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From 1939 to 1947 two Jewish terrorist organizations, the Irgun
Zvai Leumi and the Lohamei Herut Israel (known to Jews by its Hebrew
acronym, Lehi, and to the British as "The Stern Gang") challenged
Britain's rule over Palestine. Those eight years began with the
publication of the White Paper in May 1939 and ended in September 1947
with the decision taken by the British Government to surrender its
League of Nations Mandate and withdraw from Palestine. This thesis
examines the influence that Jewish terrorist activities had on Britain's
policy for Palestine and seeks to ascertain the role played by terrorism
in that decision.

Through an examination of British policy and the strategies
employed by the British Army to defeat the terrorists, this study
demonstrates why the British failed to reach either a military or a
political settlement in Palestine. This failure can be attributed both
to the irreconcilable nature of Arab and Jewish claims to the country
and the lack of a clear and consistent policy for Palestine on Britain's
part. The situation was further aggravated by the weaknesses of the
Palestine Police Force, the futile efforts of the Palestine Government
to obtain the cooperation of the Jewish public against the terrorists
and the debilitating effect of Jewish terrorist activities on the morale
of the British soldier in Palestine. The search for a solution to the
Palestine problem after World War II took place amid increasing
terrorist violence in the country. As British authority in Palestine
deteriorated, Britain's will to remain there dissolved.

This thesis concludes that no single factor itself can be
considered responsible for the decision to surrender the mandate and
leave Palestine. At the same time, however, Jewish terrorist activities
played an important--and even a decisive--role in the events that led to
the termination of British rule over Palestine and the establishment of
the State of Israel.
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PREFACE

From 1939 to 1947 two Jewish terrorist organizations, the Irgun
Zvai Leumi and the Lohamei Herut Israel (known to Jews by its Hebrew
acronym, Lehi, and to the British as "The Stern Gang') challenged
Britain's rule over Palestine. Those eight years began with the
publication of the White Paper in May 1939 and ended in September 1947
with the decision taken by the British Government to surrender its
League of Nations Mandate and withdraw from Palestine. This thesis
examines the influence that Jewish terrorist activities had on Britain's
policy for Palestine and seeks to ascertain the role played by terrorism
in that decision.

The first chapter outlines the origins of the conflict between the
Jewish community in Palestine and Britain and discusses the historical
background of the Jewish terrorist organizations. Chapter II analyses
the strategy employed by the British Army in Palestine between 1939 and
1947 to defeat the terrorists and explains why it failed. The third
chapter discusses why the army and not the police assumed the main
burden of maintaining public security. Accordingly, it examines the
weaknesses in the Palestine Police Force and how governmental neglect
undermined the Force's performance and ultimately compromised its
efforts to combat the terrorists.

Chapter IV details the futile efforts made by the Palestine
Government to obtain the cooperation of the Jewish public against the
terrorist organizations. Although the administration succeeded in

forcing the Zionist leadership to mount a counter-terrorist campaign,
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the effort eventually collapsed. The fundamental, if not intractable,
political differences that separated the Jews and Britain accounted for
this failure and set the stage for further confrontation at the end of
World War II. Chapter V relates the events surrounding the ultimate
breakdown of relations.

Chapter VI examines how terrorism affected the attitudes of the
British soldier in Palestine towards the Jews. In particular, it
analyzes the specific strategy pursued by the Irgurn to undermine the
morale of the army and thus weaken the government's determination to
remain in Palestine. Britain's attempts to resolve the Palestine
problem are discussed in Chapter VII. It outlines the severe economic
difficulties that beset Britain at the end of the war and the burden
placed on the economy by the large military establishment required in
Palestine to maintain order: The search for a settlement took place
amid continued violence in Palestine and international and domestic
criticism of the Labour Government's handling of the situation. By the
end of the summer of 1947, these factors--along with the recommendation
made by the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine for the
immediate termination of the mandate--converged to compel the government
to announce its intention to relinquish Britain's responsibility for
Palestine and withdraw from the country. Over each one the activities

of the Jewish terrorist organizations cast a dark shadow.
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I. THE ORIGINS OF THE CONFLICT

During and after World War II the British authorities in Palestine
and the various Jewish underground organizations came into conflict over
a wide range of issues. They clashed over the right of Jews to
immigrate into Palestine; over the acquisition, import and storage of
arms by Jews; over the clandestine training of Jewish military forces
and--most fundamentally--over the political future of Palestine.
Moreover, and as a result, conflict between them spread to a number of
arenas. Clashes, many of which involved the use of force, took place at
sea as well as on land and within Europe as well as the Middle East.

It is not the purpose of this thesis to discuss the entire spectrum
of that struggle. It aims rather to concentrate on one of its
manifestations: the struggle waged by the Jewish terrorist organizations
against Britain's rule over Palestine between 1939 and 1947. The
terrorists constituted a minority element of some 4,000 persons
organized within the Irgun Zvai Leumi (Hebrew: "National Military
Organization") and approximately 500 persons in the Lohemi Herut
Yisrael, (Hebrew: "Freedom Fighters for Israel") known to Jews by its
acronym, Lehi, and to the British as the "Stern Gang". They did not
enjoy the support of the vast majority of the Yishuv (Hebrew: "Jewish
community in Palestine") and were, for much of the period, fiercely
opposed by the Haganah (Hebrew: '"Defence"), the third and largest (with

an estimated strength of 86,000 persons) of the Jewish underground



movements.® The Haganah was not itself a terrorist organization, but a
clandestine militia that eventually became Israel's army.

The history of both the Irgun and Lehi is rooted in the early years
of British rule in Palestine. During the 1920s the political
differences between the country's Arab and Jewish inhabitants first
erupted in inter-communal violence and charges were levelled by the Jews
against the British for failing to protect adequately the Yishuv. As a
result of this grievance the first Jewish self-defence forces were

created from which the terrorist organizations later emerged.

THE BRITISH CONQUEST OF PALESTINE

Until the First World War, Palestine had been part of the Turkish
Ottoman Empire. On 9 December 1917 British and Allied forces commanded
by General Sir Edmund Allenby captured Jerusalem. The conquest of the
southern region of the country, and capture of its most important city,
effectively ended four centuries of Ottoman suzerainty. British rule
was formally declared on 11 December and a military government, called
the Occupied Enemy Territory Administration (OETA), was established in
April 1918 to administer Palestine pending its ultimate disposition.?
The Yishuv enthusiastically welcomed the British as liberators:
especially in light of the Balfour Declaration which had been issued
only a few weeks before. That statement of British policy was in fact a

note sent on 2 November 1917 by the Foreign Secretary, Arthur Balfour,

'IWM Palestine: Narrative of Events from February 1947 until
Withdrawal of All British Troops, by Lieutenant-General G.H.A.
MacMillan, 3 July 1948; Appendix 'D': Appreciation by General Officer
Commanding on 5 August 1947.

2Bernard Wasserstein, The British In Palestine (London, 1978), pp.
1 and 18.



on behalf of the British Government to Lord Rothschild, a prominent

British Zionist. It stated:

"His Majesty's Government view with favour the
establishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish
people, and will use their best endeavours to facilitate the
achievement of this object, it being understood that nothing
shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious
rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine, or the

rights and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other

country".?

But the British officials who worked in OETA were not entirely
sympathetic to Zionism. Their ardent, and often unconcealed, sympathy
towards the claims of Palestine's Arab inhabitants, who formed the vast
majority of the population, indelibly coloured OETA's relationship with
the Yishuv.? The Arabs' claim centred on the promise of independence
given by Britain in return for Arab assistance in World War I made by
Sir A. Henry McMahon, the High Commissioner of Egypt, to Sharif Hussein
of Mecca in 1915.® The British government, however, maintained that the
McMahon-Hussein agreement was not meant to apply to Palestine.® Thus
the Arabs feared that not only would they be cheated out of Britain's
promises of self-determination but also of their homeland as well. Not
surprisingly relations between the Jews and the Arabs and the Jews and

the British quickly deteriorated.

'Leonard Stein, The Balfour Declaration (New York, 1961),
frontispiece.

’Wasserstein, The British In Palestine, pp. 24 and 26-27.

3For a detailed analysis of the letters that constituted this
agreement, see George Antonius, The Arab Awakening (New York, 1971), and
Elie Kedourie, Inside the Anglo-Arab Labyrinth (Cambridge, 1976).

“J. C. Hurewitz, The Struggle For Palestine (New York, 1976), PP -
19-20.
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THE 1920 RIOTS AND THE BIRTH OF THE HAGANAH

Throughout 1919 Arab political discontent in Palestine contributed
to an increase of attacks on rural Jewish agricultural settlements.®
These isolated communities had long been prey to Arab brigands and
terrorists. The problem had become so serious before the war that, in
1907, the members of some Jewish neighbouring settlements banded
together and founded a secret "watchman's guild"--since Ottoman law
forbade such organizations--that they named Bar Giora (after an ancient
Hebrew warrior who fought against the Romans).? The group's motto,
adopted over thirty years later by the Irgun, was 'By blood and fire
Judea fell and by blood and fire Judea shall rise'. Bar Giora so
successfully defended the handful of settlements under its aegis that
two years later it was reorganized into a countrywide security force and
renamed Ha-Shomer (Hebrew: 'The Watchman'). During the war, however,
the Turks redoubled their efforts to suppress the Jewish underground
groups and many of Fa-Shomer's members were forcibly conscripted into
the Turkish Army. The group, consequently, disintegrated.?

Given OETA's unsympathetic attitudes, fears now arose in the Yishuv
that the British would prove as unreliable as the Turks had been in

protecting isolated Jewish settlements. One of the first persomns to

'Amos Perlmutter, Military and Politics In Israel (London, 1969),
p.- 7.

2J. Borisov, Palestine Underground: The Story of the Jewish
Resistance (Philadelphia, 1947), p. 9.

3Ibid. See also Zeev Schiff, A History of the Israeli Army (San
Francisco, 1974), pp. 2-4; Edward Luttwak and Dan Horowitz, The Israeli
Army (London, 1975), p. 6; NARS RG 226 097.3 21092 Office of Strategic
Services (0SS) Research and Analysis Branch (R&A) Report No. 1014, 30
September 1943; and Ben-Zion Dinur, Sefer Toldot Ha-Haganah (History of
the Haganah) (Tel Aviv, 1954-1972), i, 113-312.
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express publicly this concern was Vladimir Jabotinsky, the co-founder of
the Zion Mule Corps and Jewish Legion, two Jewish units that had fought
in the British Army during World War I. Jabotinsky argued that a
properly armed and organized, official Jewish self-defence was required
to replace the more informal and, in his view, anachronistic, Hg-Shomer.
Further, Jabotinsky believed that this new force should not be a
clandestine body, but an above-ground paramilitary force having the full
recognition, and enjoying the cooperation, of the British.?!

The first steps towards the establishment of this force were taken
by Jabotinsky at a conference he convened among Palestine's Zionist
leaders in January 1919. Although all of the participants agreed on the
need for a self-defence force, they differed on whether it ought to be a
clandestine, entirely Jewish-run organization as H4a-Shomer had been, or
one operating in the open with British approval, as Jabotinsky
preferred. For the time being this issue remained unresolved. 1In the
meantime, a group of demobilized Jewish Legionnaires and some members of
various youth-sports groups became impatient and formed their own secret
paramilitary unit that they called the Haganah. Jabotinsky was asked to
serve as their commander. He agreed provided that the group allow him
to obtain permission from the authorities for its establishment. Both
Allenby and other senior OETA officials, however, feared that such an
organization would further incite the already restless Arab population
and therefore rejected Jabotinsky's request.? The effect of this

decision was to create a secret Jewish paramilitary force wholly

!Joseph Schechtman and Yehuda Benari, History of the Revisionist
Movement : 1925-1930 (Tel Aviv, 1970), i, 287 and 289.
2Dinur, Sefer Toldot Ha-Haganah, i, 517-520.
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independent and unaccountable to the British. Britain thus lost an
opportunity to check what henceforth evolved into a well-organized,
highly-disciplined Jewish fighting force that eventually would be
directed against Palestine's British rulers.

Arab rioting broke out in Jerusalem in April 1920 during the Muslim
Nebi Musa festival. A year before, rumours had swept Palestine that the
Arabs planned to use the 1919 holiday celebrations as a pretext to
attack Jewish targets in Jerusalem. Some members of the Yishuv 'were
convinced that the ordinary police force was not sufficient protection
in case of such an attack. The British Government felt that no extra

provision of protection was necessary'.!

The holiday in fact passed
without incident; but after a year of escalating anti-Jewish violence in
the countryside, many Jews became convinced that such attacks would
eventually be directed against Palestine's urban centres.? Hence
shortly before the 1920 festival began, a delegation led by Jabotinsky
requested permission from OETA to arm and deploy themselves in defence
of the Jewish community in Jerusalem. The request was rejected and the
delegation promised that the city's Jewish population would be
sufficiently looked after. This assurance did little to allay the
Yishuv's anxieties since a majority of the police force was composed of
Arab constables who the Jews considered unreliable. Jabotinsky and his

followers therefore decided to go ahead with their plans regardless of

British objectiomns.?

INARS RG 65 867N.20/211, Report by Military Intelligence Division,
War Department, 6 September 1943.

2Ibid.

3Wasserstein, The British In Palestine, p. 65.



When the government learned of this, Jabotinsky was summoned to a
meeting by Colonel Richard Meinertzhagen, the Chief Political Officer.
Meinertzhagen's recollection of their conversation suggests that the
Yishuv's worries were not unfounded:

[I] told [Jabotinsky] he was acting illegally in raising a

private army and that if he persisted, he would be arrested.

He explained that the administration's arrangements for the

protection of Jews was utterly inadequate and he feared a

massacre. 1 found this difficult to answer as I knew he was

right.!?
On 4 April the Nebi Musa celebrations degenerated into a full-scale
riot. The Arab police mutinied and joined the attacks on Jewish persons
and property. Before order was restored four days later, five Jews had
been murdered and 211 injured (Arab casualties were four killed and 33
injured). Jabotinsky and his followers mounted a 'desperate and
rudimentary' defence.? If not for their efforts, the Jewish casualties
probably would have been greater.?

OETA was denounced by the Zionists for both its failure to
anticipate the violence and its dilatory response once the disturbances
began. OETA's response was to blame the violence on the Jews
themselves, whose activities in Palestine, the British argued, had

alarmed the Arabs and provoked their wrath.® Anglo-Zionist relations

were further strained by the arrests of Jabotinsky and 19 other Jews.

!Colonel Richard Meinertzhagen, Middle East Diary (London, 1959),
p. 178.

2Wasserstein, The British In Palestine, pp. 64-65

*NARS RG 226 097.3 21092 0SS R&A Report No. 1014, 30 September
1943.

“Wasserstein, The British In Palestine, pp. 65-68.



Although they had acted in self-defence, their actions nevertheless were
illegal. They were tried and sentenced to prison terms of three years
each with Jabotinsky receiving a 15 year sentence.! The Yishuv was
appalled: the more so, because the two Arab leaders who in fact had
instigated the riot, Haj Amin al-Husayni and 'Aref al-Aref, had received
only ten year prison sentences.?

The most important effect of the riots on the Yishuv was to marshal
support behind the establishment of a proper Jewish self-defence force.
The arguments that had been expressed the year before by Jabotinsky's
opponents for a completely independent, if necessarily clandestine,
paramilitary unit gained further credence given OETA's unqualified
opposition to any form of Jewish self-defence. Indeed, the arrests of
Jabotinsky and his followers confirmed this fact. With Jabotinsky now
in prison, the only formidable obstacle within the community to the
creation of an independent Jewish armed force had been removed. On 12
June 1920 another meeting was called and the Haganah was formally
established.?

The creation of an independent, underground paramilitary unit
represented the beliefs of its founders that only by relying on
themselves would the Jewish population of Palestine ever be secure.*

The volatile character of Arab discontent, the unreliability of the

'Joseph Schechtman, Rebel and Statesman: The Vladimir Jabotinsky
Story--The Early Years (New York, 1956), p. 338.

?Wasserstein, The British In Palestine, pp. 68-69.

*Yehuda Bauer, 'From Cooperation to Resistance: The Haganah,
1938-1946', Middle Eastern Studies, ii (1966), 182.

“See the speech by Eliahu Golomb, the "father" of the Haganah and
its first commander, who guided its transformation from an underground
fighting force into a full-fledged army, quoted by Dinur in Sefer Toldot
Ha-Hagansh, i, 154.



police, and the marked hostility of the British authorities to
unilateral Jewish defensive measures had compelled the Yishuv to respond
in this manner. More importantly, the new defence force was conceived
by its creators as the nucleus of a future Jewish Army in a future
Jewish state. Apart from their belief that this conception necessitated
that it be independent from any foreign control, its founders concluded
that like any army in a democracy, it should be under elected civilian
control.! At the time no such representative Zionist entity existed in
Palestine. The establishment in December 1920 of the Histadrut (Hebrew:
referring to the "General Federation of Jewish Workers') redressed this
situation, and it was agreed that the Haganah would be supervised by the
the Histadrut's elected executive board. This decision, however, only
deepened the cleavage separating Jabotinsky from the founders of the
Haganah. The Histadrut's ideology was socialist; Jabotinsky strongly
opposed labour-socialism. Thus any prospect of obtaining his support
for an underground Jewish paramilitary force vanished with the new
group's association with the Zionist labour faction.?

