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PUBLISHERS INTRODUCTION

“ONE NATION UNDER ISRAEL...”

Former United States Senator ]. William Fulbright, Chairman of the
powerful Senate Foreign Relations Committee, stated repeatedly in 1973, “Israel
controls the (U.S.) Senate.” Senator James G. Abourezk of South Dakota told reporters
at a Colorado Jefferson-Jackson Day dinner where he was keynote speaker in 1977, “as
a United States Senator, I have sworn an oath to uphold the government of the United States,
but I never dreamed | would be required to swear allegiance to any other government.” He
continued, “the United States is likely to become, if it has not already become, a captive state
of its client state.” Senator Fulbright was driven from office by the very lobby he tried to
expose, a testimony to the power of the Israeli lobby (Senator Abourezk served only
one term).

Israeli influence extends to the Executive Branch as well. On May 18, 1998,
Vice President Al Gore told the 39th Annual Policy Conference of the American
Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC), “our commitment to the security of Israel is
unconditional.” At the very hour when President William Jefferson Clinton faced an
impeachment indictment, the Vice-President pledged his allegiance, not to “one
nation under God...” but to one nation under Israel.

Nor is the power of AIPAC limited to Democrats. Former President George
Prescott Bush admitted in an interview on the Corporation for Public Broadcasting’s
January 1999 documentary “Fifty Years War: Israel & the Arabs” that he had been
threatened and intimidated when, prior to the 1992 election, he considered
withholding a $10 billion dollar loan guaranty to the State of Israel. He described his
intimidator as an agent of “AIPAC... a very powerful Israeli lobby”, Mr. Bush stated he
was threatened with an “end to his political career”. However, his interview omits one
even more incredible detail: that later in 1992 President Bush quietly approved that
very same loan.

“One Nation Under Israel” may be the first historically documented expose
of the hijacking of the American Congress. It is a popular lament that, “Congress is
out of control,” but nothing could be further from the truth. For as Author Andrew
Hurley clearly explains, Congress is not under the control of its constituents but of a
foreign power.

“One Nation Under Israel...” was first published in 1990 on the very
threshold of the Gulf War. It was then entitled “Holocaust II, Saving Israel From
Suicide.” In it, Author Andrew Hurley wrote a clear but unheard warning to the



American people that they were losing control of their government. In spite of
Hurley's careful scholarship and the timely subject matter, the book was blacklisted by
the Israeli patriot controlled media, publishing houses, booksellers, and book
reviewers, and few had a chance to read it. Mr. Hurley's warning rings out even more
strongly today with the return to power of the more militant, Likud party under
Benjamin Netanyahu and former Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, the crumbling peace
process, and seemingly endless explosion of bombs, threats and famines in the Middle
East.

Author Hurley is a historian. His book is a fascinating, scholarly history of
the creation of the State of Israel in 1948 by United Nations' partitioning of Palestine.
He factually documents Israel’s subsequent expansion by war and encroachment into
neighboring territories. The middle chapters describe the lobbying history of the State
of Israel in the American Congress, and the last chapters are devoted to Hurley's
suggestion for a lasting peace plan in the Middle East. It is only in this third section
that the publisher's views differ in some respects from those expressed by the author.
These divergent views are available to readers in the Publisher's Warmaker Series,
timely reports exposing the hidden agenda of global subjugation via ruthless imposed
World Government organizations masquerading as "peace promoting benefactors of
mankind."

In delivering this revelation to the American people, author Hurley states,
“As many writers and speakers have learned, it is virtually impossible for a nonJewish author or
speaker to write or say anything to do with Israel or Jewish people that cannot be interpreted by
someone as veiled, if not blatant anti-Semitism.” Accordingly, Hurley's book relies almost
exclusively upon “well known and highly respected Israeli and Jewish writers, members
or former members of the Israeli government, well known and generally accepted
historians and the objective news media .”

Mr. Hurley holds academic degrees in both political science and law. He has
been an attorney for more that 40 years, during which time he served as an executive
or on the Boards of Directors of Northern Pacific Railroad, Hunt Foods and
Industries, the McCall Corporation, and the Norton Simon Foundation. He is now
retired. Andrew Hurley wrote this remarkable book as a public service at the end of a
long successful financial and law career. Your Publisher is distributing "One Nation
Under Israel..." primarily through Internet sales in order to bypass establishment
book distribution channels, which would again bury the book without comment.
Truth Press can be contacted at 4839 East Greenway Rd.#151, Scottsdale, AZ 85254
(http//www.whtt.org).

Please use our NEW address:
TRUTHS PRESS

PO BOX 14491
SCOTTSDALE, AZ 85267-4491
T: 480-947-3329, F: 480-699-1902



Hurley's uniquely vital message to the peoples of the entire world is that the
American Congress has for decades been virtually under the control of a lobbying
machine dominated by the State of Israel. Those who govern the State of Israel
receive billions of dollars annually in U.S. Foreign Aid. Millions of these dollars are
recycled into the American Israeli Public Affairs Council (AIPAC). This lobby acting
in concert with possibly as many as 100 American financed, pro-Israeli PAC’s then
influence and intimidate a sufficient number of our elected Congressmen, who
provide more billions for Israel, and the cycle continues.

More expensive than the direct cost of foreign aid, is the effect of the Israeli
lobby's influence over U.S. policy involving other countries and resultant human cost
of warmaking over the last 50 years. Senator Charles Percy, a successor to Fulbright as
Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, stated in a public debate on 60
Minutes in 1988, “I finally reached the point where [ saw our foreign policy totally turned
around with the Muslim World - 800 million people. Can Israel and the Prime Minister have
more power than the Congress?” Under Secretary of State and Ambassador to the United
Nations, George Ball stated, “Practically every congressman and senator says his prayers to
the AIPAC lobby...they have done an enormous job of corrupting the American democratic
process.” Percy was rewarded for objecting to massive foreign military aid to Israel by
being driven from Congress by the Israeli Lobby.

Speaking from his California home, Author Hurley recently stated, “while the
U.S. attacks Iraq for alleged violation of United Nations resolutions, Israel has violated almost
every resolution of the U.N. for the past 25 years and remains in violation. Virtually every other
nation in the U.N. has voted in support of the Palestinian position and against Israel's
confiscation of Arab lands. The U. S. has vetoed every such resolution of the U.N. concerning

Israel.”

The powerful Israeli lobby does not depend entirely on a club to get its way
with Congress, it also offers bait. The subtle, everyday workings of this “Israeli
occupation” of Congress was shown through a routine back page news story in a
Phoenix newspaper in July 1998, which revealed that second term Arizona
Congressman John Shadegg and his wife accepted an, $8,400.00 expense paid trip to
Israel the previous year. The trip was reported as an in-kind contribution from
AIPAC. In truth it was a quid pro quo donation from Israel. The junket story
appeared coincidentally with an important May 24, 1998, foreign policy vote on a
heavily Israeli lobbied bill which contained severe economic sanctions against the
central African Republic of Sudan, a country so remote that no standing Congressman
has ever visited it. But Sudan is one of Israel's most outspoken critics and a growing
influence in the Arab world due to its enormous undeveloped oil reserves. All but 41



members of Congress voted for the sanctions. In 1994 AIPAC offered its posh Israel
junket to all new members of Congress.

U.S. warmaking in the Middle East appears to have only one lasting
beneficiary, the State of Israel. Israel's military and political power has been magnified
by the destruction of its neighbors and the enormous military aid it has received from
the American taxpayer. Andrew Hurley's magnificent book clearly explains why and
how. At a Phoenix meeting of AIPAC in 1998 its spokesman boasted to the attendees
that in a poll of 2,400 Congressmen and staff members AIPAC had been voted the
second most powerful lobby group in Washington. But Andrew Hurley tells us
AIPAC is being modest. He states, “You need not concern yourself about educating
Congress about AIPAC, every one of them knows it very well. It is the public who doesn't know
about it - and they need to know.” Your Publisher agrees. "One Nation, Under Israel..."
reveals a 51* state with more power that the other 50 put together. And now...the
reader will know.
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INTRODUCTION
How the Book Was Written

FIRST, AND MOST IMPORTANT, the book has been written
in a race against time. One of the major challenges has been to keep
ahead of current events.

The subject matter of the book is so highly controversial and emotionally
charged that writing it has involved special problerns. The format,
therefore, has been determined more by necessity than by choice, and, in
some respects, departs from customary book structure.

As many writers and speakers have learned, it is virtually impossible for
a non-Jewish author or speaker to write or say anything having to do with
Israel or the Jewish people that cannot be interpreted by someone as veiled,
if not blatant, anti-Semitism. The only completely safe course to follow is
to write or say nothing on the subject, which is the conventional wisdom.

An alternative may be to support and establish a position upon the basis
of sources and authorities that have unimpeachable credentials and are
immune to any suggestion of anti-Semitism.

The latter course has been the choice adopted for this book. Accordingly,
with few exceptions, this book relies almost exclusively on the following
sources and authorities:

1. Well-known and highly respected Israeli and Jewish writers.

2. Members, or former members, of the Israeli government.

3. Well-known and generally accepted historians.

4. Responsible and objective news media, ie, the Jerusalem Post
(International Edition), the Los Angeles Times, the New York Times,
Newsweek, U.S. News & World Report, Fortune, Business Week, The
Wall Street Journal, network television, etc.



5. Members of Congress and the Executive Branch of the United States
government.

6. The Congressional Record and other public documents.

7. The Encyclopedia Judaica and The Encyclopedia Britannica.

To avoid a charge that the sources and authorities have been misquoted,
selectively quoted, or quoted out of context, the quoted material relied upon
to support various positions taken in this book has been set forth verbatim
and in detail.

This approach also serves to reduce the number of source or reference
notes at the end of the book since, in most cases, the sources are set forth
in the text itself. This gives the reader the benefit of knowing immediately,
before reading the material, the authority relied upon by the author for the
position taken and conclusion reached.



PREFACE

I HIS BOOK IS CONCERNED with the Israeli-Palestinian
crisis and the threat it poses to the survival of Israel and to world
peace.

It is not primarily intended as a literary work—but rather as a means of
advancing a plan for peace in the Middle East.

Many of the positions taken in this book reflect, not only the views of the
author, but also the opinions of many prominent Israelis, as well as those
of important members of the American Jewish Community.

The following, in summary form, are the contentions of the author as set
forth in this book:

1. The present Likud government of Israel is embarked on a suicidal
course which, if allowed to continue, will lead inevitably to the
destruction of Israel.

2. Today, as so often in its tragic history, Israel is the victim of the folly
of its leaders.

3. The survival of Israel is too important to leave solely in the hands of
the Likud government.

4. The continuance in power of the Likud government, despite its
disastrous policies, has been made possible by the well-meaning but
misguided and blind support of the American Jewish Establishment.
Acting through the Israeli Lobby, it has frustrated and defeated efforts
on the part of the U.S. and others to bring peace to Israel and the
Middle East.

5. The American Jewish leadership is not listening to the urgent voices
of reason from Israel, ie.,, Abba Eban, Yehoshafat Harkabi, Simha
Flapan, Amos Perlmutter, and many others, who are alarmed and fear
for Israel’s survival.



6. The time has come when the Israeli people desperately need the
intervention of the Diaspora to save Israel from its government
before it is too late.

7. The historic events that have occurred in the Middle East over the
past year have provided an unprecedented opportunity to bring about
a peaceful settlement of the central issue—the future of the West
Bank, Gaza, and a Palestinian state.

The intent and purpose of this book is to offer a solution to the Middle
East crisis and to outline a plan for peace between Israel and the Pales-
tinians, which will provide for Israel the security it needs, and at the same
time will satisfy the right of the Palestinian people to an independent
sovereign state.

As the U.S. government continues to be intimidated and paralyzed by the
Israeli Lobby, and the American Jewish leadership continues to remain
aloof from this crisis, all that stands between Israel and catastrophe is the
voice of the American Jewish Commaunity.

If American Jewry does not respond at this critical moment in Israel’s
history, they must be prepared to accept the inevitability of a new Holo-
caust with the Jews of Israel among the victims.
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CHAPTERI

The March of Folly

IN HER RECENT BOOK entitled The March of Folly, distin-
guished author-historian, the late Barbara Tuchman, explains what the
title of her book is intended to mean:

A phenomenon noticeable throughout history regardless of place or
period is the pursuit by governments of policies contrary to their own
interests. Mankind, it seems, makes a poorer performance of govern-
ment than of almost any other human activity. In this sphere, wisdom,
which may be defined as the exercise of judgment acting on experience,
common sense, and available information, is less operative and more
frustrated than it should be. Why do holders of high office so often act
contrary to the way reason points and enlightened self-interest suggests?
Why does intelligent mental process seem so often not to function?!

She defines it as the “pursuit of policy contrary to self-interest.” As a
classic example, she cites the case of Rehoboam, King of Israel, son of King
Solomon, who succeeded to his father’s throne in 926 B.C.2

Rehoboam, a headstrong and ambitious ruler, ignored the advice of his
father’s prudent counselors and provoked the northern ten tribes of Israel
into revolt under a new leader, Jeroboam. Only the tribes of Judah and
Benjamin stayed loyal to Rehoboam, with the result that the Hebrew
kingdom was bitterly divided. The historic rupture never healed; it de-
stroyed forever the unity of Eretz Israel (Land of Israel) and proved a
turning point in the political and religious history of the Hebrews.

[1]



Tuchman goes on to cite other instances in history where human
blindness to consequences has caused many avoidable catastrophes and
summarizes the far-reaching consequences of Rehoboam’s folly:

The kingdom of Judah, containing Jerusalem, lived on as the land of the
Jewish people. It suffered conquest, too, and exile by the waters of
Babylon, then revival, civil strife, foreign sovereignty, rebellion, another
conquest, another farther exile and dispersion, oppression, ghetto and
massacre—but not disappearance. The alternative course that Rebo-
boam might have taken, advised by the elders and so lightly rejected,
exacted a long revenge that has left its mark for 2800 years.* [Emphasis
supplied]

Thus the ancient land of Eretz Israel was not conquered from without,
but was torn apart by internal dissension.

The theme of recurrent tragedy, above referred to by Tuchman, has been
the cruel fate of the Jewish people throughout its history. However, most
of these tragedies were self-inflicted and the result of the folly, foolhardi-
ness, and ambition of its leaders. Once again the people of Israel are being
betrayed by their leaders, it is the pied pipers of the Likud government who
are today marching the people of Israel to certain disaster.

FOLLY MARCHES ON

As we have seen, beginning in 926 B.C., Eretz Israel was divided into two
rival and hostile kingdoms: “Israel” in the north and “Judah” (including
Jerusalem) in the south, each torn by bitter dynastic struggles and enmities.
After his successful revolt from Judah, Jeroboam dedicated his efforts to
making his new kingdom of Israel, completely independent of Judah under
Rehoboam. To keep his people from going to Jerusalem to worship, he
established new sanctuaries for worship at Bethel and Dan. He removed
from the religious rituals all Judean reminders and changed the old festival
dates to new ones. He set up two golden calves in the sanctuaries for the
people to worship, thus transforming completely the spiritual meaning of
the worship of Yahve (God).

Politically and spiritually alienated from Judah, the kingdom of Israel
suffered through repeated revolutions and assassinations. Nine dynasties
were established in little more than two hundred years. Nineteen kings fol-
lowed each other, usually compelled to fight a bloody path to the throne.>*

* A History of the Jews, by Abram Leon Sachar, Ph.D., President of Brandeis University.

[2]



The March of Folly

THE ASSYRIANS

In the year 734 B.C., the Kingdom of Israel (the northern ten tribes)
under King Pekah joined a league of other kings in defiance of Assyria, the
then dominant empire in the Middle East.

The Assyrian king, Tilgath-Pileser III, responded by launching a ruthless
military campaign to crush the alliance. The Kingdom of Israel was quickly
invaded by the Assyrians and thousands of its most important inhabitants
were uprooted and scattered throughout the Assyrian empire. What had
been the Kingdom of Israel was renamed “Samaria” by its Assyrian con-
querors.b

Within a decade, two successive invasions by Assyrian kings, Shalma-
neser V and Sargon II, completed the destruction of the northern kingdom.
The remaining population was deported and scattered by the Assyrians to
the four winds and disappeared from history as the "Ten Lost Tribes of
Israel.”

As was their custom with difficult conquests, the Assyrians transplanted
and resettled into Samaria new and alien peoples in place of the Israelites.
These non-Jewish inhabitants, called "Samaritans,” were largely composed
of Cathaeans, Babylonians, Elamites, and Sushanites.

