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ABSTRACT

s This thesis examines the origins of the 1973 Middle East War

from a military perspective. It traces the development of the Israeli
Defense Force doctrine and organization through the wars preceeding that r
of 1973. The effects of certain political apd military decisions on the ?
ability of Israelil Forces to successfully meet an Arab attack are :
evaluated. The central regicn of NATO is then compared to the conditlons

surrounding the 1973 War in an attempt to identify any areas of similarity.

It concludes that Israell Forces were unprepared for the attack
launched in October 1973 due to faulty assumptions regarding the conditions
necessary for an Arab attack, Due to the numerous fundamental differences
between the Middle East and Central Europe, any attempts to apply tactical

lessons learned from a war 1n one reglon to the other must be done with

caution, The major finding is that U.S. Forces must prepare for a [
Warsaw Pact attack based on ihe enemy's capabllities, without regard to

preconceived ldeas as to the enemy's intentions.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION AND THE PROBLEM
The War of 1973 between Israel and her Arab neighbors was the
fourth war between these nations in twenty-five years. As in the past
wars, Israel faced forces that outaumbered her in both men and majox
weapons systems. Also, as in past wars, Israel is generally conceded

to have won, or at least, not lost.

However, the '73 War differed from the previous conflicts in
many significant ways. First, hostilities were initiated by the Arab
forces in a simultaneously coordinated attack on two fronts. Second,
the stated, if not actual, goal of the Arab forces was not the destruc-
tion of the State of Israel, but the forcing of a political settlement
upon Israel regarding the terrlitory occupled by her as a result of the
1967 War., Third, this war was not preceded by the steadily rising lev-
el of political and military confrontatlion that had characterized the
previous wars, Fourth, the war hroke out before Israsl had hor re-
serves fully mobliized and thus severely limited Israel's ability to
tring her full military force to bear in the first days of the war,
Fifth, this war saw the use of weapons systems that are presently in
use in both NATO and Warsaw Pact srmies as opposed to the primarily
World War II weapons used as late as the 1967 war.z Sixth, this war
involved an intensity of battle so great that Israel was very low on
ammunition at the end of one wesk of fighting., These latter two pointa

1




have been of particular interest to the U.S. Military.

Both Israel and Syria had very high losses in the first few
days of the '73 War., By the beginning of the second week of the War,
Egypt also began suffering great losses, The number of tanks involved
in the War approached on~ third of those estimated to be available to

NATO, including those of France.3

This War also saw the first use in battle of several Soviet
weapons systems, notably the T62 tnak, the SA6 surface to air missile
(SAMS) and antitank guided missiles (ATGM) code named Sagger and Snap-
per, The lethality of the systems employed and the magnitude of the
losses suffered gave rise to the term "the lethality of the modern
tattlefield", U.S. Army manuals, such as Fleld Manual 100-5, opera-
tions, address in detall the technological advances that have led to
this increased lethality. Certainly, thls demonstrated increased in-
tensity of conflict is of tremendous interest to the U.S. Army. But
of more interest should be the why and how of Israel's not having had

her forces mobilized and deployed to meet the attack.,

Since the convincing victory by Israel in 1967 over Syria,
Egypt and Jordan, it was fashionable to deride the ability of the
Aradb forces to wage war, Arnaud de Bourchgrave, who intorviewed
Egyptian Presiduont Anwar Cadat sarly in 1973, said in an article
published two weeks afier his intervisew appeared, "If Sadat carries

out his threats, it is probable that Israsl wili reduce Egypt to con-

Plete impotence in a matter of hours while the Western wcrld secretly
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whistles in "admiration".4 The expulsion of many Soviet advisors by
President Sadat the year before had done much to reinforce this theory, ’*

as it was generally supposed that the Egyptians could not operate the

sophisticated equipment given them by the Soviets without assistance.
As will be shown, the continuing underestimation of Egyptian capa-
bilities by both U.S. and Israéli intelligence agencies contributed
much to the lack of preparation by the Israeli Defense Force (IDF) on 6

October.

The weapons and tactics employed during the '73 War have been

| the subject of numerous books and studies. It 1s not my intent to 1
explore these areas in detail in this study. Rather, I will examine
L the development of the forc ; and the strategy of thelr employment

from the nd of the 1967 War to the end of the '?3 War. My purpose

J in doing this will be partly historical and partly analytical.

In 1973, the IDF faced Syrian and Egyptian forces trained and
equipped by the Soviet Union. The IDF consisted of regular forces which
were to be augmented by reserves in time of crisis. Their equipment
“ was mostly of Western origin with the prsponderance having come from

the United States, A central part of IDF p.anning was the mobiliza- ]

tion of reserve forces prio: to the initiation of hostilities, IDF

L planning assumed that sufficient time, between 48-72 hours, would be
available between the receipt of information indicating an impending
attack and the attack itself. This time would be sufficient to mobil-

ize and deploy reserve forces to meet any tttnok.s Indications of such

an impending attack had dbeen received in voth January and May of 1973.
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In May, the reserves had been mobilized but no attack cameé Again

in September, and the first days of October, came more indications /
of an impending attack. However, the decision to mobilize was post-

poned until less than six hours before shells started falling on

Israeli positions.

U.S. Forces in West Germany also face forces trained and e-
quipped by the Soviet Union. Warsaw Pact forces outnumber U.S. Forces
in both men and major weapon systems. Contingency plans throughout
NATO, of which U.S. Forces are a part, assume that sufficient time
will be available prior to an attack by Warsaw Pact forces to begin
mobilizing and deploying NATO forces. But will NATO have the time to
make these preparations? The experience of Israel in 1973 has raised

many doubts in this area.

Following a visit to NATO, Senator Sam A. Nunn, subcommittee
chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, published an article
in July 1977 that contalned these sbservations:

The success of "flexitle reaponse" depends to a high de-
degree upon how much warning time NATO forces will have in
the event of a Soviet attack., NATO planners have generally
suppozed that easily observable movements of Soviet troops
and equipment would necessarily precede an attack, thus
giving them two to three weeks' warning. Troops sould then
be airlifted from the United States and Britain, while French,
Dutch and Belgian units would move sastward to appointed areas
along with rear elementis of the West German army and USAREUR.
This assurption is no longer valid. Indeed, one of the basic
goals of Soviet military planning is the achievement of
shock aud surprise through 'concealed mobiligzation' carried
out over a long period of time, even years, and accompanied
by extraordinary secrecy and elaborate efforts to mislead
the enemy".?

