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The Zionist
Foundations

| IN 1907 Yrrznak Ersriin, a Russian-born teacher who had set-

tled in Palestine, published an article entitled “A Hidden
Question™ in the Hebrew periodical Ha-Shiloah. Tts subject was
the attitude of the Jews toward the Arabs of Palestine. “Among the
grave questions raised by the concept of our people’s renaissance
on its own soil.” wrote Epstein, “there is one that js more weighty
than all the others put together. This is the question of our rela
tions with the Arabs.™ This question, he added, “has not been for-
gotten, but rather has remained completely hidden from the
Zionists, and in its true form has found almost no mention in the
literature of our movement,™ Epstein’s anxiety was brushed aside
by the majority of his Zionist contemporaries, But the hidden
question came back to haunt the Zionist movement and the State
of Israel throughout the first fitty years of its existence.

ZIONISM AND THE ARAR QUuUESTION

The Zionist movement, which emerged in Europe in the last two
decades of the nineteenth century, aimed at the national revival of
the Jewish people in its aneestral home after nearly two thousand
years of exile, The term “Zionism™ was coined in 1885 by the
Viennese Jewish writer Nathan Birnbaum, Zion being one of the
biblical names for Jerusalem. Zionism WS 1N €SSCNCE AN ANSWer 1o
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the Jewish problem that derived from two basic facts: the Jews
were dispersed in various countries around the world, and in each
country they constituted a minority. The Zionist solution was 1o
end this anomalous existence and dependence on others, to return
to Zion, and to attain majority status there and, ultimately, polit-
ical independence and statehood,

Ever since the destruction of the First Temple in 586 .. and
the exile to Babylon, the Jews yearned to return to Zion. This
yearning was reflected in Jewish prayers, and it manifested itself in
a number of messianic movements. Modern Zionism, by contrast,
was a sccular movement, with a political orientation roward
Palestine. Modern Zionism was a phenomenon of the late
nineteenth-century Europe. It had its roots in the failure of Jewish
efforts 1o become assimilated in Western society, in the intensifi-
cation of antisemitism in Europe, and in the parallel and not un
related upsurge of nationalism. If nationalism posed a problem to
the Jews by identifving them as an alien and unwanted minority,
it also suggested a solution: self-determination for the Jews in a
state of their own in which they would constitute a majority.
Zionism, however, embodied the urge to create not merely a new
Jewish state in Palestine but also a new society, based on the uni-
versal values of freedom, democracy, and social justice.

The father of political Zionism and the visionary of the Jewish
state was Theodor Herzl (1860-1904). a Hungarian-born Jew
who worked as a journalist and a playwright in Vienna, the capital
of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Herzl was an assimilated Jew
with no particular interest in Judaism or Jewish affairs. It was the
virulent antisemitism surrounding the Dreytus Affair in the early
1890s, which he covered as the Paris correspondent of a Vienna
daily newspaper, that aroused his interest in the Jewish problem.
He concluded that assimilation and emancipation could not work,
because the Jews were a nation. Their problem was not economic
or social or religious but national. It followed rationally from these
premises that the only solution was for the Jews ro leave the dias-
pora and acquire a territory over which they would exercise sov-
ereignty and establish a state of their own,

This was the solution advocared by Herzl in the famous litte
book he published in 1896, Der Judenstaar, or The Jewish State?
The Jews, he insisted, were not merely a religious group but a

true nation waiting to be born. The book provided a detailed blue-
print for a Jewish state but left open the question whether the site
for the proposed state should be Palestine, on account of its his-
toric associations, or some vacant land in Argentina. The publica
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tion of The Jewish State is commonly taken to mark the beginning
of the history of the Ziomist movement. It firmly identified the au-
thor’s name with political Zionism, with the view that the Jewish
question was a political question with international ramifications
and that it therefore needed to be artacked in the forum of inter-

mational politics. This was in contrast to the practical Zionism of

Hovevi Zion, the Lovers of Zion, who had started in 1881 in a
number of Russian cities, against the background of persecution
and pogroms, to promote immigration and settlement activities in
Palestine. The publication of The Jewish State also catapulted Herzl
into a position of ]Lhitf\hli‘r in Jewish affairs, a position he re-
tained until his death in 1904,

In line with his explicit political orientation, Herzl convened
the First Zionist Congress, in 1897 in Basel, Switzerland, The
congress was initially scheduled to take place in Munich because it
had kosher restaurants. But the leaders of the Munich Jewish com-
munity declined to act as hosts, arguing that there was no Jewish
quun::n and that the |l{i|£iil1t_| of a congress would only supply
ammunition to the antisemites. The Basel Program stated, “The
aim of Zionism is to create for the Jewish people a home in
Palestine secured by public law.™ By adopting this program the
congress endorsed Herzl's political conception of Zionism. The
Basel Program deliberately spoke of a home rather than a state for
the Jewish people, but from the Basel Congress onward the clear
and consistent aim of the Zionist movement was to create a state
tor the Jewish people in Palestine. To his diary Herzl confided, “Au
Basel I founded the Jewish State. If I said this out loud today, 1
would be answered by universal laughter. i‘:.‘ rhaps in five years,
and certainly in fifty, everyone will know ie.™?

The pul}lk.ﬂmn of The Jewish State evoked various reactions in
the Jewish community, some strongly favorable, some hostile, and
some skeptical. After the Basel Congress the rabbis of Vienna de-
cided to explore Herzl’s ideas and sent two representatives to
Palestine. This fact-finding mission resulted in a cable from
Palestine in which the two rabbis wrote, “The bride is beautiful,
but she 1s married to another man.”

This cable encapsulated the problem with which the Zionist
movement had to grapple from the beginning: an Arab population
already lived on the land on which the Jews had set their heart.t
The received view is that the Zionist movement, with the excep-
ton of a few marginal groups, tended to ignore the Arabs who
lived in Palestine and constituted what came to be called the Arab
question. Some critics add that it was this ignorance of the Arab

a
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population by the Zionists that prevented the possibility of an un
derstanding between the two national movements that were to
claim Palestine as their homeland. It is true that the majority of the
carly Zionists exhibited surprisingly little curiosity abour the land
of their devotions. It is also true that the principal concern of these
Zionists was not the reality in Palestine but the Jewish problem
and the Jewish association with the country. It is not true, how-
cver, to say that the Zionists were unaware of the existence of an
Arab population in Palestine or of the possibility that this popula-
ton would be antagonistic to the Zionist enterprise. Although
vaguely aware of the problem, they underestimated its SCriousness
and hoped that a solution would emerge in due course.