ISAIAH

Having witnessed the fate of Israel and the consequences of defying the
Assyrian Empire, the surviving Kingdom of Judah prudently decided to
follow the path of peace. For a time King Hezekiah of Judah wisely
counseled his people to live and prosper in the sight of God, to build cities,
to carry on commerce, and avoid war.

Thus for a time Judah escaped the fate of other neighboring countries,
many of which suffered ruin and desolation as a consequence of war and
defeat at the hands of the Assyrians. Nevertheless, the militant factions at
Hezekiah's court were conspiring to stage a rebellion and conclude an
alliance with Egypt and the Philistines to overthrow the Assyrians. The
more King Hezekiah hesitated, the more the militants clamored for action.

The prophet Isaiah begged Hezekiah to profit by the fate of the
Kingdom of Israel and other Assyrian victims. Desperately, Isaiah appealed
over the heads of the "war party” to the good sense of the people. He
walked around Jerusalem in bare feet, in sackcloth, prophesying that those
who plotted to join the war against Assyria would be destroyed.

In spite of Isaiah’s pleas in 714 B.C., Hezekiah under pressure from the
militants joined the alliance against the Assyrians.

[3]



The vindication of Isaiah’s foresight and the consequences of Hezekiah’s
folly came in 701 B.C. Sennachireb, the Assyrian king, attacked the league
and crushed the rebellion. His armies spread fire and destruction through-
out Judah and besieged Jerusalem. Finally a truce was arranged under which
the Kingdom of Judah lost most of its territories. The city was plundered,
Hezekiah's daughters were carried off to Nineveh, and he was left with
only his crown and the ruined city of Jerusalem.?

JEREMIAH

A century later, the Assyrian empire in its turn was overthrown by the
Babylonians under the great King Nebuchadnezzar. In his reign of forty-
three years, Nebuchadnezzar spread the civilization of the new Babylon
throughout the world. History records his reign as a time of relative peace
and prosperity.

As long as the Kingdom of Judah submitted peacefully to Babylon,
Nebuchadnezzar did not interfere with its internal affairs. However, a
militant rebel faction in Judah was soon scheming with surrounding
nations for a war to break loose from Babylon. This time it was the Prophet
Jeremiah who pleaded for peace, insisting that Judah, wedged between
mighty nations, could find salvation only by remaining outside of alliances
and coalitions and that any thought of rebellion was foolhardy.?

Because of his warnings, Jeremiah became the most unpopular man in
Jerusalem. He was ridiculed by the priests, denounced by the militants, and
condemned by the people. He sent copies of his sermons, pleading for
peace, to the king who angrily destroyed them. Jeremiah barely escaped
execution as a traitor. The king defied the might of Babylon and prepared
for war.

While Jeremiah was still preaching the cause of peace, the Babylonian
King Nebuchadnezzar swept down and overwhelmed the kingdom of
Judah. The king, and most of the leading citizens, were taken captive and
transported to Babylon.

THE BABYLONIAN CAPTIVITY
Incredibly, the surviving militants in Jerusalem were plotting a new
rebellion against Babylon. Again, Jeremiah vainly preached peace and
repentance. In a final act of exasperation Nebuchadnezzar descended again
with his armies upon Jerusalem. Jeremiah advised King Zedekiah to
surrender, and for this advice Jeremiah was starved, beaten, and left to die.
After a two and a half year siege, Jerusalem was taken, the temple burned

L4]



The March of Folly

to the ground, the city utterly destroyed, and the population taken as
captives to Babylon.

The Jews remained in Babylon for approximately fifty years after the
destruction of Jerusalem, until Cyrus the Persian conquered Babylon. Cyrus,
a generous king, gave the Jewish exiles permission to return to their home
and rebuild the Temple. A majority of them, however, preferred to live in
Babylon rather than return to Jerusalem. As a result, Babylon developed
into, and remained, a great center of Jewish culture for the next mil-
lennium.!0

Other Jewish communities in Babylon, instead of returning to Jerusalem,
chose to emigrate to Egypt, where they became populous and powerful in
the centuries to come.

The rebuilding of the Temple in Jerusalem was begun almost imme-
diately by the returnees from Babylon. The Samaritans (the people who
had been settled by the Assyrians in Samaria on the West Bank of the
Jordan and who had replaced the ten tribes of Israel) offered to help rebuild
the Temple. Their offer was scornfully rejected by the Jews who refused to
have anything to do with them. The Samaritan population was despised by
the Jews as a “mongrel race.” Jews were not only forbidden to intermarry
with them, but were denied any social or religious contact with them. Even
commercial transactions were severely limited. Samaritans were considered
enemies of Judah or, at least, friends of the enemies of the Jews.

Bitter at their rejection and resentful of the attitude of the Jews toward
them, the Samaritans built their own temple at Mount Gerizim at Shechem
(today known as Nablus, a city on the West Bank of the Jordan). When
Antiochus of Syria invaded Judea in 168 B.C, the Samaritans, as an
expression of revenge for their ostracism, rededicated their temple at
Mount Gerizim to the Greek god Zeus. Forty years later, following the
restoration of the Jewish (Hasmonean) monarchy, John Hyrcanus des-
troyed the Samaritan temple.

The Jews and Samaritans lived side by side in a relationship of mutual
hatred and distrust for many centuries.

The pious talk of the present-day Likud government of Israel about
reclaiming the “sacred land of Samaria” on the West Bank is an historical
travesty.

In 332 B.C. Alexander the Great burst upon the world scene, and in his
short life conquered the entire Persian empire. Upon Alexander’s death,
the empire was divided among his senior generals. Ptolemy became ruler
of Egypt, and its capital city of Alexandria attracted large numbers of Jews,

[s]



who prospered under the privileges extended to them by him. Over the
years, the Jewish community grew powerful and at one time comprised
almost forty percent of the population of Alexandria, the second largest city
in the Mediterranean world.

In the case of Palestine, however, this favorable situation came to an end
with the triumph of Antiochus of Syria over the Ptolemian armies and in
201 B.C. Judah came under the control of the Selucids.

The Selucid dynasty (also founded by one of Alexander’s generals)
attempted to impose Greek customs and religious practices upon the Jews
to whom “Hellenism™ was anathema.

The Jews of Palestine revolted under the famous leader Judas Macca-
baeus, who conducted a brilliant guerrilla campaign against the Syrians.
Judas reconquered Jerusalem and reconsecrated the Temple in 165 B.C., an
event celebrated today as "Hannukah.” Thus began the Jewish (Hasmo-
nean) dynasty of the Maccabees.

THE JEWISH KINGDOM RESTORED

The first years of the Jewish kingdom under the Maccabees were
spiritually rich and materially prosperous. Then came a tragic turn in the
fate of Judah. This is described in the following passage from Abram
Sachar’s A History of the Jews referred to earlier:

Material prosperity continued under John Hyrcanus (son of Simon
Maccabaeus), who succeeded to the headship of the State when Simon,
his father, was treacherously assassinated. Perhaps there was now too
much prosperity; Hyrcanus’ head was turned by ambitions to play a role
in the eastern Mediterranean world. He created a mercenary army, with
which he proceeded to carve out an empire. He subjugated the
Samaritans and destroyed their temple. He gave Israel's ancient enemies,
the Edomites, the alternative of exile or conversion to Judaism. It was a
sorry commentary upon the perverseness of human nature that Hyrca-
nus was already spreading his faith by the point of the sword, although
he was only one generation removed from those who had poured out life
and fortune for religious freedom. His son, Aristobulus, continued and
improved upon his example. He pushed his conquests up through
Galilee and ultimately crowned himself king. He reintroduced the
dreadful Oriental custom of destroying the members of his family who
could become a threat to the security of his throne.

Meantime a formidable party had developed that vigorously opposed
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the policy of the rulers and their abandonment of Hasmonean idealism,
called the Pharisees.!! | Emphasis supplied]

The Pharisees were opposed by the Sadducees who supported the royal
policy of imperialism. Their opposition reached the point of civil war in the
reign of Alexander Jannaeus who succeeded his brother, Aristobulus.
Jannaeus inaugurated a persecution in which six thousand Pharisees lost
their lives. Sachar describes the state of anarchy in Judah in these words:

For six years the civil strife continued. Jannaeus was merciless when
opposed. At one time eight hundred rebels who had held a fortress
against him were crucified and the throats of their wives and children
were cut before their dying eyes. Eight thousand others were driven into
Egyptian exile. Even in the worst days of the Israelite monarchy there
had been no such bloody bickering.

After the death of Jannaeus, his wife, Alexandra, who succeeded to the
throne, reversed his policy and favoured the Pharisees. For a moment
there was peace in Judah. The exiles returned, foreign wars ceased, and
the old faith was practiced without hindrance. But the Pharisees had
been too sorely outraged to allow their enemies to escape without
punishment. Firm in their belief that their rancor was virtue, they
instituted a series of persecutions and judicial murders which opened
every old wound.!2

The Roman general Pompey was creating an empire in the East for
the new mistress of the Mediterranean and looked greedily upon the
fortresses of south-western Asia. Both warring factions in Judea
appealed to him in 64 B.C. to judge between them, and after a show of
deliberation he supported Aristobulus and bade his rival begone. He sent
to Rome the magnificent golden vine which the grateful Aristobulus sent
him as a present.

Next year the Pharisees begged Pompey to abolish the kingship
altogether, take control of the country, and remove the curse of dynastic
war. Pompey acted with alacrity and sent bis legions to take over the
Holy City.13 [Empbhasis supplied]

Thus the end of the Jewish Kingdom of Judah came with an invitation

to the Romans to take over Jerusalem and Judea.
Sachar concludes this sad chapter with the following observation:
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Freedom was again crushed because the Jews had not learned how to use
it. The selfishness of the ruling houses and the strife of political and
religious factions exhausted the strength of the State. A curse seemed to
lie on the Jews which prevented them from reaching the highest levels
of moral power except when they were hammered and beaten by
oppression.'

HEROD THE GREAT

A quarter of a century after Rome assumed control over Judea, the state
was still in turmoil. The people suffered from the interminable feuds of the
Hasmonean princes—but also from the civil strife and upheaval in Rome
itself.

It was during this period that Herod supplanted the declining Hasmo-
nean dynasty. Herod turned out to be one of the ablest rulers in Jewish
history and brought peace to Judah. His reign was a genuine Augustan Age
for Palestine. He respected the scruples of the Pharisees and, as far as he
was able, did not allow any offensive statues into Jerusalem and even
omitted his own image from the coinage. He built a magnificent temple, far
more beautiful than the already legendary Temple of Solomon.

Upon the death of Herod, the last phase of stable Jewish rule effectively
ended. Instead, there followed a period of great and rising tension, the
reasons for which were not clear to the Romans. Rome’s method of
governing the empire was considered liberal for the times. Certainly this
was the view of the six million or more Jews in the Diaspora who were
treated as a special people accorded many privileges not allowed any other
national or ethnic group in the empire.!?

They had their own courts and system of taxation and were the only
people not required to offer sacrifices to the emperor or recognize his
divinity. The Roman Legions were not allowed to enter Jerusalem with
their Eagle standards for fear of giving offense to the Jews who prohibited
“graven images.” Most of the Jews in Palestine did not see Romans as
oppressors or enemies of their religion. However, a substantial minority of
zealots and other extreme militants in Palestine were unreconciled to the
Romans’ rule and from time to time committed violent acts of defiance.

Ultimately, the Romans found the Jews to be ungovernable, even under
their own rulers, and the people too turbulent to handle without direct
Roman supervision. A procurator was therefore placed in control, respon-
sible directly to the emperor. Still the country was rife with rebellion. There
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were three different factions in the Jewish population opposed to the
Romans, but bitter enemies of each other.

THE ROMAN WARS

The Roman wars began when the fortress at Masada, which was
occupied by a Roman garrison, was captured by one group of rebels and the
Romans put to the sword.

The Roman soldiers, at the fortress Antonia, offered to surrender and be
allowed to leave the country. The terms were accepted by the Jews—but as
soon as the Romans had laid down their arms they were savagely
slaughtered.

The tragic story of the siege and destruction of Jerusalem by the Roman
Legions under Titus is well known.

For the purpose of this book Sachar’s account is referred to here:

The city was magnificently fortified, protected externally by a triple circle
of walls and internally by numerous towers and defenses. And the Jews
fired by holy zeal were determined not to give in to the Romans while
the breath of life remained in them. Titus implored the city to surrender
but the Roman emissaries were killed.

Courage and defiance went for naught, however, in the face of the
cursed factional strife which cropped up again even in the most critical
moments of Jewish national life.

Three factions fought each other divided by temperament, by personal
animosities, by disputes over war methods. One held the upper tower,
one the lower, and the other the Temple area in between. None co-
operated with another, riots and assassinations were frequent, while the
most powerful legions in the world pounded at the gates.!

The zealots refused any Roman offers of truce or surrender. They firmly
believed that God would not let Jerusalem fall. Finally in A.D. 70, after
incredible suffering, Jerusalem was captured and destroyed. Almost a
million Jews died or were sold into slavery.

The great Jewish historian-general, Josephus, in his account “The Jewish
War,” which was written to show the total impossibility that the war
against Rome could have succeeded, blames the war and the disaster on the
nationalist militant factions among the Jews.

Josephus wrote that because of their actions, “out of all the cities under
Roman rule it was the lot of ours [Jerusalem] to attain the highest felicity,
and to fall to the lowest depths of calamity.”1?
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For almost half a century after the destruction of Jerusalem, the Jews
lived at peace, enjoying equal political rights with the non-Jewish subjects
of Rome and enjoying the general prosperity of the times.

As Sachar describes it:

The Jews gradually adjusted themselves to the tragedy that had come
upon them. The fall of the Temple and the dissolution of the State
destroyed all of the outward symbols by which the religious and national
life of the people had been regulated. Fortunately Judaism was not
dependent for existence on a sanctuary and sacrifices. The life-blood of
the nation was the law and the traditions which had grown up about it.
The truest defenders of the faith were now, not the desperate Zedlots
who sacrificed themselves with sublime stupidity, but the scribes and
sages who devoted their lives to teaching the masses the meaning of the
ancient heritage. Such was Johanan ben Zakkai, who established an
academy at Jabneh at the very moment that the physical State was being
destroyed. The light which smoldered out in Jerusalem was again
rekindled.!® [Emphasis supplied]

Nevertheless, an irreconcilable minority of Jews kept alive an opposition
which no prosperity could smother. They remained quiet so long as revolt
seemed useless—but at the first sign of imperial weakness their hopes
drove them to sedition.

In AD. 115 the emperor Trajan was heavily involved in a military
campaign against the still unconquered Parthians and at the same time was
faced with a rebellion in other parts of the empire. Sachar continues:

The Jews of Egypt, taking advantage of Roman difficulties, began to riot
against their Roman and Greek enemies, and their disturbances grew
into a formidable rebellion. This had hardly been suppressed when even
more serious disturbances occurred in Cyrene and in Cyprus. The Roman
historian Dio Cassius paints a sensational picture of the uprisings. The
Jews wiped out nearly half a million people in both places, eating their
flesh, besmearing themselves with their blood, sawing them asunder,
feeding them to wild beasts! The account is the distorted version of a
prejudiced historian, but evidently the Jews were in the grip of a wild and
irresponsible fanaticism, which drenched Cyprus and Cyrene with blood.
Trajan was compelled to send one of his ablest generals to cope with the
fury of the Jews. The devastation was complete; when the last embers of
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the rebellion had been extinguished, it was necessary to rebuild Cyprus

from its foundations. No Jew was thereafter permitted to set foot on the
island.??

Trajan died in AD. 117 and was succeeded by Hadrian, whom the Jews
welcomed as a second "Cyrus.” Without malice toward the Jews or an
understanding of the possible consequences, Hadrian issued two edicts, one
to build a new city on the ruins of Jerusalem, to be called "Aelia Capitolina”
and another to outlaw, what he considered a barbaric practice, mutilation.
He mistakenly included circumcision in that category.

Sachar dramatically describes the reaction:

Both edicts set the Jews afire and they rose in their final rebellion against
Rome, one of the most serious and protracted in Roman history.

