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There has always been an admil:tedly.

slow yet determined effort on the part of a
handful of scholars—Palestinian and oth-
ers sympathetic to their perspective—ta
challenge the more widespread and occa-
sionally more “credible” Israeli interpreta-
tion of what happened in 1948. That effort
is now benefiting from serious and salid
contributions that are being put forth prin-
cipally, but not exclusively, by Israeli
scholars. The revisionism has coincided
with the fortieth anniversary of the escab-
lishment of Israel; it is also the fartieth
anniversary of the exodus of the Palestin-
ians and the dismemberment of Palestine.
It is of considerable value to look back on
those traumatic events from the standpoint

*lbrahim  Abu-Lughod, professor of political
science, Northwestern Universicy.

of the apparent victor as well as from the
standpoint of those who were then per-
ceived to be the vanquished.

Yet nothing can be clearer taday than
that the events of 1948 are both “histor-
ical” and very contemporary indeed; the
events are very much alive in the minds of
both protagonists; both are actively en-
gaged, not only in discussing what actually
happened then, but in a setious attempt to
“resolve” the dispute—whether that re-
garding interpretation or regarding the is-
sue which brought about the dispute in
interpretation in the first instance. It is not
certain that an authoritative interpretation
of thase events can in fact emetge; even
with the best of intentions, control of the
data, and skilled analysis it is doubtful that
Palestinian and Israeli scholars—as well as
“third” party scholars—can arrive at a
consensus either on the facts or on their
interpretation. The difficulties are not only
those of national identity and perspective;
nor are they of language and skills, or
access. They are much more complex and
relate simultaneously to values, beliefs,
attitudes as well as the national and his-
torical experiences of bath people. It may
be possible for an Israeli or a Palestinian
scholar to make an autharitative coneribu-
tion on one or more aspects of the Pales-
tinian/Zionist/[sraeli national experiences;
but nane has been able to do so thus far.

The late Simha Flapan, a lifelong Zion-
istfsocialist Mapam scholar and activist, is
clear on this issue. [n his introduction to
The Birth of Israel Flapan indicates that his
principal purpose is to “debunk 2 number
of [sraeli myths, not as an academic exer-
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cise but as a contribution to a better
understanding of the Palestinian prob-
lem.” He then goes on to add:

I am restricting myself to an analysis of
[staeli policies and propaganda strue-
tures. [ choose to do it this way not
because [ ateribuce to lsrael sole respon-
sibility for the failute to find a salution

. the Palestinians, too, were active
players in the drama thac hrought upen
them the calamicy of defeat and che loss
of their homeland. But review of the
contributing Arabh myths, conceptions,

. must he done hy an Arab, . ..
Certainly the ideal way to fulfill this
undertaking would have been a jaint
project by an Israeli-Palestinian Histori-
cal Saciety. | hope this is not wishful
thinking, and chat someday such a com-
mon efforc will produce a study free of
the deficiencies and limitations of this
ane.

Flapan is absolutely right; what Israel’s
revisionists have accomplished is in fact
considerable but clearly cannot he—and
perhaps is not intended to be—the final
word. The revisionists such as Tom
Segev,” Flapan, and Morris give us a
wealth of decail based on primary Zionist/
Israeli sources {sometimes supplemented
by British material and an occasional Ax-
abic work), Moteover, through cogent
analysis they have reexamined specific or
mare general events in the Palestinian-
Israeli encounter and thus provided fresh
reinterpretation and analysis.

Palestinian scholats and those sympa-
thetic to their perspective initially started
with different assumptions and values;
some of them have undergone existential
expetiences in situ that enabled them eacly
on to apprehend a Palestinian/Istaeli real-
ity that conflicted and contrasted very
sharply with that exposed by Lsrael's con-

*Tom Segev, 1949: The First Israelis (New York:
Free Press, 1986.)

