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I. Zionist Movement 

The Zionist movement has controversy that attends it to present day, although the focus of contentions 

is different i.e. Zionism was a renaissance movement directed toward reshaping the Jews, Jewish society, Jewish 

culture or a colonization movement aiming to establish a Jewish state that would provide the Jews what other 

nations had, a homeland where they could find refuge or a spiritual or political movement. Could Zionism 

resolve the issue of Jewish identity in an era of increasing secularization and acculturation, with religion no 

longer able to save the Jews from atomization? Could it relieve the Jewish anxiety that had been on the rise 

since the last quarter of the nineteenth century, when a racism-oriented anti-Semitism emerged that for the first 

time in history refused Jews the option of conversion as an escape from the Jewish fate? These questions which 

attended the internal Zionist disputes from the start and were posed by the movement’s own believers and 

supporters , bore significant implications for Zionism’s character and development, its weaknesses and 

strengths. 

One element of the argument involved questioning the viability of the Zionist venture, since the 

Ottoman rule opposed the Jews immigration and their settlement in Palestine. Palestine was not a vacant 

country; some half a million Arabs people lived there. What would the Zionists do with them? Allow them to 

remain or force them out? Would they be considered aliens in their own country? And if the Zionists did not 

differentiate between them and the Jews immigrants, who could assure that in time the Jews would not become a 

minority in their own nation state and find themselves once again in the situation they had sought to run away? 

In eighteenth century, modernization started to penetrate the Jewish community, as the absolutist kingdoms 

undermined the old European social order of a corporate society in which each corporation was autonomous and 

could maintain its traditional life and culture. In 1800 there were between 1 and 1.2 million Jews in the Russian 

state and by the end of the century there were some five million. This natural increase created a big problem out 

of what had been a marginal one: the Jews did not use the local language and did not send their children to their 

country’s schools. They lived mainly in Western Ukraine, Poland, and Lithuania, made a living from peddling, 

crafts, and trade, and suffered poverty. In the decade of 1860 the policies of Tsar Alexander II brought these 

changes into the Russian Empire as well, and secularization created an entire stratum of Jews who moved, to 

varying degrees, away from Jewish tradition: some upheld tradition in the home but conducted themselves as 

non-Jews outside it. ‘‘Be a man abroad and a Jew in your tent,’’ wrote Yehuda Leib Gordon, a poet of the 

Enlightenment period. Others, apart from minimal observance of the Jewish festivals, did not view themselves 

as Jews, and many converted to Christianity. 

Alexander was also more kind regarding Jews who lived outside the Pale of Settlement (the areas 

possessed by Russia from Poland where Jews were allowed to live). But following Alexander’s murder in 1881, 

the pendulum swung back toward a policy of edicts and restrictions, and Jewish liberation reached Russia only 
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in 1917, with the February Revolution. After the Napoleonic Wars, the Russian elite embraced the language of 

their own people as a language of culture, and Russian literature appeared.  

Jewish history has a special place for Theodor Herzl, the father of the Zionist movement. As much as 

one tries to explain certain historical phenomena, they keep an inexplicable, mysterious, mystical element.  

Above all, Herzl acknowledged that anti-Semitism derived from a new phenomenon in the distribution of power 

in Europe: the politics of the masses. . Herzl observed the mass indignation in Paris that followed the Dreyfus 

trial. It was, however, not this trial that aroused his sensitivity to the Jewish problem (anti-Semitism), as popular 

belief has it. Herzl’s conclusion was this: there was no point in fighting anti-Semitism, in proving it misguided, 

since it was grounded in a deep-seated mind-set that rational thinking could not overcome. The only choice was 

to circumvent it. Herzl’s greatness was not only that he identified the objective, but that he fashioned the means 

to achieve it by convening the First Zionist Congress in Basel in 1897.. 

This was one of the moments of truth in the history of the Zionist movement when ideology and myth 

clashed with practicality and reality. Similar moments recurred in 1937 (with the first proposal for partitioning 

Palestine into Jewish and Arab states) and in 1948 (at the decision to declare Israel’s independence) and will no 

doubt occur in the future. Though Herzl’s proposal was motivated by a sense of urgency in the face of the 

distress of Russian Jewry, it was opposed by the Eastern European delegates. Max Nordau, a well-known 

German-language writer and an important figure among those Herzl had enlisted to the Zionist camp, tried in 

vain to sugarcoat the pill by describing East Africa as merely ‘‘a night shelter’’ on the road to Palestine. 

 

II. British Rule on Palestine 

On December 11, 1917, the eve of the Hanukkah festival, General Edmund Allenby entered Jerusalem, 

opening a new era in the history of Palestine, Zionism, and the Jewish nation. As befitting a modest pilgrim, 

Allenby dismounted from his horse at the Old City wall and entered the city on foot, the city that had not seen a 

Christian conqueror since Godfrey of Bouillon in 1099. In this way four centuries of Ottoman rule came to an 

end. The Jews welcomed the conquering British as liberators, or in the terminology of the time, ‘‘redeemers.’’ 

