
dangerous illusions that have bedevilled us for years, and I notice that we 
are going through the same process again now that the UNO is in the pic­
ture.

I wonder why it is that the so-called moderates in America are so in­
effective, even powerless. The one person who seems to have any 
courage at all is Lessing Rosenwald. But his organization has too unfor­
tunate a history. The American Jewish Committee content themselves 
with pious resolutions about immigration but are afraid to take a stand 
on the basic burning political issue. The Jewish Labor Committee is the 
same. The American Association for Union in Palestine seems almost to 
have been stillborn, although I am still hoping that it may come into life. 
People like Mrs. Jacobs and Alexander Dushkin, than whom there are no 
finer persons or better Jews and Zionists, seem to content themselves 
with agreeing with me but without being able to make up their minds to 
act. The non-Zionist members of the Jewish Agency in America might at 
the present time have a genuine role to play. But can they be moved into 
systematic, vigorous activity; and who will do it? It really ought to be 
your task and that of Mrs. Jacobs and of Hexter. You, at least, resigned 
from the Executive; they did not.

There is one great thing that might bind together thousands and tens 
of thousands, and not only Jews alone — cooperation in the Holy Land of 
two equal peoples. If there was a sincere, vigorous group in America 
ready to fight for this, I think I should be ready to come and give a lot of 
time and energy to preaching this message and to organizing public opin­
ion in its favor, so that by the time the UNO meet, there would be an or­
ganization which could stand up with some authority.

I am writing you another letter on University matters.
With best regards,
I am,

Sincerely yours, JLM

1. Moshe Rachmilewitz (b. 1899). Professor of internal medicine at the Hebrew Uni- 
versity-Hadassah Medical School.
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To the Editor of the New York Times 
September 28, 1947

Report on Palestine: UNSCOP Partition Plan Is Opposed, 
Bi-Nationalism Urged1

Only yesterday I saw the full text of the report of the United Nations 
Palestine Committee, as printed in the New York Times of September 9.

I hope that what I am now writing may not be too late. According to 
statements in the Palestine press, practically all American newspapers, 
including the New York Times, are for the Majority report, which pro­
poses the partition of Palestine. Mr. Marshall is also reported as having 
indicated the favorable attitude of the United States towards the Major­
ity report for partition.

Nevertheless I feel it to be my duty to warn against adopting any such 
"solution." Partition will not stop the terrorist activities of Jewish groups. 
To the tension and warfare which now exist, partition will add the Arab 
front, which hitherto has been quiescent. Partition will arouse the resent­
ment of large numbers of Jews, of almost all the Arabs of Palestine, and 
of the Arab world. The Majority report itself says that force "on an ex­
tensive scale may be necessary for some time . . . Imposing a solution on 
both Jews and Arabs would be a basic condition of any recommended 
proposal."

There is no other way of peace here and in the Middle East except 
through a clear-cut policy which fosters Jewish-Arab cooperation. This is 
easier to "impose." Here we are together, Jews and Arabs, and the at­
tempt to hold us apart through artificial boundaries will indeed require 
extensive force.

There is much more good will and readiness to cooperate between 
Jews and Arabs than the Majority report seems to be aware of. Even the 
intransigent Jewish and Arab political leaderships have not been able to 
destroy this. The effort to arrive at cooperation and understanding in a 
unitary Palestine requires less force and is much more practicable and 
workable and less mechanical than drawing these elaborate borders and 
thus precipitating the irrepressible conflict, which today does not yet ex­
ist.

The UNSCOP majority admit that partitioning the country is not en­
tirely to their taste. They seek to mitigate the evil by the formula: politi­
cal partition —economic union. They call this "partial partition. Eco-
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nomic union is indispensable. But so is political union. The one without 
the other is almost meaningless. The board which is to run the economic 
union is, for example, charged with establishing the tariff policy of the 
two hostile states. Who knows better than the citizens of the United 
States what basic political conflicts are at the bottom of every tariff pol­
icy? The Arab state will be primarily agricultural, the Jewish state pri­
marily industrial— in that fact alone there are the germs of political con­
flict.

The UNSCOP majority admit that the Arab state is bankrupt from 
the very start. The Arab state begins, in accordance with the majority's 
figures, with a deficit of over £9,000,000 in a total expenditure of over 
£18,000,000. The Jewish state, therefore, will have to help cover this 
Arab deficit.

