
I should like also to quote my answer under date of October 1, 1942:

The time has come once and for all, so I am convinced, to make a system
atic, organized attempt to bring home a point of view which, as you prop
erly indicate, is not anti-Zionist and is not non-Zionist, but, permit me to 
say, is Zionist if this term does not have to mean maximalist aims which in 
the opinion of many people cannot be achieved within our lifetime. It 
seems to me that there is no reason why those of us who have sympathy 
with a deep but moderate Zionism should yield this term to others who 
through their extremist views and actions are making it difficult for you 
and me and many good Jews and Zionists to carry out their full weight on 
behalf of the upbuilding in Palestine of a Jewish National Home.7

Non-Zionism is admittedly a clumsy and rather vague term, but it has 
official standing. The Jewish Agency is composed of Zionists and non- 
Zionists. That is one of the great achievements of the Jewish Agency — 
the coalition of Zionists and non-Zionists on behalf of the upbuilding of 
the National Home in Palestine.

Louis Marshall, Felix Warburg, Cyrus Adler, Cyrus Sulzberger and 
others were called non-Zionists. I had something to do with the favor
able attitude of some of them towards Palestine, and I am interested in 
their children and their successors, i.e. in a large proportion of American 
Judaism. I would want to win them for Zion, in some such way as their 
forbears were won. Is the situation such that in your opinion it is neces
sary to break with them? This is not just a rhetorical question but one to 
which a carefully reasoned answer should be given.

Mr. Ben-Gurion and Dr. Weizmann have been very anxious to win 
their support, and I think rightly so. Is it only they who have the right to 
seek this support?

The question, therefore, is this: if non-Zionists accept the Ihud plat
form, should we repudiate them? Are we to reject Jews in America who 
agree with these principles but who may not be ready to join the Zionist 
Organization of America with its present program? I think it would be a 
positive, constructive asset for Palestine if in addition to many Zionists, 
all those so-called non-Zionist Jews could be won over to the Ihud pro
gram.

I think I need not dwell here on my attitude towards official Zionist 
policy. That is given in my article in Foreign Affairs.

I am glad to be in correspondence with you on these questions. They 
appear to me to be important. I assume you will give copies of this per
sonal letter to those who signed the telegram with you, and also please to 
Mrs. Jacobs8 and Dr. Schloessinger.

With kindest regards to all of you, I am
Sincerely yours, JLM
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1. Mordecai M. Kaplan (see glossary of names).
2. Tamar de Sola Pool (1893-1981). Jewish community leader; born in Jerusalem and 

brought to the United States in 1904; president, Hadassah, Women's Zionist Organization, 
1939-1943.

3. Bernard Semel (1978-1959). Merchant and Jewish community leader; born in Ble- 
chow, Galicia, and came to the United States in 1890. An active Zionist, he was a leading 
supporter of the New York Kehillah and the Jewish Education Association.

4. Albert P. Schoolman (1894-1980). Jewish educator; executive director of Central 
Jewish Institute, New York, and founder of Cejwin camp.

5. Lazaron published Magnes's private letter (document 100) in the Baltimore Jewish 
Times, which created an outcry against Magnes for designating Jewish nationalism as 
"chauvinistic and narrow and terroristic.” His critics complained that he played into the 
hands of the anti-Zionist American Council for Judaism. The telegram from Magnes's 
friends pointed this out, expressed the hope that Magnes was refering "to only very small 
number of extremists,'' and appealed to him to dissociate himself from the Lazaron group.

6. Roger W. Straus to JLM, September 3, 1942, MP, 215.
7. JLM to Roger W. Straus, October 1, 1942, MP 215.
8. Rose G. Jacobs (1908-1975). American Zionist leader born in New York City. She 

was a founder of Hadassah and was its president from 1930 to 1932 and from 1934 to 1937. 
She served on the executive of the Jewish Agency from 1937 to 1946 and was a member of 
the board of governors of the Hebrew University.
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Toward Peace in Palestine

Many of the basic problems of life defy complete solution. The Jewish 
problem is one of these. It is made up of so many complex elements —re
ligious, moral, political, economic, social, racial, historical — that it is a 
difficult task to even formulate it, let alone speak of "solving" it. Most of 
the solutions which are put forward are over-simplifications. But Jews 
and non-Jews can attempt to understand the problem and labor together 
for a free and just society. And in the measure society is just and free, in 
that measure Jews and Judaism will find their appropriate places and 
functions.

