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PREFACE

Two Sides of the Coin: Independence and Nakba 1948 represents a
remarkable cooperative effort of two historians, Professor Motti Golani, a
Jewish Israeli, and Dr. Adel Manna, a Palestinian with Israeli citizenship.
Their collaboration produces an intriguing account of the narratives from
the 1948 war. Although for over more than six decades, the 18 month long
conflict that transformed the Middle East still resonates in historical
memory and the social, political and economic dynamics of the region.
The two established authors have written extensively on the history
of the region. Instead of confining themselves to a more conventional work,
they have courageously utilized their professional expertise and confronted
contradicting national approaches to pursue a groundbreaking challenge.
This two-sided narrative of the war presents the collective
experience of Israelis and Palestinians in such a way as to educate readers
of key historical facts and developments, as well as different perspectives
and perceptions that shaped the nature and course of the conflict.
Motti Golani and Adel Manna have worked under the auspices of
the Institute for Historical Justice and Reconciliation (IHJR), which has
sought to provide resources and to enable a stimulating environment for
their work. Despite occasional tense debates, this joint venture allowed for
mutual respect and friendship to blossom.
This book, originally written in Hebrew, is published simultaneously in Arabic, English and Hebrew.
The IHJR wishes to thank the Salzburg Global Seminar for their
ongoing partnership, the European Commission’s Partner for Peace
program, Sigrid Rausing Trust and the MacArthur Foundation for making
our research possible, and the contributions from Dr. Richard and Priscilla
Hunt and Drs. Robert and Marina Whitman family foundations.
The IHJR hopes the book will be read in the spirit in which it was
written – with a hard eye to the critical issues, but an open mind to the
diversity of perspectives. It is our hope that this volume will provide new
grounds for enabling people to build peace.
Catherine Cissé-van den Muijsenbergh
Executive Director of the
Institute for Historical Justice and Reconciliation
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NOTE

In October 2010, Bir-Zeit University in the West Bank hosted a conference
on lacunae and new horizons in the study of Palestinian history. At the
lectern stood a Palestinian historian speaking about the Israeli conquest of
the Galilee during the 1948 war, addressing the question of whether or not
the region had been subjected to ethnic cleansing. Members of the
audience, which consisted primarily of academic scholars but also
contained a smaller number of history students, reacted angrily to the
speaker’s use of the term the “1948 war.” They urged him instead to make
exclusive use of terms such as “Nakba,” “occupation,” “expulsion,” and
“ethnic cleansing.” After all, according to their narrative, the Palestinians
were not in favor of going to war at the time; rather, the war was forced on
them by the Jewish Yishuv – the organized Jewish-Zionist community in
Palestine before the establishment of the State of Israel. In an effort to
justify his use of the neutral term “1948 war,” the speaker explained that as
a professional historian, he regards the term “Nakba,” like the many other
terms the audience urged him to adopt, as terminological products of the
1948 war itself. He also pointed out that even if the Palestinians lacked an
army or an organized fighting force at the time, the Arab countries sent
their armies into Palestine in May 1948, and from that point on it was
undoubtedly a war in the full sense of the word. For this reason, he argued,
the event should be referred to as a “war.” These clarifications only served
to further inflame some members of the audience, whose efforts to
convince the historian of the error of his ways lasted well into the coffee
break that followed the discussion.
***
The Second Palestinian Intifada broke out in October 2000. Two years
later, after the true dimensions of the uprising became evident and after
Israel in general and the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) in particular had
effectively demonstrated their inability to put it down, Lieutenant General
Moshe Yaalon, Chief of Staff of the IDF at the time, declared that “the
Palestinians have brought us back to the War of Independence.”1 His aim
was to illustrate the intensity of the current hostilities to the citizens of
Israel, to the soldiers of the IDF, and to himself. To this end, he used
––––––––––––––
1

Lieutenant General Moshe Yaalon in an interview with Ari Shavit, Haaretz, 28 August
2002.
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terminology and imagery that he thought would speak to this broad
audience. Israel’s War of Independence (1948) – which the main Israeli
narrative portrays as a ‘war of no choice’ of the Jewish few, with their
backs to the wall, against Arab forces that were stronger and far more
numerous – had returned. Within Israeli society, Yaalon’s invocation of the
War of Independence could lead to only one unequivocal conclusion: that
the time had come to take up arms. After all, this was not violence aimed at
speeding up the peace negotiations, but, as in 1948, a struggle for Israel’s
very existence: or, in the words of Prime Minister Ariel Sharon at the time,
“a war for our home.”2
More than they teach us about the history of the 1948 war itself,
these two anecdotes shed light on the major ongoing role of the 1948 war,
and the imagery it evokes, in Palestinian and Israeli life in the present day.

––––––––––––––

2
See the transcript of Sharon’s 31 March 2002 televised address at
http://www.jewishfederations.org/page.aspx?ID=76637.
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INTRODUCTION: NARRATIVE, NATIONAL
HISTORICAL NARRATIVE, AND HISTORIOGRAPHY

This book explores two narratives: the Palestinian-Arab narrative and the
Jewish-Israeli narrative of a formative event for both peoples: the 1948
war.1 Such a discussion requires a brief conceptual introduction. The Latin
term ‘narrative,’ which made its way into the French language and from
there into English, originated as a literary concept referring to the typically
chronological story line of a progression of events from the point of view of
a specific narrator or narrators. Narrative is always contingent on a host of
factors, including time and culture, and general, individual, and collective
(familial, tribal, national) context. Ultimately, narrative is an interpretation
that uses a story to explain or decipher different kinds of phenomenon,
some specific and some all-embracing. Narrative may be academic, guiding
our understanding of different fields of knowledge. It may also be political,
educational, religious, popular, national, or a combination of any of the
above.
Of the array of possible narrative types, this book focuses on
historical narrative – narrative that is engaged in the past. Historical
narratives emerge from the work of professional historians and, on a
broader level, from personal and collective memory. Like memory,
historical narrative makes use of the past in light of the needs of the present
for the sake of aspirations for the future. Historical narrative is often
masked as academic historiography, if only because of its frequent use of
the language and techniques typically employed by historians. This book is
mainly interested in national collective historical narrative, or narratives
that encompass national ethos. Indeed, national ethos is typically contingent
on historical narrative.
Narrative and historical narrative are not postmodern inventions, and
assertions that they are sometimes prevent the study of narrative itself.
More significantly, such claims prompt those who reject postmodernism to
deny the significance of narrative altogether. Historical narrative (our main
topic of discussion here, which we will refer to herein simply as ‘narrative’)
has been, and continues to be an important tool for learning about the past
and, perhaps most significantly, for passing it down from generation to
generation to meet the needs of the present and the challenges of the future.
This was as true in the days of Homer as it is today. But postmodernism,
––––––––––––––

1

Later in this introductory chapter, we provide fundamental definitions of Palestinian,
Israeli, the 1948 war, and other concepts that are central to this discussion.
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which reached its height in the 1980s and 1990s, did in fact endow the
concept of narrative with new meaning and wider currency that threatened
to completely disrupt our ability to learn about and debate the past by
maintaining that everything is contingent upon the narrator and his or her
context of time, culture, and social, political, and economic circumstance.
Pure postmodernism takes interpretation to the extreme and denies the very
existence of historical reality. From a postmodern perspective, every
version of history is narrative, and no narrative holds more or less veracity
than any other.2
Today, during what has already come to be referred to as the ‘postpostmodernist era,’ it can be argued that narrative as a social and cultural
concept not only survived the postmodernist wave but was actually
strengthened by it to the point of legitimization among many who go to
great lengths to understand its fundamental non-postmodern meaning, as
well as those who do not. One does not have to be a practicing
postmodernist, a former postmodernist, or an anti-postmodernist to accept
narrative (or at least to try to understand it) as a human cultural
phenomenon that is at once both ancient and extremely contemporary, and
that can be summed up as the individual and collective need to recount the
past from the perspective of the present, for the sake of the future.3
For a variety of reasons, many are unable to digest the narrative
experience. The most important reason appears to be the fact that narrative
is forever suspect of relativism, which is a red flag for opponents of
postmodernism and people with solid overall worldviews. This is even truer
in the context of national, cultural-political, educational, and (in the context
of our discussion here) historical agendas that are clear to those who
espouse them. It is therefore not difficult to understand why many
educators, politicians, and leaders of ideological, religious, and social
agendas have difficulty acknowledging narrative as an active legitimate
entity, and in some cases simply refuse to do so.4
––––––––––––––

2
At the time, Hayden White was the main formulator of the meaning of narrative in general
and in the work of historians in particular. For more on this subject, see his influential book
of essays: Hayden White, The Content of the Form: Narrative Discourse and Historical
Representation (1989).
3
For more on this subject, see Daniel Bar-Tal and Gavriel Salomon, “Israeli-Jewish
Narratives of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict: Evolution, Contents and Consequences,” in R.
Rotberg (ed.), Israeli and Palestinian Narratives of Conflict: History’s Double Helix (2006),
pp. 19-20.
4
This approach is not espoused exclusively by one political group or another, as reflected
among Jews and Palestinians inside and outside Israel, as well as among historians in other
parts of the world. For an example of this perspective from the Israeli right wing, see Moshe
Arens, “The Palestinian Narrative Is a Falsification of History,” Haaretz, 3 November 2010
(continued)
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The above is also certainly true with regard to non-academic
narrative. But what about research-based academic narrative regarding
history, or ‘what happened in the past’ – narrative that falls under the
classification of ‘historiography’? Acknowledging the existence of
‘historical narrative’ does not preclude interested parties from studying or
teaching history or, more importantly, from promoting research and
historiography in the traditional sense of the word: the writing of history
using tools that can be subject to evaluation, critique, and interpretive
debate. Not surprisingly, professional historians are prominent among those
who are unable to reconcile with the use of historical narrative. They have
greater difficulty than their colleagues, throughout the academy in general
and in the humanities in particular, coming to terms with what many of
them experience as the unpleasantness of historical narrative, not to
mention endowing it with legitimacy. The relative nature of narrative
makes it unacceptable to those who loyally practice professional
historiography, with its strong positivist tradition that postmodernism
rejects. This is particularly true of the more conservative practitioners of
the profession. But professional historians – both conservatives and those
with greater openness to new trends alike – rely on sources whose
reliability can be assessed by agreed upon methods. For example,
professional historians can explain to themselves and their readers the
virtues and shortcomings of minutes recorded during a particular meeting,
as a function of when the meeting took place and in what context; who
attended and who was absent; who wrote the minutes; who reviewed,
changed, or edited them; and other such criteria that enable us to determine
their reliability as a source for professional historical research. The same
criteria can be applied to journals, reports, shopping lists, and many other
types of sources. But can they be applied to narrative? Can narrative serve
as a reliable source for historians? Can it be relied on as a source of the
stories of individuals, groups, and peoples? Can an author of a biography
rely on the autobiography of its protagonist? Can historians depend on what
they read in a victory album, a eulogy book, or a text meant for instruction?
Such sources, historians assert with a degree of justification, are not at all
engaged in the past – they are engaged in the present and the future.
Historians also argue, again, with great justification, that names
that have been obscured by the passage of time, the process of forgetting,
––––––––––––––
(in English) (www.haaretz.com). Arens describes the Palestinian narrative as “no more than
a pack of lies,” and the Israeli narrative as “true history.” From his perspective, he is talking
about ‘history’ while the other is talking about ‘narrative.’ For an example of this view from
the Israeli political center and left, see Dov Ben-Meir, “Distorting History Is Not Narrative,”
Yediot Aharonot, 7 November 2010 (in Hebrew).
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and the loss of sources are typically reconstituted by narrative in
accordance with the needs of the time or the group it is serving. After all,
narrative is closely related to memory, at times serving as its primary
marketing agent. That which fields of knowledge such as anthropology,
literature, philosophy, and linguistics can digest with ease and even
pleasure is much more difficult for historians to stomach, and for good
reason.5
But that which we cannot, and perhaps should not, expect the
bearers of the ethos of one-dimensional national, ideological, and religious
narrative to understand, can and should be expected of historians.
Historians know that narrative is no substitute for historiography and
should therefore not view it as historiography’s competition. As we have
already emphasized, narrative has to do with the present and the future.
Historiography, however, must explore history as independent of the
present and the future – at least this should be the aspiration of professional
historians. Although no historiography can be independent of the
contemporary cultural and political context in which it is written,
professional historians must remain aware of this limitation, acknowledge
it, and struggle to overcome it using their instincts, their integrity, and the
tools they acquired during their academic training. Historiography must
accept historical narrative as a legitimate source only if it was present
during the period under examination. In this way, historians of the 1948
war would be wise to study the narratives of the 1940s: those espoused by
the different forces involved in the events in Palestine at the time.
Not only can narrative do damage to historiography if allowed to
play an improper role: historiography can also do damage to narrative.
Historical research aims to generate a detailed understanding of the events
of the past, to unearth elements that have been repressed, and to provide the
best contextual explanation for the time at which the events took place,
incorporating the insight gained from perspective on the period under
study. The narrative offered by historiography will always be complex and
full of contradictions. It will also be subject to interpretative debate that
goes beyond the identities and personalities of the historians themselves,
due to its inevitable gaps in information, debate over the quality of sources,
the manner in which sources are used, and the differing interpretations
––––––––––––––
5

On historians’ reluctance to rely on collective memory – and non-academic historical
narrative, which is one of its most important manifestations – as sources in the writing of
history, see Alon Confino, “Collective Memory and Cultural History: Problems of Method,”
The American Historical Review, Vol. 102, No. 5 (December 1997), pp. 1386-1403.
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historians assign to agreed-upon facts and figures. Academic narrative,
therefore, cannot and should not take the place of non-academic historical
narrative – the kind we present in this book, which will forever be more
simplistic and unequivocal, and therefore easier to understand for those
uninterested in historiography. Non-academic narrative is also more
comfortable from an emotional perspective.6
In the case of the 1948 war, historiography has gone much further
than narrative in its complexity and the critique it embraces. If, however,
we seek in non-academic historical narrative that which historiography
seeks, it will always emerge as unclear, imprecise, and at times simply
incorrect. Historical narrative in the service of collectives – including
national collectives, of course – must be simple and harmonious, and must
facilitate crystallization of a common consciousness. It must not only
remember; it must also forget, as dictated by the perceived needs of those
espousing it. It must invent new substance and transform itself into a
different narrative altogether when required to do so by circumstances of
the present and hopes for the future. Historiography should take no interest
in assessing whether this is appropriate and should wait a few decades
before starting to engage the non-academic historical narratives of the
period in question.
This book focuses on the modern day narratives of the 1948 war.7 It
does not explore the narratives that were prevalent among the Arabs and
Jews in Palestine at the time, as this is something that each of us does
elsewhere.8 If this book invokes academic research on the 1948 war, it does
so to provide the narratives with a framework of reference and a semblance
of order: not to reprimand, and certainly not to correct one narrative or
another. For the many reasons discussed above, we found it unnecessary to
confront the narratives of 1948 presented below as historians. Indeed, like
narrative, our major interest here is the present and the future. This book’s
goal is limited to introducing both narratives to Palestinian-Arab and
Jewish-Israeli readers, as well as other interested readers who are not
––––––––––––––
6

For a detailed discussion on this point see Yosef Haim Yerushalmi, Zakhor: Jewish
History and Memory (1982).
7
For a notable example of a group of Palestinian and Israeli historians meeting to discuss
the academic narratives of the conflict see Paul Scham, Walid Salem and Benjamin Pogrund
(eds.), Shared Histories: A Palestinian-Israeli Dialogue (2005).
8
Adel Manna, The Opsimists: The Survival of the Palestinians within Israel, 1948-1956
(forthcoming) (in Hebrew) (this book will be published in Arabic in Beirut shortly before its
publication in Hebrew); Motti Golani, The End of the British Mandate for Palestine, 1948:
The Diary of Sir Henry Gurney (2009) and The Last Commissioner: General Sir Alan
Gordon Cunningham, 1945-1948 (2011) (in Hebrew).
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involved with the conflict. It is a modest goal which we hope will make a
contribution to the process of mutual reconciliation, as we explain below.
Among other reasons, this book is unique in that we, the authors,
are professional historians committed to the rules of academic research
employed by research universities, but who also recognize contemporary
narrative of the 1948 war as an influential force shaping the present and as
a tool that can be used to shape the future. In other words, we recognize
that exploring the different historical narratives of a given historical period
can help us better understand the realities facing individuals and collectives
today, and can also potentially obstruct or unlock alternative possibilities
for the future. In this context, it is crucial to soberly assess what advantage,
if any, historians possess when it comes to presenting narrative outside the
framework of historiography. We must also acknowledge that others may
do so no less effectively. It seems to us that the historian’s advantage lies in
his or her ability to endow narrative with a structure of historical process
that enables the reader to understand it not as a random series of episodes,
but rather as a chronological process with events that take place earlier and
events that take place later. Presenting things in this manner enables
interested readers to methodically assess the phase, force, or episode being
addressed by both narratives in historical chronology, although, as we have
said, their interest lies not at all in the past but in the present and the future.
HISTORICAL NARRATIVE IN THE SERVICE OF HISTORIC COMPROMISE

Regardless of the term used to refer to it, narrative has always been a
permanent aspect of human discourse. In recent decades, the concept of
‘narrative’ as defined above, has been the interest primarily of academics
working in a number of fields, including, as we have noted, historiography.
However, because narrative is best at addressing phenomena of the present,
the concept – in its postmodern sense – has seeped into the public sphere,
the political sphere, and, without a doubt, the national sphere. In fact, use of
the term ‘narrative’ has become so widespread that many people have
started to use it inappropriately. Today, every athlete’s opinion of his or her
coach and every model’s view of his or her agent are regularly referred to
as narratives. Here, we are not interested in this borrowed use of the term.
Rather, we remain focused on historical narrative as it serves various
national identities. In the present case, this drifting of narrative from
academics into the realm of politics and identity makes a great deal of
sense.
Collective historical narrative plays a major role in the service of
nationalism as it has emerged in the present post-postmodern period, which
can be thought of as post-post-Cold War as well. Here, there is apparently
6
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nothing new from a historical perspective.9 In the aftermath of the fall of
the Soviet Bloc and the end of the Cold War in the late 1980s and early
1990s, there was widespread expectation that the era of nationalism had
also come to an end. An extreme expression of this sentiment was the
assumption that we had reached “the end of history.”10 Postmodernism,
which on the one hand helped bring about the end of the Cold War and on
the other hand was strengthened by it, played a role in creating this
atmosphere by forcefully objecting to what it referred to as ‘grand
narratives’ that attempted to describe and explain worldwide phenomena,
from Marxism to post-colonialism. Without post-colonialism, there is also
no historical, political, and moral place for nationalism in the world of
globalization. But nationalism, as it turns out, is alive and well, and the
nationalist debate continues to engage more than just the relatively young
nation-states established on the ruins of the old empires. It also engages
countries on the other end of the international spectrum in Europe, which,
concurrent with the process of unification and the gradual disappearance of
internal borders, is still quite engaged in the cultural and political
definitions of its constituent national groups.11
In this new reality which is not at all postmodern in nature, the
narrative containing postmodernism’s defiant challenge of the modern has
emerged not only as an extremely effective tool enabling researchers to
analyze the unfolding events, but also, and equally as important, as one that
facilitates the construction and reinforcement of emerging and already
existing collective national identities. The 1948 war offers a particularly
compelling case in point. It is no coincidence that in the course of the
1990s, the Palestinians once again made widespread use of the term
‘Nakba’ (Arabic for ‘disaster’ or ‘catastrophe’). It is also no coincidence
that, in the Jewish-Israeli literature on the war, the popular terms ‘War of
Liberation’ (milkhemet ha-shikror) and ‘tashakh’ (the Hebrew
numerological equivalent of the Jewish year 5708, or 1948-1949) have
been displaced by the term ‘War of Independence.’ During this period, on
both sides of the conflict, the narrative of the war has become much more
relevant to current debates and discussions regarding the terms of a future
settlement, and whether or not such a settlement can even be reached. The
rise and demise of the Oslo Accords in the 1990s intensified the national
––––––––––––––

9

Although narrative has always functioned in the service of ethnic, religious, and national
groupings, this book does not address that period.
10
Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and the Last Man (1992).
11
For a comprehensive discussion of this subject, see Nancy Partner, “The Linguistic Turn
along Post-Postmodern Borders: Israeli/Palestinian Narrative Conflict,” Collective Memory
39(4) (Autumn 2008), pp. 823-845.
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debate. The mutual recognition of both national groups, and the hopes and
fears that resulted, caused each side to intensify its unique collective
national consciousness.
In 1998, against the backdrop of this dynamic, Israel celebrated its
semicentennial, which further augmented this need for narrative in both
camps. In Israel, the assassination of Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin
and the subsequent death of the peace process resulted in a growing internal
divide and potent feelings of either missed opportunity or relief, depending
on the political view of the person or group in question. In this context,
returning to the War of Independence gave Israelis a comforting sense of
solidarity and of a long lost common goal that could possibly re-emerge in
the future. The Palestinians, from their part, once again experienced the
intensity of their loss of homeland and the many tragedies they have
suffered since the Nakba of 1948, both in the Palestinian Diaspora and in
their homeland under Israeli rule. The Palestinian Nakba assumed new and
different significance as a result of the events that struck anew at the
shattered solidarity of Palestinian society, particularly in light of the
increasingly distant hopes for the establishment of an independent
Palestinian state. For the Palestinians, Israel’s semicentennial celebrations
reopened the still fresh wounds of 1948.12
The narrative of Independence/Nakba has provided and continues
to provide these problems with a solution that is second to none (to be
explained below). The same is true with regard to the other unsettling
events of the past two decades, including the assassination of Yitzhak
Rabin (which, paradoxically or not, significantly intensified discussion of
1948); the October 2000 events within Israel; the outbreak of the Second
Intifada; the Second Lebanon War of the summer of 2006; the death of
Palestinian President Yasser Arafat; the war in Gaza in late 2008 and early
2009; and the Gaza flotilla in May 2010. And this, of course, is only a
partial list.13 In summation, during the past two decades, both sides have
viewed the historical narrative of the 1948 war as a site of refuge,
protection, and dignified extrication for the building of their respective
walls of national identity. Although such walls are undoubtedly a creature
of necessity, it is important to make sure they have gates. It is perhaps even
––––––––––––––

12
For a prominent expression of the Palestinian mood during the year of Israel’s
semicentennial celebrations, see the special double issue of al-Karmil edited by the
Palestinian poet Mahmoud Darwish (Vol. 55-56, spring-summer 1948), which is primarily
dedicated to Palestinian memory.
13
For example, see Yehouda Shenhav, The Time of the Green Line: Towards a Jewish
Political Thought (2010) (in Hebrew); Walid Khalidi (ed.), Nakba 1948: Causes and Ways
of Dealing with It (2009) (in Arabic).

8

NARRATIVE, NATIONAL HISTORICAL NARRATIVE, AND HISTORIOGRAPHY

more important, however, to remember that walls that are unstable can
support no gates.14
The atmosphere described above sparked a new phase of
historiography that proved to be particularly relevant to public discussion
of the 1948 war. The 1980s, and to a greater extent the 1990s, produced a
wave of primarily Israeli research that is critical and receptive to questions
that the historiography had not hitherto asked. The 1948 war was a major
focus of this new research.15 What interests us here is not the academic
debate surrounding this research but the fact that, in the reality of the period
in question, this wave of studies had a significant influence on public
narrative in general, and narrative regarding the 1948 war in particular, on
both sides of the conflict. Among Israeli Jews, this historiography
facilitated the construction of a narrative that was more open to considering
what had befallen the Palestinian other, or at least increased the need to
construct a defensive narrative on the subject that was consistent with the
contemporary approaches of prominent political figures and groups. The
Palestinians regard this historiography as supporting its claims and as
providing substantive flesh for their narrative, which is still in the process
of evolving.
The second explanation for the drifting of narrative from the
academic and the postmodern into public and national discourse lies in the
character of the historical narratives of both national camps. They are
different and oftentimes conflicting narratives espoused by two mutually
hostile groups, and it is therefore logical that some will try to use them to
deepen and perhaps eternalize the conflict, or to ‘prove’ that it is
unsolvable. We believe it is a mistake to allow the narrative stage to be
occupied by such people alone. Our aim in presenting the narratives here is
to help advance the hope that one day we will succeed in finding a solution
to this long and bitter conflict, or at least a settlement with which both
––––––––––––––

14

This is also applicable to the events of the past few decades, each of which has played a
role in reshaping the narratives of 1948. Our assumption is that the manner in which 1948 is
portrayed today is the result of the past few decades.
15
Particularly noteworthy in this wave were historians who were referred to as “new
historians,” the most prominent of which included Benny Morris, Ilan Pappe, and Avi
Shlaim (see bibliography). We will not enter into a discussion of their academic approaches
to historiography here. Although it is doubtful that these historians constituted a ‘group’ in
any meaningful sense, the public and political debate that surrounded their work
undoubtedly regarded them as a group, which, with the passage of time, was joined by other
critical historians and sociologists, regardless of whether any real affinity existed between
the original members and those that followed. For more on this subject, see Yoav Gelber,
History, Propaganda, and Memory (2007) (in Hebrew).
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parties can live. We have identified three major approaches to the use of
narrative for the promotion of peace or a compromise settlement:
1. An approach maintaining that in order to reach a sustainable peace
agreement, each side must recognize the legitimacy of, but not
necessarily accept, the narrative of the other. This approach is
widespread among those engaged in the discourse of the PalestinianArab and Jewish-Israeli narratives.16
2. An approach maintaining that although essential, such recognition will
come only after the conclusion of a peace settlement that proves stable
for a substantial period of time. In other words, this approach is based
on the idea that the next settlement reached will not come from the
‘gut,’ but rather from the ‘head’ – as a result of recognition of the
ongoing moral and economic degeneration stemming from the conflict,
and of the fact that reaching a settlement is a bitter pill, but one that
must nonetheless be swallowed. Only after an extended period of time,
as in the case of Germany and France, will each side be capable of
learning the other camp’s narrative in a non-threatening manner (even
if they do not accept it).17
3. We subscribe to the third approach, which maintains that the very act
of presenting both narratives side-by-side can facilitate recognition
(though not necessarily acceptance) of the narrative of the other and
can serve to change the nature of relations between the rival camps
before or after a political agreement is reached. This approach does not
posit that narrative alone can prevent or facilitate a peace treaty.
Rather, it assumes, as we do, that because to a certain extent the
conflict is about narrative, it is necessary to deconstruct the closed,
one-dimensional structure of each narrative to enable them both to
accept the existence of the other narrative without concern for its own
existence. From our perspective, this is true for those who cling
uncompromisingly to the dominant narrative of their respective
societies. It is also true for those raised and educated in the image of
––––––––––––––
16

See, for example, Robert I. Rotberg, “Building Legitimacy through Narrative,” in R.
Rotberg (ed.), Israeli and Palestinian Narratives of Conflict: History’s Double Helix (2006),
pp. 17-18. In particular, see Daniel Bar-Tal and Gavriel Salomon, “Israeli-Jewish Narratives
of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict: Evolution, Contents, Functions, and Consequences,” in R.
Rotberg (ed.), Israeli and Palestinian Narratives of Conflict: History’s Double Helix (2006),
pp. 19-46. Also see Paul Scham, Walid Salem and Benjamin Pogrund (eds.), Shared
Histories: A Palestinian-Israeli Dialogue (2005), p. 12.
17
For examples of this approach, see Mordechai Bar-On, “Conflicting Narratives: Can the
Zionist Narrative and the Palestinian Narrative of the 1948 War Be Bridged?,” in Mordechai
Bar-On, A Time for War, a Time for Peace (2007), pp. 28-47 (in Hebrew).
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the story itself, but who subsequently attempt to critique it and even to
extricate themselves from it out of a sense that it rests on inadequate
moral foundation. Paradoxically, attentive, open-minded, and painful
listening – with a willingness to recognize the story of the other side –
facilitates a return to the basic premises of the founding narratives of
each society.
This text is meant to help foster a dynamic capable of transforming
the narratives of 1948 from a tool for mobilizing people to continue the
conflict, whether before or after an agreement (as demonstrated by the
episode of the Oslo Accords), into a tool for facilitating empathetic
negotiation and the identification of common ground for continued
discussion based on mutual listening. We believe that this limited goal,
which is all we hope to achieve at this juncture, is extremely important in
its own right.
WHOSE NARRATIVE? WHY THE 1948 WAR?

The 1948 war was fought within the borders of the Palestine Mandate
awarded by the League of Nations to Britain after Word War I, with the
minor exceptions of IDF incursions into southern Lebanon and the
Egyptian controlled Sinai Peninsula. However, despite this limited
geographical context, it was also a war with a large number of active
participants, including: the Jews and Palestinian Arabs living in Mandate
Palestine; Britain (until May 1948); the countries of the Arab League in
general and Transjordan, Egypt, Iraq, Syria, and Lebanon in particular; the
Zionist Movement; the United Nations (UN); and the two major
superpowers – the United States (US) and the Soviet Union. Because
narrative is concerned first and foremost with the present and the future,
which are most important for the subject at hand, and because our aim here
is to explore the conflict as it has played out in historic Palestine west of the
Jordan River and the possibility of introducing an element of moderation to
it, our discussion will focus on the Jewish and Palestinian Arab inhabitants
of Mandate Palestine, who we regard as the two most important parties to
the war. During and after the war, the majority of the Arabs of Palestine
became refugees living outside the borders of the new State of Israel, while
others became Palestinian Israelis (including a significant number of
internal refugees), and still others came under Jordanian and Egyptian rule
respectively in the areas that came to be referred to as the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip. For the Jews of Palestine, the demographic outcome of the
war was much simpler: they all became full citizens of the new Jewish
state, or ‘Israelis.’
11

INTRODUCTION

In any conflict, defining the sides is tricky business from both a
historical and a contemporary perspective, and the narratives on this issue
are particularly prominent. For this reason, we have chosen to refer to the
two parties whose narratives lie at the heart of our discussion in the manner
that they – or at least the majority of each group – define themselves. This
is no simple matter. Based on this approach, we use the term ‘Palestinian’
to refer to all those who classify themselves as members of the Palestinian
people, whether they reside in Israel, the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, or
outside the borders of historic Palestine. Overall, this includes all Arabs
who lived in Palestine until 1948 and their offspring. In the absence of a
fully sovereign Palestinian state with organized state institutions to shape
physical, educational, and cultural sites of memory, this is the definition we
accept. Moreover, because the Palestinians are still evolving as a people
today, we selected the Palestinian agents of memory used as sources for
this study accordingly. In this somewhat unsettled situation, the personal
stories of individuals, families, and communities continue to play an
extremely prominent role in the shaping of the Palestinian narrative. As a
result, much of the Palestinian narrative is still framed within the confines
of local stories, with relatively limited reference to broader relevant
contexts that are essential for the construction of collective identity.
Since the late 1990s, the institutions of the Palestinian Authority in
Ramallah have been attempting to develop syllabuses that include a
national historical narrative. This process, however, is still in its early
stages due to a variety of limiting factors. The failure of the Oslo process,
Israel’s renewed occupation of some of the cities of the West Bank, and the
prevalent sense of the absence of a partner worthy of negotiating with have
resulted in the erosion of the optimism of the 1990s and a return to the
existential defensiveness that leaves no room for ‘luxuries’ such as the
methodical construction of narrative. The split off of the Hamas-ruled Gaza
Strip from the West Bank and the establishment of two separate
governments, which has pitted the Islamic narrative against the national
narrative, has further complicated the process of formulating a single
unifying Palestinian national narrative. The resulting situation is difficult
enough for those interested in constructing national narrative, not to
mention those interested in constructing narrative about a subject as central
and sensitive as the Nakba. For this reason, it is still difficult for the
Palestinian camp to accommodate different historical narratives.
The situation within the Jewish camp is also complex. Despite the
fact that Israel is a sovereign nation with state institutions responsible for
shaping collective memory, not all Israeli citizens are Jews. In fact, some
Israeli citizens (approximately 17%) are Palestinians, who espouse the
narrative of the competing national group that will be discussed below.
12
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This means that when we refer to the Israeli narrative, we are actually
talking about the narrative espoused by most Jewish Israelis, and when we
refer to ‘Israeli,’ we are talking about Israeli Jews. Similarly, when we use
the terms ‘Jew’ or ‘Jewish,’ we are referring only to Jews living in Israel.
Israel defines itself as a Jewish state and maintains its own agents of
narrative. Alongside the narrative of the establishment, which is shaped and
propagated primarily by the Israeli education system and the defense
establishment, are active extra-establishment narratives as well, which are
propagated by academic scholars (of historiography and other fields of
study), literature, film, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and the
media. There are also countless of personal narratives expressed in the
memoirs of people who lived through 1948, and others who wrote about the
period without necessarily having been there.
In the case of other definitions, the narrative chapters of this book
typically use each side’s narrative definitions as they understand them and
tend to employ them. Our guiding principle here has been to employ
concepts and terminology according to context and in accordance with the
perspective of the party in question. The most blatant expression of this
principle in the chapters that follow is the alternating use of different names
to refer to the country itself. In the case of narrative, we will use the Arabic
term Falastin in the Palestinian context and the Hebrew term Eretz Israel in
the Israeli context. In the case of historical analysis, depending on the
context, we will use the terms Falastin, Eretz Israel, Israel, and ‘Palestine,’
in the British case. The narratives use the terminology preferred by those
propagating them in any event, and we see no reason here to correct them.
We chose to focus on the narrative of the 1948 war for obvious
reasons. Here, we will offer only the major ones. The war that broke out in
Palestine in late 1947 was not the beginning of the conflict, and there is no
clear consensus that it was its most intense manifestation. Nonetheless, the
war has become a formative event for the two peoples locked in struggle
over the country due to the circumstances surrounding its outbreak, the way
it played out, and its repercussions. From a schematic, technical
perspective, the war, or the rising tide of violence that quickly evolved into
war, erupted as a result of the ongoing dispute surrounding the
recommendations of the United Nations Special Commission on Palestine
(or UNSCOP, which was appointed in May 1947 and submitted its report in
early September of the same year); the British government’s September
1947 decision to withdraw from Palestine; the UN General Assembly’s
November 1947 resolution to adopt the UNSCOP majority
recommendation calling for the partition of the country into two states, with
international status for Jerusalem; and, of course, the formal end of the
Mandate on 14 May 1948. These developments led to: the war that broke
13
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out at low intensity in December 1947; the establishment of the State of
Israel on 15 May 1948; the active involvement of five Arab states in the
war; the invasion of the country by four of these states; and the Palestinian
tragedy that turned most of the Palestinian Arabs who had been living in
the 78% of Mandate Palestine that came under control of the new State of
Israel into refugees inside and outside Israel.
The cautious description offered above also contains a narrative.
However, our sole aim at this point is to remind the reader of the main
events in question and to emphasize the fact that the chain of events
described above still has significant bearing on major aspects of identity for
both sides. The Palestinians regard the Nakba and its repercussions as a
formative trauma defining their identity and their national, moral, and
political aspirations. As a result of the 1948 war, the Palestinian people,
which to a large degree lost their country to the establishment of a Jewish
state for the survivors of the Holocaust, developed a victimized national
identity. From their perspective, the Palestinians have been forced to pay
for the Jewish Holocaust with their bodies, their property, and their
freedom instead of those who were truly responsible.
Jewish Israelis, in contrast, see the war and its outcome not merely
as an act of historical justice that changed the historical course of the
Jewish people, which until that point had been filled with suffering and
hardship, but also as a birth – the birth of Israel as an independent Jewish
state after two thousand years of exile. As such, it must be pure and
untainted, because if a person, a nation, or a state is born in sin, its entire
essence is tainted. In this sense, discourse on the war is not at all historical
but rather current and extremely sensitive. Its power and intensity is
directly influenced by present day events.
In the Israeli and the Palestinian cases, therefore, the 1948 war
plays a pivotal role in two simple, clear, unequivocal, and harmonious
narratives, with both peoples continuing to see the war as a formative event
in their respective histories. It is impossible to understand the ongoing
conflict without understanding the war and, equally as important, its
narratives. These narratives are not only results of the war; they also play a
pivotal role in fueling the violent confrontations referred to collectively as
the ‘Israeli-Palestinian conflict’ as they continue to unfold today.
CHARACTERIZATION AND PERIODIZATION OF THE NARRATIVES

