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Dutch MP Wilders and Israeli MK Eldad: Jordan is Palestine
Elad Benari, Arutz Sheva News, 6 December 2010

http://www.israelnationalnews.com/News/News.aspx/141007

Dutch politician Geert Wilders was in Israel on Sunday and gave a speech in Tel Aviv at
a conference of the HaTikvah movement, headed MK Prof. Aryeh Eldad (National
Union).

Before the conference, MK Eldad spoke with Israel National News TV and explained his
own proposed two-state solution in which two states refers to the State of Israel and the
Kingdom of Jordan.

Wilders, who is the leader of the Dutch Party for Freedom and who has been a staunch
critic of Islam, started his speech by saying that Israel “is an immense source of
inspiration for me.” He added that he is “not ashamed to stand with Israel, but proud. |
am grateful to Israel. | will always defend Israel. Your country is the cradle of Western
civilization. We call it the Judeo-Christian civilization with good reason.”

Wilders blamed the Arab leaders as well as Islam for what he called “the plight of the
Palestinians in refugee camps in Lebanon, Gaza, and other places,” and said that
‘Palestine’, where many say that the PA Arabs should return, is, in fact located in
Jordan.

“Israel, including Judea and Samaria, has been the land of the Jews since time
immemorial,” said Wilders. “Judea means Land of the Jews. Never in the history of the
world has there been an autonomous state in the area that was not Jewish. The
Diaspora of the Jews, which began after their defeat by the Romans in 70 [C.E.], did not
lead to the departure of all the Jews from their ancient homeland. Jews had been living
in the Jordan Valley for centuries until the Arab invaders drove them out in 1948, when
the provinces of Judea and Samaria were occupied by the Hashemite Kingdom of
Transjordan, which abbreviated its name to Jordan in 1950. And until 1967, when Israel
regained the ancient Jewish heartland of Judea and Samaria, no one, not a single
Islamic scholar or Western politician, ever demanded that there be an independent
Palestinian state in the so-called West Bank.”

He added that Israel must not trade land for peace and not “assign Judea and Samaria
to another Palestinian state — a second one, next to Jordan,” since, as he said, the
conflict in the Middle East is not a conflict over territory, but rather an ideological battle.

Wilders mentioned the expulsion from Gaza of 2005 and said that this “sacrificing” of
land by Israel did not attain peace but rather made the situation worse, simply because
the conflict is ideological.

“Ildeologies must be confronted with the iron will never to give in, ‘never, never, never,
never — in nothing, great or small, large or petty.” That is the lesson which the world
learned from Winston Churchill when he confronted the evil ideology of Nazism,” said
Wilders.



He added that Israel needs defendable borders and that for this reason Jews must settle
Judea and Samaria. Wilders called the Jewish communities in Judea and Samaria “an
expression of the Jewish right to exist in this land. They are tiny outposts of freedom,
defying ideological forces which deny not only Israel but the entire West the right to live
in peace, dignity and liberty.”

Wilders also said that Islam threatens not just Israel, but the entire world, and added that
“Without Judea and Samaria, Israel cannot protect Jerusalem. The future of the world
depends on Jerusalem. If Jerusalem falls, Athens and Rome — and Paris, London and
Washington — will be next.”

As for the PA Arabs, Wilders said that “Since Jordan is Palestine, it is the duty of the
Jordanian government to welcome all Palestinian refugees who voluntarily want to settle
there.”

“Allowing all Palestinians to voluntarily settle in Jordan is a better way towards peace
than the current so-called two-states-approach (in reality a three-states-approach)
propagated by the United Nations, the U.S. administration, and governing elites all over
the world,” he said. “We only want a democratic non-violent solution for the Palestinian
problem. This requires that the Palestinian people should be given the right to voluntarily
settle in Jordan and freely elect their own government in Amman. If the present
Hashemite King is still as popular as today, he can remain in power. That is for the
people of Palestine to decide in real democratic elections. My friends, let us adopt a
totally new approach. Let us acknowledge that Jordan is Palestine.

Wilders concluded his speech by saying: “Toda raba [thank you]... And shalom to all of

you.

Bleak House
Benny Morris, Tablet, 2 December 2010

http://www.tabletmag.com/news-and-politics/51926/bleak-house/3/

In recent years, starting with the Israeli handover of West Bank cities and the Gaza Strip
to the Palestinian Authority in the mid-1990s, the Palestinians, ever-so-slowly and
inefficiently, have built pre-state institutions of governance - most recently and
competently under the leadership of Prime Minister Salam Fayyad. During the past few
years alone, Western observers have noted substantial improvements in Palestinian
taxation, infrastructure, and economic development, and in the functioning of the
(American- and European-trained) security services. Indeed, under Fayyad, the West
Bank is flourishing economically (around 9 percent annual growth, according to the
International Monetary Fund, even if the gains are fragile) and is a largely peaceful
place, with residents even paying traffic tickets, and militants of Hamas and other
organizations largely inactive, with some jailed in periodic round-ups.



At the same time, Hamas, which took over the Gaza Strip in 2007 from the Palestinian
National Authority, in the process throwing PA officers off of tall buildings and knee-
capping others, has also demonstrated an ability to rule, in an orderly if brutal fashion.