General Aloxander M. Haig, Supreme Commander of NATO forces, is nmore

cautious in his appraisal. In an interview published in January 1977,



he stated that:

As a military commander, I prefer not to speculate--
indeed cannot afford to speculate--about Soviet intentions.
My concern is with Soviet capabilities. And by any objective
criteria, the totality of those capabil%ties exceeds what is
required for purely defensive purposes.

In the same interview, General Haig outlined NATO's strategy. He
said:

Our primary mission is not to fight a war, but to pre-
vent its outbreak ir the first place. In order to insure
credible deterrence, we rely on a fiexible-~response strategy
whose structure is uncertainty. This uncertainty is founded
in a balanced structure of conventional and nucleaxr forces
whose interdependence denies a potential agressor the ability
reliably to forcast our response to agression, and thus the
ability confidently to discount his ultimate risk.,

But Soviet actions have increased on the periphery of NATO,
Asked about Soviet actions in the Scandinavian area, General Halg
said:

If you look at the current situation of strateglc parity,
it is evident that we are not going to he faced with a short
term onslaught across the hostern frontiers. We are going?
to be plagued by those ambiguous situations on the flanks,

Very similar optimistic thoughts were expressud by Israell Defense
Minister Moshe Dayan in July 1973. Asked by Time editor Jerrold
Schecter for his views on the Middle East, Dayan was quoted thusly;
"The next ten years, he (Dayan) predicied, will see the borders
frozen along present lines--but there will not be a major war."io

The '73 War was at that time less than three months away,

The experience of Israel in 1973 is clearly on the mind of

some NATO officials. A Danish officer has bsen quoted as saying,

"There has been a vast erosion of our warning time in case of attack.”

And Danes speak of the "Yom Kippur War Syndromo".la Such remarks refer




to the maneuvers conducted by Egypt each year along the Suez Canal
until such maneuvers were accepted by Israel as routine training
exercises. A top Danish offical observed that "We must be careful
that we do not accept repetition of the unusual as normal".13

Could NATO be surprised by a sudden Warsaw Pact attack?
And, if it could, is the '73 War indicitive of how it could happen?
In attempting to answer the latter question, I hope to give the reader

a better basis updn which to base hls own answer to the former.

In approaching a solution to this gquestion, the definition
of" the word surprise is crucial. I will consider surprise to be de-
fined as a conditlion under which a nation's military forces do not
have sufficient time {0 mobliize and depiovy prive w an vppousing
forces's crossing the line separating the two forces. Surprise by
this definition then is primariiy strategic in nature and subject
to a political decision regarding mobilization. Because of the pos-
sibllity of provocation or an escalation of hostilitles through
mobilization, it remains a political decision rather than a military
decision in both Israel and NATO. By definition then, tactical sur-
prise will not be considered to be a political problem but rathor a
military one, requiring a military decision independent of a specific
politicai decision. This is not to imply that tactical military ds-
clsions are reeached independently of political processes, but that
they are generally reached within general political guidelines rather

than requiring specific political dacisions in each case. Thre

determination of surprise requires the analysis of a political re-




sponse to a military threat. Surprise is then possible either be~
cause the political decision makers dc not have enough intelligence
upon which to base a decision or because the political decision makers
act improperly upon the intelligence available. The recognition of

a threat in time to make a proper decision, that is, a decision to
mobilize, and a conscious nolitical decision not to mobilize, for
whatever reason, will not be considered surprise. The questlon then

is, was Israel surprised by the Arab attack on 6 October 19737

On the first day of the '73 War, Israell leaders sought to
reassure the population that they had not been surprised. Prime
Minister Golda Melr stated in a redio address that first day that:

The enemy has suffered serious losses. . ,they hoped to sur-

prise the citizens of Israel on the Day of Atonement while many
were praying in the synagogues. . .but we were not surprised. . .
a few days ago the Israell intelligence service learned that
the armies of Egypt and Syria were deployed for a coordinated
attack. . .our forces were deployed to meet the da.nger.i4
However, Israell forces were not deployed to "meet the danger."
While an alert had teen in effect for several days, front line troops
were nelther warned nor deployed to repulse a large scale attack.
On tre Golan Heilghts, tanks were not in their firing positions.15
In the Sinal, the troops had not even been ordered to wear flak

16 Even the moblligation ordered earlisr

Jjackets or don steel helmets,
that day was seen by Defense Minister Dayan as being too great. In
his words, "I won't resign if you decide tc mobilige more, but I

think that some 30,000 men is enough."j?

In a paper presented to an international symposium in October

1975, the IDF Chief of Staff from 1972 to 1974, Lieutenant General




David Elazar admitted that Israel had been surprised., In his words,
not due to lack o intelligence, but "because of a lack of evaluaticn
and correct interpertation; uot realizing the enemy's intention and--
worse--n0ot interperiing it correctly, were the major fo.ctors.“18
The timing and force of the attack were not the last surprise in

store for the IDF., Israel lost a good number of both tanks and planes
to missiles in the first days of the War. As will be showr in Chapter

4, Arab capabilities as well as intentions had been sorely misjudged.

Of course, determining the applicability of the '73 Woxr to
NATO planning involves much more than defining terms. In seeking to
identify force development lessons, I will confine my conclusiocns
lo the U.S. Army. In seeking to identify strategic lessons, I will
consider Israel and NATO as equals while recognizing that NATO is
a multinational body. The problems of such a multinational body

functioning as a natlon-state will be dealt with in chapter 5.

My approach will be essentially historical. The development
of the IDF and the strategy of Israel will he examined to determine
Lheir interrelatlonship. Both economlc and pollitical factors will
be considered in analyzing the decision making process. Statlstical
data will be incorporated to support cbservations, Specific con-
clusions will then be drawn based on an analysis of the evlidence

presented.,

Sources used to duvelop the evidence will be limited to those
generally available to the public, These include books, interviews,

public statements and the resulis of the official inquiries by the




State of Israel into the War, Such sources will be evaluated as to
their validity in the light of facts and conditions known at the time
o' their disclosure or publication. While vital facts may be protected
by securily classifieation, 1 feel that sufficlient eveldence is avall-

able Lo prevent a dellberatle distortlion of facts,

In order to trace the development of the IDF, chapter 2 will
trace the history of Israel and her Arab opponents to the end of the
1967 War, This chapter will also show how the strategy of Isrzel has

developed in response to her perceived threats.