ventional apologists. [t is evident to all
students of the Palestinian/Arab-lsraeli
conflict that there are at least two cantrast-
ing traditions in understanding Palestinian
history in the crucial decades of the Man-
date. These two traditions have virtually
nothing in common. One is much more
abundant in Western languages and is
received more hospitably in the West, but
has little credibilicy in the third world,
while the other informs a much more
restricted constituency but has greacer
credibility in the third world. Even the
definition of Palestine itself is in dispute.
Demographic figures are disputed; land
ownership figures are disputed; processes of
land alienation are disputed; policies of the
British, the operations of the Mandate, the
role of the League of Nations, as well as
sacial development, culture, and educa-
tion are all subject to serious controversy.
Even Palestinian existence itself is dis-
puted by the extreme exponents of the
Zionist tradition. So it should not come as
a surprise that the interpretation of any
particular event must be different for ad-
herents of these two traditions. Perhaps
the most serious dispute relates to the
establishment of Istael, the simultaneous
uprooting of the Palestinians, and the
thwarting of their right to self-determina-
tion.

I

Let us face squarely one crucial issue (in
Flapan's terminology “myth"), namely,
that of the creation of the “refugees,”
which is the subject of Morris' exceedingly
meticulous study. Two facts about the
“refugees” are not in dispute: one is that
they exist and the second is that their
existence is a critical issue thar underlies
the Palestinian/Arab-Israeli conflices. Ev-
erything else about the refugee question is
debated by the protagonists and their apol-
ogists. How many refugees were there; who
is responsible for their situation; were they



deliberately expelled by the Zionists; were
they told hy their various “leaders” to
depart; should they he allowed to return;
should they be compensated; should they
be settled and integrated; and why they
have not been—all are questions that are
answered differently by the proponents of
the two traditions. In answering these and
similar questions it would likely appear toa
reader uninvolved in the mysteties of the
question of Palestine that we are dealing
not with one refugee question but with at
least two which seem to have very little to
do with each other,

In one way or another all three studies
deal either exclusively or in part with that
issue. All three understand and try to
relate the issue to the broader political
context which is relevant to the establish-
ment of [srael. Sanbar attaches much more
significance to the overall context of the
struggle between Palestinians and the
Yishuv and thus links the specific issues
with the much broader ideological bases of
the conflice. In a sense, like other Pales-
tinians, Sanbar perceives the eventual
eviction of the Palestinians in 1948 as a
logical consequence of the triumph of Zi-
onism in Palestine. Although a major
event in Palestinian history, it is certainly
not unique. For, if Zionism was to succeed
in translating its premises into reality in
Palestine it would have had to take Pales-
tinian land without the Palestinian people.
Thus Sanbar analyses the pracesses of evie-
tion before 1948 to demonstrate that the
Zionists were trying to fulfil Israel Zang-
wil's premise of “a land without a people
for a people without a land.” The histori-
cal record is clear: Zionism did not intend

* to exterminate the Palestinians; but it did
seek to dismantle their socio-cultural sys-
tem in preparation for seizing their land
and denying them their right to indepen-
dence. Zionism could not accomplish its
goal of “emptying” the land of the indige-
nous pecple peacefully; Palestinians re-
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sisted the process all along. The events of
1936-39 and of the 1940s constiruted ma-
jor acts of resistance, but Palestinians
mounted resistance before that; through-
out the period, the Palestinians differen-
tially avercame enormous adds, mobilized
and waged militant resistance not only to
Zionism but againsc the British as well.
That they were defeated is more of a
commentary on the superior forces arrayed
against them than on their acquiescence in
the projected schemes of the Zionist move-
ment. What is crucial for Sanbar in his
narration and analysis is that the expulsion
of 1948, although a major event, cannat
be understood in an historical or political
vacuum. To be understood it must be
linked to the premises of the Zionist mave-
ment, to its practices in Palestine, and to
the idea of the kind of state it wished to
establish. While willing to dehate issues of
detail, Sanbat's concern, unlike that of
Matris, is not to look for a “smoking gun”
to ascertain whether an actual “order” can
be identified and produced that would
canclusively “prave” that David Ben-
Gurion issued the order to expel or that
some Arab leader issued a call to the
Palestinians to leave. If such materials
could be found they would certainly add to
the picture; but no satisfactory answer can
be given outside the historical context.

