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A child is playing in front of his
home. A group of strangers ap-
proaches. They grab him and try to
spirit him away. He resists, kicking and
screaming. Attracted by the tumult, his
brothers rush out to rescue him. One
of the kidnappers picks up the child
and flees, while the others stay behind
to engage the brothers and obstruct the
chase. A fierce fight ensues.

A crowd soon gathers around. A po-
liceman intervenes to separate the com-
batants. Every now and then they
clash again—and again they are sep-
arated.

Some of the bystanders weary of the
protracted quarrel and leave the scene,
indifferent to its outcome. Others urge
the brothers to go back into the house,
hoping that peace will be restored. A
few offer proposals for settling the con-
flict. Meanwhile, the policeman duti-
fully keeps careful count of the blows
and” maintains a meticulous record of
who does what to whom. But all ap-
pear to be either ignorant of the abduc-
tion that caused the fight or oblivious
to the fate of the victim.

All the while, however, the brothers
protest that the only reason for a quar-
rel at all is the kidnapping of their
brother, and announce that there will
be no peace until he is freed. But this
announcement is misconstrued as an

expression of intransigence and pug-
naciousness.

This allegory may help illuminate
the fundamental nature of the so-called
“Mideast Crisis.” The beginning of
wisdom is the realization of the essen-
tial distinction between the “Arab.
Israeli Conflict” (symbolized by the
quarrel between the brothers and the
kidnappers) and the “Palestine Prob-
lem” (symbolized by the abduction).

“Arab-Israeli Conflict"
Versus "“Palestine Problem"'

The Arab-Israeli Conflict—the 21-
year-old interstate conflict between the
Arab states and Israel—is derivative. It
is a product of the underlying Palestine
Problem, which denotes the half-cen-
tury old struggle of the indigenous
Palestinian population against Zionist
colonists—who converged from abroad
upon the Arab-inhabited country with
the intention of transforming it into a
Jewish state and eventually succeeded
in so doing. The hostility of the Arab
states to Israel, like the hostility of the

brothers to the kidnappers in the alle-
gory, is the response of the Arab world
to the fatal injuries inflicted by Zionism
upon Palestine and its native Arab pop-
ulation in the process of creating, and
then expanding, Israel.

The Palestine Problem is therefore




the origin and the cause of The Arab-
Israeli Conflict, as well as the key ta
its solution.

The crux of the Palestine Problem
is the fate of a people and its home-
land. It is the piecemeal conquest and
continued seizure of the entire country
by military force. It is the forcible dis-
possession and displacement of the bulk
of the indigenous population, and the
subjugation of the rest. It is also the
massive importation of alien colonists
—to replace the evicted, and to lord it
over the conquered. And it is the colo-
nization, by the foreign settlers, of both
the expropriated private land and the
seized national resources of the over-
powered people. It is, indeed, the de-
struction of the native Palestinian so-
ciety of Christian and Muslim Arabs,
and its replacement by a society of
transplanted Jews and a foreign body
politic—which views itself as the van-
guard of the “Jewish nation,” currently
spread throughout the world but de-
clared destined sometime to assemble
in the seized land.

The refusal of the Arab world to
acquiesce in this fate of Palestine and
its people explains both the bitterness
and the persistence of the Arab-Israeli
Conflict. It also underscores the essen-
tial difference in character between this
conflict and ordinary international dis-
putes. And it explains why the Arab-
Israeli Conflict cannot be resolved un-
til the Palestine Problem is settled
through restoration of the rights of the
Palestinian people.

Genesis and Evolution
Of the Conflicts

The Zionist movement was launched
in Europe in 1897 as a reaction to re-
nascent European anti-Semitism. Its
aim was “to create for the Jewish peo-
ple a home in Palestine"—through
mass immigration and systematic colo-
nization, and with the help of European

powers.

At that time, Palestine was prepon-
derantly Arab. It was inhabited by the
descendants of the original and succes-
sive settlers of the land, who had ac-
quired the Arabic tongue and become
known as “Arabs” since the seventh
century A.D.