Girls born that year were named Geula (Redemption) and boys Yigal (from the same Hebrew root) to mark the 

beginning of a new period of hopes. Enthusiasm for the British derived primarily from the fact that as long as 

the Turks were in power, there was no hope for Zionism. Second, Britain was a European nation with proper 

governance, a welcome change after the rule of the Ottomans. Third, news of the Balfour Declaration had 

spread throughout Palestine, and hopes for the establishment of a Jewish national state in Palestine reached new 

heights. British interest in Palestine was aroused once it became clear that the days of the Ottoman Empire were 

numbered.  

Following the failed Turkish attempt to attack British posts along the Suez Canal in 1915, the British 

realized that the Starting in spring 1915 Palestine was a topic discussed in the British cabinet and between 

France and Britain. In a secret agreement signed in May 1916 between Mark Sykes and Francois Georges-Picot, 

which had been under negotiation since the fall of 1915, they agreed upon the division of the Ottoman Empire. 

Iraq and the overland route in southern Palestine and Transjordan came under the British sphere of influence, 

while the French were given Syria and Lebanon. Western Palestine, to the south of the Sea of Galilee and north 

of Gaza, was to be under international rule. The declaration assured the Jews of an opportunity to establish a 

‘‘national state’’ in Palestine. The British were to facilitate this enterprise, but it had to be implemented by the 

Jews themselves. The story of the thirty-year-long British rule in Palestine is a tale of Britain’s slow withdrawal 

from its pro-Zionist commitments, the Zionist leadership’s efforts to exert pressure on the British to meet those 

commitments, and Arab pressure in the opposite direction, with each party accusing Britain of betrayal, 

reneging on its promises, and unfairness. In the end the British left Palestine, slamming the door behind them 

and leaving a country embroiled in a civil war, or a war between national communities that rapidly evolved into 

a war between countries. They also left behind a Jewish community capable of withstanding the horrors of that 

war and that established the State of Israel. The Arabs concluded that the root of their problem was not the Jews, 

with whom they thought they could deal by themselves, but the British. In 1933 Arab demonstrations 

demanding self-government were aimed at the authorities, not the Jews. Wauchope had no hesitation in 

suppressing them by force, but at the same time he initiated a move designed to establish a legislative council in 

Palestine. At the end of 1938 and the beginning of 1939, the British were still ostensibly making efforts to reach 

a solution acceptable to both Jews and Arabs. However, there was no chance of success, as was clearly 

demonstrated at the St. James Palace Round Table Conference. When the Arabs refused to sit at the same table 

with the Jews, the British caved in and arranged separate tables Britain’s paramount interest in Palestine was 

strategic, and the British were only willing to make investments in Palestine that were linked to this interest, as 

occurred during both World Wars. The Mandatory government invested vast sums from its operating budget to 

develop transportation infrastructure. In addition to constructing the road network and railways, in the early 

1930s it initiated construction of a deepwater port in Haifa with the intention of bringing in an oil pipeline from 

Iraq that would ensure a fuel supply for the British Mediterranean Fleet. To this end British-owned oil refineries 

were built in Haifa. The government encouraged construction of electric facilities on the Jordan and Yarkon 
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Rivers. Though all this investment helped modernize Palestine and advanced agricultural and industrial 

development, it was also vital to the activities of a modern army. 

 

III. The War of 1947 

In February 1947, when the British planned to leave Palestine, they assumed that the United Nations 

would not get a binding resolution on Palestine which required a two-thirds (156 nation building majority) 

because of Soviet Union’s opposition. But the Soviets instead seized this opportunity to undermine Great 

Britain’s standing in the Middle East and expedite its removal from Palestine by supporting the establishment of 

a Jewish country. In April 1947 Andrei Gromyko, the Soviet permanent representative to the United Nations, 

delivered a speech supporting a resolution of the Palestine issue that would recognize the rights of the Jews, as 

well as the catastrophe that had befallen them in World War Two. Although he expressed a preference for a 

single binational country, he described the Jews as a nation worthy of a homeland of its own, and raised the 

possibility of partitioning Palestine and establishing two countries in it, one Jewish, the other Arab. This speech 

heralded the change in the Soviet’s position, and on November 29 the Soviet and its satellites voted in favor of 

partition. This was the ‘‘great miracle’’ for Jews that stunned allies and enemies alike. The Jews were disposed 

to explain the change in the Soviet position as a result of the Holocaust; some even said that Stalin had 

apparently expressed his intention of supporting a Jewish country as reparation for what the Jews had endured 

during the war. Historical research has rejected this explanation.  

On November 30, 1947, the clashes had started that ignited the war between the two national 

communities: a mass riot in Jerusalem’s new commercial center, with burning and looting of shops. The 

Haganah’s weak response did not bode well for the future. In the 158 nation building first month of the fighting, 

some 250 Jews were killed about half of all the Jewish casualties during the three years of the Arab Revolt 

(1936–1939). The Arabs’ fighting capacity appeared serious and their military resources limitless. What we 

know today is that with the opening of hostilities, Palestinian Arab society started to disintegrate. The ruling 

elites were unable to impose either civil or military authority. The Arab militias were not formed into an army. 