The UNSCOP majority threaten that if one state-presumably the 
Arabs -  refuses to sign the treaty of Economic Union, the General 
Assembly of UN will take appropriate action. What action?

Yet, the majority are right when they declare that these common eco­
nomic interests cannot be partitioned since they "are in fact inextricably 
bound together." Why then partition the country territorially, and thus 
lead to a loosening of these common economic interests? Indeed, the ma­
jority declare that the economic union, although it may have its political 
implications, is dictated by the necessities of the overriding interest of 
unity."

But this overriding interest of unity applies not only to the economic 
life and development of Palestine, but also to its Holy Places and to Jeru­
salem. Why not then also to its social and political life and development 
as well? Without the unity of the country you are on the brink of chaos. 
With unity, you have a starting-point towards order and development.

[A word as to Jerusalem. One can be grateful, that at least the Holy 
City is to be kept unpartitioned and demilitarized. That ought to be the 
pattern for the entire Holy Land -  unpartitioned and demilitarized. If the 
United Nations were to declare the Holy Land to be a demilitarized terri­
tory, perhaps some of the great powers might lose their present interest 
in it, and perhaps the Jewish armies and the Arab armies might learn to 
convert their swords into ploughshares.]

What Jewish State —without Jerusalem! Jerusalem, the heart and soul 
of our tradition. Nominally a Jewish State-without Judaism. A Jewish 
State without Judea, without the greater length and the outlet of the Jor­
dan, without western Galilee, where even today you can see the ruins of 
the beautiful synagogues built in Roman and Byzantine times.

Both Majority and Minority reports favor increased Jewish immigra­
tion. That is the great step in advance. Whatever the fate of UNSCOP's 
proposals, the Jewish refugees should not be left in the lurch. There
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should under all circumstances be a large compassionate immigration to 
Palestine and elsewhere.

But for anyone genuinely concerned with Jewish immigration, parti­
tioning the country and forbidding Jewish immigration, settlement and 
land purchase in the area of the Arab state would deprive the Jews of 
those larger immigration possibilities they require. In this regard the mi­
nority proposals, despite their opposition to partition in principle, are as 
truly restrictive and as thoroughly in the nature of partition as those of 
the majority.

But even a Jewish majority in the Jewish state does not dispose of the 
"Arab problem" here. Doubtless one of the first things we shall be hearing 
of is the "Arab underground" there; then of repressive measures against 
it; then of the answer from the Arab side of the border. Thus the war of 
the irredentas will have begun even before the independence of the two 
states has been proclaimed. [The Jewish army? The token forces of UN, 
if ever they come into being? Has not the history of the war and of the 
past two years in Palestine shown, that comparatively small under­
ground forces, if backed by a considerable section of the population, can 
undermine the position of large, well-equipped regular armies?]

It is largely the Jewish terror groups which have made the people of 
Britain weary of their task in Palestine. Having secured the partition pro­
posals through terror, they are now prepared to secure the rest of the 
country for the Jews in the same way. If the Jewish State opposes them, 
that creates an additional front. [Both the Jewish and Arab youth have 
been taught that violence, terror "pays." The Peel Commission proposed 
partition in 1937 after the Arab revolt. The Arabs refused to accept parti­
tion and, as a consequence, renewed their revolt. Then as a result of this 
came the White Paper of 1939. UNSCOP proposed partition in 1947 as a 
result of the Jewish revolt. To say, as the Majority do, that there is 
"finality" in partition is simply fatuous. It is but the beginning of inten­
sified conflict. In view of this, it is interesting to find the UNSCOP Ma­
jority hoping for "reductions on Police expenditure as a way of lowering 
the deficit of both states.]

The majority are aware of the weakness of their proposals, and they 
finally admit that, when all is said and done, the real advantage of their 
"partial partition" is that it "satisfies the aspirations of both groups for in­
dependence."

But even that, by their own showing, is not correct. In another sec­
tion of their report they say that their partition proposals only meet "in 
part the claims and national aspirations of both parties." The wide 
powers of the proposed Joint Economic Board and of the Governor of the 
City of Jerusalem afe clearly in derogation of the national aspirations 
and the sovereignty of these so-called independent states.
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Palestine is not just a Jewish land or just an Arab land. It is a common 
Jewish-Arab land, an international, interreligious land of Jew, Christian 
and Moslem. There can therefore be no such thing as full national inde­
pendence for the Jews and full national independence for the Arabs of 
Palestine, partition or no partition. Why then partition the country?