The Nebi Musa disturbances also had a profound effect on British
policy towards Palestine. Reaction in London was strongly critical of
OETA's actions regarding the riots. Complaints of its performance were
expressed in the Times on 27 April 1920 and by the Foreign Office.
Meinertzhagen was especially critical of the military government and its
Chief Administrator, Major-General Sir Louis Bols. In a sharply worded
memorandum, Meinertzhagen assailed Bols and other senior officials for

their pronounced hostility to Zionism in general and specifically for

‘Ibid.
2Schechtman and Benari, History of the Revisionist Movement, i,
passim.
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their failure to anticipate the riots and contain the violence after it
had started. A copy of his report was sent to David Lloyd George, the
Prime Minister, in San Remo, Italy, where the Inter-Allied Conference to
formulate the terms of the peace treaty with Turkey was just starting.
Despite the fact that no formal treaty had yet been adopted, both Lloyd
George and Balfour (who was now Lord President of the Council) agreed
that the provisional military regime should be disbanded and replaced
with a civilian administration. Herbert Samuel, a prominent
British-Zionist and former member of the Cabinet, was selected to head

the new government and ordered to leave for Palestine as soon as he

could.?

THE MANDATORY ADMINISTRATION

Samuel arrived in Palestine on 30 June 1920 and formally assumed
office the following day. Since Palestine was designated a 'mandated
territory' and not a 'crown colony' it was decided that Samuel's title
should be that of 'High Commissioner' and not 'Governor'. Palestine
otherwise was organized exactly on crown colony lines. The Colonial
Office thus assumed direct responsibility for its administration from
the Foreign Office at the end of 1920. A Civil (later, Chief) Secretary
was appointed, as were a Commandant (later, Inspector General) of Police
and Prisons and the heads of the various other public service
departments: health, education and agriculture. A new legal system,
which incorporated many of the Ottoman statutes, was implemented under

the direction of a Legal Secretary (later, Attorney General). Palestine

lWasserstein, The British In Palestine, pp. 71-72. In 1914 Samuel,
who held the office of President of the Local Government, introduced the
idea to the Cabinet that Britain should commit itself to the
establishment of a Jewish national home in Palestine. See Stein, The
Balfour Declaration, p. 103.
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was divided geographically into ten administrative districts (which
later were consolidated and reduced to three), each supervised by a
district commissioner and assistant district commissioner. All district
commissioners and heads of department were British; their staffs,
however, were composed of Britons, Jews and Arabs.!?

One of Samuel's first official acts was to pardon Jabotinsky, his
imprisoned comrades and al-Husayni and al-Aref. In this manner he hoped
both to demonstrate his impartiality and also to mend relations between
Britain and the Jewish and Arab communities.? In September the first
Immigration Ordinance was promulgated by the government, establishing a
12-month quota of 16,500 certificates for each Jewish head of family.?
The arrival of new immigrants during the next several months, however,
greatly exacerbated Arab fears that they would become a minority in
their own country and alienated the goodwill that Samuel had hoped to
acquire. On 1 May 1921 anti-Jewish riots broke out in Jaffa.® The
disturbances spread rapidly to the surrounding countryside. When order
was finally established six days later, 47 Jews had been killed and 146
wounded (Arab casualties were 14 dead and 49 wounded).®

In the wake of the unrest, the Palestine Government pursued a dual-
track strategy designed, on the one hand, to mollify Arab discontent
while, on the other, to strengthen its powers to suppress lawlessness

and deal more firmly with troublemakers. On 3 June Samuel announced

'Hurewitz, The Struggle For Palestine, pp. 23-24.

Wasserstein, The British In Palestine, p. 92.

3Royal Institute of International Affairs (RIIA), Great Britain and
Palestine, 1915-1945 (Westport, Connecticut, 1976), p. 39.

“Norman Bentwich, England In Palestine (London, 1932), p. 69.

SWasserstein, The British In Palestine, p. 102.
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that henceforth the number of Jewish immigrants allowed into Palestine
would be determined on the basis of their 'economic absorptive
capacity': that is, the contribution they would make to the country's
economy. The following month the Ordinance for the Prevention of Crime
was promulgated. It empowered the High Commissioner to impose
collective fines, or decree some other form of collective punishment, on
persons or entire villages adjudged guilty of participating in, or
abetting, civil disorder.! The intent of the immigration provision was
neither to punish the Yishuv nor give the impression that government
policy could be influenced by violence. Instead, Samuel hoped that Arab
anxieties might be allayed and an explosive situation defused without
seriously harming Jewish immigration.? Its effect, however, was quite
different from its intent: the Yishuv interpreted the decree as the
beginning of a British retreat from the Balfour Declaration; while the
Arabs inadvertently were led to believe that the government could be

pressured by violence into granting further concessionms.?

BRITAIN'S MANDATE FOR PALESTINE

The League of Nations formally awarded the Mandate for Palestine to
Britain on 22 July 1922. The Arabs protested against the mandate on the
grounds that it not only violated the pledges of independence that they
had received from Britain in the 1915 McMahon-Hussein Correspondence but
also Article 22 of the League of Nations Covenant which promised self-

determination to 'certain communities formerly belonging to the Turkish

'Y. Porath, The Birth of The Palestinian Arab Nationalist Movement,
1918-1929 (London, 1974), p. 129.
2Bentwich, England In Palestine, p. 71.

3Porath, Birth of the Palestinian Arab Nationalist Movement, pp.
131-132.
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Empire'.! The Arabs particularly objected to the terms of the mandate
committing Britain, in Article 2, to 'placing the country under such
political, administrative and economic conditions as will secure the
establishment of the Jewish national home' and Article 6 which
stipulated that Britain 'shall facilitate Jewish immigration under
suitable conditions and shall encourage...close settlement by Jews on
the land'.?

For the next eight years, however, violent Arab protest ceased.
The Crime Prevention Ordinance coupled with the harsh police crack-
down that followed its promulgation accounted, at least in part, for
this development. More important, however, was the traditional Arab
elite's reassertion of its authority over the inchoate Palestinian
nationalist movement.? In the aftermath of the government's suppression
of Arab lawbreakers after the 1921 riots, the elder leadership's
counsels of patience temporarily prevailed. But when diplomatic

measures failed to obtain the reversal of Britain's support of Zionism,

the nationalist movement was radicalized.*

THE 1929 RIOTS

On 23 August 1929 Arab rioting erupted in Jerusalem. Mobs set upon
Jewish passersby while the Arab police, as they had done nine years
earlier, again joined the rioting. Their unarmed and outnumbered

British superiors were unable to quell the disorders.® On the following

1For full text of Article 22 see John Norton Moore (ed.), The Arab-
Israeli Conflict, Volume III: Documents (Princeton, 1974), pp. 71-73.

2For full text of the Mandate see RIIA, Great Britain and
Palestine, pp. 151-155.

3Ann Mosley Lesch, Arab Politics in Palestine, 1917-1939 (Ithaca,
New York, 1979), passim.

“Porath, The Birth of the Palestinian Arab Nationalist Movement,
p. 134.

SBentwich, England In Palestine, p. 185, and Wasserstein, The
British In Palestine, p. 232.
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day the violence spread to other parts of the country. The Arabs'
targets were not the well-defended settlements of recent immigrants, but
the centuries-old Jewish religious communities in Hebron and Safad,
where their defenceless inhabitants were brutally massacred.! By the
time order was restored six days later, 133 Jews lay dead and 389
wounded (116 Arabs had been killed and 232 wounded).?

The 1929 riots were a watershed in Jewish self-defence efforts. As
soon as the rioting erupted, the Faganah had requested permission from
Sir Harry Luke, the Chief Secretary, to arm 500 of its fighters and
deploy them in defensive positions throughout the country. Luke
refused, citing the government's view that any Jewish action was likely
to provoke further Arab violence.® The Haganah ignored Luke's
prohibition and did whatever it could to defend the Yishuv. Although it
had again prevented still more bloodshed, the group's shortcomings
nevertheless were evident in the large number of Jewish casualties.®
The group clearly possessed insufficient quantities of arms and
ammunition. Training was similarly rudimentary and informally
organized, supervised by a small group of devoted volunteers who
arranged meetings and training exercises under the guise of youth-sports
and recreational programmes.°®

A meeting of the Histadrut was convened in September 1929 to assess
the Haganah's performance during the riots and to consider means of

improving its capabilities. David Ben-Gurion,® the Histadrut's

1See Report of R. Cafferata, 'The Events in Hebron on 24 August
1929', quoted in Wasserstein, The British In Palestine, p. 234.

2Ibid., p. 233.

3Wasserstein, The British In Palestine, p. 233.

“Dinur, Sefer Toldot Ha-Haganah, ii, 299-404.

SIbid., pp. 255 and 292.

¢ Ben-Gurion was subsequently elected Chairman of the Jewish Agency
and Zionist Executive in 1935. In 1948 he was elected as Israel's first
Prime Minister, holding office until 1953. Between 1955 and 1963 he



- 15 -

director, pressed for the allocation of additional funds to the Haganah,
arguing that, 'The self-defense forces saved the Yishuv from
destruction. The first lesson of the riots to the Yishuv and Zionism is
the consolidation and strengthening of the Haganah'.® It was decided to
reorganize and centralize the Haganah command, increase funding of the
group, and improve recruitment procedures and training. Civilian
control of the self-defence force, however, was surrendered by the
Histadrut (who could no longer afford to underwrite the costs of
maintaining the Haganah) to the Jewish Agency, the new Zionist political
institution established in 1929 to oversee Jewish immigration, land

purchase and settlement in Palestine.?

REVISIONIST ZIONISM AND THE FORMATION OF THE HAGANAH-BET
Jewish self-defence nevertheless remained the highly partisan and
politically divisive issue it had become after the Faganah's association
with the Histadrut in 1921. The Jewish Agency and its parent-body, the
World Zionist Organization (WZ0), also were dominated by labour-
socialists, whose policies were anathema to non-socialists like
Jabotinsky. In 1925 Jabotinsky's opposition to the WZO had led to his
founding of the Revisionist Party (later known as the New Zionist
Organization). The new party attacked the WZ0 for its moderate,
so-called "minimalist" approach to Zionism and relations with the
British Government. The Revisionists emphasized the need to 'liquidate

the Diaspora' (the Jewish community outside of Palestine) and to

again served as Prime Minister and retired from public life in 1970
after having been a member of the Knesset (Israel's parliament) for 22
years.

'Quoted in Ibid., p. 416.

2Ibid.
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encourage Jewish immigration to Palestine on a larger and more intensive
scale then they believed the WZ0/Jewish Agency did. With regard to
Anglo-Zionist relations, the new party lobbied for the reincorporation
of Transjordan into the mandated territory of Palestine and also for the
abandonment of the 'economic absorptive capacity' principle decreed by
Samuel following the 1921 riots and codified in the 1922 White Paper
(which formally separated the east bank of the Jordan River from
Palestine and created the Emirate of Transjordan).! Revisionism thus
embraced a "maximalist' interpretation of Zionism, maintaining that
Britain must be obliged faithfully and completely to discharge its
pledges to the Jews. Foremost was the establishment of a Jewish state
that encompassed the territory on both sides of the Jordan River.?2
Jabotinsky's faith in the compatibility of British strategic interests
in the eastern Mediterranean with Zionist aims in Palestine justified
his pursuit of this aggressive policy: 'Hence he saw no danger in askirlg
awkward questions in London and pressing the British to fulfil their
obligations under the Mandate'.?

Similar sources of disenchantment with mainstream labour-socialist
Zionism had led in 1923 to the formation of Brit Trumpeldor (Betar) in
Riga, Latvia. This right-wing Zionist youth group was named after
Joseph Trumpeldor, the one-armed Jewish war hero of the Russo-Japanese

War and co-founder (with Jabotinsky) of the Jewish Legion. Trumpeldor

!Schechtman and Benari, History of the Revisionist Movement, i,
passim.

2The Irgun advocated the same territorial dimensions for the Jewish
state. The group's logo, in fact, was a hand clenching a rifle against
a background of a map of Palestine and Tranmsjordan, with the words "Only
Thus'" (that is, only through force of arms would Zionist aims be
achieved) printed below.

3Walter Laqueur, 4 History of Zionism (New York, 1976), p. 345,
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had lost his life during an Arab attack on a Jewish settlement in 1920.°
Jabotinsky became the group's spiritual leader and commander. Betar thus
was formally associated with the Revisionist Party as its youth group.
Soon Betar affiliates were organized in Poland and other eastern
European countries.?

In 1928 a Betar training school was opened in Tel Aviv. It offered
instruction in accordance with the group's strict programme of military
preparedness, political awareness and personal appearance.® Many Betarim
(as members were called) also belonged to the Haganah and defended the
Yishuv in that capacity as well as in independent Betar units during the
1929 disturbances.®

The anomalous existence of two separate defence forces discharging
the same function was addressed by the formation in 1929 of a five-
man command-joint council for all Jewish defence matters. The council,
which remained under the auspices of the Jewish Agency, was composed of
two Histadrut representatives, two non-socialist members and a neutral
chairman.® But the ideological chasm separating the socialist from the
Revisionist Zionists proved unbreachable. 1In 1931 a dispute arose
between the Haganah central command and the commander of its Jerusalem

detachment, Abraham Tehomei. Tehomei's membership in the Revisionist

'Wasserstein, The British In Palestine, p. 239. Its acronym,
Betar, had further significance connoting the site of Bar Kochba's
legendary battle against the Romans in 135 A.D.

2Schechtman and Benari, History of the Revisionist Movement, i, pp.
333-351.

3pavid Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun Ha-Zvai Ha-Leumi (Battle For
Freedom: The Irgun Zvai Leumi) (Tel Aviv, 1975), i, 127.

“Schechtman and Benari, History of the Revisionist Movement, i,
289.

SLuttwak and Horowitz, The Israeli Army, p. 9.
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Party,-stubborn independence and aggressive interpretation of Haganah
defence policy had brought him into conflict with his superiors. Their
disagreements exploded in April. Accusing the Faganah of discrimination
towards its non-socialist members, Tehomei left the group, seized its
armoury in Jerusalem, and along with a majority of the men under his
command, founded a new self-defence force which they named Haganah-Bet
(Bet being the second letter in the Hebrew alphabet).! The Haganah unit
in Tel Aviv also mutinied and, together with the Betar school there,
joined the new group. They were soon followed by other similarly
disgruntled Haganah detachments in Safed and Haifa.?

Although the Haganah-Bet did not officially align itself with the
Revisionist Party, Jabotinsky became the group's spiritual leader and
indeed the great majority of its members either were Revisionists or

Betarim. The new group was commanded by Tehomei and 'organized on a
purely military basis'.?® Recruits were drawn from youth-sport clubs and
students at Hebrew University. Training was similar to that provided by
the Haganah: consisting of marching drills, field exercises, physical
fitness conditioning and instruction in the use and care of small arms.
The similarities between the Haganah-Bet and Haganah, however, went no
further than a common approach to training and preparedness. Unlike its
rival, the Haganah-Bet offered instruction in sabotage and offensive

attack. The new group, however, had little money and few weapons: both

of which greatly constrained Haganah-Bet activities.®

Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, i, 163-164, and Dinur, Sefer Toldot
Ha-Haganah, ii, 429-430.

2Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, i, 163.

3Joseph Schechtman, Fighter and Prophet: The Vladimir Jabotinsky
Story--The Last Years (New York, 1961), p. 444,

“Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, i, 164.
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THE ARAB REBELLION

Jewish immigration to Palestine increased significantly during the
1930s. 1In 1933 Adolf Hitler was elected Chancellor of Germany and with
the ascendance to power of the Nazis, many German Jews feared that they
would be subjected to discrimination and persecution. Suddenly,
thousands of immigrants began to arrive in Palestine. In 1933 alone
30,000 immigrants entered the country: a figure greater than the total
of the previous six years combined. The number of refugees settling in
Palestine increased to 42,000 during 1934 and to 62,000 in 1935. The
Jewish population of Palestine, accordingly, nearly doubled between 1932
and 1936.1!

The Arabs watched the influx of new immigrants with increasing
apprehension. Since the mid-1920s control of the Palestinian
nationalist movement had drifted further away from the traditional
leadership's grasp. Having concluded that no change in British policy
could be attained through negotiation, the radicals pressed for an end
to the British mandate and the granting of independence to Palestine.
Thus by the 1930s the Palestinian Arab nationalist movement had become
as anti-colonialist as it was anti-Zionist.?2

The Arab Rebellion began on 15 April 1936 when an Arab band
attacked a bus traveling near Nablus and murdered two Jewish passengers.
The attack set in motion a chain of events that culminated in the

declaration by the Arab leadership of a national general strike and

1See D. Gurevich et al. (eds.), Statistical Handbook of Jewish
Palestine (Jerusalem, 1947), passim.

2Y. Porath, From Riots to Rebellion: The Birth of the Palestinian
Arab Nationalist Movement, 1929-1939 (London, 1977), passim.
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later, a country-wide revolt. On 19 April Arab mobs rioted in Jaffa.
The violence, as in 1921 and 1929, rapidly spread from the city
throughout the surrounding countryside. The Palestine Government, in
contrast to its previous reactions to Arab unrest, swiftly attempted to
contain the uprising by imposing a curfew and declaring a state of
emergency over Palestine.?

