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Will 94 Be "49 All Over Again?

By Elmer Berger

A short time back, I was speaking
witha young friend who had justbeen
made a junior executive in one of
America’s mid-sized conglomerates. I
asked him what his new duties were.
“Iam,” he said, “chairman of a prob-
lem solving committee,”

“And what,” I countered, “do you
do in a problem solving committee.”

With impeccable logic, he replied,
“First, we identify the problem.”

At home that night, my wandering
review of the day’s events recalled this
conversation and I thought, “It might
have stimulated further conversation
had I asked my friend what problem
his committee was discussing. And,
as late-in-the-day, unfocused thoughts
sometimes do, this mental meander-
ing drifted to my own half-century-
plus interest in the Middle East, par-
ticularly in the fate of its 2,000,000 dis-
placed Palestinians. Most of the world
has recognized the claims of these peo-
pletonational dignity and sovereignty
on a greatly diminished portion of
their indigenous patrimony. Yet, to
date, neither the old League of Nations
nor its successor United Nations has
effectively mustered the necessary
pressure, political or military, to
translate this consensus into a uni-
versally recognized, national geopo-
litical reality.

Elmer Berger lives in Florida,
where the University Press of
Florida published his latest book,
“Peace for Palestine: First Lost
Opportunity”.

STILL LIFE

And, indeed, as my stream of con-
sciousness flowed on, it came to the more
disciplined parts of my brain that I have
asked myself about this anomaly.
Often, in fact, | had thought of Hannah
Arendt's profound study, “The Ori-
gins of Totalitarianism,” in which the
brilliant author explains, with the aid
of an onion, how tyrannies come to
power. To discover the root of evil, it
is necessary to peel the onion, layer-
by-layer, until the edible part appears.

It is easier to write this figure of
speech than to apply it to the near-
century history of the “Palestine Prob-
lem.” But the effort is perhaps justi-
fiable if for no other reason that, so
far, most efforts by partisans in the

PALESTINE

Palestine controversy begin with a
point in history which best accommo-
dates their particular historiography.
And, I believe, the effort is relevant.
For unless we know why we failed
to make peace in 1920 or 1949, we run
the risk of making the same mistakes
in 1994.

Let me also add that my effort to
peel away the onion is not accom-
panied with any pretensions to su-
periority or greater authority than
other analyses. Like all history it is
vulnerable to much, or little, subjec-
tivity emanating from the experi-
ence, the training and the accumu-
lated human predilections of the re-
cording historian.

(continued on page 3)




AMEU Board of Directors:

Hugh D. Auchincloss
Atwater, Bradley & Partners, Inc.

Paul Findley
Lecturer, author, member of Congress, 1961-82

Henry G. Fischer
Curator Emeritus, Dept. of Egyptian Art,
Metropolitan Museum of Arf

Grace Halsell
riter

Ulric S. Haynes, Jr.
Former US. Ambassador to Algeria

Robert E Marsh
Independent Consultant

Paul N. McCloskey, Jr.
Attorney

John G. Nol
(Secretay) Bshop Archdiocess for the
Military Serv

Talcott W. Seelye
Former US. ﬁ.mbassadcr to Syria

Robert L. Stern.
Secretary General, Catholic Near East Welfare
Assodation

Jack B. Sunderland
(President), President, American Independent
Company

L. Humphrey Walz
Associate Executive, HR. Presbyterian Synod
of the Northeast

Mark R. Wellman
(Treasurer), Financial Consultant

Marshall W. Wiley
Attorney; former US. Ambassador to Oman

AMEU National Council:
Hon. James E. Akins « labelle Bacon «
Dr. H. Kenn Carmichael » William R. Chandler
« David S. Dodge » Barbro Ek » Dr. Francis H.
Homl Dr. Comelius B. Houk » O. Kelly
ram » Moorhead Kennedy ¢ Ann Kerr «

n D, Law = Frof. George Lenczowski =
Dr W T. Mallison e Sister Blanche Marie
McEniry » C. Herbert thervﬁeo L
Parkhurst  Marie Petersen o
Pwe-s-rrj h Ryan, SJ. -Iohn] Slocum

Dr. John osemeyM Wagner, Jr. »
Dr. George H. Weightman

AMEU Staff:
John Mahaney,
Shibabaw Wi

Executive Director
, Accoounts Manager

AMEU (ISSN 0024-4007)
uﬂzmabeml&om%—rqumputur

whole, with full credit given to AMEU, which

requests ane copy of the work upon publication.

All correspandence should be addressed to:
Room 570, 475 Riverside Drive, New York, NY
101150241, (212) §70-2053; FAX: (212) §70-2050

About This Issue

In the forward to Dr. Elmer Ber-
ger's new book, “Peace for Pal-

estine: First Lost Opportunity,”

Professor Don Peretz of SUNY-
Binghamton writes: “...there are
many who will refute
its contribution with-
out so much as a
glance at its first
page because it was
written by Elmer Ber-
ger. The loss is
theirs. Who will gain
are those, like Berger
himseif, with an open
mind and a willing-
ness to become fa-
miliar with new per-
spectives on an an-
cient controversy.”

For 26 years Elmer Berger has
served as president of American
Jewish Alternatives to Zionism,
Inc.; for over 50 years, he has
lectured and written on Judaism
and Jewish nationalism as a rabbi
of American Reform Judaism.

A few years ago, Dr. Berger
began research on newly declas-
sified documents from Israeli and
Zionistarchives, Foraman whose
whole life has been linked to Pal-
estine, the documents he read
tumed out to be, surprisingly, so
fresh and instructive that what be-
gan as a submission to a law jour-
nal turned into a book for the Uni-
versity Press of Florida.