Even twenty years after the rise of

Zionism, when it succeeded in obtain-
ing conditional support from Britain in
the Balfour Declaration of 1917, there
were still no more than 56,700 Jews
in a Palestinian population of some
700,000; and most of those Jews were
recent immigrants, who had been
granted neither citizenship nor legal
residence by the Ottoman authorities
ruling Palestine. The native dews and
the new Jewish immigrants, who to-
gether constituted 8 percent of the pop-
ulation, owned 2.5 percent of the total
land area of Palestine. And, even after
thirty years of British control (1918-
1948), despite organized mass immi-
gration and land acquisition, Jews still
constituted only one-third of the popu-
lation and owned less than 6 percent of
the land. This was the demographic and
land ownership situation in Palestine
when Israel was established in 1948.

The opposition of Palestinians to the
Zionist program was the spontaneous,
instinctive opposition of a settled peo-
ple to the threat of being overwhelmed,
and eventually dispossessed and dis-
persed, by an organized, dynamic
movement of alien colonists.

The resistance of Palestinians to the
Zionist program was indeed coeval with
their resistance to British rule, under
the aegis of which the Zionist program
was to be implemented. Long before
“wars of national liberation” had be-
come fashionable in Asia and Africa in
the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury, the Palestinian people was waging
its own costly and persistent war of
national liberation, in the form of re-




bellions directed against both British
rule and the Zionist program. The most
notable of these were the rebellions of
1920, 1921, 1929, 1933, 1936 and
1937-39.

A British Royal Commission, charged
with investigating the causes of the re-
bellion of 1936, attributed it to “the
desire of the Arabs for national inde-
pendence” and “their hatred and fear
of the establishment of the Jewish Na-
tional Home." It added that these “were
the same underlying causes” which had
brought about all the earlier rebellions;
that “they were, and always have been,
inextricably linked together”; and that
“they were the only underlying causes,”

By 1939, the British Government had
hgd enough. Deeming its obligations to
Zionism under the Balfour Declaration
and the Mandate fully discharged, it
instituted a new policy of restricting
further Jewish immigration and land
transfers,

The new policy triggered violent
Zionist opposition. Although it was
momentarily suspended upon the out-
break of World War II. Zionist oppo-
sition erupted in an organized cam-
paign of terror in 1942, It continued to
escalate until the end of the war, when
it assumed the proportions of a full-
fledged rebellion against Britain.

Having sown the winds in World
War I, Britain was reaping the whirl-
wind at the end of World War 1i. More
in desperation than in contrition, a war-
weary and debilitated Britain at last
decided to wash its hands of the entire
problem it had created. It passed the
problem to the United Nations in April
1947.

On November 29, 1947. the UN
General Assembly “recommended” the
partition of Palestine and the creation
in that small country of a “Jewish
State.,” an “Arab State” and an “inter-
national corpus separatim” in Jerusa-
lem and the surrounding villages .nd

towns. Adoption of this recommenda-
tion was preceded by prolonged hesita-
tion, .which was overcome only after
inordinate pressure was put by the
United States upon several dependent
countries.

The Palestinian people, whose rep-
resentatives at the United Nations had
opposed the recommendation through-
out the debate, now rose once again to
defend itself against this new encroach-
ment upon its inalienable right to self-
determination in its own homeland.

Zionist spokesmen and apologists
have sought to derive rich propaganda
dividends from the fact that Palestini-
ans opposed the recommendation of the
Assembly. The argument has been ad-
vanced that, having refused to be satis-
fied with a mere half of what was
wholly theirs, Palestinians have there-
fore forfeited their right to any part
of the whole. Proponents of this argu-
ment would make poor Solomons in-
deed. For the proverbial wisdom of
Solomon lay not in proposing that the
contested baby be cut into two, but in
drawing the right conclusion from the
different reactions of the two ‘“moth-
ers,” rightly inferring that it was pre-
cisely she who opposed the partition
of the baby who was the true mother.

Palestinian opposition to the parti-
tion recommendation must be viewed
against the background of the follow-
ing facts:

(1) Adopted despite the known op-
position of the indigenous majority of
the population, who owned most of the
land, the recommendation was a clear
violation of the right of the people con-
cerned to self-determination and, as
such, lacking in moral or juridical
validity.