Herzl himself exemplified the Zionist tendency to indulge in
wishful thinking. He was certamly aware that Palestine was already
populated with a substantial number of Arabs, although he was not
particularly well informed about the social and cconomic condi-
tions of the country. He viewed the natives as primitive and back
ward, and his attitude toward them was rather patronizing. He
thought that as individuals they should enjoy full civil rights in a
Jewish state bur he did not consider them a society with collective
political rights over the land in which they formed the over-
whelming majority. Like many other early Zionists, Herzl hoped
that economic benefits would reconcile the Arab population to
the Zionist enterprise in Palestine. As the bearers of all the bene-
fits of Western civilization, the Jews, he thought, might be wel-
comed by the residents of the backward East, This optimistic
forecast of Arab-Jewish relations in Palestine tound its clearest ex-
pression in a novel published by Herzl in 1902 under the title
Altnenland (Old-Newland). Rashid Bey, a spokesman for the na-
tive population, describes Jewish settlement as an unqualified
blessing: “The Jews have made us prosperous, why should we be
angry with them? They live with us as brothers, why should we not
love them?™® This picture, however. was nothing but a pipe dream,
A utopian fantasv. [ts author completely overlooked the possibility
that an Arab national movement would grow in Palestine in re-
sponse to the Zionist drive to transform the country into a Jewish
national home with a Jewish majority.

In defense of Herzl it should be pointed out that at the end of
the nineteenth century Palestine was 3 province of the Ottoman
Empire, and an Arab national movement was only beginning ro
develop there. Still, his preference for plaving the game of high
politics was unmistakable. His most persistent efforts were directed
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at persuading the Otroman sultan to grant a charter for Jewish set

tlement and a Jewish homeland in Palestine. But he also ap-
proached many other world leaders and influential magnates for
help in promoting his pet project. Among those who granted him
an audience were the pope, the king of Traly, the German kaiser,
and Joseph Chamberlain, the British colonial secretary. In each
case Herzl presented his project in a manner best calculated to ap-
peal to the listener: to the sultan he promised Jewish capital, to the
kaiser he intimated that the Jewish territory would be an outpost
of Berlin, to Chamberlain he held out the prospect that the Jewish
territory would become a colony of the British Empire. Whatever
the arguments used. Herzl’s basic aim remained unchanged: ob

taining the support of the great powers for turning Palestine into
a political center for the Jewish people.

In its formative phase, under the direction of Herzl, the Zionist
movement thus displaved two features that were to be of funda-
mental and enduring importance in its subsequent history: the
nonrecognition of a Palestinian national entity, and the quest for
an alliance with a great power external to the Middle East.
Bypassing the Palestinians was the trend in Zionist policy from
the First Zionist Congress onward. The unstated assumption of
Herzl and his successors was that the Zionist movement would
achieve its goal not through an understanding with the local
Palestinians but through an alliance with the dominant great
power of the day. The weakness of the Yishuv, the pre-
[ndependence Jewish community in Palestine, and the growing
hostility of the Palestinians combined to make the reliance on a
great power a central clement in Zionist strategy. The dominant
great power in the Middle East changed several times in the course
of the twentieth century; first it was the Ottoman Empire, after
World War I it was Great Britain, and after World War 11 it was the
United States. But the Zionist fixation on enlisting the support of
the great powers in the struggle for starchood and in the consol
dation of starchood remained constant.

CHAIM WELZMANN
AND THE BriTisH CONNECTION

The chief architect of the alliance between the Zionist movement
and Great Britain was Chaim Weizmann (1874-1952). The char
ter that Herzl had unsuccessfully sought from the Ottoman Turks




THE IRON WALL

was securcd by Weizmann from the British in 1917 in the form of
the Balfour Declaraton. Weizmann forged the alliance with Britain
and made it the cornerstone of Zionist policy in the course of 2
long and distinguished carcer that spannced the first half of the
twentieth century.

Born in Russia, Weizmann went to university in Berlin and
Geneva and was acrive in the Zionist movement from its ncepton,
attending some of the early congresses. In 1904 he moved to
London and ook up a faculty post in chemistry in the University
of Manchester, but in the middle of World War | he transterred to
London to direct a special laboratory the British government had
created to improve the production of artillery shells. In London he
promoted the Zionist cause by making contacts and converts in
the highest political circles. His remarkable skills in diplomacy and
persuasion swiftly carried him to the top. In 1920 he was clected
president of the World Zionist Organization. and he Was to retain
this office, with an interruption from 1931 to 1935, until 1946,
When the State of Israel was created, he served as irs first president
until his death in 1952.

One of Weizmann’s early contributions was to resolve the on
going dispute between the political Zionists and the practical
Zionists. The political Zionists. tollowing in Herzls footsteps,
gave priority to diplomatic act IVity 1o secure international support
for a Jewish homeland in Palestine, The practical Zionists, on the
other hand, stressed the organization of Jewish immigration to
Palestine, land acquisition, settlement, and the building of a Jewish
cconomy there. The debate was nor just about means but about
the true meaning of Zionism, At the Eighth Zionist Congress, in
1907, Weizmann presented a new term, “synthetic Zionism,” and
argued that the two approaches supplemented cach other, repre-
senting, in effect, two sides of the same coin. The policy implica-
tion of the new term, that the two approaches should be practiced
simultancously, scemed to satisfy both factions.

Most of Weizmann’s own efforts were directed at cnlisting the
British government’s support tor the Zionist project in Palestine,
He had no direct knowledge of the Arab problem and no distine
tive policy of his own for dealing with it. In general it seemed to
him that the Arabs of Palestine were nor 4 separate political com
munity with national aspirations of its own but a tiny fraction of
the large Arab nation, and he also expected that economic self-
interest would temper their opposition to Zionism, About the
moral superiority of the Jewish claim over the Arab claim to a
homeland in Palestine, he never cntertained any doubt,
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To a very great extent Weizmann’s attitude toward the
Palestine Arabs was shaped by his broader strategy of gaining
British support for Zionism. The deeper and more complex his ne-
gotiations with the British government became in the course of
World War I, the less attention he paid to the local difficulty with
the Palestine Arabs. To clicit British support for what he ambigu-
ously termed a Jewish commonwealth in Palestine, he minimized
the danger of organized Arab resistance. In making his case, how-
ever, he appealed not only to the Britsh imperial interest in hav
ing a friendly nation in a region of great strategic importance but
also to British idealism. His efforts were crowned with success
when, on 2 November 1917, Foreign Secretary Arthuar J. Balfour
wrote to Lord Rothschild a letter that said,

His Majesty’s Government view with tavour 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 Palestine, or the rights and polit-
ical status enjoyed by the Jews in any other country.