And a feature article for our
issue of The Link.

Is there anything to be leamed
in '94 from what happened in'497
Elmer Berger thinks there is. Cer-
tainly since '49, one opportunity
after another for peace has come
and gone. This time, says Rabbi

Dr. Elmer Berger

Berger, now 85, itcan happen... if.
If what? If the negotialors sitting
around the table are willing to peel
the onion.

Elmer Berger's book can be
obtained through
AM.E.U. Our full se-
lection on pages 12-16
also includes, among
many other books
and videos: a won-
derfully illustrated
coffee-table book on
Islamic art in Spain,
published by the Met-
ropolitan Museum of
Art; two surveys, one
political, one cultural,
on individual Middle
Eastern states; two
important books on Christians in
the Middle East; and a most
unique work, which our Book
Manager describes as a mix, if
you can believe it, of Noam
Chomsky and the comics.

And one other book. Sadly, it
is more important to read today
than when it first came out in
1890. “The False Prophet: Rabbi
Meir Kahane: From FBI Informant
to Knesset Member,” is not only
about the founder of the Jewish
Defense League; it is about his
financial supporters in the United
States, some very respectable
public figures; itis about the killers
of Alex Odeh in California; it is
also about Dr. Baruch Goldstein
and his settler friends who now
honor the Brooklyn pediatrician
for shooting Muslims in the back
while they knelt in prayer.

Sincerely,
John F. Mahoney




Problem 1:
The Biblical Account

The Jewish Zionist, Dr. Baruch
Goldstein, on Friday, February 25,
1994, at 5:30 in the morning, entered
the Cave of the Patriarchs and mas-

shock for audiences in the modem
western world to learn that a civiliza-
tion, advanced for its time, flourished
some 7,000 years before the invasion
and conquest by the Hebrew tribes.
Indeed, the Hebrews had to fight a
long, bitter war with the pre-existing

d the C many of

sacred Muslims who were p on
the floor in prayer. His friends later
told The New York Times (2/28/94) that
he was motivated by “what he saw as
a biblical quest for a greater Israel.”

That indeed is the first problem we
must face, if negotiaters are to have
any hope in resolving the Palestine-
Israeli conflict.

whom must have descended from ear-
lier invaders. Furthermore, the battle
was not limited to actual battles with
the conventional weaponry of the
time. For the future Israelis were not
successful in obliterating the estab-
lished population, which many Old
Testament texts called upen them to

... a civilization, advanced for its time,
flourished some 7,000 years before the
invasion and conquest by the Hebrew tribes

Throughout recorded history “for-
eign” armies have swept over, occu-
pied, and ruled the territory that in
more recent times the world has called
Falestine. The Hebrew/Israelitist
tribes were late-comers to the territory,
and quite different from the way they
have been depicted in myth and near-
legendary revision. The biblical book
of Joshua, for example, is a highly ro-
manticized account of the process of
conquest by desperate tribal people
who had come in from contiguous ter-
ritories beginning sometime between
1900-1600 before the Christian Fra.

Knowledge of these early “immi-
grants” remains sketchy, even today,
although new archeological discover-
ies together with advanced technologi-
cal tools provide indisputable evi-
dence of a “Palestinian” (Canaanitish)
civilization existing perhaps 3,000 years
before the invasion of the Hebrews.!

Awareness of this long-ago history
relates directly to resolving today’s
Palestinian/ Zionist confrontation.

The pervasive pro-Israeli bias of the
conventional American mass media
treats the presence of Zionism in Pal-
estine as if the entry into the territory
of the earliest Zionist settlers marked
a virtual “virgin birth” of human habi-
tation or, more seriously, of the begin-
nings of an advanced civilization.

It must be something of a cultural

do. Rather, they settled for military
dominance in scattered areas where
they were able to defeat the locals.
One consequence of this piecemeal
“conquest” was that in many places
the invaders and the invaded lived a
kind of arms-length condition of non-
war. This meant testing the efficacy of
the power of the god-idea of the in-
vaders versus the strength of the land-
gods of the natives. Chapter 1 of the
Book of Judges inventories the lengthy
roster of the local nation-tribes that the
invaders failed to “drive out.” The re-
sult of this incomplete conquest was
an incremental fusing of the culture
of the invaders and that of the indige-
nous people. The desert god Yahweh
remained the number one god of the
Israelites, yet as a practical matter, the
new-comers also worshipped at the
shrines of the local gods in whom, it
was believed, resided the power to
give—or deny—abundant crops and
animals. The Book of Judges is filled
with the record of the “children of Is-
rael” doing “evil in the sight of the
Lord” by worshipping the Baalim and
other local fertility deities.
Regrettably, in the continuing con-
troversy over dlaims to national rights
in Palestine, the romanticized revisions
of history are presented as determining
facts in today’s political /military con-
frontations. How often, for example,

have we been told that a word from
God, uttered 4,000 years ago, serves
as a 20th Century legal deed?

My own theological training had
beenata pre-eminent theological acad-
emy in American Reform Judaism.
Back then, Zionism was little more
than a footnote on the American po-
litical agenda, of interest to a small fra-
ternity of American Jews and some
Christian denominations . To most oth-
ers Palestine was a far-away land, its
inhabitants, Arabs and Moslems,
popularly associated with a swash-
buckling cinema star named Rudolph
Valentino, who always won the
swooning female by defeating the
stereotypical Arab villain.

