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Introduction

This collection of documents and comment aims to provide a
better understanding of the background of the Arab-Jewish
conflict, which has led to three wars within two decades. There
is no certainty that war will not break out again, nor can it be
taken for granted that it will always be possible to localize it.

Zionism and the Arab national movement appeared on the
political scene at about the same time. When Britain received
the Mandate for Palestine on behalf of the League of Nations,
the total population of the country was less than a million. It
was widely believed at the time that the aspirations of Jews
and Arabs could be combined. By 1937, a British Commission
of Inquiry found that an ‘irrepressible conflict’ had arisen be-
tween two national communities within the narrow boundar-
ies of one small country. Jewish immigration grew by leaps
and bounds following the rise of Nazism in Europe ; the Arabs,
supported by public opinion in the neighbouring countries, de-
manded that no more Jews should be permitted to enter Pales-
tine.

In this collection, the story of the unfolding crisis is traced on
the basis of Zionist and Arab declarations, and of the findings
and recommendations of the various commissions of inquiry
during the nineteen thirties and forties. The partition of Pales-
tine, decided by the United Nations in 1947, was rejected by the
Arabs ; it led to the establishment of the State of Israel and the
first Arab-Israeli war in 1948. As a result of the war, new prob-
lems were created — such as the refugee question — which made
a reconciliation between the two peoples even more difficult.
Arab guerrillas carried the war into Israel even after the armis-
tice agreements had been signed and Israel retaliated by raids
beyond its borders. The neighbouring Arab states refused to
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recognize the existence of the Jewish state which, in their view,
was illegitimate ; they boycotted Israeli goods, blocked the Suez
Canal and the Gulf of Agaba. The war of 1956 ensued, and
after a decade of uneasy truce, there was a new escalation cul-
minating in the Six Day War in 1967.

The selection of documents has been made with an eye to the
interests of the general reader, not the expert in international
law. The armistice agreements of 1949, whatever their intrin-
sic importance, are mainly of a technical character and there-
fore of no great relevance in the present context. In many cases,
substantial cuts in the documents were necessary ; such dele-
tions are indicated in the text. The historian always dislikes
such procedure, for it opens him to charges of suppression of
evidence, however careful and impartial his selection. But there
was no other choice, for it is the aim of the present collection
to present pertinent documents, viewpoints and opinions ; it is
not a legal source book. No useful purpose would have been
served, for example, by reprinting the whole of Herzl's The
Jewish State or the unabridged text of Nasser’s speeches.

The editor has refrained (not without a struggle) from com-
menting in detail on the documents. A reader of this kind in-
cludes by necessity not only views with which he disagrees, but
also statements which are factually untrue. But this is well
nigh inevitable in polemics on a subject which is so highly
charged with emotion ; those claiming to speak with detach-
ment and objectivity are not necessarily nearer to truth and
justice than the self-avowed partisans. The discussions of the
merits and demerits of the Jewish and the Arab case will con-
tinue for a long time and there will be no lack of involvement
on the part of the participants. The task of a reader is more
modest: to present a survey of representative views, past and
present, on the Arab-Israeli conflict, but not to pass judgement
on their intrinsic value.

I would like to record my gratitude to the Middle Eastern
Document Section at the Institute of Contemporary History
(The Wiener Library) in London and in particular to Mrs Christa
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Wichmann and Mr Ze’ev Ben Shlomo in assisting me to collect
the documents, as well as to B. L. Mazel for his help during this
entire project.

Walter Laqueur
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Part 1

From the Bilu to the British Mandate
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Part 1 of the Reader covers the period from the

first stirrings of the Jewish and Arab national
movements to 1917, the date of the Balfour
Declaration. The tie between the Jewish communities
in what was still commonly defined as the diaspora
had been submerged but never entirely severed ;

it survived, for instance, in the traditional prayer
(‘Next year in Jerusalem’) and found its political
expression in the emergence of the Zionist movement
in the last decade of the nineteenth century.

There was no specific Arab Palestinian national
consciousness, but among the leaders of the Arab
population of the Ottoman Empire the demand for
national self-determination gained ground.

After the defeat of the Turks in 1918, this movement
quickly gathered momentum.






Document 1
The Manifesto of the Bilu

BILU are the first letters of a passage in Isaiah, chapter ii, verse 5:
‘House of Jacob, come, let us go.” The Biluim, about five hundred
young people mainly from the Kharkov region, were part of the
wider movement of the ‘Lovers of Zion’ (Hovevei Zion) which had
developed in Russia in the early eighteen-eighties mainly under the
impact of the pogroms of 1881. This manifesto was issued by a
Bilu group in Constantinople in 1882.

*

To our brothers and sisters in Exile!

‘If T help not myself, who will help me?’

Nearly two thousand years have elapsed since, in an evil
hour, after a heroic struggle, the glory of our Temple vanished
in fire and our kings and chieftains changed their crowns and
diadems for the chains of exile. We lost our country where
dwelt our beloved sires. Into the Exile we took with us, of all
our glories, only a spark of the fire by which our Temple, the
abode of our Great One, was engirdled, and this little spark kept
us alive while the towers of our enemies crumbled into dust,
and this spark leapt into celestial flame and shed light on the
heroes of our race and inspired them to endure the horrors of
the dance of death and the tortures of the autos-da-fé. And
this spark is again kindling and will shine for us, a true pillar
of fire going before us on the road to Zion, while behind us is a
pillar of cloud, the pillar of oppression threatening to destroy
us. Sleepest thou, O our nation? What hast thou been doing
until 18827 Sleeping, and dreaming the false dream of Assimi-
lation. Now, thank God, thou art awakened from thy slothful
slumber. The Pogroms have awakened thee from thy charmed
sleep. Thine eyes are open to recognize the cloudy delusive
hopes. Canst thou listen silently to the taunts and mockeries of
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thine enemies? ... Where is thy ancient pride, thine olden
spirit? Remember that thou wast a nation possessing a wise
religion, a law, a constitution, a celestial Temple whose wall*
is still a silent witness to the glories of the past; that thy sons
dwelt in palaces and towers, and thy cities flourished in the
splendour of civilization, while these enemies of thine dwelt
like beasts in the muddy marshes of their dark woods. While
thy children were clad in purple and fine linen, they wore the
rough skins of the wolf and the bear. Art thou not ashamed?

Hopeless is your state in the West ; the star of your future is
gleaming in the East. Deeply conscious of all this, and inspired
by the true teaching of our great master, Hillel, ‘If I help not
myself, who will help me?’ we propose to form the following
society for national ends.

The Society will be named ‘BILU’ according to the motto
‘House of Jacob, come, let us go’. It will be divided into local
branches according to the numbers of its members.

2. The seat of the Committee shall be Jerusalem.

3. Donations and contributions shall be unfixed and un-
limited.

WE WANT

1. A home in our country. It was given us by the mercy of
God ; itis ours as registered in the archives of history.

2. To beg it of the Sultan himself, and if it be impossible to
obtain this, to beg that we may at least possess it as a state with-
in a larger state ; the internal administration to be ours, to have
our civil and political rights, and to act with the Turkish Em.
pire only in foreign affairs, so as to help our brother Ishmae] in
the time of his need.

We hope that the interests of our glorious nation will rouse
the national spirit in rich and powerful men, and that every.
one, rich or poor, will give his best labours to the holy cause,

Greetings, dear brothers and sisters !

HEAR, 0 ISRAEL ! The Lord our God, the Lord is one, and oyr
land Zion is our one hope.
GoD be with us! THE PIONEERS OF BILU.

1. The Wailing Wall,
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Document 2

Negib Azouri: Programme of the League of
the Arab Fatherland*

N. Azouri, a Christian Arab, edited the journal L’Indépendance
Arabe in Paris before the First World War. His ‘Réveil de la Nation
Arabe dans I'Asie Turque ... (1905) from which this excerpt is
drawn was the ‘first open demand for the secession of the Arab
lands from the Ottoman empire’ (Sylvia G. Haim: Arab National-
ism).
*

... There is nothing more liberal than the league’s programme.
The league wants, before anything else, to separate the civil
and the religious power, in the interest of Islam and the Arab
nation, and to form an Arab empire stretching from the Tigris
and the Euphrates to the Suez Isthmus, and from the Mediter-
ranean to the Arabian Sea.

The mode of government will be a constitutional sultanate
based on the freedom of all the religions and the equality of all
the citizens before the law. It will respect the interests of
Europe, all the concessions and all the privileges which had
been granted to her up to now by the Turks. It will also respect
the autonomy of the Lebanon, and the independence of the
principalities of Yemen, Nejd, and Iraq.

The league offers the throne of the Arab Empire to that
prince of the Khedivial family of Egypt who will openly declare
himself in its favour and who will devote his energy and his
resources to this end.

It rejects the idea of unifying Egypt and the Arab Empire
under the same monarchy, because the Egyptians do not be-
long to the Arab race; they are of the African Berber family
and the language which they spoke before Islam bears no simi-
larity to Arabic. There exists, moreover, between Egypt and
the Arab Empire a natural frontier which must be respected in
order to avoid the introduction, in the new state, of the germs

" * Translated by Sylvia G. Haim.
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of discord and destruction. Never, as a matter of fact, have the
ancient Arab caliphs succeeded for any length of time in con-
trolling the two countries at the same time ...

Document 3
Theodor HerzI: ‘The Jewish State’

Theodor Herzl (1860-1904) was the founder of modern political
Ziomsm, Tn the preface to Der Judenstaat (published in 1896) he
says: “The idea which I have developed in this pamphlet is a very
old one: itis the restoration of the Jewish State.’

*

...The Jewish question still exists. It would be foolish to deny
it. It is a remnant of the Middle Ages, which civilized nations do
not even yet seem able to shake off, try as they will. They cer-
tainly showed a generous desire to do so when they emanci-
pated us. The Jewish question exists wherever Jews live in
perceptible numbers. Where it does not exist, it is carried by
Jews in the course of their migrations. We naturally move to
those places where we are not persecuted, and there our pre-
sence produces persecution. This is the case in every country,
and will remain so, even in those highly civilized — for instance,
France — until the Jewish question finds a solution on a political
basis. The unfortunate Jews are now carrying the seeds of anti-
Semitism into England ; they have already introduced it into
America.

I believe that I understand anti-Semitism, which is really a
highly complex movement. I consider it from a Jewish stand-
point, yet without fear or hatred. I believe that I can see what
elements there are in it of vulgar sport, of common trade jeal-
ousy, of inherited prejudice, of religious intolerance, and also
of pretended self-defence. I think the Jewish question is no more
a social than a religious one, notwithstanding that it sometimes
takes these and other forms. It is a national question, which
can only be solved by making it a political world-question to
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be discussed and settled by the civilized nations of the world in
council.

We are a people — one people.

We have honestly endeavoured everywhere to merge our-
selves in the social life of surrounding communities and to pre-
serve the faith of our fathers. We are not permitted to do so. In
vain are we loyal patriots, our loyalty in some places running
to extremes; in vain do we make the same sacrifices of life and
property as our fellow-citizens ; in vain do we strive to increase
the fame of our native land in science and art, or her wealth
by trade and commerce. In countries where we have lived for
centuries we are still cried down as strangers, and often by
those whose ancestors were not yet domiciled in the land where
Jews had already had experience of suffering. The majority
may decide which are the strangers; for this, as indeed every
point which arises in the relations between nations, is a ques-
tion of might. I do not here surrender any portion of our pre-
scriptive right, when I make this statement merely in my own
name as an individual. In the world as it now is and for an
indefinite period will probably remain, might precedes right.
It is useless, therefore, for us to be loyal patriots, as were the
Huguenots who were forced to emigrate. If we could only be
left in peace ...

But I think we shall not be left in peace.

Oppression and persecution cannot exterminate us. No na-
tion on earth has survived such struggles and sufferings as we
have gone through. Jew-baiting has merely stripped off our
weaklings ; the strong among us were invariably true to their
race when persecution broke out against them. This attitude
was most clearly apparent in the period immediately following
the emancipation of the Jews. Those Jews who were advanced
intellectually and materially entirely lost the feeling of belong-
ing to their race. Wherever our political well-being has lasted
for any length of time, we have assimilated with our surround-
ings. I think this is not discreditable. Hence, the statesman
who would wish to see a Jewish strain in his nation would have
to provide for the duration of our political well-being ; and even
a Bismarck could not do that.
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For old prejudices against us still lie deep in the hearts of the
people. He who would have proofs of this need only listen to
the people where they speak with frankness and simplicity :
proverb and fairy-tale are both anti-Semitic. A nation is every-
where a great child, which can certainly be educated ; but its
education would, even in most favourable circumstances, oc-
cupy such a vast amount of time that we could, as already
mentioned, remove our own difficulties by other means long
before the process was accomplished.

Assimilation, by which I understood not only external con-
formity in dress, habits, customs, and language, but also iden-
tity of feeling and manner — assimilation of Jews could be
effected only by intermarriage. But the need for mixed mar-
riages would have to be felt by the majority ; their mere recog-
nition by law would certainly not suffice ...

No one can deny the gravity of the situation of the Jews.
Wherever they live in perceptible numbers, they are more or
less persecuted. Their equality before the law, granted by
statute, has become practically a dead letter. They are de-
barred from filling even moderately high positions, either in
the army, or in any public or private capacity. And attempts
are made to thrust them out of business also: ‘Don’t buy from
Jews !’

Attacks in parliaments, in assemblies, in the press, in the
pulpit, in the street, on journeys — for example, their exclusion
- from certain hotels — even in places of recreation, become daily
more numerous. The forms of persecutions varying according
to the countries and social circles in which they occur. In Russia,
imposts are levied on Jewish villages; in Rumania, a few per-
sons are put to death; in Germany, they get a good beating
occasionally ; in Austria, anti-Semites exercise terrorism over
all public life ; in Algeria, there are travelling agitators ; in Paris,
the Jews are shut out of the so-called best social circles and
excluded from clubs. Shades of anti-Jewish feeling are innu-
merable. But this is not to be an attempt to make out a doleful
category of Jewish hardships.

I do not intend to arouse sympathetic emotions on our behalf,
That would be foolish, futile, and an undignified proceeding. I
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shall content myself with putting the following questions to the
Jews: Is it not true that, in countries where we live in percep-
tible numbers, the position of Jewish lawyers, doctors, tech-
nicians, teachers, and employees of all descriptions becomes
daily more intolerable? Is it not true, that the Jewish middle
classes are seriously threatened? Is it not true, that the passions
of the mob are incited against our wealthy people? Is it not
true, that our poor endure greater sufferings than any other
proletariat? I think that this external pressure makes itself felt
everywhere. In our economically upper classes it causes dis-
comfort, in our middle classes continual and grave anxieties, in
our lower classes absolute despair.

Everything tends, in fact, to one and the same conclusion,
which is clearly enunciated in that classic Berlin phrase:
‘Juden Raus!’ (Out with the Jews!)

I shall now put the question in the briefest possible form:
Are we to ‘get out’ now and where to?

Or, may we yet remain? And, how long?

Let us first settle the point of staying where we are. Can we
hope for better days, can we possess our souls in patience, can
we wait in pious resignation till the princes and peoples of this
earth are more mercifully disposed towards us? I say that we
cannot hope for a change in the current of feeling. And why
not? Even if we were as near to the hearts of princes as are
their other subjects, they could not protect us. They would only
feel popular hatred by showing us too much favour. By ‘too
much’, I really mean less than is claimed as a right by every
ordinary citizen, or by every race. The nations in whose midst
Jews live are all either covertly or openly anti-Semitic.

The common people have not, and indeed cannot have, any
historic comprehension. They do not know that the sins of the
Middle Ages are now being visited on the nations of Europe.
We are what the Ghetto made us. We have attained pre-
eminence in finance, because medieval conditions drove us to
it. The same process is now being repeated. We are again being
forced into finance, now it is the stock exchange, by being kept
out of other branches of economic activity. Being on the stock
exchange, we are consequently exposed afresh to contempt. At
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the same time we continue to produce an abundance of med-
iocre intellects who find no outlet, and this endangers our social
position as much as does our increasing wealth. Educated Jews
without means are now rapidly becoming Socialists. Hence we
are certain to suffer very severely in the struggle between
classes, because we stand in the most exposed position in the
camps of both Socialists and capitalists . ..

The Plan

The whole plan is in its essence perfectly simple, as it must
necessarily be if it is to come within the comprehension of
all.

Let the sovereignty be granted us over a portion of the globe
large enough to satisfy the rightful requirements of a nation;
the rest we shall manage for ourselves.

The creation of a new state is neither ridiculous nor impos-
sible. We have in our day witnessed the process in connexion
with nations which were not largely members of the middle
class, but poorer, less educated, and consequently weaker than
ourselves. The governments of all countries scourged by anti-
Semitism will be keenly interested in assisting us to obtain the
sovereignty we want.

The plan, simple in design, but complicated in execution,
will be carried out by two agencies: The Society of Jews and
the Jewish Company.

The Society of Jews will do the preparatory work in the
domains of science and politics, which the Jewish Company
will afterwards apply practically.

The Jewish Company will be the liquidating agent of the
business interests of departing Jews, and will organize com-
merce and trade in the new country.

We must not imagine the departure of the Jews to be a sud-
den one. It will be gradual, continuous, and will cover many
decades. The poorest will go first to cultivate the soil. In accord-
ance with a preconceived plan, they will construct roads,
bridges, railways and telegraph installations; regulate rivers ;
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and build their own dwellings ; their labour will create trade,
trade will create markets and markets will attract new settlers,
for every man will go voluntarily, at his own expense and his
own risk. The labour expended on the land will enhance its
value, and the Jews will soon perceive that a new and perman-
ent sphere of operation is opening here for that spirit of enter-
prise which has heretofore met only with hatred and obloquy.

If we wish to found a state today, we shall not do it in the
way which would have been the only possible one a thousand
years ago. It is foolish to revert to old stages of civilization, as
many Zionists would like to do. Supposing, for example, we
were obliged to clear a country of wild beasts, we should not
set about the task in the fashion of Europeans of the fifth cen-
tury. We should not take spear and lance and go out singly
in pursuit of bears ; we would organize a large and active hunt-
ing party, drive the animals together, and throw a melinite
bomb into their midst.

If we wish to conduct building operations, we shall not plant
a mass of stakes and piles on the shore of a lake, but we shall
build as men build now. Indeed, we shall build in a bolder and
more stately style than was ever adopted before, for we now
possess means which men never yet possessed.

The emigrants standing lowest in the economic scale will be
slowly followed by those of a higher grade. Those who at this
moment are living in despair will go first. They will be led by
the mediocre intellects which we produce so superabundantly
and which are persecuted everywhere.

This pamphlet will open a general discussion on the Jewish
Question, but that does not mean that there will be any voting
on it. Such a result would ruin the cause from the outset, and
dissidents must remember that allegiance or opposition is en-
tirely voluntary. He who will not come with us should remain
behind.

Let all who are willing to join us, fall in behind our banner
and fight for our cause with voice and pen and deed.

Those Jews who agree with our idea of a state will attach
themselves to the Society, which will thereby be authorized to
confer and treat with governments in the name of our people.
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The Society will thus be acknowledged in its relations with
governments as a state-creating power. This acknowledgement
will practically create the state.

Should the powers declare themselves willing to admit our
sovereignty over a neutral piece of land, then the Society will
enter into negotiations for the possession of this land. Here two
territories come under consideration, Palestine and Argentine.
In both countries important experiments in colonization have
been made, though on the mistaken principle of a gradual
infiltration of Jews. An infiltration is bound to end badly. It
continues till the inevitable moment when the native popula-
tion feels itself threatened, and forces the government to stop a
further influx of Jews. Immigration is consequently futile unless
we have the sovereign right to continue such immigration.

The Society of Jews will treat with the present masters of
the land, putting itself under the protectorate of the European
Powers, if they prove friendly to the plan. We could offer the
present possessors of the land enormous advantages, assume
part of the public debt, build new rcads for traffic, which our
presence in the country would render necessary, and do many
other things. The creation of our state would be beneficial to
adjacent countries, because the cultivation of a strip of land
increases the value of its surrounding districts in innumerable
ways.

Document 4
The Basle Declaration

This official statement of Zionist purpose was adopted by the first
Zionist Congress in Basle in August 1897.
*

The aim of Zionism is to create for the Jewish people a home
in Palestine secured by public law.

The Congress contemplates the following means to the attajn-
ment of this end:



From the Bilu to the British Mandate 29

1. The promotion, on suitable lines, of the colonization of
Palestine by Jewish agricultural and industrial workers.

2. The organization and binding together of the whole of
Jewry by means of appropriate institutions, local and inter-
national, in accordance with the laws of each country.

3. The strengthening and fostering of Jewish national senti-
ment and consciousness.

4. Preparatory steps towards obtaining government consent,
where necessary, to the attainment of the aim of Zionism.

Document 5
The Sykes—Picot Agreement

Sir Mark Sykes (1873-1919), a distinguished British orientalist, and
Charles Georges-Picot, formerly French Consul in Beirut, prepared
a draft agreement in 1915-16 about the post-war division of the
Middle East, which was also approved in principle by Russia.

*

1. Sir Edward Grey to Paul Cambon, 15 May 1916

I shall have the honour to reply fully in a further note to your
Excellency’s note of the gth instant, relative to the creation of
an Arab State, but I should meanwhile be grateful if your
Excellency could assure me that in those regions which, under
the conditions recorded in that communication, become entirely
French, or in which French interests are recognized as pre-
dominant, any existing British concessions, rights of naviga-
tion or development, and the rights and privileges of any
British religious, scholastic, or medical institutions will be
maintained.

His Majesty’s Government are, of course, ready to give a
reciprocal assurance in regard to the British area.
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2. Grey to Cambon, 16 May 1916

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Excel-
lency’s note of the gth instant, stating that the French Govern-
ment accept the limits of a future Arab State, or Confederation
of States, and of those parts of Syria where French interests
predominate, together with certain conditions attached there-
to, such as they result from recent discussions in London and
Petrograd on the subject.

I have the honour to inform your Excellency in reply that
the acceptance of the whole project, as it now stands, will in-
volve the abdication of considerable British interests, but, since
His Majesty’s Government recognize the advantage to the
general cause of the Allies entailed in producing a more favour-
able internal political situation in Turkey, they are ready to
accept the arrangement now arrived at, provided that the co-
operation of the Arabs is secured, and that the Arabs fulfil the
conditions and obtain the towns of Homs, Hama, Damascus,
and Aleppo.

It is accordingly understood between the French and British
Governments :

1. That France and Great Britain are prepared to recognize
and protect an independent Arab State or a Confederation of
Arab States in the areas (A) and (B) marked on the annexed
map [map not reproduced: Ed.], under the suzerainty of an
Arab chief. That in area (A) France, and in area (B) Great
Britain, shall have priority of right of enterprise and local
loans. That in area (A) France, and in area (B) Great Britain,
shall alone supply advisers or foreign functionaries at the re-
quest of the Arab State or Confederation of Arab States.

2. That in the blue area France, and in the red area Great
Britain, shall be allowed to establish such direct or indirect ad-
ministration or control as they desire and as they may think fit
to arrange with the Arab State or Confederation of Arab States.

3. That in the brown area there shall be established an inter-
national administration, the form of which is to be decided
upon after consultation with Russia, and subsequently in con-
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sultation with the other Allies, and the representatives of the
Sharif of Mecca.

4. That Great Britain be accorded (1) the ports of Haifa and
Acre, (2) guarantee of a given supply of water from the Tigris
and Euphrates in area (A) for area (B). His Majesty’s Govern-
ment, on their part, undertake that they will at no time enter
into negotiations for the cession of Cyprus to any third Power
without the previous consent of the French Government.

5. That Alexandretta shall be a free port as regards the trade
of the British Empire, and that there shall be no discrimination
in port charges or facilities as regards British shipping and
British goods; that there shall be freedom-of transit for British
goods through Alexandretta and by railway through the blue
area, whether those goods are intended for or originate in the
red area, or (B) area, or area (A); and there shall be no discrimi-
nation, direct or indirect, against British goods on any railway
or against British goods or ships at any port serving the areas
mentioned.

That Haifa shall be a free port as regards the trade of France,
her dominions and protectorates, and there shall be no dis-
crimination in port charges or facilities as regards French ship-
ping and French goods. There shall be freedom of transit for
French goods through Haifa and by the British railway through
the brown area, whether those goods are intended for or origin-
ate in the blue area, area (A), or area (B), and there shall be no
discrimination, direct or indirect, against French goods on any
railway, or against French goods or ships at any port serving
the areas mentioned.

6. That in area (A) the Baghdad Railway shall not be ex-
tended southwards beyond Mosul, and in area (B) northwards
beyond Samarra, until a railway connecting Baghdad with
Aleppo via the Euphrates Valley has been completed, and then
only with the concurrence of the two Governments.

7. That Great Britain has the right to build, administer, and
be sole owner of a railway connecting Haifa with area (B),
and shall have a perpetual right to transport troops along such
a line at all times.

It is to be understood by both Governments that this railway
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is to facilitate the connexion of Baghdad with Haifa by rail,
and it is further understood that, if the engineering difficulties
and expense entailed by keeping this connecting line in the
brown area only make the project unfeasible, that the French
Government shall be prepared to consider that the line in ques-
tion may also traverse the polygon Banias-Keis Marib-Salkhab
Tell Otsda-Mesmie before reaching area (B).

8. For a period of twenty years the existing Turkish customs
tariff shall remain in force throughout the whole of the blue
and red areas, as well as in areas (A) and (B), and no increase in
the rates of duty or conversion from ad valorem to specific
rates shall be made except by agreement between the two
Powers.

There shall be no interior customs barriers between any of
the above-mentioned areas. The customs duties leviable on
goods destined for the interior shall be collected at the port of
entry and handed over to the administration of the area of
destination.

9. It shall be agreed that the French Government will at no
time enter into any negotiations for the cession of their rights
and will not cede such rights in the blue area to any third
Power, except the Arab State or Confederation of Arab States,
without the previous agreement of His Majesty’s Government,
who, on their part, will give a similar undertaking to the
French Government regarding the red area.

10. The British and French Governments, as the protectors
of the Arab State, shall agree that they will not themselves
acquire and will not consent to a third Power acquiring terri-
torial possessions in the Arabian peninsula, nor consent to a
third Power installing a naval base either on the east coast, or
on the islands, of the Red Sea. This, however, shall not prevent
such adjustment of the Aden frontier as may be necessary in
consequence of recent Turkish aggression.

11. The negotiations with the Arabs as to the boundaries of
the Arab State or Confederation of Arab States shall be con-
tinued through the same channel as heretofore on behalf of the
two Powers.

12. It is agreed that measures to control the importation of
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arms into the Arab territories will be considered by the two
Governments.

I have further the honour to state that, in order to make the
agreement complete, His Majesty’s Government are proposing
to the Russian Government to exchange notes analogous to
those exchanged by the latter and your Excellency’s Govern-
ment on 26 April last. Copies of these notes will be communi-
cated to your Excellency as soon as exchanged.

I would also venture to remind your Excellency that the con-
clusion of the present agreement raises, for practical considera-
tion, the question of the claims of Italy to a share in any
partition or rearrangement of Turkey in Asia, as formulated
in Article 9 of the agreement of 26 April 1915 between Italy
and the Allies.

His Majesty’s Government further consider that the Japanese
Government should be informed of the arrangement now con-
cluded.

Document 6
The McMahon Letter

Sir Henry McMahon (1862-1949), British High Commissioner in
Cairo, negotiated in 191516 with Hussain ibn Ali, the Sharif of
Mecca. The British government promised to support his bid for
the restoration of the Caliphate (and leadership in the Arab world) if
Hussain supported the British war effort against Turkey. Palestine
was not mentioned by name in this exchange: the Arabs sub-
sequently claimed that it had been included in the promise of an
independent Arab state. The British denied this - as evidenced by
McMahon’s letter published in The Times in 1937.

*

24 October 1915

I have received your letter of 29 Shawal 1333, with much

pleasure and your expression of friendliness and sincerity have
given me the greatest satisfaction.

I regret that you should have received from my last letter the



34 The Israel-Arab Reader

impression that I regarded the question of limits and boun-
daries with coldness and hesitation; such was not the case, but
it appeared to me that the time had not yet come when that
question could be discussed in a conclusive manner.

I have realized, however, from your last letter that you re-
gard this question as one of vital and urgent importance. I
have, therefore, lost no time in informing the Government of
Great Britain of the contents of your letter, and it is with great
pleasure that I communicate to you on their behalf the fol-
lowing statement, which I am confident you will receive with
satisfaction.

The two districts of Mersina and Alexandretta and portions
of Syria lying to the west of the districts of Damascus, Homs,
Hama and Aleppo cannot be said to be purely Arab, and should
be excluded from the limits demanded.

With the above modification, and without prejudice to our
existing treaties with Arab chiefs, we accept those limits.

As for those regions lying within those frontiers wherein
Great Britain is free to act without detriment to the interests
of her ally, France, I am empowered in the name of the Govern-
ment of Great Britain to give the following assurances and
make the following reply to your letter:

(1) Subject to the above modifications, Great Britain is prepar-
ed to recognize and support the independence of the Arabs in all
the regions within the limits demanded by the Sharif of Mecca.

(2) Great Britain will guarantee the Holy Places against all
external aggression and will recognize their inviolability.

(3) When the situation admits, Great Britain will give to the
Arabs her advice and will assist them to establish what may
appear to be the most suitable forms of government in those
various territories.

(4) On the other hand, it is understood that the Arabs have
decided to seek the advice and guidance of Great Britain only,
and that such European advisers and officials as may be re-
quired for the formation of a sound form of administration will
be British.

(5) With regard to the vilayets of Baghdad and Basra, the
Arabs will recognize that the established position and interests
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of Great Britain necessitate special administrative arrange-
ments in order to secure these territories from foreign aggres-
sion, to promote the welfare of the local populations and to
safeguard our mutual economic interests.

I am convinced that this declaration will assure you beyond
all possible doubt of the sympathy of Great Britain towards the
aspirations of her friends the Arabs and will result in a firm
and lasting alliance, the immediate results of which will be the
expulsion of the Turks from the Arab countries and the freeing
of the Arab peoples from the Turkish yoke, which for so many
years has pressed heavily upon them.

I have confined myself in this letter to the more vital and
important questions, and if there are any other matters dealt
with in your letters which I have omitted to mention, we may
discuss them at some convenient date in the future.

It was with very great relief and satisfaction that I heard of
the safe arrival of the Holy Carpet and the accompanying
offerings which, thanks to the clearness of your directions and
the excellence of your arrangements, were landed without
trouble or mishap in spite of the dangers and difficulties occa-
sioned by the present sad war. May God soon bring a lasting
peace and freedom of all peoples.

I am sending this letter by the hand of your trusted and ex-
cellent messenger, Sheikh Mohammed ibn Arif ibn Uraifan,
and he will inform you of the various matters of interest, but
of less vital importance, which I have not mentioned in this
letter.

(Compliments)
A. Henry McMahon.

Document 7
The Balfour Declaration

British policy during the war years became gradually committed to
the idea of the establishment of a Jewish home in Palestine. After
discussions at cabinet level and consultation with Jewish leaders,
the decision was made known in the form of a letter by Arthur
James Lord Balfour (1848-1930) to Lord Rothschild.

*
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Foreign Office
2 November 1917
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 view with favour the establish-
ment 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 exist-
ing non-Jewish communities in Palestine, 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
knowledge of the Zionist Federation.

Yours sincerely,
Arthur James Balfour.

Document 8

The Faisal-Weizmann Agreement and
Faisal-Frankfurter Letters

During the peace conference Emir Faisal (1855-1933), the son of
Hussain, the Sharif of Mecca, met various Jewish leaders and signed
an agreement with Dr Chaim Weizmann (1877-1952), leader of the
Zionist movement. Faisal, who in 1921 became King of Iraq, had it
announced ten years later that ‘His Majesty does not remember
having written anything of that kind with his knowledge’.

*

Agreement between Emir Faisal and Dr Weizmann,
3 January 1919

His Royal Highness the Emir Faisal, representing and acting
on behalf of the Arab Kingdom of Hejaz, and Dr Chaim Weiz-
mann, representing and acting on behalf of the Zionist Organ-
ization, mindful of the racial kinship and ancient bonds existing
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between the Arabs and the Jewish people, and realizing that
the surest means of working out the consummation of their
national aspirations is through the closest possible collabora-
tion in the development of the Arab State and Palestine, and
being desirous further of confirming the good understanding
which exists between them, have agreed upon the following
Articles:

Article 1. The Arab State and Palestine in all their relations
and undertakings shall be controlled by the most cordial good-
will and understanding, and to this end Arab and Jewish duly
accredited agents shall be established and maintained in the
respective territories.

Article 2. Immediately following the completion of the de-
liberations of the Peace Conference, the definite boundaries
between the Arab State and Palestine shall be determined by a
commission to be agreed upon by the parties hereto.

Article 3. In the establishment of the Constitution and Admin-
istration of Palestine all such measures shall be adopted as
will afford the fullest guarantees for carrying into effect the
British Government’s Declaration of 2 November 1917.

Article 4. All necessary measures shall be taken to encourage
and stimulate immigration of Jews into Palestine on a large
scale, and as quickly as possible to settle Jewish immigrants
upon the land through closer settlement and intensive cultiva-
tion of the soil. In taking such measures the Arab peasant and
tenant farmers shall be protected in their rights, and shall be
assisted in forwarding their economic development.

Article 5. No regulation nor law shall be made prohibiting or
interfering in any way with the free exercise of religion; and
further the free exercise and enjoyment of religious profession
and worship without discrimination or reference shall forever
be allowed. No religious test shall ever be required for the exer-
cise of civil or political rights.

Article 6. The Mohammedan Holy Places shall be under Mo-
hammedan control.

Article 7. The Zionist Organization proposes to send to Pales-
tine a Commission of experts to make a survey of the economic
possibilities of the country, and to report upon the best means
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for its development. The Zionist Organization will place the
aforementioned Commission at the disposal of the Arab State
for the purpose of a survey of the economic possibilities of the
Arab State and to report upon the best means for its develop-
ment. The Zionist Organization will use its best efforts to assist
the Arab State in providing the means for developing the na-
tural resources and economic possibilities thereof.

Article 8. The parties hereto agree to act in complete ac-
cord and harmony on all matters embraced herein before the
Peace Congress.

Article 9. Any matters of dispute which may arise between
the contracting parties shall be referred to the British Govern-
ment for arbitration.

Given under our hand at London, England, the third day of
January, one thousand nine hundred and nineteen.

Chaim Weizmann
Faisal ibn Hussain

Reservation by the Emir Faisal
If the Arabs are established as I have asked in my manifesto
of 4 January addressed to the British Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs, I will carry out what is written in this agree-
ment. If changes are made, I cannot be answerable for failing
to carry out this agreement.
Faisal ibn Hussain

Faisal-Frankfurter Correspondence

Delegation Hedjazienne, Paris, 3 March 1919
Dear Mr Frankfurter,

I want to take this opportunity of my first contact with
American Zionists to tell you what I have often been able to
say to Dr Weizmann in Arabia and Europe.

We feel that the Arabs and Jews are cousins in race, having
suffered similar oppressions at the hands of powers stronger
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than themselves, and by a happy coincidence have been able
to take the first step towards the attainment of their national
ideals together.

We Arabs, especially the educated among us, look with the
deepest sympathy on the Zionist movement. Our deputation
here in Paris is fully acquainted with the proposals submit-
ted yesterday by the Zionist Organization to the Peace Con-
ference, and we regard them as moderate and proper. We
will do our best, in so far as we are concerned, to help them
through: we will wish the Jews a most hearty welcome
home.

With the chiefs of your movement, especially with Dr Weiz-
mann, we have had and continue to have the closest relations.
He has been a great helper of our cause, and I hope the Arabs
may soon be in a position to make the Jews some return for
their kindness. We are working together for a reformed and
revived Near East, and our two movements complete one an-
other. The Jewish movement is national and not imperialist.
Our movement is national and not imperialist, and there is
room in Syria for us both. Indeed I think that neither can be a
real success without the other.

People less informed and less responsible than our leaders
and yours, ignoring the need for cooperation of the Arabs and
Zionists, have been trying to exploit the local difficulties that
must necessarily arise in Palestine in the early stages of our
movements. Some of them have, I am afraid, misrepresented
your aims to the Arab peasantry, and our aims to the Jewish
peasantry, with the result that interested parties have been able
to make capital out of what they call our differences.

I wish to give you my firm conviction that these differences
are not on questions of principle, but on matters of detail such
as must inevitably occur in every contact of neighbouring
peoples, and as are easily adjusted by mutual goodwill. Indeed
nearly all of them will disappear with fuller knowledge.

I look forward, and my people with me look forward, to a
future in which we will help you and you will help us, so that



40 The Israel-Arab Reader

the countries in which we are mutually interested may once
again take their places in the community of civilized peoples of
the world.
Believe me,
Yours sincerely,
Faisal

&5 March 1919
Royal Highness,

Allow me, on behalf of the Zionist Organization, to acknow-
ledge your recent letter with deep appreciation.

Those of us who come from the United States have already
been gratified by the friendly relations and the active coopera-
tion maintained between you and the Zionist leaders, particu-
larly Dr Weizmann. We knew it could not be otherwise; we
knew that the aspirations of the Arab and the Jewish peoples
were parallel, that each aspired to reestablish its nationality in
its own homeland, each making its own distinctive contribu-
tion to civilization, each seeking its own peaceful mode of life.

The Zionist leaders and the Jewish people for whom they
speak have watched with satisfaction the spiritual vigour of the
Arab movement. Themselves seeking justice, they are anxious
that the just national aims of the Arab people be confirmed and
safeguarded by the Peace Conference.

We knew from your acts and your past utterances that the
Zionist movement — in other words the national aims of the
Jewish people - had your support and the support of the Arab
people for whom you speak. These aims are now before the
Peace Conference as definite proposals by the Zionist Organ-
ization. We are happy indeed that you consider these proposals
‘moderate and proper’, and that we have in you a staunch
supporter for their realization. For both the Arab and the Jew-
ish peoples there are difficulties ahead — difficulties that chal.
lenge the united statesmanship of Arab and Jewish leaders,
For it is no easy task to rebuild two great civilizations that have
been suffering oppression and misrule for centuries. We each
have our difficulties we shall work out as friends, friends who
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are animated by similar purposes, seeking a free and full de-
velopment for the two neighbouring peoples. The Arabs and
Jews are neighbours in territory; we cannot but live side by
side as friends.
Very respectfully,
Felix Frankfurter

Document 9

Recommendations of the King—Crane
Comumission

The King-Crane Commission was appointed by President Wilson,
following a suggestion by Dr Howard Bliss, President of the Ameri-
can University in Beirut and a sympathizer with the Arab cause. Its
main function was to determine which of the Western nations
should act as the mandatory power for Palestine.

*

28 August 1919
The Commissioners make to the Peace Conference the fol-
lowing recommendations for the treatment of Syria:

1. We recommend, as most important of all, and in strict
harmony with our instructions, that whatever foreign admin-
istration (whether of one or more powers) is brought into Syria,
should come in, not at all as a colonization power in the old
sense of that term, but as a Mandatory under the League of
Nations, with the clear consciousness that ‘the well-being and
development’ of the Syrian people form for it a ‘sacred trust’.

(1) To this end the mandate should have a limited term, the
time of expiration to be determined by the League of Nations,
in the light of all the facts as brought out from year to year, in
the annual reports of the Mandatory to the League or in other
ways.

(2) The Mandatory Administration should have, however, a
period and power sufficient to ensure the success of the new
state; and especially to make possible carrying through
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important educational and economic undertakings, essential to
secure founding of the state.

(3) The Mandatory Administration should be characterized
from the beginning by a strong and vital educational emphasis
in clear recognition of the imperative necessity of education
for the citizens of a democratic state, and the development of
a sound national spirit. This systematic cultivation of national
spirit is particularly required in a country like Syria, which has
only recently come to self-consciousness.

(4) The Mandatory should definitely seek, from the begin-
ning of its trusteeship, to train the Syrian people to indepen-
dent self-government as rapidly as conditions allow, by setting
up all the institutions of a democratic state, and by sharing
with them increasingly the work of administration and so form-
ing gradually an intelligent citizenship, interested unselfishly in
the progress of the country, and forming at the same time a
large group of disciplined civil servants.

(5) The period of ‘tutelage’ should not be unduly prolonged,
but independent self-government should be granted as soon as
it can safely be done; remembering that the primary business
of government is not the accomplishment of certain things, but
the development of citizens.

(6) It is peculiarly the duty of the Mandatory in a country
like Syria, and in this modern age, to see that complete religious
liberty is ensured, both in the constitution and in the practice
of the state, and that a jealous care is exercised for the rights
of all minorities. Nothing is more vital than this for the endur-
ing success of the new Arab state.

(7) In the economic development of Syria, a dangerous
amount of indebtedness on the part of the new state should
be avoided, as well as any entanglements financially with the
affairs of the Mandatory Power. On the other hand the legiti-
mate established privileges of foreigners such as rights to main-
tain schools, commercial concessions, etc., should be preserved,
but subject to review and modification under the authority of
the League of Nations in the interest of Syria. The Mandatory
Power should not take advantage of its position to force a
monopolistic control at any point to the detriment either of
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Syria or of other nations; but it should seek to bring the new
State as rapidly as possible to economic independence as well
as to political independence. Whatever is done concerning the
further recommendations of the Commission, the fulfilment
of at least the conditions now named should be assured, if the
Peace Conference and the League of Nations are true to the
policy of mandatories already embodied in ‘The Covenant of
the League of Nations’. This should effectively guard the most
essential interests of Syria, however the machinery of adminis-
tration is finally organized. The Damascus Congress betrayed
in many ways their intense fear that their country would be-
come, though under some other name, simply a colonial pos-
session of some other power. That fear must be completely
allayed.

2. We recommend, in the second place, that the unity of Syria
be preserved, in accordance with the earnest petition of the
great majority of the people of Syria.

(1) The territory concerned is too limited, the population
too small, and the economic, geographic, racial and language
unity too manifest to make the setting up of independent states
within its boundaries desirable, if such division can possibly be
avoided. The country is very largely Arab in language, culture,
traditions, and customs.

(2) This recommendation is in line with important ‘general
considerations’ already urged, and with the principles of the
League of Nations, as well as in answer to the desires of the
majority of the population concerned.

(3) The precise boundaries of Syria should be determined by
a special commission on boundaries, after the Syrian territory
has been in general allotted. The Commissioners believe, how-
ever, that the claim of the Damascus Conference to include
Cilicia in Syria is not justified, either historically or by com-
mercial or language relations. The line between the Arabic-
speaking and the Turkish-speaking populations would quite
certainly class Cilicia with Asia Minor rather than with Syria.
Syria, too, has no such need of further sea coast as the large
interior sections of Asia Minor.

(4) In standing thus for the recognition of the unity of Syria,
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the natural desires of regions like the Lebanon, which have
already had a measure of independence, should not be forgot-
ten. It will make for real unity, undoubtedly, to give a large
measure of local autonomy, and especially in the case of
strongly unified groups. Even the ‘Damascus Programme’
which presses so earnestly the unity of Syria, itself urges a
government ‘on broad decentralization principles’.

Lebanon has achieved a considerable degree of prosperity
and autonomy within the Turkish Empire. She certainly should
not find her legitimate aspirations less possible within a Syrian
national state. On the contrary, it mmay be confidently expected
that both her economic and political relations with the rest of
Syria would be better if she were a constituent member of the
state, rather than entirely independent of it.

As a predominantly Christian country, too, Lebanon nat-
urally fears Muslim domination in a unified Syria. But against
such domination she would have a four-fold safeguard: her
own large autonomy; the presence of a strong Mandatory for
the considerable period in which the constitution and practice
of the new state would be forming; the oversight of the League
of Nations, with its insistence upon religious liberty and the
rights of minorities; and the certainty that the Arab Govern-
ment would feel the necessity of such a state, if it were to com-
mend itself to the League of Nations. Moreover, there would be
less danger of reactionary Muslim attitude, if Christians were
present in the state in considerable numbers, rather than largely
segregated outside the state, as experience of the relations of
different religious faiths in India suggests.

As a predominantly Christian country, it is also to be noted
that Lebanon would be in a position to exert a stronger and
more helpful influence if she were within the Syrian state, feel-
ing its problems and needs, and sharing all its life, instead of
outside it, absorbed simply in her own narrow concerns. For
the sake of the larger interests, both of Lebanon and of Syria,
then, the unity of Syria is to be urged. It is certain that many
of the more thoughtful Lebanese themselves hold this view. A
similar statement might be made for Palestine; though, as ‘the
Holy Land’ for Jews and Christians and Muslims alike, its situa-
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tion is unique, and might more readily justify unique treatment,
if such treatment were justified anywhere. This will be discus-
sed more particularly in connexion with the recommendation
concerning Zionism.

3. We recommend, in the third place, that Syria be placed
under a Mandatory Power, as the natural way to secure real
and efficient unity.

(1) To divide the administration of the provinces of Syria
among several mandatories, even if existing national unity
were recognized; or to attempt a joint mandatory of the whole
on the commission plan: — neither of these courses would be
naturally suggested as the best way to secure and promote the
unity of the new state, or even the general unity of the whole
people. It is conceivable that circumstances might drive the
Peace Conference to some such form of divided mandate; but
it is not a solution to be voluntarily chosen, from the point of
view of the larger interests of the people, as considerations al-
ready urged indicate.

(2) It is not to be forgotten, either, that, however they are
handled politically, the people of Syria are there, forced to get
on together in some fashion. They are obliged to live with one
another — the Arabs of the East and the people of the Coast,
the Muslims and the Christians. Will they be helped or hin-
dered, in establishing tolerable and finally cordial relations, by
a single mandatory? No doubt the quick mechanical solution
of the problem of different relations is to split the people up into
little independent fragments. And sometimes, undoubtedly, as
in the case of the Turks and Armenians, the relations are so
intolerable as to make some division imperative and inevitable.
But in general, to attempt complete separation only accen-
tuates the differences and increases the antagonism. The whole
lesson of the modern social consciousness points to the necessity
of understanding ‘the other half’, as it can be understood only
by close and living relations. Granting reasonable local auto-
nomy to reduce friction among groups, a single mandatory
ought to form a constant and increasingly effective help to
unity of feeling throughout the state, and ought to steadily
improve group relations.
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The people of Syria, in our hearings, have themselves often
insisted that, so far as unpleasant relations have hitherto pre-
vailed among various groups, it has been very largely due to
the direct instigation of the Turkish Government. When justice
is done impartially to all; when it becomes plain that the aim
of the common government is the service of all classes alike,
not their exploitation, decent human relations are pretty cer-
tain to prevail, and a permanent foundation for such relations
to be secured — a foundation which could not be obtained by
dividing men off from one another in antagonistic groups.

The Commissioners urge, therefore, for the largest future
good of all groups and regions alike, the placing of the whole
of Syria under a single mandate.

4. We recommend, in the fourth place, that Emir Faisal be
made the head of the new united Syrian state.

(1) This is expressly and unanimously asked for by the rep-
sentative Damascus Congress in the name of the Syrian
people, and there seems to be no reason to doubt that the great
majority of the population of Syria sincerely desire to have
Emir Faisal as ruler.

(2) A constitutional monarchy along democratic lines, seems
naturally adapted to the Arabs, with their long training under
tribal conditions, and with their traditional respect for their
chiefs. They seem to need, more than most people, a king as
the personal symbol of the power of the state.

(3) Emir Faisal has come, too, naturally into his present
place of power, and there is no one else who could well replace
him. He had the great advantage of being the son of the Sharif
of Mecca, and as such honoured throughout the Muslim world.
He was one of the prominent Arab leaders who assumed res-
ponsibility for the Arab uprising against the Turks, and so
shared in the complete deliverance of the Arab-speaking por-
tions of the Turkish Empire. He was consequently hailed by the
‘Damascus Congress’ as having ‘merited their full confidence
and entire reliance’. He was taken up and supported by the
British as the most promising candidate for the headship of
the new Arab state — as Arab of the Arabs, but with a position
of wide appeal through his Sharifian connexion, and through
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his broad sympathies with the best in the Occident. His rela-
tions with the Arabs to the East of Syria are friendly, and his
kingdom would not be threatened from that side. He un-
doubtedly does not make so strong an appeal to the Christians
of the West Coast, as to the Arabs of the East; but no man can
be named who would have a stronger general appeal. He is
tolerant and wise, skilful in dealing with men, winning in man-
ner, a man of sincerity, insight, and power. Whether he has
the full strength needed for his difficult task it is too early to
say; but certainly no other Arab leader combines so many
elements of power as he, and he will have invaluable help
throughout the mandatory period.

The Peace Conference may take genuine satisfaction in the
fact that an Arab of such qualities is available for the head-
ship of this new state in the Near East.

5. We recommend, in the fifth place, serious modification of
the extreme Zionist programme for Palestine of unlimited im-
migration of Jews, looking finally to making Palestine distinctly
a Jewish state.

(1) The Commissioners began their study of Zionism with
minds predisposed in its favour, but the actual facts in Pales-
tine, coupled with the force of the general principles pro-
claimed by the Allies and accepted by the Syrians, have driven
them to the recommendation here made.

(2) The Commission was abundantly supplied with literature
on the Zionist programme by the Zionist Commission to Pales-
tine; heard in conferences much concerning the Zionist colonies
and their claims and personally saw something of what had
been accomplished. They found much to approve in the aspira-
tions and plans of the Zionists, and had warm appreciation for
the devotion of many of the colonists, and for their success, by
modern methods, in overcoming great natural obstacles.

(3) The Commission recognized also that definite encourage-
ment had been given to the Zionists by the Allies in Mr Balfour’s
often-quoted statement, in its approval by other representatives
of the Allies. If, however, the strict terms of the Balfour State-
ment are adhered to — favouring ‘the establishment in Pales-
tine of a national home for the Jewish people’, ‘it being clearly
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understood that nothing shall be done which may prejudice
the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities
in Palestine’ — it can hardly be doubted that the extreme Zion-
ist programme must be greatly modified. For ‘a national home
for the Jewish people’ is not equivalent to making Palestine
into a Jewish state; nor can the erection of such a Jewish state
be accomplished without the gravest trespass upon the ‘civil
and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in
Palestine’. The fact came out repeatedly, in the Commission’s
conference with Jewish representatives, that the Zionists looked
forward to a practically complete dispossession of the present
non-Jewish inhabitants of Palestine, by various forms of pur-
chase.

In his address of 4 July 1918 President Wilson laid down the
following principle as one of the four great ‘ends for which
the associated peoples of the world were fighting’: ‘The settle-
ment of every question, whether of territory, of sovereignty,
of economic arrangement, or of political relationship upon the
basis of the free acceptance of that settlement by the people
immediately concerned, and not upon the basis of the material
interest or advantage of any other nation or people which may
desire a different settlement for the sake of its own exterior
influence or mastery.” If that principle is to rule, and so the
wishes of Palestine’s population are to be decisive as to what
is to be done with Palestine, then it is to be remembered that
the non-Jewish population of Palestine — nearly nine tenths of
the whole — are emphatically against the entire Zionist pro-
gramme. The tables show that there was no one thing upon
which the population of Palestine were more agreed than
upon this. To subject a people so minded to unlimited Jewish
immigration, and to steady financial and social pressure to
surrender the land, would be a gross violation of the principle
just quoted, and of the peoples’ rights, though it kept within
the forms of law.

It is to be noted also that the feeling against the Zionist pro-
gramme is not confined to Palestine, but shared very generally
by the people throughout Syria, as our conferences clearly
showed. More than 72 per cent - 1350 in all — of all the petitions
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in the whole of Syria were directed against the Zionist pro-
gramme. Only two requests — those for a united Syria and for
independence — had a larger support. This general feeling was
only voiced by the ‘General Syrian Congress’, in the seventh,
eighth and tenth resolutions of their statement.

The Peace Conference should not shut its eyes to the fact
that the anti-Zionist feeling in Palestine and Syria is intense
and not lightly to be flouted. No British officer, consulted by
the Commissioners, believed that the Zionist programme could
be carried out except by force of arms. The officers generally
thought that a force of not less than fifty thousand soldiers
would be required even to initiate the programme. That of it-
self is evidence of a strong sense of the injustice of the Zionist
programme, on the part of the non-Jewish populations of Pales-
tine and Syria. Decisions, requiring armies to carry them out,
are sometimes necessary, but they are surely not gratuitously
to be taken in the interests of a serious injustice. For the initial
claim, often submitted by Zionist representatives, that they
have a ‘right’ to Palestine, based on an occupation of two
thousand years ago, can hardly be seriously considered.