A series of question marks hangs over these recent improvements in the governance of
the West Bank: How deep do they run? And can they outlast Western financial aid and
political backing and the overriding guardianship of Israeli bayonets? Will the American-
and European-trained security forces, in crisis, hold their own against Hamas or fade
away, like the Western-trained Iraqi and Afghani forces have when left to perform
independent of their American and British instructors?

Even before we can get to such practical questions, though, there is another more
fundamental question that goes to the heart of the continuing historical struggle between
two peoples for the same piece of land: What will be the geographical contours of the
envisioned Palestinian state and what will be its nature? Put simply, will the envisioned
state encompass all of Palestine, including the territory of the existing Jewish state,
Israel, or will it include only the West Bank and Gaza Strip and, perhaps, Arab-populated
East Jerusalem? And will the envisioned state be a secular, perhaps even “democratic,”
republic as promised by the Fatah-led PNA, which rules the West Bank, or will it be a
fundamentalist, Islamic, sharia-based state, as sought by Hamas, which rules Gaza?
Will one of the parties absorb or co-opt the other, or will the Palestinians maintain this
political bifurcation indefinitely?

Which brings us to the current Israeli-Palestinian negotiating impasse. | am not talking
about the tactical problem posed by continued or discontinued Israeli construction in
West Bank settlements, which will probably be resolved, after some bumps and
hesitations. | am speaking of a basic, strategic impasse which, unfortunately, is far more
cogent and telling than the ongoing “negotiations,” which are unlikely to lead to a peace
treaty or even a “framework” agreement for a future peace accord. This unlikelihood
stems from a set of obstacles that | see as insurmountable, given current political-
ideological mindsets.

The first, the one that American and European officials never express and - if impolitely
mentioned in their presence - turn away from in distaste, is that Palestinian political
elites, of both the so-called “secular” and Islamist varieties, are dead set against
partitioning the Land of Israel/Palestine with the Jews. They regard all of Palestine as
their patrimony and believe that it will eventually be theirs. History, because of
demography and the steady empowerment of the Arab and Islamic worlds and the
West’s growing alienation from Israel, and because of Allah’s wishes, is, they believe, on
their side. They do not want a permanent two-state solution, with a Palestinian Arab
state co-existing alongside a (larger) Jewish state; they will not compromise on this core
belief and do not believe, on moral or practical grounds, that they should.

This basic Palestinian rejectionism, amounting to a Weltanschauung, is routinely ignored
or denied by most Western commentators and officials. To grant it means to admit that
the Israeli-Arab conflict has no resolution apart from the complete victory of one side or
the other (with the corollary of expulsion, or annihilation, by one side of the other) - which
leaves leaders like President Barack Obama with nowhere realistic to go with regard to
the conflict. Philosophically, acceptance of the rock-like unpliability of this reality is
extremely problematic, given the ongoing military and philosophical clash between the
West and various forces in the Islamic world. Perhaps the fight between America and its



allies and its enemies in the Middle East and South Asia and North Africa and the
banlieues of Western Europe will go on and on, until one side is vanquished?

In this connection, our age, it may turn out, resembles the classic age of appeasement,
the 1930s, when the Western democracies (and the Soviet Union) were ranged against,
but preferred not to confront, Nazi Germany and its allies, Fascist Italy, and expansionist
Japan. During that decade, Hitler’s inexorable martial, racist, and uncompromising
mindset was misread by Western leaders, officials, and intellectuals - and for much the
same reasons. Living in unideological societies, they could not fathom the minds and
politics of their ideologically driven antagonists. The leaders and intellectuals of the
Western democracies, educated and suffused with liberal and relativist values, were
unable to comprehend the essential “otherness” of Hitler and ended up fighting him, to
the finish, after negotiation and compromise had proved useless.

Another problem for Westerners is that the Palestinians, by design or no, speak to them
in several voices. Hamas, which may represent the majority of the Palestinian people
and certainly has the unflinching support of some 40 percent of them, speaks clearly. It
openly repudiates a two-state solution. Hamas leaders, to bamboozle naive (or wicked)
Westerners like Henry Siegman, occasionally express a tactical readiness for a long-
term truce under terms that they know are unacceptable to any Jewish Israelis (complete
Israeli withdrawal to the 1967 borders and acceptance of the refugees’ “Right of
Return”), but their strategic message is clear, echoing the Roman statesman Cato the
Elder: “Israel must be destroyed.”

The secular Palestinian leadership looks to a similar historical denouement but is more
flexible on the tactics and pacing. They express a readiness for a two-state solution but
envision such an outcome as intermediate and temporary. They speak of two states, a
Palestinian Arab West Bank-Gaza-East Jerusalem state and another state whose
population is Jewish and Arab and which they believe will eventually become majority-
Arab within a generation or two through Arab procreation (Palestinian Arab birth-rates
are roughly twice those of Israeli Jews) and the “return” of Palestinians with refugee
status. This is why Fatah’s leaders, led by Palestine National Authority President
Mahmoud Abbas, flatly reject the Clintonian formula of “two states for two peoples” and
refuse to recognize the “other” state, Israel, as a “Jewish state.” They hope that this
“other” state will also, in time, be “Arabized,” thus setting the stage for the eventual
merger of the two temporary states into one Palestinian Arab-majority state between the
River and the Sea.

