intensity and significance as the nineteenth century wore on. A distinguished 
gallery of writers, clerics, journalists, artists, and statesmen accompanied the awakening 
of the idea of Jewish restoration in Palestine. Lord Lindsay, Lord Shaftesbury (the social 
reformer who learned Hebrew), Lord Palmerston, Disraeli, Lord Manchester, George 
Eliot, Holman Hunt, Sir Charles Warren, Hall Caine – all appear among the many who 
spoke, wrote, organized support, or put forward practical projects by which Britain might 
help the return of the Jewish people to Palestine. There were some who even urged the 
British government to by Palestine from the Turks to give it to the Jews to rebuild. 

Characteristic of the period were the words of Lord Lindsay: The Jewish race, so 
wonderfully preserved, may yet have another stage of national existence opened to them, 
may once more obtain possession of their native land…The soil of “Palestine still enjoys 
her sabbaths, and only waits for the return of her banished children, and the application of 
industry, commensurate with her agricultural capabilities, to burst once more into 
universal luxuriance, and be all that she ever was in the days of Solomon.” 



In 1845, Sir George Gawler urged, as the remedy for the desolation of the country: 
“Replenish the deserted towns and fields of Palestine with the energetic people whose 
warmest affections are rooted in the soil”  

There were times when this concern took on the proportions of a propaganda campaign. 
In 1839, the Church of Scotland sent two missionaries, Andrew Bonar and Robert 
Murray M’Cheyne, to report on “the conditions of the Jews in their land.” Their report 
was widely publicized in Britain, and it was followed by a Memorandum to the Protestant 
Monarchs of Europe for the restoration of the Jews to Palestine. This memorandum, 
printed verbatim by the London Times, was the prelude to many months of newspaper 
projection of the theme that Britain should take action to secure Palestine for the Jews. 
The Times, in that age the voice of enlightened thought in Britain, urged the Jews simply 
to take possession of the land. If a Moses became necessary, wrote the paper, one would 
be found. 

Again and again groups and societies were projected or formed to promote the 
restoration. The proposals and activities of Moses Montefiore found a wide echo 
throughout Britain. Many Christians associated themselves practically with his plans; 
others brought forward plans and projects of their own and even took steps to bring them 
to fruition. What was probably the first forerunner in modern times of the Jewish 
agricultural revolution in Palestine was the settlement established in 1848 in the Vale of 
Rephaim by Warder Cresson, the United States Consul in Jerusalem; he was helped by a 
Jewish – Christian committee formed in Britain for the Jewish settlement of Galilee. 

The ideas of Sir George Gawler, a former governor of South Australia, before and after 
the Crimean War, when he formed the Palestine Colonisation Fund; of Claude Reignier 
Conder who, with Lieutenant Kitchener, carried out a survey of Palestine and brought to 
public notice the fact that Palestine could be restored by the Jews to its ancient 
prosperity; of Laurence Oliphant, the novelist and politician, who worked out a 
comprehensive plan of restoration and a detailed project for Jewish settlement of Gilead 
east of the Jordan; of Edward Cazalet, who proposed equally detailed projects – all were 
broached and propagated against a background of widespread Christian support.  

By the middle of the century, the concept of Jewish restoration began to be considered in 
responsible quarters in Britain as a question of practical international politics. In August 
1840, the Times reported that the British government was feeling its way in the direction 
of Jewish restoration. It added that “a nobleman of the Opposition” (believed to be Lord 
Ashley, later Lord Shaftesbury) was making his own inquiries to determine: 

1. What the Jews thought of the proposed restoration.  
2. Whether rich Jews would go to Palestine and invest their capital in agriculture. 

3. How soon they would be ready to go.  
4. Whether they would go at their own expense, requiring nothing more than assurance of 
safety to life and property.  
5. Whether they would consent to live under the Turkish government, with their rights 



protected by the five European powers (Britain, France, Russia, Prussia, Austro-
Hungary). 

Lord Shaftesbury pursued the idea with Prime Minister Palmerston and his successors in 
the government and was incidentally instrumental in the considerable assistance and 
protection against oppression that Britain henceforth extended to the Jews already living 
in Palestine. 

The Crimean War and its aftermath pushed the ideas and projects into the background, 
but they soon came to life again. In 1878, the Eastern Question reached its crisis in the 
Prusso-Turkish War, and the Congress of Berlin gathered to find a peaceful solution. At 
once reports spread throughout Europe that Britain’s representatives, Lord Beaconsfield 
(Benjamin Disraeli) and Lord Salisbury, were proposing as part of the peace plan to 
declare a protectorate over Syria and Palestine and that Palestine would be restored to the 
Jews. 

Though these reports were unfounded, the idea again caught the imagination of political 
thinkers in Britain. It was widely supported in the newspapers, which saw it as both a 
solution to the Jewish problem and a means of eliminating one of the perennial causes of 
friction between the powers. So popular was the idea with the British public that the 
weekly Spectator on May 10, 1879, in criticizing Beaconsfield for not having adopted it, 
wrote: “If he had freed the Holy Land and restored the Jews, as he might have done 
instead of pottering about Roumelia and Afghanistan, he would have died Dictator.” 

No less significant is the fact that the idea of Jewish restoration, when it was presented in 
the form of practical projects, was not rejected by the Moslem authorities. In 1831, 
Palestine was conquered from the Turks by Mehemet Ali, who ruled it from Egypt for 

the next nine years, introducing a comparatively pleasant interlude in the life of the 
country. It was at this time that Sir Moses Montefiore began developing his practical 
plans. In 1839, he visited Mehemet Ali in Egypt and put forward a large-scale scheme for 
Jewish settlement that would regenerate Palestine. Mehemet Ali accepted it. Montefiore 
was in the midst of discussing practical details with him when Mehemet was forced to 
withdraw from Palestine, which returned to Turkish rule. 

Forty years later, the Turks themselves were presented with practical plans for Jewish 
colonization and autonomy in a part of Palestine. The most important of these plans was 
that carefully and conscientiously worked out by Laurence Oliphant, who demonstrated 
to the Turks that it was in their own interest, as well as in Britain’s, to help fulfill a 
Jewish restoration in Palestine. His detailed plan for the settlement of Gilead was 
supported and recommended to the Turkish government by the leading personalities in 
Britain: The Prime Minister Lord Beaconsfield, the Foreign Secretary Lord Salisbury, 
and even the Prince of Wales (later King Edward VII). The French government, through 
its Foreign Minister Waddington, also added its encouragement. 



The Sultan showed considerable interest in the plan; the Turkish Foreign Office even 
proposed some amendments for further discussion. But again events intervened. In 1880, 
a general election drove Beaconsfield – considered by Turkey as her friend – from office, 
to be replaced by William Ewart Gladstone. To the Turks, Gladstone was an enemy. The 
Oliphant scheme, based on Turko-British cooperation as well as a similar scheme 
proposed by the British industrialist Edward Cazalet, were shelved and faded into history. 
By now the effervescence among the Jewish people began to find its outlets. 

Jewish organizations were now launched. The result was a wave of immigration, to be 
known later as the First Aliyah, which laid the solid foundation of the new Jewish 
agriculture. The advent of Theodor Herzl was only fifteen years away, and with it the 
beginning of the modem political frame for the return to Zion: the World Zionist 
Organization. 

Throughout the ages, and now in the nineteenth century, when the restoration of the 
Jewish people to Palestine and the restoration of Palestine to the Jewish people was 
discussed in growing intensity, when scores of books and pamphlets and innumerable 
articles published in Europe, America, and Britain put forward both ideological 
motivation and practical projects for the consummation of the idea, never once was it 
suggested openly or covertly that the Holy Land could not, or should not, be restored to 
the Jews because it had become the property of others. There were many who disliked the 
Jews; there were Christians who objected on theological grounds to the very idea of re- 
versing the “edict” of exile. Imagine what would happen to the Catholic dogma of the 
inadmissibility of Jewish restoration if a Jewish state were suddenly to arise! They had 
enough reason to seek grounds and means of resistance to the spread of the idea. Yet 
nothing led anyone to believe or to suggest that there was any other nation that had a 
claim, or had established an affinity or connection, or had made such a contribution in 
sweat or in blood, to have and to hold the country for its own. 

No such nation existed, nor any such claim. The claim of historic association, of historic 
right, of historic ownership by the Arab people or by a “Palestinian entity” is a fiction 
fabricated in our own day. After the Jews had been absent as a nation for eighteen 
centuries, this was a self-evident truth, which is also part of the historic record. 

“No nation has been able to establish itself as a nation in Palestine up to this day,” wrote 
Sir John William Dawson in 1888, “no national union and no national spirit has prevailed 
there. The motley impoverished tribes which have occupied it have held it as mere 
tenants at will, temporary landowners, evidently waiting for those entitled to the 
permanent possession of the soil.” 

There was another fact that gave immediate practical impact to the logic and justice of 
Jewish restoration. Palestine was a virtually empty land. When Jewish independence 
came to an end in the year 70, the population numbered, at a conservative estimate, some 
five million people. (By Josephus’ figures, there were nearer seven million.) Even sixty 
years after the destruction of the Temple, at the outbreak of the revolt led by Bar Kochba 
in 132, when large numbers had fled or been deported, the Jewish population of the 



country must have numbered at least three million, according to Dio Cassius’ figures. 
Seventeen centuries later, when the practical possibility of the return to Zion appeared on 
the horizon, Palestine was a denuded, derelict, and depopulated country. The writings of 
travelers who visited Palestine in the late eighteenth and throughout the nineteenth 
century are filled with descriptions of its emptiness, its desolation. In 1738, Thomas 
Shaw wrote of the absence of people to till Palestine’s fertile soil. 

In 1785, Constantine Francois Volney described the “ruined” and “desolate” country. He 
had not seen the worst. Pilgrims and travelers continued to report in heartrending terms 
on its condition. Almost sixty years later, Alexander Keith, recalling Volney’s 
description, wrote: “In his day the land had not fully reached its last degree of desolation 
and depopulation.”  

In 1835, Alphonse de Lamartine could write: Outside the gates of Jerusalem we saw 
indeed no living object, heard no living sound, we found the same void, the same silence . 
. . as we should have expected before the entombed gates of Pompeii or Herculaneam. . . 
a complete eternal silence reigns in the town, on the highways, in the country … the tomb 
of a whole people.  

Mark Twain, who visited Palestine in 1867, wrote of what he saw as he traveled the 
length of the country:  

Desolate country whose soil is rich enough, but is given over wholly to weeds – a silent 
mournful expanse. . . . A desolation is here that not even imagination can grace with the 
pomp of life and action. We reached Tabor safely. We never saw a human being on the 
whole route. 

And again: 

There was hardly a tree or a shrub anywhere. Even the olive and the cactus, those fast 
friends of a worthless soil, had almost deserted the country. So overwhelming was his 
impression of an irreversible desolation that he came to the grim conclusion that Palestine 
would never come to life again. As he was taking his last view of the country, he wrote: 
Palestine sits in sackcloth and ashes. Over it broods the spell of a curse that has withered 
its fields and fettered its energies. Palestine is desolate and unlovely. . . . Palestine is no 
more of this workday world. It is sacred to poetry and tradition, it is dreamland.  

By Volney’s estimates in 1785, there were no more than 200,000 people in the 
country.20 In the middle of the nineteenth century, the estimated population for the 
whole of Palestine was between 50,000 and 100,000 people.  

It was the gaping emptiness of the country, the spectacle of ravages and neglect, the 
absence of a population that might be dispossessed and the growing sense of the 
country’s having “waited” for the “return of her banished children,” that lent force and 
practical meaning to the awakening Christian realization that the time had come for 



Jewish restoration. What is the Arab historical connection with Palestine? What is the 
source of their fantastic claims?  

The Arabs’ homeland is Arabia, the southwestern peninsula of Asia. Its 1,027,000 square 
miles (2,630,000 square kilometers) embrace the present-day Saudi Arabia, Yemen, 
Kuwait, Bahrein, Qatar, Trucial Oman on the Persian Gulf, Muscat and Oman, and South 
Yemen. When in the seventh century, with the birth of the new Islamic religion, the 
Arabs emerged from the desert with an eye to conquest, they succeeded in establishing an 
empire that within a century extended over three continents, from the Atlantic Ocean to 
the border of China. Early in their phenomenal progress, they conquered Palestine from 
the Byzantines. 

Purely Arab rule, exercised from Damascus by the Omayyad dynasty, lasted a little over 
a century. The Omayyads were overthrown in 750 by their bitter antagonists, the 
Abbasids, whose two centuries of government was increasingly dominated first by 
Persians, then by Turks. When the Abbasids were in turn defeated by the Fatimids, the 
Arabs had long had no part in the government of the empire, either at the center or in the 
provinces. 

But the Arabs had one great lasting success: Throughout a large part of the subjugated 
territories, Arabic became the dominant language and Islam the predominant religion. 
(Large scale conversions were not on the whole achieved by force. A major motive in the 
adoption of Islam by “nonbelievers” was the social and economic discrimination suffered 
by non-Moslems.) This cultural assimilation made possible the so-called golden age of 
Arabic culture. “The invaders from the desert,” writes Professor Philip K. Hitti, the 
foremost modem Arab historian, 

“brought with them no tradition of learning, no heritage of culture to the lands they 
conquered. . . . They sat as pupils at the feet of the peoples they subdued.” What we 
therefore call “Arabic civilization” was Arabian neither in its origins and fundamental 
structure nor in its principal ethnic aspects. The purely Arabic contribution in it was in 
the linguistic and to a certain extent in the religious fields. Throughout the whole period 
of the caliphate, the Syrians, the Persians, the Egyptians, and others, as Moslem converts 
or as Christians or Jews, were the foremost bearers of the torch of enlightenment and 
learning. 

The result was a great volume of translation from the ancient writings of a host of 
cultures in East and West alike, from Greece to India. Most of the great works in 
mathematics, astronomy, medicine, and philosophy were rendered into Arabic and, in 
many cases, were thus saved for Europe. The translation period was followed by the even 
brighter glow of great original works in Arabic on all these subjects as well as on 
alchemy, pharmacy, and geography. 

“But when we speak of ‘Arab medicine’ or ‘Arab philosophy’ or ‘Arab mathematics’,” 
notes Hitti, “we do not mean the medical science, philosophy or mathematics that are 
necessarily the product of the Arabian mind or developed by people living in the Arabian 



peninsula, but that body of knowledge enshrined in books written in the Arabic language 
by men who flourished chiefly during the caliphate and were themselves Persians, 
Egyptians or Arabians, Christian, Jewish or Moslem. 

“Indeed, even what we call ‘Arabic literature’ was no more Arabian than the Latin 
literature of the Middle Ages was Italian…. Even such disciplines as philosophy, 
linguistics, lexicography and grammar, which were primarily Arabian in origin and spirit 
and in which the Arabs made their chief original contribution, recruited some of their 
most distinguished scholars from the non-Arab stock.” 

Whatever the precise definitions of the cultural historians, the Arab Empire certainly 
ushered in a cultural era that illuminated the Middle Ages. In this golden age, Palestine 
played no part at all. The history books and the literature of the period fail to reveal even 
a mention of Palestine as the center of any important activity or as providing inspiration 
or focus for any significant cultural activity of the Arabs or even of the Arabic-speaking 
people.23 On the contrary: Anyone seeking higher learning, even in specifically Moslem 
subjects, was forced to seek it at first in Damascus, later in the centers of Moslem 
learning in various other countries. The few known Palestinian scholars were born and 
may have died in Palestine, but they studied and worked in either Egypt or Damascus.  

Palestine was never more than an unconsidered backwater of the empire. No great 
political or cultural center ever arose there to establish a source of Arab, or any other 
non-Jewish, affinity or attachment. Damascus, Baghdad, Cairo – these were the great, at 
times glittering, political and cultural centers of the Moslem Empire. Jerusalem, where a 
Moslem Holy Place was established on the site of the ancient Jewish Temple, never 
achieved any political or even cultural status. To the Arab rulers and their non-Arab 
successors, Palestine was a battleground, a corridor, sometimes an outpost, its people a 
source of taxes and of some manpower for the waging of endless foreign and internecine 
wars. Nor did a local non-Jewish culture grow. In the early Arab period, immigrants from 
Arabia were encouraged, and later they were given the Jewish lands. But the population 
remained an ethnic hodgepodge. 

When the Crusaders came to Palestine after 460 years of Arab and non-Arabic Moslem 
rule, they found an Arabic-speaking population, composed of a dozen races (apart from 
Jews and Druzes), practicing five versions of Islam and eight of heterodox Christianity. 

“With the passing of the Umayyad empire . . . Arabianism fell but Islam continued.” The 
Persians and the Turks of the Abbasid Empire, the Berbers and the Egyptians of the 
Fatimid Empire, had no interest at all in the provincial backwater except for what could 
be squeezed out of it for the imperial exchequer or the imperial army. 

To the Mamluks who, in 1250, followed the Crusader Christian interregnum, Palestine 
had no existence even as a subentity. Its territory was divided administratively, as part of 
a conquered empire, according to convenience. Its variegated peoples were treated as 
objects for exploitation, with a mixture of hostility and indifference. Some Arab tribes 
collaborated with the Mamluks in the numerous internal struggles that marked their rule. 



But the Arabs had no part or direct influence in the regime. Like all the other inhabitants 
of the country, they were conquered subjects and were treated accordingly. 

Their state did not improve under the Ottoman Turks. The fact of a common Moslem 
religion did not confer on the Arabs any privileges, let alone any share in government. 
The Ottomans even replaced Arabic with Turkish as the language of the country. Except 
for brief periods, the Arab inhabitants of Palestine had cause to dislike their Turkish 
rulers just one degree less than did the more heavily taxed Jews. 

The Arabs did, however, play a significant and specific role in one aspect of Palestine’s 
life: They contributed effectively to its devastation. Where destruction and ruin were only 
partly achieved by warring imperial dynasties – by Arab, Turkish, Persians, or Egyptians, 
by the Crusaders or by invading hordes of Mongols or Kharezmians – it was 
supplemented by the revolts of local chieftains, by civil strife, by intertribal warfare 
within the population itself. Always the process was completed by the raids of Arabs – 
the Bedouins –  from the neighboring deserts. These forays (for which there were 
endemic economic reasons) were known already in the Byzantine era. Over fifteen 
centuries, they eroded the face of Palestine. 

During the latter phase of the Abbasids and in the Fatimid era, Bedouin depredations 
grew more intense. It was then that Palestine east of the Jordan was laid waste. 

Starting in the thirteenth century, with the entry of the Mamluks, all the instruments of 
ruin were at work almost continuously. The process went on even more colorfully under 
Ottoman misrule. Bedouin raiders, plundering livestock and destroying crops and planta- 
tions, plagued the life of the farmer. Bedouin encampments, dotting the countryside, 
served as bases for highway attacks on travelers, on caravans carrying merchandise, on 
pilgrim cavalcades. Count Volney, describing the Palestinian countryside in 1785, wrote: 

The peasants are incessantly making inroads on each other’s lands, destroying their corn, 
durra, sesame and olive-trees, and carrying off their sheep, goats and camels. The Turks, 
who are everywhere negligent in repressing similar disorders, are the less attentive to 
them here, since their authority is very precarious; the Bedouin, whose camps occupy the 
level country, are continually at open hostilities with them, of which the peasants avail 
themselves to resist their authority or do mischief to each other, according to the blind 
caprice of their ignorance or the interest of the moment. Hence arises an anarchy, which 
is still more dreadful than the despotism that prevails elsewhere, while the mutual 
devastation of the contending parties renders the appearance of this [the Palestinian] part 
of Syria more wretched than that of any other. . . . This country is indeed more frequently 
plundered than any other in Syria for, being very proper for cavalry and adjacent to the 
desert, it lies open to the Arabs. 

Neither history books nor reports of travelers, whether Christian, Moslem, or Jewish, 
report on any other permanent feature of the Arabs’ historical relationship with Palestine. 
In the tenth century, the Arab writer Ibn Hukal had written: “Nobody cares about 
building the country, or concerns himself for its needs.” This was a mild foretaste of the 



ruination of a country, carried out over hundreds of years. There is no reason to blame the 
handful of Arabs who were part of the medley of peoples that made up the settled 
population of Palestine .26 They were merely subject residents, usually downtrodden, of 
this or that village or this or that town. The remote central authority in Constantinople 
stretched out its conscripting hand to take away their sons, the local tax farmer sucked 
them dry, the village over the hill, and the rival tribe, had to be guarded against or fought 
in a cycle of mutually destructive retaliation. The Bedouin nomads tore up their olive 
trees, destroyed their crops, filled their wells with stones, broke down their cisterns, took 
away their live-stock – and were sometimes called in as allies to help destroy the next 
village . 

Thus it was that by the middle of the nineteenth century, when hundreds of years of abuse 
had turned the country into a treeless waste, with a sprinkling of emaciated towns, 
malaria-ridden swamps in its once-fertile northern valleys, the once-thriving south 
(Negev) now a desert, the population too had dwindled almost to nothing. 

There was never a “Palestinian Arab” nation. To the Arab people as a whole, no such 
entity as Palestine existed. To those of them who lived in its neighborhood, its lands were 
a suitable object for plunder and destruction. Those few who lived within its bounds may 
have had an affinity for their village (and made war on the next village), for their clan 
(which fought for the right of local tax-gathering), or even for their town. They were not 
conscious of any relationship to a land, and even the townsmen would have heard of its 
existence as a land, if they heard of it at all, only from such Jews as they might meet. 
(Palestine is mentioned only once in the Koran, as the “Holy Land”— holy, that is, to 
Jews and Christians.) 

The feeling of so many nineteenth-century visitors that the country had been waiting for 
the return of its lawful inhabitants was made the more significant by the shallowness of 
the Arab imprint on the country. In twelve hundred years of association, they built only a 
single town, Ramleh, established as the local subprovincial capital in the eighth century. 
The researchers of nineteenth-century scholars, beginning with the archaeologist Edward 
Robinson in 1838, revealed that hundreds of place-names of villages and sites, seemingly 
Arab, were Arabic renderings or translations of ancient Hebrew names, biblical or 
Talmudic. The Arabs have never even had a name of their own for this country which 
they claim. “Filastin” is merely the Arab transliteration of “Palestine,” the name the 
Romans gave the country when they determined to obliterate the “presence” of the 
Jewish people. 

Sir George Adam Smith, author of the Historical Geography of the Holy Land, wrote in 
1891: “The principle of nationality requires their [the Turks’] dispossession. Nor is there 
any indigenous civilization in Palestine that could take the place of the Turkish except 
that of the Jews who … have given to Palestine everything it has ever had of value to the 
world.”28 This blunt judgment was entirely normal; it aroused no objections and 
offended no one. It was a simple statement of a unique and irrefutable fact. The Arabs’ 
discovery of Palestine came many years later. 



.5. 

Beginning To Restore The Land 

The land, unloved by its rulers and uncared for by most of its handful of inhabitants, 
whose silences Lamartine had likened to those of ruined Pompeii, and which Mark Twain 
had compassionately consigned to the world of dreams, began to come to life again with 
the blossoming of Jewish restoration in the nineteenth century. Now, instead of having to 
adapt the pattern of their living, as they had done for centuries, to the frozen mold of 
Ottoman stagnation, the Jewish immigrants were able to put down their own fresh roots. 
In the latter half of the nineteenth century, under the pressure and inspiration of the 
European powers — especially Britain and France, who were supporting, the Sultan’s 
regime against collapse and his empire against Russian penetration – the Ottoman 
government introduced a series of reforms. Though imperfectly implemented, they 
restored a degree of law and order in the country and introduced a revolutionary change 
in the communal law: Non-Moslems were henceforth to enjoy equality before the law 
with Moslems.  

This reform was bitterly opposed by the Moslems. Non-Moslems had always been 
second-class citizens under Moslem rule, and Moslems regarded as sacred the inequality 
in their favor. It was considered natural law that Moslems should be treated as superior 
beings. During the middle of the century, in protest against the new equality, there were 
many anti-Christian outbreaks, even massacres, in Syria, Mesopotamia, and Arabia. In 
Lebanon, French troops came in, and at Jidda, French and British warships had to be sent 
to intervene on behalf of the victims. 

Empty coffers in Constantinople brought about a reform of even more far-reaching 
consequence: It became possible to buy land from the Sultan. Tracts of land, mostly in 
Syria, much of it altogether unworked, were bought by a small number of families. 

Hence the renewal of Jewish agriculture. Land could be bought from the new 
landowners. The Turkish government, however, after the brief flicker of hope of 
cooperation in 1880, became antagonistic to the Jewish restoration. Faced with the 
organized movement Hoveve Zion (Lovers of Zion), an Eastern European forerunner of 
the Zionist Organization, preaching and practicing immigration and settlement in 
Palestine, the Turks imposed a dual prohibition on Jews: They forbade their entry for 
permanent residence in the country and their purchase of land. The growing number of 
immigrants thus came into the country as pilgrims, while land was usually acquired by 
subterfuge and at appreciably higher prices. The ravaged desolation of the land caused 
many of its non-Jewish inhabitants to leave it, thus bringing on more desolation and 
denudation. For the returning Jews, it held a challenge and a call for care and love. 

The struggle of that generation of pioneers in the 1880s and the two generations that 
followed them was carried on in a harsh climate, on toughened, treeless soil, while 
waging an often losing battle with malaria, which came up from the swamps and the 
undrained rivers, and resisting Bedouins, whose marauding habits persisted even into the 



twentieth century. The process of reviving the country was to be a long one; it continues 
to this day. But by 1914, Jewish villages dotted the countryside. As for the towns, the 
Jews became a majority in Jerusalem by mid-century, then they developed the city 
outside the walls. They began to give new shape to Haifa, Safed, and Tiberias, and in 
1909, expanding the borders of Jaffa, they founded what was to become the first modem 
all-Hebrew city: Tel-Aviv. 

The non-Jewish inhabitants of the country were the passive beneficiaries of these 
developments. The Ottoman reforms were followed by the opening up of the area to 
European and American influences. The Christian Churches established schools in Syria 
and Lebanon, of which both Christians and Moslems took advantage. The new Jewish 
immigrants directly or indirectly helped to improve their peasant neighbors’ farming 
methods and to raise their standard of living. 

Thus, at the eleventh hour, with the onset of the new century, the long process of flight 
and disintegration of the non-Jewish population in Palestine was halted. With the 
founding of the Zionist Organization in 1897 by Theodor Herzl, the longing for the return 
to Zion achieved a serious and comprehensive political frame of reference for the first 
time in over seventeen centuries. Herzl’s logical policy of working directly and openly 
for an arrangement with the Sultan’s government to create the legal instrument for Jewish 
colonization on a large scale failed in his short lifetime. Equally unsuccessful were later 
efforts to establish rapport with the revolutionary Young Turks. Zionism’s political 
progress was blocked, but the physical movement of immigration and restoration 
continued in the face of endless difficulties erected by the decrepit, backward, and 
corrupt administration and the physical hardships and perils presented by the ravaged 
country. 

The war that broke out in 1914 provided the most striking confrontation between the 
passionate Jewish affinity to Eretz Israel and the absence of any awareness of Palestine in 
the consciousness of the Arab people in general or the Arab community in the country 
itself. 

To the new and young exponents of the Zionist dream, the meaning of Turkey’s entry 
into the war on the side of Germany was clear from the outset. It was a historic 
opportunity: Defeat of the Turkish Empire could break its hold on Palestine. The Jews, 
they decided, must range themselves on the side of Turkey’s enemies, to help bring about 
the dismemberment that would make possible Jewish restoration. In the result, the Jewish 
people played a part far beyond its weight and size in winning the war. The Jews had no 
sovereign power and no national base of operations, they were a collection of minorities 
scattered over the world, and they were in fact fighting as citizens in all the armies on 
both sides. Yet out of the vast panorama of the First World War and its carnage, and the 
range of peoples that took part in it, there emerged the phenomenon of an additional, 
superimposed contribution, a unique voluntary engagement, and a willing sacrifice that 
sprang from the Jewish passion for Eretz Israel and a now urgent hunger for 
independence. 



The Zionist effort in its various ramifications was spread far and wide. It revolved 
primarily around the work of three men: Chaim Weizmann, Zeev Jabotinsky, and Aaron 
Aaronson. Each independently came to the conclusion that Jewish restoration could be 
built only on the ruins of the Ottoman Empire. Each in his own way sought to provide 
Britain and her allies with help to win the war. 

The question of taking sides was not simple for the Jewish people at large. Considerable 
numbers of Jews lived in the German and Austro-Hungarian Empires. 

Their condition was tolerable, certainly incomparably better than the state of the Jews in 
Russia; Tsarist Russia – the ally of Britain and France – was unspeakably, endemically 
anti-Semitic. In nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century Europe, it played the role that a 
generation later was filled, more directly and thoroughly and scientifically, and with 
devastating effect, by Nazi Germany. Not the least of the factors weighing in the United 
States and in its Jewish community for neutrality in the war, or even for support for 
Germany, was the deep and widespread disgust for the Russian regime and the 
knowledge that a victory for the Allies would mean a victory for tsarist tyranny. 

Moreover, there was now a substantial Jewish population in Palestine as well as sizable 
communities in other parts of the Ottoman Empire. All these would be potentially in 
jeopardy if the Jewish people were to be identified as anti-Turkish. The disadvantages 
and the dangers of identification with the Allied cause were clear. Fear of Turkish 
reprisals and hatred of Russia were overcome, however, by a more powerful emotion – 
the urge to national regeneration. 

Under Weizmann’s lead, the Zionists developed a consistent pro-Allied propaganda in 
the United States. The issue was crucial – no more and no less than bringing influence to 
bear in the United States for the government to abandon its neutrality and to join the 
Allies in the war against Germany. This was amplified, as soon as Turkey entered the 
war, by the campaign launched by Jabotinsky to form a Jewish Legion in the British 
Army to fight for the liberation of Palestine. Though the idea of a Jewish military unit 
inevitably met with considerable opposition both from timid and assimilated Jews and 
from the British, it prevailed in the end. A Jewish auxiliary unit, the Zion Mule Corps, 
took part in the Gallipoli campaign. Jewish battalions, consisting of volunteers from 
Britain, the United States, Canada, and Palestine itself, took part in the latter stages of 
Allenby’s campaign. They played an especially, notable part in the defeat of the Turks on 
the Jordan River and in driving the Turks out of eastern Palestine (Transjordan). 

The Australian general, Sir Edward Chaytor, told the Legionnaires: By your gallant 
capture of the Umm Es Shert Ford and defeat of the Turkish rearguard I was enabled to 
push my mounted men over the Jordan and so you contributed materially to the capture 
of Es Salt and Amman, the cutting of the Hedjaz Railway and the destruction of the 
Fourth Turkish Army, which helped considerably towards the great victory won at 
Damascus. 



Aaron Aaronson, the only one of the three leaders to live in Palestine at the time, made a 
major contribution to the conduct of the Allied campaign in Palestine. A brilliant and 
versatile man, Aaronson by 1914 had won worldwide fame as a scientist, especially as 
the discoverer of wild wheat. He was chosen by the Turkish government to direct the 
campaign against the plague of locusts that ravaged the country during the first year of 
the war. Soon after the war began, Aaronson was afforded details of the extermination in 
cold blood by the Turks of some two million Armenian subjects of their empire. By this 
time, the Jews in Palestine were already being subjected to terrorization, despoliation, 
and deportation. Under the circumstances, it seemed impossible to fight against the 
Turks. The leaders of the still modest Jewish community bowed their heads to the storm. 
Aaronson, convinced that a British victory was vital for the Jewish future, organized the 
Nili group – an intelligence service for the British behind the Turkish lines. He himself 
managed to find his way to Egypt, where, in addition to directing and maintaining contact 
with Nili, he became probably the most important adviser at British HQ for the forth- 
coming invasion of Palestine under the Commander-in-Chief, General Allenby. 
Aaronson’s encyclopedic knowledge of the terrain in all its aspects – population, climatic 
vagaries, water problems, transport problems – was unique. In addition, a stream of 
essential current military information came from the Nili organization. The price paid by 
Aaronson’s group was high. In an attempt to reach Egypt overland by way of the Sinai 
Desert, Aaronson’s chief collaborator, Avshalom Feinberg, was killed by Bedouins. In 
September 1917, the Turks exposed the Nili network. Two of its leaders, Naaman 
Belkind and Yosef Lishansky, were hanged in Damascus; many of the others were 
imprisoned and tortured. Among these was Aaronson’s sister Sarah, who had served as 
his deputy. During a respite from torture, she succeeded in shooting herself.8 8 Literature 
on Aaronson, who died in a plane crash in 1919, is sparse. See a recent biography by 
Eliezer Livneh, Aaron Aaronson 

The Nili intelligence proved indispensable. British General Gribbon expressed the 
opinion that in the crucial battle for Beersheba alone, it had saved 30,000 British lives. 
Even more explicit were Allenby’s own words on Aaronson: “He was mainly responsible 
for the formation of my Field Intelligence Organization behind the Turkish lines. 

The significance of that intelligence service was summed up by Sir George Macdonogh, 
Director of British Military Intelligence, in a professional lecture after the war: You will 
remember Lord Allenby’s great campaign in Palestine in that year and you may have 
wondered at the audacity of his operations. It is true that in war you cannot expect a 
really great success unless you are prepared to take risks, but these risks must be 
reasonable ones. To the uninitiated it may sometimes have appeared that Lord Allenby’s 
were not reasonable. That however was not the case because Lord Allenby knew from his 
Intelligence every disposition and movement of the enemy. Every one of his opponent’s 
cards was known to him, and he was consequently able to play his own hand with the 
most perfect assurance. In those circumstances victory was certain. The Nili underground 
was surrounded by an atmosphere of perpetual terrorization by the Turkish authorities. 
From the very beginning of the war the governor, Djemal Pasha, had treated the Jews of 
Palestine as a potential enemy, since he realized that to the Jews the Turks were the alien 
occupiers of their country and that Zionism was now an active force in the world. 



In response to the practical manifestations of Jewish collaboration with the Allies – the 
Zion Mule Corps in Gallipoli 1915, the campaign in Britain to create Jewish regiments, 
the Zionist pro-Allied campaign in the United States and elsewhere – Djemal became 
ever more fierce in his repressions. Police brutality, economic discrimination, arbitrary 
arrests, and deportations were the constant companions of the Jews throughout the war. 
Of a population estimated at some 90,000 at its outbreak, less than 60,000 remained when 
it ended. 

The Arabs living in Palestine did not protest Turkish overlordship. When war came, they 
fought to perpetuate Turkish imperial rule. The Arabs of Palestine made no response to 
the call of Sherif Hussein of Hejaz, the one zone where Arab action against the Turks 
developed, and they contributed nothing to even that marginal Arab contribution to the 
downfall of Turkey. Even when the British forces under Allenby, their path eased and 
smoothed by the Nili intelligence, finally swept into Palestine, there was no Arab rising 
behind the lines to help them rout the Turks. 