Chapter 5 traces the history of NATO, its lorces and strategy.
In the Chapter 6, those lessons that appear to apply to U.S. Ar..
force siructuring and NATO defense planning will be identifled an
their implications discussed. The last chapter suggests some areas

deserving further research and study.
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Chapter 2

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF PALESTINE
If one were to ask where Israel is located, the most common
answer received would probably be the "Middle East". But what or where
is the Middle East? A term firzt coined by the British at the be-
ginning of this century, it meant to them an area between the Far East

(India) and the Near East(the Balkans). Today, the term is usually

nol thought of in such far reaching terms. It is normally used to
describe the area from Turkey to Egypt and east of Iran. Ever. that
definition is hardly precise, for it is often much easier to define

what the Middle East is noct, rather than what it is. H

The lack of precise geographical terms for the area we call
the Middle East is not a new phenomenon, Names such as the Holy Land,
Syria, Samaria, Judea and Galilee among others have been used to des-
cribe the territory of modern day Israel ard her neighbors., By any

name, thls area had been one of the bloodiest crossroads on earth,

Forming a wridge between the civilizations of the Tigris-- t
Euphrates valley and that of the Nile, the Middle East became a nat-
ural theater of conflict and combat. Long before recorded history,
rule of the land was determine by superio:r force of arms, a situation

that has not changed materially to the present day,

An appreclation of the history of the region is vital in try-

1




e Lo nndorsbaond Lhe cnreenl dannes, Clatmes
ek Lo Lhe time ol bavld, aboul Y/0 B.C.,
the rulers of that area of principal interest

modern day Israel, occupled Palestine and the

would appear approximately as follows:

NAME

Canaanites
Egypt
Hyksos
koypt
Hittlite
Egypt

Local tribes (Canaanites,
Philistines and Jews)

Jews (amount of territory varies widely
Babylonia

Persia

Greece

Egyptians (Ptolemies)

Seleucids (Syria)

Jews (partial only)

Seleucids (Tryphon, partial only)
Armenia

Rome (western and eastern empires)
Persia

Rome

Arab (Moslem)

12

and counter-clalms shreleh

" not. betore, A Llsl ob

at the moment, that is;

western part of Jordan

DATE OF RULE
? First settlers
Unknown
1710-1480 B.C.
1480-1350 B.C.
1350-1290 B.C.

1290-1154 B.C.

1154-1000 B.C.
1000-586 B.C.
586-538 B.C.
538-330 B.C.
330-323 B.C.

332-200 B.C.

200-142 B.C.
142-70  B.C.
142-70 B.C.
7C-63 B.C.

63 B.C.-614 A.D.
614-628 A.D,
628-638 A.D,
638-1085  A.D.
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Turks (Sel juk, Moslem)

Crusaders (partial only)

Sel juk and Arab (partial only)
Bgypt (Mamelukes, Moslenm)
Turks (Ottoman, Moslem)

Great Britain (Mandate)

Jews (partial only)

Arab (partial only)

1085-1099 A.D.
1099-1291 A.D.
1099-1291 A.D,
1291-1517 A.D.
1517-1918 A.D.
1923-1948 A.D.
1948-1978 A.D.

1948-1978 A.D.t

Such a sterile procession of figures does little more than

underscore the conflict that has plagued this area.

It 1s necessary

to go behind the dates to the personalities and motivations of the rul-

ers in cvder to gain a better understanding of how the area has changed.

The earliest traces so far found have been remains of Neander-

thal Man and Homo Sapiens.2 Much of the early development is spec-

ulation, Most authorities agree that the original inhabitants were

of Semitic originr (the Canaanites).

Later veoples came and went with

the tides of battle, each leaving some trace of their culture with

thelr paseing,

The Bible traces the coming of the ancestor of Jews and Arabs

in Genesis. Altram is said to have journeyed from the Ur of the Chaldeans

to Canaan.3 While there, Abram was promiscd by God that his descend-

ants would be given "this lan ".“

Childless at that time, Abram had

a son by an "Egyptian maid." This son was called Ilhmael.S Later,

Atram had another son ty his wife,

This son was named Isaae.é The




Bible records th.t when Abram's wife made him drive off Ishmael

and his mother, Abram was told that his decendents would be named

7

through Isaac. Ishmael's mother was promised that her son would
also be the first of a great nation.8 Based on this account, the
Jews trace their ancestry through Isaac while the Arabs trace theirs

through Ishmael,

The land promised to Abraham's (his name had been changed
from Abram to signify a covenant with God) descendants was to stretch
"from the River of Egypt to the great river, the river Euphrates, the
land of the Kenites, the Kenizzites, the Kadmonites, the Hittlees, the
Perlzzites, the Rephaim, the Amorites, the Canaanites, the Girgashites

and the Jebusites".9 No Jewish nation had yet fulfilled that promise,

The Bible also records that God told Abtraham to sacrifice his
son Isaac to God, At the last moment, God allowed Abraham to substi-
tute a ram 1nstead.10 The rock upon which Abraham sacrificed the ram
is the same rock which is the third most Holy spot in Islam, It is of
course, also sacred to Christians. The stone 1s the focus of the Dome
of the Rock or Omar's Mosque on the Temple Mount in Jerusalem. The
Temple Mount is also known as Mount Zlon.11 a term that resulted in

the cholce of the word Zionism to symbolige the movement of the Jew-

sn people to return to the zrea around Jerusalenm,

The Bible alsc records the movement to Egypt of some portions
of the Jewish People, There is considerahle disagreement as to the

date ¢f the later emigration or "Exedus” of Joseph's tride from Egypt
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under the leadership of Moses.lé It would appear that Jewish tribes

13,

hegan to return about 1200 B.C. to the area around Jerusalem.
bout 1170 B.C., the Philistines began to enter Canaan.lu Some 1300
years later their name would be translated as Palestina, the origin

of the term Palestine. As the Philistines expanded inland, they push-
ed the Jewish tribes before them., Eventually, David began to unite

the tribes against the invaders. He established Jerusalem as his
capital in order to provide a central rallying point for the tribes.