As time went on, however, | became
more involved in the increasingly tem-
pestuous politics of the Middle East.
(T have often asked myself why, of my
own volition, 1 left a comfortable life
as a ‘parish’ rabbi and entered the Zi-
onist-anti-Zionist controversy, one of
the bitterest intramural brouhahas in
the history of U.S. Judaism.)

Sometime in the late 1960's or early
1970°s—I have never kept a diary, so
the exact date eludes me—the then-
young Senator from Oregon, Mark
Hatfield, asked my friend and frequent
legal advisor, Dr. W. T. Mallison of the
George Washington University Law
Center, to arrange a meeting with me.
The Senator had just spoken cut pub-
licly about the tragic fate of Palestini-
ans who had been displaced by years
of Zionist/Israeli territorial expan-
sionism. The failure or inability of the
international community torequire the
Jewish state to comply with numerous
UN. resolutions reiterating the right
of these Palestinians to repatriation
disturbed the Senator from Oregon.2

After the usual pleasantries, Hat-
field said that he had seen some bits
and pieces of my published opposition
to Zionism, and that several of his con-
stituents had suggested he meet with
me. “Now, what I'm interested in,” he
said, “is how you, as a Jew, have come
to your position?”

The question took me off guard and
I tried to organize some twenty years
of advocacy into a few minutes. As
best as I can recall, my reply went
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something like this:

I was born an anti-Zionist. I did not
invent anti-Zionism. My interpreta-
tion of Judaism is as old as the Old
Testament Prophets. The conventional
wisdom that God “promised” the an-
cient Israelitish tribes to return them
to Palestine is a simplistic, politicized
corruption of a complicated, ever
evolving ‘covenant.” The essence of
this “covenant’ is ethical conduct to a
degree of excellence that is probably
unobtainable for mere mortals.3

The ancient tribal Israelites had ac-
quired domination over the indige-
nous population of Palestine accord-
ing to the culture of their times, and
with the aid of the divinity as con-
ceived by them at the time. And when
they broke the ethical terms of the
covenant, God frequently warned
them through inspired, humble, self-
affacing messengers, that they would
be banished from the land as punish-
ment. Only when the followers con-
formed to the rigorous stipulations of
the covenant would God send the Mes-
siah to lead ‘the return.”

My own denomination in Judaism,
Itold Hatfield, no longer required such
retumn as a reward for observant con-
duct. In fact, in the 1880, it had for-
mally declared “We consider ourselves
no longer anation, but a religious com-
munity, and therefore expect neither
a return to Palestine nor a sacrificial
worship under the sons of Aaron, nor
the restoration of any of the laws con-
ceming the Jewish state.” Judaism’s
“great Messianic Hope” the declara-
tion affirms, is “for the establishment
of the kingdom of truth, justice and
peace among all men."*

Hatfield, in response, said some-
thing to the following effect: There is
nothing really foreign to me in what
you have said. As a Christian the re-
tumn of Jews to the Holy Land is but
one sign of the coming of a messianic
age in which all humans will enjoy
the benefits of an ideal society. I in-
tended no theological implications in
my comments about the present trag-
edy of Arab refugees from Palestine;
nor, | think, did I presume to legislate
for the State of Israel beyond he United
Nations” prescriptions designed to fa-

cilitate peace for that part of the world.
The partition of the country recom-
mended by the U.N. and energetically
prosecuted by the United States states
clearly that the dislocated Arabs who
elect to return to their homes and live
in peace under the now-recognized
sovereignty of the Jewish state, should
be free to do so.

I agreed, and added that, in my
opinion, his effort to focus interna-
tional political attention on the refu-
gees was entirely consistent with my
interpretation of Judaism.

visions of men (and a few women) who
we have come to call prophets. And
I have reflected often on those first
prophets, the literal prophets, who es-
chewed the role of prophet. “I was no
prophet, neither was I a prophet’s son,”
Amos said to the King's hired syco-
phants. “Twasaherdsman and a dresser
of sycamore trees, and the Lord took
me from following the flock and said
unto me, "Go prophesy unto Isrzel that
because of the corruption of the peo-
ple Israel shall surely be led away cap-
tive out of his land.” (Amos VII: 17).

American Zionism, | said, was, by design, a
political / religious chameleon.

But then, I added, this was an opin-
ion not shared by the organized and
very vocal Zionists who had attacked
him. American Zionism, I said, was,
by design, a political/ religious chame-
leon. What was important for him to

| d—and for all A icans,
particularly those who formulate Mid-
dle East policy—was that the aggres-
sive brand of Zionism was a Middle
European import. For these Zionists,
Jews constitute a national, not relig-
ious, entity, one driven by force from
its ‘homeland’ two thousand years
ago, and one that has never abandoned
its national yearning to re-group as a
sovereign ‘Jewish state’ in the land
which revisionisthistory has identified
as its national birth place.

My training had been fundamen-
tally different. Scripture, we had
learned was a fallible, human record
of events, in part dictated by politi-
cal/economic considerations affecting
the lives of the desperate tribes who
had come into ancient Palestine cen-
turies ago. These tribes had experi-
enced only short periods of national
unity forged largely in wars, both of-
fensive and defensive, against both the
native population of Canaan and the
neighboring peoples who, like the Is-
raelitist tribes, found the more fertile
land preferable to the rugged, bedouin
life of the surrounding deserts.