The state was in a state of chaos, and the wealthy rushed to depart for the neighboring Arab countries. As 

anarchy increased in the cities following the collapse of civil authority, middle class people sought to follow the 

upper class and leave Palestine, or at least move to the hilly, Arab-populated areas. As the Jews went on the 

offensive and fighting intensified, panic ensued, and everyone able to flee took to their heels. After November 

29, 1947, they had allowed both Jews and Arabs to maintain a sort of autonomy within their own areas, but as 

long as they governed the country the British did not allow Arabs to take over Jewish localities. 

 

IV. The Beginning of Israeli Democracy 

Among all of the states created after 1945, Israel is one of the few that has maintained a democratic 

system. Certainly it has not been a perfect democracy (and it is doubtful if such a democracy exists), but 

considering the state of war in which Israel was founded, the big demographic shock waves that rattled it during 

its early years, and the nature of its immigrants, most of whom came from countries lacking a democratic 

system, there is something miraculous in the speed with which the new state established proper system, and 

made that governance in a democratic way. The Mandatory authorities refused to cooperate in any matters 

pertaining to the November 29, 1947, UN resolution because of Arab opposition to it. Therefore there was no 

orderly transfer of power by the Mandatory authorities to the Jewish government that was to replace it. 

Furthermore, right up to the eve of the declaration of statehood, it was not clear that the state would indeed be 

established and become a reality. Nevertheless the leadership had already begun to formulate new structures 

designed to ensure governmental continuity and prevent anarchy.  

In April 1948 the Zionist Executive established a People’s Council and a People’s Administration. The 

former, consisting of thirty-seven members, was a sort of embryonic parliament, the latter, with thirteen 

members, was an embryonic government. The members of both these bodies came partly from the Jewish 

Agency Executive elected by the Zionist Congress, and partly from the National Committee elected by the Jews 

of Palestine. Since the Mandatory government prohibited the establishment of alternative government bodies 

while it was still in power, these entities were given names emphasizing that the source of their authority was 

the common people, not the state. Once statehood was declared, they became the Provisional State Council and 

the Provisional Government. Although disagreements among the political parties and different political 

worldviews and perceptions remained, all shared the sense of being present at a historic, unparalleled, exalted 

hour. This feeling precluded contentiousness and led to mutual tolerance, cooperation, and willingness to make 

concessions. Thus representatives of parties that had withdrawn from public office, such as Agudat Yisrael, the 

Revisionists, and the Communist Party, participated in both bodies. The excitement was palpable: ‘‘everyone is 

moving, there is momentum, everyone is tense and ready,’’ wrote Uri Heinsheimer (Yadin) on April 5. ‘‘It is 

hardly 180 nation building surprising that one wakes up at five in the morning despite working hard till late at 

night, who can sleep at a time like this, who would not do anything to live this time even more awake, even 
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more intensively, even closer, more attentive and dedicated?’ Soon afterward he was put in charge of legislation 

in the Ministry of Justice. 

 

V. The Era of Development 

Establishing the state gave its leaders the opportunity to put into practice the utopian plans that had 

enriched Zionist thinking from its inception. The Mandatory government’s restrictions on Zionism’s vision of 

building and development enterprise had come to an end. ‘‘We will dress you in a gown of concrete and cement, 

and lay for you a carpeting of gardens,’’ wrote Nathan Alterman in the early 1930s in ‘‘Morning Song,’’ which 

the children of Israel sang as a sort of second national anthem describing the Zionist plan for the country. In the 

headiness of independence everyone thought more about possibilities and less about limitations. Then reality 

arrived and sobered them up. In the first three years of the state, everything was subordinated to two principal 

objectives: victory in the war to ensure Israel’s existence, and immigrant absorption.  

The war lasted until the spring of 1949. More than 100,000 people had been moved since the mid of 

1948 and consequently had not contributed to the economy. On the other hand, 100,000 new immigrants had 

arrived during the war period, more than in any previous year. This was the first hint of what would happen 

later. In the first forty-two months of the Tate’s existence, the average monthly number of new immigrants 

reached some 16,000. All in all 690,000 immigrants arrived in Israel, and within three years the Jewish 

population doubled. The vast scope of this immigration relative to the size of the host population unheard of in 

any immigrant country created high pressures on the economy. In February 1948, in a display of opposition to 

implementing the UN resolution of November 29, 1947, Britain removed the Palestine pound from the sterling 

bloc, which meant that the local currency was no longer supported by the pound sterling. The Jewish population 

reacted with restraint; there was no run on the banks, and the inhabitants did not withdraw their deposits. The 

Anglo- Palestine Bank made sure that it had an available supply of cash in Palestine pounds to prevent shortages 

that might impair local economic activity. At the same time, the bank got ready to print the new national 

currency, the Israeli lira, even before the state had been established. The Israeli lira yet another expression of 

independence and sovereignty first saw the light of day in summer 1948. To avoid loss of public trust in the new 

lira, the old exchange rate of 1:1 between the Palestine pound and the pound sterling was maintained. This rate 

had been unrealistic since World War Two, since during the war the rate of inflation in Palestine was far higher 

than that in Britain, thus devaluing Palestine’s currency. Maintaining the nominal value of the Israeli lira 

required financial control, governed by regulation. These were the first steps in a planned or directed or 

managed economy. This system had its roots in the Yishuv period, but now the sovereign state could enforce it 

on all people of state.  