There is a further conmsideration that cannot justly be ig-
nored, if the world is to look forward to Palestine becoming a
definitely Jewish state, however gradually that may take place.
That consideration grows out of the fact that Palestine is ‘the
Holy Land’ for Jews, Christians, and Muslims alike. Millions
of Christians and Muslims all over the world are quite as much
concerned as the Jews with conditions in Palestine, especially
with those conditions which touch upon religious feelings and
rights. The relations in these matters in Palestine are most deli-
cate and difficult. With the best possible intentions, it may be
doubted whether the Jews could possibly seem to either Chris-
tians or Muslims proper guardians of the holy places, or cus-
todians of the Holy Land as a whole. The reason is this: the
places which are most sacred to Christians — those having to
do with Jesus — and which are also sacred to Muslims, are not
only not sacred to Jews, but abhorrent to them. It is simply im-
possible, under those circumstances, for Muslims and Christians
to feel satisfied to have these places in Jewish hands, or under
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the custody of Jews. There are still other places about which
Muslims must have the same feeling. In fact, from this point
of view, the Muslims, just because the sacred places of all three
religions are sacred to them, have made very naturally much
more satisfactory custodians of the holy places than the Jews
could be. It must be believed that the precise meaning, in this
respect, of the complete Jewish occupation of Palestine has
not been fully sensed by those who urge the extreme Zionist
programme. For it would intensify, with a certainty like fate,
the anti-Jewish feeling both in Palestine and in all other por-
tions of the world which look to Palestine as ‘the Holy Land’.

In view of all these considerations, and with a deep sense of
sympathy for the Jewish cause, the Commissioners feel bound
to recommend that only a greatly reduced Zionist programme
be attempted by the Peace Conference and even that, only very
gradually initiated. This would have to mean that Jewish im-
migration should be definitely limited, and that the project for
making Palestine distinctly a Jewish commonwealth should
be given up.

There would then be no reason why Palestine could not be
included in a united Syrian state, just as other portions of the
country, the holy places being cared for by an International
and Inter-religious Commission, somewhat as at present, under
the oversight and approval of the Mandatory and of the League
of Nations. The Jews, of course, would have representation
upon this Commission.

[The remaining part of this document recommended that the

United States be asked to undertake the single Mandate for all
Syria. Ed.]
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Document 10

Memorandum Presented to the King—Crane
Commission by the General Syrian Congress

This is one of the first Arab statements on record opposing Jewish
migration to Palestine.
*

2 July 1919
We the undersigned members of the General Syrian Congress,
meeting in Damascus on Wednesday, 2 July 1919, made up of
representatives from the three Zones, viz., the Southern, East-
ern, and Western, provided with credentials and authoriza-
tions by the inhabitants of our various districts, Muslims,
Christians, and Jews, have agreed upon the following state-
ment of the desires of the people of the country who have
elected us to present them to the American Section of the In-
ternational Commission ; the fifth article was passed by a very
large majority; all the other articles were accepted unani-
mously.

1. We ask absolutely complete political independence for
Syria within these boundaries : the Taurus System on the North ;
Rafah and a line running from Al Jauf to the south of the
Syrian and the Hejazian line to Aqaba on the south; the Eu-
phrates and Khabur Rivers and a line extending east of Abu
Kamal to the east of Al Jauf on the east ; and the Mediterranean
on the west.

2. We ask that the government of this Syrian country should
be a democratic civil constitutional Monarchy on broad decen-
tralization principles, safeguarding the rights of minorities, and
that the King be the Emir Faisal, who carried on a glorious
struggle in the cause of our liberation and merited our full con-
fidence and entire reliance.

7. Considering the fact that the Arabs inhabiting the Syrian
area are not naturally less gifted than other more advanced
races and that they are by no means less developed than the
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Bulgarians, Serbians, Greeks, and Roumanians at the beginning
of their independence, we protest against Article 22 of the Cov-
enant of the League of Nations, placing us among the nations
in their middle stage of development which stand in need of a
mandatory power.

4. In the event of the rejection by the Peace Conference of
this just protest for certain considerations that we may not
understand, we, relying on the declarations of President Wilson
that his object in waging war was to put an end to the ambition
of conquest and colonization, can only regard the Mandate
mentioned in the Covenant of the League of Nations as equiva-
lent to the rendering of economical and technical assistance
that does not prejudice our complete independence. And desir-
ing that our country should not fall a prey to colonization, and
believing that the United States is farthest from any thought of
colonization and has no political ambition in our country, we
will seek the technical and economical assistance from the
United States of America, provided that such assistance does
not exceed twenty years.

5. In the event of America not finding herself in a position
to accept our desire for assistance, we will seek this assistance
from Great Britain, also provided that such assistance does not
infringe the complete independence and unity of our country
and that the duration of such assistance does not exceed that
mentioned in the previous article.

6. We do not acknowledge any right claimed by the French
Government in any part whatever of our Syrian country and
refuse that she should assist us or have a hand in our country
under any circumstances and in any place.

7. We oppose the pretensions of the Zionists to create a Jew-
ish commonwealth in the southern part of Syria, known as
Palestine, and oppose Zionist migration to any part of our
country ; for we do not acknowledge their title but consider
them a grave peril to our people from the national, economical,
and political points of view. Our Jewish compatriots shall en-
joy our common rights and assume the common responsibilities.

8. We ask that there should be no separation of the southern
part of Syria, known as Palestine, nor of the littoral western
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zone, which includes Lebanon, from the Syrian country. We
desire that the unity of the country should be guaranteed
against partition under whatever circumstances.

9. We ask complete independence for emancipated Mesopo-
tamia and that there should be no economical barriers between
the two countries.

10. The fundamental principles laid down by President Wil-
son in condemnation of secret treaties impel us to protest most
emphatically against any treaty that stipulates the partition
of our Syrian country and against any private engagement
aiming at the establishment of Zionism in the southern part
of Syria; therefore we ask the complete annulment of these
conventions and agreements.

The noble principles enunciated by President Wilson
strengthen our confidence that our desires, emanating from
the depths of our hearts, shall be the decisive factor in deter-
mining our future; and that President Wilson and the free
American people will be our supporters for the realization of
our hopes thereby proving their sincerity and noble sympathy
with the aspiration of the weaker nations in general and our
Arab people in particular.

We also have the fullest confidence that the Peace Confer-
ence will realize that we would not have risen against the Turks,
with whom we had participated in all civil, political, and rep-
resentative privileges, but for their violation of our national
rights, and so will grant us our desires in full in order that our
political rights may not be less after the war than they were
before, since we have shed so much blood in the cause of our
liberty and independence.

We request to be allowed to send a delegation to represent
us at the Peace Conference to defend our rights and secure
the realization of our aspirations.
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Document 11
The British Mandate

The San Remo Conference decided on 24 April 1920 to assign the
Mandate under the League of Nations to Britain. The terms of the
Mandate were also discussed with the United States which was not
a member of the League. An agreed text was confirmed by the
Council of the League of Nations on 24 July 1922, and it came into

operation in September 1923.
*

The Council of the League of Nations:

Whereas the Principal Allied Powers have agreed, for the
purpose of giving effect to the provisions of Article 22 of the
Covenant of the League of Nations, to entrust to a Mandatory
selected by the said Powers the administration of the territory
of Palestine, which formerly belonged to the Turkish Empire,
within such boundaries as may be fixed by them ; and

Whereas the Principal Allied Powers have also agreed that
the Mandatory should be responsible for putting into effect the
declaration originally made on 2 November 1917 by the Gov-
ernment of His Britannic Majesty, and adopted by the said
Powers, in favour of the establishment in Palestine of a na-
tional home for the Jewish people, it being clearly understood
that nothing should be done which might 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 ; and

Whereas recognition has thereby been given to the historical
connexion of the Jewish people with Palestine and to the
grounds for reconstituting their national home in that country ;
and

Whereas the Principal Allied Powers have selected His Britan-
nic Majesty as the Mandatory for Palestine ; and

Whereas the mandate in respect of Palestine has been for-
mulated in the following terms and submitted to the Council
of the League for approval ; and
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Whereas His Britannic Majesty has accepted the mandate
in respect of Palestine and undertaken to exercise it on behalf
of the League of Nations in conformity with the following pro-
visions ; and

Whereas by the aforementioned Article 22 (paragraph 8),
it is provided that the degree of authority, control or adminis-
tration to be exercised by the Mandatory, not having been
previously agreed upon by the Members of the League,
shall be explicitly defined by the Council of the League of
Nations ;

Confirming the said Mandate, defines its terms as follows :

Article 1. The Mandatory shall have full powers of legislation
and of administration, save as they may be limited by the terms
of this mandate.

Article 2. The Mandatory shall be responsible for placing the
country under such political, administrative and economic con-
ditions as will secure the establishment of the Jewish national
home, as laid down in the preamble, and the development of
self-governing institutions, and also for safeguarding the civil
and religious rights of all the inhabitants of Palestine, irrespec-
tive of race and religion.

Article 3. The Mandatory shall, so far as circumstances per-
mit, encourage local autonomy.

Article 4. An appropriate Jewish agency shall be recognized
as a public body for the purpose of advising and cooperating
with the Administration of Palestine in such economic, social
and other matters as may affect the establishment of the Jew-
ish national home and the interests of the Jewish population
in Palestine, and, subject always to the control of the Adminis-
tration, to assist and take part in the development of the coun-
try.

The Zionist Organization, so long as its organization and
constitution are in the opinion of the Mandatory appropriate,
shall be recognized as such agency. It shall take steps in con-
sultation with His Britannic Majesty’s Government to secure
the cooperation of all Jews who are willing to assist in the es-
tablishment of the Jewish national home.

Article 5. The Mandatory shall be responsible for seeing that



56 The Israel-Arab Reader

no Palestine territory shall be ceded or leased to, or in any way
placed under the control -of, the Government of any foreign
Power.

Article 6. The Administration of Palestine, while ensuring
that the rights and position of other sections of the population
are not prejudiced, shall facilitate Jewish immigration under
suitable conditions and shall encourage, in cooperation with
the Jewish agency referred to in Article 4, close settlement by
Jews on the land, including State lands and waste lands not
required for public purposes.

Article 7. The Administration of Palestine shall be responsible
for enacting a nationality law. There shall be included in this
law provisions framed so as to facilitate the acquisition of
Palestinian citizenship by Jews who take up their permanent
residence in Palestine.

Article 8. The privileges and immunities of foreigners, in-
cluding the benefits of consular jurisdiction and protection as
formerly enjoyed by Capitulation or usage in the Ottoman
Empire, shall not be applicable in Palestine.

Unless the Powers whose nationals enjoyed the aforemen-
tioned privileges and immunities on 1 August 1914 shall have
previously renounced the right to their re-establishment, or shall
have agreed to their non-application for a specified period,
these privileges and immunities shall, at the expiration of the
mandate, be immediately re-established in their entirety or
with such modifications as may have been agreed upon be-
tween the Powers concerned.

Article 9. The Mandatory shall be responsible for seeing that
the judicial system established in Palestine shall assure to
foreigners, as well as to natives, a complete guarantee of their
rights.

Respect for the personal status of the various peoples and
communities and for their religious interests shall be fully
guaranteed. In particular, the control and administration of
Wagfs shall be exercised in accordance with religious law and
the dispositions of the founders.

Article 1o. Pending the making of special extradition agree-
ments relating to Palestine, the extradition treaties in force
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between the Mandatory and other foreign Powers shall apply
to Palestine.

Article 11. The Administration of Palestine shall take all
necessary measures to safeguard the interests of the commun-
ity in connexion with the development of the country, and,
subject to any international obligations accepted by the Man-
datory, shall have full power to provide for public ownership
or control of any of the natural resources of the country or of
the public works, services and utilities established or to be es-
tablished therein. It shall introduce a land system appropriate
to the needs of the country having regard, among other things,
to the desirability of promoting the close settlement and inten-
sive cultivation of the land.

The Administration may arrange with the Jewish agency
mentioned in Article 4 to construct or operate, upon fair and
equitable terms, any public works, services and utilities, and
to develop any of the natural resources of the country, in so
far as these matters are not directly undertaken by the Ad-
ministration. Any such arrangements shall provide that no
profits distributed by such agency, directly or indirectly, shall
exceed a reasonable rate of interest on the capital, and any
further profits shall be utilized by it for the benefit of the coun-
try in a manner approved by the Administration.

Article 12. The Mandatory shall be entrusted with the con-
trol of the foreign relations of Palestine, and the right to issue
exequaturs to consuls appointed by foreign Powers. He shall
also be entitled to afford diplomatic and consular protection to
citizens of Palestine when outside its territorial limits.

Article 13. All responsibility in connexion with the Holy
Places and religious buildings or sites in Palestine, including
that of preserving existing rights and of securing free access to
the Holy Places, religious buildings and sites and the free exer-
cise of worship, while ensuring the requirements of public order
and decorum, is assumed by the Mandatory, who shall be res-
ponsible solely to the League of Nations in all matters connec-
ted herewith, provided that nothing in this article shall prevent
the Mandatory from entering into such arrangements as he
may deem reasonable with the Administration for the purpose
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of carrying the provisions of this article into effect; and pro-
vided also that nothing in this Mandate shall be construed as
conferring upon the Mandatory authority to interfere with the
fabric or the management of purely Muslim sacred shrines,
the immunities of which are guaranteed. )

Article 14. A special Commission shall be appointed by the
Mandatory to study, define and determine the rights and claims
in connexion with the Holy Places and the rights and claims
relating to the different religious communities in Palestine. The
method of nomination, the composition and the functions of
this Commission shall be submitted to the Council of the League
for its approval, and the Commission shall not be appointed or
enter upon its functions without the approval of the Council.

Article 15. The Mandatory shall see that complete freedom
of conscience and the free exercise of all forms of worship,
subject only to the maintenance of public order and morals,
are ensured to all. No discrimination of any kind shall be made
between the inhabitants of Palestine on the ground of race,
religion or language. No person shall be excluded from Pales-
tine on the sole ground of his religious belief.

The right of each community to maintain its own schools for
the education of its own members in its own language, while
conforming to such educational requirements of a general na-
ture as the Administration may impose, shall not be denied or
impaired.

Article 16. The Mandatory shall be responsible for exercising
such supervision over religious or eleemosynary bodies of all
faiths in Palestine as may be required for the maintenance of
public order and good government. Subject to such supervision,
no measures shall be taken in Palestine to obstruct or interfere
with the enterprise of such bodies or to discriminate against
any representative or member of them on the ground of his
religion or nationality.

Article 17. The Administration of Palestine may organize on
a voluntary basis the forces necessary for the preservation of
peace and order, and also for the defence of the country, sub-
ject, however, to the supervision of the Mandatory, but shall
not use them for purposes other than those above specified
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save with the consent of the Mandatory. Except for such pur-
poses, no military, naval or air forces shall be raised or main-
tained by the Administration of Palestine.

Nothing in this article shall preclude the Administration of
Palestine from contributing to the cost of the maintenance of
the forces of the Mandatory in Palestine.

The Mandatory shall be entitled at all times to use the roads,
railways and ports of Palestine for the movement of armed
forces and the carriage of fuel and supplies.

Article 18. The Mandatory shall see that there is no discrim-
ination in Palestine against the nationals of any State Member
of the League of Nations (including companies incorporated
under its laws) as compared with those of the Mandatory or of
any foreign State in matters concerning taxation, commerce
or navigation, the exercise of industries or professions, or in
the treatment of merchant vessels or civil aircraft. Similarly,
there shall be no discrimination in Palestine against goods
originating in or destined for any of the said States, and there
shall be freedom of transit under equitable conditions across
the mandated area.

Subject as aforesaid and to the other provisions of this man-
date, the Administration of Palestine may, on the advice of the
Mandatory, impose such taxes and customs duties as it may
consider necessary, and take such steps as it may think best to
promote the development of the natural resources of the coun-
try and to safeguard the interests of the population. It may
also, on the advice of the Mandatory, conclude a special cus-
toms agreement with any State the territory of which in 1914
was wholly included in Asiatic Turkey or Arabia.

Article 19. The Mandatory shall adhere on behalf of the Ad-
ministration of Palestine to any general international conven-
tions already existing, or which may be concluded hereafter
with the approval of the League of Nations, respecting the slave
traffic, the traffic in arms and ammunition, or the traffic in
drugs, or relating to commercial equality, freedom of transit
and navigation, aerial navigation and postal, telegraphic and
wireless communication or literary, artistic or industrial pro-
perty.
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Article 20. The Mandatory shall cooperate on behalf of the
Administration of Palestine, so far as religious, social and other
conditions may permit, in the execution of any common policy
adopted by the League of Nations for preventing and combat-
ing disease, including diseases of plants and animals.

Article 21. The Mandatory shall secure the enactment with-
in twelve months from this date, and shall ensure the execution
of a Law of Antiquities based on the following rules. This law
shall ensure equality of treatment in the matter of excavations
and archaeological research to the nationals of all States Mem-
bers of the League of Nations ...

Article 22. English, Arabic and Hebrew shall be the official
languages of Palestine. Any statement or inscription in Arabic
on stamps or money in Palestine shall be repeated in Hebrew
and any statement or inscription in Hebrew shall be repeated
in Arabic.

Article 23. The Administration of Palestine shall recognize
the holy days of the respective communities in Palestine as legal
days of rest for the members of such communities.

Article 24. The Mandatory shall make to the Council of the
League of Nations an annual report to the satisfaction of the
Council as to the measures taken during the year to carry out
the provisions of the mandate. Copies of all laws and regula-
tions promulgated or issued during the year shall be communi-
cated with the report.

Article 25. In the territories lying between the Jordan and the
eastern boundary of Palestine as ultimately determined, the
Mandatory shall be entitled, with the consent of the Council
of the League of Nations, to postpone or withhold application
of such provisions of this mandate as he may consider in-
applicable to the existing local conditions, and to make such
provision for the administration of the territories as he may
consider suitable to those conditions, provided that no action
shall be taken which is inconsistent with the provision of
Articles 15, 16 and 18.

Article 26. The Mandatory agrees that if any dispute what-
ever should arise between the Mandatory and another Member
of the League of Nations relating to the interpretation or the
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application of the provisions of the mandate, such dispute, if
it cannot be settled by negotiation, shall be submitted to the
Permanent Court of International Justice provided for by Ar-
ticle 14 of the Covenant of the League of Nations.

Article 27. The consent of the Council of the League of Na-
tions is required for any modification of the terms of this man-
date.

Article 28. In the event of the termination of the mandate
hereby conferred upon the Mandatory, the Council of the
League of Nations shall make such arrangements as may be
deemed necessary for safeguarding in perpetuity, under guaran-
tee of the League, the rights secured by Articles 13 and 14, and
shall use its influence for securing, under the guarantee of the
League, that the Government of Palestine will fully honour the
financial obligations legitimately incurred by the Administration
of Palestine during the period of the mandate, including the
rights of public servants to pensions or gratuities.

The present instrument shall be deposited in original in the
archives of the League of Nations and certified copies shall be
forwarded by the Secretary General of the League of Nations
to all Members of the League.

DONE AT LONDON the twenty-fourth day of July, one
thousand nine hundred and twenty-two.






Part 2

Palestine 1920-47






Part 2 of the Reader deals with the unhappy history
of the British Mandate, from the Balfour Declaration
promising the establishment of a Jewish Home in
Palestine to the British decision to return the
mandate to the United Nations, and the UN
Resolution about partition and the establishment of
an Arab and a Jewish state in Palestine. During

this period Arab opposition grew against Jewish
colonization and immigration; there was frequent
unrest (in 1920-21, 1928, 1933, 1936—39) and the
various suggestions for a solution to the conflict
were rejected as impractical.






Document 12
The Churchill White Paper, 1922

In view of growing opposition to Zionism, a new statement of
policy was drafted in 1922 by the then British Colonial Secretary,
which, while not explicitly opposing the idea of a Jewish state,
‘redeemed the Balfour promise in depreciated currency’ to quote a
contemporary British source.

Statement of British Policy in Palestine
Issued by Mr Churchill in June 1922

The Secretary of State for the Colonies has given renewed
consideration to the existing political situation in Palestine,
with a very earnest desire to arrive at a settlement of the out-
standing questions which have given rise to uncertainty and
unrest among certain sections of the population. After con-
sultation with the High Commissioner for Palestine the follow-
ing statement has been drawn up. It summarizes the essential
parts of the correspondence that has already taken place be-
tween the Secretary of State and a Delegation from the Muslim
Christian Society of Palestine, which has been for some time
in England, and it states the further conclusions which have
since been reached.

The tension which has prevailed from time to time in Pales-
tine is mainly due to apprehensions, which are entertained
both by sections of the Arab and by sections of the Jewish
population. These apprehensions, so far as the Arabs are con-
cerned, are partly based upon exaggerated interpretations of
the meaning of the Declaration favouring the establishment
of a Jewish National Home in Palestine, made on behalf of
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His Majesty’s Government on 2 November 1917. 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 that Palestine is to become ‘as Jewish as England
is English’. His Majesty’s Government regard any such expecta-
tion as impracticable and have no such aim in view. Nor have
they at any time contemplated, as appears to be feared by the
Arab Delegation, the disappearance or the subordination of
the Arabic population, language, or culture in Palestine. They
would draw attention to the fact that the terms of the Declara-
tion 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 in Palestine. In this connex-
ion it has been observed with satisfaction that at the meeting
of the Zionist Congress, the supreme governing body of the
Zionist Organization, held at Carlsbad in September 1921, a
resolution was passed expressing as the official statement of
Zionist aims ‘the determination of the Jewish people to live
with the Arab people on terms of unity and mutual respect,
and together with them to make the common home into a
flourishing community, the upbuilding of which may assure
to each of its peoples an undisturbed national development’.

It is also necessary to point out that the Zionist Commission
in Palestine, now termed the Palestine Zionist Executive, has
not desired to possess, and does not possess, any share in the
general administration of the country. Nor does the special
position assigned to the Zionist Organization in Article 4 of
the Draft Mandate for Palestine imply any such functions.
That special position relates to the measures to be taken in
Palestine affecting the Jewish population, and contemplates
that the Organization may assist in the general development
of the country, but does not entitle it to share in any degree
in its Government.

Further, it is contemplated that the status of all citizens of
Palestine in the eyes of the law shall be Palestinian, and it
has never been intended that they, or any section of them,
should possess any other juridical status.

So far as the Jewish population of Palestine are concerned
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it appears that some among them are apprehensive that His
Majesty’s Government may depart from the policy embodied
in the Declaration of 1917. It is necessary, therefore, once more
to affirm that these fears are unfounded, and that that Declara-
tion, re-affirmed by the Conference of the Principal Allied
Powers at San Remo and again in the Treaty of Sevres, is not
susceptible of change.

During the last two or three generations the Jews have re-
created in Palestine a community, now numbering 80,000, of
whom about one fourth are farmers or workers upon the land.
This community has its own political organs; an elected as-
sembly for the direction of its domestic concerns; elected coun-
cils in the towns; and an organization for the control of its
schools. It has its elected Chief Rabbinate and Rabbinical
Council for the direction of its religious affairs. Its business is
conducted in Hebrew as a vernacular language, and a Hebrew
press serves its needs. It has its distinctive intellectual life and
displays considerable economic activity. This community, then,
with its town and country population, its political, religious,
and social organizations, its own language, its own customs, its
own life, has in fact ‘national’ characteristics. When it is asked
what is meant by the development of the Jewish National Home
in Palestine it may be answered that it is not the imposition of
a Jewish nationality upon the inhabitants of Palestine as a
whole, but the further development of the existing Jewish com-
munity, with the assistance of Jews in other parts of the world,
in order that it may become a centre in which the Jewish people
as a whole may take, on grounds of religion and race, an in-
terest and a pride. But in order that this community should
have the best prospect of free development and provide a full
opportunity for the Jewish people to display its capacities, it is
essential that it should know that it is in Palestine as of right
and not on sufferance. That is the reason why it is necessary
that the existence of a Jewish National Home in Palestine
should be internationally guaranteed, and that it should be
formally recognized to rest upon ancient historic connexion.

This, then, is the interpretation which His Majesty’s Govern-
ment place upon the Declaration of 1917, and, so understood,
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the Secretary of State is of the opinion that it does not contain or
imply anything which need cause either alarm to the Arab
population of Palestine or disappointment to the Jews.

For the fulfilment of this policy it is necessary that the Jew-
ish community in Palestine should be able to increase its num-
bers by immigration. This immigration cannot be so great in
volume as to exceed whatever may be the economic capacity
of the country at the time to absorb new arrivals. It is essential
to ensure that the immigrants should not be a burden upon the
people of Palestine as a whole, and that they should not deprive
any section of the present population of their employment.
Hitherto the immigration has fulfilled these conditions. The
number of immigrants since the British occupation has been
about 25,000.

It is necessary also to ensure that persons who are politically
undesirable are excluded from Palestine, and every precaution
has been and will be taken by the Administration to that
end.

It is intended that a special committee should be established
in Palestine, consisting entirely of members of the new Legis-
lative Council elected by the people, to confer with the adminis-
tration upon matters relating to the regulation of immigration.
Should any difference of opinion arise between this committee
and the Administration the matter will be referred to His Ma-
jesty’s Government, who will give it special consideration. In
addition, under Article 81 of the draft Palestine Order in Coun-
cil, any religious community or considerable section of the
population of Palestine will have a general right to appeal,
through the High Commissioner and the Secretary of State, to
the League of Nations on any matter on which they may con-
sider that the terms of the Mandate are not being fulfilled by
the Government of Palestine.

With reference to the Constitution which it is now intended
to establish in Palestine, the draft of which has already been
published, it is desirable to make certain points clear. In the
first place, it is not the case, as has been represented by the
Arab Delegation, that during the war His Majesty’s Govern-
ment gave an undertaking that an independent national gov-
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ernment should be at once established in Palestine. This repre-
sentation mainly rests upon a letter dated 24 October 1915
from Sir Henry McMahon, then His Majesty’s High Commis-
sioner in Egypt, to the Sharif of Mecca, now King Hussain of
the Kingdom of the Hejaz. That letter is quoted as conveying
the promise to the Sharif of Mecca to recognize and support the
independence of the Arabs within the territories proposed by
him. But this promise was given subject to a reservation made
in the same letter, which excluded from its scope, among other
territories, the portions of Syria lying to the west of the district
of Damascus. This reservation has always been regarded by
His Majesty’s Government as covering the vilayet of Beirut
and the independent Sanjak of Jerusalem. The whole of Pales-
tine west of the Jordan was thus excluded from Sir H. Mc-
Mahon’s pledge.

Nevertheless, it is the intention of His Majesty’s Government
to foster the establishment of a full measure of self-government
in Palestine. But they are of opinion that, in the special cir-
cumstances of that country, this should be accomplished by
gradual stages and not suddenly. The first step was taken when,
on the institution of a Civil Administration, the nominated Ad-
visory Council, which now exists, was established. It was stated
at the time by the High Commissioner that this was the first
step in the development of self-government institutions, and it
is now proposed to take a second step by the establishment of a
Legislative Council containing a large proportion of members
elected on a wide franchise. It was proposed in the published
draft that three of the members of this Council should be non-
official persons nominated by the High Commissioner, but rep-
resentations having been made in opposition to this provision,
based on cogent considerations, the Secretary of State is pre-
pared to omit it. The Legislative Council would then consist of
the High Commissioner as President and twelve elected and
ten official members. The Secretary of State is of opinion that
before a further measure of self-government is extended to
Palestine and the Assembly placed in control over the Execu-
tive, it would be wise to allow some time to elapse. During
this period the institutions of the country will have become
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well established; it financial credit will be based on firm foun-
dations, and the Palestinian officials will have been enabled to
gain experience of sound methods of government. After a few
years the situation will be again reviewed, and if the experience
of the working of the constitution now to be established so
warranted, a larger share of authority would then be exten-
ded to the elected representatives of the people.

The Secretary of State would point out that already the pre-
sent Administration has transferred to a Supreme Council elec-
ted by the Muslim community of Palestine the entire control of
Muslim religious endowments (Wagqfs), and of the Muslim reli-
gious Courts. To this Council the Administration has also
voluntarily restored considerable revenues derived from an-
cient endowments which had been sequestrated by the Turkish
Government. The Education Department is also advised by a
committee representative of all sections of the population, and
the Department of Commerce and Industry has the benefit of
the cooperation of the Chambers of Commerce which have
been established in the principal centres. It is the intention of
the Administration to associate in an increased degree similar
representative committees with the various Departments of
the Government.

The Secretary of State believes that a policy upon these lines,
coupled with the maintenance of the fullest religious liberty
in Palestine and with scrupulous regard for the rights of each
community with reference to its Holy Places, cannot but com-
mend itself to the various sections of the population, and that
upon this basis may be built up that spirit of cooperation upon
which the future progress and prosperity of the Holy Land must
largely depend.
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Document 13
The MacDonald Letter

Following the Arab riots of 1929, the British Labour government
published a new statement of policy (the Passfield White Paper),
which urged the restriction of immigration and of land sales to
Jews. It was bitterly denounced by Zionist leaders as a violation of
the letter and the spirit of the Mandate. The MacDonald letter, while
not openly repudiating the Passfield report, gave assurances that
the terms of the Mandate would be fulfilled, It was rejected by
the Arabs as the ‘Black Letter’, James Ramsay MacDonald (1866-
1937) was Prime Minister in 1931; Lord Passfield (Sidney Webb,
1859-1947) was Colonial Secretary in the Labour cabinet.

*

13 February 1931
Dear Dr Weizmann,

In order to remove certain misconceptions and misunder-
standings which have arisen as to the policy of His Majesty’s
Government with regard to Palestine, as set forth in the White
Paper of October 1930, and which were the subject of a debate
in the House of Commons on 17 November, and also to meet
certain criticisms put forward by the Jewish Agency, I have
pleasure in forwarding you the following statement of our
position, which will fall to be read as the authoritative inter-
pretation of the White Paper on the matters with which this
letter deals.

It has been said that the policy of His Majesty’s Government
involves a serious departure from the obligations of the man-
date as hitherto understood ; that it misconceives the mandatory
obligations, and that it foreshadows a policy which is incon-
sistent with the obligations of the Mandatory to the Jewish
people.

His Majesty’s Government did not regard it as necessary to
quote in extenso the declarations of policy which have been
previously made, but attention is drawn to the fact that, not
only does the White Paper of 1930 refer to and endorse the
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White Paper of 1922, which has been accepted by the Jewish
Agency, but it recognizes that the undertaking of the Mandate
is an undertaking to the Jewish people and not only to the Jew-
ish population of Palestine. The White Paper places in the fore-
ground of its statement my speech in the House of Commons
on 3 April 1930 in which I announced, in words that could not
have been made more plain, that it was the intention of His
Majesty’s Government to continue to administer Palestine in
accordance with the terms of the Mandate as approved by the
Council of the League of Nations. That position has been re-
affirmed and again made plain by my speech in the House of
Commons on 17 November. In my speech on 3 April, I used
the following language:

His Majesty’s Government will continue to administer Palestine
in accordance with the terms of the Mandate as approved by the
Council of the League of Nations. This is an international obligation
from which there can be no question of receding.

Under the terms of the Mandate His Majesty’s Government are
responsible for promoting the establishment of a national home for
the Jewish people, it being clearly understood that nothing shall be
done which might prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing
non-Jewish communities in Palestine or the rights and political
status enjoyed by Jews in any other country.

A double undertaking is involved, to the Jewish people on the
one hand and to the non-Jewish population of Palestine on the
other; and it is the firm resolve of His Majesty’s Government to give
effect, in equal measure, to both parts of the declaration and to do
equal justice to all sections of the population of Palestine. That is a
duty from which they will not shrink and to the discharge of which
they will apply all the resources at their command.

That declaration is in conformity not only with the articles
but also with the preamble of the Mandate, which is hereby
explicitly reaffirmed.

In carrying out the policy of the Mandate the Mandatory
cannot ignore the existence of the differing interests and view-
points. These, indeed, are not in themselves irreconcilable, but
they can only be reconciled if there is a proper realization that
the full solution of the problem depends upon an understanding
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between the Jews and the Arabs. Until that is reached, con-
siderations of balance must inevitably enter into the defini-
tion of policy.

A good deal of criticism has been directed to the White Paper
upon the assertion that it contains injurious allegations against
the Jewish people and Jewish labour organizations. Any such
intention on the part of His Majesty’s Government is expressly
disavowed. It is recognized that the Jewish Agency have all
along given willing cooperation in carrying out the policy of
the Mandate and that the constructive work done by the Jew-
ish people in Palestine has had beneficial effects on the develop-
ment and well-being of the country as a whole. His Majesty’s
Government also recognizes the value of the services of labour
and trades union organizations in Palestine, to which they de-
sire to give every encouragement.

A question has arisen as to the meaning to be attached to
the words ‘safeguarding the civil and religious rights of all in-
habitants of Palestine irrespective of race and religion’ occur-
ring in Article 2, and the words, ‘ensuring that the rights and
position of other sections of the population are not prejudiced’
occurring in Article 6 of the Mandate. The words ‘safeguarding
the civil and religious rights’ occurring in Article 2 cannot be
read as meaning that the civil and religious rights of individual
citizens are unalterable. In the case of Suleiman Murra, to
which reference has been made, the Privy Council, in construing
these words of Article 2 said ‘It does not mean ... that all the
civil rights of every inhabitant of Palestine which existed at
the date of the Mandate are to remain unaltered throughout
its duration ; for if that were to be a condition of the Mandatory
jurisdiction, no effective legislation would be possible.” The
words, accordingly, must be read in another sense, and the key
to the true purpose and meaning of the sentence is to be found
in the concluding words of the article, ‘irrespective of race and
religion’. These words indicate that in respect of civil and reli-
gious rights the Mandatory is not to discriminate between
persons on the ground of religion or race, and this protective
provision applies equally to Jews, Arabs and all sections of
the population.
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The words ‘rights and position of other sections of the popu-
lation’, occurring in Article 6, plainly refer to the non-Jewish
community. These rights and position are not to be prejudiced ;
that is, are not to be impaired or made worse. The effect of the
policy of immigration and settlement on the economic position
of the non-Jewish community cannot be excluded from con-
sideration. But the words are not to be read as implying that
existing economic conditions in Palestine should be crystallized.
On the contrary, the obligation to facilitate Jewish immigra-
tion and to encourage close settlement by Jews on the land
remains a positive obligation of the Mandate and it can be
fulfilled without prejudice to the rights and position of other
sections of the population of Palestine.

We may proceed to the contention that the Mandate has
been interpreted in a manner highly prejudicial to Jewish in-
terests in the vital matters of land settlement and immigration.
It has been said that the policy of the White Paper would place
an embargo on immigration and would suspend, if not indeed
terminate, the close settlement of the Jews on the land, which
is a primary purpose of the Mandate. In support of this con-
tention particular stress has been laid upon the passage refer-
ring to State lands in the White Paper, which says that ‘it would
not be possible to make available for Jewish settlement in view
of their actual occupation by Arab cultivators and of the im-
portance of making available suitable land on which to place
the Arab cultivators who are now landless’.

The language of this passage needs to be read in the light
of the policy as a whole. It is desirable to make it clear that
the landless Arabs, to whom it was intended to refer in the
passage quoted, were such Arabs as can be shown to have been
displaced from the lands which they occupied in consequence
of the land passing into Jewish hands, and who have not ob-
tained other holdings on which they can establish themselves,
or other equally satisfactory occupation. The number of such
displaced Arabs must be a matter for careful inquiry. It is to
landless Arabs within this category that His Majesty’s Govern-
ment feels itself under an obligation to facilitate their settle-
ment upon the land. The recognition of this obligation in no way
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detracts from the larger purposes of development which His
Majesty’s Government regards as the most effectual means of
furthering the establishment of a national home for the Jews ..

Further, the statement of policy of His Majesty’s Govern-
ment did not imply a prohibition of acquisition of additional
land by Jews. It contains no such prohibition, nor is any such
intended. What it does contemplate is such temporary control
of land disposition and transfers as may be necessary not to
impair the harmony and effectiveness of the scheme of land
settlement to be undertaken. His Majesty’s Government feels
bound to point out that it alone of the governments which have
been responsible for the administration of Palestine since the ac-
ceptance of the Mandate has declared its definite intention to in-
itiate an active policy of development, which it is believed will
result in a substantial and lasting benefit to both Jews and Arabs.

Cognate to this question is the control of immigration. It
must first of all be pointed out that such control is not in any
sense a departure from previous policy. From 1920 onward,
when the original immigration ordinance came into force,
regulations for the control of immigration have been issued
from time to time, directed to prevent illicit entry and to de-
fine and facilitate authorized entry. This right of regulation
has at no time been challenged.

But the intention of His Majesty’s Government appears to
have been represented as being that ‘no further immigration
of Jews is to be permitted so long as it might prevent any Arab
from obtaining employment’. His Majesty’s Government never
proposed to pursue such a policy. They were concerned to state
that, in the regulation of Jewish immigration, the following
principles should apply : viz., that ‘it is essential to ensure that
the immigrants should not be a burden on the people of Pales-
tine as a whole, and that they should not deprive any section
of the present population as a whole, and that they should
not deprive any section of the present population of their em-
ployment’ (White Paper 1922).

In one aspect, His Majesty’s Government have to be mind-
ful of their obligations to facilitate Jewish immigration under



78 The Israel-Arab Reader

suitable conditions, and to encourage close settlement by Jews
on the land; in the other aspect, they have to be equally mind-
ful of their duty to ensure that no prejudice results to the rights
and position of the non-Jewish community. It is because of
this apparent conflict of obligations that His Majesty’s Gov-
ernment have felt bound to emphasize the necessity of the pro-
per application of the absorptive principle.

That principle is vital to any scheme of development, the
primary purpose of which must be the settlement both of Jews
and of displaced Arabs on the land. It is for that reason that
His Majesty’s Government have insisted, and are compelled to
insist, that government immigration regulations must be pro-
perly applied. The considerations relevant to the limits of ab-
sorptive capacity are purely economic considerations.

His Majesty’s Government did not prescribe and do not con-
template any stoppage or prohibition of Jewish immigration
in any of its categories. The practice of sanctioning a labour
schedule of wage-earning immigrants will continue. In each
case consideration will be given to anticipated labour require-
ments for works which, being dependent upon Jewish or
mainly Jewish capital, would not be or would not have been
undertaken unless Jewish labour was available. With regard to
public and municipal works failing to be financed out of public
funds, the claim of Jewish labour to a due share of the employ-
ment available, taking into account Jewish contributions to
public revenue, shall be taken into consideration. As regards
other kinds of employment, it will be necessary in each case to
take into account the factors bearing upon the demand for
labour, including the factor of unemployment among both the
Jews and the Arabs.

Immigrants with prospects of employment other than em-
ployment of a purely ephemeral character will not be excluded
on the sole ground that the employment cannot be guaranteed
to be of unlimited duration.

In determining the extent to which immigration at any time
may be permitted it is necessary also to have regard to the
declared policy of the Jewish Agency to the effect that ‘in all
the works or undertakings carried out or furthered by the
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Agency it shall be deemed to be a matter of principle that Jew-
ish labour shall be employed’. His Majesty’s Government do
not in any way challenge the right of the Agency to formulate
or approve and endorse this policy. The principle of preferen-
tial, and indeed exclusive, employment of Jewish labour by
Jewish organizations is a principle which the Jewish Agency
are entitled to affirm. But it must be pointed out that if in con-
sequence of this policy Arab labour is displaced or existing un-
employment becomes aggravated, that is a factor in the situa-
tion to which the Mandatory is bound to have regard.

His Majesty’s Government desire to say, finally, as they have
repeatedly and unequivocally affirmed, that the obligations
imposed upon the Mandatory by its acceptance of the Mandate
are solemn international obligations from which there is not
now, nor has there been at any time, any intention to depart.
To the tasks imposed by the Mandate, His Majesty’s Govern-
ment have set their hand, and they will not withdraw it. But if
their efforts are to be successful, there is need for cooperation,
confidence, readiness on all sides to appreciate the difficulties
and complexities of the problem, and, above all, there must be
a full and unqualified recognition that no solution can be satis-
factory or permanent which is not based upon justice, both to
the Jewish people and to the non-Jewish communities of Pales-
tine.

Ramsay MacDonald

Document 14

From the Report of the Palestine Royal
Commission (Peel Commission), 1937

A Royal Commission headed by Lord Peel was appointed in 1936,
following the outbreak of fresh Arab riots earlier that year. Its
report, published in July 1937, stated that the desire of the Arabs for
national independence and their hatred and fear of the establishment
of the Jewish National Home were the underlying causes of the
disturbances. It found that Arab and Jewish interests could not be
reconciled under the Mandate and it suggested, therefore, the
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partition of Palestine. The Jewish state was to comprise Galilee, the
Yezreel Valley and the Coastal Plain to a point midway between
Gaza and Jaffa, altogether about twenty per cent of the area of
the country. The rest, Arab Palestine, was to be united with Trans-
jordan. Jerusalem, Bethlehem, a corridor linking them to the Sea,
and, possibly, Nazareth and the Sea of Genezareth would remain a
British mandatory zone. The Arab leadership rejected the plan, the
Zionist Congress accepted it with qualifications — against the wish
of a substantial minority. The British government which had initially
favoured partition eventually rejected it in November 1938. (Docu-
ment 16.)

»

... To foster Jewish immigration in the hope that it might
ultimately lead to the creation of a Jewish majority and the
establishment of a Jewish state with the consent or at least the
acquiescence of the Arabs was one thing. It was quite another
to contemplate, however remotely, the forcible conversion of
Palestine into a Jewish state against the will of the Arabs. For
that would clearly violate the spirit and intention of the Man-
date System. It would mean that national self-determination
had been withheld when the Arabs were a majority in Pales-
tine and only conceded when the Jews were a majority. It
would mean that the Arabs had been denied the opportunity
of standing by themselves: that they had, in fact, after an in-
terval of conflict, been bartered about from Turkish sover-
eignty to Jewish sovereignty. It is true that in the light of history
Jewish rule over Palestine could not be regarded as foreign
rule in the same sense as Turkish; but the international recogni-
tion of the right of the Jews to return to their old homeland
did not involve the recognition of the right of the Jews to govern
the Arabs in it against their will. The case stated by Lord Milner
against an Arab control of Palestine applies equally to a Jewish
control ...

An irrepressible conflict has arisen between two mnational
communities within the narrow bounds of one small country.
About 1,000,000 Arabs are in strife, open or latent, with some
400,000 Jews. There is no common ground between them. The
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Arab community is predominantly Asiatic in character, the
Jewish community predominantly European. They differ in reli-
gion and in language. Their cultural and social life, their ways of
thought and conduct, are as incompatible as their national as-
pirations. These last are the greatest bar to peace. Arabs and
Jews might possibly learn to live and work together in Palestine
if they would make a genuine effort to reconcile and combine
their national ideals and so build up in time a joint or dual
nationality. But this they cannot do. The war and its sequel
have inspired all Arabs with the hope of reviving in a free and
united Arab world the traditions of the Arab golden age. The
Jews similarly are inspired by their historic past. They mean to
show what the Jewish nation can achieve when restored to the
land of its birth. National assimilation between Arabs and Jews
is thus ruled out. In the Arab picture the Jews could only occupy
the place they occupied in Arab Egypt or Arab Spain. The Arabs
would be as much outside the Jewish picture as the Canaanites
in the old land of Israel. The National Home, as we have said
before, cannot be half-national. In these circumstances to main-
tain that Palestinian citizenship has any moral meaning is a
mischievous pretence. Neither Arab nor Jew has any sense of
service to a single state. ..

Document 15

V. Jabotinsky: ‘A Jewish State Now’: Evidence
Submitted to the Palestine Royal Comission*

Vladimir Ze’ev Jabotinsky (1880-1940) was the leader of the Zionist
Revisionists advocating the establishment of a Jewish state in its

historic borders.
*

The conception of Zionism which I have the honour to repre-
sent here is based on what I should call the humanitarian aspect.
By that I do not mean to say that we do not respect the other,

* V;‘]aibbjcvinsky, House of Lords, London, 11 February 1937.
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the purely spiritual aspects of Jewish nationalism, such as the
desire for self-expression, the rebuilding of a Hebrew culture, or
creating some ‘model community of which the Jewish people
could be proud’. All that, of course, is most important; but as
compared with our actual needs and our real position in the
world today, all that has rather the character of luxury. The
Commission have already heard a description of the situation
of World Jewry especially in Eastern Europe, and I am not
going to repeat any details, but you will allow me to quote a
recent reference in the New York Times describing the position
of Jewry in Eastern Europe as ‘a disaster of historic magnitude’.
I only wish to add that it would be very naive, and although
many Jews make this mistake I disapprove of it — it would be
very naive to ascribe that state of disaster, permanent disaster,
only to the guilt of men, whether it be crowds and multitudes,
or whether it be governments. The thing goes much deeper than
that. I am very much afraid that what I am going to say will not
be popular with many among my co-religionists, and I regret
that, but the truth is the truth. We are facing an elemental
calamity, a kind of social earthquake. Three generations of
Jewish thinkers and Zionists among whom there were many
great minds — I am not going to fatigue you by quoting them —
three generations have given much thought to analysing the
Jewish position and have come to the conclusion that the cause
of our suffering is the very fact of the ‘Diaspora’, the bedrock
fact that we are everywhere a minority. It is not the anti-
Semitism of men; it is, above all, the anti-Semitism of things,
the inherent xenophobia of the body social or the body eco-
nomic under which we suffer. Of course, there are ups and
downs; but there are moments, there are whole periods in his-
tory when this ‘xenophobia of Life itself’ takes dimensions
which no people can stand, and that is what we are facing now.
I do not mean to suggest that I would recognize that all the
governments concerned have done all they ought to have done;
I wolud be the last man to concede that. I think many govern-
ments, East and West, ought to do much more to protect the
Jews than they do; but the best of governments could perhaps
only soften the calamity to quite an insignificant extent, but the
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core of the calamity is an earthquake which stands and remains.
I want to mention here that, since one of those governments
(the Polish Government) has recently tried what amounts to
bringing to the notice of the League of Nations and the whole of
humanity that it is humanity’s duty to provide the Jews with an
area where they could build up their own body social undis-
turbed by anyone, I think the sincerity of the Polish Govern-
ment, and of any other governments who, I hope, will follow,
should not be suspected, but on the contrary it should be recog-
nized and acknowledged with due gratitude. — Perhaps the great-
est gap in all I am going to say and in all the Commission have
heard up to now is the impossibility of really going to the root
of the problem, really bringing before you a picture of what
that Jewish hell looks like, and I feel I cannot do it. I do hope
that the day may come when some Jewish representatives may
be allowed to appear at the Bar of one of these two Houses just
to tell them what it really is, and to ask the English people:
‘What are you going to advise us ? Where is the way out?’ Or,
standing up and facing God, say that there is no way out and
that we Jews have just to go under. But unfortunately I cannot
do it, so I will simply assume that the Royal Commission are
sufficiently informed of all this situation, and then I want you
to realize this: the phenomenon called Zionism may include all
kinds of dreams — a ‘model community’, Hebrew culture, per-
haps even a second edition of the Bible — but all this longing for
wonderful toys of velvet and silver is nothing in comparison
with that tangible momentum of irresistible distress and need
by which we are propelled and borne. We are not free agents.
We cannot ‘concede’ anything. Whenever I hear the Zionist,
most often my own party, accused of asking for too much —
gentlemen, I really cannot understand it. Yes, we do want a
state; every nation on earth, every normal nation, beginning
with the smallest and the humblest who do not claim any merit,
any role in humanity’s development, they all have states of their
own. That is the normal condition for a people. Yet, when we,
the most abnormal of peoples and therefore the most unfortu-
nate, ask only for the same condition as the Albanians enjoy, to
say nothing of the French and the English, then it is called too
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much. I should understand it if the answer were, ‘It is impos-
sible’, but when the answer is, ‘It is too much’ I cannot under-
stand it. I would remind you (excuse me for quoting an example
known to every one of you) of the commotion which was pro-
duced in that famous institution when Oliver Twist came and
asked for ‘more’. He said ‘more’ because he did not know how
to express it; what Oliver Twist really meant was this: ‘Will
you just give me that normal portion which is necessary for a
boy of my age to be able to live.’ I assure you that you face
here today, in the Jewish people with its demands, an Oliver
Twist who has, unfortunately, no concessions to make. What
can be the concessions? We have got to save millions, many
millions. I do not know whether it is a question of re-housing
one third of the Jewish race, half of the Jewish race, or a quar-
ter of the Jewish race; I do not know; but it is a question of
millions. Certainly the way out is to evacuate those portions
of the Diaspora which have become no good, which hold no
promise of any possibility of a livelihood, and to concentrate
all those refugees in some place which should not be Diaspora,
not a repetition of the position where the Jews are an un-
absorbed minority within a foreign social, or economic, or
political organism. Naturally, if that process of evacuation is
allowed to develop, as it ought to be allowed to develop, there
will very soon be reached a moment when the Jews will become
a majority in Palestine. I am going to make a ‘terrible’ con-
fession. Our demand for a Jewish majority is not our maxi-
mum - it is our minimum : it is just an inevitable stage if only
we are allowed to go on salvaging our people. The point when
the Jews will reach a majority in that country will not be the
point of saturation yet — because with 1,000,000 more Jews in
Palestine today you could already have a Jewish majority, but
there are certainly 3,000,000 or 4,000,000 in the East who are
virtually knocking at the door asking for admission, i.e., for
salvation.

I have the profoundest feeling for the Arab case, in so far
as that Arab case is not exaggerated. This Commission have
already been able to make up their minds as to whether there
is any individual hardship to the Arabs of Palestine as men,
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deriving from the Jewish colonization. We maintain unani-
mously that the economic position of the Palestinian Arabs,
under the Jewish colonization and owing to the Jewish colon-
ization, has become the object of envy in all the surrounding
Arab countries, so that the Arabs from those countries show
a clear tendency to immigrate into Palestine. I have also shown
to you already that, in our submission, there is no question of
ousting the Arabs. On the contrary, the idea is that Palestine
on both sides of the Jordan should hold the Arabs, their pro-
geny, and many millions of Jews. What I do not deny is that
in that process the Arabs of Palestine will necessarily become a
minority in the country of Palestine. What I do deny is that that
is a hardship. It is not a hardship on any race, any nation, pos-
sessing so many national states now and so many more na-
tional states in the future. One fraction, one branch of that
race, and not a big one, will have to live in someone else’s
state: well, that is the case with all the mightiest nations of
the world. I could hardly mention one of the big nations,
having their states, mighty and powerful, who had not one
branch living in someone else’s state. That is only normal and
there is no ‘hardship’ attached to that. So when we heard the
Arab claim confronted with the Jewish claim; I fully under-
stand that any minority would prefer to be a majority, it is
quite understandable that the Arabs of Palestine would also
prefer Palestine to be the Arab state No. 4, No. 5, or No. 6 —
that I quite understand; but when the Arab claim is confron-
ted with our Jewish demand to be saved, it is like the claims of
appetite versus the claims of starvation. No tribunal has ever
had the luck of trying a case where all the justice was on the
side of one party and the other party had no case whatsoever.
Usually in human affairs any tribunal, including this tribunal,
in trying two cases, has to concede that both sides have a case
on their side and, in order to do justice, they must take into
consideration what should constitute the basic justification of
all human demands, individual or mass demands — the decisive
terrible balance of Need. I think it is clear.
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Document 16

Against Partition: British Statement of
Policy, November 1938

... 3. His Majesty’s Government have now received the report
of the Palestine Partition Commission who have carried out
their investigations with great thoroughness and efficiency,
and have collected material which will be very valuable in the
further consideration of policy. Their report is now published,
together with a summary of their conclusions. It will be noted
that the four members of the Commission advise unanimously
against the adoption of the scheme of partition outlined by the
Royal Commission. In addition to the Royal Commission’s
scheme, two other schemes described as plans B and C are
examined in the report. One member prefers plan B. Two other
members, including the Chairman, consider that plan C is the
best scheme of partition which, under the terms of reference,
can be devised. A fourth member, while agreeing that plan C
is the best that can be devised under the terms of reference,
regards both plans as impracticable. The report points out that
under either plan, while the budget of the Jewish State is likely
to show a substantial surplus, the budgets of the Arab State
(including Transjordan) and of the Mandated Territories
are likely to show substantial deficits. The Commission reject
as impracticable the Royal Commission’s recommendation for
a direct subvention from the Jewish State to the Arab State.
They think that, on economic grounds, a customs union be-
tween the States and the Mandated Territories is essential and
they examine the possibility of finding the solution for the
financial and economic problems of partition by means of a
scheme based upon such a union. They consider that any such
scheme would be inconsistent with the grant of fiscal indepen-
dence to the Arab and Jewish States. Their conclusion is that,
on a strict interpretation of their terms of reference, they have
no alternative but to report that they are unable to recom-
mend boundaries for the proposed areas which will afford a
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reasonable prospect of the eventual establishment of self-
supporting Arab and Jewish States.

4. His Majesty’s Government, after careful study of the Par-
tition Commissioner’s report, have reached the conclusion that
this further examination has shown that the political, adminis-
trative and financial difficulties involved in the proposal to
create independent Arab and Jewish States inside Palestine are
so great that this solution of the problem is impracticable.