Narrative also asks historical questions. In this sense it is similar, or at least
appears to be similar, to historiography, which asks the same questions, in
addition to other questions that narrative either cannot or does not want to
consider. The answers provided by narrative are geared toward and fuelled
14
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by the developments of the present, and serve the interests of the present as
well. The Jewish/Israeli-Palestinian/Arab narrative dispute regarding the
1948 war is immense in scope, and applies to almost all aspects of the war,
from what it should be called, through elements of its description (when it
began, its different stages, and its conclusion) and details of constituent
events and their causes, to the outcome of the war and its significance.
Because our focus here is the current narratives of the 1948 war
and not the war’s historiography, we found it necessary to make use of our
professional training as historians to first agree on a basic historical and
geographical frame of reference and a series of questions to be addressed in
parallel by the discussion of both narratives. The absence of such an
agreed-upon framework prevents fruitful discussion between Jewish
Israelis and Palestinian Arabs. It also prevents the two sides from
recognizing the main components of the narrative of the other. To this end,
we endeavoured to agree on the events we would relate to and the time and
place they occurred. We also agreed to focus on the narratives that have
been prevalent during the twenty years that have passed since just before
the signing of the Oslo Accords, both for the reasons given above and
because it is a period that is still evolving, in which we are all still
operating, and to which we are all still reacting.
This book’s first chapter, “Historical Background: The Path to
War,” offers a short summary of the conflict from the 19th century through
the end of World War II. This period will not be covered by our
presentation in the narrative chapters, and the historical background
provided by this chapter will serve as a necessary foundation for our
understanding of the Jewish-Israeli and Palestinian-Arab narratives of the
war.
The next chapter, “From the Holocaust to the Partition of Palestine,
1945-1947,” provides a semi-historical, semi-narrative exploration of the
period between the conclusion of World War II in Europe in May 1945,
and the ratification of UN General Assembly Resolution 181 on 29
November 1947. Our decision to mix the genres of historical background
and national historical narrative in this chapter stems from the fact that the
deterioration into war was gradual, and that, in addition to providing
important historical background, we also needed to relate to the main
elements of both camps’ narratives on the primary issues of the time. After
all, both narratives make reference to this two-and-a-half year period in
order to answer many questions related to the 1948 war, including
questions with which the historical national narrative of any war seen as
either facilitating or preventing the establishment of a nation state would be
concerned: What was the original intention of each camp? What were the
diplomatic, political, international, social, economic, and military
15
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conditions of each camp? And of course, the ever-popular question: Who
started it?
These questions also play a major role in the historiography. Still, it
is difficult to begin a historiographical account (as opposed to a popular
national narrative) at a specific point in time, and it is a mistake to do so.
History, we must remember, is always a process. Upon its answers to such
questions, national narrative builds its positions on fundamental questions
of justice, morality, law, and education. It is this type of meaning that all
narratives seek, and the narratives of the 1948 war are no exception.
In contrast to historiography, historical narrative finds it easy to
identify one clear starting point. However, in the case of 1948 Palestine, as
this chapter will show, both sides tend to reference different points in time
when relating to the war. In this context we chose the end of World War II
as a starting point, both because of the limitations of the scope of this
project and because during the period between World War II and UN
Resolution 181 of November 1947, we found a rare degree of overlap
between the historiography on the one hand and the Jewish-Israeli and
Palestinian-Arab narratives on the other hand. The reputable research-based
academic discussion also typically examines the 1948 war against the
backdrop of the results of World War II and the crystallization of the
historical framework in which the war was fought: the Cold War. From
their part, the narratives of both camps regard the tragedy that befell the
Jews during the Holocaust as a point of departure for their respective
framings of the 1948 war, each in its own way.
The 1948 war lasted for approximately one-and-a-half years.
According to the standard periodization that appears in the academic
literature on the subject, it began with the UN General Assembly resolution
that called for an end to the British Mandate and the partition of Palestine
into three political entities (an international Jerusalem, an Arab state, and a
Jewish state) and concluded with the signing of the final armistice
agreement of the war: the Israeli-Syrian armistice agreement, which was
signed on 20 July 1949. In accordance with the narratives themselves, the
subsequent narrative chapters, which constitute the bulk of this book,
divide the war into four sub-periods.
The first narrative chapter (chapter three), “The Path to
Independence and Nakba,” addresses the period between late November
1947 and mid-May 1948. The narratives discussed in this chapter focus on
the civil war fought within the borders of the geopolitical entity of Mandate
Palestine during the final days of Mandate rule. During this sub-period too,
we find a large degree of correspondence between the national narratives
and the academic literature, although the narratives at times also disregard
this periodization and relate to the war as one unit. The Palestinians often
16
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relate to the entire war as the Nakba, although they typically note that the
countries of the Arab League joined the fighting at the end of the Mandate,
after the collapse of the Palestinian Arab society. According to this
narrative, the Arab countries assume joint-responsibility with Israel for the
fate that befell the Palestinians, filling the recently vacated shoes of the
British in this respect. The Jewish-Israeli narrative also frequently relates to
the war as one unit, although the Palestinians tend to disappear at the end of
the Mandate and the establishment of Israel, when the emphasis moves
almost entirely to the war against the Arab countries.
The second narrative chapter, “At the Expense of the Palestinians:
The First Israeli-Arab War,” addresses the period between mid-May 1948
and January 1949, the eight months immediately following the end of the
Mandate during which the bulk of Israel’s battles with the surrounding
Arab countries were fought. Although the armies of Egypt, Transjordan,
Syria, and Iraq, and, for a brief period, Lebanon entered the war during this
period, we present only the Palestinian and Israeli narratives and not those
of the other parties to the war. Although the recent literature regards the
July 1949 Israeli-Syrian armistice agreement as the end of the war, at least
in a formal sense, the narratives relate primarily to the end of the fighting –
or to the Israeli-Egyptian ceasefire of 7 January 1949, which brought
relative calm to other fronts as well.
The third narrative chapter, “Ended But Not Completed,” covers
the period between January and July 1949. The armistice agreements that
were concluded during this half-year period were signed as the military
operations continued, before the terms for the cessation of hostilities were
determined and while Israel was working with unrecognized borders. In
this context, the belligerent parties carried out a number of actions to
influence the outcome of the negotiations to end the war (the most
prominent of which was Israel’s Operation `Uvda, during which the IDF
seized control of the central and southern Negev). During this period too,
the Palestinians were forced to contend with the wartime atmosphere that
facilitated their ongoing expulsion.
The fourth and final narrative chapter, “The Aftermath: PostTrauma, Post-Euphoria,” addresses the longer period immediately
following the war, between the summer of 1949 and 1956. During this
period, the new realities and the new balance of power that resulted from
the war came to the fore for the first time. It concludes with the Sinai war
of late 1956 which, though clearly influenced by the results of the 1948 war
and the agreements signed at its conclusion, also marked the beginning of a
new period for all parties to the conflict: Israel, the Arab countries, and the
Palestinians. We agreed that it would be a mistake to conclude the
presentation of the narratives of the 1948 war with the formal conclusion of
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the war. One may also argue that the 1948 war has still not ended, as
suggested by Chief of Staff Yaalon in his quote at the beginning of this
book. Indeed, it is widely recognized that Jewish Israelis and Palestinian
Arabs are still contending with the outcome of the 1948 war, here and now.
As we noted, this was a major reason for our decision to focus on the
narratives of this war. Because the narratives and the present needs of the
Jewish Israelis and Palestinian Arabs are so different, this period can be
understood as being a different length for each camp. Whereas the
Palestinian-Arab narrative makes a direct connection between the events of
1948 and the massacre at Kufr Qasim in October 1956, the Jewish-Israeli
narrative has less of a need to reference 1956 in order to understand the
1948 war. This is essential, as it is well known that victory for one side of a
conflict often means disaster for the other. In this chapter, as in the chapter
on the period preceding the war (1945-1947), we again permitted ourselves
to incorporate periodic comments as historians. Here too, we made every
effort to avoid disrupting the narratives of the two sides and preventing
them from speaking their piece.
The epilogue, “1948, Here and Now,” brings us back to the
political context of the present, stressing the need for mutual recognition of
narrative that neither threatens identity nor intensifies fears. As we explain
above, we maintain that the exploration of narrative should serve to
facilitate compromise, not to intensify conflict.
In an effort to provide succinct historical and geographical context
for the events referred to in the narratives, the book also contains a number
of relevant maps and historical observations, which appear in an easily
identifiable font. In the narrative chapters, Palestinian and Israeli narratives
are interwoven throughout the text in an effort to allow them to ‘speak’
with one another, and to clearly highlight for readers their main points of
contention. Neither comment nor visible distinction of any kind is made to
distinguish between the Jewish-Israeli and Palestinian-Arab narratives, and
in this way the text is unique. It is not always immediately clear which
narrative is speaking, and the narratives often contradict one another (as
they do in reality), but not always. Nonetheless, we found it unnecessary to
explicitly identify the national belonging of each narrative segment, as the
terminology, the substance, and the criticism and praise they contain
eventually make it abundantly evident which belongs to whom. Readers
will also notice that some arguments are contradictory in substance but
similar in essence. For example, both sides clearly perceive themselves as
the victim. They also see themselves as the few fighting against the many.
As the aim of this book is to enable Palestinians and Israelis to
recognize the narrative of the other, it was important for each of us to be
both critical and empathetic toward the narrative of our respective ethno18
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national groups, and to also try to understand the narrative of the other. We
hope that readers who feel that both narratives are simultaneously receiving
similar levels of criticism and empathy will be more inclined to read the
narrative of the other.
The research presented here is based on a wide variety of sources.
In an effort to make the text as accessible as possible to interested members
of the Palestinian and Israeli public, as well as to whomever else regards
the subject as important (our hope is that it will appeal to educators and
decision makers at different levels on both sides), footnotes will be
provided only in the case of direct quotes or when required to refer readers
to broader discussion. The list of references and detailed bibliography
appearing at the end of the book contains all the sources on which this
study was based.
The use of different terms to describe the same events or processes
is often sufficient to signify a change in narrative. Although this will
undoubtedly make it easier for readers to understand which narrative is
‘speaking’ at any is given point, they may still find the text confusing at
times. Indeed, herein lies the text’s authenticity, and, at the same time, its
fundamental subversiveness. The narratives presented in this book are
intertwined with one another, sometimes overlapping and sometimes
offering clear contradictions. In some cases they address the same subject
or the same period, but emphasize elements with no direct bearing on the
other side (and therefore do not contradict one another). In this way,
although this book’s narrative chapters by no means represent a positivist
historical study, they still have the potential to bring us closer to an
understanding of ‘what really happened.’ Indeed, contemporary narratives
on 1948 are complicated and full of contradictions, just like history in
general and the history of the 1948 war in particular. As we have
emphasized, the popular narratives of the 1948 war are based primarily on
the needs and problems of the present. They also stem from the lack of
knowledge of those who espouse them and the fragments of information
their proponents receive from the establishment, the media, and the
historiography. The same can be said about our real-time understanding of
the conflict over the decades, as people at different locations have drawn on
fragments of information that have sometimes been erroneous, always
either toned down or exaggerated, and never complete. As a result, many of
the decisions made in real time at all levels have been based on
understandings of situations rooted in subjective personal or collective
ways of thinking, fears, and aspirations not reflective of any external
reality, but rather of the internal realities of the decision makers themselves.
From this perspective, the interwoven narrative texts presented in this book
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can dialectically bring us closer to the multifaceted historical reality of the
period of the 1948 war.
Consolidating the narratives into one text was no easy task, first
and foremost because neither side espouses a single monolithic narrative.
That being the case, we were obligated to find an ‘average’ narrative to
make the text reflective of the opinions prevalent within both societies and
to reflect what we regard as the currently dominant narrative among
historians, history teachers, and anyone on both sides of the conflict whose
familiarity with the subject transcends the level of popular knowledge.
Therefore, in the first and third narrative chapter on the war (those
addressing the periods of November 1947 through mid-May 1948 and
January through July 1949 respectively), we did not seek out the popular
narrative, which by nature is general, harmonious, devoid of complexity,
and overly simplistic. Instead, we tried to incorporate a higher level of
narrative knowledge – the type that sometimes contains minute details.
Such knowledge is often possessed by those charged with passing on the
‘correct narrative,’ most typically educational figures at various levels. This
kind of knowledge is important because those who are attentive to its
lessons typically regard it as no less reliable, and often more reliable, than
well-based critical historical research, which will remain forever suspect in
the eyes of those whose narrative it does not uphold.
This point requires further explanation. The chapters containing the
Israeli and Palestinian narratives of the first and third phases of the war and
the period following the war (until the mid-1950s) present two welldeveloped narratives. These narratives are the product of the great interest
that both camps have displayed in these periods and the immense
sensitivity of these two periods in the context of the relations between the
two communities. During these periods we find answers to questions on
major issues, such as ultimate blame; the nature of power relations between
the two sides; the status of Jerusalem; and the delineation of borders
(mistakenly referred to as ‘1967 borders’). The intensive engagement in
these issues is reflected in the academic literature, in teaching, and in public
debate, and this is another reason why the narratives on these periods are
more developed and complex than the popular narratives, which, as we
have noted, tend to be harmonious and overly simplistic.
In the section on the second phase of the war – the first Israeli-Arab
war and the period during which the Palestinians were removed from the
equation by the unholy alliance between Israel and its neighbors between
mid-May 1948 and January 1949 – we chose to present the popular
narrative, which has actually remained unchanged since the 1950s. As we
have noted, the Jewish-Israeli narrative has benefited from state-sponsored
institutional agents of memory, while the Palestinian narrative has been
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characterized by the absence of a comparable dominant institutional
narrative. For this reason, we present a series of older local narratives that
together form the semblance of a Palestinian narrative that has been
crystallizing over the past decades.
Moreover, the narrative of the second phase of the war, the history
of which is less known, has seen fewer radical changes. After all, for both
Israelis and Palestinians, the war was not only a confrontation between
themselves but also a confrontation with a third party: the neighboring Arab
countries. The Jewish-Israeli narrative of the period, like those that deal
with later phases of the war (the period of the armistice agreements and the
period following the war), focus almost exclusively on the confrontation
with the neighboring Arab countries, primarily from a military perspective.
In contrast, the Palestinian narrative of this period is almost completely
preoccupied with local accounts and pays little or no attention to the war
underway between Israel and the countries surrounding it. The Palestinian
narrative regards the Arab armies as another party bearing guilt for its
tragedy, in addition to Israel. Presentation of these two narratives in their
basic form provides both sides with an insufficiently understood, but
nonetheless important picture of a period for which each side’s respective
narratives alone completely ignores the narrative of the other. We
encourage the reader to take special note of the fundamental differences
between the accounts provided by the two narratives of the first and third
phases of the war on the one hand, and the narratives of the second phase of
the war on the other hand.
The attempt to formulate one text consisting of two different and
often contradictory stories was emotionally challenging for both of us, as it
required each of us to take part in formulating a narrative that was
contradictory to our own respective experiences and education and that
often challenged our respective identities. Throughout the process, we each
found it necessary at times to take a break from writing and to remind
ourselves why we took this task upon ourselves in the first place. We
recommend that readers do the same, by periodically putting down the
book and reminding themselves that, more than achieving justice, our goal
should be living together side by side. In this way, the process we
experienced while writing this book can serve as a model (albeit, with
many differences) of the collective process that both sides of the conflict
must undergo for the sake of a better life.
For each of us, working on this book was a difficult personal and
psychological experience. For historians who endorse a critical approach, it
is difficult to take part in the writing of a narrative text that is harmonious
and overly simplistic at times, and that intentionally dodges complexity.
Not only does national narrative seek harmony, but, when necessary, it
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contains arguments and perspectives that crystallized after the fact. As
reflected in the text, national narrative is no fan of dates, at times
disregarding them completely and at other times arranging them according
to its own needs. Narrative makes use of expressions that may sound
accurate and logical to one reader and intolerable to the next. For good
reason, historical research usually strives to employ uniform terminology
that is as universal as possible. This being the case, we sometimes found it
necessary to interrupt the flow of narrative to provide readers with a brief
assessment of relevant historical context based on the current literature. To
do so, we relied on sources appearing in the bibliography at the end of this
book and on our own academic research.
By its very nature, the work of the historian is subject to a
multiplicity of possible approaches and interpretations. Could it be that the
approaches and interpretations used by each of us as historians are based on
the different narratives of the 1948 war on which we were raised in our
respective homes and communities? We are aware of the fact that, no
matter how professional we are, each of us comes from a different narrative
environment and that this has undoubtedly influenced the way we analyze
and interpret the war, its causes, and the circumstances in which it was
waged. We believe that this awareness has enhanced the fairness and
objectivity of our professional additions to the text.
As an essential concluding point of this introductory chapter, we
again remind readers that more than historians shape popular and national
narratives, they are shaped by them. After all, the interpretations of
historians are not only the products of professional tools, training, and
integrity; they are also products of the prevalent narratives of the societies
in which they live and work. Historians are not obligated to agree with
these narratives, but their arguments often reverberate within their work,
whether they are aware of it or not. From this perspective, it is no
coincidence that an increasing number of texts like this one, which have
demonstrated academia’s greater openness to alternative narratives of the
1948 war, have been written in the past few years. Our aim here is not to
impress our readers, to shake things up, or to innovate at any cost. Our
goal, rather, is to expand an opening that already exists.
Above all else, this book is a ‘text of conversation’ in which, as we
explain above, not all existing narratives of the 1948 war participate –
certainly not those on the fringes of society (regardless of the amount of
media coverage they may receive). In this conversation, there is no
agreement on one uniform narrative. It is a conversation whose very
existence nullifies some of the narrative contradictions, listens attentively,
and tries to understand the source of the points on which no agreement
exists. We will have achieved our goal if this conversation does nothing
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more than make it somewhat more difficult for both sides to use the 1948
war as a pretext for intensifying the conflict. Certainly, the current reality
and the conditions facing the two societies under discussion here – both of
which are responsible for the narratives themselves and use them to
advance their own perceived interests – are subjects that must be researched
and discussed. This book is an attempt to bring the two versions of the war
to the surface, on the assumption that many historians have already written
about collective narrative in general and the various narratives of the 1948
war in particular, but that few have written the collective narratives of the
1948 war itself.
Readers in search of precise historical accuracy and analysis will
not find it here. They will find narrative, which by nature seeks neither
precision nor documentation, and which selectively reiterates certain
aspects in order to support certain arguments and to strengthen identity.
Narrative’s selection of which events are to be included and which are to be
passed over is not necessarily consistent with the choices of the historian,
and this must be kept in mind when reading a text such as this one.
This book was written within a sociopolitical reality of extremely
fragile democracy. We believe that, above all else, the narrative text within
is democratic in its overall approach and in the manner in which it was
written. It also reflects concerted efforts to be empathetic toward the
different and often contradictory points espoused by both parties to the
conflict. We hope that the spirit of this book will be passed on to its readers
and help them come to know, understand, and respect the narrative of the
other, while also becoming better acquainted with the narrative of their own
respective camp and examining it with a healthy sense of skepticism before
deciding whether or not to accept it.
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BEFORE THE WAR

CHAPTER ONE

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND: THE PATH TO WAR

The historical roots of the Jewish/Zionist-Palestinian/Arab conflict reach
back to the 19th century, when the Zionist Movement began to organize
itself and to work toward the establishment of a state for Jews in Palestine.
The first Zionist Jews adopted this program in response to anti-Semitism in
Europe and their failure to be accepted and integrated within the new
European nation states. Most were members of educated social groupings
with secular leanings and for that reason they more exposed to and
influenced by the broader European nationalist awakening.
At that time, the Arab nationalist movement, and the Palestinian
nationalist movement in particular, were still in their infancy. National
identity had not yet taken hold among the peoples of the Middle East, who
for centuries had been part of the Ottoman Empire. Nonetheless, the last
quarter of the 19th century witnessed an Arab cultural awakening that
provided fuel for a gradual national awakening.
The 19th century also witnessed the onset of a new phase of
encounters between modern colonial Europe and the peoples of the Middle
East. One of the most important encounters of this kind was that which
resulted from France’s invasion of Egypt and its short but significant
occupation of the country between 1798 and 1801. A few historians view
French rule in Egypt as the beginning of the modern period in the Middle
East, or at least in the land of the Nile. In this context, Britain, France’s
rival at the time, helped the Ottoman Sultan drive out the French, and the
mighty British fleet in the Mediterranean Sea played an important role in
this undertaking. Napoleon attempted to expand his rule eastward from
Egypt but was halted when he failed to breech the walls of Acre in 1799,
mainly due to the steadfast resistance of Acre’s ruler at the time – Ahmad
Pasha al-Jazzar – and the support he received from the British fleet.
Napoleon retreated to Egypt with the remainder of his army, and
his unsuccessful invasion of Palestine appeared to have been an
inconsequential event in the history of the Holy Land, at least in the short
term. The Ottomans continued to rule the country for more than a century,
and soon after the French retreat from Egypt in 1801, the entire episode
almost completely disappeared from the memory of the inhabitants of
Palestine.
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In the long term, the Napoleonic invasion and the arrival of British
naval forces to the shores of Egypt and the Levant does in fact appear to
have marked the beginning of a new era in relations between the Middle
East and the West. The peoples of the Arab world were surprised to
discover that modern Europe possessed military strength and other forms of
power against which the armies of the Ottoman Sultan were unable to
effectively defend the vast territories of the Empire. According to the new
balance of power between the European colonial powers and the Ottoman
Empire, the Sultan sometimes found himself in need of assistance in
maintaining the borders of the Empire. This dynamic intensified as time
passed, and the Ottoman regime in Istanbul, which had threatened Central
Europe during the 16th and 17th centuries, now came to be referred to
unflatteringly as “the sick man on the Bosporus” (although this “sick”
country continued to put up an effective fight until the end of World War I).
This political reality undoubtedly played a role in bringing about the Arab
national awakening in the Middle East.
In the course of the 20th century, other European powers in
addition to Britain and France exhibited a growing interest in the Middle
East in general and the Holy Land in Particular. The Europeo-centric
historiography describes it as the period of the rediscovery of Palestine.
After France’s failed attempt to conquer and rule the country through the
force of arms, competition between the European powers was channeled
into efforts to penetrate the country peacefully, primarily through religious
or quasi-religious activity. Some European contemporaries referred to
Europe’s penetration of the Holy Land during the 19th century as “the
peaceful crusade.” The increasing influence of the European powers by
peaceful means found expression in a quest for religious minorities to
secure their interests. As Britain had no minority to which it would be
natural to extend its protection (in the absence of a local Protestant minority
in the country), it decided to lend most of its support to the Jews.
Britain’s assistance to the Jews, which was also fuelled by religious
sentiments rooted in Protestant religious concepts and the politics of the
Anglican Church, became a valuable political tool for Britain in its
competition with France, Russia, and other powers for influence in the
region. The rediscovery of the Holy Land involved study and research of
the country and its inhabitants. The biblical research that had been carried
out by Britons and others Protestants since the 1830s laid the foundations
for British support of the idea of a Jewish return to the land of their
forefathers. The indigenous inhabitants of the country, the overwhelming
majority of which were Muslim Arabs, were not taken into account by most
of these researchers. In this way, the British constructed a historical
narrative that endowed excessive rights to the Jewish minority.
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Jews had lived in peace and relative tolerance under Muslim rule in
Spain, the Ottoman Empire in general, and the Levant in particular. When
violence erupted in Lebanon and Syria in the mid-19th century, in Aleppo,
Damascus, and other cities, Jews were usually not harmed. Muslim and
Druze anger was directed toward the Christians, who enjoyed the support
of the European powers and undermined the social and political status quo.
During the first half of the 19th century, Jews constituted a small minority
of the population of Ottoman Palestine, but their numbers began to rise as
European influence in the region increased. Notwithstanding, the treatment
of the Jews of Palestine began to change significantly only toward the end
of the 19th century, after the establishment of the Zionist Movement in
Europe, with its declared aspiration to establish a state for Jews in
Palestine. The new national agenda of the Jewish Zionists began to arouse
serious concerns among the Arabs, Muslims and Christians alike, who
quickly came to understand the significance of the possibility of turning
their country into a state for Jews.
In 1882, Britain occupied Egypt and became an active partner in
the gradual dismantling of the Ottoman Empire. Britain, which had helped
the Ottomans expel Napoleon and his army from the Land of the Nile
between 1799 and 1801, had changed its policy. The fact that the Ottoman
Empire was as weak as it had ever been in the 1880s, and the possibility of
controlling the Suez Canal, were two temptations that were difficult to
withstand. Thus began a new and final chapter in the history of the relations
between the Ottomans and the Western powers, which culminated in World
War I. Britain’s occupation of Egypt and the Sinai Peninsula further piqued
its interest in Palestine, its neighbor to the east. Palestine also contained
Christian and Jewish holy places, which provided the Europeans with
reason and pretext to take particular interest in the future of the ‘Holy
Land.’
At that point in time, Palestine was still not a distinct geopolitical
unit but rather an inseparable part of Greater Syria (Bilad al-Sham) and the
Ottoman Empire, which was ruled from the Ottoman capital of Istanbul. In
the early 1880s, the country’s population of 470,000 consisted of a Muslim
Arab majority and a 10% Christian Arab minority. The country was also
home to a number of smaller religious and ethnic minority groups. At the
beginning of the 1880s, the country’s Jewish population stood at
approximately 20,000, the overwhelming majority of which lived in the
four ancient holy cities of Jerusalem, Hebron, Tiberias, and Safad. For the
most part, these Jews belonged to the cultural landscape of the East, even
though a significant portion had come to the country from Europe over the
course of the 19th century. European Christians also discovered the Holy
Land during the 19th century and decided to settle there. The most
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prominent were the Templars, who in the late 1860s began establishing
German colonies at sites throughout the country, including Haifa, Jaffa,
Jerusalem, and a number of other locations.
The Arabs of Palestine in general, the country’s Muslim Arabs in
particular, saw the Ottoman government as a natural and legitimate
continuation of the Muslim rule in the region that had been in place since
the 7th century. As we have seen, the collective identity of people in the
Middle East until that point had been pre-national in nature, and had been
characterized by a combination of religious, tribal, regional, and other types
of identities. Although the final quarter of the 19th century witnessed the
beginning of an Arab national awakening in the large cities, calls were still
not being sounded for independence or even for autonomy under Ottoman
rule. The immigration of Europeans (Christians and Jews alike) also did not
yet arouse any significant opposition among the Arabs because it was not
perceived as a threat but rather as a manifestation of openness and a process
of opening up to the West. This tolerant approach toward the new
immigrants was reinforced by a popular faith in the power of the Ottoman
Sultan and his ability to defend the country from a few thousand European
immigrants.
After 1882, however, the inhabitants of the country began to share
an increasing sense of concern, stemming not only from the British seizure
of Egypt but from the character of the new Jewish immigration to the
country. The Zionist Jews who began arriving in Palestine after 1882 and
who established agricultural settlements in addition to settling in cities
spoke in terms of colonization. That is to say, they had not arrived only to
be in close proximity of their holy places, but rather to settle permanently
within the framework of a community that was growing increasingly
nationalist in character.
To compound matters, the Zionist Movement in Europe that
supported them and that convened its first congress in Basel in 1897 served
to intensify the fears of Arab leaders in Palestine. One such leader, Yusuf
Diya al-Khalidi, wrote a letter to Theodor Herzl, the President of the World
Zionist Organization, in March 1899 to voice his concerns about the Zionist
idea.
Al-Khalidi, a worldly liberal man who was well informed about the
situation of the Jews in Europe, expressed considerable empathy for Jewish
suffering and for the Zionist idea in theory, or at least for the Jewish need
for a territory. At the same time, he warned that implementation of the
Zionist idea in Palestine would result in the opposition of Christians and
Muslims around the world, wars, and a great deal of suffering. The land
was not empty as the Zionist leadership was claiming, he concluded, and its
inhabitants would oppose turning their country into the state of the Jews.
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Al-Khalidi’s letter is one of the few expressions of Palestinian leaders’
opposition to the Zionist idea. It explains that Zionism’s solution to the
“Jewish problem” in Europe would necessarily result in the creation of a
new problem for the Palestinians, whose country would lose its Arab
character. Despite the concerns of al-Khalidi and others, however, most
Arabs in Palestine continued to believe that the Ottoman Empire would not
permit the actualization of the Zionist idea.
The leaders of European Zionism, including Theodor Herzl, the
founder and first president of the World Zionist Organization, did not
assign great importance to the few expressions of resistance displayed by
the Arabs of Palestine. Their efforts were focused on finding a European
power to support the establishment of a state for the Jews in the Holy Land.
The leadership of the Zionist Movement never seriously discussed, whether
orally or in writing, the “Arab question” – that is, what would be the fate of
the country’s Arab population once it became the state of the Jews. For
good reason, the issue is referred to by the historical literature as “the
unseen question.”1 The first Zionists who grew up during the era of
colonialist Europe spoke of the country’s advancement and development as
something that would benefit the indigenous Arab population as well.
Issues of sovereignty, of transforming the Arabs into a minority in their
own land, and the implications of Jewish rule over the country’s Arab
population were not paid the attention they deserved, even after the
emergence of signs of opposition and sporadic outbursts of violence
between Jewish settlers and their Arab neighbors. On the eve of World War
I, Zionist leaders still attributed this resistance to urban effendis who were
thought to be inciting the peasants out of their own fear of losing control
over them and their lands.
Indeed, as long as the Sultan’s rule in Palestine remained in place,
until the end of World War I, the Arab inhabitants of the country, who were
part of the greater Muslim Empire, launched no national resistance to the
Jewish Zionist settlement carried out during the tail end of Ottoman rule.
However, this reality changed completely during World War I, when the
Ottoman Sultan was replaced by a European colonial power whose
government expressed explicit support for the establishment of a national
home for the Jewish people in Palestine. On 2 November 1917, British
Foreign Secretary Arthur James Balfour explicitly expressed this position
in what came to be known as the Balfour Declaration, marking a dramatic
turning point in the relative status of Palestinian Arabs and the Jews in
––––––––––––––
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See Yosef Gorny, The Arab Question and the Jewish Problem (1985) (in Hebrew).
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Palestine and, to a great extent, the beginning of the Jewish/ZionistPalestinian/Arab conflict.
The Arabs who had rebelled against the Ottomans and fought
alongside the British in 1916 under the leadership of Sharif Hussein and his
sons from Mecca expected the British to make good on their promise of
independence and the establishment of a Hashemite-ruled Arab kingdom.
The Balfour Declaration, and the earlier Anglo-French Sykes-Picot
agreement, which called for carving up the Arab East into areas of colonial
influence, ran counter to the promises made by Henry McMahon, the
British High Commissioner in Egypt, to the Sharif of Mecca and his
supporters. From the Arabs’ perspective, Britain’s support of Zionist
national aspirations in Palestine was a betrayal and patently illegal. For this
reason, the Arabs in general and the Palestinians in particular regard the
Balfour Declaration as the beginning of Zionist aggression and the Zionist
invasion of their country. After 1917, Zionist immigration and settlement
was part of a project supported by the world’s strongest colonial power at
the time. It was also supported by the League of Nations, the new
international organization established in 1919 in the wake of World War I,
which incorporated the Balfour Declaration, word for word, in the Mandate
Charter it issued to Britain in 1922.
In the aftermath of World War I, ostensive nation states were
established on the ruins of the Ottoman Empire within borders delineated
by the European powers, under the leadership of Britain and France. These
two powers divided up the areas of influence in a form of rule designated
by the League of Nations as temporary ‘mandates’ to help enable the
indigenous populations to rule themselves in their own independent
countries when the time came. Like the Syrians, the Lebanese, the Iraqis,
and other groups who initially objected to the new geopolitical situation,
the Palestinians were also ultimately obliged to accept the new state
framework and to work within its limits to achieve local national
independence in their country.
It was through this process that the Palestinian national movement
emerged between 1917 and 1923. During these years, this movement
formulated its positions regarding the right of Palestinians to their country
and their opposition to transforming it into a state for the Jews, and all this
implied with regard to their future. In the early 1920s, the Palestinian
national movement formulated three major demands: opposition to free
Jewish immigration to Palestine; opposition to the transfer of land to the
organized Jewish community in the country and its institutions; and
Palestinian Arab independence at the earliest possible date. Regardless of
this development, Britain continued its support for the Zionist idea. This
support was manifested in British authorization of Zionist immigration and
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settlement and the establishment of autonomous institutions for the Jews of
Palestine as part of the construction of the state in the making. The
Palestinians regarded this policy as a British betrayal against them and
against the Arabs as a whole.
By the time of the ratification of the Mandate Charter and the
formal onset of British Mandate rule in Palestine in 1922, the Zionist
enterprise, which began in 1882 and had been underway for four decades,
had not yet resulted in major demographic transformation: the country’s
population of 757,000 still consisted of an overwhelming majority of
Arabs, with a Jewish minority that was still relatively small, accounting for
11% of the population, or 83,000 people. For this reason, the Palestinians
regarded the European colonial policy, which was supported by most of the
countries of the West and by the League of Nations, as a foreign invasion
and an injury to their rights, to their own country.
At the same time, the British-Zionist alliance greatly strengthened
the Zionist settlement endeavor in Palestine, both in the cities and towns
and in the agricultural settlements they continued to establish. British
policy from the outset of the Mandate, and during the 1920s in particular,
resulted in the establishment of an autonomous Jewish administration,
particularly in the economic realm (including the issuing of concessions to
exploit the country’s natural resources, electricity production, etc.), as well
as autonomy in the fields of health, local government, religion, and
education. The new legal status of the country’s Jewish community – which
was controlled by Zionists who had proven their political, organizational,
and economic capabilities – attracted new waves of Jewish immigration
and Jewish capital, which, in turn, created employment opportunities that
attracted Arabs as well. In light of the Arab response to the development of
the Jewish Zionist endeavor, the Jews came to increasingly recognize that
the local opposition they were facing was not entirely economic in
character, but rather the opposition of a national collective. Both camps
began to internalize the conflict as part of their identity and their work, and
as a tool for mobilization, each for its own interests and in opposition to its
rival group.
Ratification of the Mandate Charter by the Council of the League
of Nations during its July 1922 session in London marked the conclusion of
some processes and the beginning of others. On the one hand, it confirmed
the League of Nations’ sovereignty over a contiguous territory stretching
from the Mediterranean Sea in the west to the Persian Gulf in the east. In
practice, it provided Britain with a mandate for full rule over the areas in
question, regarding which British leaders committed to submitting an
annual report to the international organization’s Permanent Mandates
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Commission. The Mandate Charter was officially signed at the League of
Nations in September 1923.
By the summer of 1922, the British had already completed the
process of dividing its Mandate into three separate Mandatory territories:
Iraq in the East, Palestine in the West, and Transjordan nestled between the
two. The border between Transjordan and Palestine was delineated by
British Colonial Secretary Winston Churchill in the White Paper of 1922.
According to the terms of the Mandate Charter, the Mandate power was
charged with preparing the territory in its control for self-government by
the local population. In Iraq and Transjordan, the two eastern Mandates, the
British gradually turned power over to the Hashemite family. This need
became urgent with the Hashemites’ removal from power in Syria in 1920
by the French, and from the Hijaz in 1924 by the Ibn Sa`ud family. The
British were concerned of possible French claims to Transjordan and
Hashemite claims to Palestine. The Hashemites aspired to rule the area of
Greater Syria in its entirety, which included not only the British Mandates
but also the two French Mandates in the Levant: Syria and Lebanon.
Indeed, they had been promised rule over most of the Arab Middle East in
1915-1916 in the correspondence between Henry McMahon, the British
High Commissioner to Egypt, and Sharif Hussein of Mecca.
The British aspired to maintain their influence in Greater Syria by
means of their Hashemite allies. However, they had designated the western
portion of the region – Palestine, whose borders had still not been
determined – as the future “national home” (as they referred to it) for their
Jewish Zionist allies. This policy found official expression in Churchill’s
White Paper of June 1922 and the Balfour Declaration’s incorporation into
the Mandate Charter immediately thereafter. If these documents took the
rights of the Palestinian Arabs into consideration, they were too vague on
the issue to be effective.
In practice, however, the Mandate period began prior to the
conclusion of these formal processes. In late June 1920, just after agreeing
to accept the Mandate idea in principle (at the League of Nations’
conference at San Remo, Italy in April 1920), the British announced the
end of military rule in the country (which had begun when the British army
entered Palestine in 1917) and the transfer of powers to a civilian regime.
In this context, Herbert Samuel – a leader of the British Liberal party, a
former government minister, and a Jewish Zionist – was sent to Palestine to
serve as the first high commissioner to Palestine and Transjordan. In this
capacity, Samuel shaped the fundamental structure of the Mandate
administration during the first five years of civilian rule in the country.
From the vantage point of his official residence at Augusta Victoria
in Jerusalem, and in light of the violent confrontations that rocked
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Jerusalem in the spring of 1920 and Jaffa in the spring of 1921, Samuel was
the first senior British official to recognize that the country he had been
entrusted to govern was actually torn by a bitter national struggle. In June
1921, even before the ratification of the Mandate, Samuel posited that the
Balfour Declaration as formulated was not at all implementable. “Unless
there is very careful steering,” wrote Samuel to Zionist Organization
President Chaim Weizmann, “it is upon the Arab rock that the Zionist ship
may be wrecked.”2 To his superiors in London, he explained that ignoring
the national conflict in Palestine would be disastrous as far as Britain was
concerned. With these words of warning, the first high commissioner
established the principle of the ‘dual obligation,’ which would guide British
policy through the end of the Mandate.
Samuel’s approach found sympathy in London (as reflected in
Churchill’s White Paper of 1922), but at this point did not result in a British
retreat from the Balfour Declaration. Samuel tried to work in both
directions. On the one hand, he encouraged Jewish immigration (resulting
in what Israeli historiography refers to as the “third aliyah,” or the wave of
Jewish immigration to Palestine that lasted from 1919 to 1923) and the
investment of government funds and funds provided by the Zionist
Movement in infrastructure and the establishment of settlements. On the
other hand, he simultaneously began petitioning the government to place
limits on Jewish immigration, and as a result, Jewish immigration to
Palestine was limited from 1924 onward according to quotas set by the
government. He also encouraged the Palestinians to establish their own
national congress, although subsequent congresses were organized by
Palestinian leaders, and to some extent, to their consternation. He also
made sure that Haj Amin al-Husayni, with his clear commitment to
Palestinian nationalism, was selected as the Mufti of Jerusalem.
During the period of military rule (1917-1920) and Samuel’s term
as high commissioner (1920-1925), Palestine witnessed the establishment
of an efficient governing regime in Palestine in accordance with the
Mandate Charter. The Mandate government was administered not only by
British officials, but also by Arabs and Jews, including some who occupied
senior positions in the administration, such as members of the Chief
Secretariat (which served as a government cabinet, for all intents and
purposes), who were meant to help prepare the country for self-rule and
independence. However, as time passed, it became increasingly unclear
who would be the ultimate beneficiary of independence.
––––––––––––––
2

Samuel to Weizmann, 10 August 1921, Weizmann Archives, 7-600.