The Palestinian national movement, since its inception in the 1920s, has sought to
establish a unitary Arab state in all of Palestine as defined by the British Mandate: the
territory lying between the Jordan River and the Mediterranean Sea, stretching
southward to the Gulf of Agaba. This state was to contain only a small Jewish minority -
as defined by the first leader of the movement, the Mufti of Jerusalem, Haj Muhammad
Amin al Husseini, restricted to the Jews who lived in Palestine prior to World War | (or, in
a variant, prior to November 2, 1917, when the British government issued the Balfour
Declaration).

But the Palestinian Arabs proved unable to eject the British (in the failed 1936-1939
Revolt) or to contain or drive out the Zionists (in the 1947 War), or to establish “their”
state - and were themselves “expelled” from history for more than a decade. Their return
to history was signaled by the emergence of the Fatah resistance movement in the early
1960s (its founders claimed it was established by Palestinian exiles, led by Yasser



Arafat, in Kuwait in 1959) and the establishment of the Palestine Liberation
Organization.

The PLO was established in May 1964 in Jerusalem by resolution of Palestinian
representatives from “Palestine” and the Palestinian diaspora, convoked as the
Palestine National Council. That meeting of the PNC also issued the Palestinian
National Charter, the national movement’s “constitution.” It called for the destruction of
the Zionist entity and “the liberation of [all of] Palestine,” designating Zionism as “evil,”
“racist,” and “fascist,” and resolved that the Palestinians, once victorious, “exercise their
right of self-determination and sovereignty.” The gathered dignitaries may have avoided
the explicit term “statehood,” in clear deference to their Jordanian hosts (who had
annexed the West Bank and East Jerusalem between 1948 and 1950) and to the wishes
of some of the PLO’s constituent members, who supported “Arab unity,” which
theoretically posited the establishment of a single large pan-Arab state. But the PLO and
PNC clearly strove, and strive to this day, to establish a Palestinian state.

The PLO’s main ideological rival in the Palestinian arena, Hamas, preferred to avoid
defining which Jews, if any, would be granted citizenship or allowed to reside in the
future Palestinian state. In its founding Covenant or Constitution of 1988, Hamas, like
Fatah before it, also avoided using the word “state” as the movement’s goal, stressing,
instead, the aim of the “liberation,” through “jihad,” of Palestine and the “obliteration” of
Israel. Again, the idea of “unity” - this time pan-Islamic rather than merely pan-Arab - and
Hamas’s self-image as part of a “universalist” Muslim Brotherhood, precluded explicit
endorsement of a separate Palestinian Arab state.

Still, Hamas clearly aimed and aims to establish such a state, albeit governed by sharia
law rather than a secular constitution. And the main component of the PLO, the Fatah
movement, headed today by Abbas, in its founding constitution from the mid-1960s,
clearly affirmed the establishment of “an independent democratic state with complete
sovereignty on all Palestinian lands.” Since the early 1990s, the PLO - at least in its
overtures toward and contacts with Western governments - has identified its goal as
establishing a Palestinian state in those territories captured by Israel in 1967: the West
Bank, East Jerusalem, Gaza Strip.

Yet the Palestinian national movement failed to prepare their people and movement for
statehood. In contrast with their Zionist rivals, the Palestinians, during the years of
Ottoman rule (ending in 1917 and 1918) and the subsequent British Mandate (1917 or
1918 to 1948), failed to set up representative or substantive political parties, or to
establish a competent, public-service-oriented leadership cadre, institutions of self-
government, and a national militia that could carry their people toward statehood when
the moment ripened. This reinforced the image of a national movement bent only or
mainly on destruction of the “other” rather than seeking self-realization.

The key to understanding Fatah objectives today lies in its leaders’ stance on resolving
the refugee problem. Contrary to what many Western commentators and analysts have
chosen to believe, the Palestinian stress on the importance of the refugees is not a
tactical matter - a way to gain further leverage in negotiations. The Palestinian
leadership is unanimous and resolute in insisting that the problem’s solution lies in the
“Right of Return”: Israel, and the world, must accept the principle of repatriation and
eventually facilitate repatriation. The idea that the refugees must return to their homes
has been the ethos, the be-all and end-all of Palestinian politics and policy, since 1948.
No Palestinian leader can or will ever abandon this principle, on pain of assassination,



and none has. (For Western journalistic consumption, Yasser Arafat once vaguely wrote
that the Palestinians would take account of Israeli demographic sensibilities when it
came to implementing refugee repatriation; and more recently, Abbas was reportedly
willing, in his secret 2008 negotiations with then-Prime Minister Ehud Olmert, to
countenance less than full refugee repatriation in the initial phases of a deal. But in their
public utterances during the past two years, Abbas and his colleagues have been rock-
solid in their advocacy of an unrestricted “Right of Return” - and why not take them at
their word?)

And this represents the second insurmountable obstacle to Israeli-Palestinian peace.
The UN has on its rolls 4.7 million Palestinian refugees; the PLO claims that there are
7.5 million, only a small number of whom belong to the 700,000-odd Palestinians
originally displaced from their homes in what became the state of Israel. Some two-thirds
of the 700,000 moved or were removed to the West Bank, East Jerusalem, and the
Gaza Strip; one-third ended up in Transjordan, Syria, and Lebanon. Abbas himself is a
refugee from Safad, the Arab-majority eastern Galilean town that the U.N. General
Assembly partition plan of November 1947 (Resolution 181) earmarked for Jewish
sovereignty.