Thus Djemal, commanding the Turkish force which in 1915 made its way through Sinai 
to attack the British on the Suez Canal, was able in his memoirs to emphasize the spirit of 
solidarity displayed by the Arab soldiers. “I can have no greater duty,” he wrote, “than to 
offer a respectful tribute to these heroes…. In this force, composed of men of Arab and 
Turkish stock, a fine feeling of brotherly affection prevailed. This first campaign against 
the Canal was a brilliant revelation of the fact that the majority of the Arabs stood by the 
Khalifate with heart and soul. The Arabs, who composed the entire 25th division and the 
whole of the L. of C. Organization, did their duty with the greatest zeal and devotion.” 

Even after the defeat of the Turks, the Arabs were unable to hide their feelings. British 
Col. Richard Meinertzhagen recorded in his diary on December 2, 1917: The Arabs of 
Ramleh gave us an amusing incident yesterday which accurately reflects their attitude 
towards us. A large batch of Turkish prisoners were being marched through the village, 
but they were not preceded by their British Guard. The Arabs, thinking it was the return 
of the Turkish Army, turned out in force, yelling with delight and waving Turkish flags. 
[Middle East Diary, p. 7] 

After the war and at the beginning of the British Mandatory regime in Palestine, Arabs, 
among themselves and in trying to engage the sympathies of the Moslem world, 
emphasized how loyal they had been to the Turks. Writing to the Mufti of Jerusalem on a 
visit to India in 1923, the Mufti of Haifa noted: We found repugnance by every Moslem 
towards anyone who was called Arab. . . . They took him to be like the Sharif Husain of 
whom they say that he betrayed Islam. . . . We began to rebut this notion and to show all 
that Palestine had done in giving total aid to the Turkish army and how she fought to the 
end. 

This attitude and behavior were, in fact, natural and 1ogical. Even in 1914 there were no 
more than the faintest glimmerings of any Arabic national consciousness. After 1908 – 
the year of the Young Turkish revolution – an opposition had come into existence in the 
empire against the Young Turks’ excessive administrative centralization and cultural 



Turkification. These oppositional groups worked for decentralization and for a 
recognized status for the Arabic language, but they made no impact on the population: 
Throughout the area the membership of all the groups totaled 126. Of these, 22 were 
from Palestine. 

There was no sign of anything remotely resembling a national movement, of a sense of 
nationality, of “ownership” of the country they lived in, of rejection of the Turks. As late 
as March 1917, T. E. Lawrence – the last person in the world to understate the Arab case  
– wrote in a confidential report in the Arab Bulletin: The words Syria and Syrian are 
foreign terms. Unless he had learnt English or French, the inhabitant of these parts has no 
words to describe all his country . . . Sham is Arabic for the town of Damascus. An 
Aleppine always calls himself an Aleppine, a Beyrouti a Beyrouti, and so down to the 
smallest villages. This verbal poverty indicates a political condition. There is no national 
feeling. [Secret Despatches, pp. 77-78] 

The Arab leaders, before they became involved in the intrigues launched to resist the 
Jewish restoration, gave unequivocal recognition to the Jewish bond with Palestine and 
the Jewish right. 

The Emir Faisal I, son of Hussein, Sherif of Mecca, who initiated the Arab Revolt, briefly 
King of Syria and later King of Iraq, signed a treaty with Dr. Chaim Weizmann in 
February 1919. In this treaty, they outlined the relations between “the Arab state and 
Palestine.” There was no mention of mutual “recognition”  – in the context of the treaty it 
was superfluous. That an Arab state was about to arise (as it did) was taken for granted. It 
was equally taken for granted that Palestine was to be a Jewish state. 

Before signing the 1919 treaty with Weizmann, Faisal had told Reuter’s Agency: “Arabs 
are not jealous of Zionist Jews and intend to give them fair play, and the Zionist Jews 
have assured the nationalist Arabs of their intention to see that they too have fair play in 
their respective areas” (London Times, December 12,1918). 

What was the Zionist area? In a letter to Felix Frankfurter (March 3, 1919), Faisal wrote: 
“We Arabs, especially the educated among us, look with the deepest sympathy on the 
Zionist Movement. Our delegation here in Paris is fully acquainted with the proposals 
submitted yesterday by the Zionist Organization to the Peace Conference and we regard 
them as moderate and proper.” 

These proposals had called for the establishment of a Jewish state and specified its 
boundaries in detail. These took in all of Galilee (including the area up to the Litany 
River, later torn out of Palestine and transferred to the French zone of interest in 
Lebanon), the territory east of the Jordan (later torn out of Mandatory Palestine to 
become finally the Arab Kingdom of Transjordan), and part of the Sinai Peninsula. The 
treaty itself was couched in simple language: The Arab State and Palestine in all their 
relations and undertakings shall be controlled by the most cordial goodwill and 
understanding and to this end Arab and Jewish duly accredited agents shall be established 
and maintained in the respective territories. In the establishment of the Constitution and 



Administration of Palestine all such measures shall be adopted as will afford the fullest 
guarantees for carrying into effect the British Government’s (Balfour) declaration of 2 
November 1917. 

All necessary measures shall be undertaken to encourage and stimulate immigration of 
Jews into Palestine on a large scale and as quickly as possible to settle Jewish immigrants 
upon the land.9 The treaty further envisaged Jewish aid to the Arab state. The Zionist 
Organization undertook to place at the disposal of the Arab state a commission of experts 
to study economic possibilities and to try to obtain economic help. 

A year earlier Faisal’s father, Hussein (who in his negotiations with the British on the 
rewards for his revolt had demanded all the Asian territory ever included in the Moslem 
Empire, except Turkey, and who had been promised most of it – excepting Palestine), 
had written or inspired an article in the Mecca newspaper Al Qibla, which is most 
revealing on the relative affinities of Arabs and Jews to Palestine. It appeared on March 
23, 1918, while the war was still in progress, two months after Hussein had been 
officially informed of the British government’s Balfour Declaration promising the 
establishment of the Jewish Home in Palestine. 

Hussein called upon the Arab population in Palestine to welcome the Jews as brothers 
and to cooperate with them for the common good. 

The resources of the country are still virgin soil and will be developed by the Jewish 
immigrants. One of the most amazing things until recent times was that the Palestinian 
used to leave his country, wandering over the high seas in every direction. His native soil 
could not retain a hold on him, though his ancestors had lived on it for 1,000 years. At the 
same time we have seen the Jews from foreign countries streaming to Palestine from 
Russia, Germany, Austria, Spain, America. The cause of causes could not escape those 
who had the gift of a deeper insight. They knew that the country was for its original sons 
[abna’ihi-l-asliyin], for all their differences, a sacred and beloved homeland. The return 
of these exiles [Jaliya] to their homeland will prove materially and spiritually an 
experimental school for their brethren who are with them in the fields, factories, trades, 
and in all things connected with toil and labor. 

In that same year, the leaders of the Moslem community in Palestine itself had an 
opportunity to give formal expression to their attitude toward the movement of Jewish 
restoration and its recognition by the British government. On July 24, 1918, the 
foundation stones of the Hebrew University were laid on Mount Scopus in Jerusalem. 
Christian and Moslem notables attended. The religious leader of the Moslems, Kamil el-
Husseini, the Mufti of Jerusalem, laid one of the stones and signed the parchment buried 
under it. There the date was given as the twenty-first year after the first Zionist Congress 
and the first year of the Balfour 

Declaration “promising to grant a national home to the Jewish people in Palestine.” 



The twilight months of the end of the First World War were a dramatic moment in the 
history of Eretz Israel. As the 400-year-old Ottoman Empire, crumbling to its fall, 
released its hold on the country, it brought to a close the long succession of its foreign 
and – except for the Crusaders – imperial absentee rulers. For nearly two thousand years, 
though the Jews were powerless to prevent it, no other people had made Palestine its 
national home. And now Christians and Moslems, whatever resentments they might 
harbor, however much they might dislike or fear the Jewish return to the land – all now 
joined in recognition of the title of the Jewish people to be the land’s master. 



.6. 

A Garland Of Myths 

The distortion of history, ancient and modern, basic to the Arab-British resistance to 
Jewish restoration, had been fully articulated by 1948. After 1948, the Arabs added 
greater depth and vehemence in presentation and with it a theme of hatred of the Jews, 
com- parable only to the demonology of medieval Christianity or the excesses of German 
Nazi propaganda in our own age. Inevitably, the propaganda became even more intense 
and unrestrained after the Six Day War. As Hitler and Goebbels, the arch-propagandists 
of the century, discovered and taught, the greater the lie, the more likely it is to be 
believed. 

The Arabs’ version of history, of their and the Jews’ relationship to Palestine, is not 
uniform. It is often accommodated to the tastes or prejudices of the audience. It not only 
fabricates, it also ignores the known recorded facts and unblinkingly replaces the picture 
of public knowledge of even a year ago with a completely imagined substitute. 

Thus, one of the versions in its bold outline goes: Palestine was the Arab homeland even 
before the Arab-Moslem conquest in the seventh century. The Arabs were the original 
inhabitants and rulers of the country. The Canaanites were, in fact, Arabs; the Philistines 
were Arabs; the Amorites were Arabs. The Jews for their part were, in fact, the rulers of 
the country only briefly – for some eighty years in the days of David and Solomon. In 
any case, they disappeared and were subsequently swallowed up by the Arabs. The 
modern Jews are not the descendants of the ancient Jews. This version has not yet 
reached the point of suggesting that the modem Jews do not exist. 

The Western powers – so goes the Arab version – as an act of recompense for the 
Christian persecution of the Jews, brought them to Palestine, where they drove out the 
Arab possessors of the country. The Western powers did this by promulgating the Balfour 
Declaration and the Mandate at the end of the First World War or, alternately, after the 
Nazi campaign of extermination during the Second World War. 

The most startling item in the Arabs’ propaganda is their usurpation of the Jewish 
patrimony of Jerusalem. Arab political propaganda claims that Jerusalem is an “Arab 
city,” has been an Arab city for many centuries, and is a holy city in Islam. There is only 
one small grain of truth in this claim, which on the whole is as false as the quite common 
description of Palestine as “a land holy to three faiths.” 

It is possible to call Palestine a land holy to two faiths: to Christianity as well as to 
Judaism. It was certainly never holy to Islam. Mohammed no doubt turns in his grave at 
the ignorant suggestion that Islam has a “holy land” other than Arabia. Palestine has no 
significance in the Moslem religion. It never existed as a country under Arab or any of 
the other Moslem administrations. Jerusalem does contain a place holy to Islam (and this 
too was borrowed from Judaism), but the city as such has no significance in Islam. 



The known facts are fascinatingly simple. Mohamed, in establishing Islam in Arabia, 
hoped that both Jews and Christians would adopt the new religion. He called on them to 
accept him as the successor of both Moses and Jesus, whose original authority and 
sanctity he respected. To emphasize the affinity and religious continuity between the two 
older religions and Islam, he at first ordered that when praying the Moslem should adopt 
the Jewish custom of turning his face to Jerusalem (at that time still under Christian rule). 
When, however, there was no response by Christians or Jews to his claim or to his 
appeal, he rescinded the order eighteen months later. Moslems at prayer have ever since 
turned their faces to Mecca. 

It was presumably the recognition by Mohammed of the sanctity of the Holy City of 
Judaism that gave birth to the Moslem tradition that the Temple Area was the site of his 
ascent to the seventh heaven. The Koran itself relates only that Mohammed in a single 
night was transported to heaven by Buraq, a horse with wings, a woman’s face, and a 
peacock’s tail. He was first taken to what the Koran called the “uttermost mosque” – il 
masjad al aksa. Jerusalem is not mentioned in the story, and there was, of course, no 
mosque in Jerusalem. After Mohammed’s death, the tradition – which did not pass 
unchallenged by an opposing school of thought – laid it down that the “uttermost 
mosque” meant the Temple Mount in Jerusalem. 

It was not Mohammed’s dream that conferred sanctity on the Temple Mount. On the 
contrary, it was the existing sanctity of the place – it had been holy to the Jews for nearly 
two thousand years before Mohammed  – that inspired the weavers of the legend to 
choose it as lending a fittingly awesome station for Mohammed’s ascent. The Buraq, as 
the Moslems call the site, is thus in fact a permanent memorial to Islam’s recognition of 
the Jewishness of the Holy Place. 

On this legend rests the Moslem claim to the Jewish Temple Mount as a Moslem Holy 
Place. The Dome of the Rock and the Al Aksa Mosque were subsequently built on the 
Mount. This, called Haram-A-Sharif, became the third holiest place in Islam (after Mecca 
and Medina). It is not known that Mohammed in fact ever set foot in Jerusalem. Here 
begins and ends the religious significance of Jerusalem to Islam. It is fascinating to 
reflect what the Christian reaction would be if the Moslem theologians had chosen to 
declare the Church of the Holy Sepulchre as the station for Mohammed’s ascent, then 
renamed it Buraq, and claimed the site as Moslem property. Christopher Sykes has put it 
pithily: “To the Moslems it is not Jerusalem, but a certain site in Jerusalem which is 
venerated . . . the majestic Dome of the Rock. To a Moslem there is a profound difference 
between Jerusalem and Mecca or Medina. The latter are holy places containing holy sites. 
Apart from the hallowed rock, Jerusalem has no major Islamic significance.” 

Nor were the Moslems overly impressed with Jerusalem’s importance when they ruled in 
Palestine. When, on the fall of the city to the Crusaders in 1099, a Moslem delegation 
arrived in Baghdad, then the capital of the empire, to seek aid against the invading 
Christians, the Baghdadis shed tears and expressed sympathy but offered and took no 
action to help in the recovery of Jerusalem.2 The city never played any part in the Arabs’ 
political life. While in turn Damascus, Baghdad, and Cairo glittered with the luster of an 



imperial capital, Jerusalem stagnated as a remote provincial townlet. It never served even 
as a provincial capital, not even a subprovincial capital (an honor reserved for Ramleh). 
No less significantly, it was never a Moslem cultural center. No great school of Islamic 
lore was established nor any religious message proclaimed there. To the Moslems, 
Jerusalem, though the site of a Holy Place, was a backwater. 

Nor did the Arabs attach any importance to living in Jerusalem. Even when the Moslems 
ruled, for long periods the majority of the population was Christian. 

After the middle of the nineteenth century, soon after modern Jewish reconstruction 
began, the Jews attained a majority, which they have never relinquished. Successive Arab 
attacks, encouraged or permitted by the British, from 1920 onward, gradually squeezed 
the majority of the Jews out of the Old City and into the New. In 1948, when their 
ammunition ran out, the final remnant and the handful of defenders surrendered to the 
Jordanians. That was when the city was divided. 

The Arabs’ slight and superficial relationship to the city has only recently been expanded 
into a claim of an uncompromising, even exclusive, ownership. Just as they originally 
borrowed the sanctity of the Jewish Holy Place, they have now, in our generation, tried to 
simulate something of the unique and mystic passion of the Jewish people for their 
ancient and incomparable Holy City. 

In the war of 1948, Abdallah’s Arab League, under British guidance, captured the eastern 
part of Jerusalem, including the Old City. The one significant change in the subsequent 
nineteen years of Jordanian rule was the attempt to obliterate the Jewish presence and the 
signs of Jewish identity. All the synagogues were destroyed. In the rains of the most 
famous of them – the Hurvah – an enterprising Arab citizen put together a small stable 
for his ass or his goat. The ancient Jewish cemetery on the Mount of Olives, over- 
looking the Old City, was torn up, some of its tombstones being used for paving and 
some for lavatory seats in Jordanian army camps. The Arabs avoided hurting any 
Christian susceptibilities and, as a result, the many Christian witnesses in the Old City 
kept silent about acts of desecration and destruction perpetrated against Jewish sites. 
Then, suddenly for the first time in history, the Arabs discovered and revealed to the 
world the vehement, passionate, almost desperate, accents of a deep-rooted, long-
standing, and undying attachment to Jerusalem. 

This fabrication of an emotion which can after all so easily and manifestly be exposed 
has yet, again because of the very intensity of its presentation, made at least some 
impression throughout the world. But it may be helpful in demonstrating a national 
characteristic of the Arabs, which has assumed central importance in the confrontation 
between the Jewish and Arab peoples: the admitted capacity of the Arabs to manufacture 
facts, to deceive themselves into accepting them, and to work themselves up into a public 
passion over what is in fact a nonexistent emotion. 

“What a people believes,” writes Hitti about the Arabs, “even if untrue, has the same 
influence over their lives as if it were true” (p. 88). 



What is commonly called the Oriental imagination has long been recognized. It is only in 
our day, however, that it has played a striking part in shaping world events. The 
amplifying effects of modern communications media-radio and television – and the 
willing involvement of powerful world interests have presented the Oriental imagination 
with unprecedented influence. The use of lies in our time as a primary weapon of state 
policy by the two most powerful totalitarian states the world has known-Nazi Germany 
and the Soviet Union-has, moreover, set an example. It also introduced techniques whose 
application has sharpened the Oriental imagination into a highly effective political 
weapon. 

Al-Ghazzali, the great eleventh-century Moslem theologian, wrote: “Know that a lie is 
not haram [wrong] in itself, but only because the evil conclusions to which it leads the 
hearer, making him believe something that is not really the case…. If a lie is the only way 
of obtaining a good result, it is permissible. . . . We must lie when truth leads to 
unpleasant results.” 

Students of Islam and the Arabs – not least Moslem and Arab scholars – have devoted 
much attention to the significance and the consequences of the application of this precept. 
“Lying,” writes the Arab sociologist Sania Hamady, “is a widespread habit among the 
Arabs and they have a low idea of truth. . . . The Arab has no scruples about lying if by it 
he obtains his objective…. He is more interested in feeling than facts, in conveying an 
impression than in giving a report. The Arab language, moreover, provides its users with 
the tool, for assertion [tarokid] and exaggeration [mubalong]. The result has been the 
creation of colorful rules in communication. “The Arabs are forced,” writes another 
Arabic scholar, Eli Shouby, “to overassert and exaggerate in almost all types of 
communication, lest they be misunderstood. If an Arab says exactly what he means 
without the expected exaggeration, his hearers doubt his stand or even suspect him of 
meaning the opposite.” 

Falsifying history is not a new Arab art, and it was never confined to the marketplace. 
According to the whimsical description given by Hitti, “The Arabian genealogist, like his 
brother the Arabian historian, had a horror vacui and his fancy had no difficulty in 
bridging gaps and filling vacancies; in this way he has succeeded in giving us in most 
instances a continuous record from Adam or, in more modest compass, from Ishmael and 
Abraham” (p. 91 ). 

As a major political weapon, however, complex fabrication has developed organically 
among the Arabs in the two generations of the struggle for Palestine. In their first 
encounter as a group with the modem world, the Arab leaders discovered how avidly 
foreign imperialists and other interested parties who were not Moslems and who were not 
Arabic-language specialists were ready to encourage, and exploit for their own ends, 
Arab fantasies and exaggerations. The Sherifian Arabs in the First World War and in its 
aftermath had the great good fortune to be allied with a British agent interested in 
precisely the kind of fabrication their own culture and custom encouraged. T. E. 
Lawrence found the appropriate partners for his historic adventure in mendacity. 



Thus, for example, the Emir Faisal, in addressing the Paris Peace Conference in February 
1918, turned the few train wreckings by his Bedouins into an “advance of 800 miles by 
the Arab army.” The army (of 600 men) did, in fact, move about 800 miles northward, 
but most of the advance took place only after the British, Australian, and French forces 
(and in the latter stage a Jewish force) had already driven out the Turks. The size of the 
army, Faisal claimed, was 100,000, and it had suffered 20,000 casualties. To top it all, his 
army, he declared, had taken 40,000 prisoners. This tale, however, so suited the British 
interests at the time that it was only eighteen years later that the British Prime Minister, 
who had been present at Faisal’s speech, described his figures as “Oriental arithmetic.” 
At the time the statement was woven into the fable, disseminated by the British, and 
accepted by the world at large as a measure of the scope and impact of the “Revolt in the 
Desert.” 

The profit to the Arabs of the Laurentian fraud was not calculated to encourage them to 
restrain their own national failing, and it made its continuous impact on the history of 
Palestine. It was brought home in incredible drama to millions of citizens throughout the 
world in June 1967. 

The Arabs’ account of the events of the Six Day War consisted of a counterpoint utterly 
different to the events themselves. Their reports bore only minimal relation to what was 
happening–except for the two facts that a war was in progress and that its scene was the 
Middle East. 

Even the identities of the combatants were distorted. The Egyptians, and the other Arab 
states in their wake, repeatedly proclaimed the completely imaginary participation of 
American and British pilots and planes in the attacks on their airfields. The Egyptian Air 
Force – which, in fact, never left the ground  – was said to be wreaking havoc in Tel 
Aviv, in Haifa, in Natanya. The Israeli Air Force (which came through the six days with a 
loss of nineteen planes on all fronts) lost, according to Arab communiques, 160 planes on 
the first day alone. Gigantic tank battles in the Sinai Desert, with huge Israeli losses, were 
waged in the Arab reports two and three days after the Israeli forces had overwhelmed 
the mass of Egyptian armor, and while tens of thousands of Egyptian soldiers were giving 
themselves up as prisoners or fleeing toward and across the Suez Canal. 

Some skeptical, case-hardened newspaper readers and television viewers, remote from 
the scene of conflict, were convinced that after allowing for wartime exaggeration, the 
war was going very well for Egypt and Jordan and badly for Israel. It could surely not all 
be untrue. Though it was no doubt untrue that Haifa and Natanya were in flames, they 
must have suffered some damage. If the Arabs claimed that Tel Aviv had suffered heavy 
casualties from bombing, some casualties there must no doubt have occurred. Allowing 
for exaggeration, twenty or thirty Israeli planes had surely been downed. In fact, neither 
Haifa nor Tel Aviv, nor any other city, received a single bomb or any other attack by 
Egypt. Two shells were fired into Tel Aviv from the Jordanian front; a single bomb was 
dropped in the neighborhood of Netanya by an Iraqi plane. 



These allowances for the Oriental imagination were made by the sophisticated, the 
cynics, the optimists. To large numbers of more credulous people throughout the world, it 
seemed certain by the second day of the war that Israel was on the brink of defeat. 
Thereafter the balance was restored, but it was only by the end of the six days that the 
realization of the magnitude of the Arab defeat made its full impact. 

The effect of the Arab reports was not achieved without the assistance of foreign news 
media which, credulously or in wishful eagerness, spread them. The Russians, whose 
own original contribution to the mendacities of the age had precipitated the war (early in 
May they had given Nasser unfounded information that Israel had massed forces for an 
attack on the Syrian border), gave their own enthusiastic intonation to the news of Israeli 
disasters. They were themselves completely deceived, and, in consequence, delayed the 
call for a ceasefire by the Security Council lest too early a cessation might prevent the 
complete defeat of Israel. 

The British Broadcasting Corporation served as a main instrument of the Arab 
information services, publicly repeating even the most improbable of their reports and 
severely censoring the only version of events – from its reporter in Jerusalem – that 
corresponded to the truth. Many hours after the officer commanding the Israeli Air Force 
had announced the destruction of the Egyptian Air Force, British newspapers were still 
debating whether Britain could stand aside and see Israel destroyed. 

The very brevity of the war, the concentration of events, sharpened the exposure in men’s 
minds of the magnitude of the Arab fabrications. Indeed, it awakened many thoughtful 
Arabs to the dangers to themselves of their imagination. Deception was, after all, the 
obverse of self-deception. When President Nasser claimed that British and American 
planes had bombed Egyptian airfields and that Egyptian planes had bombed Israeli cities, 
he was misleading not only the world, but also the Arabs. He was probably misleading 
himself because his military chiefs were lying to him. He certainly misled King Hussein 
of Jordan. Hussein’s decision to attack Israel – and to persist in the attack even after the 
Israeli Prime Minister had urged him to desist to avoid a clash – was probably based on 
his belief in Egyptian reports of havoc and destruction in Israel. 

For it is a well-known part of the character of Arab fantasy that the inventor of a story 
comes to believe it himself. A charming little tale from Arab folklore tells of a man 
whose afternoon nap was disturbed by the noise of children playing in the courtyard 
below. He went out to the balcony and called, “Children, how foolish you are! While you 
are playing here, they are giving away figs in the marketplace.” The children rushed off 
to collect their figs, and the man, pleased with his invention, went back to his couch. But 
just as he was about to drop off, a troublesome thought aroused him: “Here am I, lying 
around, when there are free figs to be had in the marketplace!” 

Their misrepresentations of the Six Day War harmed the Arabs most of all. In the years 
that have followed, a far more complex web of fiction has victimized the Jewish people. 
The fiction of the so-called Palestine revolution, or the “Palestine Liberation” movement, 



could have results no less dangerous than those of the Cairo-Khartoum school’s workings 
after 1918. 

The Arab terrorist organizations, operating without a Lawrence, adapted the tone and 
content of their propaganda to prevailing political currents in the world and made 
effective use of the modem mass media. 

They disseminated so plausible a statement of their motives, so lively a version of their 
fighting methods and achievements, that the average person, with little opportunity or 
interest to make a study, naturally tended to accept them. Many people were thus per- 
suaded to believe that the Arab terrorist organizations were daring bands of partisan or 
guerrilla fighters, springing out of the Arab population of Palestine, determined to regain 
a lost homeland, and suffering an alien and cruel occupation. These fighters, it was 
maintained, sallied forth by day and by night from the underground bases provided by the 
sponsorship of the “Palestine nation”; they boldly engaged occupying Israeli army units, 
with their always superior numbers and with their tanks and their planes. Large numbers 
of these were thus “destroyed,” and very many Israeli soldiers were “killed.” No less 
regularly these brave guerrillas were depicted as penetrating the heart of Israel, where 
they attacked military installations and inflicted untold damage. 

The terrorists’ propagandists exploited recent history to suggest that the French Maquis, 
the Scandinavian undergrounds, or Tito’s partisans in the Second World War had come to 
life again in the exploits of the Fatah and its sister organizations.8 They were pictured 
more specifically as the latest reincarnation of Castro’s guerrillas in Cuba, as blood-
brothers to, Che Guevara in the Bolivian jungle, as the tactical disciples of Mao Tse-tung, 
of the Algerian rebels against French rule, of the Viet Cong. This is, of course, the type of 
story that Europeans and Americans expect to hear, attuned as they are to the taut heroic 
drama of liberation movements, underground or open, that have captured the public 
imagination during the past thirty years. The Arabs’ action stories have, moreover, often 
been retailed and given added verisimilitude by the dispatches of eager American and 
European news correspondents on the spot. They were permitted to visit “secret guerrilla 
headquarters” and enabled to talk (and to tape-record) participants in “attacks” or, 
“raids,” both before and after; they were even permitted to take photographs. The picture 
thus presented of the purpose of the Arab terrorist organizations, of their origin and 
background, and of the nature of their activities, was a sophisticated, modern fulfillment 
of Al-Ghazzali’s permissive philosophy: It was a mixture of exaggeration and wishful 
thinking. It was spread abroad with great intensity by the worldwide labors of a large 
team of propagandists, some frankly professional, many planted as students at 
universities in Europe and the Americas, all maintained or subsidized by a vast budget. 

In fact, the Fatah and its rival organizations have never carried out or tried to carry out an 
attack of any significance on any unit of Israel’s army, air force, or navy. Such 
engagements as have occurred have been initiated by the Israeli forces. These, patrolling 
border areas or carrying out a search, have encountered Fatah groups, infiltrated across 
the Jordan River or in the mountains of Galilee at the Lebanese frontier. 



Fatah operations have been directed almost exclusively against civilian targets. Except 
for attempts to sabotage the Israel Water Carrier – the national pipeline carrying water 
from the comparative abundance of the Lake of Galilee to the semiarid Negev – and 
mining a border road used by children on their way to school along which Israeli military 
patrols might be expected to travel, they have, insofar as they have succeeded in 
operating within Israel, tried to destroy civilian property and to kill civilians. In these 
operations, they have confined themselves almost exclusively to two weapons: explosives 
with a time mechanism, and hand grenades. The explosives have been planted, with 
becoming intrepidity, in a shopping basket in a crowded supermarket, in a package in a 
university students’ restaurant, under an apartment house at night, and in waste baskets 
during the rush hours at a bus terminal. 

These operations, involving penetration into Israel’s population centers and in some cases 
a momentary mingling with the intended victims, have not been numerous. The Israeli 
security forces have in nearly all these instances caught the perpetrators, and the cells to 
which they belonged have been eliminated. By far the greater number of Fatah operations 
have been executed from outside Israeli territory: mainly across the Jordan River, but also 
to a lesser degree in the mountains of Galilee straddling the dividing line with Lebanon. 
Across these borders, at a safe distance, the fighters of Fatah have carried out hundreds of 
light-artillery attacks. 

Such attacks across borders have provided the most picturesque locations for conducted 
visits by foreign correspondents. Here the missing ingredients of stark military 
confrontation and of guerrilla valor could be added at will. Journalists and television 
teams were, for example, taken at night to the banks of the Yabbok River in the heart of 
Transjordan. Facing each other across the river, two groups of Fatah fighters exchanged 
artillery fire with careful imprecision. The following day, Scandinavian television 
viewers were shown the Yabbok River, now identified as the Jordan, and the battling 
forces, one of which was now described as the Israeli Army. The picture of the battle was 
accompanied by a commentary on the casualties probably inflicted on the Israeli Army 
and the certain destruction of specific Israeli military targets. Those news-hungry 
journalists, ignorant of local geography, no experts in battleground reporting, bemused by 
the night and the noise, unconscious of the Arabs’ infinite capacity for invention – what 
reason did they have to doubt the authenticity of the connection between what their eyes 
saw and what their hosts were telling them?9 Why should even an experienced 
newspaper correspondent at the always secret guerrilla headquarters, amid the noise of 
nearby exploding shells, speaking to warriors returning to their base, disbelieve their 
story of a daring crossing of the Jordan River into Israeli-held territory and the successful 
demolition of Israeli tanks or guns? How could he know that they had in fact merely 
lobbed shells over the river and then given the suitable texture of battle grime to their 
face and hands and uniform? Why should the reader of the illustrated newspaper in Paris 
or the television viewer in Cincinnati doubt the evidence provided by the picture of that 
begrimed Arab guerrilla and the caption composed by the reporter? 

The targets of attacks from across the border were invariably the Israeli border villages – 
their men and women and children, their domestic animals, their little houses. As in the 



days before 1967, when they were harassed nightly by Syrian artillery fire pouring down 
from the Golan Heights, there are children in many villages on the Jordan who do not 
know what it is to sleep in their own cots; they spent their childhood nights in 
underground shelters. The routine may be varied by a daylight attack with Katyusha 
missile throwers on a school bus – described in the Fatah community as a successful 
attack on Israeli Army transport. 

The scope and nature of the operations of the Fatah is marked by a characteristic unique 
in the history of liberation movements, underground or open. Hundreds of members of 
Fatah and other terrorist organizations  – most of them described as Palestinian Arabs, the 
rest from the Arab states – are in Israeli detention. During the four years after the Six Day 
War, they were tried and convicted for taking part in or planning sabotage activities, or 
for organizing or recruiting for the terrorist organizations. A minority was caught during 
or following an operation; the rest were denounced by their comrades. As soon as they 
were questioned, sometimes even earlier, captured officers supplied the names of their 
subordinates, rank-and-file members gave away their officers. In some cases, prisoners 
reconstructed their operations for the Israeli police, explaining the part played or due to 
have been played by each of the participants. 

There were, of course, exceptions. Some young Arabs kept their lips sealed and showed 
defiance to their captors and judges. They served to provide an occasional break in the 
gray picture of so-called freedom fighters prepared, once caught, to jeopardize and indeed 
torpedo their movement and the cause they claim to be fighting for. It was not to save 
their lives that they were so free with the freedom of their comrades and the continuation 
of their struggle. The Israeli military courts do not impose the death penalty, and there is 
no torturing of prisoners. The advantage to be gained therefore was at most the lightening 
of a prison sentence. 

Nor is this yet the full measure of the masquerade. Fatah and its sister organizations were 
not born after or as a result of the Six Day War and the Israeli occupation of Judea, 
Samaria, and Gaza. They came into existence some ten years earlier, when three quarters 
of a million Arabs in Samaria and Judea lived under Arab rule from Jordan and three 
hundred thousand lived in the Gaza Strip under Egyptian Arabic rule. 

They did not enjoy the independence which the Fatah propagandists claim to be the 
breath of life to them, and they seemed quite oblivious to its absence. For those nineteen 
years, there was no talk of independence nor any action to secure it. In those years as 
well, Israel was the target of Fatah’s activities – Israel in its cramped partition borders. 
Then, too, Fatah acted in the name of the “Palestinian people”–presumably the Arab – 
ruled Arabs of Hebron and Jenin and Nablus as well as the Arabs of Haifa and Jaffa and 
Nazareth in Israel. 

Yet the cardinal fact about the Fatah and its campaign against Israel is that it did not 
spring from the Arabs of Palestine, whom it claims to represent and for whom it claims to 
be living and dying. It was not welcomed in their midst or given a minimum of help and 
of comfort. 



Fatah was not founded in Palestine. Throughout the years of non-Israeli rule in Judea and 
Samaria, it did not have its headquarters there and did not conduct its operations from 
there. It was founded in Lebanon in the late 1950s. Its first official offices were opened in 
1963 in Algiers, in a building placed at its disposal by the Algerian government. 
Compelled to leave Algeria because of internal Algerian frictions, it established new 
headquarters in Beirut. In mid-1965, Fatah headquarters were moved to Damascus, where 
they remained until the Six Day War. 

Yasser Arafat, its leader, is not uncharacteristic of the Fatah membership. His claim to 
have been born in the Old City of Jerusalem may well be true. It is certain that he was 
brought up and educated in Egypt, after his parents had emigrated there from Palestine. 
They were not “refugees” or exiles, they had simply moved house in the 1920s, twenty 
years or more before the State of Israel came into existence. Arafat is said to have served 
in the Egyptian forces during the invasion of Palestine in 1948. He certainly qualified in 
Egypt as an engineer and worked there for some time. 

He moved to a job in prosperous Kuwait and there began to agitate against Israel. 
Henceforward, his political activity dictated his mode of life. From Kuwait he went to 
live in Beirut, then in Algiers, then back in Beirut, and then in Damascus. Though he was 
a frequent traveler, in all the nineteen years of Jordanian Arab rule, he did not set foot, let 
alone try to live, still less naturalize his movement, in Judea or Samaria, not even in the 
city he claims as his birthplace. He gave Palestine and the people who lived there a wide 
berth. 

Fatah operations against Israel, first launched in 1965, were planned in Syria. The 
fighters first crossed into Jordan or sometimes into Lebanon and from there infiltrated 
directly into Israel. All the attacks were hit- and-run raids on civilian targets, and seldom 
did they stray far from the border. For Fatah members could not expect shelter from the 
Palestinian Arabs, whether in Jordan-occupied Judea and Samaria or in Israel. With few 
exceptions, the “Palestinian people” were not involved at all, nor did they offer any 
substantial cooperation, even passive, in these operations. 