I

The wotk of the revisionist scholars,
Palestinian or [sraeli, will not inhibic the
outpouring of received “wisdom” on the
origin of the refugee question. The New
York Times, among others, publishes letters
periodically from irate Zionists regurgitat-
ing the story of the alleged 1948 orders
from Arab leaders to Palestinians to aban-
don their lands and homes to clear the way
far the coming offensive hy the Arab
armies; the letters intend to reinforce Arah
and Palestinian culpability for the “ref-
ugee” question and, correspondingly, Is-
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rael’s innocence. In a distorted adherence
to an even-handed approach The New York
Times published a lone response to a cou-
ple of Zionist letters from a retired Pales-
tinian international civil servane whe gave
a first hand account of his and his hrother's
“departure” from Jaffa and Haifa in April
of 1948. He emphasized, regardless of
rights or obligations, the horrars and rav-
ages of war as a principal cause of the
civilian population’s search for “safe” ar-
eas. Shukri Salameh's letter ta The Times
(22 September 1988} could be duplicated
by thousands; for such people, the question
of whether the Zionists intended to evice
them from the land or not is really a moot
issue. Introducing Erskin Childers' bril-
liant essay entitled “From Citizens to Ref-
ugees,"” which appeared in The Transforma-
tion of Palestine, {(Evanston: Northwestern
University Press, 1971}, I stated:

. . no writing on the Arab-lsraeli con-
flict has been free of an attempt to settle
an ohvious question: How did these Pal-
estinians become “refugees”? That hico-
munal wars inevitably produce victims is
obvious; various pressures . . . have his-
torically comhined to produce human
dislocations, the victims of which are
categorized and subsumed under the
term “refugees”. ... In the case of
Palesting, had the world not heen con-
fronted with a familiar yet bizarre incet-
pretation—that which actempts to dem-
onstrate the culpabilicy of Arab
leadership in the removal of the Pales-
tinians . . . as well as the individual
responsibility of the Palestinians for be-
ing tefugees—it would he sufficient o
call che attention . . . to the fact that a
bicommunal war accurred and that, as in
all such wars, some people were disla-
cated as a result.

Childers demonstrated beyond a shadow
of a doubt that no Arab orders could be
found anywhere that would sustain the
Zionist allegation. Palestinian scholars,
aware of what went on in Palestine, di-

rectly contested that Zionise allegation.
More recently an American scholar, Mi-
chael Palumbo, in The Palestine Catastro-
phe {London: Faber and Faber, 1987) tack
an the Israeli allegation once more and
demonstrated its absurdity.

Now it is [sraelis who are subjecting that
allegation to detailed study. Their finding
is complex yet conclusive. For Flapan, it is
clearly a myth, number three in his enu-
meration of Israel's seven myths. Flapan
synthesizes a great deal of material, reex-
amines documentary evidence and state-
ments, and subjects the military behavior
of the Istaeli army to close scutiny. He
concludes that Istael's statement about
Arab and Palestinian culpability for the
refugees is simply a myth. Like most myths
it is very useful politically.

However, Morris' account is hy far the
most detailed, comprehensive, and metic-
ulous of all accounts published thus far.
Although it is not pleasant to read, it
reminds a Palestinian, who knew the land
intimately, where all the cities, towns, and
villages were. Those that have been for-
gatten come back to life and one is able ro
revive the past and remember the condi-
tions of the exodus. Thase of us who
expetienced the exodus directly can test
the documentary evidence cited by Merris
against our own experience. We are also in
a position to test the reality he appre-
hended from his source material against
aur “reality.” Despite the ravages of mem-
ory we are able to identify that which is
authentic as against the perceived.

Moarris is explicit in his arientation; he
relies principally upon the ZionistfIsraeli
archives; these are supplemented hy British
and American archival material. Very self-
consciously Morris decided to avoid per-
sonal interviews with any of the players
(he states, but does not defend, his deci-
sion}; he cites some Arabic sources but
states that he did not have access to
Palestinian or Arah archival sources. De-



spite these self- or externally imposed con-
straints Morris' work is indeed a major
contribution to our knowledge, as close to
an authoritative history of the exadus as
we are likely to get. It is comprehensive: it
deals with the events systematically begin-
ning in November 1947 and through 1949.
It nates the major acts of expulsion as wel
as the complex policies pursued by various
commanders either inspired or ordered by
the political teaders. It treats the “diserim-
inatory” policies of expulsion and reten-
tion pursued toward the Christian and
Druze communities, particulatly in the Gal-
ilee. In short, it confirms much of what
we, Palestinians, knew in general buc
could not document. Nat only is Mortis
able to cite evidence; equally significant,
he demonstrates, sometimes vividly, that
while the exodus was “national” in scope,
each region experienced it in a different
way and at a different time. Thus the
“perscnal” narratives of Salameh [men-
tionned above], Busailah, Nazzal, and
Shoufani® can now be placed alongside the
“dacumentary” narrative of Morris in order
to assess each experience in terms of its
special circumstances. Morris provides am-
ple decumentation and analysis from the
perspective of the victor.