Led by the venerable Rabbi Akiba and a brilliant young warrior,
Simon Bar-Kokba, the might of Rome was forgotten. The Jews believed
that this last stand against the Romans was like no other. It was the
prelude to the establishment of God's kingdom on earth and, to some of
his followers, Bar-Kokba was thought to be the Messiah. 20

The amazing zeal of the aroused nation brought them unexpected
success in the early months of the rebellion. They completely routed the
Roman legions and cleared the country of the enemy. Hadrian was obliged
to recall from Britain his best general Severus to put down the revolt. 21

In a lengthy campaign of attrition the rebels were finally isolated and
destroyed. Both Bar Kokba and Akiba were executed. The Romans, who
had suffered heavy casualties and were in no mood for leniency, began a
campaign of extermination which finally ended the tragedy.

Sachar concludes his powerful theme:

The Jewish casualties were much greater than attended the destruction
of the state in A.D. 70. It is not improbable that a half million lives were
sacrificed in the hopeless cause. Those who escaped death were rushed to
the slave markets of the East or to the gladiatorial arenas of the chief
cities of the West. On the site of the sanctuary a temple was built in
honor of Jupiter Capitolina. The very name of Judah was discarded and
the province which had given the Roman legions so much trouble was
renamed Syria Palestine. Jews were forbidden on pain of death to ever
set foot in Jerusalem.2
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This prohibition continued until Rome itself fell.

It is a remarkable story. One can only speculate on the course of Jewish
history, had the advice and pleas of the peacemakers (Isaiah, Jeremiah,
Josephus and, finally, Rabbi Yochanan Ben Zakki) been heeded, instead of
those of the fanatical zealots or the power-hungry demagogues. Through-
out the ages, who of these proved to be the true friends of the Jewish
people? Of this great drama, how much was rooted in faith—how much the
consequences of folly?

The eminent professor and Israeli historian Yehoshafat Harkabi has
pondered this matter and has written a book entitled Facing Reality in
which he points out the remarkable parallel between Israel’s situation today
and that which existed prior to the destruction of Jerusalem by the
Romans. 2

Professor Harkabi's views are summarized in an Associated Press report
appearing in the Los Angeles Times, October 18, 1988 edition, from which
the following is quoted:

ISRAELI HISTORIAN WARNS
OF PERIL IN MASADA’'S EXAMPLE
TEL AVIV—An Israeli historian has ignited a controversy by arguing
that a much-heralded Jewish revolt against the Romans—far from being
a glorious chapter in Jewish history—was self-destructive fanaticism and
a bitter lesson for modern Israel.

The revolt was followed by the mass suicide on Masada in A.D. 73 and
Gen. Shimon Bar-Kokba's rebellion nearly 60 years later.

A small burt articulate group of scholars, writers and politicians has
long contended that in the cold light of modern scrutiny the revolt was
lunacy, rather than glorious.

The debate has been lifted out of the realm of pure history and
plunged into the political battlefield because Israel today faces many of
the same themes that confronted the rebel against Rome 1,911 years
ago—among them survival, liberty and religion.

Occurred at Opportune Time

The way a generation of school children have been told it, the Jews
revolted because they considered the Roman occupation brutal and in
contempt of Jewish religious sensibilities. After a glorious fight of the
few Jews against the many Romans, the story goes, the rebellion was
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crushed, Jerusalem was sacked, and the last thousand defenders commit-
ted suicide atop the mountain fortress of Masada.

But the rebellion smoldered on, and in A.D. 132 a Jewish general,
Shimon Bar-Kokba, captured Jerusalem and held it for three years until
the Romans vanquished his army and sent the Jews into an exile that
was to last until the rebirth of Israel in 1948.

In his 107-page book, Facing Reality, Harkabi portrays the revolt as a
disaster from start to finish, whipped up by rabble-rousing zealots blind
to the realities of power in the Roman Empire.

The result, he writes, was the destruction of Jerusalem and the
slaughter of 500,000 of the 1.3 million Jews living there.

The argument is not entirely new. But coming from Harkabi, an
eminent scholar, former military intelligence chief and a pillar of the
Establishment, it caused a sensation among intellectuals.

In an oblique, understated style, Harkabi suggests that his country may
be treading the same dangerous waters as did the rebels against Rome.
He discerns the same two camps today that existed in Bar-Kokba's time:
what he calls the “realistic” and “sane” camp and the “blind,” “euphoric,”
“unrealistic” one.

Harkabi does not deny that by “blind” and “euphoric” he is referring
to Israel’'s present-day extreme nationalists who would annex the occu-
pied West Bank of the Jordan River in defiance of world opinion.

Parallels to Modern Times Seen

Harkabi sees parallels between the Israelis who minimize the weight of
the superpowers, and the zealots who misread the might of Rome; who
tell Jews to ignore the outside world and trust in God alone; who, after
having annexed the West Bank and its million Arabs, would then lean
back on the Messianic dream of a mass Jewish migration to Israel to
correct the demographic imbalance.

He likens the euphoria that overcame Israel after the 1967 Six-Day
War to the ecstasy of the zealots after their own early victories.

“The problem is not where Bar-Kokba erred,” Harkabi writes. “The
problem is how we came to worship his error, and how it affects our
national thinking.”

But Amos Eylon, a prominent writer and political commentator, says
1t 15 high time someone challenged “the angels of death and destruction
like Bar-Kokba” who had become Israel’s “hallowed symbols of national

renewal.”
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In a spectacular play called The War of the Jews, leftist playwright
Joshua Sobol portrays the zealots as bloodthirsty demagogues shot
through with personal hatred and greed. To Sobol, as to Harkabi, the
voice of sanity comes from Yochanan Ben-Zakkai, the rabbinical sage
who opposed the revolt and made a separate peace with Rome in return
for being allowed to go on teaching the Bible to his disciples.

Israeli television entered the dispute by airing a debate called “If I
Were There,” in which six politicians of various political bent were asked
how they would have conducted the revolt. To the amazement of many,
all but one said they would have surrendered rather than lead their
people to their death.

“None of us bas the right, morally or otherwise, to lead our people
knowingly to its doom” one said.

Moderator Israel Segal summed it up succinctly: “The dilemma that
faced that generation and the problems that accompanied the revolt
confront us today, too, it seems.” 24 [ Emphasis supplied]
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CHAPTER I

The Diaspora and Eretz Israel

ALTHOUGH THE JEWS of Judea, who survived the destruction
of Jerusalem in A.D. 70 and the Bar-Kokba revolt in A.D. 135, were
widely dispersed by the Romans, the main Jewish Diaspora which has
existed throughout the centuries was not the result of these events.

Today the word Diaspora is sometimes used among Jews as a convenient
means of distinguishing between the Jews living in Israel and those living
in other parts of the world.

However, to use the word Diaspora as it is also frequently used, to create
the idea that it represents the “scattered remnants” of the Jewish people
“exiled” from their homeland in “Eretz Israel” (The Land of Israel) is,
historically, without foundation.

As we have seen, a majority of the Jews who had been taken away into
Babylonian captivity preferred not to return to Israel when Cyrus the
Persian liberated the Jews in Babylon and encouraged them to return to
Palestine. This majority, who made the decision to stay in Babylon rather
than return to Israel, became a prosperous and powerful community and a
center of Jewish culture and learning for many centuries. Others, as has
been mentioned, migrated to Egypt where eventually their number ex-
ceeded one million.

Before AD. 70, when the second Temple was in its highest glory, the vast
majority of Jews, by choice, did not, and never had, lived in Eretz Israel.
They were not exsles in any sense of the word. Centuries before the fall of
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Jerusalem their ancestors had emigrated from Israel voluntarsly and had

colonized the major centers of population around the Mediterranean and

beyond. These Jewish communities were highly successful and prosperous.!
Paul Johnson, in his History of the Jews, states:

At the time of the Claudian census in A.D. 48 some 6,944,000 Jews were
within the confines of the Roman Empire, plus what Josephus calls the
“myriads and myriads” in Babylonia and elsewhere beyond it. One
calculation is that during the Herodian period there were about eight
million Jews in the world, of whom 2,350,000 to 2,500,000 lived in
Palestine, the Jews thus constituting about 10 per cent of the Roman
Empire. This expanding nation and teeming Diaspora were the sources
of Jerusalem’s wealth and influence.

The Diaspora, through which Paul and others traveled, was vast. The
Roman geographer, Strabo, said that the Jews were a power throughout
the inhabited world. There were a million of them in Egypt alone. In
Alexandria, perbaps the world’s greatest city after Rome itself, they
formed a majority in two out of five quarters. They were numerous in
Cyrene and Berenice, in Pergamum, Miletus, Sardis, in Phrygian
Apamea, Cyprus, Antioch, Damascus and Ephesus, and on both shores of
the Black Sea. They had been in Rome for 200 years and now formed a
substantial colony there; and from Rome they had spread all over urban
Italy, and then into Gaul and Spain and across the sea into north-west
Africa3 [Emphasis supplied]

The ubiquity of Jewish communities in the ancient world has caused
speculation by Nathan Ausubel in his Book of Jewish Knowledge that some
Jews may not have left Egypt with Moses in the Exodus.

He quotes Philo, the Hellenistic Jewish philosopher, as writing:

So populous are the Jews that no one country can hold them and
therefore they settle in very many of the most prosperous countries in
Europe and Asia, both on the islands and on the mainland.4

It should be pointed out that during the period of the Hasmonean
dynasty, which lasted almost two hundred years, the Kingdom of Judah was
a sovereign and independent state to which any Jew could have migrated or
returned if he wished to do so.

As noted in the previous chapter, the reason that the Hasmonean
dynasty ended was because the Jews snvited the Romans to take over
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control of Judea to establish order in the Kingdom which was torn by
dynastic struggle and factionalism.

The Diaspora Jews living throughout the Roman Empire, in most cases,
were not persecuted by the Romans. They were in fact a privileged people
in the empire.?

As mentioned earlier, the Roman authorities were so sensitive to Jewish
religious feelings that the Roman legions could not carry their Eagle-
headed standards into Jerusalem. The Jews of the ancient world who
comprised ten percent of the population of the entire Roman Empire were
not living in “ghettos,” which were unknown until the year 1570, or as
persecuted “exiles.”6

This is even more true in modern times. The Jews have always been an
enterprising and resourceful people who, in most cases, have moved to
various places in the world in search of opportunity rather than refuge.

Certainly, there have been tragic times when Jewish communities have
been driver into exile—but this by no means accounts for or explains the
distribution of the Jewish population in the world today.

It is estimated that the distribution of the Jewish population of the world,
in the year 1980, was approximately as follows: Out of a total world
population of 13.5 million Jews, about 3.5 million lived in Israel. By far, the
largest Jewish community is in the United States (5,750,000) and this,
combined with important Jewish communities in Canada (310,000),
Argentina (250,000), Brazil (130,000), and Mexico (40,000), and a dozen
smaller groups, means that nearly half of world Jewry (6.6 million) is now
in the Americas.

The next largest Jewish community, after the U.S. and Israel, is Soviet
Russia’s, with about 1,750,000. There are still sizable communities in
Hungary and Rumania (30,000), and a total of 130,000 in Marxist eastern
Europe. In western Europe there are a little over 1,250,000 Jews, the
principal communities being in France (670,000), Britain (360,000), West
Germany (42,000), Belgium (41,000), Italy (35,000), the Netherlands
(28,000), and Switzerland (21,000). In Africa, outside the South African
Republic (105,000) there are now few Jews except in the diminished
communities of Morocco (17,000) and Ethiopia (perhaps 5,000). In Asia
there are still about 35,000 Jews in Persia and 21,000 in Turkey. The
Australian and New Zealand communities together add a further 75,000.7

It is obvious that the vast majority of the Jews of the world don’t consider
themselves in “exile” and have no intention of returning to live in their
“homeland,” Eretz Israel.
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Since the coming of modern Zionism, which is discussed in the next
chapter, certain Zionist leaders, particularly Zeev Jabotinsky who founded
the Zionist-Revisionist party, have made as their principal objectives the
conquest of all of Palestine and the expulsion or subjugation of the Arab
population # order to make room for a new “aliya” (Ingathering of the
Exiles) to Israel.

In recent years, this has been the sacred doctrine of the Gush Emunim
(Bloc of the Faithful), a religious party of the extreme right and a major
element in contemporary Israeli politics.

The Gush Emunim is the primary ideological force behind the Likud
government’s policies on the West Bank and Gaza.

THE ALIYA

The presence and continued expansion of Israeli settlements on occupied
Palestinian lands is the most volatile, emotional, and intractable issue
involved in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. It is why the Intifada began and
why the Israeli settlers have retaliated with “vigilante” raids against Arab
villages.

Yet the policy itself is based upon the fiction of an aliya from the
Diaspora, which is expected to populate the West Bank and Gaza after the
Arabs are driven out.

In referring to the Zionist-Revisionist movement, started by Jabotinsky,
Johnson has this to say:

On these grounds he founded the Union of Zionist-Revisionists to use
the full resources of Jewish capitalism to bring to Palestine “the largest
number of Jews within the shortest period of time.” He attracted an
enormous following in eastern Europe, especially in Poland, where the
Revisionist militant youth wing, Betar—of which the young Menachem
Begin became the organizer—wore uniforms, drilled, and learned to
shoot. The object was to achieve the Jewish state in one sudden, irresist-
ible act of will. In fact, all three Jewish leaders (Zionist) overestimated
the actual willingness of Jews to emigrate to Palestine during the 1920s.
After the turmoil of the immediate post-war years, especially the
pogroms in Poland and the Ukraine, the Jews like everyone else shared
in the prosperity of the decade. The urge to take ships to Haifa abated.
During the 1920s the Jewish population of Palestine did, indeed, double,
to 160,000. But the total number of immigrants was only 100,000 of
which 25 per cent did not stay. So the net rate of immigration was a
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mere 8,000 a year. Indeed, in 1927, the peak year of twenties prosperity,
only 2,713 came and more than 5,000 left. In 1929, the water-shed year
in the world economy, arrivals (to Eretz Israel) and departures just about
balanced.

Therein lay a great missed opportunity, and the makings of tragedy.
During the calm years, when Palestine was relatively open, the Jews
would not come.8 [Emphasis supplied]

In a full-page article appearing in the Jerusalem Post, October 7, 1978,
edition entitled "The General With a Phantom Army,” Meir Merhav
exposes the specious arguments used by Ariel Sharon and Menachem Begin
about the massive aliya that will settle the West Bank. The following is an
excerpt from the article:

Most Israelis, and our politicians most of all, have always kept up a lot
of sanctimonious pretense about aliya. Like God and motherhood, eve-
rybody has always been for it. There has been little realistic thinking of
what the prospects of significant immigration really are. There has been
little practical effort to maximize the relatively limited existing potential
for aliya.

More importantly, what seems to have been forgotten—not only by
Ariel Sharon and Hanan Porat, but by the chief ideologue of Greater
Israel, Menachem Begin himself—is that in the entire history of
Zionism and of the State of Israel there has never been a mass immigra-
tion except in the wake of catastrophe. Jews motivated by ideals, whether
secularly Zionist or religious, have always come in a trickle of small
numbers. And many of them, simply because they were idealists, often
became discouraged and left when reality soured their dreams.

Even when catastrophe overwhelmed entire Jewish communities, the
majority of them sought refuge not in Israel, but elsewhere. Perhaps no
more than 60,000 German Jews out of a total of some 300,000 who left
Germany in 1933-39 could have come to Israel. Perhaps the British
would not have allowed in more. But many of them did not even
consider the possibility of coming here. The same is true of other Jewish
communities.

Today, physical disaster does not threaten Jews anywhere. Even if it
did, in one country or another, there would always be a preference for a
refuge other than Israel. Even among Russian Jews, who are the most
persecuted today in the national sense, 50-60 percent of those who are
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allowed to leave the Soviet Union choose to go to a place other than
Israel.

We may not like these facts, but we cannot ignore them. We must
realize that, the world being what it is, we cannot expect any large-scale
immigration from the Diaspora. If, unpredictably, large numbers of Jews
anywhere should be expelled and turn to Israel, we would of course take
them in. But meanwhile we must settle down to being a Jewish state of
four million by the end of the century.? [Emphasis supplied]

The above article from the Jerusalem Post was written eleven years ago,
at a time when more than half of the Jews allowed to leave the Soviet
Union decided to go to some country other than Israel.

Today the immigration situation has deteriorated to the point that in
some years more Jews are leaving Israel than are arriving. More than
300,000 former Israelis live in the U.S. and Canada.

