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F O R E W O R D  

I am not proposing in this pamphlet to put forward any 
precise terms for a peace treaty, for the resettlement of the 
refugees of both sides, ar for the future a f  Jerusalem. My 
purpase is to provide a historical setting, fair to the real 
facts of both the Arab and the Jewish positions, on which 
these three problems can be so solved that fear and anger may 
be removed from the Middle East, and (the frontiers between 
the Jewish and Arab worlds, along whatever line they may 
be traced, may be open frontiers acrw which there is the 
normal traffic af trade and culture. For the idea that a 
permanent frontier can be created by a demilitarised zone 
isolating each from the ather, and policed by the Unitad 
Nations, is surely a counsel of despair. 



A TRAGEDY OF ERRORS 

There have always been Jews living in Palestine, as in 
most other Arab countries. But in the second half of the 
nineteenth century there was a change in the character of 
Jewish settlement. New immigrants came from Eastern 
Europe, moved more by the idea of a renaissance of the Jewish 
people than by the millennia1 attraction of the Holy Land as 
a religious centre. It is the growth of the movement begun by 
these new settlers which has led to the present tragic conflict 
between Arabs and Israelis. The political story begins with the 
Balfour Declaration issued by the British Government in 
1917 when Palestine was still part of the Turkish empire. 
It took the form of a letter from Arthur (later Lord) Balfour, 
who was then Foreign Secretary, to Lord Rothschild who 
was regarded as the leading member of the Jewish com- 
munity in England. The letter is a short one, and asks Lord 
Rothschild to communicate to the Zionist organisation this 
statement of government policy : 

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 achieve- 
ment of this object, it being clearly understood that 
nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and 

# 

religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in 
Palestine or the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews 
in any other country. 

The policy was approved by the Governments of France, 
Italy and the United States, and the wording of the 



Declaration was included in the Preamble of the Palestine 
f Mandate isued by the League of Nations in 1923. The Man- \. 

I , date makes the important addition that in citing and 

# approving the Declaration 

Recognition has thereby been given to the historical con- 
nection of the Jewish people with Palestine and to the 
grounds for reconstituting their national home in that 
country. 

The Arab reaction to the issue of the Balfour Declaration 
and the whole text of the Mandate, expressed in its simplest 
Form, is this : 

Palestine is an Arab country which Great Britain 
had no right to give to the Jews 

The Jews, on the other hand, point out that the Balfour 
Declaration was a legal document, confirmed by various 
governments, and that it has added validity by being incor- 
porated in the legally unquestionable Mandate of the League 
of Nations. In its simplest form the Jewish case is this: 

Jews have claimed nothing which has not been 
legally granted to them 

If these two statements really represented the whole of the 
facts, the Arab refusal to recognise the whole transaction 
would be morally justified. Political legality is not in itself 
an unchanging moral authority, and in any case a legal 
document could not make moral anything if it were funda- 
mentally immoral. But there is a real hope of understanding 
between Arabs and Jews because neither the Jewish nor the 
Arab statement, as these have just been given, really expresses 
the truth. 

It misses every essential quality of the country in its long 
recorded history to say simply that 'Palestine is an Arab 

country' 
and 

The Jewish case does not rest on the legality of two twentieth 
century documents, but on a unique and unbroken historical 

relationship. 

One has only to look at the map to realise that it would 
be extremely artificial for a country in the position of Pales- 
tine to be adequately described as the country of a single 
people. It is part of the land bridge between Europe, Asia 
and Africa. I t  is an inevitable meeting place, and will in- 
evitably reflect the passage or settlement of many peoples. 
The Bible, in both Old and New Testaments, records more 
than a thousand years of the history of the country, and at 
no time does it appear purely Jewish, purely Philistine or 
purely Greek. Different peoples, their enmities and alliances, 
are continually mentioned in its story. There was one occasion 
when a Jewish king, John Hyrcanus, tried forcibly to make it 
a Jewish country. That was two thousand years ago. The 
Emperor Justinian tried to make it a Christian country half 
a millennium later. The mad Calif AI-Hakirn tried to expd 
Jews and Christians five hundred years later still so that it 
should be a Muslim country. None of these succeeded. It  has 
always been a country where different peoples meet, though 
politics may artificially increase the percentage of one element 
or equally artificially depress that of some other. 

When the Balfour Declaration was issued, Palestine was an 
Arabic speaking country, with a large Muslim majority, but C 

with identifiable Jewish and Christian minorities. Of the 
Muslim majority some were ethnically Arabs, some des- 
cendants from Jewish and Christian converts to Islam, some 

+ 
even descendants of pre-Israelite neolithic inhabitants. But a 
great many were quite recent immigrants from other portions, 
European or Asiatic, of the Turkish empire. In Galilee for 
example, there were Bosnian, Circassian, Turcoman and 
Persian villages, and there were 'Arab' villagers who came 
from Egypt or Morocco. The immovable peasant, rooted to 



a single strip of soil, is largely a figment of the townsman's 
imagination; and just as one would have found villages in 

! 
Galilee settled by peasants from many parts of the Turkish 

1, , empire and beyond, so one would have found Palestinian 
# peasants who had moved into other provinces because of 

some failure of crops, or drought or just indebtedness. In the 
towns it was the same thing, but they were even more cos- 
mopolitan, because they contained a considerable number of 
African slaves or ex-slaves as well as Greek or Turkish mer- 
chants and officials. In addition to these townsmen and 
villagers, there was a substantial population of nomads (be- 
douins). Some of these had but recently become nomads, be- 
cause their villages had been destroyed by their enemies; a 
few still remembered that they had once been Jews or Chris- 
tians; whilst most could trace their identity back to pre- 
Islamic times. 