On the hasis of material provided by
Mortris, the historic Palestinian contention
that there was a Zionist/Istaeli consensus
irrespective of party affiliation on the issues
of expulsion and the possible return of the
Palestinians to their homes is substanti-
ated. Zionists of all political stripes, in-
cluding Mapam—the occasional squea-

"Rega-¢ Busailah, “The Fall of Lydda, 1943:
Impressions and Reminiscences.” Arab Seudies
Quarterly 3, no.2 (Spring 1981): 123-51; Nafez
Nazzal, The Palestinian Exodus from Galilze, 1948
{Beirut: Insticute for Palestinian Studies, 1978);
Elias Shoufani, “The Fali of a Village." Journal
of Palestine Studies 1, no. 4 (Summer 1972):
108-21.
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mishness of a member notwithstanding—
were in essential agreement on the need
for and the desirability of a Jewish state as
clear as possible of Arab inhabitants. Pal-
estinians are fully justified in pointing to
their chief historic antagonists—David
Ben-Gurion, Moshe Sharret (who now
seems to enjoy an undeserved “dovish”
reputation}, Joseph Weitz (succeeded by
his son in wishing for a “transfer” of the
Palestinians), Yigal Allon, Yitzhaq Rabin,
Menahem Begin, and others—as the ar-
chitects and implementors of the policy of
evicting the Palestinians in 194849 and
perpetuating their “refugee” status.

The contention of the Palestinians and
cheir supporters is and has always been that
they were expelled. Rarely does Morris find
an actual “order” ta expel; more frequently
it is hinted at, or approved de facto, but
Morris is unable to find an explicit, over-
arching order promulgated hy an authori-
tative Zionist body that called for expul-
sion,

[f at the start of che war che Yishuw had
been reluctantly willing co countenance
a Jewish Scate with a large, peaceful
Arab minority, by Aptil the milicary
commanders’ chinking had radically
changed: the toll on Jewish life and
secutity in the hattle of the roads and the
dire praspect of the invasion of Palestine
by Arab armies had left the Haganah
with very narrow margins of safety. The
Yishuy could not leave pockets of ac-
tively or potencially hostile Arabs or
ready made bases for them hehind ies
geographically unnatural front lines. (p.
113)

It may also be helpful to repraduce some of
Mortis' statements on. particular events to
indicate his way of assessing the “clearing”
of Palestine of its Arab population.

The inhabitants of Arab Caesarea . . .
hegan to evacuate out of fear on 12
January [1948], and othets followed on 9
Februaty, On 15 February the village was
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captured and mast of its inhabitants fled played important roles, also needs to be
or were ordered to leave, Caesarea was carefully examined. Let us take Tiberias as
the first preplanned, organized expulsion an illustration. Motris writes:

of an Arab community by the Haganah
in 1948, {(p. 54)

Elsewhere he notes a general “tendency”
of villagers to abandon their villages on the
basis of “general fear."”

This “tendency” was being promoted by
and expanded in pare by Weitz himself.
... Saon after the start of hostilities,
Weitz realized that the circumstances
were tipe for the Judaization of tracts of
land bought and owned by Jewish insti-
tutions . . . On 20 Februacy Weitz noted
that “beduins” in the largely Jewish-
awned Beisan Valley, wete beginning to
ctoss aver to the Transjordan. “It is
possible that now is the time to imple-
ment our original plan: To transfer them
there.” {p. 55}

Morris alsa notes:

Plan Dlalet]” was not a political blue-
pring for the expulsion of Palestine's

The Haganah decided to pacify Arah
Tiberias . . . units of the Golani Brigade
and the Palmah's 3rd Bacralion atcacked
the Old City using mortars and dynamite