The latest figures available for 1988 (Jerusalem Post, June 20, 1988)
show that 90 percent of Jews leaving the Soviet Union refuse to go to Israel.
The situation has become so alarming that the Likud government has put
into effect a plan to force Jews leaving the Soviet Union to go to Israel. This
is done by putting them on a plane bound for Israel and allowing no
stopover. The term “refusenik” now has a new meaning.10

Time magazine, November 22, 1986, reports on the problem in an
article entitled “Soviet Jews: Israel Wants Them All,” from which the fol-
lowing has been excerpted:

LET OUR PEOPLE GO has been the compelling slogan of a massive
campaign to win for the USSR’s 3 million Jews the right of free
emigration. Yielding reluctantly to worldwide pressure, the Kremlin has
granted exit permits to about 125,000 Jews since 1970. No other Soviet
minority has been allowed to leave the country in any significant
numbers.

Halfway House. To the dismay and embarrassment of Israeli officials,
a growing number of Russian Jews are reluctant to go to Israel. While
the vast majority of refugees in the early 1970s went to Israel, 59% of
those who arrived at the halfway house for emigrants in Vienna last
month expressed a desire to settle in the U.S. Now a long-simmering
dispute between Israelis and some Jewish organizations over the destina-
tion of the refugees may jeopardize the future of Jewish emigration from
the Soviet Union.
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To Israeli officials, the refugees’ lack of interest in becoming citizens of
the Jewish state seems like rank ingratitude and an affront to Zionist
faith.

Unable to stem the tide of about 10,000 Russian Jews who have
already emigrated to the U.S,, the Israeli government has moved to force
most refugees in the future to come to Israel. As the Israelis explain it,
their basic problem is with the way station in Vienna, where Russian
Jews arrive in the West by train. Nearly all emigrants must travel on
Israeli visas to meet Soviet requirements for exit. Those wishing to
proceed to the U.S., however, may stop in Vienna and request rerouting
to the U.S. They apply to the Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society (HIAS)
and other American humanitarian organizations for financial and prac-
tical assistance.

These America-bound refugees receive money raised nationwide
among American Jews. The U.S. government since 1973 has contributed
$13 million to their support. Some angry Israelis have dubbed those who
seek this aid “defectors” or “dropouts.” Josef Almogi, chairman of the
Jewish Agency, which supervises all immigration to Israel, complains
that “those who drop out enjoy better conditions.”

They can stay in Europe three to six months at the expense of
American agencies that then get them refugee visas to go on to America,
Canada, or wherever.

An early Israeli attempt to stop the dropouts involved trying to
establish an air link between Moscow and Tel Aviv. In that way, Russian
Jews might be flown directly to Israel, thus eliminating the Vienna
stopover and the refugees’ option to go elsewhere!' (Emphasis
supplied.)

An article in the Jerusalem Post of June 18, 1988, expressed dissatisfac-
tion in the manner that U.S. Jewish leaders are dealing with the problem.
The article is entitled “Erase Disgrace of Drop-Outs.”

U.S. Jewish leaders must be confronted fearlessly by Israelis and told that
Soviet Jews seeking to leave the USSR on Israeli visas must come to
Israel.

The disgrace of the mass exodus of Soviet Jews under the guise of
immigrating to Israel must cease smmediately, Absorption Minister
Ya'acov Tsur insisted. The struggle for Soviet Jewry, he continued, is a
national, Zionist endeavour of the first order.
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The benefits extended to former Soviet Jews by the U.S. government
and the enticements offered them by U.S. Jewry place Israel in a position
of cynical competition with that Jewry, Tsur asserted.

The real crunch will probably come next year, however, as the number
of Russian Jews emigrating to the “golden medina” continues to climb,
and as U.S. government funding for refugee resettlement begins to drop.
HIAS [the Hebrew Immigration Aid Society] estimates that, in 1989, 25-
30,000 Russian Jews will apply for admission to the U.S. as refugees.

A large portion of what HIAS, the JDC and federations spend on
Soviet Jewish immigrants has come from the U.S. federal budget. In the
past, when the number of Jewish refugees admitted to the U.S. rose,
Jewish organizations would run to Congress for additional dollars.!?
[Emphasis supplied]

Why is it that so many Soviet Jewish emigres refuse to go to Israel and
by a wide margin prefer the U.S. instead?

As long ago as July 1979, the Los Angeles Times, July 6 edition,
published an article in which Alexander Dranov, who had emigrated from
the Soviet Union in 1978, expressed his opinion regarding the feelings and
attitudes of the Jewish emigres.

The following are excerpts from his interesting explanation:

Many Israelis cannot understand why it is that many Soviet Jews do not
wish to emigrate to Israel, why it is that many seem to lack patriotic
feelings for their “historical motherland,” why it is that many seem to
possess materialistic ideas about America. I would like to explain.

The most compelling reason for emigrating from the Soviet Union is
to get away from an oppressive society—oppressive not only to Jews,
though to the Jews more than any others, but oppressive also in all the
countless ways that you don’t have to be Jewish to experience. Perbaps
the chief form of oppression is simply the constant shortage of anything
making a good and normal life: food, money, clothes, cars, apartments,
information, the hope for a better future.

In addition, Israel’s geographic position is not particularly attractive to
many Soviet Jews. To many, Israel does not seem to be Western enough
and, indeed for Soviet Jews, particularly those from developed urban
centers like Leningrad, Moscow, and Kiev, Israel seems almost Oriental.
The climate is another factor. Many Soviet Jews are simply afraid of the
heat of the deserts that make up much of Israel’s territory. In America,
they are convinced, the climate is more moderate.
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Even more important is the image that many Soviet Jews have of
Israel as a country that is less than free and democratic than is the United
States. To many it even resembles the Soviet Union in some ways. This
image is fairly strong, and it includes real and imaginary things. Compul-
sory military training and service, an overtly religious society and rumors
of restrictions on leaving the country are all upsetting to a Soviet Jew.

It is perhaps understandable why many Soviet Jews would prefer to
emigrate to a rich and free country with a reputation for stability, peace,
a high standard of living, work opportunities and, perhaps most impor-
tant of all, the right to be “left alone.” For a Russian, the joy not to care
a damn about anything political is a precious joy. The opportunity to be
free from any obligation, from having to be anything—not even a Jew,
if one so chooses—is synonymous with freedom in the minds of many
Soviet Jews. America’s diverse and developed culture, famowus cities and
a temperate climate explain the tendency of Soviet Jews to prefer the
United States over Israel.’> [Emphasis supplied.]

Noteworthy in Dranov’s article is the remarkable statement that the
chief form of “oppression” in the Soviet Union is not, as we thought, the
lack of religious freedom, but rather the constant shortage of consumer
goods, ie., food, money, clothes, cars, apartments, etc.

Another objection of many Soviet emigres to going to Israel, he says, is
“the climate—it’s too hot.” This is something that God seems to have
overlooked in selecting a suitable promised land.

On the other hand, Dranov points out that the Soviet Jews prefer to
emigrate to a rich and free country with a reputation for stability, a high
standard of living and work opportunities.

It appears that nothing has changed in the last ten years since Dranov
wrote his article. The Los Angeles Times, June 23, 1989, reports that the
Anti-Defamation League and other Jewish agencies are trying hard to
induce Soviet Jewish emigres to go to Israel but are having little success.

The Times concludes the report in these words:

But the Soviets are not buying. Israel’s climate is too hot, says one. Its
people are too religious, complains another. Hebrew is too hard to learn,
says a third. A fourth young man feels the streets of Israel are unsafe. He
wants to settle in Detroit.!4

[23]



The tragedy of all this is that the Shamir-Sharon plan for the West Bank
and Gaza is to dispossess the Palestinian people of land upon which their
ancestors have lived for centuries (and to which they are passionately
attached) upon the pretext of making room for people whose ancestors
may have lived there two or three thousand years ago, but who themselves
have never lived there and do not want to live there, unless forced to by the
Israeli government.

Author’s Note: The foregoing chapter was written in June of 1989, before
the dramatic upheavals in Eastern Europe occurred. As of this writing
(March 1990) the political instability currently prevalent in Eastern Europe
has caused some concern among the Jewish population of certain Soviet-
bloc nations about the possibility of a revival of indigenous anti-Semitism.
This is happening at a time when the U.S. has decided that Jewish citizens
of the Soviet Union can no longer be properly classified for immigration
purposes as oppressed people and thus entitled to the status of refugees.
The consequence has been to reduce and limit the number of Soviet
immigrants accepted into the U.S. annually. Therefore, this recent combi-
nation of circumstances has resulted in a significant increase in the number
of Soviet Jews immigrating to Israel. The effect of this immigration has
been to exacerbate the already grave crisis in the Middle East and to under-
score the central issue discussed later in this book, namely, whether Euro-
pean immigrants are more entitled to live in Palestine than Palestinians.
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CHAPTER III

The Zionist Movement:
1887-1948

ODERN ZIONISM as a movement did not originate with the

Holocaust survivors—but had a long and eventful history which
began in the last century. Nevertheless, the Nazi persecutions and Hitler’s
“final solution,” which aroused the sympathies of the world for the Jewish
people, were the operative events which culminated in the creation of the
State of Israel.

However, as Amos Perlmutter* points out in his book entitled Israel:
The Partitioned State, the present political discords and rivalries within
Israel today are simply a continuation and perpetuation of earlier divisions
in the Zionist movement:

Israel may be territorially secure, but old themes, voices, and faces still
seem to echo from the past. The debate over autonomy, the Palestinians,
settlements and the West Bank, and over secure boundaries is a variation
on old debates that went by other names and were waged in World
Zionist Congress meetings decades ago, in the political halls of the pre-
state entity that was the Yishuv, in the first Knesset, and in the Knessets
flush with undreamt-of military victories. To have heard Begin expound

* Amos Perlmutter is a professor of government at American University in Washington, D.C. He
is a noted author, editor, and historian and has served as a member of the Israeli Delegation to the
United Nations.
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passionately on Eretz Israel, the old biblical lands of Israel, was to hear
again the voice of Revisionist Zionism and its long-dead founder, Zeev
Jabotinsky. When hearing the leader of the Labor Party, Prime Minister
Shimon Peres, complain about Begin's autocratic ways, one must
remember how fiercely Labor’s founder and father, David Ben-Gurion,
tried to stamp out the followers of Revisionist Zionism, and recall how
deep the struggle really goes. Old themes, old fears, and old drives are
still very much alive in today’s Israel—frontiers, security, the Arab
question, Palestine, Eretz Israel, internal political struggles, and the
world at large.!

Perlmutter’s scholarly analysis of the philosophical and political history
of Zionism is enlightening—but discouraging, when one realizes that the
'same issues and conflicts which existed almost a century ago are no closer
to resolution today. Indeed, the fears, obsessions, and ambitions, which
dominated earlier debates, have since been magnified and intensified by two
world wars, the Holocaust, five Arab-Israeli wars, and the recent Pales-
tinian uprising.

Perlmutter in his book summarizes the situation in these words:

The question after the 1984 elections is not of one government or
another’s survival. Israel appears once again to be defining and redefin-
ing its territorial aspirations, which is the essence of the politics of
security of the third partitioned state. As in the days before statehood,
the same question is being asked and debated: What are the final
boundaries of the state?

The answers to that question are, it is hoped, to be found in this book.
Different men throughout Israel’s history and pre-history have answered
this question differently. For Theodore Herzl, there were no boundaries,
no real country or state, only the passionate notion that the Jews must
find a homeland of their own. For Chaim Weizmann, the Jewish state
was indelibly tied to the British Mandatory, which existed like some
protective umbrella overhead. For David Ben-Gurion, neither a funda-
mentalist nor a visionary, the boundaries of the state were flexible, never
finally fixed, dependent on the nature and need of the historical moment.
For Zeev Jabotinsky, who violently opposed the idea of any sort of
partition, and even more so for Menachem Begin, the caretaker of
Jabotinsky’s ideas, the state meant unpartitioned Eretz Israel, complete
Israel, the old biblical lands of Judea and Samaria, in which there is no
room for real Palestinian autonomy, let alone a Palestinian state.
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Thus, the political history of Israel and its institutions becomes a
description of a great debate over boundaries, argued by great men who
then enacted imperfect resolutions of that debate. As we can see in Israel
today, in Lebanon, and in the West Bank, the debate goes on.2 [Emphasis
supplied]

Therefore, even a limited understanding of the political and religious
forces at work in Israel today requires some historical perspective.

THE BEGINNINGS

The acknowledged Father of modern Zionism, Theodore Herzl, was a
journalist born in Budapest in 1860, and an “assimilated Jew.” His historic
role is remarkable, considering the fortuitous circumstances under which it
began.

As a journalist, he took on as an assignment the notorious Dreyfus case.
The case was an international sensation involving Alfred Dreyfus, a Jewish
French army officer, who had been falsely accused of treason by a Gentile
officer who was later proven to be the guilty party.

The trial caused the latent anti-Semitic emotions in the French army and
in the French people to surface violently. This convinced Herzl that
emancipation and assimilation had failed the Jews of Europe, and that the
only solution was for the Jews to have a homeland of their own. He was not
concerned about the particular location of such a homeland, only that it
would be “Jewish” and a place where Jews could live in peace and security.

However, he met strong opposition from many assimilated, as well as
Orthodox Jews, the latter of whom believed that only the coming of the
Messiah could bring about a new Zion.

Nevertheless, Herzl persevered in his idea and carried his dream to as
many of the courts of Europe as would receive him. He also enlisted the aid
of influential Jewish financiers whenever and wherever he could find them.
Impressed with his sincerity, the British offered to give him Uganda for a
Jewish homeland.

Herzl found his greatest support among the East European Jews—who
had been suffering persecution and pogroms at the hands of the Russian
czar. With these East European Jews as a base, he began to organize the
movement which became known as the World Zionist Organization. In
1892 he called a meeting of the World Zionist Congress in Basel,
Switzerland, at which meeting he was elected president of the organization.

His suggestion of a Jewish homeland in Uganda was met with such bitter
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opposition by the delegates that it threatened the very survival of the
movement. Finally, the delegates rejected the idea of any place other than
Palestine as the Jewish homeland.

The dissensions and divisions among Socialist Zionists, Religious
Zionists, and Secular Zionists soon made a battleground of the Zionist
movement, and the personal attacks upon some of Herzl's programs may
have contributed to his early death on July 3, 1904.

At the time of Herzl's death, Palestine was, as it had been for more than
four hundred years, part of the Ottoman Empire. Of a population of
approximately 700,000, Jews numbering 35,000 resided mostly in Jerusa-
lem and the port cities and engaged principally in commerce. The remain-
ing 665,000 were mainly Arabs.

For centuries there had been no organized Jewish immigration into
Palestine except for a small “Lovers of Zion” movement among Russian
Jews in 1882, Notwithstanding the numerical odds presented by a large
indigenous Arab population, the early Zionists intended to establish an
undivided Jewish hegemony over the entire territory of Palestine. They
recognized the Arab problem—but decided it could be solved later, after
they achieved their primary objective—a Jewish state.

After Herzl's death, the Zionist movement continued its momentum
under new leaders, each of these leaders, as we have seen, holding very
different ideas and philosophies as to how their common purpose—a
completely Jewish Palestine—might best be accomplished.

Closest to Herzl's ideas was Chaim Weizmann, who believed that a
Jewish homeland could best be established through the power and influence
of the British Empire. Consequently, he assiduously cultivated such prom-
inent persons as David Lloyd George, Winston Churchill, and Anthony
Balfour.

At first Zeev Jabotinsky was a supporter of Weizmann'’s British solu-
tion—but later broke away to found the movement known as Revisionist
Zionism. This movement declared Britain to be the enemy, and laid claim
to all ancient biblical lands, including Judea and Samaria. The more extreme
elements later dominated the movement and, as described by Perlmutter:

They would achieve a black fame as violent terrorists actively fighting
the British. Ironically, the legacy of Jabotinsky, as embodied by former
prime minister Menachem Begin, still lives in Israel today and still
wreaks emotional havoc. [Emphasis supplied]
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However, the leader who would ultimately have the greatest impact and
be responsible for bringing about the reality of a Jewish homeland and the
State of Israel was David Ben-Gurion, the head of the Socialist Zionist
movement. Although all three heirs to the Zionist movement were united
in their devotion to Zionism and admiration of Herzl, they agreed on very
little else.

Gradually, Chaim Weizmann emerged to the forefront of Zionist leader-
ship. His purpose was to reconcile Zionist aspirations with British
imperialism. Weizmann cared little for the indigenous Arabs of Palestine.
He believed that Arabs and Jews must live separately since, in his opinion,
the Arabs would reduce the standard of living of the Jews. He felt that the
Jewish settlements would lag if there was cooperation and fraternization
among Jews and Arabs. He doubted whether Arabs had patriotic feelings
and saw them as nothing but backward, scheming, deceptive, and untrust-
worthy.?