After the Arab defeat in the Six Day War and Israel’s gaining of Judea and Samaria, the 
Fatah put its pretensions to the test. A month after the Six Day War, Yasser Arafat left his 
headquarters in Damascus and infiltrated into Palestine, setting up a clandestine 
headquarters in the market area in Nablus. Later he moved to Ramallah. 

Several hundred members of the Fatah recruited in Syria, Algeria, and in European 
universities were infiltrated into Palestine, some of them taking advantage of the Israeli 
government’s policy of “open bridges” across the Jordan. They succeeded in smuggling 
in substantial quantities of arms and military equipment. 

Assuming that Israeli military occupation rule would be harsh and oppressive, inspired by 
doctrines culled from the Algerian rebellion against French rule, and applying the tactics 
of the Viet Cong in the South Vietnam countryside, Arafat sent agents into the Arab 
towns and villages of Judea and Samaria to recruit members for the organization and to 



establish local cells throughout the areas. He planned gradually to build into the Arab 
population an armed force that would sally forth from safe billets to carry out guerrilla 
attacks, then fade back into the population. Into the Jewish towns and villages he would 
send teams of saboteurs to wreak death and destruction. His cells, moreover, were to 
oversee the Arab population; he would set up an underground “government” that would 
dominate the Arab countryside and population, at least by night. To this end, leaflets 
were distributed clandestinely among the population calling for a boycott of Israeli 
economic, cultural, and judicial institutions, even of the Israeli radio and newspapers. The 
leaflets contained instructions for the execution of various simple acts of sabotage, such 
as rolling rocks down from the hills to block roads, or pouring sand into the gas tanks of 
Israeli vehicles. 

The adoption of these ideas, whatever their validity in North Africa or South Vietnam, 
proved only that Yasser Arafat, true to tradition, was the victim of his own fantasies. 
Arafat’s plans did not work out, not only because the Jews in Palestine were not foreign 
colonists, but also because he apparently knew little about Palestinian topography, still 
less about “his own” people, and nothing at all of the outlook and methods of the Israelis 
whose “occupation” of Judea, Samaria, and Gaza is extremely liberal. (Fatah appeals 
dated September 1, 1967, at last “warned” the Arab population against the “soft ways” of 
the Israelis designed to “weaken our resistance.”) When the agents Arafat sent to 
mobilize the Arabs in the countryside reached their destination, they told their hosts tales 
of their daring in making their way through the mountains and in outwitting ubiquitous 
Israeli Army patrols. The townsmen, even the villagers, were not impressed. They 
listened to the stories politely. They were the kind of stories expected from heroes. They 
themselves knew that there were no restrictions on movement in the area in the daytime. 
One did not have to move in byways and mountain paths. The Israeli government early 
laid down and pursued a policy of letting the life and occasions of the Arab population go 
on with a minimum of interference. All that Arafat’s agents had to do in order to travel 
from one town to the next was to board a bus and pay the fare. 

A handful of young Arabs, understandably fired by the promise of an early expulsion of 
the Israelis, did join the Fatah. A few traveled into Jewish towns to carry out acts of 
terror. The Arab population as a whole, though certainly willing to see the Israelis 
disappear, turned a deaf ear to appeals for active cooperation. They refused, moreover, to 
provide billets for their liberators. Instead of safe bases deep in the homes of the 
population, the terrorists had to make their way to the hills and maintain themselves 
there. The season was in their favor; the Palestinian summer is well suited for living in 
the open. By the autumn of 1967, Fatah changed its plans. After barely three months 
among his “own people,” a presumably sobered Arafat, narrowly escaping capture by the 
Israeli Army, returned to Syria and briefly established his headquarters in Damascus, 
later moving to Transjordan. Neither Fatah nor any of the other “Palestinian” 
organizations made any serious renewed effort in the years that followed to establish a 
base within the “occupied territory.” 

The discrepancy between the propaganda and the reality of the “Palestinian Revolution” 
is most clearly demonstrated in the almost complete failure of the self-styled 



revolutionaries to win the physical participation of the “people” that is supposed to be 
yearning and fighting for its “freedom.” The terrorist organizations are not, in fact, nor 
have they been, an arm of the allegedly homeless Palestine Arabs. Each of them has been 
the instrument of one or more or all of the Arab states. When the Fatah, after seven years 
of talk and discussion and much traveling by its founders, in 1965 finally planned a few 
actual sabotage operations from Syria, it was because the Syrian government had taken 
the organization under its wing. It remained a client of the Syrian government, which 
supplied money and training facilities until after the Six Day War. The Syrian affiliation 
of the Fatah placed strict limits on its size: Its membership was drawn exclusively from 
those elements among the “refugees” who had Syrian sympathies and associations. It was 
opposed by other Arab leaders for reasons of their own and, therefore, by their followers 
among the “refugees.” Nasser of Egypt and, in his wake, the leaders of the other Arab 
states, argued that guerrilla action was untimely. 

The status of the Fatah, the powers driving it on, and the resources at its disposal changed 
drastically after the Six Day War. The Arab states, defeated and not yet able to resume a 
direct attack on Israel, began to promote “popular” terrorist activity on a large scale. 

They turned to Fatah as the potential instrument of preparatory attrition, and set up 
additional terrorist organizations of their own. From time to time after June 1967, a new 
body with an explosive-sounding name announced its birth, but of the thirty-odd that did 
so, only twelve appear to have had any real existence. Of these, only four or five made 
any impact. Each of them enjoyed the all-embracing patronage of one or more or all of 
the Arab states. 

The largest contributions in cash came from the fabulously wealthy oil states of Kuwait, 
Saudi Arabia, and Libya. Training facilities were provided by Algeria, Egypt, Iraq, 
Lebanon, and Jordan. A wide range of arms poured in from all the Arab states. Instructors 
were provided by Egypt, Syria, Jordan, and Iraq. An army of recruiting officers was set 
up by the Arab states and sent out to mobilize “Palestinian refugees”–that is, young men 
on the UNRWA lists who were working or studying in one or another of the Arab states 
or in European universities. 

The origin, direction, and scope of cooperative action among the Arab states in the 
“Palestine Revolution” are illustrated in the story of Ahmed Arshid (known as Sword). 
Classified as a refugee, he enrolled as a student of industrial economics at Karlsruhe 
University in West Germany in 1960. In 1965, a Syrian agent enrolled him nominally in 
Fatah, and he became its organizer among the Arabic students of Karlsruhe. 

In June 1967, after the Six Day War, still a student, he and 120 other students were sent 
to a training camp at Balida in Algeria, where for three weeks they were trained in the 
elements of sabotage, physical fitness, fieldcraft, and marksmanship using a Chinese 
revolver and a French rifle, and battle practice with a Sten submachine gun and Russian 
and Chinese bazookas. The instructors were Algerian officers. 



At the end of the course on July 20, Arshid and thirty-eight other students were flown to 
Syria. In Damascus they were given more field training, this time with Czech light arms. 
They were also given a course in theory on the struggle against Israel and on liberation 
movements in the world, with special reference to China, Cuba, Yugoslavia, and Algeria. 
Now qualified for action, Arshid was appointed a staff officer in the command of the 
Fatah in the Jenin district of Samaria. He was provided with an identity card belonging to 
an Arab resident of the area and taken by Syrian Army Intelligence to the village of 
Hama on the border with Jordan. There he transferred to an Iraqi Army vehicle, which 
took him to Amman. He reported to a Jordanian Army officer named Assad Shibli on the 
orders he had been given in Damascus. 

Shibli gave him a permit for crossing into western Palestine. He succeeded in crossing 
the Jordan and made contact with Fatah headquarters in the Jenin district. This was in 
August 1967, during the brief period when Fatah headquarters were in Palestine itself. 
Shortly after his arrival, Arshid was arrested by Israeli security officers. 

Between his recruitment in Karlsruhe and his capture in Palestine, he had been mobilized, 
transported, trained, indoctrinated, armed, and provided with maintenance by the war 
machines of four Arab states. Only the Palestinian Arabs, the alleged objects of all this 
activity, proved unwilling to cooperate in achieving the liberation offered them by 
Arshid. He shared his experience with several hundred other “guerrillas” who made their 
way into western Palestine that summer. His story is typical of the “Palestine Revolution” 
and the Palestine “Liberation Movement.” 

Rebuffed by all but a few of the Palestine Arabs and unable to carry on the only kind of 
struggle that might conceivably create a basis for the claim of a popular war, unable even 
to provide some grain of truth to support the stupendous tales of fiction with which the 
Arab propaganda crowded the communications media throughout the world, Arafat and 
his colleagues dismissed the episode of their rebuff and its implications. Their pan-Arab 
sponsors accepted the situation philosophically. They may have been disappointed at the 
refusal of their Palestinian brothers to make any serious effort at liberating themselves or 
to allow others to make the effort to liberate them from the “cruel Israeli occupation.” 
They may have felt that Arafat, like Kaukji in 1937-1938, should have imposed his will 
on the population by force and intimidation. In fact, the Palestinian Arabs were not 
essential to the objectives. 

The Arab states adapted themselves to the new circumstances, even intensifying their 
cooperation with Fatah. Its sabotage operations within Israel never exceeded limited 
proportions or rose above the simplest and most primitive techniques, such as firing into 
a busload of tourists or leaving a few sticks of dynamite in a paper parcel in a school 
playground. The main force of Fatah was now concentrated in Jordan, with a lesser force 
in Lebanon. Large rear bases were set up as well as a series of forward bases along the 
Jordan. 

An extensive new range of arms, especially field weapons including katyushas of 132 and 
240 mm and light and heavy mortars, poured into these camps. Thus armed – indeed, 



equipped like a regular army, with guidance and sometimes fire cover given them by 
nearby Jordanian Army units – the Fatah carried out a daily artillery barrage against 
Israel, that is, against sitting-duck targets: the villages along the Jordan’s West Bank. 

Substantial damage was inflicted on the villages. Many houses were hit. Work in the 
fields was repeatedly interrupted. Daily life and household routine were restricted. 
Children could not play or run about. There was gloom in the air. Beyond this, the results 
were meager. Nobody ran away. There was no evacuation. No village was abandoned. 
From the rest of Israel, moreover, came volunteers – veterans of 1948, high-school 
students, new immigrants – for a stint of labor and guard duty in the harassed villages. 

Again, the events themselves carved out a yardstick of confrontation between one kind of 
devotion to the land and another. When the Israeli Army and Air Force took retaliatory 
action against the Fatah bases across the Jordan, the Arab farmers in the neighborhood 
ran away. Though their villages, unless they actually included a base, were not attacked, 
the Arabs abandoned them all, leaving their houses and fields to seek shelter in the 
interior of the country. It was not long before the Jordan valley east of the river was 
emptied of its inhabitants. 

Nor did the Fatah persevere in maintaining its permanent forward bases or artillery 
emplacements. They now continued their attacks from mobile artillery units, which were 
moved down to the river bank as required and withdrawn after use. The operational bases 
followed the civilians into the interior of Jordan. 

It was precisely after the Fatah found out, and demonstrated that it had no political roots 
in the Arab population of Palestine, that it reached the peak of its fame and its popularity. 
It now developed its capacity for propaganda and exploited the receptiveness of many 
elements in the West. ne heroic image it created for itself was disseminated throughout 
the world. Its primary impact was, of course, in the Arab countries. 

Around the essential fact that operations against Israel were indeed being carried out was 
built a larger glittering structure of the imagination. The minor terrorist attacks were 
translated into an awesome campaign that instilled terror into the hearts of all Israel and 
inflicted such heavy losses on her armed forces that she must surely soon surrender. 
Operations of great boldness were reported, complete with statistics of the enemy’s 
casualties and of his losses in guns and tanks and even planes. On occasion, even 
accidents and mishaps in Israel were pressed into the eager service of Arab propaganda: 
When the Israeli Minister of Defense, General Moshe Dayan, an amateur archaeologist, 
was severely injured in a fall of earth, the Fatah claimed to have wounded him in a 
“commando” attack; when Israeli Prime Minister Levi Eshkol died after an illness in 
Jerusalem, the Fatah proclaimed that he had been killed in a Fatah attack on his home in 
Degania on the Jordan. 

Arab pride soared, and volunteers poured in. They were all absorbed: There was no lack 
of money or facilities in this liberation movement de luxe, financed as it was by the 
treasuries of some of the richest states in the world. The number of members in the 



terrorist organizations in the period 1968-1970 may have reached 10,000, all maintained 
“in the field” as fall-time soldiers, that is, with all their needs provided for. 

The Fatah did in fact take on the aspect of an army on leave. Foreign correspondents in 
Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon at this time reported large numbers of these young members 
of the “liberation movement” in their picturesque green-spotted field uniforms, 
swaggering about in the towns, inviting the admiration of less heroic civilians for vaguely 
wonderful deeds of valor. 

There was much movement of jeeps and guns on the roads of Jordan and Lebanon. 

As for the leaders, much of their arduous underground labor resisting and outwitting the 
Israeli defense forces had to be performed in aircraft flying between the cities of the, 
Middle East, in automobiles racing along highways in Syria or Egypt or Algiers, at much 
photographed conferences in Cairo, and in the first-class hotels. They often also worked 
hard at being interviewed and photographed at one of their always “secret” headquarters 
“just before” or “just after” an operation. “Each one of us,” later declared Abu Ayad  – 
the pseudonym of Salah Halef, the Fatah leaders’ second-in-command –  “rode around in 
an automobile with three or four bodyguards. We attached undue importance to 
processions, to demonstrations and applause. Let us turn our backs on all this. Let us 
disregard the cameras. All this must come to an end.” 

He made this confession at a meeting in a refugee camp in Lebanon on January 3, 1971 
(reported in the Tel Aviv newspaper Haaretz on January 5, 1971). 

By this time, a drastic change had overtaken the fortunes of the terrorist organizations. 
Yet another of their bluffs had been called. The chief agent of their decline and their 
exposure was the Jordanian government. 

The Fatah first clashed with the Jordanian government soon after its concentration in 
Jordan. It was proper for the Jordanian Army to help Fatah agents and saboteurs to cross 
the Jordan for the common purpose of harassing the Israelis and perhaps persuading the 
Palestine Arab population to rise in revolt. It was also proper to give intelligence support 
to their artillery units firing across the river. It was another matter when the Israeli 
artillery and Air Force retaliated and the farmers of the Jordan valley, the most fertile 
zone in the country, deserting their homes and their farms, deprived the people of Jordan 
of crops essential to their economy. No decision of the Jordanian government brought 
this about; the area bordering on the Jordan River simply passed out of its control. 
Ordinary civilian life all but disappeared as it became a military enclave dominated by 
the Fatah. With Fatah establishing permanent bases all over the interior of the country, 
moreover, Israeli Army and Air Force retaliation spread far over the Jordanian 
countryside. 

Nor was this all. The Fatah now also began to ignore the laws of the land and its 
authorities, arrogating to itself the rights of a regular army responsible only to its own 
commanders. They accepted as volunteers young citizens of Jordan who were evading 



enlistment in the Jordanian Army. They set up roadblocks, checking the credentials of 
law-abiding civilians; they imposed a tax, backed by threats and force, on businessmen; 
they set up courts not only for their own members, but for trials of Arabs from western 
Palestine accused of spying; they set up the beginning of a state within a state. 

The “liberation” movement was shifting the focus of its activities. The propaganda 
campaign abroad continued to mobilize considerable sympathy in the larger world. 
Consequently, there was much less need for actual operations in Israel–especially as 
these became ever more difficult. Moreover, the smaller terrorist organizations 
discovered a way of fighting Israel with the maximum of publicity and the minimum of 
risk: They began to attack Jewish institutions in faraway Europe and, particularly, to 
hijack civilian planes, Israeli and others, bound to or from Israel. These attacks, which 
resulted in the murder, maiming, or detention of men, women, and children travelers, and 
with their overtones of sensation and drama, concentrated universal public attention. At 
the same time, the main object of 

Fatah activities became the Kingdom of Jordan, and the conflict between the terrorist 
leaders and Hussein ripened. 

From the beginning of his independent activities in Jordan, and in anticipation of a clash 
with the government, Arafat had succeeded in mobilizing the support of substantial 
sections of the population. He was particularly successful with the many Arabs from 
western Palestine who, as “refugees” or otherwise, had moved across the Jordan in the 
years between the wars. He could also depend on the backing of the other Arab 
governments, notably Egypt and Syria, who brought pressure to bear on Hussein to 
stretch the laws of the country for the “liberation” fighters. As early as November 1967, 
Hussein signed an agreement with the terrorist organizations which, while not giving 
them the degree of freedom they demanded, accorded them extralegal recognition. They 
issued their own identity cards, which exempted their members from carrying Jordanian 
cards. They were not to be allowed to arrest or question people independently, but they 
could do so in coordination with the government authorities. 

Though they were not to carry out attacks on Israel from the East Bank of the Jordan, the 
local commanders of the Jordanian Army would help them if they crossed the river to 
attack. 

The Fatah honored the agreement more in the breach than in the observance. But the 
Jordanian government, while trying from time to time to put a brake on its activities 
within the country, succumbed to the pressures of the Fatah’s Arab League sponsors and 
held back from a serious clash. Periods of mutual recrimination were characteristically 
followed by periods of demonstrative fraternity and declarations of Hussein’s utter 
devotion to the cause of the “fedayeen.” “We are all fedayeen,” he once said. 

The clash came in September 1970, sparked by the boldest stroke ever carried out by the 
smaller left-wing organization, The Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine. In one 
day, it hijacked four planes of different international airlines, demanding the release from 



prison in Europe of a number of its members sentenced or awaiting trial for previous 
attempts at hijacking – some of them with lethal consequences –  as well as a number of 
prisoners in Israel. The European governments involved accepted their terms. The Israeli 
government was able to avoid this problem because the attempt to hijack an Israeli 
airliner had failed. 

In the worldwide agitation that accompanied the tense human drama, little attention was 
paid to the implications of the episode for the Jordanian government. 

Three of the hijacked planes had been landed near Zerka in Jordan. While the terrorists 
warned the world that the planes would be blown up with their passengers, the Jordanian 
Army stood helplessly by; Hussein and his government were powerless to interfere. This 
severe humiliation – which indicated that Hussein was no more than a figurehead 
presiding over an anarchic state – proved to be the last straw. 

The Jordanian Army launched a widespread attack on the bases of Fatah and other 
organizations throughout Jordan. A large-scale military clash developed. After eleven 
days of fighting, the terrorist organizations were defeated. 

Amman, the capital of Jordan, had become the center of the terrorist organizations. For 
eleven days, both the center of the city and its suburbs – where Fatah had established 
bases in the refugee camps – served as a battleground. The foreign newspaper correspon- 
dents, from whose reports one might expect to be able to form a reasonably coherent 
picture, were immobilized in a hotel in the heart of the city. 

What the world learned of these events – from the fragments the correspondents were 
able to piece together, from the statements of the two embattled sides, and from other 
Arab sources-had to be sifted and measured with very special care for grains of truth. The 
total number of dead, for example, was estimated by the Jordanian Army at 1,500, but the 
Egyptian press, drawing on terrorist sources, placed it at 30,000. The Jordanian Army’s 
figure was actually close to the truth. 

The battle, in which the army made great use of tanks, was fought with the utmost 
ferocity. The damage to buildings was considerable, and the bodies of the killed lay in the 
central streets of the city, thickly intermingled with the bodies of the wounded. Many of 
these died in the late-summer heat, for neither side tried to arrange a truce for their 
evacuation. 

Amman was not the only battleground. The terrorist organizations had established 
themselves in strength in other towns, especially in the north near the border with Syria. 
It seems that much of their arms and equipment came from Syria. Jarash and Irbid served 
at once as staging posts to Amman and as bases for artillery attacks across the northern 
sector of the Jordan. The Jordanian Army mounted its attack on these bases at greater 
leisure and continued them well beyond the signing of the truce. 



The Arabian governments sponsoring the Fatah adopted an equivocal attitude while they 
brought pressure to bear on the Jordanian government to stop what the terrorist 
organizations described as a slaughter; they did not press too hard until it was clear that 
the terrorists had been substantially weakened. The only sign of physical intervention 
came from Syria, whence, at a late stage, a force of fifty tanks arrived at Irbid. This force, 
grandiloquently described as a Fatah unit, aroused the expectation that the tide of battle 
would turn, but it turned tail and went back to Syria. (Various explanations have been 
advanced for the withdrawal: the threat of Israeli intervention, United States diplomacy, 
Egyptian disapproval.) 

The battle now came to an end. The Jordanian government stopped short of an effort to 
crush the terrorist organizations completely. There followed a series of negotiations and 
agreements which, in turn, were broken by one side or the other. Reports continued to 
appear of mopping-up operations against the terrorists in the north and of exchanges of 
fire here and there. In fact, a new arrangement was reached, uneasy and marred by the 
bitter memory of September. It was achieved with the help of a “conciliation committee” 
set up by the Arab states; it reflected approximately the requirements of King Hussein 
and his government and the somewhat reduced demands of the terrorist organizations. 

The Arab states allowed the Jordanian government to weaken the Fatah and the other 
organizations because they had got out of hand and needed to be disciplined. Nasser and 
his counterparts could tolerate the worldwide propaganda that projected the image of the 
terrorist organizations as the most important, the strongest, the most dynamic, and 
altogether the superlative Arab factor in the world. This image had great advantages: It 
emphasized the Palestinians as the objects of Arab concern and struggle. But an 
intolerable situation was created when Arafat and his junior rivals began to believe the 
propaganda themselves so far as to threaten the sovereignty of an Arabian government by 
bringing one of the hijacked planes to Egypt and blowing it up there. By their uninhibited 
threats to achieve by force at least the dissolution of the State of Israel and the 
elimination of at least part of its Jewish population (a moderated version of earlier 
threats), they were further interfering with Egyptian and Jordanian policy, developed in 
the latter half of 1970, of achieving that dissolution in stages, the first step being 
diplomatic pressure to force Israel back to the 1949 Armistice lines. 

The pretensions and arrogance of the Fatah and the other organizations had, therefore, to 
be reduced and the Arab states welcomed Hussein’s initiative. Once the organizations 
had been taught their place, they were expected to resume their role in conformity with 
the schemes laid down by Egypt and the other Arab states. 

Hussein and his advisers, however, exploited their advantage to the hilt. They continued 
by a combination of guile and force to harass and reduce the terrorists. 

Progressively they eliminated them from Amman and its neighborhood. Against a 
remnant entrenched near the Syrian border at Jarash and Irbid, Hussein moved effectively 
in the spring and summer of 1971. The Fatah fought back, but their troops were routed. 
Many fled into Syria, some were arrested, and still others were hunted down and killed. 



Now followed a most significant episode in the history of the Fatah, lighting up through 
the fog of propaganda the truths about their pretensions and their illusions. In their 
extremity, they evoked sympathy and pity in all the Arab countries as well as among the 
Arabs of Judea and Samaria. There developed a sharp crisis between Jordan and the other 
Arab states. Hussein was denounced by most of them, with Libya in the lead, for the 
ferocity of his onslaught on the terrorists. Pleas for him to desist alternated with threats of 
boycott, sanctions, and elimination. 

None of this actually helped the Fatah. Some of the terrorists now grasped the ironic 
reality of which they were the victims and swiftly made a choice. They set out westward 
to seek sanctuary among the only people whose practical compassion and reasonable 
humanity they could trust. Every day for a week, groups of Fatah called out from the East 
Bank of the Jordan to Israeli Army patrols and were enabled to cross the river and 
surrender. About a hundred succeeded. Many others were not so fortunate. Alerted 
Jordanian Arab Legion units intercepted them on their way to the river and shot them 
down. 

The debacle does not necessarily mean the end of Arab terrorist organizations or of 
renewed attempts to harass Israel. The Arab states will no doubt have need of them again. 
Whatever their future, by their success in disseminating the story of a “Liberation” 
movement and the hoax of the “revolution” of the “Palestinian nation,” they rendered 
incalculable service to the Arab states. They mobilized the sympathy of many honestly 
ignorant people throughout the world who thus unwittingly helped the pan-Arab war 
effort against the restoration of the Jewish people to its homeland. 



.7. 

The Cause of the Conflict 

The nature of the Arab purpose in Palestine was illumined, was indeed dramatized, by the 
clash between the terrorist organizations and the Jordanian government that began 
September 1970. Not an ideological confrontation nor the result of a difference of 
opinion on the proper fate of Israel, the clash between them was over power and 
authority. What the Fatah demanded was, in fact, a sharing of power and authority in 
Jordan. The smaller, so-called left-wing organizations led by George Habash and Naif 
Huwatma called for a complete change of regime – that is, for Palestinian control in 
Jordan. In those parts of Jordan which adjoined the border with Israel, they demanded 
complete autonomy; throughout the rest of the country, they demanded a measure of 
exemption from the laws of the land for the members of their organizations. Hussein and 
his ministers were prepared to go – indeed, they did go – a long way to meet these 
demands. The conflict came over the extent of agreement in the heat of the battle, the 
Palestinians involuntarily abandoned the posture to which their propaganda had for years 
accustomed the world. Exposed suddenly was the cynical imposture of the plea of 
homelessness by which hearts in so many countries had been touched. Are authority, 
power, autonomy – demanded as a right and, to a degree, even granted – the lineaments 
of “homeless people” struggling for a homeland? Do they reflect the status of a liberation 
movement merely enjoying the hospitality of a foreign state? The truth is –  and every 
Arab knows it – that the Fatah does not look on Jordan as a foreign state at all, but as its 
home, and its members feel completely at home in it. They behave “as though they 
owned the place” – because they feel that they do, in fact, own it. 

Transjordan, the territory of the present Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, is historically and 
geographically a part of Palestine. It was the nearly empty three-quarters of the territory 
originally entrusted to Britain expressly for the Jewish restoration; the territory had, 
moreover, been liberated from the Turks with the help of Jewish forces. This widely 
forgotten fact and the existence instead of the Arab state of Jordan underlines the myth of 
the Palestine Arabs as a “deprived people” driven out of their homeland. Whatever the 
Palestine Arabs may lack, it is not a homeland; whoever has been deprived, it is not the 
Arabs. 

The encounter in Jordan uncovered only a small part of the not at all secret fact of the 
Arabs’ territorial affinities. It was even more rudely exposed in the confrontation in the 
Lebanese republic. Though the Arabs do not claim Lebanon as a part of Palestine, in 
Lebanon the Fatah troops behaved exactly as they had behaved in Jordan. Throughout the 
country, dotted with their information and recruiting offices, they assumed the right of 
exemption from the ordinary civic regulations and restraints of the constituted Lebanese 
authority. They took over refugee camps, turned them into bases, and set up checkposts 
on the highways. In the southern zone, bordering on Israel, they demanded and seized 
autonomous control. Their rule was so comprehensive that some newspaper 
correspondents promptly labeled the area Fatahland. It was from here that they fired their 
mortars across the border into Israel’s northernmost villages. 



For many months Lebanon, divided into two camps, was in a state of perpetual crisis that 
almost completely paralyzed its government. The Lebanese (even the lukewarm 
Christians) were prepared to, and did, go far to meet the Fatah demands. But even the 
fervent Mloslem supporters of the Fatah declined to overstep the limits beyond which lay 
anarchy. In the end, an uneasy compromise was worked out. In the south it was, indeed, 
enforced willy-nilly by the regular daily appearance of Israeli Army patrols, whom the 
terrorists on the whole left severely alone. Under this protection, the Arab villagers who 
had earlier fled now came back and resumed their ordered life. 

In Lebanon, too, it was only the exaggeration, the excessive appetite, of the terrorist 
organizations that forced the clash. The principle was not in dispute: The Fatah had 
rights, the Fatah could feel at home; as Arabs, Lebanon belonged to them as well. 

A glaring, and tragic, illustration of the Arabs’ loose territorial affinities was provided by 
a largely disregarded aspect of the “refugee” problem. After all has been said of the 
pressures that were exerted and the panic that was induced by their leaders in 1948, 
something uncanny remains in the picture of a community, rural as well as urban, not 
under any physical pressure  – even, as in Haifa, asked to remain – nevertheless removing 
itself, men, women, and children leaving home and farm and business, leaving village 
and town, to go into a self-imposed exile. The ease of it, its smoothness, is remarkable. 

There was no steadfast refusal to leave, as would be encountered in most of the world, 
certainly from farmers, from people attached to their soil. They went into exile in cold 
blood, even before there was any fighting. And expecting fighting, they left their fate in 
the hands of foreign soldiers. It was not a question of evacuating noncombatants; here 
everybody left, including some 95 percent of the men of military age. A pregnant 
description of this phenomenon is contained in the London Times of June 7, 1948, in a 
dispatch from its correspondent in Amman. “Syria, Lebanon, Transjordan and even Iraq 
were filled with fugitives from Palestine, many of them young men of military age still 
carrying arms…. The cafes and hotel lobbies continued to be filled with young effendis 
whose idea was that though something must be done it should be done by somebody else. 
Some of them had spent a week or so at the front and on the strength of this they felt 
entitled to return to less dangerous climes.” 

Were they all cowards? Were they all stupid? They were neither. They did not, indeed, 
think long; they decided quickly. It was not difficult to decide – because they did not see 
the invaders from the Arab states as foreign soldiers, nor their own destination as an 
exile. They considered the move as being to another part of the Arab world, to another 
place where Arabic was spoken, to a place where they would find their own people, often 
their own relatives. To move from Acre to Beirut, from Akir to Nablus, was like an 
American moving from Cincinnati to Detroit or from Trenton to Boston. In all fairness, it 
must be added that not all the Arabs went into exile. Some 100,000 declined to move. 
Their presumed hatred of Jews and their sense of belonging to a large Arab people and 
territory apparently did not outweigh their love for their homes. These are the Arabs who 
despite inevitable early difficulties, prospered and multiplied in Israel, numbering by 



1967 (together with returnees permitted by the Israeli government) some 350,000 souls, 
with the highest birthrate in the world. 

The phenomenon of exodus was given a new dimension in 1967. When the Six Day War 
was over, without any pressures or promises from any side, when there was not even the 
hint or rumor of a threat to the safety of life or property, some 200,000 Arabs in Judea 
and Samaria packed their belongings and crossed the Jordan. Day after day, the caravans 
of trucks and buses and private cars drove down to the approaches to the river. Because 
the Allenby Bridge was still a collapsed mass of iron and masonry, the crossing had to be 
improvised. The long queues waited patiently for their turn to cross. Scores of local and 
foreign newspaper correspondents, photographers, and a sprinkling of unofficial visitors 
mingled and talked with them while they waited. Three weeks after the war, I was able to 
visit the area. I watched the progress of the evacuees to the bridge. I asked a well-dressed 
young man where he came from and why he was leaving. He explained that, as an 
employee of the Jordanian government stationed at Bethlehem, he bad been instructed to 
report to Amman. Once across the river, the Arabs were interviewed by foreign 
newspapermen. There everyone who told his story claimed to have been driven out by the 
Jews. No less significantly, between 1949 and 1967, when the Jordanian Arab king ruled 
peacefully in Judea and Samaria, some 400,000 Arabs packed their belongings and left 
for other parts of the “Arab world.” Today, large numbers of Palestinian Arabs are living 
and working as ordinary citizens in Syria, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Algeria, Libya, 
and especially prosperous Kuwait. All these countries are home to them. There are, of 
course, cultural differences; even the spoken language has its local idiosyncrasies as does 
the English of London, Yorkshire, or Scotland, or the American in New York, 
Connecticut, or Texas. 

The “Palestinian” movement and the “Palestinian” nation were still, in 1972, no more 
than a myth. The Arabs of Palestine, like all the other Arabs, have been taught to see as 
their territory the vast expanse between the Persian Gulf on the east and the African 
Atlantic coast on the west. To the north it borders on Turkey; to the south its Asian 
boundary is where the Arab peninsula meets the Indian Ocean, and its African frontiers 
are marked by a line running through the heart of the continent, beginning with the 
northern border of Uganda to the east and ending with the northern border of Senegal to 
the west. The existence of a non-Arab state in the center of “his” territory is offensive to 
the Arab, who has been taught to see it as incomprehensible except in terms of a rampant 
imperialism. That is the emotional foundation of the Arabs’ attitude. Israel’s existence is 
therefore out of the question; the new state must disappear. The status and future of the 
Arabs living in Palestine is essentially a secondary matter, to be settled later, or fought 
over, among the Arabs themselves. For the time being, the resources of the Arab world 
must be concentrated on camouflaging the reason for Israel’s liquidation as a solution to a 
human problem – the problem of “homeless” Palestinians. The Egyptian journal Al-
Musswar in December 1968 admitted frankly: “The expulsion of our brothers from their 
homes should not cause us any anxiety, especially as they were driven into Arab 
countries…. The masses of the Palestinian people are only the advance-guard of the Arab 
nation . . . a plan for rousing world opinion in stages, as it would not be able to under- 
stand or accept a war by a hundred million Arabs against a small state.” 



Such is the core of the confrontation between Israel and the Arab people. It stares out, 
moreover, beyond the sleight of hand of Arab propaganda. The campaign against Israel is 
conducted, after all, by the whole Arab world. Every one of the Arab states is involved 
and makes its greater or lesser contribution. At the least, each state cooperates in the 
economic boycott, in the diplomatic offensive, in the propaganda campaign. What quarrel 
with Israel has Kuwait on the Persian Gulf, or Sudan in the heart of Africa, or Morocco 
on the Atlantic Coast? What quarrel, indeed, have Egypt, Syria, and Iraq? 

The Arab states are, furthermore, divided among themselves on a number of important 
problems. The interests of the oil-bearing states conflict with those that have no oil, the 
rich with the poor, the puritanical Moslem states with the more permissive. Needless to 
say, the Arab governments, like other governments, are not altruistic. A glance at their 
ruling classes suggests that, in the matter of concern for others, the Arabs are below 
rather than above average. They are model members in a world where the rule, perhaps 
inevitable, is for every nation to look out for itself and to pursue its own selfish interest. It 
is not to help the Palestine Arabs that the Arab states pursue their militant purpose toward 
Israel. 

“If the Arabs could agree on nothing else,” wrote one of their great friends, a British 
officer who served in the Jordanian Arab Legion, “they could at least agree that Israel as 
a State must be extinguished. Israel delenda est.”1 Such has been the theme ever since the 
Arab leaders began to see the Arab Empire as a tangible aim. In May 1946, when the 
Jewish state was still only a “threat,” a meeting at Inshass in Egypt of leaders of the Arab 
states declared: “The problem of Palestine is not the problem only of the Arabs of 
Palestine, but of all the Arabs.”  

Since the Jewish state was established, Arab political and ideological literature has been 
filled with a mass of semantic variations on the theme. “When Palestine is injured,” said 
Abdel Nasser in 1953, “each one of us is injured in his feelings and in his homeland.” 