. caused great panic. Arab notables
appatently sued for cruce bue the Haga-
nah commanders refused to negotiate;
they wanted a surtender. The Arabs
then appealed to the British to lift the
Haganah siege and to extend their pro-
tection to the Arab areas. . .. The
British could offer na protection to the
Arabs beyand 22 April. . . . The British
governor subsequently called in the Jew-
ish representatives and informed them
that “in order to assure the Arabs’ safety,
it had been decided to evacuate the
Atrabs from the town." . . . The British
then brought up buses and trucks, the
Atabs got on and the buses, under Brit-
ish escort, took them tg Nazareth and
Transjordan. {p. 71)

Arahs: ic was governed by military con- Subsequent attacks on Safad and its sur-
siderations and was geared to achieving rounding villages brought about the col-
military ends. Buc given the nature of lapse of the fictitious resistance and, as

the war and che admixture of the twa Mortis nates:

populations, securing the incerior of the
Jewish Seace . . . in practice meant the
depopulation and destruction of villages
that hosted haostile local miliria and it-
regular forces. . . . The Arab townspeo-
ple and villagers usually fled from their
hotmes before or during bartle: che Ha-
ganah commanders had rarely to decide
about, or issue, expulsion orders (though
they usually prevented inhabitants who
had initially fled from retuming home
after the dust of battle had settled). (p.
1)

The depopulation of the cities and towns
in which the British occupation forces,
then preparing to withdraw from Palestine,

*For a full discussion of Plan Dalet see “Plan Dalet
Revisited," JPS #69 (Fall 1988): 3-70—Fd

That day [I May] Hagansh radio an-
nounced, somewhat prematurely, that
“Safad is heing evacuated by its Arah
population.” The Paimah informed the
Haganah General Seaff on 3 May that,
following a brief Davidka shelling of
Arab Safad on 2 May, “Many Arabs
were seen making their way from Safad
dawn the path . . . in the direction of
the Jordan [River).” (pp. 102-103)

The actual ateack on Safad took place on 6
May, and on 11 May the Palmah troops:

moved into and secured the empty Arab
quarters of Safad. ... The Palmah
ttaops scouring the ahandoned Arab
quarters found in che houses aboue [0
Muslims, “with an average age of 50"
according to Safad's milicary governor,

Avraham Hanuli. . . . These inhabit-



ants were rounded up and expelled to
Lebanon apparencly in late May or early

June. {p. 104-105)

Thus Safad became a completely Jewish
city.

The stories of the depopulation of other
cities such as Haifa, Jaffa, Acre, and others
are recapitulated, sometimes with addi-
tional details and appropriately noting
linkages between events. For example,
Morris nates the overall impact of the Dayr
Yasin massacte on the hehavior of people
in Haifa and Jaffa. However, he does not
give sufficient weight to the devastating
impact that the martyrdom of ‘Abd al-
Qadir al-Husayni had on the Palestinian
resistance, although Morris does note the
strategic importance of al-Qastal.

Morris' portrayal and analysis, as stared
eatlier, is premised on a mastery of Zionist/
[sraeli source material and supplemented
‘by other secondary sources where feasihle.
Much of the Palestinian territary appor-
tioned by UN Resolution (81 of 1947 to
the Jewish State was in fact wrested from
the Palestinians before 15 May. The “mil-
itary” confrontation pitted a largely dis-

" armed, pitifully led, and tightly concrolled
Palestinian community against a much en-
larged, modern, tightly organized, bril-
liantly led, and internationally anchored
and connected Palestinian Jewish commu-
nity that was determined to fulfill its goal
of establishing a Jewish state. It did so on
14 May 1948. Istaeli commentaries on the
crucial five months of struggle between the
two communities that preceded the decla-
ration of the seate vary in qualiey, credibil-
ity, and authenticity. Irrespective of qual-
ity, Palestinian commentaries are quite
limited and thus far do not provide an
adeguate alternative portraval or analysis
of the encounter. [ can point to important
weaknesses in Morris' narration of the fail
of Jaffa, but my narration. would be based
entirely on my perception from the other
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side; someone else could point to a dif-
ferent explanation for the fall of Haifa, and
so forth. Thus, what is clearly needed is a
Palestinian analysis of the same events.
When that is done, perhaps Flapan's sug-
gestion of a joint Israeli Arab historical
society's endeavor can be translated to
reality and produce a eruly autharitative
account of the period.