The Zionist movement, as a nationalistic movement, was uncomprom-
isingly committed to these fundamental tenets:

1. Establishment of a Jewish state in Eretz Israel (“the historical land™)
as the territorial center of the Jewish nation iz direct opposition to the
Arab claims to the land.

2. Creation of a Jewish majority in Palestine.

3. Separation from the Arabs. In calling for Jewish statehood, and the
restoration of Jewish culture, the Zionists sought to establish a clear-
cut position isolated from Arab and Muslim cultural values and social
structure. The conscious aim was to create an independent and
autonomous Jewish national culture and social system in Eretz Israel
which would be fortified by erecting political, economic, social, and
cultural walls designed to separate Jews from the Arab population
which they would rule.6

THE BALFOUR DECLARATION

With the advent of World War I in 1914 and the Ottoman Empire’s
decision to join Germany and Austria-Hungary against the Allies, the first
real opportunity came to bring the Zionist dream into reality. A victory for
the Allies was expected to result in the dismemberment of the Ottoman
Emopire, leaving the fate of Palestine in the hands of the victors, Britain and
France.

Britain needed all the help she could get in her struggle with Germany.
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Britain enlisted the aid of the Arabs against Turkey, and an Arab army
under British General Allenby and TE. Lawrence (Lawrence of Arabia)
achieved spectacular victories in the Middle East, including the capture of
Jerusalem. Relying on British assurances, the Arabs had no doubt that their
sacrifices and military successes would justify Britain’s recognition and
support of Arab nationalism.

At the same time, however, the British wanted to use the Jews as a
wedge against France by creating a British (League of Nations) Mandate
over Palestine. They reasoned that this could best be accomplished by

- reaching an understanding with the Zionist leaders.

The result was the famous “Balfour Declaration of 1917,” which was
simply a short note from Anthony Balfour, British Foreign Minister, to
Lord Rothschild. It is quoted here in its entirety:

Dear Lord Rothschild:

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

His Majesty’s Government views with favour the establishment in
Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, and will use their
best endeavours to facilitate the achievement of this object, it being
clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may prejudice the
civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Pales-
tine, or the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other
country.

I should be grateful if you would bring this declaration to the knowl-
edge of the Zionist Federation.” [Empbhasis supplied]

Anthony Balfour

This ambiguous document was the first official recognition of the Zionists’
political objectives and may be said to be the only claim up to that time to
the legitimacy of a future Jewish state. However, the Arabs saw in the Balfour
Declaration official support for the Jews, and even a promise of an eventual
Jewish state within their midst. Indeed, publication of the Balfour Declara-
tion marked the moment that Palestinian Arab nationalism, quiescent but
pregnant with possibility until then, took the offensive against the Zionists.
The Socialist Zionists in Palestine knew the Balfour Declaration for what
it was—both a lifeline of legitimacy for the Jews, and an endless and
potentially murderous source of enmity between Arab and Jew.
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In the meantime, as a result of the Russian pogroms of 1905, an
additional 20,000 Jews migrated to Palestine, among whom was David Ben-
Gurion. To the Zionists, any concession to the idea of dividing the Palestine
territory between Arabs and Jews was simply a pretext to be used until the
final achievement of Jewish sovereignty over all of "Eretz Israel.”

Although a small moderate faction of Zionists thought it possible for
Jews and Arabs to live together peacefully in an integrated society, the
militant nationalist rejectionists vehemently opposed this theory. Their
approach was pessimistic and condescending. Professor Yoseph Klausner, a
prominent historian of ancient Jewish history at the Hebrew University in
Jerusalem, and eventually a prominent revisionist scholar, argued that the
Arabs and Jews were irreconcilable. He saw integration between the two as
culturally dangerous, fearing that the Jews would “descend from their high
culture into the semi-primitive Arab culture.” Zeev Jabotinsky, at that time
second only to Weizmann in the World Zionist leadership, also saw the
prospect of future conflict and struggle, but he, like many Zionist leaders,
underestimated the strength and ferocity of Arab nationalism.8

The Zionist movement and its implications for the indigenous Arab
population of Palestine were apparent as far back as 1910, when the
Ottoman Empire announced its opposition to new Jewish settlements.
Well before 1914, the Arabs were very aware of Zionist aims to take
control of their country and voiced their adamant opposition to the Jewish
plans for new settlements. From the start, the Arabs distinguished
between “foreign Jews,” meaning Zionist European, and the indigenous
“Ottoman Jews,” a small number of whom had shared Palestine with the
Arabs for centuries.

As previously noted, the roots of the Arab-Zionist conflict antedated the
Balfour Declaration, but when the declaration was actually made, the Arab
resistance solidified in the form of Palestinian Arab nationalist opposition.
Despite many warnings from the Arabs, all of the Zionist leaders underes-
timated the Arab nationalist movement and its intensity. To the Arabs, the
Balfour Declaration was a betrayal of Arab nationalism and, while promis-
ing to protect their rights, was simply an attempt to legitimize Jewish
political domination over Palestine in complete disregard to the numerical
superiority of the Arabs and the Wilsonian principles of majority rule and
self-determination.®

To the British and their Palestinian Mandate, it was obvious that there
was no compromise position which would accommodate both the Zionist
and Palestinian claims and aspirations. The “partition” of Palestine was an
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alternative, but not a solution, since it antagonized both Jews and
Palestinians.

Gradually, British policy began to drift away from the Balfour Declara-
tion in favor of limiting Jewish immigration into Palestine. Recognizing
the mounting crisis in Palestine, Britain issued a report on July 7, 1937,
which, in part, stated:

Arab nationalism is as intense a force as Jewish. The Arab leaders’
demand for national self-government and the shutting down of the
Jewish National Home has remained unchanged since 1920. Like Jewish
nationalism, Arab nationalism is stimulated by the educational system
and by the growth of the Youth movement. It has also been greatly
encouraged by the recent Anglo-Egyptian and Franco-Syrian treaties.
The gulf between the races is thus already wide and will continue to
widen if the present Mandate is maintained.!® [Emphasis supplied]

The British report concluded with another proposed partition plan,
which found no support on either side—and ignited acrimonious debate
throughout the Zionist movement worldwide. The Socialist Zionist Labor
movement, however, was willing to accept the principle of partition as a
temporary and intermediate step toward full Jewish hegemony and a state
comprising all of Palestine.

Revisionist Zionism’s leader, Zeev Jabotinsky, was the labor movement’s
chief antagonist and one of the principal opponents of partition. Jabotinsky
believed that the Zionist goal must be to establish a Jewish state comprising
all of pre-1922 Palestine, including Transjordan. He based the Revisionist
program on three goals:

1. The gradual transformation of Palestine (including Transjordan) into
a Jewish commonwealth; that is, into a self-governing commonwealth
under the auspices of an established Jewish majority.

2. To create the tools for building this commonwealth, including a
regular army, a system of state control over customs and taxation, and
the nationalization of all land.

3. To harness the Balfour Declaration to Zionist aims through active
political and diplomatic work.

Jabotinsky opposed the concept of a Jewish enclave and isolation from
the rest of Palestine. He believed that the one national group—the Jews—
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would surpass the other—the Arabs—because their culture, values, and
commitments were superior, and that a Jewish state would dominate and
rule all of Eretz Israel.l!

It is clear that the Arabs’ hostility toward aggressive Zionism had nothing
to do with the fact that the “aggressors” were ethnically “Jewish.” The same
hostility would have been aroused in the Arab population had the immi-
grants (invaders to the Arabs) been Swedish. The Arabs’ response to
Zionism was a purely human reaction toward a movement whose uncon-
cealed purpose was to take over and rule the country in which they had been
born and in which their ancestors had lived for centuries. Also, to make
matters worse, this was happening at a time when the Palestinians’ own
nationalist dreams (they believed) were nearing the point of fulfillment.

BRITISH WHITE PAPER

As previously noted, the basic strategy of nearly all segments of the
Zionist movement was to win the population battle with the Arabs first,
after which Jewish hegemony and domination of Palestine would be estab-
lished. In effect, the Arabs were to be overwhelmed by the Jewish immi-
grants and, hopefully, induced either to migrate or, if necessary, be expelled
from Palestine to some other Arab state or community. Gradually, what
had always been clear to the Palestinians became apparent to the British,
namely, that the Zionists were distorting the intent and purpose of the
Balfour Declaration by unwarranted interpretations. Accordingly, in the
spring of 1939, the British issued its famous “White Paper,” which was
intended to clarify the ambiguities in the Balfour Declaration and to restate
British policy on Palestine in unmistakable terms.

A portion of the "White Paper” is set forth below:

Unauthorized statements have been made to the effect that the purpose
in view is to create a wholly Jewish Palestine. Phrases have been used
such as “Palestine is to become as Jewish as England is English.” His
Majesty’s government regard any such expectation as impracticable and
have no such aim in view. Nor have they at any time contem-
plated . .. the disappearance or the subordination of the Arab popula-
tion, language or culture in Palestine. They would draw attention to the
fact that the terms of the Balfour Declaration referred to, do not
contemplate that Palestine as a whole should be converted into a Jewish
National Home but that such a home should be founded i Palestine. But
this statement has not removed doubts, and His Majesty’s government
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therefore now declares unequivocally that it is not part of thesr policy
that Palestine should become a Jewssh State.2 [Emphasis supplied]

The White Paper then sets forth certain specific provisions limiting
Jewish immigration over the next five years.

Within months after the issuance of the White Paper, in the spring of
1939, the war with Nazi Germany broke out. Therefore, the White Paper
did not address the later and graver problems of Jewish refugees from
Hitler’s “final solution,” and the British continued to limit Jewish immigra-
tion into Palestine, in strict accord with the White Paper quotas. This
infuriated the Zionists who considered launching an all-out guerrilla war
against the British Mandate. The dilemma faced by Ben-Gurion and the
Socialist Zionists was that the Nazi threat was far greater than the British
and, as more became known concerning the magnitude of the Holocaust, it
became clear that outright hostilities against the British were unwise as
long as the Nazis constituted the principal danger.

Accordingly, a middle course was decided upon—the Jews would accum-
ulate arms and military equipment and organize their military strength, but
would not provoke the British into all-out war. Instead, the Jews would
continue to evade the British immigration restrictions and to fortify the
settlements then in place and continue to open new settlements regardless
of land restrictions. It would be open defiance of the White Paper—but not
warfare.

However, to the militant Zionists of the Revisionist faction who had
opposed the British Mandate even before the White Paper was issued, it
became a call to arms to be pursued with assassinations, robberies, and
assorted acts of terrorism.

In the meantime, however, as the momentum of World War II seemed
to be going against the British and the Nazi tide was lapping at the gates
of Cairo, thousands of Jews volunteered to serve in the Allied forces against
Germany. All of this made the British more amenable toward Zionism, and
they began helping to train and arm the Haganah (the military arm of the
Socialist Zionists). This help included courses in explosives, mines, artillery,
etc., even though the British recognized the risk that the Haganah might
later use this training against them.

The death in 1940 of Zeev Jabotinsky, founder of the Revisionist party,
opened the way for Israel's most militant terrorist, Abraham Stern, the
predecessor of Menachem Begin and Yitzhak Shamir. Stern, a wild-eyed
fanatic, began feverishly to organize commandos, build up arms caches, and
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recruit immigrants from Europe. Stern was committed to Israel’s “eternal
aspirations,” which included the building of the third Temple, transferring
the Arab Palestinians out of Palestine and expelling the British. To this last
purpose he even sought an alliance with Nazi Germany to destroy the
British Mandate.

Stern envisioned a Jewish Fatherland with the borders of Israel (accord-
ing to the “Torah”) to extend from the Nile to the Euphrates.t This was to
be achieved by a Jewish army, with the help of the underground and the
Diaspora. Stern considered the Socialist Zionists, and especially Ben-Gurion
and Weizmann, to be traitors. To many moderate Zionists the “Stern gang”
was a particularly murderous group of terrorists, and they frequently
assisted the British in rounding them up. Stern was finally trapped by the
British and killed. Although an outcast from moderate Zionism, he was also
a symbol of a growing revolt that Menachem Begin would come to embody.
After his death, Stern was succeeded by another terrorist, Yitzhak Shamir,
who took over leadership of the Stern gang (later called the Lehi).13

As the German threat receded, the British became more aggressive in
their efforts to enforce the White Paper policy. They turned back several
refugee ships from Europe in which, tragically, Jewish lives were lost. In no
way, of course, could anything that the British did or did not do regarding
immigration change materially the course or magnitude of the Holocaust
once it was underway. Nevertheless, the perceived callousness of the British
toward the Jewish refugees aroused a feeling of great bitterness among the
Jews and this set the final stage for the forced abandonment of the British
Mandate. The British army of occupation was now facing a guerrilla war—
but it never clearly understood whom it was fighting.

THE JEWISH UNDERGROUND AND TERRORISM

In April 1942, Menachem Begin arrived in Palestine as a member of the
“Andres Free Polish Army.” He obtained a release from the army to
assume control of the forces of Revisionist Zionism which included ele-
ments of the Irgun and Lehis underground.

Begin’s objective was to use terrorism as the means of making British
presence in Palestine intolerable to Britain. With passionate intensity,
Begin led the fight against the British in Palestine. His mind-set, which he
retained even as prime minister, was an obsession with Britain's “guilt” in
the Holocaust. Begin wrote:

1 From the Nile to the Euphrates includes present-day Lebanon, Jordan, Syria, and Iraq.
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One cannot say that those who shaped British policy did not want to save
the Jews; it would be more correct to say that they very eagerly wanted
the Jews not to be saved. ... They were highly interested in achieving
the maximum reduction in the number of Jews liable to seek to enter the
land of Israel.'¥ [Emphasis supplied]

Begin officially launched his war against the British on February 1, 1944,
His battle plan was simple—an unrestricted campaign of terror. The most
infamous of these terrorist acts was the bombing under Begin's orders of
the King David Hotel (the British headquarters) on July 22, 1946, in which
eighty people died. A particularly cruel deed perpetrated by the Etzel
(Irgun) is described by Perlmutter as follows:

Begin’s Etzel forces had kidnapped two young British sergeants, con-
scripts with no particular animosity toward the Jews, in retaliation for
the capture of three Etzel men. In effect, the British were being held
hostage. Then, on July 29, 1947, the Etzel men were hanged by the
British in Acre Prison.

The drama that had been playing out for months was coming to a
grisly climax. Parents of the sergeants had pleaded for their lives. British
officials called the “hostage” system heinous. In many ways, this was
another misperception on the part of the British. The mandatory viewed
Etzel and the underground groups as terrorists fighting an illegal war.
Begin saw it as a real war and viewed their fighters as legitimate soldiers.
Etzel Chief of Staff Amichal Paglin said that “we had nothing against the
two boys personally. We just wanted to stop the hangings.”

After the Etzel fighters were hanged, even Zionist supporters pleaded
with the Etzel to spare the two British soldiers. The plea fell on deaf
ears. Immediately upon hearing the news of the hangings, the two
sergeants, hooded, were placed on chairs and a noose was put around
their necks. Etzel men kicked the chairs away. The bodies were trans-
ported to a eucalyptus grove nearby and hung upside down from a tree
for the British to find. The area around the bodies was booby-trapped
and mined.1

Johnson, in his book entitled History of the Jews, expresses the opinion
that the Jewish underground introduced the “first use of scientific terrorism
in the modern world” and that Menachem Begin was sts most accom-
plished practitioner.16
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In his final commentary on this period, Perlmutter gives Menachem
Begin's terrorist activities a major share of the credit for driving out the
British:

Etzel often confused with Lehi, of course performed numerous acts of
violence against the British, not all of them as grisly or horrifying as the
King David bombing or the hanging of the British sergeants. These
included a daring raid on the supposedly impregnable Acre Prison to
release Lehi and Etzel prisoners. What was most important was that the
acts were played out to the world, and it would not be wrong to say that
they played as key a role in pushing the hamstrung, weary, frustrated
British out of Palestine as did the combined efforts of the Haganah and
Palmach, and the political tenacity of Ben-Gurion and Weizmann.