The special character of the country is shown by the fact 
that every Muslim ruler, Arab, Kurd, Mamluk or Turk, had 
recognised the right of Christians to come from abroad and 
visit the country as pilgrims, and of Jews to come into the 
country and settle there. Of course those Christians and Jews 
who did so came under the general Islamic regulations for 
non-Muslims, and had to accept a more or less humiliating 
role of inferiority to the members of the dominant religion. 
At the end of the nineteenth century the Turkish Sultan, 
Abdul Hamid, withdrew this millennia1 right from Jews; but 
this was because the Jews concerned were almost all coming 
from Tsarist Russia, and Abdul Hamid had quite enough on 
his hands with the insatiable demands for privileges and rights 
of the Russian government and the Russian Orthodox 
Church. If foreign Jews wished to settle anywhere else in his 
empire, they were still at liberty to do so, but he was not 
anxious to swell the number of Russians who had already 
acquired enormous properties in and around Jerusalem and 
in other parts of the country. 

Apart from the brief period under crusader rule, when 
Jerusalem was capital of a Christian Kingdom of Jerusalem 
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(1099-1187), Palestine ceased to have an identity of its own 
after the Arab conquest in the seventh century. It had no 
definite frontiers. It was a neglected corner of an empire 
ruled from Damascus, Baghdad, Cairo, or, ultimately, Con- 
stantinople. It had no port. Until late in the nineteenth 
century it had no road on which a wheeled vehicle could 
move. In consequence its inhabitants were backward in a 
world in which backwardness meant intolerance and fana- 
ticism. Its fertility constantly declined. The Turkish tax 
system was abominably unjust and discouraged good hus- 
bandry. The farmers were permanently loaded with debt. In 
much of the country the land system involved biennial 
changes of ownership, so that a cultivator had no encourage- 
ment to enrich his land and plant trees. On top of all this 
bedouin raids and inter-village rivalry, together with the 
destructive capacity of the innumerable flocks of goats, com- 
pleted a process which had by the middle of the nineteenth 
century made a once rich country barely able to support a 
population of half a million, while the towns stagnated 
through the lack of trade and industry. There was some 
revival towards the end of the century, but it came largely 
from external sources. The Sursoks, a rich Lebanese banking 
family, began to cultivate the previously swampy plain of 
Esdraelon; the German Templars introduced agricultural 
reforms; various Christian groups, Catholic and Protestant, 
extended their schools and religious centres; and the new type 
of Jewish settler began to drain and cultivate empty places. I 

When the British began, during the first world war, to 
make promises to both Arabs and Jews, it is easy to forget 
that they had in mind a wide region capable of supporting 
a very much larger population than then existed. It was not 

4 
an unknown land, for British officers had mapped the whole 
country, British archaeologists were constantly exploring its 
antiquities, and British churchmen were in contact, through 
schools and hospitals, with the whole range of its Muslim, 
Jewish and Christian inhabitants. Nor were they wrong at 
this point; for, whatever mistakes they made, the trouble 



did not arise from physical overcrowding. During the period 
f of the British Mandate, Palestine was a country of Arab 
\ 

I , immigration, not emigration. 
i The real offence in the Arab mind was, therefore, not the 

neglect of Arab material interests, but the failure, as the Arabs 
saw it, to implement the promises made to them, and the 
refusal to transfer to them the complete independence which 
they expected. 

Arab Nationalism was a relatively recent growth when 
the first world war broke out. It was concentrated on the 
single aim of freedom from the persecution, inefficiency and 
corruption of Turkish rule. The stagnation which pervaded 
the whole empire had prevented the movement from having 
the deep cultural roots which would have enriched it, had 
universities, scholars, and the whole setting of an educated 
society been possible under the Turks. It was not that it 
rejected, but that it was unaware of, the real character of 
the great Arabic-speaking civilisation of the past. It was con- 
cerned only with a politically independent Arab state, and 
in its inexperience it expected all support which it received 
from the British government or army to be directed to that 
sole end. The give and take, the compromises, the gradual- 
ness, which make up the reality of political life were intoler- 
able to it. 

In this situation the various promises which were made 
during the war, and which the British regarded as possi- 
bilities which they hoped would emerge from a situation 
which was still fluid, seemed to the Arabs to have been 
deliberately broken by British post-war policy towards the 
Jews. 

The attitude of the Zionist leaders made a head-on clash 
inevitable, but the Zionist attitude was as comprehensible as 

the intransigence of the Arabs. For a thousand years, whether 
in Islamic or in Christian countries, Jews had depended for 
their mere right of residence on the presence of a written 
permission which was legally valid. In the Islamic world 
this legal validity lay in the conditions laid down for the 
'peaple of the Book' in the Quran itself. Jews and Christians 
were not regarded by Muhammad as pagans and idolators 
against whom Islam must wage relentles war. They were 
'people of the Book', (i.e. the Bible), who worshipped one 
God, albeit in an imperfect manner. They were tolerated, 
made to pay heavy taxes and to accept a general position 
of inferiority to the Muslims. They were allowed in all 
Islamic countries except the Arab peninsula itself. 

Their position in Christendom was based on the suc- 
cwion of charters by which princes had sanctioned Jewish 
settlements. Even in countries where Jews had full rights as 
citizens they had acquired these rights by the passing of a 
legally valid Act of Parliament-or its equivalent. And they 
were always conscious that such an Act could be revoked by 
the body by !which it was passad. It  had no inherent per- 
manence. 

Any human society which had had a (thousand years of 
such experience would place an exaggerated vdue on legality, 
and wauld fight vehemently at any challenge to its legal 
rights. 

For Jews, therefore, ,the text of the Balfour Declaration, 
as successive governments had confirmed it, was sacred. Its 
embodiment in an official document af the League of Nations 
-the Mandate-gave their claim to a national home in 
Palestine an unchallengeable validity. This did not make them 

q anti-Arab, though it is easy now to see that their position was 
illogical. But on a number of occasions they reiterated with 
complete sincerity that they were ready to sit down with 
the Arabs to discuss their entire position-on the basis of 
Arab acceptance of the legality of the Balfour Declaration 
and the Mandate in which it was incorporated. 