Eight years later, the outlook had not changed. “The Palestine problem,” said Nasser in 
1961, “has never been the problem of the Palestinians alone. The whole Arab nation is 
involved.” At its conference in October 1966, the Syrian ruling Ba’ath Party went to the 
heart of the Arab purpose: “The existence of Israel in the heart of the Arab homeland 
constitutes the main base dividing the eastern part from the western part of the Arab 
nation.”2 

Nasser stated it more pointedly on February 2, 1965, at the Festival of Unity: “The 
meaning of Arab unity is the liquidation of Israel.” 

The conflict, then, shorn of legend and fiction, is between the “Arab nation,” which 
possesses eighteen states embracing an area of thirteen million square kilometers, and the 
Jewish people, claiming the right to its single historic homeland, whose territory even 
today, after the Six Day War, constitutes less than 1 percent of the territories ruled and 
dominated by the Arabs. That is the moral issue in the clash between Arabs and Jews. On 
the one hand is the hunger of the Jewish people for national independence and physical 



security in its homeland, a land it has brought back to life. On the other hand is the huge, 
unsentimental appetite of the Arab people for the unbroken continuity of a vast empire 
and for the unique status of a nation which, itself dominating minority populations of 
millions, arrogantly and violently refuses to accept that status for one small segment of its 
people. 

The ambitions of British imperialists, aiming at their own domination of the Fertile 
Crescent through Arab puppet states, first aroused the idea of a reborn empire in Arab 
minds as a serious and practical political proposition. Their aid and patient support estab- 
shed the nucleus of the modern Arab Empire. After they had conceived and established 
the Arab League in 1945, the British tended and nurtured it for years thereafter. They first 
envisaged Palestine as a fall partner in that empire, its Jewish population being given 
minority status as envisaged in the British government’s White Paper of 1939. No less 
important, the British persuaded the Arabs that this plan was feasible. They looked 
forward to a tangible reward for their friendship. Later, however, the strategic attractions 
and commercial opportunities of the Arab states drew the attention of other nations, and 
Britain had to content herself with only a part of the Arabs’ favors. 

This change flowed from a development which even the most powerful Arab imagination 
bad not conceived. It was precisely in this period that new, unprecedentedly large 
discoveries of oil were made in the soil of a number of the Arab states. Their economic 
importance and potential increased overnight. Tremendous impact was now added to 
their relations in the international area, and especially with the great powers, who are the 
chief exploiters of the oil. The Arabs became a power in the world.  

For many hundreds of years, the Arab states had played no part in world affairs. (Few of 
them had played any part even in the conduct of their own affairs.) Outside the 
sheikhdoms of Arabia itself, which pursued the slow tempo of life in the wide spaces and 
played out their desert rivalries, there simply were no Arab affairs. Nor was there any 
hunger or striving for their revival. The Arabs warmed themselves and were contented 
with memories of past glory. Characteristically, they tended to magnify that glory; their 
imagination expanded the 120 years of the purely Arab Empire in the seventh and eighth 
centuries and fused them with the following three centuries of an empire ruled by 
Moslems, who spoke and wrote Arabic but, like Saladin, were not Arabs and became 
Arabs only in the nostalgic retrospection of later centuries. Nevertheless, the Arabs have 
genuine memories of glory, of military achievements that were the wonder of their age, 
of the wide sowing of their language and their faith over vast areas of the earth, of the 
glittering imperial splendor of Damascus and Baghdad, of a cultural contribution that 
enriched and dazzled medieval European scholarship. 

For a thousand years they lived on that glory. In a prolonged and continuous stagnation, 
they ceased not only to rule, but also to achieve, to create, to build, to strive. Far from 
reviving past glories, they sank into a lethargy that brought them into the twentieth 
century as one of the most backward, most immobile of peoples. Students of Arabic 
history and culture, especially those well-disposed to the Arabs, cite the characteristics 
responsible for that lethargy. “The Arab is preoccupied with his past,” writes the Arab 



sociologist Sania Hamady. “The pleasant memories of its glory serve as a refuge from the 
painful reality of the present” (p. 217). The roots of this condition are deep. As the 
scholars point out, lethargy and stagnation are conditioned by Islamic principles of 
predestination and fatalism. Nor are there reasonable prospects of a change. “It is not an 
exaggeration to say that after so many centuries of immobility the process of agriculture, 
industry, exchange and learning had become little more than automatic, and had resulted 
in a species of atrophy that rendered those engaged in them all but incapable of changing 
their methods or outlook in the slightest degree…. It is incapacity rather than 
unwillingness to learn that characterizes Arab society.” 

The Arab leaders who themselves enjoyed a modern education may have been conscious 
of the stagnation and backwardness of their society. They were nevertheless not 
equipped, they were indeed helpless, to effect any of the apparently revolutionary 
changes that alone might raise their people to the cultural and technical levels of our age. 

Yet now, suddenly, they found themselves with little effort possessed of independence, 
controlling states with enormous resources and vast territories important in global 
strategy, ruling over millions of non-Arab minorities. Now, too, they were courted by the 
great powers of the world. By a little effort of their imagination they saw themselves 
bridging the black gap of the centuries, winning the recognition of the previously 
supercilious Western world. Suddenly they could see themselves accepted, with no 
further cultural effort, as instant full partners in the complex culture of the twentieth-
century world, just as they had shared in the building of its foundations during the Middle 
Ages. 

The power of the Arabs’ imagination is such that they soon forgot that there had been a 
gap at all. They soon saw unfolding behind them one continuous stretch of centuries of 
glory and of Arab life dominant throughout the whole area conquered by the ancient 
Arabic Empire in Asia and Africa. The facts of history between the eighth and the 
twentieth centuries ceased to exist; and the prospect they induced themselves to see was a 
direct continuation of what had existed 1000 years ago and more. 

From the very outset of the new imperial phase, however, that prospect was scarred by 
one intrusion: Zionism, striving for the Jewish restoration of Palestine. The member 
states of the Arab League, which was formed in 1945 to supply the beginnings of 
coordinated modem Arabic power, were led by the British to believe that the prospect of 
a Jewish state in Palestine had been finally erased by the White Paper of 1939. 
Accordingly, they announced their acceptance of the White Paper – which also 
recognized the rights of the Jews to minority existence. They were accorded an 
immediate earnest of British loyalty to the compact: That same year the British, 
efficiently and unceremoniously, finally forced the French out of Syria. The Arabs looked 
forward to the equally effective end to snuffing out of the Jewish restoration in Palestine. 

The refusal of the Jews to submit to the British dictate, their underground struggle which, 
to the Arabs’ surprise and dismay, resulted in the relinquishment of British power in 
Palestine, consequently ruled out the transfer of sovereignty (which the British did not 



legally possess) to the Arabs. Encouraged, and armed, by the British, the Arabs rejected 
even the partition compromise of 1947, rejecting Zionist pleas for cooperation. If they 
were to eliminate the Zionists and to prevent the rebirth of the Jewish state, they had not 
themselves to go to war, under strikingly favorable circumstances. 

Then, precisely at the beginning of the new and so promisingly brilliant era in Arab 
nationalism, at the very rebirth of the empire, the Arab states suffered one of the greatest 
shocks in all Arab history. In May 1948, they launched the war against the embryonic 
Jewish state with considerable reason for confidence. The total Jewish population 
numbered no more than 650,000. Israel’s armed force had for the most part had no more 
than partisan training. She had no air force at all.5 She had just passed through years of 
strain and tension and a bitter struggle with the British. When the invasion by the Arab 
states opened, she had been under guerrilla attack for six months by Palestinian Arabs 
and by advance units from the armies of Syria, Iraq, and Jordan, aided in a hundred ways 
by the stiff ubiquitous British. (The British civilian administration evacuated by May 14, 
1948. The British Army began to organize its evacuation well after that date, completing 
the process on August 1.) While the British had opened the land frontiers so that men and 
arms could pour in from the neighboring Arab countries,6 they had refused to open a port 
for the Jews as recommended by the United Nations; and they maintained their blockade 
in the Mediterranean to prevent any reinforcements from reaching Israel. The United 
States had announced an embargo and enforced it strictly, so that the Jews were deprived 
of that source as well. 

In addition to these advantages, the Arabs were given massive material support by the 
British government, which openly provided arms and ammunition for the war (and turned 
aside criticism at the United Nations that Britain was aiding aggressive invasion by the 
claim that the State of Israel did not legally exist and could not therefore be invaded). The 
Arabs further enjoyed expert British leadership; the Transjordanian Arab Legion was 
officered by British soldiers. Unknown to the world at the time, the British co-operated in 
planning at least some phases of the war. On January 15, 1948 – the day a new treaty 
with Iraq was signed at Portsmouth – the British Foreign Minister, Ernest Bevin, reached 
an agreement with the Iraqi leaders, Prime Minister Saleh Jabr, Foreign Minister Fadil el 
Jamali, and the elder statesman, then President of the Senate, Nuri el Said. By this 
agreement, the British undertook to speed up the supply of weapons and ammunition 
ordered from the British government and to supply automatic weapons sufficient for 
“50,000 policemen.” The purpose was to arm the Palestinian Arab fighters to enable them 
to participate in the liberation of Palestine.7 A third point in the agreement was that Iraqi 
forces would enter every area evacuated by British troops in the whole of Palestine, so 
that a Jewish state would not be formed.8 So much for Iraq. Six weeks later, Bevin, at an 
interview with the Prime Minister of Transjordan attended by General Glubb (the 
Commander of the Arab Legion), approved the plan of Transjordan to do her share in 
frustrating the partition plan by invading and occupying the area allotted in the United 
Nations resolution to the establishment of an Arab state.9 Superiority in numbers, 
overwhelming superiority in arms and ammunition, the eager and substantial help of a 
major world power, a strategy based on a converging movement on three fronts against a 
Jewish force largely untrained, poorly armed, and defending a small but densely 



populated coastal strip – these were surely enough to assure victory and even the 
slaughter that Arab leaders openly promised. 

There was a further reason for the Arabs’ confidence: They were convinced of their 
superiority over the Jews as a fighting nation. Had not the Arabs conquered half the 
world? True, that had happened 1,300 years earlier, since which time they had 
distinguished themselves at best in minor in-fighting among rival Bedouin tribes and in 
the Laurentian tactic of arriving after the battle to claim the victory. They had no 
difficulty, however, in projecting their seventh-century martial excellence as an abiding 
fact in the twentieth. Whoever reads the predictions of the Arabs in 1956, after they had 
suffered one defeat, and their even more bloodcurdling predictions of victory and 
destruction in May 1967, after they had suffered two defeats, will recognize the 
uninhibited, unlimited, early certainty of the Arab states in May 1948 that they were 
about to win a stunning, historic victory, and that within a few weeks, or even days, 
Jewish hopes would be in ruins and Palestine would be inexorably enfolded in the 
embrace of the reborn Arab Empire. 

1948 has entered Arab history as the year of the catastrophe. The Arab states were saved 
from complete rout by political considerations: the submission by the novitiate Israeli 
government to British and United States pressures. Thus, Transjordan remained in 
possession of most of the area allotted in the United Nations resolution to the Arab states 
(Samaria, Judea, and eastern Jerusalem), while Egypt occupied the Gaza district. Israel, 
however, was not only not obliterated, she improved substantially upon the collapsible 
borders of the UN resolution of 1947 and emerged from the conflict with the high 
prestige of courage and resource in the face of overwhelming odds. Moreover, some 
400,000 Arab residents of the area lost their homes. 

Soon the shock and the shame gave way to the search for scapegoats and for excuses. 
“The Arab,” notes an Arab writer, “is reluctant to assume responsibility for his personal 
or national misfortunes, and he is inclined to put the entire blame upon the shoulders of 
others. The Arab is fascinated with criticism – of the foreigner, of fellow-countrymen, of 
leaders, of followers, always of ‘the other,’ seldom of oneself.”10 There is a cultural 
reason for this habit. Hamadi explains: “As a result of his determinist orientation, the 
Arab finds a good excuse to relegate his responsibility to external forces. He attributes 
the ills of his society, his mistakes and failures, either to fate, to the devil or to 
imperialism” (p. 187). 

Thus, as time went by, the material aid and the diplomatic support and military 
cooperation which their British allies had given the Arabs in the war of 1948 and the 
loaded American neutrality – which together nearly insured the Arabs’ objective of 
annihilation –  were translated through Arabic literature into a Zionist invasion aided by 
British and American imperialism. Some such far-reaching explanation of their failure 
was necessary to the Arabs for another important historical reason. It was unacceptable 
that the brave, the resourceful, the chivalrous, the lionhearted Arabs (of the seventh 
century) should be defeated by, of all peoples, the Jews – the lowly, the contemptible, 
whom they, the Arabs, had long since condemned to death. The Arabs knew the Jews in 



Palestine historically as a minority oppressed, or at least discriminated against, since the 
seventh century. The Jews under Moslem rule were second-class citizens. Social 
regulations and prohibitions singled them out. They were subject to special taxes. They 
were, of course, not alone – all non-Moslems were so treated. But in the eyes of the 
Moslems, the Jews in Palestine lived always in the image of a defeated people, in the 
daily shadow of their defeat in 70 and 135 C.E. The Christians, inferior though they were, 
had in their background a world of states, of power. The Jews had nothing; they wore 
outcasts over large areas of the Christian world as well. Even when the Arab was himself 
ill-treated or humiliated in Moslem non-Arab society, he saw the Jew as one grade below 
him. The confrontation with the Jews in British-controlled Palestine had no doubt 
amended this attitude, yet now to be defeated in the open battlefield, at such an historic 
moment and in such favorable circumstances, by the Jews – that was an overwhelming 
blow to Arab pride. 

The State of Israel, as the instrument of the Arabs’ defeat and what they described as 
their dishonor, thus became the focus of all their frustrations, of all their hatreds, and of a 
hunger for vengeance which, by force of a combination of circumstances, grew fiercer 
and deeper with time. Honor and pride could be restored only by the disappearance of 
Israel. Again, then, Israel delenda est. 

The continuing enhancement of the Arabs’ international stature only increased the 
frustration. This, after all, was the era of colonial disengagement. The Dutch, the Belgian, 
the French, and the British Empires were disintegrating. Asia and Africa became a 
checkerboard of independent states, most of them established with little or no struggle. 
One Arabic-speaking country after another became independent. From seven states at the 
United Nations in 1948, the Arabs grow to a bloc of eighteen by 1972. The Arab states, 
though their average illiteracy rate is among the highest in the world, have perhaps more 
influence at the United Nations than any other group of nations. 

The years have, moreover, seen a steep increase in oil wealth. While normally a people 
labors for years to achieve minor improvements in the national income and the standard 
of living, some of the Arab states have overnight joined the richest countries in the world 
in terms of per capita wealth. The ease with which their wealth and influence – and in 
most cases their political independence – were accomplished led them all the more to 
think of 1948 as an unhappy accident for which the “imperialists” were responsible. 
When the time came, they decided, the Israelis could be beaten and with ease “driven into 
the sea.” 

A great new force helped to bolster Arab hopes of victory and annihilation. The Soviet 
Union, by its steady stream of arms to Egypt, Syria, and Iraq, and by unstinting political 
support, replaced Britain as the big brother of Arabism. 

The Arabs’ rejection of the Jewish state in any form was deepened and sharpened by 
another development. Though subjective and contrived, it held a momentous and ugly 
significance. As though to harden themselves and their people against any weakening of 
resolve, against any tendency to come to rational terms with Israel as an existing fact, the 



Arab intellectuals and leaders evolved a comprehensive creed, an ideology of hatred, to 
justify the physical destruction of the Jewish state, even the extermination of its people. 

Little heed has been paid to this phenomenon outside the Arab states, even by the 
prospective victim herself. Just as the program outlined in Hitler’s Mein Kampf was 
largely ignored and his prescription for the “solution of the Jewish problem” dismissed as 
the rantings of an unbalanced mind, so presumably has the stated purpose of the Arabs 
been treated as too incredible to be taken seriously, despite the frequency and the 
unanimity with which it is expressed in speech and in writing. As much of it as has been 
translated has apparently been assumed to be fringe literature. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. 

This literature consists of hundreds of books published since 1948 in Egypt, Syria, 
Lebanon, Jordan, and Iraq, in addition to thousands of articles. They range from the 
vulgar and the primitive to the sophisticated and pseudo-scholarly. Their theme is that the 
liquidation of Israel is not only a political necessity, but also a moral imperative; that 
Israel and its people  – indeed, the Jewish people as a whole – are by their very nature 
evil; that it is thus not only desirable, but even permissible, to destroy them. This doctrine 
has been compounded by a large measure of old-fashioned anti-Semitism. In 
comprehensiveness and absence of restraint, the Arab demonology probably goes farther 
even than the worst excesses by the German Nazis heralding their “final solution” of the 
Jewish problem. 

There were cases after 1948 where Arabs with a Western education were compelled to 
admit that, if Egypt was governing Gaza – which was certainly not part of Egypt – and if 
the government of Transjordan was governing eastern Jerusalem – which was not part of 
Transjordan – it did indeed seem to be the Arab states that had invaded western Palestine. 
Yet the Arab attack, they claimed, was an act of self-defense. For the establishment of the 
Jewish state was as such an act of aggression against the Arab people. Israel was 
established in order to destroy Arab nationalism. This was a constant theme with Abdel 
Nasser. “We all know,” he said, for example, on May 14, 1956, the eighth anniversary of 
the birth of Israel, “why Israel was established. Not only to set up a National Home, but 
to be one of the factors in liquidating Arab nationalism.” 

Any Arab attack on Israel was therefore an act of self-defense, any act by Israel to defend 
herself against attack was a new act of Zionist aggression. Consequently, when Israel 
retaliated against Arab sabotage and murder across the Armistice lines, it was Israel that 
had committed a breach of the Armistice Agreement. Moreover, every achievement by 
Israel that strengthens her or improves living conditions in the state is considered an act 
of aggression against the Arab people – the opening of the new Knesset building in 1966 
was one such act of aggression. Any act of friendship toward Israel by any state or 
individual is a hostile act toward the Arab people. 

The charge of aggression by existence, however, was only the opening of the Arabs’ 
black charter. The next phase was the charge of further aggression by expansion. A 
considerable literature thus developed on Israel’s plans to expand at the expense of the 



Arab states. A Syrian Ba’ath Party Conference resolution in October 1966 declared that 
Israel “serves as a solid base for attack, to secure the interests both of imperialism in the 
zone and of the reactionary regimes . . . threatening constantly to swallow other portions 
of the Arab homeland and to destroy their Arab qualities.” The forces at the disposal of 
Zionism through out the world are capable, once they strike roots in Palestine, of 
threatening all the Arab countries and to be a frightening and constant danger to their 
lives. The means employed by the Zionist forces for growing and expanding will put the 
Arab world at their mercy, paralyze its vitality and prevent its progress and improvement 
in the scale of civilization – if the Arab is allowed to continue to exist at all. 

It is thus an accepted belief throughout the Arab world that there is a map on the wall of 
the Knesset in Israel delineating the borders of Israel in accordance with the divine 
promise in the Bible: from the Euphrates to the river of Egypt. 

The charge of expansionism was, however, not in itself enough. It was elaborated to read 
that it is not the desire for expansion that motivates Israel, but sheer hatred of the Arab 
people. Israel seeks to destroy their unity, she is the enemy of their liberation, their 
independence, their progress. “Israel has an abiding hatred of all that we do for our 
advancement,” wrote one Arab author, “because our advancement spells death to Israel.” 

Distributed throughout Arabic literature is a substantial list of activities pursued by Israel 
to this end. Israel is said to have interfered in various international negotiations to prevent 
the grant of loans and other forms of aid to Arab countries, in order to keep them 
backward. Again, Israel has been fighting Arab culture. In order to minimize and distort 
Arab achievements and capacities, Israel executed a comprehensive plan for installing 
Israeli lecturers in American universities to teach the Arabic language and culture. This 
was done in such a way as to bring the Arabs into contempt. In Africa – so the Africans 
are told – Israel has distributed falsified copies of the Koran and of various Christian 
writings. 

Inevitably, considerable competition reigned among Arab writers and politicians in the 
composition of frightening descriptions of the state of the Arab minority living in Israel. 
Israel was depicted as enforcing a brutal oppressive rule over the Arabs, depriving them 
of all civil rights, even preventing them from making a living. Arabs in Israel, the story 
continues, had no recourse to civil courts, being tried only by military courts. Their lands 
and their water for irrigation were taken from them. There was not a single Arab among 
the 35,000 civil servants. They were prevented from opening their own schools, where 
their children could be taught Arabic. They were prevented from celebrating their 
holidays. Special taxes were imposed on them. As for religion, they were simply 
prevented from going to their mosques. Moslem (and Christian) holy places were 
constantly under “attack” by the Israeli authorities. 

Now the onslaught deepened. It was not only in relation to the Arabs that Israel was 
portrayed pejoratively. The people of Israel were said to be inherently evil. They were 
frustrated by failure, and as a form of compensation, they let the army rule them. They 
were cowards, quaking even during times of quiet at every sign of progress in the Arab 



countries. In battle they ran away at the very sight of the brave Arab fighter. Their 
victories in war were won for them by the imperialists. 

The Israelis were corrupt. The government, the army, and the police, all cooperated with 
smugglers, thieves, drug peddlers, and white-slave traffickers. In fact, there was no 
government in Israel to speak of; the country was headed by a number of criminal gangs 
who had become a ruling class. 

Yet the vilification of Israel and of its people was only a part, perhaps the smaller part, of 
the incredible demonic structure built around its image. The Arabs made a 
comprehensive effort to create around the Jewish people as a whole an atmosphere of 
hatred and contempt intended to smooth the path, when it becomes physically possible, to 
their extirpation. 

At first the Arabs applied practical anti-Jewish measures: They extended their economic 
boycott of Israel to Jews as such everywhere. In the Arab states, trade with American 
companies, for example, is conditional on their owners, managers, and employees sent to 
serve in the Arab country being non-Jews. In at least one case, under pressure from the 
Libyan government, an oil company stopped using on its ships Swedish safety matches 
carrying a trademark similar to the Star of David.  

The leaders of Arab thought gathered up all the well-worn and some long-forgotten 
themes of Western Christian horror stories about the Jews and added whatever was 
available in the Koran and other Moslem writings as well as pearls of their own wisdom 
and presented the finished brew as “well-known” facts. Throughout all these writings 
runs the common theme that all Jews are the lowest, most contemptible people in 
creation. They are arrogant, domineering, and cunning; they are treacherous and 
cowardly; they are mercenary and wanton; they are liars and swindlers. They used to 
destroy states from within by Communist subversion; though now, since the Arab 
alliance with Soviet Russia, they destroy them as capitalists and colonialists by lending 
money to governments at exorbitant interest. They hate each other and everybody else. 
They are parasites who hate hard work, which is why there are no Jewish farmers. They 
think of themselves as the Chosen People and interpret this as the right to commit any 
crime with impunity. 

Their Bible is an immoral book, being an emanation of the Jewish spirit, which is 
intrinsically evil. The Talmud is no less immoral. By it the Jew, who is forbidden to steal, 
is yet permitted to steal from non-Jews; forbidden to commit adultery, he is permitted to 
take his neighbor’s wife if the neighbor is not Jewish; forbidden to kill, he may yet kill a 
non-Jew. 

This demonology gone berserk was further provided with frequent supporting quotations 
from Western anti-Semitic sources, such as Hitler or Rosenberg in Germany, Leese or 
Jordan in England; from ancient Moslem sources; sometimes, in imitation of the 
sophisticated Western anti-Semites, even from Jewish sources. On the foundations thus 
laid, the Arabs proceeded, exactly as had the Nazis, to level the accusations of specific 



contemporary evil against the Jewish people which, in Europe, led logically to the “final 
solution” of the gas chambers. Thus (borrowing from the Nazis), they charged the Jews 
specifically with having corrupted the pure Moslem and Christian society in Palestine by 
bringing prostitution to the country. They borrowed from old Moslem literature to charge 
them with practicing witchcraft to achieve their ends. Borrowing once again from 
Western sources, they held the Jews, the eternal enemies of humanity, responsible also 
for two world wars. . 

The list is long; nothing is omitted. The Arabs do not hesitate to draw on the lowest 
depths of twentieth-century anti-Semitic incitement. They became the revivers of the 
blood libel. The accusation that the Jews use the blood of non-Jewish children for 
religious purposes, usually on the Passover, is disseminated as historic truth over a 
substantial range of Arabic literature since 1948. Everything that was ever written by 
European haters of the Jews in order to provoke pogroms, and by the Christian anti-
Semites who, to the same end, introduced the blood libel into the Ottoman Empire in the 
nineteenth century, is now reproduced by the Arabs. A book designed to indoctrinate the 
blood libel was published under the authority of the Egyptian government in 1962. 

Further, the Arabs having committed themselves to the purpose of annihilation, exploited 
the most notorious of all the Christian anti-Semitic fabrications: the Protocols of the 
Elders of Zion, which has long been a central pillar of the vast edifice of anti-Semitic 
indoctrination. More than any other book in the first half of the twentieth century, the 
Protocols provided the ideological justification for the physical destruction of the Jewish 
people. It was employed in Tsarist Russian anti-Semitism, it was one of the textbooks of 
German Nazism, and it has been called the “father of the Holocaust.”14 The Protocols 
were taken up by the Arab leaders of thought as a major weapon in their campaign to 
prepare the ground once again for the extermination of the Jewish people. No fewer than 
seven Arabic translations of the full text were published between 1949 and 1967. Harkabi 
lists five additional books containing precis of the Protocols and thirty-three in which the 
Protocols are quoted with approval. Imperceptibly, as though it were self-understood, 
even this most comprehensive of anti-Semitic libels has been woven into the official 
“doctrine” of the Arab governments. The Prime Minister of Iraq, in an official letter sent 
on his behalf by the head of his secretariat, expressed his appreciation to the translator of 
one of the Arabic editions of the Protocols in 1967. More significantly, Abdel Nasser 
called the Protocols to the attention of a visiting Indian writer, assuring him that it 
“proved beyond any shadow of doubt that three hundred Zionists control the destinies of 
Europe.”15 To insure total and most fruitful insemination of their doctrine, the Arab 
leaders then compiled a curriculum of hatred for use by their children. The anti-Israel and 
anti-Jewish catalog became a basic element in the study of history in the schools, which 
began with teaching “ancient Jewish history” to ten-year-olds in the fourth grade. It was 
also injected, more subtly and insidiously, into subjects completely unrelated to political 
or national affairs. Geography, grammar, literary readings, arithmetic, both in the 
classroom and in hundreds of textbooks, inculcated the theme of the Zionist or the Jew as 
the embodiment of evil, the ultimate bogeyman, the proper object for “killing” or 
“destroying.” 



Arab children are taught the blood libel. In 1962, the Egyptian government produced for 
use in the schools a reprint of an old text on the blood libel, Talmudic Human Sacrifices. 
The new edition contains an up-to-date foreword by Abdel Oati Jalal, which states: “The 
Talmud believes that the Jews are made of different material from the rest of mankind, 
those who do not share the beliefs of the Jews being animals devoid of sense or they are 
servants and chattels of the Jews…. Their wise men laid it down that there is no law but 
their own desire, and no doctrine but their own lust. They commanded their people to 
bring harm to the other peoples, to kill their children, suck their blood, and take away 
their wealth.” This book, like others on the same theme, recounts the story of a number of 
the blood libels in history and presents them to the children of Egypt as proven truth. Nor 
did the education authorities overlook the Protocols of the Elders of Zion. This is taught 
to Arab teenagers as a factual work, a Jewish admission of the conspiracy to dominate the 
world. 

Under the auspices of the state, the new generation of Arabs is brought up to hate, 
despise, and fear the Jews; to believe not only that it is right and proper for every good 
and self-respecting Arab to fight the Jewish state, but that it is just and desirable and even 
vital to destroy it; that it is necessary not only to destroy Israel, but also to treat its 
inhabitants like an evil growth that must be extirpated. 

The annihilation of Israel and of its people is thus not merely a convenient political 
objective. It has become a self-understood purpose demanded by the Arab future no less 
than by Arab history, by Arab honor and pride no less than by Arab pragmatic interest. It 
has become basic to all Arab thinking, and it is not kept secret. No Arab politician and 
with the exception of one or two notable exiles16 – no Arab intellectual has expressed 
contradictory opinions.  



.8. 

Israel’s Function In The Modern World 
 Only once throughout the eighteen years of the Armistice Agreement did any 
Arab leader challenge the thesis that war alone would bring about the elimination of 
Israel. There were continual and often acrimonious discussions on the timing of the 
predestined onslaught on the Jewish state. The optimists – led usually by the Syrians and, 
in later years, by the Fatah – called for immediate military action. The realists – fist 
among them President Nasser – explained repeatedly that war on Israel required careful 
and long preparation, and insisted on the prior fulfillment of three conditions: Arab 
military superiority, Arab unity, and the diplomatic isolation of Israel. One superrealist 
appeared to challenge the thesis itself. This was Habib Bourguiba, the President of 
Tunisia, then at loggerheads with Nasser. Bourguiba believed that the problem could be 
tackled piecemeal, first of all by subtle diplomacy and propaganda, The Arabs, he urged, 
should announce their acceptance of the United Nations partition proposal of 1947. They 
should thus recognize Israel, provided she withdrew from the Armistice borders of 1949 
to the “borers of 1947.” If Israel refused this offer, the world would understand and view 
sympathetically a combined military attack on her by the Arab states. Should Israel 
accept the offer, however, it would be simple to crush her then in the narrow, disjointed, 
incredibly vulnerable frontiers proposed in 1947. 
 
 This Proposal of destruction by stages was seen as so revolutionary and moderate 
that all the walls of Arabdom outside Tunisia shook with the denunciation of its author. 
Bourguiba was hard put to recall to his critics that he differed from them only in method. 
On the common aim, the ruler of modern Carthage was as steadfast as they: Israel 
delenda est. 
 
 Tunisia was a minor and somewhat passive participant in the confrontation with 
Israel, and Bourguiba’s influence was minimal. Nasser, however hastened to remove all 
doubt or misunderstanding about both purpose and method. “The liquidation of Israel,” 
he said on March 8, 1965, “will be liquidation through violence. We shall enter a 
Palestine not covered with sand, but soaked in blood.” 
 
 He was to pursue for two years more his policy of cautious build-up. The 
irrational assumption in May 1967 that his three conditions had materialized and that 
victory was assured led to the Six Day War. Thus, in the three weeks before the war 
broke out, the full meaning of Arab intentions was made clear to the world. 
 
 Never in history could aggressor have made his purpose known in advance so 
clearly and so widely. Certain of victory, both the Arab leaders and their peoples threw 
off all restraint. Between the middle of May and the fifth of June, worldwide newspapers, 
radio, and, most incisively, television brought home to millions of people the threat of 
politicide bandied about with relish by the leaders of these modern states. Even more 
blatant was the exhilaration which the Arabic peoples displayed at the prospect of 
executing genocide on the people of Israel. To Jews everywhere, the contents of the 



speeches and the crowd scenes from Egypt and the other Arab states conjured up, by 
voluntary association, memories of Auschwitz. In those three weeks of mounting tension, 
people throughout the world watched and waited in growing anxiety – or, in some cases, 
in hopeful expectation - for the overwhelming forces of at least Egypt, Syria, Jordan, and 
Iraq to bear down from three sides to crush tiny Israel and slaughter her people. 
  
 Israel’s victory in the Six Day War has been described in superlative terms. It has 
been the subject of a vast literature. What effect did their defeat have on the Arabs? Did it 
alter their purpose? Were they now capable of making a more sober summing up of the 
factors operating on each side? Now that Israel was for the first time established within 
truly defensible borders, and with the evaporation of their last hope of wiping her off the 
face of the earth in one lightning battle – did Arabs begin to think of possible 
coexistence? 
 
 The Arab states, having recovered from the shock of the defeat they had brought 
on themselves, deliberately demonstrated a sharpened intransigence. Such a posture was, 
from their special imperialist point of view, even more logical than before. Israel, whose 
existence in any proportions they would not tolerate, had in fact expanded. If before June 
1967 the Arabs had seen Israel established as a wedge between Asian and African 
Arabdom, they now saw her as a barrier. Her elimination, an objective now more 
complicated than before, was all the more an historic necessity. 
 
 The Arab states moved to adjust their policy to the new circumstances. All their 
efforts had now to be concentrated on an essential first step: to get the Israelis back to the 
old Armistice lines. Those lines, notwithstanding the defeat, still held out a theoretical 
hope of victory. Once she had withdrawn to those lines, Israel would be subjected anew 
to all the former diplomatic, economic, and paramilitary pressures and, if necessary, to 
military action. This policy had to be made clear without delay to the Arabic people/ Two 
months after the Sis Day War, the leaders of the Arab states met in Khartoum. There they 
laid down three negative, unequivocal principles: no recognition of Israel, no negotiations 
with Israel, no peace with Israel. 
 
 They had no difficulty, moreover, in producing their justification for this, under 
the circumstances, bizarre pretension. Quite simply, Israel had been the aggressor. 
Without turning a hair, both the Egyptian leader and King Hussein (to whom the Israeli 
Prime Minister had addressed an appeal to desist even after the Jordanian attack had been 
launched in Jerusalem), and with them the whole apparatus of Arab propaganda, 
transmuted their own frustrated attempt on the life of Israel into an act of Israeli 
aggression, which had to be reversed. For greater effect, “Israeli aggression” was now 
presented as proof of Israel’s expansionist purpose, which must be thwarted. 
 
 But now the Arabs chose their words carefully. They had been reprimanded by 
their friends for offending civilized susceptibilities before the Six Day War by crude 
proclamations on “driving the Jews into the sea” and by premature gloating over the 
wholesale shedding of Jewish blood that would accompany their victory. Consequently, 
they evolved a number of semantic variations of the formula. Henceforth they promised, 



or demanded, the “erasure of the consequences of Israeli aggression” and the withdrawal 
of Israel from all “Arab territory” or Arab “lands.” This restoration of the status quo of 
June 4, 1967, would, of course, they hastened to add, be only the necessary prelude to the 
“restoration of the rights of the Palestinian people” or the “return of the refugees to their 
homes.” 
 
 Anwar Sadat, who became President of Egypt on the death of Abdel Nasser in 
September 1970 and who was more responsive to advice than his predecessor, was 
persuaded that the text evolved by Nasser would be more palatable to Western nations if 
the words “peace with Israel” could be inserted. A suitable clause was therefore 
insinuated into the overall formula. Since them, Sadat’s complete formula, used in the 
whole or in part, as required, roughly as follows: 
 
 1. He is prepared for peace with Israel. 
 2. There can be no peace with Israel, or even negotiations with Israel, until she 
has withdrawn to the lines of June 4, 1967 (thereby erasing the consequences of her 
aggression). 
 3. When that withdrawal is completed, there will be remain the problem of 
Palestinian people, who will receive the support of the Arab states in fighting for the 
“restoration of their rights” – in the Israel of the Armistice lines. ¹ 
 

 With all the west’s knowledge of the Arabs’ mental processes, their capacity for 
self-delusion, and their unchanging purpose to liquidate Israel, this Arab attitude has 
nevertheless been sustained since 1967 by more than sheer wishful thinking or mental 
inertia. It has been made possible by the support, in varying measure, of the leading states 
of the world. 
 