5. His Majesty’s Government will therefore continue their
responsibility for the government of the whole of Palestine.
They are now faced with the problem of finding alternative
means of meeting the needs of the difficult situation described
by the Royal Commission which will be consistent with their
obligations to the Arabs and the Jews. His Majesty’s Govern-
ment believe that it is possible to find these alternative means.
They have already given much thought to the problem in the
light of the reports of the Royal Commission and of the Parti-
tion Commission. It is clear that the surest foundation for peace
and progress in Palestine would be an understanding between
the Arabs and the Jews, and His Majesty’s Government are
prepared in the first instance to make a determined effort to pro-
mote such an understanding. With this end in view, they pro-
pose immediately to invite representatives of the Palestinian
Arabs and of neighbouring States on the one hand and of the
Jewish Agency on the other, to confer with them as soon as
possible in London regarding future policy, including the ques-
tion of immigration into Palestine. As regards the representa-
tion of the Palestinian Arabs, His Majesty’s Government must
reserve the right to refuse to receive those leaders whom they
regard as responsible for the campaign of assassination and
violence.

6. His Majesty’s Government hope that these discussions in
London may help to promote agreement as to future policy re-
garding Palestine. They attach great importance, however, to
a decision being reached at an early date. Therefore, if the
London discussions should not produce agreement within a
reasonable period of time, they will take their own decision in
the light of their examination of the problem and of the
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discussions in London, and announce the policy which they
propose to pursue.

7. In considering and settling their policy His Majesty’s Gov-
ernment will keep constantly in mind the international charac-
ter of the Mandate with which they have been entrusted and
their obligations in that respect.

Document 17
The White Paper of 1939

After the failure of the partition scheme and a subsequent attempt
to work out an agreed solution at a Conference in London
(February-March 1939), the British government announced its new
policy in a White Paper published on 17 May 1939. The Arab de-
mands were largely met: Jewish immigration was to continue at a
maximum rate of 15,000 for another five years. After that it was to
cease altogether unless the Arabs would accept it. Purchase of land
by Jews would be prohibited in some areas, restricted in others.
Jewish reaction was bitterly hostile (Document 18), but the Arab
leaders also rejected the White Paper: according to the demands,
Palestine was to become an Arab state immediately, no more
Jewish immigrants were to enter the country, the status of every
Jew who had immigrated since 1918 was to be reviewed.
*

17 May 1939
In the Statement on Palestine, issued on 9 November 1938 His
Majesty’s Government announced their intention to invite rep-
resentatives of the Arabs of Palestine, of certain neighbouring
countries and of the Jewish Agency to confer with them in
London regarding future policy. It was their sincere hope that,
as a result of full, free and frank discussion, some understand-
ing might be reached. Conferences recently took place with
Arab and Jewish delegations, lasting for a period of several
weeks, and served the purpose of a complete exchange of views
between British Ministers and the Arab and Jewish represen-
tatives. In the light of the discussions as well as of the situation
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in Palestine and of the Reports of the Royal Commission and
the Partition Commission, certain proposals were formulated
by His Majesty’s Government and were laid before the Arab
and Jewish delegations as the basis of an agreed settlement.
Neither the Arab nor the Jewish delegation felt able to accept
these proposals, and the conferences therefore did not result in
an agreement. Accordingly His Majesty’s Government are free
to formulate their own policy, and after careful consideration
they have decided to adhere generally to the proposals which
were finally submitted to, and discussed with, the Arab and
Jewish delegations.

" 2. The Mandate for Palestine, the terms of which were con-
firmed by the Council of the League of Nations in 1922, has
governed the policy of successive British Governments for
nearly twenty years. It embodies the Balfour Declaration and
imposes on the Mandatory four main obligations. These obliga-
tions are set out in Articles 2, 6 and 13 of the Mandate. There
is no dispute regarding the interpretation of one of these obliga-
tions, that touching the protection of and access to the Holy
Places and religious building or sites. The other three main
obligations are generally as follows:

(i) To place the country under such political, administrative
and economic conditions as will secure the establishment in
Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, to faci-
litate Jewish immigration under suitable conditions, and to
encourage, in cooperation with the Jewish Agency, close settle-
ment by Jews on the land.

(ii) To safeguard the civil and religious rights of all the in-
habitants of Palestine irrespective of race and religion, and,
whilst facilitating Jewish immigration and settlement, to en-
sure that the rights and position of other sections of the popu-
lation are not prejudiced.

(iii) To place the country under such political, administra-
five and economic conditions as will secure the development
of self-governing institutions.

3. The Royal Commission and previous Commissions of En-
quiry have drawn attention to the ambiguity of certain expres-
sions in the Mandate, such as the expression ‘a national home
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for the Jewish people’, and they have found in this ambiguity
and the resulting uncertainty as to the objectives of policy a
fundamental cause of unrest and hostility between Arabs and
Jews. His Majesty’s Government are convinced that in the
interests of the peace and well-being of the whole people of
Palestine a clear definition of policy and objectives is essential.
The proposal of partition recommended by the Royal Commis-
sion would have afforded such clarity, but the establishment
of self-supporting independent Arab and Jewish States within
Palestine has been found to be impracticable. It has therefore
been necessary for His Majesty’s Government to devise an alter-
native policy which will, consistently with their obligations to
Arabs and Jews, meet the needs of the situation in Palestine.
Their views and proposals are set forth below under the three
heads, (1) The Constitution, (2) Immigration, and (3) Land.

1. The Constitution

4. It has been urged that the expression ‘a national home
for the Jewish people’ offered a prospect that Palestine might
in due course become a Jewish State or Commonwealth. His
Majesty’s Government do not wish to contest the view, which
was expressed by the Royal Commission, that the Zionist
leaders at the time of the issue of the Balfour Declaration re-
cognized that an ultimate Jewish State was not precluded by
the terms of the Declaration. But, with the Royal Commission,
His Majesty’s Government believe that the framers of the Man-
date in which the Balfour Declaration was embodied could
not have intended that Palestine should be converted into a
Jewish State against the will of the Arab population of the
country. That Palestine was not to be converted into a Jewish
State might be held to be implied in the passage from the Com-
mand Paper of 1922 which reads as follows:

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 that ‘Palestine is to become as Jewish as England
is English.’” His Majesty’s Government regard any such expectation
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as impracticable and have no such aim in view. Nor have they at
any time contemplated ... the disappearance or the subordination
of the Arabic population, 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 in Palestine.

But this statement has not removed doubts, and His Majesty’s
Government therefore now declare unequivocally that it is not
part of their policy that Palestine should become a Jewish State.
They would indeed regard it as contrary to their obligations
to the Arabs under the Mandate, as well as to the assurances
which have been given to the Arab people in the past, that the
Arab population of Palestine should be made the subjects of a
Jewish State against their will.

5. The nature of the Jewish National Home in Palestine was
further described in the Command Paper of 1922 as follows:

During the last two or three generations the Jews have re-
created in Palestine a community, now numbering 80,000, of
whom about one fourth are farmers or workers upon the land.
This community has its own political organs; an elected assembly
for the direction of its domestic concerns; elected councils in the
towns; and an organization for the control of its schools. It has its
elected Chief Rabbinate and Rabbinical Council for the direction
of its religious affairs. Its business is conducted in Hebrew as a
vernacular language, and a Hebrew press serves its needs. It has its
distinctive intellectual life and displays considerable economic
activity. This community, then, with its town and country popula-
tion, its political, religious and social organizations, its own
language, its own customs, its own life, has in fact ‘national’
characteristics. When it is asked what is meant by the develop-
ment of the Jewish National Home in Palestine, it may be answered
that it is not the imposition of the Jewish nationality upon the in-
habitants of Palestine as a whole, but the further development of
the existing Jewish community, with the assistance of Jews in other
parts of the world, in order that it may become a centre in which
the Jewish people as a whole may take, on grounds of religion
and race, an interest and a pride. But in order that this community
should have the best prospect of free development and provide
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a full opportunity for the Jewish people to display its capacities,
it is essential that it should know that it is in Palestine as of right
and not on sufferance. That is the reason why it is necessary that
the existence of the Jewish National Home in Palestine should be
internationally guaranteed, and that it should be formerly re-
cognized to rest upon ancient historic connexion.

6. His Majesty’s Government adhere to this interpretation
of the Declaration of 1917 and regard it as an authoritative
and comprehensive description of the character of the Jewish
National Home in Palestine. It envisaged the further develop-
ment of the existing Jewish community with the assistance of
Jews in other parts of the world. Evidence that His Majesty’s
Government have been carrying out their obligation in this
respect is to be found in the facts that, since the statement of
1922 was published, more than 300,000 Jews have immigrated
to Palestine, and that the population of the National Home
has risen to some 450,000, or approaching a third of the entire
population of the country. Nor has the Jewish community
failed to take full advantage of the opportunities given to it.
The growth of the Jewish National Home and its achievements
in many fields are a remarkable constructive effort which
must command the admiration of the world and must be, in
particular, a source of pride to the Jewish people.

7. In the recent discussions the Arab delegations have re-
peated the contention that Palestine was included within the
area in which Sir Henry McMahon, on behalf of the British
Government, in October 1915, undertook to recognize and sup-
port Arab independence. The validity of this claim, based on
the terms of the correspondence which passed between Sir
Henry McMahon and the Sharif of Mecca, was thoroughly and
carefully investigated by British and Arab representatives dur-
ing the recent conferences in London. Their Report, which has
been published, states that both the Arab and the British repre-
sentatives endeavoured to understand the point of view of the
other party but that they were unable to reach agreement upon
an interpretation of the correspondence. There is no need to
summarize here the arguments presented by each side. His
Majesty’s Government regret the misunderstandings which
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have arisen as regards some of the phrases used. For their part
they can only adhere, for the reasons given by their representa-
tives in the Report, to the view that the whole of Palestine west
of Jordan was excluded from Sir Henry McMahon’s pledge,
and they therefore cannot agree that the McMahon correspon-
dence forms a just basis for the claim that Palestine should be
converted into an Arab State.

8. His Majesty’s Government are charged as the Mandatory
authority ‘to secure the development of self-governing institu-
tions’ in Palestine. Apart from this specific obligation, they
would regard it as contrary to the whole spirit of the Mandate
system that the population of Palestine should remain forever
under Mandatory tutelage. It is proper that the people of the
country should as early as possible enjoy the rights of self-
government which are exercised by the people of neighbouring
countries. His Majesty’s Government are unable at present to
foresee the exact constitutional forms which government in
Palestine will eventually take, but their objective is self-
government, and they desire to see established ultimately an
independent Palestine State. It should be a State in which the
two peoples in Palestine, Arabs and Jews, share authority in
government in such a way that the essential interests of each
are secured.

9. The establishment of an independent State and the com-
plete relinquishment of Mandatory control in Palestine would
require such relations between the Arabs and the Jews as would
make good government possible. Moreover, the growth of self-
governing institutions in Palestine, as in other countries, must
be an evolutionary process. A transitional period will be re-
quired before independence is achieved, throughout which ulti-
mate responsibility for the Government of the country will be
retained by His Majesty’s Government as the Mandatory
authority, while the people of the country are taking an in-
creasing share in the Government, and understanding and co-
operation amongst them are growing. It will be the constant
endeavour of His Majesty’s Government to promote good rela-
tions between the Arabs and the Jews.

10. In the light of these considerations His Majesty’s
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Government make the following declaration of their intentions
regarding the future government of Palestine:

(i) The objective of His Majesty’s Government is the estab-
lishment within ten years of an independent Palestine State in
such treaty relations with the United Kingdom as will provide
satisfactorily for the commercial and strategic requirements of
both countries in the future. The proposal for the establishment
of the independent State would involve consultation with the
Council of the League of Nations with a view to the termina-
tion of the Mandate,

(ii) The independent State should be one in which Arabs and
Jews share in government in such a way as to ensure that the
essential interests of each community are safeguarded.

(iii) The establishment of the independent State will be pre-
ceded by a transitional period throughout which His Majesty’s
Government will retain responsibility for the government of
the country. During the transitional period the people of Pales-
tine will be given an increasing part in the government of their
country. Both sections of the population will have an opportu-
nity to participate in the machinery of government, and the
process will be carried on whether or not they both avail them-
selves of it.

(iv) A soon as peace and order have been sufficiently re-
stored in Palestine steps will be taken to carry out this policy
of giving the people of Palestine an increasing part in the gov-
ernment of their country, the objective being to place Palestin-
ians in charge of all the Departments of Government, with the
assistance of British advisers and subject to the control of the

.High Commissioner. With this object in view His Majesty’s
Government will be prepared immediately to arrange that
Palestinians shall be placed in charge of certain Departments,
with British advisers. The Palestinian heads of Departments
will sit on the Executive Council which advises the High Com-
missioner. Arab and Jewish representatives will be invited to
serve as heads of Departments approximately in proportion
to their respective populations. The number of Palestinians in
charge of Departments will be increased as circumstances per-
mit until all heads of Departments are Palestinians, exercising
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the administrative and advisory functions which are at pre-
sent performed by British officials. When that stage is reached
consideration will be given to the question of converting the
Executive Council into a Council of Ministers with a consequen-
tial change in the status and functions of the Palestinian heads
of Departments.

(v) His Majesty’s Government make no proposals at this
stage regarding the establishment of an elective legislature.
Nevertheless they would regard this as an appropriate consti-
tutional development, and, should public opinion in Palestine
hereafter show itself in favour of such a development, they
will be prepared, provided that local conditions permit, to es-
tablish the necessary machinery.

(vi) At the end of five years from the restoration of peace
and order, an appropriate body representative of the people of
Palestine and of His Majesty’s Government will be set up to
review the working of the constitutional arrangements during
the transitional period and to consider and make recommenda-
tions regarding the constitution of the independent Palestine
State.

(vii) His Majesty’s Government will require to be satisfied
that in the treaty contemplated by sub-paragraph (i) or in the
constitution contemplated by sub-paragraph (vi) adequate pro-
vision has been made for:

(a) the security of, and freedom of access to, the Holy Places,
and the protection of the interests and property of the various
religious bodies.

(b) the protection of the different communities in Palestine
in accordance with the obligations of His Majesty’s Govern-
ment to both Arabs and Jews and for the special position in
Palestine of the Jewish National Home.

(c) such requirements to meet the strategic situation as may
be regarded as necessary by His Majesty’s Government in the
light of the circumstances then existing.

His Majesty’s Government will also require to be satisfied
that the interests of certain foreign countries in Palestine, for
the preservation of which they are at present responsible, are
adequately safeguarded.
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(viii) His Majesty’s Government will do everything in their
power to create conditions which will enable the independent
Palestine State to come into being within ten years. If, at the
end of ten years, it appears to His Majesty’s Government that,
contrary to their hope, circumstances require the postponement
of the establishment of the independent State, they will consult
with representatives of the people of Palestine, the Council of
the League of Nations and the neighbouring Arab States before
deciding on such a postponement. If His Majesty’s Government
come to the conclusion that postponement is unavoidable, they
will invite the cooperation of these parties in framing plans for
the future with a view to achieving the desired objective at
the earliest possible date.

11. During the transitional period steps will be taken to in-
crease the powers and responsibilities of municipal corpora-
tions and local councils.

2. Immigration

12. Under Article 6 of the Mandate, the Administration of
Palestine, ‘while ensuring that the rights and position of other
sections of the population are not prejudiced’, is required to
‘facilitate Jewish immigration under suitable conditions’. Be-
yond this, the extent to which Jewish immigration into Pales-
tine is to be permitted is nowhere defined in the Mandate. But
in the Command Paper of 1922 it was laid down that for the
fulfilment of the policy of establishing a Jewish National Home

it is necessary that the Jewish community in Palestine should be
able to increase its numbers by immigration. This immigration can-
not be so great in volume as to exceed whatever may be the econ-
omic capacity of the country at the time to absorb new arrivals.
It is essential to ensure that the immigrants should not be a burden
upon the people of Palestine as a whole, and that they should not
deprive any section of the present population of their employ-
ment.

In practice, from that date onwards until recent times, the
economic absorptive capacity of the country has been treated



Palestine 1920—47 97

as the sole limiting factor, and in the letter which Mr Ramsay
MacDonald, as Prime Minister, sent to Dr Weizmann in Feb-
ruary 1931 it was laid down as a matter of policy that economic
absorptive capacity was the sole criterion. This interpretation
has been supported by resolutions of the Permanent Mandates
Commission. But His Majesty’s Government do not read either
the Statement of Policy of 1922 or the letter of 1931 as imply-
ing that the Mandate requires them, for all time and in all
circumstances, to facilitate the immigration of Jews into Pales-
tine subject only to consideration of the country’s economic
absorptive capacity. Nor do they find anything in the Mandate
or in subsequent Statements of Policy to support the view that
the establishment of a Jewish National Home in Palestine can-
not be effected unless immigration is allowed to continue in-
definitely. If immigration has an adverse effect on the economic
position in the country, it should clearly be restricted; and
equally, if it has a seriously damaging effect on the political
position in the country, that is a factor that should not be ig-
nored. Although it is not difficult to contend that the large num-
ber of Jewish immigrants who have been admitted so far have
been absorbed economically, the fear of the Arabs that this
influx will continue indefinitely until the Jewish population is
in a position to dominate them has produced consequences
which are extremely grave for Jews and Arabs alike and for the
peace and prosperity of Palestine. The lamentable disturbances
of the past three years are only the latest and most sustained
manifestation of this intense Arab apprehension. The methods
employed by Arab terrorists against fellow-Arabs and Jews
alike must receive unqualified condemnation. But it cannot be
denied that fear of indefinite Jewish immigration is widespread
amongst the Arab population and that this fear has made pos-
sible disturbances which have given a serious setback to econo-
mic progress, depleted the Palestine exchequer, rendered life
and property insecure, and produced a bitterness between the
Arab and Jewish populations which is deplorable between citi-
zens of the same country. If in these circumstances immigra-
tion is continued up to the economic absorptive capacity of
the country, regardless of all other considerations, a fatal
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enmity between the two peoples will be perpetuated and the
situation in Palestine may become a permanent source of fric-
tion amongst all peoples in the Near and Middle East. His Ma-
jesty’s Government cannot take the view that either their
obligations under the Mandate, or considerations of common
sense and justice, require that they should ignore these circum-
stances in framing immigration policy.

13. In the view of the Royal Commission the association of
the policy of the Balfour Declaration with the Mandate sys-
tem implied the belief that Arab hostility to the former would
sooner or later be overcome. It has been the hope of British
Governments ever since the Balfour Declaration was issued
that in time the Arab population, recognizing the advantages
to be derived from Jewish settlement and development in Pales-
tine, would become reconciled to the further growth of the
Jewish National Home. This hope has not been fulfilled. The
alternatives before His Majesty’s Government are either (i)
to seek to expand the Jewish National Home indefinitely by im-
migration, against the strongly expressed will of the Arab
people of the country; or (ii) to permit further expansion of
the Jewish National Home by immigration only if the Arabs
are prepared to acquiesce in it. The former policy means rule
by force. Apart from other considerations, such a policy seems
to His Majesty’s Government to be contrary to the whole spirit
of Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, as
well as to their specific obligations to the Arabs in the Pales-
tine Mandate. Moreover, the relations between the Arabs and
the Jews in Palestine must be based sooner or later on mutual
tolerance and goodwill ; the peace, security and progress of the
Jewish National Home itself require this. Therefore His Ma-
jesty’s Government, after earnest consideration, and taking into
account the extent to which the growth of the Jewish National
Home has been facilitated over the last twenty years, have de-
cided that the time has come to adopt in principle the second of
the alternatives referred to above.

14. It has been urged that all further Jewish immigration into
Palestine should be stopped forthwith. His Majesty’s Govern-
ment cannot accept such a proposal. It would damage the
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whole of the financial and economic system of Palestine and
thus affect adversely the interests of Arabs and Jews alike.
Moreover, in the view of His Majesty’s Government, abruptly
to stop further immigration would be unjust to the Jewish Na-
tional Home. But, above all, His Majesty’s Government are
conscious of the present unhappy plight of large numbers of
Jews who seek a refuge from certain European countries, and
they believe that Palestine can and should make a further
contribution to the solution of this pressing world problem. In
all these circumstances, they believe that they will be acting
consistently with their Mandatory obligations to both Arabs
and Jews, and in the manner best calculated to serve the in-
terests of the whole people of Palestine, by adopting the follow-
ing proposals regarding immigration :

(1) Jewish immigration during the next five years will be
at a rate which, if economic absorptive capacity permits, will
bring the Jewish population up to approximately one third of
the total population of the country. Taking into account the
expected natural increase of the Arab and Jewish populations,
and the number of illegal Jewish immigrants now in the coun-
try, this would allow of the admission, as from the begin-
ning of April this year, of some 75,000 immigrants over
the next five years. These immigrants would, subject to the
criterion of economic absorptive capacity, be admitted as fol-
lows:

(a) For each of the next five years a quota of 10,000 Jewish
immigrants will be allowed on the understanding that a short-
age in any one year may be added to the quotas for subsequent
years, within the five-year period, if economic absorptive capa-
city permits.

(b) In addition, as a contribution towards the solution of the
Jewish refugee problem, 25,000 refugees will be admitted as
soon as the High Commissioner is satisfied that adequate pro-
vision for their maintenance is ensured, special consideration
being given to refugee children and dependants.

(2) The existing machinery for ascertaining economic ab-
sorptive capacity will be retained, and the High Commissioner
will have the ultimate responsibility for deciding the limits of
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economic capacity. Before each periodic decision is taken, Jew-
ish and Arab representatives will be consulted.

(3) After the period of five years no further Jewish immi-
gration will be permitted unless the Arabs of Palestine are pre-
pared to acquiesce in it.

(4) His Majesty’s Government are determined to check illegal
immigration, and further preventive measures are being adop-
ted. The numbers of any Jewish illegal immigrants who, des-
pite these measures, may succeed in coming into the country
and cannot be deported will be deducted from the yearly
quotas.

15. His Majesty’s Government are satisfied that, when the
immigration over five years which is now contemplated has
taken place, they will not be justified in facilitating, nor will
they be under any obligation to facilitate, the further develop-
ment of the Jewish National Home by immigration regardless
of the wishes of the Jewish population.

3. Land

16. The Administration of Palestine is required, under Article
6 of the Mandate, ‘while ensuring that the rights and position
of other sections of the population are not prejudiced’, to en-
courage ‘close settlement by Jews on the land’, and no restric-
tion has been imposed hitherto on the transfer of land from
Arabs to Jews. The Reports of several expert Commissions
have indicated that, owing to the natural growth of the Arab
population and the steady sale in recent years of Arab land to
Jews, there is now in certain areas no room for further trans-
fers of Arab land, whilst in some other areas such transfers of
land must be restricted if Arab cultivators are to maintain their
existing standard of life and a considerable landless Arab popu-
lation is not soon to be created. In these circumstances, the
High Commissioner will be given general powers to prohibit
and regulate transfers of land. These powers will date from
the publication of this statement of policy and the High Com-
missioner will retain them throughout the transitional period.
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17. The policy of the Government will be directed towards
the development of the land and the improvement, where pos-
sible, of methods of cultivation. In the light of such development
it will be open to the High Commissioner, should he be satis-
fied that the ‘rights and position’ of the Arab population will
be duly preserved, to review and modify any orders passed
relating to the prohibition or restriction of the transfer of land.

18. In framing these proposals His Majesty’s Government
have sincerely endeavoured to act in strict accordance with
their obligations under the Mandate to both the Arabs and the
Jews. The vagueness of the phrases employed in some instances
to describe these obligations has led to controversy and has
made the task of interpretation difficult. His Majesty’s Govern-
ment cannot hope to satisfy the partisans of one party or the
other in such controversy as the Mandate has aroused. Their
purpose is to be just as between the two peoples in Palestine
whose destinies in that country have been affected by the great
events of recent years, and who, since they live side by side,
must learn to practise mutual tolerance, goodwill and coopera-
tion. In looking to the future, His Majesty’s Government are
not blind to the fact that some events of the past make the
task of creating these relations difficult; but they are encour-
aged by the knowledge that at many times and in many places
in Palestine during recent years the Arab and Jewish inhabi-
tants have lived in friendship together. Each community has
much to contribute to the welfare of their common land, and
each must earnestly desire peace in which to assist in increasing
the well-being of the whole people of the country. The respon-
sibility which falls on them, no less than upon His Majesty’s
Government, to cooperate together to ensure peace is all the
more solemn because their country is revered by many millions
of Muslims, Jews and Christians throughout the word who pray
for peace in Palestine and for the happiness of her people.
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Document 18

The Zionist Reaction to the White Paper:
Statement by the Jewish Agency for
Palestine (1939)

1. The new policy for Palestine laid down by the Mandatory in
the White Paper now issued denies to the Jewish people the right
to rebuild their national home in their ancestral country. It
transfers the authority over Palestine to the present Arab ma-
jority and puts the Jewish population at the mercy of that ma-
jority. It decrees the stoppage of Jewish immigration as soon as
the Jews form a third of the total population. It puts up a terri-
torial ghetto for Jews in their own homeland.

2. The Jewish people regard this policy as a breach of faith
and a surrender to Arab terrorism. It delivers Britain’s friends
into the hands of those who are biting her and must lead to a
complete breach between Jews and Arabs which will banish
every prospect of peace in Palestine. It is a policy in which the
Jewish people will not acquiesce. The new regime now an-
nounced will be devoid of any moral basis and contrary to in-
ternational law. Such a regime can only be established and
maintained by force.

3. The Royal Commission invoked by the White Paper in-
dicated the perils of such a policy, saying it was convinced that
an Arab Government would mean the frustration of all their
[Jews’] efforts and ideals and would convert the national home
into one more cramped and dangerous ghetto. It seems only
too probable that the Jews would fight rather than submit to
Arab rule. And repressing a Jewish rebellion against British
policy would be as unpleasant a task as the repression of the
Arab rebellion has been. The Government has disregarded this
warning.

4. The Jewish people have no quarrel with the Arab people.
Jewish work in Palestine has not had an adverse effect upon
the life and progress of the Arab people. The Arabs are not
landless or homeless as are the Jews. They are not in need of
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ernigration. Jewish colonization has benefited Palestine and all
its inhabitants. Insofar as the Balfour Declaration contributed
to British victory in the Great War, it contributed also, as was
pointed out by the Royal Commission, to the liberation of the
Arab peoples. The Jewish people has shown its will to peace
even during the years of disturbances. It has not given way to
temptation and has not retaliated to Arab violence. But neither
have the Jews submitted to terror nor will they submit to it
even after the Mandatory has decided to reward the terrorists
by surrendering the Jewish National Home.

5. It is in the darkest hour of Jewish history that the British
Government proposes to deprive the Jews of their last hope and
to close the road back to their Homeland. It is a cruel blow,
doubly cruel because it comes from the government of a great
nation which has extended a helping hand to the Jews, and
whose position must rest on foundations of moral authority
and international good faith. This blow will not subdue the
Jewish people. The historic bond between the people and the
land of Israel cannot be broken. The Jews will never accept the
closing to them of the gates of Palestine nor let their national
home be converted into a ghetto. The Jewish pioneers who, dur-
ing the past three generations, have shown their strength in
the upbuilding of a derelict country, will from now on display
the same strength in defending Jewish immigration, the Jewish
home and Jewish freedom.

Document 19

Towards a Jewish State:
The Biltmore Programme (1942)

During a visit to the United States by David Ben Gurion, Chairman
of the Executive of the Jewish Agency, Zionist policy was reformu-
lated. At a conference at the Biltmore Hotel in New York, in May
1942, the establishment of a Jewish state was envisaged to open the
doors of Palestine to Jewish refugees escaping from Nazi terror and
to lay the foundations for the establishment of a Jewish majority.

*
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Declaration Adopted by the Extraordinary
Zionist Conference, Biltmore Hotel, New York
City, 11 May 1942

1. American Zionists assembled in this Extraordinary Confer-
ence reaffirm their unequivocal devotion to the cause of demo-
cratic freedom and international justice to which the people
of the United States, allied with the other United Nations, have
dedicated themselves, and give expression to their faith in the
ultimate victory of humanity and justice over lawlessness and
brute force.

2. This Conference offers a message of hope and encourage-
ment to their fellow Jews in the Ghettos and concentration
camps of Hitler-dominated Europe and prays that their hour
of liberation may not be far distant.

3. The Conference sends its warmest greetings to the Jewish
Agency Executive in Jerusalem, to the Va’ad Leumi, and to
the whole Yishuv in Palestine, and expresses its profound ad-
miration for their steadfastness and achievements in the face
of peril and great difficulties. The Jewish men and women in
field and factory, and the thousands of Jewish soldiers of Pales-
tine in the Near East who have acquitted themselves with
honour and distinction in Greece, Ethiopia, Syria, Libya and
on other battlefields, have shown themselves worthy of their
people and ready to assume the rights and responsibilities of
nationhood.

4. In our generation, and in particular in the course of the
past twenty years, the Jewish people have awakened and
transformed their ancient homeland; from 50,000 at the end
of the last war their numbers have increased to more than
500,000. They have made the waste places to bear fruit and
the desert to blossom. Their pioneering achievements in agri-
culture and in industry, embodying new patterns of coopera-
tive endeavour, have written a notable page in the history of
colonization.

5. In the new values thus created, their Arab neighbours in
Palestine have shared. The Jewish people in its own work of
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national redemption welcomes the economic, agricultural and
national development of the Arab peoples and states. The Con-
ference reaffirms the stand previously adopted at Congresses
of the World Zionist Organization, expressing the readiness and
the desire of the Jewish people for full cooperation with their
Arab neighbours.

6. The Conference calls for the fulfilment of the original pur-
pose of the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate which
‘recognizing the historical connexion of the Jewish people with
Palestine’ was to afford them the opportunity, as stated by
President Wilson, to found there a Jewish Commonwealth.

The Conference affirms its unalterable rejection of the White
Paper of May 1939 and denies its moral or legal validity. The
White Paper seeks to limit, and in fact to nullify Jewish rights
to immigration and settlement in Palestine, and, as stated by
Mr Winston Churchill in the House of Commons in May 1939,
constitutes ‘a breach and repudiation of the Balfour Declara-
tion’. The policy of the White Paper is cruel and indefensible
in its denial of sanctuary to Jews fleeing from Nazi persecution;
and at a time when Palestine has become a focal point in the
war front of the United Nations, and Palestine Jewry must pro-
vide all available manpower for farm and factory and camp, it
is in direct conflict with the interests of the allied war effort.

7. In the struggle against the forces of aggression and tyran-
ny, of which Jews were the earliest victims, and which now
menace the Jewish National Home, recognition must be given
to the right of the Jews of Palestine to play their full part in
the war effort and in the defence of their country, through a
Jewish military force fighting under its own flag and under the
high command of the United Nations.

8. The Conference declares that the new world order that
will follow victory cannot be established on foundations of
peace, justice and equality, unless the problem of Jewish home-
lessness is finally solved.

The Conference urges that the gates of Palestine be opened;
that the Jewish Agency be vested with control of immigration
into Palestine and with the necessary authority for upbuilding
the country, including the development of its unoccupied and
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uncultivated lands ; and that Palestine be established as a Jew-
ish Commonwealth integrated in the structure of the new
democratic world.

Then and only then will the age-old wrong to the Jewish
people be righted.

Document 20
Adolf Hitler, Zionism and the Arab Cause*

Haj Amin al Hussaini, the most influential leader of Palestinian
Arabs, lived in Germany during the Second World War. He met
Hitler, Ribbentrop and other Nazi leaders on various occasions and
attempted to coordinate Nazi and Arab policies in the Middle East.

*

Berlin, 70 November 1941

Record of the Conversation between the Fiihrer
and the Grand Mufti of Jerusalem on 28 November
1941, in the Presence of the Reich Foreign
Minister and Minister Grobba in Berlin

The Grand Mufti began by thanking the Fiihrer for the great
honour he had bestowed by receiving him. He wished to seize
the opportunity to convey to the Fiihrer of the Greater German
Reich, admired by the entire Arab world, his thanks for the
sympathy which he had always shown for the Arab and es-
pecially the Palestinian cause, and to which he had given clear
expression in his public speeches. The Arab countries were
firmly convinced that Germany would win the war and that
the Arab cause would then prosper. The Arabs were Germany’s
natural friends because they had the same enemies as had Ger-
many, namely the English, the Jews, and the Communists. They
were therefore prepared to cooperate with Germany with all

*Documents on German Foreign Policy 1918-45, Series D, Vol.
X111, London, 1964, pp. 881 f.
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their hearts and stood ready to participate in the war, not only
negatively by the commission of acts of sabotage and the in-
stigation of revolutions, but also positively by the formation of
an Arab Legion. The Arabs could be more useful to Germany as
allies than might be apparent at first glance, both for geographi-
cal reasons and because of the suffering inflicted upon them by
the English and the Jews. Furthermore, they had had close rela-
tions with all Muslim nations, of which they could make use
in behalf of the common cause. The Arab Legion would be
quite easy to raise. An appeal by the Mufti to the Arab coun-
tries and the prisoners of Arab, Algerian, Tunisian, and Moroc-
can nationality in Germany would produce a great number of
volunteers eager to fight. Of Germany’s victory the Arab world
was firmly convinced, not only because the Reich possessed a
large army, brave soldiers, and military leaders of genius, but
also because the Almighty could never award the victory to an
unjust cause.

In this struggle, the Arabs were striving for the independence
and unity of Palestine, Syria, and Iraq. They had the fullest
confidence in the Fiihrer and looked to his hand for the balm
on their wounds which had been inflicted upon them by the
enemies of Germany.

The Mufti then mentioned the letter he had received from
Germany, which stated that Germany was holding no Arab
territories and understood and recognized the aspirations to
independence and freedom of the Arabs, just as she supported
the elimination of the Jewish national home.

A public declaration in this sense would be very useful for
its propagandistic effect on the Arab peoples at this moment.
It would rouse the Arabs from their momentary lethargy and
give them new courage. It would also ease the Mufti’s work of
secretly organizing the Arabs against the moment when they
could strike. At the same time, he could give the assurance
that the Arabs would in strict discipline patiently wait
for the right moment and only strike upon an order from
Berlin.

With regard to the events in Iraq, the Mufti observed that
the Arabs in that country certainly had by no means been
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incited by Germany to attack England, but solely had acted in
reaction to a direct English assault upon their honour.

The Turks, he believed, would welcome the establishment of
an Arab government in the neighbouring territories because
they would prefer weaker Arab to strong European govern-
ments in the neighbouring countries, and, being themselves a
nation of 7 millions, they had moreover nothing to fear from
the 1,700,000 Arabs inhabiting Syria, Transjordan, Iraq, and
Palestine.

France likewise would have no objections to the unification
plan because she had conceded independence to Syria as early
as 1936 and had given her approval to the unification of Iraq
and Syria under King Faisal as early as 1933.

In these circumstances he was renewing his request that the
Fiihrer make a public declaration so that the Arabs would not
lose hope, which is so powerful a force in the life of nations.
With such hope in their hearts the Arabs, as he had said, were
willing to wait. They were not pressing for immediate realiza-
tion of their aspirations; they could easily wait half a year or
a whole year. But if they were not inspired with such a hope by
a declaration of this sort, it could be expected that the English
would be the gainers from it.

The Fiihrer replied that Germany’s fundamental attitude on
these questions, as the Mufti himself had already stated, was
clear. Germany stood for uncompromising war against the
Jews. That naturally included active opposition to the Jewish
national home in Palestine, which was nothing other than a
centre, in the form of a state, for the exercise of destructive in-
fluence by Jewish interests. Germany was also aware that the
assertion that the Jews were carrying out the function of econ-
omic pioneers in Palestine was a lie. The work there was done
only by the Arabs, not by the Jews. Germany was resolved, step
by step, to ask one European nation after the other to solve its
Jewish problem, and at the proper time direct a similar appeal
to non-European nations as well.

Germany was at the present time engaged in a life and death
struggle with two citadels of Jewish power: Great Britain and
Soviet Russia. Theoretically there was a difference between
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England’s capitalism and Soviet Russia’s communism; actually,
however, the Jews in both countries were pursuing a common
goal. This was the decisive struggle; on the political plane, it
presented itself in the main as a conflict between Germany and
England, but ideologically it was a battle between National
Socialism and the Jews. It went without saying that Germany
would furnish positive and practical aid to the Arabs involved
in the same struggle, because platonic promises were useless in
a war for survival or destruction in which the Jews were able
to mobilize all of England’s power for their ends.

The aid to the Arabs would have to be material aid. Of how
little help sympathies alone were in such a battle had been
demonstrated plainly by the operation in Iraq, where circum-
stances had not permitted the rendering of really effective, prac-
tical aid. In spite of all the sympathies, German aid had not been
sufficient and Iraq was overcome by the power of Britain, that
is, the guardian of the Jews.

The Mufti could not but be aware, however, that the out-
come of the struggle going on at present would also decide the
fate of the Arab world. The Fiihrer therefore had to think and
speak coolly and deliberately, as a rational man and primarily
as a soldier, as the leader of the German and allied armies. Every-
thing of a nature to help in this titanic battle for the common
cause, and thus also for the Arabs, would have to be done. Any-
thing, however, that might contribute to weakening the mili-
tary situation must be put aside, no matter how unpopular this
move might be.

Germany was now engaged in very severe battles to force
the gateway to the northern Caucasus region. The difficulties
were mainly with regard to maintaining the supply, which was
most difficult as a result of the destruction of railroads and
highways as well as of the oncoming winter. If at such a mo-
ment, the Fiihrer were to raise the problem of Syria in a declar-
ation, those elements in France which were under de Gaulle’s
influence would receive new strength. They would interpret the
Fiihrer’s declaration as an intention to break up France’s col-
onial empire and appeal to their fellow countrymen that they
should rather make common cause with the English to try to



110 The Israel-Arab Reader

save what still could be saved. A German declaration regarding
Syria would in France be understood to refer to the French col-
onies in general, and that would at the present time create new
troubles in western Europe, which means that a portion of the
German armed forces would be immobilized in the west and
no longer be available for the campaign in the east.

The Fiihrer then made the following statement to the Mufti,
enjoining him to lock it in the uttermost depths of his heart:

1. He (the Fiihrer) would carry on the battle to the total des-
truction of the Judeo-Communist empire in Europe.

2. At some moment which was impossible to set exactly to-
day but which in any event was not distant, the German armies
would in the course of this struggle reach the southern exit
from Caucasia.

3. As soon as this had happened, the Fiihrer would on his own
give the Arab world the assurance that its hour of liberation
had arrived. Germany’s objective would then be solely the de-
struction of the Jewish element residing in the Arab sphere
under the protection of British power. In that hour the Mufti
would be the most authoritative spokesman for the Arab world.
It would then be his task to set off the Arab operations which
he had secretly prepared. When that time had come, Germany
could also be indifferent to French reaction to such a declara-
tion.

Once Germany had forced open the road to Iran and Iraq
through Rostov, it would be also the beginning of the end of the
British world empire. He (the Fiihrer) hoped that the coming
year would make it possible for Germany to thrust open the
Caucasian gate to the Middle East. For the good of their common
cause, it would be better if the Arab proclamation were put off
for a few more months than if Germany were to create diffi-
culties for herself without being able thereby to help the Arabs.

He (the Fiihrer) fully appreciated the eagerness of the Arabs
for a public declaration of the sort requested by the Grand
Mufti. But he would beg him to consider that he (the Fiihrer)
himself was the Chief of State of the German Reich for five long
years during which he was unable to make to his own home-
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land the announcement of its liberation. He had to wait with
that until the announcement could be made on the basis of a
situation brought about by the force of arms that the Anschluss
had been carried out.

The moment that Germany’s tank divisions and air squad-
rons had made their appearance south of the Caucasus, the
public appeal requested by the Grand Mufti could go out to the
Arab world.

The Grand Mufti replied that it was his view that everything
would come to pass just as the Fiihrer had indicated. He was
fully reassured and satisfied by the words which he had heard
from the Chief of the German State. He asked, however,
whether it would not be possible, secretly at least, to enter into
an agreement with Germany of the kind he had just outlined
for the Fiihrer.

The Fiihrer replied that he had just now given the Grand Mufti
precisely that confidential declaration.

The Grand Mufti thanked him for it and stated in conclusion
that he was taking his leave from the Fiihrer in full confidence
and with reiterated thanks for the interest shown in the Arab
cause.

Schmidt

Documents 21-23

The Anglo-American Committee of
Inquiry, 1946

An Anglo-American Inquiry Committee was appointed in Novem-
ber 1945 to examine the status of the Jews in former Axis-occupied
countries and to find out how many were impelled by their con-
ditions to migrate. Britain, weakened by the war, found itself under
growing pressure from Jews and Arabs alike and the Labour Govern-
ment decided, therefore, to invite the United States to participate in
finding a solution. The Report of the Committee was published on
1 May 1945 (Document 21). President Truman welcomed its recom-
mendation that the immigration and land laws of the 1939 White
Paper were to be rescinded. Prime Minister Attlee, on the other
hand, declared that the report would have to be ‘considered as a
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whole in all its implications’. Arab reaction was hostile (Document
22); the Arab League announced that Arabs would not stand by with
their arms folded. The Thud (Association) group led by Dr J. L.
Magnes and Professor M. Buber (who submitted Document 23 to the
Committee), favoured a bi-national solution, equal political rights
for Arabs and Jews, and a Federative Union of Palestine and the
neighbouring countries. Thud found little support among the Jewish
Community. It had, in the beginning, a few Arab sympathizers, but
some of them were assassinated by supporters of the Mufti and the
others dropped out.

Document 21

Recommendations and Comments
The European Problem

Recommendation No. 1. We have to report that such informa-
tion as we received about countries other than Palestine gave
no hope of substantial assistance in finding homes for Jews wish-
ing or impelled to leave Europe.

But Palestine alone cannot meet the emigration needs of the
Jewish victims of Nazi and Fascist persecution; the whole world
shares responsibility for them and indeed for the resettlement
of all ‘displaced persons’.

We therefore recommend that our Governments together,
and in association with other countries, should endeavour im-
mediately to find new homes for all such “displaced persons’,
irrespective of creed or nationality, whose ties with their for-
mer communities have been irreparably broken.

Though emigration will solve the problems of some victims
of persecution, the overwhelming majority, including a con-
siderable number of Jews, will continue to live in Europe. We
recommend therefore that our Governments endeavour to
secure that immediate effect is given to the provision of the
United Nations Charter calling for ‘universal respect for, and
observation of, human rights and fundamental freedoms for
all without distinction as to race, sex, language or religion’.
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Comment. In recommending that our Governments, in asso-
ciation with other countries, should endeavour to find new
homes for ‘displaced persons’, we do not suggest that any
country should be asked to make a permanent change in its
immigration policy. The conditions which we have seen in
Europe are unprecedented and so unlikely to arise again that
we are convinced that special provision could and should be
made in existing immigration laws to meet this unique and
peculiarly distressing situation. Furthermore, we believe that
much could be accomplished — particularly in regard to those
‘displaced persons’, including Jews, who have relatives in coun-
tries outside Europe — by a relaxation of administrative regu-
lations.

Our investigations have led us to believe that a considerable
number of Jews will continue to live in most European coun-
tries. In our view the mass emigration of all European Jews
would be of service neither to the Jews themselves nor to
Europe. Every effort should be made to enable the Jews to re-
build their shattered communities, while permitting those Jews
who wish to do so to emigrate. In order to achieve this, resti-
tution of Jewish property should be effected as soon as possible.
Our investigations showed us that the Governments chiefly con-
cerned had for the most part already passed legislation to this
end. A real obstacle, however, to individual restitution is that
the attempt to give effect to this legislation is frequently a cause
of active anti-Semitism. We suggest that, for the reconstruction
of the Jewish communities, restitution of their corporate prop-
erty, either through reparations payments or through other
means, is of the first importance.

Nazi occupation has left behind it a legacy of anti-Semitism.
This cannot be combated by legislation alone. The only really
effective antidotes are the enforcement by each Government
of guaranteed civil liberties and equal rights, a programme of
education in the positive principles of democracy, the sanction
of a strong world public opinion — combined with economic
recovery and stability.
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Refugee Immigration into Palestine

Recommendation No. 2. We recommend (a) that 100,000 cer-
tificates be authorized immediately for the admission into
Palestine of Jews who have been the victims of Nazi and Fascist
persecution; (b) that these certificates be awarded as far as
possible in 1946 and that actual immigration be pushed forward
as rapidly as conditions will permit.

Comment. The number of Jewish survivors of Nazi and Fascist
persecution with whom we have to deal far exceeds 100,000:
indeed there are more than that number in Germany, Austria
and Italy alone. Although nearly a year has passed since their
liberation, the majority of those in Germany and Austria are
still living in assembly centres, the so-called ‘camps’, island
communities in the midst of those at whose hands they suffered
so much.

In their interests and in the interests of Europe, the centres
should be closed and their camp life ended. Most of them have
cogent reasons for wishing to leave Europe. Many are the sole
survivors of their families and few have any ties binding them
to the countries in which they used to live.

Since the end of hostilities, little has been done to provide
for their resettlement elsewhere. Immigration laws and restric-
tions bar their entry to most countries and much time must pass
before such laws and restrictions can be altered and effect
given to the alterations.

Some can go to countries where they have relatives; others
may secure inclusion in certain quotas. Their number is com-
paratively small.

We know of no country to which the great majority can go
in the immediate future other than Palestine. Furthermore, that
is where almost all of them want to go. There they are sure
that they will receive a welcome denied them elsewhere. There
they hope to enjoy peace and rebuild their lives.

We believe it is essential that they should be given an oppor-
tunity to do so at the earliest possible time. Furthermore, we
have the assurances of the leaders of the Jewish Agency that
they will be supported and cared for.
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We recommend the authorization and issue of 100,000 cer-
tificates for these reasons and because we feel that their im-
mediate issue will have a most salutary effect upon the whole
situation.

In the awarding of these certificates priority should, as far as
possible, be given to those in the centres and to those liberated
in Germany and Austria who are no longer in the centres but
remain in those countries. We do not desire that other Jewish
victims who wish or will be impelled by their circumstances to
leave the countries where they now are or that those who fled
from persecution before the outbreak of war should be ex-
cluded. We appreciate that there will be difficulty in deciding
questions of priority, but none the less we urge that so far as
possible such a system should be adhered to, and that, in apply-
ing it, primary consideration should be given t6 the aged and
infirm, to the very young and also to skilled workmen whose
services will be needed for many months on work rendered
necessary by the large influx.

It should be made clear that no advantage in the obtaining of
a certificate is to be gained by migrating from one country to
another or by entering Palestine illegally.

Receiving so large a number will be a heavy burden on Pales-
tine. We feel sure that the authorities will shoulder it and that
they will have the full cooperation of the Jewish Agency.

Difficult problems will confront those responsible for organ-
izing and carrying out the movement. The many organizations
- public and private — working in Europe will certainly render
all the aid they can; we mention UNRRA especially. Coopera-
tion by all throughout is necessary.

We are sure that the Government of the United States, which
has shown such keen interest in this matter, will participate
vigorously and generously with the Government of Great Brit-
ain in its fulfilment. There are many ways in which help can be
given.

Those who have opposed the admission of these unfortunate
people into Palestine should know that we have fully consid-
ered all that they have put before us. We hope that they will
look upon the situation again, that they will appreciate the
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considerations which have led us to our conclusion, and that
above all, if they cannot see their way to help, at least they will
not make the position of these sufferers more difficult.

Principles of Government: No Arab, No Jewish State

Recommendation No. 3. In order to dispose, once and for all,
of the exclusive claims of Jews and Arabs to Palestine, we re-
gard it as essential that a clear statement of the following
principles should be made :

(1) That Jew shall not dominate Arab and Arab shall not
dominate Jew in Palestine. (2) That Palestine shall be neither a
Jewish state nor an Arab state. (3) That the form of gevern-
ment ultimately to be established, shall, under international
guarantees, fully protect and preserve the interests in the Holy
Land of Christendom and of the Muslim and Jewish faiths.

Thus Palestine must ultimately become a state which guards

the rights and interests of Muslims, Jews and Christians alike
and accords to the inhabitants, as a whole, the fullest measure
of self-government consistent with the three paramount prin-
ciples set forth above.
Comment. Throughout the long and bloody struggle of Jew
and Arab in Palestine, each crying fiercely: ‘This land is mine’
— except for the brief reference in the Report of the Royal Com-
mission (hereinafter referred to as the Peel Report) and the
little evidence, written and oral, that we received on this point
- the great interest of the Christian world in Palestine has been
completely overlooked, glossed over or brushed aside.

We therefore emphatically declare that Palestine is a Holy
Land, sacred to Christian, to Jew and to Muslim alike; and
because it is a Holy Land, Palestine is not, and can never be-
come, a land which any race or religion can justly claim as its
very own.

We further, in the same emphatic way, affirm that the fact
that it is the Holy Land sets Palestine completely apart from
other lands and dedicates it to the precepts and practices of the
brotherhood of man, not those of narrow nationalism.

For another reason, in the light of its long history, and par-
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ticularly its history of the last thirty years, Palestine cannot be
regarded as either a purely Arab or a purely Jewish land.

The Jews have a historic connexion with the country. The
Jewish National Home, though embodying a minority of the
population, is today a reality established under international
guarantee. It has a right to continued existence, protection and
development.

Yet Palestine is not, and never can be, a purely Jewish land.
It lies at the crossroads of the Arab world. Its Arab population,
descended ‘from long-time inhabitants of the area, rightly look
upon Palestine as their homeland.

It is, therefore, neither just nor practicable that Palestine
should become either an Arab state, in which an Arab major-
ity would control the destiny of a Jewish minority, or a Jewish
state, in which a Jewish majority would control that of an Arab
minority. In neither case would minority guarantees afford
adequate protection for the subordinated group.

A Palestinian put the matter thus: ‘In the hearts of us Jews
there has always been a fear that some day this country would
be turned into an Arab state and the Arabs would rule over us.
This fear has at times reached the proportions of terror. ... Now
this same feeling of fear has started up in the hearts of Arabs
... fear lest the Jews acquire the ascendancy and rule over
them.

Palestine, then, must be established as a country in which the
legitimate national aspirations of both Jews and Arabs can be
reconciled without either side fearing the ascendancy of the
other. In our view this cannot be done under any form of con-
stitution in which a mere numerical majority is decisive, since
it is precisely the struggle for a numerical majority which be-
devils Arab-Jewish relations. To ensure genuine self-government
for both the Arab and the Jewish communities, this struggle
must be made purposeless by the constitution itself.

Mandate and United Nations Trusteeship

Recommendation No. 4. We have reached the conclusion
that the hostility between Jews and Arabs and, in particular,
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the determination of each to achieve domination, if necessary
by violence, make it almost certain that, now and for some
time to come, any attempt to establish either an independent
Palestinian state or independent Palestinian states would result
in civil strife such as might threaten the peace of the world. We
therefore recommend that until this hostility disappears the
Government of Palestine be continued as at present under man-
date pending the execution of a trusteeship agreement under
the United Nations.

Comment. We recognize that, in view of the powerful forces,
both Arab and Jewish, operating from outside Palestine, the
task of Great Britain, as Mandatory, has not been easy. The
Peel Commission declared in 1937 that the Mandate was un-
workable and the Permanent Mandates Commission of the
League of Nations thereupon pointed out that it became al-
most unworkable once it was publicly declared to be so by
such a body. Two years later the British Government, having
come to the conclusion that the alternative of partition pro-
posed by the Peel Commission was also unworkable, announced
their intention of taking steps to terminate the Mandate by
establishment of an independent Palestine state.

Our recommendations are based on what we believe at this
stage to be as fair a measure of justice to all as we can find in
view of what has gone before and of all that has been done. We
recognize that they are not in accord with the claims of either
party, and furthermore that they involve a departure from the
recent policy of the Mandatory.

We recognize that, if they are adopted, they will involve a
long period of trusteeship, which will mean a very heavy bur-
den for any single Government to undertake, a burden which
would be lightened if the difficulties were appreciated and the
trustees had the support of other members of the United
Nations.

Equality of standards

Recommendation No. 5. Looking toward a form of ultimate
self-government consistent with the three principles laid down
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in Recommendation No. 3, we recommend that the Mandatory
or trustee should proclaim the principle that Arab economic,
educational and political advancement in Palestine is of equal
importance with that of the Jews; and should at once prepare
measures designed to bridge the gap which now exists and raise
the Arab standard of living to that of the Jews; and to bring the
two peoples to a full appreciation of their common interest and
common destiny in the land where both belong.

Comment. Our examination of conditions in Palestine led us
to the conclusion that one of the chief causes of friction is the
great disparity between the Jewish and Arab standards of liv-
ing. Even under conditions of war, which brought considerable
financial benefits to the Arabs, this disparity has not been ap-
preciably reduced. Only by a deliberate and carefully planned
policy on the part of the Mandatory can the Arab standard of
living be raised to that of the Jews. In stressing the need for
such a policy we would particularly call attention to the dis-
crepancies between the social services, including hospitals,
available in Palestine for Jews and Arabs.

Social Aid

We fully recognize that the Jewish social services are financed
to a very great extent by the Jewish community in Palestine,
with the assistance of outside Jewish organizations; and we
would stress that nothing should be done which would bring
these social services down to the level of those provided for the
Arabs, or halt the constant improvements now being made in
them.