Order was reestablished in Jaffa; but the suppression of the revolt
there merely fanned its flames elsewhere. The locus of the violence
shifted to the countryside where Jewish settlements, road and rail
lines, telephone poles, the Iraq Petroleum Company pipeline (which
traversed Palestine from Kirkuk, Iraq to the port of Haifa) and outlying
police and military posts came under Arab attack.? Meanwhile, the
rebels' targets broadened to include their fellow Arabs as well as
Jewish settlers and members of the security forces. O0ld scores now were
settled and long-standing vendettas avenged. In just a month, the
rebellion had transformed itself from an urban riot and general strike

to a country-wide, rural guerrilla war.?

THE BIRTH OF THE IRGUN ZVAIl LEUMI

The resumption of Arab violence, this time on a much larger scale
than in the past, caused the Yishuv to reassess its traditional military
policy of havlaga (Hebrew: "self-restraint") and the situation where two
autonomous self-defence groups fulfilling the same role operated beside

one another. Intrinsically related to havlaga was the accompanying

lporath, From Riots to Rebellion, p. 163.

2Michael J. Cohen, Palestine: Retreat from the Mandate (London,
1978), p. 10.

3Tom Bowden, 'The Politics of the Arab Rebellion in Palestine,
1936-39', Middle Eastern Studies, xi (1975), 147.
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principle of tohar haneshek (Hebrew: 'purity of arms"). This held that
the Yishuv should use force only in self-defence and ruled out any form
of retaliation. In this manner, the Jews sought to place their use of
violence on a higher moral plane than that of the Arabs and by so doing
favourably impress the British.?

The Haganah-Bet was especially opposed to the Haganah's continued
reliance on havlaga. They argued that a policy prohibiting reprisal
attacks and restricting the Yishuv's fighters to a completely passive
defence was dangerously out of date given the new, and more serious,
threat, presented by the Arab Rebellion. Accordingly, members of the
Haganah-Bet clamoured for permission to stage retaliatory operations
against Arab targets. Both Jabotinsky and Tehomei opposed any deviation
from havlaga.? Jabotinsky argued that the Arab Rebellion would finally
force Britain to accept the existence of a bona fide, above-ground
Jewish paramilitary force. Hence, he feared that any retaliatory action
would compromise his efforts.?® Those Faganah-Bet members who defied
Jabotinsky and Tehomei's orders and undertook reprisals were
consequently brought before a special military court and disciplined.®

But Tehomei's support of havlaga was considerably deeper than
Jabotinsky's. He believed that, in the state of emergency caused by the

Arab Rebellion, only a united Jewish defence force could ensure the

Tuttwak and Horowitz, The Israeli Army, p. 12.

2Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgunm, ii, 209.

3To a certain extent, Jabotinsky's analysis of this situation did
in fact prove to be correct. As the British were continually frustrated
by their inability to suppress the Arab revolt, they increasingly turned
to the Yishuv for military and intelligence assistance. See Michael J.
Cohen, 'British Strategy and The Palestine Question, 1936-1939', Journal
of Contemporary History, vii (1972), 181.

“Moshe Pearlman and David Ben-Gurion, Ben-Gurion Looks Back (New
York, 1965), p. 77, and Schechtman, Fighter and Prophet, p. 447.



- 22 -

protection of the Yishuv.! Since both Haganah groups accepted havlaga
as the overriding military concern, Tehomei regarded their continued
estrangement as not only illogical, but as an unnecessary duplication of
effort. Accordingly, he approached the Haganah and Jewish Agency and
suggested merging the two groups under a single command. On 6 August
1936 an agreement was concluded. It called for the amalgamation of the
Haganah-Bet into the Haganah and the Haganah-Bet's 'unconditional
acceptance' of the authority of the Jewish Agency and that of the over-
all commander appointed by the Agency. A final stipulation stated that
those members of the Haganah-Bet who fail to abide by these terms would
'be classified as criminals' and dealt with accordingly.?

Although Jabotinsky appreciated the benefits that the merger would
bring to the Yishuv, he was less sanguine about its possible effect on
Revisionist political activity. He feared that the Jewish Agency's
control of the Revisionist's paramilitary force might be extended over
its political rivals in the party itself. Jabotinsky qualified his
acceptance of the unification plan with the condition that the Agency
and its representative assembly, the Vaad Leumi (Hebrew: ''National
Council"), become pluralistic bodies and not ones entirely dominated by
labour-socialists. When the Jewish Agency refused, the merger
collapsed.® Tehomei accepted Jabotinsky's de facto veto of the merger
and on 5 December 1936 both men concluded an agreement that defined more
precisely Jabotinsky's role in Faganah-Bet activities and his influence

over the group's commander. Essentially, while Tehomei would be

'Samuel Katz, Days of Fire (Jerusalem and London, 1968), p. 15.
2For text of agreement see Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, i, 286-287.
3Katz, Days of Fire, p. 6.
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regarded as the Haganah-Bet's only commander, he was pledged to 'conduct
[its affairs] in the spirit' of Jabotinsky's instructions.®

Jewish Agency pressure for reconsideration of the merger scheme
increased during 1937 because of the study of Britain's future policy
for Palestine undertaken by the Royal Commission chaired by Lord Peel.
Before the Commission had completed its investigations, rumours emerged
that its report would recommend the partition of Palestine into separate
Arab and Jewish states. A conference was organizsed early in 1937, with
representatives from all of the Yishuv's political parties attending, to
discuss the practical implications of partition--particularly those
regarding military issues. The proposed Jewish state would need a
Jewish army. Accordingly new cries for unification were heard both from
the Jewish Agency and Haganah as well as from some elements within the
Haganah-Bet. Tehomei's concerns were not with the merger's possible
effect on the Revisionist Party, but with the military preparedness of
the Yishuv. He unilaterally decided to merge the forces under his
command with those of the Haganah. A majority of the members of the
Haganah-Bet, however, objected and refused to accede to Tehomei's
decision.?

The unification issue was not as simple as the mere reconciliation
of two different paramilitary units performing identical functions. The
political and ideological disagreements separating the two Haganah
forces were more formidable than one might otherwise infer. Their
differences reflected the "minimalist" and "maximalist" policies of

their respective political masters. The Jewish state that the Royal

Quoted in Schechtman, Fighter and Prophet, p. 444,
27bid., pp. 4bh-446.
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Commission was likely to propose comprised a smaller portion of
Palestine than even most Zionists would accept. The WZO, and the
various groups under its aegis (the Jewish Agency, Vaad Leumi, Haganah,
etc.), agreed after much debate to accept the Commission's offer as a
basis for further negotiation. The Revisionists (and the organizations
under its umbrella--the Haganah-Bet and Betar) rejected the plan and
unequivocally demanded a Jewish state encompassing the land on both
sides of the Jordan River, i.e. not only &1l of Palestine, but

Trans jordan as well. Jabotinsky feared that the renewed merger
overtures from the Jewish Agency represented a Machiavellian plot to
stifle dissent within the Yishuv and thus facilitate the acceptance of
the Royal Commission scheme. Accordingly, he countermanded Tehomei's
order.?

Confronted by Jabotinsky's adamant opposition to the merger,
Tehomei and his supporters reconsidered the matter. But Ben-Gurion, the
head of the Jewish Agency Executive, now issued an ultimatum to the
members of the Haganah-Bet: either submit to the authority of the
Jewish Agency or be ostracized by the Yishuv.? Tehomei and
approximately 1200 others heeded Ben-Gurion's threat and joined the
Haganah. Some 1800 remaining Haganah-Bet soldiers, however, refused to
follow. This hardcore gathered around two junior officers, Abraham
Stern and David Raziel, and on 23 April 1937 announced the formation of

a new Jewish paramilitary organization, called the Irgun Zvai Leumi.?

1 ,

Ibid.

2Michael Bar-Zohar, The Armed Prophet: A Biography of Ben-Gurion
(London, 1966), pp. 71-72.

3Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, i, 298-299.
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Soon after, Robert Bitker was elected commander of the Irgun. Stern
was appointed secretary, Moshe Rosenberg the chief of staff and Raziel
commander of the Jerusalem detachment.® Jabotinsky was regarded as the
Irgun’s supreme commander, possessing 'supreme moral authority in all
major Irgun matters'. In practical terms, this meant that

his orders were to be obeyed in questions of major policy; the

Irgun's commander in Palestine was to be appointed by him; on

the other hand, residing outside of Palestine, he was not to

interfere in any matters of the Irgun’s daily activities and

in the appointment or promotion of officers.?

Despite Jabotinsky's intimate relationship with the Irgun, no formal
ties existed between the new group and the Revisionist Party.?® 1In this
manner, Jabotinsky was free to pursue the party's political aims without
publicly associating himself with the illegal Irgun. The Jewish Agency
similarly concealed its relationship with the Haganah. But whereas the
Haganah in fact was directly responsible to the elected civilian
leadership of the Jewish Agency and, as such, to public opinion in the
Yishuv; the Irgun was accountable neither to the Revisionist Party nor
to any publicly elected civilian leadership and, indeed, to no one

outside of the organization except Jabotinsky."*

'Ibid.

2Schechtman, Fighter and Prophet, p. 448.

3PRO WO 169/8311, PICME Paper No. 2, 30 August 1943. PICME,
Political Intelligence Centre, Middle East, and SIME, Security
Intelligence, Middle East, were the two principal British intelligence
units for the region. For detailed descriptions of PICME's and SIME's
functions see PRO WO 201/2148 Note by A. T. Cornwall-Jones, 3 February
1943, and WO 201/2765 Draft Directive (undated).

* Yehuda Bauer, From Diplomacy to Resistance: A History of Jewish
Palestine, 1939-1945 (New York, 1973), pp. 14-15.
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IRGUN COUNTER-TERRORISM

The Royal Commission's report was published in July 1937 and, as
expected, it recommended the partition of Palestine into separate Jewish
and Arab states.! The report was denounced by Jew and Arab alike. The
proposed Jewish state, comprising just 20 percent of the country, was
even smaller than the diminutive one that the Zionists had anticipated.
Although it was geographically unacceptable, Hitler's rise to power, the
first hints of renewed Jewish persecution both in Germany and elsewhere
in Europe, the likely recrudescence of the Arab Rebellion (which had
been temporarily suspended in October 1936) and fears of continued
British vacillation regarding its commitment to Zionism, compelled the
Jewish leadership to accept the Commission's offer. Nevertheless, final
recognition of the Royal Commission Plan was made conditional upon
future negotiations to increase the size of the proposed Jewish state.?

The Arabs, in contrast, categorically rejected the Royal
Commission's plan. Instead they demanded the immediate cessation of all
Jewish immigration and land purchase, Britain's abrogation of the
Balfour Declaration, the termination of the mandate and full
independence for Palestine. In September 1937 the Arab revolt was
resumed.?® The Irgun had already prepared for any renewal of Arab
violence. During the summer of 1937 a new strategy had been formulated
by the group should widespread anti-Jewish violence recur. It was

agreed that havlaga by itself could no longer ensure the safety of the

l1See Cmd. 5479, Palestine Royal Commission Report, July 1937.
2Hurewitz, Struggle For Palestine, pp. 77-78.
3Porath, From Riots to Rebellion, pp. 228-232.
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Yishuv. The Haganah-Bet had been prohibited from mounting offensive
operations primarily by Tehomei. While Jabotinsky also opposed blind
reprisals, he was less certain of the ultimate effectiveness of havlaga
than Tehomei. The real dilemma, Jabotinsky believed, was whether the
Yishuv would actively participate in the defeat of an uprising that
directly threatened it or 'be content with the role of
cowards...suffer{ing] the consequences'.?

Implicit in Jabotinsky's Revisionist ideology was his belief that
only by asserting themselves forcefully and decisively could the Jews
gain the respect of both the British and the Arabs. The commanding of
respect, Jabotinsky reasoned, was essential if the Jews were ever to
receive recognition of their right to a national homeland.? The
sustained character of the Arabs' violence provided the 'bitter
political justification for retaliation, [but Jabotinsky nevertheless]
had grave doubts as to the moral aspect of such a course'.® In July
1937 a meeting between the Irgun high command and Jabotinsky was held in
Cairo. Jabotinsky reportedly argued that, 'I can't see much heroism and
public good in shooting from the rear an Arab peasant on a donkey,

carrying vegetables for sale in Tel Aviv'."

But, at the same time, he
was reluctant to impose any limits on Jrgun operations when it was Irgun
members who were risking their lives to protect the Yishuv, while he

remained safely outside Palestine. An arrangement therefore was devised

that broadened the previous understanding reached between Jabotinsky and

lQuoted in Schechtman, Fighter and Prophet, p. 447.

2Edward Hyams, Terrorists and Terrorism (New York, 1974), p. 144.

3Schechtman, Fighter and Prophet, p. 447, and Pearlman and
Ben-Gurion, Ben-Gurion Looks Back, p. 72.

“Quoted in Schechtman, Fighter and Prophet, pp. 449-450.
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Tehomei. Jabotinsky was now not to be told anything at all about day-
to-day Irgun activities and would have no actual status over the group.?!
Changes were also made in the Irgun leadership: Bitker was replaced as
commander by Rosenberg, the chief of staff, with Raziel assuming that
post (but retaining command of the Jerusalem detachment).?

Irgun retaliatory operations commenced immediately after the
renewal of Arab violence in September 1937. During the next three
months Irgun gunmen killed twelve Arabs in reprisal for Arab attacks on
Jews.? The majority of these casualties occurred on one day: 14
November--a date referred to afterwards as 'Black Sunday" because of the
four separate Irgun operations launched against Arab targets in
Jerusalem.*® The Yishuv was stunned by this breach of havliaga. The
Irgun was denounced in the press and by Jewish Agency officials and
accused of 'marring the moral record of Palestine Jewry, hampering the
political struggle and undermining security'.®

This outcry, however, did not deter the Irgun from continuing to
exact reprisals on the Arabs. In fact, it only estranged the Irgun from
the Yishuv. Outlawed by the British and condemned by their fellow Jews,
the Irgun burrowed deeper underground. Discipline was tightened and

stringent security measures were adopted to prevent detection and

'rbid., p. 451.

2The command shake-up was the result of a combination of factors:
tactical differences, personality conflicts, and a general malaise
within the Irgun over Bitker's leadership. All these factors merged to
force Bitker's removal. See Ibid., pp. 448-449, and Niv, Ma'archot
Ha-Irgun, ii, 17-18.

MEC Tegart Papers, I/3, 'Terrorism, 1936-1937', (undated).

“Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, ii, 29-30.

SQuoted in Borisov, Palestine Underground, p. 11.
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infiltration.! The Irgun’'s recruiting practices illustrate the secrecy
in which the group functioned. Potential recruits could be recommended
only by standing members of the organization. A thorough background
check was then done on the candidate's political views, associates-and
character. If he passed this screening, the recruit was told to present
himself at a secret meeting place. He would be admitted after giving
the correct password and then was brought into a pitch-black room where
a flashlight was shone directly into his eyes. A board of examiners
would question him on his reasons for wanting to join the Irgun and warn
him of the dangers that membership entailed. Finally, he was
interrogated about his attitudes towards Jewish self-defence and the
reasons he believed distinguished the Irgun from the Haganah. If the
candidate's answers and explanations satisfied the examiners, one of his
hands was placed on a Bible and the other on a pistol. He then was
ordered to repeat the following oath:
Through full cognizance, without any outside pressure, I
hereby swear to be a faithful soldier of the Irgun Zvai Leumi
in the Land of Israel guarding its property, soul and national

pride and helping to revitalize the entire nation on the land
of its forefathers.

I hereby take upon myself complete obedience, without
refusal, complete silence regarding everything that I know
dealing with the Irgun.

I hereby swear to obey my superiors and to fulfil their
conditions at any time.

May the Guardian of Israel grant me this forever.?

! Katz, Days of Fire, p. 31.
2Quoted in Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, i, 223-224.
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SCHLOMO BEN-YOSEF AND THE ESCALATION
OF IRGUN REPRISAL ATTACKS

Throughout the first half of 1938 the road between Acre and Safed
was repeatedly attacked by Arab guerrillas. On a number of occasions
Jewish travelers were murdered and their bodies horribly mutilated. The
security forces were unable either to protect the traffic along the road
or catch the persons responsible for the raids. After one particularly
gruesome episode, three teenage members of Betar from a nearby
settlement decided to avenge the Arab attacks by ambushing an Arab bus.?
The attack failed: a hand grenade hurled at the bus did not explode and
the few shots fired from an antiquated revolver went wide of the
target.?

The three youths were arrested and tried by a British military
tribunal. On 3 June 1938 a guilty verdict was passed by the court.
Shalom Zurabin, who had pleaded insanity, was ordered confined to a
mental institution; Abraham Shein and Schlomo Ben-Yosef were sentenced
to death. Appeals were filed on behalf of both the condemned: Shein's
sentence was commuted to life imprisonment on the grounds that he was
under 18 years of age, while Ben-Yosef's was upheld.® Zionist officials
in Palestine and Britain unsuccessfully pleaded for clemency. On 29

June Ben-Yosef was hanged."

lFor descriptions of this incident and the attacks that preceded it
see Ibid., ii, 61-62; Schechtman, Fighter and Prophet, p. 468; and John
Marlowe, Rebellion In Palestine (London, 1946), p. 198.

2Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, ii, pp. 62-64; Katz, Days of Fire, p. 35;
and Schechtman, Fighter and Prophet, p. 468.

3Ibid.