Palestine must occupy an important place in any consideration of the 
Jewish problem. It is unique among the lands of the earth —the Holy 
Land of the three great monotheistic faiths. It is also the Land of Israel, 
with which the People Israel have been associated from Bible time to this 
day. Would that it were large and empty enough to absorb millions of 
persecuted, wandering Jews and to be constituted into a Jewish state! 
Some object to this conception on the ground that politics and religion 
have nothing to do with one another. But politics is one of the most pro
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found of mankind's spiritual concerns. How men are to live together and 
be governed is a spiritual question with far-reaching implications. The 
fact remains that Palestine is small and is not empty. Another people 
have been in possession for centuries, and the concept of Palestine as a 
Jewish state is regarded by many Arabs as equivalent to a declaration of 
war against them. To those who contend that Palestine is the Promised 
Land of the Jews, I would say that it is necessary to distinguish between 
Messianic expectations and hard reality. When the late Chief Rabbi of 
Palestine, Rabbi Kuk, was asked by the Shaw Commission in 1930 what 
his attitude was toward restoration to the Jews of the site of Solomon's 
Temple, where the Mosque of Omar now stands, he replied that he be
lieved with a perfect faith that this would come about in God's own time, 
but that meanwhile violence in achieving Messianic ends could not be 
countenanced by Judaism.

Some important Zionist leaders* contend now —they did not always 
do so —that room can be created in Palestine "for something like 400,000 
families, or nearly two million souls" in addition to those already there, 
and that "this is likely to be approximately the number of people whom 
Palestine will in fact have to take care of very rapidly after the war." The 
only way this can be achieved, they maintain, is "by establishing a state 
of their own," that is, by constituting Palestine into a Jewish state or 
commonwealth.

But to make sure that there will be room in this small country for 
these additional two millions, some influential Zionists have adopted the 
idea put forward by the Palestine Royal Commission in its report of 
1937J that the Arabs of Palestine, now numbering about a million, 
should be exchanged or transferred in the event of a partition of the 
country4 The Royal Commission spoke (p. 392) of an arrangement "for 
the transfer, voluntary or otherwise, of land and population"; and in a 
book of essays published in Palestine last year, B. Kaznelson, one of 
the foremost leaders of the Labor Party in Palestine, which constitutes 
the dominant group in the Jewish Agency, welcomed this initiative of the 
Commission.

Mr. Kaznelson, addressing the Arabs, says: "We shall be ready not to 
be your foes and even to support your aspirations for independence and 
unification, provided you cease disturbing us and provided you recog
nize Palestine as a Jewish state. Upon this presupposition there can be

*Cf. Chaim Weizmann, "Palestine's Role in the Solution of the Jewish Problem," 
Foreign Affairs, January 1942.

tPalestine Royal Commission, "Report," 1937 (Cmd. 5479).
tEditor's Note: For comment on the Report, see "Alternatives to Partition," by Viscount 

Samuel, and "The Arabs and the Future of Palestine," by H. St. J. Philby, Foreign Affairs, 
October 1937. For a general treatment, see 'The Palestine Situation Restated," by Felix 
Frankfurter, Foreign Affairs, 1931.
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mutual understanding." As to the transfer of Arabs, he adds: "The ques
tion of the exchange of populations is likely to become pressing in our 
days. I believe this question to be essential (italics by the author) for us 
and also for them.''*

On the other hand, the late George Antonius says: "There seems to be 
no valid reason why Palestine should not be constituted into an indepen
dent Arab state . . . No other solution seems practicable, except possibly 
at the cost of an unpredictable holocaust of Arab, Jewish and British lives 
. . . No code of morals can justify the persecution of one people in an at
tempt to relieve the persecution of another. The cure for the eviction of 
Jews from Germany is not to be sought in the eviction of the Arabs from 
their homeland; and the relief of Jewish distress may not be accomplished 
at the cost of inflicting a corresponding distress upon an innocent and 
peaceful population."t

The antithesis is complete. These extreme aspirations are clearly in
compatible.