We suggest that consideration be given to the advisability of
encouraging the formation by the Arabs of an Arab community
on the lines of the Jewish community which now largely con-
trols and finances Jewish social services. The Arabs will have
to rely, to a far greater extent than the Jews, on financial aid
from the Government. But the Jews of Palestine should accept
the necessity that taxation, raised from both Jews and Arabs,
will have to be spent very largely on the Arabs in order to
bridge the gap which now exists between the standard of living
of the two peoples.
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Further Immigration Policy

Recommendation No. 6. We recommend that pending the early
reference to the United Nations and the execution of a trustee-
ship agreement, the Mandatory should administer Palestine
according to the Mandate, which declares, with regard to im-
migration, that ‘the administration of Palestine, while ensuring
that the rights and position of other sections of the population
are not prejudiced, shall facilitate Jewish immigration under
suitable conditions’.

Comment. We have recommended the admission of 100,000
immigrants, victims of Nazi persecution, as soon as possible.
We now deal with the position after the admission of that
number. We cannot look far into the future. We cannot con-
struct a yardstick for annual immigration. Until a trusteeship
agreement is executed it is our clear opinion that Palestine
should be administered in accordance with the terms of the
Mandate quoted above.

Further than that we cannot go in the form of a recommen-
dation. In this disordered world, speculation as to the economic
position of any country a few years ahead would be a hazard-
ous proceeding. It is particularly difficult to predict what, after
a few years have passed, will be the economic and political
condition of Palestine. We hope that the present friction and
turbulence will soon die away and be replaced by an era of
peace, absent so long from the Holy Land; that the Jew and
Arab will soon realize that collaboration is to their mutual ad-
vantage, but no one can say how long this will take.

The possibility of the country sustaining a largely increased
population at a decent standard of living depends largely on
whether or not plans referred to in Recommendation No. 8
can be brought to fruition.

The Peel Commission stated that political as well as econ-
omic considerations have to be taken into account in regard to
immigration, and recommend a ‘political high level’ of 12,000
a year. We cannot recommend the fixing of a minimum or of a
maximum for annual immigration in the future. There are too
many uncertain factors.
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We desire, however, to state certain considerations which
we agree should be taken into account in determining what
number of immigrants there should be in any period. It is the
right of every independent nation to determine in the interests
of its people the number of immigrants to be admitted to its
lands. Similarly, it must, we think, be conceded that it should be
the right of the Government of Palestine to decide, having re-
gard to the well-being of all the people of Palestine, the number
of immigrants to be admitted within any given period.

In Palestine there is the Jewish National Home, created in
consequence of the Balfour Declaration. Some may think that
that declaration was wrong and should not have been made;
some that it was a conception on a grand scale and that effect
can be given to one of the most daring and significant coloniza-
tion plans in history. Controversy as to which view is right is
fruitless. The national home is there. Its roots are deep in the
soil of Palestine. It cannot be argued out of existence; neither
can the achievements of the Jewish pioneers.

The Government of Palestine in having regard to the well-
being of all the people of Palestine cannot ignore the interests
of so large a section of the population. It cannot ignore the
achievements of the last quarter of a century. No Government
of Palestine doing its duty to the people of that land can fail to
do its best not only to maintain the national home but also to
foster its proper development and such development must, in
our view, involve immigration.

The well-being of all the people of Palestine, be they Jews,
Arabs or neither, must be the governing consideration. We
reject the view that there shall be no further Jewish immigra-
tion into Palestine without Arab acquiescence, a view which
would result in the Arab dominating the Jew. We also reject
the insistent Jewish demand that forced Jewish immigration
must proceed apace in order to produce as quickly as possible a
Jewish majority and a Jewish state. The well-being of the Jews
must not be subordinated to that of the Arabs; nor that of the
Arabs to the Jews. The well-being of both, the economic situa-
tion of Palestine as a whole, the degree of execution of plans
for further development, all have to be carefully considered in
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deciding the number of immigrants for any particular period.

Palestine is a land sacred to three faiths and must not become
the land of any one of them to the exclusion of the others, and
Jewish immigration for the development of the national home
must not become a policy of discrimination against other im-
migrants. Any person, therefore, who desired and is qualified
under applicable laws to enter Palestine must not be refused
admission or subjected to discrimination on the ground that he
is not a Jew. All provisions respecting immigration must be
drawn, executed and applied with that principle always firmly
in mind.

Further, while we recognize that any Jew who enters Pales-
tine in accordance with its laws is there of right, we expressly
disapprove of the position taken in some Jewish quarters that
Palestine has in some way been ceded or granted as their state
to the Jews of the world, that every Jew everywhere is, merely
because he is a Jew, a citizen of Palestine and therefore can
enter Palestine as of right without regard to conditions imposed
by the Government upon entry and that therefore there can be
no illegal immigration of Jews into Palestine. We declare and
affirm that any immigrant Jew who enters Palestine contrary to
its laws is an illegal immigrant.

[Recommendations 7-9 deal with land policy, economic develop-
ment, and education. Ed.]

Document 22

The Arab Case for Palestine : Evidence Submitted
by the Arab Office, Jerusalem, to the Anglo-American
Committee of Inquiry, March 1946

The Problem of Palestine

I. The whole Arab people is unalterably opposed to the attempt
to impose Jewish immigration and settlement upon it, and ulti-
mately to establish a Jewish state in Palestine. Its opposition is
based primarily upon right. The Arabs of Palestine are descen-
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dants of the indigenous inhabitants of the country, who have
been in occupation of it since the beginning of history; they
cannot agree that it is right to subject an indigenous population
against its will to alien immigrants, whose claim is based upon
a historical connexion which ceased effectively many centuries
ago. Moreover they form the majority of the population; as
such they cannot submit to a policy of immigration which if
pursued for long will turn them from a majority into a minority
in an alien state; and they claim the democratic right of a
majority to make its own decisions in matters of urgent nat-
jonal concern. ..

2. In addition to the question of right, the Arabs oppose the
claims of political Zionism because of the effects which Zionist
settlement has already had upon their situation and is likely to
have to an even greater extent in the future. Negatively, it has
diverted the whole course of their national development. Geo-
graphically Palestine is part of Syria; its indigenous inhabitants
belong to the Syrian branch of the Arab family of nations; all
their culture and tradition link them to the other Arab peoples;
and until 1917 Palestine formed part of the Ottoman Empire
which included also several of the other Arab countries. The
presence and claims of the Zionists, and the support given them
by certain Western powers have resulted in Palestine being cut
off from the other Arab countries and subjected to a regime,
administrative, legal, fiscal and educational, different from that
of the sister-countries. Quite apart from the inconvenience to
individuals and the dislocation of trade which this separation
has caused, it has prevented Palestine participating fully in the
general development of the Arab world.

First, while the other Arab countries have attained or are
near to the attainment of self-government and full membership
of the UNO, Palestine is still under Mandate and has taken no
step towards self-government ; not only are there no represen-
tative institutions, but no Palestinian can rise to the higher
ranks of the administration. This is inacceptable on grounds of
principle, and also because of its evil consequence. It is a
hardship to individual Palestinians whose opportunities of re-
sponsibility are thus curtailed; and it is demoralizing to the
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population to live under a government which has no basis in
their consent and to which they can feel no attachment or
loyalty.

Secondly, while the other Arab countries are working through
the Arab League to strengthen their ties and coordinate their
policies, Palestine (although her Arab inhabitants are formally
represented in the League’s Council) cannot participate fully in
this movement so long as she has no indigenous government;
thus the chasm between the administrative system and the
institutions of Palestine and those of the neighbouring coun-
tries is growing, and her traditional Arab character is being
weakened.

Thirdly, while the other Arab countries have succeeded in or

are on the way to achieving a satisfactory definition of their
relations with the Western powers and with the world-com-
munity, expressed in their treaties with Great Britain and other
Powers and their membership of the United Nations Organiza-
tion, Palestine has not yet been able to establish any definite
status for herself in the world, and her international destiny is
still obscure.
3. All these evils are due entirely to the presence of the Zionists
and the support given to them by certain of the powers; there
is no doubt that, had it not been for that, Arab Palestine would
by now be a self-governing member of the UNO and the Arab
League. Moreover, in addition to the obstacles which Zionism
has thus placed in the way of Palestine’s development, the
presence of the Zionists gives rise to various positive evils which
will increase if Zionist immigration continues.

The entry of incessant waves of immigrants prevents normal
economic and social development and causes constant dislo-
cation of the country’s life; in so far as it reacts upon prices and
values and makes the whole economy dependent upon the con-
stant inflow of capital from abroad it may even in certain
circumstances lead to economic disaster. It is bound moreover
to arouse continuous political unrest and prevent the establish-
ment of that political stability on which the prosperity and
health of the country depend. This unrest is likely to increase
in frequency and violence as the Jews come nearer to being the
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Even if economic and social equilibrium is re-established, it
will be to the detriment of the Arabs. The superior capital re-
sources at the disposal of the Jews, their greater experience of
modern economic technique and the existence of a deliberate
policy of expansion and domination have already gone far to-
ward giving them the economic mastery of Palestine. The big-
gest concessionary companies are in their hands; they possess
a large proportion of the total cultivable land, and an even
larger one of the land in the highest category of fertility; and
the land they possess is mostly inalienable to non-Jews. The
continuance of land-purchase and immigration, taken together
with the refusal of Jews to employ Arabs on their lands or in
their enterprises and the great increase in the Arab population,
will create a situation in which the Arab population is pushed to
the margin of cultivation and a landless proletariat, rural and
urban, comes into existence. This evil can be palliated but not
cured by attempts at increasing the absorptive capacity or the
industrial production of Palestine ; the possibility of such im-
provements is limited, they would take a long time to carry out,
and would scarcely do more than keep pace with the rapid
growth of the Arab population ; moreover in present circum-
stances they would be used primarily for the benefit of the Jews
and thus might increase the disparity between the two com-
munities.

Nor is the evil economic only. Zionism is essentially a political
movement, aiming at the creation of a state: immigration,
land-purchase and economic expansion are only aspects of a
general political strategy. If Zionism succeeds in its aim, the
Arabs will become a minority in their own country; a minority
which can hope for no more than a minor share in the govern-
ment, for the state is to be a Jewish state, and which will find
itself not only deprived of that international status which the
other Arab countries possess but cut off from living contact
with the Arab world of which it is an integral part.

It should not be forgotten too that Palestine contains places
holy to Muslims and Christians, and neither Arab Muslims nor
Arab Christians would willingly see such places subjected to
the ultimate control of a Jewish Government.

4. These dangers would be serious enough at any time, but are
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particularly so in this age, when the first task of the awaken-
ing Arab nation is to come to terms with the West; to define its
relationship with the Western Powers and with the westernized
world community on a basis of equality and mutual respect,
and to adapt what is best in Western civilization to the needs of
its own genius. Zionist policy is one of the greatest obstacles to
the achievement of this task : both because Zionism represents
to the Arabs one side of the Western spirit and because of the
support given to it by some of the Western powers. In fact Zion-
ism has become in Arab eyes a test of Western intentions to-
wards them. So long as the attempt of the Zionists to impose a
Jewish state upon the inhabitants of Palestine is supported by
some or all of the Western Governments, so long will it be diffi-
cult if not impossible for the Arabs to establish a satisfactory
relationship with the Western world and its civilization, and
they will tend to turn away from the West in political hostility
and spiritual isolation; this will be disastrous both for the Arabs
themselves and for those Western nations which have dealings
with them.
5. There are no benefits obtained or to be expected from Zion-
ism commensurate with its evils and its dangers. The alleged
social and economic benefits are much less than is claimed.
The increase in the Arab population is not primarily due to
Zionist immigration, and in any case would not necessarily
be a sign of prosperity. The rise in money wages and earnings
is largely illusory, being offset by the rise in the cost of living. In
so far as real wages and the standard of living have risen, this
is primarily an expression of a general trend common to all
Middle Eastern countries. The inflow of capital has gone largely
to raising money prices and real estate values. The whole econ-
omy is dangerously dependent upon the citrus industry. The
benefits derived from the establishment of industries and the
exploitation of the country’s few natural resources have been
largely neutralized by the failure of Jewish enterprises to em-
ploy Arabs.

The Zionist contention that their social organizations pro-
vide health and social services for the Arab population is exag-
gerated; only a minute proportion of the Arabs, for example,
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are looked after by Jewish health organizations. Even if true it
would prove nothing except that the Government was neglect-
ing its responsibilities in regard to the welfare of the popula-
tion. Arab voluntary social organizations have grown up
independently of Jewish bodies and without help from them.
Even in so far as social and economic benefits have come to the
Arabs from Zionist settlement, it remains true on the one hand
that they are more than counterbalanced by the dangers of
that settlement, and on the other that they are only incidental
and are in no way necessary for the progress of the Arab people.
The main stimulus to Arab economic and social progress does
not come from the example or assistance of the Zionists but
from the natural tendency of the whole Middle Eastern areas,
from the work of the Government and above all from the newly
awakened will to progress of the Arabs themselves. The Arabs
may have started later than the Jews on the road of modern
social and economic organization, but they are now fully
awake and are progressing fast. This is shown in the economic
sphere for example by the continued development of the Arab
citrus industry and financial organizations, in the social sphere
by the growth of the labour movement and the new Land
Development Scheme.

If any proof were needed of this, it could be found in the pro-
gress made during the last three decades by the neighbouring
countries. None of the Arab countries is stagnant today : even
without the example and capital of the Zionists, they are build-
ing up industries, improving methods and extending the scope
of agriculture, establishing systems of public education and in-
creasing the amenities of life. In some countries and spheres
the progress has been greater than among the Arabs of Palestine,
and in all of them it is healthier and more normal.

The Zionists claim further that they are acting as mediators
of Western civilization to the Middle East. Even if their claim
were true, the services they were rendering would be incidental
only: the Arab world has been in direct touch with the West
for a hundred years, and has its own reawakened cultural move-.
ment, and thus it has no need of a mediator. Moreover the claim
is untrue: so long as Jewish cultural life in Palestine expresses
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itself through the medium of the Hebrew language, its influence
on the surrounding world is bound to be negligible; in fact,
Arab culture today is almost wholly uninfluenced by the Jews,
and practically no Arabs take part in the work of Jewish cul-
tural or educational institutions. In a deeper sense the presence
of the Zionists is even an obstacle to the understanding of
Western civilization, in so far as it more than any other factor
is tending to induce in the Arabs an unsympathetic attitude
towards the West and all its works.

6. Opposition to the policy of the Zionists is shared by all sec-
tions of the Palestinian Arab people. It is not confined to the
townspeople but is universal among the rural population, who
stand to suffer most from the gradual alienation of the most
fertile land to the Jewish National Fund. It is felt not only by
the landowners and middle class but by the working popula-
tion, both for national reasons and for reasons of their own. It is
not an invention of the educated class; if that class have seen
the danger more clearly and sooner than others, and if they
have assumed the leadership of the opposition, that is no more
than their duty and function.

Moreover not only the Arab Muslim majority are opposed

to Zionism but also and equally the Arab Christian minority
who reject Zionism both because they share to the full in the
national sentiments of other Arabs and because as Christians
they cannot accept that their Holy Places should be subject to
Jewish control, and cannot understand how any Christian
nation could accept it.
7. The sentiments of the Palestinian Arabs are fully shared by
the other Arab countries, both by their Government and their
peoples. Their support has shown itself in many ways: in pan-
Arab Conferences, in the moral and material support given by
the whole Arab world to the revolt in 1936-9, in the diplomatic
activities of Arab Governments, and most recently in the for-
mation of the Arab League, which has taken the defence of
Palestine as one of its main objectives. The members of the
Arab League are now taking active measures to prevent the
alienation of Arab lands to the Zionists and Jewish domination
of the economic life of the Middle East ...
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8. In the Arab view, any solution of the problem created by
Zionist aspirations must satisfy certain conditions :

(i) It must recognize the right of the indigenous inhabitants
of Palestine to continue in occupation of the country and to
preserve its traditional character.

(ii) It must recognize that questions like immigration, which
affect the whole nature and destiny of the country, should be
decided in accordance with democratic principles by the will
of the population.

(iii) It must accept the principle that the only way by which
the will of the population can be expressed is through the estab-
lishment of responsible representative government. (The Arabs
find something inconsistent in the attitude of Zionists who de-
mand the establishment of a free democratic commonwealth
in Palestine and then hasten to add that this should not take
place until the Jews are in a majority.)

(iv) This representative Government should be based upon
the principle of absolute equality of all citizens irrespective of
race and religion.

(v) The form of Government should be such as to make pos-
sible the development of a spirit of loyalty and cohesion among
all elements of the community, which will override all sectional
attachments. In other words it should be a Government which
the whole community could regard as their own, which should
be rooted in their consent and have a moral claim upon their
obedience.

(vi) The settlement should recognize the fact that by geo-
graphy and history Palestine is inescapably part of the Arab
world; that the only alternative to its being part of the Arab
world and accepting the implications of its position is complete
isolation, which would be disastrous from every point of view;
and that whether they like it or not the Jews in Palestine are
dependent upon the goodwill of the Arabs.

(vii) The settlement should be such as to make possible a
satisfactory definition within the framework of UNO of the
relations between Palestine and the Western Powers who pos-
sess interests in the country.

(viii) The settlement should take into account that Zionism
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is essentially a political movement aiming at the creation of a
Jewish state and should therefore avoid making any concession
which might encourage Zionists in the hope that this aim can
be achieved in any circumstances.

9. In accordance with these principles, the Arabs urge the estab-
lishment in Palestine of a democratic government representa-
tive of all sections of the population on a level of absolute
equality; the termination of the Mandate once the Government
has been established; and the entry of Palestine into the United
Nations Organization as a full member of the working com-
munity.

Pending the establishment of a representative Government,
all further Jewish immigration should be stopped, in pursuance
of the principle that a decision on so important a matter should
only be taken with the consent of the inhabitants of the country
and that until representative institutions are established there
is no way of determining consent. Strict measures should also
continue to be taken to check illegal immigration. Once a Pales-
tinian state has come into existence, if any section of the
population favours a policy of further immigration it will be
able to press its case in accordance with normal democratic
procedure; but in this as in other matters the minority must
abide by the decision of the majority.

Similarly, all further transfer of land from Arabs to Jews
should be prohibited prior to the creation of self-governing
institutions. The Land Transfer Regulations should be made
more stringent and extended to the whole area of the country,
and severe measures be taken to prevent infringement of them.
Here again once self-government exists matters concerning land
will be decided in the normal democratic manner.

10. The Arabs are irrevocably opposed to political Zionism, but
in no way hostile to the Jews as such nor to their Jewish fellow-
citizens of Palestine. Those Jews who have already entered
Palestine, and who have obtained or shall obtain Palestinian
citizenship by due legal process will be full citizens of the Pales-
tinian state, enjoying full civil and political rights and a fair share
in government and administration. There is no question of their
being thrust into the position of a ‘minority’ in the bad sense of
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a closed community, which dwells apart from the main stream
of the state’s life and which exists by sufferance of the major-
ity. They will be given the opportunity of belonging to and
helping to mould the full community of the Palestinian state,
joined to the Arabs by links of interest and goodwill, not the
goodwill of the strong to the powerless, but of one citizen to
another.

It is to be hoped that in course of time the exclusiveness of
the Jews will be neutralized by the development of loyalty to
the state and the emergence of new groupings which cut across
communal divisions. This however will take time; and during
the transitional period the Arabs recognize the need for giving
special consideration to the peculiar position and the needs of
the Jews. No attempt would be made to interfere with their
communal organization, their personal status or their religious
observances. Their schools and cultural institutions would be
left to operate unchecked except for that general control which
all governments exercise over education. In the districts in
which they are most closely settled they would possess muni-
cipal autonomy and Hebrew would be an official language of
administration, justice and education.

11. The Palestinian state would be an Arab state not (as should
be clear from the preceding paragraph) in any narrow racial
sense, nor in the sense that non-Arabs should be placed in a
position of inferiority, but because the form and policy of its
government would be based on a recognition of two facts: first
that the majority of the citizens are Arabs, and secondly that
Palestine is part of the Arab world and has no future except
through close cooperation with the other Arab states. Thus
among the main objects of the Government would be to pre-
serve and enrich the country’s Arab heritage, and to draw
closer the relations between Palestine and the other Arab coun-
tries. The Cairo Pact of March 1945 provided for the repre-
sentation of Palestine on the Council of the Arab League even
before its independence should be a reality; once it was really
self-governing, it would participate fully in all the work of the
League, in the cultural and economic no less than the political
sphere. This would be of benefit to the Jewish no less than the
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Arab citizens of Palestine, since it would ensure those good
relations with the Arab world without which their economic
development would be impossible.

12. The state would apply as soon as possible for admission
into UNO, and would of course be prepared to bear its full
share of the burdens of establishing a world security-system.
It would willingly place at the disposal of the Security Council
whatever bases or other facilities were required, provided those
bases were really used for the purpose for which they were
intended and not in order to interfere in the internal affairs of
the country, and provided also Palestine and the other Arab
states were adequately represented on the controlling body.

The state would recognize also the world’s interest in the
maintenance of a satisfactory regime for the Muslim, Chris-
tian and Jewish Holy Places. In the Arab view however the
need for such a regime does not involve foreign interference
in or control of Palestine; no opportunity should be given to
great powers to use the Holy Places as instruments of policy.
The Holy Places can be most satisfactorily and appropriately
guarded by a Government representative of the inhabitants,
who include adherents of all three faiths and have every inter-
est in preserving the holy character of their country.

Nor in the Arab view would any sort of foreign interference
or control be justified by the need to protect the Christian
minorities. The Christians are Arabs, who belong fully to the
national community and share fully in its struggle. They would
have all the rights and duties of citizens of a Palestinian state,
and would continue to have their own communal organiza-
tions and institutions. They themselves would ask for no more,
having learnt from the example of other Middle Eastern coun-
tries the dangers of an illusory foreign ‘protection’ of minorities.
13. In economic and social matters the Government of Palestine
would follow a progressive policy with the aim of raising the
standard of living and increasing the welfare of all sections of
the population, and using the country’s natural resources in the
way most beneficial to all. Its first task naturally would be to
improve the condition of the Arab peasants and thus to bridge
the economic and social gulf which at present divides the two
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communities. Industry would be encouraged, but only in so far
as its economic basis was sound and as part of a general policy
of economic development for the whole Arab world; commer-
cial and financial ties with the other Arab countries would so
far as possible be strengthened, and tariffs decreased or abol-
ished.

14. The Arabs believe that no other proposals would satisfy the
conditions of a just and lasting settlement. In their view there
are insuperable objections of principle or of practice to all
other suggested solutions of the problem.

(1) The idea of partition and the establishment of a Jewish
state in a part of Palestine is inadmissible for the same reasons
of principle as the idea of establishing a Jewish state in the
whole country. If it is unjust to the Arabs to impose a Jewish
state on the whole of Palestine, it is equally unjust to impose it
in any part of the country. Moreover, as the Woodhead Com-
mission showed, there are grave practical difficulties in the way
of partition; commerce would be strangled, communications
dislocated and the public finances upset. It would also be im-
possible to devise frontiers which did not leave a large Arab
minority in the Jewish state. This minority would not willingly
accept its subjection to the Zionists, and it would not allow
itself to be transferred to the Arab state. Moreover, partition
would not satisfy the Zionists. It cannot be too often repeated
that Zionism is a political movement aiming at the domination
at least of the whole of Palestine; to give it a foothold in part
of Palestine would be to encourage it to press for more and to
provide it with a base for its activities. Because of this, because
of the pressure of population and in order to escape from its
isolation it would inevitably be thrown into enmity with the
surrounding Arab states and this enmity would disturb the
stability of the whole Middle East.

(2) Another proposal is for the establishment of a bi-national
state, based upon political parity, in Palestine and its incor-
poration into a Syrian or Arab Federation. The Arabs would
reject this as denying the majority its normal position and
rights. There are also serious practical objections to the idea of
a bi-national state, which cannot exist unless there is a strong
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sense of unity and common interest overriding the differences
between the two parties. Moreover, the point made in regard
to the previous suggestion may be repeated here: this scheme
would in no way satisfy the Zionists, it would simply encourage
them to hope for more and improve their chances of obtaining
it...

Document 23
The Case for a Bi-national State *
The Arab Contention

The Arabs say that ‘the existence of the Jewish National Home,
whatever its size, bars the way to the attainment by the Arabs
of Palestine of the same national status as that attained, or
soon to be attained, by all the other Arabs of Asia’ (Royal Com-
mission, p. 307). That is so. And they ask if they are not as fit
for self-government as the Arabs of other countries. They are.

Arab Concessions

But the whole history of Palestine shows that it just has not
been made for uni-national sovereign independence. This is an
inescapable fact which no one can disregard. Although the
Arabs cannot have a uni-national independent Arab Palestine,
they can enjoy independence in a bi-national Palestine together
with their Jewish fellow-citizens. This will afford them a maxi-
mum of national freedom. What the bi-national state will take
away from them is sovereign independence in Palestine. There
are other Arab states with sovereign independence. But we
contend that the sovereign independence of tiny Palestine,
whether it be Jewish sovereignty or Arab sovereignty, is a ques-
tionable good in this post-war period, when even great states
must relinquish something of their sovereignty and seek union,
if the world is not to perish. We contend that for this Holy Land
*Reprinted from M. Buber and ]. L. Magnes, Arab-Jewish Unity.
London: Victor Gollancz Ltd., 1947.
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the idea of a bi-national Palestine is at least as inspiring as that
of an Arab sovereign Palestine or a Jewish sovereign Palestine.

Jewish Concessions

On the other hand, the bi-national Palestine would deprive the
Jews of their one chance of a Jewish state. But this bi-national
Palestine would be the one state in the world where they would
be a constituent nation, i.e. an equal nationality within the
body politic, and not a minority as everywhere else. The absence
of a Jewish state would make more difficult direct access by the
Jewish people to UNO. To compensate for this, some form
should be devised for giving the Jewish people a recognized
place within the structure of the United Nations Organization.

Nevertheless, the concessions the Jews would have to make
on these matters are, we think, more far-reaching than the
concessions the Arabs of Palestine would have to make. But
the hard facts of the situation are that this is not a Jewish land
and it is not an Arab land - it is the Holy Land, a bi-national
country - and it is in the light of such hard facts that the prob-
lem must be approached.

The Advantages of a Bi-national Palestine

Before proceeding to outline our suggestions as to the political
structure of the bi-national Palestine, we should like finally to
point out some of the advantages of bi-nationalism based on
parity in a country which has two nationalities.

FAILURE OF MINORITY GUARANTEES

1. The breakdown of the minority guarantees provided for
in the Versailles Peace treaties is proof that in a bi-national
country the only safeguard for a minority is equality with the
majority. There is no prospect of peace in a country where
there is a dominant people and a subordinate people. The
single nation-state is a proper form for a country where there
is but one legally recognized nationality, as, for example, the
United States. But in countries with more than one recognized
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nationality — and they are numerous in Europe and in Asia -
bitterness is engendered among the minority because the civil
service, the military, the economic key positions, foreign affairs,
are in the hands of the ruling class of the majority nation.
Parity in a multi-national country is the only just relationship
between the peoples.

SWITZERLAND

2. The multi-national state is an effective method of affording
full protection for the national languages, cultures and insti-
tutions of each nationality. That there can be full cultural
autonomy combined with full allegiance to the multi-national
political state is proven in Switzerland’s history for more than
100 years. The Swiss are divided by language, religion and
culture; nor do the linguistic and religious groupings coincide
in the various cantons Yet all of these divergencies have not
been obstacles to political unity. This is a newer form of de-
mocracy which is as important for multi-national states as the
more familiar form of democracy is for uni-national states.
The Swiss example is most relevant to Palestine, although there
are, of course, many points of difference.

OTHER MULTI-NATIONAL COUNTRIES

The Soviet Union is a newer example of a multi-national
state. The new Yugoslav state is an attempt at multi-national
federalism. Professor Seton Watson outlines a bi-national solu-
tion of the age-long problem of Transylvania. Roumanian domi-
nation, Hungarian domination, partition, had all been tried
without success.

BI-NATIONALISM A HIGH IDEAL

3. In many senses the multi-national state represents a higher,
more modern and more hopeful ideal than the uni-national
sovereign independent state. The old way of having a major
people and a minor people in a state of various nationalities is
reactionary. The progressive conception is parity among the
peoples of the multi-national state. The way of peace in the
world today and tomorrow is through federation, union. Divid-
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ing up the world into tiny nationalistic sovereign states has not
been the success the advocates of self-determination had hoped
for at the end of the First World War. (Cobban, National Self-
Determination.) The peoples who have been placed by fate or
by history in the same country have warred with one another
for domination throughout the centuries. The majority have
tried to make the state homogeneous through keeping down the
minority nationalities. The federal multi-national state, based on
the parity of the nationalities, is a most hopeful way of enabling
them to retain their national identity, and yet of coalescing in
a larger political framework. It results in separate nationalities,
yet a single citizenship. This is a noble goal to which the youth
of multi-national countries can be taught to give their enthusi-
asm and their energies. It is a modern challenge to the intelli-
gence and the moral qualities of the peoples constituting
multi-national lands.

Documents 24-25
The United Nations Takes Over

British Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin announced on 14 February
1947 that His Majesty’s Government had decided to refer the
Palestine problem to the United Nations. Tension inside Palestine had
risen, illegal Jewish immigration continued, there was growing
restiveness in the Arab countries: Palestine, Bevin said, could not
be so divided as to create two viable states, since the Arabs would
never agree to it, the Mandate could not be administered in its
present form, and Britain was going to ask the United Nations how
it could be amended.

The United Nations set up a UN Special Committee on Palestine
(UNSCOP) composed of representatives of eleven member states.
Its report and recommendations were published on 31 August 1947
(Document 24). The Jewish Agency accepted the partition plan as
the ‘indispensable minimum’, the Arab governments and the Arab
Higher Executive rejected it. On 29 November 1947 the UN General
Assembly endorsed the partition plan by a vote of thirty-three to
thirteen (Document 25). The two-thirds majority included the United
States and the Soviet Union but not Britain.
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Document 24

Summary of the Report of UNSCOP
(UN Special Committee on Palestine)

31 August 1947

(a) General Recommendations of the Committee

The eleven unanimously adopted resolutions of the Committee
were:

That the Mandate should be terminated and Palestine granted
independence at the earliest practicable date (recommendations
Tand1I);

That there should be a short transitional period preceding
the granting of independence to Palestine during which the
authority responsible for administering Palestine should be
responsible to the United Nations (recommendations III and
1v);

That the sacred character of the Holy Places and the rights
of religious communities in Palestine should be preserved and
stipulations concerning them inserted in the constitution of any
state or states to be created and that a system should be found
for settling impartially any disputes involving religious rights
(recommendation V);

That the General Assembly should take steps to see that the
problem of distressed European Jews should be dealt with as a
matter of urgency so as to alleviate their plight and the Pales-
tine problem (recommendation VI) ;

That the constitution of the new state or states should be
fundamentally democratic and should contain guarantees for
the respect of human rights and fundamental freedoms and for
the protection of minorities (recommendation VII);

That the undertakings contained in the Charter whereby
states are to settle their disputes by peaceful means and to
refrain from the threat or use of force in international rela-
tions in any way inconsistent with the purposes of the United
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Nations should be incorporated in the constitutional provisions
applying to Palestine (recommendation VIII);

That the economic unity of Palestine should be preserved
(recommendation IX);

That states whose nationals had enjoyed in Palestine privi-
leges and immunities of foreigners, including those formerly
enjoyed by capitulation or usage in the Ottoman Empire, should
be invited to renounce any rights pertaining to them (recom-
mendation X);

That the General Assembly should appeal to the peoples of
Palestine to cooperate with the United Nations in its efforts to
settle the situation there and exert every effort to put an end to
acts of violence (recommendations XI);

In addition to these eleven unanimously approved recom-
mendations, the Special Committee, with two members (Uru-
guay and Guatamala) dissenting, and one member recording

no opinion, also approved the following twelfth recommenda-
tion :

Recommendation XII. The Jewish Problem in General
It is recommended that
In the appraisal of the Palestine question, it be accepted as in-

controvertible that any solution for Palestine cannot be considered
as a solution of the Jewish problem in general.

(b) Majority Proposal: Plan of Partition with Economic Union

According to the plan of the majority (the representatives of
Canada, Czechoslovakia, Guatemala, Netherlands, Peru, Swe-
den and Uruguay), Palestine was to be constituted into an Arab
State, a Jewish State and the City of Jerusalem. The Arab and
the Jewish States would become independent after a transi-
tional period of two years beginning on 1 September 1947.
Before their independence could be recognized, however, they
must adopt a constitution in line with the pertinent recom-
mendations of the Committee and make to the United Nations
a declaration containing certain guarantees, and sign a treaty
by which a system of economic collaboration would be estab-
lished and the economic union of Palestine created.



140 The Israel-Arab Reader

The plan provided, inter alia, that during the transitional
period, the United Kingdom would carry on the administration
of Palestine under the auspices of the United Nations and on
such conditions and under such supervision as the United King-
dom and the United Nations might agree upon. During this
period a stated number of Jewish immigrants was to be ad-
mitted. Constituent Assemblies were to be elected by the popula-
tions of the areas which were to comprise the Arab and Jewish
States, respectively, and were to draw up the constitution of
the States.

These constitutions were to provide for the establishment in
each State of a legislative body elected by universal suffrage
and by secret ballot on the basis of proportional representation
and an executive body responsible to the legislature. They
would also contain various guarantees, e.g. for the protection
of the Holy Places and religious buildings and sites, and of
religious and minority rights.

The Constituent Assembly in each State would appoint a
provisional government empowered to make the declaration
and sign the Treaty of Economic Union, after which the inde-
pendence of the State would be recognized. The Declaration
would contain provisions for the protection of the Holy Places
and religious buildings and sites and for religious and minority
rights. It would also contain provisions regarding citizen-
ship.

A treaty would be entered into between the two States, which
would contain provisions to establish the economic union of
Palestine and to provide for other matters of common interest.
A Joint Economic Board would be established consisting of
representatives of the two States and members appointed by the
Economic and Social Council of the United Nations to organize
and administer the objectives of the Economic Union.

The City of Jerusalem would be placed, after the transitional
period, under the International Trusteeship System by means
of a Trusteeship Agreement, which would designate the United
Nations as the Administering Authority. The plan contained
recommended boundaries for the city and provisions concern-
ing the governor and the police force.
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The plan alsollgroposed boundaries for both the Arab and
Jewish States. '

(c) Minority Proposal: Plan of a Federal State

Three UNSCOP members (the representatives of India, Iran and
Yugoslavia) proposed an independent federal state. This plan
provided, inter alia, that an independent federal state of Pales-
tine would be created following a transitional period not
exceeding three years, during which responsibility for admin-
istering Palestine and preparing it for independence would be
entrusted to an authority to be decided by the General Assem-
bly.

The independent federal state would comprise an Arab State
and a Jewish State. Jerusalem would be its capital.

During the transitional period a Constituent Assembly would
be elected by popular vote and convened by the administering
authority on the basis of electoral provisions which would en-
sure the fullest representation of the population.

The Constituent Assembly would draw up the constitution of
the federal state, which was to contain, inter alia, the following
provisions :

The federal state would comprise a federal government and
governments of the Arab and Jewish States, respectively.

Full authority would be vested in the federal government
with regard to national defence, foreign relations, immigration,
currency, taxation for federal purposes, foreign and inter-state
waterways, transport and communications, copyrights and
patents.

The Arab and Jewish States would enjoy full powers of local
self-government and would have authority over education, tax-
ation for local purposes, the right of residence, commercial
licences, land permits, grazing rights, inter-state migration,
settlement, police, punishment of crime, social institutions and
services, public housing, public health, local roads, agriculture
and local industries.

The organs of government would include a head of state, an
executive body, a representative federal legislative body
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composed of two chambers, and a federal court. The executive
would be responsible to the legislative body.

Election to one chamber of the federal legislative body would
be on the basis of proportional representation of the population
as a whole, and to the other on the basis of equal representation
of the Arab and Jewish citizens of Palestine. Legislation would
be enacted when approved by majority votes in both chambers ;
in the event of disagreement between the two chambers, the
issue would be submitted to an arbitral body of five members
including not less than two Arabs and two Jews.

The federal court would be the final court of appeal regard-
ing constitutional matters. Its members, who would include
not less than four Arabs and three Jews, would be elected by
both chambers of the federal legislative body.

The constitution was to guarantee equal rights for all minor-
ities and fundamental human rights and freedoms. It would
guarantee, inter alia, free access to the Holy Places and protect
religious interests.

The constitution would provide for an undertaking to settle
international disputes by peaceful means.

There would be a single Palestinian nationality and citizen-
ship.

The constitution would provide for equitable participation
of representatives of both communities in delegations to inter-
national conferences.

A permanent international body was to be set up for the
supervision and protection of the Holy Places, to be composed
of three representatives designated by the United Nations and
one representative of each of the recognized faiths having an
interest in the matter, as might be determined by the United
Nations.

For a period of three years from the beginning of the tran-
sitional period Jewish immigrants would be permitted into the
Jewish State in such numbers as not to exceed its absorptive
capacity, and having due regard for the rights of the existing
population within that State and their anticipated natural rate
of increase. An international commission, composed of three
Arab, three Jewish and three United Nations representatives,
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would be appointed to estimate the absorptive capacity of the
Jewish State. The commission would cease to exist at the end
of the three-year period mentioned above.

The minority plan also laid down the boundaries of the pro-
posed Arab and Jewish areas of the federal state.

Document 25

UN General Assembly Resolution on the Future
Government of Palestine (Partition Resolution)

29 November 1947

The General Assembly,

Having met in special session at the request of the manda-
tory Power to constitute and instruct a special committee to
prepare for the consideration of the question of the future
government of Palestine at the second regular session;

Having constituted a Special Committee and instructed it to
investigate all questions and issues relevant to the problem of
Palestine, and to prepare proposals for the solution of the prob-
lem, and

Having received and examined the report of the Special Com-
mittee (document A/364) including a number of unanimous
recommendations and a plan of partition with economic union
approved by the majority of the Special Committee,

Considers that the present situation in Palestine is one which
is likely to impair the general welfare and friendly relations
among nations;

Takes note of the declaration by the mandatory Power that
it plans to complete its evacuation of Palestine by 1 August
1948;

Recommends to the United Kingdom, as the mandatory
Power for Palestine, and to all other Members of the United
Nations the adoption and implementation, with regard to the
future government of Palestine, of the Plan of Partition with
Economic Union set out below;
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Requests that

(a) The Security Council take the necessary measures as pro-
vided for in the plan for its implementation ;

(b) The Security Council consider, if circumstances during
the transitional period require such consideration, whether the
situation in Palestine constitutes a threat to the peace. If it
decides that such a threat exists, and in order to maintain
international peace and security, the Security Council should
supplement the authorization of the General Assembly by
taking measures, under Articles 39 and 41 of the Charter, to
empower the United Nations Commission, as provided in this
resolution, to exercise in Palestine the functions which are as-
signed to it by this resolution ;

(c) The Security Council determine as a threat to the peace,
breach of the peace or act of aggression, in accordance with
Article 39 of the Charter, any attempt to alter by force the
settlement envisaged by this resolution ;

(d) The Trusteeship Council be informed of the responsibili-
ties envisaged for it in this plan;

Calls upon the inhabitants of Palestine to take such steps as
may be necessary on their part to put this plan into effect;

Appeals to all Governments and all peoples to refrain from
taking any action which might hamper or delay the carrying
out of these recommendations, and

Authorizes the Secretary-General to reimburse travel and
subsistence expenses of the members of the commission re-
ferred to in Part I, Section B, paragraph 1 below, on such basis
and in such form as he may determine most appropriate in
the circumstances, and to provide the Commission with the
necessary staff to assist in carrying out the functions assigned
to the Commission by the General Assembly.
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Plan of Partition with Economic Union
Part I — Future Constitution and Government of Palestine

A. TERMINATION OF MANDATE
PARTITION AND INDEPENDENCE

1. The Mandate for Palestine shall terminate as soon as pos-
sible but in any case not later than 1 August 1948.

2. The armed forces of the mandatory Power shall be pro-
gressively withdrawn from Palestine, the withdrawal to be
completed as soon as possible but in any case not later than
1 August 1948.

The mandatory Power shall advise the Commission, as far
in advance as possible, of its intention to terminate the Man-
date and to evacuate each area.

The mandatory Power shall use its best endeavours to ensure
that an area situated in the territory of the Jewish State, includ-
ing a seaport and hinterland adequate to provide facilities for
a substantial immigration, shall be evacuated at the earliest
possible date and in any event not later than 1 February 1948.

3. Independent Arab and Jewish States and the Special Inter-
national Regime for the City of Jerusalem, set forth in part III
of this plan, shall come into existence in Palestine two months
after the evacuation of the armed forces of the mandatory
Power has been completed but in any case not later than 1
October 1948. The boundaries of the Arab State, the Jewish
State, and the City of Jerusalem shall be described in parts II
and III below.

4. The period between the adoption by the General Assembly
of its recommendation on the question of Palestine and the
establishment of the independence of the Arab and Jewish
States shall be a transitional period.

B. STEPS PREPARATORY TO INDEPENDENCE

1. A Commission shall be set up consisting of one representa-
tive of each of five Member States. The Members represented
on the Commission shall be elected by the General Assembly
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on as broad a basis, geographically and otherwise, as possible.

2. The administration of Palestine shall, as the mandatory
Power withdraws its armed forces, be progressively turned
over to the Commission, which shall act in conformity with
the recommendations of the General Assembly, under the guid-
ance of the Security Council. The mandatory Power shall to
the fullest possible extent coordinate its plans for withdrawal
with the plans of the Commission to take over and administer
areas which have been evacuated.

In the discharge of this administrative responsibility the
Commission shall have authority to issue necessary regulations
and take other measures as required.

The mandatory Power shall not take any action to prevent,
obstruct or delay the implementation by the Commission of
the measures recommended by the General Assembly.

3. On its arrival in Palestine the Commission shall proceed
to carry out measures for the establishment of the frontiers of
the Arab and Jewish States and the City of Jerusalem in accord-
ance with the general lines of the recommendations of the
General Assembly on the partition of Palestine. Nevertheless,
the boundaries as described in part II of this plan are to be
modified in such a way that village areas as a rule will not be
divided by state boundaries unless pressing reasons make that
necessary.

4. The Commission, after consultation with the democratic
parties and other public organizations of the Arab and Jewish
States, shall select and ‘establish in each State as rapidly as
possible a Provisional Council of Government. The activities
of both the Arab and Jewish Provisional Councils of Govern-
ment shall be carried out under the general direction of the
Commission.

If by 1 April 1948 a Provisional Council of Government can-
not be selected for either of the States, or, if selected, cannot
carry out its functions, the Commission shall communicate that
fact to the Security Council for such action with respect to that
State as the Security Council may deem proper, and to the

Secretary-General for communication to the Members of the
United Nations.
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5. Subject to the provisions of these recommendations during
the transitional period the Provisional Councils of Government,
acting under the Commission, shall have full authority in the
areas under their control, including authority over matters of
immigration and land regulation.

6. The Provisional Council of Government of each State, act-
ing under the Commission, shall progressively receive from the
Commission full responsibility for the administration of that
State in the period between the termination of the Mandate
and the establishment of the State’s independence.

7. The Commission shall instruct the Provisional Councils of
Government of both the Arab and Jewish States, after their
formation, to proceed to the establishment of administrative
organs of government, central and local.

8. The Provisional Council of Government of each State shall,
within the shortest time possible, recruit an armed militia from
the residents of that State, sufficient in number to maintain
internal order and to prevent frontier clashes.

This armed militia in each State shall, for operational pur-
poses, be under the command of Jewish or Arab officers resi-
dent in that State, but general political and military control,
including the choice of the militia’s High Command, shall be
exercised by the Commission.

9. The Provisional Council of Government of each State shall,
not later than two months after the withdrawal of the armed
forces of the mandatory Power, hold elections to the Constit-
uent Assembly which shall be conducted on democratic lines.

The election regulations in each State shall be drawn up by
the Provisional Council of Government and approved by the
Comunission.

Qualified voters for each State for this election shall be per-
sons over eighteen years of age who are: (a) Palestinian citi-
zens residing in that State and (b) Arabs and Jews residing in
the State, although not Palestinian citizens, who, before voting,
have signed a notice of intention to become citizens of such
State.

Arabs and Jews residing in the City of Jerusalem who have
signed a notice of intention to become citizens, the Arabs of
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the Arab State and the Jews of the Jewish State, shall be en-
titled to vote in the Arab and Jewish States respectively.

Women may vote and be elected to the Constituent Assem-
blies.

During the transitional period no Jew shall be permitted to
establish residence in the area of the proposed Arab State, and
no Arab shall be permitted to establish residence in the area
of the proposed Jewish State, except by special leave of the
Commission. -

10. The Constituent Assembly of each State shall draft a .
democratic constitution for its State and choose a provisional
government to succeed the Provisional Council of Government
appointed by the Commission. The constitutions of the States
shall embody chapters 1 and 2 of the Declaration provided
for in section C below and include inter alia provisions for :

(a) Establishing in each State a legislative body elected by
universal suffrage and by secret ballot on the basis of propor-
tional representation, and an executive body responsible to the
legislature;

(b) Settling all international disputes in which the State may
be involved by peaceful means in such a manner that inter-
national peace and security, and justice, are not endangered;

(c) Accepting the obligation of the State to refrain in its
international relations from the threat or use of force against
the territorial integrity or political independence of any State,
or in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the
United Nations;

(d) Guaranteeing to all persons equal and non-discriminatory
rights in civil, political, economic and religious matters and
the enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms,
including freedom of religion, language, speech and publication,
education assembly and association;

(e) Preserving freedom of transit and visit for all residents
and citizens of the other State in Palestine and the City of Jeru-
salem, subject to considerations of national security, provided
that each State shall control residence within its borders.

11. The Commission shall appoint a preparatory economic
commission of three members to make whatever arrangements
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are possible for economic cooperation, with a view to estab-
lishing, as soon as practicable, the Economic Union and the
Joint Economic Board, as provided in section D below.

12. During the period between the adoption of the recom-
mendations on the question of Palestine by the General Assem-
bly and the termination of the Mandate, the mandatory Power in
Palestine shall maintain full responsibility for administration in
areas from which it has not withdrawn its armed forces. The
Commission shall assist the Mandatory Power in the carrying
out of these functions Similarly the mandatory Power shall co-
operate with the Commission in the execution of its functions.

13. With a view to ensuring that there shall be continuity in
the functioning of administrative services and that, on the with-
drawal of the armed forces of the mandatory Power, the whole
administration shall be in charge of the Provisional Councils
and the Joint Economic Board, respectively, acting under the
Commission, there shall be a progressive transfer, from the
mandatory Power to the Commission, of responsibility for all
the functions of government, including that of maintaining law
and order in the areas from which the forces of the mandatory
Power have been withdrawn.

14. The Commission shall be guided in its activities by the
recommendations of the General Assembly and by such instruc-
tions as the Security Council may consider necessary to issue.

The measures taken by the Commission, within the recom-
mendations of the General Assembly, shall become immedi-
ately effective unless the Commission has previously received
contrary instructions from the Security Council.

The Commission shall render periodic monthly progress re-
ports, or more frequently if desirable, to the Security Council.

15. The Commission shall make its final report to the next
regular session of the General Assembly and to the Security
Council simultaneously.

C. DECLARATION

A declaration shall be made to the United Nations by the pro-
visional government of each proposed State before independ-
ence. It shall contain inter alia the following clauses:
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GENERAL PROVISION

The stipulations contained in the declaration are recognized as
fundamental laws of the State and no law, regulation or official
action shall conflict or interfere with these stipulations, nor
shall any law, regulation or official action prevail over them.

CHAPTER I. HOLY PLACES, RELIGIOUS BUILDINGS

AND SITES

1. Existing rights in respect of Holy Places and religious
buildings or sites shall not be denied or impaired.

2. In so far as Holy Places are concerned, the liberty of
access, visit and transit shall be guaranteed, in conformity with
existing rights, to all residents and citizens of the other State
and of the City of Jerusalem, as well as to aliens, without dis-
tinction as to nationality, subject to requirements of national
security, public order and decorum.

Similarly, freedom of worship shall be guaranteed in con-
formity with existing rights, subject to the maintenance of
public order and decorum.

3. Holy Places and religious buildings or sites shall be pre-
served. No act shall be permitted which may in any way im-
pair their sacred character. If at any time it appears to the
Government that any particular Holy Place, religious building
or site is in need of urgent repair, the Government may call
upon the community or communities concerned to carry out
such repair. The Government may carry it out itself at the ex-
pense of the community or communities concerned if no action
is taken within a reasonable time.

4. No taxation shall be levied in respect of any Holy Place,
religious building or site which was exempt from taxation on
the date of the creation of the State.

No change in the incidence of such taxation shall be made
which would either discriminate between the owners or occu-
piers of Holy Places, religious buildings or sites, or would place
such owners or occupiers in a position less favourable in rela-
tion to the general incidence of taxation than existed at the
time of the adoption of the Assembly’s recommendation.

5. The Governor of the City of Jerusalem shall have the right
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to determine whether the provisions of the Constitution of the
State in relation to Holy Places, religious buildings and sites
within the borders of the State and the religious rights apper-
taining thereto, are being properly applied and respected, and
to make decisions on the basis of existing rights in cases of dis-
putes which may arise between the different religious com-
munities or the rites of a religious community with respect to
such places, buildings and sites. He shall receive full cooperation
and such privilages and immunities as are necessary for the
exercise of his functions in the State.

CHAPTER II. RELIGIOUS AND MINORITY RIGHTS

1. Freedom of conscience and the free exercise of all forms
of worship, subject only to the maintenance of public order and
morals, shall be ensured to all.

2. No discrimination of any kind shall be made between the
inhabitants on the ground of race, religion, language or sex.

3. All persons within the jurisdiction of the State shall be
entitled to equal protection of the laws.

4. The family law and personal status of the various minori-
ties and their religious interests, including endowments, shall
be respected.

5. Except as may be required for the maintenance of public
order and good government, no measure shall be taken to ob-
struct or interfere with the enterprise of religious or charitable
bodies of all faiths or to discriminate against any representative
or member of these bodies on the ground of his religion or
nationality.

6. The State shall ensure adequate primary and secondary
education for the Arab and Jewish minority, respectively, in
its own language and its cultural traditions.

The right of each community to maintain its own schools
for the education of its own members in its own language, while
conforming to such educational requirements of a general
nature as the State may impose, shall not be denied or impaired.
Foreign educational establishments shall continue their activity
on the basis of their existing rights.

7. No restriction shall be imposed on the free use by any
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citizen of the State of any language in private intercourse, in
commerce, in religion, in the Press or in publications of any
kind, or at public meetings.!

8. No expropriation of land owned by an Arab in the Jewish
State (by a Jew in the Arab State)? shall be allowed except for
public purposes. In all cases of expropriation full compensa-
tion as fixed by the Supreme Court shall be paid previous to
dispossession.

CHAPTER III. CITIZENSHIP, INTERNATIONAL CONVENTIONS
FINANCIAL OBLIGATIONS

1. Citizenship. Palestinian citizens residing in Palestine out-
side the City of Jerusalem, as well as Arabs and Jews who, not
holding Palestinian citizenship, reside in Palestine outside the
City of Jerusalem shall, upon the recognition of independence,
become citizens of the State in which they are resident and en-
joy full civil and political rights. Persons over the age of eighteen
years may opt, within one year from the date of recognition
of independence of the State in which they reside, for citizenship
of the other State, providing that no Arab residing in the area of
proposed Jewish State shall have the right to opt for citizen-
ship in the proposed Jewish State and no Jews residing in the
proposed Jewish State shall have the right to opt for citizen-
ship in the proposed Arab State. The exercise of this right of
option will be taken to include the wives and children under
eighteen years of age of persons so opting.

Arabs residing in the area of the proposed Jewish State and
Jews residing in the area of the proposed Arab State who have
signed a notice of intention to opt for citizenship of the other
State shall be eligible to vote in the elections to the Constituent

1. The following stipulation shall be added to the declaration con-
cerning the Jewish State: ‘In the Jewish State adequate facilities
shall be given to Arabicspeaking citizens for the use of their
language, either orally or in writing, in the legislature, before the
Courts and in the administration.’

2. In the declaration concerning the Arab State, the words ‘by
an Arab in the Jewish State’ should be replaced by the words ‘by
a Jew in the Arab State’.
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Assembly of that State, but not in the elections to the Con-
stituent Assembly of the State in which they reside.

2. International conventions. (a) The State shall be bound by
all the international agreements and conventions, both general
and special, to which Palestine has become a party. Subject to
any right of denunciation provided for therein, such agreements
and conventions shall be respected by the State throughout the
period for which they were concluded.

(b) Any dispute about the applicability and continued valid-
ity of international conventions or treaties signed or adhered
to by the mandatory Power on behalf of Palestine shall be
referred to the International Court of Justice in accordance
with the provisions of the Statute of the Court.

3. Financial obligations. (a) The State shall respect and fulfil
all financial obligations of whatever nature assumed on behalf
of Palestine by the mandatory Power during the exercise of
the Mandate and recognized by the State. This provision in-
cludes the right of public servants to pensions, compensation
or gratuities.

(b) These obligations shall be fulfilled through participation
in the Joint Economic Board in respect of those obligations ap-
plicable to Palestine as a whole, and individually in respect of
those applicable to, and fairly apportionable between, the States.