1 was attracted to the large portions
of the Bible that recorded the exalted

Simple logic rejects the Zionist con-
tention that “the Jews” came to the
territory now generally recognized as
the State of Israel (not embracing the
illegally “occupied territories’) as a
united nation or that they have con-
tinued for nearly three thousand years
as a single-minded collectivity moti-
vated by a national passion to recon-
stitute (to use a Zionist word) its na-
tionality with the present State of [srael
in fulfillment of some divinely or-
dained cosmic destiny.

The facts are that ‘unity’ has been
a rarity among Jews, even religious
Jews, except for the intellectual and
theological commitment to a belief in
a universal monotheistic interpreta-
tion of a morally demanding God.

I apologized to the junior Senator
from Oregon (as I do to you the reader)
for the length of my answer to his ques-
tion how I came to my anti-Zionist po-
sition. I urged him to beware of the
broad, sometimes even plausible efforts
of an efficient, Zionist/Israeli propa-
ganda machine to gloss over Zionism’s
original sin: that it took by force what
rightly belonged to others, and that, in
the process, it tumed millions of human
beings into refugees. And, again, for his
«courage in reminding the American peo-
ple of the tragic plight of these dispos-
sessed Palestinians, I thanked him.

Itis a reminder I would now extend
to those negotiating the PL.O.-Israeli
accords. If the first step is to identify




the problem, then Israel has to acknow-
ledge its theft of Palestinian lands and
either allow those refugees to retun
who want to or offer reparations to
all others whose property was stolen.
If this issue isn't addressed, the con-
flict, I fear, will continue—justas it con-
tinued after 1949, when the negotiators
conveniently forgot about the refu-
gees.

Problem 2:
The Balfour Declaration

One influential leader who did be-
Lieve that Jews had a divine and ever-
lasting right to Palestine was Lord Ar-
thur Balfour, the British Foreign Sec-
retary.

In November 1917, Balfour sent a
letter—henceforth known as the Bal-
four Declaration—to Lord Rothschild.
(See copy at right.) He had been per-
suaded to write the letter by Chaim
Weizmann, a passionate British Zion-
ist, and renowned scientist, whose
knowledge of chemistry had helped
the British in their war against the Ot-
toman empire. Britain's motive in giv-
ing European Jews a ‘homeland’in Pal-
estine was geopolitical: to colonize the
eastern flank of the Suez Canal in order
to safeguard England’s communica-
tion link with India.

In 1918, England joined its Allied
victors in signing the Covenant of the
League of Nations, which recognized
the “provisional independence of the
former Ottoman provinces,” and
promised to respect their wishes in the
selection of a mandatory.

In 1919, at the Peace Conference in
Paris that ended WWI the Zionist Or-
ganization presented the boundaries
for the “homeland” which they
claimed the Balfour Declaration had
given them. (Copy of this map is
shown on page 11.)

In 1920, the League of Nations
made France the mandatory of
Syria/Lebanon and England the man-
datory of Palestine/Jordan and Iraq.
The function of the mandates was to
prepare the Arab people for demo-
cratic self-government.

The system of mandates, of course,
was nothing more than a collection of

The Balfour Declaration

Foreign Office
2 November 1917

Dear Lord Rothschild,

I have much pleasure 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 establishment
in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, and will use
their best endeavours to facilitate the achievement of this object,
it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may
prejudice the civil and religious rights of exisiting non-Jewish com-
munities 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

fig leaves to conceal the fact that the
victorious Allies never intended to re-
linquish their influence in the geopoli-
tically strategic Middle East, much less
solicit the wishes of the peoples freed
from Turkish rule.

In a detailed Memorandum to his
Cabinet, dated September 19, 1919,
Foreign Minister Balfour stated, in no
uncertain terms, his government's pol-
icy for handling the Palestinian popu-
lation:

For in Palestine we do not pro-
pose to go through the form of con-
sulting the wishes of the present
inhabitants of the country. The four
Great Powers are committed to Zi-
onism. And Zionism, be it right
or wrong, good or bad, is rooted
in age-long traditions, in present
needs, in future hopes of far pro-
founder import than the desires
and prejudices of the 700,000 Ar-
abs who now inhabit that ancient
land.

In my opinion that is right.
‘What I have never been able to
understand is how it can be har-
monized with the declaration [Bal-
four Dedlaration], the Covenant, or
the instructions to the Commission
of Enquiry.

I'do not think that Zionism will
hurt the Arabs, but they will never
say that they want it. Whatever
be the future of Palestine, it is not
now an ‘independent nation,’ nor
is it yet on the way to become one.
Whatever deference should be
paid to the views of those who live
there, the Powers in their selection
of a mandatory do not propose,
as I understand the matter, to con-
sult them. In short, so far as Pal-
estine is concemed, the Powers have
made no statement of fact which is
not admittedly wrong, and no dec-
laration of policy which, at least in
the letter, they have not always in-
tended to viclate.”

Not surprisingly, Britain’s Mandate
for Palestine was the “production and
property of [the] Government and Zi-
onists,” with representatives of the
Jewish Agency [Zionist Organization]
and His Majesty’s government desig-
nated as “the parties to the Mandate.”
The Arabs didn’t even have a seat at
the tables

Thus the Mandate became the first
internationally recognized legal action
investing the Zionist Organization
with the status of an identifiable
“party” to the Palestinian dispute.

The Link



What we should not forget, how-
ever, is that the Mandate’s diplomatic
progenitor, the Balfour Declaration,
had been a unilateral declaration of the
British Government, crafted in close
consultation with leading Zionists like
Weizmann.”

American Jews, too, were involved.
Contacts had been made with U.S. Su-
preme Court Justice, Louis B: dei

above, that there was not the slightest
intention of granting the indigenous
people of Palestine anything.