Looking back at the struggle against the mandatory from the stand-
point of modern times, there is no denying the importance of both the
more moderate forces of Ben-Gurion and the terrorist forces of Etzel and
Begin. Begin provided the often horrific spark which would stir and
incite the British to the point where they were ready to leave Palestine.
Ben-Gurion, often in politically ruthless ways, kept the forces of resist-
ance together, and molded the state-in-being that was to become Israel.l”
[Emphasis supplied]

However, the Lehi, led by Yitzhak Shamir, was too extreme even for
Begin's taste. Among other terrorist acts, it was responsible for the murder
in 1944 of Lord Moyne, British Minister for Middle East Affairs, and on
April 26, 1944, the cold-blooded killing of six sleeping British paratroopers.
Later, Shamir’s Lehi planned and carried out the assassination of Count
Folke Bernadotte, the United Nations envoy.!8

It is clear that throughout the history of the Zionist movement the major
factions were agreed on only one thing—they wanted 4/ of Palestine, not
a “partitioned” Palestine except as a first step toward total control. In
essence this meant that a homeland for the Jews meant no homeland for
the Palestinians.

As we have seen, one proposed solution had long been to “partition”
Palestine between Jews and Arabs in an attempt to accommodate both the
Jews and Palestinian national movements. The insoluble problem con-
tinued to be that neither side wanted partition—each claiming the entire
country of Palestine.

In 1942, the Socialist Zionists, led by Ben-Gurion, reluctantly began to
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move toward accepting a partition of Palestine—but only as a first step in
achieving a Jewish state encompassing all of Palestine.

Ben-Gurion’s philosophy is summarized in the recent book by Simha
Flapan, entitled The Birth of Israel, Myths and Realities:

Ben-Gurion’s long-range objective was quite clear: “Just as I do not see
the proposed Jewish state as a final solution to the problems of the
Jewish people,” he told his party members, “so I do not see partition as
the final solution of the Palestine question. Those who reject partition
are right in their claim that this country cannot be partitioned because it
constitutes one unit, not only from a historical point of view but also
from that of nature and economy.”

Addressing the Zionist Executive, he again emphasized the tactical
nature of his support for partition and his assumption that “after the for-
mation of a large army in the wake of the establishment of the state, we
will abolish partition and expand to the whole of Palestine.” He reiterated
this position in a letter to his family during that same period. “A4 Jewsish
State is not the end but the beginning . . . we shall organize a sophisticated
defense force—an elite army. I have no doubt that our army will be one
of the best in the world. And then 1 am sure that we will not be prevented
from settling in other parts of the country, either through mutual
understanding and agreement with our neighbors, or by other means.”

In May 1942, Ben-Gurion convened a Zionist conference in New York
City that was attended by some six hundred delegates, including leaders
from Palestine and from the European movements. The main thrust of
the resulting Biltmore Program (named after the hotel where the
meeting took place) was that “Palestine be established as a Jewish
commonwealth integrated into the structure of the new democratic
world.” The British Mandate, it was declared, could no longer assure the
establishment of the national home. Significantly, the subject of borders
was not mentioned in the final resolution. Yez the implications of the
commonwealth plan were obvious: Palestine was to be a Jewish state.
The Arabs were no longer a party to negotiations and had no role in
determining the future of the country.

With the support of the increasingly influential and militant Ameri-
can Zionists in a coalition against the more liberal, conciliatory elements
in the movement, Ben-Gurion gained passage of the resolution. The
Biltmore Program became the official policy of the World Zionist move-
ment and heralded Ben-Gurion'’s ascent to unchallenged leadership. On
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his return to Palestine after the conference, Ben-Gurion continued to
empbhasize that Biltmore referred to a Jewish state in the whole of
Palestine. At a meeting of the Histadrut Council at Kfar Vitkin, he
explained that "this is why we formulated our demand not as a Jewish
state in Palestine, but Palestine as a Jewish state,” and he specifically
advised not to identify the Biltmore Program with a Jewish state 1 part
of Palestine.!? [Emphasis supplied]

On August 5, 1946, the Executive Board of the Jewish Agency met in
Paris and adopted the concept of "partition” as the official policy of the
Zionist movement.

Ben-Gurion knew that President Truman was opposed both to a Jewish
state in Palestine and to partition. Truman was, however, sympathetic to
the refugee problem of the Holocaust survivors.

Perlmutter calls attention to a popular misconception that associates
Zionism primarily with the victims of the Holocaust:

Ben-Gurion and the Zionists then decided to combine the Holocaust and
independence, the plight of Jewish displaced persons and survivors of
the camps with the concept of partition. Even for the Zionists this was
something of a departure, for they had come late to the issue of the
plight of the victims of the Holocaust. The pursust of a displaced persons
policy had not been one of the Zionists’ major goals (no matter how
much some historians like to insist it was.) Now, in 1946, the plight of
the displaced persons in British camps coincided with pragmatic politics
on several levels. On the most immediate front, immigration to Eretz
Israel was always a major Zionist concern, and the survivors of European
Jewry represented hundreds of thousands of potential Jewish settlers
who had nowhere else to go since the gates of most countries, including
the United States, were closed to them. The displaced persons therefore
also represented a practical way to mix humanitarian concerns with
pragmatic politics. This was especially true in finding a way to get the
United States involved in the Palestine problem. The British, without
meaning to, were eminently cooperative.?? [Emphasis supplied]

As efforts to involve the United States grew, the political pressure on
President Truman increased.

Truman, as did almost everyone else, felt great sympathy for the Jewish
refugees from Europe. He was also much less sure of the Jewish vote than
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Roosevelt had been. For the coming 1948 election, he needed the endorse-
ment of Jewish organizations in such swing-states as New York, Pennsylva-
nia, and Illinois. Once the British renounced their mandate, Truman pushed
for the creation of a Jewish state in Palestine. In May 1947, the Palestine
problem came before the United Nations. The majority produced a new
partition plan—there would be Jewish and Arab states, plus an interna-
tional zone in Jerusalem. Being aware of Zionist ambitions for all of
Palestine, neither the American State Department, nor the British Foreign
Office wanted a Jewish state. They foresaw disaster for the West if one were
created. The British War Office and the U.S. Defense Department were
also strongly opposed.

PARTITION AND THE BIRTH OF ISRAEL

Nevertheless, on November 29, 1947, thanks to Truman’s vigorous
backing, the plan was adopted by the General Assembly, 33 votes to 13,
with 10 abstentions.2!

The Partition Plan contains, among others, the following provisions:

1. The basic premise underlying the partition proposal is that the claims
to Palestine of the Arabs and Jews, both possessing validity, are
srreconcilable, and that among all of the solutions advanced partition
will provide the most realistic and practicable settlement, and is the
most likely to afford a workable basis for meeting in part the claims
and national aspirations of both parties.

2. It is a fact that both of these peoples have their historic roots in
Palestine, and that both make vital contributions to the economic and
cultural life of the country. The partition solution takes these consid-
erations fully into account.

3. The basic conflict in Palestine is a clash of two intense nationalisms.
Regardless of the historical origins of the conflict, the rights and
wrongs of the promises and counter-promises, and the international
intervention incident to the Mandate, there are now in Palestine
some 650,000 Jews and some 1,200,000 Arabs, who are dissimilar in
their ways of living and, for the time being, separated by political
interests which render difficult full and effective political cooperation
among them, whether voluntary or induced by constitutional arrange-
ments.

4. Only by means of partition can these conflicting national aspirations
find substantial expression and qualify both peoples to take their
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places as independent nations in the international commaunity and in
the United Nations.

5. The partition solution provides that finality, which is a most urgent
need, is the solution. Every other proposed solution would tend to
induce the two parties to seek modification in their favour by means
of persistent pressure. The grant of independence to both States,
however, would remove the basis for such efforts.

6. Partition is based on a realistic appraisal of the actual Arab-Jewish
relations in Palestine. Full political cooperation would be indispensa-
ble to the effective functioning of any single-State scheme, such as the
federal State proposal, except in those cases which frankly envisage
either an Arab or a Jewish dominated State.

7. Partition is the only means available by which political and economic
responsibility can be placed squarely on both Arabs and Jews, with the
prospective result that, confronted with responsibility for bearing
fully the consequences of their own actions, a new and important
element of political amelioration would be introduced. In the pro-
posed federal State solution, this factor would be lacking.

8. Jewish immigration is the central issue in Palestine today and is one
factor, above all others, that rules out the necessary cooperation
between the Arab and Jewish communities in a single State. The
creation of a Jewish State under a partition scheme is the only hope
of removing this issue from the arena of conflict.

9. It is recognized that partition has been strongly opposed by Arabs, but
it is felt that the opposition would be lessened by a solution which
definitively fixes the extent of territory to be allotted to the Jews with
its implicit limitation on immigration. The fact that the solution
carries the sanction of the United Nations involves a finality which
should allay Arab fears of further expansion of the Jewish State.
[Empbhasis supplied]

Although the partition resolution of the United Nations General Assem-
bly, referred to above, constitutes the de jure foundation for the State of
Israel, it is clear that the Zionists had no intention of abiding by either the
letter or the spirit of the U.N. resolution.

Menachem Begin, leader of the Irgun, declared that the “bisection of our
homeland is illegal and will never be recognized.” Begin's Hezut party,
founded in 1948, argued for a Jewish state not only in all of Palestine—but
in Jordan as well, “even if it has to be won by blood and fire.”??
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None of the Zionist parties accepted the U.N. resolution as anything but
a temporary expedient.

As the late Simha FlapanJ} in his recent book, The Birth of Israel, Myths
and Realittes, describes it:

In short, acceptance of the UN Partition Resolution was an example of
Zionist pragmatism par excellence. It was a tactical acceptance, a vital
step in the right direction—a springboard for expansion when circum-
stances proved more judicious. And indeed, in the period between the
UN vote on November 29, 1947, and the declaration of the State of
Israel on May 14, 1948, a number of developments helped to produce the
judicious circumstances that would enable the embryonic Jewish State to
expand its borders.?

Overall Zionist strategy never wavered from its basic position—all of
Palestine was to be Jewish and no Palestinian state would be allowed,
regardless of the U.N. resolution. On Friday, May 14, 1948, Ben-Gurion
read out the Scroll of Independence:

By virtue of our national and intrinsic right and on the strength of the
resolution of the United Nations General Assembly, we hereby declare
the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine, which shall be known as
the State of Israel.24

1Simha Flapan was National Secretary of Israel's MAPAM party, and director of its Arab Affairs
Department. He was founder and editor-in-chief of the Middle East monthly New Outlook, and
founder and director of the Jewish-Arab Institute and the Israeli Peace Research Institute. He alsc
lectured as a Fellow at the Harvard University Center for International Affairs, as a Visiting
Scholar at the Harvard Center for Middle East Studies, and as a Foreign Associate of the Roya
Institute of International Affairs in London.
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CHAPTER IV

The Arab-Israeli Wars

THE CROWNING achievement and the culminating event in the
history of Zionism was the founding of the State of Israel. It was
also the casus belli of the “War of Independence,” 1948-1949, the first of
five Arab-Israeli wars. For the purposes of this book, it is the only one of
these wars which will be discussed in any detail, because it is the source of
the Palestinian refugee problem, one of the most difficult issues to be dealt
with in resolving the Middle East crisis.

THE WAR OF INDEPENDENCE AND ISRAELI MYTHOLOGY

The popularly accepted version of the War of Independence, in Israel
and elsewhere, may be summarized as follows:

No sooner had the young nation of Israel declared itself as a State, it was
set upon (in its cradle, so to speak) by powerful enemies determined upon
its destruction. Only after a heroic defense, involving brilliant tactics and
unsurpassed bravery, did Israel succeed in defeating and humiliating the
Arab hordes. The imagery associated with the Israeli victory is that of a
David desperately facing a Goliath and triumphing against great odds.

This account of the War of Independence has been told and retold with
frequent embellishments to where it is now accepted (according to the late
Simha Flapan) in Israeli society as historical truth and hardened into a
dangerous ideological shield.

This version of the events surrounding the founding of Israel and the
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War of Independence may never have been questioned or challenged except
for the recent release and declassification of many state documents and
military archives, including the secret war diaries of Ben-Gurion. The par-
ticular significance of these recent revelations is that they cast an entirely
new light on the crucial question concerning the Palestinian refugees.

This long-debated question is (1) whether, when the 1948-49 war
started, the Palestinian refugees voluntarily abandoned their lands and
homes not intending to return, so that Israel was entitled to seize and
confiscate their homes and property, or (2) whether the Palestinians fled
for their lives in a panic because of the threats and attacks by the Israeli
army, and the terrorist atrocities committed by the Irgun, under Begin, and
the Lehi, under Shamir, which were intended to terrify them into leaving.

This question may have remained unanswerable had the Israeli govern-
ment’s archives and Ben-Gurion’s war diaries not been declassified.

Simha Flapan, in his recently published book entitled The Birth of Israel,
Mpyths and Realities, undertakes to answer this crucial question. What is
revealed by these newly declassified archives and diaries, Flapan says, is a
“historian’s Pandora’s box.” His book sets forth seven “Foundation Myths”
which, when the truth is known, profoundly alters the prevailing percep-
tion of the crucial events surrounding the birth of Israel.

In the realm of mythology, Flapan includes such popular beliefs as
(1) that the Arabs forced the 1948 war on the peaceful Israelis, (2) that the
Arab armies were a unified and powerful coalition determined to destroy
Israel, and (3) that Israel was a David fighting Goliath for survival. It is also
untrue, says Flapan, that Israel's hand has always been extended in peace.

Except for a brief period, Israel was the real Goliath in the War of
Independence and has continued as such in the Middle East ever since.

Flapan states his purpose in his introduction:

It is the purpose of this book to debunk these myths, not as an academic
exercise but as a contribution to a better understanding of the Palestinian
problem and to a more constructive approach to its solution.

There is also a personal issue—for me as for tens of thousands of
Israelis, ardent Zionists and socialists, whose public and private lives
have been built on a belief in those myths, along with a belief in Zionism
and the State of Israel as embodying not only the national liberation of
the Jewish people but the great humanitarian principles of Judaism and
enlightened mankind. True, we did not always agree with many official
policies and even opposed them publicly. And developments since 1967
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have created realities contradictory to these beliefs. But we still believed
that Israel was born out of the agony of a just and inevitable war, guided
by the principles of human dignity, justice, and equality. Perhaps it was
naivete. Perbaps it was the effect of the Holocaust that made us unable,
unwilling to be fundamentally critical of our country and ourselves.
Whatever sts sources, the truth cannot be shunned. It must be used even
now in the service of the same universal principles that inspired us in
our younger days.! [Emphasis supplied]

Flapan has the same grave concern regarding Israel's future, as is
expressed in this book:

To what extent does the growing support for the theocratic racist Rabbi
Meir Kahane—who talks openly of deporting the Palestinians from Israel
and the West Bank and Gaza—have its roots in the events of 1948?

Like most Israelis, I had always been under the influence of certain
myths that had become accepted as historical truth. And since myths are
central to the creation of structures of thinking and propaganda, these
myths had been of paramount importance in shaping Israeli policy for
more than three and a half decades.

Israel’s myths are located at the core of the nation’s self-perception.
Even though Israel has the most sophisticated army in the region and
possesses an advanced atomic capability, it continues to regard itself in
terms of the Holocaust, as the victim of an unconquerable bloodthirsty
enemy. Thus whatever Israelis do, whatever means we employ to guard
our gains or to increase them, we justify as last-ditch self-defense. We
can, therefore, do no wrong. The myths of Israel forged during the
formation of the state have hardened into this impenetrable, and danger-
ous, ideological shield. Yet what emerged from my reading was that
while it was precisely during the period between 1948 and 1952 that
most of these myths gained credence, the documents at hand not only
failed to substantiate them, they openly contradicted them.? [Emphasis
supplied]

Of the various “Foundation Myths,” discussed by Flapan, this book is
primarily concerned with Myth Three, which Flapan states as follows:

Myth Three: The flight of the Palestinians from the country, both before
and after the establishment of the State of Israel, came in response to a
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call by the Arab leadership to leave temporarily, in order to return with
the victorious Arab armies. They fled despite the efforts of the Jewish
leadership to persuade them to stay. I fact, the flight was prompted by
Israel’s political and military leaders, who believed that Zionist coloniza-
tion and statehood necessitated the “transfer” of Palestinian Arabs to
Arab countries.3 [Emphasis supplied]

The importance of the truth concerning this myth is that it deals with
the issue of the Palestinian refugees, which has festered and remained
unresolved for forty years. It is a bitter and emotionally charged issue, that
is as alive today as it was then, and one that must be faced and dealt with
if peace is ever to be attained.4

WAR, TERROR, AND REFUGEES: 1948-1949

On May 15, 1948, the day after the Scroll of Independence of Israel was
read, a disorganized and loosely-led collection of Arab soldiers from differ-
ent countries attacked Israel with disastrous consequence to the Arabs. This
gave the Israelis the very opportunity for which they were waiting. The
Israeli version of the events that followed is one of the “Foundation
Myths,” which Flapan discusses at length in his book.