The Balfour Declaration, as this letter came to be known, repre-
sented a major trinmph for Zionist diplomacy. At the time of its
issue, the Jewish population of Palestine numbered some 56,000
asagainst an Arab population of 600,000, or less than 10 percent.
Considering that the Arabs constituted over 90 percent of the
population, the promise not to prejudice their civil and religious
nghts had a distinctly hollow ring about it, since it totally ignored
their polincal nights. Britain’s public promise to the Jews could not
be reconciled either with its earlier promise to Hussein the sharif
of Mecea to support the establishment of an independent Arab
kingdom after the war in return for an Arab revolt against the
Ottoman Empire or with the secrer Sykes-Picot agreement of
1916 to divide the Middle East into British and French spheres of
ifluence in the event of an Allied victory. These irreconcilable
wartime promises returnced to haunt Britain on the morrow of the
Allied victory. As far as Weizmann was concerned, however, the
Balfour Declaration, despite all its ambiguites and limitations,
handed the Jews a golden key o unlock the doors of Palestine and
to make themselves the masters of the country.

In the attermath of the war, Weizmann’s artutude toward the
Palestine Arabs continued to be governed by the need to rerain
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British backing for the fledgling Jewish national home. Having
sponsored a Pan-Arab movement under the lcadership of the sharif
of Mecca during the war, Britain had no sympathy with the idea
that the Arabs of Palestine formed a distinet political entity. Its pol-
icy was to make the Hashemite princes, the sons of the sharif of
Mecea, rulers of semi-independent Arab states. Prince Faisal, com

mander of the Arab revolt against the Turks, became the king of
Syria, but after the French ¢jected him from their sphere of influ-
ence, the British procured for him the Iragi throne. Abdullah, his
clder brother, was appointed ruler of the emirate of Transjordan,
created by Britain in 1921, [raq and ‘Transjordan thus became the
two main pillars of Britain’s cmpire in the Middle East in the af:
termath of World War 1 (see map 1).

It took Weizmann no time at all to orient himself on the new
map of the Middle East. Taking his cue from the British, he disre
garded the claims of the Palestine Arabs and strove to reach agree-
ment with the Hashemite rulers of the neighboring  Arab
countries. This was the basis of the agreement he signed with Faisal
on 3 Im‘m.n'j.' 1219, It endorsed the Balfour Declaration and en-
visaged “the most cordial goodwill and understanding™ between
Arabs and Jews in realizing their national aspirations in their re-
spective territories in Palestine. The agreement had a very shor
lite, however, because it ran counter to public opinion in the Arab
world. Whether or not Faisal had the authority to sign an agree.
ment alfecting the Palestine Arabs in the first place, he was forced
by his own nationalist followers to declare that the separation of
Palestine from Syria was not acceptable and that Zionist aspirations
for a state clashed with Arab ideas. In Arab eyes the main result of
the Weizmann-Faisal intermezzo was to identify Zionism as the
ally of British imperialism in the Middle East and as an obstacle in
their own struggle for self-determination.

In the period 1918-20 the Zionists put forward their own
maximalist interpretation of the Ralfour Declaration. They wanted
international recognition of the Jewish claim to Palestine, and they
wanted the Jewish national home to stretch across both banks of
the river Jordan, When Weizmann was asked ar the Paris peace
conference what was meant by a Jewish national home, he fa-
mously replied, “To make Palestine as Jewish as England is
English.” He was careful, however, not to speak openly in terms
of a state, so as not to give substance to the charge that the Jewish
minority planned to make jtself master over the Arab majoriry.
Although a Jewish state with a Jewish majority was his ultimate and
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unchanging aim, he believed in working toward this goal in a
gradual, evolutionary, and nonprovocative fashion.

Weizmann’s policy toward the Palestine Arabs is usually de-
scribed as moderate, but it was moderate in stvle much more than
insubstance, Although patient and prudent and willing to listen to
the Arabs, he was uncompromising in his defense of Jewish inter-
ests in Palestine. He was prepared to accept the Arabs as partners
in running Palestine through an elected council based on parity be-
tween the two communities, but he did not accept them as equal
partners in negotiations on the future of the country. According 1o
him, these negotiations had to be conducted exclusively between
Britain and the Jews.

Small wonder that Jewish-Arab relations deteriorated seriously
after the Balfour Declaration was issued, Weizmann’s assumption

The Middle Enst after World War I
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that the Palestine Arabs would remain politically passive and that
the Arab-Jewish conflict would find its resolurion on the social
and economic plane turned out to be mistaken. A Palestinian na-
tional movement emerged in the interwar period, partly in re-
sponse to the Zionist challenge. Under the leadership of Hajj
Amin al-Husseini, the grand mufti of Jerusalem. the Palestinian na-
tonal movement became not only active but aggressive in its op-
position to Zionism. The mufti systematically rejected all the
compromise proposals put forward by the British, instigated riots
and disturbances against the Jews, and led a full-scale revolt in
1936-39 against the British authorities and their Jewish protégés.

Weizmann turned out 1o be cqually mistaken in his assumption
of the essential identity between British and Jewish interests in
alestine. Mounting Arab resistance, with occasional outbursts of
violence, forced Britain to reassess its own wartime commi ments
to Zionism. The result was a gradual retreat from the promise cm-
bodied in the Balfour Declaration and a more evenhanded policy
toward the two warring communities in Palestine. Wi nston
Churchill’s white paper of 1922 limited British support for the
Jewish national home in three significant ways: it laid down for the
first time economic criteria for Jewish immigration, it proposed
clected institutions based on proportional representation instead of
parity, and it excluded Transjordan from the area available for
Jewish settlement. This adverse shift in British policy continued
throughout the interwar period, reaching its climax in the white
paper of 1939,

Weizmann’s disappointment with the British was as bitter as
that of any other Zionist leader, His response, however, was char-
acteristically prudent and pragmatic. Having staked everything on
the British connection, he recognized that there was now no alrer-
native to continuing reliance on the mandatory power if the na-
tional home was to survive, This is why he opposed a showdown
with Britain: there was simply no way the Zionists could impose on
Britain their own interpretation of what the Balfour Declaration en-
tailed. His advice was to continue to build the Jewish natic mal home
step by step, immigrant by immigrant, settlement by settlement.