Tvividly recall, now some fifty years
ago, a memorable conversation in Bei-
rut with Emile Bustaini, a member of
one of Palestine’s leading, native fami-
lies. He, along with his entire family,
had prospered as part of the hundreds
of t ds of Pal 15 who had

who, in turn, told President Wilson of
the contemplated pro-Zionist declara-
tion. The American President, less than
enthusiastic for the Zionist cause, was
finally persuaded by Brandeis. Wilson,
it seems, was motivated more by a de-
sire to be helpful to the British and
their belief that support of Zionism
would help their cause in WW I than
by any commitment to the merits of
Zjonism, per se. Similarly, the French
gave reluctant assent to the vagaries
of the Declaration.

What these facts tell us about the
diplomatic origin of the Balfour Dec-
laration is that, Zionist mythology
aside, the Declaration was neither the
result of a divine promise to return
“the Jewish people” to Palestine, nor
a kind of irresponsible humanitarian-
ism within certain circles of the British
Cabinet to provide “the Jews” with a
“refuge” from their years of suffering.
What the Declaration was was a classic
case of cynical defiance of the Wil-
sonian principle of “open covenants
openly arrived at.”

found few homes in Lebanon after flee-
ing the imminent domination of their
homeland by the Zionist aggressors
aggressions. The Bustainis had found
not only a home in Lebanon, they had
prospered mightily by participating in
the construction and later the abun-
dant royalties from Tapline, the con-
duit to the vast oil fields of the Arabian
peninsula which fueled the expanding
industrial plants of Europe and the
United States.

As we sat on the spacious, outdoor
veranda of the grand old St. Georges
Hotel, looking out over the blue Medi-
terranean, Emile said to me, “Had the
Zionists come to Palestine determined
to make common cause with us [the
Palestinians], we could have together
ended the British control of the country
and made Palestine the undisputed
leading country in the area.”

But this might-have been never was
to be.

Some in the British government may
have envisioned a post-WWI world
with such a happy ending. After all,

They tyrannously withdrew from the Arabs
natural and inherent rights over their native land.

From this web of history one salient
fact emerges, wraith-like, and then
only to the already informed investi-
gator: in not one of the agreements
made by powers geographically dis-
tant from the Middle East are the in-
digenous Arabs of Palestine, the ma-
jority of Palestine’s population, iden-
tified by name, nor is there any clear
indication of any respect for their
rights, human, individual or na-
tion/collective. The only slight nod to
the people whose lives would be most
tragically affected was Balfour’s bold-
faced, post-facto “explanation,” cited

the old Ottoman Empire had been suc-
cessfully dismembered. But the French
insisted upon some tangible reward
for their alliance, and the British still
dreamed the dreams of empire. And,
as .M.W. Jeffries makes clear in an elo-
quent introduction to his singularly re-
vealing, almost daily account of the
political chicanery that drove the Big
Powers, any reference to the native
population of Palestine was inten-
tionally obliterated. Jeffries writes:
There is no reason, to my mind,
for euphemism, for saying that
these men and these Cabinets were

mistaken or ill-advised or pursued
mere erroneous policy in Palestine,
or foolishly accepted an unwork-
able Mandate. They did nothing
of the kind. They pursued a policy
involving fraud and perfidy. They
tyrannously withdrew from the
Arabs natural and inherent rights
over their native land. They broke
Britain’s word to the Arabs. To suit
their aims in Palestine they gerry-
mandered as far as they could the
Covenant of the League of Na-
tions, and where they could ger-
rymander it no further they broke
it. They falsified the Mandate.

[Iwould like to note in passing that,
years ago, when I first came across the
Jeffries book on the bottom shelf of
one of London’s off-the-regular-beat
bookstores, 1 was so fascinated, 1
brought it home and urged a number
of my good Arab friends to ask their
respective governments to provide
adequate financing to employ a crew
of student editors to edit the book, and,
where possible, to identify the original
journalistic sources extensively quoted
throughout the book. If these two tasks
could be completed, I thought funds
might be accumulated to publish an
updated edition of the book. Unfor-
tunately, there were no “takers.” Still,
this book, Palestine: The Reality, re-
mains one of the most valuable ac-
counts of the forces set in motion half
a century ago.]

Given this near-total neglect of the
rights of the indigenous Palestinians,
the incremental rise of native self-con-
scious nationalisms and the corre-
sponding colonial exploitation by the
Great Powers, there need be precious
little guessing to explain why the first
Palestinian-inspired disturbances date
from 1920. Of the several mandates as-
signed to Great Britain and France di-
viding Palestine from Syria/Lebanon,
the Palestinian document alone lacked
the clauses that called for the Manda-
tory powers “to facilitate the progres-
sive development” of these countries
“as independent states.. . The Palestin-
ian Mandate was formulated palpably
in the Zionist interest...”?

This open-ended British/ Zionist re-
lationship and the corresponding deni-
gration and often downright subjuga-




tion of Palestinian rights to the “Zi-
onist interest” produced nearly two
decades of civil war between the na-
tives and the foreign import of exclu-
sivist Zionist building of a “nation
within a nation”.

So intense was this Zionist pressure
on London that it frequently competed
with the empire’s imperial designs. As
Emile Bustaini ruefully remarked
years later, these same British designs
generated political, and frequently
military conflicts against the pro-
tracted foreign domination. And al-
though both Palestinians and swelling
numbers of imported Zionists fought
the British, it was the Zionist parties,
with huge financial support from
American and European Zionists,
who fobbed off the increasingly em-
bittered Arab majority.