It was under David that a Jewish kingdom reached its greatest limits,
stretching from the Gulf of Aqaba to the Euphrates, or all of modern
day Israel, occupied Palestine, Syria and most of Jordan, With the
death of David's successor, the kingdom was split in two. In 587 B.C.,
Jerusalem was captured by the Babylonlans. All but the very poorest
Jews were exiled to Babylon.15 In 539 B.C., the Persians conquered
Babylon and allowed the exiled Jews to return. In approximately 440
B.C., Jewish laws became the law of Judea, a small part of David's

kingdom.16

The Persians gave way to the Maceaocians wiin the comlng of
Mexander the Great in 332 B.C.  PFollowing Alexander's death, Ptolemy
in Egypt won control of tue area and retained it until 198 B.C.i? In
tnat year, the Seleucid won 2ontrol of the area to about Beershebea.
Local revolts around 160 B.C. saw some areas governed by Jews from 14z

B.C. to about 63 B.C. By that date, the Roman Empire conquered the

entire region,

In 66 A.D,, the Jewish populztion rose up in protest against

—




L 16
1 the Roman administration. The Roman armies began pushing the rebels

A back and by 70 A.D., had captured Jerusalem. The last resistance ended
i with the mass suicide at Massada in 73 A.D. Another revolt took place
in 132 when the Roman Emperor decided to build a temple to Jupiter in

Jerusalem. By 135, the rebellion had been crushed. The name Judea was

—

abolished and Syria palaestina substltuted. Jews were forbidden to re-
side in Jerusalem or to teach Jewish law. However, these strict laws
applied only to Jews in Palestine, not to all Jews throughout the Roman

[ empire.18

The coming to power of Constantine in 324 did not improve the
Jews' lot. He declared that Jews were a sect, not a nation, and allowed

l 19

them to visit Jerusalem only once a year. Off and on for the next
60 years, a law linking tenants permanently to the land they tilled

was enforced, By limiting thelr freedom, it ceused more and more

Jews to convert to Christianity. This caused many Jews to fight on

the cide of the Persians in 614, The defeat of the Persians in 628 re-
sulted in the Romans' returning to power and their turning on the Jews,

killing many and driving others out of the country.zo

Jerusalem fell again in 638, this time to the nation of Islam.
Until the coming of the crusaders some 400 years later, the entire reglon
was under Moslem rule. The Arabt Moslem rulers discouraged conversion to
Islam, Althougnh tnis policy was changed on rare occasion, it stemmed not
so much from religious tolerance as from economic need. Those of Islam
%:.0 believed in religiona other than Moslem were subject to taxation,
while "true believers" were not. Therefore, conversion would have the

effect of reducing the tax btase. The Jews found the Arabs preferable to the
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itomans and welcomed their coming. This welcome quickly cocled witn ‘he

imposition of restrictlons on Jewish worship on Mounti Zion.

The victories of the crusaders again placed part of the reglon
under Christian rule. With the capture of Jerusalem in 1099, the crusa-
ders at last realized their goal of recapturing the holy places. They
found the Jews in the city a convenient target for the frustrations of
their long, bloody campaigns. It was not until Jerusalem was captured _
by the Egyptian Sultan Saladin in 1187 that Jews were again welcome in

Jerusalem.21

This return of the Jews to their holy city was short lived
nowever; the destruction of the city by the Tartars in 1260 erased the
Jewish presence there for a time, It was only with the establishment
of the Ottoman Empire in 1517 that Jewish communities in Palestine began
to revive. Until that time, those Jews who remained in the land were few

in number and for the most part, very peor,

The Cttomans came to power with thelr defeat of the Perslans in
P9t and Lhe Mamluks of Egypt in 1517, The Ottomum Kmplre wan dlvo Inlamic,
Au such, the laws of Islam applled to all who belleved in it, Those of
other religious bellefs were subject to their .wn religlous laws. To ithe
Moslems who saw religion as the ochief oharacteristic of a natlon, this
rade perfect sense, Thus, Arabes and Turks, although of different ethnic
extraction, still wer: of the same nation, that of Islan, The Ottomans

é

nad fought the Persians and MNanluks to eatabiish thelr wmpire, : thus

they were not seen by the Arads as conquerors, but as the new leaders cf
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Islam,

Within this nation, the }st enjoyed a special position. Since
they were for the most part educated, this trait earned them the admira-
tion of the Moslems. More important however was the historical connect-
lon of the Jews in the evolution of the Muslim religion. The Jews were
in a very real sense the forerunners of the Moslems. In recognition of
their unique role in the development of Islam, the Jews became in a way
wirds of the state. Referred to as tuc 'People of the Book', they were
wllowed to retain o large degree of autonomy. Even so, this privileged

. 24
postlion would continue only s lomr as the authorities allowed 1.

Witnin this special relationship, which was shared by the Christ-
lans, Jewlsh culture flourished. They were subject to their own laws
which were administered by Jewish judges. They were literally a nation

within a nation.

The era of Muslim rule under both the Arabts und the Otvomans was

not totally serene, Battles betweesn rival tribes and periodic raids vy
“)t)

tee edouing tind the Druzen saw entlre villages razed,” These ralds were
robt womendfestation of any organized etfort to expel the Jews, or inyone
cloe from tre land, The motivation for such: attacks was primarily econ-
mic witn te people of the desert taking from the more seitled people of
villages. That such ralds continued was a reflection of the indifference

of loc:l administrators towards what they saw as essentially local issues

in whilen tney chould not lecome involved.
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By the eighteenth century, the power and prestige of the Ottoman
Empire had begun to decline. The rulers had found it expedient to confine
the helr to the throne in some obscure palace room to reduce the odds of
iv coup. Unfortunately, this practice meant that when the throne changed
hands due to the death of a ruler, his successor was largely unaware of
the realities of government, Without a strong personality, these rulers

were often overshadowed by others who became the real power in government?6

In 1740, France obtained the Treaty of Capitulations. This treaty
served not only to reafirm previous trade advantages which had been grant-
ed France, it also gave France sweeping powers on Ottoman soil. By means
of this treaty, only the French ambassador and the French consuls were
recognized as having full jurisdiction o;;r Frenchmen throughout the em-
pire. This treaty also provided that all Roman Catholics as well as many
Forelgners whose governments had no representation at the Qttoman court
would be treated as Frenchmen, Probably the most important aspect of
this treaty was that 1t allowed parties subject to this and similar treai'
ties to sell trading priviledges to Ottoman subjects. This had the ef-
fect of removing much forelgn commerce from government control.27

The declining power of the Ottoman rulers allowed the Mamluks
to again rise to power in Egypt and declare it independent. Even though
put down temporarily by the Turks, the Mamluks remainod troublesome,

In 1798, Napoleon landed in Egypt under the pretext of putting down the

Mamluks, Although his fleet was destroyed by the British three weeks later,

Napoleon not only remainsd, btut even turned his army eastward toward Tur-
key., His motivaes for doing this have never been fully explained. He ad-

vanced as far east as Acrs; capturing Gasa and Jaffa enroute. Folled in
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his assault on Acre, Napoleon eventually abandoned his army and returned
to France. With the final departure of all European forces from Egypt
in 1803, a former Ottoman officer named Muhammad Ali rose to rule that

country.