 The principle that Israel, in May the anticipated victim of successful attack, 
having in June turned the tables on her would-be destroyers, should now restore to them 
the bases of their aggression, was accepted almost without question not only by the 
Arabs’ Soviet allies, their French friends, and their original British mentors, but also by 
the United States. The principle was even given formal sanction in a decision of the 
United Nations Security Council (November 22, 1967), which established in its preamble 
“the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by war.” The text of the resolution was 
sufficiently ambiguous to leave scope for negotiation and disagreement on the precise 
degree of rectification of frontiers. But even the United States government, in interpreting 
the principle, gradually evolved the formula that Israel should “restore” to the Arab states 
all the territory she conquered in 1967 “with substantial modifications.” 
 
 The principle that the victim of aggression should restore the means of aggression 
to the aggressor does not only sound preposterous, it is preposterous. There was, of 
course, no public precedent for such an immoral principle. IN our own time, there have 
been two famous cases of unprovoked aggression that failed: the German campaign of 
piecemeal aggression against nearly the whole of the rest of Europe, and the Japanese 
onslaught in the Far East. When the Germans were defeated, the map of Europe was 
redrawn. Large tracts of territory wrested from the aggressor were retained by his victims 
– the Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia. These included territories historically part of 



the German Reich. The Soviet Union also annexed territories in Findland and Romania 
which had collaborated with Germany in the attack of Russia (see Map No.). The Soviet 
Union found incorporation of these large border areas essential to its security. Similarly, 
with the defeat of the Japanese in the Far East, the Soviet Union annexed the Kurile 
Islands and part of the island of Sakhalin – to insure its security against renewed attack. 
The United States also decided to retain control of a Japanese island – Okinawa – as a 
security measure. This, described as a temporary occupation which ended in 1972, lasted 
twenty-six years, Even after termination, the United States intends to retain military bases 
on the island which, it should be added, is situated 5,000 miles from the American 
mainland. 
 
 These arrangements express a principle which governs international relations: If 
an aggressor is successful, the victim goes to the wall. This was, in fact, the grim 
experience of all the countries in Europe that were overrun by Nazi Germany and all the 
countries in Asia overrun by the Japanese, until the tables were turned in 1945. If the 
victim, however, succeeds in repelling the aggressor, he holds the territory he has 
conquered or regained, at least until he is ready to make a peace treaty; and only the 
peace treaty will determine the fate of those territories. Such is surely also the only 
possible morality. Otherwise, the aggressor inevitably has nothing to lose from his 
aggression, and everything to gain. 
 
 It is the victim, moreover, who decides his security needs. It was the Soviet Union 
who, having paid a gruesome price in deaths and ruin before it succeeded in repelling the 
German onslaught, decided what territory it required to make itself secure against future 
attack. 
 
 Characteristic of the accepted ethical attitude toward such decision was the 
reaction of British Prime Minister Winston Churchill to the annexation by the Soviet 
Union of areas equivalent to one-third of Poland immediately after the Red Army had 
conquered them (and long before the end of the war). He said in the House of Commons: 
 
 Twice in our lifetime Russia has been violently assaulted by Germany. Many 
 millions of Russian have been slain and vast tracts of Russian soil devastated as a 
 result of repeated German aggression. Russia has the right of reassurance against 
 future attacks from the West, and we are going all the way with her to see that she 
 gets it. ² 

 
 A generation after the end of the Second World War, it may be difficult to discern 
a proximate or even remote danger from a Germany divided in two, apparently cured of 
militarism, seemingly weaned from the dream of domination. There is no apparent sign 
that the security of the titanic Soviet Union or any other European country is threatened 
in any way by the Germans. Yet no international statesman, however opposed to the 
USSR, seriously suggests that eastern Prussia or Silesia be restored to Germany. Nor is 
there any serious historian who is prepared to prophesy that if east Prussia and Silesia 
were returned to herm and Germany were reunited, her old dream of domination would 
not repeat itself. 



 
 The assessments of the Soviet Union were, in fact, recognized by her allies 
without question at the end of the Second World War. For twenty-five years, the new 
territorial arrangement was the accepted irreversible status quo. Then the beaten 
aggressor himself, finally resigned to the claim of his victims, accepted the situation. On 
August 12, 1970, the Soviet Union and West Germany signed a Nonaggression Treaty. In 
its third article, the parties declare that they 
 
 are agreed in their recognition that peace in Europe can only be maintained when 
 no one infringes the present frontiers. 
 They declare they have no territorial demands against anyone, nor will they have 
 such in the future. 
 They regard the frontiers of all states in Europe today and in the future as 
 inviolable as they stand on the day of the signing of this treaty, including the 
 Order-Neisse line which forms the western frontier of Poland. ³ 

 
 A similar clause was included in the treaty concluded between Poland and West 
Germany on December 7, 1970. 
 
 As for the United States, it decided, as of right, that even after the end of her 
military occupation of the Japanese aggressor’s mainland, the island of Okinawa was 
essential to its security; and it insisted, as a condition of relinquishing administrative 
control, on military domination of the island. 
 
 The central European areas, and the island of Sakhalin, are doubtless important to 
the security of the Soviet Union, as is the island of Okinawa to the security of the United 
States, when seen in the light of bitter historic experience with Germany and Japan and 
remembering the responsibility of governments for the safety and integrity of their 
countries and peoples. 
 
 Yet their importance pales into insignificance, almost into irrelevance, compared 
with the problem of security against aggression with which Israel has to contend. For the 
Soviet Union and the United States, the territorial safeguards they have established 
provide an additional buffer, a tenth or twentieth coat of armor, a cozy standby. For 
Israel, the territorial cordon created as a result of the Six Day War is the first defensive 
covering of the bare bones of her existence. 
  
 If the Soviet Union were to give up the areas it incorporated after 1945 and 
withdraw to its 1941 frontiers, and were then attacked on her soil, its army could 
conceivably lose a hundred battles, retreat many hundreds of miles, and yet win the war. 
That is what it achieved in the Second World War. Nor was this achievement unique in 
history. It expressed the universal minimum formula of defensible borders. No territory is 
hermetically impregnable. To be defensible, it requires the resilience of depth. Soviet 
Russia, with her experience of the invasions of Napoleon and of Hitler, is only one 
example, though an extreme one, of that axiom. 
 



 Israel is her pre-1967 borders could not afford to fight a single battle on her own 
soil. One battle lost in the ten-mile-wide coastal strip of what was Israel on June 5, 1967, 
would cut the national territory in two. Sir Basil Liddell Hart, the British military scholar, 
calculated that “an armoured force striking by surprise from the Jordan frontier might 
reach the coast in half an hour.” Then, with a pincer movement operating from south and 
north, even a mediocre enemy generally staff would be capable of destroying the state 
piecemeal. 
 
 That is why Israel’s strictly defensive strategy over all the years before 1967 had 
to be based on what has been described as interceptive self-defense, the technical firing 
of the first shot. That alone, however, could not normally prevent serious damage and 
casualties by air attack. Were it not for the combination of a stroke of genius by the 
Israeli Air Force and an incredible display of inefficiency by the Egyptians, whereby the 
Egyptian Air Force was destroyed on the ground on June 5, 1967, victory would certainly 
have been accompanied by a higher rate of casualties on the battlefield; by a considerable 
loss of civilian life, property, and installations; and by disruption of Israel’s civic fabric. 
 
 The temerity of the suggestion that precisely Israel should restore bases of 
aggression to her enemies is emphasized by the fact that all this has happened before. 
When Israel’s birth was threatened by Arab invasion in 1948 and she repelled the 
Egyptians, she was browbeaten into withdrawing from Sinai, then cajoled into leaving the 
Gaza area in Egyptian hands. In return, she secured an Armistice Agreement that turned 
out to be worthless, a worldwide Arab boycott, and a heavy toll of life from endemic 
Arab forays across the Armistice lines. In 1956-1957, the pattern was repeated. Forced 
for the first time to take preemptive action against the immediate threat of attack, and 
having then driven the Egyptians from Sinai and the Gaza area, Israel was persuaded by 
Western guarantees and finally lulled by a United Nations military presence into handing 
Sinai and the Gaza Strip to Egypt once more. 
 
 The threat of the Arab onslaught resounding throughout the world in the spring of 
1967, and the Egyptians’ closure of the Straits of Tiran, were followed by an incredible 
international response. The United Nations force in Sinai and Gaza – established as an 
international “guarantee” for Israel in 1957 – was immediately withdrawn at a word of 
command from Cairo. The American President could not find in the state archives the 
record of promised made ten years earlier to insure Israel’s freedom of navigation. The 
American President and the British Prime Minister together were unable to get the United 
Nations Security Council (including the members who had joined in that promise) to 
consider the Egyptians’ demonstrative flouting of that freedom. Overnight, the gossamer 
safeguards by which Israel had been deluded were blown away. At that moment, it would 
have seemed unbelievable that should Israel once more by her own effort escape 
annihilation, the powers would subsequently once again press for and bully her into 
renewed renunciation of the minimum conditions of national security. Yet that is what 
happened. The governments of that great nations of the world have proved capable and 
willing to join in a campaign of pressure, which reeks at every pore of historic injustice, 
of a callous illogic, which countenances and promotes a monstrous historic fraud, which 
views calmly the elements of the planned ruin of the Jewish people for the second time in 



a generation, and which, moreover, insists that Israel acquiesce and cooperate in its 
consummation. 
 
 Yet there is a rational explanation for the behavior of these statesmen and 
politicians. They are not judges, moral arbiters, or teacher of righteousness. Each is 
engaged in pursuing the interests of his country as he sees it. If sentiment happens to 
accord with that interest, well and good. If not, sentiment must be over-ridden. If morality 
or justice happen to harmonize with a nation’s interest, excellent. If not, it is sad, but in 
politics, certainly in international relations, morality is expendable. All that is required 
are the appropriate words to cloak pragmatic policy with a semblance of respectability or, 
if a government is fortunate in its diplomatic draftsmen, even with a halo of sanctity. 
 
 The salient surface facts (see Map No. 4) make the policy of the great powers 
understandable. It appears that, faced with alternatives, their choice can be frighteningly 
simple. On the one had are the Arab states, eighteen of them already in the United 
Nations Assembly, usually voting as a bloc, their combined population totaling some 100 
million (potential consumers of goods), their industries in their infancy, and owning the 
richest oil-bearing area in the world, in which the Western powers, first of all America, 
have made huge investments and on which the countries of Western Europe are largely 
dependent for their oil supplies. On the other hand is Israel, with one vote at United 
Nations, with a consumer population, after the Six Day War, of no more than four 
million; Israel which has no oil to sell or withhold, where none of the nations has a 
substantial economic stake. In a conflict of interest, it is clear whose favors the pragmatic 
statesman will seek and whom he will be inclined to sacrifice. 
 
 There is nevertheless important and fascinating variety in the attitudes of the 
Western powers, and there is a gulf between them and the purposes of the Soviet Union. 
 
 The Simplistic attitude has been most pronounced in the policy of France. During 
the period of the British administration, successive French governments, while formally 
endorsing the Zionist purpose of the Mandate, remained cool to Zionism. Catholic 
influences, powerful in France, were on element at work; but the French also chose to 
regard Zionism as a British puppet that had been exploited ever since 1916 in Britain’s 
effort to eliminate French influence in the Levant. In 1920, France successfully pressed 
on Britain the crippling exclusion from Palestine of the part of upper Galilee containing 
the country’s vital water sources (disregarding the outraged protests, among others, of 
President Wilson of the United States). These were included, and remained unexploited, 
in southern Lebanon. 
 
 These circumstances changed after 1945. Weakened by the agony of the Second 
World War, “biffed” out of Syria and Lebanon by the British, France was now faced with 
a growing movement of revolt in her largely Arab North African colonies. Precisely at 
this stage, at the other end of the Mediterranean, the Jewish resistance movement brought 
about Britain’s relinquishment of the Mandate in Palestine. Britain was, however, 
actively trying to stage a partial comeback behind the hopefully victorious Arab armies in 
1948. The first Arab attack on the nascent State of Israel, if successful, would have 



established Britain-Arab domination clear through from the Persian Gulf almost to the 
borders of the French dependencies in the Maghreb. 
 
 The French government therefore was more receptive to Jewish approaches for 
assistance and, from 1948, gave Israel an increasing measure of diplomatic aid and sold 
her most of the arms she required. This arrangement reached a climax when France 
collaborated with Israel in the Sinai campaign. Her policy of aid and cooperation (Israel 
was able to reciprocate in many fields) continued in substantial proportions until the Six 
Day War. A change of tone had, however, begun to appear soon after the French grant of 
independence to Algeria in 1959. 
 
 Having abandoned any form of overlordship in the Maghreb and having granted 
Arab demands, France now followed the pragmatic logic of circumstances and tried to 
establish the best possible relations with them and with all the Arab states. In the hope 
especially of gaining economic advantages in the Arab states, President De Gaulle 
gradually loosened the ties of friendship with Israel. The Six Day War presented him 
with the opportunity for a spectacular about-face. With magniloquent cynicism, he called 
Israel the aggressor because she had fired “the first shot (He unblushingly ignored the 
fact that even from that narrow technical viewpoint, Egypt had committed a flagrant act 
of war by blockading the Straits of Tiran – whose freedom France had, incidentally, 
joined in guaranteeing in 1957.) De Gaulle’s contrived moral censure was so severe that 
fifty aircraft purchased by Israel, and paid for, were impounded and never delivered. 
 
 The French government’s subsequent efforts to secure materials benefits from the 
Arab states were only partially successful. In Iraq, an attempt to obtain oil concessions 
failed, and by the spring of 1971, French relations with Algeria over the terms of oil 
supplies had become considerably strained. In other spheres, particularly the sale of arms, 
she had greater success. Thus, Libya bought 110 Mirage 3 aircraft from France, even 
though the country had only a handful of pilots. The balance of advantage remained in 
favor of a thoroughgoing pro-Arab policy. 
 
 As M. Schumann, the French Foreign Minister, pointed out in July 1971, this 
policy paid off precisely during the crisis with Algeria, when France was able to obtain 
oil from other Arab sources. There was thus no diminution in French diplomatic activity 
against Israel, nor in the promotion of every fantasy of Arab propaganda. 
 
 The attitude of the British was more complex. While France was engaged in 
establishing a new commercial foothold in the Arab states and to secure wherever 
possible the status of protector, Britain had not yet completed the process of formal 
disengagement from them. The fabulously wealthy oil principalities on the Persian Gulf 
still maintained a formal connection with Britain, though this was slated to end in 1972. 
Her direct oil interests there and in Iraq were especially substantial. These material 
considerations may explain why Britain, despite many rebuffs and disappointments at the 
hands of the Arabs, always finds herself able in all cordiality, to urge Israel to act against 
her own best interests. Britain’s attitude, however, appears to be influenced also by 
historic “ideology.” Those responsible for British policy have not yet forgiven the lowly 



Jews for having forced them to relinquish Palestine; and by some strange logicm the 
doctrine governing policy toward Palestine has not changed since the days when 
Whitehall planned and shaped events from the Persian Gulf to the borders of Libya. 
 
 This was clear from the sometimes ludicrously anti-Israeli attitudes that continued 
to be struck by the ideological mentor of the Foreign Office, the Royal Institute of 
International Affairs, and its faithful handmaiden, the BBC. It was given startling and 
authoritative definition in 1970 by the Minister of States in the outgoing Labor 
government, Alun Lord Chalfont. Reviewing his six years of service at the Foreign 
Office and illustrating the conservatism of that establishment, he spelled out a list of the 
“fiercely protect… sacred symbols of the immutable aims” of British foreign policy. 
Among them, in the reasonable modern company of such subjects as “NATO” and 
“Anglo-American relations,” he includes what many even knowledgeable people 
probably thought long dead: “Laurentian Arabism.”  
 
 Considered from any possible angle, Laurentian Arabism has only one possible 
significance as a live issue in the context of today’s reality. With Arab sovereignty in the 
context of today’s reality. With Arab sovereignty established throughout the area 
envisaged by the Laurentians except for the one corner, the only possible remaining 
reason for the survival of “Laurentian Arabism” in the world of practical politics, and the 
thrust of its application, is the consummation of the pan-Arab dream in that remaining 
area. It means, in short, identification – perhaps unwitting, perhaps oblique, but 
unavoidable – with the pan-Arab theme of Israel’s destruction. 
 
 And what was the calculation that made it possible for the United States to 
endorse the Arab demands almost in their entirety? The so-called Rogers Plan of 1969 
called for a withdrawal by Israel to the Armistice lines of 1949 with “insubstantial 
modifications.” Subsequent American statements in effect accepted the thesis that even 
after such withdrawal Israel would not be entitled to formal peace, In strict accordance 
with the Arab doctrine for the annihilation of Israel, “the rights of the refugees would 
have to be restored.” 
 
 The calculation dictating this policy was purely pragmatic – though that was 
undoubtedly not the only consideration in United States policy, which has always been 
characterized by system of checks and balances. At every critical phase in the conflict 
between Arabs and Israel, the pragmatic considerations have predominated. There is a 
heavy American economic stake in the oil of the Arab states. Already in 1948 it was 
described as the United States’ “greatest potential investment in a foreign country.” The 
spokesmen of the oil interests – warning of a nonexisting Arab threat to cut off oil 
supplies – were largely influential in 1948 both in the American government’s formal 
withdrawal of support for the 1947 partition plan and in the United States’ subsequent 
pressure of the Zionist leaders to “postpone” the declaration of the Jewish state. It was 
those interests which, together with the British government (which supplied the Arabs 
with arms), achieved the imposition of an American embargo calculated to operate only 
against Israel. It is a matter of simple arithmetic that if in 1948 Israel’s birth and her 
survival had depended on the help of the United States, the country would not have come 



into existence at all. The declared Arab plan for a campaign of destruction of Jewish life 
in Palestine to rival those of the Mongol hordes and the Crusaders – that is, genocide – 
would then have gone into operation. 
  
 It was only when Israel, with the help of the Soviet Union and France, and at 
heavy cost of life, had survived – had become, that is, an accomplished fact – that 
American policy once more turned a friendly eye and accorded substantial economic aid. 
The political bias favoring the Arabs remained predominant, however. It is now common 
knowledge that agents of the United States played a significant part in the consolidation 
of the Nasser regime in Egypt. At that time, American policymakers aimed at the 
elimination of British influence in Egypt, which accorded with Nasser’s purpose. They 
decided at the same time that Nasser was the predestined leader of the “Arab world,” that 
the shortest way to a special relationship with the Arabs in general was thus through 
Cairo. 
 
 When Nasser received from Czechoslovakia the first shipment of arms resulting 
from his deal with the Soviet Union in 1955, it was American CIA agents who advised 
him how to conceal from the British ambassador the fact that the agreement had been 
made with the USSR. They drafted Nasser’s communiqué that he had made the 
agreement with Czechoslovakia and gave Nasser’s reason for the deal as an act of self-
defense. When the ships carrying the tanks, guns, jet planes, and submarines arrived at 
Alexandria, Cairo Radio proclaimed: “Israel’s end is approaching. There will be no peace 
on the border. We demand revenge, and revenge means death to Israel.” Those were the 
arms Nasser poured into Sinai the following year for this projected offensive against 
Israel. 
 
 The same American agents whitewashed Nasser’s policies toward the other Arab 
States, including his campaigns of subversion and assassination. One of them has 
publicly likened his activities against leaders of other Arab states to the crushing of scabs 
by a trade-union leader (Copeland, p. 172). Even the imperialist-style Egyptian 
aggression against the Yemeni Arab people did not alienate them from Nasser. Indeed, 
the doctrinaire pragmatism of United States policy was no more vividly demonstrated 
than its complaisance toward the Egyptian invasion of Yemen.  
 
 In 1957, the United States government played the central role in saving the 
Egyptians from the consequences of their defeat in the Sinai campaign, persuading Israel 
to leave Sinai and Gaza for a second time and retreat into her indefensible 1949 
Armistice borders. 
 
 It would be absurd to suggest that any American administration as such, or even a 
doctrinaire States Department, actively sought the destruction of Israel. On the contrary, 
the United States would be very saddened should any serious harm come to Israel or to its 
population, for whom there is undoubtedly much genuine affection in the country. The 
United States government after 1948 gave concrete evidence of its belief that the 
existence of Israel was in the American interest. Considerable economic Aid was given to 
Israel. It played a significant part in helping her battle with the unexampled problems of 



absorbing large numbers of refugees and other immigrants. After 1967, the United States 
took the place of France as the main source of Israel’s arms purchases. Throughout, the 
United States appeared to the world as Israel’s friend, incurring considerable antagonism 
from the Arabs for not denying Israel the minimal means of self-defense. 
 
 Ambivalence is at least as common a function of international relations as it is of 
ordinary human intercourse. It is the common formula for satisfying conflicting interests. 
The United States policy on the conflict between Israel and the Arabs has often reflected 
the differences between the stiffly pro-Arab oil-oriented State Department establishment 
and a usually more widely ranging, more sensitive, outlook in the White House. Hence, 
too, the sometimes surprising fluctuations in American foreign policy (as in the tug-of-
war between President Truman and his State Department in 1948). 
 
 The intrinsic merits of a pro-Arab policy have always been open to serious doubt 
on a longer view even of the pragmatic and political considerations – certainly in the case 
of Britain and the United States. But the politicians and bureaucrats who pursued it could 
always make out a case to themselves and their colleagues. That case, since the Six Day 
War, becomes increasingly irrelevant to the interests of the Western nations. The Western 
statesmen have appeared to be unaware of the vast geopolitical change taking place – a 
change that in fact reduces to insignificance their commercial and political bookkeeping. 
Clinging to the formula of giving back to the Arabs their domineering territorial status 
preceding the Six Day War, believing facilely that at most only Israel will be merely 
crippled thereby, they have in fact weakened the structure of Western defense, bringing 
into doubt the future of democracy and Western culture over large parts of the globe. 
They have ignored, or pretended to be unaware of, the connection between the 
metamorphosis already in progress in the Mediterranean and in the Middle East, and the 
far-ranging historic purpose of the intense activity by the Soviet Union over the oceans 
and continents. 
 
 The intervention of the Soviet Union was the most momentous, most far-reaching 
happening, in the development of Arab intransigence after 1948. Russian interest went far 
beyond the material considerations of trade benefits. The purpose of the Soviet Union and 
of its consequent activity was on the order of the historic adventures that brought about 
the vast colonial empires between the sixteenth and nineteenth centuries. Planning in the 
context of the later twentieth century, employing its scientific and technical resources, 
employing the methods perfected in two generations of its own efforts at subversion, the 
Soviet Union is in the midst of one of the great imperialist leaps forward that have 
marked Russian policy for two hundred years. 

In the nineteenth century, Russian expansionism, thrusting toward the Middle East and 
directed specifically against Turkey, created the so-called Eastern Question. It was halted 
by energetic British initiative at the Congress of Berlin in 1878. Other Tsarist essays in 
expansionism in the Far East and in Europe followed. Some proved successful; others 
were frustrated. The Communist regime set out on its own expansion after the Second 
World War. Its objectives were by then not secret – they had been made clear in the 
published documents of the Nazi regime. In Molotov’s Berlin dialogue with his Nazi 



allies in November 1940 on parceling out the British Empire after its projected 
dissolution by the Germans, it was the Persian Calf zone that the Soviet Foreign Minister 
demanded as the Soviet Union’s share of the spoils. 

After the defeat of Germany and after the Soviets had established their dominion over the 
satellite states in Eastern and Central Europe, they turned once more to the Middle East. 
They directed their attentions and their pressures first to Turkey and Iran. Checked there 
by American steadfastness, they undertook a major effort to achieve domination of the 
rest of the zone. Success here would not only give them control of the Arab oil-bearing 
areas, but would also in, fact enable them to outflank Turkey and Iran from the south.  
The political strategy of the USSR in the Middle East after the Second World War 
presents a picture of pragmatism in action. For nearly thirty years the Soviet regime had 
outlawed Zionism and persecuted its supporters as “agents of British imperialism.” When 
they discovered that the success of the underground struggle for Jewish independence 
would mean the end of British rule in Palestine, they made gestures of sympathy. This 
was followed by strong and consistent diplomatic support for the proposal to establish a 
Jewish state. The USSR was the only power, apart from France, that supplied arms 
(through Czechoslovakia) to help the embattled state ward off the Arab invaders and 
prevent a British comeback in 1948. 

The brief collaboration with Zionism having achieved its object, it was terminated 
abruptly. With the end of the British presence in Egypt came the injection of direct Soviet 
influence. No genius in Moscow was required to realize that in the Middle East spheres 
of influence, bases, staging posts, and jumping-off grounds toward consummation of 
Mother Russia’s historic destiny could be acquired only through friendly relations with 
the Arab states. By the mid-1950s, the Soviet Union appeared in the arena as the 
champion of the Arabs against “Zionism and imperialism.”  
Through identification with the Arab purpose and supplying arms and aid in 
unprecedented quantities and on most generous terms in the decade that followed the 
Soviet Union won increasing influence in the Arab states. Egypt and Syria were the main 
recipients, but help was also accorded to Iraq, Algeria, the Yemeni republic, and 
Southern Yemen. By the middle of 1971, the Soviet Union had invested civil and military 
aid to the value of nearly five billion dollars in the Arab states, more than half of which 
went to Egypt. 

In constant dynamic thrust the Soviets developed and extended their objectives 
southward. They sought to widen their foothold of influence on the East African littoral 
down to the gates of South Africa and to establish a substantial presence in the Indian 
Ocean. Soviet activity in East Africa derived greater impulse from the need to compete 
with the growing influence of China.  
Soviet penetration was comprehensive. Precisely like the classic “capitalist” imperialists 
of earlier centuries, the Russians established economic footholds, fostered military 
dependence, vigorously inseminated and propagated their ideology. “It is not difficult,” 
one perceptive historical, writer of our times has written, “to envisage – given the 
necessary acquiescence – a great Soviet Empire of the future in which the Soviet Union, 
with perhaps some territory still to be annexed to it, would form the ‘united provinces,’ 



while the rest is left to be directly administered through native princes and tributary 
chiefs, no doubt  suitably emblazoned with the left-wing equivalents of imperial style and 
titulature.” 

It is an ironic fact that it was the Soviet Union itself that played a major part in forcing on 
Israel the role of barring its imperial progress. Moscow provoked the Arab leaders into 
opening the war of June1967, by proclaiming the imminence of an Israeli attack on Syria. 
Nasser confirmed this circumstance in big broadcast of June 9, 1967. Levi Eshkol, the 
Israeli Prime Minister, immediately invited the, Soviet ambassador to accompany him to 
the Syrian border to see for himself that no Israeli troops were concentrated there, but the 
ambassador refused (UN Document A/PV/1526, p. 37). The Soviet Union presumably  
helped the Arabs believe that the conditions laid down for victory already existed. The 
USSR may have believed that the Arab states could crush Israel quickly while the United 
Nations were still engaged in discussion. The Soviet delegate to the United Nations 
delayed the speedy adoption of a ceasefire resolution which might force to a halt the 
destruction of Israel that was being described in the official Arab communiques and news 
reports. He realized too late that he was the victim of a fantasy. By the time a ceasefire  
was achieved, the Israeli Army stood along the Suez Canal and the Jordan — and was 
established in depth on the Golan Heights. 

The presence of Israeli forces on the banks of the Jordan and on the Golan Heights was of 
no immediate concern to the Soviet Union.. Their presence, on the Suez Canal, however, 
brought in its train a severe blow to Russia’s operational schedule and long-range plans 
for expansion. The Egyptian dictator closed the Canal, he would not countenance its 
being reopened while Israel controlled its East Bank. By this entirely unexpected 
outcome of the war, the Soviet supply train to North Vietnam was disrupted and the vast 
Russian move across the world was brought into disarray. 

During the 1960s, the Soviet Union quietly established its power throughout the 
Mediterranean area. It acquired bases covering the complete length of the sea. Its vessels 
put in not only at Port Said, Alexandria, and Matruh in Egypt, but also at Latakia in Syria 
in the east and at Mers-el-Kebir in Algeria in the west. Without much noise, Algeria 
became the central base of Soviet power in the western Mediterranean. Algeria 
threatened, after all, by no one – was supplied 150 Mig aircraft, 3,000 Soviet advisers 
were installed in the country, Soviet Tupolev planes flew in and out of bases at Laghouat 
and Ouargla, and a missile base came into being at La Calle. All these face Western 
Europe. A force of between forty and sixty warships of various kinds became a standard 
feature of the Mediterranean scene. 

The Mediterranean Sea was indeed bursting at the seams with Soviet activity. For the 
Soviet Union intended it to be more than a base; it was also to be a corridor. Part of the 
concentration of power in the Mediterranean was designed for application in the vast area 
south and east of Suez, where traditional Russian ambitions were now merging with new 
modem horizons. Southward and eastward in the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean, there 
were, by 1971, clear signs of the beginnings of Soviet penetration. At Aden in the South 
Yemeni republic, Soviet vessels enjoyed the facilities once possessed by the British 



Royal Navy. At Socotra, an island also belonging to that republic, the Russians planned 
the establishment of a base. In the southern Indian Ocean, they concluded an agreement 
for facilities on Mauritius. In the eastern Indian Ocean, they were negotiating for base 
facilities at Trincomalee in Ceylon. Their actual use of facilities, however, remained 
sparse – because the short passage through the Suez Canal was barred. Soviet vessels can 
reach the Indian Ocean and any point on earth by the roundabout route across the Pacific 
Ocean or by way of the Mediterranean to the Atlantic Ocean, then along the West African 
seaboard and around the Cape of Good Hope. 

Communications are also maintained by other than naval means. But these possibilities 
provided only a comparative trickle. For the Soviet grand design, for the strong swinging 
flow of ships and goods and guns, for sheer ubiquitous Soviet presence whenever and 
wherever required south and east of Suez, the Canal is still irreplaceable. The most 
intensive pressure was exerted on Israel to withdraw from the Canal. In this effort, the 
Soviet Union and Egypt were given consistent public support by the United States, 
against whom the Soviet strategy is primarily directed.  

 
There is indeed a startling similarity between the psychology of United States policy 
toward the Soviet Union in the Middle East at this time and the British appeasement of 
Germany in the 1930s, which led to the Munich Pact, the piecemeal subjugation of 
Czechoslovakia, and the Second World War.  

 
The consequences of a withdrawal by Israel in Sinai could be foreseen as clearly as were 
the obvious consequences of the surrender to Hitler of the Sudetenland with its 
formidable fortifications. Israeli withdrawal from Sinai would almost certainly be 
followed within days by an Egyptian armed occupation of Sinai. The base for a new 
offensive against an attenuated Israel could thus be built up. Or such an offensive might 
merely be threatened and the concentration of force used to impose a permanent state of 
siege on Israel, confined behind a long, vulnerable land fine. The maintenance of 
permanent large-scale mobilization would have disastrous consequences for Israel’s 
economy and her very way of life. The Soviet Union might, it is true, oppose the Arab 
plan for the complete physical destruction of Israel, finding it more useful to reserve a 
place in her imperial system for a small, dependent Israel. 

The Soviet presence would be free to move on the large objectives when conditions 
permitted establishing hegemony over Saudi Arabia. While Soviet warships maintained a 
westerly warning presence in the Red Sea along the southern shore of the Arabian 
Peninsula and in the Persian Gulf on the cast, and while a demonstrative base in Sinai 
warded off any interference across the land border, it would probably need no more than 
an Egyptian political offensive against Saudi Arabia to bring about the establishment of a 
republican “progressive” government to take over from the Wahabite king. If forces were 
required, Egypt’s resources would be adequate for this purpose. 



To Turkey and Iran – whose northern borders march with the Soviet’s – the full arrival of 
Soviet Power in their strategic rear in an encircling posture, with a now fading Israel their 
only buffer on the south, would be the irrefutable proof of Soviet supremacy and of the 
valuelessness of American and of NATO plans and undertakings. There would then be no 
sense in their resisting the Soviet embrace. The Soviet Union moving forward in full 
confidence and with the heightened purpose of a triumphant imperialism, would in that 
case not need decades to establish itself. Both in the Middle East and in Africa there 
would be no lack of local leaders to extend the appropriate invitations and to open the 
required doors for speeding the process. The outflanking of southern Europe would then 
assume its full dramatic significance. At that point, the only way for the West to try to 
halt the Soviet advances would be by war.  
 
Such a prospect, or the alternative of a bloodless Soviet victory, is certainly not 
inevitable. Of all the lessons to be learned from the recent history of the Soviet Union’s 
expansionism not the least important is its refusal to risk war for objectives outside 
Europe. It gained much by the comparatively peaceful means of shows of force against 
European satellites, such as Hungary or Czechoslovakia, or by purchasing advantage, as 
in some Arabic and some black African states. The USSR certainly does not contemplate 
a major war. 

The United States itself has had first-hand experience of the Soviet Union’s backing 
down, even risking loss of face, when confronted by a resistant attitude. In Turkey, in 
Iranian Azerbaijan, and most incisively in Cuba, the pattern of retreat was unequivocal. 
The Soviet Union has been likened by United States Senator Henry Jackson to a burglar 
going down a hotel corridor trying the doors and going in only when he finds one 
unlocked.  

 
Even now, after the opening of the Suez Canal, with its tremendous advantages to the 
Soviet Union, this pattern has not changed. The opening of the Canal did probably serve 
as a spur to the Soviet adventure in Angola – by sending Cuban troops to intervene. 
Growing military strength too increases Soviet self-confidence. Yet it is quite safe to say 
that the USSR will not risk getting herself involved in a major war. 

The vilification of Israel has, of course, been an essential part of the campaign against 
her. The Soviet dissenting liberal, Andrei Amalrik, wrote a book published in the West 
under the title Will the Soviet Union Survive Until 1984? Amalrik himself would no 
doubt agree that in important respects the Soviet Union has long ago reached 1984, has 
survived, and is indeed flourishing. The Soviet Union has transmuted absolutely the 
concept of truth. Truth, if it does not serve the immediate Soviet interest, enjoys the status 
of a crime, a hindrance, at best an irrelevance. Amalrik himself was sentenced to three 
years’ imprisonment for writing his book and publishing it abroad. According to reports 
in the summer of 1971, he was sent to one of the labor camps in the far north. At any 
given moment, Moscow will be found to be supplying the world with information 
especially composed to suit the purpose the country is at that moment pursuing. Inanities, 
nonsense of all degrees, and, most particularly, denunciation of her victims or its 



opponents for actions and policies of which she is guilty, are repeated and reiterated and 
disseminated through many channels until some people begin to believe some of them.  
One of the leading experts in the West on the policy and methods of the Soviet Union has 
described Soviet propaganda as “an amalgam of truth and falsehood.” “There is a great 
deal of whispering campaigning,” he notes, “and a great deal of untrue information as 
well as exploitation of things that are true.” 