(2) The recommendation was also
a constuutional violation of the Char-
ter of the Urnited Nations. by which

Assemaiy iy zoverned. The Charter




confers upon the Assembly neither the
power to dismember a country nor the
competence to create a state. Several
members challenged the right of the
Assembly to make the partition recom-
mendation, and requested that the In-
ternational Court of Justice be asked to
give an “advisory opinion” on the mat-
ter in accordance with Article 96 of the
Charter. But their apprehensions about
constitutional propriety were disre-
garded.

(3) Granted that the Assembly, in
adopting the partition recommendation,
scrupulously avoided passing moral or
legal judgment upon the merits of the
respective claims of indigenous Pales-
tinians and Zionist colonists to Pales-
tine; granted, also, that the Assembly
consciously confined itself to proposing
a purely pragmatic, political settle-
ment for a practical problem: the fact
remains that even from the nonjuridi-
cal and amoral standpoint, the pro-
posed settlement was starkly inequita-
ble. Jews, who owned less than 6
percent of- the total land area of Pales-
tine, were “awarded” a state in over 56
percent of the country. Furthermore,
the proposed “Jewish State" was to
have more Arabs than Jews under
its jurisdiction: 509,780 Arabs and
499,020 Jews. By contrast, the pro-
posed “Arab State” was to contain only
10,000 Jews in its population of
735,000.

(4) The partition recommendation
was suspended by the General Assem-
bly less than six months after it was
adopted. When Zionism invoked that
recommendation in its unilateral proc-
lamation of Israel’s statehood, there-
fore, it invoked a defunct proposal
retracted by its very proponent.

Realizing that a “recommendation”
is neither binding upon members of the
United Nations nor enforceable against
the will of the parties, the pro-partition
forces sought to avert the juridical dif-

ficulty by adopting an indirect ap-
proach. They inserted in the draft reso-
lution embodying the partition plan a
paragraph requesting the Security
Council (which is empowered, under
certain circumstances, to adopt binding
decisions and to order enforcement
measures) to “take the necessary meas-
ures . . . for its implementation.” But
the Council. after due deliberation.

formally rejected this request on March
5, 1948.

Confronted by this juridical impasse,
and by the rising strife and bloodshed
in Palestine, the leading champion of
partition (the United States) began to
have second thoughts. On March 19,
1948, it formally submitted to the Coun-
cil an alternative proposal: temporary
trusteeship over an undivided Palestine.
This proposal was accepted by the Pal-
estinians but firmly rejected by the
Zionists. Whereupon the Council de-
cided (on April 1. 1948) to convoke
a special session of the Assembly in
order to reconsider the earlier partition
recommendation and to ‘“consider fur-
ther the question of the future govern-
ment of Palestine.” The special session
opened on April 16 and adjourned on
May 14, 1948.

During that period of United Na-
tions reexamination of the question.
Zionists took matters into their own
hands. “While the United Nations was
debating trusteeship, the Jewish State
was coming into being,” reminisced
Chaim Weizmann, Israel’s first Presi-
dent, a few months later. “It was plain
to me,” he elaborated, “that retreat
would be fatal. Our only chance now,
as in the past, was to create facts, to
confront the world with these facts, and
to build on their foundation.”

In accordance with this strategy,
whenever British troops withdrew from
a Palestinian area in preparation for
their imminent evacuation of the coun-
try, Zionist forces (armed and trained




by Britain for a decade) attacked—
occupying town after town, evicting the
defenseless Arab inhabitants (who had
been systematically disarmed by Britain
since the great rebellion of 1936) and
taking possession of their lands and
homes in the process. All this hap-
pened between early April and mid-
May 1948—while the General Assem-
bly was still reconsidering the partition
recommendation and discussing the
American trusteeship proposal: and
while Britain, still juridically in control
of Palestine, prevented the Arab states
from coming to the rescue of the Pal-
estinian Arabs.

During this eventful period, Zionist
forces occupied not only the area ear-
marked for the “Jewish State™ in the
partition recommendation, but also
parts of the area reserved for the “Arab
State™ as well, such as Jaffa and Acre
and its hinterland. Subsequently pub-
lished official documents reveal that the
Zionist aim was to conquer all of Pales-
tine and drive its Arab population into
a mass exodus. As it happened, some

300,000 Palestinians had been dis-
placed by mid-May 1948 from the
Zionist-conquered area, which had al-
ready exceeded the arca allotted to the
“Jewish State."” This is what David Ben
Gurion, Israel’s first Premier, meant
when he wrote that, by May 14, 1948,
Zionism had reached its goal “in a State
made larger and Jewish by the Haga-
nah"—testifying in those few words to
the territorial expansion, the displace-
ment of Arabs and the military proc-
ess by which these objectives were ac-
complished before a single soldier had
entered Palestine from any of the
neighboring Arab states.