The uprisings in Greece in the 1820's led the Ottoman ruler to
seek military help in putting them down., He asked hls ncminal subject,
Muhammad Ali, to provide military assistance in return for authority in
some Ottoman lands, Muhammad All carried cut hls part of the bhargain,
but was not compensated to his satlsfactlon. Since he had been promised
some reward in Syria among other lands, he decided to claim his due.

By 1833, he had marched almost to the borders of modern Turkey. The
Otioman Empire secured help from Russia in return for allowing Russia

to specify what ships could sall through the stralts., The treaty reach-
ed between the Ottoman Empire and Muhammad All allowed the latter to
govern the lands he had conquered in return for paying a tribute to the

Ottomans.

When Muhammad Alil attempted to maintain his army through conscrip-

tion, another conflict troke out between him and the Nttoman Empire,
When 1t appeared as though Muhammad Ali might win, the great powers
intervened., Forced back to Egypt by a conbined British-Austrian force,

he nevertheless was recogniged as the hereditary ruler of Egypt in 1841,

In 1869, Muhammad Ali's successors saw the Suer Canal completed,
The extravagance of the Egyptian ruler at the time, Ismail, caused him

to have to sell his shares which were purchased by Great Britaein, The

__m-‘*
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government under Ismail continued to suffer economic decline and Ismail
was deposed in 1879. Turmoil continued, and France and Great Britain
decided to intervene jointly. A change in the French government caused
that country to withdraw her support, and Great Britain acted unilateraly.

- Her forces landed in the summer of 1882 and were in control of the country
by September. The presence of English troops allowed her to wield great
influence over Egyptian affairs until 1914, When the Ottoman Empire
entered World War I on the side of Germany that year, Great Britain

established a protectorate over Egypt.

The various struggles which had been waged by Egypt prior to
1882 were not really nationalistic in character. While the Wahhabl re-
volt in the Arabian peninsula in 1806 could be considered nationalistic
in tone, it arose largely as a Muslim movement directed against the
laxity of the Ottoman government. The Wahhabis were put down by
Muhammad Ali between 1810 and 1817, but they continued to grow until

they could again exert their power in 1924.30

The roots of modern Arab nationalism can most properly be trac-
ed to a short lived secret society which existed for a time in Beirut.
It began about 1875, publishing anonymous placards agitating against
the Ottoman government, The members appear to have been mostly Christian
elitists who wanted to reach an equal footing in scclety with the Arabs,
This society was disbanded about 1882.31

The withdrawl of Muhammad All in 1840 had caused a realign-
ment in the administration of Syria to evolve.. A oivil war in 1860
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caused Mount Lebanon to be detached from Syria and ruled a2s a separate
Sanjak. In 1887, Jerusalem was also designated a separate Sanjak. In
1884, 1 new subdivislon cialled the Vilayet ol Belrul was formed. This
cncompassed an area which included the Sanjaks of Tripoli, Acre and
Nablus., "Thus, from 1888 onwards, the province of Syria was divided
into three Vilayets (Aleppo, Sham ﬂ)a.mascus_] and Beirut) and two de-
tached Sanjaks (Lebanon and Jerusélem)".32 The organization of these
various governments and their relation to one another was to lead to

bitter disputes between England and the Arabs some thirty years later.

About this same time, the beginnings of Jewlsh nationalism were
also starting., The first organization began in Russia with the formation
of the Hovevei-Zion (Lovers of Zion) (also spelled Choveve Zion). Even
this movement was predated by the efforts of Sir Moses Montefiore to
secure a Jewish settlement in Palestine in 1838, Before his efforts
could be realized, Muhammad (dehemet)All had been forced to relinguish
control of the a.rea.33 Another organization formed in 1860, the Alliance
Israelite Universelle, was primarily a philanthroplc agency which was
composed primarily of wealthy and influentlal Jews, particularly those
34

of France.

The concept of Zionism was first published in a pamphlet en-

titled Auto-Emancipation., Written in 1881 by a Russian Jew named Doc-

tor Leo Pinsker, it advocated self emancipation as a solution to the
Jewish problem.35 Pinsker's view was that assimilation, that is, the
integration of Jews into other societies, had not worked becauase they

were a natlon without a homeland.
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It was the publication of Theodor Herzl's Der Judenstaat in

1896 that led to the establishment of a formal Zionist organization.
Herzl was a Jewish Journalist who lived in Vienna, Little versed in
current Zionist thinking. Herzl seems to have been profoundly influenced
by the handling of the Dreyfus case in France. Though at that time
ignorant of Pinsker's work, Herzl agreed with Pinsker that assimilation

was not working.

What Herzl proposed was a Jewish territory, not an irdependent

Jewish state. In his words;

I did not propose einen Judischen Staat (a Jewish state).
Had I wanted a state like all other states of the world, I would
have labelled it as 'ein Judischer Staat', but I did not dream of
making it like any other state. I was thinking of a Jewish terri-
torﬁ6 well protected, well organized, and run by a modern company.

The chief Rabbi of the time was of the view that the chief bond
of Jews was religion, not race. In 1878 he wrote:

When we dwelt in the Holy Land we had a political organization
of our own: We had judges and kings to rule over us. But ever
since the cmquest of Palestine by the Romans, we have ceased to
be a body politic: We are citizens of the country in which we
dwell., We are simply Englishmern, or Frenchmen, or Germans, as the
case may be, certainly holding particular theological tenets and
practicing special regligious ordinances; but we stand in the same
relation to our countrymen as any other religious sect, having the
same stake in the national welfare and the same claim on the priv-
ileges and duties of citizens,3?