“Ttzhak Gurion, Triumph on the Gallows (New York, 1950), p. 35.
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The effect of the hanging on the Irgun was to drive it to escalate
operations. At a memorial service for Ben-Yosef, Jabotinsky declared
Those in high quarters [in the British government] are
weighing in their minds whether the Jewish youth are dirt....I
say to the Englishman: beware! The Jews are beginning to ask

themselves whether Ben Yosef's way is not the best one. We
know from history that martyrs become prophets and bombs

become altars.?
On 4 July the Irgun struck: four separate attacks were staged in
Jerusalem during which five Arabs were killed and 20 others wounded.
The coordinated operations had been orchestrated by Raziel who, in yet
another shake-up of the Irgunr high command, had replaced Rosenberg as
commander. Raziel's more militant views and his abiding faith in
counter~-terrorism as a deterrent to Arab violence, reflected the
prevailing opinion within the Irgun better than Rosenberg's conservative
outlook and cautious strategy.? Two days later the Irgun bombed the Arab
market in Haifa. Twenty-three persons died and 70 were injured in
several simultaneous explosions. This operation marked a significant
departure from previous Jrgun operations. For the first time random
bombing of crowded public areas was employed.® Thereafter a wave of
indiscriminate bombings rocked Palestine. On 13 July an Irgun bomb
exploded in the Arab market in Jerusalem's Old City: 10 persons were
killed and 45 wounded. Ten days later the Haifa market was again bombed:

53 persons were slain and 45 others injured.*

'Quoted in Schechtman, Fighter and Prophet, p. 472.

2David Levine, 'David Raziel, The Man and His Times' (Yeshiva
University Ph.D. thesis, 1969), p. 220.

3Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, ii, 77.

“Marlowe, Rebellion In Palestine, p. 220.
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These acts in fact only triggered a brutal escalation of inter-
communal violence.! The Irgun's attacks, rather than deterring Arab
violence appeared only to incite it. The Jewish reprisals were equally
as counterproductive in that they generated support for the rebels
within the Arab community from hitherto moderate or apathetic citizens:

'a fact from which the leaders of the Arab terror derived much

2

satisfaction'. Accordingly, the Irgun’s counter-terrorist strategy was

a serious miscalculation that endangered, rather than protected, the
Yishuv.?

The Yishuv was horrified by the Irgun’s irresponsibility.
Newspaper editorials censured the Irgun citing its 'criminal gamble with
the fate of the Jewish community' and 'shameful and calamitous'
behaviour.*® Jewish Agency officials denounced the Irgun® and warned of
the possibility of civil war if the group did not cease its wanton
assaults on Arabs. In July Eliahu Golomb, the commander of the Haganah,
personally transmitted this warning to Jabotinsky who was then in
London. Jabotinsky threatened that any Haganah action taken against the
Irgun would have serious repercussions throughout the Diaspora: implying

that a fratricidal war would not be restricted to Palestine alone.®

l7bid., and Martin Gilbert, Exile and Return (London, 1978), p.
204.

2porath, From Riots to Rebellion, p. 238.

3Baver, From Diplomacy to Resistance, p. 14, and Pearlman and
Ben-Gurion, Ben-Gurion Looks Back, p. 78.

“pavar and Ha'aretz quoted in Gilbert, Exile and Return, p. 204.

Hurewitz, The Struggle for Palestine, p. 92.

¢Schechtman, Fighter and Prophet, pp. 461-462.
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Two months later negotiations were held in.the hope of averting a
Jewish civil war. On 19 September 1938 an agreement was reached.
Unlike the previous attempt at unification in 1936, it was decided that
this time the Irgun would retain its independence. The Irgun, however,
would agree to participate on a joint committee that would determine all
matters concerning the Yishuv’'s defence and to abide by its decisions.?
Final ratification of the pact was made dependent on the consent of the
Jewish Agency.? Ben-Gurion, however, vehemently opposed the agreement
and threatened to resign if it was approved. 'The only condition on
which [the Irgun] can be brought into our ranks', he insisted, 'is for

it to be willing to accept the political discipline of the Zionist

Executive'.?

Jabotinsky refused to accede to any agreement other than
the one concluded between the Irgun and the Haganah on 19 September.
Thus the attempted rapprochement collapsed.® Although the civil war did

not materialize, from this time forward the Irgun and the Haganah went

their separate ways.

THE REFORMULATION OF BRITISH POLICY FOR PALESTINE

Meanwhile, throughout 1938 British statesmen and strategists had
been preoccupied with preventing another European war and, when war with
Germany became inevitable, with preparing for it. In the event of war,
Britain would have to rely on the Suez Canal to transfer reinforcements

from India for home defence or to Europe. Should Italy join the war and

For complete text of agreement see Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, ii,
112-113.

25chechtman, Fighter and Prophet, p. 463.

3Bar-Zohar, The Armed Prophet, p. 72.

“Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, ii, 117-120.
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block British access to the Canal, reinforcements from India would have
to be transported across the Middle East and through Palestine to reopen
the Canal. Although by 1939 the Arab Rebellion in Palestine had been
militarily defeated, its fundamental political causes still remained.
Continued fighting in Palestine would impede the rapid passage of
British forces to Egypt or the continent. Moreover, the British forces
involved in suppressing the revolt in Palestine would be more urgently
required elsewhere.® The pacification of Palestine was thus of
paramount importance. This conclusion led to a reassessment of
Britain's policy for Palestine and the decision to construct a new
policy that would placate the Arabs and thereby assure Britain's
strategic interests.

This reevaluation of policy necessarily focused on the partition
scheme recommended by the Royal Commission in 1937. The Foreign Office
was particularly opposed to partition. Officials there argued that any
attempt by Britain to impose partition by force would, on the one hand,
necessitate a military commitment beyond Britain's means to fulfil and,
on the other, incur the enmity of the entire Arab world and quite
possibly of Britain's Muslim subjects in India as well. The depth of
Arab hostility to partition, the Foreign Office maintained, ensured that
military means alone could not end the Rebellion and that prolonged
fighting between British troops and the Arab rebels would unavoidably

harm Anglo-Arab relations throughout the entire region.?

'Michael J. Cohen, 'Appeasement in the Middle East: The British
White Paper on Palestine May 1939', The Historical Journal, xvi (1973),
572.

*Porath, From Riots to Rebellion, p. 278, and Gilbert, Exile and
Return, p. 201.
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Officials in the Colonial Office did not share the Foreign Office's
hostility to partition. Although both departments agreed that a new
policy was needed, the Colonial Office regarded the Royal Commission's
proposal as the best solution to the Palestine problem.! Despite the
fact that the Colonial Office was the ministry directly responsible for
Palestine, the Foreign Office's view tended to carry more weight because
of its responsibility for determining British foreign policy for the
entire Middle East. Further, the Foreign Office in general was the more
powerful department and the Foreign Secretary was often a more senior
and powerful minister whose voice carried greater weight in the Cabinet.
The debate over partition was ultimately decided on the basis of the
negative effect that its implementation would have on Anglo-Arab
relations, not only in Palestine, but indeed throughout the Arab world.
The appointment of another commission, chaired by Sir John Woodhead,
accorded the partition plan's opponents an opportunity quietly to
abandon the Royal Commission's scheme.?

The publication of the Woodhead Commission's Report in October
1938° laid the foundation of the government's official rejection of
partition. It was useful to the government in fact only insofar as it
provided an escape from partition. Indeed, in the rush to bury the
Royal Commission's objectionable scheme, the Woodhead Report's
conclusions were completely ignored.® A White Paper issued
simultaneously with the Woodhead Report declared that 'the political,

administrative and financial difficulties involved in the proposal to

!Cohen, Retreat from the Mandate, p. 39.

2porath, From Riots to Rebellion, p. 278.

3Cmd. 5854, Palestine Partition Commission: Report, October 1938.
“Porath, From Riots to Rebellion, p. 280.
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create independent Arab and Jewish States inside Palestine are so great
that this solution of the problem is impractical'. Given this
conclusion, the government proposed to hold a conference to which
representatives from both Palestine's Arab and Jewish communities and
the surrounding Arab states would be invited to consider Palestine's
future. This announcement, however, carried one important caveat:
should 'the London discussions...not produce agreement within a
reasonable period of time' the government would regard itself free to
decide unilaterally 'the policy which they propose to pursue' in
Palestine.!

The London Conference began on 7 February 1939.%2 Britain was
determined to assuage Arab discontent and ensure peace in Palestine at a
time when Britain's limited military resources were strained by the
exigencies of home, continental, and imperial defence.® Thus Britain's
preoccupation with ensuring British strategic interests in the Middle
East, coupled with, what is described by one historian, as the
government's 'matter-of-fact inclination to view the Arab cause as more
logical and correct' than the Zionists' cause, presented the Jewish
delegation with a fait accompli that seriously weakened its negotiating
position throughout the Conference.® Moreover the risk of a Jewish

uprising in Palestine was far less serious a threat than that posed by

'cmd. 5893, Palestine: Statement By His Majesty's Government,
October 1938.

2For detailed accounts of its proceedings see Bauer, From Diplomacy
to Resistance, pp. 16-40; Cohen, Palestine: Retreat from the Mandate,
pp. 72-87 and 94-102; Porath, From Riots to Rebellion, pp. 281-294; and
RIIA, Great Britain and Palestine, pp. 119-126.

*See Cohen, 'British Strategy and The Palestine Question', 169, and
Michael Howard, The Continental Commitment (London, 1972), p. 96.

“Bauer, From Diplomacy to Resistance, pp. 27-28.
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continued Arab unrest and its effect on Arab opinion throughout the
Middle East.}

From the start of the Conference, however, it was apparent that no
mutually acceptable policy for Palestine would be found because of the
conflicting viewpoints of the parties.? The Arab delegation, for
instance, refused to be seated at the same conference table with the
Zionists. Accordingly, discussion was conducted in what amounted to
"two parallel conferences': with the British meeting separately with the
Arab and Jewish delegations.? Neither side was prepared to accept the
compromise solution laid before them by the British, that was eventually
embodied in the White Paper published on 17 May 1939. After more than a
month of fruitless negotiation, on 15 March 1939 the government warned
that if no agreement was reached, it would declare the conference closed
and impose a solution of its own. The Conference ended in failure two
days later.®

The new policy was promulgated in the White Paper issued two months
later. The White Paper decreed that Palestine would be granted its
independence at the end of 10 years, although it would continue to be
linked to Britain through treaty relations. After a five-year
transition period, a national assembly would be formed 'representative
of the people of Palestine and of His Majesty's Government' to determine
the new state's constitution. In the meantime, an 'Executive Council'
composed of the Palestinian heads of various governmental departments

would be established to advise the High Commissioner. Jewish

'rbid., p. 20.

2Cohen, Palestine: Retreat from the Mandate, p. 76.
3RIIA, Great Britain and Palestine, p. 123.
“Hurewitz, The Struggle For Palestine, p. 100.
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immigration was to be strictly regulated at a maximum rate of 10,000
persons per annum over the next five years and thereafter made dependent
upon Arab consent. This stipulation was qualified somewhat by Britain's
willingness, in view of the 'Jewish refugee problem' in Europe, to admit
an additional 25,000 immigrants 'as soon as the High Commissioner is
satisfied that adequate provision for their maintenance is ensured'.

Thus the total number of Jews that would be permitted to enter Palestine
was limited to 75,000 persons.! Restrictions were also imposed on Jewish
land purchase; although these were not officially promulgated until the

publication of the Land Transfer Regulations in February 1940.2

THE REACTION IN PALESTINE

The government had no illusions that the White Paper would be
acceptable to either the Arabs or Jews in Palestine. Although the White
Paper implicitly recognized Arab over Jewish claims to the country and
provided for the maintenance of the Arab-Jewish ratio of 2:1, it
nevertheless protected Zionist interests and accorded the Jews a role in
Palestine's government. Arab hostility to Zionism was so intense that
any recognition of Jewish claims to Palestine was unacceptable. Since
the Arabs' basic demands--for a complete halt to all Jewish immigration
and land purchase, the immediate termination of the mandate and
establishment of an independent state--had not been met by the White

Paper, their rejection was inevitable.?

'Cmd. 6019, British White Paper: Statement of Policy, May 1939.

2See Cmd. 6180, British White Paper: Summary of Land Transfer
Regulations, February 1940.

3Arab objections to the White Paper were detailed in the statement
issued by the Higher Arab Committee from Beirut on 30 May 1939. See
Hurewitz, The Struggle For Palestine, p. 103.
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The Jewish reaction, though no less vehement, was more violent. On
18 May, the day after the White Paper's publication, anti-British
rioting erupted in Tel Aviv and Jerusalem. Jewish demonstrators in Tel
Aviv ransacked government offices, setting fire to the Migration
Department and Land Registry Office. The Migration Department's office
in Jerusalem was also attacked and gutted by fire.! The following night
rioting in Jerusalem resulted in the death of a British policeman and
injuries to at least 200 protestors.? This outburst, with Jews battling
British soliders and police, was without precedent in Palestine.
Lieutenant-General Sir Robert Haining, the General Officer Commanding
British Forces in Palestine (GOC), was appalled by the disturbances.
Summoning Ben-Gurion to his office, Haining angrily told him 'that there
would be "no mincing matters" if rioting occurred again, and that if
blood were shed, -it would be on the heads of the Jews'. Ben-Gurion
countered that, 'The Jewish demonstrations of yesterday marked the
beginning of Jewish resistance to the disastrous policy now proposed by
His Majesty's government'.?

The Jewish Agency formally responded to the White Paper on 31 May.
In a letter of protest sent to the High Commissioner, it declared that
it is

in the darkest hour of Jewish history that the British

government proposes to deprive the Jews of their last hope and
to close the road back to their Homeland. It is a cruel blow,

paphne Trevor, Under the White Paper (Jerusalem, 1948), pp. 37-38.

2Esco Foundation for Palestine, Inc., Palestine: A Study of Jewish,
Arab and British Policies, ii (New Haven, 1947), 909-910.

IQuoted in Ibid.
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doubly cruel because it comes from the government of a great

nation which has extended a helping hand to the Jews, and

whose position must rest on foundations of moral authority and

international good faith....The Jews will never accept the

closing to them of the gates of Palestine nor let their

national home be converted into a ghetto.?

The Agency's plans of resistance to the new policy in fact had
already been formulated. Immediately after the collapse of the London
Conference, Ben-Gurion had presented the Jewish Agency Executive with a
blue-print of this campaign. His strategy was based on the Yishuv's
uncompromising opposition to the White Paper. It called for an
acceleration and strengthening of Jewish self-defence efforts and the
abandonment of havlaga. In particular, it proposed an active programme
of civil disobedience and non-cooperation. No Jew would participate in
'governmental institutions intended to implement the White Paper'.
Illegal immigration efforts would be accelerated and any laws
proscribing the expansion and consolidation of the National Home
ignored. Jewish fortifications throughout Palestine would be
buttressed, their armouries stocked, and an indigenous, clandestine arms-
manufacturing capability developed. Lastly, any attempt by the
government to disarm the Yishuv would be forcibly resisted and a country-
wide 'administrative organisation [would be established] with the aim of
taking power in Palestine by force "if the government does not in the

course of time desist from the new policy"'. By April the Agency had

adopted Ben-Gurion's plan.?

l1Statement by the Jewish Agency of Palestine (1939). Text in
Walter Laqueur, The Israel-Arab Reader (New York, 1969), pp. 76-77.
2Bauer, From Diplomacy to Resistance, pp. 47-48.
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THE IRGUN'S REVOLT

The White Paper had similarly compelled the Irgum to reconsider its
strategy. Plans were made for a new campaign of terrorism that would
not only be directed against the Arabs, but also against the British as
well. But before the group had time to act, Raziel, its commander, was
arrested. He was replaced by Hanoch Kalay, who lost no time in
implementing his imprisoned leader's battle plan.! On 2 June the first
anti-government operations were launched by the group with the bombing
of 21 telephone booths in Jerusalem and Tel Aviv. Six days later the
telephone exchange in Tel Aviv was bombed and on 8 June an explosion
tore through the Central Post Office in Jerusalem.? Meanwhile, the
group continued its attacks on Arab targets. Twenty-one operations were
carried out by the Irgun between 2 June and 5 July. Targets included
Arab markets, coffee houses, public transportation facilities, and
villages. Four of the operations involved the indiscriminate bombing of
crowded public places, while the remainder were simple hit-and-run
actions involving small teams of Irgun men armed with sub-machine guns.?
In a little more than a month, 40 Arabs had been killed and more than 98
wounded.

Irgun propaganda explained the rationale behind its revolt in terms
of the success of the Arab Rebellion in influencing British policy

towards Palestine. 'Arabs use terror as a means in their political

Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgunm, ii, 233-235.

2Ibid., 241-244.

3NARS RG 165 Palestine 3810-4000 Box 3031, Joint Intelligence
Collection Agency Middle East (JICAME) Report, &4 March 1944; and Foreign
Relations of the United States, 1939 (FRUS) (Washington, D.C., 1955),
containing 867N.4016/89 Report by George Wadsworth (Consul-General,
Jerusalem) to Secretary of State, Washington, D.C., 28 June 1939, ii,
780.

“See Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgum, ii, 238-244.
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fight--and they are winning', the Irgun stated. 'Meanwhile the leaders
of the Jewish Agency do nothing but talking and analysing and going back
and forth in their own steps. A hitting fist must be answered by two
hitting fists--a bomb explosion has to be replied with two bomb
explosions'.!? The group justified its revolt in terms of the 'Jewish
tragedy' created by the rise of Hitler and the closing of Palestine to
Jewish refugees from Europe. The Palestine Government, the publication
declared, is 'outspokenly anti-Zionist and anti-Jewish; Arab violence
[is] being instigated, favoured and allowed to proceed by this
Administration as a means to "justify" the whittling down of the Balfour
Declaration and Mandate, a process which culminated in [Colonial
Secretary Malcolm] MacDonald's White Paper of May, 1939'. It goes on to
argue that, 'The world is cruel--action only is able to impress it. We
shall have our own country if we are willing to sacrifice our blood and
life for it....The Irgun starts the armed battle for the Jewish State,
for a difficult but free life in our country....Freedom or Death!'.?