Propaganda campaigns of this kind are directed with special energy and persistence 
against those who obstruct the Soviet Union in its expansionism.. Such victims were, for 
example, the Yugoslav government during Stalin’s day, the more liberal Czech leaders in 
1948 and again in 1968, the Western powers over the years because of their defense of 
Western Europe – especially the United States which, for all its weaknesses and errors 
had tried to counter Soviet expansion in various parts of the world. What evil, what 
crime, was not attributed to each of them?  
 

Zionism has been a principal target for most of the Soviet era. Inevitably Israel, the 
ordained “puppet of Western imperialism” and, in her own right, an “aggressor” and 
“expansionist,” has been the object of one of the more comprehensive campaigns of 
Soviet denunciation. In this the Soviets are ideally mated with the Arab fantasists. 

A study of the Western press during the past twenty five years would reveal astonishing, 
if spasmodic, support for various Soviet themes designed to lull Russia’s victims or 
undermine her opponent. Widespread ignorance in the West of the character of the Soviet 
regime has helped its brainwashing campaign achieve notable successes in camouflaging 
its own ambitions and even its short-range purposes. This is notably true of the campaign 
of the Soviets, in partnership with the Arabs, against Israel. Because of their desire to 
support or at least not to anger the Arabs, Western governments have countenanced, if 
only by silence, and organs of opinion have helped to disseminate, wildly mendacious 
propaganda against Israel A major example is that none of the Western governments has 
said a single word to refute the Soviet-Arab “axiom” that Israel was the aggressor in 
1967. Again, the most fantastic versions of the events accompanying the birth of the Arab 
refugee problem in 1948 are published as established fact in Western newspapers that do 
not even bother to check their own back files and the reports of their own correspondents 
at the time. 

Predictably, this propaganda has been welcomed and supported by all the traditional 
enemies of the Jews. A motley collection of bedfellows has in fact collaborated since 
1967 in berating and besmirching Israel. Russian, Chinese, and Yugoslav Communists, 
feudal and republican Arabs, American capitalist oil companies and nihilist New Left 
patrons of mythical underdogs, British Laurentian and post-Laurentian pan-Arabists, 
French exponents of calculating Gaullism–all are to be found rubbing shoulders in the 
same gallery. They have been joined by old-style anti-Semites: The so-called philo-
Semitic period that followed the revelations of the Nazi Holocaust and awakened a 
flickering of conscience in the Christian world has gradually evaporated, and from many 
parts of the world – including Germany – come warning signals of renewed anti-Semitic 



activity and respectability. Where anti-Semites have not dared to undertake organized 
action against local Jewish communities, long-suppressed anti-Jewish feelings have 
found an outlet in the dissemination of every possible libel on the State of Israel and its 
people. In the unfolding story of our time, the restored Jewish state, for all the strength 
and self-confidence it has injected into the still dispersed Jewish people – and maybe 
because of them – has become the focus, the ready-to-hand target of the anti-Semites. 

The Catholic Church, which played a leading role over the centuries in the persecution of 
the Jews and in the indoctrination of contempt and hatred for Jews in generation after 
generation, and which in our time has been active in trying to prevent the Jewish 
restoration, has indeed in recent years (notably at the instance of the saintly Pope John 
XXIII and his school) relaxed its harsh attitude toward the Jewish people and many are 
the ardent forward-looking Catholics who would seek a fuller rapprochement. However, 
a hard core of influential makers of policy in the Church continues to cherish and to 
foster the doctrine that the very revival of the Jewish state is intolerable. By sheer logic, 
they hope for the reversal of the Jewish restoration. As long as the State of Israel was 
excluded from the Old City of Jerusalem – which is the historic Holy City – the existence 
of a Jewish state in Palestine could, no doubt, still be rationalized as not being a real 
“restoration.” (And the Arabs vandalistic destruction of Jewish synagogues and 
desecration of Jewish graves in the City could perhaps be accepted as further evidence of 
God’s will.) But now that Israel governs the whole City, what happens to the doctrine 
that the Jews could not and must not be restored and must be eternally punished because 
of their rejection of Christ? 

The very benevolence of Israeli rule, the relaxed liberalism, operating since 1967, for the 
first time in history, under which all the religious sects in the City have had equally free 
and unconditioned access to their Holy Places, only emphasizes a Jewish sovereignty that 
requires no bans on other religions for its self-assertion or destruction of their property 
for its self-assurance. 

Strangely enough, despite many centuries of the Church’s expertise in the dissemination 
of ideas, its spokesmen have not found any better public means of combating Israel than 
the Soviet and Arab method. Thus, as an example, a reputable Vatican journal published 
in the summer of 1971 an article by a Vatican official, Professor Federico Alessandrini 
alleging Israeli desecration of Christian cemeteries in Jerusalem. The account he gave 
was an uncritical repetition of a story disseminated for years by the Arab propaganda 
machine in Beirut. 

The interests of the variegated front of warriors waging the propaganda and 
psychological warfare against Israel and themselves varied and often conflicting. 
Uniformity is, however, easily achieved by invoking in their support such semantic 
euphonies as justice, humanity, and even peace, all of which their activities are most 
calculated to undermine and destroy.  

 
To maintain a correct perspective, it must be said that while Israel – and indeed the 



Jewish people at large – have been an outstanding target of pragmatism and cynicism, 
they are not alone in this role. In our time, we have been and still are witnesses to severe, 
and even gruesome, examples of smaller, weaker peoples being crushed politically and 
even physically. 

A special tragic fate has been borne by Czechoslovakia, which has been subjugated three 
times in a generation. In 1938, collaboration existed between her would-be destroyers and 
the leaders of Western democracy, of which she herself was an honest and justly admired 
exponent. At that time, most blatantly, Western democratic organs of opinion (notably 
the London Times) depicted Czechoslovakia as the obstinate villain frustrating the search 
for justice by a peace-loving and reasonable Adolf Hitler. A second time, in 1948, barely 
three, years after the restoration of her independence, she was forced by a combination of 
subversion and brutality into the Soviet orbit. The Western democracies remained 
neutral. Twenty years later, when the Czech leaders tried to free themselves even 
partially from the Soviet straitjacket and to humanize the Communist way of life, the 
Western powers tacitly acquiesced in the Soviet invasion and in the brutal crushing of the 
Czech leaders and of the liberalizing reforms they had begun to introduce. 

Other small peoples have had to suffer the interlocking effects of imperialist brutality and 
the pragmatic complaisance of the world’s democratic powers. For five years, from 1962 
to 1967, the Western nations looked on and gave aid and comfort to the Egyptians who, 
in pursuit of their imperialist purpose (primarily to gain control of Saudi Arabia and its 
fabulous oil wealth), carried out an aggressive invasion of Yemen. The invasion was 
spearheaded by air attacks, with liberal use of napalm bombs, against the rural civilian 
population. Even sympathy for the certainly innocent Yemeni villagers was minimal. Not 
only governments bear that guilt. The combined front of self-declared humanist 
intellectuals, liberals, and Socialists, looked the other way or gave their propaganda 
support to the “progressive” invaders.  

 
Acquiescence also accompanied the killing of vast numbers of Ibo people in Biafra by the 
forces of the Nigerian government in their effort to put an end to the striving for Ibo 
autonomy. In this instance there was international and even indeed Interbloc 
collaboration. There was no remonstrance against, the active intervention of Egypt and 
the Soviet Union, who carried out low-flying air attacks on defenseless lbo villages. The 
Nigerian forces were armed by Britain. The United States looked on. Probably a million 
people were killed or died of hunger in the two years between 1967 and the collapse of 
the Biafran struggle. 

For several years, quietly, a campaign of large-scale extermination was in progress 
against the Nilotic Negro people of southern Sudan. A community of pagans and 
Christians, they dislike and resent the oppressive and discriminating rule of the northern 
Arab Moslems. When they raised the banner of autonomy, the Sudanese Army launched 
a merciless slaughter of the population, combatant and noncombatant alike. According to 
the findings of visiting journalists, at least half a million people were exterminated. This 
operation, too, enjoyed the active support in arms and material, and even some personnel, 



of Egypt and the Soviet Union. It proceeded with the silent acquiescence of the Western 
states, none of which lifted a finger to help the hard-pressed southerners or even to 
admonish the Khartoum government. No voice was raised in protest. In this conflict, too, 
the United Nations found that it had no role to play. Appeals to the Secretary General by 
spokesmen for the Nilotic Negroes remained unanswered. 

The grim series has been supplemented – one dare not say completed – by the 
unbelievable tragedy that overtook the people of East Pakistan in the spring and summer 
of 1971. In this conflict, the principles on which Western democracy prides itself were 
trampled underfoot; every human value was crushed. On this tragedy there was indeed no 
silence. Despite the efforts of the Pakistani government to prevent the spread of 
information, journalists succeeded in conveying the truth of the events in East Pakistan. 

In March 1971, the ruling party in Pakistan was defeated in a general election by East 
Bengali autonomists. Instead of handing over the reins of office, the defeated government 
sent the army to crush the autonomist movement The army set about systematically 
liquidating intellectuals and other leaders, an action that developed into an operation of 
mass extermination. Harrowing eyewitness reports of deliberate slaughter of men, 
women, and children, of dead bodies littering the streets or being carried down the river, 
sketched out the quality and the scope of the massacre. People began to flee into 
neighboring India. By the end of October, ten million refugees were estimated to have 
crowded into the poverty-stricken, already overcrowded Indian province of West Bengal. 
Extreme squalor, hunger, and disease reigned among this stricken mass of people. Many 
countries sent food and medical supplies. Altogether they could achieve but slight 
amelioration.  

 
Finally, a meaningful military offensive against Pakistan by India, bringing about the 
secession of East Bengal, made possible the return of the refugees to their often 
devastated houses. The behavior of West Pakistan did not alter her status: She remained 
an honored member of the world community. No government so much as recalled an 
ambassador in protest either at the crushing of democracy or at the mass murder. The 
United States continued to supply the Pakistani government with arms. Nor was this 
concentrated agony of a whole people a matter of concern to the United Nations. The 
people of East Bengal, too, now discovered that that organization, which sponsored the 
Declaration of Human Rights, was last source from which they could expect succor. That 
is the way of the world, and the United Nations is no more than a faithful sounding board 
of its constituents. The powerful and the influential use it at will, or ignore it at will, or 
silence it at will, for their purpose. It could not, it seems, be otherwise. 



.9. 

After The Yom Kippur War 

 
The writing of the original English edition of this book was concluded early in 1972. 
Thus it was that only in a footnote inserted in the page proofs was there mention of what 
turned out to be an historic turning point in the Arab war against the Jewish state. In July 
1972, the Egyptian President announced that he had asked the Soviet government to 
withdraw its “advisers” (said to number more than thirty thousand) from Egypt. The 
reason, he said, was that the Soviets had refused his requests for more sophisticated 
weapons with which to attack Israel. The Soviet government consequently recalled most 
of its military personnel from Egypt. 

 
The expulsion was followed by a lengthy period of mutual recrimination. The breach in 
relations between Egypt and the Soviet Union was warmly welcomed in the West. The 
euphoria was all the deeper for the fact that the expulsion had followed closely on the 
heels of an impressive agreement to regulate the relations between the United States and 
the Soviet Union. One paragraph in this agreement (signed in Moscow on May 29, 1972, 
by President Nixon and Leonid Brezhnev, Secretary General of the Communist Party of 
the USSR) laid down that the two governments had a “special responsibility to do 
everything in their power so that conflicts or situations will not arise which can serve to 
increase international tensions.” 

 
To the framers of Middle East policy in Washington, ft thus seemed clear in mid-1972 
that, partly through the action of Sadat and partly through the Soviet leaders’ readiness 
for self-restraint, a considerable relaxation of tension was in the offing. 

 
In fact, the expulsion of the Soviet advisers from Egypt, and the noisy cooling of 
relations between the two countries, was a cleverly conceived, well-coordinated, 
impeccably executed hoax; and the Soviet government undertaking to honor the relevant 
clause in the agreement for d6tente was a calculated deception. Both, as it transpired, 
served as preliminary moves toward the orchestrated, many-pronged Arab aggression 
against Israel in October 1973. 

 
The motives and ramifications of the Egyptian plan, and the complex tactics of its 
execution, were subsequently described by Abd al-Satar al-Tawila, then the military 
correspondent of the Egyptian weekly Rose-al-Yusuf, in a book entitled The Six-Hour 
War According to a Military Correspondent’s Diary. There he described Sadat’s actions 
as a “brilliant plan of political camouflage” carried out in a “spectacular manner to 
mislead the enemy.” He describes how: 



 
The various government agencies spread rumors and stories that were exaggerated, to say 
the least, about deficiencies, both quantitative and qualitative, regarding the weapons 
required to begin the battle against Israel, at the very time that the two parties – Egypt 
and the USSR – had reached agreement concerning the supply of quantities of arms 
during the second half of 1973 – weapons which, in fact, were beginning to arrive. And 
there came a tine when we saw how the majority of habitues of Egyptian and Arab coffee 
houses, particularly in Beirut, turned into arms experts and babbled about shortages in 
this or that type of hardware. And speaking in the jargon of the scientist and the expert, 
they would say that the Soviets were refusing to supply Egypt with missiles of a certain 
type and were even cutting off the supply of spare parts in such a manner that our planes, 
for example, had turned into useless scrap and were unable to fly, not to speak of 
combating the Phantom and the Mirage. These self-styled arms experts went deeply into 
the question of offensive and defensive weapons, inventing arbitrary differences between 
them while – as we shall see in the chapters dealing with the battle – defensive anti-
aircraft missiles actually played an offensive role during the War of October 6. Moreover, 
the Egyptian press frequently gave prominence to an inclination [in Cairo] to seek arms 
in the West. And while it is coned that it Is possible to buy some categories of hardware 
in the West, to equip a whole army with weapons from the West would mean, simply, 
that the date of the expected battle remains far off, i.e., until such time as the Egyptian 
army could be trained in the use of such now hardware. . . . All this talk about armaments 
and their shortage was intended to create the impression in the ranks of the enemy that 
one of the reasons why Egypt was incapable of starting war was the absence of high. 
quality weapons . . . And the whole world was taken by surprise when zero hour arrived. 
A Pentagon spokesman expressed this surprise when he said: They – i.e, the Israelis—did 
not suspect the presence of such quantities and such categories of Soviet weapons in 
Egyptian and Syrian hands, in view of the incessantly repeated Arab complaint that the 
Soviets were refusing to supply these two countries with advanced offensive weapons in 
sufficient quantities. 

 
The Egyptian camouflage to deceive the enemy was expanded to include Egyptian-Soviet 
relations. This was done to such an extent that many among the Arabs themselves cast 
doubt upon Egyptian-Soviet friendship and its sincerity and allegations were spread 
concerning Soviet non-support for the Arabs in their struggle. The episode of July 1972, 
when Egypt decided to make do without Soviet experts, was exploited and many 
intentionally or unintentionally failed to beer the words of President Sadat and his 
repeated emphasis that this episode was no more than ‘an interlude with our friend,’ as 
always happens among friends. Now we already know that one of the reasons for the 
willingness to make do without the Soviet experts was so that preparations could be made 
for the beginning of a battle that would bear the character of a 100% Egyptian decision, 
using 100% Egyptian forces. However, these experts had fulfilled an important task in 
connection with the network of missiles and other delicate weapons. 
The Egyptian deception campaign, moreover, was able to reap considerable benefit from 
this episode – the willingness to make do without the Soviet experts–because it raised 
questions about the genuineness of the regimes threats to resort to war since, after all, 



how would the Egyptian army be able to fight without the presence of thousands of 
Russian experts, distributed among all the most important weapons sectors of the army so 
as to train [the army] in their use and even to operate some of this hardware themselves? 
In addition, the [deception] campaign benefited also from the allegations and suspicions 
that were spread in the Arab world, as if this [willingness to do without Soviet experts] 
had been the result of a secret agreement with the U.S. and its friends in the region, 
whereby a peace arrangement would be prepared in return for the removal of the Soviet 
military presence. If that was the case why, then, no war was to be expected, nor anything 
like a war – yet all the time preparations were continuing feverishly to open the battle; 
and when the war started in fact, there was the additional surprise that unlimited Soviet 
support was extended both in the international arena and in the area of military 
equipment. The same Pentagon spokesman, on the morrow of the battle, expressed his 
opinion about this surprise: ‘We never imagined that the Soviet union would do what it 
has done after the tough verbal campaigns waged against it in the Arab world, and after 
the cooling of relations with Cairo following the exodus of the Soviets.’ During a visit to 
the battlefront on the 7th of October, I heard an ordinary Egyptian soldier give expression 
to Arab-Soviet friendship in the following simple words: “Some of you may have 
believed all this talk – yet our friendship is flourishing –  after all, I was being trained to 
use Soviet-produced anti-tank R.P.G.” 

 
Excerpts from Al-Tawila’s book were published on the first anniversary of the Yom 
Kippur War in Rose-al-Yusuf – the official organ of the only political party allowed to 
exist in Egypt. The Journal (of which Al-Tawila was later appointed editor) thus 
authoritatively told its readers that Al-Tawila. had been encouraged in his work by 
President Sadat. In fact, Sadat had personally helped him revise the text of the book. Al-
Tawila had, moreover, been given access to secret documents. [Rose-d-Yusuf, October 7, 
1974] 

 
A year later, President Sadat himself, in an interview on Cairo Radio (October 24, 1975), 
confirmed Al-Tawila’s version, describing his expulsion of the Soviet advisers as “a 
strategic cover … a splendid strategic distraction for our going to war.” 

 
The year following July 1972 was employed by the Egyptians in preparing for the 
surprise attack across the Suez Canal and for its coordination with the parallel attack, by 
the Syrian forces, on the Golan Heights. The Syrians, incidentally, became direct 
beneficiaries of the Egyptian-Soviet maneuver: The experts expelled from Egypt were 
transferred to Syria. Moscow did not do this without the ready consent of the Egyptian 
government, for Cairo held that “the national interest required the continued presence of 
Soviet experts in the region.” 

 
In that same period, the Arab states planned the grand strategy – which they had often 



threatened without being taken seriously – of using their vast oil resources as a political 
weapon. 

 
Previously, no doubt, it had been difficult to achieve united action even among the oil-
producing states, and certainly not with the non-Arab oil producers. In 1970 however, the 
oil-producing states, having united in the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries 
(OPEC), had already begun a process, albeit comparatively moderate, of raising prices. 
Now, at some point in 1973, they had come to a radical decision to execute a sudden and 
steep increase. The Organization of Arab Oil Producers (OAPEC) decided at the same 
time to proclaim an embargo, to coincide with the war they were preparing against Israel. 
This embargo would deny oil to the whole of the Western world in order to extort from 
them support, in bringing Israel to her knees. Overnight the countries of Europe and 
Japan, heavily dependent on Middle East off, would be reduced to the status of 
suppliants. 

 
The timing of the OPEC announcement – on October 16, 1973, the eleventh day of the 
Yom Kippur War – of a drastic rise in oil prices to coincide with the 
of the embargo was for the Arabs a happy means of making it appear, even if briefly, that 
Israel was at the root of the difficulties of the West. The next day, the Arab oil exporters 
published their threat “to reduce oil production by not less than 5 percent of the 
September level of output in each Arab oil exporting counties, with a similar reduction to 
be applied each successive month until such time as total evacuation of Israeli forces 
from all Arab territory occupied during the June 1967 war is completed and the legal 
rights of the Palestinian people are restored.” This remained an unfulfilled threat. The 
embargo was lifted in March 1974, and indeed its precise scope, while it lasted, has 
remained a matter of controversy. The atmosphere of emergency and indeed near-panic it 
induced was exaggerated, as were the intensely gloomy prophecies about its effect on the 
Western economies. Its impact on the Arab-Israeli war itself also was minor, but it could 
have been serious because of the supine accommodation of most of the governments of 
Europe to the threats of the Arabs. 

 
The war could have been over in a few days. A relaxation of alertness throughout the 
Israeli Army, lowered standards of discipline and arms maintenance compounded by 
political misjudgment of Arab and Soviet intentions, found Israel at the opening of the 
war in a position of tactical inferiority, unable to prevent or even effectively counter the 
successful exploitation by Egyptians and Syrians of the element of surprise. Caught off 
balance, some of the Israeli commanders in the field blundered in the early stages. The 
result was a substantial number of Israeli casualties and spectacular Arab successes. The 
Egyptians captured a strip of territory on the East Bank of the Suez Canal and the Syrians 
a generous portion of the Golan Heights. Only a display of outstanding bravery in the 
Israeli ranks on both fronts prevented a military disaster. 



 
Yet the Israeli Army not only succeeded in extricating itself from the critical situation 
thus created, but tamed the tables completely. By the tenth day of the war, all of the 
Golan Heights had been regained, and Israeli forces had in addition occupied a 
substantial area in Syria, where they posed a direct threat to Damascus. In the south, 
although the Egyptian forces  – the Second and Third Armies – held their positions east 
of the Canal, a brilliant break through their center and across the Canal had been followed 
by the occupation of a much larger salient inside Egypt proper. There, indeed, the road to 
Cairo was open. The Third Army trapped and encircled west of the Canal, was doomed. 
It was precisely at this point that political pressure from the Nixon administration, which 
the Israeli government found irresistible, forced them to agree to a ceasefire. 

 
As the war progressed, the moral weakness of Weston Europe was pitiably exposed. One 
reason for the precarious state in which the Israeli forces found themselves after the 
initial Arab onslaught was the decision Israeli government, even when they had realized 
that the attack was imminent, not to deprive the Arabs of any of the benefits of surprise. 
They had refrained purposely from taking preemptive action. Moreover, they purposely 
delayed even the full call-up Reserves – the main body of the Israeli Army. 

 
Purpose of this restraint was to prevent any misconception, or pretended misconception, 
about the identity of the aggressors. The Israeli government wished to prevent a repetition 
of the ludicrous charges of aggression laid at Israel’s door in 1967, when she took 
preemptive action in the face of the belligerent closing of the Straits of Tiran and the 
massing of the Egyptian and Syrian forces for the declared purpose of Israel’s 
annihilation. Now, the government’s restraint turned out to be irrelevant, ineffective, and 
costly beyond measure or repair. They did not reckon with the realities of international 
motivations. When the United States government applied to the governments of Europe 
to allow her planes, bringing supplies to the battered victim of aggression, to land on their 
airfields for refuelling, they refused for fear of offending the Arabs. Fortunately, the 
United States had rights, secured by treaty, to land her planes in the Portuguese colony in 
the Azores. The Portuguese agreed to respect these rights, and the desired weight and 
speed of supply to Israel in the latter phase of the war were thus ensured. The stark 
realities of European moral flabbiness were compounded by the applied power of Arab 
oil. The embargo reduced presumably proud governments in Europe to whimpering 
impotence. “Nous pesons peu” (we count for little), cried Michel Jobert, the French 
Foreign Minister, in the National Assembly; and the West German Foreign Minister 
subsequently explained that his government was “aware of the limits of her influence.” 

 
The central effect of the oil boycott, as gradually transpired after the event, was 
psychological. It diverted the attention of frightened populations away from the 
concomitant steep rise in price (fourfold in less than three months). Its long-range effect 
was as a threat, a demonstration of the seemingly irresistible power that resides 
potentially in the hands of the Arab oil states. With the passage of time, however, the 



organization of oil reserves, the provisions made for mutual aid and cooperation among 
the consumer states, the discovery of new oil sources, and the development of alternative 
fuels, suggest that a future embargo will be far more difficult to apply effectively. 

The real change – palpable, swift, and far-reaching in the very fabric of international 
relations – that developed after mid-October 1973 derives from the rise in the price of oil. 
Its implications and consequences transformed the potential of the Arab states into 
unprecedented economic power. They have transmuted this power into political terms 
and have applied it in every possible direction with a ruthlessness sometimes 
sophisticated, sometimes openly brutal. Its weight has been directed to the consummation 
of the central short term purposes of the Arabs: the annihilation of Israel. But in 
counterpoint to that purpose, there wells up, unmistakably, the theme of Arabdom as a 
world power, avenging itself, moreover, on the hitherto supercilious and allegedly 
exploitative West. Not only fabulous wealth, but the idea of the peoples of the Christian 
West  –  Britons, Frenchmen, Germans, and even Americans – hungry for oil and deals 
and dollars, abasing themselves before Moslem overlords, has fired Arab imagination 
with the vision of a new golden age of domination in the world. 

 
By a combination of circumstances, the Arabs have derived considerable aid and comfort 
from the sorrows of the United States – the trauma of Vietnam and the agony of 
Watergate – as well as from the policy of Washington toward the Soviet Union. 

 
Early in 1976, with the debacle for the West following the successful intervention in the 
Angolan Civil War by Cuban troops sponsored and armed by the Soviet Union, it was 
very widely agreed in the United States that the declared policy of detente, pursued for 
several years, had been a grotesque failure derived, as its critics had long maintained, 
from a disregard of, or an inability to understand the purpose of, the priorities, the 
thought process, and the mode of operation of the Soviet leaders. Far from weaning them 
away from dreams of world domination and deepening their interest in noncompetitive 
ideological coexistence, the policy of detente had proved to be a powerful vehicle for 
furthering their plans for expansion and their dream of Communist predominance 
throughout the world. 

 
The failure was measurable, for detente was not a vague generalization. It was codified in 
the formal Nixon-Brezhnev agreement in Moscow in May 1972. In addition to the 
undertaking to do everything in their power so that conflicts or situations would not rise 
which would serve to increase international tensions 

 
they also promised – among the twelve principles agreed upon to prevent the 
development of situations capable of causing a dangerous exacerbation of their relations 
and to do their, utmost to avoid military confrontations. 



 
This agreement, as far as it affected the conflict between Israel and the Arabs, effectively 
helped to lull Jerusalem (and Washington) into a false sense of security. The Soviet 
government refrained from carrying out those of its provisions which might conceivably 
have prevented war. The secret delivery, behind the heavy smoke screen of “a quarrel” 
with Egypt, of large quantities of arms into Egypt as well as Syria was not precisely a 
means of preventing “conflicts or, situations … which would serve to increase 
international tensions.” Nor did they warn the United States, as they were pledged to do, 
when they knew the Arab offensive was imminent. They did indeed send planes to 
evacuate Soviet families from both Egypt and Syria two days before the war broke out, 
but American Intelligence believed this was part of the “quarrel.” Having extended the 
aid designed to give both countries the maximum advantage in opening the war, the 
Soviets executed throughout its progress what they themselves described as an 
“uninterrupted flow by sea and air of Soviet arms and ammunition to Egypt and Syria.” 
They went further: They called on the other: Arab states to join in the war. In a message 
to President Boumedienne of Algeria on October 9, and to the heads of other Arab states 
the next day, Brezhnev wrote: 

 
Today more than ever Arab brotherly solidarity must play its decisive role. Syria and 
Egypt must not remain alone In their fight against a perfidious enemy. 

 
Sponsoring aggression in the Middle East was only one facet of the dynamic policy of the 
Soviet leaders. The USSR continued to build up her military power in every field with 
single-minded intensity and with a high efficiency detectable in no other sphere of her 
economic endeavor. Her military manpower grew (by 1975) to 4.4 million, more than 
twice the size of the United States establishment. In every category of military production 
except helicopters, she drew ahead of the United States. In ground-forces equipment, the 
ratio rose to about six to one. In the air, still qualitatively inferior, her production rates in 
fighter aircraft in 1975 exceeded those of the United States Air Force by a factor of four. 

 
Nor did the detente agreement inhibit or slow down the uninterrupted expansion of the 
Soviet Navy – the most significant and the most spectacular phenomenon in the changing 
balance of international relationships. The progress was summed up succinctly by James 
R. Schlesinger, former United States Secretary of Defense: “It has become a formidable 
blue-water navy challenging that of the United States.” 

 
Moreover, taking advantage of some clauses in the first Strategic Arms Limitation 
Agreement (SALT 1) of 1972, and by ignoring other clauses, the Soviet Union attained 
superiority in the field of nuclear missiles. Not least significant, in contravention of that 
agreement, she built up an anti-nuclear CM defense system, thus creating for herself the 
essential prerequisite of a nuclear war-winning capability – which the agreement was 
specifically designed to deny to both sides. 



 
All the while, the United States was not only decreasing her military expenditures (by 
about 3 percent per annum), but, by means of huge supplies of wheat and consumer 
commodities, helping the Soviet Union to overcome her continuing food shortage without 
having to reduce her military build-up, and, together with other Western nations, 
especially France and Germany, helping her develop an otherwise unattainable 
technological capacity. 

 
What is no less important, the chief architect of American foreign policy, Dr. Henry 
Kissinger, consistently brushed aside all criticism of this policy as well as the pertinent 
questions and doubts and fears aroused by Soviet behavior under detente. He rushed to 
the defense of the Soviet Union even on its behavior in the Yom Kippur War. He 
announced at its – height that the Russians were “less provocative, less incendiary, and 
less geared to military threats, than they were in the Six Day War in 1967.” Soviet 
behavior so far could not, he said, be judged irresponsible. 

 
But the breakthrough with the most far-reaching immediate impact achieved by the 
Soviet Union was in the reopening of the Suez Canal. In prospect of that reopening, and 
parallel to the growth of her navy, the Soviet Union expanded its network of bases and 
base facilities in the Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf Zone. By the time the Canal was 
reopened – in June 1975 – Russia had established no fewer than four bases covering its 
immediate approaches. In addition to the three in the People’s Republic of South Yemen, 
she had built the largest of her bases outside the Soviet Union itself, at Berbera in 
Somalia. 

 
The opening of the Canal released the coiled spring of Soviet power. Moscow was now 
not only physically equipped, but was freed from her logistic shackles for the pursuit of a 
policy of intervention and expansion. She was now complete mistress of her own 
strength, free to deploy her resources as she wished. The Canal, hitherto an obstacle, was 
now transformed into an instrument of Soviet strategy. The Soviet leaders quickly sensed 
the overwhelming central phenomenon in the process by which the reopening of the 
Canal had been achieved: the strange complaisance of the United States. For whether 
through extreme political myopia, on a deep fatalism, or a failure of will, or all of these, 
the fact remained that the great prize – the opening of the door to supremacy in the Indian 
Ocean, in the Persian Gulf thus to the oil sources of the Middle East and into the African 
continent; the renewal of full exploitation both of the Soviet Union’s naval strength and 
of her geographical proximity to the area of prospective intervention; the ending of the 
frustrations of bottled-up Soviet power and repressed Soviet ambitions – this great many 
– colored prize had been presented to her by her main geopolitical and ideological rival. 
The reopening of the Canal was achieved by the energetic initiative and effort of the 
American Secretary of State. Still more incredibly, it was presented to the Soviet Union 
incidentally, as though absentmindedly, in an apparently unrelated context, and thus did 
not require any payment, or concession, or undertaking, or even vote of thanks. 



Moreover, it was displayed to the world, and accepted in the West, as part of a diplomatic 
victory for America. 

 
How had this situation, yet another compound of Kafka and Orwell, come about? 

 
Immediately after his assumption of office as Secretary of State, Dr. Henry Kissinger 
called in the ambassadors to the UN of thirteen Arab states and told them that he 
understood the Arab states could not resign themselves to a perpetuation of the status quo 
in the Middle East. He promised them that the United States would work for a solution to 
the problem. 

 
Eleven days later, Egypt and Syria attacked Israel. Not all the resources of United States 
and Israeli Intelligence had been adequate to foresee the attack. When the Israeli Army, 
after its initial were and nearly fatal setback, began turning the tables, and while the 
Soviet Union was operating its new, massive supply train, airborne and seaborne, of 
supplies to Egypt and Syria, the losses the Israeli Army bad suffered threatened a 
shortage of essential materiel. There occurred then a never officially explained delay, 
lasting eight days, in the shipping to Israel of promised supplies by the United States. In 
reply to the daily agitated appeals by the Israeli Ambassador, the American Secretary of 
State claimed that it was the Defense Department that was holding up the supplies. In 
fact, the Defense Department was acting according to the directions of the State 
Department. What the Secretary of State omitted to explain to the Israeli Ambassador 
was that (as he had explained to his colleague, the Chief of U.S. Naval Operations, 
Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr.) it was his intention to see Israel “bleed just enough to 
soften it up for the post-war diplomacy he was planning.” 

 
After two weeks of war Israel, according to all responsible military analysts, could 
without difficulty have broken Egypt’s power of aggression and inflicted a no less 
crushing defeat on the Syrians, thus ensuring for herself a long period of peace and for 
the Western nations a freezing of Soviet advances and ambitions south and east of Suez. 
At precisely this point, the American Secretary of State, having reached agreement with 
the Soviet government, conveyed to the Israeli government from Moscow the preemptory 
“advice” that they accept an immediate ceasefire. 

 
The hopes the Israeli government had had of exploiting the overwhelming military 
advantage it had gained at terrible cost crumpled under the pressure and threats of the 
Secretary of State. Yet the Egyptian Third Army, about one half the force that had 
crossed the Canal, was still encircled and its supplies completely cut off. Israel had only 
to maintain the standstill in order to ensure its surrender and the return of her own army 
to the southern stretch of the East Bank of the Suez Canal. The Americans now cajoled 
the Israeli government into lifting the siege. 



 
In two other decisive stages, the Secretary of State dictated the conversion of Israeli 
victory into defeat. These were the so-called “disengagement agreements.” In an 
entangled situation, with elements of each side behind the enemy lines, the obvious and 
logical way to effect disengagement was, of course, to disengage: The Israeli forces 
would withdraw eastward across the Canal from the deep salient they had occupied in 
Egypt proper, while the Egyptian forces would withdraw westward across the Canal from 
the strip they had occupied on the Sinai bank of the Canal, and the Canal would be the 
separating line. This was in fact proposed by the Israeli Prime Minister, but it did not 
accord with the vision of the American Secretary of State. Under his intense pressure, 
only the Israelis withdrew. By the first disengagement agreement (January 1974), the new 
Israeli line was established on the Mitla and Gidi Passes, some fifteen kilometers into the 
Sinai Desert. 

 
In the second disengagement agreement (September 1975), the Israeli government 
surrendered these strategically important passes as well as her hold on the Red Sea coast 
and the Abu-Rodeis complex of oilfields–her only independent source of oil, providing 
her with some 60 percent of her total requirements. 

 
Egypt’s overall substantive contribution to the agreements was to accept the gifts, to 
promise not to attack Israel for a period of three years, and to reopen the Canal. The 
reopening was solemnly paraded (though not by the Egyptians) as “a step towards 
peace,” as a great boon confirmed on the countries of Europe (who could, after all, also 
use the Canal), and as a concession to Israel. 

 
The fanfare accompanying Dr. Kissinger’s diplomacy drowned the many voices in Israel 
and elsewhere that cried out against handing over to the Arabs and to the Soviets 
(hovering, modest and relaxed, in the background) such massive strategic advantages, to 
the peril both of Israel and of the West. 