However, this was certalnly not the way Jews in Eastern Burope
or Russia felt. Confined to ghettos and subject to recurring repression
and persecution, they rejected the doctrine of assimilation., Accord-

ingly, the first Zionist congress in 1897 set forth these goals:
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The aim of Zionism is to create for the Jewish pecple a home
in Palestine secured by public law. The congress contemplates the
following means to the attainment of this end:

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

2. The organization and binding togeter of the whole of
Jewry by means of appropriate institutions, local and international,
in accordance with the laws of each country.

3. The strengthening and fostering of Jewlsh national sentiment
and consciousness,

I, Preparalory steps towards obtaining government consent,

38

where necessary, to the attainment of the aim of Zionism,

The methods to be used to achleve these alms differed among the
three main factions of Zionism;

To the cultural Zionist, the maln purpose was to establish the
spiritual center of world Jewry in the Holy Land., To this group,
political self government was relatively unimportant,

The 'Political Zionists', led by Herzl, sought guarantees from
the Ottoman emplre for a Jewlsh home in Palestlne,

The 'Practical Zionists' sought to settle as many Jews in

Palestine as possible while working towards autonomy.39

The reluctance of the Ottoman Sultan to grant political re-

cognitlon to a Jewish homeland in Palestine caused the political Zionista

Lo consider other locations. South America was suggested by some, and

Great Britain offered land in East Africa, Kerzl considered the latter,
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but this alternative was bitterly opposed by the sixth Zionist congress
in 1903.4O Following Herzl's death in 1904, the practical Zionists

assumed control of the movement.

The support of Great Britain for a Jewish state began to wane
somewhat, but two influential Englishmen of the time were staunch
supporters of a Jewish state in Palestine, In 1908, Winston Churchill
stated of Jewish territorial aspirations:

Jerusalem must be the only ultimate goal., When it will be
achieved, it is vain to prophesy; but that it will some day be a-
chieved is one of the few certainties of the future. The establish-
ment of a strong, free Jewlsh state astride the tridge between
Europe and Africa, flanking the land roads to the east, would not
only be an immense advantage to the British Empire, but a notable

step t?wards a harmonious disposition of the world among 1ts peo-
ples.

Another British politician, A.J. Balfour, declared that he had
become convinced in 1906 that Palestine was the only place to be con-

sidered for a Jewish lfxome:l.la.nd.l"'2

During this same period, Arab nationalism began to blossom,
The Wahhabis under Ibn Sa'ud began gaining power in the Arabian penisula
in 1901, By 1909, the so called Young Turks had embarked on & strongly
Turkish nationalistic program, At first, the Arabs had welcomed the
Young Turks victory over the Sultan, Howoyer. the harshness of the

Young Turks' policies quickly turned the Arabs against them,

Several Arab secret socleties were formed and an Arad congress
held in Paris ir 1913, These movements towards nationaliem all failed,

at least in some degree, because of the high regard with which Muslims
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held the Sultan as the religious leader of Islam. The Arab movements
had found their motivation in overthrowing the Turkish rulers in direct
contradiction tc their religious beliefs, In 1913 the religious beliefs

previciled,

By the following year, the Sultan's religious power had waned.
When the Ottoman empire declared war on the Allles, the Sultan pro-
claimed a "Jihad" or Holy War. This call was not answered by.two prom-
inent Arab leaders, Ibn Sa'ud and Sharif Husain (Hussein) of Mecca.
The latter promised passive support, but stated he feared attacks
from the British Navy in the Red Sea. In fact, Sharif Husain had
been entertaining thoughts of leading a united Arab empire at least
Since 1911 when 35 Arab deputies to the Ottoman parliament sent him
the following declaration,

We, Arab deputies in parliament, entrust to Husain Pasha the

government of Mecca, and, personally and in the name of the coun-

tries we represent,uﬁecognise him alone as the religious head of all
the Arad countries.

Certainly, not all Arabs wanted an independent state in the
western sense any more than all Jews wanted an indepsndent Jewish state.
For the Arabs, Islam was a nation. Most still had not reconciled their
beliefs with the concept of treaking away from Ottoman rule, In the
case of the Jews, the rise to power of practical Zionists had alien-
ated the cultural Zionists. The latter Jginod with Orthodox Jews in
seeing Zionism as a secular threat to the Jewish roli;ion.“s As VWorld
War I drew near, a search for national identity grew stronger among the
inhabitants of the Middle East.

PP,
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With the outbreak of World War I, England establish.d a pro-
Leatorale over Weypl,  Up Lo Whal Lime, Bogland had sought to awvoeld
pirtition of the OLLoman Empire. In 1913, the Hrlllsh Forelgn Seere-
rary quoted his conversation with the Italian Amabassador:
I said that we ourselves had no designs in Asia Minor. All
that we desired was the maintenance of a satisfactory status quo

which would sEgure the Persian Gulf and its littoral against dis-
turbance. . .

Shortly after the beginning of the war however, British papers

began speaking of Turkey's pronouncing her own death sentence,

England now began to sound out the Arabs as allles against the
Ottomans, Although England had turned down a request for arms from the
son of Sharif Husain in April 1914, October 1914 showed a complete re-
versal of British thinkinz., On 31 October, the British high commissioner
for Egypt cabled Sharif Husain's son that "if Arab nation assists England
in this war. . .England will guarantee that no internal intervention takes
place in Arabia and will give Arabs every assistance against external
foreign aggression, N7 In December 19i4, Sir Henry McMahon was appoint-
ed British High Commissioner for Egypt. The following July, McMahon
and Sharif Husain began an exchange of notes offering to trade Arad
military assistance to England for English recognition of Arad inde-

pendence,

McMahon specified the conditions under which Great Britain
would recognige Arab independence in the note dated 24 Octover, 1915.
(The first four notes in the McMahon-Husain correspondence are at Appen-

dix I.) McManhon addressed only those areas "in which Great Britain is

P
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free to act without detriment to the interests of her ally France. . .
Great Britain is prepared to recognise and uphold the independence of
the Arabs in all the regions lying within the frontiers proposed by
the Sharif of Mecca, . " The nole specifically excluded "the dis-
tricts of Mersin amd Alexandretta, «ud poriions of Syria lying to the
west of ihe districts of Damascus, Homs, Hama and Aleppo, since they
cannot be said to be purely Arab, anc must on that account be excepted
from the proposed delimitation".(note number 1, Appendix I) The pro-
posed boundaries of the territories had been set forth in Sharif

Husain's note of 14 July, 191i5.