The Irgun claimed to have modeled itself on the Irish Republican
Army 'and similar national revolutionary organisations who fought for
the liberty of their nations'. The Irgun, in a communique issued by the
group in June 1939 continues, 'was founded in the conviction that the
solution of the Jewish problem through the creation of a Jewish
Sovereign State within the historical boundaries of Palestine cannot be

achieved without relying on a Jewish Military Force'. Through armed

131 4/15 K-4 Irgun Press, No. 1/5, August 1939.
2Irgunpress: Bulletin of the Irgun Zwai [sic] Leumi, August 1939,
in PRO CO 733/415.
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force the group hoped to 'prove to the world that our right to a Jewish
State is not only an historical and human right but that we are ready
and prepared to back it with military force, rather than relying on
British bayonets'. The 'defeatists' of the Jewish Agency were rebuked
for both the Yishuv's physical vulnerability to Arab attack and its
political weakness in failing to prevent the reversal of British policy
that culminated in the White Paper. The Irgun's principal activities
were described as military, e.g. 'Fighting Arab terror by defense [sic]
and retaliation measures'; illegal immigration, e.g. ensuring the Jews'
'God-given right...to return to Palestine as free men to their
fatherland' regardless of Arab objection or British interference; 'to
enroll, train and equip Jewish youths to fight for and defend their
homeland'; and 'to inform the world of the plight of European Jewry'.!
On 26 August the Irgun's staged its first act of terrorism against
a British official. Ralph Cairns, the head of the police force's
Criminal Investigation Department (CID), was lured into a booby-trapped
house in Jerusalem, where a trap-mine killed him and a colleague.? The
police, however, had their revenge five days later when a massive raid
on an Irgun safe-house in Tel Aviv resulted in the arrest of the group's
entire high command, including Kalay, Abraham Stern and three other

senior officers.? The loss of these five men completely shattered the

1'The Irgun Zevai [sic] Leumi in Eretz Israel (I.Z.L.)', I.Z.L.
Headquarters, Jerusalem (June 1939), in Eli Tavin and Yonah Alexander
(eds.), Psychological Warfare and Propaganda: Irgun Documentation
(Wilmington, Delaware, 1982), pp. 89-93.

2The Irgun had accused Cairns of torturing imprisoned members of
the group and had warned that his acts would be avenged. Niv, Ma'archot
Ha-Irgun, ii, 275-276. '

3rbid., 281-282.
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Irgun. Though this setback to the organization was significant, it was
completely overshadowed by the cataclysmic events in Europe. On 1
September, Germany invaded Poland; two days later Britain declared war

on Germany and the Second World War had begun.

THE OUTBREAK OF THE SECOND WORLD WAR

British officials had indeed taken into account the prospect of a
Jewish revolt in Palestine when they conceived the White Paper. 1In the
end, however, they concluded that the threat of a Jewish uprising was,
on the one hand, unlikely given the certainty of an Anglo-German war
and, on the other, would still be preferable to the continuation of the
Arab Rebellion.! On 31 January 1939, for example, C. W. Baxter (Head of
the Eastern Office, FO) expressed a view prevalent among British
policymakers and senior military officers during this period:

we cannot be influenced by the danger of violent action from

Jewish extremists in Palestine, nor is that danger to be

compared with the danger of antagonising the whole of the Arab

world and Egypt. Personally, I do not believe that the Jews

in Palestine will quarrel seriously at this moment with His

Majesty's government, who are almost their only friends.?

The war did indeed lead to a reappraisal within the Yishuv of its
attitude towards Britain. Although the menace to Jewry inherent in a
German victory greatly mitigated the Yishuv's hostility towards Britain,
it did not dampen the Jews' opposition to the White Paper. The Jewish
community in Palestine was placed in a quandary. Any programme of

active resistance to the White Paper and, indeed, to British rule over

Palestine along the lines approved by the Jewish Agency in April would

lPorath, From Riots to Rebellion, p. 277.
2pRO FO 371/23221 E770/6/31, Minute by Baxter, 31 January 1939.
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certainly hamper Britain's prosecution of the.war against the Jews' most
diabolical enemy, Nazi Germany. At the same time, Britain's enforcement
of the White Paper closed one of the few remaining avenues of salvation
still open to European Jewry. The Yishuv decided to steer a middle
course between these two alternatives: offering its undivided support
for the British war effort while continuing to labour for the repeal of
the White Paper. Ben-Gurion succinctly defined this contradictory
policy when he declared that, 'We shall fight with Great Britain in this

war as if there was no White Paper, and we shall fight the White Paper
as if there was no war'.!

On 4 September, the day after war had been declared by Britain,
Jabotinsky, in his capacity as President of the Revisionist Party, wrote
to the Prime Minister, Neville Chamberlain, to affirm the loyalty of
both himself and his party to Britain.? On 10 September the Irgun
similarly proclaimed its support for Britain and announced the
suspension of all anti-government activities for the duration of the
war.’

These developments, of course, had been anticipated by British
officials. Indeed, Jewish support of the British war effort had been
taken for granted by the government when Britain had devised the White

Paper. British officials were also fully aware of the Yishuv's ulterior

motive in offering its cooperation. The Zionists quite obviously hoped

'Quoted in Christopher Sykes, Cross Roads to Israel (London, 1965),
. 246.
P 2gchechtman, Fighter and Prophet, p. 245. See also PRO FO
371/23240 E6852/6/31, 9 October 1939, Letter from New Zionist
Organisation to Sir Harold MacMichael (High Commissioner, Palestine), 5
September 1939.
3palestine Post, 11 September 1939.
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that their loyalty and support would be rewarded at the end of the war
at least by the rescinding of the White Paper and perhaps even by the
establishment of their own state in Palestine. Chamberlain's careful
reply to a letter from Weizmann assuring the government of the Yishuv's
allegiance to Britain illustrates this point. The Prime Minister's
noncommittal response stated, 'You will not expect me to say more at
this stage than that your public-spirited assurances are welcome and
will be kept in mind'.! The assumption implicit in Chamerblain's reply
was alluded to more clearly in a minute written on 11 October by H. M.
Eyres (Consul in the Foreign Office's Eastern Department). 'They all
{the Jews] seem to think that the defeat of Germany will necessarily

entail the establishment of a Jewish State in Palestine', he observed,

which 'is unfortunate'.?

CONCLUSION

The reformulation of Britain's policy in 1939 substituted the
enmity of one community for that of the other. From the time of
Allenby's conquest 22 years before in 1917 to the outbreak of the war in
Europe, Britain's rule in Palestine was immensely complicated by the
country's violently contentious Arab and Jewish communities. The
Hussein-McMahon agreement and the Balfour Declaration placed Britain in
the difficult position of having to mediate between both communities'
claims to Palestine. This problem was exacerbated further by the vast
increase in Jewish immigration to Palestine after 1933 and by the Arab

Rebellion which erupted in 1936; in part because of the increased

'Quoted in Hurewitz, The Struggle For Palestine, p. 124. See also
Sykes, Cross Roads to Israel, p. 247.
2PRO FO 371/23240 E6852/6/31, Minute by Eyres, 11 October 1939.
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immigration. Arab unrest in Palestine threatened the security not only
of British interests in that country, but throughout the Middle East as
well.

To a great extent then, the British themselves were responsible for
the conditions in which the Irgun was born and matured. Britain's
failure to protect adequately the Yishuv, or more precisely, to protect
the Jewish community in Palestine in a manner that the Jews deemed
essential, accounts for the creation and development of the clandestine
Jewish paramilitary forces that emerged during the 1920s and continued
to grow in strength throughout the following decade. It is therefore
not surprising that when Britain qualified its support of Zionism with
the 1939 White Paper, the Irgun turned against Britain and challenged
Britain's rule of Palestine. Although the Irgun’'s revolt was suspended
at the start of World War II, future confrontation with the British had

become inevitable.
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il. THE WAR AGAINST THE TERRORISTS

From 1944 to 1947, the British Army fought a war against the Jewish
terrorists in Palestine. The latter, it must be stressed, constituted a
minority element within the Yishuv of some 4,500 persons, organised
within the Irgun and Lehi.' The members of the Irgun and Lehi were
outnumbered by British troops by a proportion of approximately 14 to
one.? By one account there was 'one armed soldier to each male adult
Jew in Palestine'.® It is, however, precisely that aspect of the case
which lends it its interest. Despite the British Army's overwhelming
numerical superiority, it was unable to destroy the Irgun and Lehi and
maintain order in Palestine.

At the time, the army attributed its failure to extraneous
hindrances, most notably the policy of military restraint dictated by
London between 1939 and 1945 and the restrictions on military activities
imposed by British civil authorities in Palestine between 1945 and 1947.
In light of the evidence now available, that view is untenable. While
it is true that during World War Il London did limit army operations in
Palestine, there is no support for the contention that army actions were

similarly inhibited by the Palestine administration after the war.

Rather, the army's failure in this sphere of operations must be

1IWM Palestine: Narrative of Events by MacMillan, 3 July 1948;
Appendix 'D': Appreciation by General Officer Commanding on 5 August
1947.

2British military strength in Palestine at the beginning of 1947
was given as 64,063 men, according to ISA RG 65/3588 untitled 'military
layout in Palestine and Transjordan', HQ, Palestine, 1 February 1947.
The figure most commonly cited in parliamentary debates, however, is
100,000 men.

3Debates, House of Commons, vol. 441, col. 2342 (Oliver Stanley),
12 August 1947,
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attributed to its own decisions to pursue military strategies which were
inappropriate to the true needs of the case.

British internal military policy in Palestine can be divided into
four thematic phases. The first ran from 1939 to 1945 and was
characterized by London's insistence that events in the country not
affect Britain's efforts in other theatres of the war. Accordingly, and
in order to avoid the danger of inciting a rebellion by the Jews, a
laissez-faire policy regarding the Yishuv's illegal possession of arms
was imposed on the army. The second phase began at the end of World War
II, when Jewish terrorism became the army's major problem with
Palestine, and lasted until the fall of 1946. Released from the
previous war-time restrictions, the army implemented a counter-terrorist
strategy modeled on its experiences during the Arab Rebellion in
Palestine of 1936-1939. But the military authorities failed to
recognize that the strategy then pursued was not suited to fighting the
urban terrorism of the Irgum and Lehi.

Instead, during the third phase, from November 1946 to March 1947,
the army argued that it was restrictions placed on it by the Palestine
Government which were preventing the defeat of the terrorists. The
fourth, and final, phase ran from March to September 1947. The army was
then allowed to undertake the severe measures that it believed would
finally eliminate terrorism and restore Palestine to order. But even
such massive operations such as the imposition of martial law on Tel
Aviv and the Jewish sections of Jerusalem had little effect. By the
fall of 1947 the situation in Palestine was clearly out of control. Not
only had the British authorities failed to detér repeated (and sometimes

desperate) Jewish attempts to sail to Palestine from Europe; they had
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also failed to keep order within the country itself. The situation,
coupled with American pressure, the recommendation of the United Nations
Special Committee on Palestine, the humanitarian dimension of the
displaced persons issue, and Britain's own beleaguered economy compelled

the government to announce in September 1947 its intention to surrender

the mandate and withdraw from Palestine.

PHASE I: 1939-1945

British internal military policy in Palestine during this period
was determined by two incidents. The first occurred on 5 October 1939,
when a detachment of the Trans-Jordanian Frontier Force surprised some
members of the Faganah training in the lower Galilee. The entire group
was arrested for the illegal possession of fire-arms and sentenced to
ten years' imprisonment each with the commander receiving a life term.
The Yishuv was outraged. During the Arab Rebellion the Haganah had been
trained and armed by the British in order that it might assist in the |
suppression of thaf uprising and become capable of defending isolated
Jewish settlements.? Even though the Arab Rebellion had ended, the
Yishuv maintained that the constant threat posed by Arab brigands to
rural Jewish settlements justified the Haganah's continued retention of
arms. The British disagreed. With the publication of the 1939 White
Paper these special military arrangements were abruptly discontinued.
Given the British Government's determination to placate Palestine's
Arabs, continued cooperation with the Haganah constituted a liability

which the government was not prepared to carry.? As the Colonial

1Cohen, 'British Strategy and The Palestine Question, 1936-1939°,
181.

2PRO FO 371/23251 E7479/7479/31 Memorandum by H. Downie (Colonial
Office), 14 November 1939.
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Secretary, Malcolm MacDonald, explained to the Cabinet on 14 December

1939:

Whatever may have been the case at some periods in the

past, the implication that the inadequacy of the defence

forces provided by the Government has compelled the Jews to

arm themselves for the defence of their colonies against Arab

attacks cannot now be sustained....Moreover, it would be quite

unjustifiable, in my opinion, to adopt in the case'of the

Jewish organisation a more lenient attitude than we have shown

in dealing with armed conspiracy by the Arab population; any

suspicion of such discrimination would arouse strong Arab

feeling in Palestine with grave consequences to our relations

with the Middle Eastern countries and with Moslem countries

further afield.!?

But it was one thing to unilaterally terminate cooperation with the
Haganah and quite another to disarm the Jews. Since the Haganah refused
to surrender its weapons voluntarily, police and military action would
be required to discover and seize the weapons. Such operations,
however, might provoke armed resistance, the suppression of which would
require the use of British forces who were more urgently needed in
Europe. Thus confronted by the possibility of harm to its overall war
effort, the Cabinet decided that 'no systematic or wholesale search of
towns and villages' should be undertaken. Even if 'reliable information
regarding hidden arms' was received, the search should be carried out
with particular care to avoid any 'untoward incident'.?

Despite the army's objections this policy remained in force as long

as there existed a common British and Jewish need to repel the Axis

forces from the Middle East.?® But on 16 November 1943 the 'untoward

1PRO FO 371/23251 E7965/7479/31 Draft Memorandum by MacDonald, 14
December 1939.

2pRO WO 208/1702 Letter, MacDonald to MacMichael, 24 February 1940.

3See PRO FO 921/59 Telegram, Major-General D. F. McConnel (GOC,
Palestine) to General Sir H. Maitland Wilson (C.-in-C., British Middle
East Land Forces, 10 June 1943, and FO 921/60 Draft Letter, General
Wilson to Sir R. G. Casey (Minister of State in the Middle East), 4
November 1943.
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incident' feared by the Cabinet occurred. In this episode, the second
to determine British military policy between 1939 and 1945, 200 police
and approximately 360 soldiers raided the Jewish settlement at Ramat
Ha-Kovesh ostensibly in search of army deserters. The settlers
vigorously attacked the search party.! In his report of the raid, the
commander of the British force noted that:

The search was strenuously and continuously resisted by

the settlers who doubtlessly had formerly received precise

instructions as to how to act in such circumstances....Il would

like to place on record that I have had considerable

experience of internal security work in IRELAND and INDIA but

I have never before witnessed a more violent or fanatical

reaction to those engaged in the search.?

This incident forced the British to reconsider their policy of
searching Jewish settlements, perhaps also because the Jewish Agency
declared that further searches would continue to be met with strong
resistance.?® Since Britain's war-time commitments precluded the
allocation of more troops to Palestine, the High Commissioner for
Palestine, Sir Harold MacMichael, and the Commander-in-Chief (C.-in-C.)
of British Land Forces in the Middle East (MELF), General Sir H.
Maitland Wilson, decided that uncovering illegal arms and arresting

deserters was not worth the risk of a Jewish rebellion and suspended all

searches of Jewish settlements.”® The GOC for British Forces in Palestine

INARS RG 165 Palestine 2710 Box 2025 0SS Report, 10 December 1943,

2PRO WO 208/1702 Report by Brigadier I. C. Cameron, November 1943.

3PRO WO 208/1702 MI-2 Report/BM/1668, 13 December 1943. See also
PRO FO 921/61 Note of Conversation between Moshe Shertok (Jewish Agency
Executive) and Casey, 13 December 1943, and Report by CID, Palestine
Police Force in Letter, Robert Scott (Chief Secretary's Office,
Jerusalem) to J. A. deC. Hamilton (Office of Minister of State in Middle
East, Cairo) 17 December 1943, and Letter, John Gutch (Assistant
Secretary, CO) to J. S. Bennett (Office of Minister of State in Middle
East, Cairo), 23 December 1943.

“PRO WO 208/1702 MI-2 Report/BM/1668, 13 December 1943, and PRO CO
733/456/75156/151 Part I Minute by W. W. Clark (Colonial Office), 9
November 1945.
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and Transjordan, Major-General D. F. McConnel, did not, however, like
this policy, believing that it undermined Britain's control of Palestine
by tolerating illegal arms possession.!

This laissez-faire policy worked only as long as the Irgun remained
inactive and continued to respect the self-imposed moratorium on all
anti-British operations which it had announced in 1939. Admittedly, a
small group of extremists within the Irgun had refused to accept this
policy. Led by Abraham Stern, they had broken from the Irgun and in
July 1940 formed themselves info an independent terrorist organization,
Lehi.? The reason behind the split is explained by Geula Cohen, a

member of Lehi:

A majority of those in [the Irgun] had seen the enemy in
Hitler....The British who were fighting the Germans were our
temporary allies. Yair [Stern's code-name, Hebrew:
"I1lluminator"] and a few others dissented. Never mind that
war, they said, the only way to save the Jews of the Diaspora
was to create an independent homeland; to deprive the English
of their power. Between master and slave there could be no
cease-fire. There could only be war.?