On May 14-15, 1948, four events
occurred within a period of 24 hours:

(1) The British Mandate officially
=xpired.

(2) The Assembly concluded its re-
consideration of the question by adopt-

ing a new resolution which, in effect,
suspended the partition recommenda-
tion and ordered a halt to its imple-
mentation, and appointed a Mediator
(later slain by Israelis) to “use his
good offices” to “promote a peaceful
adjustment of the future situation in
Palestine.” The Mediator soon wrote
to the Secretary-General of the Arab
League: “I was not bound by the
United Nations resolution of 29th No-
vember 1947—1 had a free hand as far
as putting forward new proposals as
far as the future of Palestine was con-
cerned.” He also wrote to the Foreign
Minister of the Provisional Govern-
ment of Israel: “I have not considered
myself bound by the provisions of the
29th November resolution, since had 1
done so there would have been no
meaning to nry med.ation.”

(3) The= Zionist community unilat-
erally proclaimed itself a state—not
only in the area “awarded” to it in the
defunct partition recommendation, but
in the larger area it had just conquered
and de-Arabized.

(4) The Arab states, responding to
the urgent plea of the official repre-
sentatives of the Arab majority of Pal-
estinians, intervened in an attempt to
prevent further Zionist conquest of
Palestinian territory and more evictions
of Palestinians.

It was precisely at that point that the
Arab-Israeli Conflict as such was born.
The former confrontation, within Pal-
estine, of the indigenous population
and the Zionist colonists, gave way to
the interstare confrontation of the Arab
states and Israel.

During the 21 years since that turn-
ing point, the two conflicts have under-
gone significant evolution.

(1) The conflict between the Arab
states and Israel has passed several
milestones:

a. The war, cease fires and truces of




1948.

b. The Armistice Agreements of
1949, and the repeated military
breaches thereof—for which the United
Nations has invariably put the blame
on Israel. (Since the signing of those
agreements, Israel has been “censured,™
“condemned” or otherwise rebuked for
waging preplanned military attacks on
neighboring Arab states in eleven for-
mal resolutions adopted by the Security
Council [on May 18, 1951; November
24, 1953; March 29, 1955; January 19,
1956; April 9, 1962; November 25,
1966; March 24, 1968: August 16,
1968; December 31, 1968; April 1,
1969: and August 26, 1969 | in addi-
tion & six other resolutions adopted by
the General Assembly in connection
with the invasion of Egypt in 1956.
Throughout this period, no Arab state
was judged guilty of waging an attack
on Israel.)

c. The occupation by Israel of the
“demilitarized zones.”

d. The invasion of Egypt in 1956.

¢. The blitzkrieg of June 1967, and
the continued occupation by Israel of
territories of neighboring Arab states.

f. The virtual annexation of occu-
pied Jerusalem and its hinterland, for
which Israel has been censured by the
Security Council on May 21, 1968,
July 3. 1969 and September 15, 1969
and by the General Assembly on July
4. 1967 and July 14, 1967.

Meanwhile, the establishment of Is-
rael has given rise also to the follow-
ing Arab countermeasures:

a. Nonrecognition of Israel.

b. Maintenance of a “state of bel-
ligerency!" within the limits allowed by
the Armistice Agreements.

c. Diplomatic and economic boy-
cott.

d. Denial of Arab waterways to Is-
raeli shipping.