McMahon's note of 24 October, 1915, was later interpreted by
Great Britain in an attempt to show that McMahon had not meant for
Palestine to be lncluded as part of an Arab country. For the most
part, these interpretations involved lengthy discourses upon the
boundaries of various Ottoman political units such as -the Vilayet of
Syz-iLaL.u8 Whatever McMahon may have meant, a comparison of Sharif
Husain's boundaries as set forth in note 1 and M:Mahon's response in
note & must lead one to believe that Husain perceived Palestine to be
included among the Aradb territories. Certainly, Husain was motivated
in large part by these British assurances when he began actively op-

posing the Central Powers the following spring.

Even as Husain was preparing to lead his forces against the
Central Powers, France and England were negolating over the future of
the Ottoman Empire., An agreement was reached in consultation with

Russia during April and May 1916, Popularly known as the Sykes-
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Picot agreement, it specified both French and British spheres of
intluence in the Middle East with an area comprising roughly the
northern half of modern Israel to have an international administration.
The Sykes-Picot agreement was a compromise in every sense of the word
and was later to become an acute embarassment to England. At the

time however, the exigencles of war were paramount to the nicitles

of conscience.

The beginning of World War I had split the Zionist movement
for a time. The executive, headquarted in Berlin, was forced to
move to neutral Denmark. Before the end of 1914, two members of the
Zionist Executive arrived in England to continue efforts to secure a
Jewish home in Palestine., Of the two, only one, Nahum Sokolow, stayed
long. He, together with the vice president of the English Zionist
Federation, Doctor Chaim Weizmann, began to press the Zionist case to

high British officlals,

Their influence was significantly increased when Doctor
Weizmann presented the British government with a chemical process
which made the production of explosives much cheaper. This together
with a perception of growing Jewish influence in Ameri_a and the sym-
pathy of several members of the British guvernment led to an attempt
by .-ti-Zionist Jews to pre-empt a declaration supporting a Jewish state
in Palestine, Basing their opposition on the potential danger to Jews
who preferred assimilation, they prepared a declaration which pro-
posed that "the Jewish population [1n Paleatingl will be served in

the enjoyment of civil and religious liberty, equal political rignts
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with the rest of the population, reasonable facilitlies for immigration
and colonization, and such municipal privileges in the towns and colo~
nies; inhabited by them as may be shown to be necess&ry".u9 Proposed
in March 1916, this formula was reiterated in an open letter published
in the London Times a year later. By then however, the Zionists had
won, Doctor Weizmann, in an address to the English Zionist Federation
on 20 May 1917, stated:
That while a creation of a Jewish Commonwealth in Palestine

is our final ideal--an ideal for which the whole of the Zionist

organization is working--the way to achieve it lies through a

series of intermedliary stages...I am entitled to state in this

assemblg that His Majesty's government is ready to support our
plans,>

In June, Lord Rothschild, a prominent financler, and Doctor
Welzmann approached the British Forelgn Secretary regarding a state-
ment about Zionist aims, The Foreign Secretary, Mr. Balfour, invited
them to submit a draft declaration. This draft declared that Palestine
be reconstituted as the Jewlsh national home and recognized the Zionist

51

organization. Opposition in the British cabinet, principally by the
Secretary of State for India, Edwin Montagu, required several compro-
mises. Montagu, a prominent Jew, opposed Hebrew nationalism and fear-
ed Moslem reaction in India to such a declaration., Also, consideration
had to be given to President Wilson's advocacy of the right to self de-
termination, The final statement contained clauses to protest both
Zionist Jews and the local inhabitants in Palestine., Addressed to Lord
Rothschild, the declaration read as follows:

Foreign Office
November 2nd, 1917.

Dear Lord Rothchild,
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I have much pleasure ‘o corveylne Lo you, on behalf of His
Majos Ly 's Govermment, Lhoe foliowlng declarallon ol sympathy with

Juewish Zlonlul asplralions which has been submitted to, and approv-
ed by, the Cablnet.

"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 achlevement of this
object, it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done
which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of exist-
ing non-Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and polit-
ical 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.

(signed)
A, Balfour

The principles put forth by this document were either indorsed or

supported by the rest of the Allies during 1918.

Although this declaration did not call for the establishment
of Palestine as an independent Jewish state, many Zionists saw it as

a very large first step towards that end.

The publication of the Sykes-Picot agreement by the Bolsheviks
and the release of the Balfour declaration raquired the British Govern-
ment to reiterate its pledges to the Arabs. In February 1918, a mes-
sage to King Husalin read in part: "His Majesty's Government re-affirm
their pledge in regard to the lidwration of the Arad poopln".s2

At the time of this message, British forces had conquered
Jorusalem, By October, British and Arad forces entered Damascus. The
end of the war forced the problem of the future of Palestine aquarely

on the victorious Allies,
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Au Inter-Al1tled Commission on Mandates in Turkey was form-
ed tc deal with the problem, However, only the United States sent
representatives to assess the situation first hand. The two Americans,
Henry C. King and Charles R. Crane, set about sampling public opinion
in the area. They found the pzople strongly concerned with three
issues; a united Syria (which included most of Palestine), independerce
and rejection of Zionist aimsy a distant fourth, with 60%.opposed. was

the prospect of France as a mandatory power.

The King-Crane commission recommended that Amir Faisal, son
of Sharif Husain of Mecca, be named head of a united Syrian stato. The
commission also recommended "serious modification of the extreme Zionist
Programme for Palestine of unlimited immigration of Jews, looking final-
ly to making Palestine distinctly a Jewish stata."53

This report was contrary to what Great Britain and France de-
sired and was largely rejected, President Wilson was too ill to pro-
test and France and Great Britain proceded to carve up the region in

keeping with the Sykes-Picot agreement.

The question of oll caused Great Britain and France to re-
negoiate several aspects of the treaty. The treaty of San Remo, an-
nounced 5 May 1920, violated almost every wish and hope ¢f the major-
ity of the inhabitants in Syria. Under the provisions of the treaty,
Labanon and Syria were to decoms French Mandates, Palestine a British
Mandate ard Iraq undivided. However, the general Syrian congress had,
en 8 March, declared Syria including Lebanon and Palestine, & sovercign



state with Amir Falsal as King.