35

CHAPTER 1

Additional waves of violence in the spring of 1920, the fall of
1921, and the spring of 1922 were followed by a period of relative calm.
Against this background, the Mandate government continued its efforts to
establish a legislative council to constitute the future parliamentary
foundation of a single state that would be a national home for the Jewish
people and, at the same time, a bi-national Jewish-Arab state under British
tutelage. This effort failed.
A combination of factors – the Ottoman’s loss of Palestine, the
British occupation, the spirit of US President Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen
Points, which called for recognizing the national independence of anyone
requesting it, and the Mandate Charter – resulted in concurrent Palestinian
and Zionist national awakenings. This trend was consistent with the
Mandate Charter’s prescription for the establishment of two “agencies” to
represent the respective interests of each ethno-national group vis-à-vis the
British Mandate regime. During the 1930s, when the option of partition was
already on the table, these two agencies were designated to constitute the
foundation of future independent governments.
On the Palestinian side of the divide, it started to become
increasingly clear during the 1920s that the Supreme Muslim Council,
which was established in 1922, was not merely a religious body but was
also capable of articulating Palestinian interests more effectively than the
national congress and its offshoots, as well as the different Palestinian Arab
parties that had started operating during the period. The Palestinian parties
found it difficult to operate within the socio-political realities of Mandate
Palestine, in which loyalty to the extended family was greater than any one
ideological or national-political approach. During the first decade of the
Mandate, Haj Amin al-Husayni was already more prominent than any other
Palestinian leader. Beginning in 1936, he led the Arab Higher Committee,
which provided political representation for the country’s Muslim and
Christian Arab population and which had been established to represent the
Palestinians vis-à-vis the Mandate authorities as their national executive
institution, in accordance with the Mandate Charter.
As for the Jews, it was clear that the agency that would promote
Jewish-Zionist interests vis-à-vis the Mandate authorities would be
established by the international Zionist Movement, and not by the
organized Jewish-Zionist community in Palestine itself. With Chaim
Weizmann at its helm, the World Zionist Organization gained control over
the Zionist Commission that began to operate in Palestine at the end of
World War I, replaced it with its own Zionist Executive in Jerusalem, and
ultimately established the Jewish Agency, which incorporated not only
representatives of the Zionist Movement but other Jewish, non-Zionist
organizations as well. Palestine’s Jewish community, it was clear, had
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broad international Zionist backing, while the Palestinians at the time did
not enjoy similar support from abroad.
In any event, during the 1920s and 1930s, the Mandate entity
became an arena of national struggle between the country’s Jewish and
Arab communities that could no longer be ignored. Arab-Jewish
differences on issues such as immigration, Jewish land acquisition, and the
Legislative Council, in addition to continued British commitment to the
Balfour Declaration, resulted in another outburst of violence. The unstable
peace of the 1920s was shattered by the Western Wall crisis of the summer
of 1928, which erupted even more forcefully in the summer of 1929,
resulting in disaster in the country on a hitherto unprecedented scale.
During these events, dozens of Jews lost their lives and hundreds of others
were injured in Hebron, Safad, and Jewish settlements in the rural
periphery, mostly by Arabs. At the same time, dozens of Arabs were killed
and hundreds injured, primarily by the British.
As a result of the disturbances of the summer of 1929, the British
reassessed their policy in the Shaw Commission Report and the HopeSimpson Report, and resolved to limit Jewish immigration in accordance
with the country’s economic absorptive capacity and, for all intents and
purposes, to backtrack on their commitment to the Jewish national home
(as expressed in Colonial Secretary Lord Passfield’s White Paper of
October 1930). Weizmann and his associates, however, were able to thwart
this change in policy, and as a result of the Nazis’ rise to power in Germany
in 1933, large numbers of Jews began to swarm to Palestine in a trend
supported by the fourth high commissioner, General Arthur Wauchope.
Between 1932 and 1936, massive Jewish immigration to Palestine doubled
the country’s Jewish population, from 175,000 to more than 350,000,
making the Jews a large minority accounting for close to one-third of the
overall population.
The Palestinians, who by the 1930s had lost hope of changing
British policy by peaceful means, were concerned about the implications of
the large wave of Jewish immigration that had been underway since the
Nazis had risen to power in Germany. The arrival of tens of thousands of
Jewish immigrants to Palestine significantly changed the demographic and
economic realities in favor of the country’s Yishuv. The Palestinians feared
becoming a minority in their own country and having the rug pulled out
from under their demands for the exclusive right to self-determination in all
of Palestine, and therefore launched a rebellion against British policy. For
the first time since the beginning of the Mandate, the Palestinians directed
active resistance and not just against the Jews and Zionism but against the
British rulers of the country. In November 1935, Sheikh Izz al-Din alQassam of Haifa led a small group of supporters into the mountainous
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terrain near Jenin in order to launch an armed rebellion against the British.
The Palestinians regarded al-Qassam’s death in a battle near Ya`bed along
with a few of his men, as an ideal act of sacrifice, which his followers
strived to emulate during the rebellion that broke out in 1936.
Palestinian frustrations had resulted in a series of violent outbursts
between 1933 and 1935, and the full scale rebellion that broke out in 1936
came to be seen as the culmination of this process. In April 1936, the Arab
Higher Committee called for a general strike in protest of British policy.
The strike lasted for half-a-year, and was lifted only on the eve of the
arrival to Palestine of a royal commission of inquiry led by the Earl
William Peel to investigate the causes of the crisis. In July 1937, the Peel
Commission submitted its recommendations to the British government,
calling for the partition of the area lying west of the Jordan River into two
states: an Arab state (linked to the regime in Transjordan, thus forestalling
Palestinian efforts to achieve the independence they had been seeking since
the 1920s), and a Jewish state. According to the Commission’s
recommendations, the Jerusalem area would remain under Mandatory
control. The British adopted the Commission’s recommendations, while the
Palestinians rejected the idea of partition out of hand. The Zionists, from
their part, accepted the principle of partition but rejected the specific terms
of the plan.
That summer, the Arab rebellion resumed with greater intensity
until it reached the level of a bona fide war between the Palestinian rebels
and the British army in Palestine. The British called in major
reinforcements until the military force in the country accounted for
approximately ten percent of the entire Imperial army. Suppression of the
rebellion involved the demolition of hundreds of homes and in some cases
entire villages and city neighborhoods (such as destruction of Jaffa’s
historic Casbah), exile of the Palestinian leadership, and the near economic
and political collapse of Palestinian Arab society. The British also
encouraged Palestinian opponents of the revolt, and mobilized the Jewish
Yishuv to play a role in suppressing it.
Although the rebellion had not been initiated by the al-Husayni-led
Palestinian leadership, the Mufti of Jerusalem and his colleagues did
ultimately chose to support the rebels, whose actions reflected the deepseated feelings and fears of the Palestinians. The Mufti paid a high price for
this decision by alienating himself from the British and bringing about a
rapid deterioration in their relations. In 1937, he was forced to flee the
country and to begin an extended period of exile. In the rebellion of 19361939, the Palestinians proved that they were prepared to sustain heavy
losses in life and property for the sake of their homeland. The British, from
their part, responded by using large military forces to firmly put down the
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rebellion, wearing down the strength of the Palestinians and dismantling
their political leadership through exile and extended prison sentences. The
Palestinian rebellion of 1936-1939 marked a turning point in Palestinian
history from a number of perspectives.
In 1936, the Palestinian leadership sought to involve the leaders of
the surrounding Arab countries in an effort to put pressure on the British to
change their policy and to meet the demands of the Palestinians. This
opportunity for intervention on the issue of Palestine was exploited by a
number of regimes, most notably that of the Emir Abdullah of Transjordan,
for their own interests. After the rebellion, and particularly following the
conclusion of World War II and the establishment of the Arab League in
1945, the Palestinian leadership lost much of its ability to lead the struggle.
The Palestinians were now too weak to take the lead in the campaign
against the British and the Zionists for the future of the country, and
therefore placed their hope in the Arab states and the Arab League. They
soon realized, however, that the Arab League and the Arab states, most of
which were still under either the direct rule or the influence of the European
powers, were very much a “bruised reed,” and that some were pursuing
their own interests at the expense of the Palestinians.
Historically, the Palestinian Arabs paid a heavy price for their
rebellion against the British. Indeed, by 1948, Palestinian Arab society had
not recovered from the outcome of the rebellion of the previous decade.
This state of affairs had a significant influence on power relations just prior
to the civil war that broke out in late 1947 between the Arabs and Jews of
Palestine, as well as on the fighting of the war and its outcome. On the
Jewish side of the divide, the Jewish community’s cooperation with the
British in putting down the Arab revolt was a dramatic milestone. The
military cooperation was undertaken openly, in efforts like the British-run
Jewish police force, which provided Hagana members and others with
training, weapons, and salaries, and the Special Night Squads established
by the British officer Charles Orde Wingate. At the same time, almost sixty
Jewish “tower and stockade” settlements were established in close
coordination between the interests of the Mandate government and the
Jewish Agency. The Jewish Agency’s policy of ‘restraint’ and its ability to
take advantage of the Palestinian Arabs’ war against the British, enabled it
to secure important manifestations of economic independence (for example,
the establishment of the Tel Aviv port) and sovereignty. By the end of the
1930s, the organization of the Jewish community in Palestine had emerged
as a stable and politically organized autonomy with one central national
authority and a significant military force. This had important influence on
the fighting and the outcome of the 1948 war.
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Concurrent with its suppression of the revolt, His Majesty’s
Government retreated from the idea of partition. The winds of war were
blowing through Europe, and Britain sought to ensure stability in the
Middle East in general and Palestine in particular. This interest,
compounded by the Palestinians’ angry response to the partition plan and
the failed attempt to negotiate an agreement between the two disputing
parties at the St. James Conference of January 1939, led Britain in a new
political direction. In May 1939, His Majesty’s Government issued a new
declaration of policy on Palestine with the White Paper of Colonial
Secretary McDonald. The 1939 White Paper contained a clear retreat from
the policy of the Balfour Declaration. It called for the establishment of one
democratic state, which by nature would be controlled by the country’s
Arab majority; a major reduction in the immigration quota, which, once
filled, could only be renewed with the consent of the Arab population of the
country; and limitation of the rights of Jews to purchase land to the
country’s central region alone. The architects of British policy assumed that
the Jewish Yishuv – which had suffered from the revolt, had cooperated in
the war to suppress it, and whose existence was clearly dependent on
Britain – would be able to oppose the new policy in declaration only. At the
same time, British policy makers in London determined that, in light of
their three-year revolt, the Arabs could not expect a more agreeable policy.
Indeed, the Jews regarded the new policy as a clear betrayal, but limited
their response to verbal opposition, demonstrations, and sporadic action
against British targets involved with immigration control. The exhausted
Arab community spoke out against the White Paper because it failed to do
away with the Jewish autonomy within the framework of the single state
and because of a general mistrust of Britain’s true intentions. In practice,
however, they accepted the new policy.
World War II broke out two-and-a-half months later, and the
British suspended all work on the issue. Although the new immigration
regulations came into effect and a new land law was enacted, the
circumstances during the war ensured that very few Jews could reach the
shores of Palestine in any event, and that the British government had
neither the ability nor the desire to strictly enforce the White Paper policies.
Moreover, the majority decision within the Zionist Movement to support
the British war effort, the Mufti’s expulsion from Palestine (1937) and from
his place of exile in Iraq (1941), and his decision to join the German-Italian
Axis with some of his associates, brought about yet another improvement
in British-Zionist relations and distanced the British from the Arabs.
Germany’s June 1941 invasion of the Soviet Union, and Britain’s
success in pushing back the Germans from the Egyptian border in the south
in October 1942, prevented the Germans from taking control of Palestine,
40

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND: THE PATH TO WAR

which had become an operational and logistical hub and an important Rest
& Recuperation location of the British army in the Middle East.
Furthermore, until late 1947, the Palestinians, who were engaged in efforts
to rebuild their institutions and their political capabilities that had been
badly damaged during the revolt, limited their response to political protests
against what they regarded as Britain’s decision to refrain from taking more
decisive action against Zionist activity in accordance with the policy of
May 1939.
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FROM THE HOLOCAUST TO THE PARTITION OF
PALESTINE, 1945-1947

In the previous chapter, we attempted to paint a picture that was as
balanced as possible, and therefore also extremely general, of the
development of the conflict until 1945. Today, we know that the end of the
war in Europe in May 1945 marked the beginning of Palestine’s rapid
decline into war. Although this period was not part of the 1948 war itself, it
has been appended to the memory of the war by the collective memory of
both parties to the conflict, particularly that of the Jews. For this reason, we
will now allow the narratives to begin speaking for themselves to a certain
extent. Still, because this period belongs to the background of the war, we
will continue to make intermittent interjections in order to facilitate an
understanding that is more complex than what narrative by nature can
provide. This is something we will not do in this book’s subsequent
chapters, which present, without disruption, the Jewish-Israeli and
Palestinian-Arab narratives of the war itself and of efforts to contend with
its outcome in the short term (1949-1956).1
Particularly noteworthy in this context has been the Zionist
narrative’s almost complete disregard for the Palestinian Arabs and their
story during this period. Contemporary awareness of what had happened
during the Holocaust, which has grown stronger with time, and of the
Jewish Yishuv’s struggle against British policy (which includes memory of
a war to expel the British from Eretz Israel) has left no room in the Zionist
memory for what happened to the Arabs. It is no wonder that the
Palestinians, who had still not recovered from the destructive results of
their revolt in the 1930s, were not yet able to come to terms with the
changes that resulted from World War II, certainly not on a collective level.
The absence of a Palestinian response made it easier for the British and the
Jews of Palestine to ignore, albeit not completely, the Palestinian Arabs,
and for Jewish and Zionist memory to completely erase their existence
from its narrative concerning the years 1945-1947, as we will see below.
From its part, the Palestinian-Arab narrative says little about the period of
––––––––––––––

1

Such informational notes based on academic historiography will appear herein in a
different font.
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World War II and the two-and-a-half years that followed, until November
1947. Both narratives, however, relate to this period as one of Palestinian
national weakness.
The end of World War II resulted in renewed conflict between the
ethno-national groups in Palestine. This time, however, the roles were
reversed, and it was the Jews who took to the streets in rebellion against
British policy, while the Arabs sought to leave the work of fighting the
Jewish revolt to the British. In early June 1946, the British succeeded in
putting down the revolt of the Jewish Yishuv. In the meantime, under
American pressure following the failure of the joint Anglo-American
Committee to reach a solution, the idea of partition, which had been
temporarily shelved in 1939, resurfaced. In their desperate economic state,
however, the British were unable to enforce a solution that did not enjoy
the consent of both sides. In January-February 1947, the British made a
final effort to reach reconciliation between the Jews and the Palestinians at
a conference in London. This final effort also ended in failure, and, in April
1947, Britain announced that it would return the Mandate over Palestine to
the UN (the successor of the League of Nations, which collapsed in 1939).
Beginning in 1945, Jews everywhere were forced to confront the
results of one of the greatest tragedies that had ever befallen them: the
Holocaust, during which 6 million Jews from Europe and North Africa
were murdered. In this, the World Zionist Movement and the organized
Jewish Yishuv were no exceptions. They were, however, better organized to
take action than the small number of European Jews that remained, and
more willing to do so than the Jews of North America. The Holocaust
proved the historical relevancy of the Jewish Yishuv in Eretz Israel as the
only geopolitical entity capable of providing refuge for the hundreds of
thousands of homeless Holocaust survivors living in displaced persons
camps of Germany. The Holocaust, it seems, convinced the Jews and the
rest of the world that the Jews had nowhere to go but Palestine, and that the
world was obligated to enable them to go there in order to establish their
national home, in contrast to the situation in the 1930s. With the war behind
them, Zionist leaders and international actors were talking explicitly about
the establishment of a Jewish state – here and now.
This reality found expression in the organizing of Jewish refugee
Holocaust survivors in Europe. Refugees who tried to return to their prewar places of residence quickly discovered that either they had no place to
return to or that their homes had been occupied by new ‘owners’ who
refused to vacate them. At times, the local population’s attitude toward the
small number of surviving returning Jews was no different from the attitude
of the Nazis when they had been in power. In light of the many cases of
murder, abuse, robbery, and expulsion, thousands of Jews began fleeing in
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any way possible – with the active assistance of Jewish emissaries from
Palestine – to the relatively safe parts of Europe, and to Italy and the
American zone of occupation in Germany in particular. There, they were
met by emissaries of the Jewish Yishuv and the Zionist Movement, as well
as soldiers of the Jewish Brigade of the British army, who provided them
with food, shelter, orphanages for the thousands of parentless children,
initial instruction in the Hebrew language, and other training geared to
prepare the survivors for immigration to Eretz Israel (whether by legal
means or in contravention of British Mandate law). In Europe, the Jewish
Agency set up a diverse and well-developed network of Jewish emissaries
from Palestine to engage in rescue operations and rehabilitation operations
and the preparation of Jewish refugee Holocaust survivors for immigration
to Eretz Israel. At the same time, they also increased the presence of
emissaries in the independent and partially independent Arab countries in
order to help Jewish communities there contend with the increasing
hostility resulting from the conflict in Palestine and the growing desire to
relocate to Eretz Israel.
In light of the circumstances, most of those who survived the
Holocaust became Zionists even if they had not previously subscribed to
Zionist views. The vast majority of these humiliated individuals, who were
in poor psychological and physical condition and who in most cases had
lost either all or most of their families in the Holocaust, now sought to
immigrate to Eretz Israel as soon as possible. Only few sought passage to
North America, and even fewer wanted to remain in Europe. Even so, the
population with which the Yishuv emissaries had to contend was in a
deteriorated moral and social state, which was only natural after the horrors
they had experienced. In this context, there was clearly only one way to
save the surviving population: by facilitating their quick immigration to
Eretz Israel. This, however, was no simple undertaking. In addition to the
need to prepare the prospective immigrants for lives of rehabilitation so that
they could build and be built, the Zionist Movement and the Jewish Yishuv
faced one primary obstacle: the hostile policy of Great Britain.
From the spring of 1945 onward, the Jewish Yishuv and the Zionist
Movement was dominated by a widespread sense that after the Holocaust
and after the Yishuv had provided Britain with such unequivocal practical
and moral support during the war, the Mandate power would have no
choice but to abandon the policies on Eretz Israel it had formulated in May
1939, on the eve of the war, and that were still in force. The Jews saw these
policies as a complete and sinful repudiation of Britain’s obligations under
the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate, which had provided the basis on
which the League of Nations mandate to Palestine had been awarded, but
which Great Britain was now refusing to honor.
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After World War II, the Palestinians were also led by their
conviction that natural justice, stemming from their rights as the indigenous
population and numerical majority of the country, was on their side. The
Palestinian leadership was divided and weak, and most of its members were
isolated from the larger Palestinian community. To a large extent, they
were also dependent on the leaders of the Arab countries, who were also
weak, divided, and under the influence of the Western powers. From their
part, the countries of the West were occupied with their own problems and
with the task of repairing the heavy damages sustained on the home-front
during the years of the war.
In July 1945, the Conservative Party of Prime Minister Winston
Churchill was unexpectedly defeated in the British general elections,
attesting to the strength of British democracy and at the same time forcing
from power the man who had led the country during its most difficult
hours. Churchill and his party were replaced by a new government formed
by the Labour Party, of which the Zionists in Palestine and around the
world had great expectations. Indeed, the party’s declared policy, as
articulated in the section of its platform addressing the question of
Palestine, was no less favorable to the Zionist position than that of the
Conservatives. Moreover, alongside the new Prime Minister, Clement
Atlee, stood Ernest Bevin, the strongman of the Labour Party, former
General Secretary of Britain’s largest trade union, and Minister of Labour
in Churchill’s wartime government.
The leadership of the Eretz Israel labor movement, which was then
in control of the Zionist Movement in the Yishuv, believed that the British
Labour Party’s similar ideology on social issues would work to their benefit
in the realm of diplomacy as well. They were, however, proven wrong. Not
only did the British government fail to provide the Yishuv with the reward it
deserved, it took punitive measures as well. Bevin followed a British policy
that not only refused to consider retreat from the White Paper of 1939 but
in fact hardened its positions, which from then on also reflected clear antiSemitic undertones. This was certainly the approach of Bevin himself, who
just a few months after the war had argued that the Jewish problem should
be solved in Europe, not in Eretz Israel.
It therefore came as no surprise that Britain’s hypocritical policy
reached a clear low point in the war declared by the British Empire against
the old, broken down ships crowded with thousands of Jewish refugee
Holocaust survivors who wanted only to reach the safe shores of their newold homeland of Eretz Israel. Few managed to overcome the blockade
instituted by the world’s strongest navy, which was called upon to take part
in the war. One after another, ships were taken into custody inside and
outside the territorial waters of Palestine, some right off shore. At first,
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refugees were held in the detention camp at Atlit, and a small number were
allowed to enter the country under the already small immigration quotas
then in place. Later, when the British were no longer able to contend with
the flow of refugees to the country by sea (and the minority who reached
the country by land, primarily via Syria and Lebanon), they expelled the
‘illegal’ immigrants apprehended en route to Eretz Israel, placing them in
detention camps on the nearby island of Cyprus. For the refugees, the sight
of the camps served as yet another stark reminder of their recent horrifying
past.
The British government’s uninhibited policy reached its height
with the expulsion of the ship known as the Exodus in the summer of 1947.
The ‘illegal’ immigrants en route to Palestine were taken into custody far
out at sea, as the well trained soldiers of the British navy boarded and took
control of the ship by force. The greatly outnumbered refugees and their
organizers from the Yishuv fought the British with anything they could find
until being forced to surrender after suffering deaths and injuries. The
battered ship was towed to the port of Haifa, where the refugees were
transferred by force onto two expulsion vessels set up as temporary floating
prison camps. Although the British attempted to return the refugees to the
ship’s point of origin in France, the refugees refused to de-board and the
French government refrained from removing them by force. France’s moral
position on this point was noteworthy. In this context, the British decided to
transfer the detainees to their zone of occupation in Germany, without
taking into consideration the psychological implications of this move for
the Holocaust survivors themselves. The ships were therefore rerouted to
Hamburg, Germany, where the Jews were forced off the ships in a
spectacle that showed Great Britain at one of its worst hours.
In the international arena, Britain sought to persuade the US to
adopt its anti-Zionist policies as well. In April 1946, the joint AngloAmerican Committee of Inquiry issued its recommendations calling for the
transfer of 100,000 Holocaust survivors to Palestine, but at the same time
recommended the establishment of one state that would be bi-national in
practice. For the Jewish Yishuv, these recommendations were unacceptable.
From their part, the Arabs of course did not accept the recommendation,
recognizing the dangers that would result by flooding Falastin with an
additional 100,000 Jews, which they regarded as intolerable. In this state of
affairs, the British were unable to accept the committee’s recommenddations.
The Jewish Yishuv’s great expectations at the end of the war and
the period that followed ultimately resulted in extreme disappointment and
a feeling that it had been betrayed. Now, however, the feeling of betrayal
was doubled and tripled. Beyond the betrayal of the 1939 White Paper, the
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Yishuv was not being credited for its total mobilization within the
framework of the British war effort and for the 30,000 men and women
who joined and fought with the British army, some of whom never
returned. The Jewish Yishuv helped the British establish Palestine as an
essential Imperial center during the war: an air, land, and maritime
transportation hub; an industrial center; a training and Rest & Recuperation
center for the fighting forces; and a place to station reserves for the fighting
in Europe, Africa, and Asia, and, most importantly, for the war against the
secessionist Yishuv underground groups Etzel and Lehi, who aspired to
strike at British representatives in the country in order to compel the
Mandate power to withdraw from Eretz Israel immediately. Under the
auspices of the Jewish Agency, the Hagana had been compelled to use
force to halt the activities of the underground secessionist groups, and now
the British authorities were treating the Hagana as if it was an illegal
underground organization. The issue of the Jewish refugee Holocaust
survivors, the diplomatic deadlock, and the clear hostility to Zionism and
the Yishuv displayed by major British figures – Ernest Bevin and his
associates in the Foreign Office in particular – resulted in the establishment
of the Jewish Resistance Movement. Between October 1945 and August
1946, the Yishuv leadership supported the Resistance Movement, which
brought all the underground movements – the Hagana, the Palmach, Etzel,
and Lehi – together into one united force, with the aim of driving the
British out of the country. The British could not help but be impressed by
the manner in which the Jewish Resistance Movement operated. For
example, in an October 1945 operation known as the ‘Night of the Trains,’
explosives were simultaneously detonated at 153 points along the railway
lines in Palestine. In another operation carried out in June 1946, which was
known as the ‘Night of the Bridges,’ the Palmach blew up all the bridges
linking Palestine to neighboring countries in just one night.
In June 1946, the British decided to teach the Jewish Yishuv a
lesson to compel it to halt its rebellion. For this purpose, they planned two
operations: one broad-scale operation aimed at completely disarming the
Yishuv, jailing and expelling its leadership, and bringing an end to its
ability to function autonomously. The operation also called for enabling the
moderate Zionist leadership under Chaim Weizmann to lead the Zionist
Movement and the Jewish Yishuv in a war against Jewish terrorism and
toward a political plan that would be acceptable to the Arabs and that the
British could guarantee. The operation was also aimed at preventing the
Yishuv from establishing a state of its own and from achieving the
capability of contending with the anticipated war with the Arabs when the
time came.
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But the British still had to consider the Holocaust, the US, and their
own concerns regarding the capabilities of the Jewish Yishuv. For this
reason, they chose the more limited plan, which was aimed at arresting the
legal leadership of the Jewish Yishuv, as well as fighters from the Hagana
and the Palmach, and to lay siege to the peripheral agricultural settlements
in an effort to locate and confiscate weapons that had been stored there in
hidden caches. Although the British made an effort to surprise the Jews of
Palestine, they failed. The Hagana’s intelligence arm had been informed of
the details of the British plan, and the Yishuv prepared for their arrival. This
was one important reason for the failure of the British operation against the
Jewish Yishuv on “Black Sabbath.”
During the early morning hours of Saturday, 29 June 1946, the
British arrested the few leaders of the Yishuv who could still be found. The
most prominent figure apprehended was Moshe Shertok (Sharett), director
of the Jewish Agency’s Political Department. Other major leaders, such as
David Ben-Gurion, chairman of the Jewish Agency Executive, and Moshe
Sneh, head of the Hagana’s national command, managed to avoid capture
to the dismay of the British. Throughout the day, a large number of Jewish
settlements were placed under siege, and hundreds of male and female
Palmach and Hagana members, and members of kibbutzim, were arrested
and imprisoned at Latrun and Rafiah. The greatest focus of activity during
the day-long operation was Kibbutz Yagur, where the British found the
Hagana’s main weapons cache. British soldiers treated the men and women
who tried to prevent them from removing the weapons with cruelty and
considerable force, and among the Jewish defenders of the day, a number
ended up dead or injured. On that day, Kibbutz Yagur became the symbol
of the Yishuv’s determined struggle against the “traitor Albion,” as BenGurion nicknamed Britain at the time.
The British effort failed, and ‘Black Sabbath’ only boosted the
determination of the Yishuv. The Hagana’s intelligence arm had reported
the expected operation prior to 29 June, and the British caught them
prepared. On the whole, very little arms were actually found (except for at
Yagur), those arrested refused to cooperate, and the Zionist leadership led
the remainder of the Yishuv’s rebellion from Paris, in coordination with the
leaders imprisoned at Latrun. The organized Yishuv refused to take action
against Etzel and Lehi, and the rebellion continued. The British were
revealed to be weak and incapable of preventing the Jewish Yishuv from
continuing its struggle. Ultimately, in November 1946, the British were
forced to release all its Black Sabbath prisoners, including the leaders
among them.
A decisive and forceful Jewish response to Black Sabbath was
quick to come, and on 22 July 1946, the rebels struck at the heart of British
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rule in Palestine: the King David Hotel, the location of the offices of the
Chief Secretariat (the governing cabinet of the Mandate government) and
the headquarters of British military forces in the country. Etzel fighters had
managed to infiltrate the hotel basement and to place high-powered
explosives beneath the south-western wing, which housed the British
offices in the hotel. Unlike other national underground movements fighting
for freedom in other parts of the world at the time, Etzel complicated the
operation by informing the British by telephone that the hotel was about to
be destroyed and urging its immediate evacuation. With condescending
arrogance, Chief Secretary John Shaw disregarded the warning, and the
hotel’s south-western wing was brought down on those inside.
The bombing left people in Palestine and around the world in
shock. Aside from the significant tragedy that had taken place, the status
and reputation of the British Empire had suffered a considerable blow. It
appears to have been during that summer that the British began to realize
that they had no chance of continuing to rule Palestine. But cries of joy did
not ring out within the Yishuv and in the halls of the Jewish Agency.
Rather, although they could clearly understand the motivation behind the
Etzel operation, the leaders of the Yishuv were shocked and angered by the
uncoordinated action that had cost so many human lives. The Jewish
Agency denounced the attack and sent condolences to the families of the
victims, in a response the likes of which is extremely difficult to find
among other nations. Similar acts, however, had in the past also been taken
by local Palestinian leaders and notables, who at times denounced and even
prevented violence against their Jewish neighbors. This was especially
prominent in Tiberias during the violence of 1929, when both communities
issued a joint statement denouncing the violence. Such sentiment also
manifested itself in the coexistence in the Hula Valley and among many of
the ethnic groups in the country’s mixed cities.
The fury of the British revealed the true face of the foreign
occupier. “Hit the Jews in their pockets,” urged General Evelyn Barker, the
commander of British forces in Palestine, with clearly anti-Semitic
overtones. The British army carried out violent searches in the country’s
large cities, and the high commissioner threatened to take punitive military
and economic measures against the Yishuv.
Unable to contend with the flow of illegal Jewish immigrants, and
because many British allies refused to help fight illegal immigration at their
ports and were in no hurry to take in expelled immigrants, the British set up
detention camps in nearby Cyprus. The British refused to release those who
had been expelled even after the establishment of the State of Israel in
1948, and the last detainees left Cyprus for Israel only in February 1949.
50

FROM THE HOLOCAUST TO THE PARTITION OF PALESTINE, 1945-1947

The helpless British government again turned to the US, and in the
summer of 1946 the two governments formulated a new policy known as
the Morrison-Grady Plan, which called for dividing Palestine into Jewish
and Arab cantons under a British umbrella regime. The Jewish Yishuv
rejected the idea, as could be expected, as did the Arabs, who during those
years tended to reject all political proposals. With the active support of US
President Harry Truman, the Jewish Agency Executive retracted its demand
for all of Palestine, as formulated in the Biltmore decision of 1942 and
readopted the idea of partition that had been advanced in 1937. Neither the
British nor the Arabs, however, agreed to explore this direction in any
serious manner. Again, both parties refused to discuss any plan that
included the establishment of a Jewish state.
The determination of the Zionist Movement and the Jewish Yishuv
ultimately proved to be effective. After the London conference convened
by the British in the autumn of 1946 ended in failure, they were forced to
hold another meeting in London in January 1947. As usual, the British met
with each delegation separately, due to the Arabs’ refusal to meet with the
representatives of the Jewish Agency. Like the Arabs, the British insisted
on a state in which the Arab majority would be dominant, while the Zionist
delegation was willing to accept partition of the country. After the failure of
the second conference, frustrated and helpless, the British informed the UN,
which had replaced the League of Nations and inherited responsibility for
the Mandate over Palestine, that if the Arabs and Jews could not reach an
agreement regarding the future of the country, they would return the
Mandate they had been given in the early 1920s “without
recommendations,” and allow the new international organization to
continue the seemingly hopeless task of determining the future of the
conflict ridden country. British Foreign Secretary Bevin appears to have
assumed that the UN would not know what to do with the hot potato of
Palestine at the time and would issue Britain a renewed Mandate that would
enable it to implement its policies in the country without damaging its vital
interests in the Arab world.
Even before the UN began discussing the question of Palestine, the
confrontations between the Mandate regime and the Jewish Yishuv became
more frequent. More and more Jewish refugees were reaching the shores of
Palestine, and Britain’s refusal to allow them to enter continued to eat away
at its standing in Jewish public opinion in Palestine. The armed struggle in
Palestine forced the British to impose martial law but to no avail: the
conflict only intensified, and the British had no choice but to terminate
martial law only two weeks after it was imposed. Furthermore, the
operations of Etzel and Lehi forced the British to enclose its institutions
behind barbed-wire fences, and, instead of ruling, the Mandate government
51

CHAPTER 2

and British forces in Palestine found themselves imprisoned and unable to
act. The Jewish underground’s daring efforts to paralyze British
transportation, to strike at the heart of the regime in Jerusalem, and to free
its prisoners from the well-fortified prison at Acre in May 1947 again
offered proof that the British were unable to control the country.
In April 1947, the British government announced that it wanted the
UN to discuss the Mandate, and in May 1947 the UN General Assembly
convened in New York for a special session on the question of Palestine.
The outcome, however, proved to be unexpectedly unpleasant for Bevin
and his colleagues at the British Foreign Office. To the surprise of
everyone, Andrei Gromyko, the Soviet delegate to the UN, approached the
podium and argued for the Jews’ right to their own country. This
unexpected support placed the West in general and the US in particular in
an uncomfortable situation. Instead of demonstrating support for the
British, the General Assembly appointed UNSCOP, the UN Special
Commission on Palestine.
UNSCOP visited Palestine in June-July 1947 and then departed for
Geneva to compose its report. As in the case of previous commissions of
inquiry, the Jewish Agency hastened to demonstrate its cooperation while
the representatives of the dominant Arab groups boycotted it. However,
representatives of the internal Palestinian opposition and those close to the
regime in Transjordan typically met with the various commissions of
inquiry. The commission members, who all represented independent
countries, were impressed by the economic and political-organizational
development of the Jewish Yishuv, which now had a much greater
geographical presence in the country. They also considered the impressive
development of the Hagana, which had gradually transformed into an army
with professional military units and even a weapons industry, and that was
capable of operating on land, at sea, and in the air, despite the meager
weaponry at its disposal. The Yishuv was clearly capable of defending itself
and of mounting an effective struggle against the British. Moreover, the
Yishuv leadership also included some who understood that at that point in
time, when the Mandate was coming to an end, the most prudent course of
action was to change focus from the struggle against Britain to a possible
war with the Arabs.
Some members of the commission had even witnessed the glorious
British navy towing the battered Exodus to Haifa port, forcefully removing
wounded and helpless refugees from its decks, and immediately placing
them aboard other ships being used to expel them. The scene had a clear
emotional impact on the commission members, influencing many of them
to support the recommendation of immediately establishing a Jewish state.
It was apparent that British policy regarding illegal Jewish immigration
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from the late 1930s onward was partly, even if only indirectly, responsible
for the great tragedy that had befallen European Jewry. This appeared to be
another good reason to dismantle the Mandate and establish a Jewish state.
The UNSCOP report of late August 1947 called for an end to the
Mandate that had been awarded to Britain in 1922. The majority of the
commission, accounting for nine of its eleven members, recommended
partitioning the country into a state for the Jews and a state for the Arabs,
and leaving Jerusalem under an international regime. During the UN
discussions, the British realized that their expulsion from Palestine would
be sealed by the two major superpowers – the US and the Soviet Union,
who came out in support of the partition plan proposed by the UNSCOP
majority recommendation. The British abstained from the UN General
Assembly vote on the premise that they would be unable to guarantee the
implementation of a plan that was not acceptable to both sides of the
conflict in Palestine.
The Jewish Agency delegation to the UN appealed to the world’s
conscience. Indeed, the conscience of most members of the General
Assembly was influenced by what the Jews had suffered at the hands of
Nazi Germany, and on 29 November 1947, the General Assembly approved
the plan for partition and the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine.
Since the end of World War II in 1945, the Palestinians had been
trying to revive their demands for independence and implementation of the
1939 White Paper, with regard to Jewish immigration to the country and
the establishment of one state with an Arab majority in accordance with the
demographic realities of the country. The bitter fate of the Jews of Europe
during the war, the Palestinians maintained, did not obligate them to change
their position on Zionism and its goals, particularly the establishment of a
Jewish state in Falastin. From their perspective, the murder of millions of
Jews during the Holocaust did not excuse the injustice embodied in the
Zionist solution: the destruction of the Palestinian homeland, either in part
or in its entirety. The Palestinians maintained their conviction that the
Jewish question was a European problem that should be solved in Europe,
and not by the establishment of a Jewish homeland in Falastin. However,
in most Western countries after World War II, there was no sympathetic ear
for the logic and the natural justice of the Palestinian position. The pangs of
guilt that plagued the West in light of the fate of the Jews only increased
their support for the Zionist idea of a nation state for the Jews to absorb the
Jewish refugee Holocaust survivors and to serve as a just solution for the
persecution of the Jews.
The tragedy experienced by the Jews had become part of Western
discourse, and during the early post-war period the Zionist claim for the
necessity of a Jewish state enjoyed more acceptance than at any other time
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in history. Using the meager public relations capabilities at their disposal in
their offices in London and New York, the Palestinians tried to tell the
world, albeit in vain, about the tragedy they would suffer if a Jewish state
were established in Falastin. The two new major superpowers – the US and
its allies in the Western Bloc, and the Soviet Union and its allies in the
Eastern Bloc – and many countries in South America supported the
Zionists. Thus, a majority in favor of the partition plan emerged within the
UN General Assembly in November 1947, without its supporters investing
serious thought in the disastrous effects it would have on the Palestinians.
The Arabs in general and the Palestinians in particular saw the
position of the majority of the UN General Assembly as a continuation of
the colonial scheme to prevent them from controlling their own destiny,
and regarded these countries’ refusal to acknowledge their own
responsibility for solving the Jewish problem in Europe as the root of the
problem. For the Palestinians, it was as if they were facing a global plot by
which they would become the victims of the West. Even if the Palestinian
leadership had wanted to adopt the pragmatic solution of political
compromise and the partition of their homeland into two countries as
prescribed by the UN their hands were tied, as some leaders of Arab
countries would have accused them of selling out their country and of being
unwilling to struggle for its future independence. The Palestinians therefore
found themselves pushing in the direction of a war for which they were
wholly unprepared while their adversaries in the small but well organized
Jewish Yishuv regarded the situation as an opportunity to fulfill the Zionist
idea with the combined support of most countries of the Western Bloc and
the Eastern Bloc alike.
Just before the outbreak of the war, the territory of Mandate
Palestine was home to 1.3 million Palestinian Arabs and 650,000 Jews. The
Arab community in Palestine, which had still not recovered from its revolt
against the British in the 1930s and was led by a bitterly divided Arab
Higher Committee, now faced a Jewish Yishuv that had successfully
established one central authority that efficiently governed most Jewish
inhabitants of the country, and all their political parties.
World War II brought great economic prosperity to Palestine,
which could still be felt during the years immediately following the war
until 1948. Of the country’s gross domestic product during the period, 55%
was produced by Jews, who accounted for one-third of the population, and
45% was produced by the Palestinians, who accounted for two-thirds of the
population. The distribution of income was also clearly disproportional visà-vis the size of each community’s population.
Approximately 60% of the Palestinians lived in rural villages, but
less than 50% worked in agriculture. Indeed, many villagers worked and,
54