The UNSCOP Majority keep emphasizing the "irreconcilable" claims 
and differences of the Jews and Arabs. Yet they themselves say "there are 
no fundamental incompatibilities among them." Indeed the final passages 
of their commentary on partition are a paean to the whole idea of Arab- 
Jewish cooperation, of bi-national understanding and outlook. But why? 
Why not keep the bi-national Palestine whole, and work towards under­
standing and cooperation in all of the country?

That brings me to the minority report. But I have no time or space in 
this statement to analyze it as it deserves. This report seems to me to 
have many weaknesses, particularly in its practical proposals, which do 
not always accord with its principles.

But the Minority report has the outstanding virtue of believing Jews 
and Arabs can cooperate and of proposing that they build up a common 
citizenship in their common country.

For this reason I would urge that the Minority report be taken as the 
basis of discussion, and that changes be made in it somewhat along the 
following lines:

1. The boundaries between the Jewish state and the Arab state should 
be abolished. These boundaries constitute a form of partition, despite the 
federal nature of the state as a whole.

2. Instead of these almost sovereign boundaries, the unitary Palestine 
should be divided into counties, not necessarily contiguous, for purposes 
of local administration and no more.

3. The two peoples, Arabs and Jews, should be declared to have po­
litical parity, irrespective of who is the majority or the minority. This 
seems to be implied through the provision in the Minority report of an 
upper legislative chamber constituted "on the basis of equal representa­
tion of the Arab and Jewish citizens of Palestine"; and by the provision 
that "legislation shall be enacted when approved by majority votes in 
both chambers of the federal legislative body."

4. That the Federal Court of Appeals on constitutional matters be 
composed of an equal number of Jews and Arabs, and not of an Arab 
majority. This court is of decisive importance, as a reading of its pro­
posed functions will show. If necessary, the chairman might be an ap­
pointee of the United Nations in some such way as is proposed for the In­
ternational Commission on Absorptive Capacity.

5. That Jewish immigration be permitted in all parts of Palestine up 
to parity with the Arabs. This seems to be implied when the Minority re­
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port excludes the possibility that the Jews, "by means of free mass immi­
gration would become the majority population in Palestine.

This is the moment when the less intransigent among the Jewish and 
Arab leaders should get nearer together in view of the common danger of 
partition.

[A few days ago a young Arab labor leader, Sami Taha, was assassi­
nated. He and his considerable following had not been satisfied with the 
policies of the present Arab leadership. Despite the inner Arab terror, 
many thousands of Arabs from all walks of life attended his funeral.

We are often asked if there are Arabs who are in favor of the bina- 
tional Palestine. I should like to quote from an address by Fawzi Darwish 
al Husayni, another younger Arab leader who was done to death by 
Arab political assassins. He was the leader of a newly established party 
called "The New Palestine." He had been detained in 1936 for his active 
participation in the Arab revolt. Since then, he and many of the younger 
Arabs had learned a great deal and had changed their attitude towards 
the Jews. This is what he said shortly before his lamented death:

There is a way towards understanding and agreement between both peo­
ples in spite of the many obstacles. Agreement is necessary for the devel­
opment of the country and for the liberation of both peoples. The condi­
tion for agreement is the principle of non-domination of one people by the 
other, and the establishment of a bi-national state based upon political 
equality and cooperation between both peoples in their economy, their 
social and cultural life. Immigration is a political problem, and in the 
framework of a general agreement it will not be difficult to solve the ques­
tion of Jewish immigration according to the economic absorptive capacity 
of the country. The agreement of the two peoples should receive interna­
tional confirmation by UNO; the agreement should assure to the Arabs 
that the independent binational Palestine will join a union with the neigh­
bouring Arab countries.

This is the voice of an Arab brother, the authentic voice of our com­
mon Semitic tradition. It is as though he had heard the voice of the He­
brew Prophet:

For Zion's sake will I not hold my peace,
And for Jerusalem's sake I will not rest,
Until the righteousness thereof go forth as brightness,
And the salvation thereof as a lamp that burneth.

It is this voice which speaks out of the hearts of multitudes of Jews, 
Moslems and Christians. This is the true vision of the Holy Land to guide 
the United Nations, not the despair of the defeatists and the chauvinists.] 