The vast majority of the current 4.7 to 7.5 million “refugees” - nine-tenths of them - are
the children, grand-children, and great-grandchildren of the originally displaced 700,000.
More than half of them live in Gaza and the West Bank. The Palestinian demand that
Israel accept a mass refugee return means that, if implemented, Israel, with its 6 million
Jewish and 1.5 million Arab citizens, would instantly or over a short time, become an
Arab-majority state.

Paradoxically, the Palestinian demand for Israeli acceptance and implementation of the
“Right of Return” is universally endorsed by Arab leaders - including those, like President
Hosni Mubarak of Egypt and King Abdullah Il of Jordan, whose countries have peace
treaties with Israel. No Arab leader has ever publicly disavowed the “Right of Return” or
castigated the Palestinian insistence on it as contrary to peace interests.

The Saudi peace plan of 2002, endorsed repeatedly since by the Arab League, speaks
of Israeli-Arab coexistence. It has been widely hailed in the West, and Israel is regularly
criticized for not embarking on negotiations with the plan forming a basis of discussion. |
believe that the successive Israeli prime ministers - Ariel Sharon, Ehud Olmert, and
Benjamin Netanyahu - were (and are) mistaken in not following up this Arab initiative,
bluff or not. But even the Saudi plan proposes that the solution to the Palestinian refugee
problem be based on UN General Assembly Resolution 194, of December 1948, which
the Arabs interpret as unequivocally endorsing the “Right of Return.”

To these formidable obstacles to peace-making - the unchanging Arab desire for what
amounts to Israel’s disappearance and consistent advocacy of the demographic means
by which this can be achieved - one may add the hardly routine challenges of
differences over future Israeli-Palestinian borders, with sovereignty over Jerusalem’s Old
City, especially its Temple Mount complex, and the fate of the Israeli settlements in the
West Bank. The demilitarization of a future Palestinian West Bank-Gaza state is a
further bone of contention.

It is hard to envision any circumstances under which the current Obama-initiated direct
Israeli-Palestinian peace talks can succeed. Politically, the two contending leaders have
little room for maneouvre and, at least on the Arab side, little will to concede anything.



And even if, by some miracle, Abbas and Netanyahu were to reach a framework
agreement or even a detailed peace treaty (a departure into the realm of total fantasy)
with Abbas accepting the Jewishness of the “other” state and waiving the “Right of
Return,” and Netanyahu conceding Arab sovereignty over the bulk of Jerusalem’s Old
City, including the Temple Mount, such an agreement would fail to stick and would never
be implemented. Abbas might sign off on “an end to the conflict” and “no more demands”
- and most likely be assassinated by Arab extremists in consequence - but a majority of
Palestinians, and certainly a large minority of them, would continue the struggle,
rendering the agreement no more than a wind-blown piece of paper. Hamas, which won
the 2006 Palestinian general elections, would denounce the signers as traitors and
continue the fight for all of Palestine, as would many in Abbas’ own Fatah party. The
agreement would not end the conflict. Nor would it deter or obstruct future, continuing
Palestinian claims.

In short, a Palestinian state will not arise out of the current round of negotiations. But it
might emerge some time after their failure - and on the model of Hamas’ Gaza
“republic.” Put simply, if faced with continuing Palestinian unwillingness to sign an end-
of-conflict agreement, and with continued Israeli occupation portending the de facto
emergence of a binational state or, alternately, an Israeli apartheid state with a Jewish
minority lording it over a Palestinian majority (composed of Israel’s Arab citizenry plus
the Arab inhabitants of the semi-occupied West Bank and East Jerusalem and the
unoccupied but Israeli-dependent Gaza Strip), Israel’s leaders - Netanyahu or his
successor - may opt for a unilateral Israeli withdrawal from the bulk of the West Bank
(and, perhaps, parts of East Jerusalem).

Israel’s unilateral withdrawal from Gaza in 2005, under Ariel Sharon, was relatively
simple; the 7,000 settlers were removed and their homes destroyed. The IDF evacuated
the Strip without a major internal Israeli crisis.

But a unilateral withdrawal from the West Bank and East Jerusalem would be something
else altogether.

Pulling out of the Arab districts of East Jerusalem, including the bulk of the Old City,
without a full peace treaty, is politically inconceivable. Israel’s right (and center) would
never agree. And uprooting tens of thousands of Israeli settlers from the hill-country of
Judea and Samaria, east of the Security Fence, would, in terms of Israeli politics, be a
major national trauma. The right would fight it tooth and nail, perhaps to the point of
largescale bloodshed. And Netanyahu has so far failed to demonstrate that he has the
steel or popular mandate that characterized Ariel Sharon and his Cabinet.

Alternatively, the IDF and the Israeli police could in theory unilaterally withdraw to the
Security Fence while leaving a minority of settlers in situ (the majority, in the border
hugging settlement blocs, eg the Etzion Bloc, would remain on the “Israeli” side of the
Security Fence, which runs more or less along the old Israel-West Bank divide, and
leaves only some 7% of the West Bank in Israeli hands). But Arab attacks on the
remaining settlers, their homes or transport, would most likely trigger Israeli re-entry into
the evacuated areas.