This advice did not command unanimous assent in the Zionmst
camp. In the carly 1920s, against the background of growing Arab
militancy and British moves to appease the Arabs, voices were
raised in favor of revising the official policy of the Zionist move-
ment. The most powerful voice was that of Ze'ev (Vladimir)
Jabotinsky.
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1 na- ZE'EV JABOTINSKY
1 re- AND REVISIONIST ZIONISM
Hajj
1na Ze'ev Jabotinsky ( 1880-1940) was an ardent Jewish nationalist, the
op- founder of Revisionist Zionism, and the spiritual facher of the Tsraeli
the right. Born in Odessa to a liberal Russian Jewish family, he worked
ots as ajournalist in Rome and Vienna and at an early age began to de
tin vote his outstanding skills as a writer, orator, and polemicist to the
rég, Zionist cause. During the First World War he persuaded the Briush
ion to form Jewish volunteer units within the British army and himself
1in | served as an officer in the Zion Mule Corps in Egypt.
tof In 1921 Jabotinsky was elected to the Fionist Executive. From
nts the very start he was ar odds with Chaim Weizmann, whose prin
m- ‘ cipal sparring partner he remained for the rest of his life. In 1923
ey he resigned from the Zionist Executive, charging that its policics,
n . especially its acceptance of the 1922 white paper, would result in
he ! the loss of Palestine, At successive Zionist congresses Jab tinsky cs-
1 ' tablished himself as one of the great orators of his day and as the
d chief spokesman for the opposition. He formed a new party, the
of | World Union of Zionist Revisionists in 1925, and the youth move
i | ment Betar, After a decade in opposition to the official leadership
d of Zionism, he and his group seceded from the movement alto-
¢ | gether and established the New Zionist Organization, which
clected him as its president, Jabotinsky strongly opposed the par-
§ tition of Palestine. Growing militancy led him to take over the
| leadership of the dissident military organization, the Irgun. He
| [ died in America in 1940 on a mission to organize Jewish partici-
pation in the Allicd war cffort. Jabotinsky was an exceptionally
r talented and versatile man, an original thinker and ideologue, and
a powerful political leader. His followers worshiped him, while his
| encmies detested him with equal passion.
' Although the Revisionist movement was dominated to a large
‘ extent by Jabotinsky and his ideas, it was not a one-man show. [i
gained significant grassroots support in the 1920s, during a period
of ensis in the history of Zionism. The Balfour Declaration had in
spired great hopes that Zionism would be speedily fulfilled with
i the help of Grear Britain, but Britain’s postwar policy produced a
mood of disappointment and disillusion in the Yishuv, Jabotinsky
tapped into this mood to build his movement and to articulate the
ideology of Revisionist Zionism.
.

. ]
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One of the paradoxes of this phase in Zionist history is that
there was no fundamental difference between Jabotinsky and
Weizmann regarding the role of Great Britain, Both men, in dif
terent ways, were disciples of Theodor Herzl in that they both as-
sumed that the support and protection of a grear power were
absolutely indispensable in the struggle for statchoaod., Jabotinsky’s
strong pro-Western orientation stemmed from his distinctive
worldview. He rejected the romantic view of the East and believed
in the cultural superiority of Western civilization. “We Jews have
nothing in common with what is denoted ‘the East” and we thank
God for that,” he declared. The East, in his view, represented psy-
chological passivity, social and cultural stagnation, and political
despotism. Although the Jews originated in the East, they be-
longed to the West culturally, morally, and spiritually. Zionism was
conceived by Jabotinsky not as the return of the Jews to their spir-
itual homeland bur as an offshoor or implant of Western civiliza-
tion in the East. This worldview translared INto a geostrategic
conception in which Zionism was to be permanently allied with
European colonialism against all the Arabs in the eastern
Mediterranean.

The root cause of Jabotinsky’s dispute with the official Zionist
leadership was his conception of the Jewish state. He laid down
two principles that formed the core of the Revisionist Zionist ide-
ology and its political program. The first was the territorial in-
tegrity of Eretz Israel, the Land of Isracl, over both banks of the
river Jordan within the original borders of the Palestine mandate.
T'he second was the immediate declaration of the Jewish right to
political sovereignty over the whole of this area.

This maximalist definition of the aims of Zionism once again
raised a question: Did the Arabs of Palestine constiture a distinet
national entity and, if so, what should be the Zionist attitude to-
ward them and what should be their starus within the projected
Jewish state? Jabotinsky’s answer is contained in two highly im-
portant articles he published in 1923 under the heading “The
Iron Wall.” They gave the essence of Revisionist theory on the
Arab question and provided its fighting slogan. The first article is
entitled “On the Iron War (We and the Arabs).” It begins on a per-
sonal note in which Jabotinsky engagingly described his emotional
attitude to the Arabs as one of “polite indifference.” But he went
On to reject, as totally unacceptable, any thought of removing the
Arabs from Palestine. The real question, he said, switching 1o a
philosophical mode, was whe ther one could always achieve peace-
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ful aims by peaccful means, The answer to this question, he in-
sisted, depended without a doubt on the artitude of the Arabs to
ward Zionism, not on Zionism’s attitude toward them.
Jabotinsky’s analysis of the Arabs’ attitude led him to state cat
egorically, “A voluntary agreement berween us and the Arabs of
Palestine is inconceivable now or in the foresceable future.™ As
most moderate Zionists had already found out, there was not the
slightest chance of gaining the agreement of the Palestine Arabs to
rurn Palestine into a country with a Jewish majority. This was be
cause they regarded their country as their national homeland and
wanted to remain its sole owners. J: |hnm1=.Lv turned sharply ‘11_"]“1\[
those Zionists who portraved the Palestine Arabs cither as fools
who could be easily deceived by a watered-down version of Zionist
objectives or as a tribe of mercenaries ready 1o give up their right
toa country in exchange for economic advantage: “Every indige-
nous people,” he wrote, “will resist alien settlers as long as they see
any hope of ridding themselves of the danger of foreign settle-

“ment. This is how the Arabs will behave and go on behaving so

long as they possess a gleam of hupu_ that they can prevent
‘Palestin” from be coming the Land of [sracl.”