FROM THE HOLOCAUST TO THE PARTITION OF PALESTINE, 1945-1947

for periods at a time, lived in the country’s large cities. Some Palestinians
whose income was based on agriculture were tenants, meaning that they
made a living by cultivating land owned by large estates in return for a
portion of the crop (sometimes only 20%). The rest owned their own land.
On the eve of the 1948 war, 30-35% of the Palestinians lived in
cities, with their diverse urban economies. Most worked in handicrafts,
industry, construction, commerce, transport, free professions, public
services, and seasonal agricultural work.
In late 1947, the Jewish population of Palestine was primarily
urban, with only approximately 10% working in agriculture on the eve of
the war. At the time, the primarily urban service sector was the largest
employment sector in the Jewish economy, employing close to 40% of all
wage earners. During this period, the Jewish economy was characterized by
rapid industrialization, with approximately 27% of all wage earners
working in various fields of industry. A major trend was rapid transition
from small industry and handicrafts to factories employing tens and
hundreds of workers, primarily in the textile and food sector, as well as
industries serving the construction industry.
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THE NARRATIVES OF THE WAR,
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CHAPTER THREE:

THE PATH TO INDEPENDENCE AND THE NAKBA,
NOVEMBER 1947–MAY 1948

This chapter on the first part of the war will present two well-developed
narratives espoused by historians, history teachers, and people familiar
with the subject on both sides of the ethno-national divide. The detailed
nature of these narratives is the product of the immense public interest in
the first part of the war within both camps, and each camp’s extreme
sensitivity to the attitudes of the other. The intensive engagement in these
issues is reflected in the academic literature, in teaching, and in public
debate, and this is another reason why the narratives on this period is more
developed and complex than the popular narratives, which, as we have
noted, tend to be harmonious and overly simplistic.
The resolution calling for the partition of Falastin into two states and for
international status for Jerusalem was ratified by the UN General Assembly
on 29 November 1947, despite the opposition of the Arab states in general
and the Palestinians in particular, and without the UN taking practical
responsibility for its decision. The partition resolution, and the UN’s failure
to establish a mechanism for its implementation, was the beginning of the
Nakba (Arabic for “catastrophe”) of the Palestinians in their own country.
Most Palestinian leaders, who were divided and dependent on the support
of the member states of the Arab League, had no choice but to reject the
partition resolution, which dispossessed the Palestinian people of their
natural right to their country. Even if the Palestinian leaders had wanted to
discuss partition as a possible solution, their hands were tied by the Arab
League, which had taken it upon itself to represent them. The long-standing
Arab political view that regarded Zionism as a colonial invasion aimed at
dispossessing the Palestinians of their country also had an impact. As could
be expected, the exiled Palestinian leadership led by Haj Amin al-Husayni,
which was isolated from the events taking place in the country and which
the British did not regard as a political partner and therefore did not allow
to work toward the establishment of an independent Palestinian state,
elected to oppose the partition resolution in a determined attempt to prevent
its implementation.
The historic decision to partition Eretz Israel into a Jewish state
and an Arab state was met with a resounding burst of jubilation by the vast
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majority of the Jewish Yishuv. It also quickly swept up many members of
the Revisionist right-wing and the left-wing parties of Ahdut Ha’avoda and
Hashomer Hatzair which had all opposed the idea of partition, each for its
own respective reasons. Not even the resolution’s reference to the
internationalization of Jerusalem could spoil the celebration. Before long,
the date of 29 November was Hebraized, at least partially, into the
subsequently mythological date of “kaf-tet b’ November (the 29th).”
The Palestinians, who viewed the Zionist settlement enterprise of
the Mandate period as an illegal invasion under the protection of a colonial
power with no legitimate mandate to award the Jews national rights in
Falastin, also objected to the very principle underlying the partition of their
country. But aside from the principle itself, they regarded the partition
resolution of November 1947 as exploitative and unfair by any measure. It
provided the Jewish minority, which held rights to approximately 7% of the
land of Falastin, with the ability to establish a Jewish state on
approximately 55% of the Palestinian homeland, while the Palestinian
majority, which accounted for more than two-thirds of the population, was
to receive only 45% of the land of the country.1
According to the UN partition plan, the Arab state would include
only approximately 10,000 Jews, while the Jewish state would have a
sizable Arab minority of more than 400,000 Arabs living alongside some
550,000 Jews (not including Jerusalem). What would be the status of the
many Palestinian residents of the Jewish state? Who would be responsible
for ensuring their human and civil rights and their rights to their land and
property? Why were the Palestinians being asked to sacrifice the unity of
their country and their society to help solve the problem of anti-Semitism
and persecution in Europe by providing the Jews with a state of their own?
For all of the above reasons, the Palestinians opposed the UN resolution to
partition their country for the sake of establishing a state for the Jews at
their expense.
The leadership of the Jewish Yishuv and the Zionist Movement
regarded the UN partition plan as a historic accomplishment presenting
advantages that greatly outweighed its disadvantages. Aside from the
natural justice it represented for the Jewish people returning to its
homeland, they also regarded it as an appropriate response to the terrible,
unprecedented human tragedy that had been perpetrated against the Jewish
people just a few years earlier. From their perspective, it was important to
––––––––––––––
1

The partition resolution allocated approximately 54% of the land in the country to the
Jewish state and approximately 44% to the Arab state. The remainder – greater Jerusalem,
from the three Christian Arab towns of Bethlehem, Beit Jala, and Beit Sahour in the south to
Shoefat in the north – was meant to remain under international rule (corpus separatum).
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establish a Jewish state even in part of Eretz Israel and even without
Jerusalem as its capital, as these sacrifices would ensure that the Jews
would never again find themselves without a place of refuge in times of
trouble and provide a possible solution to the ongoing conflict with the
Arabs of the country.
Palestinian leaders, who were shocked by the UN resolution to
partition their country and grant more than half of it to the Jewish minority,
announced a three day strike to express their opposition to the resolution
and to any attempt to implement it on the ground. At this early stage, they
still hoped that the strike and the demonstration of Palestinian opposition
would discourage the UN from moving forward and to rescind the decree,
with its disastrous implications for Falastin and Palestinian society. But in
the eyes of most of the world, this legitimate Palestinian opposition to the
partitioning of their country was seen as unwarranted diplomatic
stonewalling and as defiance against an international decision. In late 1947,
the Palestinians were still thinking in terms of mobilizing world public
opinion, first and foremost in the Arab and Muslim world, in order to
thwart implementation of a patently unjust resolution. They also hoped that
the Arab states, who were allies of Great Britain, would provide them with
diplomatic and military assistance to prevent the partition of their country.
Jewish Agency Executive Chairman David Ben-Gurion and his
colleagues in the leadership of the Yishuv were not swept up in the euphoria
of late November 1947. They were well aware of the Arabs’ determination
to fight a bitter war in order to prevent the partition plan from being
implemented. It was apparent to them that the small and isolated Yishuv
would have to take a stand against the Arabs of the country – the few
against the many, and that the latter would certainly receive generous
assistance from the neighboring Arab countries and the Arab League.
Indeed, the Arab League met repeatedly on the eve of the UN vote in order
to plan how to go about setting up a Palestinian state in all of Eretz Israel,
if and when the British were to leave, and preventing partition of the
country through the force of their militaries.
Equally important, the Yishuv leadership believed that the fading
Mandate regime regarded the UN resolution as an expulsion order of sorts
that needed to be foiled. This being the case, they believed that the British
would do all they could to create a state of chaos and to incite war between
the Jews and Arabs, and of course to provide the latter with assistance.
Then, while claiming to be trying to save Palestine from itself, they would
remain in the country in contravention of the UN resolution. Britain’s
abstention from the UN General Assembly vote on partition was typical
British behavior aimed at highlighting the moral high-ground of the dying
Empire, a “robbed Cossack” so to speak.
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Unable to agree to the partition of their country, Palestinian leaders
incorrectly assessed the significance of their decision to not accept the UN
resolution, which was supported by the two largest and most powerful Cold
War superpowers of the day: the US and the Soviet Union. They failed to
understand the significance of the superpowers’ rivalry for influence in the
Middle East in light of the decline of Britain and France after World War
II. Their diplomatic defeat in the General Assembly partition plan vote did
not cause the Palestinians to reassess their position in light of the West’s
pangs of guilt regarding the Jews after the Holocaust. In this way, the world
stage was set for a new tragedy in which the Palestinians would be
sacrificed in order to establish a state for the Jews in Falastin in
compensation for the horrors they had suffered at the hands of the Nazis.
The British prevented the Palestinian Arabs from preparing for the
possibility of war, for which they were wholly unprepared in any case.
From the Palestinian perspective, such preparations were necessary to
defend their right to live in their country in face of the threat of being
displaced from their land by recent arrivals from Europe, who enjoyed the
support of Britain and the rest of the Western nations. After World War II,
the world was simply unable to understand the Palestinians point of view.
The Zionist position, which had won considerable Western support
by the outbreak of World War II, received additional dramatic backing after
the Holocaust. Many countries that had been unsympathetic to the Zionist
cause prior to the war now changed their position. For example, since the
convening of the emergency session of the UN General Assembly in May
1947 to discuss Britain’s request to return the Mandate and during the year
that followed, the Zionist cause also enjoyed the unwavering support of the
Soviet Union. Despite the clear opposition of the US State Department,
President Harry Truman, who was seeking re-election in the upcoming US
presidential election of November 1948, also could not afford not to
support the UN partition plan. As a result, despite the Cold War and in a
rare display of unity on international affairs, both superpowers came out in
favor of the partition of Palestine. In accordance with Cold War diplomatic
dynamics, most UN member states, which were dependent on the
superpowers, followed their lead.
While the Palestinians attempted unsuccessfully to convince the
world of the injustice of the partition plan, the Jewish Yishuv rejoiced in its
opportunity to establish a Jewish state in Falastin in the guise of a victim
fighting for its life after the Jewish Holocaust in Europe. Under the
leadership of David Ben-Gurion, the Jewish Yishuv had long been ready for
a showdown with the Palestinians, who were unorganized and unprepared
for war. The political victory of the passage of the partition resolution only
strengthened widespread belief in the justice of the Zionist position, which
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regarded the establishment of a Jewish state in Falastin as self-evident after
the Holocaust. The Jewish Yishuv and its leadership understood the true
balance of power between the Yishuv and the Palestinians, and put most of
its effort into preparing to push back the Arab armies that would come to
their aid after the end of the Mandate. Based on past experience, they knew
they could count on Arab weakness, division, and the differing and
contradictory interests of the member states of the Arab League. In this
context, however, they were able to portray themselves as David against
Goliath. The Palestinians were victims of the realities of international
politics and the internal dynamics of the Arab world, which was not overly
concerned by the tragedy stemming from the partition resolution.
The three-day strike at the end of late November and early December 1947
served as the opening of the sporadic violent confrontations between Jews
and Arabs that quickly spiraled into the first phase of the war that would
soon engulf the country. This phase, which lasted for approximately six
months, until mid-May 1948, is sometimes described by academic literature
as a “civil war” between the Jews and Arabs of Palestine while the country
was still being ruled by the British Mandate regime, which remained
responsible for maintaining law, order, and peace. Our knowledge
regarding the results of the fighting during this initial phase of the war is
insufficient, except in the case of a few symbolic events that are clearly
highlighted by both the Palestinian-Arab and Jewish-Israeli narratives.
Militarily, the leaders of the Jewish Yishuv typically exercised restraint
during this period, and prepared themselves for the day after the withdrawal
of British Mandate forces and the active intervention of the Arabs states
that would undoubtedly come to the aid of the Palestinians. However,
despite what may be described as the relative restraint of the Yishuv, one
cannot fail to recognize the organization, control, and military superiority
of the Yishuv leadership, in contrast to the weakness, improvisation, and
ineffectiveness of the Palestinian camp and its leadership.
Before long, the Arab resistance grew violent, and, on 30
November 1947, an attack was launched against a Jewish bus traveling near
Kfar Sirkin east of Petah Tikva, in which five passengers were killed. For
the Jewish Yishuv, this marked the beginning of the war. Fear within the
Yishuv, stemming from the numerical superiority of the Palestinian Arabs
and British hostility, was widespread. It was initially decided to exercise
restraint, as in the days of the disturbances of 1936-1939. The leaders of the
Yishuv strived to defend the Yishuv but at the same time to prevent a war
that could be disastrous and could possibly prevent the UN from carrying
out partition. The Jewish leadership also had to organize the Hagana, a
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popular voluntary militia armed with only light weapons, into a force
capable of operating as a standing army in the light of day. In addition to
concern regarding the British and Arab response to such a step, the Yishuv
lacked weapons, funds, and manpower. It did not, however, lack
determination and a spirit of volunteerism, which encompassed all parts of
the Yishuv population.
The Yishuv faced a difficult challenge. Against its scantily armed,
relatively small army stood the Arabs, with their demographic advantage
and the support of the member states of the Arab League. As the British
turned a blind eye, the Arab states began dispatching to Eretz Israel a wellarmed army of volunteers, complete with artillery, known as the Arab
Salvation Army. The British, from their part, placed the Transjordanian
Arab Legion – a British established and commanded army – at the disposal
of the Palestinians, albeit in a selective manner. In addition to these forces,
units of the British army also continued to operate against the Hagana, as it
had in the past, and the armies of the neighboring Arab countries
‘mistakenly’ entered the territory of Mandate controlled Eretz Israel from
time to time. In this way, the Syrian army attacked the sources of the Dan
River and Kibbutz Dan in October 1947, and in January 1947 it did the
same to Kibbutz Kfar Szold slightly to the south. It is therefore no surprise
that the Jewish Yishuv had a clear sense of being engaged in a war of the
few against the many, with their backs to the sea. At the beginning of 1948,
neither the leadership nor the general population of the Jewish Yishuv had
any idea how the war would end and whether they would be able to
establish a state in the territory they had been allocated by the UN
resolution.
Upon the outbreak of the first acts of violence between Arabs and
Jews on the roads and along the borders between Jewish and Arab
neighborhoods beginning in December 1947, the Palestinians had no
organized military force. The hundreds of Palestinians who owned guns,
some of whom had taken part in the revolt of 1936-1939, understood the
events of the period as a revolt, not as the beginning of a decisive war for
the future of the country. Indeed, in its coverage of the first Jewish-Arab
confrontations, the Palestinian press spoke of rebels and of rebellion.
The Jews, in contrast, were mobilized and had prepared for war not
only with the Palestinians but with the armies of the surrounding Arab
countries that were expected to come to the Palestinians’ aid. In the 1920s,
the Jewish Yishuv began organizing and training a military force known as
the Hagana. In addition, two secessionist military groups known as Etzel
and Lehi were established during the 1930s. A large number of Jews had
also volunteered to fight in the British army during World War II, which
strengthened the Yishuv’s military force quantitatively and qualitatively
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upon their discharge. Many Hagana members were soldiers and officers
with combat experience, veterans of the British army, with its longstanding tradition. Other Yishuv forces, such as the Palmach, the Hagana’s
standing army, were in practice also trained by the British during World
War II. In late 1947, the Jewish Yishuv had a force of trained military units
numbering 30,000 fighters, which were supported by the active protection
of the British army. From their part, the British not only had no intention of
withdrawing from Falastin, but was determined to carry out its
government’s orders to defend the Jewish Yishuv. For example, when the
Syrian army conquered Nuheila and Tel al-Qadi in October 1947, it was
British forces that attacked them and drove them across the border. And
when the Syrians attacked Kibbutz Kfar Szold while attempting to come to
the aid of the Palestinians, the British army entered the settlement to defend
it. The Yishuv also benefited from the pressure exerted by the American
Jewish lobby on the American administration and the British government.
American support of the Yishuv war preparations also included
clandestinely transferred funds, weapons, and volunteers.
The Palestinians were not prepared for war. They failed to organize
and mobilize themselves for the armed struggle in order to defend their
country after rejecting the UN partition plan. At the same time, the hands of
the Arab countries, who had promised to come to Palestine’s aid, were tied
by the British and the French, which controlled their decisions, at times
directly and at other times indirectly. It had also not been long since
Lebanon and Syria gained independence (1943 and 1946 respectively), and
the two countries faced instability and serious domestic problems. The
Egyptian monarchy was also not stable, and the interests of King Abdullah
of Jordan – which had also gained independence only a few years earlier, in
1946 – were not at all clear. For all these reasons, all these Arab countries
were capable of doing in early 1948 was to facilitate the establishment of
an Arab volunteer force known as the Arab Liberation Army under the
command of Fawzi al-Qawuqji. Alongside these thousands of volunteers, a
small Palestinian force of volunteers known as Jaysh al-Jihad al-Muqaddas
(Army of the Holy Jihad) also operated under the command of Abd alQader al-Husayni. Palestinians also set up primarily rural local forces
armed for the most part with outmoded rifles. As noted, some of these were
rifles from the days of the Palestinian revolt of 1936-1939 that were now
being removed from their hiding places. The Arab and Palestinian forces
had no unified command, and the relations among them were at times
characterized by open rivalry and competition, as in the case of the force’s
loyalty to the Mufti and the Arab Liberation Army under the command of
al-Qawuqji. In addition to these difficulties, Arab transportation suffered
from major problems, and was often completely paralyzed. One example
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was Acre, which when under partial siege saw the disruption of passage to
and from Haifa. Another was Tiberias, which suffered from a similar
situation. It therefore comes as no surprise that in the major violent
confrontations of the period, the Palestinians suffered heavy losses in life
and property. As a result, a spirit of defeat and despair spread rapidly
throughout the defenseless Arab civilian population.
During the three decades of Mandate rule, the British permitted the
Jews to establish an army and prevented the Palestinian Arabs from doing
so, particularly after the beginning of the revolt in the mid-1930s. During
the last months of the Mandate, they failed to provide protection for their
Palestinian citizens who were now under attack. Residents of the large
cities suffered significantly from the decline in security, and wealthy
Palestinian families in Haifa, Jaffa, Jerusalem, and other cities began to
abandon their homes for safer havens in the neighboring Arab countries
until the tensions subsided. Individual reprisal attacks in Palestinian
villages carried out by Palmach and Hagana fighters sowed the seeds of
widespread fear and panic, as a result of the death and destruction they left
in their wake. A few examples of such attacks could be seen as early as
December 1947, as in the attack on al-Khisas in the northern Hula Valley
and the even more brutal attack on the village of Balad al-Shaykh east of
Haifa on 31 December. During the latter attack, 70 village residents –
including men, women, and children – were murdered in their homes, and
in some cases in their beds, by Palmach members who managed to surprise
the villagers toward daybreak. This attack had a detrimental impact on
morale among the defenseless Palestinians, and panic seized the thousands
of residents of the Arab neighborhoods of Haifa and the surrounding area.
Many began to abandon their homes and villages and to seek refuge with
family far from the areas of fighting.
In December 1947, the Jewish Yishuv still did not know if the
violence marked the beginning of disturbances similar to those that had
taken place in the 1930s, or of a full fledged war. In early January 1948,
senior Yishuv defense officials debated whether to treat the hostilities as
disturbances and to let the British restore order, or as a bona fide war, in
which there would be no British intervention. On the ground, the Jewish
Yishuv was already in the midst of war. The restraint exercised by the
Hagana stemmed primarily from the desire to not give the British an
opportunity to impair the strength of the Hagana and the Jewish Yishuv in
general. Travel on the roads now exposed the Jews of the country to mortal
danger, and the number of those killed reached levels that were unknown to
the Yishuv since the days of the events of 1936-1939.
The most prominent instance was the Arab massacre of Jewish
employees of the Haifa bay oil refinery. On the morning of 30 December
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1947, Etzel fighters threw explosive-laden cans from a moving car at a
large group of Arab day workers waiting at the gates of the oil refinery. The
attack left six workers dead and 42 wounded and was quickly followed by a
violent outburst of Arab workers at the refineries, who attacked Jewish
refinery workers with sticks, metal rods, and knives, killing 39 and injuring
another 49. It took over an hour for British forces to arrive and restore
order. Arab busses were brought to the scene and took the Arab rioters to
their homes. Neither the police nor the army made any attempt to
investigate in order to identify those who took part in the massacre.
The attack was a concrete manifestation of the helplessness of the
Jewish Yishuv during this period. In order to deter the Palestinians and to
improve somewhat the panicked mood among the general Jewish
population (after all, the Jewish population of Palestine had nowhere to
run), it was decided to take action against the village of the Arabs who had
perpetrated the murders at the oil refineries: Balad al-Shaykh, which was
located on the eastern outskirts of Haifa. The operation was assigned to the
Palmach, and its success led the Hagana to institute a policy of carrying
out acts of retribution in response to the increasing Arab attacks in the
cities, on the settlements, and, most importantly, on Jewish transportation.
Such operations were usually selective in nature in order to prevent the
injury of innocent bystanders, although in practice some were harmed from
time to time. This was the case with the operation carried out at the village
of al-Khisas and the mid-February 1948 operation against Sa`sa in the
Upper Galilee on the Lebanese border. In the latter operation, a small unit
of Palmach fighters quietly traversed a twenty kilometer wide all-Arab area
in order to blow up a number of buildings in the village as a warning sign.
The violent confrontations that took place during the first three
months of 1948 resulted in hundreds of Palestinian casualties, but did not
change the despondent Arab political reality. Despite the Palestinian
tragedy that was unfolding before their eyes, the member states of the Arab
League continued their ineffective deliberations. As we have seen, their
hands were tied by their commitments to Great Britain. Moreover, it
became increasingly clear that the Arab countries had different and
contradictory interests. For example, King Abdullah saw the Palestinian’s
tragedy as an opportunity to assume the role as a supposed savior sending
his army to their aid, while his true aim was to annex as much of the land
designated for the Palestinian Arab state as possible. The King was a
British protégé, and his army was commanded by British officers headed
by John Glubb Pasha. Able to rely on his loyalty to their interests, the
British consented to Abdullah’s plan, and encouraged him to reach an
agreement with the Jews. He and his emissaries met a number of times with
representatives of the Jewish Yishuv and reached understandings that were
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consistent with their mutual interests, behind the back of the Palestinians,
and at their expense.
In late March 1948, the Yishuv faced a dismal situation. Jewish
transportation throughout the country was paralyzed. Many settlements
were either partially or completely besieged, cut off from the urban centers
of Tel Aviv, Haifa, and Jerusalem. Jewish Jerusalem was sealed tight, with
no one entering or exiting. Water and food was strictly rationed and the city
was gripped with panic. The situation of the residents of the Jewish quarter
of the Old City was particularly serious, as they were under double siege
(the siege on the city as whole, as well as pressure coming from the
Muslim, Christian, and Armenian quarters that surrounded it within the city
walls), as was that of the few small settlements in the city’s nearby
periphery, which were all cut off from the city and faced the possibility of
collapse. These included Gush Etzion in the south, Beit Ha`arava in the
east, Atarot and Neve Yaakov in the north, and Motza, Maaleh Hahamisha,
Kiriyat Anavim, Neve Ilan, and Hartuv in the west.
Arab Jerusalem in general, and the Palestinian neighborhoods in
the west of the city and the adjacent villages, were occupied and
depopulated by the Hagana beginning in December 1947. In the western
outskirts of the city, the inhabitants of the village of Lifta and the Arab
inhabitants of the neighborhood of Romema and the village of Shaykh
Bader were attacked, and many were forced to abandon their homes. Later,
but before the end of the Mandate, Jewish forces conquered neighborhoods
in the southwest of the city, such as Katamon, Talbiya, the German and
Greek Colonies, and Bak’a. After the conquest of these areas, their wealthy
sections were looted. Of the more than 20,000 Palestinian residents who
lived in the west of the city, very few now remained. Those that did were
gripped by ongoing fear about what their future held in store. The
Palestinians of the besieged eastern part of the city, including the Old City,
suffered from a shortage of water and food and the paralysis of its
commercial affairs.
In the meantime, the conditions in Jerusalem worsened. With no
other choice, the Jewish Agency and the Hagana began employing convoys
in order to maintain the population of Jerusalem. Most of the convoys
failed to reach the city. Their passengers and defenders bore witness to
attacks carried out by thousands of armed Arabs who came to demolish the
convoys and loot its contents by means of faz`ah campaigns, which
involved calling into action thousands of armed villagers within a short
period of time. Particularly in the area of Bab al-Wad (Sha`ar Hagai), the
road to Jerusalem was filled with damaged and burned out trucks, busses,
and improvised armed personnel carriers (normal vehicles plated with steel
known as “sandwiches”). The defenders of the convoys embarked upon
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their mission with a clear understanding that they had only small chances of
completing it safely.
During this period, the existence of the Jewish settlements in the
Negev was also in danger, as their water supply was repeatedly cut off and
food convoys reached them only with great difficulty. The same was true
for the settlements of the Western Galilee and the entire north of the
country for that matter, where transportation was under constant threat. If it
was not attacked by the Arabs then it was halted by the British. At the same
time, the Palestinians were able to travel the roads of the country without
disruption, under the protection of the British army.
The Yishuv’s sense of helplessness intensified as a result of
unexpected hostile American action that happened to come at an extremely
difficult point. On 19 March, Warren Austin, the American delegate to the
UN, proposed calling off the 1947 partition plan and to replace it with a UN
“trusteeship” awarded to Britain, or, in other words, a continuation of
British Mandate rule in a slightly different form. The Americans justified
their proposal by emphasizing their concern for the Jewish Yishuv that was
about to be destroyed. Because they would be unable to send military
forces to defend it, they explained, it was necessary to abandon the idea of
partition, which was in any case impossible to implement. More
importantly, maintained the US delegates to the UN, such a maneuver
would cause the Arabs, who were growing stronger as time passed, to lay
down their weapons. In any event, in March 1948, it was abundantly clear
that the Jewish Yishuv remained a loyal and steadfast supporter of the
partition plan, from which a growing number of UN member states were
now attempting to back away. In late March 1948, the sense of isolation felt
by the Jews of Eretz Israel increased considerably.
The more time that passed leading up to the date of the planned
British withdrawal from Palestine, the more the leaders of the Yishuv
intensified their preparations to ensure its military control of the territory
allocated to it by the UN partition resolution and beyond. One of the Jewish
Yishuv’s weak points in this campaign was the transportation routes
between Tel Aviv and the other cities and towns of the Mediterranean
Coast on the one hand, and Jerusalem on the other. In March 1948, the
Palestinians appeared to be succeeding in persuading other countries to
retract their support of the partition of Palestine in favor of the continuation
of the Mandate or the establishment of an international regime. Although
the idea of abandoning partition ultimately lost out, it nonetheless
motivated the Jewish Yishuv to embark on an offensive to prove its ability
not only to establish a Jewish state but also to defend it against the
Palestinians and their Arab supporters. It was during this period that leaders
of the Yishuv and the Hagana drew up Plan-Dalet. This plan called for the
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complete destruction of Palestinian villages and towns that were essential
to the territorial contiguity of the Jewish state, as well as the expulsion of
their inhabitants across the borders of the Jewish state delineated by the
partition resolution. This, it was believed, would enable the Yishuv to more
effectively hold back the Arab countries that would come to the
Palestinians’ assistance.
Although it was not clear whether the British would actually leave,
it was apparent that if they did, the member states of the Arab League
would immediately invade the country to help the Palestinians and the Arab
Liberation Army would wipe out the Jewish state. In addition to the
difficulties of the intensifying war for the roads and surrounding the Jewish
settlements, the Yishuv was faced with an even greater problem: how could
the state in the making, which had still not been established and may not
ever be established, fight off an all-Arab invasion? This problem resulted in
a plan designed to contend with the situation that would result if and when
the British withdrew from Eretz Israel. Work on Plan-Dalet began in
January 1948, and the plan itself, which was meant to be implemented only
in the event of British withdrawal from the country, was issued to the
brigades of the Hagana a few months later, in March 1948. The plan
stipulated the conquest of controlling areas inside and outside the Jewish
state to enable the Hagana to secure the best defensive positions possible
against the all-Arab invasion that was certain to follow. Ben-Gurion
explained to his colleagues that the territory seized outside the Jewish state
would be open for discussion in the event of peace negotiations with the
Palestinians. The plan reflected the Yishuv leadership’s decision to fight for
the establishment and existence of the Jewish state, even in the absence of
external support. As a result of rumors that the timetable for British
withdrawal might be pushed up, and in light of the Yishuv’s late March
military crisis, particularly on the roads, the Hagana began operating in the
spirit of Plan-Dalet in April 1948, approximately one-and-a-half months
before the end of the Mandate.
THE WAR’S TURNING POINT – FROM APRIL THROUGH THE END
OF THE MANDATE

Beginning in early April 1948, the organized Jewish forces went on the
offensive and began conquering Palestinian towns, villages, and
neighborhoods and expelling their Palestinian residents. The road from the
coastal plain to Jerusalem was opened after tough battles in which dozens
of Jews and Arabs were killed and injured in late March and early April
1948. Many villages were completely depopulated, and the Palestinians
commenced unorganized defensive measures that actually marked the
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beginning of a landslide. The battle for the village of al-Qastal located west
of Jerusalem became a symbol of the dramatic turning point in the bitter
fate of the Palestinians in the 1948 war. In a desperate attempt to thwart the
opening of the road to Jerusalem, Abd al-Qader al-Husayni, the commander
of Jaysh al-Jihad al-Muqaddas joined the defenders of al-Qastal with a
handful of his men. In a difficult battle on 8 April, the Palestinians
succeeded in reconquering this vital point, which had fallen to the Hagana
just a few days earlier. But victory turned to defeat when it became
apparent that the Palestinians had suffered a major loss in the battle: the
death of Abd al-Qader al-Husayni himself. Al-Husayni’s death in the battle
for al-Qastal became a symbol of sacrifice, as well as a symbol of the
helplessness of the Palestinians who were sacrificing themselves, but with
no real ability to defeat the enemy or prevent the tragedy of the people
losing their homes and their homeland. As was fitting for a hero of his
stature, Abd al-Qader al-Husayni was buried in the plaza of the al-Aqsa
compound.
Operation Nakhshon on the road to Jerusalem, which got underway
in early April, was a turning point in the war. For the first time, the Hagana
took the initiative. As a result of the hitherto unprecedented massing of
soldiers, the Hagana national command was forced to abandoned
settlements and other entire regions for the sake of the effort to breech the
closed road to Jerusalem. Command of the operation, which was the first of
its kind, was assumed by Shimon Avidan of the Palmach. It was followed
by additional operations, which, although they failed to completely break
the siege on the city, nonetheless allowed Jerusalem’s population a degree
of breathing room and left the Palestinians dumfounded. Their failure to
maintain closure of the road to Jerusalem, the death of their commander
Abd al-Qader al-Husayni in the battle for al-Qastal, and the village’s fall to
the Harel Brigade of the Palmach were major Palestinian failures in the
inter-communal war underway in Eretz Israel. As a military commander,
Al-Husayni enjoyed unrivalled status among the Palestinians, and his death
was a heavy moral blow. Al-Qastal, which had already been occupied by
the Palmach at the beginning of April, was retaken by the Palestinians, and
subsequently returned to Palmach control. The battle quickly emerged as a
symbol of the determination of the fighters of the Hagana and the Palmach,
and particularly their commanders, many of whom were killed and
wounded in the fighting.
By the time the Jews decided to go on the offensive in early April
1948, the balance of power that had not been apparent to many until now
was now clearly manifested on the battlefield in a series of conquests of
Palestinian targets, the expulsion of civilians, and massacres that sowed
seeds of fear and terror and increased the flow of refugees. The most well
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known of these massacres was the Etzel and Lehi attack, undertaken in
coordination with the Hagana leadership in Jerusalem, on Deir Yassin, a
quiet village located just west of Jerusalem. Deir Yassin was known for its
good relations with the nearby Jewish neighborhoods of the western part of
the city. Despite these positive relations, and perhaps because of the
knowledge that few villagers were armed fighters, the village was attacked
on 9 April, one day after the conquest of al-Qastal and the death of Abd alQader al-Husayni, whose funeral was held the same day in east Jerusalem.
The defenseless village was conquered after minimal resistance by two
villagers with shotguns. After it surrendered, the attackers began to kill the
panic-stricken inhabitants: men, women, and children alike. The first
reports issued by the Hagana, the British, and, in their wake, the Arabs,
spoke of a massacre of more than 250 villagers.
Rumors about the actions of the Etzel and Lehi secessionist groups
at Yassin resulted in an unequivocal denunciation of the atrocities by the
“Provisional People’s Administration” (which had just been established in
accordance with the measures that both sides had committed to
implementing just before the end of the Mandate in order to assume the role
of provisional government in the near future). The overwhelming majority
of Arab newspapers reported the same version of events. For the organized
Yishuv, the event again proved that the actions of the secessionist groups
were detrimental to the common interest. The Etzel and Lehi fighters made
a hasty withdrawal based on false claims that the British would exploit the
opportunity presented by such a large concentration of freedom fighters,
who until then had caused them so much damage, to settle the score. The
Gadna (Hebrew abbreviation for Gedudei Noar, or “youth battalions”)
members who were sent to secure the village in the aftermath were exposed
to images that were difficult to bear. Although Etzel and Lehi denied that a
massacre had taken place and maintained that apparently “only” 100
villagers had been killed, the damage was already irreversible. Their
actions had already tainted the Jewish war effort.
Reports of the massacre of village residents, the mistreatment and
burning of their bodies, and the survivors’ humiliating parade through the
Jewish neighborhoods of West Jerusalem spread fear and terror among the
Palestinians. As a result, many abandoned their homes during the following
months any time they suspected that Jewish forces were on their way to
conquer an Arab locality. The tide of Palestinian refugees continued to rise
after the massacre at Deir Yassin, as the psychological and practical
influence of the event continued to influence Palestinian behavior well
beyond the borders of the village itself, long after the massacre had taken
place. Until that point, many Palestinians had believed in their ability to
hold out against the organized Jewish forces in a guerrilla war until the
72