 
A parallel if less spectacular development was brought about by American pressure on 
the Syrian front. There a disengagement agreement provided for a unilateral Israeli 
withdrawal not only from the deep salient threatening Damascus in Syria proper, but also 
from a strip of the Golan Heights captured in the Six Day War. Syria gave the same quid 
pro quo as Egypt. She accepted the gifts. She also agreed to accept a loan from the United 
States. 

 
The actions of, the American Secretary of State made a sharp, clear pattern. The 
withholding of arms from Israel during the war, the imposition of the ceasefire saving 
both Egypt and Syria from crushing defeat and then the step-by-step transformation of 
Israeli victory into defeat, were naked demonstrations of the fulfillment of his promise to 



the Arab ambassadors on the eve of the war. Nor in fact did he conceal his purpose. 
Immediately after the war, he hastened to condone Arab aggression. “the conditions that 
produced this war,” he said, “were clearly intolerable to the Arab nations.” Two weeks 
later, during a visit to Peking, he made the ominous forecast that if what he described as 
the forthcoming “peace” negotiations were successful, Israel would face grave problems. 
She would have to withdraw from territories and would then need “guarantees”—
American or international for her security.” The boundaries he had in mind for Israel 
obviously would be inadequate for that security, even from his point of view. Subsequent 
declarations in the same vein left no doubt that he intended to bring about an Israeli 
surrender of approximately all the territory she had gained in repelling the Arab 
aggression of 1967: that is, the first stage of the Arab goal. 

 
These declarations were underlined by President Sadat’s repeated assurances, from 
February 1974 onward, that he recognized a “significant change” in American policy, and 
of his personal trust in the man he called his “brother Henry,” and by his relaxed 
assertions, both to his people and to foreign interlocutors, of confidence that the Arab 
purpose would be achieved. This confidence was echoed by leaders in other Arab, 
countries. 

 
It was evident, however, that the Secretary of State had imposed a condition of his own: 
that the Arab leaders must reconcile themselves to the fact that total Israeli withdrawal 
could not be achieved all at once. It would be essential to apply a “salami” policy–to be 
graced, however, by the more elegant nomenclature of “step-by-step diplomacy towards 
peace.” 

 
The American State Department proclaimed the disengagement agreements as great 
diplomatic victories. Egypt gave no substantive quid pro quo to Israel, but the United 
States itself was to derive benefit of the utmost importance: Soviet influence in Egypt 
was to be replaced by American influence. Again there developed a campaign of 
criticism and recrimination by Egypt against the Soviet Union. The grounds were, again, 
the non-supply, or the inadequate supply, of sophisticated weapons. The similarity of this 
campaign to that which preceded the Yom Kippur War strongly suggests a repetition of 
the hoax of 1972-73. 

 
It would be a very rational hoax. The reopening of the Suez Canal greatly diminished the 
importance of Egypt in the Soviet Union’s further penetration of Africa, the Indian 
Ocean, the Persian Gulf, and Red Sea zones. As for the naval facilities located on Egypt’s 
Mediterranean coast, these are feasibly replaceable certainly by Syria at Latakia, perhaps 
also by Libya. If Soviet imperial expansion can be pursued behind a waterfall of 
American self-congratulation on having “driven” the Russians out of Egypt, and if 
Washington can thereby flourish a story of success to brighten an otherwise gloomy 
record in foreign policy, thus bolstering up the detente policy that has brought such 



tremendous benefits to the Soviet Union, then another publicized quarrel with Egypt is a 
low price to pay. In fact, the noisier and more realistic, the better. During such a quarrel, 
Egypt should indeed not have to suffer a shortage of the proper types of arms, which the 
United States might not be able to supply. This remained a Soviet interest – a hedge 
against a possible future return of Israeli forces to the Canal. The problem of clandestine 
supply had, however, been solved once before and could be solved again. 

 
Accommodation in the West to the desires of the oil-rich and population-rich Arab states 
was strongly in evidence before the Yom Kippur War. In the war’s aftermath, it became a 
dominant feature of policy in nearly all the Western nations. Perhaps they had recovered 
from the trauma of the oil embargo, but they were now enmeshed in the revolutionary, 
even cataclysmic, consequences of the four-fold, and later fivefold, rise in off prices. The 
unprecedented drain on their financial resources threatened, in one degree or another, to 
disrupt their economies. Indeed, present chaos, or near-chaos, and a lurid apocalyptic 
vision of the future, dominated the thinking of a generally nerve wracked and bewildered 
leadership in the Western nations. 

 
The precise impact of the transfer of gigantic financial resources from the West into the 
grasp of a handful of oil-producing states will not soon be measured. At first, fear 
predominated that the oil states, especially the Arabs with their political motivations, and 
because of their small populations and large surpluses unproductive in their own 
countries — such as Saudi Arabia, Libya, Kuwait – would buy up large segments of the 
economy of the West and thereby exert an unwelcome influence on public affairs. In the 
United States, in Western Europe, in Japan, there was in fact a considerable buying up of 
real estate and “buying into” banking, industrial, and commercial concerns, including 
American oil companies. The cultural field was not neglected: Publishing, firms were 
bought into, and Arab and Islamic-oriented faculties were established at American 
universities. 

 
Whether justifiably or not, the fears were soon submerged in a flood of Western 
initiative. Large doses of antidote were available, calculated to bring back at least some 
of the dollars that had flowed out. Thus, while potential buyers and investors from the 
Arab oil countries were to be seen in large numbers in the cities of the West, equally 
ubiquitous have become the salesmen of Western commerce and industry, real estate, 
and banking, looking for business in the capitals of the Arab states. “Recycling the 
petrodollars” has become a national sport in the Western nations. Whatever the 
ultimate size and weight of the financial and sociological implications and consequences 
of the two-way process, its immediate political impact on the conflict over Palestine has 
been very great indeed. 

 
Needless to say, the Arabs have exploited the West’s pursuit of petrodollars in the 
immediate sphere of finance and business. They have intensified and extended the 



“secondary” boycott against Israel: the blacklisting of non-Israeli firms doing business 
with her. More spectacularly, they have become more openly insistent in trying to compel 
Western firms to collaborate in the boycott of Jews by cutting out Jewish suppliers, 
Jewish associates, and Jewish employers in any transaction with an Arab country. Much 
of this pressure is not publicized. From time to time, however, an especially prickly case 
comes to public notice. Considerable publicity thus attended the pressure to exclude two 
famous Jewish-owned banks in Britain – N. M. Rothschild & Sons and S. G. Warburg – 
from an international loan issue launched by a London bank for a Japanese company. 
There was a public outcry, but it did not affect the outcome, The two banks remained 
excluded.  

 
Many firms refused to become parties to such Nazitype racism, but many others 
succumbed. A survey carried out in the United States by the New York Anti-Defamation 
League led to the conclusion that there was in fact a “widespread willingness” On the 
part of American businessmen and institutions to conform to the boycott. 

 
It is the political attitudes of most Western governments to the conflict over Palestine that 
have been most influenced by the changed international economic relationships. The 
possession of oil and of great purchasing power has now become the prime if not the only 
operative criterion of right and justice–certainly the criterion for legitimacy. Thus, with 
one notable exception, there has hardly been an anti-Israel resolution among the mass of 
such resolutions sponsored by the Arabs at the United Nations, however outrageous 
morally, however baseless factually, however, infantile intellectually, that has been 
opposed outright by the civilized Western states. On the whole they abstain. They do not 
allow what they know of the facts of the dispute to cloud their judgment. They pretend to 
be unaware of the Arabs’ imperialist appetite; of their annihilative purpose toward Israel; 
of the historic, political, and moral relationship to the land which over many centuries 
their whole culture has known as the land of Israel. It has thus, broadly speaking, become 
the comfortable common cause among these civilized Western states that Israel should 
surrender territory down to the old Armistice lines of 1949 – from which the Arabs 
prepared in 1967 to launch the “final attack” on her. 

 
The Arabs’ most spectacular success after 1973, however, has been to turn the 
international community into accomplices – albeit, passive – in legitimizing the 
instrument designed to destroy what would remain of Israel after that withdrawal. 

 
For the achievement of such complicity by Western nations, accepted values, of culture 
and civilization had to be thrown overboard. The international institutions within the 
United Nations that were established to promote, to disseminate, and to perpetuate those 
values had to be subverted and prostituted, and even the formal regulations and norms 
protecting them in the Charter of the United Nations had to be abused and undermined. 
The Arab states, however, encountered little resistance. 



 
Thus, in November 1974, a year after the Yom Kippur War, the world was treated to the 
spectacle of Yasser Arafat, the leader of the Arab terrorists, a revolver showing at his hip, 
addressing amid noisy acclaim the Assembly of the United Nations. Fourteen months 
later a representative of his organization was seated as a participant – lacking only the 
right to vote  – in a meeting of the Security Council. 

 
On the Arab side, these developments were neither sudden nor the fruit of spasmodic 
opportunism. They were well and long thought out. They were the result of a clear 
change in tactics by the Arab states after the oil and petrodollar weapon had proved its 
potency. Before the war, the pattern of their propaganda, their pressures, and their 
strategy had been governed by the logic of geography: first the “erasure of the 
consequences of the 1967 War” – that is, Israeli withdrawal to the 1949 Armistic lines – 
and then the concentrated physical attack on the attenuated Israel by a sea of Arabs, all 
wearing “Palestinian” uniforms and fighting for the “restoration of their legitimate 
rights”: that is, the elimination of Israel. 

 
When the American pressure began to bear fruits, when Israel had physically given up 
part of the gains of 1967, and the further consummation of the Arabs’ objective seemed 
to them no longer in doubt, they changed the order of priorities. It became possible at 
owe – without waiting for the gradual process of Israeli withdrawal – to establish the 
diplomatic basis for the most radical part of their dream: the creation, in the public 
consciousness, of the “Palestine State” on the ruins of Israel. To this end, considerable 
diplomatic activity was required – for coordination among the Arab states themselves, for 
coordination with the Soviet bloc and with the submissive African states–to test the 
reactions of the Western states, the degree of passivity with which they would swallow 
the project. 

 
The terrorist organizations had certainly come – or been brought – a long way since their 
crushing defeat in Jordan. The Arab states had then acted swiftly to ensure the speedy 
rehabilitation of their protégés. Some latitude, to be sure, had to be given them in 
executing at least some symbolic revenge on Jordan. But the promise and the 
arrangements for their continued existence, for quartering them (mainly in Lebanon), for 
financing their arms, their training and their propaganda, were necessarily accompanied 
by the condition that they concentrate their main effort against the Israeli enemy. 

 
Symbolic revenge found expression in the appearance of a new organization that called 
itself Black September, in memory of the events in Jordan in 1970. The first operation 
claimed by the organization was appropriately a blow against Jordan. On November 28, 
1971, King Hussein’s Prime Minister, Wasfi el Tal, was shot down in a Cairo street. The 
four assailants did not resist arrest. They were not put on trial but were subsequently 
simply released by Egyptian authorities. 



In fact, Black September was not a new organization at all. The nature of its operations, 
the new dimension of brutality which became its hallmark, made it convenient for Fatah 
and its leader to avoid identification with it. 

 
Most of its activities in the next two years were carried out at a distance from Israel. They 
consisted mainly of efforts to attack civilian airplanes on the ground at Rome or Athens 
airports or by means of stratagems. For example, a gift, chivalrously given to 
an unsuspecting girlfriend flying on an El Al plane to Israel, contained a time-bomb. 
Most dramatic of their exploits were the attacks on unsuspecting groups of people, related 
or unrelated to Israel, in airplanes or elsewhere, and holding them as hostages against the 
satisfaction of various demands. Usually these included the release of prisoners, jailed in 
Israel or other countries as well as money and safe conduct to one of the Arab states. 
Arab terrorism now became also part of an international phenomenon. Liason and mutual 
cooperation was widely reported with terrorist groups in Italy, Germany, Ireland, and 
elsewhere. 

Thus, the one major act of terror carried out on Israel itself was the 1972 attack by three 
Japanese terrorists at Lod Airport. Landing from a plane on March 25, they took up 
positions in the airport’s arrivals hall and machine-gunned their fellow passengers. They 
killed twenty seven people, including twenty pilgrims from Puerto Rico who had come to 
celebrate Easter in the Holy Land. Eighty others were wounded. 

 
Black September’s own tour de force that year was performed in Munich, Germany. 
There, in September, they murdered eleven Israeli athletes who had come to participate in 
the 1972 Olympic Games. They had first trapped them, unguarded and unarmed as they 
were, in their sleeping quarters. 

 
As though to flaunt its special tactics of warfare, Black September carried out an act of 
equal wantonness six months later. This time, for reasons unexplained, the chosen field of 
battle was inside Arab territory: the Saudi Arabian Embassy in Khartomn, capital of 
Sudan, where the ambassador was giving a party. The attackers had no difficulty getting 
in, nor in subduing five unarmed diplomats and taking them captive into another part of 
the building. They soon released the two Arabs among them: the host, and a Jordanian. 
Many hours of negotiations then followed 
with Sudanese authorities. To this end, the terrorists reported and received orders by 
radio communication with Beirut. Then the three remaining captives – a Belgian and two 
Americans – were shot dead in the chain to which they had been tied. The killers were 
arrested. 

 
There were perhaps some valid inter-Arab reasons for the operation, but the Sudanese 
authorities, in their anger, now publicly dispelled whatever doubt may have existed about 
the authenticity of Black September. They announced and published documents proving 



that Black September was indeed none other than Fatah, and that the organizer of the 
killing in Khartoum was in fact the local official representative of Fatah. Sudan’s Vice 
President later announced that the order to kill had come by code, on the radio from Fatah 
headquarters in Beirut. Later, unofficial reports added that the order had been given 
personally by Yasser Arafat. Arafat now admitted that “there are some Fatah members in 
Black September.” A member of Fatah, captured in Jordan, revealed that the operative 
leader of Black September was Arafat’s deputy, Salah Halef, known as Abu Ayad. 

 
The massacre at Munich had evoked expressions of horror throughout the Western world. 
The terrorists knew no bounds after the gruesome event in Khartoum. The American 
government demanded that Sudan deal with the murderers with due severity, and 
newspapers throughout the world called for countermeasures against this new barbarity. 
The New York Times expressed the view that it was “inconceivable” that Black 
September should be allowed to exist. Then sentiments failed, or pretended to fail, to 
understand the realities. 

 
But by the time the Yom Kippur War broke out, nobody could continue to feign 
ignorance of the fact that Black September was Fatah, just as Fatah and its sister 
organizations were a completely integrated arm of the Arab states. There, each new 
operation was greeted with public approval and enthusiasm. The only Arab government 
that officially announced its active role in the worldwide operation of Black September 
was 
Libya. In fact, all the requirements of the terrorists were placed at their disposal by one or 
another of the Arab states as required, and the embassies of the Arab states, in carefree 
disregard of all international agreements and procedures, became bases for terrorist 
activities. 

 
All Arab perpetrators of terrorist acts found sanctuary, when they needed it, in the Arab 
states (except Jordan). In some cases, they were given public receptions as heroes; in 
others, they were quickly removed from the public eye and returned to their base. Sudan 
had reacted to the murder of the diplomats and had responded to the terror-stricken 
reactions in the United States by emphatic, unequivocal, and repeated undertakings to 
punish the murderers. But in fact, after a while, the Sudanese government packed the 
murderers off to Egypt where Sadat freed them without fuss. 

 
The Yom Kippur War presented Yasser Arafat and his organization with a great 
opportunity. Suddenly the Israeli Army was engaged heavily on two fronts and was 
plunged into dire difficulties. Large numbers of Israeli Reserve soldiers were being 
moved to the fronts, and civilian life in Israel was suddenly in a state of upheaval. Here 
was a favorable, even ideal, set of circumstances for major action – to set up a third front: 
to divert Israeli forces to the “Fatah front” on the Lebanese border, to attack Israeli Army 
installations and forces behind the lines in Judea and Samaria and indeed on the roads 



and in the cities of Israel. This is what might have been expected by those throughout the 
world who, on radio and television and in the newspapers, absorbed the daily ration of 
information on the size and prowess of the Palestinians. Nothing of the sort happened, 
however. Neither Fatah nor any of its sister organizations played any noticeable part in 
do Yom Kippur War. 

It was only after the war, in the gloom and atmosphere of defeat that had been induced in 
Israel by the revelation of the unwarranted shortcomings and blunders at its opening, by 
its heavy toll of casualties, and by the crashing cruelty of American pressure at its 
conclusion, that the Arab terrorist organizations mounted a new series of operations. Now 
they no longer used the camouflage of Black September, but explicitly that of their 
collective identity – ”Palestine Liberation Organization”–or of one of its constituent 
bodies. Now, indeed, they operated, mostly from their bases in Lebanon, against and 
inside Israel itself. 

 
The onslaught began in the spring of 1974. During that year, in addition to a number of 
smaller operations  – such as the flinging (by two non-Arab allies from abroad) of hand 
grenades from the balcony of a Tel Aviv theater into the crowd below – they launched a 
dozen major attacks. Some were nipped in the bud; a number succeeded. Several places 
in northern Israel were thus added to their annals of Arab achievement, gaining a somber 
fame throughout the world: Nahariyah, Beit She’an, Shamir. The pattern of these attacks 
was exemplified by the events at Kiryat Sh’moneh and. Ma’alot. 

 
Kiryat Sh’moneh is a village in the mountains of Galilee close to the Lebanese border. It 
was there that the PLO opened its offensive. Shortly before dawn on April 11, 1974, three 
of its members, two Syrians and one Iraqi, went into an empty schoolhouse on the 
outskirts and, as dawn broke, fired into the street. Upon the arrival of Israeli soldiers who 
returned their fire, they found a way out of the building, crossed a street, and went, into 
an apartment building. They entered an apartment and, using Kalashnikov automatic 
rifles, shot Mrs. Esther Cohen, age forty, her seventeen-year-old son David, and her 
daughter, Shula, age fourteen. They then went quickly to other apartments in the 
building. Some they entered, firing at the occupants, most of whom were eating 
breakfast; into others they simply threw hand grenades. In the noise and confusion of the 
next ten minutes, they made their way into the adjacent building to continue their attack. 
By the time the Israeli soldiers caught up with them and shot them, they had killed six 
more Israelis between the ages of two-and-a half and eleven as well as eight civilian 
adults. Sixteen men, women and children were wounded but survived, and Israeli soldiers 
were killed. 

 
Even more spectacular was the operation a month later at Ma’alot, a village somewhat 
farther from, the Lebanese border. Here the attackers arrived earlier in the day, at 3:00 
am., when everybody was asleep. They knocked at the door of one apartment and one of 
them called out in Hebrew: “Police! There are terrorists around!” When the door was 



opened, the terrorists entered and shot Yosef Cohen, his wife Fortuna, and their four-
year-old son Eli. They also shot the daughter, five-year-old Beah, but she survived. From 
the Cohen apartment, the terrorists went across the road, again to a school. But this 
school was not empty. Housed in it were more than one hundred high-school pupils on a 
hiking tour from Safed, resting for the night. The attackers woke the sleeping children 
and, wielding their Kalashnikovs, herded them, together with their teachers, into the 
hallway. Some of the children and one of the teachers succeeded in slipping away and 
escaped by jumping out of a window. The rest were held for fourteen hours. When Israeli 
soldiers rushed the building, the Arabs fired into the crowd of children, hitting eighty-
four of them. Twenty were either killed instantly or later died of their injuries. 

 
These operations were hailed with enthusiasm by the communications media in all the 
Arab states. They were described later that year by Farouk El Kadoumi leader of the 
Fatah delegation to the Conference of Foreign Ministers of the Arab States at Rabat, as 
“great operation of military heroism.” 

 
The cries of horror that resounded throughout the West did not inhibit the great 
diplomatic offensive maintained by the Arab states throughout that year. Its first stage 
was brought to a successful conclusion by the end of 1974. Arafat himself was active in 
the offensive, moving from one Arab capital to another, and twice visiting Moscow in 
April and July. He had also had an earlier meeting in March with the Soviet Foreign 
Minister in Cairo, after which Mr. Gromyko sounded the keynote of the diplomatic 
offensive: He announced that the Soviet Union regarded the PLO as the sole 
representative of the Palestinians. 

 
It was on October 14, 1974, that the concentrated effect of Arab power was dramatically 
demonstrated. On that day, 105 member states of the United Nations voted to invite 
Yasser Arafat to address the Assembly on the Palestine problem. The moral significance 
of the vote was minor. Over the years, the automatic majority of the totalitarian, the anti-
democratic, and the captive blocs had long turned the United Nations into a forum, 
pathetic yet potentially dangerous, whose deliberations bore little or no relation any 
longer to its high purpose. Now it was not only condoning murder and barbarity and 
legitimizing the threat of politicide and genocide, it was destroying its own formal 
legitimacy as an organization of recognized states with recognized minimal criteria. 
Among the 105 states, France and Italy also raised supporting hands, and of the other 
Western states, only three (apart from Israel)–Bolivia, the Dominican Republic, and the 
United States – were bold enough to vote in opposition. The rest abstained. 

 
Now, too, the French government hastened to seek a further advantage over its fellow 
Western Europeans in subservience to the power-wielding Arabs. Foreign Minister Jean 
Sauvagnargues, paying an official visit to the Middle East, made his way first to Beirut 
and there (October 21) became the first Western Foreign Minister to shake the hand of 



Yasser Arafat. He greeted him effusively as “Mr. President” and, at a press conference, 
publicly pronounced his considered judgment of Arafat as “a moderate leader” possessed 
of the stature of a statesman who was “following a constructive path.” He did not 
elaborate. These events took place eighteen months after the slaughter of Western 
diplomats in Khartoum and five months after the massacre of children at Ma’a lot. 

 
The stage was now set for the Arab states to legitimize formally their intention to replace 
Israel with a “democratic secular State.” On October 29, 1974, the heads of the Arab 
states met in conference in Rabat, Morocco, and passed resolutions 

a. Reaffirming “the right of the Palestinian people to return to its Homeland”;  
b. Reaffirming “the right of the Palestinian people to set up an independent national 

authority, under the leadership of the Palestine Liberation Organization as the sole 
legitimate representative of the Palestinian people, in every part of Palestine 
liberated. The Arab States are obligated to support this authority, from the 
moment of its establishment, in all spheres and at all levels”;  

  

c. Expressing “support for the Palestine Liberation Organization in exercising its 
national and international responsibility within the framework of Arab 
undertakings.” 

 
The decisions at Rabat were unanimous. Hussein of Jordan, who was deprived by the 
Rabat resolutions of any backing for his own claim to western Palestine, had long 
resigned himself to the reality that the terrorist movement was the more effective 
instrument for eliminating Israel. He could only hope that his acquiescence might evoke 
from the PLO a similar forbearance about having Transjordan in his hands, which, after 
all, they (correctly) regarded as eastern Palestine, and where in fact most of the 
Palestinian Arabs lived. He had long since been readmitted into the Arab fold. Egypt and 
Syria had reestablished relations with him on the eve of the October war, and he had then 
released the remaining terrorists – 756 in number – from his jails. 

The resolutions were passed unanimously. President Sadat of Egypt, widely advertised by 
Western apologists as a “moderate,” did not pretend to try to introduce even a semantic 
modification of their plain language, moreover, whoever wished to could find many 
pronouncements by him or by other Egyptian authorities on their identity of purpose with 
the “Palestinian.” What Sadat intended for the Jews of Israel he had made plain in his 
widely publicized oath a year before the Yom Kippur War. He had sworn in the Cairo 
mosque to restore the Jews to the condition described in the Koran: “to be persecuted, 
oppressed and wretched.” It was Egypt’s leading weekly journal, AI-Musswar, that had 
spelt out in political terms precisely what was intended when the “legitimate rights” had 
been restored. 



 
“The English word peace,” wrote the editor of the journal on December 7, 1973, “can be 
translated into Arabic as both sulh and salaam, whereas in Arabic there,18 –  a difference 
between the two.” 

 
Israel, he explained, could indeed expect salaam in exchange for a surrender to present 
Arab territorial demands (that is, to withdraw to the Armistice lines of 1949). 

 
But sulh is another thing altogether. Sulh means that the Jews of Palestine–and I repeat 
and emphasize the expression, Jews of Palestine–will return to their senses and dwell 
under one roof and under one flag with the Arabs of Palestine, in a secular state devoid of 
any bigotry or racialism, proportional to their respective numerical ratio in 1948. By this I 
mean that the original Palestinian Jews and their children and grandchildren shall remain 
on the Palestinian soil and will live there with the original Palestinian Arabs. The Jews 
who came from abroad will return to their countries of origin, where they lived as did 
their forefathers before 1949 – for these countries bear them no ill will. 

 
This article was a faithful paraphrase of the text of the constitution of the PLO—the so-
called Palestine Covenant. 

 
A fortnight after the Rabat Conference, clothed now with the unambiguous authority of 
the whole Arab world, Yasser Arafat delivered his address to the United Nations 
Assembly. His appearance was timed to coincide with the presidency for that month of an 
Arab, President Boumedienne of Algeria, who duly accorded to Arafat at the podium the 
treatment previously accorded only to heads of state. Nobody objected, nobody 
commented. Arafat did not disappoint his sponsors. Mounting a Soviet-style attack on 
imperialism and colonialism of which Zionism was the handmaiden, and repeating a fine 
selection of the calumnies gathered together by Arab calumniators of Zionism and the 
Jewish People, he called for world support for the elimination of the State of Israel and its 
replacement by a democratic secular State of Palestine. He did, however, make a 
concession to Western susceptibilities. Not all the Jews who bad arrived after 1948 would 
be deported. The Jews living in Israel could stay there, provided they agreed to accept 
whatever fate awaited them in the “democratic, secular State.” 

 
The favoring wind that blew up for Arab ambitions after the October war had by now 
reached gale force. The campaign continued to accustom the world to the 
Nazistic idea that it would not be bad for the world if the Jewish state disappeared. 
Meantime, however, circumstances had made it possible for the Arabs to 
eliminate two other obstacles disturbing the homogeneity of Arab Moslem domination 
throughout the area between the Persian Gulf and the Atlantic Ocean. 



 
One of these was the Kurds in Iraq, a Moslem but non-Arabic nation; the other the 
Christians of Lebanon. The Kurds, who had no state of their own, had been fighting for a 
generation in their contiguous territory in northern Iraq, not indeed for independence, but 
for autonomy within the Iraqi Arab state. Except for the occasions when they made 
promises (which were never kept) to grant such autonomy, successive Iraqi governments 
had tried without success to crash the Kurds by force. 

 
Fierce and bloody resistance to Iraqi power was supported by Iranian arms, with United 
States backing. Iran’s support was a function of her ongoing dispute  
with Iraq about the sovereignty over the waterway dividing them. With the growingly 
profitable common oil interest and, presumably, prodded by the Arab League, the Iraqis, 
meeting the Iranians at an OPEC meeting in Morocco in Match 1975, made concessions 
in return for an Iranian abandonment of the Kurds. The Kurds were accorded one gesture. 
Those who wished to escape the mercies of the Arabs would, within a brief time limit, be 
allowed to cross the border into Iran and would be given sanctuary as refugees. 

 
Inside the Kurdish region, the Iraqi government speedily applied plans for a final solution 
of the “problem.” It would be done by degrees. 

 
Nearly 80 percent of the agricultural produce of the region was “bought” by the Iraqi 
government at a very low price, thus reducing the means of livelihood for the population. 
Moreover, nearly all doctors and medical personnel were transferred from the Kurdish 
region. 

 
A plan to settle large numbers of Egyptians in the Kurdish region, and the building of 
three new towns for the purpose, was publicly described in an advertisement in At-Ahram 
of Cairo. Should nothing happen to disturb the process, the Kurdish entity was well 
launched for extinction. 

 
The assault in Lebanon began a month later. It was not a walkover. Here was the only 
Arab state in which the Moslems had to share power and even to accept a minor share in 
it. Indeed, the original raison d’etre and the whole modern history of Lebanon was 
primarily of a Christian enclave, of a haven for Christians in an unfriendly Moslem 
environment. In recent years in particular, with the increasing discomforts and unease 
suffered by Christians in some of the Arab states, Christian immigrants from those 
countries were being absorbed by Lebanon. By the agreed Lebanese Constitution of 
1943, the President and the Commander in Chief of the Army were always Christians, 
while a Moslem was Prime Minister. A Moslem was also Speaker in the Parliament, but 
the Christians held a majority of its seats. 



 
The intolerance, of Moslems to a status less than domination had twice in the recent past 
led to violent efforts to put an end to this Christian predominance. On the last occasion, in 
1958, order had been restored only after the United States had intervened by sending in 
Marines. 

 
The Christians, well organized, forewarned by the new spirit of exhilaration and 
militancy that gripped the Arab Moslem world after the Yom Kippur War and by the 
ominous direction and thrust of American diplomacy, prepared for trouble. But they were 
faced by a coalition of forces. Their own Moslem neighbors, armed with weapons from 
Syria, were reinforced by the Arab terrorist organizations now filling without inhibition 
the role of executors of the pan-Arab will. 

Incredibly, the fighting went on for months, mainly in Beirut, the capital. Large sections 
of the once flourishing westernized city, banking and business metropolis of all the Arab 
states, were reduced to rubble, and day after day tens, and later hundreds, of people, 
mostly civilians, were killed. After a year of civil war, at least twenty thousand people 
had perished. 

 
By then the political objective of the Moslem onslaught had been accomplished. 
Whatever the precise organization of the country turned out to be, Christian 
predominance had been brought to an end. The army had been broken up into its religious 
components and had I ,fact disintegrated as a viable force. The Christian President, whose 
resignation was demanded by the Moslem insurgents, was finally replaced by a cowed 
majority vote in a besieged Parliament; his successor was a Christian nominated by the 
Syrians. 

 
The continued shelling and shooting reflected the sense of desperation of the Christians, 
who could not reconcile themselves to defeat. But more incisive was the fact that the 
Moslems, having achieved the essential political victory, quarreled over the spoils. 

 
The Syrian government now found the moment ripe to achieve her own special objective 
to take the affairs of Lebanon under her control as a first step toward the creation of the 
long-dreamed-of Greater Syria. Yet the Lebanese Moslems had believed that the struggle 
and indeed the sacrifice had been for their benefit. The terrorist organizations, who, had 
played their part in reducing the Christians, regarded it as their natural right to play a 
dominant role in deciding the fate of Lebanon. 

 
The grotesquerie of the events was now made complete. The Christian nations, who with 
more or less embarrassment had throughout the months kept silent and turned their faces 



from the slaughter that Syria, had generated and sustained, now welcomed her, and 
the troops she sent into Lebanon, as a ” Peacemaker” 

 
The precise roles and relationship of the Syrians, the Lebanese Moslems, and the 
Palestinian terrorist organizations would soon crystallize. The reduction of the 
penultimate vestige of non-Moslem sovereignty in the Arab world would now also bring 
about, along the southern Lebanese border. A fourth front manned by a variety of Arabs, 
all in “Palestinian” uniforms, for the final reduction of Israel – the last obstacle to the 
“unity of the Arab world.” 

Pending the realization of their ideal of Israel’s physical elimination, the Arab states 
pursued with undiminished vigor the preparatory gnawing and nibbling at Israel’s Status 
as a member of the community of  nations. Their tactics were strikingly similar to those 
of the Nazis: to disseminate an image of Israel – and of the Jewish people – as black, as 
negative and as hateful as could be conjured up by their own fertile imaginations and by 
the anti-Semitic outpourings of the ages so that when the time and the opportunity came 
to destroy Israel physically, the normal reactions, even of civilized people, would be 
blunted and minimal. At the same time, they accustomed the world to spectacles 
symbolizing the supplanting of Israel by the “Palestinians.” 

 
They had as yet no hope of achieving Israel’s expulsion from the United Nations or even 
of the application of sanctions against her – both decisions subject to veto in the Security 
Council – but in the meantime they secured majority decisions denouncing Israel and 
indeed the concept of Jewish nationalism in a number of international bodies 
unconcerned with politics. They succeeded even in having Israel expelled from the 
regional section of UNESCO to which she belonged (and to whose work she contributed 
far beyond her logical share). The protests and resignations of intellectuals, artists, and 
scientists throughout the world were to no avail. Thus, also, Israel was excluded from 
Asian sporting bodies. And, thus, the United Nations Assembly passed a resolution 
equating Zionism with racism. 

 
This last obscenity was indeed too much for the Western nations to stomach. Not only did 
they not hide their disgust, but thirty-four of them voted against the resolution. 

 
Yet this isolated act of protest revealed all the more sharply the supine resignation of the 
Western nations toward nearly all the other Arab-Soviet orchestrated efforts to turn Israel 
into a pariah state, and which had already made a grotesque caricature of the United 
Nations organization. Mr. Abba Eban, the former foreign Minister of Israel, once 
remarked–before the Yom Kippur War—that if the Arabs were to introduce a resolution 
at the UN declaring the earth to be flat, they would get forty supporting votes. in the now 
enlarged United Nations, and in today’s circumstances, they would probably muster 110. 
And the Western nations would abstain. This is the essence of their record on the Arabs’ 



hate campaign against Israel. Afraid to offend the Arabs, yet unable to support them in 
conscience, or where no plausible excuse was available, they would seek discreet refuge 
in abstention, however absurd, irrelevant, or outrageous the Arab resolution might be. 

On the other hand, the Western nations equally supinely showed no resistance to the 
seating of the PLO on various international bodies engaged in practical day-to-day 
activities, treating that organization as though it were a national authority relating to the 
territory of Palestine. 

 
It is weird and depressing to see the rapists of Czechoslovakia and those who savaged 
Yemen, the destroyers of the Kurds and those who murdered the South Sudanese, the 
vicious racists from Uganda and the begetters of the bloodbath in Lebanon, conferring in 
the corridors of the United Nations in amity and parliamentary decorum with the 
spokesmen for Western civilization, wrestling over a formula for their diverse, selfish (or 
imagined) interest that would somehow break the resistance and the spirit of Israel, while 
all aver that their only objects are peace and justice. As long as this collaboration 
continues, there can be neither peace nor justice in Palestine, but at best a ceasefire with 
recurring Arab efforts at attrition. 



.10. 

Guarantees Of Peace 

Peace will not come as long as the powers abet Arab visions of a paradise on earth, 
encourage them in their hopes of destroying and inheriting Israel, and equip them with 
the instruments for the undertaking. The prospect of peace will appear on the horizon 
when the Arab leaders realize that they cannot change the present geopolitical reality by 
force and that no one else will change it for them. 

Then the Arabs will begin to look inward. They will discover that what they lack is not 
more territory – certainly not the territory of the single Jewish homeland, set 
geographically in the vast mosaic of their eighteen states. They will discover that their 
urgent need is to break with the backwardness and the stagnation of their society, to free 
themselves from the deadening hold of their military rulers, to launch a great reform for 
the education of their peoples so that they may master the scientific and technological 
realities of the twentieth century, and to exploit those realities for their social and 
economic betterment. This road to peace between Israel and the Arabs seems to be long 
and difficult. It is the only road. 