Meanwhile, the disturbances re-
quired an enlarged British occupation
force and a rising cost to a Britain al-
ready sericusly in financial trouble be-
cause of the cost of the expanded war
against the Turks and their allies. No
logistic genius was required to detect
that where solemn state obligations
presumably addressed specific people
or territories or governmental struc-
tures, the Balfour Declaration deliber-
ately concocted undefined — even in-
definable—political terminology. Note
the following obscurities:

[1] What, for example, was the
legal meaning of a “declaration of
sympathy,” the Declaration’s over-
all description of the document?

[2] Who? What? was “the Jew-
ish people?” And what was “ana-
tional home?” The term is not to
be found anywhere else in a for-
mal, legal commitment from a rec-
ognized sovereign government to
a self-declared - political /national
entity composed of nationals from
many different states.

[3] And what, in any diplo-
matic/contractual sense is the
meaning of the “best endeavors”
of “His Majesty’s Government?”
Whatever else it may have meant
—or was never intended to mean
—itwas along way from anything
resembling a treaty or a commit-
ment to pay the bills or to engage

It defies credibility to believe that the veteran
British diplomats who participated in the
November 1917 drafting of the Balfour
Declaration were blind to its contradictions.

in any test of force “to facilitate
the achievement” of the non-ter-
ritorial “national home”, that non-
existent national entity of Jews
from around the world.

[4] The next few words of the
Declaration strongly suggest its
eminent drafters early-on had
some flashes of intuition that the
text they had formulated was a
kind of diplomatic oxymeron, a
Pandora’s box filled with self-con-
tradictions. “Nothing” was to be
done that “may prejudice the civil
and religious rights of existing
non-Jewish communities in Pales-
tine” (Emphasis supplied.) That, to
use a fairly contemporary phrase
would be “the neatest trick of the
week.”

Of course one explanation might be
that the “existing non-Jewish commu-
nities” actually possessed no inherent,
inalienable rights, “civil” or “relig-
ious.” The majority population of the
country was, by a ratio of perhaps 10
to1, Arab, whose status before the war
hadbeen determined at the whims and
in the interests of a decaying Ottoman
Empire. The same condition held for
the small minority of Palestinian in-
habitants who were Jews. But now,
with a stroke of a pen, and without
consulting the majority population, an
undefined “national home” for a non-
existent, exiraterritorial nation,
euphemistically called “the Jewish
people” was to be invested with the
power and prestige of one of the then-
world’s major, imperial powers. And
all this took place after the British High
Commissioner in Egypt, Henry McMa-
hon, just two years before, on October
24, 1915, had assured Sharif Hussein,
the leading Arab spokesman in the area,
that “Great Britain is prepared to rec-
ognize and support the independence
of the Arabs in all the regions...de-
manded by the Sharif [sic] of Mecca.”10

It defies credibility to believe that
the veteran British diplomats who par-
ticipated in the November 1917 draft-
ing of the Balfour Declaration were
blind to its contradictions. How could
they possibly have reconciled the em-
ployment of their “best endeavors” to
facilitate the insinuation of an assumed
collectivity of non Palestinians called
“the Jewish people” into a political for-
mula committed to the democratic po-
sition that nothing [would be done]
which [might even] “prejudice” the
civil and religious rights of Palestinians
who were known to be “non-Jewish?”

And to further cloud any coherent
meaning of the Declaration’s text, how
was it possible to invest non-Palestin-
ian Jews, citizens of many nations,
with any implementable “national”
rights in Palestine without “prejudic-
ing” [altering] the rights and political
status enjoyed by Jews in any other
country?"

It is a tragic commentary on the in-
ternaticnal lawyers, the compromising
diplomats, the dedicated “peacemak-
ers” of the past seventy-plus years that
not one of these questions, so willfully
concealed by the drafters of the Balfour
Declaration, has even been honestly
addressed.

Finally, let it be said that this oxy-
moronic, one-sentence paragraph by
Balfour did throw a bone to those dis-
tinguished British Jews who were
known to be at least non-Zionist, if
not actively and outspokenly anti-Zi-
onist. Among the latter were counted
some of England’s most distinguished
Jewish families: the Montagues, the
Montafiores and the Wolfs.11

In the United States, as well, Jewish
opposition to Zionism was beginning
to surface. This caused apprehension
among pro-Zionist British policy-mak-
ers who had hoped that the promise
of a Jewish homeland in Palestine
would win the support of American
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Jews who, in turn, might influence the
US. government to support Britain’s
control over Palestine. 300 prominent
U.S. Jews presented President Wilson
with a formal statement opposing the
political segregation of Jews and ex-
pressing the fervent hope that what
was once a “promised land” for the
Jews may become a “land of promise”
for all races and creeds.12

Sensitive to these voices, the draf-
ters of the Balfour Declaration added
a final clause prohibiting the Zionists
from any action which “may preju-
dice...therights and political status en-
joyed by Jews in any other country”
than Falestine.

Readers in this last decade of the
20th century may legitimately ques-
tion the reason for this extended dis-
section of the Balfour Declaration. Suf-
fice it to say that, as a personal opinion,
it is doubtful if any single paragraph
has hatched more geo-political trouble
for more people than this one docu-
ment. Beneficent onits face but diaboli-
cally destructive in fact, its seemingly
generous prose warrants textual
scrutiny.