THE PATH TO INDEPENDENCE AND THE NAKBA, NOVEMBER 1947–MAY 1948

arrival of assistance from the Arab armies. The events at Deir Yassin broke
their spirit and sent their morale plummeting. During the weeks that
followed, the Yishuv exploited the Palestinians’ dejected morale and
organizational and military weakness in order to seize control of the cities
of Falastin, and not just its villages.
A few days after the events at Deir Yassin, the Arabs of Jerusalem
carried out a massacre against a Jewish convoy on its way to Hadassah
Hospital on Mt. Scopus. The British stood idly by as 78 doctors, hospital
workers, and patients were shot to death in broad daylight on the road
ascending from Shaykh Jarrah to Mt. Scopus. Only with great difficulty
was the Hagana able to rescue a few survivors of the attack.
Before the conclusion of the battles of Operation Nakhshon along
the road to Jerusalem, the Arab Liberation Army attacked Kibbutz Mishmar
Ha`emeq, which was located at a key point along the Jenin-Megiddo-Haifa
road. With a large force and artillery, the Arab Liberation Army besieged
this isolated settlement. It was the first time during the war that the
Palmach was sent to undertake a counter-attack, and it was the first time
during the war that an Arab army – in this case, the Arab Liberation Army
– was defeated by an organized counter-attack mounted by a force of the
Hagana (14 April). This had an impact on both sides of the conflict. When
al-Qawuqji realized that he was about to be defeated, he sought assistance
from the Arab Liberation Army’s Druze Battalion, which was based in
Shafa `Amr and under the command of Shakib Wahab. In mid-April 1948,
this battalion attacked Kibbutz Ramat Yohanan and Kibbutz Kfar
Hamaccabi on the outskirts of Haifa. As a result of the Druze Battalion’s
failure to conquer the settlements and the relationship between some
leaders of the sect and the Jewish Yishuv, the battalion subsequently struck
an alliance with the Yishuv.
In light of its successes at Mishmar Ha`emeq and Ramat Yohanan,
and the hostile British withdrawal from Safad, the Hagana operated
cautiously in order to prevent a collision with the British in other places as
well, particularly in the mixed cities. By mid-April, the British had left
Safad, leaving the local police station on Mt. Canaan to the Arabs. The
city’s Jewish minority, which consisted primarily of ultra-orthodox Jews
who were unable to defend themselves, found themselves in danger of
being expelled. The Hagana had to work quickly, and sent a Palmach
company to the city in order to defend its Jewish Quarter.
In Tiberias and the surrounding villages, Palestinian localities were
the target of Jewish attacks. The city’s controlling position on the road that
linked the Jewish settlements of the Jordan Valley with Haifa and its
offshoot localities, and with the settlements of the north, again forced the
Hagana to take quick decisive action. The small Jewish Quarter in the old
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city of Tiberias itself, overlooking the Sea of Galilee, was in a tough
situation. It could only be reached by swimming silently under the cover of
darkness. In mid-April 1948, the British announced their intention to
withdraw their forces from the mixed city and from the settlements of the
Tiberias sub-district as a whole. Even before the decision at Tiberias,
Jewish forces conquered a number of villages in close proximity to the city
one after the other. The conquest of Nasir al-Din, which was accompanied
by the demolition of the homes and the mosque of the village, concluded
with a massacre of dozens of unarmed village residents. This massacre,
carried out two days before the fall of Tiberias, greatly increased anxieties
and fear among Palestinians in the region. When the Palmach-led Jewish
forces began shelling the Arab neighborhoods of the lower city of Tiberias,
the Arabs were extremely frightened that massacres and other atrocities
would be carried out there as well. In this atmosphere of weakness and fear
of possible atrocities, the Palestinian leadership of the city agreed to a
British offer to evacuate them, which was accompanied by pressure and
threats by both the British and the Jews. The vast majority of the
approximately 6,000 Palestinians who lived in Tiberias until that point
abandoned their homes and became refugees in Syria and Lebanon. A small
minority of the city’s inhabitants, consisting primarily of a few dozen
Christian families, found refuge in the city of Nazareth.
Although the leaders of the Jewish community in Tiberias
repeatedly urged their Arab neighbors to remain, they refused, based on the
assumption that after the arrival of the Arab League forces that would
certainly come to the Palestinians’ assistance, they would be able to return
to their homes. The good relations in the city, in which Jews and Arabs had
co-existed side by side since the 18th century, did not persuade the Arab
residents of Tiberias to stay. A joint-march of Jewish and Arab notables of
the city before the outbreak of fighting was also to no avail. The entire
Arab population joined the British withdrawal from the city. Prior to the
British-Arab evacuation, a battle was fought in which the Hagana
succeeded in taking control of the city as a whole.
The fall of Tiberias and the departure of its Palestinian residents
marked the beginning of a new phase of fighting, during which the Jews
conquered and depopulated important cities in Falastin even before the
Jewish state was officially established in mid-May 1948. One week after
the fall of Tiberias, the Jewish forces turned their attention to Haifa. Haifa
was an important port city in which some 70,000 Arabs and a comparable
number of Jews lived side by side. As in Tiberias, the Jews enjoyed a clear
advantage in terms of topography, economic and military capabilities, and
the ability to organize and command those capabilities. Aware of this
balance of power, the British worked with the Jews to facilitate a Jewish
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victory that would enable them to continue the withdrawal of their forces
from Palestine via the city’s port without disruption. The Palestinians, who
expected the British to maintain the peace in the city, were extremely
surprised by the Jewish attack on the lower Arab city launched from the
upper neighborhoods on Mt. Carmel. The battle was decided within two
days, 21-22 April 1948.
Despite the great suffering of the Jewish population of Haifa due to
the wave of Arab terrorist attacks that was intensifying throughout the city,
and particularly in the lower city and the port, the Jews of Haifa did not
forget their long-standing good relationship with their Arab neighbors. The
unexpected reality in which the city found itself was caused primarily by
external force. Supporters of the Haj Amin al-Husayni and volunteers from
the Arab countries had made their way to the country along with the Arab
Liberation Army, which also attempted to penetrate the city, and a
contingent of Arab Legion forces also set up base on its outskirts. These
forces attempted to incite discord and strife in the city, which until that
point had been a model of co-existence and good neighborly relations
throughout the entire Mandate. Haifa, which was home to the third largest
Jewish population in Eretz Israel and constituted the economic and political
center of the north, had been designated for inclusion in the territory of the
Jewish state according to the partition plan. The battle for the city was
unavoidable in light of the unacceptable state of affairs on the ground.
To the Hagana’s surprise, their efforts to take control of Haifa
were not disrupted by the many British forces still in the city. The British
had remained hostile to the Jewish Yishuv, and preferred to withdraw from
the city itself and to consolidate its forces in an enclave that included the
port, the train station, and the refineries, with a corridor stretching to the
military air field at Ramat David and to the Christian holy places in
Nazareth. Simultaneously, the Hagana seized the city in a short, quick
maneuver without touching the British coastal enclave, in order to avoid a
confrontation with the Imperial forces that were in the midst of withdrawal.
In negotiations conducted in the meeting hall of the joint Haifa
municipality, which were presided over by General Stockwell, the British
commander of Haifa and the north, the Jewish representatives and
Stockwell himself asked the Palestinians not to leave the city, but to no
avail. The Arab leaders of the city, which now had only two second tier
leaders – Farid Sa`ad and Victor Hayat, appear to have been dependent on
the directives of the Arab Higher Committee, which instructed them to
refrain from signing a surrender agreement and to leave the city until they
could return after the Arab victory that was sure to come.
Thousands of panic-stricken Palestinian residents of Haifa made
their way to the port from whence they proceeded to abandon their homes
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and their city for safe refuge in the towns and villages of the Galilee and
Lebanon, some by ship and some by land to Acre. The Jewish conquest of
Haifa and the failure of the British to come to the defense of its panicked
Palestinians had a major impact on the outcome of the battles in the north.
The tens of thousands of Palestinian refugees from Haifa and the
surrounding villages offered decisive evidence of the Jews’ military
superiority and the British unwillingness to fulfill their governing role and
to defend unarmed citizens during the last months of the Mandate. The
large port city had been a symbol of the development of modern Palestinian
society since the 19th century, and its quick fall and the uprooting of its
Arab residents reflected the socio-political and military helplessness of the
Palestinians. The events at Deir Yassin, Tiberias, and Haifa, and the steady
flow of refugees streaming into the neighboring Arab capitals, increased the
pressure of Arab public opinion on the regimes in the surrounding countries
to come to the aid of the Palestinians. The Arabs of Falastin were losing
their homes and their homeland, while the British refused to defend them,
and at the same time prevented the Arab countries from coming to their aid.
While the Palestinians were licking their wounds in the northern
port town, Jewish forces launched an offensive against the most important
Palestinian coastal town in the center of the country: Jaffa. This historic
port city, which in the 19th century emerged as a symbol of openness and
integration into the European world market, was designated by the 1947
UN partition plan as a Palestinian enclave within the Jewish state.
However, when no international body assumed responsibility for
establishing a mechanism for ensuring its implementation, the UN partition
plan, this designation quickly proved irrelevant.
Clashes between Jaffa and Tel Aviv and between Jaffa and the
Jewish localities to the south began in December 1947. In April 1948, the
Hagana placed Jaffa under siege in order to avoid getting entangled in
urban warfare and confrontation with the British forces in the city. The
Hagana assumed that the city would eventually surrender without
resistance. But in the nature of the secessionist groups of the time, Etzel
again acted independently. In late April, Etzel members found themselves
entangled in an unnecessary battle in an effort to conquer the neighborhood
of al-Manshiya on the northern border of the city: a difficult to defend Arab
offshoot of Jaffa that bordered Tel Aviv in the east and the Mediterranean
Sea in the west. The Etzel force failed in its effort, and embroiled itself, and
came close to embroiling the People’s Administration and the Hagana, in a
confrontation with the British, which was something they had been sorely
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trying to prevent. Ultimately, the British fought off the Etzel fighters.2
Despite the return of Jaffa Mayor Yousef Heikal, who had left to seek the
assistance of the Arab League, Jaffa eventually surrendered on 13 May
when British forces withdrew from the city. The surrender stemmed
primarily from internal disputes and from the fact that the majority of the
city’s political and economic elite had already left by sea.
As a Palestinian enclave within the territory of the Jewish state,
Jaffa had no chance of surviving an attack. The scenes of the occupation of
this large important city, from which the large majority of its Palestinian
Arab population of approximately 70,000 were forced to leave their country
in exile, by sea and by land, was a major milestone of the Palestinian
tragedy.
April 1948 was a decisive month for Jewish-Arab relations in the country.
At the end of the month, it became apparent that Palestinian society was
unable to defend itself, and that no one else had assumed the responsibility
of doing so, certainly not the British.
The results of the military decision of April 1948 were manifested in the
politics of survival engaged in by a certain group within the Arab
population. As we have seen, it was then that leaders of the Druze minority
on Mt. Carmel, and later in the Galilee, decided to strike an alliance with
the Hagana in order to secure their future existence in their villages. The
same approach was adopted by a number of Bedouin tribes (for example,
`Arab al-Hayb), two Circassian villages in the Galilee, and other individual
Arab leaders in the Galilee. These politics of survival were welcomed by
the Hagana, especially in light of the fact that the large majority of the
Galilee had been designated by the UN partition plan as part of the
Palestinian Arab state. In addition to this policy of divide and conquer
employed by the leaders of the Jewish Yishuv to crumbling Palestinian
society, the support of part of the Arab population of the Galilee provided
the Jewish state with the political legitimacy it needed to expand into that
region. The disintegration of Palestinian society had not only political and
human dimensions, but socio-political dimensions as well, primarily
manifested in internal disintegration in the face of the tsunami of conquest
and expulsion.
––––––––––––––
2

The narrative espoused by former Etzel members is different. It maintains that it was Etzel
forces that brought about the conquest of Jaffa. Since 1977, this narrative has been
disseminated by the Etzel Amichai Paglin Memorial Museum (located in Tel Aviv, by the
Mediterranean Sea) to thousands of visitors, including a large number of youth and soldiers.
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In response to the attack on it and to the UN partition plan, a
number of factors helped facilitate the Jewish Yishuv’s survival, and its
success in neutralizing the Palestinians as an active force in the war by the
end of the Mandate. The most important was its ability to administer itself
on a voluntary basis as a country in every way. By 1947, the Jews had
established “Situation Committees” (va`adot matzav) to prepare the
institutions of the state that would be established at the end of the Mandate
on 15 May. Furthermore, the decisive majority of the Jewish Yishuv,
including its many political parties across the entire political spectrum –
right, center, and left – accepted the authority of the Jewish Agency
Executive. The resulting ability of the Yishuv’s one nationwide central
authority to conduct the war was not a foregone conclusion, and was
equally if not more important than the military capabilities the Yishuv had
demonstrated. This state of affairs facilitated impressive mobilization based
on education and social pressure, which enabled the Hagana to enlarge the
existing Palmach brigades and establish new ones during the fighting. On
the eve of the establishment of the State of Israel, the Hagana had at its
disposal twelve fighting brigades (including three Palmach brigades); a
guard force that included primarily older members of the Yishuv; a “youth
battalion” program; supporting forces on the sea and in the air, albeit
without well developed capabilities at this point; and forces that provided
services of various kinds.
To face the organized fighters of the Jewish Yishuv, the
Palestinians were only able to establish a few thousand militiamen in
formations that were primarily local and regional at best, with no command
structure and no common defense. The death of the widely admired
commander of Jaysh al-Jihad al-Muqaddas, Abd al-Qader al-Husayni, was
a good reflection of the weakness and ineffectiveness of these militias
against the proactive organized attacks of the Hagana and the Palmach and
the other Jewish fighting forces. The 4,000 volunteer fighters of the Arab
Liberation Army also made little contribution to the ability of the
Palestinians to hold their ground against the superior Jewish forces. The
Arab Liberation Army usually preferred defensive measures, and in the few
instances that it chose to go on the offensive, as in the case of Mishmar
Ha`emeq, and in the battles at Hawsha and al-Kasayir (near Ramat
Yohanan), it was ultimately defeated. In contrast, when the Jewish forces
decided to go on the offensive and to conquer important targets, they
usually accomplished their goal. The Palestinian cries to the Arab League
during this period were typically answered with empty promises that their
armies would turn the clock back when they invaded on 15 May.
The discussions of the Arab League during the months of fighting
in the first half of 1948 revealed the deep disagreements among the Arab
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countries and their unwillingness to keep their leaders’ promises to save
Palestine and forestall the establishment of the Jewish state. The regimes in
Iraq and Jordan, and primarily King Abdullah, had not yet given up the
dream of the establishment of a large Arab Kingdom throughout the entire
Fertile Crescent. Abdullah did not hide his desire to annex the territory that
the UN partition plan had designated for the Palestinian Arab state. As we
know, the Peel Commission Report of 1937 called for the Arab portion of
the country to be annexed to Transjordan. The British, who in practice were
in control of the regime in Jordan, openly consented to the King’s position
from February 1948 onward. Britain approved of the talks and coordination
between the King and his emissaries on the one hand, and the Yishuv
leadership on the other. These talks continued after the passage of the
partition plan and during the months of the war. The tripartite alliance
between Britain, King Abdullah, and the Jewish Yishuv was a well known
secret, and the other Arab states led by Egypt and Saudi Arabia could do
little to help the Palestinians in practice. It was only in early May, under the
pressure of Arab public opinion, that the Arab states decided on military
intervention. In an effort to prevent him from cooperating with the Jews
and the British, the member states of the Arab League appointed King
Abdullah to head the Arab forces that would intervene to save Palestine and
the Palestinians from the terrible tragedy they were experiencing. The Arab
League decisions to come to the aid of the Palestinians that were made in
early May, without a real military plan and without the Arab armies being
truly ready for the war that was being forced on them by Arab diplomats,
was too little too late.
We now return to the events taking on the battlefield itself. On 11
May, Safad also fell to the Jews, who had been a minority of the city’s
population until 1948. Previously, the Third Battalion of the Palmach
occupied the nearby village of `Ein Zaytun. The killing of dozens of
prisoners in the village after its surrender and the dashed hopes for the aid
of the Transjordanian Legion broke the spirit of the Palestinian fighters in
the city. Approximately 12,000 Palestinian residents of the Galilee town
and an additional 2,000 from Arab villages in the area (some of which had
been expelled during Operation Matateh (“broom”) a few days prior to the
conquest of Safad) all became refugees in Syria and Lebanon. By the end
of the Mandate, all the mixed cities were in Jewish hands.
The same period also witnessed the conquest of all-Arab towns
such as Beisan (subsequently Beit Shean) and the surrounding Arab
villages. The residents of these localities were also expelled, most across
the border while the Mandate was still in force. In the Western Galilee, the
city of Acre also came under the attack of superior Jewish forces who
79

CHAPTER 3

besieged it from all sides, ultimately occupying it on 18 May, a few days
after the end of the Mandate and the establishment of the State of Israel.
Within the Haifa-Jaffa-Jerusalem triangle, two coastal cities
together constituted the socioeconomic foundation of modern Palestinian
society in the country. The fall of the coastal cities of Haifa and Jaffa and
the destruction of the Palestinian communities in both cities left the crown
– Jerusalem – with no solid foundation of developed coastal urban centers.
Two coastal cities also constituted the solid foundation of the Jewish Yishuv
triangle of Haifa-Tel Aviv-Jerusalem. The collapse of the Palestinian basis
of Haifa and Jaffa and the survival of the Jewish basis reflected the
geographical, economic, political, and military victory of the Jewish Yishuv
over Palestinian society. This reality greatly improved the capability of the
Yishuv, which had already become Israel, to hold off a joint attack by the
neighboring Arab countries.
The Few versus the Many
On the eve of the conclusion of the British Mandate, the Jewish Yishuv was
exhausted by the greatest task it had undertaken since the Second Temple
period: the establishment of a Jewish state, after 2,000 years of exile. The
difficult war it had been fighting since November 1947 threatened to
eradicate all chance of achieving this goal. Nonetheless, although the
balance of power was certainly not in its favor and despite the thousands of
casualties and the serious diplomatic difficulties that stemmed from the
hostility of the Arab world, Britain, and even the US, the Jewish Yishuv
was ultimately successful both from a military perspective and a political
one.
Militarily, the Hagana succeeded in establishing territorial
contiguity, albeit extremely narrow at times, from Metula in the north to
Be’er Tuvia in the south. Although the Arab armies did not simply stand
idly by, they were nonetheless forced to limit their actions to relatively
small operations along the country’s borders, with the exception of the
Transjordanian Legion, which operated within the country. Politically, the
Yishuv established the necessary institutional, organizational, and political
infrastructure necessary to establish a state, and the UN remained
supportive of the partition plan. Despite its clear lack of desire to do so,
Britain was forced to terminate its Mandate over the country and to
consolidate its remaining forces and personnel in its Haifa enclave, with no
practical ability to prevent the establishment of the State of Israel. The
Palestinians’ insistence on fighting the partition plan led them to disaster.
As a result of their leadership’s refusal to compromise, so many
Palestinians felt compelled to leave their places of residence, despite the
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calls of their Jewish neighbors asking them to stay. By the end of the
Mandate, the Palestinians were no longer a significant force in the 1948
war.
The many enemies of the Palestinians ultimately collaborated with
Israel to bring about the new tragedy of the 20th century in the Middle East.
Zionist settlement, which enjoyed extremely favorable conditions during
the entire British Mandate, established a national community that was
mobilized, organized, and efficient, and that was capable of establishing a
state and defending it against the country’s Palestinian population and their
Arab supporters. Throughout the British Mandate, the Palestinians were
denied the ability to organize themselves and to establish institutions of a
state in the making. After World War II and the European Jewish
Holocaust, the Zionist-Colonial alliance received new support and power as
a result of sweeping Western support. The Palestinians’ assertion of their
rights to their homeland had no chance of being actualized in light of the
images and atrocities of the Holocaust, the strength of the World Zionist
Movement, and the interests of the two new superpowers, the heirs of
Britain and France in the Middle East. The states of the Arab League,
which were controlled by Britain and France, were too weak to be effective
and had conflicting interests on a number of issues, including the future of
Falastin. The combination of international interests, reactionary Arab
regimes, and destructive Palestinian weakness enabled the Jewish-Zionist
enemy to emerge victoriously, while all the time portraying itself as a
victim fighting in self-defense. In reality, the Palestinians’ conquest,
expulsion, and dispossession of their homeland carried out in 1948 had
been planned by the Yishuv leadership years earlier. The stronger Jewish
community made effective use of its advantage in order to establish a
Jewish state. It also made sure that the state, whose designated territory was
conquered gradually by the force of arms in the presence of the British
army and Mandate police force, would be depopulated of its Palestinian
inhabitants.
The Jewish camp’s sense of victimization intensified significantly
as a result of the atrocities of the Holocaust that had taken place in Europe
on the one hand, and its self-image as a small Jewish community fighting
for its life against the armies of the surrounding Arab countries on the other
hand. This image served the Jews well in enabling them to conceal from the
world the Palestinian tragedy that was actually taking place right before its
eyes. Without a doubt, the foundation for the establishment of the State of
Israel in mid-May 1948 within undefined boundaries had been well
prepared. The military activities of the leadership of the Jewish Yishuv even
before the end of the Mandate reflected its intention to expand the borders
of the future state far beyond the area designated by the UN partition plan.
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In the case of the Palestinian tragedy, the writing was on the wall, but the
eyes of the world were unable to see.
When the Jewish leadership led by David Ben-Gurion convened in
Tel Aviv in mid-May 1948 in order to declare the establishment of the State
of Israel, its members could take pride not only in the diplomatic victory of
the UN partition resolution but also in their ability to establish the Jewish
state in an area that for the most part was devoid of a significant Arab
population. Plan-Dalet was implemented with great success, and the results
on the ground spoke for themselves. Dozens of Arab villages, towns, and
neighborhoods were conquered, and their residents were expelled or
compelled to go into exile, out of the fear of the massacre and killing that
had been the fate of many hundreds of Arab inhabitants of the country who
were unable to flee for their lives in time.
The Palestinians were easily defeated on the battlefield, and, as a
result of the ongoing British presence in the country, their fate was
determined without the Arab countries being permitted to come to their aid.
The British plot, which began with the Balfour Declaration of 1917, an
official principled, political declaration that provided the Jews with national
rights in Eretz Israel, reached fruition before the eyes of the Mandate
authorities. From the 1920s onward, these officials permitted the Jewish
Yishuv to build a state in the making, with autonomous institutions and a
well-trained organized military force. In mid-May 1948, before leaving the
country, the British left the keys to Falastin with the leadership of the
Jewish Yishuv. In this way, the British-Zionist partnership chalked up a
colonial achievement – one of the last of its kind in the history of European
settlement in third-world countries. The Zionist achievement came at the
cost of the destruction of the homes and homeland of the indigenous
Palestinian Arab population. By the end of the Mandate, the Jewish side to
the conflict had already established a state in practice. In the eyes of the
world, the intervention of the Arab states to save what remained of
Palestine appeared to be an illegitimate invasion in opposition to the policy
of the UN.
By mid-May 1948, the State of Israel had achieved independence, and the
first phase of the Palestinian Nakba had reached its conclusion.
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AT THE EXPENSE OF THE PALESTINIANS:
THE FIRST ISRAELI-ARAB WAR,
MAY 1948–JANUARY 1949

This chapter on the second part of the war presents the popular JewishIsraeli and Palestinian-Arab narratives – those that have not changed since
the 1950s. Our decision to focus on this type of narrative is based on two
factors. The first is our desire to present an example of this type of
narrative in the context of the 1948 war. The second is the fact that the
popular narratives of this part of the war, the history of which is not as well
known, have undergone fewer dramatic changes. After all, for both the
Israelis and the Palestinians, the war was not only a confrontation between
themselves but a confrontation with a third party as well: the neighboring
Arab countries. In the case at hand, the intensive interest in the narratives
as they relate to the direct encounter between the two communities within
the country has overshadowed the encounter between both peoples of the
country and the armies of the surrounding Arab countries.
At midnight on 14-15 May 1948, the last British High Commissioner to
Palestine, General Sir Allan Cunningham, left the territorial waters of
Mandate Palestine. The British Mandate had come to an end and the first
war between Israel and the surrounding Arab states had begun, at the
expense of the Palestinians. On the afternoon of Friday 14 May 1948, 5
Iyar 5708, the People’s Council Chairman, David Ben-Gurion, declared the
establishment of an independent Jewish state in the portion of the country
designated by the UN Partition Resolution of 29 November 1947. Seated
next to Ben-Gurion on the stage of the old Tel Aviv Museum were the
members of the People’s Administration, who the following day, on 15
May, became the members of the Provisional Government of Israel. The
hall was filled with distinguished guests, some of whom had served as
delegates to the first Zionist Congress convened by Theodor Herzl in 1897.
Ben-Gurion declared that the new state would be based on
complete equality irrespective of religion, race or sex. Israel “extends its
hand to all neighboring states and their peoples,” Ben-Gurion read aloud
from the Declaration of Independence, “in an offer of peace and good
neighborliness.” With regard to the Palestinians, the Declaration continued
as follows:
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We appeal – in the very midst of the onslaught launched against us now for
months – to the Arab inhabitants of the State of Israel to preserve peace and
participate in the up building of the state on the basis of full and equal
citizenship and due representation in all its provisional and permanent
institutions.

His words were met with loud cheers. One after another, the members of
the People’s Council, with the exception of those who were unable to arrive
from besieged Jerusalem, which was suffering from shelling and shortages
of food, all rose to sign the document. Outside the museum, huge crowds
danced and sang in celebration of the establishment of a Jewish state after
two thousand years of exile.
The State of Israel was established without borders, and the
Declaration of 14 May 1948 quickly emerged as a collection of
meaningless words aimed at satisfying the UN, other authorities, and
perhaps the Israelis themselves. The Palestinians, who had experienced the
treatment of the Yishuv first-hand during the first phase of the war,
certainly had no faith in the section of the Declaration of Independence
addressed to them. By mid-May 1948, virtually no Arabs were left in the
areas that had been conquered by the Jews. Most had been uprooted and
became refugees. This was the case in Tiberias, Jaffa, Safad, Acre, and the
dozens of villages surrounding these cities. The following weeks and
months proved that there was, in fact, a solid basis for the Palestinians’ lack
of faith. During this period, Israel both continued the expulsion of Arabs
and blocked their return.
As if the hostility of Britain and its efforts to prevent the
establishment of the Jewish state were not enough, Israel also faced
growing hostility from the UN and increasing conciliation with the Arabs
on the part of the US, which retreated from its support of partition in March
1948. Before the ink of the Declaration of Independence had even dried,
before midnight, when the Jewish state was to officially come into
existence, President Harry Truman announced his de-facto recognition of
the Jewish state. Equally important was the fact that the Soviet Union was
the first country to recognize the new state immediately after its
establishment. This consensus between the two major superpowers and
their respective blocs surrounding the establishment of the state lent Israel
considerable strength, which it needed in order to contend with the
immediate threat to its existence.
The already defeated Palestinians pinned their hopes on the Arab
armies, which could now finally come to their aid and prevent the partition
of Falastin and the establishment of the Jewish state, or at least halt the
expansion of the new state and the uprooting of any more Palestinians. In
addition to these hopes, however, Palestinians feared that the intervention
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of the Arab armies was happening too late and too slowly, and involved
insufficient forces. Moreover, the disagreements among the Arab countries
on the one hand, and between some of the Arab countries and the
Palestinian leadership on the other hand, had been well known for some
time now. The Palestinians were tense and anxious to see what the Arab
countries would be able to accomplish in the campaign that had just begun.
INVASION, REPULSING THE INVASION, AND THE CROSSFIRE:
15 MAY–11 JUNE 1948

When the new state was only a few hours old, it was attacked by seven
Arab countries with Great Britain’s blessing. The aim of the invasion was
to annihilate the new state and to throw the Jews into the sea. In this way,
from the moment it came into existence, Israel was forced to fight for its
right to exist. The invading countries were supported by the Arab League
and more than twenty Arab and Muslim countries who expressed
willingness to provide funding, weapons, and fighters for the campaign of
annihilation against the Jewish state that had just been established. The
British not only abandoned the territory of the Mandate in general and left
the Jewish Yishuv to fend for itself – they also made efforts to arm Egypt,
Transjordan, and Iraq with the best weaponry of the times. The armies of
Syria and Lebanon were also provided with similar aid by the French.
Moreover, the regular armies of all these countries benefited not only from
a wealth of weapons but from combat experience as well. Their officers,
some of whom were British, possessed extensive military knowledge and
an age-old familiarity with the country from which they had just been
forced to withdraw. The British sought to return to Eretz Israel on the
backs of the invading armies, but this was not enough for them. They also
made sure to create chaos just before the conclusion of the Mandate
through intentional non-cooperation with the UN and its committees,
abandonment and destruction of the Mandate system, the failure to carry
out an organized transfer of governing institutions even in all-Jewish areas,
and the imposition of limitations on the operations of the Hagana. Until the
very last moment, the British continued its searches for weapons and its
intentional disruption of Hagana for the benefit of the Arabs. In all this,
their aim was to prevent the young state that was soon to be established
from being able to defend itself. The departure of the British made things
easier for the Jewish Yishuv, which, on 15 May 1948, became the State of
Israel. The British were also behind the actions of the Arab League, which
had put the Arab Liberation Army into operation in the country prior to
May 1948.
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The Arab Liberation Army ended up being a disappointment. Not
only did it fail in the isolated instance in which it went on the offensive in a
systematic manner at Mishmar Ha`emeq, but it also failed to protect
locations it was supposed to defend. The shortcomings of this force were
also evident in other areas, which made it a burden on the Palestinian
population. For example, there were many instances in which soldiers of
the Arab Liberation Army appeared in Palestinian localities asking for, and
at times demanding food from the rural population. The lack of
coordination between the Arab Liberation Army and the Palestinian
leadership before and after the end of the Mandate was also readily
apparent. The Arab Liberation Army also lacked this type of coordination
with the various Arab armies, most notably with the army of King
Abdullah, with which there was not only no coordination whatsoever but
actual hostility. This situation did not change after the end of the Mandate,
and the resulting division detracted from the Arab interest in general and
the Palestinian interest in particular.
Britain pulled the strings of the supreme command of the invading
armies, which assumed responsibility for coordinating the invasion in an
effort to add to its effectiveness. The invading armies were under the
command of the Iraqi general Ismail Safwat. The supreme commander was
King Abdullah himself, who answered the Palestinians’ call that he be the
one to lead the invasion. During a meeting held in Amman in late April
1948, the chiefs of staffs of the invading Arab armies concluded an
invasion plan. Carrying out the plan became particularly urgent when the
leaders in the Arab capitals understood that the Palestinians had completely
collapsed and were unable to do the work on their own. According to the
all-Arab invasion plan, the Egyptian army, which was considered to be the
strongest Arab army, was to advance northward into Palestine and conquer
Tel Aviv and the surrounding localities. The British, who had amassed a
large force at the Suez Canal in Egyptian territory, feared a possible Israeli
operation in their direction. Not only did they not prevent the Egyptians
from entering the war, they did the opposite by encouraging them to do so
in order to distract them from the British presence along the Suez Canal as
well. The British also hoped that Israel would be unable to actualize its
sovereignty in the Negev, which was recognized by the UN partition plan
of November 1947. The British sought to ensure territorial contiguity from
the Suez Canal in the west to the Persian Gulf in the east by means of proBritish regimes in Egypt, Transjordan, and Iraq. The British columns that
had recently exited the country in the direction of the Suez Canal showed
the Egyptian army, like that of Transjordan, the way back in to Eretz Israel.
They hoped that the invading Arab armies would conquer the former
territory of Mandate Palestine in a way that would enable London to
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control this critical territory, if not officially then at least in practice, and at
the same time secure its interests in the Arab world, particularly in
countries with vast oil reserves.
In this geopolitical context, Transjordan’s location was of
particular importance. The British had established, funded, trained, and led
the army of this puppet state. The entire budget of Transjordan was
dependent on British good will, and King Abdullah typically did the
bidding of the British ambassador in Amman. The Atlee-Bevin government
of traitors wanted Abdullah to control the entire eastern section of the
country that had been designated for the Palestinians according to the UN
partition plan, and perhaps even more. Jerusalem was especially critical for
the King, as his kingdom consisted entirely of desolate desert. His wish was
granted when his army turned toward Jerusalem in total contradiction of the
UN General Assembly resolution, which had designated the city and its
environs as international territory.
Abdullah was joined by the Hashemite regime in Iraq, which,
although it had no common border with Eretz Israel, was particularly active
in preparing the invasion and even asked to lead it. The Iraqi army, which,
like the Jordanian army, was set up by the British, crossed Jordan on its
way to take part in the destruction of the State of Israel. Its aim was to
reach Haifa and to seize control of the refineries through which the oil from
Iraq passed on its way to Europe. The endeavor was looked upon favorably
by the British and IPC, the company that owned the oil refineries.
Israel’s neighbors to the north also joined the all-Arab effort,
aiming to conquer the northern portion of the country on the way to Haifa.
Armed with French weapons, the Syrian army mounted offenses in the
Jordan Valley and the Galilee Panhandle, and aimed at first conquering
Tiberias and Safad and then continuing on to Haifa. The Syrians were
joined by the Lebanese, whose relatively small army launched an attack on
the Upper Galilee. These forces were joined by units from Libya, Saudi
Arabia, and Yemen.
The Palestinians took note that, in practice, only four of the seven
member states of the Arab League sent parts of their armed forces to
participate in the campaign: Egypt, Jordan, Iraq, and Syria. Although the
Lebanese government had supported the Arab League decision to send their
armies to the aid of the Palestinians, it did not instruct its army to cross the
international border to take part in the fighting. Libya, Saudi Arabia, and
far-away Yemen did not instruct their armies to take part in the war at all.
In light of the circumstances, the commanders of the invading
armies assumed that the campaign would be a walk in the park, but they
were mistaken. When the invasion began on Saturday, 15 May 1948, the
IDF had insufficient weapons. They were, however, armed with the
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strength and spirit of a people with no other choice, with their backs against
the wall. The new Israeli army, the few against the many, set out to repulse
the invasion and paid a heavy price in doing so. The invasion was repulsed
by June, on the eve of the first ceasefire.
The Palestinians were concerned by the fact that the Arab armies
were not prepared for war. However, they had no choice but to rely on
them in order to face the superior Jewish forces, as the Jews had already
conquered dozens of their cities and villages. The Palestinian fears quickly
proved to be justified. The Arab armies failed to achieve their objectives
and quickly agreed to a ceasefire, which gave the Jews room to breathe and
the opportunity to reorganize and rearm.
THE ATTACK ON THE EGYPTIAN FRONT IN THE SOUTH AND IN THE NEGEV