This is not to say that there is a lack of reassurances from one side to 
the other. In his article in Foreign Affairs, Dr. Weizmann says that in the 
Jewish state of Palestine there will be "complete civil and political equal
ity of rights for all citizens without distinction of race or religion, and, in 
addition, the Arabs will enjoy full autonomy in their own internal 
affairs." Mr. Antonius says that in an independent Arab state Jews 
"would live in peace, security and dignity, and enjoy full rights of citizen
ship . . . and the widest freedom in the pursuit of their spiritual and cul
tural ideals . . . Jewish values could flourish and the Jewish genius have 
the freest play to seek inspiration in the land of its ancient connection."

These assurances of tolerance are sincerely meant. Yet the basic con
trast persists, in that the one assumes the Jews are to rule and the other is 
predicated upon Arab hegemony.

The purpose of this article is to warn of the danger of war between 
Jews and Arabs, and to offer an alternative based upon a reasonable 
compromise. The uncompromising who believe that this collision is in
evitable are supposedly making their preparations. Those who believe in 
the necessity and the possibility of compromise should also be preparing. 
Nothing is more dangerous and enervating than the advice to postpone 
all thinking and planning until the end of the war. The war will not end 
and the peace will not come unless in every field the utmost exertions are 
made to think things through and to work things out now.

The indispensable prerequisite for a reasonable compromise is, I am 
convinced, that America's moral and political authority be thrown into

*B. Katznelson, "In the Furnace," p. 168-9.
JGeorge Antonius, The Arab Awakening Philadelphia: Lippincott, 1939, p. 410.
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the balance. In view of the intransigence of many responsible leaders on 
both sides the adjustment may have to be imposed over their opposition. 
Only organized world democracy, convinced of the truth and the neces
sity of the Atlantic Charter, can have enough authority to do this; and it 
is America, I submit, which must be chiefly responsible for the practical 
fulfillment of the principles of this great pronouncement.

Great Britain's authority, unhappily, has been impaired for the time 
being in Palestine and in the Middle East. The association of the United 
States with Britain in the Holy Land can help reestablish the authority 
necessary to keep Palestine from becoming a menace to the world's 
peace. America is greatly trusted. She has no territorial or imperialist 
ambitions here. She has served the Middle East generously and un
selfishly on numerous occasions, and she should continue to do so. She 
must not leave it to perfidious Japan sanctimoniously to hold up ideals of 
freedom and union before the peoples of the East. She should join Britain 
in helping find out and, if necessary, impose a reasonable compromise. 
But if the American people are to be drawn into this task in Palestine 
they must know beforehand that it is not simple or one to be undertaken 
lightly. They may become involved in the controversies and even in the 
hatreds which, unfortunately, seem to be almost inseparable from the 
Palestine problem.

Palestine as a Jewish state: Palestine as an Arab state. The two con
ceptions leave little room for compromise. But a search for one should be 
begun. The first step — and the sooner it is taken the better — should be an 
announcement that the adjustment will not include either of these alter
natives. Such an announcement might help dissipate the increasingly bel
licose atmosphere and might, perhaps, turn both Jewish and Arab propa
ganda in the direction of peace and understanding. The ordinary Jew and 
the ordinary Arab have no hatred for one another. They will rejoice over 
the prospect of a reasonable settlement which might enable them to live 
together and to develop their common country in peace. The search for a 
compromise might well be furthered, too, by the selection of a few En
glishmen and Americans to cooperate with Jews and Arabs in canvassing 
the possibilities. There is much material that could be studied usefully.