Both Britain and Germany, Stern argued, were the enemies of the
Jewish people: there was no difference between the British who closed

the gates of Palestine to the Jew and the German who persecuted him.*

Stern saw Britain's involvement in World War II as an ideal opportunity

1pPRO WO 169/15849 Situation In Palestine by McConnel, 11 January
1944.

231 G12/Z The Fighters For The Freedom of Israel (pamphlet
published by the American Friends of FFI), (undated); Y. S. Brenner,
'"The "Stern Gang", 1940-1948', Middle Eastern Studies, ii (1965), 16-17;
Gerold Frank, The Deed (New York, 1963), p. 91; and Niv, Ma'archot
Ha-Irgun, ii, 43-52. ‘

3Geula Cohen, Woman of Violence: Memoirs of a Young Terrorist (New

York, 1966), p. 61.
“J1 G12/Z4 The Fighters For The Freedom of Israel (undated).
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for the Jews to seize control of their own destiny and, with Lehi at the
vanguard, forcibly establish a Jewish state in Palestine.! As Nathan

Yalin-Mor, who later led the group, recalls

We neither hid behind bright formulas nor did we accept

the truce proclaimed by the Irgun...on the outbreak of the

war. Over this issue Stern left the Irgun and founded

[Lehi)--for a liberation movement, he argued, never lays down

arms against its enemy....Otherwise we would lose the historic

opportunity, and would be confronted at war's end with the

elimination of the hopes for independence. Therefore,

unceasing military activities against the enemy, until he is

driven from our land. Land or slavery--there is no third

way.?
But since Lehi lacked both men and weapons, its attacks were infrequent
and posed no serious threat to the government.? Therefore British
security concerns within Palestine were largely concerned with
uncovering caches of illegal arms und catching suspected army deserters.

Meanwhile, in May 1942, a young corporal attached to General
Anders's Polish Army-in-exile had arrived in Palestine. Menachem
Begin's journey had been a circuitous one. Begin was born in 1913 in
Brest Litovsk, Poland. As a teenager he became involved in Zionist
politics and joined Betar. By the time he received his law degree from
Warsaw University in 1935, Begin had become head of the group's
Organisation Department for Poland. Three years later he was appointed

national commander of Betar in that country. One of his

responsibilities was to organize Jewish immigration--legal or otherwise--

INARS RG 226 0SS R&A Report No. 2717, 1 December 1944.

2Nathan Yalin-Mor, 'The British Called Us The Stern Gang', Israel
Magazine, v (1973), 77. .

*British intelligence estimates placed the size of Lehi at no more
than 200 persons in 1944. See PRO WO 169/15703 PICME Paper No. 2
(Revised), 8 November 1944.
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to Palestine. In 1937, in fact, Begin was arrested for leading a
protest over British immigration policy in front of the British Legation
in Warsaw.!?

When Germany invaded Poland in September 1939, Begin fled to
Lithuania. In September 1940 he was arrested by Russian secret police
(on the ironical charge of being 'an agent of British‘imperialism').
After spending nine months in a local gaol, in April 1941 Begin was
sentenced to eight years of 'correctional labour'. Two months later he
was on a Russian ship carrying political prisoners to a Stalinist labour
camp in Siberia when Germany invaded Russia.? A reprieve came with the
option of joining the Polish Army or continuing his journey. Begin
chose the former and found himself in a unit ordered to Palestine.?
Shortly after his arrival, Begin established contact with the Irgum high
command. *

Since the suspension of its short-lived revolt at the outbreak of
war, the Irgun had fallen into disarray. The deaths of Jabotinsky in
August 1940 and Raziel nine months later had deprived the group of
leadership and direction at a time when its self-imposed dormancy
required someone with the vision and organizational skills necessary to
hold it together. Although Yaacov Meridor had assumed command of the

Irgun, he regarded his role as that of only a caretaker.® Throughout

INARS RG 226 0SS Report XL18461, 11 September 1945, and Harry
Hurwitz, Menachem Begin (Jerusalem, 1977), pp. 12-13.

2Menachem Begin, The Revolt: Story of the Irgun (Jerusalem, 1952),

. 25.

P 3Menachem Begin, White Nights: The Story of a Prisoner in Russia
(Jerusalem, 1977), passim. .

“Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgum, iii, 27&4.

5J. Bowyer Bell, Terror Out of Zion (New York, 1977), p. 56.
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1943 Begin met with Meridor and his aides to discuss the Irgun's
future.! With the war in Europe moving decisively in the Allies'
favour, they agreed that the reasoning behind the truce declared four
years before--to avoid helping Germany by harming Britain--was no longer
tenable. Moreover, when considered alongside the fate of occupied
Europe's Jewish population, the need for action acquired new urgency.
'"Two predominating facts', Begin wrote,

determined the condition of the Jewish people at the height of

the Second World War. Hitler was exterminating millions of

Jews in Europe, and--in spite of this--Britain continued to

keep the gates of the Jewish "National Homeland" tightly shut

against the Jews.?

On 1 December Begin replaced Meridor as commander and plans for the
resumption of the Irgun’s revolt were concluded.® 'The world does not
pity the slaughtered', Begin later explained. 'It only respects those
who fight'.* Two months later, the campaign began.

The reasoning behind the renewal of the Irgun’s revolt was based
on a number of inter-related developments that had merged in late-
1943/early-1944 to convince the group's leadership of the need for
immediate action. Fifst, and foremost, was the news of the terrible
fate which had befallen European Jewry under Nazi domination. Second,
Britain's rigid enforcement of the immigration restrictions decreed by
the 1939 White Paper had closed one of the few avenues of escape left

open to Europe's Jews. Moreover, the impending expiration in March 1944

of the White Paper's five-year immigration quota would completely choke

Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, iii, 276-277.

2Begin, The Revolt, p. 26.

3Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgumn, iii, 277. The Irgun was thought to have
a membership of some 4,000 in 1944. See PRO WO 169/15703 PICME Paper
No. 2 (Revised), 8 November 1944.

“Begin, The Revolt, p. 36.
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off this only remaining route of salvation. Finally, the course of the
Second World War itself, which, the Irgun’s strategists concluded, had
now turned decisively in favour of Britain and the Allies, impelled the
Irgun to forsake its self-imposed truce.! This was explained in the
proclamation of revolt issued by the Irgun on 1 February 1944. 'We are
now entering the final stage of the war', it declared.

Our people's destiny shall be determined at this historic

juncture. The British regime has violated the armistice

agreement which was declared at the outset of the

war....Instead they continue to work toward their goal--the

eradication of Zionist efforts to achieve statehood....

Let us fearlessly draw the proper conclusions. There can

be no longer an armistice between the Jewish Nation and its

youth and a British administration in the Land of Israel which

has been delivering our brethren to Hitler. Our nation is at

war with this regime and it is a fight to the finish.?

Eleven days later the Irgum initiated its battle plan and, in the
first attacks on British targets since 1939, bombed the Immigration
Department offices in Jerusalem, Tel Aviv and Haifa. The simultaneous
attacks were calculated to publicize the group's struggle against
Britain by striking at a symbol of the White Paper's restrictive
immigration policy. Equally as important was the Irgun’s intention to
demonstrate its ability to mount coordinated attacks throughout the
country. Further proof was provided less than a fortnight later when
the tax offices in each of those cities were bombed and again on 23

March when the police force's CID district headquarters in Jaffa and

Haifa and the central headquarters in Jerusalem were attacked.?

'I7bid., passim and NARS RG 226 0SS R&A Report No. 2612, 13 October
1944. ,

2Tavin and Alexander (eds.), Psychological Warfare and Propaganda,
pp. 259-262.

3Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, iv, 19-20. See also PRO WO 169/15851
Monthly Summary No. 28, Defence Security Office (DSO), HQ Palestine,
1st-29th February 1944.
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The planning, coordination and success of these operations greatly
impressed the British. The report of the Haifa assault warned of the
danger of 'sudden attack by fanatical assassins, who can vanish back
into the obscurity of a crowded city' and of the difficulties in
fighting 'this type of urban guerrilla warfare'.! Another report dealt
with the Irgun’s belief that it possessed a 'Divine decree' to drive the
British out of Palestine, but cautioned that 'This does not mean that
they are careless in their methods, for they combine skill and cunning

2 This upsurge in urban violence was evidently

with reckless courage'.
regarded by British authorities as entirely a police matter. Army units
stationed in Palestine were either training or reorganizing before being
sent to Europe. Thus as long as the police appeared able to control the
disorders, the army did not assume an active role in the maintenance of
internal security.?

The Irgun's sudden return to prominence eclipsed Lehi's petty bank-
robbing and sporadic murder of policemen. In fact, Lehi's activities
had been limited in time and scope to a four-week period between
December 1941 and January 1942 that comprised two bank robberies, one
attempted robbery (that had left two Jewish tellers dead), and the
assassination of two Jewish detectives.® Then, on 12 February 1942,
Stern was killed by police. In the weeks that followed, the police

effectively neutralized the group, rounding up almost all of the members

still at large.® Thereafter Lehi had been able to stage just two

'PRO WO 169/15911 Intelligence Notes No. 2, 25 March 1944.

2PRO WO 169/15699 PICME Fortnightly Summary No. 2, 18 April 1944.

*PRO CO 733/466/75998/6 Report of Chiefs of Staff (COS) Committee
(44) 997 (0), 28 November 1944,

“PRO WO 169/4334 General Staff Intelligence (GSI) Monthly
Intelligence Summary No. 3, 1-31 January 1942.

SNARS RG 226 0SS R&A Report No. 2717, 1 December 1944.



- 59 -

operations: an unsuccessful attack in May 1943 on Geoffrey Morton, the
CID officer responsible for Stern's death, and the murder of a Jewish
informer sixteen months later.! The group's fortunes, however, changed
with the escape of 23 key members from prison during November and
December 1943.%2 From this nucleus the group reconstituted itself and
prepared to recommence operations.?® To mark its return, Lehi formulated
an ambitious plan to kill the highest echelon of the British
administration in Palestine by bombing St. George's Cathedral in
Jerusalem as the High Commissioner and other senior government, police
and military officials attended Sunday services. The plot was foiled,
however, when an Arab taxi driver stumbled upon two members of the group
planting the explosives and alerted the police. A shoot-out ensued as
police converged on the scene, causing the terrorists to flee after
killing one constable.®

Chastened by this failure and driven by the Irgun’s own
reemergence, Lehi lowered its sights and returned to its earlier
practice of murdering policemen. Citing the 'execut[ion] without trial’
of Stern, they unleashed a campaign of 'revenge against the Jewish as
well as the British members of the security services who had been
responsible for "interference" with [ZLehi] activities and for the death

or capture of key [Lehi] men'.® On 14 February, just two days after the

1PRO WO 275/57 Intelligence Review Of Palestine, 3rd Infantry
Division, August 1946.

2NARS RG 165 Palestine 3700 Box 3028 JICAME Report, March 1944.
Among the escapees were Itzhak Yitznerksy (who later changed his name to
Shamir), Prime Minister of Israel (1983-1984) and Foreign Minister (1984
to the present), and Nathan Friedman-Yellin (who later changed his name
to Yalin-Mor), who, with Israel Schieb (who also later changed his name,
to Eldad) formed the triumvirate that thereafter commanded Lehi.

*PRO WO 169/15703 PICME Paper No. 2 (Revised), 8 November 1944.

“PRO WO 169/15851 Monthly Intelligence Summary No. 28, DSO, HQ
Palestine, 1-29 February 1944.

*NARS RG 226 0SS R&A Report No. 2717, 1 December 1944.
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Irgun's simultaneous bombings of the immigration offices, another
attempt to kill Morton failed but nevertheless caused the deaths of two
policemen. Ten days later remote control detonated mines wrecked three
police cars and injured four policemen (a fourth mine was uncovered and
dismantled). Over the next six weeks, four more policemen were murdered
and four others wounded. In addition, a British district government
official was assassinated and an unsuccessful attack on a police
superintendent in Tel Aviv was mounted.?

However, in order to attract attention to themselves, the Lehi high

2 A motorcade

command found a more important target for their gunmen.
carrying the High Commissioner was ambushed on 8 August 1944, although
MacMichael miraculously escaped injury.?® Shortly afterwards he returned
to England, his term in office coincidentally having expired. Lehi's
interest now focused on an even more appealing target: Lord Moyne, the
British Minister of State in the Middle East.®

On 6 November 1944, two members of Lehi assassinated Lord Moyne in
Cairo. When it was discovered that his two assassins were Palestinian
Jews, pressure grew for some 'drastic action' that would affirm
Britain's rule of Palestine, teach the Yishuv a lesson and, most
important of all, uphold Britain's prestige throughout the Middle East.
The Colonial Secretary, Oliver Stanley, impressed upon Lord Gort, the

new High Commissioner, the need for appropriate retaliatory measures.

Stanley argued that, 'We have to consider the effect [of Moyne's

‘Ibid.

2Frank, The Deed, pp. 155-157.

3Bell, Terror Out of Zion, p. 91.

“Cohen, Woman of Violence, p. 61, and Yalin-Mor, 'The British
Called Us The Stern Gang', 82.
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assassination] not merely upon Palestine but upon the Middle East and
the whole world in general'. He suggested a full-scale search for
illegal arms and the suspension of Jewish immigration to Palestine. In
his view, the renewal of terrorism provided 'ample justification' for
these measures. Stanley also expressed the hope that a harsh response
would prod the Jewish Agency to assist the authorities in fighting the
terrorists.?

Although Lord Gort shared his superior's concern, he was less
certain of what reaction would be best. The logic of an arms search was
obvious: it would demonstrate resolve and eliminate a long-standing
threat. But it ignored the consequences of failure. Gort feared that
should such an operation be less than an unqualified success, the damage
to Britain's prestige would be thrat much greater. And with military
forces in Palestine well below strength success was far from assured.
The operation would require at least another infantry division which
could not be spared from British forces in Europe. Accordingly, Gort
advocated a return to the search policy in force before Ramat Ha-Kovesh;
endorsing limited operations against specific locations instead of
massive, country-wide searches. 1In addition, Gort added to this
recommendation the proviso that these searches would only be allowed
when evidence guaranteed their success.?

Elsewhere the question of response and reprisal was debated with
increasing fervour. From Cairo, Brigadier Sir Iltyd Clayton, Moyne's
adviser on Arab affairs, and Lord Killearn, the British Ambassador to

Egypt, lobbied for an aggressive reaction similar to that proposed by

1PRO WO 208/1706 Telegram, Stanley to Gort, 8 November 1944.

2PRO CO 733/466/75998/6 Telegram, Gort to Stanley, 10 November
1944
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Stanley.! Their view was supported by the members of the Middle Eastern
Defence Committee,? who believed that the situation was serious enough
to warrant diverting men and materiel from Europe to Palestine.?

Gort now changed his mind. On 21 November he told Stanley that
searches were necessary to maintain the morale of Palestine's security
forces.® Meanwhile Killearn continued to stress the need for action in
Palestine as the only way of upholding Britain's stature in the Middle
East. In a telegram to the Foreign Secretary, Anthony Eden, he
declared, 'Please forgive me if 1 speak strongly, but we are playing
with fire: on that let there be no illusion. It has taken the murder of
one of our most distinguished éublic men to arouse us to our
responsibilities and to indicate the direct results of our over-
patience’'.®

But these arguments failed to persuade either the Prime Minister or
the military command in London. Winston Churchill opposed a major arms
search not only because it would strike at the section of the Yishuv

which comprised neither the terrorists nor their accomplices, but also

because it would eliminate the possibility of receiving the cooperation

1See PRO FO 141/1001 1546/12/44G Memorandum by Clayton, 14 November
1944, and 1546/19/44G Telegram, Killearn to Eden, 18 November 1944.

2The Middle East Defence Committee formed part of the Middle East
Council, which had the Minister of State as its chairman and consisted
of 'HM Ambassador in Cairo, the Commanders-in-Chief, and the
Intendent-General. Other Ambassadors and Governors attended when
possible. Various sub-committees dealt with particular types of
activity so that the whole system, with a small secretariat serving the
Minister, had a family resemblance to the War Cabinet Office in London'.
See Public Record Office Handbooks No. 51, The Second World War: A Guide
To Documents In The Public Record Office (London, 1972), pp. 9-19.

3pPRO FO 141/1001 1546/19/44G Telegram, Killearn to Eden, 19
November 1944&.

“PRO PREM 4/52/5 Telegram, Gort to Stanley, 21 November 1944,

SPRO WO 208/1706 Telegram, Killearn to Eden, 23 November 1944,
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of the Jewish public and would drive them into the arms of the
extremists.! Moreover, the Joint Planning Staff of the Chiefs of Staff
estimated‘that in fact two more divisions would be needed for this
operation. Yet even this addition could not guarantee success and might
make matters worse by stirring the Haganah to rebellion.? The Chiefs of
Staff (COS) were similarly apprehensive. In their view, the incident at
Ramat Ha-Kovesh demonstrated the difficulties and risks involved in
searches. They concluded that, given the harm to the Allied war effort
that the transfer of soldiers to Palestine would cause, as well as
uncertainty of success, an arms search was definitely not the best
policy.?