On 10 May, the Egyptian offensive had already begun. The Egyptians sent
a semi-regular force of the Muslim Brotherhood under the command of an
officer of the Egyptian army to attack Kibbutz Kfar Darom, located to the
west of Gaza. Although the British, as usual, did not interfere, the attack
nonetheless failed. The Egyptians carried out another preliminary operation
against the Iraq al-Suwaydan police station along the Mjeidel-Faluja road,
which was handed over to them by the British on 14 May. From this point
of advantage, the Egyptian launched their invasion. Upon the British
withdrawal from the country, the volunteers of the Muslim Brotherhood,
who sought to operate independently, were immediately sent far from the
major route of the invasion through the coastal lowlands. They advanced
from `Uja al-Hafir (Nitzana) along the international border between Israel
and Egypt, took control of Bir `Asluj (today, Mashabei Sadeh), and by 17
May had already conquered Beir al-Sabi’. From there they set out to
Hebron to the consternation of the Jordanians, and from there to Jerusalem.
The well known Egyptian-Jordanian rivalry found concrete expression in
the competition between their two armies at the expense of the Palestinians.
The primary Egyptian effort aimed at advancing from Gaza to Tel
Aviv via the coastal lowlands. On 15 May, an Egyptian column teeming
with tanks and advanced weaponry was already making its way north from
Gaza along the coast toward Tel Aviv. On the way, the Egyptians
attempted to destroy all 27 Jewish settlements in the Negev. The Egyptians
again attacked Kfar Darom, as well as Nirim and Kibbutz Yad Mordechai,
which was located directly on their route to Tel Aviv. The first two
operations failed, but in the case of Yad Mordechai (named in memory of
Mordechai Anielewicz, the commander of the 1932 Warsaw Ghetto
Uprising), the defenders of the kibbutz were authorized to retreat after a
desperate but heroic battle against the Egyptian armored forces. The
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Egyptians paid for their efforts with five days of difficult fighting and
heavy losses. The commanders of the invading army understood that if they
took the time required to conquer every settlement along the way, they
would never achieve their ultimate task of conquering Tel Aviv. In their
haste, the Egyptians left most of the Jewish settlements alone, based on the
assumption that they would be unable to disrupt their advance and that they
could be dealt with later, after the occupation of Tel Aviv. The Egyptians,
however, had no idea of how determined the residents of these settlements
were to defend themselves. Their motto was: “The man will be victorious,
not the tank!” The inhabitants of the Negev settlements and the fighters of
the Negev Brigade of the Palmach put this motto into practice with their
own bodies. At the same time, the Egyptians finally succeeded in
conquering their first Jewish settlement, which went a long way toward
raising morale in their ranks.
The inhabitants of the Palestinian localities on the southern front
were caught in the crossfire between the Egyptian and Israeli armies. In
contrast to the organized Jewish settlements that coordinated with the
Israeli army, the Palestinians were exposed to the shelling of the rival
armies without any ability to defend themselves. As a result of this
situation, dozens of Palestinian villages in the south of the country were
abandoned after 15 May. Their residents became refugees in safer locations
far from the battlefield.
With the onset of the Egyptian invasion, the Givati Brigade was
sent to defend the narrow strip surrounding Tel Aviv to the south. Givati’s
efforts (with the assistance of Etzel) to conquer Ramla failed. They did,
however, succeed in conquering the Sarafand military base (Tzrifin), a
large British base located to the west of Ramla that the British had
transferred to the Arabs upon their withdrawal. Next, they conquered the
Julis camp and a number of villages north of Negba, which quickly became
a key target of the ongoing Egyptian invasion.
Because a non-fighting population could not be allowed to remain
on the front lines, Israel evacuated children and non-mobilized women
from many kibbutzim, including Nitzanim, Negba, Gat, Galon, and Kfar
Menachem. There was great concern that those who remained to defend the
kibbutzim would follow their loved ones and abandon the settlements. This
concern, however, turned out to be unfounded. In fact, the opposite was
true: those who remained in the settlements focused more intensely on the
task of defending their settlements, and in this way contributed to the
defense of the country as a whole.
The Egyptian column that pushed northward was held just 35
kilometers south of Tel Aviv, near Isdud (today, the city of Ashdod), south
of the bridge that, for this reason, subsequently came to be known as the Ad
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Halom (Hebrew for ‘up to here’) Bridge. The small force of the Givati
Brigade managed to stop the astonished Egyptians in June 1948. In the
counter-attack that evolved into a tough battle, all four planes then at the
disposal of the new Israeli air force took part for the first time. The planes
were hit, but the commanders of the Egyptian column were alarmed by the
determination of the IDF and by the extreme reactions of their soldiers,
who began to flee. They were concerned for good reasons. After all, no one
had told them why their government had sent them to a foreign land in
which they had no interest. Most of their soldiers were illiterate and had
certainly never heard of Eretz Israel or the Jews living there. They did not
understand why they were being asked to sacrifice their lives for this land.
They were also not familiar with the Palestinians, whom they saw as
complete strangers, and whose Arabic they also were unable to understand.
This, and the sight of their commanders – who were the first to flee –
leaving them exposed to enemy fire, had its effect. The Egyptians’ superior
weaponry and advanced training could not overcome the strong spirit of the
few soldiers of the Givati Brigade who fought them off with their own
hands, sustaining heavy casualties in the process. The panic-stricken
Egyptians now had to change their plans. Their dash to Tel Aviv had been
halted, and they were forced to dig in and take up defensive positions. From
this point on, the Egyptian army limited itself to attempts to cut off the
Negev from the rest of Israel. The IDF, in contrast, succeeded in
conquering ‘Arab Yibnah and setting up an effective barrier on the road to
Tel Aviv.
Within the Jewish Yishuv, fear stemming from the Egyptian
advance toward Tel Aviv prevailed. The calculated Egyptian stop near
Isdud before the charge to Tel Aviv aroused terror. The Palestinians, who
in May 1948 had no choice but to hope that the Arab armies would emerge
victorious, quickly realized that even the army of the largest Arab country
was not ready for the war. The Egyptian army had been stopped south of
the border of the Jewish state according to the UN partition plan, and
proved unable to defend the Palestinian localities. Before long, the
Egyptians moved from digging in to retreat, leaving the area they had
previously held subject to conquest and expulsion by the State of Israel.
Givati’s counter-attack, however, was not seen as a successful holding
action, but rather as a failure. It now appeared to the Jews that it would be
difficult to hold their ground against an army that was so much stronger on
land, at sea, and in the air. In May-June 1948, their feeling of being ‘the
few against the many’ assumed extremely concrete expression.
This impression intensified when the Egyptian army that had
stopped south of Tel Aviv turned southward and eastward to contend with
the Jewish settlements in the narrow strip it had conquered by the
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beginning of June, which in the meantime were still in one piece. Even
before the conclusion of the battles around the Ad Halom Bridge, the
Egyptians attacked Kibbutz Negba. Negba was situated at a critical location
on the junction of the north-south road connecting the Negev to the rest of
the country and the east-west Mjeidel-Beit Jibrin road. Without conquering
Negba and its controlling positions, the Egyptian army would be unable to
resume its drive northward and would have great difficulties imposing an
effective siege on the Negev. Although with the support of the Givati
Brigade Negba put up a heroic fight and did not fall, the Egyptians took
control of the junction itself. Despite the threats posed by Negba in the
north and Hulayqat commanding positions, which were held by the IDF, in
the south, they managed to effectively cut off the Negev from the north and
to enable themselves secure travel between Mjeidel in the west and Beit
Jibrin the east.
After failing to conquer Negba, the Egyptians then turned to
Kibbutz Nitzanim, located north of Mjeidel and west of the coastal road.
The furious Egyptians attacked the kibbutz with an extremely large force.
They were met only by approximately 150 men, members of the kibbutz
and Givati soldiers armed with light weapons. After two days of holding
out against the Egyptians, the men at Nitzanim surrendered to the
Egyptians, even though they had not been authorized to do so by the
commanders of the Givati Brigade which was responsible for the region.
The local commander and the radio operator were shot in cold blood while
making their way to the Egyptians to announce their surrender, and the
others tried to escape or were taken prisoner by the Egyptians. The
following day, the Egyptians also conquered Hill 69, which controlled the
coastal road across from Nitzanim, on the eastern side of the road. The
Egyptians tried to build on their success and to advance eastward and
northward toward Beit Daras and Beer Tuvia, and they were fought off
with great difficulty. “Freedom or death,” wrote Givati education officer
Aba Kovner in light of the despondent atmosphere in the brigade at the
time. He was critical of the fact that the defenders of Nitzanim allowed
themselves to be taken prisoner without fighting to the death.
The Negev to the south was now cut off from central Israel. There,
on the eve of the first ceasefire, the Palmach’s Negev Brigade succeeded in
liberating Bir `Asluj and severing the `Uja-al-Hafir (Nitzana) road – that is
to say, Beir al-Sabi’, and to cut off the Egyptian forces in the north in Beir
al-Sabi’ from the forces at `Uja on the Sinai border. Nonetheless, the Negev
remained cut off. By the first ceasefire, both sides were exhausted but not
defeated. Both sides had a great interest in reaching a ceasefire.
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THE JERUSALEM-LATRUN REGION

In the Jerusalem region, Israel fought primarily against the Transjordanian
Legion and, to the south of the city at Kibbutz Ramat Rachel, against the
volunteers of the Muslim Brotherhood from Egypt as well. The Legion, the
British army of King Abdullah, was forced to leave the country on 14 May
with the end of the Mandate. On its way out, it attacked the Jewish
settlements of the Etzion Bloc with clear British encouragement and
support. The Legion’s attack on the Etzion Bloc began on 4 May after its
settlements had successfully blocked the Jerusalem-Hebron road. The final
Jordanian attack began on the night of 11-12 May, and Kibbutz Kfar Etzion
fell on the 13th of the month. The Jordanian soldiers not only failed to
prevent the Arabs of the surrounding villages from massacring the
surrendered members of the kibbutz and Hagana soldiers who had come
from Jerusalem to help defend the kibbutz, but actually helped them do so.
The attackers entered Kfar Etzion with cries of “Deir Yassin!” That day,
250 men and women were killed. Only four people survived – three men
and a teenage girl. One crawled northward toward Masuot Yitzhak, and two
were allowed to live in exchange for their weapons which they gave to the
Arabs, and were taken prisoner by the Legion. The teenage girl was saved
by an officer of the Legion who rescued her from the hands of the
Palestinian villagers. The children and most of the women were evacuated
to Jerusalem a few months earlier and were therefore spared. The kibbutz
was looted and razed to the ground. On 14 May, the three other kibbutzim
of the Etzion Bloc fell: `Ein Tzurim, Masuot Yitzhak, and Revadim. This
time, the Legion prevented a massacre by firing on the Palestinians
attempting to enter the village. The members of the settlements were taken
prisoner and transferred to Jordan. They were released in the spring of 1949
after the signing of the Israeli-Jordanian armistice agreement. The Legion
had previously supported the Palestinian war effort, but at the Etzion Bloc
it did so in broad daylight, even before the conclusion of the Mandate. The
State of Israel was born the next day, on 15 May, in the glow of the flames
that devoured the settlements of the Etzion Bloc.
The settlements that had served as forward posts protecting
Jerusalem from the outside were conquered one after another. On 15 May,
Hartuv west of Jerusalem fell, and on 16 May Kibbutz Beit Ha`arava and
the northern Dead Sea factory were taken by the Arab Legion. Whoever
remained at these locations were evacuated by boat to the southern factory
in Sedom. Jerusalem was left vulnerable to an attack by the Legion on all
sides. But these few local successes of the Legion soldiers failed to conceal
from the eyes of the Palestinians the true aims of Abdullah, who sent his
army to Falastin not to help them but rather to assume control over the
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territory designated by the partition resolution as the Arab state. Moreover,
the Hashemite King, an old rival of the Mufti and, in practice, an enemy of
the Palestinians, conspired with the British, and with the State of Israel that
had just been established, to dispossess the Palestinians of their homeland
and to prevent them from establishing an independent state.
In actuality, the Legion never left Eretz Israel – not even for a
moment. Even before the end of the Mandate, the British completely
ignored the instructions of His Majesty’s Government itself by allowing the
Legion to begin sending its forces westward via the Allenby Bridge near
Jericho, including the units that had until that point been stationed to the
east of the Jordan River. It was clear to Abdullah and the British
commander of his army, John Glubb Pasha, that the irregular forces of the
‘Zionist gangs’ would last no more than two weeks. The Legion made its
preparations undisturbed in areas populated only by Palestinians – in the
Judean Mountains and, to the north, in the mountains of Ephraim (the
region of Umm el-Fahm).
It was no coincidence that the primary force of the Legion was
focused on Jerusalem. Abdullah sought to conquer the holy places and to
make Jerusalem the capital of his expanded kingdom, or at least the capital
of his country, which consisted mainly of empty desert. Now, the focus of
the King of Transjordan was not the highlands or the lowlands, but rather
Jerusalem.
The fall of the Etzion Bloc settlements south of Jerusalem, and
Neve Yaakov and Atarot to the north, eased the siege that had been
imposed on the Palestinian neighborhoods of East Jerusalem. The arrival of
the Arab Legion, with its demonstrated military capabilities, raised the
spirits of the Palestinians in the area. Abdullah’s men exploited their
presence in the city to establish links with the opponents of the Haj Amin
al-Husayni, the Mufti of Jerusalem. Indeed, the al-Husayni’s rivals in
Jerusalem increased their activities and their cooperation with the King and
his men after his army established effective control of Jerusalem and the
surrounding area. The internal Palestinian political balance of power in the
region began to shift to the detriment of the Palestinian national leadership
and in favor of the Nashashibi opposition and its supporters.
On 17 May, the Legion’s advanced force reached the Mount of
Olives to the east of Jerusalem. From this point until the onset of the first
ceasefire on 11 June, the Legion subjected the Jewish city to incessant
artillery fire from Shuafat and French Hill in the north, from al-Nabi
Samu‘il in the west, and from Beit Jala in the south. At the same time, the
Legion attacked Jewish Jerusalem from the north, from the direction of
Shaykh Jarrah and the police academy. The attack was repulsed in the area
of Mandelbaum Gate and Mea Shearim. At this point, the Legion tried its
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luck on the road ascending from the Damascus Gate to the Notre Dame
Convent, where defenders finally repulsed them on 23 May. The battles in
Jerusalem were no walk in the park, as the Legion had assumed they would
be initially. This marked the end of the Jordanians’ offensive against the
western part of the city. They retained East Jerusalem and the holy places.
The Legion was not alone in Jerusalem. It received support in the
south from the semi-regular Muslim Brotherhood volunteers from Egypt.
On 21 May, these forces launched a joint-attack on Kibbutz Ramat Rachel
which was situated in a high region to the south of the city. The Hagana
and Etzel took part in defending the settlement, which was conquered and
re-conquered by the opposing forces a number of times. Ultimately, the
attackers retreated and the Hagana forces took control of the entire high
region up to the Mar Elias Monastery in the south.
As a result of these failures, the Legion focused its attack on the
Old City of Jerusalem in general and the Old City’s Jewish Quarter in
particular. Although they had been properly trained and were well armed,
the Bedouin soldiers of the Legion had thus far had no experience with
warfare in such a dense urban area. On the 19th of the month, the Legion
attacked the Old City and placed the small Jewish Quarter, which was weak
in population and defenders, under siege. Although the Hagana and the
Palmach attacked the Jaffa Gate and the Zion Gate the same day, the effort
made little difference (although the offensive of the Etzioni soldiers against
the Jaffa Gate failed, it nonetheless served as a distraction from the
ultimately successful Palmach offensive against Zion Gate).
The fighters of the Palmach’s Harel Brigade who had conquered
Zion Gate were forced to abandon it in order to move on to other missions,
and the reinforcements that arrived to the Jewish Quarter consisted of older
men who had not undergone the physical and psychological training
necessary for the task. Moreover, by this time the population of the Jewish
Quarter had dwindled to less than 2,000 men and women and their families.
Virtually all of these were ultra-orthodox families from lower
socioeconomic strata who until that point had been unable to leave their
homes, and the task of defending them was particularly difficult. The
commander of the Jewish Quarter was therefore required not only to battle
the Legion, but also to contend with the desire of the residents of the Jewish
Quarter to surrender, or at least to leave the Quarter and head westward,
into the Jewish section of the city. With the support of the Hagana
headquarters, Hagana command in the Jewish Quarter prevented them
from leaving. This was reflective of the general propensity, primarily
among Jerusalem’s ultra-orthodox population, to do as it pleased, which
was a phenomenon that compelled the heads of the Jewish Agency in the
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city, and later the Israeli government, to use force to prevent this
population’s flight from Jerusalem in the direction of the lowlands.
The Legion significantly increased its pressure in the Old City and
on 28 May conquered the Jewish Quarter, taking its defenders prisoner and
expelling the women, children, and elderly into the Jewish city to the west.
The Legion did not stop the Palestinian residents from looting whatever
possessions remained. The Jewish Quarter did not surrender: it was
conquered. Immediately following the expulsion of the Jewish Quarter
westward, the looting and destruction began, and the thousands of
Palestinian refugees from the Arab neighborhoods of the western section of
the city flooded into east Jerusalem. Many of them were pleased when they
saw that the Jews of the Old City had also been forced to leave their homes.
While the elite units of the Legion were still fighting in Jerusalem,
Abdullah and Glubb Pasha, the British commander of the Legion, sent
other units to conquer the Latrun police station, the Monastery of Silence
and the adjacent villages, which facilitated firm control of the main road
ascending to Jerusalem from Tel Aviv and Jaffa. The British army
withdrew from the Latrun police station on 14 May, leaving it to their
successors: the Transjordanian Legion. But the first to enter were soldiers
of the Givati Brigade, who unintentionally succeeded in opening the road to
Jerusalem, albeit only for a short time. This force, however, immediately
withdrew from the police station and the villages of Latrun and Deir Ayub,
whose residents had fled. The Legion entered the police station on 17 May
with no resistance and without the intelligence service of the Hagana
taking notice. The siege on Jewish Jerusalem was tightened, and no one
was able to enter or exit.
In this context, the IDF forces sent to conquer Latrun from the
Jordanians consisted primarily of the 7th Brigade, which had been
established just a few days earlier. IDF forces launched three attacks on
Latrun and the surrounding villages before the ceasefire: on 24-25 May, on
30-31 May (Operation Ben-Noon I and II), and again on 8-9 June
(Operation Yoram). In order to ease the pressure on Latrun during this
period, the Legion launched attacks immediately eastward, against the
former British Radar Hill, which was now occupied by Hagana (now IDF)
forces. After taking the hill, the Jordanians attempted to continue
southward toward Kibbutz Maaleh Hachamisha and Kibbutz Kiriyat
Anavim in an effort to penetrate the large village of Abu Ghosh, which was
situated along the Tel Aviv-Jerusalem road. In addition, Kibbutz Gezer,
located southwest of Latrun, was conquered on 10 June for a few hours.
These attacks by the Legion were repulsed while the battle for Latrun was
still underway. In any event, all the abovementioned attempts by the
Hagana/IDF to conquer Latrun ended in failure, and hundreds of IDF
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soldiers were killed in heroic bloody battles. Most of those killed were
Holocaust survivors who had just arrived in the country. They were sent
into battle as cannon fodder, with no knowledge of the country or its
conditions, while many others, including many Jews who were born in the
country, stayed behind.
The recurring failures at Latrun forced the commanders of the IDF
to think creatively. After a number of fighters of the Harel Brigade of the
Palmach managed to advance westward undetected from Shaar Hagai via
Beit Susin-Beit Jiz south of Latrun on their way to Rest & Recuperation in
the lowlands, the IDF General Staff decided to use this route to bypass the
Latrun complex that controlled the road to Jerusalem. On this basis, Israel
opened its own “Burma Road” (named after the road that the British
opened from Burma to China during World War II, which was used to
transport equipment and weapons via a route that was not susceptible to
Japanese attack), which passed through hidden terrain south of Latrun –
preventing it from being attacked. The route led to the Beit Susin Ridge
(where difficult terrain required that equipment be carried by hand and
loaded onto trucks sent from Jerusalem); from there to Beit Mahsir (today,
the Masrek nature reserve), which had fallen to the Palmach’s Harel
Brigade in a difficult battle in mid-May; and from there via Saris (Shoresh)
to Jerusalem. Although this road prevented the Legion from maintaining an
effective siege on Jerusalem, the Jordanian presence at Latrun continued to
threaten the road to the city, and the battle for the complex was not over.
From Latrun, units of the Legion continued westward to take control of
Ramla and Lod and the international airport there. On the eve of the first
ceasefire (11 June 1948), Jerusalem was not the only city under siege: Tel
Aviv, and Gush Dan in general, were also almost completely surrounded by
the Egyptians in the south and the Jordanians in the east.
During these battles for the road to Jerusalem, Colonel David
Marcus (Mickey Stone), a Jewish American volunteer who Ben-Gurion
briefly appointed as commander of the central front, was mistakenly killed
by friendly fire (of the Palmach). His death in battle was a symbol of world
Jewish solidarity with the new State of Israel.
The Jordanians’ and Egyptians’ entry into the central mountain
region that had been designated for a Palestinian state raised morale and
gave hope to many. Under the protective presence of these armies, some of
the refugees periodically managed to return to their homes, as in the case of
Qalqilyah. The Israeli army, which had conquered many villages in the
south and center of the country during the period, worked aggressively to
expel the inhabitants from their homes in the direction of Gaza and the area
under control of the Jordanian army. Moreover, in an effort to prevent the
return of residents to recently conquered villages, the Israeli army, and
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other Israeli actors, worked to destroy their built areas. One such example
during this period was the case of Isdud and the villages to the south. Other
examples were in the Jerusalem region and the lowlands. During this
period, the Israelis also conquered Palestinian villages located far from the
areas controlled by the Arab armies, expelling their inhabitants eastward
toward the Arab military forces, as in the case of al-Tantura south of Haifa.
Such Palestinian villages, which constituted small, unprotected enclaves
within the territory of the State of Israel, had no chance of resisting the
attacks of the well organized and well trained units of the IDF. In such
attacks on isolated Palestinian villages, dozens of residents were typically
killed, and the rest were expelled across the border of Israeli control.
THE WAR IN THE NORTH

While the battles for the road to Jerusalem and the city itself were still
raging, the war in the north also intensified. Israel took advantage of the
Arab states’ intervention in the war in order to expand its seizure of
territory that had not originally been included in the borders of the Jewish
state.
In the northwest, after the conquest of the city of Acre on 18 May
1948, the Israeli army launched operations to conquer the Palestinian
villages of the Western Galilee. Large number of villages located near the
beach, such as al-Zib, al-Samiriya, al-Bassa, al-Kabri, Umm al-Faraj, and
al-Nahr were conquered and their inhabitants expelled into Lebanon. The
Israeli army also turned eastward and conquered a number of villages deep
in the Western Galilee, such as al-Birwa, Amqa, Kuweikat, and Kufr Yasif.
As in other Arab villages in the region such as al-Judeida and Makr, the
residents of Kufr Yasif preferred to surrender willingly and to save
themselves the bitter fate of brutal conquest and expulsion. In such villages,
leaders of the Druze community (such as Shaykh Jabr Muadi and others)
served as mediators in reaching surrender agreements.
On 15 May, the Syrians attacked in the northeast, capturing the
Arab town of Samakh (Tzemach) on the southern banks of Lake Kinneret,
the police station located to the west of the town, and Kibbutz Sha`ar
Hagolan and Kibbutz Massada located just to the south. The Syrian column
continued its advance until reaching Degania Alef and Degania Bet slightly
to the west. During a battle that became a symbol of heroism, the members
of Degania climbed on top of the tanks and threw improvised Molotov
cocktails inside, and in this way stopped the Syrian drive southward. One
of the many Syrian tanks stopped can still be seen standing at the entrance
to Kibbutz Degania Alef today, in testimony of what happened there in
1948.
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In light of the Syrian advance, the city of Tiberias itself also
appeared to be in danger. It was clear that if Tiberias fell, the Syrians would
have a clear path to Haifa. Prime Minister and Defense Minister David
Ben-Gurion sent a young Moshe Dayan to the area – along with a few old
mountain cannons known at the time as ‘Napoleontchikim’ that did little
more than make noise – to conduct the campaign for the Jordan Valley.
With the help of the Golani Brigade, which provided assistance to the
members of the kibbutzim in the area, Dayan held off the Syrians. News of
the steadfastness of the two Deganias spread quickly, providing significant
encouragement for many settlements that were still not certain of their
ability to hold out against the regular Arab armies. The news from Degania
served as a counterbalance to the news of the fall of the Etzion Bloc on 14
May. As it turned out, despite their meager weaponry, Jewish settlements
and the Israeli army could hold out against an enemy with tanks, artillery,
and an air force.
Faced with this resistance, the Syrians were forced to return
eastward to the Golan Heights. During their retreat, they also withdrew
from all their other conquests, leaving Kibbutz Massada and Kibbutz
Sha`ar Hagolan in ruins, and leaving behind a large quantity of French
ammunition and weaponry. From this point on, the Syrian army no longer
posed a serious threat on the northern front. The IDF was able to conquer
other sections of the Palestinian state in the central Galilee when and how it
saw fit.
This, however, did not conclude matters in the north. Encouraged
by the actions of its older sister Syria, the Lebanese army attacked along
the northern border in an effort to drive into the heart of the Upper Galilee.
They were stopped by the Palmach’s Yiftach Brigade in a battle near the
village of al-Malkiyya, located on the road leading south into Israel from
Lebanon across the northern border. In an effort to prepare for the Lebanese
invasion (which in actuality was an invasion of the Arab Liberation Army),
the Yiftach Brigade conquered al-Malkiyya ahead of time, but was forced to
retreat in face of the Lebanese offensive. In its counter offensive, the
Yiftach Brigade operated inside Lebanese territory as well, and the village
again fell under Israeli control. The Lebanese fell back but did not cease
their efforts to penetrate the border with aid to the Arab League’s
Liberation Army. With this, the first phase of the Syrian-Lebanese invasion
of the Jordan Valley and the northern central Upper Galilee was
successfully halted. Now, the IDF took the initiative and, from early June
1948, began launching attacks on the invading forces. This was by no
means a simple matter.
On 6-7 June, the Lebanese army re-conquered al-Malkiyya, and
then Qadas. This reopened the gate of invasion in the north through which
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Arab Liberation Army forces advanced southward into the predominantly
Arab central Upper Galilee. In the process, they launched an unsuccessful
attack against Ramot Naftali and continued southward with the aim of
conquering the Arab villages of Lubya and al-Shajara (the modern day
location of Golani Junction). The battles in the area continued without
decision until 13 June, as al-Qawuqji did not regard himself as obligated by
the decisions of the UN, which ordered a ceasefire on the 11th of the
month. Two days after the beginning of the general ceasefire, a ceasefire
went into effect in this region as well.
At the same time, the Syrians launched their second offensive,
which was coordinated with the Lebanese attack on al-Malkiyya. The
Syrians had failed in the Jordan Valley south of the Sea of Galilee and
decided to try their luck to the north of the lake via the Daughters of Jacob
Bridge along the Rosh Pina-Kuneitra road. After a heavy battle during their
second offensive, the Syrians conquered the defenseless settlement of
Mishmar Hayarden and advanced until Khirbet Yarda, just east of Kibbutz
Machanayim on the way to Rosh Pina. Their advance to Safad and from
there to Haifa seemed assured. To address the situation, units from the
Carmeli Brigade and the recently established Oded Brigade were sent to the
region. However, it was too late. The heavy price for stopping the Syrians
was paid by the two brigades and the residents of Mishmar Hayarden. The
few soldiers and civilians who survived the battle were taken prisoner by
the Syrians. Mishmar Hayarden was destroyed, never to be re-established.
Still, the IDF repulsed the remainder of the Syrian attack on the
Machanayim-Rosh Pina region, leaving the road northward open. At this
stage, it failed to push the Syrian forces eastward across the Jordan River.
When the first ceasefire went into effect in the area on 11 June, the fighting
came to a temporary halt.
Concurrent with the attack on Mishmar Hayarden, the Syrians
sought another territorial gain at Kibbutz `Ein Gev on the southeast banks
of the Sea of Galilee, the only Jewish settlement in the region. The kibbutz
was attacked from the south, the east, and the north. In a difficult battle, the
members of the kibbutz succeeded in fighting off the charging soldiers,
who ultimately retreated. The members of `Ein Gev received
reinforcements from the Golani Brigade, who helped them fight off the
Syrian attacks that continued until 12 June, one day after the declaration of
a ceasefire.
On the eve of the first ceasefire, Israel was able to acquire more
territory designated for the Palestinian state in the Galilee as well. There
was no significant presence of the Arab armies in the Galilee in general and
the Western Galilee in particular, and the Palestinian inhabitants were left
undefended against the Israeli army. Israel, which had purportedly reached
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out a hand to the country’s Arab population in peace in its Declaration of
Independence with promises of full and equal citizenship, did not make
good on its promise. The acts of conquest, expulsion, and destruction of
Arab villages in the Galilee and elsewhere in the country were part of a
planned program of ethnic cleansing. The leadership of the young state of
Israel worked to add as much land as possible to the land it had been
allocated by the UN resolution and to leave as few Arabs as possible living
on this land. The Arab armies’ intervention in the war after the end of the
Mandate and the establishment of Israel did not stop the Palestinians’
expulsion from their homeland. This was also true in Palestinian localities
lying outside Israel’s borders according to the partition plan. In addition,
the Israeli government made a strategic decision during the first few days
of statehood to block the return of Palestinian refugees to their homes and
their villages.
THE WAR IN NORTHERN SAMARIA

While the IDF continued to make desperate efforts to hold off the
Egyptians, the Jordanians, the Syrians, and the Lebanese, the Iraqi army
appeared on the scene. After a long trek, the Iraqi army arrived, by way of
Irbid, to the confluence of the Jordan and Yarmouk Rivers in the southern
Jordan Valley. First, the Transjordanian Legion attacked and conquered
Ruttenberg’s electric power plant at Naharayim on the east bank of the
Jordan River and Kfar Or, the place of residence of most of the plant
employees. Then, the Iraqis launched an offensive against Kibbutz Gesher
and the adjacent police station south of Naharayim on the west bank of the
river, in close proximity to the two bridges over the Jordan (see map). After
the fall of Naharayim, the Hagana (on the eve of its transformation into the
IDF) blew up both bridges. Nonetheless, Iraqi infantry crossed the Jordan
River, and after the construction of an alternative bridge, armored vehicles
also began to move westward into the country. The dams of the Jordan
River were opened in order to hinder the crossing of the Iraqis, but to no
avail.
Still, like the Jordanians in April, the Iraqis were unable to
overcome the defenders of the kibbutz and the battalion of the Golani
Brigade fighting alongside them. Although they succeeded in crossing the
Jordan and conquering the hills to the west, including “the Camel” located
north of Kibbutz Gesher, and although they attempted to make the steep
ascent to Kawkab al-Hawa, which afforded complete command of the area
to the south, the Iraqis were ultimately driven back to the eastern side of the
Jordan by units of the Golani Brigade, the field cannons
(‘Napoleontchikim’) that had been moved into the Jordan Valley, and the
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sheer determination of the members of Kibbutz Gesher. The simultaneous
defeat of the Syrians at Degania also appears to have had an effect.
The startled Iraqis, who had arrived in Palestine with a military
column armed with the best British weapons, had been forced to retreat
from Gesher-Naharayim and to turn southward toward Damia Bridge. They
crossed the bridge without resistance, due to the absence of a substantial
Israeli force at the site, ascended via the Jiftlik lands to Nablus, and from
there to the Jenin region and the ‘Triangle’ of northern Samaria (see map).
From this region, the Iraqis made unsuccessful efforts to attack the northern
Sharon region in order to reach the coastal plain. Like the Egyptians, the
Jordanians, the Syrians, and the Lebanese, they too were repulsed by the
IDF. In order to ensure a stronghold on the coastal plain in case the Iraqis
attempted to penetrate the region, forces of the Alexandroni Brigade
occupied the village of al-Tantura on 23 May. After succeeding in
conquering Kfar Ya`avets and Geulim, the Iraqis were driven back. They
remained in occupied Rosh Ha`ayin, but from there did not try to advance
westward again.
In a planned counter-attack aimed at conquering the Jenin area
(including the city itself), the IDF attempted to drive the Iraqis eastward.
After the Carmeli and Golani Brigades seized control of the villages to the
north of the city, the Alexandroni Brigade, which had been sent to attack
Tulkarm, was unable to fulfill its role in encircling the city from the south.
The Iraqis attacked northward from Jenin by land and by air. The heavy
losses, the heat wave at the time, and the resulting thirst of the soldiers
forced the IDF forces to retreat. Nonetheless, a small breaching force was
sent to the city of Jenin and, with a surprise attack, conquered all of it, with
the exception of the police station, in which Iraqi arms had been stockpiled.
Because it had not conquered the city of Tulkarm to the south, the IDF,
lacking the necessary forces, limited itself to using the Alexandroni Brigade
to conquer the village of Qaqun northeast of Tulkarm in early June. As it
appeared that Jenin could not be conquered at that point, the IDF retreated
northward from the city after nightfall to Mt. Gilboa, where they
established a defensive line that held until the end of the war. The Iraqis’
counter-attacks westward were all repulsed.
Palestinians had trouble understanding the strange manner in which
the Iraqi army conducted itself during the war. In many cases where the
Israeli army attacked and sometimes conquered Arab localities in the
Samaria region, the frightened residents turned to the Iraqi soldiers
stationed nearby and asked for their help. In most cases, however, the
Iraqis, who were coordinating with the Jordanians, did not come to the aid
of the Palestinian residents. They justified their failure to intervene with the
well known justification “maku awamer”: “we have no orders” to act. From
101

CHAPTER 4

the perspective of the Palestinians, the Iraqi soldiers’ behavior at the
Palestinians’ hour of need was ultimate proof that the Arab countries did
not send their armies to Palestine in order to save them from occupation
and expulsion, but rather for different reasons altogether.
The Palestinians, who during this phase of the war were not
sufficiently armed to defend themselves against the large, strong Israeli
army, repeatedly asked the Arab soldiers to provide them with weapons to
enable them to defend themselves and to repulse the attacks on their
localities. But these requests were also refused. The Palestinians suffered
massacres (such as Deir Yassin), occupation, and expulsion even before the
end of the Mandate, and had hoped that the intervention of the Arab armies
would change their fate for the better. However, it quickly became apparent
that the arrival of the Arab armies changed nothing. Massacres took place
during this period as well (for example, in Tantura in late May 1948),
which saw tens of thousands of Palestinians uprooted and turned into
refugees.
The invading armies attacked the newly established country from
the air as well. Their air forces, which were advanced in comparison to the
still fledgling Israeli air force, bombed Tel Aviv, Haifa, and other cities.
The Egyptians also threatened the young state from the sea, and it seemed
that Israel, which had just been established, would not survive this powerful
integrated offensive. The clear advantage of the invading armies in
artillery, planes, and armored vehicles was visible in contrast to the Israelis’
few cannons, light aircrafts known by their nickname “Primuses,” and a
few cargo planes that were forced to operate only at night and had to be
hidden during the day. As a result of this balance of power, the invading
planes were able to repeatedly bomb the Israeli home-front, which was
extremely narrow and located adjacent to the front lines. At the time of the
invasion, the Hagana had only improvised armored vehicles known as
“sandwiches,” and two light Cromwell tanks that had been ‘taken’ from the
British. Had the British had the opportunity, they would have undoubtedly
given the tanks to the Palestinians or the Transjordanian Legion, which,
although under British command, operated against the Yishuv even before
the end of the Mandate and the establishment of the State of Israel.
Ultimately, all the Arab armies that invaded Israel in the south, in
the north, and on the central front were repulsed. Their plan of a quick
invasion to defeat the new state by taking control of the critical points
within it failed. Nonetheless, their few achievements provided them with a
basis for the possible resumption of hostile action, which constituted a
genuine physical threat to the existence of Israel. The most difficult month
of the entire war as far as Israel was concerned, a month during which all
initiative lay with the invading armies, had come to an end. Israel had its
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back to the sea. During just three weeks, between the establishment of the
state and the first ceasefire, Israel lost approximately 1,200 people,
including 300 civilians. Commanders accounted for a significant portion of
the military casualties.
Empty handed and armed with only light weapons, the
Hagana/IDF met the invading armored forces. The newly acquired Israeli
weapons that arrived during the invasion evened out the balance of power
somewhat and played a role in convincing the invading countries to agree
to a ceasefire. More important than the IDF’s weapons, however, was its
spirit, which was the primary factor that enabled it to withstand the
invasion. In many ways, Israel’s success in fighting off the invasion can
only be understood as a miracle. However, in this case, it was a miracle
carried out by men, or, as the Rabbi of Safad explained to the Palmach
commander who came to the defense of the city on the eve of the
establishment of the state: There was a deed here, and there was a miracle.
The deed was our recitation of psalms. The miracle was your coming to
Safad.
THE FIRST TRUCE: 11 JUNE–9 JULY 1948

From the moment the State of Israel was established, its citizens felt that it
was on its own. Moreover, the countries of the West, at the instruction of
the US, imposed an embargo on the shipment of arms, ammunition, and
human reserves to Israel. The meager supply of weapons that began to flow
into Israel after the establishment of the state was disrupted by the
ceasefire, the terms of which prohibited continued armament as long as the
ceasefire was in effect. But then there were the Jewish and non-Jewish
idealists who risked their lives and volunteered to come to the assistance of
Israel, known at the time as Makhal (Hebrew acronym for “volunteers from
abroad”). These volunteers were typically veterans of World War II and
other wars, and many were wounded or killed in the battles for Israel. A
number of them remained in Israel after the war. Overall, they made a
major moral and professional contribution to the war effort and the
establishment of the state. Other supporters, particularly among American
Jewry, decided to ‘break the law’ and to secretly transfer money,
ammunition, weapons, and other supplies that could help the young, weak
State of Israel during the war.
It is not at all clear what brought the Arab countries to agree to a
ceasefire. After all, this is what gave Israel the breathing room it so
desperately needed in order to mobilize new volunteers and purchase
weapons with the active support of the Soviet Union, as the US turned a
blind eye. The Palestinians were furious with the leaders of the Arab
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countries for agreeing to a ceasefire instead of sending new forces to
continue the fighting. The Arab countries were supposed to help the
Palestinians fight off the qualitatively and quantitatively superior Israeli
army, but they failed to achieve this goal.
It is therefore no surprise that Swedish UN mediator Count Folke
Bernadotte, who arrived in the region on 20 May 1948, succeeded in
reaching a full ceasefire in just three weeks, on 11 June. The Israeli
government, which was aware that the mediator himself held anti-Israeli
sentiments which found expression in everything he did, had no choice but
to agree to a ceasefire. As a country attacked immediately after its
establishment facing a balance of power that was clearly in favor of the
invading armies, Israel was in need of this respite. The Arab regimes
agreed to the ceasefire hesitantly, primarily because of their profound shock
at the successful resistance of the IDF and their concern regarding the
threat that would face their regimes in the event of failure, not to mention
outright defeat. The commanders of their armies were in a state of great
confusion, and fear gripped the rank and file soldiers, who lacked an
understanding of the intent of their mission. From their perspective,
therefore, a ceasefire was crucial. On 11 June 1948, the one-month
ceasefire went into effect, stipulating not only a cessation of hostilities but
of all actions related to the continuation of fighting, such as relocating
positions, fortification, and, most importantly, rearmament. Obviously,
Israel abided by the terms of the ceasefire, while the Arab armies, at the
instruction of their governments and the Arab League, attempted to breech
it in every way possible. And of course, the British – who were still present
in Egypt, Jordan, and Iraq – continued to stir up trouble.
Despite the difficulties involved, Israel was able to begin
effectively functioning as a state less than one month after its
establishment. Released from the limitations of the British Mandate, they
were now able to begin operating openly. Within just a few weeks, in an
unprecedented manner, the Jewish Yishuv set up a functioning state, with an
army and all the necessary institutions. However, not everything went
smoothly, as internal divisions rooted in the Mandate period now came to
the surface. For example, in Jerusalem, which was not yet formally
controlled by the State of Israel, the secessionist groups Etzel and Lehi
continued to operate even after the establishment of the state. A stark
manifestation of this anomaly could be seen in the tragic episode of the
Altalena, the arms ship that Etzel sailed to Israel in June 1948, during the
first ceasefire. Etzel tried to unload the weapons illegally at Kfar Vitkin in
order to distribute them in Jerusalem. The IDF prevented Etzel from
unloading the cargo, and the ship, which was carrying former Etzel
commander Menachem Begin, was redirected to Tel Aviv where a battle
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erupted in which IDF and Etzel soldiers were killed and the ship was sunk.
Ben-Gurion referred to the cannon that sank the ship as the “sacred
cannon.” Despite this tension, no inter-Jewish violence erupted after the
episode as a result of Begin’s determination to avoid a civil war.
When the ceasefire was still in effect, UN mediator Folke
Bernadotte tried his hand at crafting a diplomatic plan aimed at satisfying
both parties. Its major elements included a significant reduction in the size
of the Jewish state by transferring the Negev Desert to Jordan, insufficient
compensation to Israel in the Western Galilee (which Israeli forces
controlled by that point in any event), and the practical transfer of
Jerusalem to Jordan. The plan was clearly biased in favor of the Arabs, and
the Israeli government rejected it out of hand, as did the Arab regimes, who
still hoped to destroy the new Jewish state. As far as the Arab countries
were concerned, the mere recognition of the existence of Israel, even with
the minimal territory allocated to it by Bernadotte, made the plan
undeserving of discussion.
As a result, the Arab countries made quick efforts to replenish their
weapons, which had been damaged and lost during the fighting, and to
renew its attacks before Israel had even recovered from the offensives of 15
May. Again, the Egyptians were first, opening their attack before the
official end of the ceasefire on 9 July 1948. Israel was forced to respond.
THE TEN DAYS OF FIGHTING: 9–18 JULY 1948