But the Arabs, equally sincerely, could nat accept such 

I I 



an invitation. They had not been consulted about the issue 
f of the Balfour Declaration. They had created a sufficiently 

I \  , 
representative body to be able to make a formal protest at 

# 
the terms of the Mandate before it was issued, and they had 
consistently refused to accept its justice. There was nothing 
more that they could do, and the frustration and violence of 
the thirty years of the Mandate followed. That their propa- 
ganda was not always truthful, that they were often their own 
worst enemies in stating their case, merely proved that they 
were fallible humans. Not all Zionist propaganda either was 
to be taken au pied de la lettre. 

In 1947 the dissatisfaction of both Arabs and Jews with the 
British administration produced on a war-weary government 
the determination to hand back the Mandate to the suc- 
cessor of the League of Nations from whom they had received 
it. They had failed completely to satisfy either people. Look- 
ing back we can see that their failure was inevitable, but 
that they had, in spite of their general failure, done much 
for both Arabs and Jews. The Arab peasants were, for the 
first time for centuries, out of debt; the country had a net- 
work of roads; education had made substantial beginnings; 
the cities were clean and healthy; and justice was adminis- 
tered without favour. Jews, on their part, had so established 
their community that they were able to turn their 'national 
home' into a viable state. But the British had, in fact, created 
two incompatible societies, and the partition of the United 
Nations was its inevitable recognition. From the Arab point of 
view this merely proposed to make permanent and unalter- 
able the fundamental injustice of the Jewish presence. Their 
resistance by force was an unhappy but natural consequence 
of their anger. 

Jews accepted the partition plan, though it gave them less 
than they had hoped for. I t  divided the country into a 

chequerboard. In Galilee the Jews had the eastern part, the 
Arabs the western; in the centre the position was reversed, 
and it was reversed again south of JafTa. There were two 
points at which passage from one section to the next was to 
be possible for both Jew and Arab. Economically the Jewish 
and Arab portions were to remain united. It was a solution 
which could have worked only if the two sides were willing 
to co-operate, and this willingness did not exist on the Arab 
side. 

On the Jewish side there was such eagerness to have some 
territory in which they were really masters in their own house 
that they were prepared to shelve all the difficulties for further 
consideration, and to accept that even in their share of the 
chequerboard there would be just over four hundred thou- 
sand Arabs to half a million Jews. 

In the United Nations plan Jerusalem was to remain 
under international control, but it would not have been self- 
supporting. Everything, food, water, sewage, communications 
would have depended on the co-operation of either Jews or 
Arabs or both. 

Neither the Palestinian Arabs nor the surrounding Arab 
countries had made any adequate preparations to implement 
their rejection of partition, nor had they made any attempt 
to assess the ability of the Jews to resist their onslaught. They 

, 
believed that their great superiority in numbers automatic- 
ally guaranteed them the victory. They began hostilities by 
unofficial guerilla warfare before the end of 1947. When the * 
British left in May 1948, they officially invaded the area of 
Jewish settlement from all sides. Isolated Jewish villages on 
the shores of the Jordan, on the roads north and south of 
Jerusalem, were wiped out. Jerusalem was isolated. But the 
main Jewish areas in Galilee, in the maritime plain, and in 
the south held out. When the United Nations succeeded in 



imposing a truce, the advantage was definitely with the Jews. 
When fighting flared up again, it marked further Jewish 

f \' 
successes in Galilee and the south, including the important 

I \  3 aimort of Lvdda. 

fighting. In some places they followed the advice of their 
leaders to leave their villages and homes temporarily until 
their armies had swept the Jews into the sea. In other places 
they fled, fearing that the massacre of the inhabitants of 
Deir Yassin was a prelude for a general massacre by all 
Jewish forces. In fact it was the work of a small terrorist 
band, and deeply deplored by the official Jewish leaders and 
the general Jewish population. But, especially in the later 
stages of the war, in yet other places, Arabs were expelled 
by the advancing Jewish soldiers. From these three causes 
some half a million Arabs became refugees. On the other 
hand, some hundred and fifty thousand remained. Physically 
the existence of an Arab refugee problem arises solely out of 
the Arab decision to try to eliminate the Jewish presence by 
force. It does not arise from the partition plan itself. 

As a result of the war the new state of Israel was born 
with frontiers which were the product of the fighting, not of 
the partition plan. This was inevitable, for a chequerboard 
country would have been possible only if the two sets of 
'squares' were willing to co-operate, and the Arabs made it 
clear that they would give no recognition to the Jewish 
state or co-operate in any way with it. In consequence Israel 
captured and kept western Galilee, and much of the south, 
leaving the Egyptians in occupation of a strip of coast around 
Gaza and the British trained Jordanian Arab Legion in con- 
trol of the old city of Jerusalem, the central highlands of 
Samaria and the area around Hebron. These were quickly in- 
corporated into Transjordan by King Abdullah, who come- 
quently changed the name of his kingdom to Jordan, since 
his population now lived on both sides of the river. 

As to Jerusalem, both Jews and Arabs rejected the idea 
of an international enclave. By a heroic resistance Jews 

retained the new city, west of the old walled city filled with 
the holy places of the three faiths. The old city fell to 
Jordan, but Abdullah did not make it his capital, which he 
retained at Amman on the eastern side of the river. Jewish 
communication with modern Jerusalem was by a long cod-  
dor through predominantly Arab territory. 

When the truce was finally made effective, it was clearly 
impossible to re-create the frontiers proposed in 1947, but 
the United Nations demanded that those Arabs who had 
fled, but who were prepared to live at peace with their Jewish 
neighbours, should be allowed to return. This demand is often 
misquoted by omitting the vital clause 'who were prepared to 
live at peace with their Jewish neighbours'. In fact very few 
were prepared to do so. 

The Arab leaders, by deluging the refugee centres with 
hate propaganda, made it impossible for the Israeli govern- 
ment to accept more than some tens of thousands who asked 
to be reunited with their families. Those who were openly 
being trained as terrorists and saboteurs, or were accepting a 
steady propaganda of hatred, could scarcely be accepted as 
being desirous of living at peace with their neighbours. 