Having explained the logic of Palestinian hostility to Zionism,
Jabotinsky turned to the policy implications. One option, he
noted, was to offer the non-Palestinian Arabs money or a political
aliance in return for their agreement to Jewish control of
Palestine. This option was rejected for two reasons. First, it would
do nothing to modify the implacable hostility of the Palestinian
Arabs to Jewish colonization. Second, to pledge Jewish money
and political support to the Arabs of the Middle East would be to
betray the European colonial powers, especially Britain, and this
would be a suicidal act. Jabotinsky therefore concluded,

We cannot promise any reward cither to the Arabs of Palestine
or to the Arabs outside Palestine. A voluntary agreement is
unattainable. And so those who regard an accord with the
Arabs as an indispensable condition of Zionism must admit to
themselves today thar this condition cannort be attained and
hence that we must give up Zionism. We must either suspend
our settlement efforts or continue them without paying at

tention to the mood of the natives. Settlement can thus de-
velop under the protection of a force that is not dependent on
the local population, behind an iron wall which they will be
powerless to break down.
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This, in a nutshell, was Jabotinsky’s policy regarding the Arab qJues
ton: to erect an iron wall of Jewish military force. On the need for
an iron wall, he claimed. there Was agreement among all Zionists,
The only slight difference was that “the militarists™ wanted an iron
wall constructed with Jewish bayonets, whereas “the vegetarians”
wanted it built with British bavonets. But they all wanted an iron
wall. Constant repetition of Zionist willingness to negotiate with
the Arabs was not only hypocritical but harmful, and Jabotinsky re
garded it as his sacred duty to expose this hypocrisy,

Toward the end of the article Jabotinsky went to some length
to dispel any impression his analysis might have given that he de-
spaired of the pre spect of reaching an agreement with the Arabs of
Palestine:

[ do not mean to assert that no agreement whatever is possi

ble with the Arabs of the Land of Isracl. Bug a voluntary
Agreement is just not possible. As long as the Arabs preserve
a gleam of hope that thev will succeed in gerting rid of ys,
nothing in the world can cause them to relinquish this hope,
precisely because they are not a rabble byt a living people,
And a living people will be ready to vield on such fateful issyes
only when they have given up all hope of getting rid of the
alicn sertlers, Only then will extremist groups with their slo

gans “No, never” lose their influence, and only then will their
influence bhe transterred to more moderage groups. And only
then will the moderates offer suggestions for compromise,
Fhen only will they begin bargaining with us on practical mat-
ters, such as guarantecs agamst pushing them out, and equal-
ity of civil and national rights,

The arucle concluded with 4 profession of faith that peaceful co-
existence berween Arabs and Jews in Palestine would be possible,
but only as a result of the construction of an impregnable wall:

Itis my hope and belie that we will then offer them guaran-
tees that will satisfy them and that both peoples will live in
peace as good neighbors. But the sole Way 10 such an agree

ment is through the iron wal . that is ro say, the establishment
in Palestine of a force that will in no way be influenced by
Arab pressure. In other words, the only way to achieve 7 set

tlement in the future js total avoidance of all ALCMPIS 1o ar-
rive at a settlement in the present ®
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Moderate Zionists criticized the article, especially on the grounds
that it was written from an immoral standpoint. Jabotinsky there-
fore wrote a second article, entitled “The Morality of the Iron
Wall,” in which he turned the tables on his critics. From the point
of view of morality, he held, there were two possibilities: either
Zionism was a positive phenomenon, or it was negative. This ques

tion required an answer before one became a Zionist. And all of

them had indeed concluded that Zionism was a positive force, a
moral movement with justice on its side. Now, “if the cause is just,

justice must triumph, without regard to the assent or dissent of

anyone ¢lse.”

A frequent argument against Zionism was that it violated the
democratic right of the Arab majority to national self
determination in Palestine. Jabotnsky responded that the Jews
had a moral right to return to Palestine and that the enlightened
world had acknowledged this right. He then turned to the argu-
ment that the method of the iron wall was immoral because it
wied to settle Jews in Palestine without the consent of its inhabi-
tants. He pointed out that since no natve population anyvwhere in
the world would willingly accept an alien majority, the logical con
clusion would be to renounce altogether the idea of a Jewish na-
tional home. Even to dream of a national home would then
become immoral, The article concluded with an assertion of the
morality of the iron wall: A sacred truth, whose realization re-
quites the use of force, does not cease thereby to be a sacred truth.
This is the basis of our stand toward Arab resistance; and we shall
talk of 2 settlement only when they are ready to discuss it.””

Although “On the Iron Wall” became the bible of Revisionist
Zionism, its real message was often misunderstood, not least by
Jabotinsky's own followers, For him the iron wall was not an end
in itself but a means to the end of breaking Arab resistance to the
onward march of Zionism. Once Arab resistance had been broken,
a process of change would occur mnside the Palestinian national
movement, with the moderates coming to the fore. Then and only
then would it be time to start serious negotiations. In these nego
tations the Jewish side should offer the Palestinians civil and na-
tional rights. Jabotinsky did not spell out in this article what
precisely he meant by “national rights,” but other pronounce-
ments suggest that what he had in mind was polinical autonomy for
the Palestinians within a Jewish state. What does emerge from the
article is that he recognized that the Palestine Arabs formed a dis-
tinct national entity and that he accordingly considered them en-
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titled to some national rights, albeit limited ones, and not merely
to individual rights.

In the realm of ideas Jaborinsky was important as the founder
of Revisionist Zionism. In the realm of politics his IMPAct was
much greater than is commonly realized. For it was not only
Revisionist Zionists who were influenced by his ideas but the
Zionist movement as a whole. “On the Iron Wall,” in the words
of one perceptive observer, should be treared as “a forceful, hon-
est effort to grapple with the most serious problem facing the
Zionist movement and as a formal articulation of what did be-
come, in fact, the dominant rationale for Zionist and [sraeli poli-
cies and attitudes toward the Arabs of Palestine from the 1920s 1o
the late 1980s,™

The Zionist movement was not a monolithic political move-
ment but a collection of rival political parties, the largest being the
Labor Party, which was inspired by Marxist ideas and socialist
ideals. One fundamental difference between Labor Zionism and
Revisionist Zionism related to the use of force. Labor Zionists
were reluctant to admit that military force would be necessary if
the Zionist movement was to achieve its objectives. Jabotinsky
faced up to this fact fairly and squarely. He went further in sug
gesting, a reversal of the Zionist order of priorities. Labor Zionists
wanted to proceed toward statchood by immigration and settle
ment and accorded a lower priority to the building up of a military
capability. Jabotinsky never wavered in his conviction that Jewish
military power was the key factor in the struggle for a state. It was
the Labor Zionists who gradually came around to his point of
view without openly admitting it. So in the final analysis the gap
was not all that grear: Labor leaders, too, came 1o rely increasingly
on the strategy of the iron wall,