(c) A Court of Claims, affiliated with the Joint Economic
Board, and composed of one member appointed by the United
Nations, one representative of the United Kingdom and one
representative of the State concerned, should be established.
Any dispute between the United Kingdom and the States re-
specting claims not recognized by the latter should be referred
to that Court.

(d) Commercial concessions granted in respect of any part of
Palestine prior to the adoption of the resolution by the General
Assembly shall continue to be valid according to their terms,
unless modified by agreement between the concession-holder
and the State.

[Section D has been deleted: ‘Economic Union and Transit’. Part
IT of the Resolution deals with the borders of the new State; Part
III with ‘Capitulations’. Ed.]
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Part 3 of the Reader extends from the establishment
of the state of Israel in May 1948 to the aftermath

of the third Arab-Israeli war in 1967. The United
Nations resolution about the partition of Palestine
was bitterly resented by the Palestinian Arabs and
their supporters in the neighbouring countries who
tried to prevent with the force of arms the
establishment of a Zionist state by the ‘Jewish
usurpers’. This attempt failed and Israel, as a result,
seized areas beyond those defined in the U N resolution.
The armistice of 1949 did not restore peace; an Arab
refugee problem came into being, guerrilla attacks,
Israel retaliation and Arab blockage of the Suez
Canal and the Gulf of Aqaba led to the second and
third Arab-Israeli Wars.






Document 26

State of Israel Proclamation of
Independence

The Proclamation of Independence was published by the Provisional
State Council in Tel Aviv on 14 May 1948. The Provisional State
Council was the forerunner of the Knesset, the Israeli parliament.
The British Mandate was terminated the following day and regular
armed forces of Transjordan, Egypt, Syria and other Arab countries

entered Palestine.
*

The Land of Israel was the birthplace of the Jewish people.
Here their spiritual, religious and national identity was formed.
Here they achieved independence and created a culture of
national and universal significance. Here they wrote and gave
the Bible to the world.

Exiled from the Land of Israel the Jewish people remained
faithful to it in all the countries of their dispersion, never ceas-
ing to pray and hope for their return and the restoration of
their national freedom.

Impelled by this historic association, Jews strove throughout
the centuries to go back to the land of their fathers and regain
their statehood. In recent decades they returned in their masses.
They reclaimed the wilderness, revived their language, built
cities and villages, and established a vigorous and ever-growing
community, with its own economic and cultural life. They
sought peace, yet were prepared to defend themselves. They
brought the blessings of progress to all inhabitants of the
country and looked forward to sovereign independence.

In the year 1897 the First Zionist Congress, inspired by
Theodor Herzl’s vision of the Jewish State, proclaimed the right
of the Jewish people to national revival in their own country.

This right was acknowledged by the Balfour Declaration of
2 November 1917, and re-affirmed by the Mandate of the
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League of Nations, which gave explicit international recog-
nition to the historic connexion of the Jewish people with
Palestine and their right to reconstitute their National Home.

The recent holocaust, which engulfed millions of Jews in
Europe, proved anew the need to solve the problem of the home-
lessness and lack of independence of the Jewish people by means
of the re-establishment of the Jewish State, which would open
the gates to all Jews and endow the Jewish people with equal-
ity of status among the family of nations.

The survivors of the disastrous slaughter in Europe, and also
Jews from other lands, have not desisted from their efforts to
reach Eretz-Yisrael, in face of difficulties, obstacles and perils;
and have not ceased to urge their right to a life of dignity, free-
dom and honest toil in their ancestral land.

In the Second World War the Jewish people in Palestine
made their full contribution to the struggle of the freedom-
loving nations against the Nazi evil. The sacrifices of their
soldiers and their war effort gained them the right to rank with
the nations which founded the United Nations.

On 29 November 1947 the General Assembly of the United
Nations adopted a Resolution requiring the establishment of a
Jewish State in Palestine. The General Assembly called upon
the inhabitants of the country to take all the necessary steps
on their part to put the plan into effect. This recognition by the
United Nations of the right of the Jewish people to establish
their independent State is unassailable.

It is the natural right of the Jewish people to lead, as do all
other nations, an independent existence in its sovereign State.

ACCORDINGLY WE, the members of the National Council,
representing the Jewish people in Palestine and the World
Zionist Movement, are met together in solemn assembly today,
the day of termination of the British Mandate for Palestine;
and by virtue of the natural and historic right of the Jewish
people and of the Resolution of the General Assembly of the
United Nations.

WE HEREBY PROCLAIM the establishment of the Jewish

State in Palestine, to be called Medinath Yisrael [The State of
Israel].
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WE HEREBY DECLARE that, as from the termination of the
Mandate at midnight 14-15 May 1948, and pending the setting
up of the duly elected bodies of the State in accordance with a
Constitution, to be drawn up by the Constituent Assembly not
later than 1 October 1948, the National Council shall act as the
Provisional State Council, and that the National Administration
shall constitute the Provisional Government of the Jewish State,
which shall be known as Israel.

THE STATE OF ISRAEL will be open to the immigration of
Jews from all countries of their dispersion; will promote the
development of the country for the benefit of all its inhabi-
tants; will be based on the principles of liberty, justice and
peace as conceived by the Prophets of Israel; will uphold the
full social and political equality of all its citizens, without
distinction of religion, race, or sex; will guarantee freedom of
religion, conscience, education and culture; will safeguard the
Holy Places of all religions; and will loyally uphold the prin-
ciples of the United Nations Charter.

THE STATE OF ISRAEL will be ready to cooperate with the
organs and representatives of the United Nations in the im-
plementation of the Resolution of the Assembly of 29 Novem-
ber 1947, and will take steps to bring about the Economic
Union over the whole of Palestine.

We appeal to the United Nations to assist the Jewish people
in the building of its State and to admit Israel into the family
of nations.

In the midst of wanton aggression, we yet call upon the Arab
inhabitants of the State of Israel to preserve the ways of peace
and play their part in the development of the State, on the basis
of full and equal citizenship and due representation in all its
bodies and institutions — provisional and permanent.

We extend our hand in peace and neighbourliness to all the
neighbouring states and their peoples, and invite them to co-
operate with the independent Jewish nation for the common
good of all. The State of Israel is prepared to make its contri-
bution to the progress of the Middle East as a whole.

Our call goes out to the Jewish people all over the world to
rally to our side in the task of immigration and development,
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and to stand by us in the great struggle for the fulfilment of
the dream of generations for the redemption of Israel.

With trust in the Rock of Israel, we set our hand to this De-
claration, at this Session of the Provisional State Council, on the
soil of the Homeland in the city of Tel Aviv, on this Sabbath eve,
the fifth of Iyar, 5708, the fourteenth of May, 1948.

Document 27
The Law of Return

The ‘Law of Return’ was passed unanimously by the Knesset on
5 July 1950 and written into the state legislation.

*

The Law of Return states :

1. Every Jew has the right to immigrate to the country.

2. (a) Immigration shall be on the basis of immigration visas.
(b) Immigrant visas shall be issued to any Jew expressing

a desire to settle in Israel except if the Minister of
Immigration is satisfied that the applicant:

(i) acts against the Jewish nation; or

(ii) may threaten the public health or State security.

3. (@) A Jew who comes to Israel and after his arrival ex-
presses a desire to settle there may, while in Israel,
obtain an immigrant certificate.

(b) The exceptions listed in Article 2 (b) shall apply also
with respect to the issue of an immigrant certificate,
but a person shall not be regarded as a threat to pub-
lic health as a result of an illness that he contracts
after his arrival in Israel.

4. Every Jew who migrated to the country before this law
goes into effect, and every Jew who was born in the
country either before or after the law is effective enjoys
the same status as any person who migrated on the basis
of this law.

5. The Minister of Immigration is delegated to enforce this
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law and he may enact regulations in connexion with its
implementation and for the issue of immigrant visas and
immigrant certificates.

Document 28

The Manifesto of the United Arab
Republic (Preamble)

The manifesto concerning the principles to govern the new Federal
State of the United Arab Republic was published in April 1963. It
was prepared in connexion with an abortive attempt to establish
federal union in the Arab world. Signed by Gamal Abdel Nasser and
the presidents of Iraq and Syria, it is of interest mainly in view of
the reference to Palestine.

*

In tht,Z name of the Merciful Compassionate God,

In the name of the Almighty God,

The three delegations representing the United Arab Republic,
Syria and Iraq met in Cairo and in response to the will of the
Arab people in the three regions and the great Arab fatherland,
brotherly talks began between the three delegations on Satur-
day, 6 April, and ended on Wednesday, 17 April, 1963.

The delegations in all their discussions were inspired by faith
that Arab unity was an inevitable aim deriving its principles
from the oneness of language bearing culture and thought,
common history-making sentiment and conscience, common
national struggle deciding and defining destiny, common spirit-
ual values stemming from Divine messages and common social
and economic understanding based on liberty and socialism.

The delegations were guided by the will of the masses of the
Arab peoples, demanding unity, struggling to attain it and
sacrificing in its defence, and realizing that the hard core of
the union is to be formed by the unification of the parts of the
homeland which have acquired their freedom and indepen-
dence and in which nationalist, progressive governments have
emerged with the determination to destroy the alliance of



164 The Israel-Arab Reader

feudalism, capital, reaction and imperialism, and to liberate
the working forces of the people in order to join them in alli-
ance and to express their genuine will.

The revolution of 23 July was a historical turning point at
which the Arab people in Egypt, discovering their identity and
regaining their free will, set out on their quest for freedom,
Arabism and union. The revolution of the 14th of Ramadan
[8 February] illuminated the true Arab face of Iraq, and the
path leading it to the horizons of unity, envisaged by the zealous
elements of the 14 July revolution. The revolution of 8 March
put Syria back into the line of the union destroyed by the
setback of reactionary secession, having destroyed all the ob-
stacles which the reactionaries and imperialism had determin-
edly put up in the path of union.

The three Revolutions thus met which affirmed again that
unity is a revolutionary action deriving its conceptions from
the people’s faith, its power from their will, and its objectives )
from their aspirations for freedom and socialism.

Unity is a revolution — a revolution because it is popular,
a revolution because it is progressive, and a revolution because
it is a powerful tide in the current of civilization.

Unity is especially a revolution because it is profoundly con-
nected with the Palestine cause and with the national duty to
liberate that country. It was the disaster of Palestine that re-
vealed the conspiracy of the reactionary classes and exposed
the treacheries of the hired regional parties and their denial
of the people’s objectives and aspirations. It was the disaster
of Palestine that showed the weakness and backwardness of
the economic and social systems that prevailed in the country,
released the revolutionary energies of our people and awak-
ened the spirit of revolt against imperialism, injustice, poverty
and underdevelopment. It was the disaster of Palestine that
clearly indicated the path of salvation, the path of unity, free-
dom and socialism. This was kept in mind by the delegations
during their talks. If unity is a sacred objective, it is also the
instrument of the popular struggle and its means to achieve its
major objectives of freedom and security in liberating all the
parts of the Arab homeland and in establishing a society of
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sufficiency and justice, a society of socialism, in continuing the
revolutionary tide without deviation or relapse and its exten-
sion to embrace the greater Arab homeland, and in contribut-
ing to the progress of human civilization and consolidation of
world peace.

It was unanimously agreed that unity between the three
fegions would be based, as required by the Arab people, on
the principles of democracy and socialism, would be a real and
strong unity which would consider the regional circumstances
to consolidate the ties of unity on a basis of practical under-
standing, not ignore the reasons for partitioning and separation,
and make the power of each region a power for the Federal
State of the Arab Nation, and make the Federal State a power
for each of its regions as well as for the whole Arab Nation.

Document 29

The Draft Constitution of the
Palestine Liberation Organization

The charter of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) was pre-
pared under Egyptian auspices following an agreement at the Arab
Summit Conference in 1963 by Ahmed Shukairy, a lawyer born in
Palestine who represented Saudi Arabia and later Syria in the UN
and ultimately became President of the PLO. The role of the PLO
on the eve of the Arab-Israeli war was later criticized in the Arab
capitals and Shukairy forced to resign in December 1967.

*

1. In accordance with this constitution, an organization
known as ‘The Palestine Liberation Organization’ shall be
formed, and shall launch its responsibilities in accordance with
the principles of the National Charter and clauses of this con-
stitution.

2. All the Palestinians are natural members in the Libera-
tion Organization exercising their duty in the liberation of
their homeland in accordance with their abilities and efficiency.

3. The Palestinian people shall form the larger base for this
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Organization; and the Organization, after its creation, shall
work closely and constantly with the Palestine people for the
sake of their organization and mobilization so they may be
able to assume their responsibility in the liberation of their
country.

4. Until suitable conditions are available for holding free
general elections among all the Palestinians and in all the
countries in which they reside, the Liberation Organization
shall be set up in accordance with the rules set in this constitu-
tion.

5. Measures listed in this constitution shall be taken for the
convocation of a Palestinian General Assembly in which shall
be represented all Palestinian factions, emigrants and residents,
including organizations, societies, unions, trade unions and rep-
resentatives of [Palestinian] public opinions of various ideo-
logical trends; this assembly shall be called ‘The National
Assembly of the Palestine Liberation Organization’.

6. In preparation and facilitation of work of the assembly,
the Palestinian representative at the Arab League [i.e., Ahmed
Shukairy] shall, after holding consultations with various Pales-
tinian factions, form:

a) A Preparatory Committee in every Arab country hosting
a minimum of 10,000 Palestinians; the mission of each one of
these committees is to prepare lists according to which Pales-
tinian candidates in the respective Arab country will be chosen
as members of the assembly; these committees shall also pre-
pare studies and proposals which may help the assembly carry
out its work; these studies and proposals shall be presented to
the Coordination Committee listed below.

b) A Coordination Committee, with headquarters in Jerusa-
lem; the mission of this committee shall be to issue invitations
to the assembly, adopt all necessary measures for the holding
of the assembly, and coordinate all proposals and studies as
well as lists of candidates to the assembly, as specified in the
clause above; also the committee shall prepare a provisional
agenda - or as a whole, undertake all that is required for the

holding and success of the assembly in the execution of its
mission.
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7. The National Assembly shall be held once every two years;
its venue rotates between Jerusalem and Gaza; the National
Assembly shall meet for the first time on 14 May 1964, in the
city of Jerusalem.

8. To facilitate its work, the Assembly shall form the follow-
ing committees :

a) The Political Committee: shall be in charge of studying
the political sides of the Palestine question in the Arab and
international fields.

b) The Charter By-laws and Lists Committee : shall consider
the National Charter as well as the various by-laws and lists
required by the Organization in the execution of its duties.

¢) The Financial Committee: shall formulate a complete
plan for the National Palestinian Fund required for financing
the Organization.

d) Informiation Committee: shall work out a complete
scheme forr&lformation and offices to be established in various
parts of the world.

e) The Juridical Committee: shall study the various legal as-
pects of the Palestine question, be it in relation to principles of
International Law, UN Charter, or international documents
pertaining to the Palestine question.

f) Proposals and Nomination Committee: shall coordinate
proposals and nominations submitted to the Assembly.

g) Awakening Committee: shall study ways and means for
the upbringing of the new generations both ideologically and
spiritually so they may serve their country and work for the
liberation of their homeland.

h) The National Organization Committee: shall lay down
general plans pertaining to trade unions, federations, sports
organizations and scouts groups; this is in accordance with rules
and laws in effect in Arab countries.

9. The National Assembly shall have a Presidency Office
composed of the President, two Vice-Presidents, a Secretary, and
a Secretary General; these officers shall be elected by the
National Assembly when it meets.

10. These (above-listed eight committees) shall submit their
reports and recommendations to the National Assembly which,
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in turn, shall discuss them and issue the necessary resolu-
tions.

11. The National Assembly shall have an executive appara-
tus to be called ‘The Executive Committee of the Liberation
Organization” which shall practise all responsibilities of the
Liberation Organization in accordance with the general plans
and resolutions issued by the National Assembly.

12. The Executive Committee shall be formed of fifteen mem-
bers elected by the National Assembly; the Committee shall in
its turn elect a President, two Vice-Presidents and a Secretary
General.

13. The Executive Committee can be called to a meeting in
the time and place decided by the President, or by a proposal
submitted by five members of the Committee.

14. The President of the Executive Committee shall repre-
sent the Palestinians at the Arab League; therefore, his
office shall be in Cairo since the Arab League Headquarters is
there.

15. The Executive Committee shall establish the following
departments:

a) Department of Political and Information Affairs.

b) Department of the National Fund.

c) Department of General Affairs.

Each one of these departments shall have a Director Gen-
eral and the needed number of employees. Duties of each one
of these departments shall be defined by special by-laws pre-
pared by the Executive Committee.

16. The Executive Committee has the right of calling the
National Assembly to meet in a place and time it specifies; it
has the right also to call to a meeting any committee of the
National Assembly to study certain subjects.

17. The Executive Committee shall have a consultative coun-
cil to be known as ‘The Shura [Consultative] Council’; the
Executive Committee shall select the president and members
of this council from people of opinion and prestige among the
Palestinians; prerogatives of the Consultative Council are in
matters proposed to it by the Executive Committee.

18. The Arab states shall avail the sons of Palestine the op-
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portunity of enlisting in their regular armies on the widest
scale possible.

19. Private Palestinian contingents shall be formed in accord-
ance with the military needs and plans decided by the Unified
Arab Military Command in agreement and cooperation with
the concerned Arab states.

20. A Fund, to be known as ‘The National Palestinian Fund’,
shall be established to finance operations of the Executive Com-
mittee : the Fund shall have a board of Directors whose mem-
bers shall be elected by the National Assembly.

21. Sources of the Fund are to be from :

a) Fixed taxes levied on Palestinians and collected in accord-
ance with special laws.

b) Financial assistance offered by the Arab governments and
people.

c) A ‘Liberation Stamp’ to be issued by the Arab states and
be used in postal and other transactions.

d) Donations on national occasions.

e) Loans and assistance given by the Arabs or by friendly
nations.

22. Committees, to be known as ‘Support Palestine Com-
mittees’, shall be established in Arab and friendly countries to
collect donations and to support the Liberation Organization.

23. The Executive Committee shall have the right to issue
by-laws for fulfilment of provisions of this constitution.

24. This draft constitution shall be submitted to the National
Assembly for consideration; what is ratified of it cannot be
changed except by a two thirds majority of the National
Assembly.
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Docurent 30

United Nations General Assembly
Resolution on the Internationalization
of Jerusalem

This UN Resolution (No. 303 [IV]) and the following one (Document
31 — Resolution 619 [VII]) are among those most frequently quoted
in the discussions about the Arab-Israeli conflict.

*

9 December 1949

The General Assembly,

Having regard to its reésolution 181 (II) of 29 November 1947
and 194 (III) of 11 December 1948,

Having studied the reports of the United Nations Concilia-
tion Commission for Palestine set up under the latter resolution,

I. Decides

In relation to Jerusalem,

Believing that the principles underlying its previous resolu-
tions concerning this matter, and in particular its resolution of
29 November 1947, represent a just and equitable settlement
of the question,

1. To restate, therefore, its intention that Jerusalem should be
placed under a permanent international regime which should
envisage appropriate guarantees for the protection of the Holy
Places, both within and outside Jerusalem and to confirm speci-
fically the following provisions of General Assembly resolution
181 (II) :

(1) The City of Jerusalem shall be established as a corpus
separatum under a special international regime and shall be
administered by the United Nations; (2) The Trusteeship Coun-
cil shall be designated to discharge the responsibilities of the
Administering Authority . . .; and (3) The City of Jerusalem shall
include the present municipality of Jerusalem plus the sur-
rounding villages and towns, the most eastern of which shall
be Abu Dis; the most southern, Bethlehem; the most western,
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Ein Karim (including also the built-up area of Motsa); and the
most northern, Shu'fat, as indicated on the attached sketch-
map; [map not reproduced : Ed.]

2. To request for this purpose that the Trusteeship Council
at its next session, whether special or regular, complete the
preparation of the Statute of Jerusalem, omitting the now in-
applicable provisions, such as Articles 32 and 39, and, without
prejudice to the fundamental principles of the international
regime for Jerusalem set forth in General Assembly resolution
181 (II) introducing therein amendments in the direction of its
greater democratization, approve the Statute, and proceed im-
mediately with its implementation. The Trusteeship Council
shall not allow any actions taken by any interested Government
or Governments to divert it from adopting and implementing
the Statute of Jerusalem;

II. Calls upon the States concerned, to make formal under-
takings, at an early date and in the light of their obligations
as Members of the United Nations, that they will approach
these matters with good will, and be guided by the terms of
the present resolution.

Document 31

UN Security Council Resolution Concerning
Restrictions on the Passage of Ships
through the Suez Canal

1 September 1951
The Security Council
1. Recalling that in its resolution of 11 August 1949 (S/13%76)
relating to the conclusion of Armistice Agreements between
Israel and the neighbouring Arab States, it drew attention to
the pledges, in these Agreements ‘against any further acts of
hostility between the Parties’;
2. Recalling further that in its resolution of 17 November
1950 (S/1907) it reminded the States concerned that the Armis-
tice Agreements to which they were parties contemplated ‘the
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return of permanent peace in Palestine’, and therefore urged
them and the other States in the area to take all such steps as
would lead to the settlement of the issnes between them;

3. Noting the report of the Chief of Staff of the Truce Super-
vision Organization to the Security Council of 12 June 1951
(5/2194);

4. Further noting that the Chief of Staff of the Truce Super-
vision Organization recalled the statement of the senior Egyp-
tian delegate in Rhodes on 13 January 1949, to the effect that
his delegation was ‘inspired with every spirit of cooperation,
conciliation and a sincere desire to restore peace in Palestine’,
and that the Egyptian Government has not complied with the
earnest plea of the Chief of Staff made to the Egyptian delegate
on 12 June 1951, that it desist from the present practice of inter-
fering with the passage through the Suez Canal of goods des-
tined for Israel;

5. Considering that since the Armistice regime, which has
been in existence for nearly two and a half years, is of a per-
manent character, neither party can reasonably assert that it
is actively a belligerent or requires to exercise the right of
visit, search, and seizure for any legitimate purpose of self-
defence;

6. Finds that the maintenance of the practice mentioned in
paragraph 4 above is inconsistent with the objectives of a
peaceful settlement between the parties and the establishment
of a permanent peace in Palestine set forth in the Armistice
Agreement;

7. Finds further that such practice is an abuse of the exercise
of the right of visit, search and seizure;

8. Further finds that that practice cannot in the prevailing
circumstances be justified on the ground that it is necessary
for self-defence;

9. And further noting that the restrictions on the passage
of goods through the Suez Canal to Israel ports are denying to
nations at no time connected with the conflict in Palestine valu-
able supplies required for their economic reconstruction, and
that these restrictions together with sanctions applied by Egypt
to certain ships which have visited Israel ports represent un-
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justified interference with the rights of nations to navigate the
seas and to trade freely with one another, including the Arab
States and Israel;

10. Calls upon Egypt to terminate the restrictions on the
passage of international commercial shipping and goods
through the Suez Canal wherever bound and to cease all inter-
ference with such shipping beyond that essential to the safety
of shipping in the Canal itself and to the observance of inter-
national conventions in force.

Document 32
President Nasser on Zionism and Israel

The following excerpts are from Nasser’s The Philosophy of the
Revolution, and speeches on various occasions between 1960 and
1963. Nasser served as an army officer in the Palestine War of 1948.
The liberation of Palestine has been one of the chief planks of his
political programme, but there have been conflicting statements as
to whether there was a definitive plan for the liberation. On several
occasions, he announced that his army would soon be ready to enter
Palestine on ‘a carpet of blood’, on others that the time was not
ripe yet.

*
From The Philosophy of the Revolution

As far as I am concerned I remember that the first elements
of Arab consciousness began to filter into my mind as a student
in secondary schools, wherefrom I went out with my fellow
schoolboys on strike on 2 November of every year as a protest
against the Balfour Declaration whereby England gave the
Jews a national home usurped unjustly from its legal owners.
When I asked myself at that time why I left my school en-
thusiastically and why I was angry for this land which I never
saw I could not find an answer except the echoes of sentiment.
Later a form of comprehension of this subject began when I
was a cadet in the Military College studying the Palestine
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campaigns in particular and the history and conditions of this
region in general which rendered it, throughout the last cen-
tury, an easy prey ravaged by the claws of a pack of hungry
beasts.

My comprehension began to be clearer as the foundation of
its facts stood out when I began to study, as a student in the
Staff College, the Palestine campaign and the problems of the
Mediterranean in greater detail.

And when the Palestine crisis loomed on the horizon I was
firmly convinced that the fighting in Palestine was not fighting
on foreign territory. Nor was it inspired by sentiment. It was a
duty imposed by self-defence.

Address by the President Gamal Abdel Nasser
in Aleppo (17 February 1960)

Yesterday, the elderly Foreign Minister of Israel threatened the
UAR and said that Israel would not tolerate the ban on Israeli
ships transiting the Suez Canal.

I would like to tell her and her master, Ben Gurion, as well as
the Israeli people, that Israeli ships and cargoes will not, under
any circumstances, transit the Canal.

Once these cargoes arrive in Port Said or in any other port
in the UAR they become the property of the people of Palestine
against whom Zionism and imperialism have conspired.

Eleven years after this tragedy, the people of Palestine have
not changed. They, and we, are working for the restoration of
their rights in their homeland. The rights of the people of Pales-
tine are Arab rights above all. We feel it is our sacred duty to
regain those rights for the people of Palestine.

By this unity which is binding you and the power of Arab
unity and Arab nationalism, we can march along the road of
freedom and liberation in order to get back the usurped rights
of the Palestine Arabs.
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Speech by the President Gamal Abdel Nasser at a
Mass Rally of the Youth Organizations in
Damascus (18 October 1960)

Now for the Palestinian issue. Wherever I have been in this or
the Southern Region I hear the strong call for the liberation of
this Arab territory of Palestine, and I would like to tell you,
Brethren, that all that we are now doing is just a part of the
battle for Palestine. Once we are fully emancipated from the
shackles of colonialism and the intrigues of colonialist agents,
we shall take a further step forward towards the liberation of
Palestine.

When we have brought our armed forces to full strength and
made our own armaments we will take another step forward
towards the liberation of Palestine, and when we have manu-
factured jet aircraft and tanks we will embark upon the final
stage of this liberation.

Address by the President Gamal Abdel Nasser on the
Eleventh Anniversary of the Revolution at the
Republican Square, Cairo (22 July 1963)

Work and readiness are the only means to protect the Arab’s
right in Palestine.

Arab unity is our hope of liberating Palestine and restoring
the rights of the people of Palestine.

Arab unity is a sort of preparation, a human and national
preparation as well as a preparation with weapons and plans
in all fields. It is not enough to deliver speeches declaring that
we would liberate Palestine and liberate it just on paper for
political consumption. As I said before, we do not have any
defined plan for the liberation of Palestine. I mention this be-
cause I find it my duty to say it. But we have a plan to be im-
plemented in case of any Israeli aggression against us or against
any Arab country.

In this case, we know well what to do. We have to be
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prepared. We have a plan for this preparation and for the uni-
fication of the Arab world which is the only means to protect
the Arab land and safeguard Arab Nationalism.

God be with you and may his peace and mercy be upon you.

Speech Delivered by President Gamal Abdel Nasser
at Alexandria on the Return on Another
Contingent of UAR Troops in Yemen

(11 August 1963)

The Armed Forces are getting ready for the restoration of the
rights of the Palestine people because the Palestine battle was
a smear on the entire Arab nation. No one can forget the
shame brought by the battle of 1948. The rights of the Pales-
tine people must be restored. Therefore, we must get ready to
face Israel and Zionism as well as imperialism which stands
behind them.

Document 33
Ahmed Shukairy: The Palestine Refugees

Excerpts from a speech at the United Nations by Shukairy in 1958
when serving as a member of the Saudi Arabian mission.

The Five Principles

Having portrayed the refugees’ problem against its lengthy
background of United Nations’ action, of the Conciliation
Commission and the relief Agency, we come to the crucial ques-
tion. What is next? What is the solution ?

In my submission, this is the question which must engage
our attention and call for our action; and I shall endeavour to
answer the question in a manner devoid of any decoration. For
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when the destiny of a whole people is involved, when the funda-
mental human rights are in question, and lastly when the peace
of the world is at stake, there should be no fineness in our ap-
proach. The need calls for plain talking characterized with
frankness, and sharp frankness indeed.

It is for these reasons that it becomes our duty to answer the
question in all the candour under our command. In this spirit,
Mr Chairman, I propose now to deal with three matters: The
solution of the problem, the fundamental principles of the solu-
tion, and the measures and sanctions to implement the solution.

Beginning with the fundamental principle of the solution, I
must reiterate, even to the point of redundance, that these
fundamental principles constitute the only basis for the solu-
tion to the refugee question. No matter how we view the prob-
lem, no solution can offer a chance for a peaceful settlement
unless it takes full cognizance of the following five prin-
ciples:

FIRST: The de facto situation created by Israel is entirely
unacceptable as a basis for the solution of the Palestine prob-
lem in general, or the refugee question in particular. This de
facto situation is the fait accompli of military action that does
not vest rights non-existing, or divest rights already existing.

SECOND: The rights of the refugees to their homes and
homeland are not related to, or in any way dependent upon,
the consent or refusal of Israel. These rights are natural, in-
herent and self-existing. They are not bestowed even by the
United Nations, let alone Israel. They cannot be denied even by
the United Nations, let alone Israel. They are vested in the refu-
gees ; they reside with the refugees. Thus, consent or no consent,
these rights are theirs imprescriptible, irresistible and indivisible.

THIRD: Rescttlement, reintegration, rehabilitation or any
similar projects, no matter what their connotation may be,
are not a solution by themselves. They should be planned or
implemented not as aims, but merely as a means to meet the
legitimate aspirations of the refugees and to the extent of giving
effect to their inherent right to their homeland.

FOURTH: The relief programme of the refugees is no solu-
tion to the problem, neither is it a substitute, no matter for
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how long it is continued. It is a humanitarian measure having
no political implications.

FIFTH: Works projects, and self-support programmes are not
a solution ; nor a solution to avoid the solution. Self-supporting
or dependent, a refugee remains a refugee and his status re-
mains an international problem until it is finally and satisfac-
torily solved.

To recast such a background has become the more neces-
sary after we heard yesterday the statement on behalf of the
United States. The Distinguished Representative of the United
States, in his outline of the background of the refugee question,
has omitted certain truths entirely, related half-truths on cer-
tain aspects and finally arrived at wrongful conclusions on the
substance of the problem.

As to the termination of the mandate of the Agency in favour
of a better system as implied in the statement of the United
States, we have serious misgivings of paramount nature. I must
assure the Distinguished Representative of the United States
that no Arab state, and no refugee, to use the words of the
Distinguished Representative of the United States, feels it ‘best
to let matters ride as in the past’. To the refugees, continuation
of relief is a source of great humiliation. To the Arab govern-
ments it is a source of distress. If ‘some’ feel differently, I as-
sure the Distinguished Representative of the United States, it is
not the Arabs anyhow. These refugees who are costing you
7 cents a day per head, have properties, revenues, fortunes in
their homeland. The minute they lay hand on their properties
they will be the first to thank you and plead the discontinuation
of relief. It is only then that the UN responsibility ends, but not
before.

I must, therefore, make it quite clear to the Committee in
general and to the Distinguished Representative of the United
States in particular, that we shall resist any attempt which
directly or indirectly reduces in any degree the right of the
refugees to repatriation. At a later stage of the debate, I will
show the flaw in the reasoning underlying the position of the
United States on the question. I simply wish to say here and
now that any measure that might be in the direction of even
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scratching the right to repatriation or absolving the United
Nations from its responsibility will be resisted in the Committee
and in the Arab world.

With these five principles in mind, I can turn now to the
solution of the problem. Here I would say that we need not
look for a solution. The solution is there. It is repatriation and
nothing but repatriation. It is the only solution that does not
dishonour, but certainly does honour the Charter. It is the only
solution that does not defeat, but rather does endorse the reso-
lution of the United Nations. It is the only solution that does
not defame the bill of human rights, but surely gives it a worthy
fame. Lastly, it is the only solution that constitutes an invest-
ment of peace, and an asset of confidence in this organization.

After all, repatriation is one of those principles that cannot
be questioned by the United Nations. It does not stand by our
acceptance, nor does it lapse by our non-acceptance. To borrow
a legal term, repatriation is a right In Rem, that can be exer-
cised against the whole world, if need be. It springs from the
right to a homeland, which is not subject to waiver, surrender,
or compensation. Compensation is one remedy open for indi-
vidual property rights, but a homeland does not submit to
compensation even for the most precious possessions of this
planet, and indeed the whole universe with all its fabulous
riches. This is no exaggeration, unless I exaggerate your feelings
towards your respective homelands.

Document 34
Erskine Childers: The Other Exodus*

Erskine Childers, an Irish journalist, has published articles bitterly
critical of Israeli policies. The present article was originally published
in the London weekly the Spectator (12 May 1961) and provoked a
great deal of controversy. Childers, the grandson of a well-known
Irish patriot and writer, also worked for the British Broadcasting

_*‘Rél?rinte& by permission of The Spectator Limited.
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Corporation and subsequently became a leading official in Irish

levision.
television *

The Palestine Arab refugees wait, and multiply, and are de-
bated at the United Nations. In thirteen years, their numbers
have increased from 650,000 to 1,145,000. Most of them sur-
vive only on rations from the UN agency, UNR W A. Their sub-
sistence has already cost £110,000,000. Each year, UNRW A has
to plead at New York for the funds to carry on, against wide-
spread and especially Western lack of sympathy. There is one
reason for this impatience: the attitude created towards these
refugees by Israeli argument. For over ten years, Israeli spokes-

men have claimed that
Unless we understand how this problem was caused we cannot
rightly judge how it should be solved. . . . The responsibility of the
Arab governments is threefold. Theirs is the initiative for its crea-
tion. Theirs is the onus for its endurance. Above all - theirs is the

capacity for its solution.
(Abba Eban to the UN, 1957)

In this inquiry, I propose only briefly to examine the last
two of these three claims. The last, about a ‘solution’, is that
if the Arab host governments were willing, they could resettle
the refugees quite easily outside Palestine — where, as Israel
claims and as President Kennedy’s 1960 election platform also
had it, ‘there is room and opportunity for them’. This is not
even remotely true. UNRW A’s new chief, Dr John Davis, has
now bluntly and bravely warned against ‘facile assumptions
that it rests with the host governments to solve the problem ...
the simple truth is that the jobs ... do not exist today within
the host countries’. Nor can the jobs be created, Dr Davis
reports, because most of the refugees are unskilled peasants —
precisely the host countries’ worst problem among their own
rapidly expanding populations.

These Arabs, in short, are displaced persons in the fullest,
most tragic meaning of the term — an economic truth cruelly
different from the myth. But there is also the political myth,
and it too has been soothing our highly pragmatic Western
conscience for thirteen years. This is the Israeli charge, solemn-
ly made every year and then reproduced around the world, that
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these refugees are — to quote a character in Leon Uris’s Exodus
— ‘kept caged like animals in suffering as a deliberate political
weapon’.

This again, Dr Davis has now bravely called a ‘misconcep-
tion’. The reality here is that the refugees themselves fanatic-
ally oppose any resettlement outside Palestine. UNR WA even
had to persuade them that concrete huts, even in the UN camps,
replacing their squalid tents and hovels, would not be the thin
end of a resettlement wedge. Unlike other refugees, these refuse
to move; they insist on going home.

Why? The answer, I believe, lies in the third of the three
issues Israel argues — in the cause itself of the mass exodus. The
very fact that cause is argued by both sides is significant. Israel
claims that the Arabs left because they were ordered to, and
deliberately incited into panic, by their own leaders who wanted
the field cleared for the 1948 war. It is also argued that there
would today be no Arab refugees if the Arab states had not
attacked the new Jewish state on 15 May 1948 (though 800,000
had already fled before that date). The Arabs charge that their
people were evicted at bayonet-point and by panic deliberately
incited by the Zionists.

Examining every official Israeli statement about the Arab
exodus, I was struck by the fact that no primary evidence of
evacuation orders was ever produced. The charge, Israel
claimed, was ‘documented’; but where were the documents?
There had allegedly been Arab radio broadcasts ordering the
evacuation; but no dates, names of stations, or texts of mes-
sages were ever cited. In Israel in 1958, as a guest of the Foreign
Office and therefore doubly hopeful of serious assistance, I
asked to be shown the proofs, I was assured they existed, and
was promised them. None had been offered when I left, but I
was again assured. I asked to have the material sent on to me.
I am still waiting.

While in Israel, however, I met Dr Leo Kohn, professor of
political science at the Hebrew University and an ambassador
rank adviser to the Israeli Foreign Office. He had written one
of the first official pamphlets on the Arab refugees. I asked him
for concrete evidence of the Arab evacuation orders.
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Agitatedly, Dr Kohn replied : ‘Evidence ? Evidence ? What more
could you want than this ?’ and he took up his own pamphlet.
‘Look at this Economist report’, and he pointed to a quotation.
‘You will surely not suggest that the Economist is a Zionist
journal?’

The quotation is one of about five that appear in every
Israeli speech and pamphlet, and are in turn used by every
sympathetic analysis. It seemed very impressive: it referred
to the exodus from Haifa, and to an Arab broadcast order as
one major reason for that exodus.

I decided to turn up the relevant (2 October 1948) issue of
the Economist. The passage that has literally gone around the
world was certainly there, but I had already noticed one
curious word in it. This was a description of the massacre at
Deir Yassin as an ‘incident’. No impartial observer of Pales-
tine in 1948 calls what happened at this avowedly non-
belligerent, unarmed Arab village in April 1948 an ‘incident’
— any more than Lidice is called an ‘incident’. Over 250 old
men, women and children were deliberately butchered, stripped
and mutilated or thrown into a well, by men of the Zionist
Irgun Zvai Leumi.

Seen in its place in the full Economist article, it was at once
clear that Dr Kohn’s quotation was a second-hand account,
inserted as that of an eye-witness at Haifa, by the journal’s
own correspondent who had not been in that city at the time.
And in the rest of the same article, written by the Economist
correspondent himself, but never quoted by Israel, the second
great wave of refugees were described as ‘all destitute, as the
Jewish troops gave them an hour in which to quit, but simul-
taneously requisitioned all transport’.

It was now essential to check all other, even secondary,
Isracli ‘evidence’. Another stock quotation down the years
has been that, supposedly, of the Greek-Catholic Archbishop
of Galilee. For example, Israel’s Abba Eban told the UN Special
Political Committee in 1957 that the Archbishop had ‘fully
confirmed’ that the Arabs were urged to flee by their own
leaders.

I wrote to His Grace, asking for his evidence of such orders.
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I hold signed letters from him, with permission to publish, in
which he has categorically denied ever alleging Arab evacua-
tion orders; he states that no such orders were ever given. He
says that his name has been abused for years; and that the
Arabs fled through panic and forcible eviction by Jewish
troops.

As none of the other stock quotations in Israeli propaganda
were worth comment, I next decided to test the undocumented
charge that the Arab evacuation orders were broadcast by
Arab radio — which could be done thoroughly because the BBC
monitored all Middle Eastern broadcasts throughout 1948. The
records, and companion ones by a US monitoring unit, can be
seen at the British Museum.

There was not a single order, or appeal, or suggestion about
evacuation from Palestine from any Arab radio station, inside
or outside Palestine, in 1948. There is repeated monitored record
of Arab appeals, even flat orders, to the civilians of Palestine to
stay put. To select only two examples: on 4 April, as the first
great wave of flight began, Damascus Radio broadcast an ap-
peal to everyone to stay at their homes and jobs. On 24 April,
with the exodus now a flood, Palestine Arab leaders warned
that

Certain elements and Jewish agents are spreading defeatist news
to create chaos and panic among the peaceful population. Some
cowards are deserting their houses, villages or cities. . . . Zionist
agents and corrupt cowards will be severely punished.

(Al-Ingaz, the Arab Liberation Radio, at 12.00 hours)

Even Jewish broadcasts (in Hebrew) mentioned such Arab
appeals to stay put. Zionist newspapers in Palestine reported
the same: none so much as hinted at any Arab evacuation
orders.

The fact is that Israel’s official charges, which have vitally
influenced the last ten years of Western thought about the
refugees, are demonstrably and totally hollow. And from this
alone, suspicion is justified. Why make such charges at all?
On the face of it, this mass exodus might have been entirely
the result of ‘normal’ panic and wartime dislocation.
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We need not even touch upon Arab evidence that panic was
quite deliberately incited. The evidence is there, on the Zionist
record. For example, on 27 March, four days before the big
offensive against Arab centres by the official Zionist (Haganah)
forces, the Irgun’s radio unit broadcast in Arabic. Irgun, a
terrorist organization like the Stern Gang, was officially dis-
owned by Ben Gurion and the Haganah. Yet just four days
before the Haganah offensive Irgun warned ‘Arabs in urban
agglomerations’ that typhus, cholera and similar diseases
would break out ‘heavily’ among them ‘in April and May’.

The effect may be imagined. Two weeks later, it was this
same Irgun, apparently so solicitous of Arab welfare, that
butchered the people of Deir Yassin. Irgun then called a press
conference to announce the deed; paraded other captured
Arabs through Jewish quarters of Jerusalem to be spat upon;
then released them to tell their kin of the experience. Arthur
Koestler called the ‘bloodbath’ of Deir Yassin ‘the psychologic-
ally decisive factor in this spectacular exodus’. But this was
only Irgun, it may be said. Is there evidence that official Zionist
forces — the Haganah under Ben Gurion and the Jewish Agency
— were inciting panic? An Israeli government pamphlet of 1958
states that ‘the Jews tried, by every means open to them, to
stop the Arab evacuation’ (this same 1958 pamphlet has di-
luted Deir Yassin to ‘the one and only instance of Jewish high-
handed [sic] action in this war’).

There is one recorded instance of such an appeal. It is beyond
dispute even by Arabs, that in Haifa the late gentle Mayor,
Shabetai Levi, with the tears streaming down his face, implored
the city’s Arabs to stay. But elsewhere in Haifa, Arthur Koest-
ler wrote in his book that Haganah loudspeaker vans and the
Haganah radio promised that city’s Arabs escort to ‘Arab ter-
ritory’, and ‘hinted at terrible consequences if their warning
were disregarded’. There are many witnesses of this loud-
speaker method elsewhere. In Jerusalem the Arabic warning
from the vans was, ‘The road to Jericho is open! Fly from
Jerusalem before you are all killed!” (Meyer Levin in Jerusalem
Embattled). Bertha Vester, a Christian missionary, reported that
another theme was, ‘Unless you leave your homes, the fate of



Israel and the Arab World 1948-67 185

Deir Yassin will be your fate.” The Haganah radio station also
broadcast, in Arabic, repeated news of Arabs fleeing ‘in terror
and fear’ from named places.

Still, however, we have plumbed this exodus only so far as
panic is concerned. There are UN and Economist reports of
forcible expulsion, which is something else. How much evidence
is there for this? And were only the ‘unofficial’ Irgun and
Stern forces responsible? This is what Nathan Chofshi, one of
the original Jewish pioneers in Palestine, wrote in an ashamed
rebuttal of an American Zionist rabbi’s charges of evacuation
orders:

If Rabbi Kaplan really wanted to know what happened, we old
Jewish settlers in Palestine who witnessed the fight could tell him
how and in what manner we, Jews, forced the Arabs to leave cities
and villages . . . some of them were driven out by force of arms;
others were made to leave by deceit, lyin and false gpromises. It is
enough to cite the cities of Jaffa, Lydda, Ramleh, Beersheba, Acre
from among numberless others. (Jewish Newsletter, New York, 9
February 1959.)

Were official Zionist troops involved at any of these places?
I propose to select, for the sake of brevity, only the Lydda-
Ramleh area. It was about the exodus from this area, among
others, that the Economist reported, ‘Jewish troops gave them
an hour to quit.’

In their latest book, which has been publicly endorsed by
Ben Gurion, Jon Kimche and his brother devoted considerable
detail to the Zionist offensive against Lydda and Ramleh. It
was undertaken by official Israeli forces under Yigael Allon.
And the immediately responsible officer was Moshe Dayan,
commander of the 1956 Sinai attack, now a Cabinet Minister.
Kimche has described how, on 11 July 1948, Dayan, with his
columns,

drove at full speed into Lydda, shooting up the town and creating
confusion and a degree of terror among the population . . . its Arab
population of 30,000 either fled or were herded on the road to
Ramallah. The next day Ramleh also surrendered and its Arab
population suffered the same fate. Both towns were sacked by
the victorious Israelis.



186 The Israel-Arab Reader

Ramallah, on the road to which these particular Arabs —
numbering over 60,000 from this one area alone — were herded,
was up in the Judean hills, outside Zionist-held territory. The
‘road to Jericho’, which Arabs in Jerusalem were warned to
take, brought them into the Jordan Valley. Some 85,000 are still
there in one UN camp alone, under the Mount of Tempta-
tion. The Arab population of Acre, mentioned by Chofshi, ex-
ceeded 45,000: Acre was attacked by official Zionist troops.

From this analysis of only some of the sources of the Arab
exodus, then, it is clear beyond all doubt that official Zionist
forces were responsible for expulsion of thousands upon thous-
ands of Arabs, and for deliberate incitement to panic. Seen
from the viewpoint of the Arab refugees themselves, little more
would need to be said. And needless to say, even those Arabs
expelled or who fled through ‘unofficially’ incited panic can
hardly be asked to look differently on the Israeli Government
today. It pays former Irgunists and Sternists the same war
pensions as former Haganah troops; its denial of expulsion is
fotal.

But is it conceivable that Ben Gurion and his colleagues could
have deliberately contemplated an ‘emptying’ of Palestine?
That a motive existed is beyond doubt The UN partition scheme
had in no way solved the ‘Arab problem’ that a Jewish state
would face. It would have given Zionism what its leaders pub-
licly called the ‘irreducible minimum’ of territory in a Pales-
tine they claimed should entirely belong to them. And we know
that the official Zionist movement had in fact no intention of
accepting the UN territorial award. Six weeks before the
British Mandate ended, before the Israeli state was proclaimed,
and before the Arab states sent in their armies, an all-out Zion-
ist military offensive was launched. Later, Ben Gurion publicly
said of this offensive:

As fighting spread, the [Arab] exodus was joined by Bedouin and
fellahin [peasants], but not the remotest Jewish homestead was
abandoned and nothing a tottering [British] administration could
unkindly do stopped us from reaching our goal on 14 May 1948, in
a state made larger and Jewish by the Haganah. (cf. Rebirth and
Destiny of Israel))
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The Jewish state envisaged by the UN would have contained
a 45 .per cent Arab population: the extra territory attacked
by the Zionists before 14 May would have increased that ratio
— for example, by more than 80,000 Arabs in Jaffa alone. But
it was not just a question of numbers. The Arabs owned and
occupied far too much of the territory’s productive and social
facilities to enable anything like the mass Jewish immigration
of which Zionists dreamed.

What this meant in terms of motive can be seen in the statis-
tics that followed the Arab exodus. More than 8o per cent of
the entire land area of Israel is land abandoned by the Arab
refugees. Nearly a quarter of all the standing buildings in Israel
had been occupied by those Arabs. Ten thousand shops, stores
and other firms inside new Israel had been Arab. Half of all the
citrus fruit holdings in the new state had belonged to the Arabs
now made refugees. By 1954, more than one third of the entire
Jewish population of Israel was living on ‘absentee property’
- most of it now ‘absorbed’ into the Israeli economy, and uni-
laterally sequestered by Israeli legislation against a ‘global’
compensation offer.

It is, then, little wonder that old Chaim Weizmann, Israel’s
first President, described the Arab exodus as a ‘miraculous
simplification of Israel’s tasks’. But was it ‘miraculous’? Unex-
pected? In no way part of combined military and economic
planning of nascent Israel’s leaders?

We come to perhaps the most grave evidence of all. The
mass exodus began in April 1948. By June, the UN Mediator
was fully seised of it. He formally demanded a statement of
policy from the new Israeli government about the refugees. At
first, he could get no satisfaction. Then, in an official letter dated
1 August 1948, Israel’s Foreign Minister replied.

It was only four months since the first waves of flight; only
eleven weeks since Israel had been proclaimed, ostensibly call-
ing on the Arabs to ‘play their part in the development of the
state’. And it was at this time that a government since claim-
ing that this whole exodus was unexpected and despite its im-
plorings, formally denied the refugees the right of return. Israel
did not merely plead ‘security’, but told the United Nations:
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On the economic side, the reintegration of the returning Arabs
into normal life, and even their mere sustenance, would present an
insuperable problem. The difficulties of accommodation, employ-
ment, and ordinary livelihood would be insuperable.

The case rests. This is not the place to discuss a ‘solution’,
and no summary conclusion is needed, save perhaps to recall
the words of an official Israeli spokesman, though in rather
different import: '

Unless we understand how this problem was caused, we cannot
rightly judge how it should be solved.

The Arabs of Palestine now enter their fourteenth year of
exile. If you go among them in the hills of Judea, they will take
you by the arm to a crest of land and point downwards, across
the rusty skeins of barbed wire. ‘Can you see it — over there
beside those trees ? That is my home.’

It his shaming beyond all brief descriptions to move among
these million people, as a Westerner. It is shaming for many
Jews, and some speak out as Nathan Chofshi has bravely done:

We came and turned the native Arabs into tragic refugees. And
still we dare to slander and malign them, to besmirch their name.
Instead of being deeply ashamed of what we did and trying to undo
some of the evil we committed . . . we justify our terrible acts and
even attempt to glorify them.

Document 35
Abba Eban: The Refugee Problem

Excerpts from a speech (17 November 1958) by the chief Israeli
representative to the United Nations who subsequently became
Foreign Minister of Israel.

*
The Arab refugee problem was caused by a war of aggression,

launched by the Arab states against Israel in 1947 and 1948.
Let there be no mistake. If there had been no war against Israel,
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with its consequent harvest of bloodshed, misery, panic and
flight, there would be no problem of Arab refugees today. Once
you determine the responsibility for that war, you have deter-
mined the responsibility for the refugee problem. Nothing in
the history of our generation is clearer or less controversial
than the initiative of Arab governments for the conflict out of
which the refugee tragedy emerged. The historic origins of that
conflict are clearly defined by the confessions of Arab govern-
ments themselves: ‘This will be a war of extermination,” de-
clared the Secretary General of the Arab League speaking for
the governments of six Arab states; ‘It will be a momentous
massacre to be spoken of like the Mongolian massacre and the
Crusades.’

The assault began on the last day of November 1947. From
then until the expiration of the British Mandate in May 1948
the Arab States, in concert with Palestine Arab leaders, plunged
the land into turmoil and chaos. On the day of Israel’s Declara-
tion of Independence, on 14 May 1948, the armed forces of
Egypt, Jordan, Syria, Lebanon and Iraq, supported by contin-
gents from Saudi Arabia and the Yemen, crossed their frontiers
and marched against Israel. The perils which then confronted
our community; the danger which darkened every life and
home; the successful repulse of the assault and the emergence
of Israel into the life of the world community are all chapters
of past history, gone but not forgotten. But the traces of that
conflict still remain deeply inscribed upon our region’s life.
Caught up in the havoc and tension of war; demoralized by
the flight of their leaders; urged on by irresponsible promises
that they would return to inherit the spoils of Israel’s destruc-
tion ~ hundreds of thousands of Arabs sought the shelter of
Arab lands. A survey by an international body in 1957 described
these violent events in the following terms:

As early as the first months of 1948 the Arab League issued orders
exhorting the people to seek a temporary refuge in neighbouring
countries, later to return to their abodes in the wake of the vic-
torious Arab armies and obtain their share of abandoned Jewish
property. (Research Group for European Migration Problems
Bulletin, Vol. V No. 1, 1957, p. 10.)
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Contemporary statements by Arab leaders fully confirm this
version. On 16 August 1948 Msgr. George Hakim, the Greek
Catholic Archbishop of Galilee, recalled :

The refugees had been confident that their absence from Palestine
would not last long; that they would return within a few days -
within a week or two; their leaders had promised them that the
Arab armies would crush the ‘Zionist gangs’ very quickly and that
there would be no need for panic or fear of a long exile.

A month later, on 15 September 1948, Mr Emile Ghoury who
had been the Secretary of the Arab Higher Committee at the
time of the Arab invasion of Israel declared:

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

No less compelling than these avowals by Arab leaders are
the judgements of United Nations organs. In April 1948, when
the flight of the refugees was in full swing, the United Nations
Palestine Commission inscribed its verdict on the tablets of
history:

Arab opposition to the plan of the Assembly of 29 November
1947 has taken the form of organized efforts by strong Arab ele-
ments, both inside and outside Palestine, to prevent its implementa-
tion and to thwart its objectives by threats and acts of violence,
including repeated armed incursions into Palestine territory. The
Commission has had to report to the Security Council that powerful
Arab interests, both inside and outside Palestine, are defying the
resolution of the General Assembly and are engaged in a deliberate
effort to alter by force the settlement envisaged therein.