Now, 77 years after Lord Balfour’s
Declaration, Mr. Arafat is sitting down
with Mr. Rabin. Progress? Yes. But, I
suspect, were Lord Balfour around, he
would smile at some of the linguistic
gerrymandering still going on. Pales-
tinians can own flags but not pass-
ports; they can have border controls
but not control borders; they can ex-
ercise self-rule but not self-determina-
tion; they can have autenomy but not
sovereignty.

I can almost hear Balfour asking:
how does all that differ from the prom-
ise I made not to “prejudice the civil
and religious rights of existing non-
Jewish communities in Palestine”?

Problem 3:
The ‘48-49 Armistice

Several years ago, a friend of mine,
Dr. Anis Kassem, then a graduate stu-
dent at the George Washington Uni-
versity Law Center, suggested that [
look into some newly declassified Is-
raeli and American documents per-
taining to the four armistice agree-

... I realized | had entered a most fascinating
arena, one with enough previously unpublished

facts to fill a book.

ments of 1948-49 between Israel and
its surrounding Arab states. Kassem,
a Palestinian now practicing law in Ku-
wait, proposed that I write an essay on
my findings for the Palestine Yearbook
of International Law, which he edits.

Not long after embarking on the re-
search, [ realized I had entered a most
fascinating arena, one with enough
previously unpublished facts to fill a
‘book. Kassem concurred, and, in 1993,
the University of Florida Press pub-
lished the work under the title Peace
for Palestine: First Lost Opportunity.

My intent in writing the book - and
this article—is to shed some light on
the applicable international laws and
on the attitudes and negotiating ploys
of the parties involved. My hope is
that this information will serve as a
guideline for today’s peacemakers.

What was the historic situation?

In November 1947, the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly reconmended the parti-
tion of Palestine into a Jewish and an
Arab state, with Jerusalem as a corpus
separatum, to be administered by the
Trusteeship Council “on behalf of the
United Nations.”13

InMay 1948, with the end of Britain’s
Mandate and the declaration of the “Es-
tablishment of a Jewish State in Eretz-
Israel, tobe known as the State of [srael,”
war broke out between Jewish and Arab
forces. The Zionists, with a3 to 1 military
advantage, forced over 725,000 Pales-
tinians from their cities, towns and vil-
lages. When it was over, Israel controlled
three-fourths of Palestine, twice the area
recommended by the UN. (See maps
on page 11.)

In 1949, the United Nations directed
that “the refugees wishing to return
to their homes to live at peace with
their neighbors should be permitted
to do so at the earliest possible date,
and that compensation should be paid
for the property of those not choosing
to return and for the loss or damage
to property which, under law or in
equity, should be made good by the

Governments or authorities responsi-
ble.”

Israel resolutely opposed this call.

Instead, the Jewish state chose to
work outseparate agreements with the
individual Arab states. Its strategy, ac-
cording to available Israeli and US.
records, was: 1) to resist any multilat-
eral, coordinated Arab negotiations on
the belief that ‘Arab disunity is one
of Zionism’s most reliable allies’; 2) to
use delaying tactics to take by financial
or military force any property of stra-
tegic importance for long-term objec-
tives; and 3) to maintain an unrelenting
public opinion offensive, particularly
in the United States. 14

On Jan. 7, 1949, a formal cease fire
went into effect on the Egyptian front,
and Egyphan-Israelitalks began onthe
isle of Rhodes on Jan. 12. The final agree-
ment was signed on Feb. 24. Israeli
chroniclers generally agree that the
Egyptian armistice negotiations were an
almost unqualified success for Israel.

Talks with Lebanon began in January,
1949. Initially, Ralph Bunche, the UN.
chief representative, declared that UN.
resolutions would govern the military
armistice discussions. Israeli intransi-
gence, however, so frustrated the ne-
gotiators that, by the time the talks
ended on March 23, the prevailing
spirit was “Let’s get on with it.” The
internationally recognized boundary
was accepted as the armistice line
without requiring Israel to withdraw
from western and central Galilee.18

The first ‘formal’ talks with Jordan
began on Dec. 30, 1948. The Jordanian
king wanted to negotiate on the basis
of the UN. partition resolution and
the Bernadotte plan, which also envi-
sioned a Jewish and Arab state. Israel
insisted it would negotiate ‘on the ba-
sis of the existing military situation,”
which preserved their territorial and
demographic war gains. On March 30,
the two sides signed a secret agree-
ment which completely undermined
the U.N. recommendation on partition




as well as the status of Jerusalem. Is-
rael’s military superiority had clearly
called the shots.1?

Beit Jenn, thence Eastward follow-
ing the northern watersheds of the
Nahr Mughaniye close toand west

When they ended, the armistice left more
issues unresolved than resolved. ..

With Syria the situation was differ-
ent in that Syria by the end of the fight-
ing occupied territory assigned by the
U.N. to the Jewish state.

The talks began on April 5, 1949
and ended July 20, making it the long-
est and most bitterly debated of the
four armistices negotiations.

When they ended, the armistice left
more issues unresolved than resolved,
including the status of Jerusalem, Is-
rael’s borders, and repatriation/com-
pensation for Palestinian refugees.18

The U.N. negotiators, disregarding
the fact that their own resolutions had
been utterly discounted, hastily cele-
brated the armistice agreements as a
“transfer” from “truce to permanent
peace in Palestine.”

In fact, it led to four [some would
say five] wars.

Why? What was the problem, as
my young executive friend might ask?