The Palestinians were opposed in principle to the U.N. partition reso-
lution and considered it unjust, since it gave the Jews (with only 35 percent
of the population), 55 percent of the country’s territory. Furthermore, it cut
off the Palestinian state from the Red Sea and from Syria, and provided
only one approach to the Mediterranean.

Flapan also points out that:

The Palestinians also failed to see why they should be made to pay for
the Holocaust (the ultimate crime against humanity, committed in
Europe by Europeans). . . . They failed to see why it was #o¢ fair for the
Jews to be in a minority in a unitary Palestinian state, while it was fair
for almost half of the Palestinian population—the indigenous majority
on its own ancestral soil—to be converted overnight into a minority
under alien rule in the envisaged Jewish state according to partition.’

Despite these feelings, the masses of Palestinians accepted the partition
as irreversible and a fait accompli. This is confirmed by an unequivocal
statement by Ben-Gurion in a report to Sharett on March 14, 1948: "It is
now clear, without the slightest doubt, that were we to face the Palestinians
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alone, everything would be all right. The decisive majority of them do not
want to fight us, and all of them together are unable to stand up to us even
at the present state of our organization and equipment.”¢

The Palestinians did not want, or believe in, a war. Instead, they attemp-
ted to protect themselves against warfare by the only means at their
disposal: local agreements with their Jewish neighbors against mutual
attacks, provocations, and hostile acts. Hundreds of such “nonaggressive
pacts” were arranged. They were signed between Arab villages and neigh-
boring Jewish Kibbutzim; between Jewish and Arab workers in places of
common employment like ports, army camps, railways, oil refineries, and
the postal service; and between Jewish and Arab businessmen, merchants,
plantation owners, and others.”

As the local Arab population demonstrated a relative passivity, the move
to sign nonaggressive pacts with Jewish neighbors spread all over the country.

Nearly all the Arab affairs experts at the Jewish Agency, regardless of
political outlook, agreed that most Palestinians, particularly the peasants
and urban property owners, were not interested in a war against the Jews.?
There was no Palestinian uprising in response to the Jewish state, and not
a single Jewish settlement was attacked by them.

According to Flapan, the evidence is so overwhelming that the question
arises how the myth of a Palestinian jihad against the Jews could survive so
long. One reason, he said, is the “efficiency of the Israeli propaganda
campaign.”0

Israel’s overriding strategy was the elimination of the Palestinian people
as contenders for and even as inhabitants of the same territory and the
denial of their right to be an independent state. These objectives took
precedence over peace. As it turned out, their attainment actually made
peace impossible, transforming the Israel-Palestine conflict into an even
more intense Israeli-Palestinian confrontation marked by a feverish arms
race and five wars in thirty-four years.!! The 1948-49 war, then, was a
golden opportunity for Israel to advance its territorial ambitions, as well as
to reduce the Arab population to a fraction of its former numbers. Thus
Israel could achieve, under the banner of a "defensive” war, sweeping
changes in its boundaries and a drastic reduction in the Palestinian popu-
lation, its two main objectives.

To implement its strategy, Israel allowed its terrorist factions, led by
Menachem Begin and Yitzhak Shamir, to have a free rein to pursue their
terrorist activities.!?2 Together with the Israeli army they carried out the
War of Independence which included:
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1. Raids upon peaceful and defenseless Arab villages involving murder,
torture, rape, and pillage.

2. Psychological warfare to convince the Arab villagers that the best
thing for their safety would be to flee their villages and come back
when the hostilities ended.

3. Direct expulsion of village inhabitants by razing their homes and
occupying their lands.

4. Destruction of the fabric of Palestinian life by wrecking the economy
and denying to the remaining Arabs the source of subsistence.

5. Confiscation of all the property of the refugees and refusing to let
many return to their land and homes.

The exodus of Palestinian Arabs, both forced and voluntary, began with
the publication of the U.N. partition resolution on November 29, 1947, and
continued even after the armistice agreements were signed in the summer
of 1949. Between 600,000 and 700,000 Palestinian Arabs were evicted or
fled from areas that were either allocated to the Jewish state or occupied by
Jewish forces during the fighting (and later integrated de facto into
Israel).!3 During and after the exodus, every effort was made—from the
razing of villages to the promulgation of laws—to prevent their return.1t

There is overwhelming circumstantial evidence showing that a design
was being implemented by the Haganah, and later the IDF (Israel Defense
Force), to reduce the number of Arabs in the Jewish state to a minimum,
to make use of most of their lands and properties, and to resettle Jewish
immigrants on the confiscated lands.!

As a result, hundreds of thousands of Palestinians were intimidated and
terrorized and caused to flee in panic. Still others were driven out by the
Israeli Army which, under the leadership of Ben-Gurion, planned and
executed the expulsion in the wake of the U.N. partition.1¢

The Israeli leadership, including Ben-Gurion, were all of one mind: that
“the Arabs understood only the language of force and any proposals for
compromise would be taken for weakness.” They all accepted Ben-Gurion’s
view that the State of Israel should be demographically homogeneous and
geographically as extensive as possible.\?

The Israeli propaganda was also effective as a psychological weapon. The
Haganah disseminated leafiets to Arab villages which said:

We have no wish to fight ordinary people who want to live in peace, but
only the army and forces which are preparing to invade Palestine.
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Therefore . . . all people who do not want this war must leave together
with their women and children in order to be safe.

This is going to be a cruel war, with no mercy or compassion. There
is no reason why you should endanger yourselves.!8 [Emphasis supplied]

Lest this notice be taken as a compassionate gesture, rather than a cynical
method of causing evacuation of Arab villages, it is important to know
something of what had just happened in the infamous Dir Yassin massacre.

The following are quotations from Flapan’s book:

The village of Dir Yassin was located in a largely Jewish area in the
vicinity of Jerusalem and had signed a nonaggression pact with its Jewish
neighbors as early as 1942.

Yet for the entire day of April 9, 1948, Irgun and LEHI soldiers carried
out the slaughter in a cold and premeditated fashion. In a 1979 article
dealing with the later forced evacuation of Lydda and Ramleh, New York
Times reporter David Shipler cites Red Cross and British documents to
the effect that the attackers “lined men, women, and children up against
walls and shot them,” so that Dir Yassin “remains a name of infamy in
the world.” When they had finished, they looted the village and fled.\®
[Empbhasis supplied]

Following this, Menachem Begin sent out an ‘order of the day’ to his
band of terrorists: "Accept my congratulations on this splendid act of
conquest. . . . As at Dir Yassin, so everywhere we will attack and smite the
enemy, God, God, thou has chosen us for conquest.”20

Flapan continues:

The ruthlessness of the attack on Dir Yassin shocked Jewish and world
public opinion alike, drove fear and panic into the Arab population, and
led to the flight of unarmed civilians from their homes all over the
country. David Shaltiel, the head of the Haganah in Jerusalem, con-
demned the massacre of Arab civilians in the sharpest terms. He charged
that the splinter groups had not launched a military operation but had
chosen one of the quiet villages in the area that had never been con-
nected with any of the attacks since the start of hostilities. But according
to the Irgun, Shaltiel had approved of the attack. And years later, the
historian of the Haganah, Aryeh Yitzhaki, wrote that the operation in
Dir Yassin was in line with dozens of attacks carried out at that time by
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the Haganah and Palmach, in the course of which houses full of elderly
people, women, and children were blown up. (Less well-known than Dir
Yassin but no less brutal was the massacre in Duweima, near Hebron,
carried out on October 29, 1948, by Former LEHI members and revealed
by the Israeli journalist Yoela Har-Shefi in 1984.)

Former mayor of Jerusalem Khalidi called the attack on Dir Yassin
senseless, especially in view of the pacific nature of the village and its
relations with its Jewish neighbors. But from another perspective, it
made perfect sense. More panic was sown among the Arab population by
this operation than by anything that had happened up to then. Dir
Yassin is considered by most historians to have been the direct reason for
the flight of the Arabs from Haifa on April 21 and from Jaffa on May
4.2! [Emphasis supplied]

Ben-Gurion made it clear, however, that even though the Arab areas
which he considered important to the new state had been brought under
Israeli control, there still remained the problem of their inhabitants. On
May 11, he noted in his diary that he had given orders for the destruction
of an "Arab island” in the Jewish-populated area.?

The most significant elimination of these “Arab islands” took place two
months after Israel's Declaration of Independence. In one of the gravest
episodes of this tragic story, on July 12-13, 1948, as many as fifty thousand
Arabs were driven out of their homes in Lydda and Ramleh.

In Lydda, he exodus took place on foot. In Ramleh, the IDF provided
buses and trucks. Originally, all males had been rounded up and enclosed in
a compound, but after some shooting was heard, and construed by Ben-
Gurion to be the beginning of an Arab legion counteroffensive, he stopped
the arrests and ordered the speedy eviction of all the Arabs, including
women, children, and the elderly. In explanation, he said that “those who
made war on us bear responsibility after their defeat.”

With the population gone, the Israeli soldiers proceeded to loot the two
towns in an outbreak of mass pillaging that the officers could neither
prevent nor control.

This was not the first time that Israeli soldiers had engaged in looting;
nor was looting a problem confined to the army. Jewish civilians also
rushed to plunder Arab towns and villages once they were emptied of their
inhabitants.

Ben-Gurion had shown considerable concern over the phenomenon even
before the events at Ramleh and Lydda. On June 16, he wrote: “There is a
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moral defect in our ranks that I never suspected existed: 1 refer to the mass
looting, in which all sections of the population participated. This is not only
a moral defect but a grave military defect.” Six weeks earlier, on May 1,
Ben-Gurion had noted that, in Haifa, professional thieves took part in the
looting initiated by the Irgun, and that booty had also been found in the
possession of Haganah commanders. He described other unsavory aspects
of the operations as well: “There was a search for Arabs; they were seized,
beaten, and also tortured.” In October, he again referred to large-scale
looting by the Haganah in Beersheba, which would appear to indicate zbat
bis previous exhortations had not been effective. Flapan adds this com-
ment: “His moral revulsion, however, did not lead him esther to insist that
offenders be brought to trial or to abandon the strategy of evictions.”
Indeed, very few soldiers and civilians were tried for looting or indiscrim-
inate killing.?3

Ben-Gurion believed strongly that economic warfare against the Palesti-
nian Arabs would also be an important tactic. This is explained in the
following quotations from Flapan:

In a letter to Sharett . . . Ben-Gurion focused on economic issues, observ-
ing that “the important difference with [the riots of] 1937 is the in-
creased vulnerability of the Arab urban economy. Haifa and Jaffa are at
our mercy. We can ‘starve them out.’ Motorized transport, which has also
become an important factor in thesr life, is to a large extent at our mercy.”

The destruction of the Palestinian urban bases, along with the con-
quest and evacuation (willing or unwilling) of nearby villages, under-
mined the whole structure of Palestinian life in many parts of the
country, especially in the towns. Ben-Gurion's advisers urged closing
stores, barring raw materials from factories, and various other measures.
Yadin, the army’s head of operations, advised that “we must paralyze
Arab transportation and commerce, and harass them in country and
town. This is the way to lower their morale.” And Sasson proposed
“damaging Arab commerce—even if Jewish commerce will be damaged.
We can tolerate it, they cannot . . . we must not hit here and there, but at
all transportation at once, all commerce and so on.”?4

Within weeks, the urban disintegration of the Palestinian Arabs was
a fait accompli. Ben-Gurion’s tactics had succeeded. As he explained it:

The strategic objective [of the Jewish forces] was to destroy the urban
communities, which were the most organized and politically conscious
sections of the Palestinian people. This was not done by house-to-house
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fighting inside the cities and towns, but by the conquest and destruction
of the rural areas surrounding most of the towns. This technique led to
the collapse and surrender of Haifa, Jaffa, Tiberias, Safed, Acre, Beit-
Shan, Lydda, Ramleh, Majdal, and Beersheba. Deprived of transporta-
tion, food, and raw materials, the urban communities underwent a
process of disintegration, chaos, and hunger which forced them to
surrender.?> [Emphasis supplied]

The Israeli claim that most Palestinians abandoned their homes and left
voluntarily #s Israeli propaganda. According to Flapan:

Indeed, from the point of view of military logistics, the contention that
the Palestinian Arab leadership appealed to the Arab masses to leave
their homes in order to open the way for the invading armies, after
which they would return to share in the victory, makes no sense at all.
The Arab armies, coming long distances and operating in or from the
Arab areas of Palestine, needed the help of the local population for food,
fuel, water, transport, manpower, and information.

The recent publication of thousands of documents in the state and
Zionist archives, as well as Ben-Gurion’s war diaries, shows that there is
no evidence to support Israeli claims. In fact, the declassified material
contradicts the “order” theory, for among these new sources are docu-
ments testifying to the considerable efforts of the AHC [Arab Higher
Committee] and the Arab states to constrain the flight.26

For its part, the Haganah avoided outright massacres like Dir Yassin
but, through destruction of property, harassment, and rumor-mongering,
was no less determined to evacuate the Arab population and prevent its
return. Indeed, by the end of the 1947-48 war, IDF’s burning, blowing
up, and mining of the ruins accounted for the destruction of 350 Arab
villages and townlets situated in areas assigned to the Jewish state or
those conquered during the fighting. Thousands upon thousands of
houses, workshops, storerooms, cattle pens, nurseries, and orchards were
destroyed, while livestock was seized and equipment looted or burned.
The operation, executed with a strict efficiency, was inexplicable since
most of these villages were not engaged in heavy fighting against the
Jewish forces and most of the inhabitants had fled either in fear of a
“new Dir Yassin” or in response to “friendly advice” from Jewish neigh-
bors.2” [Emphasis supplied]
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A more sophisticated form of pressure was achieved by legislation
regarding property, particularly the Absentees’ Property Law of 1950. This
law, first promulgated in December 1948, stated that any Arabs who left
their places of residence between November 29, 1947, and September 1,
1948, either to go to areas outside Palestine or to areas within Palestine that
were occupied by active Arab military forces, would be considered absentees
and their property subject to appropriation by the Custodian of Enemy
Property (an office soon replaced by the Custodian of Absentees’ Property).
Even Arabs who had traveled to visit relatives or to escape areas of fighting
were considered absentees.?

A detailed account of exactly how “abandoned” Arab property assisted in
the absorption of the new immigrants was prepared by Joseph Schechtman,
an expert on population transfer who helped create the myth of “volun-
tary” exodus. “The amount of this property,” he wrote in 1952, is “very
considerable.”

Two million nine hundred and ninety thousand dunams (739,750 acres)
of formerly Arab-owned land, including olive and orange groves, vineyards,
citrus orchards, and assorted tree gardens, became totally deserted as a
result of the Arab mass flight. Of this Arab land, 2,070,270 dunams were of
good quality, 136,530 of medium quality, and 751,730 dunams were of poor
soil. In addition, 73,000 dwelling rooms in abandoned Arab houses, and
7,800 shops, workshops, and storerooms became ownerless in towns and
villages.

Bank accounts estimated to total 5 million Palestinian pounds, and left in
Arab and non-Arab banks, were frozen by the Israeli government. All of
this Arab absentee property, movable and immovable, was entrusted to an
official “custodian.”

It is difficult to overestimate the tremendous role this lot of abandoned
Arab property has played in the settlement of hundreds of thousands of
Jewish immigrants who have reached Israel since the proclamation of the
state in May 1948. Forty-seven new rural settlements established on the
sites of abandoned Arab villages had, by October 1949, already absorbed
25,255 new immigrants. By the spring of 1950 over 1 million dunams
(250,000 acres) had been leased by the custodian to Jewish settlements and
individual farmers for the raising of grain crops.

Large tracts of land belonging to Arab absentees have also been leased to
Jewish settlers, old and new, for the raising of vegetables. In the south
alone, 15,000 dunams of vineyards and fruit trees have been leased to
cooperative settlements.?
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This has saved the Jewish Agency and the government millions of
dollars. While the average cost of establishing an immigrant family in a
new settlement was from $7,500 to $9,000, the cost of doing so in aban-
doned Arab villages did not exceed $1,500.30

THE MYTH OF VOLUNTARY EXODUS

To justify these actions the 7yth was created and heavily propagandized
that the Palestinians had left their homes voluntarily or were encouraged to
do so by the Arab countries. Having thus "abandoned their homes, farms,
orchards” to the Israelis, it was proper for the Israelis to confiscate and
occupy them. This Flapan refutes in great detail:

Palestinian sources offer further evidence that even earlier, in March and
April, the Arab Higher Committee, broadcasting from Damascus,
demanded that the population stay put and announced that Palestinians
of military age must return from the Arab countries. All Arab officials in
Palestine were also asked to remain at their posts.