This is a description of the events between November 1947
and May 1948 when the Arab exodus began. Months later,
when the tide of battle rolled away, its consequences of bereave-
ment, devastation and panic were left behind. At the General
Assembly meetings in 1948 the United Nations Acting Mediator
recorded a grave international judgement:
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The Arab states had forcibly opposed the existence of the Jewish
State in Palestine in direct opposition to the wishes of two thirds
of the members of the Assembly. Nevertheless their armed inter-
vention proved useless. The [Mediator’s] report was based solely on
the fact that the Arab states had no right to resort to force and that
the United Nations should exert its authority to prevent such a use
of force.

The significance of the Arab assault upon Israel by five
neighbouring states had been reflected in a letter addressed by
the Secretary General of the United Nations to representatives
of the permanent members of the Security Council on 16 May
1948 : ‘The Egyptian Government,” wrote the Secretary General,

has declared in a cablegram to the President of the Security Council
on 15 May that Egyptian armed forces have entered Palestine and
it has engaged in ‘armed intervention’ in that country. On 16 May
I received a cablegram from the Arab League making similar state-
ments on behalf of the Arab states. I consider it my duty to
emphasize to you that this is the first time since the adoption of the
Charter that member states have openly declared that they have
engaged in armed intervention outside their own territory.

These are only a few of the documents which set out the
responsibility of the Arab governments for the warfare of
which the refugees are the main surviving victims. Even after
a full decade it is difficult to sit here with equanimity and listen
to Arab representatives disengaging themselves from any re-
sponsibility for the travail and anguish which they caused. I
recall this history not for the purpose of recrimination, but
because of its direct bearing on the Committee’s discussion.
Should not the representatives of Arab states, as the authors of
this tragedy, come here in a mood of humility and repentance
rather than in shrill and negative indignation? Since these
governments have, by acts of policy, created this tragic prob-
lem, does it not follow that the world community has an un-
impeachable right to claim their full assistance in its solution?
How can governments create a vast humanitarian problem by
their action — then wash their hands of all responsibility for its
alleviation? The claim of the world community on the co-
operation of Arab governments is all the more compelling
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when we reflect that these states, in their vast lands, command
all the resources and conditions which would enable them to
liberate the refugees from their plight, in full dignity and free-
dom.

With this history in mind the Committee should not find it
difficult to reject the assertion that the guilt for the refugee prob-
lem lies with the United Nations itself. The refugee problem
was not created by the General Assembly’s recommendation
for the establishment of Israel. It was created by the attempts
of Arab governments to destroy that recommendation by force.
The crisis arose not as Arab spokesmen have said because the
United Nations adopted a resolution eleven years ago; it arose
because Arab governments attacked that resolution by force.
If the United Nations proposal had been peacefully accepted,
there would be no refugee problem today hanging as a cloud
upon the tense horizons of the Middle East.

The next question is — why has the problem endured?

In his statement to the Committee on 10 November 1958, the
representative of the United States said :

In our view it is not good enough consciously to perpetuate for
over a decade the dependent status of nearly a million refugees.

Other speakers in this debate have echoed a similar sense of
frustration.

Apart from the question of its origin, the perpetuation of this
refugee problem is an unnatural event, running against the
whole course of experience and precedent. Since the end of the
Second World War, problems affecting forty million refugees
have confronted governments in various parts of the world.
In no case, except that of the Arab refugees, amounting to less
than two per cent of the whole, has the international com-
munity shown constant responsibility and provided lavish aid.
In every other case a solution has been found by the integration
of refugees into their host countries. Nine million Koreans;
900,000 refugees from the conflict in Vietnam; 814 million
Hindus and Sikhs leaving Pakistan for India ; 61 million Mus-
lims fleeing India to Pakistan ; 700,000 Chinese refugees in Hong
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Kong; 13 million Germans from the Sudetenland, Poland and
other East Furopean states reaching West and East Germany;
thousands of Turkish refugees from Bulgaria; 440,000 Finns
separated from their homeland by a change of frontier; 450,000
refugees from Arab lands arrived destitute in Israel; and an
equal number converging on Israel from the remnants of the
Jewish holocaust in Europe — these form the tragic procession
of the world’s refugee population in the past two decades. In
every case but that of the Arab refugees now in Arab lands
the countries in which the refugees sought shelter have facili-
tated their integration. In this case alone has integration been
obstructed.

The paradox is the more astonishing when we reflect that the
kinship of language, religion, social background and national
sentiment existing between the Arab refugees and their Arab
host countries has been at least as intimate as those existing
between any other host countries and any other refugee groups.
It is impossible to escape the conclusion that the integration of
Arab refugees into the life of the Arab world is an objec-
‘tively feasible process which has been resisted for political
reasons.

In a learned study on refugee problems published by the Car-
negie Endowment for International Peace in November 1957
under the title Century of the Homeless Man Dr Elfan Rees,
Advisor on Refugees to the World Council of Churches, sums
up the international experience in the following terms:

No large-scale refugee problem has ever been solved by repatria-
tion, and there are certainly no grounds for believing that this
particular problem can be so solved. Nothing can bring it about ex-
cept wars which in our time would leave nothing to go back to. War
has never solved a refugee problem and it is not in the books that
a modern war would.

Those words should be compared with Mr Shukairy’s pero-
ration, in which he seems to look forward to a settlement of the
refugee problem by a war launched for the extinction of Israel’s
independence. Such a war, whose result would not be that en-
visaged by Mr Shukairy, would be more likely to create new
refugee problems than to solve the existing ones.
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Dr Rees’s Report continues :

This then is not a case of a refugee rejecting a particular solution
but of the international community having to reject it as dangerous
and impossible. It is time this was done with more frankness and
force than has been used hitherto. Until it is — real danger remains,
and these refugee problems will be unnecessarily perpetuated by the
rejection of other and viable solutions.

The Carnegie Endowment publication concludes :

The facts we must face force us to the conclusion that for most
of the world refugees the only solution is integration where they
are.

Another important study on refugee problems carried out
last year has been published by the Research Group for Euro-
pean Migration. This study reaches the following grave conclu-
sion:

The official attitude of the [Arab] host countries is well known. It
is one of seeking to prevent any sort of adaptation and integration
because the refugees are seen as a political means of pressure to get
Isracl wiped off the map or to get the greatest possible number of
concessions.

It is painfully evident that this refugee problem has been
artificially maintained for political motives against all the eco-
nomic, social and cultural forces which, had they been allowed
free play, would have brought about a solution.

Recent years have witnessed a great expansion of economic
potentialities in the Middle East. The revenues of the oil-bearing
countries have opened up great opportunities of work and de-
velopment, into which the refugees by virtue of their linguistic
and national background could fit without any sense of dislo-
cation. The expansion in the areas of Arab sovereignty has
also created opportunities of employment which did not exist
in the days of colonial tutelage. There cannot be any doubt
that if free movement had been granted to the refugees there
would have been a spontaneous absorption of thousands of
them into these expanded Arab economies. It is precisely this
that Arab governments have obstructed. In his report to the
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Fighth session of the General Assembly the Director of
UNRWA describes Arab policies on free movement in a highly
significant passage :

The full benefit of the spread of this large capital investment [in
Arab countries] will be felt only if restrictions on the movement
of refugees are withdrawn. This is a measure which was proposed
in the original three-year plan but little has been done so far to give
effect to it. Such freedom of movement would enable refugees to
take full advantage of the opportunities for work arising in coun-
tries such as Iraq, Saudi Arabia and the Persian Gulf Sheikhdoms
where economic development has already taken place.

There has, of course, been some movement of refugees into
the new labour opportunities of the region. The force of econo-
mic attraction has sometimes prevailed. But these potentiali-
ties can only be fully realized if political resistance to integra-
tion is overcome. There are broad opportunities in the Arab
world for refugees to build new lives; but the governments
concerned have so far sought to debar refugees from using
them. In the survey published by the Carnegie Endowment the
obstructive record of Arab governments is set out in graphic
words:

The history of UNRW A has been a clinical study in frustration.
No Agency has been better led or more devoutly served but the
organized intransigence of the refugees and the calculated indiffer-
ence of the Arab states concerned have brought all its plans to
nought. By chicanery it is feeding the dead, by political pressure it is
feeding non-refugees, its relief supplics have been subjected in some
instances to import duty, its personnel policies are grossly interfered
with and its ‘constructive measures’, necessarily requiring the con-
currence of governments, have been pigeon-holed. The net result is
that relief is being provided in 1957 to refugees who could have
been rehabilitated in 1951 with ‘home and jobs’, without prejudice
to their just claims.

In a survey on Social Forces in the Middle East 1956, Dr
Channing B. Richardson of Hamilton University writes :

Towards UNRWA the attitudes of the Arab governments vary
between suspicion and obstruction. It cannot be denied that the
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outside observer gains the impression that the Arab governments
have no great desire to solve the refugee problem.

In June 1957 the Chairman of the Near Eastern Sub-
Committee of the United States Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee reported at the end of an illuminating survey:

The fact is that the Arab states have for ten years used the
Palestine refugees as political hostages in their struggle with Israel.
While Arab delegates in the United Nations have condemned the
plight of their brothers in the refugee camps nothing has been done
to assist them in a practical way lest political leverage against
Israel be lost.

The failure or refusal of Arab governments to achieve a
permanent economic integration of refugees in their huge lands
appears all the more remarkable when we contrast it with the
achievements of other countries when confronted by the chal-
lenge and opportunity of absorbing their kinsmen into their
midst. Israel with her small territory, her meagre water re-
sources and her hard-pressed finances, has found homes, work
and citizenship in the past ten years for nearly a million new-
comers arriving in destitution no less acute than those of Arab
refugees. These refugees from Arab lands left their homes,
property and jobs behind. Their standards of physique and
nutrition were in many cases pathetically low. They have had
to undergo processes of adaptation to a social, linguistic and
national ethos far removed from any that they had known
before. Thus, integration in this case has been far more arduous
than it would be for Arab refugees in Arab lands, where no
such differences exist between the society and culture of the
host country and those with which the refugees are already
familiar. If Israel in these conditions could assimilate nearly
one million refugees — 450,000 of them from Arab lands — how
much more easily could the vast Arab world find a home for
a similar number of Arab refugees if only the same impulse of
kinship asserted itself.

This is concisely described in the report published by the
Carnegie Endowment :



Israel and the Arab World 1948-67 197

There is another aspect of the Middle East refugee problem that is
also frequently ignored. It is necessary to remember that con-
currently with the perpetuation of the Arab refugee problem more
that 400,000 Jews have been forced to leave their homes in Iraq,
the Yemen, and North Africa. They have not been counted as
refugees because they were readily and immediately received as
new immigrants into Israel. Nevertheless they were forced to leave
their traditional homes against their will and to abandon, in the
process, all that they possessed. The latest addition to their number
are the 20,000 Jews for whom life has become impossible in Egypt.
Fifteen thousand of them have sought asylum in Israel while the
remainder are in Europe seeking other solutions to their problem.

Nor is this an isolated example of what can be achieved by
governments in circumstances much less favourable than those
which the Arab states command. Less than two weeks ago the
representative of Finland, in the Third Committee of this As-
sembly, gave the following moving account of what a small
country can achieve in refugee integration :

In 1944 the 3,300,000 people who lived within the present boun-
daries of Finland had to receive in a couple of weeks’ time around
440,000 displaced persons, all Finnish citizens who had left their
homesteads after the new frontier line had cut off some 13 per cent
of our territory from the rest of Finland. ... As in 1944 practically no
emigration of the displaced persons was possible and none of them
could be sent back to their earlier home region, complete integration
was the only solution. It was an extremely heavy economic burden
taking into consideration that there was no international aid, that
the reparation of war destruction and the payment of war in-
demnities all came simultaneously and that the displaced persons
came practically empty handed.

I will not ask the Committee to consider the other numerous
precedents. Enough has been said to prove the crucial point
that there is no objective difficulty in solving such problems
provided the will for a solution exists.

Indeed, compared with other problems, the Arab refugee
problem is one of the easiest to solve.

The Research Group for European Migration points out in
its report (pp. 25—26) that
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The Palestine refugees have the closest possible affinities of
national sentiment, language, religion and social organization with
the Arab host countries and the standard of living of the majority
of the refugee population is little different from those of the inhabi-
tants of the countries that have given them refuge or will do so in
the future.

The same point is made in the report of a Special Study Com-
mission to the Near East and Africa dispatched by the
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the United States House of
Representatives, the source of a great proportion of UN relief
funds:

Unlike refugees in other parts of the world the Palestine refugees
are no different in language and social organization from the other
Arabs. Resettlement therefore would be in familiar environment.
If the local governments are unwilling to tackle the problem except
on their own terms there is little incentive for outside governments
to continue financial support. Original humanitarian impulse which
led to the creation and perpetuation of UNRW A is gradually being
perverted into a political weapon. (19 May 1958)

Most of the recent literature describes Arab resistance to
integration by two methods — political opposition to integra-
tion; and careful scrutiny of UNRWA'’s activities to ensure
that they do not develop into permanent solutions. The policy
of obstruction however also has a third heading. I refer to the
rejection of economic development proposals which seemed to
hold the promise of a refugee solution. The thinking behind
these plans was simple but imaginative. The international
community was willing to create special opportunities of liveli-
hood by irrigating new areas of land, establishing new farms
or, in some cases, new village communities with industrial as
well as agricultural activity. Refugees were to be placed into
these newly created labour opportunities. The result would be
a reduction of the number of refugees receiving relief and pro-
gress towards lightening the international burden.

None of these schemes has won Arab acceptance. Many of
them have been rejected precisely because their implementa-
tion would help solve the refugee problem. A typical and spec-
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tacular instance is to be found in the long negotiations
conducted between 1953 and 1956 on a project for the coordi-
nated use of the Jordan and Yarmuk Rivers. Israel was prepared,
despite certain disavowal - indeed is still prepared — to co-
operate in this plan. Ambassador Fric Johnston has summed
up his experience in the following words :

Between 1953 and 1956, at the request of President Eisenhower, I
undertook to negotiate with these states a comprehensive Jordan
Valley development plan that would have provided for the irrigation
of some 225,000 acres. . .. After two years of discussion, technical
experts of Israel, Jordan, Lebanon and Syria agreed upon every
important detail of a unified Jordan plan. But in October 1956 it was
rejected for political reasons at a meeting of the Arab League. . ..
Three years have passed and no agreement has yet been reached on
developing the Jordan. Every year a billion cubic metres of precious
water still roll down the ancient stream, wasted, to the Dead
Sea.

In the light of these experiences it cannot be doubted that
Arab governments have been determined that the refugees
shall remain refugees; and that the aim of wrecking any alter-
native to ‘repatriation’ has been pursued by these governments
with an ingenuity worthy of a better cause. With an inter-
national agency working for integration; with millions of dol-
lars expended every year to move refugees away from a life
of dependence, the Arab governments have brought us to a
point where there are more refugees on United Nations rolls
than ever before.

Any discussion of this problem revolves around the two
themes of resettlement, and what is called ‘repatriation’. There
is a growing scepticism about the feasibility of repatriation.
These hundreds of thousands of Arab refugees are now in Arab
lands on the soil of their kinsmen. They have been nourished
for ten years on one single theme — hatred of Israel; refusal to
recognize Israel’s sovereignty; resentment against Israel’s ex-
istence; the dream of securing Israel’s extinction. All these im-
placable sentiments found expression in the address by the
representative of Saudi Arabia.
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Repatriation would mean that hundreds of thousands of
people would be introduced into a state whose existence they
oppose, whose flag they despise and whose destruction they
are resolved to seek. The refugees are all Arabs; and the coun-
tries in which they find themselves are Arab countries. Yet
the advocates of repatriation contend that these Arab refugees
should be settled in a non-Arab country, in the only social and
cultural environment which is alien to their background and
tradition. The Arab refugees are to be uprooted from the soil of
nations to which they are akin and loyal — and placed in a state
to which they are alien and hostile. Israel, whose sovereignty
and safety are already assailed by the states surrounding her,
is invited to add to its perils by the influx from hostile terri-
tories of masses of people steeped in the hatred of her exist-
ence. All this is to happen in a region where the Arab nations
possess unlimited opportunities for resettling their kinsmen, and
in which Israel has already contributed to a solution of the
refugee problems of Asia and Africa by receiving 450,000 refu-
gees from Arab lands among its immigrants.

Surely the Committee will not find it difficult to understand
why this solution finds such little favour. In discussing the
rights and duties of individuals let us not forget the rights and
duties of states. Israel is a small sovereign state whose primary
preoccupation is that of its safety. It cannot in conscience
entertain a solution which would involve its own disruption,
and bring misery and disillusionment to refugees who have
surely suffered enough from false hopes and vain illusions.
While every state is entitled to respect for its security needs,
Israel is surely unique in the acuteness of the threats which sur-
round her. No other state on the face of the globe is surrounded,
as we are, by hostile neighbours who openly avow its destruc-
tion. To suggest that in addition to facing external perils from
the north, south and east, we should import a massive quantity
of hatred and rancour into our midst is to demand something
beyond prudence or reason.

There are three other considerations which must be placed
on the scale against repatriation. First the word itself is not
accurately used in this context. Transplanting an Arab refugee
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from an Arab land to a non-Arab land is not really ‘repatria-
tion’. ‘Patria’ is not a mere geographical concept. Resettle-
ment of a refugee in Israel would be not repatriation, but
alienation from Arab society; a true repatriation of an Arab
refugee would be a process which brought him into union with
people who share his conditions of language and heritage, his
impulses of national loyalty and cultural identity.

Second, the validity of the ‘repatriation’ concept is further
undermined when we examine the structure of the refugee
population. More than 5o per cent of the Arab refugees are
under fifteen years of age. This means that at the time of Israel’s
establishment many of those, if born at all at that time, were
under five years of age. We thus reach the striking fact that a
majority of the refugee population can have no conscious mem-
ory of Israel at all.

Thirdly those who speak of repatriation to Israel might not
always be aware of the measure of existing integration of
refugees into countries of their present residence. In the king-
dom of Jordan, refugees have full citizenship and participate
fully in the government of the country. They are entitled to
vote and be elected to the Jordanian parliament. Indeed many
of them hold high rank in the government of the kingdom.
Thousands of refugees are enrolled in the Jordanian army and
its National Guard. It is, to say the least, eccentric to suggest
that people who are citizens of another land and are actually
or potentially enrolled in the armed forces of a country at war
with Israel are simultaneously endowed with an optional right
of Israel citizenship.

In the Syrian region of Egypt refugees have not been granted
citizenship; but, by virtue of a law of July 1956, their status is,
to a large degree, assimilated to that of citizens. This is especi-
ally so in respect of the right to work and to establish commer-
cial enterprises. According to the law of July 1956, refugees
are subject to compulsory military service in the Syrian army.
Here again, to adduce an unconditional right ‘repatriation’
would-signify that those who are citizens of a state foreign and
hostile to Israel have a simultaneous right to be regarded as
Israel citizens! Is there any state represented here which
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would acknowledge a right of entry to those who having left
its shores have become the citizens of a foreign and hostile
state, and have taken military service under governments
which proclaim a state of war against it?

This is merely a striking example of the sharp paradox
which we enter if we try to reconcile the slogan of ‘repatria-
tion” with the actual context, the hard facts of Arab-Israel
relations.

I do not believe it necessary to speak at any length on the
point that resettlement in Arab countries is free from all the
disadvantages which adhere to ‘repatriation’. Every condition
which has ever contributed to a solution of refugee problems
by integration is present in this case. With its expanse of terri-
tory, its great rivers, its resources of mineral wealth, its accessi-
bility to international aid, the Arab world is easily capable of
absorbing an additional population, not only without danger to
itself, but with actual reinforcement of its security and wel-
fare ...

Document 36
Golda Meir: A Call for Disarmament

From an address by the then Israeli Foreign Minister before the UN
General Assembly on 9 October 1962.

*

The small and new countries, emerging into a world of armed
camps, suffer twofold. Our immediate aim is rapid develop-
ment, but since the danger of war still looms over every dis-
pute, we are constantly burdened with defence expenditures
to the detriment of our development needs. We too quickly
learn the bitter lesson that those who threaten others must be
deterred by some equilibrium, and let not those whose declared
policy is to attack their neighbour cry out in mock indignation
when the latter seeks some means of defence.
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My government rejects war as a means of settling disputes.
From the day that the state of Israel was established, my gov-
ernment has called for settling all outstanding differences by
direct negotiations.

We do not rest content with calling upon the great powers
to find a way to disarmament, and to settle outstanding prob-
lems by negotiation and conciliation between them. We are
prepared to put this into practice in the dispute in which we
are involved with our neighbours. As we have done in the past,
we call again upon the Arab states to agree to complete dis-
armament with mutual inspection, covering all types of
weapons, and to accept that method of direct negotiations as
the only means for solving all differences between them and
Israel ...

There are many that are misled by two fallacies regarding
the Middle East. The first is that it is an Arab region. In fact
there are in it more non-Arabs than Arabs — Muslims, Chris-
tians and Jews. This composite pattern of peoples of various
faiths and cultures has always been the pattern of the Middle
East, each people with its historic continuity, past, present and
future.

The second fallacy is that all would be well in that region
if it were not for the tension between the Arab states and Israel.
I would be the last to underrate the difficulties and dangers
which arise from that conflict. But this is only one source of
tension in a part of the world which is, unhappily, the scene
of so much political instability, economic and social backward-
ness, rivalry and friction between different countries and
regions and the pressures of the cold war. Anyone who follows
the affairs of the Middle East knows that during this last year
the focus of trouble in the area has been the bitter struggles
within the Arab world which have made of the Arab League
no longer even a facade of unity.

Israel longs for the day when the political independence and
territorial integrity of every single state in the area — Arab and
non-Arab - will be assured and when we can all concentrate
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on the welfare of our people. When I refer to the turmoil in the
Arab world, it is because we are a Middle Eastern country and
therefore affected by all that affects the peace of our area.

As far as the Israel-Arab dispute itself is concerned, it is well
to see clearly what is the basic problem. It is the denial by the
Arab states of Israel’s right to exist. If this attitude were to
change, and if the Arab states and Israel were to discuss their
differences at the conference table in a frank and open manner,
I am positive that solutions could be found on all the specific
issues.

Year after year Israel has come on this rostrum with one
demand - peace between it and its Arab neighbours. May I
say here that we were grateful to the distinguished Deputy
Foreign Minister of Ghana when he drew our attention again
to the important statement of President Nkrumah during the
15th General Assembly, in which he called for recognition of
the political realities in the Middle East and for insurance
against non-aggression. We are entirely in agreement with that
view.

The Arab denial of Israel’s right of existence has a direct
bearing on the distressing refugee problem. We are willing, and
always have been willing, to discuss with the Arab governments
what can best be done to secure the future of the refugees in
the light of the political and economic realities in the region.
But a natural solution to the problem is frustrated by the Arab
dream of destroying Israel and openly proclaimed Arab inten-
tion of using the refugees for this purpose.

This design has been openly propagated even from the ros-
trum of this Assembly. This small spot of land, in which the
Jewish people have revived their ancient home and nation-
hood, must again be wrested from them and they again be
scattered to the four corners of the earth. Our neighbours have
tried to achieve this by various means, open or guerilla warfare,
economic boycott, propaganda and threats.

Negotiations and conciliation are proclaimed from the ros-
trum as the method to solve all other problems in the world
except this one, which must, according to these spokesmen,
be resolved by force. For every other nation, they claim co-
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existence, practised in peace. For Israel, non-existence, to be
achieved by war. This doctrine not only runs counter to the
basic principles of the United Nations Charter; its acceptance
strikes at the very roots of our organization.

The world of today is overwhelmed by ideological disputes,
international conflicts and economic controversies. In face of
this situation, the basic concepts of the Charter, on the eschew-
ing of force, on the unremitting search for peace, on inter-
national cooperation, on negotiation as the means to solve
problems, have gained a new depth and significance. As long
as negotiation is sought, there is hope. Those who rule out nego-
tiation in the Middle East, those who year after year engage in
sterile and stereotyped speeches of hostility, should know that
their attitude is irrelevant to the basic theme of the inter-
national community and can have no echo in an organization
which has proclaimed peace to be synonymous with human
survival: that they are assaulting the foundations of human
progress.

The policy of the Israel government has been and continues
to be peace. It is peace, not only for the world, but also between
us and our neighbours. We believe in coexistence and coopera-
tion everywhere and we shall do everything in our power to-
wards that end ...

Despite all the speeches which we have heard from Arab
representatives, we are convinced that for us and for our
neighbours the day must come when we shall live in amity and
cooperation. Then will the entire Middle East become a region
where the tens of millions of people will dwell in peace and then
will its economic potentialities and rich cultural heritage
achieve fulfilment. This Israel believes and towards this end
we shall devote all our efforts.

# .
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Document 37

Fayez A. Sayegh: Zionist Colonialism
in Palestine

This statement is from a booklet published in Beirut in 1965 by a
leading spokesman of the Palestinian refugees maintaining that the
Liberation of Palestine from the Zionist usurpers was the only
possible solution of the problem.

*

In 1948 the Palestinian Arab people was forcibly dispossessed.
Most Palestinians were evicted from their country. Their un-
yielding resistance and their costly sacrifices over three decades
had failed to avert the national catastrophe.

But those sacrifices were not in vain. For they safeguarded
the Palestinian national rights and underscored the legitimacy
of the Arabs’ claim to their national heritage. Rights unde-
fended are rights surrendered. Unopposed and acquiesced in,
usurpation is legitimized by default. For forfeiture of its patri-
mony, the Palestinian generation of the inter-war era will be
indicted by the Palestinian generations to come. It lost indeed —
but not without fighting. It was dislodged indeed - but not for
want of the will to defend its heritage.

Nor has the people of Palestine retroactively bestowed un-
deserved legitimacy upon the Zionist colonization of Palestine
by recognizing the fait accompli after the fact. Many have been
the self-appointed counsellors of ‘realism’, urging upon Pales-
tinians acknowledgement of the new status quo in Palestine
and acceptance of their exile ‘in good grace’; and many have
been the lucrative offers of economic aid for ‘resettlement’ and
‘rehabilitation’ outside Palestine. But the people which had
remained for thirty years undaunted by the combined power
of British Imperialism and Zionist Colonialism, and which sub-
sequently refused to allow the seizure of its land and the
dispersal of its body to conquer its soul, also knew very well
how to resist those siren-calls.

The Zionist settler-state, therefore, has remained a usurper,
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lacking even the semblance of legitimacy — because the people
of Palestine has remained loyal to its heritage and faithful to
its rights ...

The people of Palestine, notwithstanding all its travails and
misfortunes, still has undiminished faith in its future.

And the people of Palestine knows that the pathway to that
future is the liberation of its homeland.

It was in this belief that the Palestinian people — after six-
teen years of dispersion and exile, during which it had reposed
its faith in its return to its country in world conscience and
international public opinion, in the United Nations, and/or in
the Arab states — chose at last to seize the initiative. In 1964,
it reasserted its corporate personality by creating the Palestine
Liberation Organization.

Only in the liberation of Palestine, spearheaded by Palestin-
ians prepared to pay the price, can the supreme sacrifices of
past generations of Palestinians be vindicated, and the visions
and hopes of living Palestinians be transformed into reality.

Documents 38—42
Towards the Third Round

The Arab-Israeli conflict again escalated with the Egyptian decision
in mid May 1967 to concentrate troops in Sinai and the announce-
ment that the Straits of Tiran would be closed to Israeli shipping. In
his speech on 25 May Nasser said that ‘under no circumstances’
would he allow the Israeli flag to pass the Straits. On the day after:
‘Recently we felt we are strong enough, that if we were to enter a
battle with Israel, with God’s help, we could triumph’ (Document
39). On the 29th: ‘The issue now at hand is not the Gulf of Agaba
but the rights of the Palestinian people’ (Document 4r1). Meanwhile
Hassanain Haykal, Egypt’s leading spokesman, had explained (on
26 May — Document 40) why a war with Israel was inevitable. On
9 June, after the Egyptian defeat, Nasser announced his resignation
(Document 42), but several hours after, following demonstrations in
Cairo, withdrew it. The summing up of the war and its pre-history
as Nasser saw it appears in Part 4 of this Reader (page 237).
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Document 38

Nasser’s Speech at UAR Advanced Air Headquarters,
25 May 1967

The entire country looks up to you today. The entire Arab
nation supports you. It is clear that in these circumstances the
entire people support you completely and consider the armed
forces as their hope today. It is also a fact that the entire Arab
nation supports our armed forces in the current situation
through which the entire Arab nation is passing.

What I wish to say is that we are now in 1967 and not in
1956 after the tripartite aggression. A great deal was said then
and all the secrets revealed had a double interpretation. Israel,
its commanders and rulers, boasted a great deal after 1956. I
have read every word written about the 1956 events and [ also
know exactly what happened in 1956.

On the night of 29 October 1956 the Israeli aggression against
us began. Fighting began on 30 October. We received the Anglo-
French ultimatum which asked us to withdraw several miles
west of the Suez Canal. On 31 October the Anglo-French attack
on us began. The air raids began at sunset on 31 October. At
the same time all our forces in Sinai were withdrawn com-
pletely to inside Egypt. )

Thus in 1956 we did not have an opportunity to fight Israel.
We decided to withdraw before the actual fighting with Israel
began. Despite our decision to withdraw Israel was unable to
occupy any of our positions except after we left them. Yet
Israel created a major uproar, boasted and said a great deal
about the Sinai campaign and the Sinai battle. Everyone of
you knows all the rubbish that was said. They probably be-
lieved what they said themselves.

Today, more than ten years after Suez, all the secrets have
been exposed. The most important secret concerns when they
brought Ben Gurion to France to employ him as a dog for
imperialism, to begin the operation. Ben Gurion refused to
undertake anything unless he was given a written guarantee
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that they would protect him from the Egyptian bombers and
the Egyptian Air Force. All this is now no longer secret. The
entire world knows. It was on this basis that France sent fighter
aircraft to Ben Gurion, and it was also on this basis that Britain
pledged to Ben Gurion to bomb Egyptian airfields within
twenty-four hours after the aggression began.

This goes to show how much they took into account the Egyp-
tian forces. Ben Gurion himself said he had to think about the
Haifa~Jerusalem~Tel Aviv triangle, which holds one third of
Israel’s population. He could not attack Egypt out of fear of
the Egyptian Air Force and bombers. At that time we had a
few Ilyushin bombers. We had just acquired them to arm our-
selves. Today we have many Ilyushins and other aircraft. There
is a great difference between yesterday and today, between
1956 and 1967. Why do I say all this? I say it because we are in
a confrontation with Israel. Israel today is not backed by
Britain and France as was the case in 1956. It has the United
States supporting it and supplying it with arms. But the world
cannot again accept the plotting which took place in 1956.

Israel has been clamouring since 1956. They spoke of Israel’s
competence and high standard of training. It was backed in this
by the West and the Western press. They capitalized on the
Sinai campaign where no fighting actually took place because
we withdrew to confront Britain and France.

Today we have a chance to prove the fact. We have, indeed,
a chance to make the world see matters in their true perspec-
tive. We are now face to face with Israel. In recent days Israel
has been making aggressive threats and boasting. On 12 May
a very impertinent statement was made. Anyone reading this
statement must believe that these people are so boastful and
deceitful that one simply cannot remain silent. The statement
said that the Israeli commanders announced they would carry
out military operations against Syria in order to occupy Damas-
cus and overthrow the Syrian government. On the same day the
Israeli Premier, Eshkol, made a very threatening statement
against Syria. At the same time the commentaries said that Israel
believed that Egypt could not make a move because it was bog-
ged down in Yemen.
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Of course they say that we are bogged down in Yemen and
have problems there. We are in Yemen but they seem to have
believed the lies they have been saying all these years about
our being in Yemen. It is very possible that the Israelis them-
selves believed such lies. We are capable of carrying out our
duties in Yemen and at the same time doing our national duty
here in Egypt, both in defending our borders and in attacking
if Israel attacks any Arab country.

On 13 May we received accurate information that Israel was
concentrating on the Syrian border huge armed forces of about
11 to 1% brigades. These forces were divided into two fronts,
one south of Lake Tiberias and the other north of the Lake. The
decision made by Israel at this time was to carry out an attack
against Syria starting on 17 May. On 14 May we took action,
discussed the matter and contacted our Syrian brothers. The
Syrians also had this information. Based on the information
Lt-Gen. Mahmud Fawzi left for Syria to coordinate matters.
We told them that we had decided that if Syria was attacked
Egypt would enter the battle right from the start. This was the
situation on 14 May; forces began to move in the direction of
Sinai to take up their normal positions.

News agencies reported yesterday that these military move-
ments must have been the result of a previously well laid plan.
I say that the sequence of events determined the plan. We had
no plan prior to 13 May because we believed that Israel would
not have dared to make such an impertinent statement.

On 16 May we requested the withdrawal of the United Na-
tions Emergency Force [UNEF] in a letter from Lt-Gen. Mahmud
Fawzi. We requested the complete withdrawal of the UNEF.
A major worldwide campaign, led by the United States, Britain
and Canada, began opposing the withdrawal of the UNEF
from Egypt. Thus we felt that attempts were being made to
turn the UNEF into a force serving neo-imperialism. It is ob-
vious that the UNEF entered Egypt with our approval and
therefore cannot continue to stay in Egypt except with our
approval. Until yesterday a great deal was said about the
UNEF. A campaign is also being mounted against the UN
Secretary-General because he made a faithful and honest de-
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cision and could not surrender to the pressure brought to bear
upon him by the United States, Britain and Canada to make the
UNEF an instrument for implementing imperialism’s plans.

It is quite natural, and I say this quite frankly, that had the
UNEF ignored its basic task and turned to working for the aims
of imperialism we would have regarded it as a hostile force and
forcibly disarmed it. We are definitely capable of doing such a
job. I say this now not to discredit the UNEF but to those who
have neo-imperialist ideas and who want the UN to achieve
their neo-imperialist aims — that there is not a single nation
which respects itself and enjoys full sovereignty which could
accept these methods in any shape or form. At the same time I
say that the UNEF has honourably and faithfully carried out
its duties. The UN Secretary-General refused to succumb to
pressure. He issued immediate orders to the UNEF to withdraw.
Consequently we praise the UNEF which has stayed ten years
in our country serving peace. And when they left — at a time
when we found that the neo-imperialist force wanted to divert
them from their basic task — we gave them a cheerful send-off
and saluted them.

Our forces are now in Sinai and we are fully mobilized both
in Gaza and Sinai. We notice that there is a great deal of talk
about peace these days. Peace, peace, international peace,
international security, UN intervention, and so on and so forth,
all appears daily in the press. Why is it that no one spoke about
peace, the UN and security when on 12 May the Israeli premier
and the Israeli commanders made their statements that they
would occupy Damascus, overthrow the Syrian regime, strike
vigorously at Syria, and occupy a part of Syria? It was obvious
that the press approved of the statements made by the Israeli
premier and commanders.

There is talk about peace now. What peace? If there is a
true desire for peace we say that we also work for peace. But
does peace mean ignoring the rights of the Palestinian people
because of the passage of time? Does peace mean that we
should concede our rights because of the passage of time?
Nowadays they speak about a UN presence in the region for
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the sake of peace. Does a UN presence in the region for peace
mean that we should close our eyes to everything? The UN
has adopted a number of resolutions in favour of the Palestinian
people. Israel has implemented none of these resolutions. This
brought no reaction from the UN.

Today US Senators, members of the House of Representa-
tives, the press and the entire world speak in favour of Israel,
of the Jews. But nothing is said in the Arabs’ favour. The UN
resolutions which favour the Arabs have not been implemented.
What does this mean ? No one is speaking in the Arabs’ favour.
How does the UN stand with regard to the Palestinian people?
How does it stand with regard to the rights of the Palestinian
people? How does it stand with regard to the tragedy which
has continued since 1948? Talk of peace is heard only when
Israel is in danger. But when Arab rights and the rights of the
Palestinian people are lost, no one speaks about peace, rights,
or anything like this.

It is clear, therefore, that an alliance exists between the
Western powers, chiefly represented by the United States and
Britain, with Israel. There is a political alliance. This political
alliance prompts the Western powers to give military equip-
ment to Israel. Yesterday and the day before yesterday the
entire world was speaking about Sharm al-Shaikh, navigation
in the Gulf of Agaba, and Eilat Port. This morning I heard the
BBC say that in 1956 Abdel Nasser promised to open the Gulf
of Aqaba.

Of course, this is not true. It was copied from a British paper
called the Daily Mail. No such thing happened. Abdel Nasser
would never forfeit any UAR right. As I said, we would never
give away a grain of sand from our soil or our country.

The armed forces’ responsibility is now yours. The armed
forces yesterday occupied Sharm al-Shaikh. What does this
mean? It is affirmation of our rights and our sovereignty over
the Gulf of Aqaba, which constitutes Egyptian territorial waters.
Under no circumstances will we allow the Israeli flag to pass
through the Gulf of Aqaba.

The Jews threaten war. We tell them you are welcome, we
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are ready for war. Our armed forces and all our people are
ready for war, but under no circumstances will we abandon
any of our rights. This water is ours. War might be an oppor-
tunity for the Jews, for Israel and Rabin, to test their forces
against ours and to see that what they wrote about the 1956
battle and the occupation of Sinai was all a lot of nonsense.

With all this there is imperialism, Israel and reaction. Re-
action casts doubt on everything and so does the Islamic
alliance. We all know that the Islamic alliance is now repre-
sented by three states: the kingdom of Saudi Arabia, the
kingdom of Jordan and Iran. They are saying that the purpose
of the Islamic alliance is to reunite the Muslim against Israel.
I would like the Islamic alliance to serve the Palestine question
in only one way — by preventing the supply of oil to Israel. The
oil which now reaches Israel, which reaches Eilat, comes from
some of the Islamic alliance states. It goes to Eilat from Iran.
Who then is supplying Israel with oil? The Islamic alliance —
Iran, an Islamic alliance state. Such is the Islamic alliance. It
is an imperialist alliance and this means it sides with Zionism
because Zionism is the main ally of imperialism.

The Arab world, which is now mobilized to the highest
degree, knows all this. It knows how to deal with the imperial-
ist agents, the allies of Zionism and the fifth column.

They say they want to coordinate their plans with us. We
cannot coordinate our plans in any way with Islamic alliance
members because it would mean giving our plans to the Jews
and to Israel. This is a vital battle. When we said that we were
ready for the battle we meant that we would surely fight if
Syria or any other Arab state was subjected to aggression.

The armed forces are now everywhere. The army and all the
forces are now mobilized and so are the people. They are all
behind you, praying for you day and night and believing that
you are the pride of their nation, of the Arab nation. This is
the feeling of the Arab people in Egypt and outside Egypt. We
are confident that you will honour the trust. Everyone of us is
ready to die and not give away a grain of his country’s sand.
This for us is the greatest honour. It is the greatest honour for
us to defend our country. We are not scared by the imperialist,
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Zionist or reactionary campaigns. We are independent and
we know the taste of freedom. We have built a strong national
army and achieved our aims. We are building our country.
There is currently a propaganda campaign, a psychological
campaign, and a campaign of doubt against us. We leave all
this behind us and follow the course of duty and victory. May
God be with you.

Document 39

Nasser’s Speech to Arab Trade Unionists,
26 May 1967

Thank you for this initiative. You have provided me with an
opportunity to see you. I have actually heard your speeches and
resolutions, there is nothing to add during this meeting to what
you have already said. You, the Arab workers’ federations, re-
present the biggest force in the Arab world.

We can achieve much by Arab action, which is a main part
of our battle. We must develop and build our countries to face
the challenge of our enemies. The Arab world now is very dif-
ferent from what it was ten days ago. Israel is also different
from what it was ten days ago. Despair has never found its way
into Arab hearts and never will. The Arabs insist on their rights
and are determined to regain the rights of the Palestinian
people. The Arabs must accomplish this set intention and this
aim. The first elements of this aim appeared in the test of Syria
and Egypt in facing the Israeli threat. I believe that this test
was a major starting point and basis from which to achieve
complete cohesion in the Arab world. What we see today in the
masses of the Arab people everywhere is their desire to fight.
The Arab people want to regain the rights of the people of
Palestine.

For several years, many people have raised doubts about our
intentions towards Palestine. But talk is easy and action is
difficult, very difficult. We emerged wounded from the 1956
battle. Britain, Israel and France attacked us then. We sus-
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tained heavy losses in 1956. Later, union was achieved. The
1961 secession occurred when we had only just got completely
together and had barely begun to stand firmly on our feet.

Later the Yemeni revolution broke out. We considered it our
duty to rescue our brothers, simply because of the principles
and ideals which we advocated and still advocate.

We were waiting for the day when we would be fully pre-
pared and confident of being able to adopt strong measures if
we were to enter the battle with Israel. I say nothing aimlessly.
One day two years ago, I stood up to say that we have no plan
to liberate Palestine and that revolutionary action is our only
course to liberate Palestine. I spoke at the summit conferences.
The summit conferences were meant to prepare the Arab states
to defend themselves.

Recently we felt we are strong enough, that if we were to
enter a battle with Israel, with God’s help, we could triumph.
On this basis, we decided to take actual steps.

A great deal has been said in the past about the UN Emer-
gency Force [UNEF]. Many people blamed us for UNEF's pre-
sence. We were not strong enough. Should we have listened to
them, or rather built and trained our Army while UNEF still
existed? I said once that we could tell UNEF to leave within
half an hour. Once we were fully prepared we could ask UNEF
to leave. And this is what actually happened.

The same thing happened with regard to Sharm al-Shaikh.
We were also attacked on this score by some Arabs. Taking
Sharm al-Shaikh meant confrontation with Israel. Taking such
action also meant that we were ready to enter a general war
with Israel. It was not a separate operation. Therefore we had
to take this fact into consideration when moving to Sharm al-
Shaikh. The present operation was mounted on this basis.

Actually I was authorized by the [Arab Socialist Union’s]
Supreme Executive Committee to implement this plan at the
right time. The right time came when Syria was threatened
with aggression. We sent reconnaissance aircraft over Israel.
Not a single brigade was stationed opposite us on the Israeli
side of the border. All Israeli brigades were confronting Syria.
All but four brigades have now moved south to confront Egypt.
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Those four are still on the border with Syria. We are confident
that once we have entered the battle we will triumph, God
willing.

With regard to military plans, there is complete coordina-
tion of military action between us and Syria. We will operate
as one army fighting a single battle for the sake of a common
objective — the objective of the Arab nation.

The problem today is not just Israel, but also those behind it.
If Israel embarks on an aggression against Syria or Egypt the
battle against Israel will be a general one and not confined to
one spot on the Syrian or Egyptian borders. The battle will be
a general one and our basic objective will be to destroy Israel.
1 probably could not have said such things five or even three
years ago. If I had said such things and had been unable to
carry them out my words would have been empty and worth-
less.

Today, some eleven years after 1956, I say such things be-
cause I am confident. I know what we have here in Egypt and
what Syria has. I also know that other states — Iraq, for instance,
has sent its troops to Syria; Algeria will send troops; Kuwait
also will send troops. They will send armoured and infantry
units. This is Arab power. This is the true resurrection of the
Arab nation, which at one time was probably in despair.

Today people must know the reality of the Arab world. What
is Israel? Israel today is the United States. The United States is
the chief defender of Israel. As for Britain, I consider it Ameri-
ca’s lackey. Britain does not have an independent policy. Wilson
always follows Johnson’s steps and says what he wants him to
say. All Western countries take Israel’s view.

The Gulf of Aqaba was a closed waterway prior to 1956.
We used to search British, US, French and all other ships. After
the tripartite aggression — and we all know the tripartite plot
- we left the area to UNEF which came here under a UN reso-
lution to make possible the withdrawal of Britain, France and
Israel. The Israelis say they opened the maritime route. I say
they told lies and believed their own lies. We withdrew because
the British and the French attacked us. This battle was never
between us and Israel alone.



Israel and the Arab World 1948-67 217

I have recently been with the armed forces. All the armed
forces are ready for a battle face to face between the Arabs
and Israel. Those behind Israel are also welcome.

We must know and learn a big lesson today. We must actu-
ally see that in its hypocrisy and in its talks with the Arabs, the
United States sides with Israel 100 per cent and is partial in
favour of Israel. Why is Britain biased towards Israel? The
West is on Israel’s side. General de Gaulle’s personality caused
him to remain impartial on this question and not to toe the
US or the British line; France therefore did not take sides with
Israel.

The Soviet Union’s attitude was great and splendid. It sup-
ported the Arabs and the Arab nation. It went to the extent of
stating that, together with the Arabs and the Arab nation, it
would resist any interference or aggression.

Today every Arab knows foes and friends. If we do not learn
who our enemies and our friends are, Israel will always be
able to benefit from this behaviour. It is clear that the United
States is an enemy of the Arab because it is completely biased
in favour of Israel. It is also clear that Britain is an enemy of
the Arabs because she, too, is completely biased in favour of
Israel. On this basis we must treat our enemies and those who
side with our enemies as our actual enemies. We can accord
them such treatment. In fact we are not states without status.
We are states of status, occupying an important place in the
world. Our states have thousands of years of civilization be-
hind them - 7,000 years of civilization. Indeed, we can do
much; we can expose the hypocrisy - the hypocrisy of our
enemies if they try to persuade us that they wish to serve our
interests. The United States seeks to serve only Israel’s interests.
Britain also seeks to serve only Israel’s interests.

The question is not one of international law. Why all this
uproar because of the closure of the Gulf of Aqaba? When
Eshkol and Rabin threatened Syria, nobody spoke about peace
or threats to peace. They actually hate the progressive regime
in Syria. The United States, Britain and reaction — which is the
friend of the United States and Britain — do not favour the
national progressive regime in Syria. Israel, of course, shares
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their feelings. Israel is an ally of the United States and Britain.
When Israel threatened Syria, they kept quiet and accepted
what it said. But when we exercise one of our legitimate rights,
as we always do, they turn the world upside down and speak
about threats to peace and about a crisis in the Middle East.
They fabricate these matters and threaten us with war.

We shall not relinquish our rights. We shall not concede our
right in the Gulf of Aqaba. Today, the people of Egypt, the
Syrian Army, and the Egyptian Army comprise one front. We
want the entire front surrounding Israel to become one front.
We want this. Naturally there are obstacles at present. Of
course, Wasfi al-Tall is a spy for the Americans and the British.
We cannot cooperate with these spies in any form, because the
battle is one of destiny and the spies have no place in this battle.
We want the front to become one united front around Israel.
We will not relinquish the rights of the people of Palestine, as
I have said before. I was told at the time that I might have to
wait seventy years. During the crusaders’ occupation, the Arabs
waited seventy years before a suitable opportunity arose and
they drove away the crusaders. Some people commented that
Abdel Nasser said we should shelve the Palestinian question
for seventy years. I do not mean exactly seventy years, but I
say that as a people with an ancient civilization, as an Arab
people, we are determined that the Palestine question will not
be liquidated or forgotten. The whole question, then, is the
proper time to achieve our aims. We are preparing ourselves
constantly.

You are the hope of the Arab nation and its vanguard. As
workers, you are actually building the Arab nation. The
quicker we build, the quicker we will be able to achieve our
aim. I thank you for your visit and wish you every success.
Please convey my greetings and best wishes to the Arab
workers in every Arab country.
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Document 40

Hassanain Haykal : An Armed Clash with Israel
Is Inevitable - Why?

(From Al Ahram, 26 May 1967)

It is extremely difficult to write about current events, particu-
larly when such events are as swift and violent as a hurricane.
But it is easy to write about what has already happened, to
give an account and analysis of facts. It is also safe to write
about what could take place in the future, because the future
is boundless. Tomorrow never comes because every day has a
tomorrow. The real problem is to speak about what is taking
place while it happens. Then every interpretation may endure
only a few minutes or even seconds.

There are two considerations which make the problem even
more difficult: the topic is one of destiny and life, and there is
the need for rational, intelligent writing without indulging in a
long composition or platitudes.

What I am going to say after this introduction will in fact
be no more than a collection of observations which I think are
important at present. The first observation is that I believe an
armed clash between the UAR and Israel is inevitable. This
armed clash could occur at any moment, at any place along
the line of confrontation between the Egyptian forces and the
enemy Israeli forces — on land, air or sea along the area ex-
tending from Gaza in the North to the Gulf of Aqaba at Sharm
al-Shaikh in the South. But why do I emphasize this in such
a manner? There are many reasons, particularly the psycho-
logical factor and its effect on the balance of power in the
Middle East.

Passage through the Gulf of Aqaba is economically impor-
tant to Israel at a time when it is suffering the symptoms a man
has on waking up after a long, boisterous and drunken party.
The fountains of German reparations are drying up. Israel has
also drained the sources of contributions and gifts. Although
emergency sources will emerge as a result of the present crisis,
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particularly with the help of Western propaganda trumpets,
people in the West, at least many of them, are getting tired of
an entity which has been unable to lead a normal life, like a
child who does not want to grow up, who cannot depend on
himself and does not want to take on any responsibility. Israel
is suffering from an economic crisis. There are over 100,000
unemployed, nearly one quarter of Israel’s manpower. The
new blow had added to the economic plight. Israel attached
great importance to its trade with East Africa and Asia. This
trade depended on one route : the Red Sea via the Gulf of Aqaba,
to Eilat. There were many projects for enlarging the port of
Eilat, which at present can handle 400,000 tons a year. In
addition, there were the oil lines. Israel has built two pipelines to
carry Iranian oil from FEilat to the Haifa oil refinery. Israel has
also dreamed of digging a canal from Eilat to Ashdod to com-
pete with or replace the Suez Canal.

In my personal opinion all these important economic mat-
ters and questions are not the decisive factor which will in-
fluence or dictate the Israeli reaction to the closure of the Gulf
of Aqaba. The decisive factor in my opinion is the psycho-
logical factor. The economic aspect swings back and forth be-
tween yes and no. From this aspect the challenge of war can be
either accepted or put off. But the psychological factor cannot
swing back and forth. From this aspect there is one answer:
Yes. It is in the light of the compelling psychological factor that
the needs of security, of survival itself, make acceptance of the
challenge of war inevitable.

One thing is clear: The closure of the Gulf of Aqaba to Israeli
navigation and the ban on the import of strategic goods, even
when carried by non-Israeli ships, means first and last that the
Arab nation represented by the UAR has succeeded for the
first time, vis-d-vis Israel, in changing by force a fait accompli
imposed on it by force. This is the essence of the problem, re-
gardless of the complications surrounding it and future con-
tingencies.

As for the complications, we can find in the past ample
justification for Arab resistance. We could say that the British
Mandate in Palestine had sold Palestine to Zionism in accord-
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ance with a resolution adopted by the League of Nations. This
is true. We could say that the UN betrayed Palestine, and this is
true. We could say Arab reaction from the Jordanian King
Abdullah to the Saudi King Faisal connived at the plot against
Palestine, and this is true. We could say about the Gulf of
Aqaba that in 1956 imperialism, represented by the British and
French forces, imposed a fait accompli during this period from
autumn 1956 to spring 1967. It was imperialist not Israeli arms
which imposed this fait accompli. We could say all this is seek-
ing to justify Arab resistance. But the naked and rocky truth
which remains after all this is that the accomplished fact was
aggressively imposed by force. The Arabs did not have the force
to resist the accomplished fact, let alone to change it by force
and to impose a substitute consistent with their rights and
interests.

As for the contingencies which may be precipitated by this
new development, I do not think I need go into detail.

Israel has built its existence, security and future on force.
The prevalent philosophy of its rulers has been that the Arab
quakes before the forbidding glance, and that nothing deters
him but fear. Thus Israeli intimidation reached its peak. Pro-
vocation went beyond tolerable bounds. But all of this, from
the Israeli point of view, had the psychological aim of convinc-
ing the Arabs that Israel could do anything and that the Arabs
could do nothing; that Israel was omnipotent and could impose
any accomplished fact, while the Arabs were weak and had
to accept any accomplished fact. Despite the error and danger
in this Israeli philosophy — because two or even three million
Israelis cannot by military force or by myth dominate a sea
of eighty million Arabs — this philosophy remained a convic-
tion deeply embedded in Israeli thinking, planning and action
for many disturbing years, without any Arab challenge capable
of restoring matters to their proper perspective.

Now this is the first time the Arabs have challenged Israel in
an attempt to change an accomplished fact by force and to
replace it by force with an alternative accomplished fact con-
sistent with their rights and interests. The opening of the Gulf
of Agaba to Israel was an accomplished fact imposed by the
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force of imperialist arms. This week the closure of the Gulf of
Aqaba to Israel was an alternative accomplished fact imposed
and now being protected by the force of Arab arms. To Israel
this is the most dangerous aspect of the current situation....
Therefore it is not a matter of the Gulf of Agaba but of some-
thing bigger. It is the whole philosophy of Israeli security. It is
the philosophy on which Israeli existence has pivoted since its
birth and on which it will pivot in the future.

Hence I say that Israel must resort to arms. Therefore I say
that an armed clash between UAR and the Israeli enemy is
inevitable.

As from now, we must expect the enemy to deal us the first
blow in the battle. But as we wait for that first blow, we should
try to minimize its effect as much as possible. The second blow
will then follow. But this will be the blow we will deliver against
the enemy in retaliation and deterrence. It will be the most
effective blow we can possibly deal. Why do I say this now ? My
point of view is as follows:

When one studies the strategy of the Egyptian action of the
ten great days from 14 to 23 May in which the positions and
balance in the Middle East changed, one will immediately per-
ceive two factors which at first sight may appear contradictory.
The first factor: Egypt was ready and prepared. The second
factor: the Egyptian action was a complete surprise, even to
Egypt in so far as it was a reaction to a specific situation,
namely, Israel’s threat to and readiness to invade Syria.