The same of course applies to the post-
May period. The {ong-awaited Arab states'
“invasion™ of Palestine began on 15 May;
the “invasion” backfired with further disas-
trous territorial losses, A good part of the
territory designated by UN Resolution 181
for the Arab state was wrested from the
Jordanian Arab Legion, and the Egyptian
and Syrian armies. Mottis gives detailed
accounts of the various battles and rruces.
In this phase of the encounter, Jordan,
Iraq, Syria, and minimally Lebanon could
be in a position to provide an alternative
interpretation of what happened; for the
most part they have not done so.

Yet we have some accounts from the
Palestinian victims of the Arab-Istaeli con-
frontation. Let us take Lydda/Ramleh as an
example of the post-15 May period. The
Israeli army subdued these two towns with
a combined population of 50,000-70,000
{including “refugees” from previously oc-
cupied areas} in a major battle between 8
and 13 July 1948. The two towns had some
Palestinian irregulars but their “defense”
was presumably to be the responsibility of
the Arab Legion. All accounts of the
encounter are clear about one issue: the
Arah Legion withdrew without much of a
fight. By mid-July the two towns had heen
“emptied"” of their population. Busailah's
moving account of his exodus along with
the people of Lydda leaves no doubt that
Israel's soldiers not only engaged in looting
{confirmed by Morris) but in deliberate
violent acts (including a massacre) in-
tended to precipitate flight after the popu-
lation resisted expulsion. Morris sifted



126 JOURNAL OF PALESTINE STUDIES

through the Israeli evidence and his con-
clusion differs only in emphasis and decail.
In Morris' words:

Operacion Dani was the linchpin of the
“Ten Days" offensive. . .. Before the
First Truce the [DF Gernetal Seaff ind
Ben-Gurion had already begun ta chink
offensively about Ramle and Lydda. . . .
Allon was appointed OC Operation
Dani only on 7 July, some 48 hours
before bactle was joined. Weither his
aperational orders nor {others] . . . dealt
with the prospective fate of the civilian
population of the two towns and the
surrounding villages . . . Ben-Gurion
spent the early aftenoon of 12 July ar
Yamut [a captured Arab village thac
served as military headquarters for Opet-
ation Dani]. According to the best ac-
count of the meeting, at which Generals
Yadin, Avyalon and Allon, lsrael Galilee
and Lt. Colorel Yirzhak Rahin (Chief of
Operations Operation Dani} were pre-
sent, someone, possibly Allon, . . . pro-
posed expelling the inhabitants of the
two towns. Ben-Gurion. said nothing,
and no decision was taken. Then Ben-
Gurion, Allon and Rabin left the room.
Allom asked: “what shall we do with the
Arabs?" Ben-Gurion made a dismissive,
energetic gesture with his hand and said:
“Expel them [garesh otam].” (pp. 203-
207}

And so they were expelled. The Arab
towns of Lydda and Ratnleh, cleacly ear-
marked for the projected Arab stace, be-
came Jewish cities and part of the Jewish
state.

v

The refugee question, important as it
may be, is only one aspece of the historic
conflict berween Israelis and Palestinians.
The question of Palestine itself and the
derivative Arab-Israeli conflict have re-
volved around other equally important is-
sues: territorial, demographic, political,
and the like. Flapan's interest goes beyond

the tefugees (with which he does concern
himself) and the “myths" that he wished to