In the whole problem of relations between Arabs and 
Jews there is nothing more tragic than the use for nineteen 
years of these victims of the conflict to remind the world of 
the anger of the Arabs. 

+a Time has done nothing to bring the two sides nearer 
together. An uneasy truce, marked by constant Arab terrorism 
and Jewish reprisal, and by the Sinai campaign of a dozen 

u' years ago, persisted until the recent six days' war. This is 
partly because the Arab sense of justice still feels itself to be 
outraged by the mere existence of Israel, but it cannot be 
overlooked that it is partly-in fact largely-due to the 
presence in Egypt of a very considerahle force of ex-Nazi 
experts in the psychology of hate propaganda. When one 



reflects what was believed by the much more experienced 
f 
\, and sophisticated Germans, it is not surprising if the less 

I \  , experienced Arab world and the Palestinian refugees have 
# been misled by a propaganda far more skilful than that of the 

Mufti of Jerusalem before the war. It is Teutonic in its per- 
sistence and unchanging character, qualities in striking con- 
trast to the general run of Arab politics. 

Many of these Nazis reached Egypt before Nasser came 
to power, for King Farouk was no friend of the British, and 
willingly gave them shelter. Many adopted Arab names, 
especially men who came from the Propaganda Ministry of 
Dr. Goebbels or who had served in the Gestapo. Nazi material 
such as the Protocols of the Elders of Zion and Hitler's Mein 
Kampf have been translated into Arabic.* 

For men of this type anti-Israel propaganda was simply 
a continuation of their previous fight against Jewry and all 
things Jewish. But it effectively prevented any discussion of 
the actual issues. It left no loophole open for a re-examination 
of the problem from either side. While Ahmed Shukeiry was 
making preposterous statements to the United Nations, while 
Arab refugee numbers were being swollen by their Arab hosts, 
while terrorists were being openly trained and supplied with 
arms, and while those who wished to work in the camps, or 
even do business in Arab countries, were compelled to accept 
the complete 'Arab' point of view or be banned, those who 
were trying to see the whole question objectively, but were 
themselves neither Jews nor Arabs, could do nothing to 
make peace between the two sides. 

If the only acceptable Arab solution was an 'Arab Pales- 

*Various details of this have been published from time to time. 
The most authoritative is, I think, that in the periodical Patterns of 
Prejudice for May-June 1967, entitled Nazis in Cairo. The periodical 
can be obtained from the Institute of Jewish Affairs, 13-16 Jacob's 
Well Mews, George St., London, W.I. 

tinea with a small Jewish minority accepting the position of 
inferiority impmd on non-Muslims in Quranic law, there 
,would be no prol.ipect for ithe future but a continual repeti- 
tion of the struggle. The Jewish people would obviously not 
accept it. But it is not in that literal way that one can build 
from the past. Jews of today would no more accept second 
class citizenship than Arabs would go back to the 'imperialism' 
and 'colonialism' which they so constantly denounce, and I which made of them also second class citizens in their own 

J countries. A just solution can be based only on equality and 
mutual respect. It involves a reappraisal of the situation 
by both Jews and Arabs. 

The struggle against Turkey, the general growth of 
nationalism in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and 
the subsequent struggle against the European imperialism 
expressed in the mandatory regimes of Syria and Iraq and 
the British 'protectorate' of Egypt, gave an exaggerated 
political slant to the Arab rebirth after the long centuries 
of eclipse. It gave rise to the creation of a demand for an 
Arab political unity which had had but a brief existence in 
the past, and was quite irrelevant to real Arab needs and 
potentialities today. I t  is basically as unreal as would be the 
divemion of British, Swedish, Norwegian, Danish, German 
and Dutch politics into a perpetual struggle to dominate 
each other in the name of Nandic unity. For Moroccans, 
Algerians, Tunisians, Egyptians, Syrians, Sauldis, Yemenis and 
Iraquis have in their vernaculars and racial characteristics 

il 
approximately a parallel relationship. Though of course they 
have a bond of unity in literary Arabic and the Quran, which 
the Nordic countries do not have, this is a cultural rather 
than a political tie. 

The Arab greatness in the past was much more appropriate 
,to the Middle East, where the whole area bears the same 
internal diversity as I have already described in the picture 
of Palestine. I t  is an area open to north and south, east and 
west; and the greatness of the forefathers of present day 



Arabs is that they created a marvellous symbiosis out of a 
f whole conglomerate of peoples, cultures and traditions. There 

I \ ,  is no better description of its genesis than that in the History 
# of the Arabs by the distinguished American Arab scholar, 

Philip Hitti. He writes that : 

'by the conquest of the Fertile Crescent and the lands of 
Persia and Egypt the Arabians came into possession not 
only of geographical areas but of the earliest seats of 
civilisation in the whole world. Thus the sons of the desert 
fell heir to these hoary cultures with their long traditions 
going back to Greco-Roman, Iranian, Pharaonic and 
Assyro-Babylonian times. In art and architecture, in philo- 
sophy, in medicine, in science and literature, in govern- 
ment, the original Arabians had nothing to teach and 
everything to learn. And what voracious appetites they 
proved to have! With an ever sharp sense of curiosity 
and with latent potentialities never aroused before, these 
Moslem Arabians in collaboration with and by the help of 
their subject peoples began now to assimilate, adapt and 
reproduce their intellectual and esthetic heritage. In Ctesi- 
phon, Edessa, Nisibis, Damascus, Jerusalem and Alexandria 
they viewed, admired and copied the work of the architect, 
the artisan, the jeweller and the manufacturer. To all 
these centres of ancient culture they came, they saw and 
were conquered. Theirs was another instance in which 
the victor was made captive by the vanquished. 