Davip BeN-GURION
AND THE TRIUMPH OF PRAGMATISM

Labor Zionism’s shift toward the premises and st rategy of the iron
wall is best illustrated by the carcer of David Ben-Gurion
(1886-1973), the builder of Yishuv’s military power and the
founder of the State of Isracl. Born as David Green in Plonsk,
Poland, he developed at an early age a passionare commitment to
socialism and Zionism and in 1906 lefi for Palestine to work as a
farmhand. He was initially active in the socialist Zionist Po’ale
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PROLOGUE: THE ZIONIST FOUNDATIONS

Zion party, which joined with other groups to form Ahduth
Ha'avodah in 1919 and merged with Hapoel Harza’ir in 1930 1o
form Mapai, the Israeli Labor Party. He quickly rose to positions
of political prominence in the trade union movement, the Labor
Party, and the Zionist movement. From 1921 to 1935 he served
as the secretary-general of the Histadrut, the General Federation
of Labor in Palestine. In 1935 he was clected chairman of the
Jewish Agency Executive and held this post until the State of Israel
was born in 1948. From 1948 until his retirement in 1963, except
for one short interval, he served as Israel’s prime mimster and
minister of defense

Throughout hus long political career Ben-Gurion was involved
deeply and continually in the Arab question. He often spoke out
on the subject and published countless articles and books. Sifting
through this matenal, however, is a largely furile exercise because
a wide gulf separated his public utterances on the Arab question
from his private convictions and because he was, above all, a prag-
matc politician. Ben-Gurion’s public pronouncements in the
19205 and carly 19305 tended to conform to the labor move
ment’s official position, which held that the Arabs of Palestine did
not constitute a scparate national entity but were part of the Arab
nation and that, morcover, there was no inherent conflict between
the interests of the Arabs of Palestine and the interests of the
Zionists. Ziomsm’s only conflict, so the socialise argument ran,
was a class conflict with the Arab landowners and effendis, and this
contlict would be resolved when the Arab peasants realized that
their true interests ¢oincided with those of the Jewish working
class.

Privately Ben-Gurion did not share this class analysis or its op-
timistic forecast. Whart distinguished his approach to the Arab
problem was unflinching realism. Already as an agricultural laborer
he recognized the problem’s acuteness, His fears and anxieties
deepened when he realized that Arab opposition was grounded in
pranciple and that it amounted to an utter rejection of the entire
Zionist enterprise. Thus, at a very early stage in his career, Ben-
Gurion came to the conclusion that the conflict between Zionism
and the Arabs was incscapable and that it presented a formidable
challenge.

Ben-Gurion’s appreciation of the strength of Arab opposition
lcd hi.]“ to ECL"k l‘l‘H: :\'-I]i'flp{:ll"[ l}‘i..!l'l L'_";{'R‘Ti'l"._{] E‘r(:'ﬁ'ul' i!'! [:[Lh.:l' IO COI-
pensate for the weakness of the Zionist movement. His orientation
on a great power was practical rather than ideological. In the
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course of his career he advocated an Ottoman, a British, and an
American orientation, Changes in orientation were dictated by the
nse and fall in the influence of these great powers. When Britain
supplanted the Ottoman Empire as the dominant power in
Palestine, he followed Chaim Weizmann in advocating an alliance
with Britain. Indeed, for Ben-Gurion an alliance with Britain was
an indispensable condition for the success of Zionism, He regarded
cooperation with Britain as more important than cooperation with
the Arabs. Many of the proposals he made to the Arabs were made
not out of real conviction but in order to please the British. The
British wanted a Jewish-Arab understanding, so Ben-Gurion
wanted to be seen to be working toward this end even when his
proposals had no chance of being accepted by the Arabs, An anti-
imperialist alliance with the Arabs was completely out of the ques
tion as far as he was concerned, although socialist ideology pointed
in that direction.

The Arab Revolt, which broke out in April 1936, marked a
turning point in the evolution of Ben-Gurion’s attitude toward the
Arab problem. For the first ime he acknowledged openly the na-
tional character of the Arab opposition to Zionism. There is a
great conflict, he rold the Jewish Agency Executive on 19 May
1936. “We and they want the same thing: We both want Palestine.
And that is the fundamental conflice.”™ Because ideologically less
hidebound than his L‘{‘.l||r:agu::!-;1 he was u'illinﬂ to admir that in po-
litical terms they were the aggressors while the Arabs were de-
tending themselves. But recognizing the deep-rooted character of
the Arab Revolt did not incline him toward negotiation and com-
promise. On the contrary, it made him conclude that only war, not
diplomacy, would resolve the conflict.

Ben-Gurnion was committed to the full realization of Zionism
regardless of the scale and depth of Arab opposition. In a letter to
the Jewish Agency Executive of 9 June 1936, he insisted that peace
with the Arabs was only a means to an end: “It is not in order to
establish peace in the country that we need an agreement. Peace
is indeed a vital matter for us. It is impossible to build a country
in a permanent state of war, but peace for us is a means. The end
15 the complete and full realization of Zionism. Only for that do we
need an agreement.” Ben-Gurion maintained that an agreement
with the Arabs regarding the final objective of Zionism was con
ceivable, but only in the long term: “A comprehensive agreement
is undoubtedly out of the question now. For only after total despair
on the part of the Arabs, despair that will come not only from the
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PROLOGUE: THE ZIONIST FOUNDATIONS

failure of the disturbances and the attempt at rebellion, but also as
a consequence of our growth in the country, may the Arabs pos-
sibly acquiesce in a Jewish Eretz Isracl, ™"

The similarity between Ben-Gurion’s conclusion and that of
Ze'ev Jabotinsky in the article “On the Iron Wall™ thirteen vears
carlier is very striking. Both men regarded the Arabs of Palestine
as a national movement that by its very nature was bound to resist
the encroachment of Zionism on its land. Both realized that these
Arabs would not willingly make wav for a Jewish state and that
diplomacy was therefore incapable of resolving the conflict. Both
believed that the Arabs would continue to fight for as long as they
retained any hope of preventing the Jewish rakeover of their coun
try. And both concluded that only insuperable Jewish military
strength would eventually make the Arabs despair of the struggle
and come to terms with a Jewish state in Palestine, Ben-Gurion did
not use the terminology of the iron wall, but his analysis and con-
clusions were virtually identical to Jabotinsky's.