Viewed militarily, a unilateral pullback to the Security Fence would pose a major
strategic problem. Hamas as likely as not would try to take over the West Bank: How
could Israel prevent this without physically re-entering the territory? And, even without a
Hamas takeover, Arab control of the territory could result in continuous rocketing by



Hamas and perhaps by Fatah itself. The scene would be reminiscent of that which
followed Israel’s pullout from the Gaza Strip, but with this difference: Where Hamas
since 2005 has rocketed small border towns and villages, short-range rocketry from the
West Bank would doubtless hit Israel’s main population centers, such as West
Jerusalem and Tel Aviv, rendering life in central Israel untenable. Moreover, how would
Israel ensure that foreign troops — Iranian? - would not be invited by the Palestinian
government, the present one or a future Islamist regime, into the West Bank,
strategically threatening the Jewish state?

What remains, in the absence of a basic change of Palestinian mindset, is a bleak
picture. No viable peace agreement is remotely in prospect. Neither is the emergence of
a full-fledged Palestinian state. A unilateral Israeli withdrawal from the West Bank is so
problematic as to be virtually unimplementable. Yet continued Israeli rule over the
territory and its people, obnoxious to most Israelis and to the rest of the world, raises the
prospect of a bi-national state or an apartheid state, both of which most Jews regard as
anathema. That, unfortunately, is where we’re at.

“The 1948 War Was an Islamic Holy War"
Benny Morris, Middle East Quarterly, Summer 2010

http://www.meforum.org/2769/benny-morris-1948-islamic-holy-war

Benny Morris is professor of history in the Middle East Studies Department at the Ben
Gurion University of the Negev in Be'er Sheva, Israel. For many years, his academic
work has provoked controversy on both sides of the political spectrum. One of the group
of "New Historians" who sought to re-write the Zionist view of Israel, his notoriety
stemmed from an argument, based on a wide reading of sources, that most of the Arabs
who left their homes in what had been British Mandatory Palestine did so as a result of
the 1948 war and in that sense were "driven out" by the Jews. However, unlike other
"New Historians" like llan Pappé and Avi Shlaim, Morris was and is a staunch Zionist.
Any criticisms of Israel's behavior he may have had were, he states, permanently
changed by the events of 2000, which saw Yasser Arafat turn down a more than
generous peace offer by Israel and the start of the second intifada. He has since
revisited the controversies of 1948 in two books and many articles, using fresh materials
to modify his political views. More broadly, he takes a strong political position with regard
to Islam, arguing, with the late Samuel Huntington, that there is a global clash of
civilizations that sees Islamic fundamentalism in a state of conflict with the West. The
following interview appeared in Yedi'ot Aharonot, May 14, 2010. The excerpts below,
without ellipses, focus on issues related to the war of 1948. It was translated from
Hebrew by Jonathan Adam Silverman. The introductory remarks to the sections are by
Amira Lamm, the interviewer.—The Editors

The Emergence of Controversy

Prof. Benny Morris has always had an inclination to take history one step forward and
bring it to the edge of consensus. "l am not a historian who conceals things," he says.



"There are historians who are always preoccupied with concealing things, but | always
have believed it is important to teach the truth. Many people are deterred from publishing
things of this sort because they believe this will undermine self confidence and the
feeling of justice inherent in Zionism, and if we lose this feeling of justice, it will weaken
us. | don't think this is correct. It is more important for people to know the truth, and if this
causes them to be a little unsure in their self justification - so let them be a little unsure.”

Both in his book and in our conversation, a different Benny Morris emerges: Every time |
mention the sensation the book is creating, he hastens to put the fire out: In the book
itself 1948: History of the First Arab-Israeli War, even when difficult facts come up,
Morris tries to preserve balance and composure.

He is considered one of the leading "New Historians" and was essentially the historian
who first coined the expression, at the end of 1988, in an article he published in an
American scholarly journal. "Just then, a group of books by Tom Segev, Avi Shlaim, and
me came out, and there was good reason to see a new wave in this," he explains. "We
were the first to employ archives. Before then, everyone wrote about the Zionist
enterprise on the basis of testimonies, recollections, and wishful thinking."

Amira Lamm: Are you saying that if they had had all the documents to which you had
access, the accounts by the "Old Historians" would have looked different?

Benny Morris: No, they would have written different books from ours anyway. It is also a
question of perception: We were young, a more left-wing generation and less
establishment oriented, so we could also see the documents in a more sober and open-
minded way.

In the context of that "sober and open-minded perspective," he wrote among other things
the books Birth of the Palestinian Refugee Problem, Righteous Victims, and The Road to
Jerusalem. Each has aroused powerful emotional debates. In Birth of the Palestinian
Refugee Problem, Morris claims that the Palestinians did not leave their homes willingly
in 1948 but were chased out. This is not a simple claim even today, and definitely not
when it was first articulated in 1988, five years before Oslo, when the repercussions of
the first intifada were still reverberating [in Israel]. "l was burned at the stake," says
Morris. "Shabtai Tevet claimed that the things | wrote served the needs of the PLO; it
questioned all the myths in the accepted Zionist narrative. The establishment turned its
back on me." Morris, holding a doctorate in history from Cambridge University, found
that no university would hire him.