What we therefore call ' ~ r a b  civilisatLon' was Arabian 
neither in its origins and fundamental structure nor in 
its principal ethnic aspects. The purely Arabian contri- 
bution in it was in the linguistic and to a certain extent 
in the religious fields. Throughout the whole period of the 
caliphate the Syrians, the Persians, the Egyptians and 
others, as Moslem converts or as Christians and Jews, 
were the foremost bearers of the torch of enlightenment 
and learning . . . ' 

But the Arabs were not slow to make their own contri- 
bution. Side by side with Christians and Jews, Persians and 
Indians, Arab scholars developed medicine and pharmacy, 
mathematics, especially Algebra, and were supreme in pio- 
neering the study of linguistics and grammar, analysing and 
dissecting their own beautiful language which was, in fact, 
the cement which bound all the different contributions to- 

t gether. Even Jews and Christians were writing their own 
works of theology and poetry for their own Jewish and 
Christian readers in Arabic, as well as in their own languages. 

fi Arabs were also the leaders in geographical studies, for their 
trade carried them across the Indian Ocean to all parts of 
Asia, and their caravan routes explored its inmost recesses. 
In equally practical fields, Arab doctors were pioneers in 
hospital building and service and in public health. 

It is not only the works which they took from earlier 
civilisations, but the continual co-operation of Arabs with 
non-Arabs and non-Muslims in the day to day life of politics 
and administration as well as culture which make the con- 
sequent civilisation one of the greatest in human history. Of 
the two greatest writers on medicine, one was an ex-Christian 
and one an ex-Zoroastrian. John of Damascus, a learned 
Christian theologian was also chief minister of an Arab calif. 

The same record can be told of Jewish participation in 
Arab life at all levels. The ambassador between Charlemagne 
and Harun al-Rashid was a Jew. The most popular source 
of information--or misinformation-about the world and its 
past, a kind of Arabic Herodotus, was a Persian Jew. The 

b conception of a Mahdi, a saviour leader, so prominent in 
certain sects of Islam, can be traced to the influence of a 

P 
Yemenite Jew. The earliest scientific work in Arabic, a 

f treatise on medicine, was a translation of an Egyptian Chris- 
tian work by a Persian Jewish doctor. These examples could 
be multiplied a hundredfold. Many of such men probably 
nominally accepted Islam. It made life that much easier 
without involving much change in religious thought. 

In North Africa and especially Muslim Spain, however, 



Jewish scholars occupied all kinds of posts without having to 
f profess Islam. The great scholar, Maimonides, was doctor to 

I \  i 

Saladin and his court. Jews served as ambassadors, viziers, 
ministers of finance, and in many other capacities, while 

# 

Jewish artisans also were employed in the service of Arab 
courts because of the excellence of their workmanship. Their 
last survivors are the Jewish silversmiths of the Yemen who 
are now continuing their craft in Israel. 

Because this is written in 1967 and not in 19 17 or 194.7, it 
is useful to begin with the reminder that, through Arab 
action, the Jewish population of Israel is now more than 
half composed of middle-eastern Jews of whom the majority 
have never, in their three thousand years of recorded history, 
had any contact with Europe. They are, in fact, with the 
possible exception of the Copts, by far the oldest identifiable 
people of the whole Middle East. The Old Testament records 
their presence in Syria and the Lebanon; their exiles were 
carried away to what is now Iraq; they were founder mem- 
bers of the population of Alexandria; their traditions in the 
Yemen go back to the time of Solomon. 

They were little moved by the emergence of Zionism; for 
if the Arab population stagnated under Turkish misrule, it 
is not surprising that the Jewish and Christian minorities lived 
a still more stagnant life. But the anger aroused by the estab- 
lishment of Israel, and the defeat i f  the Arab attempts to 
drive the Jews into the sea, made their positions in various 
ways impossible. To some extent they were penalised offici- 
ally; certainly they were exposed to mob violence; their basic 
lack of rights and equality under Islam made their only re- 
course flight; and they came, many of them regretfully, to 
Israel. But they are there now, and are a political factor of 
importance in the present situation. Moreover the six days' 
war has added a possible hundred thousand other Jews from 

2 0 

North Africa, Egypt and other Arab countries to the total 
number of middle-eastern refugees. 

Nobody would be more surprised at this twist in the 
development of Israel than the original propounders of 
Zionism; for Arabs are quite right in saying that it was 
primarily European considerations which formed the impulse 
for Zionist propaganda and settlement in the years between 

k 1917 and 1947. It was European Christian antisemitism 
which convinced Herzl that the Jewish people needed a home 
of their own. It was the antisemitism of Russia, Poland and 

t then Nazi Germany, which sent tens of thousands of Euro- 
pean Jews to Palestine in order to rebuild there a national 
home which they could enter, in the words of Churchill 
'of right and not on sufferance'. And it is equally true that 
they thought of themselves as bringing the higher European 
civilisation to the backward areas of the Middle East. Alter- 
natively they thought of themselves as the generation which 
was 'returning' to the Land of Israel after nearly two thou- 
sand years of exile, a thought which could not fail to be 
completely unconvincing to any but themselves. However 
romantic it may be, one cannot expect the world to accept 
such methods of bridging a gap of two thousand years, and 
ignoring what had happened in the meantime. 

But a real tragedy is that the Zionists were their own worst 
propagandists. They ignored not merely their strongest argu- 
ment, but their real case. They were NOT bridging a gap of 
two thousand years. They were augmenting a Jewish popu- 

# lation which had never ceased to exist in the country, and 
which survived largely because every successive Muslim ruler 
recognised that it had a right to be there. The Zionists 

# ignored this vital relationship, probably because they were 
in opposition to the religious conservatism of eastern Euro- 
pean Judaism, and simply saw the existing Jews of Palestine 
as exponents of the religious fanaticism they disliked. But, 
from the point of view of the Arab reaction, the real justi- 
fication for the Zionist presence is that the Jewish population 



of Palestine has always been as large as could find the 
f humblest means of existence in the Land of Israel. 

1, i That the Jews were finally reduced to a ghetto existence 
i in the four cities of Jerusalem, Tiberias, Safed and Hebron, 

was due entirely to local lawlessness and misrule. It had been 
for centuries unsafe for a Jew to live in a village, or even to 
travel freely about the country. This had nothing whatever 
to do with the treatment of Jews in Europe, of which in fact 
the local population was naturally ignorant. 