The British government responded to the outbreak of the Arab
Revolt in Palestine by appointing a roval commission, with Lord
Peel as chairman, to investigate the causes of the disturbances and
to recommend a solution. The commission concluded that Jewish
nationalism was as intense and self-centered as Arab nationalism,
that the gulf between them was widening, and that the only solu-
mon was to partition the country into two separate states. In its
final report of July 1937, the commission proposed a very small
Jewish state of some 5,000 square kilometers, a large Arab state,
and an enclave from Jerusalem to Jaffa under a permancnt Britsh
mandate (see map 2).

For Ben-Gurion the Peel partition plan marked the beginning
of the end of the British mandate in Palestine and the birth of a
Jewish state as a realistic political program, The Zionist movement
was divided in its response 1o the partition plan, not least because
of the small size of the Jewish state and doubts regarding its via-
bility. But at the Twenticth Zionist Congress, which met in Zurich
in August 1937, a decision was reached o accept the plan as a basis
for negotiations with the British government. This decision clearly
implied that from then on the creation of an independent Jewish
state would take precedence over a Jewish-Arab agreement. It was
thus in line with the guiding principle that Ben-Gurion had laid
down the preceding yvear—namely, that while they were continu-
ing to strive for an agreement with the Arabs, the realization of
Zionism must not be made dependent on it
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The leaders of the pro-partition camp were Chaim Weizmann,
David Ben-Gurion, and Moshe Shertok, the head of the Politica
Department of the Jewish Agency, who was to change his name to
Sharett and become the first foreign minister of the State of Israel.
Their main argument in favor of partition was that establishing an
independent Jewish state even in a small part of Palestine was a

more promising avenue for the realization of Zionism than any of

the alternatives. Weizmann held that the Jews would be fools not
accept the Peel plan even if the Jewish state was the size of a table

cloth. Bur whereas Weizmann accepted partition as part of a con-
tinuing pro-British orientation, Ben Gurion lost faith in Britain
and valued the Peel plan for the opportunity it offered to build up
the independent power of the Jewish community in Palestine.

Although Ben-Gurion accepted partition, he did not view the
borders of the Peel commission plan as permanent, He saw no
contradiction between accepting a Jewish state in part of Palestine
and hoping to expand the borders of this state to the whole Land
of Isracl, The difference berween him and the Revisionists was not
that he was a territorial minimalist while they were territorial max-
imalists but rather that he pursued a gradualist strategy while they
adhered to an all-or-nothing approach.

The narure and extent of Ben-Gurion’s territorial expansionism
were revealed with startling frankness in a letter he sent to his son
Amos from London on 5 October 1937. There Ben-Gurion pro-
fessed himself to be an enthusiastic advocate of a Jewish state, even
ifit involved the partitioning of Palestine, because he worked on
the assumption that this state would be not the end but only the
beginning. A state would enable the Jews to have unlimited im
migration, to build a Jewish economy, and to organize a first-class
army. “I am certain,” he wrote, “we will be able to settle in all the
other parts of the country, whether through agreement and mu-
tual understanding with our Arab neighbours or in another w ay.”
Both his mind and his heart told Ben-Gurion, “Erect a Jewish
State at once, even if it is not in the whole land. The rest will come
in the course of time, It must come.™!

The majority of Zionists followed Ben-Gurion in opting for
partition and a Jewish state. At the Twentieth Zionist Congress, in
Zurich, the arguments for and against parution were examined
exhaustively. It was the first major public debate on parution and
also the most serious and searching one in the history of Zionism.
With so much at stake, both camps presented their case with great
passion and conviction. The naysayers advanced three main argu-
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ments: the Promised Land of the forefathers and the Bible must i
not be compromised; the Yishuv was not vet ready to stand on its If
own feer; and Britain must be held frmly 1o its commitments :
under the Baltour Declaration and the mandate. Two hundred 1
and ninety-nine delegates voted in favor of Ben-Gurion’s proposal, 1;

160 voted against, and 6 abstained. The debate thus ended with a
strategic decision to support partition and the creation of a Jewish
state in part of Palestine, At the end of the congress, Ben-Gurion
presented himself for reelection as chairman of the Jewish Agency
Executive for the specific purpose of working toward the estab-
lishment of 2 Jewish state. Fle was to devote the next ten years of
his life to a single-minded pursuit of this goal.

THE STRUGGLE FOR STATEHOOD

The struggle for statchood was accompanied by many disagree
ments, but these were more about tactics than about the long-term
goal. Ben-Gurion’s own commitment to statchood did not waver
in the face of Arab opposition or British prevarications. Having
taken the initiative in proposing partition in 1937, the British gov-
ernment began to retreat from partition with the approach of
World War I1. The support of the Arab states and the Muslim
world generally was much more crucial for Britain in the conflict
with the Axis powers than the support of the Jews. A white paper
of 17 May 1939 abruptly reversed British support for Zionism
and for a Jewish state. It condemned the Jews to a status of per-
manent minority in a future independent Palestinian state. So the
Zionist movement was driven to develop its own military power,
through the paramilitary organization called the Haganah (which
in Hebrew means defense), in order to combar Arab resistance.
Having subscribed to a defensive ethos that had served it so well
on the public relations front, it adopted a policy based on force in
order to counter the use and the threat of force by its Arab oppo-
nents. The offensive ethos that had always been embedded in the
defensive ethos had in any case become more prominent following
the outbreak of the Arab Revolr.

At the same time the Yishuv mounted its own active resistance
to the policy of the white paper that restricted Jewish land pur-
chase and Jewish immigration to Palestine. The outbreak of World
War 11 in September 1939 placed the Yishuv in an acute dilemma:
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PROLOGUE: THE ZIONIST FOUNDATIONS 2

it was behind Britain in the struggle against Nazi Germany bur at
loggerheads with Britain in the struggle tor Palestine. A way out
of the dilemma was found, however, succinctly summed up in
Ben-Gurion’s slogan: “We will fight with the British against Hitler
as if there were no white paper; we will fight the white paper as if
there were no war.”

During the war Ben-Gurion became ever more assertive about
the Jewish nght to political sovereignty, while denying this nght to
the Arab majority in Palestine. His solution to the Yishuv's de
mographic problem involved the migration to Palestine of two to
three million Jews immediately following the end of the war. The
Arab problem, he claimed, paled in significance compared with
the Jewish problem because the Arabs had vast spaces outside
Palestine, whereas for the Jews, who were being persecuted in
Europe, Palestine constituted the only possible haven. He thus
came to treat the Arab problem as merely one of status for the
Arab minority within a state with a large Jewish majority.