At the end of November, the Cabinet met to consider this matter.
Their conclusions reflected those of the Prime Minister and the COS: the
wholesale disarming of the Jews was not approved. 'Searches', the
Cabinet concluded, 'were rarely productive; secrecy as to the action
contemplated was difficult to maintain; mistakes were made by the troops
and bad feeling engendered'. Such tasks were best left to the police.
Thus it was recommended that the soldiers already in Palestine should be
reorganized so as to provide mobile columns of 200 men in order to
better support the police. Jewish immigration should not be suspended,
nor should military reinforcements be transferred to Palestine.® The

directive sent to Gort stated that: 'No systematic searches for arms

1PRO CAB 127/270 Note by Stanley for Churchill, 17 November 1944.

2PRO CO 733/466/75998/6 War Cabinet Planning Staff J.P. (44) 286,
15 November 1944.

3PRO FO 371/40138 E7503/15/31 Cabinet W.P. (44) 678, 23 November
1944,

“PRO CAB 65/48 W.M. (44) 155, Minute 1, 24 November 1944.
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should...at this stage be undertaken....You are at liberty to carry out
local searches for arms'.!?

The recrudescence of terrorism and the assassination of Lord Moyne
thus had little effect on military policy in Palestine. The situation
remained as unsatisfactory as McConnel had regarded it to be immediately
after Ramat Ha-Kovesh. Countering urban terrorism remained a police
matter and, although arms searches were delegated to the army, such
activities were greatly restricted by political considerations and war-
time priorities. Even the plan to reorganize the army into mobile
columns was never implemented. Palestine was a military staging-area to
which troops were sent either for training purposes or to rest and
re-group before returning to Europe. Thus any plan of reorganization
would have disrupted those processes and harmed the general war effort.?

For a time this policy of restraint seemed to work well, but its
success was deceptive. Shortly after Moyne's murder, the Jewish Agency
gave in to British pressure and ordered the Haganah to hunt down and
capture members of the Irgun and hand them over to the police.? Thus
although there indeed was a sudden slackening of terrorism in the first
half of 1945, neither the army nor the police played any role in that
development. Moreover, the Haganah operation failed to destroy the

Irgun and was discontinued in the spring."®

1PRO FO 921/154 Telegram, Stanley to Gort, 27 November 1944.

2PRO CO 733/466/75998/6 Report of COS Committee (44) 997 (0), 28
November 1944.

3Yehuda Bauver, From Diplomacy to Resistance, p. 329.

“Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, iv, p. 117. See also Begin, The Revolt,
p.- 152.
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PHASE Il: SEPTEMBER 1945-NOVEMBER 1946

The victory of the Labour Party in Britain's July 1945 election was
enthusiastically welcomed by the Yishuv. At its conference in Blackpool
in December 1944 the Labour Party had promised to abolish the invidious
restrictions on Jewish immigration to Palestine proclaimed by the 1939
White Paper and faithfully to support the establishment of the Jewish
national home there.! Once in office, however, the Labour Government
found themselves inundated with post-war domestic and international
problems.? Its policy was therefore characterized by delay, silence and
postponement rather than by prompt action.?® Meanwhile, the Yishuv's
patience waned; disappointment was transposed into bitterness. In
September 1945, this period of hopeful waiting ended. Temporarily
joined in a United Resistance Movement--or, as it was known in Hebrew,
the Tenuat Hameri--the Irgun, Lehi and Haganah attempted to force a
government decision on Palestine.® And with this escalation of anti-
British violence, the second phase of Britain's military policy began.

At the end of the Second World War, the First Infantry Division was
the only unit of the British Army stationed in Palestine. Exhausted by
the long campaign to liberate Italy, the First Division had been sent to
Palestine to rest and re-group. In the early fall of‘1945, the Sixth
Airborne Division--veterans of the parachute assaults on Normandy and

Arnhem--was ordered to Palestine. Its mission was to serve as a

'J. C. Hurewitz, The Struggle For Palestine, p. 215.

2Cohen, Palestine: Retreat from the Mandate, p. 184. See also
Ritchie Ovendale, 'The Palestine Policy of the British Labour Party,
1945-46", International Affairs, 55 (1979), 409-431.

*Hurewitz, The Struggle For Palestine, p. 229.

“Brenner, 'The "Stern Gang", 1940-1948', 16-17.
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"strategic reserve' to other British forces in the Middle East.! But
the Palestine Police Force was 50 percent below strength and with the
rise of the Tenuat Hameri, the army had to assume a greater role in
maintaining internal security than ever before.? Notwithstanding their
extensive combat experience in Europe, these soldiers were totally
unprepéred for the radically different type of warfare that confronted
them in Palestine.

The strategy adopted by the army in this unfamiliar situation was
an inheritance from their successful experiences in suppressing the
1936-1939 Arab Rebellion. The Arab Rebellion, however, was very
different from the present Jewish conflict for it had been both a
guerrilla war and a popular uprising with almost all of the fighting
occurring in the countryside where rebel bands moved and fought in
large, discernible formations. Moreover, the Arab guerrillas had been
almost unanimously supported by the rural Arab populace. Accordingly,
the methods which the army employed in order to defeat the rebels were
straightforward. The enemy had been easily sighted and engaged in
pitched battle in open country. Then he had been bombed by the RAF or
shelled by artillery. Villages guilty of assisting the rebels had been
punished without difficulty; a collective fine had been levied or the
houses of specific persons implicated in revolutionary activities had

been destroyed or, in extreme cases, entire villages had been bombed.?

'The Third Infantry Division also served in Palestine, but only for
brief periods as a relief force for the First Infantry Division.

2Montgomery of Alamein, Bernard Law Montgomery, First Viscount,
Memoirs (Cleveland and New York, 1958), p. 378.

3For the Colonial QOffice's own comparison, see PRO CO
733/477/75156/151 A/47 Letter, Creech-Jones to N. Ollerenshaw, 10 April
1947, and PRO FO 371/61938 E 5862/5862/31 Memorandum on the Comparative
Treatment of the Arabs During the Disturbances of 1936-39 and of the
Jews During the Disturbances of 1945 and Subsequent Years, 19 June 1947.
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The army assumed that this strategy would be similarly successful
against the Jews as well. But there were two essential differences
between the Arab Rebellion and Jewish terrorism that made the Arab
strategy inappropriate to the Jewish case. First, unlike the Arab
Rebellion, this war was an urban one. It was fought in the setting that
best provided the terrorist with means of concealment and escape.
Second, the Jewish terrorist buried himself within the surrounding
community. Undistinguishable from the ordinary, law-abiding citizen, he
remained anonymous and beyond the reach of the army and the police.
Furthermore, only a small portion of the Yishuv actually belonged to, or
actively supported the Irgun or Lehi. This meant that punishing the
Jews by fine or bombardment was extremely difficult. Only once was a
Jewish settlement or neighbourhood fined and noune was ever bombed.

Givat Shaul was fined £500 after Lehi's attempted assassination of
MacMichael, because it was believed that his attackers had staged the
assault from, and then fled to, that settlement. In 1945 the army had
requested--and received--permission to bomb so-called 'terrorist

enclaves'.!?

It was impossible, however, to discover where these
'enclaves' were. And had they been found, it would have been out of the
question to bomb congested urban areas filled with innocent people. The
army, however, failed to recognize the inherent differences of the two

conflicts, and adopted a strategy that was inappropriate to the

conditions in Palestine between 1945 and 1947.

1PRO PREM 8/83 Minute General Ismay to Clement Attlee, 29 November
1945, and PRO AIR 20/4959 J.P. (45) 30 War Cabinet Joint Planning Staff,
15 February 1945.
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On the night of 31 October the Tenuat Hameri sank three police
launches in Haifa, cut the Palestine rail line in 51 places and damaged
the goods yard and train station at Lydda.! On 14 November anti-British
riots broke out in Tel Aviv. With the police unable.to quell the
disorders, the army had to occupy the city for six days before order was
restored.? These incidents forced the army to recast its policy for
dealing with Jewish unrest. In consultation, General Sir Bernard Paget,
the C.-in-C. of British Forces in the Middle East, Lieutenant-General
John D'Arcy, the GOC for Palestine and General Sir Alan Cunningham, the
High Commissioner, decided that searches of rural settlements for arms
would not serve to curb Jewish violence unless they were accompanied by
some sterner measure. They determined that although

Sooner or later it will be necessary to disarm tl.e Arabs

and Jew [sic] population in Palestine the degree of success

attained would be problematical....Plan most likely to achieve

greatest success is to combine search for arms with seizure of
leaders of Haganah and Palmach. In any case it is considered

that seizure of leaders in order to break up illegal

organisations is of primary importance and seizure of arms is

secondary to this.?

Cunningham, however, did not think that this recommendation went far
enough. He felt that while the Jewish Agency condemned violence with

one breath, they encouraged it in another. Accordingly he proposed that

the leaders of the Jewish Agency be arrested along with their

1pRO PREM 8/627 Part I Cabinet Defence Committee D.O. (45) 12, 5
November 1945.

2Major R. D. Wilson, Cordon and Search with the Sixth Airborne
Division in Palestine, 1945-1948 (Aldershot, 1949), p. 252.

3MEC Cunningham Papers I/4 Telegram, Mideast to Cabinet Offices, 22
December 1945.
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subordinates in the Haganah.' This issue came before the Cabinet on 1
January 1946. For the moment, however, it was shelved lest the action
upset the work of the recently formed Anglo-American Committee of
Inquiry.?

A new terrorist offensive began on 25 February. Simultaneous
attacks were staged by the Irgun against the RAF bases at Lydda and
Qastina and by Lehi against the aerodrome at Kfar Sarkin. Seven planes
were destroyed and eight others damaged.® A week later Irgun struck
again, raiding the armoury at the Sarafand Army camp. Other terrorist
operations disrupted rail service during March, and on 23 April a party
of Irgun men, disguised as policemen with their Arab prisoners, over-
powered the Ramat Gan police station.® Then, on the night of 26 April,
Lehi attacked an encampment of the Sixth Airborne Division in Tel Aviv.
Six paratroopers were killed as they slept in their tents, and four
others wounded. The wrath of the survivors was uncontrollable. A
curfew was thrown over Tel Aviv, but the soldiers demanded more severe
punishment. The restraints imposed on the army in January, however,
prevented anything more from being done. Unable to contain their anger,
some troops took it upon themselves to discipline the Yishuv. Invading
the Jewish settlement at Beer Tuvya and the city of Netanya, soldiers
ransacked houses and beat their occupants.® Although those responsible

for this breach in military conduct were discovered and disciplined,

1PRO PREM 8/627 Telegram, Cunningham to Hall, 30 December 1945.
2CAB 128/5 C.M. (46) 1, 1 January 1946.

3Niv, Ma'archot Ha-Irgun, iv, 232-237.

“Wilson, Cordon and Search, pp. 252-254.

SIbid., p. 48.
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they had succeeded in striking a sympathetic chord throughout the army's

ranks. In his memoirs, Major Roy Farran recalls that

The first bitter, one-sided blow was when the Stern Gang
murdered six parachutists. The troops were all the more
incensed that they were not allowed to retaliate. In the Arab
Rebellion there had been no deep emotions. But here was the
beginning of something very different.!

D'Arcy was summoned to London to report to the COS. The minutes of

the meeting held on 15 May record his statement:

Our forces were under extreme tension. They were
veterans of battles in Europe in the last war. They had been
taught to kill and were now placed under irritating
restrictions. The recent murder of some members of the 6th
Airborne Division had been followed by a slight outbreak which
was quickly brought under control.

In itself, the incident had been of no great importance,
but this war is beginning. If similar Jewish attacks
occurred, he did not believe that it would bc¢ possible to
restrain our troops as they had now reached the breaking
point.?2

On the following day, D'Arcy briefed the Prime Minister, Clement
Attlee, and the Colonial Secretary, George Hall. D'Arcy stated that,
'British troops were always on the defensive, a role to which they were
unaccustomed, and almost guaranteed that a certain success would be
achieved' by the terrorists. He pointed out how this adversely affected
morale, which in any case was at a low ebb because of the restraints

under which the army believed itself to be placed under.?® But these

restrictions were in fact illusory. The army had been prevented by the

l1Roy Farran, Winged Dagger: Adventures on Special Service (London,
1948), pp. 345-346. Farran served in Palestine with the 3rd, The King's
Own Hussars, 1945-1946.

2PRO FO 371/52525 E 4773/4/g. 31, COS (46) 77, 15 May 1946.

3I/bid., COS Conference held at 10 Downing Street on 16 May 1946.
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Cabinet in January from arresting the leaders of the Haganah, the
Palmach (the Haganah's "shock troops"), and the Jewish Agency. But it
had not been bound from striking back at the terrorists of Irgun and
Lehi. Thus D'Arcy's complaints about restrictions avoided the army's
real problem: simply that its searches of rural settlements for illegal
arms were having no effect on Irgun and Lehi activities in the cities.
In June 1946 the situation in Palestine worsened. On the 16th the
Haganah destroyed ten of the 11 bridges connecting Palestine to its
neighbours; on the 17th Lehi destroyed the rail-way workshops in Haifa;
and on the 18th the Irgun kidnapped four army and five RAF officers as
hostages for two terrorists sentenced to death by the British.! The
Cabinet had debated the advantage of military action against the risk of
losing American support in solving the Palestine problem for a month
after D'Arcy's presentation.? On 20 June a decision was finally
reached: 'Discussion showed that there was general agreement that the
situation called for firm action. We could no longer tolerate a
position in which the authority of Government was set at nought'.
Approval was given to the plan, code-named "Operation Agatha', to arrest
the leaders of the Jewish Agency and its military arm.? The operation
called for the occupation of the Jewish Agency offices in Jerusalem and
the Haganah headquarters in Tel Aviv 'for a period necessary to search
for incriminating documents' (which would be undertaken by special teams

of CID personnel) and the arrest of all prominent leaders of the Agency.

1See MEC Cunningham Papers I/1 Telegram, Hall to Cunningham, 16
June 1946. _

2pRO CAB 129/10 C.P. (46) 238 Memorandum by Hall, 19 June 1946.

*PRO CAB 128/5 C.M. (46) 60, 20 June 1946.
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In addition, 'as many members of the PALMACH'--both officers and
enlisted men--were to be taken into custody in accordance with a
'priority list' that had been previously drawn up. Arms searches, it
was pointed out, 'will be incidental and only when it can be done
without interfering with the main objects of the operation'.?

At dawn on Saturday, 29 June, ""Operation Agatha" began. A curfew
was declared throughout Palestine and the offices of the Jewish Agency
and Haganah were occupied by the army, its files seized, and its leaders
arrested. Initially the operation was reasonably successful: 2,718
persons were taken into custody and a hidden arms cache at Mesheq Yagur
was discovered.? Moreover, the army found evidence in the Jewish
Agency's files conclusively linking that body to the activities of the
the Tenuat Hameri.® Most importantly, "Operation Agatba" forced the
Jewish Agency to pull the Haganah out of the Tenuat Hameri.“

But the success of "Operation Agatha' was deceptive. It had
little, if any, effect on either the Irgun or Lehi. On 22 July a team
of Irgun saboteurs blew up the Headquarters of the Government
Secretariat and Army Command in the southern wing of Jerusalem's King
David Hotel. Ninety-one persons were killed and 45 injured. The
majority of the casualties were civilian: men and women, Briton, Jew and

Arab alike.®

1PRO WO 275/29 Operation Instruction No. 68, June 1946.

2Gregory Blaxland, The Regiments Depart: A History of the British
Army (London, 1971), p. 38.

3Cmd. 6873, Palestine: Statment of Information Relating To Acts Of
Violence, July 1946.

“Brenner, 'The "Stern Gang"', 20.

*Begin, The Revolt, p. 123.
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The Cabinet condemned the King David outrage. Sir John Shaw, the
Chief Secretary of the Palestine Government, was present during the
deliberations. Shaw believed that a political settlement of the
Palestine issue was the only means to end the violence.! The escalating
spiral of terrorism and military action, he argued, 'can only make a bad
situation worse and final success...problematical'.? Field Marshal
Viscount Montgomery, the Chief of the Imperial General Staff (CIGS),
agreed with Shaw that a political solution was needed, but he thought
that the King David bombing demanded an immediate military response. He

angrily wrote to his Middle Eastern commander, General Sir Miles

Dempsey, that

It is difficult to reconcile the recommendation of the
Chief Secretary with the fact that during the past six months
some 20...outrages have been committed by the Jews with
practically no action by us....Are we to remain on the
defensive waiting for the next blow and be dictated to by the
terrorists. [?] I agree that a political settlement is what
we want but it must take time to get it and meanwhile we are
doing nothing.?

Montgomery pressed for the disarming of the Jews through searches
of their rural settlements. In view of the situation in Palestine, the
Cabinet had no choice but to accede to his demand.“ However, military
intelligence reports indicated that the terrorists who bombed the King

David had come from Tel Aviv. For the first time the army decided to

attack the terrorists in their urban hide-outs.® On 30 July, 15,000

1PRO WO 216/194 Telegram, Montgomery to Dempsey, 23 July 1946.

2MEC Cunningham Papers I/1 Telegram, Shaw to Hall, 22 July 1946.

3pRO WO 216/194 Telegram, Montgomery to Dempsey, 23 July 1946.

“PRO WO 275/29 Military Action To Be Taken To Enforce Law and Order
in Palestine by Lieutenant-General Sir Evelyn Barker, 22 June 1946.