It is thus no fault of the Jews that their presence in 
Palestine has not been as visible as the Christian presence in 
the Lebanon. If it had been, then the Balfour Declaration 
might have aroused Arab argument and opposition, but it 
would never have aroused such anger and such an intolerable 
feeling of injustice. 

The real Jewish title deeds are the endurance of a con- 
tinuous community in the country, which had a significance 
for the whole Jewish people such as has never been possessed 
by any other Jewish community, however rich and numerous. 

When Jewish autonomy was destroyed by the Romans in 
70 and 135 A.D. the richest and most numerous Jewish 
community was in Alexandria. But it was not the Alexandrian 
Jews, but the little community of rabbis and their disciples in 
Jabne, south east of Jaffa, who evolved a Judaism which was 
independent of Temple and geographical unity, and which 
enabled Jews and Judaism to survive its long dispersion. 

When successive waves of Turkish and Mongol nomads 
invaded Mesopotamia, and destroyed the prosperity of the 
populous Jewish centres which descended from the Baby- 
lonian exiles, and which had produced the Talmud and its 
commentaries, it was in Galilee that a remnant of Jewish 
scholars performed the essential work of revising and stand- 
ardising the text of the Bible itself, giving both the Jewish 
and Christian worlds a text which is that which we use today, 
and which provided the basis for much of the scholarship 
alike of Jews in the Muslim world and in Christian Europe. 

In 1492 and 1496 the richest medieval Jewish community, 

that of Spain and Portugal, was expelled under the influence 
of the Inquisition. Many of the fugitives took refuge in the 
Turkish empire, for Turkey was then at the height of her 
power and culture. But for the constant raids of the bedouin, 
Tiberias and all the area around it would have been settled 
by these refugees, for the Sultan had given Tiberias with a 
wide area and a generous autonomy to a Jewish favourite for 

t this purpose. 
As it was, the little town of Safed in the mountains of 

Galilee provided a safer Jewish refuge, and there not only was 
c rabbinic Judaism given a new standardisation by Joseph 

Caro, but a new Jewish mysticism was evolved by Isaac Luria 
and his disciples which provided comfort and warmth to the 
Jewries of Russia and Poland during the succeeding centuries 
of persecution and oppression. 

Unlike the Jewish communities in other middle-easten 
countries, this community in Palestine was constantly re- 
cruited by immigration from all parts of the Jewish world, 
eastern and western, for its permanent core was a community 
of students and old men concentrating on the study of sacred 
books, and with little opportunity for bringing up families 
and finding normal openings for earning a living. For many 
centuries it survived only because it enjoyed charitable con- 
tributions from all over the Jewish world. But it did survive, 
and, whenever opportunity offered, it is fascinating to see 
that automatically Jews in Palestine took advantage of it to 
dig their roots a little deeper. Safed was the home of 
scholars and mystics, but it found a solid economic basis for 

I its life in the development of the weaving of woollen cloth 
for the markets of Palestine and Damascus. It was Jerusalem 

I 
Jews who first took advantage of the improved security in the 
latter half of the nineteeth century to try and establish a 
basis for Jewish life in agriculture. 

Finally, in spite of all its difficulties and hindrances, and 
its unresolved conflict with the Arabs, it was the Jewry of the 
Mandate which was able to do most to rescue, and to re-create 
spiritually, the victims of Hitlerism and the second world 



war. Infinitely more numerous and powerful, the Jewry of 
f 

America could do no more than provide the funds. 
I , ,  It is in this chronicle of endurance that the justice of the 

# Jewish claim is to be found, and, even if the Zionists foolishly 
ignored this aspect of Jewish history in their propaganda, it 
was this sense of a continuous Jewish relationship with the 
land of their origin as a people which moved the British to 
the issue of the Balfour Declaration. 

Moreover it is this continuous history which makes it legiti- 
mate to regard the present conflict not as something natural 
and inevitable, but as a temporary and unhappy interlude in 
a long story of co-operation which could be as profitable to 
both peoples and to the world in general in the future as it 
was before the stagnation of centuries of misrule destroyed 
it in the past. 

JERUSALEM 

That which is unique about Jerusalem is not that it is full 
of Holy Places, but that it is the only city in the world in 
which the three monotheistic religions, Judaism, Christianity, 
and Islam are all equally at home. In any other place one 
religion would be host, and the others guests. In Jerusalem 
each is present in its own right. 

This does not mean that the city has played the same role 
in each religion. It has not. Each has its own special reason 
for venerating it. 

J E W I S H  J E R U S A L E M  

The story inevitably begins with Judaism. The city was 
captured from the Jebusites by King David about 1000 B.C., 
and became his capital. To the north of his little walled city 
was a more or less level place called Zion on which his son, 
Solomon, built the first permanent Temple to the God of 
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Israel. Previously his central shrine had been the tent-like 
'Tabernacle', a memory of their nomadic days in the fight 
from Egypt. 

From that time onwards Jerusalem came to enjoy an 
increasing veneration in Jewish thought. It is difficult to say 
whether it was the city which gave holiness to the temple, or 
the temple to the city. The names 'Zion' and 'Jerusalem' 

f are interchangeable in prophet and psalmist. The famous 
lament of the Babylonian exiles begins : 

By the rivers of Babylon, there we sat down, yea, we wept 
P When we remembered Zion; 

but a few verses later come the equally well-known lines: 

If I forget thee, 0 Jerusalem, 
Let my right hand forget her cunning. 

The temple of Solomon was destroyed by the Babylonians, to 
be rebuilt by Nehemiah when some of the exiles returned 
from Babylon in the fifth century B.C. It was rebuilt with 
much greater magnificence by Herod the Great just about 
the time of the birth of Christ. It is the western wall of the 
vast enclosure constructed by Herod which forms the 
'Wailing Wall', the holiest Jewish shrine. I t  is all that is left 
of the former magnificence. 