Indeed, the renewed all-Arab offensive was not long in coming. On 9 July,
the invading armies attacked again, this time from their positions within
Eretz Israel. In light of the small number of troops at its disposal, the Israeli
government was forced to decide where to continue holding off the
attacking armies and where to launch a counter-attack. It was decided to
continue holding the Egyptians although they had placed the settlements of
the Negev under a tight siege by holding the Isdud-Mjeidel line in the west,
via the Iraq al-Suwaydan police station and Faluja, to Beit Jibrin in the east,
with the Muslim Brotherhood holding the territory lying to the east. It was
also decided to continue holding the Iraqis in northern Samaria. The
Egyptians, however, took the initiative on the southern front and began a
northward offensive on 8 July, twenty four hours before the end of the
ceasefire.
At the end of the first ceasefire, Israel directed most of its resources
against the dangerous presence of the Transjordanian Legion in the area of
Latrun, Ramla, and Lydda, which posed a direct threat to Tel Aviv, and
against the Syrian enclave at Mishmar Hayarden-Khirbet Yarda east of
Rosh Pina, within the territory allocated to Israel by the UN partition plan.
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In the Upper and Central Galilee, it was decided to continue holding the
Lebanese army at the northern border but to embark on a counter-offensive
against the Arab League’s Liberation Army, which held positions within
Eretz Israel, and to take control of the Lower Galilee, from the outskirts of
Acre in the west, via Nazareth, to the outskirts of Tiberias in the east.
THE CENTRAL FRONT: LYDDA, RAMLA, AND JERUSALEM

In Operation Dani (also known as Operation Larlar, for Lydda, Ramla,
Latrun, Ramallah), the IDF attempted to expel the Legion eastward toward
Ramallah. The operation was commanded by the Palmach’s talented
commander Yigal Alon. During the first stage of the operation, the primary
effort was focused in the eastern sector against Lydda and Ramla, which
posed the greatest threat to Gush Dan. To carry out the operation, Alon had
command of the Palmach’s Yiftach Brigade, the 8th Armored Brigade, and
forces from the Kiriyati and Alexandroni Brigades. On 9-10 July the Dani
forces conquered the Jimzu-Daniel area east of Lydda, lifting the siege that
until that point had been imposed on Ben-Shemen. To the north, fierce
battles were fought with the Transjordanian Legion in the region of Deir
Tarif-Kuleh, and the Israeli forces conquered the Lydda international
airport and a number of villages in the nearby area, north of Lydda itself.
On 11 June, an armored battalion of the 8th Brigade under the
command of Moshe Dayan advanced from Ben-Shemen in the east to
Lydda, to the astonishment of both the Legion forces and the inhabitants of
the city. The column was led by an armored vehicle that had been captured
from the Jordanians (which Dayan referred to as the “Terrible Tiger”). The
column reached the outskirts of Ramla, but quickly withdrew due to heavy
casualties, loss of the element of surprise, and the heavy fire that was
poured down upon it, leaving the task of conquering the town to the
infantry. The column’s operation lasted only 47 minutes. No target was
captured, but shocked Ramla was immediately captured by forces of the
Palmach’s Yiftach Brigade, which entered the town and took advantage of
the pervading confusion to take control. The conquest of Ramla was an
excellent example of the capabilities of an unexpected quick moving
armored force. The city surrendered and its leaders promised to hand over
all their weapons to the IDF. The Legion’s force, however, did not retreat.
The next day, on 12 July, in conjunction with the Arab inhabitants of
Lydda, it attacked the soldiers of the Palmach’s Yiftach Brigade who were
based in the city. The surprised soldiers, who were now actually prisoners
of the inhabitants of the cities, were forced to respond, and in the ensuing
battle the Legion retreated from its strongholds in the two towns. A large
number of Palestinian civilians were killed and wounded, and others who
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feared for their lives because they had broken the surrender agreement,
gladly joined the forces of the Legion based east of Lydda in the area of
Deir Tarif-Beit Naballah. The same day, Ramla surrendered, its young men
were arrested, and others chose to flee eastward, leaving very few residents
in the city. None of those who remained were hurt.
Less than 1,000 Palestinians remained in their homes in Lydda and
a similar number remained in Ramla. The other residents of the two towns
were expelled, along with thousands of refugees from nearby villages who
had taken refuge in Lydda and Ramla. The expulsion of some 50,000
Palestinians from their homes and their homeland during the fast of the
month of Ramadan, in the scorching July heat, was one of the most visible
atrocities stemming from Israel’s policy of ethnic cleansing. In order to
achieve its goal of expelling the tens of thousands of Palestinians eastward
with lightening speed, the Israeli army cruelly massacred hundreds of
residents in the streets and in mosques. The fate of the inhabitants of the
villages in the sub-district of Lydda and Ramla was no different than that of
the residents of the two towns. After the Israeli army conquered the entire
region, it made sure that no Palestinians would remain in the villages of the
region, such as Jimzu, Daniel, and others.
The frightened Palestinians had no choice but to move eastward
into the area controlled by the Arab Legion. Many of them walked dozens
of kilometers to Ramallah and Jerusalem, and there were reports of the
elderly and the ill dying on the way. The Palestinian residents of Lydda and
Ramla, and many others, were furious with the soldiers of Abdullah’s
Legion, who failed to come to the aid of the Palestinians. From their
perspective, the behavior of the Jordanian soldiers was decisive evidence of
a conspiracy between Israel and King Abdullah to divide up the country at
the expense of the Palestinians. The spectacle and stories of tens of
thousands of Palestinians from Lydda and Ramla who reached Jerusalem
and Ramla aroused frustration and anger among the general Palestinian
population.
In a poem aptly expressing the unique spirit of the IDF during the
battle for the city, Israeli poet Nathan Alterman warned against the harm
brought to innocent civilians in Lydda as a result of the circumstances. In
any event, these battles lifted the threat to Gush Dan in the west and to the
road to Jerusalem to the east. The same day, the IDF conquered Rosh
Ha`ayin and the sources of the Yarkon River, which were crucial to the
water supply of Jerusalem and Gush Dan.
During the second phase of Operation Dani, just before the second
ceasefire came into effect (18 July), three more ultimately unsuccessful
attempts were made to drive the Jordanians from their fortified positions at
Latrun (in addition to the efforts of May and June), this time by the Yiftach
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and Harel Brigades of the Palmach. The Harel Brigade, however, was
successful east of Latrun, just south of the main road to Jerusalem, where it
conquered the village of Suba. From there, they took control of the road
descending via Kisla to Ishwa` (Eshtaol), thus opening an additional
alternate route to Jerusalem. The Harel Brigade also succeeded in
expanding its control eastward to Shaar Hagai (although at this point
Hartuv was still being held by Palestinian irregular forces). The Legion’s
counter-attacks from east and north of Lydda caused the IDF heavy
casualties. In any event, the attempt to reach Ramallah had ended in failure.
This had been the IDF’s largest offensive operation up to that point. During
it, crucial key points were conquered and thousands of fleeing refugees
became a burden on the forces of the Transjordanian Legion, whose drive
came to an end.
Nonetheless, Jerusalem remained under threat, as the Jordanians
remained in Latrun. Israel continued using the Burma Road south of Latrun
in order to connect Jerusalem with the coastal lowlands. They also used the
alternative route to overcome the hostility of the UN observers who were
inspecting the convoys ascending to Jerusalem via the main road and
prevented the enlargement of food, weapons, and ammunition stores in the
city even after the ceasefire had gone into effect. Adjacent to Jerusalem,
IDF forces, in conjunction with Etzel forces that had not yet joined the IDF
(based on the claim that Jerusalem had not yet been annexed to Israel),
succeeded in expanding their control southward to Khirbet al-Hamameh
(Mt. Herzl), Beit Mazmil (Kiriyat Hayovel), Malha, `Ein Karem, and Miss
Carrie near the modern day location of Hadassah Hospital. In the city itself,
the IDF effort to breach the Old City in order to re-enter the occupied
Jewish Quarter ended in failure. IDF attacks in the Zion Gate area in the
south and at the New Gate also ended unsuccessfully.
THE BATTLES IN THE GALILEE

Three Arab forces operated in the north of the country: the Syrian army, the
Lebanese army, and the Arab Liberation Army. They were opposed by
three brigades of the IDF: Carmeli, Golani, and Oded. The Israeli effort in
this region was aimed at the strongest of the three, the Syrian army, and the
weakest, the Arab Liberation Army under the command of al-Qawuqji. The
efforts against the Syrians aimed at destroying the Syrian bridgehead at
Mishmar Hayarden-Khirbet Yarda, while the efforts against the Arab
Liberation Army aimed at conquering the areas of the Central Galilee not
yet under Israeli control.
In the southern portion of the eastern Upper Galilee, the primary
problem facing the IDF was the Syrian occupation of Mishmar Hayarden
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within Israeli territory. In this context, IDF units from the Carmeli Brigade
tried to push the Syrians eastward across the Jordan River. In a difficult
battle during Operation Brosh, IDF forces had no success against the
Syrians, who responded with an offensive of their own. The IDF crossed
the Jordan River in an effort to besiege the Syrians. From their part, the
Syrian forces emerged from their enclave and launched an attack westward
toward Rosh Pina and northward toward Ayelet Hashachar. The campaign
was not decided, and on the eve of the second ceasefire, the forces still held
the same positions they had held on the eve of the first ceasefire. From
Israel’s perspective, there was still a chance that the Galilee Panhandle
could be cut off. And although the Syrians did not expand their holdings in
the region, they still held favorable positions from which to begin their next
offensive.
Israel’s main achievement during the Ten Days of Fighting was the
advance of the 7th Brigade from the Western Galilee to the Lower Galilee.
Al-Qawuqji, the commander of the Arab Liberation Army, again claimed
that he was not obligated by the decisions of the UN Security Council.
Under this pretext, he attempted to launch an attack against Sejera in the
eastern Lower Galilee on the eve of the first ceasefire, and his efforts
continued after the ceasefire went into effect. IDF forces, however, forced
him to a ceasefire. Now, in July, he again launched a north-to-south attack
against Sejera and the positions commanding the Nazareth-Tiberias road.
However, this time, the eastward moving forces of Operation Dani
suddenly appeared at his rear.
The Palestinians had very little faith in the capabilities of the Arab
volunteers that had been amalgamated into the Arab Liberation Army. The
Palestinian residents of the hitherto unconquered villages of the Western
Galilee and in the Nazareth region were struck with fear in light of their
minimal ability to defend themselves and the inability of the Arab
Liberation Army to do so for them. In Shafa `Amr, this concern was
manifested in the alliance struck by a number of Druze leaders with Israel
in April 1948. The Druze residents of Shafa `Amr allowed the Israeli army
to enter the town via their neighborhood, in accordance with the agreement
that had been signed ahead of time, thus making it easier for the Israeli
forces to surprise the defenders of the town. For the IDF, the conquest of
Shafa `Amr opened the path eastward to Nazareth. Indeed, Israeli forces
continued eastward, overcoming the resistance of the large village of
Safouriyya located to the east of Nazareth. Because Safouriyya had been
the point of origin of many fighters battling the occupation of the Galilee,
all of the village’s inhabitants were expelled from their homes and not
permitted to return, despite their repeated attempts to do so. The refugees of
Safouriyya who took refuge in Nazareth established a neighborhood in the
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city named after their village. Many others became refugees living outside
of their homeland, in Syria and Lebanon.
The city of Nazareth remained the largest and most important Arab
locality in the Galilee that had not yet been conquered by the Israelis. Just
one week after the conquest of Lydda and Ramla, the city of the Gospel of
Jesus received significantly different treatment. When the Israeli army
reached the outskirts of the city, its commanders called upon the mayor and
Muslim notable Yousef al-Fahoum and other Christian leaders of the town
and asked them to sign a surrender agreement to prevent them from being
harmed. After their surrender, the Israeli army usually abided by the terms
of the surrender agreement and did not harm the city’s residents and holy
places. The occupation of Nazareth without the killing and expulsion of the
civilian population was clear evidence that the Israeli leadership had chosen
to treat the holy city of Nazareth differently than they had treated other
Arab localities in the country. The Israeli policy of ethnic cleansing was
applied neither to the city of Nazareth nor to most villages of the subdistrict, such as Reina and Kufr Kanna. Of the 24 villages in the Nazareth
sub-district, only four were conquered and their residents turned into
refugees. The other twenty remained in place after the war.
In addition to the village of Safouriyya, which was known for the
quality of its fighters, two other large villages in the Nazareth sub-district
were destroyed. However, the case of the village of `Ilut, also adjacent to
the city, was different. With the exception of the village of Eilabun whose
residents were allowed to return home from their exile in Lebanon, the
Israeli government usually refused to permit refugees – external refugees
and internal refugees alike – to return to their villages. What caused the
Israeli government to treat `Ilut differently? Was it because this village also
experienced massacres, like Eilabun? Was it because the `Ilut refugees
found refuge in the monasteries of Nazareth, among other places? Although
the answer to these questions are difficult to assess, we do know that only a
few months later, in early 1949, the villagers of `Ilut were allowed to return
to their homes while the residents of the three other large villages in the
region – Safouriyya, Mjeidel, and Ma`lul – were denied the same
opportunity. Similar to the cases of Eilabun and `Ilut was the case of the
villagers of Kufr Kara in Wadi `Ara, who abandoned their village and lived
as refugees in the villages of `Ara and `Ar`ara for eleven months, beginning
in May 1948. They returned to their village just a few days before the
Jordanian-Israeli armistice agreement in April 1949.
By means of a clever maneuver involving movement without live
fire and the integration of simulated forces into the order of battle, the 7th
Brigade seized control of Shafa `Amr, Nazareth, and the many other
villages in the region, and succeeded in liberating the southern Lower
110

AT THE EXPENSE OF THE PALESTINIANS: THE FIRST ISRAELI-ARAB WAR

Galilee. As a result of these maneuvers, and the Israelis’ success in
convincing the Palestinians that they would not be harmed if they did not
resist, most of the residents of Nazareth and Shafa `Amr remained in their
homes. In this context, the Druze require special mention. Since their defeat
at Ramat Yohanon near Haifa in April 1948, the Druze in Shafa `Amr, Kufr
Yasif, and other places had ceased fighting and requested peaceful
surrenders. The fall of Nazareth resulted in the overall collapse of the
Palestinians in the villages near the city.
In the northwestern sector, Operation Dekel forces stopped near
Birwa (today, Akhihud Junction), creating contiguous Israeli sovereignty,
via Kufr Yasif, north to Hanita on the former Mandate border with
Lebanon. In the east, the fall of Nazareth thwarted al-Qawuqji’s efforts to
conquer Sejera, and his forces were forced into a quick retreat northward.
In this area at the end of the ten days of fighting, Israel controlled a line
from Sejera to Safad and Nebi Yusha, and from there to the former
Mandate border with Lebanon. In the central sector, IDF forces had
succeeded in entering the large village of Sakhnin but were forced to
withdraw due to the great problems faced by the fighting forces there.
Sakhnin therefore became part of a Palestinian enclave in the region, along
with Arraba, Deir Hanna, and other villages. This enclave was linked to the
central Upper Galilee, which at this point also remained in the hands of the
Palestinians, and was actually controlled by the Lebanese army and the
Arab Liberation Army.
In northern Samaria, the Iraqis repulsed the IDF forces that had
been organized in small units north of Jenin northward to the Gilboa ridge.
For the Israelis, it was an organized and successful battle of retreat that
established the future border in the area along terrain that was relatively
easy to defend.
Although most of the Israeli effort in July 1948 was focused on the
central region of the country and the central Lower Galilee, the IDF used its
remaining forces to contend with a number of other problems. The most
prominent was what was known as “the small triangle,” or the southwest
Carmel Mountain villages of Ijzim-Jaba` and `Ein Ghazal that remained in
Palestinian hands, effectively blocking the road from Zichron Yaakov to
Haifa. In May, Hagana forces (and subsequently the IDF) had made
conquests to the south of the ‘triangle,’ occupying al-Tantura at the western
outlet of the al-Milh Valley (Wadi al-Milh) and Umm al-Fahm and Umm
al-Zinat, located along the valley’s eastern section. In this way, they opened
an alternative route via the al-Milh Valley and Yagur. Faradis, located
south of Tantura, and the Druze villages of Daliyat al-Karmel and Ussifiya
on the Carmel ridge opened their doors to the IDF, and ceased blocking
traffic along the road. Nonetheless, there was now an urgency to remove
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the obstacle blocking the lifeline between Tel Aviv and Haifa, which was a
transportation route that was vital to Israel’s existence. The small triangle
was conquered on 24-25 July during Operation Shoter (“policeman”). Its
residents and fighters abandoned their villages during the battle for “the
large triangle” to the east, where the Iraqis took them in and placed them
among the villages of the area. Many eventually returned home with the
Iraqis and settled down in Iraq.
The IDF attacked the ‘small triangle’ during the first ceasefire in
direct contradiction of its terms, first on 18 June and again on 8 July. These
two attempts were unsuccessful, as the villages waged a coordinated and
ultimately successful defensive battle under a solid and assertive command.
Although the villages in question were linked to the Iraqi forces, they were
actually completely isolated. Although the Israeli operation was carried out
by military forces, it was referred to as Operation Shoter, consistent with
Israel’s desire to portray it as an internal policing operation against
inhabitants of the state who did not recognize its authority within the area
allocated to it by the UN partition resolution. Although the villages were
eventually conquered in the middle of the first ceasefire, the strong
resistance of the villages of the small triangle of the Carmel Mountains was
a source of pride for the residents of the three villages. It also served as a
model of the Palestinians’ willingness to fight and make sacrifices in
defense of their homeland.
Despite the momentum of its war effort, Israel agreed to the second
UN ceasefire, which went into effect on 18 July. The Arab countries and
the Arab League were also forced to comply with the ceasefire agreement,
after again losing the momentum of their invasion and at times being forced
into defensive battles. It was clear to both sides, however, that the war was
not yet over.
During the ten days of fighting, Israel’s air force and navy engaged
in proactive operations far from its borders. For example, despite its still
limited capabilities, Israeli naval forces shelled the Lebanese city of Tyre.
From its part, the air force used three heavy bombers known as the “flying
fortresses” to bomb the capital cities of Cairo and Damascus. At the
conclusion of the ten days of fighting, the IDF was stronger and the balance
of power with the Arab armies had clearly tipped in its favor. The Arab
armies were in desperate need of the ceasefire in order to stop – even for
just a short period – their defeat and the troubling spectacle of thousands of
new refugees who they were unable to save.
After the ten days of fighting in July 1948, the Palestinians
throughout the country were in much worse shape than on the eve of the
first ceasefire. Dozens of Palestinian towns and villages had been
conquered, and the majority of their inhabitants had joined the stream of
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tens of thousands of refugees created during the previous months of the
war. The most severe cases were the towns of Lydda and Ramla, which saw
a majority of their 50,000 residents uprooted and turned into refugees. It
was during this stage of the war that the term “Nakba” was born, emerging
in the writings of Arab and Palestinian intellectuals and political activists.
By this stage, the Palestinians could see for themselves that time
was not working in their favor. Israel and the IDF continued to grow
stronger with every new round of fighting. At the same time, both the
Palestinians and the Arab armies who had come to their aid suffered new
defeats as a result of the changing balance of power. Equally as important,
the lack of faith in the Arab regimes and the divisions between the Arab
countries themselves, and between the Arab countries and the Palestinian
leadership, continued to widen as the dimensions of the Palestinian
catastrophe became evident. Once the second ceasefire (this time, a three
month ceasefire) went into effect, the rivalries between the Arab regimes
themselves rose to the surface. The Palestinians also increasingly came to
accuse the Arab leaders in general and King Abdullah in particular of
betraying them by collaborating with Britain and with the Jews in
destroying their homeland.
THE SECOND TRUCE: 18 JULY–15 OCTOBER 1948

If during the first ceasefire the invading armies at least halted their attacks,
they now tried to take advantage of the lull in the hostilities achieved by the
UN to reinforce the few accomplishments of the invasion and to establish
their presence in the former territory of Mandate Palestine. It was no longer
possible to think in terms of a full ceasefire, as had been the case during the
first ceasefire.
A typical example of this dynamic during the second ceasefire can
be seen in the ongoing battles in the south between the Egyptian army and
the IDF. The battles in this region were not ‘ten days of fighting’ but rather
a continuous war. Between 8 July and 1 August 1948, fighting in the south
took place primarily around the junction southwest of Negba and west of
Iraq al-Suwaydan (Hulayqat Junction). Although during the first ceasefire
the UN attempted to reach an arrangement whereby the Egyptians would
use the road for part of the day for east-west movement (between Mjeidel
and Beit Jibrin) and the IDF would use it for the other part of the day to
send convoys to the besieged Negev, the Egyptians refused to allow such
an arrangement to be implemented. The fighting began on 8 July, just
before the ten days of fighting, and continued until 1 August. There were
many casualties on both sides. Negba did not fall, but the Egyptians
retained hold of the Iraq al-Suwaydan police station. They even paved a
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‘Burma Road’ of their own south of the main road, which could not be fired
on from Negba and the adjacent commanding positions. The Egyptians
continued to hold Hulayqat Junction despite the IDF’s repeated attempts to
capture it and the positions controlling it in Operation Anfar (“antiFarouk”), Operation Death to the Invader, and Operation Gais (Hebrew
acronym for the participating forces). This period witnessed the evacuation
of Kfar Darom (8 July), which again could not be defended, while the IDF
managed to fight off the Egyptian attacks launched in the Beer Tuvia-Beit
Daras area. This left the Egyptians to come to terms with their need to
defend their line in the event that they needed to retreat southward, as well
as the fact that they clearly had no chance of making their longed-for
northward advance to Tel Aviv.
During the second ceasefire, the Israeli air force succeeded in a
hitherto unprecedented operation: flying the entire Yiftach Brigade into the
Negev, and flying the Golani Brigade north to rest up. The twenty-six
besieged settlements in the Negev were also supplied with food and
weapons by air. The new weapons that the IDF received from
Czechoslovakia, which also included planes, tipped the balance of power
even further in Israel’s favor. The Arab defeat was already a fact, and the
tragedy that had befallen the Palestinians was now clearly visible, as
military initiative lay almost entirely with the Israelis.
In the course of the second ceasefire, UN mediator Folke
Bernadotte proposed a new diplomatic initiative that recognized the
existence of Israel, but called for a reduction in the area of the new state
without taking into consideration its military achievements during the war.
He now spoke of the internationalization of Jerusalem according to the UN
resolution. However, the most far-reaching aspect of his initiative was its
removal of the Negev from the territory included in Israel and its transfer to
Jordan, which would also receive the central West Bank of the Jordan
River, including Lydda and Ramla. Bernadotte also spoke of the right of
the Palestinian refugees to return to their homes if they wanted to, or,
alternatively, to receive suitable compensation. Again, the Arab countries
rejected the plan merely because of its recognition of the existence of Israel
as a sovereign state. Israel, of course, was also unable to accept the
initiative of the UN mediator who was himself anti-Israeli, not to mention
anti-Semitic. It therefore needed to work quickly to establish its control of
the Negev in theory and in practice.
But Israel’s plans in this direction were thwarted, this time from
within the Jewish camp. On 17 September 1948, operatives of Lehi, which
was still functioning in Jerusalem at the time, assassinated Bernadotte as
his convoy passed through West Jerusalem. Prime Minister and Defense
Minister David Ben-Gurion took advantage of the murder in order to shut
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down the two secessionist groups, Etzel and Lehi, once and for all. Still,
Bernadotte’s initiative was now his last will and testament, and had a good
chance of being ratified by the UN. But the plan soon became irrelevant
after the large Israeli operations in the fall of 1948 forced the Arab states to
agree to a ceasefire and to begin armistice talks on terms dictated by the
changing military conditions on the ground.
The division within the Arab camp increased during the second
ceasefire, between July and October 1948. Jordan intensified its hold on the
territory that had been conquered by the Arab Legion and tried to translate
its relative military success into a diplomatic accomplishment at the
expense of the Palestinians. At the same time, the Palestinian leadership,
led by Haj Amin al-Husayni and with the help of supporters, tried to
establish a Palestinian state within the parts of the country that had not been
conquered by Israel. Al-Husayni chose Gaza, which was then under
Egyptian occupation, as the center of the Palestinian government, which
was referred to as the “All-Palestine Government” (Hukumat `Umum
Falastin). Simultaneously, King Abdullah was working to mobilize the
support of the Palestinians living in the areas controlled by the Legion with
the intent of annexing this Palestinian territory to his Kingdom. Just before
1 October 1948, the deadline for the establishment of the Jewish and Arab
states according to the UN partition resolution, the rivalry between Haj
Amin al-Husayni and King Abdullah reached new heights. While the
former convened the Palestinian parliament in Gaza and his supporters
declared the establishment of the All-Palestine Government, King Abdullah
assembled his Palestinian supporters in Amman, where they expressed their
desire to receive his protection. The competition between King Abdullah,
who now enjoyed the support of the opponents of the al-Husayni family,
and the Palestinian leadership headed by the Mufti, was clearly visible, and
intensified even further in the months to come. In December 1948,
Abdullah convened a broad-based congress of his Palestinian supporters in
Jericho, which provided the King with legitimacy from the Palestinians to
annex the territory that would later come to be known as the West Bank.
During the second ceasefire, the major question being considered
by the Israeli government was whether to turn its attention to the Egyptian
threat in the south or the Jordanian threat in the east. After a stormy debate,
the government decided, against the opinion of Ben-Gurion, to refrain from
launching an eastward offensive to the Jordan River to secure the highlands
of Judea and Samaria. Ben-Gurion referred to this decision as bekhiya
l’dorot, or something to lament for generations, but nonetheless accepted it.
It was decided to improve their positions in southern Jerusalem and to
focus the Israeli effort in the south in order to expel the Egyptian invaders.
The Israeli leadership clearly understood that there was no longer any point
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of a series of limited operations to open up a corridor of some kind to the
Negev. What they needed to do now was to drive out the Egyptians.
The second ceasefire came to an end in mid-October with an Israeli
offensive against the Egyptians.
THE PERIOD OF THE LARGE OPERATIONS: 15 OCTOBER 1948–7 JANUARY 1949,
OPERATION YOAV IN THE NEGEV

With the conclusion of the second ceasefire, the IDF embarked on
Operation Yoav, the largest Israeli operation carried out during the war. The
aim of the operation was to push the Egyptians across the former borders of
Mandate Palestine and to establish continuity with the besieged Negev. The
operation, which involved the first Israeli transport of a full brigade
(Yiftach) to the Negev by plane, advanced in two directions. The first aimed
at separating the bulk of the Egyptian forces in the Faluja-Mjeidel area
from the Egyptian forces to the south by advancing to the Mediterranean
coast north of Gaza. The second aimed at linking up with the besieged
Jewish settlements of the Negev while destroying the Egyptian forces based
in the area.
The operation was only partially successful. The Egyptian siege
was breached, and Beir al-Sabi’ was also taken by the Israelis on 20
October, although this latter conquest was not part of the plan. Nonetheless,
the Egyptian army still remained in the ‘Faluja pocket,’ from the Iraq alSuwaydan police station to Iraq al-Manshiya, as well as in Gaza area, in Bir
`Asluj south of Beir al-Sabi’, and in `Uja al-Hafir (Nitzana). In late October
and early November 1948, IDF forces returned to Hill 69 in the northwest
of the region, to Nitzanim, and to Yad Mordechai, and even seized Isdud
and Mjeidel. In the east, they conquered Ajur, Zakariyya, Beit Jibrin, alKubeiba, and Lakhish. The Egyptian presence was greatly reduced and the
siege on the Negev had been lifted. During Operation Yoav, Israeli forces
also succeeded in effectively neutralizing the Egyptian air force, which,
despite its clear qualitative advantage, was now only able to fly a small
number of missions. The crowning achievement of Israeli naval operations
against the Egyptians during the period was undoubtedly the sinking of the
King Farouk, the flagship of the Egyptian navy.
In mid-October 1948, the IDF began doing the unbelievable –
carrying out general offensives using division-size frameworks and even
larger forces, when less than one year earlier, in January 1948, only 35
fighters, or one platoon – the largest combat framework at the time – had
been sent to defend Gush Etzion. In many ways, Operation Yoav was
inconceivable in scope, initiative, and success for an army that was not yet
five months old. This operation, which was the largest and most important
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of the War of Independence, is what made Israel geographically viable and
defensible.
During Operation Yoav, in which Israel conquered Beir al-Sabi’
and large areas of the Negev, the soldiers of the IDF worked to uproot most
of the Arab inhabitants of the region. Approximately 5,000 residents of the
Arab town of Beir al-Sabi’ were expelled, along with many thousands of
members of the Bedouin tribes in the area. A large number of tribes in the
area were driven into the Gaza region and the Sinai Desert. Others were
expelled eastward into Transjordan, particularly into the area surrounding
the city of Karak. The displacement of the Bedouin from their places of
residence through expulsion or, in some cases, concentration within one
area, was a process that was easy to conceal from the public eye and from
the media and that lasted at least until the mid-1950s.
During the conquest of Beir al-Sabi’ and large parts of the Negev,
Israel also conquered a number of Palestinian localities on the slopes of Mt.
Hebron on the way to the Negev. Here too IDF soldiers tried to remove the
Palestinian civilian population after the conquest. To achieve this goal, they
also carried out a number of massacres. One of the less known and more
brutal was the massacre at al-Dawayima, during which IDF soldiers killed
dozens in the village itself and others in a cave near the village in which
some of its residents were hiding-out. The leadership of the Jewish Yishuv
led by David Ben-Gurion, which denounced the Etzel and Lehi massacre at
Deir Yassin, bore responsibility for the cruel massacres and expulsions
carried out from May 1948 onward. These war crimes were perpetrated by
soldiers in uniform who received support from Ben-Gurion and their
commanders in the IDF in the form of silence. Despite criticism voiced by
state leaders against cruel acts carried out against Palestinian civilians, no
soldiers were tried for these crimes either during or following the war.
OPERATION HIRAM IN THE GALILEE

Between Operation Yoav and Operation Horev, the IDF also operated in the
central Upper Galilee and the northern Lower Galilee with Operation
Hiram, which began on the night of 28-29 October. Al-Qawuqji’s forces
had continued operating in the area paying no heed to the UN resolutions,
and this made it easier for Israel to operate in the region. Al-Qawuqji’s
attacks against Manara on the northern border marked the beginning of
Operation Hiram. The aim of the operation was to take control of the entire
area within the Lower and Upper Galilee that was still held by the
Palestinians, the Arab Liberation Army, and the Lebanese army. It was also
aimed at driving out the Syrians, who were still present in the eastern
Upper Galilee, and at not allowing the Iraqi army to advance northward in
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the Gilboa region. The operation, which lasted a mere 60 hours, was carried
out by the 7th Brigade, the Oded Brigade, and parts of the Golani and
Carmeli Brigades.
The Palestinians in the ‘Galilee pocket’ had been extremely
worried since the second ceasefire and the beginning of the Israeli-Egyptian
battles in the south. They feared that, as had been the case earlier in the
war, Israel would also go on the offensive in the north and conquer the
entire Galilee. Based on past experience, they knew they could not count on
the ability of the depleted Liberation Army units to withstand an attack by
the large Israeli army, which continued to increase in strength. They feared
that their fate after the conquest of the Galilee would be similar to that of
the tens of thousands of Palestinians whose localities had been destroyed
and who had been turned into refugees. Few among them still hoped that
their fate would be similar to their brethren in Nazareth and the villages in
the surrounding area, who had been permitted to remain in their homes and
villages.
The Liberation Army had no chance of withstanding the renewed
IDF offensive in the Galilee. Its panic-stricken soldiers hastily retreated at
the beginning of Operation Hiram on 29 October 1948, and the residents of
the 60 ‘Galilee pocket’ localities in the Central Galilee were left vulnerable
to Israeli forces, with no military support whatsoever. Their fears were soon
realized, and their hopes for similar treatment to that received by Nazareth
quickly evaporated. The massacres and expulsions carried out by the IDF in
many villages in the Galilee during Operation Hiram today serve as
evidence of Israel’s ethnic cleansing policy. At a later stage of the war after
Israel had overcome the Arab armies, the Galilee, which had been
designated for inclusion in the Palestinian Arab state, no longer posed a
threat to the Jewish state. The massacres and expulsions carried out by IDF
soldiers in the Arab localities of the Galilee were intended to achieve one
clear goal: to conquer more Palestinian territory while leaving as few
Palestinian inhabitants in place as possible.
On the eve of the operation and on its first day, planes appeared in
the sky above the area and dropped bombs on a few villages, such as
Eilabun, al-Rama, Tarshiha, Jish, Kufr Bir`im, and others. In Tarshiha, the
bombing resulted in the destruction of homes and civilian deaths and
injuries. The fear of being bombed from the air had its affect, and many
prepared for the worst possible outcome. By the end of the first day of the
operation, IDF soldiers had already carried out a number of massacres in
villages that had been conquered, and many villagers were expelled from
their homes.
For instance, in the village of Eilabun, a Christian village with poor
relations with the Arab Liberation Army camping outside the village, the
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IDF executed twelve randomly ‘selected’ young men. The act was carried
out before the eyes and ears of the shocked residents of the village. The
repeated pleas of the local ministers to spare the lives of the young men
were ignored. Moreover, following the murder of the young men in the
village, the soldiers ordered all the residents, except for a small number of
ministers who were left in their churches, to head north by foot, into exile
in Lebanon. The soldiers themselves escorted some 800 village residents –
men, women, and children – from Eilabun to the village of al-Maghar, and
from there onward to Kufr `Inan, al-Farradiyya, Meron Junction, and into
Lebanon. The massacre at Eilabun and the expulsion of its Christian
residents had great reverberations in the region and around the world, as a
result of the complaints of church leaders. Criticism of IDF actions in
Eilabun was also voiced by some government leaders, such as Minority
Affairs Minister Bechor Shitrit.
The case of Eilabun was not unusual. It reflected a pattern that
repeated itself in other Arab localities as well. For example, in the village
of Safsaf, which Eilabun residents passed while walking northward into
exile in Lebanon, IDF forces carried out an even more terrifying massacre
of close to 70 villagers. Rumors also abounded that in addition to the
massacres, a number of young female villagers had been raped by the
soldiers. Similar acts were also carried out in the neighboring villages of
Jish (close to 30 residents), Sa`sa`, Saliha, and others.
Most of these acts took place during the 60 hours in which the IDF
seized control of the ‘Galilee pocket.’ However, in some cases, massacres
were carried out after the conquest had been completed. For example,
soldiers returned to the Bedouin tribe of `Arab al-Mawasi living near
Eilabun a few days later and executed thirteen members of the tribe then
and there, in order to compel the members of the tribe to leave. IDF
soldiers also returned to Majd al-Kurum approximately one week after the
surrender of the village, on 6 November 1948. The massacre began after all
the men were asked to assemble around the spring in the middle of the
village. Young men were selected, stood against a wall, and shot in cold
blood by a squad of six soldiers. Eight or nine people were executed in the
village that day, and the number would likely have been much higher had
former Hagana intelligence man Haim Orbach, who was friendly with
some of the village, not arrived on the scene. He intervened and stopped the
executions.
These massacres, and the brutal expulsion of many residents of the
villages of the ‘Galilee pocket,’ also caused mass panic in places that had
not been directly harmed by the IDF. Tens of thousands of people fled for
their lives and tried to find refuge in the mountains and in caves, until the
fury passed. Many of them, however, returned to their homes after some
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time had passed, and refused to abandon them and became refugees.
Despite the multiple massacres and expulsions, the behavior of the
Palestinians in the Galilee reflected new insight that had grown
increasingly clear since the summer of 1948. The Palestinians had learned
from the experience of their neighbors who had become refugees that life in
the refugee camps was more difficult and miserable than that of those who
chose to remain in their homes and their homeland at any expense. They
already had a good understanding of the Israeli policy of forcefully
preventing the return of those who had left their homes and wanted to
return.
During and following Operation Hiram, the differing Israeli
policies toward members of different religious groups became increasingly
apparent. The Druze had been promised that their villages would not be
harmed in light of the alliance they struck with the Jews in April 1948, and,
indeed, they were not. For example, the village of Yanuh, where a bloody
battle had been fought in which both IDF soldiers and Druze villagers had
been killed, was not punished, and its residents were not subjected to
revenge or expulsion. As in the Carmel region, all the Druze villages in the
Galilee were allowed to remain. The same was true of the mixed villages
containing a Druze population. In this way, in the mixed Druze-Christian
village of al-Rama the IDF attempted to expel the Christians but allowed
the Druze to remain in their homes. The Christian villagers were ordered to
climb north up the mountain into exile in Lebanon, and had reached the
valley near the Druze village of Beit Jan located north of al-Rama when the
villagers of Beit Jan convinced them to sleep in their village and not to
continue their journey into exile. In the meantime, villagers contacted the
Mu`adi family and other Druze leaders, the expulsion order was rescinded,
and the Christian residents of al-Rama were informed verbally that they
could returned to their homes. In this way, it was the help of their Druze
neighbors in Beit Jan that enabled most of the Christian residents of alRama to remain in their homes and their village. The position of the Druze
of al-Rama itself was unclear. In the village of al-Maghar as well, local
Druze leaders saved the Muslim residents of their village from the
hardships of expulsion and exile. As in the case of Eilabun, the commander
of the unit that ordered the Muslims of the village to begin moving
northward encountered the verbal opposition of the local Druze leader, who
told the commander that: “We are all members of one village – Druze,
Christians, and Muslims. Either expel us all, or let us all stay.” The
commander of the unit cancelled the expulsion of the Muslims.
This differential policy of expulsion sometimes distinguished
between Christians and Muslims. For example, almost all the Muslim
residents of Tarshiha were expelled, and only members of its Christian
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minority were allowed to remain or to return to their village. In Me`eliya,
Deir al-Qasi, and Sabalan, the Christian majority remained, in contrast to
the Muslims who were expelled. There were also cases in which the army
issued orders for Christians to leave their villages ostensibly for a short
period of time, as in Iqrit and Bir`im, whose residents became eternal
refugees in their own country. The more lenient policy applied to Christians
in the Galilee, and the policy of not harming the Druze villages, is
additional evidence of a guiding hand in the ethnic cleansing.
While Israel’s attitude toward the Christians was ambivalent, with
multiple examples of expulsion orders being rescinded and Christians being
permitted to remain in their villages, the policy of expelling villagers across
the border was applied much more decisively to Muslim villages. For
example, unlike the residents of Iqrit and Bir`im, which were expelled
within Israel itself, most of the villagers living in the strip along the
Lebanese border were expelled over the border. The same was true of the
residents of villages deep within the ‘Galilee pocket,’ whose brutal
expulsions were accompanied by murders in many villages, such as Kufr
`Inan, al-Farradiyya, Meron, and others.
In late October 1948, IDF northern front headquarters under the
command of Moshe Carmel launched an essential counter-attack aimed at
taking control of the central Upper Galilee, as the western and eastern
Upper Galilee were already in Israeli hands. Here too there was more
stratagem than fighting, and most of the region was occupied by the IDF
with little serious resistance. The Liberation Army forces were expelled
across the Lebanese border, and for the first time during the war the IDF
entered the territory of an Arab country, Lebanon, in order to ensure that its
army would not re-enter the fighting and to acquire bargaining chips for
future armistices negotiations. There were also hopes of a peace treaty with
Lebanon, whose connections with the Jewish Yishuv reached back to the
early years of the Mandate period. Fourteen Lebanese villages were
conquered by the IDF, which by early November 1948 had reached the
knee of the Litani River.
To the south, IDF forces operating within the framework of
Operation Hiram took control of the areas they had not conquered during
the summer. In the west: from Kaukab-Sakhnin in the south via Majd alKurum to Tarshiha in the north. In the south: from Kaukab in the west to
`Akbara in the east. And in the east: from Eilabun in the south to Jish in the
north. In essence, it was a conquest in the spirit of the second Bernadotte
plan. From early November 1948, Israel held this area in the north which
included the entire territory of the Mandate up to the northern border with
Lebanon and beyond. The entire Galilee came under Israeli control because
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its inhabitants proved incapable of defending it, as did the armies of the
Arab countries.
Northern front commander Moshe Carmel never ordered
expulsions, and the IDF respected the dignity of the inhabitants of the area.
Villages which showed no resistance were occupied without a battle, and
their residents remained in their homes and villages without harm.
Moreover, after the 60 hour operation, the IDF allowed many Palestinians
to return to their homes. It is no coincidence that such large villages
remained in place in the ‘Galilee pocket,’ from Sakhnin in the south to
Tarshiha in the north.
OPERATION HOREV