SPRO CAB 128/6 C.M. (65) 73, 25 July 1946.
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troops cordoned off Tel Aviv.! 'Street by street, officer parties made
entrance into each house, assembled the occupants in one room, checked
their identity cards, and then searched every part of the house'.?
"Operation Shark" lasted four days; 102,000 persons were screened of
whom 787 were arrested. Four Jews were killed, while the army suffered
not one casualty. The operation was judged a success.?

The victory, however, was ephemeral. At the end of the month, the
army again turned its attention to the countryside. Searches of the
kibbutzim (Hebrew: '"communal agricultural settlements") at Dorot and
Ruham provoked fierce resistance of a kind similar to the incident at
Ramat Ha-Kovesh three years before.*® Meanwhile, the terrorist attacks
continued.® Montgomery could not understand why the army was still

unable to defeat the terrorists.

PHASE III: NOVEMBER 1946-MARCH 1947

Throughout the fall, conditions in Palestine worsened. On 16
November Dempsey complained to Montgomery that, 'There are murders and
acts of sabotage each day and not a terrorist is caught....All trains
have stopped running at night and there are no passenger trains at all
between Lydda and Jerusalem'. Dempsey claimed that the trouble was the
civil administration's 'policy of appeasement' towards the Yishuv. He

stated that, 'We soldiers had the initiative in Palestine in July and

1pRO WO 275/31 "Operation Shark", 29 July 1946, and WO 275/58
Intelligence Summary No. 4, 9 August 1946.

2Blaxland, Regiments Depart, p. 40.

3pRO WO 275/58 Intelligence Summary No. 4, 9 August 1946.

“PRO CO 537/1789 Telegram, Cunningham to to Hall, 22 September
1946.

SSee Wilson, Cordon and Search, pp. 257-258.
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August and things were satisfactory. Then we stopped and handed over to
the Civil Government. We are getting mighty near now to the time when
the soldier takes over again'.!

Here was the answer Montgomery was searching for: the army's
inability to defeat the terrorists was caused by restraints placed on
military action by the Palestine administration. ©On 20 November, he
presented Dempsey's views to the Cabinet Defence Committee. Since 1
October, Montgomery stated, 76 soldiers and 23 policemen had either been
killed or wounded in terrorist attacks. The army had clearly lost the
initiative in Palestine. 'The only means of stamping out this type of
warfare', he declared is 'to allow the Army to take the offensive
against it'. This, Montgomery alleged, the army was prevented from
doing by the Palestine Government.? On the following day, this issue
was taken up by the Cabinet. Attlee told Montgomery that after
"Operation Agatha" the army had assured the Cabinet that the illegal
Jewish organizations had been 'seriously crippled'. This, obviously,
was not now the case. Attlee demanded to know what had happened since
then to change this situation. Montgomery requested that he be allowed
to find this out from Dempsey.

Dempsey's reply detailed the restrictions that the civil
administration and, particularly, Cunningham, placed on the army. 'No
major operation', he stated,

can be undertaken without the consent of the High

Commissioner. We are not therefore at present completely at
liberty to search at will because

1PRO WO 216/194 Telegram, Dempsey to Montgomery, 16 November 1946.
2pRO WO 32/10260 Extract from Cabinet Defence Committee D.0. 33
(46), 20 November 1946.

3IPRO WO 216/194 Telegram, Montgomery to Dempsey, 20 November 1946.
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(A) Only when we are one hundred percent sure that there
is a direct connection between the locality and an outrage can
such operations be undertaken.

(B) No action which would in any way be described as
retaliatory or punitive would be agreed to by the High

Commissioner.?!
Dempsey's charges stemmed from Cunningham's refusal to allow the army
punitively to fine or search communities where terrorist outrages had
occurred. Cunningham believed that this policy would punish the
innocent, eliminate any prospect of obtaining their cooperation and
worse still, would drive otherwise unsympathetic persons into the
extremists' ranks. He had explained to Dempsey that, 'It is my
immediate policy...to encourage to the greatest extent possible the
growing tendency among the Jews to deal with the matter themselves'.?
But Dempsey scoffed at this idea, writing to Montgomery that while
Cunningham 'wait[ed] for the Jewish Agency to take action against
terrorism...our casualties continue to mount'.?3

Both Montgomery and Dempsey were intent on using Cunningham and the
civil administration as scapegoats for the army's failure to maintain
order in Palestine.®“ Had Dempsey, for instance, paused to listen to
the views of Lieutenant-General Sir Evelyn Barker, the GOC for British

Forces in Palestine, he might have reconsidered his accusations. On 21

1Ibid., Telegram, Dempsey to Montgomery, 21 November 1946.

2Ibid.

3Ibid.

“Cunningham had been Montgomery's least successful predecessor in
command of the British Eighth Army in Egypt during the North Africa
campaign. Cunningham was relieved of command after only three months in
November 1941 for what his superior, General Sir Claude Auchinleck,
regarded as Cunningham's 'defensive' mentality. According to
Montgomery's biographer, Nigel Hamilton, Montgomery not only agreed with
Aucklinleck's assessment at the time but felt the same way about
Cunningham's performance as High Commissioner. See Nigel Hamilton,
Monty: The Making Of A General 1887-1947 (London, 1981), pp. 512-513.
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November Barker had written to Dempsey that, 'I have yet to be prevented
from carrying out such actions when in any direct relation to an
outrage'. Operations of a punitive or retaliatory nature were, indeed,
prohibited by Cunningham. But this ban was justified, Barker continued,
because of the difficulty of hitting that section of the community
responsible for terrorism. Since Britain was not really at war with the
Jews, he said, the army's hands were 'very much tied for fear of
antagonizing the innocent...we cannot therefore exploit our full
military potential'. Thé answer to the problem, Barker explained, was
not to be found in military action but in a political settlement of the
Palestine problem. The only reason that he had advocated intensified
searches and the levying of fines was because 'We cannot sit back
forever and allow British police and soldiers to be murdered and do
nothing about it, otherwise we cannot expect their morale to be retained
at a high level'.! It is significant that these operations were
designed less to harm the terrorists than to fortify morale. But
Montgomery, as well as Dempsey, ignored Barker's observations.? It was
easier for them to blame Cunningham than to realize that the army's
strategy for fighting the terrorists was wrong.

Cunningham was infuriated by these allegations and demanded a
letter of apology from Montgomery.? On 29 November Cunningham,
Montgomery and Dempsey met in Jerusalem. To Montgomery's allegation

that the army was unnecessarily shackled because of Cunningham's fear of

!MEC Cunningham Papers I/3, Telegram, Barker to Dempsey, 21
November 1946. _
2See Montgomery, Memoirs, pp. 418-421.

’MEC Cunningham Papers 1/3, Telegram, Cunningham to Creech-Jomnes,
23 November 1946.
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antagonizing the Yishuv, the High Commissioner replied that even if the
army was granted the freedom of action that Montgomery sought, its
actions 'would still be ineffective against the type of terrorism that
we are experiencing'. Little was accomplished at the conference. The
chasm separating the military from the civil administration widened and
despite Montgomery's apology to Cunningham the matter was not resolved.?

Discussion now shifted to London, where officials in the War and
Colonial Offices squared off. The military rallied around Montgomery;
while Colonial Office officials supported Cunningham. In a brief
prepared by the General Staff for the Cabinet Defence Committee it was
argued that,

The only means of combatting terrorism is a policy of

constant harrying which will keep the terrorists on the move

and thus disrupt their plans. It is inevitable that in the

course of such action certain law-abiding Jewish citizens may

be molested, but it may serve to bring home to them the fact

that terrorism does not pay and that the community itself

should give practical effect to their denunciation of the

terrorists.?
But the Colonial Secretary, Arthur Creech-Jones, was resolute in his
opinion that the security problem in Palestine had to be viewed from the
political, as well as from the military, perspective. On the following
day he stated that, 'the adoption of aggressive tactics now would upset
the political balance and make the task of achieving a settlement in

3

Palestine more difficult'. Finally, in an effort to resolve this

impasse Cunningham was recalled to London.

'7bid., 3 December 1946, and Cunningham Papers IV/2 Note by General
Cunningham (undated). ‘ _

2PRO WO 32/10260 Army Council Secretariat A.C.S./B/2287, Cabinet
Defence Committee D.0O. (46) 145, 31 December 1946.

*Ibid., Extract of Cabinet Defence Committee D.0. 1 (47), 1 January
1947.
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On 3 January 1947 Cunningham was again confronted by Montgomery.
The High Commissioner refuted Montgomery's arguments, stating that he
'could not see that it was worthwhile turning upside down areas where
there was no indication of the presence of terrorists'. Montgomery
disagreed.1 On 15 January the Cabinet considered this matter. They
endorsed a directive drafted by Montgomery (with the assistance of
Cunningham) governing army operations in Palestine. The directive
stated 'that all possible steps will be taken at once to establish and
maintain law and order in Palestine'. The army was now given the power
that Montgomery believed would bring about the defeat of the terrorists.
There was, however, one qualification, doubtless inserted by Cunningham:
'There can of course be no question of taking reprisals which merely
bear hardly [sic] on innocent people'.?

Throughout 1946 the army remained unsuccessful in its war against
the Irgun and Lehi. "Operation Agatha' was supposed to have provided the
army with the power necessary to crush the terrorists. But by the fall
of 1946 it was obvious that these efforts were having little or no
effect on the frequency and scope of terrorist operations.?® Montgomery

and Dempsey could not understand how this was possible. Casting around

1PRO WO 216/194 Telegram, Montgomery to Dempsey, 15 January 1947.

2pRO FO 371/61762 E 316/46/31 Telegram, Creech-Jones to Cunningham,
20 January 1947.

3For example, significant Jewish terrorist operations during this
period (September 1946 to March 1947) included: 8 September, attacks on
railways throughout Palestine and the assassination of Area Security
Officer in Jaffa; 13 September, robbery of Ottoman Banks in Tel Aviv; 20
September, attack on railway work-shops in Haifa; 17 October,
assassination of a CID inspector in Jerusalem; 17-20 October, widespread
road minings; 30 October, attack on Central Railway Station in Jerusalem
and ambush of military convoy on Mt. Scopus; 1-13 November, nine trains
mined; 17-25 November, six trains mined; 5 December, Army Headquarters
in Sarafand bombed; and 29 December, three army officers kidnapped and
flogged in retaliation for British flogging of Irgun prisoners.



- 80 -

for a reason their attention fastened on Cunningham. They claimed that
the civil government restricted army action and thus was responsible for
the army's poor performance. But this excuse was quashed by Barker, the
officer in command in Palestine, who wrote to Dempsey that these
allegations were simply not true. Cunningham, he declared, did not
interfere with or inhibit military action. Moreover, Barker pointed to
the bankruptcy of the army's strategy in Palestine, stating that
operations were designed more to bolster morale than to fight the
terrorists. But Montgomery continued blindly to insist that if only the
army were permitted to act without first obtaining civilian consent, the
situation in Palestine would surely improve. The Cabinet had now

granted Montgomery his request.

PHASE 1V: MARCH-SEPTEMBER 1947
On 1 March a series of attacks by the Irgun resulted in the deaths

of 18 soldiers and injuries to 25 others.!?

On 2 March martial law was
declared over Tel Aviv and the Jewish quarters of Jerusalem. The
severity of this measure was without precedent in Palestine;
encompassing as it did every aspect of civilian life in the communities
where it was imposed. All commerce stopped; bus, train, taxi and lorry
services were suspended; the operation of private cars was prohibited;
postal, tax collecting and other government services closed down; food
was distribu?ed by the army; no one was allowed to enter or exit the

cordoned off areas; and each city was divided into grid-sections and

thoroughly searched for arms and terrorist suspects.? The advantages

1pRO CO 537/2299 Telegram, Cunningham to Creech-Jones, 2 March
1947.

2MEC LeRay Papers, First Infantry Division Report on "Operation
Elephant", April 1947.
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that martial law would give to the army were outlined in a report by the
Joint Planning Staff:

(a) Isolat[e the] nerve centres of terrorist activity
from their gangs.

(b) Interrupt...communications which are essential to
the planning and committing of outrages.
Such measures by striking at the liberty and pockets of

the private citizens may induce them to co-operate by laying

information against and refusing to shelter the terrorists.?!

The language used in this last part of the report is vital to
understanding why martial law was employed and why such great hopes were
placed in it as the ultimate solution to the terrorist problem. The
Yishuv, Cunningham informed London on 13 February, were 'paranoiac' with
fear that this measure would be used against them. 'In martial law', he
wrote, 'the Jewish community see economic disaster as well as widespread
hardship'.? The army considered money to be the Achilles heel of the
Yishuv.® One intelligence appreciation observed that, 'The making of
money is almost a second religion with the Jewish race' and then went on
to describe how the discomfort of martial law would induce the
cooperation that other methods had failed to obtain.® Another
intelligence analysis predicted that the Jewish community would be
forced to 'go on a manhunt to save themselves and their pockets'.® The

Yishuv, however, angered by the inconvenience it had to endure, assailed

the British for blaming them for the terrorists' misdeeds.®

1PRO CO 537/2299 Report, from Director of Plans to Director of
Joint Planning, 21 March 1947.

2rbid., Telegram, Cunningham to Creech-Jones, 13 February 1947.

3See PRO WO 216/194 Telegram, Dempsey to Montgomery of Order issued
by General Sir Evelyn Barker, 23 July 1946.

“PRO WO 275/58 Sixth Airborne Division Intelligence Summary No. 33,
March 1947. :

SIbid., Intelligence Summary No. 34, 14 March 1947.

SPRO CO 537/2299 Telegram, Cunningham to Creech-Jones, 3 March
1947.
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Intelligence reports now indicated that martial law was not in fact
having any appreciable effect on terrorist activities. It seemed that
while the soldiers searched the cities, the terrorists attacked in the
countryside.® The Sixth Airborne's intelligence officer noted how, 'In
spite of all the restrictions, acts of sabotage and murder continue on
an increasing scale....The Illegal Forces are going all out to "thumb
their noses" at the authorities and their fellow countrymen'.2? After 13
days of martial law only 24 terrorists had been captured; none of whom
had been caught inside the affected areas.® In addition, it was
becoming increasingly difficult to maintain martial law. Major-General
R. N. Gale, the commander of the Tel Aviv zone, recommended its
withdrawal lest it incite rioting and similar disorders. Gale was
convinced that should 'the shoe pinch too hard for too long' the British
would lose any hope of acquiring the Yishuv's cooperation.® Cunningham
agreed and on 17 March he announced the suspension of martial law.?

Cunningham was criticized in London for this decision.® One of the
Cabinet's conclusions after their meeting on 20 March was that, 'The
withdrawal of martial law after so short a period had given an
impression of weakness and must have encouraged the Jewish community and

the terrorists to think that they had successfully resisted it'.’

'See Wilson, Cordon and Search, p. 262.

2PRO WO 275/58 Sixth Airborne Division Intelligence Summary No. 34,
14 March 1947.

3MEC Cunningham Papers IV/1 Security Conference, 14 March 1947.

“pPRO CO 537/2299 Telegram, Cunningham to Creech-Jones, 14 March
1947.

STbid., 15 March 1947.

€PRO FO 371/61770 E2382/46/31 Telegram, Cunningham to Creech-Jones,
16 March 1947.

7PRO CAB 128/9 C.M. (47) 30, 20 March 1947.
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Pressure grew for its re-imposition: this time throughout Palestine.?®
Cunningham angrily defended himself, pointing out that the
recommendation to withdraw martial law had come from the army and not
his office. Moreover, he believed that country-wide martial law would
be ineffective and inappropriate even if feasible. First, the army did
not have sufficient troops to impose martial law over the whole of
Palestine. Second, there was the continued misapprehension that
Palestine's terrorist problem was a rural, rather than an urban,
phenomenon. Since only one fifth of Palestine's Jewish population lived
outside of the cities, the extension of martial law was pointless, and
worse, it would harm Palestine's entire Arab population.? Cunningham
stated that, 'There are various ways in which our present anti-terrorist
methods can and will be improved, but renewed imposition of Martial Law
on the present model is the only practical proposition'.?

This was not encouraging news. On balance it appeared that the
benefits of martial law were limited. There were those in the War
Office® who hailed it for having given the army greater flexibility and
freedom and also for the salutary effect that they presumed it had on
the Yishuv's willingness to cooperate. It was also true that martial
law had 'paralysed' the Jewish community's economy; but upon sober

reflection, this had proven to be equally harmful to the British, for

1PRO FO 371/61770 E2382/46/31 Telegram, Cunningham to Creech-Jones,
16 March 1947.

2Ibid.

3MEC Cunningham Papers IV/1 Security Conference, 14 March 1947.

“The Secretary of State for War, F. G. Bellenger, and the Vice
Chief of the Imperial General Staff (VCIGS), F.E.W. Simpson.
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the Palestine Government had lost thousands of pounds in tax revenue--
at a time when increasing expenditures on security were already draining
its limited budget. In addition, for all the army's effort a total of
only 60 terrorists had been arrested.! Martial law even failed to
obtain the cooperation of the Yishuv in fighting the terrorists.
Instead of conciliating the Jewish population, the army's use of martial
law only succeeded in intimidating and alienating the Jews: thus ending
any prospect of the army receiving their assistance.? On 20 March the
Cabinet met to consider the effect that martial law had had on the
situation in Palestine. Their conclusions were sombre:
It was the general view of the Cabinet that the results
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