VI. Mass Immigration 

The phenomenon that had the most profound long-term consequences for shaping the image of Israel 

was the immigration that occurred in waves during the state’s first two decades.  Particularly significant was the 

wave that arrived during its first three years. For decades this aliya was known as ‘‘the mass aliya,’’ but recently 

the custom has taken hold of calling it ‘‘the great aliya,’’ as if the word mass implied a somewhat derogatory 

attitude. The sensitivity toward the character of this aliya revealed by that change in nomenclature hints both at 

the immigrants’ sense of deprivation and humiliation and at an attempt to conciliate and bring them closer, to 

heal the wounds of the past. This mass immigration was an enterprise of vast proportions undertaken by a new 

regime intoxicated by the knowledge that it now held the reins of power and believing it could realize all its 

dreams. At the same time, this venture was a painful example of lack of consideration for human need, giving 

the benefit of the collective priority over the welfare of the individual, and belief in the power of ideology to 

shape a new human and a new nation.  

The wave of immigrants that inundated Israel as early as 1948–1949 was dubbed ‘‘a cloudburst.’’ In 

the Middle East rain is a blessing, but a cloudburst can also bring devastation. During the heroic illegal 

immigration struggle, the main Zionist slogan had been ‘‘free immigration.’’ Now that vision was coming to 

pass; immigrants were reaching the Jewish state. But it abruptly became clear that despite the intense 

expectation and the rhetorical anticipations of the arrival of this aliya, no one was actually prepared for the huge 

mass of humanity pouring into the state. The first to arrive were from the displaced persons camps in Germany, 

the survivors of European Jewry who, after nine years of war, wandering, suffering, and the loss of family and 

home, now hoped they had found a permanent homeland. In addition the British now opened the gates of the 

detention camps in Cyprus where illegal immigrants intercepted on their way to Palestine were held, and all the 

detainees came to Israel. As this group took their first steps in the country, the Bulgarian government granted 

exit permits to its Jewish citizens. Bulgaria was a member of the Communist bloc, which was already closed off 

to Western Europe by the Iron Curtain. The Jews of the Soviet had been denied the right to leave the country 

since the 1920s, and every exit permit from an Eastern bloc country was considered an irrevocable opportunity. 

Now, with no prior warning, an entire community, its leaders, its young and old was about to immigrate to 

Israel. 
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VII. The June War 

The Six-Day War termed by the Arabs ‘‘the June War,’’ yet another in the sequence of full-scale armed 

conflicts known only by their dates in the Arab narrative, broke out without premeditation on both sides and 

without anyone having predicted that it would happen when it did. It exemplifies a case of a deteriorating 

security condition resulting from loss of control, which inevitably leads to a war. It also reveals the limitations 

of intelligence of military, the failures of diplomacy, and how choices made by leaders at crucial moments 

determine the course of history. Israel was not entirely free of responsibility for creating the tension. About a 

month before Independence Day, the clashes with the Syrians on the northern border had escalated as a result of 

the downing of the Syrian planes in the dogfight over the Golan Heights. In the following weeks there were 

more than ten incidents involving Fatah organization from Syria.  

After the withdrawal from Sinai and the Straits in 1957, Israel had defined the blockade as a casus belli. 

Now the government headed by Levi Eshkol sought a way to open the Straits of Tiran without resorting to force. 

At the same time, it sought allies among the Western powers in case Israel was attacked by Egypt or forced into 

a war. The prime possible ally was the United States. In 1957 the Americans had not undertaken to keep the 

Straits of Tiran open as an international waterway, but they had recognized Israel’s right to self-defence should 

Egypt close them. Now a massive diplomatic effort got underway to prevent the outbreak of a war that might 

lead to confrontation between the two superpower countries. The Soviet-led Eastern bloc considered Nasser’s 

victory its own and demanded that Israel accept the loss of its 1957 gains.  

On June 2 the new Israeli government decided to go to war. On June 5, after three weeks of waiting, 

the IDF launched its offensive. The Six-Day War was the shortest and most exceptional of all Israel’s wars in 

terms of the scope of the victory, the relatively low casualty figures, and the area occupied. The war with Jordan 

started at the same time. The first order was to ensure access to Mount Scopus, an Israeli enclave in Jordanian 

territory, which it was feared, would be unable to withstand an Arab Legion attack. The order was then extended 

to include East Jerusalem, but not the Old City, then finally the entire West Bank. Once the fighting in Sinai and 

the West Bank was over, the cabinet discussed whether or not to take the Golan Heights. Throughout the war 

Syria had made no real attempts to attack Israel and aid Egypt or Jordan, apart from continued shelling of the 

Jordan Valley settlements. The cabinet hesitated, fearing Soviet intervention if Israel attacked Syria, especially 

in view of the Israeli successes against Egypt. The majority of the Golan Heights’ inhabitants left with the 

Syrian army, but in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip close to a million Palestinians stayed on. 