By analysing the first factor in the strategy of the Egyptian
action during the ten great days which changed the positions
and balance in the Middle East we find that there are roots
extending from the spring of 1967 back to the time when the
UAR called for the Arab summit conferences. The first summit
conference was convened in January 1964. The first item sub-
mitted by the UAR to that conference was the Jordan head-
waters. At that time the anti-Egyptian Western propaganda
which was backed by the reactionary elements sought, dis-
creetly at times but most of the time shamelessly, to hamper
Egyptian policy at that time by two propaganda themes: (1)
that Egypt’s whole aim in the summit conferences policy was
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to settle the Yemeni issue with Saudi Arabia; (2) that when
Egypt called for the summit conferences it wanted to abandon
the responsibility of action for Palestine, in accordance with
the traditional method which says that when you face a prob-
lem for which you cannot find a solution the only way to bury
and get rid of it is to form a commission to discuss and study
it. All this, of course, was untrue, since Egypt at the time im-
agined that the Arab summit conferences could draw up the
policy of the liberation battle and could prepare for it. Egypt
wanted unified action to be the front of a broad movement
which might have worldwide political influence serving the
strategy of battle. Besides, unified Arab action might be bene-
ficial in providing possibilities for defending Arab countries
which at that time did not have reassuring defences. At the same
time Egypt believed that when the time came for earnest action,
loyalty and fidelity to the trust dictated that it should primarily
depend on itself.

Accordingly the summit conferences were a broad front suit-
able for worldwide political influence. It was also possible for
them to help strengthen the defence of Arab countries surround-
ing Israel. Behind this broad front and the consolidation of the
other Arab countries surrounding Israel Egypt could prepare
and mobilize its own effective forces.

The remainder of the story of the summit conferences is
known and I do not propose to repeat it. It ended in utter failure
because of Arab reactionary rancour, and because reaction had
greater hatred for Arab social progress than for the Israeli
enemy, which wants to humiliate all the Arabs whatever their
social views. The broad front for unified Arab action therefore
collapsed with the failure of the summit conferences. The pos-
sibilities of strengthening the defence of the other Arab
countries surrounding Israel did not sufficiently materialize as
they should have done. Egypt was unable to control all those
circumstances but it was able to control the third objective,
namely, to prepare and mobilize its effective forces.

Anti-Egyptian Western propaganda, backed by the Arab
reactionary elements, continued to attack Egypt fiercely. The
attack went to the length of spreading the belief that the entire
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Egyptian Army had perished in Yemen, had been scattered into
aimless groups, and that the remainder had been killed, wound-
ed or captured. Similarly it was said that the Egyptian econ-
omy was collapsing and could not stand on its feet, let alone
bear the weight of any bold venture and carry on with it. But
Egypt knew the truth and was confident that the truth would
appear to the entire Arab nation one day when the time was
ripe for serious action.

Egypt, then, was prepared and ready. This is the first fact
about the strategy of Egyptian action during the ten great days.

I will now come to the second factor in the crisis. This factor
is that the Egyptian action was a complete surprise. It appears,
and it is now almost certain, that the forces hostile to Egypt,
that is imperialism, Arab reaction and Israel, had come in the
end to believe their own propaganda. People sometimes fall
prey to the lies they themselves fabricate. Something of that
sort must certainly have happened, otherwise Israel would not
have persisted in its threats against Syria and gone to the
length of the cry of ‘March on Damascus’. It must have felt
certain that there would be no decisive Egyptian reaction, b -
cause there were insufficient forces for any initiative or reta -
iatory action.

It was this Israeli threat to Syria and information confirn -
ing it concerning intentions and plans that precipitated th:
emergency situation to which Egypt had to react immediatel; ,
even though it came as a surprise to it. There was preparatio 1
and mobilization of the effective Egyptian forces. There w:s
national consciousness and abidance by its principles. There w: s
creative leadership. What I meant to say is that Egypt was not
prepared for this specific contingency but was prepared for all
contingencies, including such a one. )

Now, to turn to the march of events during the ten great days
which changed the situation and the balance of the Middle
East. Events began to move. One calculated and effective step
followed another: the decision was taken to implement the
joint defence agreement with Syria — this is the decision which
Lt-Gen Mahmud Fawzi, the Chief of Staff of the Egyptian
Armed Forces, carried on the five-hour visit to Damascus. Then
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followed the message addressed by Lt-Gen. Mahmud Fawzi
to the Commander of the UN Emergency Force to withdraw his
forces from the Egyptian borders with Israel. The Egyptian
Armed Forces then, without waiting, actually began occupy-
ing all the border positions. The Foreign Minister Mahmud
Riyad then sent his message to the UN Secretary-General U
Thant on the withdrawal and evacuation of the Emergency
Forces in the UAR and Gaza. Then followed the advance on
Sharm al-Shaikh, the entrance to the Gulf of Agaba; the order
was issued to close the Gulf of Aqaba to Israeli shipping and to
strategic goods for Israel even if transported aboard non-Israeli
ships ; and all the US initiatives were rejected. All these actions
were backed by a massive, ready force enjoying a morale brim-
ming over with a fighting spirit the like of which the Middle
East has never seen.

Two results were thus achieved, that is to say: (1) The plan
against Syria collapsed; the invasion of Syria became impos-
sible because all of the enemy forces streamed into the South
to confront the Egyptian concentration. (2) The accomplished
fact, which the British-French invasion, and not the Israeli
Army, had imposed in 1956 to the benefit of Israel, was changed.

In other words the strategy of this stage achieved its first ob-
jective by frustrating the plot to invade Syria, and, moveover,
it achieved another longed-for and precious objective: the re-
turn of the armed forces to direct confrontation wich Israel
and the closing once again of the door to the Gulf of Agaba in
Israel’s face.

Is this, then, the end of the matter? I would answer that I
have explained — or rather tried to explain — with the first
observation in this inquiry that the problem has not ended but
rather has hardly begun. This is because I am confident that
for many reasons, chiefly the psychological, Israel cannot
accept or remain indifferent to what has taken place. In my
opinion it simply cannot do so. This means, and that is what I
intend to say in the second observation of this inquiry, that the
next move is up to Israel. Israel has to reply now. It has to deal
a blow. We have to be ready for it, as I said, to minimize its
effect as much as possible. Then it will be our turn to deal the
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second blow, which we will deliver with the utmost possible
effectiveness.

In short, Egypt has exercised its power and achieved the ob-
jectives of this stage without resorting to arms so far. But Israel
has no alternative but to use arms if it wants to exercise power.
This means that the logic of the fearful confrontation now tak-
ing place between Egypt, which is fortified by the might of the
masses of the Arab nation, and Israel, which is fortified by the
illusion of American might, dictates that Egypt after all it has
now succeeded in achieving must wait, even though it has to
wait for a blow. This is necessitated also by the sound conduct
of the battle, particularly from the international point of view.
Let Israel begin. Let our second blow then be ready. Let it be a
knockout.

Document 41

Gamal Abdel Nasser :
Speech to National Assembly Members
on 29 May 1967

Brothers, when Brother Anwar as-Sadat informed me of your
decision to meet me I told him that I myself was prepared to
call on you at the National Assembly, but he said you were
determined to come. I therefore responded to this and I thank
you heartily for your consideration.

I was naturally not surprised by the law which Brother
Anwar as-Sadat read because I was notified of it before I came
here. However, I wish to thank you very much for your feel-
ings and for the powers given me. I did not ask for such powers
because I felt that you and I were as one, that we could co-
operate and work for the sublime interest of this country, giv-
ing a great example of unselfishness and of work for the wel-
fare of all. Thanks be to God, for four years now the National
Assembly has been working and has given great examples.
We have given great examples in cooperation and unselfish-
ness and in placing before us the sublime and highest objective
- the interest of this nation.
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I am proud of this resolution and law. I promise you that I
will use it only when necessary. I will, however, send all the
laws to you. Thank you once again. The great gesture of moral
support represented by this law is very valuable to my spirit
and heart. I heartily thank you for this feeling and this initia-
tive.

The circumstances through which we are now passing are
in fact difficult ones because we are not only confronting Israel
but also those who created Israel and who are behind Israel.
We are confronting Israel and the West as well — the West,
which created Israel and which despised us Arabs and which
ignored us before and since 1948. They had no regard whatso-
ever for our feelings, our hopes in life, or our rights. The West
completely ignored us, and the Arab nation was unable to
check the West’s course.

Then came the events of 1956 — the Suez battle. We all know
what happened in 1956. When we rose to demand our rights.
Britain, France and Israel opposed us, and we were faced with
the tripartite aggression. We resisted, however, and proclaimed
that we would fight to the last drop of our blood. God gave us
success and God’s victory was great.

Subsequently we were able to rise and to build. Now, eleven
years after 1956, we are restoring things to what they were in
1956. This is from the material aspect. In my opinion this ma-
terial aspect is only a small part, whereas the spiritual aspect
is the great side of the issue. The spiritual aspect involves the
renaissance of the Arab nation, the revival of the Palestine
question, and the restoration of confidence to every Arab and
to every Palestinian. This is on the basis that if we are able to
restore conditions to what the were before 1956 God will surely
help and urge us to restore the situation to what it was in 1948,
[prolonged applause.]

Brothers, the revolt, upheaval and commotion which we
now see taking place in every Arab country are not only be-
cause we have returned to the Gulf of Aqaba or rid ourselves
of the UNEF, but because we have restored Arab honour and
renewed Arab hopes.

Israel used to boast a great deal, and the Western powers,
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headed by the United States and Britain, used to ignore and
even despise us and consider us of no value. But now that the
time has come - and I have already said in the past that we
will decide the time and place and not allow them to decide -
we must be ready for triumph and not for a recurrence of the
1948 comedies. We shall triumph, God willing.

Preparations have already been made. We are now ready to

confront Israel. They have claimed many things about the
* 1956 Suez war, but no one believed them after the secrets of
the 1956 collusion were uncovered — that mean collusion in
which Israel took part. Now we are ready for the confrontation.
We are now ready to deal with the entire Palestine question.

The issue now at hand is not the Gulf of Aqaba, the Straits
of Tiran, or the withdrawal of the UNEF, but the rights of
the Palestine people. It is the aggression which took place in
Palestine in 1948 with the collaboration of Britain and the
United States. It is the expulsion of the Arabs from Palestine,
the usurpation of their rights, and the plunder of their property.
It is the disavowal of all the UN resolutions in favour of the
Palestinian people.

The issue today is far more serious than they say. They want
to confine the issue to the Straits of Tiran, the UNEF and the
right of passage. We demand the full rights of the Palestinian
people. We say this out of our belief that Arab rights cannot
be squandered because the Arabs throughout the Arab world
are demanding these Arab rights.

We are not afraid of the United States and its threats, of
Britain and her threats, or of the entire Western world and its
partiality to Israel. The United States and Britain are partial
to Israel and give no consideration to the Arabs, to the entire
Arab nation. Why? Because we have made them believe that
we cannot distinguish between friend and foe. We must make
them know that we know who our foes are and who our friends
are and treat them accordingly.

If the United States and Britain are partial to Israel, we must
say that our enemy is not only Israel but also the United States
and Britain and treat them as such. If the Western Powers
disavow our rights and ridicule and despise us, we Arabs must
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teach them to respect us and take us seriously. Otherwise all
our talk about Palestine, the Palestine people, and Palestinian
rights will be null and void and of no consequence. We must
treat enemies as enemies and friends as friends.

I said yesterday that the States that champion freedom and
peace have supported us. I spoke of the support given us by
India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Yugoslavia, Malaysia, the Chin-
ese People’s Republic and the Asian and African States.

After my statements yesterday I met the War Minister Shams
Badran and learned from him what took place in Moscow. I
wish to tell you today that the Soviet Union is a friendly Power
and stands by us as a friend. In all our dealings with the Soviet
Union - and I have been dealing with the USSR since 1955 — it
has not made a single request of us. The USSR has never inter-
fered in our policy or internal affairs. This is the USSR as we
have always known it. In fact, it is we who have made urgent
requests of the USSR. Last year we asked for wheat and they
sent it to us. When I also asked for all kinds of arms they gave
them to us. When I met Shams Badran yesterday he handed
me a message from the Soviet Premier Kosygin saying that the
USSR supported us in this battle and would not allow any
Power to intervene until matters were restored to what they
were in 1956.

Brothers, we must distinguish between friend and foe, friend
and hypocrite. We must be able to tell who is making requests,
who has ulterior motives and who is applying economic pres-
sure. We must also know those who offer their friendship to
us for no other reason than a desire for freedom and peace.

In the name of the UAR people, I thank the people of the
USSR for their great attitude which is the attitude of a real
friend. This is the kind of attitude we expect. I said yesterday
that we had not requested the USSR or any other state to inter-
vene, because we really want to avoid any confrontation which
might lead to a world war and also because we really work for
peace and advocate world peace. When we voiced the policy of
non-alignment, our chief aim was world peace.

Brothers, we will work for world peace with all the power
at our disposal, but we will also hold tenaciously to our rights
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with all the power at our disposal. This is our course. On this
occasion, I address myself to our brothers in Aden and say:
Although occupied with this battle, we have not forgotten you.
We are with you. We have not forgotten the struggle of Aden
and the occupied South for liberation. Aden and the occupied
South must be liberated and colonialism must end. We are with
them; present matters have not taken our minds from Aden.

I thank you for taking the trouble to pay this visit. More-
over, your presence is an honour to the Qubbah Palace, and I
am pleased to have met you. Peace be with you.

Document 42

Gamal Abdel Nasser : Resignation Broadcast,
9 June 1967

Brothers, at times of triumph and tribulation, in the sweet
hours and bitter hours, we have become accustomed to sit to-
gether to discuss things, to speak frankly of facts, believing that
only in this way can we always find the right path however
difficult circumstances may be.

We cannot hide from ourselves the fact that we have met
with a grave setback in the last few days, but I am confident
that we all can and, in a short time, will overcome our difficult
situation, although this calls for much patience and wisdom
as well as moral courage and ability to work on our part. Be-
fore that, brothers, we need to cast a glance back over past
events so that we shall be able to follow developments and the
line of our march leading to the present conditions.

All of us know how the crisis started in the Middle East. At
the beginning of last May there was an enemy plan for the
invasion of Syria and the statements by his politicians and all
his military leaders openly said so. There was plenty of evi-
dence concerning the plan. Sources of our Syrian brothers were
categorical on this and our own reliable information confirmed
it. Add to this the fact that our friends in the Soviet Union
warned the parliamentary delegation, which was on a visit to
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Moscow, at the beginning of last month, that there was a pre-
meditated plan against Syria. We considered it our duty not to
accept this silently. This was the duty of Arab brotherhood, it
was also the duty of national security. Whoever starts with
Syria will finish with Egypt.

Our armed forces moved to our frontiers with a competence
which the enemy acknowledged even before our friends. Se-
veral steps followed. There was the withdrawal of the United
Nations Emergency Force and the return of our forces to the
Sharm al-Shaikh post, the controlling point in the Straits of
Tiran, which had been used by the Israeli enemy as one of the
after-effects of the tripartite aggression against us in 1956.
The enemy’s flag passing in front of our forces was intoler-
able, apart from other reasons connected with the dearest as-
pirations of the Arab nation.

Accurate calculations were made of the enemy’s strength
and showed us that our armed forces, at the level of equipment
and training which they had reached, were capable of repelling
the enemy and deterring him. We realized that the possibility
of an armed clash existed and accepted the risk.

Before us were several factors — national, Arab and interna-
tional, A message from the US President Lyndon Johnson was
handed to our Ambassador in Washington on 26 May asking
us to show self-restraint and not to be the first to fire, or else
we should have to face grave consequences. On the very same
night, the Soviet Ambassador asked to have an urgent meeting
with me at 05.30 [as broadcast] after midnight. He informed
me of an urgent request from the Soviet government not to be
the first to open fire.

In the morning of last Monday, 5 June, the enemy struck. If
we say now it was a stronger blow than we had expected, we
must say at the same time, and with complete certainty, that
it was bigger than the potential at his disposal. It became very
clear from the first moment that there were other powers be-
hind the enemy — they came to settle their accounts with the
Arab national movement. Indeed, there were surprises worthy
of note:
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(1) The enemy, whom we were expecting from the east and
north, came from the west — a fact which clearly showed that
facilities exceeding his own capacity and his calculated
strength had been made available to him.

(2) The enemy covered at one go all military and civilian air-
fields in the U AR. This means that he was relying on some force
other than his own normal strength to protect his skies against
any retaliatory action from our side. The enemy was also leav-
ing other Arab fronts to be tackled with outside assistance
which he had been able to obtain.

(3) There is clear evidence of imperialist collusion with the
enemy — an imperialist collusion, trying to benefit from the
lesson of the open collusion of 1956, by resorting this time to
abject and wicked concealment. Nevertheless, what is now
established is that American and British aircraft carriers were
off the shores of the enemy helping his war effort. Also, British
aircraft raided, in broad daylight, positions on the Syrian and
Egyptian fronts, in addition to operations by a number of
American aircraft reconnoitring some of our positions. The in-
evitable result of this was that our land forces, fighting most
violent and brave battles in the open desert, found themselves
at the difficult time without adequate air cover in face of the
decisive superiority of the enemy air forces. Indeed it can be
said without emotion or exaggeration, that the enemy was
operating with an air force three times stronger than his nor-
mal force.

The same conditions were faced by the forces of the Jordan-
ian Army, fighting a brave battle under the leadership of King
Hussain who - let me say for the sake of truth and honesty —
adopted an excellent stand; and I admit that my heart was
bleeding while I was following the battles of his heroic Arab
Army in Jerusalem and other parts of the West Bank on the
night when the enemy and his plotting forces massed no less
than 400 aircraft over the Jordanian front.

There were other honourable and marvellous efforts. The
Algerian people, under their great leader Hawwari Boumedi-
enne, gave without reservation and without stinting for the
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battle. The people of Iraq and their faithful leader Abdel
Rahman Arif gave without reservation or stinting for the battle.
The Syrian Army fought heroically, consolidated by the forces
of the great Syrian people and under the leadership of their
national government. The peoples and governments of Sudan,
Kuwait, Yemen, Lebanon, Tunisia and Morocco adopted
honourable stands. All the peoples of the Arab nation, without
exception, adopted a stand of manhood and dignity all along
the Arab homeland; a stand of resolution and determination
that Arab right shall not be lost, shall not be humiliated, and
that the war in its defence is advancing, regardless of sacrifice
and setbacks, on the road of the sure and inevitable victory.
There were also great nations outside the Arab homeland who
gave us invaluable moral support.

But the plot, and we must say this with the courage of men,
was bigger and fiercer. The enemy’s main concentration was
on the Egyptian front which he attacked with all his main
force of armoured vehicles and infantry, supported by air
supremacy the dimensions of which I have outlined for you.
The nature of the desert did not permit a full defence, espe-
cially in face of the enemy’s air supremacy. I realized that the
armed battle might not go in our favour. I, with others, tried
to use all sources of Arab strength. Arab oil came in to play
its part. The Suez Canal came in to play its part. A great role
is still reserved for general Arab action. I am fully confident
that it will measure up to its task. Our Armed Forces in Sinai
were obliged to evacuate the first line of defence. They fought
fearful tank and air battles on the second line of defence.

We then responded to the cease-fire resolution, in view of as-
surances contained in the latest Soviet draft resolution, to the
Security Council, as well as French statements to the effect that
no one must reap any territorial expansion from the recent
aggression, and in view of world public opinion, especially in
Asia and Africa, which appreciates our position and feels the
ugliness of the forces of international domination which poun-
ced on us.

We now have several urgent tasks before us. The first is to
remove the traces of this aggression against us and to stand by
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the Arab nation resolutely and firmly; despite the setback, the
Arab nation, with all its potential and resources, is in a position
to insist on the removal of the traces of the aggression.

The second task is to learn the lesson of the setback. In this
connexion there are three vital facts: (1) The elimination of
imperialism in the Arab world will leave Israel with its own
intrinsic power; yet, whatever the circumstances, however long
it may take, the Arab intrinsic power is greater and more effec-
tive. (2) Redirecting Arab interests in the service of Arab rights
is an essential safeguard : the American Sixth Fleet moved with
Arab oil, and there are Arab bases, placed forcibly and against
the will of the peoples, in the service of aggression. (3) The
situation now demands a united word from the entire Arab
nation; this, in the present circumstances, is irreplaceable
guarantee.

Now we arrive at an important point in this heart-searching
by asking ourselves: does this mean that we do not bear re-
sponsibility for the consequences of the setback? I tell you
truthfully and despite any factors on which I might have based
my attitude during the crisis, that I am ready to bear the whole
responsibility. I have taken a decision in which I want you all
to help me. I have decided to give up completely and finally
every official post and every political role and return to the
ranks of the masses and do my duty with them like every other
citizen.

The forces of imperialism imagine that Gamal Abdel Nasser
is their enemy. I want it to be clear to them that their enemy
is the entire Arab nation, not just Gamal Abdel Nasser. The
forces hostile to the Arab national movement try to portray
this movement as an empire of Abdel Nasser. This is not true, be-
cause the aspiration for Arab unity began before Abdel Nasser
and will remain after Abdel Nasser. I always used to tell you
that the nation remains, and that the individual — whatever his
role and however great his contribution to the causes of his
homeland - is only a tool of the popular will, and not its crea-
tor.

In accordance with Article 110 of the Provisional Constitu-
tion promulgated in March 1964 I have entrusted my colleague,
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friend and brother Zakariya Muhiedin with taking over the
post of President and carrying out the constitutional provi-
sions on this point. After this decision, I place all I have at his
disposal in dealing with the grave situation through which our
people are passing.

In doing this I am not liquidating the revolution — indeed
the revolution is not the monopoly of any one generation of
revolutionaries. I take pride in the brothers of this generation
of revolutionaries. It has brought to pass the evacuation of
British imperialism, has won the independence of Egypt and
defined its Arab personality, and has combated the policy of
spheres of influence in the Arab world; it has led the social
revolution and created a deep transformation in the Egyptian
reality by establishing the people’s control over the sources of
their wealth and the result of Arab action; it recovered the
Suez Canal and laid down the foundation of industrial upsurge
in Egypt; it built the High Dam to bring fertile greenness to
the barren desert; it laid down a power network over the
whole of the north of the Nile Valley; it made oil resources
gush out after a long wait. More important still, it gave the
leadership of political action to the alliance of the people’s
working forces, the constant source of renewed leaderships
carrying the banners of Egyptian and Arab struggle through
its successive stages, building socialism, succeeding and trium-
phing.

I have unlimited faith in this alliance as the leader of
national action : the peasants, the workers, the soldiers, the in-
tellectuals and national capital. Its unity and cohesion and
creative response within the framework of this unity are capable
of creating — through work, serious work, difficult work, as I
have said more than once — colossal miracles for this country in
order to be a strength for itself, for its Arab nation, for the
movement of national revolution and for world peace based on
justice.

The sacrifices made by our people and their burning spirit
during the crisis and the glorious pages of heroism written by
the officers and soldiers of our armed forces with their blood
will remain an unquenchable torch in our history and a great
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inspiration for the future and its great hopes. The people were
splendid as usual, noble as their nature, believing, sincere and
loyal. The members of our armed forces were an honourable
example of Arab man in every age and every place. They de-
fended the grains of sand in the desert to the last drop of their
blood. In the air, they were, despite enemy supremacy, legends
of dedication and sacrifice, of courage and willingness to per-
form the duty in the best way.

This is an hour for action; not an hour for sorrow. It is a
situation calling for ideals and not for selfishness or personal
feelings. All my heart is with you, and I want all your hearts
to be with me. May God be with us all, a hope in our hearts,
a light and guidance. Peace and the blessing of God be with
you
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and peace in the Middle East as expressed

since the war of 1967, as well as the analysis and /or
the opinions of outside observers. Three wars in
twenty years have not brought a solution of the
conflict any nearer; a renewal of fighting at

some future date is again thought likely as no
substantial progress has been made in the attempts to
mediate between the two sides. There is, moreover,
the distinct danger of big power involvement, and,
as a result, the transformation of a local conflict
into a world crisis.
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‘The Most Severe Crisis’: Nasser’s Revolution
Anniversary Speech at Cairo University,

23 July 1967*

Brother compatriots, the fifteenth anniversary of the revolu-
tion of 23 July 1952 comes while we are living through a crisis.
We will not be exaggerating if we say that this is the most
severe crisis we have faced in the history of our revolutionary
work.

At no time has our work been easy. We have always had to
face all kinds of political, economic and military dangers.
Every victory we have achieved came after difficulties and
hardships which we bore patiently.

To carry out the revolution of 23 July was not an easy job
for our people after seventy years of British occupation. For
seventy years the British, in collaboration with the feudalists
and the capitalists, ruled this country with the backing of
80,000 British soldiers in the Suez Canal zone. Nor was our
people’s resistance to the policy of pacts and zones of influence
which others tricd to impose on us an easy job at a time when
the national liberation movement had not attained the present
level of independence and non-subservience.

Moreover, our people’s acceptance of the challenge to build
the High Dam was not an easy job in the face of the arrogance
of the United States, which thought that by withdrawing a
Western offer to finance the High Dam it could harm the Egypt-
ian economy and reveal our people as incapable of assuming
the responsibility of executing such a project, which is un-
equalled anywhere in the world. In fact by its arrogance the

* This speech was delivered on the fifteenth anniversary of the
Egyptian revolution, on 23 July 1967 at Cairo University. It is the
most detailed survey from the Arab point of view of the events
leading to the Arab-Israeli war.
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United States wanted our people to lose confidence in them-
selves and to overthrow our revolutionary regime.

Nor was our people’s endurance of the horrors of the Suez
war an easy job. In 1956 our people were attacked by three
states, two of which were big powers. The aggression has util-
ized the base that imperialism had established in the heart of
the Arab homeland to threaten and terrorize this homeland,
once overtly and the second time covertly.

Our people’s progress in the field of socialist reconstruction,
self-reliance and justice and their attempt to increase national
wealth through the enormous process of industrialization; rec-
lamation of vast lands; electrification of the entire country;
restoration of all foreign interests; elimination of monopolism,
capitalism and feudalism; redistribution of land; provision for
education, health and social security services; and the partici-
pation of the workers in the profits and administration of firms
— all this, brothers, was not an easy job in this country where
foreign and feudalist interests once dominated the national
resources. It was not an easy job in the heart of this Arab world
which was dominated by foreign and feudalist interests. What-
ever happens in our country has its repercussions in our entire
Arab world whether we like it or not.

Our people’s acceptance of the responsibilities of Arab solid-
arity, the common struggle and of destiny was not an easy job.
In exercising these responsibilities we resisted the attempt to
invade Syria in 1957, accepted the consequences of unity and
secession, supported the revolution in Iraq in 1958, supported
the Algerian revolution from 1954 to 1962, and backed the
Yemeni revolution and the revolution in South Arabia. The
latest problem we have confronted and are still confronting is
the attempt to invade Syria.

Brothers, our work has never been easy. The road of the
struggle is strewn with dangers, the way to glory with sacri-
fices, and the way to great hopes with great sacrifices. Should
the peoples fail to take this course they would face rigidity
and backwardness. They would take no chances and would
not face life — the sweet and bitter. Those who do not shoulder
responsibilities have no right to entertain hopes. Those who do
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not take chances become the prisoner of fear itself because of
their fear. This is not the quality of vigorous peoples; it is not
their nature or their course.

I have said that the crisis we now face is one of the severest
we have faced in the history of our revolutionary action for
more than one reason. For one thing, this crisis which we are
confronting, although it is not the gravest and most difficult
we have faced, certainly marks the highest degree of hypocrisy
and meanness we have encountered. Imperialism — we must
admit this — has benefited from all its encounters with us and
with the other peoples who have frequently been exposed to
its assaults. This time imperialism did not face us overtly as it did
in 1956. But imperialism made an effort — and we must admit
that it was skilful — to conceal its role and hide its collusion.
In the end perhaps imperialism left nothing to incriminate it
but its fingerprints. But this is one thing and catching imperial-
ism redhanded as we did in 1956 is something else.

For another thing, this is perhaps the first revolution anniver-
sary that has found our homeland in the midst of a savage
conspiracy. Despite their courage and insistence on confront-
ing it, our people undoubtedly at the same time are experien-
cing deep sorrow and severe pain.

Brothers, perhaps Almighty God wanted to test us to judge
whether we deserve what we have achieved, whether we are
able to protect our achievements, and whether we have the
courage to be patient and stand firm against affliction. Broth-
ers, perhaps Almighty God also wanted to give us a lesson to
teach us what we had not learned, to remind us of some things
we might have forgotten, and to cleanse our souls of the blem-
ishes that have affected us and the shortcomings that we must
avoid [applause] as we build our new society. Whatever the
Almighty’s will may be, we accept His test as our destiny. We
are fully confident that He is with us: He will protect our strug-
gle should we set out to struggle; grant us victory if we be de-
termined to triumph and open the road to justice to us; endow
us with victory if we be determined to be the victor; and open
the road of justice to us if we be able to place ourselves on His
right path.
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Brother compatriots, I do not want to take you back to the
circumstances which paved the way to this crisis. I explained
some of these circumstances to you in my address to the na-
tion on 9 June right after the setback. Also I realize, and we
must all realize, that what happened has happened and there is
no use wailing over the debris. Now it is more important to
learn the lesson, overcome the setback, rise above it, and pro-
ceed triumphantly on our road towards the achievement of
our aspirations.

But I do believe that we must ponder certain important mat-
ters so that we may all be able to achieve the highest degree of
clarity. The first thing which should be clear to us all is that it
was we who started the crisis in the Middle East. We all know
that this crisis began with Israel’s attempt to invade Syria. It
is quite clear to us all that in that attempt Israel was not work-
ing for itself alone but also for the forces which had got im-
patient with the Arab revolutionary movement.

The information we received about the invasion of Syria
came from many sources. Our Syrian brothers had informa-
tion that Israel had mobilized eighteen brigades on their front.
We confirmed this information. It became evident to us that
Israel had mobilized no less than thirteen brigades on the Syrian
front. Our parliamentary delegation headed by Anwar as-
Sadat was on a visit to Moscow, and our Soviet friends informed
Anwar as-Sadat at that time that the invasion of Syria was im-
minent. .

What were we to do? We could have remained silent, we
could have waited, or we could have just issued statements
and cables of support. But if this homeland had accepted
such behaviour it would have meant that it was deserting its
mission, its role and even its personality. There was a joint
defence agreement between us and Syria. We do not consider
our agreements with the peoples of our Arab nation or others
merely ink on paper. To us these agreements are sacred, an
honour and an obligation. Between us and Syria, between us
andall Arab peoples there was and always will be something
far greater and more lasting than agreements and treaties:
faith in the common struggle and the common fate. Therefore
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it was imperative that we take concrete steps to face the dan-
ger threatening Syria, especially since the statements of Israeli
political and military leaders at the time and their open threats
to Syria — as reported in the press and frankly noted at the UN
— left no room for anyone to doubt any information or to wait
or hesitate.

The second question : when we decided to move, our actions
led to certain practical results. First we asked for the with-
drawal of the UN Emergency Force. Then we restored Egypt-
ian sovereignty rights in the Gulf of Aqaba. This was one of
the things our Arab brothers had always insisted on. It was
natural that such steps had a great impact on the area and the
world.

The third question: by moving and taking the initiative to
repel the danger to Syria, we realized — particularly from an
international point of view — that the question was whether we
should strike first in an armed battle. Had we done this we
would have exposed ourselves to very serious consequences,
greater than we would have been able to tolerate. First we
would have faced direct US military action against us on the
pretext that we had fired the first bullet in the battle.

Here I should like to draw your attention to certain import-
ant points. The first is the US warnings. Perhaps you have read
about these US warnings. President Johnson’s adviser sum-
moned our Ambassador in Washington at a late hour at night
and told him that Israel had information that we were going
to attack. The adviser said this would put us in a serious situa-
tion and urged us to exercise self-restraint. They also said they
were telling Israel the same thing so that it would also exer-
cise self-restraint. We also received messages from President
Johnson referring to the UN and urging us to exercise self-
restraint.

The second point — which perhaps I have discussed before —
is that on the following day the Russian Ambassador asked to
see me and conveyed to me a message from the Soviet Premier
urging self-restraint. He informed me about a message he had
sent to the Israeli Premier and said that any action on our
part would expose the world to great danger.
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The third point is that the entire international community
was against the outbreak of war. President de Gaulle was clear
when he said France would define its attitude on the basis of
who fired the first shot.

The fourth point is that we were the victims of a diplomatic
trick, a political deception in which we had not imagined a
major Power would involve itself. This political trick was
played by the United States. It was represented in the US Presi-
dent’s speech, his appeals, his request that we cooperate with
the UN Secretary-General, and his offer to send the Vice-
President to discuss with us ways to save the entire world from
this crisis. The UN Secretary-General came here and we co-
operated with him to the maximum. The Secretary-General
asked for a breathing-space with regard to the Gulf of Aqaba
and we agreed to this. He said he wanted this breathing-space
so that all concerned would have time to pause and deal with
matters. The first thing we pointed out to him was that no
Israeli ships would be allowed to pass through the Canal [sic],
that no strategic shipments would be allowed to pass, and, in
the meantime, we would not search any ships. We accepted
this and considered it a proposal by the Secretary-General of
the UN, providing a breathing-space for all to discuss the mat-
ter. ‘

After that an envoy of the US President arrived here. The
emissary suggested that a Vice-President go to the United
States. I approved the idea on the understanding that the Vice-
President would meet President Johnson and explain our atti-
tude to him. Then I sent a letter to the US President telling him:
We welcome the visit of the US Vice-President but at the same
time I am prepared to send Vice-President Zakariya Muhiedin
to Washington to meet you and explain the Arab view to you.
Naturally, the next day I received the reply that they welcomed
Zakariya Muhiedin’s trip to Washington to meet the American
President and they requested that we set a date. We set it for
Tuesday 6 June, and we all know that the aggression began on
5 June.

What does this mean? It means that large-scale political
and diplomatic activities were going on and it was right in the
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light of these activities to think that the explosion would not
occur soon.

The fifth point: in spite of all this, we were not reassured
about all these things. We knew that something was in the
making and that it would not be long in coming. It was obvious
that something was being planned against us. In fact, I had
felt for two years that something would be prepared against
us, since the cessation of US aid and America’s warnings to
us not to arm or enlarge our army, nor to follow a course
of technical development, nor to seek military develop-
ment.

When we concentrated our forces I estimated that the likeli-
hood of war breaking out was 20 per cent. Before we closed
the Gulf of Aqaba, we convened a meeting of the Higher Execu-
tive Committee at my home. We discussed the closure of the
Gulf of Aqaba. That meeting took place on 22 May. At that
meeting I told them that the possibility of war was go per cent.
At another meeting I said that the likelihood of war was 8o per
cent. At our meeting of the Higher Executive Committee it was
obvious that our action would be defensive, that we would at-
tack only if aggression was launched against Syria, and that
we would be on the alert. At that meeting no one spoke at all
of attacking Israel. There was no intention at all that we would
launch an offensive against Israel. As I explained earlier it was
clear from all our analyses that any attack on Israel would
expose us to great dangers. The foremost of these dangers
would be an American attack on us in view of the statements
America made saying that it guaranteed the borders of the
states in this area. It was obvious to us that when America said
it guaranteed the borders of the states in this area and would
not tolerate any changes in this area, America did not at all
mean the Arab states, but by this it meant Israel. It meant that
if an aggression was carried out against Israel, America would
implement the statement made by President Kennedy that
America guaranteed all the borders in this area.

On these grounds there was no discussion at all of launching
an attack on Israel. But our entire operation at the Joint
Command was defensive. As we estimated at that time, our
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concentrations were a deterrent action so that Israel would not
commit aggression against Syria.

On 23 May we announced the closure of the Gulf of Aqaba
to Israeli ships. Then came the political changes in Israel at
the beginning of June. As we followed what was going on there,
the probability of war became 100 per cent.

What does this mean ? It means that we did not trust in the
least all the political and diplomatic activities of the United
States. We realized that something was being planned and that
it would not take long.

On Friday 2 June I personally went to the Armed Forces
Supreme Command HQ. I participated at a meeting which
was attended by all senior officers of the armed forces. At that
meeting I gave my view before listening to theirs. I said at
that meeting on Friday 2 June that we must expect the enemy
to strike a blow within 48 to 72 hours and no later on the basis
of the indications of events and developments. I also said at
that meeting that I expected the aggression to take place on
Monday 5 June and the first blow to be struck at our Air Force.
The Air Force commander was present at the meeting.

What does this mean? It means that we did not under-
estimate the situation as a result of all the diplomatic con-
tacts, the dispatch of the UN Secretary-General, and Johnson’s
approval of a visit by Zakariya Muhiedin. It was quite clear on
any political calculation that Israel was bound to take military
action, especially after Iraqi forces had moved and Jordan
had joined the joint defence agreements.

Question No. 6: After what has happened, we must faithfully
and honourably admit that the military battle did not go as
we had expected and hoped. It confirmed the proverb that pre-
caution does not deter fate.

I do not wish now to talk about the causes, nor will I permit
myself or this people, while the battle continues, to apportion
blame. This is a matter for history and the struggle of our
people. But I can say with satisfaction, good will and a con-
science ready to give an account at any time that first and last
the responsibility was mine. I said this in my address to the
nation on 9 June, and I say it now and will continue to say it,
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bearing all the consequences and accepting any judgement of
it. Actually this was why I decided to resign on 9 June. I wanted
to take the responsibility and step down, and I wanted the
enemies of the Egyptian people and the Arab nation to know
that the issue is not Abdel Nasser or Abdel Nasser’s ambitions,
as they said. The Egyptian people’s struggle began before Abdel
Nasser and will go on after Abdel Nasser. The Arab nation
sought its unity before Abdel Nasser. I have said and will al-
ways say that I am not the leader of this people. The greatest
honour I desire is to be their representative at a particular stage
in their continuous struggle, a struggle not dependent on any
individual.

Question No. 7 concerns the US role. A large part of the
part played by the United States is still vague. We know only a
little about this part. The secrets of the 1956 Suez war became
known only last year — exactly ten years after the war. There-
fore, we shall not know the secrets of the 1967 war now. It will
be some years before we know everything.

A large part of the US role in the recent aggression is still
vague. But we already know a few things. We have already
found the answers to several questions. What was behind the
political and diplomatic part which the United States played
before the battle? This role included the call for self-restraint,
the threat that any action taken by us would expose the entire
region to dangers, the proposal to send the US Vice-President
to confer with us on the subject, the approval of Zakariya
Muhiedin’s trip to Washington to meet Johnson to confer on
the subject and to try to reach a solution. All this took place
before the aggression, before the battle.

It was a deception. We must ask : in whose interest was this
deception ? Certainly, it was in the interest of the imperialist-
Isracli aggression. The deception was part of a US plan drawn
up two years ago. The aim of this plan was to overthrow the
free revolutionary regimes, which do not heed the words of the
big Powers and refuse to be under anyone’s influence.

What was behind the part played by the Sixth Fleet near our
shores a few days before the war? How many arms were trans-
ported to Israel in the period from the outset of the crisis to the
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day of the aggression? How many aircraft reached Israel?
How many volunteer pilots? How do we explain the huge air
power which the enemy used on all Arab fronts ? They attacked
the Egyptian, Jordanian and Syrian fronts simultaneously.
They also sent aircraft to attack Iragi airports. On the evening
on 7 June just before dawn, King Hussain contacted me by
telephone saying that 400 aircraft were attacking the Jordan-
ian front and were seen on his radar equipment. Where did
these aircraft come from?

How do we explain the role of the US espionage ship Liberty ?
You have all read in the papers that an American ship named
Liberty was near our territorial waters — probably in these
waters — and that the Israelis thought it was an Egyptian war-
ship and attacked it with torpedo boats. Some 34 officers and
crew of this US ship were killed in this incident. For whom was
the US ship with all its scientific equipment working ? It was
said that the ship was there to decode operational messages. It
was also said that those messages were sent to the United States.
Later it was said that the messages were sent to Israel. Mes-
sages can be radioed very rapidly. It was also said that those
messages were-sent to US embassies in the area. What did the
Americans do? When the Israelis hit them they pulled them-
selves together, hushed up the story, and went to Malta to re-
pair the ship. Had we attacked the US ship, the Americans
would have given us an ultimatum because we are neither an
American colony nor an imperialist bridgehead. Nor are we
in the US sphere of influence.

There is another question: why were the US aircraft over
our front lines? On Wednesday 7 June two aircraft bearing
US markings were seen over our lines. At first I did not believe
it, but the information was certain. We then issued a state-
ment saying that American aircraft had flown over our lines
and over the front. We also said that we, therefore, believed
the Americans were participating in the operation. We also
spoke of the aircraft that were attacking Jordan and said that
there had been a non-Israeli air attack on Jordan. We broad-
cast a statement including details about the two aircraft we
had observed in flight.
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In the evening I received a letter from President Johnson. He
contacted the Soviet Head of State and requested him to send
us a letter because at that time we did not have relations with
him. He said it was true that there were two US aircraft over
our lines, but they were going to the aid of the USS Liberty
the spy ship.

The question arises: were there other US aircraft? A second
question is: would they have made their admission had we not
broadcast the statement? In fact, one asks oneself such ques-
tions about the things one knows.

What is the explanation of the US attitude at the UN and
after the end of the operations? The US attitude at the UN
after the operations was fully to endorse Israel’s point of view.
The US position at the UN was for unconditional surrender by
the Arabs. This was the US position at the UN after the opera-
tions had ended. What does this mean?

There is an appalling difference between the two US atti-
tudes - the attitude in 1956 when America was surprised by
the tripartite aggression against us and the attitude in 1967
when America was not taken by surprise. In 1956 America was
surprised by the tripartite aggression against us. In 1967, de-
spite the letters and the agreement to send Zakariya Muhiedin,
America was not surprised by the Israeli aggression against
us. When America was surprised it stood steadfast against the
aggression and demanded that it be halted and that the aggres-
sive forces withdraw. But when America was not taken by sur-
prise, it supported the aggression and brought pressure to bear
on any state which America could influence in any way. The
result was the failure of the UN as we have seen.

It is certain that America was not taken by surprise. Stories
began to be told. These days American papers abound in news
reports saying that the issue has provoked discussions at the
highest levels in America. US papers and the American Life
magazine said that Israel submitted to the US President the
view that it should launch an attack, saying that it felt superior.
US newspapers also say that the US President sought the views
of the US Chief of Staff and the US Intelligence Director and
that they agreed. Accordingly, Israel was allowed to launch
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the offensive and to perpetrate aggression. At the same time
Israel obtained guarantees from the United States that, should
the Arabs enter Israel, the Sixth Fleet would intercept them
and if Israel entered the Arab countries, America would support
Israel. These stories were published in newspapers. The Israeli
Premier Eshkol has thanked the US President for telling him:
The Sixth Fleet is there for you and to help you. Eshkol replied
in a soothing manner to the US President and told him: I am
afraid that when we become exposed to danger, you will be
busy with Vietnam or you may be spending the weekend at
your Texas ranch. But the US President emphatically assured
him that the Sixth Fleet would protect him should the Arabs
cross the borders into Israel. These articles, statements and all
these stories were published in the papers. Therefore, the USA
was not surprised by the aggression ...

[The second part of the speech, which has been deleted here, was
devoted to domestic problems. Ed.]

The Six Day War: Abba Eban’s Speech at the
Special Assembly of the United Nations,
19 June 1967*

The subject of our discussion is the Middle East, its past
agony and its future hope. We speak of a region whose destiny
has profoundly affected the entire human experience. In the
heart of that region, at the very centre of its geography and
history, lives a very small nation called Israel. This nation gave
birth to the currents of thought which have fashioned the life
of the Mediterranean world and of vast regions beyond. It has
now been re-established as the home and sanctuary of a people
which has seen six million of its sons exterminated in the great-
est catastrophe ever endured by a family of the human race.

In recent weeks the Middle East has passed through a crisis
whose shadows darken the world. This crisis has many con-
sequences but only one cause. Israel’s rights to peace, security,

* Reprinted from the Jerusalem Post.
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sovereignty, economic development and maritime freedom —
indeed its very right to exist — has been forcibly denied and ag-
gressively attacked. This is the true origin of the tension which
torments the Middle East. All the other elements of the conflict
are the consequences of this single cause. There has been dan-
ger, there is still peril in the Middle East because Israel’s exis-
tence, sovereignty and vital interests have been and are
violently assailed.

The threat to Israel’s existence, its peace, security, sover-
eignty and development has been directed against her in the
first instance by the neighbouring Arab states. But all the con-
ditions of tension, all the impulses of aggression in the Middle
East have been aggravated by the policy of one of the great
powers which under our Charter bear primary responsibilities
for the maintenance of international peace and security. I
shall show how the Soviet Union has been unfaithful to that
trust. The burden of responsibility lies heavy upon her.

I come to this rostrum to speak for a united people which,
having faced danger to the national survival, is unshakably
resolved to resist any course which would renew the perils
from which it has emerged.

The General Assembly is chiefly preoccupied by the situa-
tion against which Israel defended itself on the morning of
5 June. I shall invite every peace-loving state represented here
to ask itself how it would have acted on that day if it faced
similar dangers. But if our discussion is to have any weight or
depth, we must understand that great events are not born in a
single instant of time. It is beyond all honest doubt that, be-
tween 14 May and 5 June, Arab governments, led and directed
by President Nasser, methodically prepared and mounted an
aggressive assault designed to bring about Israel’s immediate
and total destruction. My authority for that conviction rests on
the statements and actions of Arab governments themselves.
There is every reason to believe what they say and to observe
what they do.

During Israel’s first decade, the intention to work for her de-
struction by physical violence has always been part of the offi-
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cial doctrine and policy of Arab states. But many members of
the United Nations hoped and believed that relative stability
would ensure from the arrangements discussed in the General
Assembly in March 1957. An attempt has been made to in-
augurate a period of non-belligerency and coexistence in the
relations between the UAR and Israel. A United Nations emer-
gency force was to separate the armies in Sinai and Gaza. The
Maritime Powers were to exercise free and innocent passage in
the Gulf of Aqaba and the Straits of Tiran. Terrorist attacks
against Israel were to cease. The Suez Canal was to be opened
to Israel shipping, as the Security Council had decided six years
before.

In March 1957 these hopes and expectations were endorsed
in the General Assembly by the United States, France, the
United Kingdom, Canada and other states in Europe, the
Americas, Africa, Asia and Australia. These assurances, ex-
pressed with special solemnity by the four governments which
I have mentioned, induced Israel to give up positions which she
then held at Gaza and at the entrance to the Straits of Tiran
and in Sinai. Non-belligerency, maritime freedom and immun-
ity from terrorist attack were henceforth to be secured, not
by Israel's own pressure but by the concerted will of the inter-
national community. Egypt expressed no opposition to these
arrangements. Bright hopes for the future illuminated this hall
ten years ago.

There were times during the past decade when it really
seemed that a certain stability had been achieved. As we look
back it becomes plain that the Arab governments regarded the
1957 arrangements merely as a breathing space enabling them
to gather strength for a later assault. At the end of 1962 Presi-
dent Nasser began to prepare Arab opinion for an armed at-
tack that was to take place within a few brief years. As his
armaments grew his aggressive designs came more into light.
On 23 December 1962 Nasser said :

We feel that the soil of Palestine is the soil of Egypt, and of the
whole Arab world. Why do we all mobilize? Because we feel that

the land of Palestine is part of our land, and are ready to sacrifice
ourselves for it.
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The present Foreign Minister of Egypt, Mahmoud Riad,
echoed his master’s voice :

The sacred Arab struggle will not come to an end until Palestine is
restored to its owners.

In March 1963 the official Cairo radio continued the cam-
paign of menace:

Arab unity is taking shape towards the great goal — ie. the
triumphant return to Palestine with the banner of unity flying high
in front of the holy Arab march.

The newspaper Al Gumhuriya published an official announce-
ment on the same day :

The noose around Israel’s neck is tightening gradually. . . . Israel
is mightier than the empires which were vanquished in the Arab
East and West. . . . The Arab people will take possession of their
full rights in their united homeland.

Egypt is not a country in which the press utters views and
opinions independently of the official will. There is thus signi-
ficance in the statement of Al Akhbar on 4 April 1963 :

The liquidation of Israel will not be realized through a declaration
of war against Israel by Arab states, but Arab unity and inter-Arab
understanding will serve as a hangman’s rope for Israel.

The Assembly will note that the imagery of a hangman’s
rope or of a tightening noose occurs frequently in the macabre
vocabulary of Nasserism. He sees himself perpetually presiding
over a scaffold. In June 1967 the metaphor of encirclement and
strangulation was to come vividly to life, in Israel’s hour of
solitude and danger.

In February 1964 Nasser enunciated in simple terms what
was to become his country’s policy during the period of pre-
paration:

The possibilities of the future will be war with Israel. It is we
who will dictate the time. It is we who will dictate the place.

A similar chorus of threats arose during this period from
other Arab capitals. President Arif of Iraq and President
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Ben Bella of Algeria were especially emphatic and repetitive in
their threat to liquidate Israel. The Syrian attitude was more
ominous because it affected a neighbouring frontier. Syrian
war propaganda has been particularly intense in the past few
years. In 1964 the Syrian Defence Minister, General Abdulla
Ziada, announced :

The Syrian army stands as a mountain to crush Israel and demolish
her. This army knows how to crush its enemies.

Early last year Syria began to proclaim and carry out what
it called a ‘popular war’ against Israel. The Syrian concept of
‘popular war’ expressed itself in the dispatch of trained ter-
rorist groups into Israel territory to blow up installations and
communication centres, to kill, maim, cripple and terrorize
civilians in peaceful homes and farms. Sometimes the terrorists,
trained in Syria, were dispatched through Jordan or Lebanon.
The terrorist war was formally declared by President Al-Atassi
on 22 May 1966, when he addressed soldiers on the Israel-
Syrian front:

We raise the slogan of the people’s liberation war. We want
total war with no limits, a war that will destroy the Zionist base.

The Syrian Defence Minister, Hafiz Asad, said two days
later:

We say: We shall never call for, nor accept, peace. We shall
only accept war and the restoration of the usurped land. We have
resolved to drench this land with our blood, to oust you, aggressors,
and throw you into the sea for good. We must meet as soon as
possible and fight a single liberation war on the level of the whole
area against Israel, Imperialism and all the enemies of the people.

Mr President, from that day to this, not a week passed with-
out Syrian officials adding to this turgid stream of invective and
hate. From that day to this, there has not been a single month
without terrorist acts, offensive to every impulse of human
compassion and international civility, being directed from
Syria against Israel citizens and territory. I would have no
difficulty in filling the General Assembly’s records with a thou-
sand official statements by Arab leaders in the past two years
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announcing their intention to destroy Israel by diverse forms
of organized physical violence. The Arab populations have
been conditioned by their leaders to the anticipation of a total
war, preceded by the constant harassment of the prospective
victim.

From 1948 to this very day there has not been one statement
by any Arab representative of a neighbouring Arab state in-
dicating readiness to respect existing agreements or the per-
manent renunciation of force to recognize Israel’s sovereign
right of existence or to apply to Israel any of the central pro-
visions of the United Nations Charter.

For some time Israel showed a stoic patience in her reaction
to these words of menace. This was because the threats were
not accompanied by a capacity to carry them into effect. But
the inevitable result of this campaign of menace was the bur-
den of a heavy race of arms. We strove to maintain an
adequate deterrent strength and the decade beginning in March
1957 was not monopolized by security considerations alone.
Behind the wall of a strong defence, with eyes vigilantly fixed
on dangerous borders, we embarked on a constructive era in
the national enterprise. These were years of swift expansion in
our agriculture and industry, of intensive progress in the scien-
ces and arts, of a widening international vocation, symbolized
in the growth of strong links with the developing world. At
the end of this first decade, Israel had established relations of
commerce and culture with all the Americas, and with most
of the countries of Western, Central and Eastern Europe. In her
second decade she built constructive links with the emerging
countries of the developing world with whom we are tied by a
common aspiration to translate national freedom into creative
economic growth and progress.

Fortified by friendships in all five continents, inspired by its
role in the great drama of developments, intensely preoccupied
by tasks of spiritual cooperation with kindred communities in
various parts of the world, and in the efforts to assure the Jew-
ish survival after the disastrous blows of Nazi oppressions, ten-
aciously involved in the development of original social ideas,
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Israel went on with its work. We could not concern ourselves
exclusively with the torrent of hatred pouring in upon us from
Arab governments. In the era of modern communication a
nation is not entirely dependent on its regional context. The
wide world is open to the voice of friendship. Arab hostility
towards Israel became increasingly isolated, while our position
in the international family became more deeply entrenched.
Many in the world drew confidence from the fact that a very
small nation could, by its exertion and example, rise to respec-
ted levels in social progress, scientific progress and the human
arts, and so our policy was to deter the aggression of our neigh-
bours so long as it was endurable, to resist it only when failure
to resist would have invited its intensified renewal, to with-
stand Arab violence without being obsessed by it, and even to
search patiently here and there for any glimmer of modera-
tion and realism in the Arab mind. We also pursued the hope
of bringing all the great powers to a harmonious policy in sup-
port of the security and sovereignty of Middle Eastern states. It
was not easy to take this course. The sacrifice imposed upon
our population by Arab violence was cumulative in its effects,
but as it piled up month by month the toll of death and bereave-
ment was heavy and in the last few years it was evident that
this organized murder was directed by a central hand.