It was Ezer Weizman, then Israel's president, who finally gave Morris an official seal of
approval. Weizman heard Morris say in an interview that he was considering leaving
Israel, and he invited him for a chat. "l came to the president's house, and he started
asking me questions. | think he wanted to determine if | am really a good historian and if
| am really anti-Zionist like they accused me of being. During the meeting he went to the
bookshelf, pulled down his autobiography, On the Wings of Eagles, and paged through
until he reached a passage about the refugees. He asked me to read it. | read it, and it
sounded reasonable to me; he wrote that some of the refugees were expelled and some
ran away. | told him that this description was fair and balanced.



"So he shouted for his office director, 'Shumer," and Aryeh Shumer flew in. Weizman told
him: 'We need to find a job for this fellow." Shumer went out and started phoning every
university president in the book. This was already evening, and he could not reach
anyone. He said to me: 'Go home, you will hear from us.' | then lived a fifteen-minute
walk from there, and when | opened the door to my apartment the phone was ringing. It
was [Avishay] Braverman phoning, the president of Ben Gurion University. And he said,
'Don't worry Benny, you have a job." And | have been there ever since."

The First Round of Modern Jihad

Over the years, Morris has had his share of troubles. After he accused the Palestinians
of being responsible for the failure of the peace talks, some claimed that he had swung
right. Lately, some claim he has swung left again. On the basis of his new book - far-
reaching, historical research on Israel's first year in creation - it is hard to judge. Morris
spent three years rummaging in archives in England, the U.S., and Israel, putting one
piece of the puzzle next to another and building a work of history, well aware that outside
they were already waiting for him with their knives drawn. "The left wing and the right
wing will both find things to attack in the book," he says. "Anyone who wants can find
things to bash the Arabs with; and anyone who wants can find things to bash the Jews
with. The book has everything in it, because that's the nature of history: it is really quite
intricate."

But despite his desire to exercise restraint, the book's central thesis, its basic idea, is a
powder keg: If until now the War of Independence was characterized as a "territorial
struggle between two national groups or a political battle with a military facade," in his
new book, Morris claims that the facts necessitate a different assessment: "The War of
Independence was a jihad - an Islamic holy war" as well as a territorial and political war.

Lamm: You mean a religious war from square one?

Morris: What | discovered in the documentation relating to the war, at least from the Arab
side, was that the war had a religious character, that the central element in the war was
an imperative to launch jihad. There were other imperatives of course, political and
others - but the most important from the enemy's perspective was the element of the
infidels who had the nerve to take control over sacred Muslim lands and the need to
uproot them from there. The decisive majority in the Arab world saw the war first and
foremost as a holy war, but until today historians have not examined the documentation
that proves this. In my view, they have also ignored Arab rhetoric of the day, which
universally included religious hatred against the Jews, because they thought the Arabs
adopted this as normal speech that did not emanate from deep mental resources. They
thought this was something superficial, that everyone talked like this. But | am positive
the Arab spokesmen in 1948 went beyond this and clearly, explicitly talked about jihad.

Lamm: Where did you find this exactly?

Morris: During my research | found a British document that described a fatwa [religious
edict] by the ulema at Cairo's Al-Azhar University calling for jihad. The ulema are

religious sages, who represent one of the highest authorities in the Sunni Islamic world.
The Al-Azhar ulema declared a worldwide jihad involving every believing Muslim: There



is a need to mobilize for a holy war, to return Palestine to the bosom of Islam and
annihilate the Zionists.

I'm not sure | understand why historians have not paid attention to this until now. It could
be that | paid attention to it more because we live in an age when jihad has clearly raised
its head. It is a bitter struggle between a black Islamic world and an enlightened world,
and | think that in 1948, the War of Independence here was the first round of jihad post-
World War |l

Lamm: What exactly does that mean?

Morris: The meaning is not simple: If this is a religious war, it revolves only around
absolutes. Out of such absolutes it is extremely difficult to derive any compromise. So,
for example, between Israel and Hamas, | strongly doubt there will ever be any
compromise. Perhaps there will be tactical posturing, but there can never be basic
compromise. They do not accept us because, from their perspective, this is Islamic land.
Allah commanded them to annihilate us, and that's precisely what they wish to do.

In 1948, the standard Israeli perception was that [the Arabs] were all simply backward
peons who understood nothing. But this is nonsense. Just as in 2006, when they voted
for Hamas. We said this was because Hamas hands out gifts and free milk. This was a
mistake, however. They know exactly what they are voting for, just like the Arabs in 1948
knew. Religion is extremely important for them and assassinating the Zionists is also
extremely important. The fact that this war was essentially religious is also reflected in
the fact that after the war, it was not possible to negotiate peace between Israel and the
Arabs as certain individuals thought might happen.

Lamm: But what about the peace agreements that were signed with Jordan and Egypt?

Morris: It is a cold peace. Perhaps in the view of the men who signed, at least Sadat, it
was a tactical peace. Regarding Sadat, | personally believe he signed mainly under the
shadow of concern over Israel's atomic bombs. He believed that Egypt would be
obliterated if there was another round of war against Israel, and in order to protect Egypt,
he felt he had to reach peace with us. He thought in terms of tactics lasting decades, fifty
years, 100 years, that another generation will deal with us. He was a man of faith. He
never really conceded on his dreams.