The new concept of a Jewish state over the whole of Palestine
found expression in the so-called Biltmore Program. At an extra-
ordinary meeting of the American Zionists, attended by both
Weizmann and Ben-Gurion, in the Biltmore Hotel in New York in
May 1942, a resolution was adopted urging “thar Palestine be
comstituted as a Jewish Commonwealth integrated in the structure
of the new democratic world™ after World War I1. With this reso-
lution the Zionist movement for the first time openly staked a
claim to the whole of mandatory Palestine. The goal of a Jewish-
Arab agreement was not abandoned, but it was now clearly ex-
pected to follow rather than to precede the establishment of a
Jewish state or commonwealth.

The Biltmore Program was adopted before the full scale and
the horror of the Nazi campaign for the extermination of
European Jewry became known. Zionist leaders assumed thar at
the end of the war there would be millions of Jewish refugees in
Europe whose plight would strengthen the case for a large Jewish
state in Palestine. None of them foresaw the Holocaust, the most
calamitous event in the annals of Jewish history, in which six ml-
lion Jews would pl:!"i.ﬁ].'l. In the end, however, the tragedy of
European Jewry became a source of strength for Zionism. The
moral case for a home for the Jewish people in Palestine was widely
accepted from the beginning; after the Holocaust it became unas-
sailable. The poet Robert Frost defined a home as the place where,

-
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if vou have to go there, they have to let you in. Few people dis- L
puted the right of the Jews to a home after the trauma to which A
they had been subjected in Central Europe. tl

A much tougher kind of Zionism was forged in the course of e
World War 11, and the commitment to Jewish statchood became \
deeper and more desperate in the shadow of the Holocaust. On
the one hand, the Holocaust confirmed the conviction of the !
Zionists that they had justice on their side in the struggle for :

Palestine: on the other, it converted international public opinion
to the idea of an independent Jewish state.

Ben-Gurion embodied the “fighting Zionism” that rose out of
the ashes of World War 11, and he wrested the leadership from the
hands of Weizmann, who still adhered to “diplomatic Zionism”
and to the alliance with Britain. Against Weizmann’s advice the
Zionist conference of August 1945 decided on a policy of active
Opposition to British rule, and in October an armed uprising was
launched. The Haganah was instructed to cooperate with the dis-
sident groups spawned by the Revisionist movement. The main
group was the National Military Organization (the Irgun), which
began to direct its operations against the British admimstration in
Palestine after the publication of the white paper in 1939, Later
that vear, when the Irgun called off its campaign against the
British, a split took place. The more militant wing, led by Avraham
Stern, seceded from the Irgun to form Lohamer Herut Yisracl
(Fighters for the Freedom of Israel), better known as Lehi, after its
Hebrew acronym, or the Stern Gang. The Stern Gang, was so hos-
tile to the British that it sought contact with the Axis powers in
order to drive the British out of Palestine. Although its members
never exceeded three hundred, the Stern Gang was a considerable
thorn in the flesh of the British, Between November 1945 and July
1946, the three underground organizations joined arms in what
became known as “the movement of the Hebrew revolt.”

A massive British military crackdown forced the Zionist lead-
ers to call off the Hebrew revolt, and they instead tried to drive a
wedge berween Britain and the United States on the diplomatic
front. Britain sought American support for its plan for sclf-
governing Jewish and Arab cantons, a plan catcgorically rejected by
the Zionists. To get America on their side, members of the Jewish
Ageney Executive decided in August 1946 to agree to consider the
establishment of a Jewish state on an adequate part of Palestine.
‘This decision signified the abandonment of the Biltmore Program
and a return to the principle of partition. The decision was viewed
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PROLOGUE: THE ZIOKNIST FOUNDATIONS 2

not as a concession to the Arabs but as a means of gaining
Amenican support for the idea of a Jewish state. In February 1947
the British government, unable to come up with a solution on
which both sides could agree, referred the Palestine problem to the
United Nations.

On 29 November 1947 the General Assembly of the United
Nations passed its historic Resolution 181 in favor of the partition
of Palestine. In a rare instance of agreement during the Cold War,
the United States and the Soviet Union voted for the resolution
while Britain abstained. The resolution laid down a timetable for
the establishment of a Jewish stare and an Arab state linked by
cconomic union, and an international regime for Jerusalem.
Exceptionally long and winding borders separated the Jewish state
from the Arab one, with vulnerable crossing points to link its iso
lated arcas in the castern Galilee, the coastal plain, and the Negev.
The borders of these two oddly shaped states, resembling two
fighting serpents, were a strategic nightmare (see map 3). No less
anomalous and scarcely more viable was the denw seraphic structure
of the proposed Jewish state, consisting as it did of roughly
300.000 Jews and 400,000 Arabs.

Despite all its limitations and anomalies, the UN resolution
represented a major triumph for Zionist diplomacy. While falling
far short of the full-blown Zionist aspiration for a state comprising
the whole of Palestine and Jerusalem, it provided an invaluable
charter of international legitimacy for the creation of an indepen-
dent Jewish state. News of the UN vote was greeted by Jews cvery
where with jubilation and rejoicing. But the followers of Ze'ev
Jabotinsky in the Irgun and the Stern Gang did not join in the
general celebrations. A day after the UN vote, Menachem Begin,
the commander of Irgun, proclaimed the credo of the under-
ground fighters: “The partition of Palestine is illegal. It will never
be recognized. . . . Jerusalem was and will for ever be our capital,
Eretz [sracl will be restored to the people of Israel. All of it. And
for ever.™*

The Jewish Agency officially accepted the UN partition plan,
but most of its leaders did so with a heavy heart. They did not like
the idea of an independent Palestinian state, they were disap
pﬂim{‘d with the exclusion of Jerusalem, and they had grave
doubts about the viability of the Jewish state within the UN bor-
ders. Nevertheless, the UN resolution represented a tremendous
gain of international support for the establishment of a Jewish
state—hence their decision to go along with it.
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The Palestine Arabs, who unlike the Jews had done very little
to prepare themselves for statehood, rejected the UN partition
plan out of hand. The Arab Higher Committee, which represented
them, denounced the plan as “absurd. impracticable, and unjust.™
Lhe Arab states, loosely organized since 1945 in the Arab League,
also claimed that the UN plan was tllegal and threatened to resist
its implementation by force, On 1 December the Arab Higher
Committee proclaimed a three-day strike, which was accompanicd
by violent attacks on Jewish civilians. The UN vote in favor of par-
tition thus provided not just international legitimacy for creating
Jewish and Arab states bur, unintent tonally, the signal for a savage
war between the two communities in Palestine,

27