Why did such pleas have so little impact? They were outweighed by
the cumulative effect of Zionist pressure tactics that ranged from eco-
nomic and psychological warfare to the systematic ousting of the Arab
population by the army and terrorism.3! [Emphasis supplied]

Flapan continues:

The myth of voluntary Palestinian exodus, in response to Arab “orders
from above,” has survived with an astounding perseverance. In retro-
spect, the myth can be seen as the inevitable result of the denial of the
Palestinians’ right to national independence and statehood, a principle
that guided Zionist policies from the beginning.

Political in origin, the myth became an important component in the
prevailing self-image of the new state. Fitst of all, it served to cover the
traces of the unsavory methods employed by the authorities—from the
confiscation of food, raw materials, medicaments, and land, to acts of
terror and intimidation, the creation of panic, and finally, forcible expul-
sion—and thus to exorcise the feelings of guilt in many sectors of society,
espectally the younger generation. Many of them bore the burden of the
operations that caused the Arab flight. They personally implemented the
instructions to destroy whole villages, forcing men, women, and children
to leave their homes for some unknown destination beyond the borders.
Many of them took part in operations where they rounded up all able-
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bodied men and then crowded them into trucks for deportation. Their
feelings of moral frustration and revulsion were not easily eradicated.3?
[Emphasis supplied]

The fact that the Israelis were responsible for the mass exodus of the
Arab refugees is attested to by the IDF's own intelligence estimates.

As of June 1, 1948, 370,000 Arabs had left the country, from both the
Jewish parts and the Arab parts conquered by the Jews. Jewish attacks on
Arab centers, particularly large villages, townlets, or cities, accounted for
about 55 percent of those who left: terrorist acts of the Irgun and Lehi, 15
percent; whispering campaigns (psychological warfare), about 2 percent;
evacuations ordered by the IDF, another 2 percent; and general fear, about
10 percent.

It is clear from these statistics that 84 percent left in direct response to
Israeli actions, while only 5 percent left on orders from Arab bands. The
remaining 11 percent are not accounted for in this estimate, and may refer
to those who left voluntarily. (The total reflects only about 50 percent of
the entire exodus, since a similar number were to leave the country within
the next six months.)

Flapan concludes his discussion of Myth Three with the following:

Was there any significant opposition to official policy? On many occa-
sions, the forceful expulsion of the Palestinian population generated
protests in liberal and progressive circles against the violation of elemen-
tary human rights. News of the expulsions, of brutal treatment, of
looting, and of the terrible suffering of Arabs forced to leave their homes
and properties were reported by witnesses, among them religious digni-
taries, doctors and nurses, church-school teachers, journalists, Quakers,
members of the staff of UN. mediator Count Bernadotte, and people
from the International Red Cross who moved in after the fighting. Their
reports and appeals to international bodies to stop the bloodshed and
help victims generated stormy debates in the press, as well as in the
British Parliament and the U.S. Congress. Indeed, the tragedy of the ref-
ugees was at the center of Bernadotte's report and recommendations.33*

The foregoing, therefore, is the truth concerning the historical back-
ground of one of the most emotional and bitter issues involved in the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict—the Palestinian refugees. As mentioned earlier,

*Count Bernadotte, chief U.N. envoy, was assassinated by the Lehi terrorist band under the
leadership of Yitzhak Shamir.
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this is an issue that has remained unresolved for more than forty years.

The importance of the disclosures from Ben-Gurion’s war diaries and
other recently declassified documents cannot be overestimated.

The conclusions reluctantly arrived at by Flapan in his book The Birth of
Israel: Myths and Realities are so startling, and the implications so far-
reaching, that Flapan’s own words have been used as much as possible in
stating the facts, which from any other source than Simha Flapan would be
unbelievable.

His book is essential reading for anyone desiring a true perspective on
the Israeli-Palestinian crisis, and especially the plight of the Palestinian
refugees.

THE 1956 SINAI WAR

Following the War of Independence, no progress was made in solving
the Palestinian refugee problem and an uneasy period of no war and no
peace lasted until the Sinai war with Egypt in 1956.

In 1952, a military junta overthrew the Egyptian monarchy which led to
the dictatorship of Gamal Abdel Nasser.

As a matter of policy, Egypt had always denied Israeli ships the right to
use the Suez Canal. However, in 1956, Nasser also closed off Israel’s access
to the Gulf of Aqaba through the Straits of Tiran. Israel retaliated by
launching a pre-emptive strike into the Sinai and, in conjunction with
French and English forces, captured the Suez Canal and also opened the sea
route to Aqaba. Under the agreement which ended the fighting, Israel
agreed to withdraw from the Sinai on condition that Egypt would not
remilitarize it and that UN. peace-keeping forces be deployed in the Sinai
to police the truce agreement. This arrangement lasted until 1967.

THE 1967 SIX-DAY WAR

On May 15, 1967, Nasser abruptly invaded and remilitarized the Sinai
and again closed the Straits of Tiran to Israeli shipping. He ordered the
U.N. peace-keeping force to leave the Sinai and the U.N. force quickly
complied. Jordan, Iraq, and Syria expressed their support of Egypt.

On June 5, 1967, Israel launched a surprise air attack on Egypt and
completely destroyed the Egyptian air force on the ground. In six days, the
Israeli army captured and occupied all of Jerusalem, the entire West Bank
and Gaza, and the Syrian Golan Heights, and reoccupied all of the Egyptian
Sinai.

Following the cessation of hostilities, the United Nations adopted the
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famous Resolution 242. Among the basic provisions of the resolution was
the recognition by the parties of the “inadmissibility of acquiring territories
by war, and the necessity for the withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from
territories occupied in the 1967 Six-Day War.”

The status of these conquered and occupied territories, which were
populated by more than a million and a half Palestinians, became the
fundamental issue involved in the Middle East conflict. This issue (except
for the Sinai question, which was settled by the Camp David Accords)
remains unresolved after twenty-two years.

The Israeli victory in the 1967 war also had other far-reaching conse-
quences. Most importantly, it caused the Israeli people to have a new
feeling about themselves. The euphoria which accompanied this spectacular
victory caused many to believe that Israel was “invincible.”

Johnson, in his History of the Jews, describes this new attitude, particu-
larly as it affected the rise of the radical nationalist “Land of Israel”
movement:

There were many Jews who saw Israel's repeated victories as a moral
mandate for wider boundaries. For pious Jews it was the hand of
providence, for secular Jews, a form of manifest destiny. In 1968 the
Sephardi Chief Rabbi argued that it was a religious obligation not to
return the newly conquered territories. The same year the Kibbutz Dati,
representing the religious collectives, intoned a prayer for Independence
Day: “Extend the boundaries of our land, just as Thou has promised our
forefathers, from the river Euphrates to the river of Egypt. Build your
holy city, Jerusalem, capital of Israel; and there may your temple be
established as in the days of Solomon.” Dr. Harold Fisch, rector of Bar-
Ilan University, insisted: “There is only one nation to whom the land
belongs in trust and by covenant promise, and that is the Jewish people.
No temporary demographic changes can alter this basic fact which is the
bedrock of the Jewish faith; just as one wife does not have two husbands
so one land does not have two sovereign nations in possession of it.” The
1967 victory also produced a multi-party movement known as the Land
of Israel, which argued that it was not within the moral authority of the
Israeli state, representing only Israeli citizens, to give up any conquered
portion of the Promised Land, since this was the property of the entire
Jewish people, and must be preserved for their eventual ingathering or
Aliya.3 [Empbhasis supplied]
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THE OCTOBER 1973 WAR

Six years had passed since the U.N. Resolution 242 was adopted, which
required Israel to withdraw its forces from the lands conquered and occu-
pied in the 1967 war.

Although Israel had ostensibly accepted the resolution, no effort was
being made by Israel to comply with its terms or to withdraw its forces
from the Sinai and the West Bank and Gaza.

Anwar Sadat, then President of Egypt following Nasser’s death, was
under great pressure from the Egyptian militarists to renew the war with
Israel and recapture the Sinai.

On October 6, 1973, the Egyptian army crossed the Suez Canal in force
and attacked and broke through the Israeli “Bar Lev Line.” Simultaneously,
the Syrians broke through the Israeli lines on the Golan Heights. This brief
war is described by Johnson:

An element of technological surprise in the effectiveness of Arab anti-
tank and anti-aircraft missiles enabled them to inflict disturbing losses on
Israeli planes and armor. For the first time in the quarter-century of the
state’s existence, Israel faced the possibility of a major defeat and even of
a second holocaust. But the Syrian advance had been stemmed on 9
October; the next day, in response to desperate Israeli pleas, the Amer-
ican President, Richard Nixon, began an emergency airlift of advanced
weapons. Two days afterwards the Israeli forces began an audacious
counter-attack on Egypt, crossing on to the West Bank of the Canal, and
threatening to cut off all the advancing Egyptian forces in Sinai. This was
the turning-point and Israel moved swiftly towards a victory as decisive
as that of 1967, when a cease-fire came into force on 24 October.?

The last of the five Israeli wars, “The War in Lebanon,” 1982-83, will be
discussed briefly in Chapter X in its chronological sequence.
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CHAPTER V

The Search for Peace

NOT LONG AFTER the October 1973 war between Israel, Syria,
and Egypt, President Gerald Ford took office with the Middle East
situation high on his agenda. The failure of previous administrations to
achieve a peaceful settlement of the Middle East conflict had not been for
any lack of effort on the part of the U.S. Every administration since and
including Nixon'’s has vainly tried to develop a plan or program to bring
about a peaceful solution to the dangerous deadlock between Israel and the
Palestinians, which poses a constant threat to world peace.

While it may appear that the issues dividing the Palestinians and the
Israelis are highly complex, the chief problem is not their “complexity,” but
the simple fact that the fundamental positions of the two antagonists, as
they stand, are #rreconcilable. Given the situation, the repeated efforts of
the U.S. to mediate the dispute have been frustrated because there never
has been any prospect of success.

Without exception, each new administration has begun with high hopes
of bringing about a peaceful resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian impasse—
but finally gives up in the face of Israeli “intransigence,” or Palestinian
“factionalism”—but mostly because of the lack of polstical will on the part
of the U.S. This continuing exercise in futility is referred to euphemistically
as the “peace process.”

The humiliation suffered by Egypt in the Six-Day War of 1967 was eased
by the fact, mentioned earlier, that the Egyptian army, in the 1973 war, had
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successfully crossed the Suez Canal, breached the Israeli defenses, inflicted
heavy casualties, and might have won the war had not the U.S. come to
Israel’s rescue by a massive airlift of arms, armor, and planes from the U.S.
and from our NATO military arsenal.

It is generally agreed that only because of Egypt’s initial military suc-
cesses in the war, which saved Egypt’s pride, could Sadat, in 1977, have
made his dramatic peace overtures to Israel without appearing as a
supplicant.

Following the 1973 war, Israel intensified its colonization efforts in the
occupied West Bank, Gaza, and Sinai by hastening the building of new
settlements.

The Arabs were powerless to do anything other than to ask the U.N. to
condemn the Israeli West Bank settlements as being against international
law and the U.N. Resolution 242 and to request the U.S. to require Israel
to return the occupied territories—all of which Israel simply ignored.

At the same time, the Arabs played into Israel's hands by carrying out
sporadic acts of terrorism and by allowing the extreme faction of the PLO
to continue to demand the destruction of Israel.

PLO Chairman Arafat was prepared to recognize Israel’s existence in
exchange for the Israeli withdrawal from the occupied lands. He was
fearful, however, that if he made such an open concession without an Israeli
commitment in return, his life, or at least his leadership of the PLO, would
be in jeopardy. For that reason, Arafat was forced to perform a high wire
act that frustrated all efforts of mediators to pin him down to a specific and
firm position.

While Arafat’s vacillations exasperated the forces working toward peace,
it was the best of both worlds for the Israelis. The Israeli strategy was to
win the game by “ball control.”

By simply holding on to the ball (the occupied territories) and by pro-
gressively increasing their grip on the territories by building new settlements
on Palestinian lands, they would eventually win the game. With enough
settlements, the West Bank and Gaza would belong to Israel by a fast
accompli. Israel didn’t need or want a peace conference, because it could only
result in Israel having to give up something it had already decided to keep.

With lavish help from the US,, Israel had now become, by far, the
strongest military power for its size in the world and it had defeated the
Arabs in four wars. As we have seen in Chapter III, the Jewish underground
had “written the book” on “terrorism” and how to rid a country of an op-
pressive occupying power without the use of conventional military forces.
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Begin and Shamir have gained a well-deserved reputation as the most
successful terrorists of this century.

Now that the Israeli army of occupation was in the same position as the
British army of occupation had been, and the Palestinians were in the same
position that the Jewish underground had been, it seemed to the Palestini-
ans that their course was obvious.

Encouraged by the successful example of the Irgun terrorists under
Begin, and the Lehi terrorists under Shamir, the Palestinians tried to
imitate their success, hoping that terrorist acts would have the same effect
of driving out the Israeli occupiers as the Jewish terrorists had on driving
out the British occupiers.

The plan was a failure mostly because the rules of the game had changed.
Begin and Shamir had now decided that terrorism was a bad thing and
loudly and constantly condemned it at every opportunity. Since Israel has
unparalleled access to the world media, the Palestinians got a bad press.

THE FORD ADMINISTRATION

During the Ford administration, a great deal of time and diplomatic
effort were involved in shuttle diplomacy on the part of Secretary of State
Henry Kissinger, for the purpose of stabilizing the temporary frontiers of
the belligerents in the 1973 war along the cease-fire lines.

Unfortunately little was, or could be, accomplished in resolving the basic
territorial issues existing among the belligerents. U.S. policy, also favored
by the U.N,, consisted of making efforts to reconvene the Geneva confer-
ence at which, hopefully, all parties and issues would be at the negotiating
table so that a comprehensive solution to the Middle East problems could
be achieved.

Since the principal issues to be resolved concerned the Palestinian
situation (1) in the West Bank and Gaza, (2) the refugee problem, and
(3) the status of Jerusalem, the Palestinians would necessarily have to be
represented at any such conference. For this purpose the Palestinians
regarded the Palestine Liberation Organization as their proper representa-
tive. Israel, as usual, flatly refused to attend any meeting or conference with
representatives of the PLO on the grounds that they were a “terrorist”
organization bent upon the destruction of Israel.

THE CARTER PEACE OFFENSIVE
As the Carter administration took office in January of 1977, the respec-

tive positions staked out by the belligerents had not changed since the end
of the Six-Day War, 1967.
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1. Israel still occupied the Sinai, the West Bank and Gaza, all of
Jerusalem, and the Golan Heights.

2. Israel refused to return any of the captured territories (with the
possible exception of part of the Sinai) on the grounds that the
possession of the occupied territories was required in order to provide
“defensible borders” necessary for Israel’s security.

3. Under no circumstances would Israel allow a Palestinian state to exist
next to it, also for reasons of security.

4. Israel could not and wowld not give up a single foot of the West Bank
and Gaza because these were part of Eretz Israel, land given by God
to Abraham in perpetuity.

Hardly anyone outside of Israel considered this last argument as a serious
contention and assumed that, since Israel had accepted (or pretended to
accept) Resolutions 242 and 338, which called for a return of the occupied
territories, it was only a bargaining stance.

The main Arab position, in simple terms, was to insist:

1. That the occupied territories be returned pursuant to U.N. Resolu-
tions 242 and 338.

2. That the West Bank and Gaza be the basis for an independent
Palestinian state.*

3. That the Israeli settlements on the West Bank were an obstacle to
peace and contraty to international law, which prohibited an occupy-
ing power from settling its own citizens on occupied land.

Israel’s strategy was (1) to deflect or fend off any peace overtures from any
source by refusing even to appear in the same room with representatives
of the PLO, and (2) to express a ready willingness to negotiate a peaceful
settlement of the Palestinian questions, “if only there was someone to
negotiate with.”

Begin was even more emphatic in confusing matters. In a memorable
statement, he announced that everything is “negotiable,” but there are
certain things he would never agree to. (This comment certainly deserves
a place beside Samuel Goldwyn’s famous remark, “An oral contract is not
worth the paper it is written on.”)

* The question of the future status of Jerusalem and the Syrian Golan Heights are pe