Hussein [of Jordan] is a different case. Hussein was educated essentially as a British
gentleman. He was never a religious man and never had anything to do with jihad. But
the Arab people in his populace never reconciled themselves with the peace or with the
existence of Israel. The religious element in the conflict has only increased over the
decades, and now this element is also prominent in large segments of the Jewish
community here, which complicates the picture even more.

The Brutality of War

In accordance with the theory of Arab jihad against the Jewish yishuv [pre-state
community] in Palestine, Morris sees the War of Independence as "a just war for
defense and existence." But this does not prevent him from also describing in the book
atrocities that Israeli soldiers committed during the fighting. During his archival



expedition, for example, he came upon a letter that an Israeli soldier wrote from prison to
Ben Gurion. Morris explains:

"It seems that he and two other soldiers raped a Palestinian girl in Acre, murdered her
father in front of her eyes, and also finally murdered her. They were sentenced to three
or four years in jail. This one soldier wrote to Ben Gurion asking for a reprieve. Ben
Gurion refused. In the final analysis he received a relatively light sentence for an
extremely savage crime."

This isn't the only case, and in fact Morris accounts for a dozen rapes of Palestinian
women in his book, including the rape of a 12-year-old Jaffa girl. "l believe there were
more than a dozen," he says, "[but they are not discussed] because women in general
and Arab women in particular prefer not to talk about this."

Lamm: However, you only relate one case of a "near rape" of an Israeli woman.

Morris: This incident took place in Gush Etzion. A young woman named Aliza, who was
a Haganah wireless operator, jumped into a pit to protect herself from a sudden barrage
of bullets. Two Arab Legion soldiers who heard her shouts pulled her out, and it seems
they tried to rape her. An Arab Legion officer shot them both to death with a Tommy gun
and rescued the young woman by placing her in an armored car. Except for this incident,
| found no documentation for other things like this.

Lamm: So, from Israel's side this was a brutal war in your view?

Morris: Compared to the wars of other nations, the number of these criminal acts is low.
But it is true that if you compare this to the behavior of the Israeli army in other wars,
there were more black deeds in 1948. There were people who lost control of their
inhibitions. There were people who came out of the death camps in Europe and this
stuck in their minds. They wanted to take revenge on the goyim [non-Jews]. There were
men who fought for an entire year because the Arabs forced them to fight. They felt they
were coerced into war, and they wanted to avenge the deaths of their comrades in arms.
Every nation has stains on its history. And the black deeds in this war are one of the
stains on our history. One needs to study these things and derive conclusions.

Deir Yassin and After

Lamm: You also devote much attention in the book to the incident of the killings in Deir
Yassin. Is this the biggest stain in your view?

Morris: What happened in Deir Yassin has two meanings: One for the Jews and one for
the Arabs. For us the most important thing is that what happened there helped in a big
way in instigating the general flight of Arabs from all around the country. The Arabs
talked about Deir Yassin on radio broadcasts and, all the time, inflated the character of
the atrocities that took place there. Arabs in Haifa, Jaffa, and elsewhere frightened
themselves by shouting, "Deir Yassin, Deir Yassin," and the villagers would run away.
We know this for a fact, that in Haifa and Jaffa, the Arabs thought that the Etzel was
coming to do to them what they had done in Deir Yassin. On the Arab side, Deir Yassin
has a different meaning: It is the symbol or embodiment of everything that happened in
1948. For them Deir Yassin epitomizes Jewish evil.



But this is not the sole and exclusive atrocity. There were places where there was even
more Killing, like Lod, where 250 people were killed, many of them it seems
noncombatants, and they also killed prisoners inside a mosque. And there was also a
slaughter in the sand dunes in Jaffa that | reveal in the book: After the Haganah took
control of Jaffa, about a dozen corpses were found in the sand, and in their clothes were
Israeli ID cards - which indicates that this thing happened after the Haganah took control
of Jaffa and distributed ID cards to the inhabitants there.

Lamm: In the book you compare the expulsion and flight of the Palestinians from Israel
to the way in which the Jews abandoned their homes in Arab countries. Are these things
truly parallel? How do they offset each other?

Morris: Firstly, | prefer the word flight: In general the Arabs fled; afterward we destroyed
their villages and did not permit them to return. There were only cases of expulsion in a
few places.

With regard to your questions, these are cosmological issues, and as a historian, | can't
answer them. What | can say is that the war caused the birth of the Palestinian refugee
problem; and to the same degree, the war also caused the flight of the Jewish
communities from their homes in Arab countries. Their property was also confiscated,
and the numbers are relatively similar. Israeli politicians from that period, like [Israel's
second prime minister, Moshe] Sharett, for example, said in 1949 that this was an
exchange of populations. But this was not planned. This is what history created.

There is logic in this. But also a contrast. The problem of the Jewish refugees was
solved, and they were absorbed in Israel and other places while the Arabs never
absorbed their refugees, and the problem has remained an open sore.

Lamm: And the fact that they did not absorb "their" refugees is supposed to alleviate our
bad conscience?

Morris: About this each reader needs to decide for himself; | don't deal in conscience.
This isn't what a historian is supposed to do.