I shall try now to give the general outlines of the kind of compromise 
which I think might be imposed upon the Jews and the Arabs by a suffi
ciently high moral and political authority without giving reasonable 
cause for rebellion. It is the outcome of many years of study, for the past 
20 years in Palestine itself. It is not, I must admit, the official program of 
any political party.* I am putting it forward now in the hope that it may

*1 may be permitted to say, however, that there are Jews and Arabs of some conse
quence who are in accord with its general purport.
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serve as material for anyone who is convinced that the search for a com
promise is essential. The suggestion of other ideas would be advanta
geous.

The proposals which I bring forward are based on the great idea of 
union. Union must be the guiding political ideal of the United Nations if 
they are to achieve victory. The unbridled greed of those who have ruled 
hitherto, and the narrow chauvinism of so many nations, can be over
come only if a really free and really united world is created. The Pales
tine situation must be raised to the high plane where the gigantic struggle 
to build a mighty union of free nations is going on. Union for Palestine 
may be said to have three aspects:

1. Union between the Jews and the Arabs within a bi-national Pales
tine.

2. Union of Palestine, Transjordan, Syria and the Lebanon in an eco
nomic and political federation. These lands form a geographic unit and 
constituted a political and economic union at several times between an
cient Semitic days and the First World War.

3. Union of this federation with an Anglo-American union which is 
assumed to be part of that greater union of the free nations now laboring 
to be born out of the ruins of the decaying world.

I should like to consider each of these aspects in some detail.
Experience in the new states set up by the Treaty of Versailles has 

shown that a successful bi-national arrangement is hardly possible unless 
the majority and the minority nations or peoples constituting the state 
have equal political rights. The conception of minority rights has broken 
down in practice. It has to give way to equal rights for nations and peo
ples within the state as well as for individual citizens. Palestine as a Jew
ish state would mean Jewish rule over the Arabs; Palestine as an Arab 
state would mean Arab rule over the Jews. Palestine as a bi-national state 
must provide constitutionally for equal political rights and duties for 
both the Jewish and the Arab nations, regardless of which is the majority 
and which the minority. In this way neither people will dominate the 
other. But a constitutional provision alone is not sufficient. There must 
be effective guarantees that this political equality will be carried out in 
practice. The nature of these guarantees will be determined by the nature 
of the federation of which Palestine is to be a member, and also by the 
nature of the union of the free nations of which this federation is to be a 
part. I shall return to this point later.

If the political equality of the two peoples in Palestine is accepted as a 
part of the compromise we are seeking, there seems to be no good reason 
why a beginning should not be made now with a bi-national administra
tion, so that officials may be trained as soon as possible for the great 
tasks which confront them. On more than one occasion Britain has held
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out hopes that the people of Palestine would receive an increasing share 
in the government of the country. These hopes have not been realized. If 
it be objected that the Palestinians are politically immature, the demo
cratic way to attain maturity would be to place political responsibility 
upon them. The time has come to put Palestinians, both Jews and Arabs, 
in charge of non-controversial government departments and to make 
them members of the Executive Council of the Government. That would 
be a step forward of the highest educational and political value.

A modest way of associating the population of Palestine with the war 
effort has also been suggested. It has been proposed that a consultative 
body of representative citizens be appointed under the chairmanship of 
the High Commissioner. He would call the group together at intervals to 
make statements on the war and to consult on such matters as supplies 
and rationing, recruiting, the cost of living, agricultural and industrial 
production, profiteering and social welfare. But nothing has come of this 
suggestion.

It is a mistake to think that new arrangements will come into being 
automatically after the war. The time to begin to prepare the Jews and 
the Arabs for responsible duties in the bi-national Palestinian body 
politic is now.

Immigration is in many ways the crux of the problem and it is on this 
issue that agreement will be most difficult. There are 17 million Jews in 
the world. Understandably, the Jews want to admit hundreds of thou
sands of the homeless and persecuted to Palestine. But a long time would 
be required to settle even the two million whom some think the country 
could absorb. The astounding advances which the scientific knowledge 
and the devotion of the Jews have brought about in the agriculture and 
industry of Palestine might conceivably shorten this period. But today 
the country does not grow enough food to support its present popula
tion; and in order to import food, particularly from neighboring coun
tries, peace between Jews and Arabs is necessary. If the capacity to ab
sorb immigrants is to be increased by making Palestine largely industrial 
rather than agricultural, this will increase its dependence upon the Mid
dle East for markets; and in this case also there must be peace between 
the two peoples.