The supposed site of the temple itself is occupied by 
Muslim buildings, but in any case religious Jews would refuse 
to enter the area, partly because there must be many dead 
lying below the present pavement, fallen in the last des- 
perate defence of the temple area against the Roman legions 
in A.D. 70, but still more because the site of the innennost 

C 
shrine, the Holy of Holies, is unknown, and that could be 
trodden only by the High Priest, and only once a year even 
by him. A pious Jew would not risk stepping onto it. 

All through succeeding centuries Jerusalem retained its 
centrality in Jewish thought. The Romans would not allow 
them at first to enter the city. But once a year they crowded 
the Mount of Olives on its eastern side to gaze upon its 



site. Next they were allowed to enter the city itself, that they 
1 

might weep at the Wailing Wall on the day that the temple 
I-. 3 was destroyed. It was only in the fifth century that they 

# could take up their residence again in Jerusalem. During 
these centuries their main strength was in Galilee which was 
almost wholly Jewish. 

The crusaders, on taking the city in 1099, massacred the 
whole Jewish population, but Jews returned again, and since 
then their occupation has been continuous, though their 
numbers were rarely to be counted in more than hundreds. 
In the nineteenth century they began to increase. By 1860 
they had become the most numerous of the three faiths. By 
1880 they outnumbered Muslims and Christians together; 
and by 1905, when a modern city had grown up outside the 
ancient walls, they had become two thirds of the total popu- 
lation-40,ooo Jews to 13,000 Christians and 7,000 Muslims. 

The heroism of the defenders of Jerusalem in the war of 
Independence, and the heroism of those who fought their 
way up through the mountain gorges to bring food and 
munitions to prevent the city from being starved or forced 
to surrender, added another page to the place of Jerusalem in 
Jewish hearts. 

While the Wailing Wall is the main Jewish Holy Place, 
there are also ancient synagogues, together with tombs of 
famous sages, and an ancient cemetery on the slopes of the 
Mount of Olives. The complete desecration of all these Jewish 
shrines by the Jordanians is one of the saddest, because most 

were Turkish subjects, and therefore members of the Greek 
Orthodox and Oriental Churches. Ever since the division of 
Christendom there has been rivalry, sometimes violent, over 
the possession or use of the shrines. 

The idea of pilgrimage was greatly strengthened by the 
flood of new members who poured into the Church when it 
became a licensed religion of the Roman empire, and was 

t adopted by the Emperor himself, Constantine the Great. 
Previously there is little evidence of interest in Jerusalem. In 
fact its bishop was a suffragan of the bishop of Caesarea in 

I the patriarchate of Antioch, and it was only in the fifth 
century that it became a patriarchate of its own. Constantine 
built a great church over the presumed sites of the cruci- 
h i o n  and resurrection of Christ. It has suffered many des- 
tructions and rebuildings and is now the great complex of 
shrines known as the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, partly 
a crusader building, partly a nineteenth century Russian 
reconstruction, partly a modern restoration. Its main guar- 
dians are the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate, and the 
Franciscans, representing the interest of western Christendom, 
but many lesser eastern churches have carefully defined 
rights within it. Their relations are governed by a compli- 
cated eighteenth century Turkish statute which established an 
alleged 'status quo' which has since been maintained, first 
by the British Mandatory, then by Jordan. 

In addition to the church of the Holy Sepulchre, there 
are, of course, other Christian shrines in the city, as well as 

sordid and most unnecessary, of the proofs of Arab hatred. 

It has already been mentioned that almost all Muslim 
rulers allowed foreign Christians to visit Jerusalem on pil- 
grimage. It was, in fact, to their interest to do so, as they 
extorted considerable revenue from the guardians of the 
Christian shrines and the pilgrims who visited them. The 
Christian residents in Jerusalem were mostly Christians who 
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the street which Christ is believed to have traversed between 
! the Roman seat of judgement and the site of Calvary. In 

the south west of the walled city there is an entirely Armenian 
quarter with the Cathedral of St. James and an Armenian 

)I 

patriarch. Outside the walls are other shrines, especially the 
church of 'the Tomb of the Virgin' and the Garden of 
Gethsemane. Only a few miles south of Jerusalem is the 
church of the Nativity at Bethlehem, where also different 
Churches have rights established by the status quo. 

Around these ancient shrines have gathered many modern 



Christian organisations, Roman Catholic orders of both men 
t and women, an Anglican archbishopric, Protestant churches, 

I \  hospitals and schools, though none of these latter claim rights 
# in the official 'Holy Places' governed by the status quo. 

M U S L I M  J E R U S A L E M  

The holiness of Jerusalem in the eyes of the Founder of 
Islam rested on its being the central shrine of the two older 
Monotheisms. It was because it contained the site of the 
Jewish temple that he chose Jerusalem as the scene of his 
miraculous ascent to heaven. 

At first he intended to make it the central shrine of Islam 
also, but the conquest of Mecca put into hi hands the 
ancient Arab shrine of the Kaaba in that city. Mecca became 
the first holy city, and the second place was occupied by 
Medina, where he was buried. Jerusalem occupies the third 
place. 

The Muslim shrines are concentrated into the area of the 
great enclosure of Herod's temple, known as the Haram 
ash-Shad, the noble sanctuary. On the site of the temple the 
Calif Abd al-Malik built, with the aid of Byzantine archi- 
tects, the exquisite shrine (it is not a mosque) of the Dome of 
the Rock, now magnificently restored under Jordanian 
auspices. 

South of the Dome of the Rock is the Mosque al-Aksa, 
which was originally the convent and church of the Knights 
Templars when the crusaders occupied Jerusalem. The 
Haram contains also many lesser shrines, and modest centres 
of piety and scholarship. Jerusalem has never been a political 
capital under Islam-the original capitals of the Arabs were 
at Tiberias and Lydda (later Ram1eh)-but a centre of 
veneration and pilgrimage. Its Muslim name is al-Kuds, the 
Sanctuary. 