As a result of this storm of emotions, after the cabinet discussed the outcomes of the war on June 19, it 

announced that Israel was willing to withdraw from Sinai and the Golan Heights in return for peace agreements 

with its neighbours, but did not include Jerusalem and the West Bank in this offer. Instead it said that the West 

Bank territories would be the subject of negotiations with Jordan. The announcement underscored the difference 

between the Sinai Campaign and the Six-Day War. The war disrupted the connection between the West Bank 

and the rest of the Arab world. The natural market for local produce was Jordan. Palestinian merchants began 

shipping agricultural produce from the west bank of the River Jordan to the east bank, with the trucks crossing 

the river through its shallow, end-of-summer waters since the bridges had been destroyed. What began as a local 

initiative, supported by IDF officers, became the basis of Israeli administration policy.  

Concerned about a conflict with the USSR, Israel ceased bombing deep into Egypt after April 1970. On 

the eve of the ceasefire, which came into force on August 8, 1970, there was a battle between the two air forces, 

with the Egyptian planes piloted by Russians. Five were downed. There is disagreement over when the War of 

Attrition (Nasser’s term) began. Some date it to fall 1968 with the first border clash, and others say March 1969, 

after which the battles raged for almost eighteen months. Either way, the border with Egypt was both dangerous 

and stormy until the end of the War of Attrition. This war tested the IDF’s ability to withstand a prolonged war 

with heavy casualties (more than seven hundred Israelis were killed).  

 

VIII. The Yom Kippur War-1973 

On October 6, 1973, Yom Kippur, the air raid siren sounded all over Israel, marking the beginning of a 

new period, though at the moment no one imagined this. The Yom Kippur War or the October War, as the 

Egyptians called it, was a turning point in both Israeli and Middle Eastern history. Perhaps even more than the 

June War, it changed Israel’s self-image, as well as its social and political space and its relations with its 

neighbor countries. No one in Israel or the West expected war to break out in the fall of 1973. 

In September 1970, about a month after the War of Attrition ended, Nasser died suddenly and was 

succeeded by Anwar Sadat, one of the least prominent among the officers who led the 1952 coup in Egypt. 

Diplomatic and intelligence reports described him as a ‘‘gray’’ man, lacking both leadership and drive. The 

assessments claimed that he was incapable of starting a new political line or, alternatively, a war. For the three 

years between 1970 and 1973, the Israeli- Egyptian border remained silent. In the first month after the War of 

Attrition ceasefire, which was intended to freeze the existing situation, the Egyptians deployed surface-to-air 

missiles along the Suez Canal in a flagrant breach of the ceasefire agreement. Israel’s protests were fruitless, 

since the Egyptians denied US demands that the missiles be withdrawn and Israel did not consider them 
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sufficient reason to break the ceasefire. The American mediators believed that the positions of the two sides 

were too far apart to facilitate an agreement. The stalemate continued for the next two years and was only 

broken after the Yom Kippur War. In the soul searching that took place in Israel after the war, and considering 

that the interim agreements reached after it were very similar to those proposed by Sadat, the question was asked 

whether Israel had made a big mistake by refusing Sadat’s 1971 proposals.  This is one of those questions a 

historian has difficulty answering. The condition before the war bore no resemblance to the situation afterward, 

with regard both to Sadat’s position and ability to take dramatic steps, and also to the government of Israel and 

its insights on the condition and its possibilities.  

For the Egyptians the shock of the Six-Day War had been the stunning victory of the Israeli Air Force, 

which had exposed the Egyptian ground forces to aerial attack. The Yom Kippur War was the reverse of the 

Six-Day War: instead of a swift, dramatic victory, there were large numbers of casualties, loss of control and 

misreading of the battlefields, in-fighting among the generals, and absence of credibility. Everything that could 

go wrong did. The Syrians’ swift advance led to traumatic, urgent evacuation of Israeli settlements on the Golan 

Heights. In a period of armoured warfare, the myth of settlements defending territory no longer applied. The 

command post at the Nafakh base fell to the Syrians. Mount Hermon was taken by Syrian commandos. There 

were only small armoured units, a few tanks, a company here and a company there, between the Syrian tanks 

and the Jordan and Hula Valleys, which halted the Syrian advance thanks to sacrifice by their crews. For two 

days the condition in the north seemed dire. The forces had difficulty operating due to the Syrian missiles. Only 

with the arrival of the reserves and the beginning of reorganization did the battle to retake the Heights get under 

way, followed by an IDF offensive that took the war beyond Kuneitra and on the road to Damascus. By the eve 

of the ceasefire, the IDF had retaken the Mount Hermon stronghold vital for observation of Syrian territory. 