The problem is dual. Taking into account both the country's eco
nomic absorptive capacity and the political situation, how can as large a 
Jewish population as possible be settled in Palestine? How is this to be ac
complished within the framework of the suggested compromise? We 
begin again wih a negative aspect of the proposed adjustment in order to 
reach a positive conclusion. No Jew can agree to a fiat which would arbi
trarily stop immigration into Palestine, the Land of Israel. This is the 
main reason why Jews have been unanimous in opposing the British
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Government's White Paper of 1939.* Of the many arbitrary decrees in
cluded in that unhappy document, the one to permit no further Jewish 
immigration after five years from 1939 unless the Arabs are prepared to 
acquiece in it was the most unfortunate. The Arabs will not agree to un
restricted Jewish immigration. It would build up a Jewish majority and 
might mean Jewish dominance in Palestine. We must recognize that this 
is a genuine impasse and that a way out must be found.

The establishment of a federation would help resolve the problem. If 
and when the federation came into being, the whole question of numbers 
in Palestine would lose its present primary significance for the Arabs. For 
a federation of the four states in question, whatever its form, would in
clude an Arab population of several million. The Arabs would be re
lieved of their present fear of being swamped and dominated by a major
ity of Jews. A Jewish majority in the federation is hardly conceivable.

It should also be borne in mind that since the outbreak of war Jewish 
immigration into Palestine has been practically at a standstill. This 
means that the proportion of Jews to Arabs in Palestine is growing pro
gressively smaller, for the annual rate of natural increase of the Arabs is 
much higher (2.7 percent) than that of the Jews (1.3 percent). The present 
Arab population is estimated at about a million; in five years' time it 
might number rather more than l,200,000j The Jewish population is esti
mated to be about 500,000; if there is no important Jewish immigration 
in the next five years the rate of natural increase will bring this to only 
about 540,000. In other words, the Arab population in 1947 would be 
larger than the Jewish population by more than 600,000. If, therefore, 
the political controversy between the Jews and the Arabs were com
posed, as it might be through the establishment of a federation, several 
hundred thousand Jewish refugees could be admitted to Palestine with 
advantage to the country and without disturbing the political balance. 
The establishment of a federation might also be advantageous to the 
Jews, as well as to the federation itself, by making possible agreements 
under which the Governments of Transjordan, Syria and the Lebanon 
would permit a given number of refugee Jews to settle in those countries 
without extending the Jewish National Home beyond the borders of Pal
estine.

Thus it seems clear that a federation would make it possible for many 
thousands of Jewish refugees to find room in Palestine and other parts of 
the federation, and this with Arab agreement instead of Arab animosity.

As to the economic absorptive capacity of Palestine, it should be 
pointed out that the Jews have given definite proof that it is greater than

’"Palestine Statement of Policy," 1939 (Cmd. 6019).
TReport of the Palestine Royal Commission (Cmd. 5479), p. 281.
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had been supposed. The Jews have shown that there is more water in the 
country, more arable land, better land, the possibility of raising more di
versified crops, more raw materials for industry, more chances of estab
lishing industries both for home consumption and for export, than had 
been imagined. Whereas formerly the maximum population of present- 
day Palestine had been estimated at about three million, with agriculture 
as its chief economic activity, today responsible authorities admit that 
this maximum can be raised to four million.

The economic absorptive capacity both of Palestine and of the federa
tion ought to be determined from time to time. This would be useful not 
only in selecting immigrants and determining their numbers, but also in 
drawing up any large-scale plan for the country's development. One of 
the first constructive tasks of the federation, under the aegis of the free 
nations and with their financial and scientific help, should be to work out 
such a plan of development for all the constituent parts of the federation, 
and to put it into execution. An Anglo-American undertaking of this sort 
in the name of the union of the free nations would go a long way toward 
bringing the compromise to fruitful success.