Every student of Arab society, every honest Arabist, knows that this is the truth. All who 
are not merely looking selfishly to exploit the Arab’s weakness for their own ends, or to 
use them as a whip with which to beat the Jews, should not be afraid to publish the truth 
abroad and sow its seed among the Arab peoples themselves. 

Israel will thus be able for the first time face freely and directly the question of the 
relations between the Jewish majority and the Arab minority only when her borders are 
established in rational security – on the Golan Heights, on the Jordan River, and in Sinai 
(see Map No. 9). 

 
Coexistence between ethnic groups in one political unit is not the happiest state in 
creation. Mankind has not, however, yet discovered the formula that will make self-
government possible for every group of people. Destiny has so far seen to it that 10 
percent of the world’s people live as minorities. For a group to live as a minority does not 
in itself involve special hardship. Life for a minority becomes hard, and even tragic, only 
when it is discriminated against, when it is ill-treated, and when it lives only as a 
minority, with nowhere a national territory of its own. Such an example, in varying 
degrees of severity, is the state of the Basques in Spain, of the Kurds in Iraq and Syria, of 
the Ibo in Nigeria. such was the case, before 1948, of the Jews throughout the world. 

 
On the other hand, there is hardly a large people of which a part does not live in some 
other people’s state. Even for a minority concentrated just across a border, the joy of life 
may be only comparative. Its members, however, have the alternative of leaving, of going 
to their own state. 



 
The Arabs are in this respect an extraordinarily favored people. No other people in the 
world harbor so many clear-cut ethnic and religious minorities, making up probably more 
than one quarter of the population of all the Arab states together. Among them are the 
Kurds, the Nilotic Negroes, the Berbers of the Maghreb, (Algeria, Morocco, and Tunisia) 
each speaking a non-Arabic language; the non-Moslem Arabic-speaking Druze in Syria, 
the Christian Copts in Egypt, and the Maronites in Lebanon, who claim descent from the 
ancient Phoenicians. Indeed, nearly all these populations – just like the Jews of Iraq, 
North Africa, and Yemen – lived in their countries before the Arabs came. 

 
The Arabs in their states have accommodated themselves enthusiastically to this 
universally sanctified phenomenon. Some seventy million Arabs live as majorities and 
rule over their minorities, sometimes discriminating against them moderately, sometimes 
exercising brutal repression, everywhere without embarrassment. It would be absurd, 
even grotesque, to suggest that there is something wrong, unjust, or immoral in the 
remaining million living as a minority. 

 
‘The inevitability of this ultimate and normal relationship was clear from the outset of the 
modem Zionist enterprise. It was given noteworthy formulation in measured terms by 
Herbert (later Lord) Samuel in a speech in the. London Opera House on November 2, 
1919: 

 
No responsible Zionist leader has suggested the immediate establishment of a complete 
and purely Jewish state in Palestine. . . . The policy propounded before the Peace 
Conference, to which the Zionist leaders unshakably adhere is the promotion of Jewish 
immigration and of Jewish land settlement … in order that the country might become in 
time a fully self-governing Commonwealth under the auspices of an established Jewish 
majority. 

 
Nevertheless the Arab leaders’ antagonism inspired, organized, and financed by the 
British authority, drove, the harassed Zionist leaders (though they knew how contrived 
was the character and how unrealistic the pretensions of the Arab national movement) to 
make concessions in the hope of appeasing them. This Policy caused the great dispute 
between the Zionist schools of, Weizmann and Jabotinsky. Weizmann’s ideas prevailed. 

 
One concession after another was proposed to the Arabs. In the early 1930s the Zionists 
finally offered them a measure of political recognition which, had it been accepted, 
would have jeopardized the very foundations of Jewish independence. The offer 
consisted of parity – constitutional equality regardless of majority and minority. In case 
of disagreement, the decisive vote was to be cast by the British government, which the 



Zionist leaders continued to trust. No reasoned reply was ever made to this offer; it died 
in the flames of the pan-Arab attack of 1936. 

 
Later, in 1937, the Zionst leaders agreed, again for the sake of peace, to share out the 
country, dividing what remained of the original Mandated territory of Palestine after 
Eastern Palestine had been given to the Arabs by the British. They accepted as a basis the 
partition scheme proposed by the British Royal Commission (see Map No. 10). The 
proposed Jewish miniature state would have been highly indefensible. The Arab leaders 
rejected the plan out of hand, and the British government buried it. 

 
A third major effort at accommodation was made in 1947. The Jewish underground 
having compelled the British to relinquish their hold on Palestine, the Zionist leaders 
once again announced their willingness to accept a scheme of partition as a means of 
putting an end to the conflict. The Zionist leaders accepted the United Nations’ partition 
proposal, which included a ludicrously vulnerable Jewish state (see Map No. 2). They 
persuaded themselves once more that a heavy sacrifice would win the heart of the Arabs. 

 
That continuing illusion was drowned, and Jewish acceptance of the Compromise was 
nullified, in the bloodshed and destruction let loose in reply by the Arabs of Palestine and 
then by the Arab League invaders. The Zionist leaders now governing the infant state, 
still refrained from driving home the, military advantage gained during the latter phase of 
the fighting. Though they might have restored the whole of 
western Palestine, they again accepted a compromise that left Palestine partitioned and 
Israel with improved but still strategically weak frontiers (see Map No. 1). Israel signed 
the Armistice Agreements with the Arab governments, who over the years breached their 
clauses one by one. 

 
Never throughout those years did any movement arise among the Arabs of Judea and 
Samaria for making peace with Israel in the cramped lines of the 1949 Armistice. They 
identified themselves with the idea of eliminating Israel; and in May 1967, there were 
among them outbursts of joyful participation in the general pan-Arab festival of 
belligerent exhilaration. 

 
At that time, too, as throughout their short modern history, the Arabs of western Palestine 
were following a lead given them by others. The concept of these Arabs as a national 
entity capable of independence, of independent thought and action, has remained 
baseless. It is no accident nor the result of any overwhelming pressure, that they did not 
establish a state of their own even when it was offered them on a platter by the United 
Nations. They passed over the opportunity a second time in 1949, when the war against 
Israel was over, the Armistice was signed, and the Arab army of Transjordan was 
occupying Judea and Samaria. 



 
Nor did they express any desire for independence or take any action to achieve it in the 
nineteen years that followed, They made no move when Abdallah formally announced 
the annexation of Judea and Samaria to his kingdom, which he now renamed Jordan. 
They became “Jordanians” or even “West Bankers” without a murmur, even when they 
learned that the annexation had angered the other Arab states and that it had been given 
recognition, in the whole world, only by Great Britain and, Pakistan. The same spirit, or 
absence of spirit, moved them in refusing to serve as a base and to provide aid and 
comfort for what was proclaimed as “their” movement of “liberation from the Israeli 
occupation.” The swift success of the Israeli authorities in thwarting the Fatah’s attempt 
in 1967′to establish a base in Samaria and then in Judea was not due only to Israeli 
brainwork and efficiency. Indeed, if relations between the Jews and the “conquered” 
Arab population were reasonably relaxed for nine years, this was due in no small measure 
to the absence of any militant or indeed any warm local “Palestine” nationalist fervor. 
They do not love Israel. But it was only when Yasser Arafat was lifted to the crest of the 
international wave and Israel was assigned the image of a defeated people that a section, 
even then a small minority, of the Arab population 
noisily and violently proclaimed its adherence to the cause of the PLO. 

 
But that cause is still nothing but pan-Arabism, of the Arab nations fighting to annex 
Israel to the Arab world (just as the PLO was equipped and directed to assist in the 
Islamization of Lebanon). The Arabs of Palestine did not and do not thereby become a 
nation. They were and have remained a fragment of the large Arab people. They lack the 
inner desire, the spiritual cement, and the concentrated passion of a nation. Though their 
number has grown in the past half-century, they have not developed a specific national 
character. Their personal attachment moreover, is still not to the country, but rather to a 
family, to a clan, to a village, or a city. In this they do not differ from 1918, when T. E. 
Lawrence, discovered the situation for himself. 

 
There is truth in the repeated observation that the modern history of the Arabs of 
Palestine is a tragedy. They have consistently been used as pawns in the power game. 
Originally the British sponsored and created the pan-Arab movement, which battened on 
the Palestine question as its only source of life. Latterly pan-Arabs, Russians, French, 
British, all have incited the Palestine Arabs to reach out for the unreasonable and 
unattainable. If, by some mischance, the objective of the Arab states and the Soviet 
Union were achieved and Israel were forced back to the Armistice lines of 1949, the 
tragedy of the Arabs in Judea and Samaria would be perpetuated and, under the new 
circumstances, multiplied. 

 
The one certain outcome of an Israeli withdrawal and surrender of territory is that the 
Arabs of Judea and Samaria would not become an independent political unit. Judea and 
Samaria would become the main base and the central battlefield for the final attack on 
Israel – an Israel forced to fight for her very life against the massed forces of the Arab 



states (though now no doubt all dressed in a uniform marked “Palestinian”. For the 
inhabitants of Judea and Samaria, there would then be no escape from death and 
destruction – what ever the military outcome. 

 
Should the ‘final’ blow at Israel be postponed, the Palestinian Arabs would be subjected 
at once to a power struggle just as in Lebanon, only more complex and more violent. Not 
only the various groups now collectively called PLO – Fatah, Es Saiqa, and the others – 
but their hitherto sponsoring governments of the states bordering on Palestine–Egypt and 
Syria and Saudi Arabia, not to mention Jordan – would now bring on a bloodbath more 
gruesome than in Lebanon. 

 
On the other hand, even those Israelis who, pliant to international pressures or chary of a 
large Arab minority, speak of a physical Israeli withdrawal will not agree to an Arab 
military presence on the west side of Jordan. Even the most forgiving, the most forgetful, 
and the most short-sighted among them, insist that the security of Israel can be ensured 
only by an Israeli military presence on the Jordan. 

 
Only when they grasp these realities will the Arabs of Palestine be able to see an end to 
their anomalous condition. They will then realize that the restoration of the unity of 
Palestine under Israeli auspices, at once a development of historic justice and a vital 
necessity for Israel’s security – indeed, for her existence – holds out for them also the 
only hope of achieving political as well as cultural self-expression. Their political status 
will be that of a national minority, but they will be able to live in civic equality and in 
free communication with the major centers of Arabic life and culture. And in peace. 

 
That this is a sober assessment will be evident from the history and character of Zionism. 
It is, after all, the values of Zionism that have been poured into the bloodstream of Israel. 
Three quarters of a century after its foundation, it is possible to see in perspective the 
weight and depth of purpose of the modem Zionist Movement for the Jewish people and 
its effect on the Arabs now living in Palestine. 

 
The twentieth century has seen no movement more revolutionary than Zionism, none 
more progressive or more humane. Its mistakes in performance have often been grave, 
and the Jewish people has itself paid the fall price. The success of Zionism has been 
partial and late. The six million Jews of Europe whom Zionism did not save from 
annihilation are the everlasting witnesses to failure. Yet the tragedy of the Holocaust 
itself emphasizes the magnitude of the upheaval that Zionism has wrought in the Jewish 
people and of its impact on the world. 

 
Zionism was one of the impossible movements. At every stage of its progress, struggling 



for Jewish independence, it faced what seemed impossible odds, and it was regularly 
written off by a chorus of respectable realists and established intellectuals. After he 
published A Jewish State in 1895, Theodor Herzl is said to have called on Dr. Max 
Nordau to determine whether in fact, as Herzl’s whole personal milieu insisted, he was 
clinically insane. Twenty years earlier, at the height of the tension over the Eastern 
Question, when political thinkers in Britain and in Europe were receptive to the idea of 
Jewish restoration in Palestine and all were sharply conscious of the desolation and the 
emptiness of the country, neither Disraeli nor Bismarck would have thought Herzl insane. 
Indeed, an energetic Zionist political initiative at that time might have brought the idea to 
germination in the deliberations of the Congress of Berlin. 

 
No Herzl materialized in 1878, however. When he did, the international political 
circumstances as well as the cultural climate were radically different. In the 
circumstances of the tail end of the century, Herzl’s idea was rationally and fashionably 
disposed of as utopia. 

 
With the means at its disposal and in the settled order of the world, the revolution the 
Zionist Organization sought to achieve must indeed have seemed incredible. It aimed, 
after all, at more than a change in the status of an almost derelict piece of territory in the 
Ottoman Empire. It even envisaged the solution of a problem that had plagued and 
become embedded in world society for many hundreds of years – the transformation of a 
people dispersed throughout the nations, everywhere treated with contempt, everywhere 
subjected to a hatred which, imbibed by children with their very mothers milk, could not 
be eradicated The vast majority of Jews lived in poverty and in a misery lightened only 
by their own spiritual resources, their intense belief in God, and in the ultimate return to 
Zion. The victims of sharp economic discrimination,, they were at best protected like 
serfs by their overlords. Driven off the land by the ban of centuries, barred from 
particular professions in various countries, some of them at best found a place in the 
nebulous middle-world between producer and consumer. 

 
Generation after generation in Europe had its own experience of violence against Jews, of 
organized sudden slaughter and rape and destruction. The Jews in many countries became 
history’s most famous scapegoat for the failings of governments, an outlet and a target 
for the anger and frustrations of their peoples. “Beat the Jews and save Russia!” was a 
wondrously effective formula for relieving public grievance, and it was paraphrased and 
adapted in many other countries. One Russian two-syllabled word-pogrom illustrated the 
status and the condition of the Jews in exile. Pogrom means a mass attack on Jews 
sponsored or permitted by the authorities. Throughout the nations, Jewish life became a 
cheap commodity – not only for those who killed, but also in the eyes of those who 
merely watched; even, sometimes, in twisted reflex, in the souls of the victims 
themselves. 



 
From pity as the highest emotion through bare tolerance through unadorned intolerance 
and discrimination to pogrom – that was the natural range of the climate in which most of 
our grandfathers lived, as did many of our parents and some of our own generation. From 
that almost universal order, there was neither relief nor appeal. Herzl was a Western Jew. 
It was not in barbaric feudalistic Russia, with its Pale of Settlement which determined 
where a Jew might live and where he might not, that he became sharply conscious of the 
Jewish plight. It was in democratic, revolutionary France, when Jews could reside 
wherever they pleased, yet where each of them, because he was a Jew, could be treated 
like Dreyfus. 

 
The Zionist Organization thus set out to reverse what had been for centuries a fixed 
feature of the human scene – the existence of a helpless, vulnerable minority – and to 
restore the human right of the Jews, not only to live, but even to live as equal citizens of 
the world. The only way this rescue could, be achieved was by restoring the Jews’ 
national independence. 

 
That was only Zionism’s first task. It set out to revive the mutual flow of vitality between 
the people and its native soil, to restructure completely its abnormal, lopsided social 
pyramid; and it envisaged the Jew achieving self-expression as himself, not as an 
emaciated, or exaggerated imitation of the people among whom he lived, and not merely 
in twisted reaction to their contempt. 

 
The Zionist solution would in the result free the peoples of the world of a source, of the 
degeneration and self-abasement  –  which discrimination brings about in those that 
discriminate and which persecution breeds in those that persecute. Anti-Semitism. could 
be and was often lethal for its intended victim; it was certainly dangerous to the peoples 
that practiced it. 

 
The world did not rush to help the Zionist reformers. Most anti-Semites were not 
exhilarated by the prospect of their own unemployment. The Zionist revolution was 
achieved by the Jewish people alone. With minor exceptions, it was not until after the 
“utopia” had become a fact, and the Jews had a state, that the Zionist undertaking, as a 
“developing” country, qualified for material aid from other than Jewish sources. 

 
By the time the Jewish state was established, and when the political revolution signaled 
fifty-three years earlier by Herzl had been thus consummated, the Zionist Movement had 
essentially effected its social revolution as well. In spite of a variety of social and 
political backgrounds (and were internal political differences), and in spite of foreign 
rule, the Jews of Palestine lived a full national life, as ordered, comprehensive, and 
effervescent as any democratic people in the world. Its economic structure, built up on a 



progressive agriculture and a developing industry, belonged entirely to the twentieth 
century, even to its difficulties, its anomalies, and its imperfections. 

 
Now Zionism took on a new social dimension. In the circumstances of the birth of the 
Jewish state, its immediate function was that of a refuge. Into it flowed primarily the 
remnant of the Jews of Europe – the survivors of the Nazi extermination camps–and the 
majority of the Jews fleeing from the Arab states. 

 
The country of Palestine is very poor in natural resources. By the end of 1951, the 
650,000 Jews who had made up the population of Israel at its birth in 1948 had absorbed 
690,000 Jewish immigrants. Little housing was available; there was not enough food or 
clothing; the existing services, for years retarded by a hostile British administration, were 
inadequate even to the earlier population. The overwhelming majority of the newcomers, 
whether from the Nazi camps or the Arab countries, were penniless; many of them were 
ill. Most of them were unskilled, large numbers were untaught in any modem sense and 
therefore for years could add very little to the productive capacity of the economy. The 
Jews of the world provided generous financial help and lightened the burden.. Yet given 
the gigantic pressure of numbers in so short a time, every two Jews in Israel certainly had 
to carry one newcomer. These statistics have come to be mentioned as a commonplace, or  
drowned in the noise of Arab fantasies of the Arab “refugee problem.” Their significance 
may be made clear by imagining that the United States, wealthy and abundant, with its 
population of over 200 million, were to absorb seventy million penniless newcomers a 
year for three or four years. 

That was only the beginning. For hundreds of thousands of newcomers from the Arab 
states – some medieval, an backward – the State of Israel has been a school, very often 
the first school. It provided these newcomers with the rudiments of a formal education 
which the country of their birth denied them. It. provided many of them with their first 
awareness of public hygiene, of sanitation, of civic pride and responsibility, of 
democracy. A vast investment of money and energy and love has been and continues to 
be made in a backbreaking effort to overcome the yawning cultural gap between them 
and their fellow citizens, average products of Western education. 

 
The undertaking is far from consummated. The ills of centuries will be eradicated only 
slowly. The final closing of the gap may not come about for a whole generation or even 
two. Errors in judgment and planning, blunders in execution, are not lacking. The 
unsolved areas of social inequality and sheer economic deprivation are painfully visible. 
The human stresses and strains and frictions, are in connstant evidence in Israel. Yet even 
today, in its state of becoming, Israel compares reasonably well in the world’s social and 
economic scale, with the most progressive of the nations. 

 
Some revolutions of our time have achieved political status for peoples, others have 



improved the economic lot of the individual. Which of them can compare with the 
profound and varied achievements of Zionism? It brought independence to a uniquely 
dispersed, downtrodden, decimated people; it rebuilt its social structure from the 
foundations; it changed the life and the lot of the individual, freeing him from 
discrimination and contempt, often from hunger and the threat of death, endemic or 
immediate. In the process of building its society, and in spite of a constant state of either 
war or siege, it has protected the democratic freedoms. A lively parliamentary democracy 
(with an abundance of political parties) and a free and critical press preside over the 
process. 
 
What revolution of our time can compare with Zionism? The Soviet revolt, whose price 
of revolution was the murder of millions and the exile of millions more to suffer near-
death in “correctional” labor camps in the freezing Arctic north? Russia, where after fifty 
years and more of the revolution to establish egalitarianism – material inequalities, 
especially between rulers and ruled, between professionals and workers, between 
preachers and the preached-at, are accepted as facts of life? Where favorites of the regime 
may buy even imported luxuries in declared exclusive shops, while the mass of, the 
people spend hours every day in long queues for the bare necessities of food? Where 
totalitarian regimentation, protected by a ubiquitous secret police, has remained the self 
understood and unchanging character of society? Where every newspaper is a 
government product and every line in it, like every radio or television broadcast, tells the 
people only what the government has decided is good for them to know? Where 
dissenters are jailed as felons or locked up as lunatics? 

 
Where then? In the countries of Eastern Europe, which were forced to follow willy-nilly 
in the footsteps of the Soviet Union, chaining their economies and their social order to 
Moscow’s chariot? Or perhaps the Arab states, where every bloody military putsch is 
labeled “revolution” to justify the unchanging totalitarianism of the “revolutionaries” and 
to obscure the unalleviated poverty and the political powerlessness of the mass of their 
people? 

 
Zionism, existing to solve the uniquely complex problem of one people, could not by 
definition, and did not, aim at a universal revolution. Yet its ultimate success can bring 
many benefits to the whole vast area and the many peoples surrounding the Jewish 
homeland. It has been a truly humanist revolution, unequaled in our time. Though its 
humanist principle may sometimes be too sentimental, it has been a large factor in the 
Zionist attitude and in the policies it has tried to pursue toward the non-Jewish inhabitants 
of Palestine. 

The physical reacquisition of land from the handful, of existing inhabitants presented no 
moral problem of choice for the Zionists. It was one of the great myths of Arab 
propaganda elements in the period of the Mandate, that the Arab farmers of Palestine had 
been dispossessed or rendered landless. In fact, every square inch of land acquired from 
the Arabs was paid for. The British government, largely ignoring its obligation under the 



Mandate to place state lands at the disposal of the Zionists, enabled the Arabs to establish 
a virtual sales monopoly. Britain actually gave away large tracts of land to the Arabs, 
including absentee landlords in Egypt and Syria. These Arabs then sold to the Zionists. 
Of all the lands acquired by the Zionists, only 9 percent were by concession from the 
government. The sellers exploited to the full the heaven-sent conjunction of an eager 
buyer and a closed market. The prices rose consistently and finally reached exorbitant 
dimensions. In 1944, Jews were paying Arab sellers $1,100 an acre for arid or semiarid 
land that had lain fallow for centuries. At the same time, rich black soil in the State of 
Iowa in the United States was selling for one-tenth that price. 

 
Altogether, 27 percent of the land purchased by the Jews came from fellahin owners 
themselves. The remainder, usually unworked land, was bought, from absentee landlords 
in Syria or Lebanon or in Palestine itself, whose families had bought it from the Turkish 
Sultan for a song. When, in response to Arab propaganda – disseminated or financed in 
most cases by the very landlords who had made fortunes selling the land  – the British 
called for individual claims of dispossession, they discovered that even the handful 
whose claims they validated (as having been “sold” by the Arab landlord) were given and 
accepted other land or, at their own preference, financial compensation. When the State 
of Israel was established, 70 percent of all her land was not in private ownership but was 
a part of precisely the land which the British were to have made available to the Zionists. 
The Mandate government had, of course, inherited it from the Ottoman regime. 

 
Jewish immigration and development brought no harm to the individual Arab resident. 
Further, the new settlers rapidly became famous for their tremendous beneficial impact 
on the social and economic life of the Arab community. Moreover, they reversed the 
trend of Arab migration. Instead of the traditional exodus of Arabs, Zionism brought 
about a large Arab immigration. Arabs within the country also moved in to the areas 
which, previously swamp or desert, the Zionists had transformed into blooming farms, or 
which, out of nondescript villages, the Zionists had made into the flourishing cities. As a 
result of modern health and sanitation methods introduced by the Jews, the Arab death 
rate dropped steeply; Jewish methods in agriculture adopted by the Arabs increased their 
yield out of all recognition. The standard of living of the Arabs soared beyond anything 
known in the Middle East. 

 
The Zionist revolution thus had the effect of improving considerably the lot also of the 
non-Jewish population of Palestine as well as large numbers of incoming Arabs who had 
no connection with Palestine at all. 

 
With Israel’s victory in the Six Day War, the Arab population of Judea and Samaria came 
under her control. The Arabs’ notions about the Zionist had been fed for nearly twenty 
years by their own educational system and propaganda, embellished by a famously vivid 
imagination. Their views on the natural behavior of a conqueror were shaped by their 



knowledge of Arab practice in such cases – even against fellow Arabs –and by the fate 
they themselves had had in mind for the Jews of a defeated Israel. 

 
There were some with a particularly guilty conscience. The Arabs of Hebron had in 1929 
carried out a house-to-house slaughter of the Jewish community of completely 
defenseless and unsuspecting Talmud students and their families. Altogether, they knew 
perfectly well the reckoning of blood and tears that had accumulated from their repeated 
aggressions before and since 1948. Moreover, half of Israel’s population, half her armed 
forces, originated in the Arab countries – in families, therefore, who had been persecuted, 
hounded, and finally robbed of their possessions before being driven out to find refuge in 
Israel. They had a special reckoning of their own, which they might be expected to settle. 

 
Viewed thus, the Arabs of Judea and Samaria, by their own standards, had reason to fear 
the arrival of the Israeli Army in their towns and villages. This was no doubt the reason 
for the apparently inexplicable flight, of some 200,000 Arabs in the first days and weeks, 
after the end of the Six Day War. 

 
These notions also explain and provide the raw material for the fantastic tales of 
oppression, murder, rape, and destruction which Arab propaganda has disseminated 
lavishly and indiscriminately against Israel since the Six Day War. They represent a 
reasonable picture of what the Arabs would have done had they won. In fact, nothing 
happened. The Israeli soldiers, when they arrived, apart from insuring security 
arrangements, left the population alone. 

 
There has probably been no more benevolent occupation than the Israeli government of 
the Arab population of Judea and Samaria and Gaza. There have inevitably been punitive 
measures to put a stop to disturbances of the peace and to acts of violence. 

 
In May 1976, in the wake of the Arab states’ triumphant induction of the ‘Palestine 
Liberation Organization’ into the halls of international intercourse, and with Israel visibly 
hard-pressed, from without by a United States seeking Arab favor and from within by 
economic and social problems, young Arabs, long subject to persistent and exhilarant 
incitement did indeed riot in the towns of Judea and Samaria. Stone throwing crowds 
threatened heavily outnumbered Israeli security forces. In these clashes, one Arab was 
killed on each of a number of successive days. The event of an Arab being killed by 
Israeli security forces was so unusual that each single death evoked headlines, for 
example, in The New York Times. Thus, on a day when that newspaper buried the killing 
in one day alone in Lebanon, of 150 people and the wounding of 600 in two casual lines 
in the depths of a story from Beirut, it published a headline on its front page, and repeated 
it over four columns on an inside page, announcing: “Israeli Soldiers Kill Arab Youth on 
West Bank.” 



 
But in the nine years of Israeli rule, there has not been one execution. A handful of Arabs 
have been kept in administrative detention. In some cases, where an Arab has preached 
violence against Israel, he has been banished across the Jordan, where he is of course free 
to continue to preach and even to practice violence. The most serious punishment meted 
out to those who have given shelter to terrorists has been the destruction of their houses 
after due warning. 

 
That sums up the measures taken by the Israeli government to preserve law and order in 
the areas she governs. Where in the history of our times has there been such another 
occupation over a frankly hostile conquered population? 

 
That is not all. The Israeli government has also gone to great lengths, probably 
unprecedented in the history of military occupations, both to create an easy and relaxed 
relationship with the people and to improve their lot. From the beginning, it established 
the principle of not interfering with the tenor and manner of fife of the Arab population, 
with only two exceptions. First it insisted on the correction or replacement of school texts 
containing political propaganda–that is, the anti-Israel and anti-Semitic demonology and  
crude justifications of genocide with which the textbooks abounded. The second 
exception consisted in a considerable expenditure of money and effort and expertise to 
improve the economic condition of the population. Special teams were sent to instruct 
Arabic farmers in modem methods and the use of modem equipment in agriculture. 
Loans were granted for the erection of new industrial plants and the extension and 
improvement of existing plants. 

 
Israel has opened vocational training centers to raise as many young Arabs as possible 
out of the rut of unskilled work. Moreover, she opened the gates to Arab workers from 
Judea, Samaria, and Gaza. By 1972, forty thousand workers from their towns and villages 
traveled to work every morning to Israeli building sites and factories. In addition to 
buying a part of their agricultural crop herself, Israel, in spite of the hostile activities 
against her beyond the Jordan, allows the Arabs in western Palestine to send their 
products for sale across the river. 

 
The result has been the elimination of unemployment, both among the “regular” 
population and among the refugees still living in camps – most of the latter 
in the Gaza area, where they had been kept deliberately in squalor and idleness by the 
Egyptians. A sharp in the standard of living has followed and a widening of the economic 
horizons of the whole Arabic community in western Palestine. 

 
The Israeli government has been at special pains to ensure the maintenance of the cultural 
and even the social links of the Arabs of Palestine with other parts of the Arab nation. In 



spite of the Arabs’ failure to honor the cease fire of terrorist infiltration and attempts at 
infiltration, of the campaign of incitement, Israel kept open the bridges across the Jordan. 
She permits Arabs to cross those bridges and visit their relatives and friends across the 
Jordan. She allows Arabic students to go abroad to study at Cairo and other Arab 
universities. Every year, at the summer holiday season, thousands of people from the 
Arab states cross the Jordan to visit relatives in Judea and Samaria. 

 
Gradually, too, the Israeli government extended the travel facilities of these visitors. In 
the summers of 1971 and 1972, large numbers of Arabs from various Arab states at war 
with Israel, as well as from Samaria and Judea, could be found enjoying themselves on 
the holiday beaches of Israel. An Arab writer, Atallah Mansour, has drily described this 
summer influx as “taking a vacation in the Zionist hell.” 

 
The Arabs of Judea and Samaria and the Gaza district have been able, in the years since 
the Six Day War, to discover also how life has been for the Arabs who were citizens of 
Israel in the years between 1949 and the Six Day War. 

 
The people of Israel in 1949 owed the Arab community nothing. Except for a minority, 
they had identified themselves with the forces aiming at Israel’s destruction. They had 
withdrawn from Israel in order to clear the field for the convenience of the invaders 
from the Arab states. Nevertheless, a comparatively large number were allowed to return 
in the years after 1949, to reunite families or for other compassionate reasons. They were, 
of course, treated with some suspicion. The dangers of a fifth column were ever present 
groups or nuclei of groups of active enemies of Israel were indeed uncovered from time 
to tine. The areas with concentrated Arab populations in the northern part of the Country 
continued to be governed by a military administration, and Arab citizens had to obtain 
permits to travel out of those areas. 

 
Though the Arab states continued to prepare for Israel’s destruction and her Arab citizens 
were subjected to the daily incitement of a dozen radio stations, these security restrictions 
were gradually relaxed. It was discovered that the dangers had become minimal. An 
increasingly alert Jewish public opinion persuaded the government in 1964 to abolish the 
military regime. 

 
The relations between the Jewish state and its minority of Arabs reached a turning point 
in May and June 1967. One of the most striking phenomena of the days before and during 
the Six Day War was the behavior of those. Arabs. Exposed to the confident exhilaration 
of leaders in Cairo, in Baghdad, in Amman, in Beirut, and in Damascus, conveyed to 
them day, after day for three weeks on radio and on television, promising early and swift 
fulfillment of the dream of the destruction of Israel, they did not lift a finger to help in its 
consummation. There was not one subversive move, not one act of sabotage. Some 



undoubtedly hoped that Nasser’s bellicosity would be vindicated. The majority was 
clearly not at all sure it wanted to see Israel defeated. Certainly hostility to Israel was not 
strong enough to move any Arab to bold action. 

 
For the truth is, that though slow, their integration into Israel’s society was and is 
proceeding. Problems remain that cannot be solved in the span of half a generation and 
while the Arab states as such persist in their war against Israel. Absolute equality is still 
ruled out. The young Arab of seventeen, unlike his Jewish and Druze fellow citizens, is 
not called upon to serve in the Israeli Army – though in this, too, there have been some 
exceptions. The Arabs’ share in the public services is growing. As the beneficent effects 
of Israel’s education system spread, the Arab share in higher education grows. They 
enjoy, moreover, an unexampled economic prosperity. Their birthrate, aided by the 
state’s health and welfare services, is among the highest in the world, 50 percent higher 
than that in Judea and Samaria (in 1970, 4.6 per 1000, as compared to 3.1). 

 
There is, however, a much more significant truth that the Arabs in Israel have been able 
to learn from close contact with the Jews. Notwithstanding bitter, or sour, Jewish 
memories going back to 1948 and 1936 and 1929 and 1920, in spite even of Jewish 
attitudes of present caution toward them, as part of the Arab people still at war with 
Israel, there is no semblance of a climate of hatred toward them. There never has been. 
Zionism, with its intense fervor and programmatic intent, has preached a positive Jewish 
patriotism; it has fostered love of the Jewish people, love of the country  –  it has never 
preached hatred. The student of the vast Zionist literature of the past fifty years will be 
hard put to find any such teaching, even In the days of greatest crisis. Zionism has 
consistently inculcated a striving for relaxed relations with the Arabs. 

 
How to achieve such relations has indeed been the subject of historic disagreement and 
continuing debate. Conflicting political attitudes toward the Arabs ever since 1920 have 
not affected an almost universal liberalism, on the proper status of the individual Arab 
citizen. Zeev Jabotinsky, who opposed the efforts of the official Zionist leaders to 
appease the Arabs by making far-reaching concessions of rights or territory, and who 
insisted that the first essential step to understanding with the Arabs was to make 
absolutely clear the Zionist purpose of full independence in the whole of the homeland, 
urged at every opportunity the fullness of civic rights for the Arab citizens. He foretold a 
happy and prosperous coexistence of Jews and Christians and Moslems in the Jewish 
state he dreamed of. It was he who proposed that in the future Jewish state the Deputy 
Prime Minister should be an Arab. 

 
He saw this outcome as feasible in a Jewish state living in peace. In the Jewish state as it 
emerged, plagued by war or by the threat of war throughout its existence, the Arab 
minority has yet from the outset easily exercised its full civic rights, there have been Arab 



members in every Knesset, and now, since 1971, an Arab Deputy Minister sits in the 
government. 

 
All this the Arab of Judea and Samaria, even of Gaza, has by now been able to hear and 
see. His own briefer experience of the application of Zionist values does not contradict 
the experience of his fellow Arabs in Israel. While the air of the world resounded with the 
uncontrolled fabrications of Arab, Soviet, and other simply anti-Semitic propagandists, 
describing in detail the alleged ills of the Arabs of Judea and Samaria, those Arabs 
themselves have been shedding many of the prejudices induced by their anti-Israel 
education. 

 
As each of them goes to his familiar work in the morning – now often to a Jewish place 
of employment across the old Armistice lines  –  and as he goes back to his home in the 
evening, and ponders the changes actually wrought in his life since rule from Amman 
was replaced with rule from Jerusalem (or more directly by the local military governor), 
he can find only tangible material improvement and a broadening of horizons for himself 
and for his children. At first, no doubt unbelieving, he has gradually began to grasp that 
such improvement and broadening, and indeed his welfare, have in fact become a 
function of the Zionist state. 

 
Zionism was not born to further the welfare of anybody but the Jewish people, still 
largely dispersed. It carries a burden unequaled in this troubled world from absorbing, 
year after year, large numbers of penniless newcomers from the various comers of the 
exile, to completing the social and economic transformation within the homeland. It 
cannot, and will not, give up its historic heritage, nor can it surrender the territorial 
conditions of its security. But, whatever the Arab sins and ills of the past, the existence of 
a large Arab community in the country is a reality, no less than the right and reality of the 
Jewish peoples control of its only homeland. The innate humanism of Zionism, and its 
still powerful revolutionary drive, can take this reality in its stride. 

 