Muslim rulers never prevented Jews and Christians living 
in the city. In fact, as already said, the Muslims were heavily 
outnumbered by members of the other religions as soon as the 

presence of European consuls gave a certain security. Each 
had its own quarter. Muslims themselves dwelt around the 
Haram ashSharif. Jews, who first occupied a position in 
the north east of the city, came to dwell in the southern area 
nearest the Wailing Wall. Christians occupied the northern 
and western half, largely with religious convents and other 
buildings, but also with an ordinary Christian population. 

1 The city had magnificent walls built in the sixteenth cen- 
tury by the Sultan Suleiman the Magnificent, and it is within 
the walls that most of the Holy Places of all three religions 
are concentrated. It  would therefore be easy to create a 
special regime, similar to that of the Vatican City. There 
are, of course, certain shrines outside the walls, the most 
important being the church of the Nativity in Bethlehem. But 
the Vatican City also has property outside its own area, 
the Lateran church in Rome itself, Caste1 Gandolfo outside 
the city, and so on. The argument for an internationalisation 
of the whole city and the surrounding area is very weak. The 
argument for some kind of religious administration in which 
the three religions co-operated on an equal basis, might 
open a new epoch in the history of each, as of religion in 
general. But Holy Places are no substitute for holy people. 

t CONCLUSION 

I have dealt entirely with history in these pages, because 
I 

the actual facts of history are the only real basis for a 
solution. It is quite superficial to argue, as some do, that 
'Israel exists and the Arabs must be realistic enough to see 
that this is a fact which cannot be changed'. Human nature 
is to this extent the same everywhere, that a sense of in- 
justice can rankle for centuries. We have only to think of 



relations between Ireland and England, between France and 
f Germany over Alsace-Lorraine, and many other cases, to 

I , 5  realise that this is so. It  is no condemnation either of Arab 
# integrity or of Arab realism to insist that, if the presence 

of Jewry as an equal partner in middle eastern life cannot 
be shown to be just, then no solution imposed either by 
Israel or by the United Nations can be of any permanent 
value. 

I have used the term 'Jewry as an equal partner' care- 
fully, because the importance of History does not mean that 
one can simply re-create the past mechanically. Jews always 
existed in all middle eastern Muslim countries, but as third 
rate citizens. It  is true that in two important respects they 
fared better than Jews within Christendom. There was not 
the constant denigration of Judaism which is one of the 
disgraces of Christianity, and there were neither massacres 
nor expulsions, except from the Arab peninsula. But, except 
for a few rich merchants-and even they had little permanent 
security-it was a life of stagnant humiliation, with but the 
narrowest opportunities for improving their lot. Today, when 
the identity of a people is naturally expressed in independent 
membership of the international community of states, it is 
a perfectly legitimate expression of Jewish identity that Jews 
should form one of the independent peoples of the Middle 
East. 

The realisation of this reasonable need might have been 
extremely difficult had there not been the physical room for 
such an independent people. But amidst all the argument no- 
body has claimed either that there is no room for a Jewish 
people or even that their concentration in a territory with 
which they had unique historical associations automatically 
implied the Arab flight. It must not be forgotten that during 
the Mandate Palestine was a counry of Arab immigration, 
and that Jews were quite prepared to work out their inde- 
pendence within the 194.7 U.N. boundaries without asking a 
single Arab to leave the country or to accept a second class 
citizenship. This may appear unduly idealistic or quixotic on 

their part; but there are no grounds for not believing that the 
immense majority of the Jews of the new state would have 
made every effort to put their intention Into practice. In fact 
it could have been of value to the whole region had they 
tried to do so; for Jews are not the only minority with an 
ancient identity and treasured traditions in what is loosely 
called 'the Arab world'. Nearly all the independent states 
of the Middle East have ultimately to solve the problem 
of majority-minority relationships in a way which the 
minorities see to be just. 

I Within very wide limits, it does not really matter where 
the political frontiers between Israel and its neighbours may 
be fixed. The only important issue is that they become open 
frontiers across which there is the normal flow of commercial, 
touristic and cultural relations, and this means that they 
are frontiers which are commonly recognised to be fair. I say 
'commonly recognised', because in any readjustment of the 
lives of ordinary human beings, not merely of Jews and 
Arabs, there are times when the requests, and even rights, of 
an individual cannot be paramount. On the other hand, 
these adjustments have constantly to be made in every 
part of the world, and are as constantly 'commonly recog- 
nised' to be fair, even if in any particular case it may take 
time and patience to achieve what is fair. 

In the case of Jerusalem I have not gone beyond speaking 
of 'some kind of religious administration', because I find it 
very difficult to imagine precisely how such can be esta- 
blished, and how maintained. For the holiness of Jerusalem 

1 has been manifested, as I have said, not in 'holy people' but 
I in 'holy places', and the one is no permanent substitute for 

the other. As it is, the guardians of traditional holy places , 
are probably the last people to engage in creative discussion 
with those who differ from them. Religious dialogue is only 
just beginning to take place in Jerusalem. It  is still at a very 
unofficial level, and largely confined to a new respect between 
those who hold differing interpretations of the same faith. 
Inter-faith dialogue, especially if it seeks to embrace all 



three religions, does not yet exist at any level. Where two of I 
the three religions are involved, it is just beginning to arise 
among a few men and women who have come from the 
West, but I doubt if it has touched any of the traditional 
institutions of the City itself. 

Yet it remains true that Jerusalem is permanently signifi- 
cant for the future only if the presence of the three Mono- 
theisms of the West leads to a spiritual renewal affecting all 
three, both in their own lives and in their mutual under- 
standing. Till that begins to occur, the free access to their 
shrines of those of all three religions who venerate holy places 
can be assured in a number of ways; and the less interference 

, 

this involves with the normal life of the City the better. When 
that renewal does occur, the perennial challenge of Jerusalem 
to our superficialities and our follies may bring the religious I 

debate of the twentieth century to new heights and a new 
vision of life. 