If for some unfortunate reason the federation should not come into 
being, the immigration question in Palestine alone would be made-as I 
think I have shown —that much more baffling. Even so, we should have 
to try to face that difficult eventuality as well as possible. For example, a 
proposal might be offered somewhat similar to that made in 1936, after 
the Arab rebellion had begun. At that time it was suggested that the 
number of Jewish immigrants be so calculated that at the end of a ten- 
year period the Jews would constitute no more than 40 percent of the 
total population. The Jewish population then numbered 400,000. It was 
estimated that under the plan, which was sponsored by a number of re
sponsible Jews and Arabs, this figure would be doubled by 1946.

A similar procedure could be used now. It would have two basic pro
visions. First, whatever percentages and periods might be fixed, the Jew
ish population would never be permitted to become more than one half 
of the total population; and second, instead of dividing Jewish immigra
tion into equal yearly quotas, as large a number as economically possible 
should be admitted in the years immediately following the close of the 
war to mitigate the fate of thousands of homeless Jews. This is a method 
which should be adopted, however, only after all hope of finding a better 
way has been abandoned. It has the fault that it again raises the majority- 
minority complex to primary political importance, as at present; whereas 
federation would reduce it to a secondary place.

In the preceding paragraphs I have attempted to show that a reason
able compromise is possible on the two chief points at issue —a bi-na
tional government and Jewish immigration. Obviously, other matters of
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tional government and Jewish immigration. Obviously, other matters of 
great importance remain to be settled also, such as land, employment 
and agricultural settlement.

The Jews are able to help as no other people can or will to build up the 
proposed federation as an integral part of a union of the free peoples. 
Their help can be scientific, financial, social, industrial and agricultural. 
But even before the start of the delicate and complicated process of estab
lishing a political federation there can be an economic union of Palestine, 
Transjordan, Syria and Lebanon, and these countries can join with their 
neighbors in economic agreements.

These developments are possible because of the war. The four small 
states in question will be less and less able to stand the rigors of the war 
unless they form themselves into an economic bloc for the production of 
food and the manufacture of other goods and to arrange to receive sup
plies in common. One way of forming this very desirable economic 
union might be to develop the Middle East Supply Center to its full ca
pacity for usefulness. This wartime organ is based on two ideas: its 
make-up is Anglo-American, which means that it pools Anglo-American 
resources for conducting the joint war effort in the Middle East; and it is 
giving blood and bone to the conception that the Middle East is a unit 
formed of contiguous countries with economic needs so vital in time of 
war that differences over their political borders and other matters be
come of secondary importance. This conception ought to be carried over 
into the peace, and I believe it is possible if the basic ideas of the Middle 
East Supply Center are worked out with efficiency and vision.

Another factor in the suggested compromise is Jerusalem, Holy City 
of three religions, which might become the federal headquarters or capi
tal. Geography and history alike fit it for this great destiny. Should it 
once again become a center of spiritual and intellectual exchange, it will 
restore contact between Judaism, Christianity and Islam. So far these 
three faiths have failed in their efforts to create a society based upon 
ideals of righteousness and mercy. Yet despite the afflictions visited upon 
Israel in the Christian West, we may not despair of the West. And Israel, 
which once achieved great things for mankind in the Middle East, can ac
quire renewed youth and deeper wisdom if it is re-invigorated and rooted 
once more in the ancestral soil. The new Jerusalem, then, would symbol
ize a new relationship between Judaism, Christianity and Islam in the 
cradle of their origin; and in the New Jerusalem they would work out to
gether part of their common problems with the old-new East which con
tains among its other elements the vast, vibrating, spiritual powers of 
Russia, India and China.

A compromise settlement of the Palestine problem such as I have out
lined above would be doubly guaranteed: by the federation and by the
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union of the free nations. But will this latter union be created? And how 
can we be sure that it will be any more effective or that its members will 
do their duty toward peace through it any more truly than they did 
through the League of Nations? Millions of men and women are asking 
these questions. When Vice-President Wallace and Mr. Sumner Welles 
speak eloquently and sincerely of the free world that is to be made, mil
lions take courage. But afterwards they begin to ask themselves if, after 
all, it is only words. No answer can be found for this historic question ex
cept in the heart and the determination of each one of us individually. By 
now we should have learned that peace is indivisible and that there is no 
chance of political understanding in the world unless organized world 
democracy assumes responsibility for it by assuming responsibility for 
the security and the economic well-being of every nation, regardless of 
race, creed or color.