The Military Balance

The book is also filled with data: relations of forces, quantities of weapons. And here
Morris shatters another myth: the idea that the Israelis were few and fought with sparse
weapons against many well equipped Arab armies. "The number of Arab armies
participating went down during the war," states Morris. "After the first round the
Jordanians actually tried to leave the war. Indeed from the first, they did not want to
enter it. And after Lod and Ramle, they were already completely out of the picture. After
a certain period, the Syrians also ceased fighting, mainly because they ran out of
ammunition and because they understood that in the fullness of time they would lose.
The only ones who remained to the last rounds in October, November, and December
were the Egyptians.”

Lamm: So it wasn't the few against the many?



Morris: Potentially, the Arab countries were far stronger than the Jewish yishuv. The
Arab countries had tens of millions of inhabitants. But they did not properly mobilize for
the war, and their armies were, therefore, relatively small. The Jewish yishuv on the
other hand took pains to recruit a very large army. Out of a population of roughly
650,000 to 700,000, around 100,000 were recruited, which is a tremendous number. So
if you compare populations, indeed it is a matter of the few against the many. But when
you compare the number recruited on each side, it seems we had an advantage in
numbers not only relative to the Palestinians but also relative to the Arab armies
participating.

There was also a big gap in motivation, insofar as the Israeli soldiers knew that they
were fighting for their lives and the lives of their families. The soldiers who came from
Iraq or from Egypt knew they were not fighting for Baghdad or for the Nile Valley, and
the Arab populace did not really wish to fight.

Lamm: And the Palestinians? Did they fight for their homes and villages?

Morris: Among the Palestinians, the men from the middle class and the upper class did
not enlist for the war. You did not see dozens of members of the Husseini clan,
attorneys, government officials, and physicians enlisting for the war. But afterward they
were among the first who fled because they were the ones who could rent a house in
Beirut while for the poor it was somewhat harder to flee. All of them were primarily
interested in saving themselves. In other words, making money and showing loyalty to
the clan. This was much more important to them than loyalty to the nation.

Regarding the national spirit: National political awareness was then quite weak among
the Palestinians, and this casts much doubt indeed on the credibility of the concept of
the "Palestinian people" in 1948. This was hardly something clear or palpable then, but it
took hold later. One of the important indications of this is their inability to establish a
national militia. Each separate city and village had its own isolated group of soldiers.

One also should remember that we did not win easily, and to lose 1 percent of the
population (around 5,800 killed on the Israeli side) is a very high percentage. Numbers
like these would be intolerable in a normal society.

Fog of the Future

Lamm: You conclude the book with the question: "Was 1948 a passing front, or an
endless flame inscribed on the region's flesh? The answer is concealed in the fog of the
future." You leave a big question mark about the future. What were your feelings on
concluding the book?

Morris: | think the last sentence says what | felt: That there was a victory in 1948, but this
did not ensure the existence of the state of Israel ad infinitum. Our success in 1948
aroused in the Arab mind a reaction of rejection and a tremendous desire for revenge.
The Arab world adamantly refuses to condone our existence. Even if peace treaties
have been signed since then, the average Arab, the educated man in his home, and the
soldier in his fox hole persistently refuse to recognize Israel. This is a terrible tragedy for
both nations. And if peace between the nations is not achieved, one of the nations will
end tragically.



Lamm: Are you optimistic about Israel's chances?

Morris: It is hard to find reasons for optimism. The Arab world and the Muslims that
support it are getting stronger, and shortly they may have possession of atomic
weapons. This does not bode well for the future here. | also do not see a settlement on
the horizon between us for the next fifty years. In order for that to happen, there needs to
be a great weakening of the Arab world. This definitely will happen when the oil runs out.
But this will not happen for another fifty or 100 years. Who knows when?

So, yes, if Israel survives the next fifty or 100 years, and the Arab world weakens, it is
likely to be easier to reach peace. On the other hand, in scientific terms, the whole
Zionist experience is a miracle, so that you cannot foretell what will happen. Indeed
everything that has happened here until today flies in the face of logic.

Bits and Pieces Clips from various media in the Middle East and elsewhere

Imra.org,13 December 2010: US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has met with UN
special envoy for Lebanon Terje Roed-Larsen to discuss the current situation in
Lebanon. In her meeting with Norwegian Roed-Larsen, Clinton "emphasized the United
States' commitment to Lebanon's sovereignty, territorial integrity, unity, and political
independence," the statement read. Roed-Larsen is UN special envoy for Resolution
1559, a 2004 measure calling for free and fair presidential elections in Lebanon, the
withdrawal of all remaining foreign forces in the country, and the "disbanding and
disarmament of all Lebanese and non-Lebanese militias."

Imra.org,13 December 2010: From Hillary Clinton: “Over the last two years under
President Obama’s leadership, the USA has expanded our cooperation with Israel and
focused in particular on helping Israel meet the most consequential threats to its future
as a secure and democratic Jewish state. Our security relationship has grown broader,
deeper, and more intense than ever before. And we have not just worked to maintain
Israel’s qualitative military edge. We have increased it through new advances like the
Iron Dome, a short-range rocket defense system that will help protect Israeli homes and
cities. And our military continues to work closely with the IDF through exchanges,
training, and joint exercises. For Israel and for the region, there may be no greater
strategic threat than the prospect of a nuclear-armed Iran. The US is determined to
prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons. And with our international partners, we
have implemented tough new sanctions whose bite is being felt in Tehran. Iran’s leaders
face a clear and tough choice: Meet your international responsibilities or face continued
isolation and consequences.”