If Thad to point to one single docu-
ment that explains Israel’s negotiating
policy in all four armistice agree-
ments—and, I believe, in all sub-
sequent dealings with the Arabs—I
would point to the 1919 Zionist memo-
randum to the Paris Peace Conference.
At that Conference, following WWI,
the Zionists proposed the boundaries
they needed for the “national home”
which they claimed the Balfour Dec-
laration had given them. These borders
(see map on page 11) were:

Starting on the North ata point
on the Mediterranean Sea in the
vicinity of Sidon and following the
watersheds of the foothills of the
Lebanon as far as El Karaon,
thence to El Bireh, following the
dividing line between the two ba-
sins of the Wadi El Korn and the
Wadi Et Teim line between the
Eastern and Western slopes of the
Hermon, to the vicinity West of

of the Hedjaz Railway.

In the East a line close to and
West of the Hedjaz Railway ter-
minating in the Gulf of Akaba.

In the South a frontier to be
agreed upon with the Egyptian
Government.

In the West the Mediterranean
Sea!®

These claims have never been re-
nounced by Israel, which to this day
has never, even for bargaining pur-
poses, declared what its boundaries
should be.

This map, 1 believe, was operative
in all the 1948-49 armistice negotia-
tions; Israel, in fact, made it abun-
dantly clear that the lands they occu-
pied beyond the U.N. partition-recom-
mended boundaries had long been the
blueprint for a Jewish state that they
felt could survive economically only
by possessing the region’s available
water resources.

The same map was operativein 1967,
when Israel occupied Syria’s Golan
Heights and Palestine’s West Bank,
both with considerable water re-
sources.

And [srael’s 1982 occupation of
southern Lebanon was clearly consis-
tent with the 1919 claim to establish
the Jewish state’s northern border at
the Litani River.

The Arabs in the “48-'49 negotia-
tions should have been aware of the
Zionist’s geographical aims; after all,
Prince Faisal, son of Sharif Hussein
had represented the Arabs at the Paris
Peace Conference, and had even dis-
cussed the Zionist plan with
‘Weizmann. Still, as the historian Fred
Khouri notes, most Arabs after WWI
found their leaders ill prepared to de-
fend the Falestinian Arab cause in the
arena of international diplomacy and
propaganda®®

Today, there are those who argue
that we should drop the ideological
baggage of the past and focus on im-
proving the existential lot of Palestini-
ans under occupation. Later—five
years down the road—we can enter-
tain the “final status” questions. It re-
minds me of those UN. negotiators
who, having disregarded their own in-
ternational laws for the sake of a quick
fix, spoke so hopefully of a transition
“to permanent peace.”

I do believe some, maybe a sub-
stantial number of Israelis and US.
Jews, want to trade in the 1919 map
for normal relations with the Arab
world, including an independent Pal-
estinian state. But I also believe that
map still represents Israel’s bounda-
ries for a large segment of Israel’s po-
litical and military leadership.

Will 94 be "49 all over again? If,
when the deal is done and Mr. Arafat
moves to Jericho, the Israelis use the
next five years to thicken their settle-
ments, secure their road the utility
grids in the West Bank, and consoli-
date their control over the area’s water
resources, then the answer is Yes.

The problems preventing a genuine
peace seem clear—at least to me:

Too many people believe—not just
Dr. Baruch Goldstein and his sympa-
thizers, but a goodly number of Chris-
tians—that God has actually given Jews
from around the world a land that has
long belonged to others; the fact is, pre-
67 Istael is a sovereign state because
most of the world has granted it dip-
lomatic recognition. As such, Israel is
subject to all the international rights and.
obligations as any other independent
nation.

Too many people still believe that
the Balfour Declaration legally, and for
humanitarian reasons, gave European
Zionists a “homeland” in Palestine.
Balfour’s Declaration was a cynical ploy
to preserve British foreign interests.

Too many people fail to grasp why
the four armistices led, not to peace,
but to four wars and 25 years of mili-
tary occupation.

1£ 94 is to be different, the answer—
at least to me—seems equally clear:

The 1919 map has to be discarded
in favor of the relevant U.N. resolu-
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tions. Implementation of these resolu-
tions may indeed take place over a
specified period of time, and with cer-
tain agreed-upon meodifications and
security guarantees. But these resolu-
tions dealing with borders and refu-
gees are the only framework in which
genuine peace is possible.

And how, you, the reader mightask,
will we know if the negotiations going
on now are being shaped by the 1919
map or the U.N. resolutions?

We'll know.

This morning, for example, Feb. 19,
1994, The New York Times carried a spe-
cial report on page 3: “Israelis Are
Rushing to Build a Greater Jerusalem.”

I conclude with selected excerpts:

As far asMayor Benny Kashriel
is concerned, his town of 20,000
is an eastern precinct of Jerusalem.

Never mind that Jerusalem is
five miles up the road or that most
outsiders call Maale Adumim a
settlement, by far the biggest of
Israel’s 140 outposts in the terri-
tories it had held since the 1967
war.

...without formally annexing
West Bank land, the Rabin Gov-
emment wants to achieve the same
results by building up the Jewish
presence all around the disputed
city, declared by Israel to be its
united capital for all ime. The Is-
raelis’ goal is to solidify their hold
on what they call Greater Jerusa-
lem even as they negotiate with
the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion on a transfer of authority to
Palestinians in the territories.

Some officials talk about build-
ing as many as 15,000 new apart-
ments, especially to the east and
north—construction plans that, if
turned into a reality, would add
tens of thousands of Israelis to
those areas and in effect give
Mayor Kashriel the security corri-
dor he secks. On this score, he gets
no argument at the highest Gov-
emment levels.

As 1 say, we'll know.
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