In making our Palestine compromise work we can learn much from 
the mistakes of the mandatory system. The principle of trusteeship which 
was implicit in that system is sound. But let the mandatories ask them
selves if they have always acted like true trustees. Whatever the nature of 
the guarantee or trusteeship which is adopted after this war, experience 
has taught us that it should not assume the form of mandates granted to 
single countries or to groups of countries which have imperialistic, mili
tary or other selfish interests in the region involved.

Israel is an imperfect instrument through which universal religious 
and moral principles have been communicated to mankind. These princi
ples call for the creation of a visible, tangible society founded upon jus
tice and mercy. The utterances of the Prophets of Israel contain as 
powerful revolutionary ferment as mankind has ever known. Until Israel 
and the nations of mankind succeed in establishing a universal society 
based upon those ideals there will continue to be a Jewish problem. That 
is Israel's destiny.
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Journal: Notes on Conversation with Omar Salih Barghuthy

Jerusalem, February'8, 1944

February 9, 1944. 4-4:45 p .m . At his house. We went out together to 
Miss Landau's building,1 he to the law classes where he teaches twice
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weekly, and I to Miss Landau where we met with Av. Levin2 and Mrs. 
Levy3 about the Stoller girl.4

I said that I had not seen him and others of my Arab friends in a long 
time because I had lost hope that the Arab leaders and the Jewish leaders 
could come to an agreement. Fie could understand that it was hard for 
me, who had all these years worked for an agreement, to say this. But 
my friends Kalvarisky and Aaron Cohen5 had told me that he was 
hopeful of an agreement, and I had come to hear what he could tell me. 
He said he thought an agreement not impossible but that it would have to 
be arrived at by the right people and in the right way. The Palestine 
Arabs themselves would never come to an agreement if left to them
selves. There was no man or group among them with enough authority. 
The agreement with the Jews would have to be dictated to the Palestine 
Arabs by some outside Arab authority. He had recently reminded Awni 
that Feisal7 had said in their presence the last time he was in Palestine: 
"You must come to an understanding with the Jews." The man who is to 
bring this about must be big enough to bear all kinds of abuse -  that he is 
a traitor and has been bought by the Jews and by the English; and he 
would be threatened with death. But if bold enough to hold out, he 
would one day be proclaimed as a benefactor of the Arabs. I said, point
ing to Feisal's picture on the wall: "It is a tragedy that that man died. Our 
whole situation here would be different had he lived." He agreed. (It 
might be of interest to note that the other picture on the same wall was 
that of Kaukji,8 MacMichael's9 friend. Omar probably meant 
Wauchope's.10)

As far as he could see, the man best fitted to bring about such an un
derstanding was Nuri [al-Sa'id], Nahas11 did not really understand the 
problem. He could not see why there should be any difficulties. Let the 
Jews in Palestine be like the Copts among us in Egypt, was his attitude. 
What should happen was that as a result of the Unity Conferences in 
Cairo12 and with Nuri's support, all the Arab governments should im
pose an Arab-Jewish agreement upon the Palestine Arabs. "What would 
this imposed agreement be?" I asked. "Like the proposals of Dr. Magnes, 
he answered. I asked: "Did you see my recent letter to the Economist?" 
"An excellent letter. Just that: parity of numbers and of political rights 
and duties, but provided, of course, that there be a Federation."

He had been suprised to find Mr. Bentwich, who was a very fine man, 
such an extremist. He had told him that he was as bad as Ben-Gurion 
(Bentwich had told me that Omar Saleh had said the same thing about 
me). Bentwich had insisted that the gates of Palestine must always be 
open to Jewish immigration even after parity was reached, here as he un
derstood that my point of view was parity in intention and in fact. I said 
that that was correct as far as I was concerned. But a question: if at any
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