The superior might of France and England quickly prevailed.
Faisal was driven from Syria and installed on the throne of a res-
tive Iraq by England. His hrother, Abdullah, was given the throne
of a newly created country, Transjordan, in return for not fighting
to return Faisal to Damascus. The rest of Palestine (less that part

which formed western Transjordan) became a British Mandate, The hopes

for a united Arab nation evaporated with the formation of the mandaies, '

While Arab dreams were shattered, the Zionist cause got moxe
official recognition with the almost verbatim inclusion of the Balfour
declaration in the Mandate for Palestine., The third pa.ragra.ph' of the
Mandate even speaks of ". . .the historisal connection of the Jewish
people with Paleatine and to the grounds for reconstituting their
national home in that country. . ." The Arabs bitterly opposed the
Mandate, particularly because it was based upon the Balfour declara-
tion.y"

However, the issuance of the so called Churchill Whits Papexr
of 1922 quickly quenched Zionist enthusiasm, Datad scme three weeks
before approval of the Mandate, the White Paper scught to olarify
Great Britains's position towards Palestine., This document read in
part:

Phrases have been used zuch as that Palestine is to beconme

"as Jewish as England is Efiglish." His Najesty's Government re-
gard any such expectation as impractiocable and have no such ainm
in view. Nor have they at any time contemplated. . .the disep-

pearance of the subordination of the Arabic population, language
or culture in Paleatine. They would draw attention to the fact
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that the terms of the (Balfour) Declaraticn. . .do not contem-
plate that Palestine as a whole should be converted into a Jewish A
National Home, but that such a Home should be founded in Palestine. . [
.When it is asked what 1s meant by the development of a Jewish
National Home in Palestine, it may be answered that it is not the :
imposition of a Jewish nationality upon the inhabitants of Palestine .
s as a whole but the further development of the existing Jewish
community, with the assistance of Jews in other parts of the warld
may take, on grounds of religion and race, an interest and a prids.
But in order that this community should have the best prospect of
free development and provide a full opportunity for the Jewish
people to display its capacities, it 1s essential that it should
know that it 1s in Palestine as of right and not on sufferance.
That is the reason that the exlstence of a Jewish National Home in
Palestine should be internationally guaranieed, and that it should
be formally recognized to rest upon anclent historic connection. s

This paper went on to specify that Jewish immigration should

e
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be limited by "the economlic capacity of the country at the time to ab-
sorb new arrivals", and also guarantee "the immigrants should not be
a bturden upon the people of Palestine as a whole, and that they should

not deprive any section of the prese:nt population of their employment»".5_6
While the White Paper was difficult for the Zionists to accept, it did

help defeat a motion in the British Parliment to reject the Mandate be~

cause it violated the McMahon promise.57 ' {

The man selected to be the first High Commissioner of Palestine
was a British Jew, 8ir Herbert Samuel. Viewed with suspicion by the
Arabs because of his Zionist leanings, he won some measure of respect
due to "his natural desire to show impartiality, to protest Arad in-
terests, and to suppreas the more extreme evidences of Zionism, . ."58

y He was in fact a blend of political and cultursl Zionist”’and «s such
could clearly state British poliocy to bei '

It is the cleaxr duty of the mandatory power to promote the
well-being of the Arad population, in the same way as a Britiah {
adninistration would regard it as its duty to promote the welfare
of the loocal population in any part of our empire. The mea~ures
to foster the well being of the Arabts should be precisely those

which we should adopt in Palestine if there were no Zionist ques-
tion and if there had been no Balfour Declaxation.80 }
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All the policy declarations and other espousals for shared

political power between Jews and Arabs in Palestine was over shadowed /ﬁ
by one inescapable fact--the Zionists were determined to form an in-
dependent Jewish state as soon as possible. As the Zlonists lost faith
= in British help in achleveing that end, they began to look to increased
? immigration as the only solution. Approximately 55,000 Jews resided
in Palestine in 1918, Immigration exceeded that in 1924 and 1925 com-
bined. By 1929, the Jewish population was estimated to be 154,330, or
more than 16% of the total popula.tion.61 While the Jewish influx was
not as great as had been feared by the Arabs, the Jewish pollcy of
displacing Arab tenants from land purchased by Jews caused local fric-

tlon and resentment.

An incident at the Walling Wall on the Day of Atcnement in
1928 festered into large-scale riots in August 1929, The deaths of
many Orthodox Jews in the violence was blamed in large part on in-
effective British military intervention which falled to stop ram-
pPaging Arab demonstrators. A White Paper issued by the British Gov-
ernment the following year sought to limit Jewish immigration anmd
) severly restricted the areas where Jewlsh settlements could be started.

Intense political pressure in Britain effectively undermined this papexr.

The uneasy atmosphere following the 1929 disturbances was be-
coming more charged as Jewish immigration increased shaxply. The spread-
ing anti-Semitism in Europe helped account for nearly 137,000 Jewish
immigrants during the three years, 1933 to 1935. By 1936, Jews were ec-
timated to comprise about 28% of the population. At such a rate, they ,
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would constitute a majority within the next decade.

Arab frustrations culminated with a strike in 1936. This re-
sulted in the appointment of the Peel Commission that summer to in-
vestigate the Arab grieveances. In July 1937, this commission advo-
cated dividing the Mandate into a Jewish state, an Arab state and some
areas to remain under British supervision. This solution was rejected
by both Jews and Arabs. Eventually, the British Government discovered
"that the political, administrative and financial difficulties in-
volved in the proposal to create independent Arab and Jewlsh states
inside Palestine are so great that this solution of the problem is

1mpracticab1e."62

In 1939, another British White Faper sought to limit Jewish

immigration until 1944, after which date the British Government will

"not be justified in facilitating, nor will they be under any obligation

to faclilitate, the further development of the Jewish nationsl home by
immigration regardless of the wishes of the Arab population."63 The

Arabs did not feel this policy went far enough while Ben Gurion's re-

mark that "we will fight the war as if there were no Paper and the Paper

as 1f there were no war" summed up Jewish sentiment.

During the war, the violence and terrorism which had charac-
terized Palestine since 1936 subsided somewhat, The British rigidly
enforced <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>