Do not dismember the country. Do not estrange Jews and Arabs from 
one another. Lay down a generous bi-national policy and make Jewish-



Arab cooperation the chief objective of this policy. Give the two peoples 
the chance they have never had of self-government together, and 
through systematic work day by day, year by year, their response will be 
increasingly joyous and constructive.

JLM

■ i m brackets appeared in the original draft submitted by Magnes, which he en­
titled "Do Not Dismember the Holy Land" (JMP).
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To Ernst Simon 

New York

Jerusalem, November 12, 1947
Dear Dr. Simon,

Only now have I found the opportunity to read the copy of your let­
ter to Natan Hofshi which, according to him, and I agree, "is interesting 
and a cause for concern." I hope you won't mind random comments as a 
matter of "personal privilege.''1

A. Tactics. There is no social life without tactics, and certainly no po­
litical life. I believe I have never made a proposal intended solely to save 
my own soul, but rather my intention was to achieve something practical 
and concrete. A person may err and cause others to err by his tactics; one 
may accuse me of this far more than you can imagine. There are, how­
ever, limits to tactics, even those of the wisest and slyest of tacticians. 
For me partition marks such a limit; for you not. There are even tactics in 
the American proverb, "honesty is the best policy." But without speaking 
of such lofty notions as honesty, as long as partition remains an uncer­
tainty my tactics are to oppose it-a t the opportune moment publicly, 
and when times are not propitious then not publicly. Of course, one 
must ask when silence is best for Zion's sake, and when it is not. It is 
possible that honest men will differ on this. On the very day that parti­
tion becomes a fact it will be necessary to consider other tactics, seriously 
and not rashly, on the basis of the facts that will obtain then and which 
we have no way of knowing now and which are unknown even to those 
resident in America. And you will pardon me if I don't see any connec­
tion between the problems of "tactics" and the problems of "lyricism and 
drama," "Recht haben und Recht behalten," and similar matters.
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B. Tell us, if you will, whom do you accuse of desiring an Arab State?
C. The Minority Program. In my article in the New York Times-did 

the editors include my recommendations for changes so that the minority 
program could serve as a basis for discussion?2 As yet I have not received 
a copy of the paper. You fail to mention one word concerning my pro­
posals. I made them for "tactical" reasons, undoubtedly poor and worth­
less "tactics" in your eyes.

D. Our failure. Yes, we failed at the critical moment. We did not fail 
in the case of the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry. Now we have 
failed. Why? You know apparently. Perhaps you will tell us why? Possi­
bly our basic idea is wrong, or our tactics are wrong, or we are inept, or 
because of other factors? In any event, it is vitally necessary to analyze 
the objective and subjective situation and to do it seriously and with piti­
less thoroughness, and your colleagues here have begun to do so. How­
ever, it will be possible to do this in a manner in keeping with the needs 
of the hour only after we know what the proposed plan of partition and 
the methods of implementation are, and England's response to the recom­
mendations.

E. "How shall we act after our defeat? Simply continue on as though 
nothing happened?" No, my friend. Believe me, none of us think so. We 
are thinking of our role, if there is one, in the unclear future. Perhaps it 
will be a greater one than until now, and perhaps it will mean disbanding 
the Association, permitting each one to join some existing organization 
thus enabling him to influence that organization from within. At the time 
that we established the Ihud there were those who thought it a mistake. 
Why another institution? Tactics-perhaps ours were unrealistic and 
there is a need to correct them.

F. Why not say what you think publicly if you have something to say 
"for Zion's sake"? Your comrades will understand and will be sym­
pathetic.

G. The organization. No one is satisfied that we are strong in intellec­
tual resources and weak in organizational and administrative talent. This 
you, too, have known. And the professional workers are the least satis­
fied. If we will have a task to perform in the future we must not begin 
new undertakings before we have faced these very basic problems.

Yours, JLM

1. Simon, then on leave in the United States from Hebrew University, wrote to Hofshi, 
a veteran pioneer, pacifist, and member of Ihud; Hofshi sent a copy of the letter to Magnes. 
Simon raised the issue of the propriety of the individual dissenter continuing to attack the 
decision of the majority even though it was "for the sake of Zion." Such behavior, Simon 
wrote, carried the quality of the “lyrical": "If the intention is to reach the realm of actuality 
lyricism must turn into drama; one has to consider the other actors, as well. This we call 
tactics. Anyone who would affect the course of events has to make use of tactics . . . Uur 
group belongs to that category of organizations of whom it will be said, They were right,
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