One effect of the war was the enhanced status of America in the Arab world, since Sadat was 

convinced that although the USSR could supply him with arms, they cannot exert pressure on Israel to 

withdraw. On the other hand Israel was isolated and dependent more than ever on America, leaving it vulnerable 

to US pressure. Despite the amazing factor and the bitter failures of the first days of fighting, the Yom Kippur 

War ended in a victory for Israeli. 

 

IX. Era of Begin 

The June War transformed the Herut platform from a distant imagination into reality. Gaza Strip and 

the West Bank were in Israel’s occupation. Henceforth Begin worked diligently to ensure state rule over all of 

the Land of Israel. He was a party to the government decision of June 19, 1967, expressing desire to concede 

Sinai and the Golan Heights in return for peace agreements. But he did not agree to a similar offer with Jordan 

regarding the West Bank. In 1970, when the government of Israel informed UN mediator Gunnar Jarring that it 

was willing to implement UN Security Council Resolution 242, which included the principle of non-annexation 

of territories occupied in war, he forced Gahal to leave the government by threatening to split the party if his 

stand was not accepted. 

The public perceived the mehdal as an expression of the Labor Party’s political incompetence, and this 

led to a loss of the faith that was the party’s most valuable asset during its years of rule. Begin was aware of the 

risks of attacking the reactor, but contended that the predicted risk to Israel if it did not attack was far greater. 

He feared that if the Alignment won the elections, the reactor would remain standing. The decision to attack it 

was very difficultone, and there were differences of opinion within the Israeli defense establishment. There was 

also no guarantee of success of the operation. In the end the operation did succeed, with no losses. In response 

America delayed the supply of warplanes to Israel, but apart from that relations were not impaired. Sadat, who 

had been updated by the Israeli ambassador on the operation and Begin’s reasons for it, treated it leniently. 

Nothing succeeds like success, and Saddam Hussein’s brutal regime was not well liked in the Middle 

East. Peres accused Begin of using the attack on the Iraqi reactor as a form of electioneering. Begin responded 

by revealing Peres’s confidential letter and attacking him. Begin did not destroy the reactor in order to get 

elected, but afterward he used the operation’s success as an additional weapon in his election arsenal.  

Lebanon war was a war Begin had wanted it for a long time. ‘‘The alternative to this operation is 

Treblinka, and we have resolved that there will be no more Treblinkas,’’ he asserted dramatically on June 5, 

1982. In August 1982 during a lecture delivered at the College of National Security, he spoke in favor of ‘‘a war 

of choice.’’ In Begin’s evaluation all Israel’s wars, except for the 1973 war, the War of Attrition, and 1948 war 

all wars had been wars of choice. According to him, every preventive or preemptive strike, or even a war 

resulting from the crossing of redlines, was a war of choice.  The cultural, ethnic, political, and social schisms in 

Israel were accentuated during Begin’s second government. The public battle raged on several levels: 

legitimacy, political, historical memor and the appropriate future image of Israeli society. One focus of the 

struggle was the status of the kibbutz. The kibbutz was the crown jewel of the labor movement’s social 

creativity.  
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X. Milestone 1984–1990 

The first national unity government, established in 1984, tried to create the political justifications that 

would enable it to withdraw Israeli forces from Lebanon and put Israel’s economic house in order. The Israeli 

economy’s malaise had begun in 1973. The heavy security burden that followed the Yom Kippur War, coupled 

with the arrested growth, global energy crisis, accelerated inflation, and increased the national debt. The years 

between 1975 and 1985 are considered the Israeli economy’s ‘‘lost decade,’’ with almost no significant growth 

at all. In 1984 inflation increased to an annual 400 percent, the balance of payments deficit worsened, and 

Israel’s foreign currency reserves dwindled. All the measures adopted by the various finance ministers failed to 

halt rising prices and devaluation of the currency. Banks had recommended that their customers purchase bank 

shares, and in 1983 the bank shares bubble burst. The shares lost their value overnight, and thousands of 

households and businesses were left destitute. Despite the trend toward liberalization and a market economy 

which meant reducing government involvement in the economy, the government was forced to intervene to 

prevent a crash and in effect nationalized the banks. In 1985 the government led by Shimon Peres adopted an 

emergency plan to stabilize the economy. Employees were fired, Government spending was cut, the rate of 

exchange and wages were frozen, subsidies were cancelled, and vision was imposed on the prices of things and 

different services. The link between cost-of-living index and the salaries was temporarily frozen and the real 

wage value dropped. Additionally a change to the Bank of Israel Law prohibited the bank from extending credit 

lines to the government i.e., from printing new currency notes.   

The weakening of the Israeli state that followed liberalization and the transition to a free market 

economy gave Shas an opportunity to widen its power. It established a network of kindergartens, schools and 

charitable and welfare institutions that were funded by the public account but run in the spirit of Shas, to 

heighten the religious commitment of a broad population that formed its electoral pool. Inserting itself into the 

opening created by the retreat of Israeli statism, Shas succeeded in recruiting a following that went far beyond 

the scope of ultra-Orthodox Mizrachim.  