(2) The original, underlying conflict

between the indigenous Palestinians
and the Zionist colonists has undergone
radical metamorphosis in the mean-
time:

a. The whole of Palestine has now
been conquered by Zionism.

b. Every Palestinian Arab without
exception now falls into one of three
categories, none of which leads a nor-
mal life: (1) The refugees: Dispos-
sessed and displaced, and barred from
return to their homes, they now num-
ber more than 1.500.000 Palestinians.
some of whom have been displaced
twice in a lifetime; (ii) The Population
of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip:
Civilians who have been living under
alien, hostile, repressive military occu-
pation since 1967; and (iii) The “Is-
raeli Arabs”: The small fraction (about
onc-tenth) of the Palestinian people
which, permitted to stay in the area
that came under Israeli rule in 1948,
was torcibly - transformed  overnight
o anindigenous  majority-turned-
minority, und has heen living since then
under o transplanted minority-turned-
majority and suffering the agonies of
alienation and discrimination in its own
homeland.

c. Finally, the former struggle of
Palestinians to defend their country
against the dangers inherent in the mas-
sive influx of imported colonists has
been transformed. under the altered
demographic and political circum-
stances, into a struggle to resist actual
Israeli occupation. The struggle to pro-
fect existing but imperiled rights has
hecome a struggle to regain lost rights.

Additional Causes of
Palestinian Bitterness

The process of replacing Palestine
by Israel, and displaced indigenous
Palestinians by transplanted Israelis,
has been marked by several anomalies.

(1) There is, to begin with, the
moral anomaly of forcibly dislodging




a people from its rightful realm in order
to make room for outsiders. This injus-
tice, which passage of time cannot
erase, is compounded by two factors.
First. in order to provide a home for
European Jews displaced in World War
I, who in 1947 numbered 200,000 to
250,000, a process was set in motion
which has resulted in the displacement
of more than 1,500,000 Palestinians.
And second. the displaced Palestinians
were entirely innocent of oppressing
and displacing Jews in Europe.

(2) The process of destroying the
indigenous Palestinian community and
replacing it by an alien community of
Zionist colonists has had all the essen-
tial carmarks of a classical colonial ven-
ture. Yet it has been consummated in
a historical era marked by universal re-
jection of colonialism in principle and
near-total liquidation of colonial em-
pires in practice. The same period that
has witnessed the colonization of Pal-
estine has witnessed also the most ex-
tensive decolonization program ever
implemented in the history of mankind:
some seventy peoples, with a combined
population of more than one billion,
have cast off foreign control and gained

self-determination since the end of
World War II.

(3) The dislodgment and subjuga-
ton of Palestinians has necessarily
meant disregard for their fundamental
human rights as individuals, as well as
their inalienable right as a people to
self-determination. Yet this affront to
the principles of human rights has been
facilitated partly by the action and
largely by the timidity and inaction
of the United Nations—an organization
which, according to its Charter, was
established in order inter alia to *“re-
affirm faith in fundamental human
rights™ und in the “equal rights . .. of
nations large and small,” and whose
vision of a peaceful and orderly world
15 predicated on “the principle of equal

rights and self-determination of peo-
ples.”

Displacement:
An Original Zionist Imperative

The ouster of the bulk of the indige-
nous Arabs of Palestine was neither an
accident nor an originally unintended
byproduct of warfare. The authorita-
tive literature of the Zionist movement
shows that the removal of the indige-
nous population was, from the begin-
ning. both a doctrinal and a program-
matic requirement of Zionism.

Doctrnally, the drastic reduction, if
not total removal. of non-Jews is a
corollury of the principle of religio-
racial exclusionism. which is the es-
sence of Zionism. For, when Zionism
arose as a call for Jewish self-segrega-
tion in a territory in which a “Jewish
State™ would be founded. its adherents
knew that the “Jewishness™ of the
proposed state would be incompatible
with the continued existence of a non-
Jewish majority, or even substantial
minority, under its control.

Programmatically, the removal of
Arab Palestinians was required by the
confrontation of this Zionist doctrine
with the demographic realities at hand
when Zionism was born. For the hard
empirical fact was that the Arabs were
then the preponderant majority in the
land the Zionists coveted. Their dis-
lodgment was therefore a demographic
imperative of the Zionist program.

Since the aim of Zionism. as
Weizmann put it in 1919, was that
“Palestine should become as Jewish as
England is English,” and since Arabs
constituted nine-tenths of the Palestin-
1an population at that time. it followed
that they (or most of them) had to be
removed by one means or another if
the aim of Zionism was to be attained.

That is the reason why, as the Amer-
ican King-Crane Commission reported







	img001.pdf
	img002.pdf
	img003.pdf
	img004.pdf
	img005.pdf
	img006.pdf
	img007.pdf
	img008.pdf
	img009.pdf
	img010.pdf
	img011.pdf