We were able to limit our response to this aggression so long
as its own scope appeared to be limited. President Nasser
seemed for some years to be accumulating inflammable ma-
terial without an immediate desire to set it alight. He was
heavily engaged in domination and conquest elsewhere. His
speeches were strong against Israel, but his bullets, guns and
poison gases were for the time being used to intimidate other
Arab states and to maintain a colonial war against the villagers
of the Yemen and the peoples of the Arabian Peninsula.

But Israel’s danger was great. The military build-up in Egypt
proceeded at an intensive rate. It was designed to enable Egypt
to press its war plans against Israel while maintaining its
violent adventures elsewhere. In the face of these develop-
ments, Israel was forced to devote an increasing part of its
resources to self-defence. With the declaration by Syria of the
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doctrine of a ‘day by day military confrontation’, the situa-
tion in the Middle East grew darker. The Palestine Liberation
Organization, the Palestine Liberation Army, the Unified Arab
Command, the intensified expansion of military forces and
equipment in Egypt, Syria, Lebanon, Jordan and more remote
parts of the Arab continent — these were the signals of a grow-
ing danger to which we sought to alert the mind and conscience
of the world.

In three tense weeks between 14 May and 5 June, Egypt,
Syria and Jordan, assisted and incited by more distant Arab
states, embarked on a policy of immediate and total aggres-
sion.

June 1967 was to be the month of decision. The ‘final solu-
tion” was at hand.

There was no convincing motive for the aggressive design
which was now unfolded. Egyptian and Soviet sources had
claimed that a concentrated Israeli invasion of Syria was ex-
pected during the second or third week in May. No claim could
be more frivolous or far-fetched. It is true that Syria was send-
ing terrorists into Israel to lay mines on public roads and, on
one occasion, to bombard the Israeli settlement at Manara
from the Lebanese border. The accumulation of such actions
had sometimes evoked Israeli responses always limited in scope
and time. All that Syria had to do to ensure perfect tranquility
on her frontier with Israel was to discourage the terrorist war.
Not only did she not discourage these actions ~ she encouraged
them, she gave them every moral and practical support. But
the picture of Israeli troop concentrations in strength for an
invasion of Syria was a monstrous fiction. Twice Syria refused
to cooperate with suggestions by the UN authorities, and ac-
cepted by Israel, for a simultaneous and reciprocal inspection
of the Israel-Syrian frontier. On one occasion the Soviet Am-
bassador- complained to my Prime Minister of heavy troop
concentrations in the north of Israel. When invited to join the
Prime Minister that very moment in a visit to any part of Is-
rael which he would like to see, the distinguished envoy brus-
quely refused. The prospect of finding out the truth at first hand
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seemed to fill him with a profound disquiet. But by 9 May, the
Secretary-General of the United Nations from his own sources
on the ground had ascertained that no Israeli troop concentra-
tion existed. This fact had been directly communicated to the
Syrian and Egyptian governments. The excuse had been shat-
tered, but the allegations still remained. The steps which I now
describe could not possibly have any motive or justification if
an Israeli troop concentration, as both Egypt and Syria knew,
did not exist. Indeed the Egyptian build-up ceased to be de-
scribed by its authors as the result of any threat to Syria.

On 14 May Egyptian forces began to move into Sinai.

On 16 May the Egyptian Command ordered the United Na-
tions Emergency Force to leave the border. The following morn-
ing the reason became clear. For on 17 May 1967, at 6 in the
morning, Radio Cairo broadcast that Field-Marshal Amer had
issued alert orders to the Egyptian armed forces. Nor did he
mention Syria as the excuse. This announcement reads :

1. The state of preparedness of the Egyptian armed forces will
increase to the full level of preparedness for war, beginning 14.30
hours last Sunday.

2. Formations and units allocated in accordance with the opera-
tional plans will advance from their present locations to the
designated positions.

3. The armed forces are to be in full preparedness to carry out
any combat tasks on the Israel front in accordance with develop-
ments.

On 18 May Egypt called for the total removal of the United
Nations Emergency Force. The Secretary-General of the United
Nations acceded to this request and moved to carry out, with-
out reference to the Security Council or the General Assembly,
without carrying out the procedures indicated by Secretary-
General Hammarskjold in the event of a request for a with-
drawal being made, without heeding the protesting voices of
some of the permanent members of the Security Council and
of the government at whose initiative the force had been estab-
lished, without consulting Israel on the consequent prejudice
to her military security and her vital maritime freedom, and
without seeking such delay as would enable alternative mea-
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sures to be concerted for preventing belligerency by sea and a
dangerous confrontation of forces by land.

It is often said that United Nations procedures are painfully
slow. This decision was disastrously swift. Its effect was to
make Sinai safe for belligerency from north to south, to create
a sudden disruption of the local security balance, and to leave
an international maritime interest exposed to almost certain
threat. I have already said that Israel’s attitude to the peace-
keeping functions of the United Nations has been trauma-
tically affected by its experience. What is the use of a fire
brigade which vanishes from the scene as soon as the first smoke
and flames appear ? Is it surprising that we are firmly resolved
never again to allow a vital Israel interest and our very se-
curity to rest on such a fragile foundation ?

The clouds now gathered thick and fast. Between 14 May
and 23 May Egyptian concentrations in Sinai increased day by
day. Israel took corresponding measures. In the absence of an
agreement to the contrary it is, of course, legal for any state
to place its armies wherever it chooses in its territory. It is
equally true that nothing could be more uncongenial to the
prospect of peace than to have large armies facing each other
across a narrow space, with one of them clearly bent on an
early assault. For the purpose of the concentration was not
in doubt. On 18 May, at 24.00 hours, the Cairo radio, Saut
el-Arab, published the following order of the day by Abdul
Mushin Murtagi, the General then commanding Sinai:

The Egyptian forces have taken up positions in accordance with
a definite plan.

Our forces are definitely ready to carry the battle beyond the
borders of Egypt.

Morale is very high among the members of our armed forces
because this is the day for which they have been waiting — to make a
holy war in order to return the plundered land to its owners.

In many meetings with army personnel they asked when the holy
war would begin — the time has come to give them their wish.

On 21 May General Amer gave the order to mobilize re-
serves. Now came the decisive step, All doubt that Egypt had
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decided upon immediate or early war was now dispelled. Ap-
pearing at an Air Force Base at 6 o’clock in the morning, Presi-
dent Nasser announced that he would blockade the Gulf of
Aqaba to Israeli ships, adding: ‘The Jews threaten war and we
say : by all means, we are ready for war.’

But the Jews were not threatening war. Prime Minister Esh-
kol was calling for a de-escalation of forces. Nasser treated
this as a sign of weakness.

On 25 May Cairo Radio announced:

The Arab people is firmly resolved to wipe Israel off the map and
to restore the honour of the Arabs of Palestine.

On the following day, 26 May, Nasser spoke again :

The Arab people wants to fight. We have been waiting for the
right time when we will be completely ready. Recently we have felt
that our strength has been sufficient and that if we make battle
with Israel we shall be able, with the help of God, to conquer.
Sharm al-Shaikh implies a confrontation with Israel. Taking this
step makes it imperative that we be ready to undertake a total war
with Israel.

Writing in Al Ahram, on 26 May, Nasser’s mouthpiece, Has-
sanain Haykal, wrote, with engaging realism:

I consider that there is no alternative to armed conflict between
the United Arab Republic and the Israeli enemy. This is the first
time that the Arab challenge to Israel attempts to change an exist-
ing fact in order to impose a different fact in its place.

On 28 May, Nasser had a press conference. He was having
them every day. He said :

We will not accept any possibility of coexistence with Israel.
And on the following day:

If we have succeeded to restore the situation to what it was
before 1956, there is no doubt that God will help us and will inspire
us to restore the situation to what it was prior to 1948.

There are various ways of threatening Israel’s liquidation.
Few ways could be clearer than this,
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The troop concentrations and blockade were now to be ac-
companied by encirclement. The noose was to be fitted around
the victim’s neck. Other Arab states were closing the ring. On
30 May Nasser signed the Defence Agreement with Jordan, and
described its purpose in these terms :

The armies of Egypt, Jordan, Syria and Lebanon are stationed on
the borders of Israel in order to face the challenge. Behind them
stand the armies of Iraq, Algeria, Kuwait, Sudan and the whole of
the Arab nation.

This deed will astound the world. Today they will know that the
Arabs are ready for the fray. The hour of decision has arrived.

On 4 June Nasser made a statement on Cairo Radio after
signing the protocol associating Iraq with the Egyptian-Jordan-
ian Defence Pact. Here are his words:

... We are facing you in the battle and are burning with desire
for it to start, in order to obtain revenge. This will make the world
realize what the Arabs are and what Israel is. ..

Mr President, nothing has been more startling in recent weeks
than to read discussions about who planned, who organized,
who initiated, who wanted and who launched this war.
Here we have a series of statements, mounting in crescendo
from vague warning through open threat, to precise inten-
tion.

Here we have the vast mass of the Egyptian armies in Sinai
with seven infantry and two armoured divisions, the greatest
force ever assembled in that Peninsula in all its history. Here
we have 40,000 regular Syrian troops poised to strike at the
Jordan Valley from advantageous positions in the hills. Here we
have the mobilized forces of jordan, with their artillery and
mortars trained on Israel's population centres in Jerusalem
and along the vulnerable narrow coastal plain. Troops from
Iraq, Kuwait and Algeria converge towards the battle-front
at Egypt's behest. goo tanks face Israel on the Sinai border,
while 200 more are poised to strike the isolated town of Eilat
at Israel’s southern tip. The military dispositions tell their own
story. The Northern Negev was to be invaded by armour and
bombarded from the Gaza Strip. From 27 May onward,
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Egyptian air squadrons in Sinai were equipped with operation
orders instructing them in detail on the manner in which Israeli
airfields, pathetically few in number, were to be bombarded,
thus exposing Israel's crowded cities to easy and merciless as-
sault. Egyptian air sorties came in and out of Israel’s southern
desert to reconnoitre, inspect and prepare for the assault. An
illicit blockade had cut Israel off from all her commerce with
the eastern half of the world.

Those who write this story in years to come will give a spe-
cial place in their narrative to Nasser’s blatant decision to close
the Straits of Tiran in Israel’s face. It is not difficult to under-
stand why this outrage had a drastic impact. In 1957 the mari-
time nations, within the framework of the United Nations
General Assembly, correctly enunciated the doctrine of free
and innocent passage to the Straits. When that doctrine was
proclaimed - and incidentally, not challenged by the Egyptian
representative at that time — it was little more than an abstract
principle for the maritime world. For Israel it was a great but
still unfulfilled prospect, it was not yet a reality. But during
the ten years in which we and the other states of the maritime
community have relied upon that doctrine and upon estab-
lished usage, the principle had become a reality consecrated
by hundreds of sailings under dozens of flags and the establish-
ment of a whole complex of commerce and industry and com-
munication. A new dimension has been added to the map of
the world’s communication. And on that dimension we have
constructed Israel’s bridge towards the friendly states of Asia
and Africa, a network of relationships which is the chief pride
of Israel in the second decade of its independence and on which
its economic future depends.

All this, then, had grown up as an effective usage under
the United Nations’ flag. Does Mr Nasser really think that he
can come upon the scene in ten minutes and cancel the estab-
lished legal usage and interests of ten years?

There was in his wanton act a quality of malice. For surely
the closing of the Straits of Tiran gave no benefit whatever
to Egypt except the perverse joy of inflicting injury on others.
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It was an anarchic act, because it showed a total disregard
for the law of nations, the application of which in this specific
case had not been challenged for ten years. And it was, in the
literal sense, an act of arrogance, because there are other na-
tions in Asia and East Africa that trade with the port of Eilat,
as they have every right to do, through the Straits of Tiran and
across the Gulf of Agqaba. Other sovereign states from Japan
to Ethiopia, from Thailand to Uganda, from Cambodia to
Madagascar, have a sovereign right to decide for themselves
whether they wish or do not wish to trade with Israel. These
countries are not colonies of Cairo. They can trade with Israel
or not trade with Israel as they wish, and President Nasser is
not the policeman of other African and Asian states.

Here then was a wanton intervention in the sovereign rights
of other states in the eastern half of the world to decide for
themselves whether or not they wish to establish trade rela-
tions with either or both of the two ports at the head of the
Gulf of Aqaba.

When we examine, then, the implications of this act, we have
no cause to wonder that the international shock was great.
There was another reason, too, for that shock. Blockades have
traditionally been regarded, in the pre-Charter parlance, as
acts of war. To blockade, after all, is to attempt strangula-
tion — and sovereign states are entitled not to have their State
strangled.

The blockade is by definition an act of war, imposed and en-
forced through violence.

Never in history have blockade and peace existed side by
side. From 24 May onward the question of who started the war
or who fired the first shot became momentously irrelevant.
There is no difference in civil law between murdering a man
by slow strangulation or killing him by a shot in the head.
From the moment at which the blockade was imposed, active
hostilities had commenced and Israel owed Egypt nothing of
her Charter rights. If a foreign power sought to close Odessa,
or Copenhagen or Marseilles or New York Harbour by the use
of force, what would happen? Would there be any discussion
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about who had fired the first shot? Would anyone ask whether
aggression had begun ? Less than a decade ago the Soviet Union
proposed a draft resolution in the General Assembly on the
question of defining aggression. The resolution reads:

In an international conflict, that State shall be declared an
attacker which first commits one of the following acts:
a. Naval blockade of the coastal ports of another State.

This act constituted in the Soviet view aggression as distin-
guished from other specific acts designated in the Soviet draft
as indirect aggression. In this particular case the consequences
of Nasser’s action had been fully announced in advance. On
1 March 1967 my predecessor announced that:

Interference, by armed force, with ships of the Israel flag exer-
cising free and innocent passage in the Gulf of Agaba and through
the Straits of Tiran will be regarded by Israel as an attack en-
titling it to exercise its inherent right of self-defence under Article
51 of the United Nations Charter and to take all such measures as
are necessary to ensure the free and innocent passage of its ships in
the Gulf and in the Straits.

The representative of France declared that any obstruction
of free passage in the Straits or Gulf was contrary to inter-
national law ‘entailing a possible resort to the measures au-
thorized by Article 51 of the Charter’.

The United States, inside and outside of the United Nations,
gave specific endorsement to Israel’s right to invoke her in-
herent right of self-defence against any attempt to blockade the
Gulf. Nasser was speaking with acute precision when he stated
that Israel now faced the choice either between being choked
to death in her southern maritime approaches or to await the
death blow from Northern Sinai.

Nobody who lived through those days in Israel, between 23
May and 5 June, will ever forget the air of doom that hovered
over our country. Hemmed in by hostile armies ready to strike,
affronted and beset by a flagrant act of war, bombarded day and
night by predictions of her approaching extinction, forced into a
total mobilization of all her manpower, her economy and com-



Eban / The Six Day War 267

merce beating with feeble pulse, her main supplies of vital fuel
choked by a belligerent act, Israel faced the greatest peril of her
existence that she had known since her resistance against ag-
gression nineteen years before, at the hour of her birth. There
was peril wherever she looked and she faced it in deepening
solitude. On 24 May and on succeeding days, the Security Coun-
cil conducted a desultory debate which sometimes reached a
point of levity. The Soviet Representative asserted that he saw
no reason for discussing the Middle Eastern situation at all. The
Bulgarian delegate uttered these unbelievable words:

At the present moment there is really no need for an urgent
meeting of the Security Council.

A crushing siege bore down upon us. Multitudes throughout
the world trembled for Israel’s fate. The single consolation lay
in the surge of public opinion which rose up in Israel’s defence.
From Paris to Montevideo, from New York to Amsterdam, tens
of thousands of persons of all ages, peoples and affiliations
marched in horrified protest at the approaching stage of geno-
cide. Writers and scientists, religious leaders, trade union move-
ments and even the Communist parties in France, Holland, .
Switzerland, Norway, Austria and Finland asserted their view
that Israel was a peaceloving state whose peace was being
wantonly denied. In the history of our generation it is difficult
to think of any other hour in which progressive world opinion
rallied in such tension and agony of spirit.

To understand the full depth of pain and shock, it is necessary
to grasp the full significance of what Israel’s danger meant. A
small sovereign state had its existence threatened by lawless
violence. The threat to Israel was a menace to the very foun-
dations of the international order. The state thus threatened
bore a name which stirred the deepest memories of civilized
mankind and the people of the remnant of millions, who, in
living memory, had been wiped out by a dictatorship more
powerful, though scarcely more malicious, than Nasser’s
Egypt. What Nasser had predicted, what he had worked for
with undeflecting purpose, had come to pass — the noose was
tightly drawn.
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On the fateful morning of 5 June, when Egyptian forces
moved by air and land against Israel’s western coast and south-
ern territory, our country’s choice was plain. The choice was
to live or perish, to defend the national existence or to forfeit
it for all time.

From these dire moments Israel emerged in five heroic days
from awful peril to successful and glorious resistance. Alone,
unaided, neither seeking nor receiving help, our nation rose
in self-defence. So long as men cherish freedom, so long as small
states strive for the dignity of existence, the exploits of Israel’s
armies will be told from one generation to another with the
deepest pride. The Soviet Union has described our resistance as
aggression and sought to have it condemned. We reject this
accusation with all our might. Here was armed force employed
in a just and righteous cause, as righteous as the defenders at
Valley Forge, as just as the expulsion of Hitler's bombers
from the British skies, as noble as the protection of Stalingrad
against the Nazi hordes, so was the defence of Israel’s security
and existence against those who sought our nation’s destruc-
tion.

What should be condemned is not Israel’s action, but the
attempt to condemn it. Never have freedom, honour, justice,
national interest and international morality been so righteously
protected. While fighting raged on the Egyptian-Israel fron-
tier and on the Syrian front, we still hoped to contain the con-
flict. Jordan was given every chance to remain outside the
struggle. Even after Jordan had bombarded and bombed Israel
territory at several points we still proposed to the Jordanian
monarch that he abstain from general hostilities. A message
to this effect reached him several hours after the outbreak of
hostilities on the southern front on 5 June.

Jordan answered not with words but with shells. Artillery
opened fire fiercely along the whole front with special emphasis
on the Jerusalem area. Thus Jordan’s responsibility for the
second phase of the concerted aggression is established beyond
doubt. This responsibility cannot fail to have its consquences
in the peace settlement. As death and injury rained on the
city, Jordan had become the source and origin of Jerusalem’s
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fierce ordeal. The inhabitants of the city can never forget this
fact, or fail to draw its conclusions.

Mr President, I have spoken of Israel’s defence against the
assaults of neighbouring states. This is not the entire story.
Whatever happens in the Middle East for good or ill, for peace
or conflict, is powerfully affected by what great great powers do
or omit to do. When the Soviet Union initiates a discussion
here, our gaze is inexorably drawn to the story of its role in
recent Middle Eastern history. It is a sad and shocking story, it
must be frankly told.

Since 1955 the Soviet Union has supplied the Arab states
with 2,000 tanks, of which more than 1,000 have gone to Egypt.
The Soviet Union has supplied the Arab states with 700 modern
fighter aircraft and bombers, more recently with ground mis-
siles, and Egypt alone has received from the USSR 540 field
guns, 130 medium guns, 200 120-mm. mortars, anti-aircraft
guns, 175 rocket launchers, 650 anti-tank guns, seven des-
troyers, a number of Luna M and SPKA 2 ground-to-ground
missiles, 14 submarines and 46 torpedo boats of various types
including missile-carrying boats. The Egyptian Army has been
trained by Soviet experts. This has been attested to by Egyptian
officers captured by Israel. Most of this equipment was supplied
to the Arab states after the Cairo Summit Conference of Arab
leaders in January 1964 had agreed on a specific programme
for the destruction of I[srael, after they had announced and
hastened to fulfil this plan by accelerating their arms pur-
chases from the Soviet Union. The proportions of Soviet assist-
ance are attested to by the startling fact that in Sinai alone the
Egyptians abandoned equipment and offensive weapons of Soviet
manufacture whose value is estimated at two billion dollars.

Together with the supply of offensive weapons, the Soviet
Union has encouraged the military preparations of the Arab
States.

Since 1961 the Soviet Union has assisted Egypt in its de-
sire to conquer Israel. The great amount of offensive equip-
ment supplied to the Arab states strengthens this assessment.

A great power which professes its devotion to peaceful
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settlement and the rights of states has for fourteen years afflicted
the Middle East with a headlong armaments race, with the
paralysis of the United Nations as an instrument of security
and against those who defend it.

The constant increase and escalation of Soviet armaments
in Arab countries has driven Israel to a corresponding, though
far smaller, procurement programme. Israel’s arms purchases
were precisely geared on the successive phases of Arab, and
especially Egyptian, rearmament. On many occasions in recent
months we and others have vainly sought to secure Soviet agree-
ment for a reciprocal reduction of arms supplies in our region.
These efforts have borne no fruit. The expenditure on social
and economic progress of one half of what has been put into
the purchase of Soviet arms would have been sufficient to re-
deem Egypt from its social and economic ills. A correspond-
ing diversion of resources from military to social expenditure
would have taken place in Israel. A viable balance of forces
could have been achieved at a lower level of armaments, while
our region could have moved forward to higher standards of
human and social welfare. For Israel’s attitude is clear. We
should like to see the arms race slowed down. But if the race
is joined, we are determined not to lose it. A fearful waste of
economic energy in the Middle East is the direct result of the
Soviet role in the constant stimulation of the race in arms.

It is clear from Arab sources that the Soviet Union has played
a provocative role in spreading alarmist and incendiary reports
of Israel intentions amongst Arab governments.

On 9 June President Nasser said:

Our friends in the USSR warned the visiting parliamentary
delegation in Moscow, at the beginning of last month, that there
exists a plan of attack against Syria.

Similarly an announcement by Tass of 2z May states :

The Foreign Affairs and Security Committee of the Knesset have
accorded the Cabinet special powers to carry out war operations
against Syria. Israeli forces concentrating on the Syrian border
have been put in a state of alert for war. General mobilization has
also been proclaimed in the country ...
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There was not one word of truth in this story. But its dif-
fusion in the Arab countries could only have an incendiary re-
sult.

Cairo Radio broadcast on 28 May (o500 hours) an address
by Marsh Grechko at a farewell party in honour of the for-
mer Egyptian Minister of Defence, Shams ed-Din Badran :

The USSR, her armed forces, her people and government will
stand by the Arabs and will continue to encourage and support
them. We are your faithful friends and we shall continue aiding
you because this is the policy of the Soviet nation, its Party and
government. On behalf of the Ministry of Defence and in the name
of the Soviet nation we wish you success and victory.

This promise of military support came less than a week after
the illicit closing of the Tiran Straits, an act which the USSR
has done nothing to condemn.

The USSR has exercised her veto right in the Security Coun-
cil five times. Fach time a just and constructive judgement has
been frustrated. On 22 January 1964 France, the United King-
dom and the United States presented a draft resolution to
facilitate work on the west bank of the River Jordan in the
B’not Ya’akov Canal Project. The Soviet veto held up regional
water development for several years. On 29 March 1964 a New
Zealand resolution simply reiterating UN policy on blockade
along the Suez Canal was frustrated by Soviet dissent. On 19
August 1963 a United Kingdom and United States resolution on
the murder of two Israelis at Almagor was denied adoption by
Soviet opposition. On 21 December 1964 the USSR vetoed a
United Kingdom and United States resolution on incidents at
Tel Dan, including the shelling of Dan, Dafna and Sha’ar
Yashuv. On 2 November 1966 Argentina, Japan, the Nether-
lands, New Zealand and Nigeria joined to express regret at
‘infiltration from Syria and loss of human life caused by the
incidents in October and November 1966°. This was one of the
few resolutions sponsored by member-states from five conti-
nents. '

The Soviet use of veto has had a dual effect. First, it pre-
vented any resolution which an Arab state has opposed from
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being adopted by the Council. Secondly, it has inhibited the
Security Council from taking constructive action in disputes
between an Arab state and Israel because of the certain know-
ledge that the veto would be applied in what was deemed to
be the Arab interest. The consequences of the Soviet veto policy
have been to deny Israel any possibility of just and equitable
treatment in the Security Council, and to nullify the Council as
a constructive factor in the affairs of the Middle East.

Does all this really add up to a constructive intervention by
the USSR in the Arab-Israel tension? The position becomes
graver when we recall the unbridled invective against the Per-
manent Representative of Israel in the Security Council. In its
words and in the letter to the Israel government, the USSR
has formulated an obscene comparison between the Israel
Defence Forces and the Hitlerite hordes which overran Europe
in the Second World War. There is a flagrant breach of inter-
national morality and human decency in this comparison. Our
nation never compromised with Hitler Germany. It never signed
a pact with it as did the USSR in 1939.

To associate the name of Israel with the accursed tyrant
who engulfed the Jewish people in a tidal wave of slaughter
is to violate every canon of elementary taste and fundamental
truth.

In the light of this history, the General Assembly will easily
understand Israel’s reaction to the Soviet initiative in convening
this Special Session for the purpose of condemning our country
and recommending a withdrawal to the position that existed
before 5 June.

Your [the Soviet] government’s record in the stimulation of
the arms race, in the paralysis of the Security Council, in the
encouragement throughout the Arab world of unfounded sus-
picion concerning Israel’s intentions, your constant refusal to
say a single word of criticism at any time of declarations
threatening the violent overthrow of Israel’s sovereignty and
existence — all this gravely undermines your claims to objec-
tivity. You come here in our eyes not as a judge or as a
prosecutor, but rather as a legitimate object of international
criticism for the part that you have played in the sombre events
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which have brought our region to a point of explosive tension.

If the Soviet Union had made an equal distribution of the
friendship amongst the peoples of the Middle East, if it had re-
frained from exploiting regional rancours and tensions for the
purpose of its own global policy, if it had stood in even-handed
devotion to the legitimate interests of all states, the crisis which
now commands our attention and anxiety would never have
occurred. To the charge of aggression I answer that Israel’s
resistance at the lowest ebb of its fortunes will resound across
history, together with the uprising of our battered remnants in
the Warsaw Ghetto, as a triumphant assertion of human free-
dom. From the dawn of its history the people now rebuilding a
state in Israel has struggled often in desperate conditions
against tyranny and aggression. Our action on 5 June falls
nobly within that tradition. We have tried to show that even a
small state and a small people have the right to live. I believe
that we shall not be found alone in the assertion of that right,
which is the very essence of the Charter of the United Nations.
Similarly, the suggestion that everything goes back to where it
was before 5 June is totally unacceptable. The General Assem-
bly cannot ignore the fact that the Security Council, where the
primary responsibility lay, has emphatically rejected such a
course. It was not Israel, but Syria, Egypt and Jordan, who
violently shattered the previous situation to smithereens. It can-
not be recaptured. It is a fact of technology that it is easier to
fly to the moon than to reconstruct a broken egg. The Security
Council acted wisely in rejecting a backward step, advocated
by the Soviet Union. To go back to the situation out of which
the conflict arose would mean that all the conditions for re-
newed hostilities would be brought together again. I repeat
what I said to the Security Council. Our watchword is not
‘backward to belligerency’ but ‘forward to peace’.

What the Assembly should prescribe is not a formula for
renewed hostilities, but a series of principles for the construc-
tion of a new future in the Middle East. With the cease-fire
established, our progress must be not backward to an armistice
regime which has collapsed under the weight of years and the
brunt of hostility. History summons us forward to permanent
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peace and the peace that we envisage can only be elaborated
in frank and lucid dialogue between Israel and each of the
states which have participated in the attempt to overthrow her
sovereignty and undermine her existence. We dare not be satis-
fied with intermediate arrangements which are neither war
nor peace. Such patchwork ideas carry within themselves the
seeds of future tragedy. Free from external pressures and
interventions, imbued with a common love for a region which
they are destined to share, the Arab and Jewish nations must
now transcend their conflicts in dedication to a new Mediter-
ranean future in concert with a renascent Europe and an Africa
and Asia which have emerged at last to their independent role
on the stage of history.

In free negotiation with each of our neighbours we shall offer
durable and just solutions redounding to our mutual advantage
and honour. The Arab states can no longer be permitted to
recognize Israel’s existence only for the purpose of plotting its
elimination. They have come face to face with us in conflict.
Let them now come face to face with us in peace.

In peaceful conditions we could imagine communications
running from Haifa to Beirut and Damascus in the north, to
Amman and beyond in the east, and to Cairo in the south. The
opening of these blocked arteries would stimulate the life,
thought and commerce in the region beyond any level other-
wise conceivable. Across the southern Negev, communication
between the Nile Valley and the fertile crescent could be re-
sumed without any change in political jurisdiction. What is
now often described as a wedge between Arab lands would
become a bridge. The kingdom of Jordan, now cut off from
its maritime outlet, could freely import and export its goods
on the Israeli coast. On the Red Sea, cooperative action could
expedite the port developments at Eilat and Aqaba, which give
Israel and Jordan their contact with a resurgent East Africa
and a developing Asia.

The Middle East, lying athwart three continents, could be-
come a busy centre of air communications, which are now
impeded by boycotts and the necessity to take circuitous routes.
Radio, telephone and postal communications, which now end
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abruptly in mid-air, would unite a divided region. The Middle
East, with its historic monuments and scenic beauty, could
attract a vast movement of travellers and pilgrims if existing
impediments were removed. Resources which lie across nat-
ional frontiers — the minerals of the Dead Sea and the phos-
phates of the Negev and the Arava — could be developed in
mutual interchange of technical knowledge. Economic coopera-
tion in agricultural and industrial development could lead to
supranational arrangements like those which mark the Euro-
pean community. The United Nations could establish an
economic commission for the Middle East, similar to the com-
missions now at work in Europe, Latin America and the Far
East. The specialized agencies could intensify their support of
health and educational development with greater efficiency if
a regional harmony were attained. The development of arid
zones, the desalination of water and the conquest of tropical
disease are common interests of the entire region, congenial to
a sharing of knowledge and experience.

In the institutions of scientific research and higher education
of both sides of the frontiers, young Israelis and Arabs could
join in a mutual discourse of learning. The old prejudices
could be replaced by a new comprehension and respect, born
of a reciprocal dialogue in the intellectual domain. In such a
Middle East, military budgets would spontaneously find a less
exacting point of equilibrium. Excessive sums devoted to secur-
ity could be diverted to development projects.

Thus, in full respect of the region’s diversity, an entirely new
story, never known or told before, would unfold across the
Eastern Mediterranean. For the first time in history, no Mediter-
ranean nation is in subjection. All are endowed with sovereign
freedom. The challenge now is to use this freedom for creative
growth. There is only one road to that end. It is the road of
recognition, of direct contact, of true cooperation. It is the road
of peaceful coexistence. This road, as the ancient prophets of
Israel foretold, leads to Jerusalem.

Jerusalem, now united after her tragic division, is no longer
an arena for gun emplacements and barbed wire. In our na-
tion’s long history there have been few hours more intensely
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moving than the hour of our reunion with the Western Wall.
A people had come back to the cradle of its birth. It has re-
newed its links with the memories which that reunion evokes.
For twenty years there has not been free access by men of all
faiths to the shrines which they hold in unique reverence. This
access now exists. Israel is resolved to give effective expression,
in cooperation with the world’s great religions, to the immunity
and sanctity of all the Holy Places. The prospect of a nego-
tiated peace is less remote than it may seem. Israel waged her
defensive struggle in pursuit of two objectives — security and
peace. Peace and security, with their territorial, economic and
demographic implications, can only be built by the free nego-
tiation which is the true essence of sovereign responsibility. A
call to the recent combatants to negotiate the conditions of
their future coexistence is the only constructive course which
this Assembly could take.

We ask the great powers to remove our tormented region
from the scope of global rivalries, to summon its governments
to build their common future themselves, to assist it, if they
will, to develop social and cultural levels worthy of its
past.

We ask the developing countries to support a dynamic and
forward-looking policy and not to drag the new future back
into the outworn past.

To the small nations, which form the bqu of the inter-
national family, we offer the experience which teaches us that
small communities can best secure their interests by maximal
self-reliance. Nobody will help those who will not help them-
selves; we ask the small nations in the solidarity of our small-
ness, to help us stand firm against intimidation and threat such
as those by which we are now assailed. We ask world opinion,
which rallied to us in our plight, to accompany us faithfully
in our new opportunity. We ask the United Nations, which was
prevented from offering us security in our recent peril, to re-
spect our independent quest for the peace and security which
are the Charter’s higher ends. We shall do what the Security
Council decided should be done — and reject the course which
the Security Council emphatically and wisely rejected. It may
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seem that Israel stands alone against numerous and powerful
adversaries. But we have faith in the undying forces in our
nation’s history which have so often given the final victory to
spirit over matter, to inner truth over mere quantity. We be-
lieve in the vigilance of history which has guarded our steps.
The Guardian of Israel neither slumbers nor sleeps.

The Middle East, tired of wars, is ripe for a new emergence
of human vitality. Let the opportunity not fall again from our
hands.

The Right of Israel
By Yizhak Rabin*

Your Excellency, President of the State, Mr Prime Minister,
President of the Hebrew University, Rector of the University;
Governors, Teachers, Ladies and Gentlemen:

I stand in awe before you, leaders of the generation, here
in this venerable and impressive place overlooking Israel’s
eternal capital and the birthplace of our Nation’s earliest
history.

Together with other distinguished personalities who are no
doubt worthy of this honour, you have chosen to do me great
honour in conferring upon me the title of Doctor of Philoso-
phy. Permit me to express to you here my feelings on this
occasion. I regard myself, at this time, as a representative of
the entire Israel Forces, of its thousands of officers and tens of
thousands of soldiers who brought the State of Israel its vic-
tory in the Six Day War. It may be asked why the University
saw fit to grant the title of Honorary Doctor of Philosophy to
a soldier in recognition of his martial activities. What is there
in common to military activity and the academic world which
represents civilization and culture? What is there in common

*The text of an address by Rabin, formerly Israeli chief of staff
and at present Israeli ambassador in the United States, on the
occasion of receiving an honorary doctorate from the Hebrew
University, 28 June 1967.
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between those whose profession is violence and spiritual
values ? I, however, am honoured that through me you are ex-
pressing such deep appreciation to my comrades in arms and
to the uniqueness of the Israel Defence Forces, which is no more
than an extension of the unique spirit of the entire Jewish
People.

The world has recognized the fact that the Israel Defence
Forces are different from other enemies. Although its first task
is the military task of ensuring security, the Israel Defence
Forces undertake numerous tasks of peace, tasks not of de-
struction but of construction and of the strengthening of the
Nation’s cultural and moral resources.

Our educational work has been praised widely and was given
national recognition, when in 1966 it was granted the Israel
Prize for Education, The Nahal, which combines military train-
ing and agricultural settlement, teachers in border villages con-
tributing to social and cultural enrichment, these are but a few
small examples of the Israel Defence Forces’ uniqueness in this
sphere.

However, today, the University has conferred this honorary
title on us in recognition of our Army’s superiority of spirit
and morals as it was revealed in the heat of war, for we are
standing in this place by virtue of battle which though forced
upon us was forged into a victory astounding the world.

War is intrinsically harsh and cruel, bloody and tear-stained,
but particularly this war, which we have just undergone,
brought forth rare and magnificent instances of heroism and
courage, together with humane expressions of brotherhood,
comradeship, and spiritual greatness.

Whoever has not seen a tank crew continue its attack with
its commander killed and its vehicle badly damaged, whoever
has not seen sappers endangering their lives to extricate
wounded comrades from a minefield, whoever has not seen
the anxiety and the effort of the entire Air Force devoted to
rescuing a pilot who has fallen in enemy territory, cannot know
the meaning of devotion between comrades in arms.

The entire Nation was exalted and many wept upon hearing
the news of the capture of the Old City. Our Sabra Youth and
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most certainly our soldiers do not tend to sentimentality and
shy away from revealing it in public. However, the strain of
battle, the anxiety which preceded it, and the sense of salva-
tion and of direct participation of every soldier in the forging
of the heart of Jewish history cracked the shell of hardness
and shyness and released well-springs of excitement and spirit-
ual emotion. The paratroopers, who conquered the Wailing
Wall, leaned on its stones and wept, and as a symbol this was
a rare occasion, almost unparalleled in human history. Such
phrases and clichés are not generally used in our Army but
this scene on the Temple Mount beyond the power of verbal de-
scription revealed as though by a lightning flash deep truths.
And more than this, the joy of triumph seized the whole nation.
Nevertheless we find more and more and more a strange
phenomenon among our fighters. Their joy is incomplete, and
more than a small portion of sorrow and shock prevails in their
festivities. And there are those who abstain from all celebra-
tion. The warriors in the front lines saw with their own eyes not
only the glory of victory but the price of victory. Their com-
rades who fell beside them bleeding. And I know that even the
terrible price which our enemies paid touched the hearts of
many of our men. It may be that the Jewish People never
learned and never accustomed itself to feel the triumph of con-
quest and victory and therefore we receive it with mixed
feelings.

The Six Day War revealed many instances of heroism far
beyond the single attack which dashes unthinkingly forward.
In many places desperate and lengthy battles raged. In Rafiah,
in El Arish, in Um Kataf, in Jerusalem, and in Ramat Hagollan,
there, and in many other places the soldiers of Israel were
revealed as heroic in spirit, in courage, and in persistence which
cannot leave anyone indifferent once he has seen this great
and exalting human revelation. We speak a great deal of the
few against the many. In this war perhaps for the first time
since the Arab invasions of the spring of 1948 and the battles of
Negba and Degania, units of the Israel Forces stood in all sec-
tors, few against many. This means that relatively small units
of our soldiers often entered seemingly endless networks of
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fortification, surrounded by hundreds and thousands of enemy
troops and faced with the task of forcing their way, hour after
hour, in this jungle of dangers, even after the momentum of
the first attack has passed and all that remains is the necessity
of belief in our strength, the lack of alternative and the goal
for which we are fighting, to summon up every spiritual re-
source in order to continue the fight to its very end.

Thus our armoured Forces broke through on all fronts, our
paratroopers fought their way into Rafiah and Jerusalem, our
sappers cleared minefields under enemy fire. The units which
broke the enemy lines and came to their objectives after hours
upon hours of struggle continuing on and on, while their com-
rades fell right and left and they continued forward, only for-
ward. These soldiers were carried forward by spiritual values,
by deep spiritual resources, far more than by their weapons
or the technique of warfare.

We have always demanded the cream of our youth for the
Israel Defence Forces when we coined the slogan Hatovim
I'Tayis — The Best to Flying, and this was a phrase which
became a value. We meant not only technical and manual
skills. We meant that if our airmen were to be capable of de-
feating the forces of four enemy countries within a few short
hours, they must have moral values and human values.

Our airmen, who struck the enemies’ planes so accurately
that no one in the world understands how it was done and
people seek technological explanations of secret weapons; our
armoured troops who stood and beat the enemy even when
their equipment was inferior to his; our soldiers in all various
branches of the Israel Defence Forces who overcame our
enemies everywhere, despite their superior numbers and forti-
fications; all these revealed not only coolness and courage in
battle but a burning faith in their righteousness, an under-
standing that only their personal stand against the greatest of
dangers could bring to their country and to their families vic-
tory, and that if the victory was not theirs the alternative was
destruction.

Furthermore, in every sector our Forces’ commanders, of all
ranks, far outshone the enemies’ commanders. Their under-
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standing, their will, their ability to improvise, their care for
soldiers and, above all, their leading troops into battle, these are
not matters of material or of technique. They have no rational
explanation except in terms of a deep consciousness of the
moral justice of their fight.

All of this springs from the soul and leads back to the spirit.
Our warriors prevailed not by their weapons but by the con-
sciousness of a mission, by a consciousness of righteousness, by
a deep love for their homeland and an understanding of the
difficult task laid upon them; to ensure the existence of our
people in its homeland, to protect, even at the price of their
lives, the right of the Nation of Israel to live in its own State,
free, independent and peaceful.

This Army, which I had the privilege of commanding
through these battles, came from the people and returns to
the people, to the people which rises in its hour of crisis and
overcomes all enemies by virtue of its moral values, its spirit-
ual readiness in the hour of need.

As the representative of the Israel Defence Forces, and in the
name of everyone of its soldiers, I accept with pride your recog-
nition.

‘We Shall Triumph’: President Nasser’s speech at the
National Congress of the Arab Socialist Union at

Cairo University, 23 July 1968

[The first part of the speech, which is omitted, was devoted to
questions of domestic policy. Ed.]

The Middle East crisis: I do not want to go back to the circum-
stances which led to the Middle East crisis. All the details are
known, starting with the premeditated aggression against Arab
territory, to the imperialist collusion with the Israeli enemy, to
the 5 June setback and its serious and sad results for our Arab
nation. As you know, we lost the major part of our military
power. We accepted the political solution experiment for
several reasons. At that time we had no alternative to talking
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about a political solution; we had no armed forces to depend
on. At the same time we are not advocates of war for the sake
of war — not at all. If we can obtain our rights through political
action, as happened in 1957, fine; if not, we have no alterna-
tive but to struggle for our rights and to liberate our land.

Furthermore, we want world public opinion to be on our side
and really to know our position. At the same time, we must
consider our present friends and our possible friends before we
consider our enemies. A major part of the battle is taking place
on an international level and under the eyes of public opinion
throughout the entire world, which wants to live in peace.

We realized from the beginning, as we were trying a political
solution, that it was a difficult and thorny road because the
enemy was drunk with victory. We know that the principle
that what has been taken by force cannot be regained by any-
thing but force is a sound and correct principle in all circum-
stances. But we tried sincerely and are still trying sincerely on a
basis from which we do not deviate. This basis is clear and
definite in UAR policy : no negotiations with Israel, no peace
with Israel, no recognition of Israel, and no deals at the expense
of Palestinian soil or the Palestinian people.

These are the foundations on which we proceeded in regard
to solving the Middle East crisis peacefully. However, since 23
November and until now, give and take has been going on with
the UN representative. Have we achieved anything? We have
achieved nothing. We cooperated to the maximum with the
UN Secretary-General’s representative. We accepted the Secur-
ity Council resolution, but Israel did not.

No projects exist now for a peaceful solution, and it does not
seem to me that there will be any in the future. We hear what
the representatives of the UN Secretary-General says, and we
express our opinion on what we hear. So far our opinion has
been clear.

With regard to a political solution, we will not in any way
agree to give away one inch of Arab territory in any Arab
country.

It is clear that Israel, which rejected the Security Council
resolution, has many aims. The first is to achieve a political
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objective, because it won a military victory but did not achieve
a political gain. Israel wants direct negotiations and wants a
peace treaty signed. We reject this. Israel thus won a military
victory but has so far been unable to achieve the political ob-
jective — signing a peace treaty with any of the Arab states
surrounding it.

Therefore Israel will not withdraw. Why should it withdraw
from the territory it occupied after achieving a crushing mili-
tary victory? Israel, as they say, will remain in this territory
hoping that conditions or regimes will be changed and replaced
by regimes which will agree to the conclusion of a peace treaty
with Israel [shouts of ‘God forbid’ from audience].

How would the conditions change? Israel knows that the
occupation burdens the hearts of all the sons of the Arab na-
tion. Occupation represents fragmentation. Occupation is
something out of the ordinary and is like a nightmare to all
of us. Israel and the imperialist forces working behind it would
be able to influence the domestic fronts and might be able to
change the regimes and replace them with others which would
agree to the conclusion of peace with Israel. As long as Israel
knows that we have not yet attained a crushing offensive mili-
tary strength, it will remain where it is, hoping to achieve
political victory through a changing of regimes.

Israel continues to refuse the Security Council resolution.
Israel refuses to discuss the Security Council resolution. Israel
says: We will remain in our places along the ceasefire lines
until you agree to negotiate with us and conclude a peace
treaty. Naturally we counter this by rebuilding our armed
forces. A year ago after the defeat, we had no armed forces.
We now have armed forces which may be greater than those
existing before the battle. We are working for the development
of the armed forces in order to attain supremacy because our
enemy is a cunning enemy backed by a force which gives him
everything — money and arms.

After this, we shall discuss the possibilities of the military
and political solutions. Because of its nature, the crisis cannot
last long. We have been waiting for one year. Our area is a
sensitive one. The status quo cannot be accepted. This status



284 The Israel-Arab Reader

quo is against nature and creates a situation conducive to quick
ignition and explosion at any time.

There exists a basic and principal commitment which is a
question of life or death : the liberation of the land inch by inch
is necessary even if one martyr must fall on every inch of land.
That is clear. A war to regain a right is a legal war. However,
we shall allow no one to provoke us. We shall decide, prepare
and arrange things. This is a lengthy matter which demands
our patience and endurance. We must be patient and stand
fast in order to triumph and attain supremacy. Having attained
supremacy, we shall triumph.

Life will be meaningless and worthless to us, however, until
every inch of Arab soil is liberated. To us the liberation of Arab
soil represents an indivisible whole. In no circumstances is there
an alternative to the departure of the occupation forces from
all occupied territory. Prior to this departure, there can be no
peace in the Middle East in any circumstances. If there is no
peace in the Middle East, it is very doubtful that the repercus-
sions will be restricted to borders of the Middle East.

We do not address ourselves to Israel alone but to the whole
world. We have nothing to say as far as Israel is concerned.
Israel’s role has been exposed. Its role as a stooge of world
imperialism and colonialism has been fully exposed. However,
our talk today is addressed to the world, which is anxious for
peace and adheres to peace. We add that peace in this part of
the world will not be achieved by the mere elimination of
the consequences of the 5 June aggression. Real peace should
take into consideration the legal rights of the Palestinian
people.

The third subject is the armed forces. When we study the
causes of the defeat — I have studied the causes of the defeat
and attended command meetings which discussed everything
that took place — when we study the causes of the defeat, it
becomes clear to us that there was no deficiency among the
officers and soldiers. We must know this well. A mistake was
made and it is painful to go back over its details.

Four fifths of our forces did not encounter the enemy and
had no opportunity to fight. They were placed in extremely
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bad conditions. It is not advantageous to talk now about the
past except within the limits necessary to reassess matters and
to benefit from the lessons of the battle. Our soldiers and officers
who entered the battles proved that they could stand firm and
die. The Egyptian soldier is a fighting soldier who does not fear
death. I fought with the Egyptian peasant soldier in 1948 and
saw how he welcomes death.

We should therefore be doing our soldiers and officers an
injustice if we looked at them on the basis of what has taken
place. The fact is that a very large part of the army did not
enter battle. Each of us knows that during the withdrawal
operation the hostile forces were finally able to inflict the
heaviest losses on us. We have now learned and benefited from
the lessons of the battle. We have compensated for much of
the loss our armed forces suffered last year. As I said before,
we have attained defence capability. We shall now strive to
transform our army into a strong offensive army supplied with
the most up-to-date weapons.

I witnessed an exercise before leaving for the Soviet Union.
I saw our armed forces that participated in it. I can say that
in the past year they achieved as much as five years of work.
One can say that we now have capable armed forces. However
it is all-essential that we understand that the officers and sol-
diers are doing a very difficult job. They are now working day
and night. Every officer and NCO feels that the whole country
is watching him and assigning him a duty which will determine
our fate and future. Each of them feels that the nation is giving
him the responsibility. They are therefore carrying out this
duty. However, our armed forces must bide their time and be
ready to take the opportunity to achieve what they are duty
bound to achieve.

We, as a people, fully support cur armed forces and have
full faith in them because when the people lose confidence in
their armed forces, they also lose confidence in themselves and
in their destiny. The people must give to their armed forces be-
cause there is no alternative. It is my duty to say that the people
have given. What have they given ? They have given their sons.
The best of their sons are now members of the armed forces.
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The soldiers and officers of the armed forces are our sons. The
people feel and live with them constantly. The people feel that
the armed forces are living under difficult psychological and
physical conditions as a result of their hard work, great efforts,
training and exhausting conditions. To live under such con-
ditions day after day is painful to the soul and to our armed
forces, who see the enemy on the other bank of the Canal.

The fourth question is my recent visit to the Soviet Union
and to Yugoslavia. Brothers, I mainly went to thank the leaders
and people of the Soviet Union for everything they have given
us and to discuss the situation. However, there is a fact which
we must realize and know : Had it not been for the Soviet Union,
we would now find ourselves facing the enemy without any
weapons and compelled to accept his conditions. The United
States would not have given us a single round of ammunition.
It has given us and will give us nothing, but it gives Israel every-
thing from guns to aircraft and missiles.

In reality, we have so far paid not one millieme for the arms
we obtained from the Soviet Union to equip our armed forces.
Actually, were it a question of payment, we have no money to
buy arms. We all know the situation. We took part of the Soviet
weapons as a gift and concluded a contract for the remainder
for which we shall pay in the future in long-term instalments.
Had it not been for the Soviet Union and its agreement to supply
us with arms, we should now be in a position similar to our
position a year ago. We should have no weapons and should be
compelled to accept Israel’s condition under its threat.

At the same time, there exists a question which we must
fully realize and understand: Why does the Soviet Union give
us all these things? Why? We have one common aim with
the Soviet Union - to resist imperialism. We do not want foreign
influence in our part of the world. For its part, the Soviet Union
is most anxious to oppose imperialism and to liquidate the
imperialist concentrations to the south of its borders. Our ideo-
logical and national interest is against imperialism; the Soviet
Union’s ideological interest and strategy are against imperial-
ism. I wish to tell you frankly and clearly that the Soviet Union
has never tried, not even in our most crucial times, to dictate
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conditions to us or to ask anything of us. On the contrary, it
has always been we who have asked.

Naturally, I did not pay my recent visit to the Soviet Union
to express gratitude only, but to ask for things as well. After
expressing my gratitude. I asked for things and, after asking, I
told them that I was ashamed. Do you not want anything from
us? We ask you for things. But they answered : We have noth-
ing to ask of you. I am actually telling this to you and to history
so we may know who our friends and enemies are.

We went on asking for hours but they did not make one re-
quest of us. Even when [ told them I felt ashamed that we were
making many demands while they had asked nothing of us — I
wish they had a request which we could fulfil - I asked if they
had nothing to ask-of us. They told us: We take this stand on
the basis of our ideology — the ideology of national liberation
and the peoples’ struggle. We have nothing to ask.

The Soviet Union did not try to dictate any conditions to-
us. In our constant dealings with it, the Soviet Union has not
tried to dictate any conditions — not even when we differed,
and we differed with the Soviet Union in 1959. At that time
there was agreement on the first stage of the High Dam, the
first industrialization agreement and the arms deal agreement.
Despite this, despite the difference which reached such extent
that it was published in the newspapers, no attempt was made
to apply pressure and no word of threat was uttered by the
Soviet Union. Sincerity prompts me to say this.

There is another point. This is the element of the Soviet
Navy and its appearance in the Mediterranean. [ say that the
states of the region, all the liberated states in the region, wel-
come the appearance of the Soviet Navy in the Mediterranean
Sea as an element to balance the US Sixth Fleet, which sought
to turn the Mediterranean into an American sea. The Soviet
Navy did not threaten us. The Sixth Fleet is a strategic reserve
for Israel, according to the Israel Premier himself. When the
US Navy leaves the Mediterranean, then those who wonder
about the danger of the presence of the Soviet Navy will be
able to speak and be heard.

On this occasion, I may make a quick reference to our
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attitude towards the United States. US policy has failed rapidly
in this region. No one other than an obvious agent can openly
declare friendship for the United States. The entire Arab world
is aware of what the United States has done. We expected
something different from the United States, or at least we did
not expect all that has happened. However, that is the United
States’ business.

Giving arms to Israel while it is occupying Arab territory
means that the United States supports Israel in the occupation
of the Arab territory. Giving aircraft to Israel while it is occu-
pying Arab territory means that the United States supports
Israel in the occupation of the Arab territory. The complete
US support for Israel at the United Nations and the adoption
and defence of the Israeli point of view means that the United
States supports Israel’s occupation of the Arab territory. The
US refusal to make a statement stipulating the need for the
withdrawal of the Israeli forces to the positions they occupied
before 5 June is proof that the United States supports Israel and,
indeed, colludes with Israel in what it has done and is doing.
Every member of the Arab nation is aware of this.

This matter is not confined to the Arab nation but also in-
cludes other states. Last year, it appeared that some CENTO
member-states wanted to absolve themselves of CENTO,
which was formerly called the Baghdad Pact. Yesterday we
read that the Turkish students were throwing Sixth Fleet crews
into the sea. Why? No sensible man in the United States asks
himself why this has happened in the Arab world and in other
states.

The United States, which possesses means of power that no
other state has had the chance to possess throughout history
or in our era, should really ask itself what the people want of
it. The people want the United States to adopt an attitude based
on justice, an attitude based on equality, for as a great Power
the United States should also have great principles which re-
ject aggres<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>