 

XI. New Era, New Hopes, 1990–2000 

It was a commitment in Israel’s political line to a policy that would strive to reach a political 

arrangement with the Palestinians. However, Rabin announced when campaigning in the Golan Heights that he 

was not contemplating withdrawal from that area. This commitment would return to bother him. The Labor 

Party led by Rabin won forty-four seats and the Likud thirty-two. Shas won six and Meretz (a far left-wing 

Zionist party) won twelve seats. With the help of the Arab lists, which won a total of five seats, the left had a 

majority bloc in the Knesset. A coalition was formed comprising Labor, Meretz, and Shas, with the support of 

the Arab factions. This coalition was shaky from the outset, and as the Rabin government made far-reaching 

decisions on the peace process, its flimsy majority in the Knesset evaporated.  

Despite the Rabin government’s relatively weak political base, it was one of the most important 

governments since the establishment of the Israeli state. Rabin was returning to the premiership fifteen years 

after his first term, at which time he had been a relatively young, politically inexperienced prime minister. Now 

he was back at the top after a prolonged tenure as minister of defense, a post in which he gained both experience 

and prestige. To the Israeli public he was ‘‘Mr. Security,’’ the man who knew how to protect Israeli interests 

and could be trusted to make the right decisions on time on security. Public trust in Rabin’s personality, his 

integrity, his undiplomatic propensity to speak the truth, and even his appealing shyness was a political asset of 

the first order that served him well in the difficult times ahead. Rabin in his second term was self-confident and 

committed to making a change. ‘‘I shall navigate,’’ he asserted in his speech after victory, projecting to the 

public the feeling that this time he really did intend to lead. 

Rabin set as his objectives changing Israel’s agenda and initiating the valid peace process. Although he 

was not convinced that peace was within reach but prepared to examine the probabilities. In his first meeting 

with the newly elected American president, Bill Clinton, the two men found a common language and instinctive 

mutual interest. Rabin told the president his desire, and Clinton promised to fulfill to reduce the inherent risks. 

Two options were open to Rabin: negotiations with President Assad of Syria or negotiations with the 

Palestinians. A peace treaty with Syria held solid strategic benefits: if Syria were outside the nexus of hostility, 

the opposition front would collapse, the fighting organizations in Damascus would have to find a new patron, 

the possibility of a Syrian-Iraqi alliance would fade, and the road to an agreement, even a peace treaty with 

Lebanon, would open. 

Such a move would considerably strengthen US policy in this region against Iraq and Iran, the West’s 

two enemies, and favor Jordan, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia. But Israel would have to pay a high price. In August 

1993 the Palestinian and Israeli delegations in Oslo reached agreement and updated the United States. For the 

second time in the history of the peace process between the Arabs and Israel, the parties had reached agreement 

without American involvement, In September 1993, on the White House lawn before an audience of hundreds 

and world media, Arafat and Rabin signed the Declaration of Principles, which included mutual recognition and 

opened the way to the establishment of an autonomous Palestinian Authority. A radiant President Clinton, 
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guided the two historical personalities into a handshake staged to symbolize the transition from hostility to 

cooperation. Despite their mutual suspicion, Arafat and Rabin reached a level of mutual trust and cooperation on 

security as well as cultural and economic cooperation. On November 4, 1995, at the end of a mass rally in 

support of the prime minister and the peace process, a killer fired three shots and murdered Yitzhak Rabin. 

Although the writing had been on the wall since public threats had been made on the prime minister’s life, and 

mystical religious ceremonies had been conducted to enlist divine forces to kill him, it seems that very few 

people took the notion of a prime minister of Israel being murdered by a Jew seriously. This was a taboo whose 

breach was inconceivable. The shock was very big. The bullets that killed Rabin injured the every tissue of 

Israeli democracy, exposing its weakness, extremism and pointing to the urgent need to heighten awareness of 

what is legitimate in a political debate, and what is not. Accusing fingers were pointed at the religious-Zionist 

wing, from whose midst the killer had come and from which the most serious incitement had emanated.  

Today the majority of Israelis realize the fact that it is impossible to rule another people over a long 

period and they accept that safe guarding Israel’s character as a Jewish state necessitates disengagement from 

most areas of Judea and Samaria, as well as the Gaza Strip (the disengagement from which occurred in the mid-

2000s).  

XII. Current status of Jerusalem 2018 
Against the several decades of US policy on Israel, current president of United States Donald Trump 

declared on December 6 2017 that his administration officially acknowledged Jerusalem as the capital of Israel, 

and directed the relevant department to begin preparations for the relocation of the United State Embassy to 

Jerusalem from Tel Aviv. The US Congress adopted the 1995 Jerusalem Embassy Act in a majority vote, 

providing for the transfer of the US Embassy to Jerusalem before the time limit of May 21, 1999. However, the 

act included a provision allowing the US president to sign a six-month waiver if they think it essential to protect 

the national security interests of the US. Since the Bill Clinton presidency, every administration has continued to 

sign the waiver, every 6 months. US decision to recognize occupied Jerusalem as the capital of the Israel 

includes the following dimensions: 

          According to President Trump, the recognition of Jerusalem as the capital of Israel is the right thing to do. 