“deal with revolve around Istael's hasic

commitments to peace with the Palestin-
ians and other Arahs, its attitude toward
itself as a Jewish state, and its assessment of
its power relative to its adversaries. His
study of this range of issues demonstrates
thar Israel's actual behavior has conflicted
sharply with the image it has projected to
its awn people and to the world at large.
These “myths” have been carefully devel-
oped and nourished for obviously political
purposes. Students of the Arab-[sraeli con-
flice will readily recopnize the myths: Is-
rael's desperate search for peace with the
Palestinians and the Arabs; how it was
outnumhered and how it “defended” itself
against a more numerous and betrer
equipped fanatical adversary (the entire
Arab world} that wanted to annihilate the
small and demacratic Jewish state, and so
on. Flapan takes each of these seven myths
sepatately and concludes—at least to his
own satisfaction if not te lsrael's—that
[stael made no serious effort to deal with
“moderate” Palestinians who did not wish
to fight the Jewish state. Instead it by-
passed all Palestinians and opted to deal
with King ‘Abdallah in order to destroy the
potential Palestinian state and then pro-
ceeded to intimidare King ‘Abdallah and
compromise him. Flapan points out the
“peace” overtures made by some Arah
states—Syria under Husni al-Za'im, Egypt,
and others—but which Israel ignoted or
rejected outright. Flapan points out that
Palestinians made serious efforts at the
refugee conference held at Lausanne under
the auspices of the Palestine Conciliation
Commission to reach an agreement with
[srael thar would have made it passible for
Palestinians to return, even gradually, and
would have entailed accommodarion with
[srael.

Flapan's is an important contribution to
the process of revealing the dimensiens of



[srael’s character as a state more concerned
with territory, with its definition of itself as
a Jewish state, with its superiority over its
neighbors and with its intent to suppress
any aspect of Palestinian nationalism.
Thus far these dimensions have been suc-
cessfully disguised by the “myths" Istael
developed.

\%

Our understanding of the Palestinian-
Zionist and Arab-[sraeli conflicts has been
both improved considetably and pethaps
even jolted by the findings of these three,
differentially seminal, works., Without in
any way detracting from their value, it is
abviously necessary to suggest how they
can be improved upon (by scholars on both
sides of the divide). The first and perhaps
the most critical is a careful sifting through
of what is available in Arabic. Neither the
Palestinian leadership (or organizations)
nor the Arab states have made state papers
available ro scholars—Arab or foreign. [t is
impossible to gauge how much material is
available in the miniseries of defense, for-
eign affairs, police, the interior, and so on.
But it is clear that the availability and
accessibility of Israel's archives, and British
and American papers has meant that the
petspectives of [srael, its friends, and sup-
porters will be more prevalent. [c is late,
hut hopefully not toa late, for Palestinian
research institutions to launch major re-
search projects of an “oral history” variety
to record the experience of Palestinians
during the exodus. This oral narration
could then be set against the documenta-
ries of Marris.

The archives of other states, though
peripherally involved in the question of
Palestine, could be quite helpful, espe-
cially those thar were antaganistic to Brit-
ain. While Flapan has important points to
make aboue [srael's policies, an examina-
tion of either Palestinian or Arab archival
material-~besides Jordan—may in face in-
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dicate that hoth parties are equally guilty
in wanting conflict in 1948 (for obviously
different reasons}. Flapan, for example,
may not have sensed the Palestinian con-
tempt for Muhammad Nimr Hawari, who
negotiated at Lausanne. Cutsory inter-
views with Palestinjans who knew Hawari
in Jaffa in 194748 would have revealed to
Flapan that peaple at that time thought
that Hawari was an Isrzeli plant. In fact,
he was eventually “permitted” to settle in
Nazareth, where Israel appointed him
judge, thereby confirming what people had
been saying about him. Flapan, in his
critique of Israel, pinned hopes on such
“intetlocutors.” Sytia's state papers may
also reveal that Husni al-Za'im was neicher
setious in his effort to reach a peace settle-
ment with [srael nor in his proposal to
settle the Palestinian refugees in norchern
Syria.

These issues are clearly important and
should be dealt with on the hasis of all
available material. But the successful anal-
ysis and portrayal of the dynamic encoun-
ter between Palestinian Arab and Israeli
Jew across time will suffer sericusly if it is
not premised on sotne theory, some ideo-
logical or intellectual premise. Sanhar does
that; Morris is more pragmatic in ap-
proach; while Flapan, aware of the impor-
tance of theory, is, nevertheless, unable to
“evaluate” [srael’s policies in tertns of their
intrinsic connection with Zionism. fc may
not be out of place to suggest that the
mufti and Ben-Gurion “understood” each
other well. Judah Magnes understood che
Palestinian fear of Zionism; had Flapan
lived longer he might have come claser to
Magnes' view of the encounter, bur would
have then heen even moare marginal to
Israel's political system.
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