However, in his speech, Trump stressed that his declaration was “not taking a position on any final status 

issues.” According to a US State Department message to its embassies in European countries capitals, American 

diplomats were asked to explain to European officials that "Jerusalem is still a final status issue between Israelis 

and Palestinians and that both sides must determine the dimensions of Israel's sovereignty in Jerusalem during 

their negotiations”. Secretary of State Rex Tillerson asserted the same idea by insisting that the president was 

very clear that the final status of Jerusalem is a matter that would be left borders, including the borders would be 

left to the parties to negotiate and decide.” This implicitly suggests that the city could be divided into two 

capitals if the parties agreed.  

 Despite the decision of Trump to order the State Department to begin preparations to relocate the US 

embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem, he signed the waiver for another six months. This was on the 

understanding that it would take time to "employ the architects, other engineers and planners to make the new 

embassy as a great tribute to peace when it is complete." According to Tillerson, the transfer of the embassy “is 

not something that’s going to happen this year, probably not next year, but the President does want us to move 

in a very concrete and steadfast way to ensure the embassy is located in Jerusalem when we are able to do so at 

the earliest possible time5.”  

Regardless of when the embassy will actually be transferred, Trump's decision to recognize Jerusalem 

as the capital of Israel and direct the State department to begin the preparations for the transfer of the embassy is 

significant. He has broken with more than 20 years of policy. 

In his speech, Trump emphasized his administration's "strong commitment to facilitate a lasting peace 

agreement." For the first time since he came to the presidency, Trump announced his support for a two-state 

solution, but added that his support here was on the condition that it was “agreed to by both sides”. This brings 

negotiations back to square one, giving veto power to Israel, which refuses to recognize a Palestinian state based 

on the resolutions of international law. 

 Trump’s decision about Jerusalem did not represent a compromise between his chief advisors. While 

Secretary of State Tillerson, Defense Secretary James Mattis, and CIA director Mike Pompeo opposed the 

decision, Vice President Mike Pence, US envoy to the UN Nikki Haley, and US ambassador to Israel David M. 

Friedman all supported the move. The decision was also encouraged by son-in-law Kushner, and US Special 

Envoy for Peace in the Middle East, Jason Greenblatt.  

The arguments of the opposition camp are based on the potential threat to American interests in the 

Arab and Islamic region. They argue that it may weaken US moderation of Palestinian-Israeli negotiations and 

destroy any peace proposals that they are working on, and perhaps even drag them into a new round of violence 

in the occupied Palestinian territories. That is in addition to firing up tension between the US and any Arab or 

Muslim allies, and contributing to the alienation of the US, even from its European allies. On the other hand, the 
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supporter camp argued that such a declaration will enhance Trump’s credibility among the Israelis, and 

Jerusalem. 

XIII. Conclusion 

From the point of view of one hundred years, the history seems to incline more toward justifying 

Herzl’s estimation rather than that of the Universalists. The foundation of the Jewish state was one of history’s 

rare miracles. A nation that had not had a political custom for centuries, had realized how to survive in different 

environments and under a variety of political regimes, and lacked its own power base succeeded within a very 

short time duration in laying the foundations for survival in a harsh country, far from economic zones and 

resources of knowledge and culture. 

For the Jews the expulsion or departure of the Arabs was an unpredicted but warmly welcome outcome 

of a war. The Palestinian-Israeli conflict did not begin with the 1948 war, but in the eyes of Arab the war was 

started by the movement of Zionism, which had ejected them from their country. The role reversal between 

Arabs and Jews, with the Arabs becoming the minority and the Jews majority, was the source of a shock that 

still affects the Palestinians. Until 1967 they expected that the next round between the Arab and Israel states 

would turn back the clock. Since then, and especially since the 1973 war, the Arabs have been forced to accept 

Israel as a fact of life. But at the same time, they have never viewed it as a legal entity in the Middle East. As 

per the Arab narrative, Zionism is not a national movement of the Jewish people. According to the Arabs there 

is no such thing as a Jewish nationality but only a Jewish religion. Zionism is therefore not the Jew’s liberation 

movement but rather a type of white colonization that snatched a country from its native inhabitants. The result 

is that at the current stage of history the Palestinians are prepared to suffer Israel’s existence in their region as an 

inalienable fact. Despite all the unpleasantness and violence on both sides, the Jewish people of Israel have not 

experienced mass killings or genocide such as those that occurred in some European countries. 

As far as the current situation of Jerusalem, Trump's latest decision expresses the triumph of his egoism 

and domestic political considerations over the pursuit of a rational and realistic approach to foreign policy. It 

also represents a victory for the extreme right-wing camp in his administration, which calculates that the 

Palestinians will move away from the negotiating table for a while, soon returning to face new realities, as they 

always do. This means that the outcome depends on the popular resistance and the Palestinian leadership, and 

whether they are able to withstand US and Arab pressures, to insist that the United States is no longer a qualified 

mediator in the peace process. 

. 
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