In December 1948, the IDF launched Operation Horev, which was aimed at
achieving the goals of Operation Yoav that had not been achieved during
the earlier operation. Previously, on 9 November, in the interim between
the two operations, the IDF finally succeeded in its eighth attempt to
conquer the Iraq al-Suwaydan police station (subsequently the Yoav police
station). This success could be credited to the 8th Brigade and its
commander Yitzhak Sadeh (“the old man”). This tightened the siege on the
Faluja pocket, which forced the Egyptian commanders in the pocket –
including an Egyptian officer named Gamal Abdul Nasser – to begin faceto-face negotiations with Yigal Alon and his colleagues.
During Operation Horev, Southern headquarters’ forces under the
command of Yigal Alon entered the Sinai Peninsula and advanced to alArish. The Egyptians, from their part, remained in their positions in the
region that during this period came to be known as the Gaza Strip.
Concerned about the possible movement of IDF forces southward toward
the Suez Canal where they maintained a large military force, the British
sent its air force to help the Egyptians. In response, the Israeli air force shot
down five British planes. As a result of his development, the British issued
Israel an ultimatum, and David Ben-Gurion was forced to order the forces
of Yigal Alon – who opposed the move – to withdraw from the Sinai
eastward, and to return to the international border. As a result of Israel’s
successful offensive, the Egyptians were forced to sign a ceasefire
agreement with Israel on 7 January 1949. King Abdullah shed no tears at
the defeat of the Egyptian army in general and at Mt. Hebron in particular.
The withdrawal of Egyptian forces from Mt. Hebron enabled the Arab
Legion to take control of their positions and to subsequently work toward
the annexation of this area to the Kingdom of Transjordan.
Despite the relative quiet along the Transjordanian front during this
period, both sides made efforts to improve their positions. In order to
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ensure reasonable access to Jerusalem after its repeated failure to take
Latrun, the IDF expanded its corridor southward. In December 1948, the
expansion of the Israeli corridor to the area of present day Beit Shemesh
facilitated the establishment of a new road from Ramla to Hartuv, and from
there to Shaar Hagai and to Jerusalem: the “Road of Heroism.” The Legion
was expelled from Latrun only in 1967.
At the same time, IDF efforts to conquer the Walaje-Beit Jala
region and the area surrounding the former High Commissioner’s Palace
ended in failure. Continuing the process that resulted in Jordan’s July 1948
recognition of Israel’s presence on Mt. Scopus, the two sides signed a
ceasefire agreement in Jerusalem in November 1948. For Abdullah and the
commanders of the Jordanian Legion, it was evident at this stage that they
could not dislodge the Israelis from West Jerusalem. They were also greatly
concerned by the possibility of an Israeli offensive that could lead to the
fall of the eastern half of the city which the Legion had conquered back in
May-June. The result was the de-facto partition of the city of Jerusalem.
Syrian and Iraqi forces remained in their positions for the time
being. The Syrians would withdraw from their enclave at Mishmar
Hayareden only after the signing of the Israeli-Syrian armistice agreement
in the summer of 1949 (see below). The Iraqis, who never entered into
negotiations with Israel, would slowly withdraw from the areas conquered
by their military forces by the summer of 1949, mainly out of fear of farreaching repercussions within Iraq itself.
Israel’s invasion of Lebanese territory in the north and Egypt’s
Sinai Peninsula in the south demonstrated to the Arab regimes that
continuing the war was not in their best interests. The first country to
understand this was Egypt, the strongest of the Arab countries, which was
forced to sign a ceasefire agreement and enter into negotiations with Israel.
Israel’s downing of the five Royal Air Force planes that had come to
Egypt’s aid played an important role in accelerating the end of the war.
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ENDED BUT NOT COMPLETED, JANUARY–JULY 1949

By early 1949, the Arab countries had no choice but to enter into armistice
talks with Israel, despite their reiteration of the fact that they did not
recognize the new state. Egypt led the way. Israel, from its part, sought the
recognition that these talks implied.
By this time, the ‘Nakba’ was a fact, and the term itself was
starting to be used by the Arab elite. Indeed, as early as the summer of
1948, esteemed historian and American University of Beirut vice-president
Constantine Zurayk wrote the first book on the 1948 war and its results
The Meaning of the Nakba.1
As a result of his sharp historical acumen, Zurayk did not wait for
the formal end of the war between Israel and its Arab neighbors. He was
the first to coin the term “Nakba” in reference to the Arab defeat in
Palestine and the war’s serious consequences for both the Palestinians and
the Arab world as a whole. During the remaining months of the war, it
became clear that the scope of the Arab defeat and the dimensions of the
Palestinian catastrophe were even greater than they had been in 1948.
Despite Israel’s clear victory, the Israeli government decided to refrain
from humiliating the vanquished parties in an effort to allow them to
conclude the war with a degree of dignity. Some members of the Israeli
government wished to see the armistice talks as an opportunity to achieve
Arab recognition of the State of Israel and as a precursor to peace talks to
begin in the near future. They believed that this was a realistic approach
with regard to Egypt, Lebanon, and Transjordan. They remembered that
Egypt and Lebanon had no direct interest in the conflict, and that
Transjordan’s significant interest stemmed primarily from Abdullah’s
strong desire to assume control over the parts of Mandate Palestine that had
been designated for the Palestinians.
In early 1949, in light of the emerging results of the hostilities until
this point, Ben-Gurion’s government, which conducted the remainder of the
war against the Arab armies, desired an outcome in which as few
Palestinians as possible would remain within the borders of the Jewish
––––––––––––––
1

Constantine Zurayk, The Meaning of the Nakba (1948) (in Arabic).
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state. When the state was first established in May 1948, Israel’s provisional
government resolved to prevent the refugees from returning to their homes.
The impact of this decision was as crucial to the fate of the 750,000
refugees who had already been uprooted from their homes as were the
circumstances that led to their uprooting in the first place. Moreover, in
contrast to the assurances of Israel’s Declaration of Independence, which
stated that if the Arab residents of the country were to keep the peace they
would be ensured equal rights within the new state, the IDF worked with
determination throughout the war, and during the armistice talks, to expel
hundreds of thousands of Palestinians from their cities and villages. This
dynamic also continued during the final months of the war and the period
that followed.
The fate of the Palestinian refugees now emerged as one of the
most important issues addressed during the initial contacts toward
ceasefires and, later, during the negotiations leading up to the armistice
agreements between Israel and the Arab countries. Israel did not change its
position on the issue and usually insisted on not allowing the Palestinians to
return to their homes, except for cases of ‘family reunification.’2 After the
UN General Assembly ratified Resolution 194 regarding the refugees’ right
to repatriation or compensation, Israel maintained its refusal to allow them
to return. Nonetheless, as a result of the great pressure exerted on Israel in
the international arena, and the country’s desire to be accepted as a member
of the UN, the Israeli government decided in principle to allow the
repatriation of 100,000 refugees. In practice, however, the government
reneged on this promise, and only a few thousand were allowed to return as
part of family reunification. Before the demarcation of the actual borders of
the new state the expulsions continued, with the aim at shaping comfortable
borders containing no Palestinian population. During this period, most of
the Palestinians expelled were expelled into the West Bank.
One exception was the case of Eilabun in the Lower Galilee. After
its villagers were expelled into Lebanon in November 1948, their leaders
succeeded in bringing pressure to bear on the Israeli government by means
of the Vatican and other church leaders, and were therefore permitted to
return to their homes. In an unprecedented step, Israel informed the Eilabun
refugees in Lebanon that they could begin returning to their village and that
the IDF would not stop them at the Lebanese border. The return of the
villagers of Eilabun began during the week of Christmas and New Years in
late 1948, and continued gradually until June 1949. It was a unique case of
––––––––––––––
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Usually, such cases involved the reunification of married couples or the return of children
under the age of 18 to their families.
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the repatriation of an entire village community that had previously been
expelled from Israel.
During this period, however, efforts continued to expel the rest of
the Palestinian villages located within the Israeli “security strip” along the
Lebanese border. These efforts, which included the refusal to allow the
inhabitants of Iqrit and Bir`im to return to their homes, were justified by
ostensible Israeli security needs. But at the same time, in April-May 1949,
Israeli annexed the Triangle area along the border with Jordan and its
30,000 Palestinians residents (including the residents of Wadi `Ara) after
first agreeing that they would not be expelled. This arrangement stood in
stark contrast to the border with Lebanon, where there had been much less
fighting than along the border with Transjordan.
As in Iqrit and Bir`im, the residents of dozens of other Palestinian
villages were uprooted, primarily in the Galilee. These refugees were
allowed to remain within the borders of Israel and were classified as
“present absentees.” The problems facing this population remain
unresolved today.
Israel’s provisional government was so certain of its military
victory over the Arab states that it decided to hold general elections for the
first Knesset in early 1949, before the war had even ended. The first Israeli
parliamentary elections were scheduled for 25 January 1949. As in Israel’s
1948 declaration of the establishment of the state which stipulated no
borders, the territory in which voting took place was also not limited by the
borders of the Jewish state according to the UN partition plan. The Arab
population of Jaffa, Acre, Nazareth, and many villages located in areas that
had been designated for inclusion in the Palestinian state were permitted to
take part in the elections in order to provide legitimacy for Israeli
sovereignty over these areas. However, the inhabitants of the parts of the
Galilee and Negev that were conquered after the Israeli census of
September 1948 were not permitted to take part in the elections. Thus, in
addition to the trauma of the defeat and the catastrophe in the Arab camp in
general and the Palestinians in particular, Israel reinforced its military
victory with a series of diplomatic, political, and other steps. These actions
transformed the outcome of the war into an irreversible reality before the
war even ended.
The Israeli elections proved that the young state, which had been
established in the midst of a brutal war, was capable of setting a high
democratic standard for itself and of meeting it successfully, even before
the war had ended. The Palestinian Arabs who became citizens of the State
of Israel took part in the country’s first elections, reflecting the
implementation of the principles articulated in the Declaration of
Independence, in theory and practice. Mapai (the Eretz Israel Workers’
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Party), the socialist Zionist party of David Ben-Gurion who had led the
campaign for Israeli independence, won the elections with a decisive
majority. February 1949 marked the first convening of the Knesset – the
first Israeli parliament after 2,000 years in exile.
Egypt was not only the last to join the war effort; it was also the
first to terminate its role in the war. In late January 1949, Israel and Egypt
began armistice talks at the Hotel des Roses on the Greek island of Rhodes.
The talks themselves were unprecedented as direct talks between Israel and
an Arab state, in the manner in which they were conducted, and, most
importantly, in their outcome. The first achievement was the fact that Egypt
began the talks alone, coordinating neither with the other Arab countries
nor with the Arab League. Israel was concerned that negotiations with an
all-Arab delegation would present Israel with extreme terms that it would
be unable to accept. Although it became apparent that the invading armies
now belatedly recognized the borders of the UN partition plan of November
1947, Egypt’s agreement to enter the talks when the IDF held areas that had
been allocated to the Palestinian state and parts of southern Lebanon was
considered an important accomplishment. At the same time, however,
Israel never forgot the fact that the Egyptian army still maintained a
presence in Mandate Palestine.
The talks were difficult. The Egyptian monarchy and the Egyptian
government feared the ramifications of concluding the war without
territorial gains. They were also concerned about appearing in the Arab
world, and in Egypt in particular, as overly anxious to recognize Israel and
as willing to do so alone.
While the Israelis called for recognition of the Mandate border
between the Negev Desert and the Sinai Peninsula, the Egyptians
demanded a complete withdrawal of the brigade that was cut off within the
Faluja pocket, continued Egyptian control of the Gaza Strip, and the
transfer of Beer Sheba, Bir Asluj, and `Uja al-Hafir to Egyptian control,
based on the argument that none of these areas were included in the Jewish
state under the UN partition plan. After about a month of talks, the sides
reached a compromise. The Egyptians remained in what would be referred
to from now on as the Gaza Strip, and the area between `Uja al-Hafir and
the border between the two countries was classified as a demilitarized zone.
On 24 February 1949, the two countries signed an armistice agreement,
which Israel regarded as a diplomatic agreement and Egypt regarded as no
more than a military arrangement. To oversee implementation of the
agreement in the coming years, it was decided to establish a joint armistice
committee consisting of representatives of the two sides headed by the UN.
This model would also be incorporated into Israel’s agreements with some
of its other Arab neighbors.
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Immediately after the signing of the Israeli-Egyptian armistice
agreement, talks between Israel and Lebanon got underway at Rosh
Hanikra/Ras al-Naqura. Israeli officials were aware of the relationship
between Lebanon and Syria, and Lebanon was therefore asked to facilitate
the withdrawal of Syrian forces from the Syrian enclave at Mishmar
Hayarden-Khirbet Yarda before Israel withdrew its forces from Lebanon.
Ultimately, Israel agreed to withdraw from Lebanon in order to increase the
possibilities of a future peace treaty, and it was decided that the
international border would serve as the border between the two countries.
The Israeli-Lebanese armistice agreement was signed in March 1949.
Although the Israeli-Lebanese border was agreed upon and clearly
visible on the map, in practice it remained breached and open to Palestinian
movement in both directions. Just as dozens of families from the village of
Eilabun had little trouble crossing the border from Lebanon into the Galilee
during the first half of 1949, hundreds and perhaps thousands of other
refugees attempted to return to their homes during this period. During and
after this period, Israel waged an all out war along the border and
throughout the Galilee against these spontaneous attempts by Palestinians
to return to their homes. In many cases these refugees, who Israel regarded
as infiltrators (infiltrating their own localities and homes), were arrested
and forcefully transferred across the border. This game of cat and mouse
between the Israeli authorities, who were trying to prevent the return of
Palestinians from Lebanon to the Galilee, and the Palestinians, who had
taken refuge in Lebanon, lasted for years and cost the Palestinians many
more lives.
Toward the end of 1948, Israel also carried out a population census
among the localities of the Central Galilee, which had recently been
conquered during Operation Hiram. In this part of the Galilee, a relatively
large Palestinian population still remained, despite efforts at intimidation
and expulsion. Interested in minimizing the number of Arabs living in the
region, Israel expelled thousands of Palestinians from their villages during
the first half of 1949. During this process, more than 500 residents of Majd
al-Kurum were expelled across the border during January 1949. The
continued expulsions, justified by claims that those being expelled were
infiltrators, aroused significant criticism in al-Ittihad, the newspaper of the
Israeli Communist Party (Maki). Maki Knesset Member Tawfiq Toubi
voiced loud opposition after the expulsion of hundreds of residents of Kufr
Yasif from the Western Galilee in March 1949. Both Toubi and the other
leaders of Maki fought against the military government and its acts of
expulsion with great determination. Despite their protest, however, Israel
continued its policy of expulsion throughout 1949 and afterward.
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Nonetheless, the Israeli government did, in certain instances, have
an interest in enabling prominent political figures to return to its territory.
One such case was its agreement to allow Archbishop Hakim to return to
Haifa from Lebanon, along with hundreds of other Christian Arabs, who
returned to Haifa, Nazareth, and a number of villages in the Galilee. In
return, the Archbishop was willing to conduct a political campaign against
the communists in Israel and to try to distance the members of his religious
grouping from Communist Party influence. The story of Muhammad Nimr
al-Hawari was similar. After playing an important role in the Palestinian
national movement and representing refugee interests vis-à-vis Israel at
Lausanne, he and his family were permitted to return to Nazareth from
Lebanon in order to take an active part in the struggle against Communist
Party influence among Arabs in Israel. At the same time, however, it is
important to remember that other elements within the Israeli government
also helped facilitate the return of some of the leaders and activists of the
Communist Party who had become refugees in Lebanon. One example was
Emile Touma, who until 1948 had served as the editor of al-Ittihad, the
Arab language publication of the National Liberation League.
Israel also took advantage of its war on infiltration in order to expel
some of the inhabitants of the Palestinian villages that had not been
destroyed during the war. Thousands of Palestinians were expelled by
Israel while the talks to demarcate the armistice lines between Israel and its
neighbors were underway. Some were expelled into southern Lebanon, but
in some cases Israel preferred to expel hundreds of Palestinians into the
northern West Bank. In this way, in January 1949, hundreds of residents of
Majd al-Kurum were loaded onto military trucks and taken to Wadi `Ara,
which was then still under the control of Iraqi army forces. Thousands of
other Galilee villagers were sent into exile in the Jenin area and other
locations in northern Samaria.
In the meantime, the All-Palestine Government lost any real hold
over Palestine, for the most part to Abdullah, who took control over the
West Bank after the Jericho Congress of December 1948. Simultaneously,
the Egyptians intensified their hold over the Gaza Strip. In both cases, the
armistice agreements provided legitimacy for the respective Arab presence
in these areas, which the UN partition plan had designated for the
Palestinian state.
The Israeli-Transjordanian armistice talks were particularly
complex, first, because of King Abdullah’s great desire to rule a future
federation that would include all of Greater Syria and Israel. Ben-Gurion
and his colleagues of course had no intention of agreeing to such an
arrangement, but they did regard it as prudent to take advantage of his
aspirations in order to achieve a separate peace with Transjordan. Second,
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the Jewish Yishuv’s long relationship with the Hashemite King resulted in
talks that were conducted in parallel on two tracks: the formal track in
Rhodes where talks were conducted according to the Egyptian model, and
the secret meetings with the King at Shuneh, where all the significant
breakthroughs were made. Third, the two countries had to deal with the
sensitive issue of Jerusalem, which at this point was occupied by the Israeli
army in the west and the Jordanian army in the east. This situate stood in
contrast to the UN resolution of 1947, which stipulated that greater
Jerusalem would be an international zone.
Moreover, both sides agreed that Palestinian independence needed
to be prevented. Although it had accepted the UN partition plan, Israel
preferred forging an agreement with Abdullah at the expense of Haj Amin
al-Husayni, a common enemy. Nonetheless, the talks were particularly
tense both because of the complex issues they tackled and because the
border between the two countries was supposed to pass through a region
densely packed with residential localities in close proximity to Israel’s
coastal lowland economic and civil center, particularly Gush Dan. From
their part, Abdullah and his government demanded all the territory that had
been designated for the Palestinians according to the UN partition plan,
including areas then held by Israel in East Jerusalem, and areas then held
by the Iraqi army in northern Samaria, that would be transferred to Jordan
during the unilateral Iraqi withdrawal from the region. This included Wadi
`Ara (the ‘triangle’), the main artery connecting the coastal lowlands with
the country’s internal valleys and the Galilee in the north. The Negev was
another important issue. In this context, Israel based its position on the UN
resolution, while the Jordanians, with British encouragement, also sought to
control it. It was clear to Israel that Britain and Jordan would do everything
in their power to retain as much of the Arava in the eastern Negev as
possible, as well as Umm Rashrash (today Eilat) on the Red Sea to the west
of Aqaba. In light of these factors, Israel resolved to use both the carrot and
the stick by promising Abdullah significant territorial gains but at the same
time threatening the continuation of hostilities in the case of points that the
government held could not be sacrificed under any circumstances. The
agreement with Jordan, therefore, was reached under an ongoing active
military threat. To this end, the IDF amassed forces in Hadera in order to
compel Abdullah to give up Wadi `Ara. It also carried out Operation `Uvda
(Fact), which was meant to actualize Israeli sovereignty in the Negev in
light of Britain’s demands to recognize Jordanian rights to the region.
On the question of Jerusalem, Israel met Abdullah half way. In
exchange for full Israeli control over the railway linking the coastal
lowlands and Jerusalem (primarily at Nahal Refaim on the eastern part of
the railway, where the Transjordanians enjoyed effective control of the
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railway), Israel agreed to full Transjordanian control of the Old City of
Jerusalem, despite its significant strongholds along the city walls. Israel
also agreed to continued Transjordanian control of the Jerusalem
neighborhood of Shaykh Jarrah, which meant that the Hebrew University
and Hadassah Hospital on Mt. Scopus would remain an Israeli enclave
within Jordanian territory. More importantly, Israel conceded control of the
Jewish holy places and the Jewish Quarter of the old city.
In contrast, Israel did not yield on two fundamental issues. The first
was full control of the Negev. To this end, IDF forces were sent to
physically seize control of the Negev in the midst of the Israeli-Jordanian
armistice talks (March 1949, Operation `Uvda). In this integrated air and
ground operation, the IDF conquered the northern and southern Negev and
the southwest portion of the Dead Sea. During their drive southward, forces
of the Golani Brigade defeated the Transjordanian forces that were present
in the Arava. At Umm Rashrash, which was later renamed Eilat, the
Palmach’s Negev Brigade hoisted the Israeli flag.
The second issue on which Israel did not yield was control over
Wadi `Ara, the more sensitive diplomatic and military dispute of the two.
In order to put pressure on Abdullah who refused to withdraw his forces
from this region, Israel concentrated forces near Hadera (Operation Oren).
Abdullah understood the hint and agreed to withdraw from Wadi `Ara and
conceded to Israeli control of the area. In early April 1949, the two
countries signed an armistice agreement at Rhodes. Abdullah changed his
kingdom’s name from Transjordan to Jordan (to indicate its control of
territory on both sides of the Jordan River), and the agreement was
immediately followed by the commencement of ultimately unsuccessful
contacts toward a possible Israeli- Jordanian peace treaty.
More than twenty large and small villages in the ‘Triangle,’ from
Kufr Qasim in the south to Umm al-Fahm and its offshoot villages in the
north, were transferred to Israeli control in May 1949 under the IsraeliJordanian Rhodes agreement. The approximately 30,000 inhabitants of the
region, who were added to Israel’s population on the eve of the country’s
first Independence Day, significantly increased Israel’s Arab minority,
which now stood at approximately 160,000 people. The transfer of the
villages of the Triangle from Jordan to Israel was a major Jordanian
concession which rekindled the criticism of Abdullah and his policies both
among the Palestinians and throughout the Arab countries.
In May 1949, the UN recognized the State of Israel and granted it
membership to the international organization. This act, in conjunction with
the simultaneous acceptance of Jordan into its ranks, was an expression of
the legitimacy the two countries received from the organization that had
played such a significant role in Israel’s establishment. It also reflected the
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recognition of the outcome of the war that was enshrined in the agreements,
which were mediated by the UN itself.
This left Syria. On the face of things, Syria, like Iraq, was one of
Israel’s more uncompromising enemies at the time. Its army tried to enter
the territory of Mandate Palestine back in October 1947, and then again in
January 1948, in the midst of the war. Syria was also unstable, and suffered
repeated military coups in the course of 1949. For this reason, Israel was
surprised by the proposal of Husni al-Za`im, the ruler of Syria on the eve of
the armistice talks. Al-Za`im maintained that his country wanted more than
an armistice agreement; it wanted a peace treaty, and to achieve this goals
was even willing to absorb hundreds of thousands of Palestinian refugees.
Ben-Gurion responded with caution, and called for an armistice before the
commencement of peace negotiations. His caution was justified, as just a
few weeks after the conclusion of the Israeli-Syrian armistice agreement,
Husni al-Za`im was removed from power.
The Israeli-Syrian armistice talks began in May 1949 in a tent on
the Rosh Pina-Mishmar Hayarden road next to Khirbet Yarda. Israel’s
primary demand was unequivocal: the complete withdrawal of Syrian
forces to east of the Jordan River. The Syrian enclave was located within
Israeli territory according to the UN partition map as well. This time, it
looked as if the talks would drag on and even fail. The crux of the dispute
was over the Syrian demand to control the sources of the Jordan River, the
river itself, and the north-eastern banks of Lake Kinneret. Under no
circumstances was Israel able to agree to Syrian control of its water
sources, which had no substitute.
The complications were navigated by Ralph Bunche, the American
UN mediator who replaced Folke Bernadotte after his assassination. He
proposed that the Banias spring itself remain demilitarized in Syrian
territory, while two important areas along the Jordan River, from Lake Hula
via the eastern Kinneret to the hot baths at al-Hama, remain demilitarized
within Israeli territory. The agreement to demilitarization would come in
exchange for Syria’s withdrawal of its forces from the enclave at Mishmar
Hayarden, and resulted in the signing of the Syrian-Israeli armistice
agreement on 20 July 1949. This agreement marked the formal end of the
1948 war.
Israel’s armistice agreement with Syria also marked the conclusion
of the demarcation of Israel’s borders. From this point on, Israel undertook
operations along its borders in all regions to prevent the Palestinians from
returning to the country. The Arab countries who signed the armistice
agreements with Israel, particularly Egypt and Jordan, cooperated with the
new Jewish state in attempting to prevent the Palestinians from returning to
their homes out of a desire to avoid Israeli military operations against them.
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THE VICTIMS

In the course of the war, from its beginnings in late November 1947
through July 1949, Israel lost more than six thousand of its most promising
young men and women, representing approximately one percent of the
overall population of the Jewish Yishuv on the eve of the war. Thousands of
others were wounded. The casualties included men and women,
approximately two-thirds of whom were soldiers and the rest civilians of
various ages. Those killed during the war were praised as having sacrificed
their lives for the Jewish people’s renewed independence in its homeland.
They were the ‘silver platter’ on which the people had received the Jewish
state. The mythological generation of 1948 was handsome, honest, and
completely committed. With their own bodies, they secured the
independence of Israel. Many settlements were destroyed, while others –
such as the settlements of the Etzion Block south of Jerusalem, Beit
Ha`arava on the northern Dead Sea, Neve Dekalim and Atarot south of
Jerusalem – remained destroyed under Jordanian rule.
The Palestinians lost between 12,000 and 15,000 people (more than
one percent of the overall Palestinian population on the eve of the war), and
a larger number of Palestinians were wounded. The Palestinians killed in
the war constituted a large and painful sacrifice for their families. Even
greater, however, was the pain of the Palestinians stemming from the loss
of their homeland, the collapse of their society into individual communities,
and the destruction and disappearance of more than 400 cities and villages.
The residents of these localities lost their homes, their property, and all
their land, and became refugees in the Gaza Strip, the West Bank, and
the neighboring Arab countries. Israel was established on the ruins of
Palestinian homes, not just within the borders of the partition plan but far
beyond. Israel conquered and expelled hundreds of thousands of
Palestinians, and then inherited their property. These Palestinians were
forced to rebuild their lives from the ground up, beginning in the tents of
refugee camps. At the end of the war, the Palestinians no longer posed a
military threat to Israel. They had started the war and, ultimately, they were
its primary victims.
After the demarcation of the armistice lines that served as borders
between Israel and the surrounding Arab states, Falastin disappeared from
the map, from popular consciousness in general, and from the
consciousness of the people in the region itself. Falastin had been divided
into three parts: the State of Israel, which occupied approximately 78% of
the area; the West Bank, which was annexed by Jordan; and the Gaza Strip,
which remained under Egyptian military government and administration.
Israel, which had bought its independence with the blood of its children,
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began a period of day-to-day business focused on all aspects of the
establishment of a new country, recovery from a difficult war, and the
absorption of mass Jewish immigration.
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POST-TRAUMA, POST-EUPHORIA, 1949–1956

By the time Israel completed signing the armistice agreements with its four
Arab neighbors in July 1949, the results of the war were established facts.
The Palestinians were left to fend for themselves outside the international
political process and to contend with their new reality: the loss of their
homeland, the total collapse of their society, and the beginning of their
‘period of loss.’ Mandate Palestine disappeared from the map not only
geographically but also as a political entity in public consciousness. For
decades during the Mandate, the Palestinians had struggled to establish
their own sovereign independent state. Now they had lost their country and
were stateless. Not only had the potential of a state of Falastin in the entire
area of the former British Mandate not been actualized, but the possibility
of establishing a Palestinian Arab state according to the borders of the UN
partition plan had also not been acted on. The 78% of Mandate Palestine on
which Israel was established was much larger than the area that the Jewish
state had been allocated on 29 November 1947. This area now contained
only approximately 160,000 Palestinians, who became citizens of the State
of Israel. Most of the Palestinians who had been living in the same area
until the 1948 war – some 750,000 people – became refugees and lost their
homes.
Israeli society and the Israeli leadership received the armistice
agreements with a sense of euphoria that was understandable in light of the
inconceivable accomplishment it represented. This sense of historical
achievement, however, was tempered by major concern regarding the
future in terms of diplomacy, economics, defense, and security. In addition
to hope that the armistice agreements offered a realistic possibility of
peace, after Israeli had demonstrated both its military capabilities and its
willingness for territorial compromise, there was fear that the young state
would be unable to survive in a state of war for an extended period of time.
The longing for an end to the war was so strong that it resulted in a
willingness to pass up possible territorial gains. Within Israel, there was
wall-to-wall consensus that it could live with the borders provided by the
armistice agreements, which reflected its military victory, but also provided
it with a chance to reach a peace treaty, especially with Jordan.
The second largest territory within Falastin, after Israel, was the
West Bank, which the Kingdom of Jordan annexed in practice in 1949, and
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officially in 1951. The Palestinians of the West Bank, refugees and original
inhabitants alike, were granted Jordanian citizenship, became part of the
population of the Hashemite Kingdom, and held positions within its
governing institutions. King Abdullah now controlled the largest
concentration of Palestinian population, which stood at approximately
800,000 in the West Bank and tens of thousands of refugees living on the
other side of the Jordan River. The Palestinians in Jordan were extremely
frustrated with the outcome of the war and with the King’s policies. Their
opposition to the regime resulted in instability and upheavals during the
1950s and the decades to come.
The small area of land lying within the borders of the Gaza Strip
now had to support an exceptionally large population of Palestinian
refugees who had found safe haven there. In addition to the 80,000 original
inhabitants of the area, it was forced to absorb double that number of
Palestinian refugees who were supposed to begin rebuilding their lives in
its many refugee camps. The Palestinian population of the Gaza Strip was
ruled by an Egyptian military administration, which did not grant them
Egyptian citizenship or citizenship of any other kind. In the Gaza Strip, the
Palestinians faced difficult economic and political conditions stemming
from their isolation from the rest of the Palestinian population, and their
isolation from far-away Cairo, with which contact was hard to maintain
because of the Sinai Desert and the military administration.
The Israelis initially had trouble coming to terms with the transition
from the joy of victory to the new era of day-to-day business, which
required contending with the realities of the end of the war. The greatest
challenge faced by Israel at the end of the war was the mass wave of Jewish
immigration then arriving in the country, which was of a scope and a
socioeconomic character that was unprecedented in the history of the
Yishuv. During the war, and to a greater extent following the war, Israel
opened its gates to all Jews who wanted to come. There were no longer
limitations regarding age, political affiliation, or financial status. The Law
of Return enabled all Jews from around the world to immigrate to Israel
and make it their home. Within the first few years of statehood, however,
the accomplishment of mass Jewish immigration would begin to take its
toll on the young state.
Most of the 600,000 new Jewish immigrants who arrived in Israel
during the first three years of statehood came from Jewish communities in
Arab and Muslim countries. The largest groups came from Yemen, Egypt,
Iran, Syria, and the countries of North Africa. The departure of Jews from
these countries and their immigration to Israel significantly transformed the
character of Israeli society, from a small and primarily European
community to a diverse multi-cultural society. The mass immigration also
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resulted in the decline and, later, the disappearance of Jewish communities
that had lived in the Arab and Muslim countries for many centuries. Many
regarded the departure of the eastern Jews and their immigration to Israel as
a sort of population exchange with the uprooted Palestinians, who had been
forced to flee their homeland and find refuge in neighboring Arab
countries.
Between May 1948 and May 1951, the number of Jews that had
arrived to Israel since the war was greater than the number of Jews that had
been living in the state upon its establishment. Israeli society was exhausted
after the long war, and its economic and social capacity to absorb the new
population was limited. Many of the new immigrants were forced to resign
themselves to living in temporary camps, vulnerable to inclement weather,
illnesses, and a social and cultural situation in which they now suffered the
combined effect of unemployment and the alienation characteristic of
people with foreign customs whose language is different from that of the
society absorbing them.
In addition to the hundreds of thousands of refugees in the Gaza
Strip and the West Bank, new refugee communities sprung up in Lebanon,
Syria, Transjordan, Iraq, and other countries. The approximately 100,000
Palestinian refugees in Lebanon faced particularly dire conditions as a
guest population that was unwanted by the government and by significant
portions of the Lebanese population. Their movement outside the refugee
camps was significantly limited, and they were treated as foreign citizens
who were prohibited from working in more than seventy professions that
were reserved for the Lebanese themselves. The political and sociopolitical
realities in which the Palestinian refugees lived in Lebanon made it
extremely difficult for them to make a living and to rebuild their lives with
dignity.
The conditions facing the more than 100,000 Palestinian refugees
living in Syria were better than those faced by their countrymen in Lebanon
but worse than those faced by the refugees in Jordan. The Palestinian
refugees in Syria were not granted Syrian citizenship, and they were
therefore unable to participate in parliamentary elections and influence
Syrian politics in this manner. However, in contrast to their lack of political
rights, the Palestinian refugees in Syria were granted socioeconomic rights
similar to those enjoyed by Syrian citizens. These rights enabled them to
work in all professions without limitation and to attend state schools and
universities free of charge. In a proactive, unilateral operation, Egypt
returned the thousands of refugees who had entered its borders to Israel and
dismantled its two Palestinian refugee camps, in al-Abbasiyya and alQantara.
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The Arab countries did not wish to absorb the Palestinians, and the
Palestinians did not wish to be absorbed. They continued to long for
revenge and to do what they could to push the Arab countries toward a
second round with Israel. Until then, the Palestinians began to make efforts
to infiltrate Israel’s borders, which would later assume guerilla
characteristics (Fedayin), and to carry out subversive acts among Israel’s
Arab population in order to destabilize the country from within. At the
same time, the young country of Israel needed to contend with two new
populations that had recently arrived in the country. The first was the
Jewish refugee Holocaust survivors from Europe. Thousands of immigrants
reached Israel physically and spiritually devastated, incapable of telling
others about what they had been through and not wanting to do so. From its
part, the Jews who had been living in the country since before World War
II had trouble digesting what little was known about the Holocaust at the
time. Nonetheless, both the new immigrant Holocaust survivors and the
veteran community that absorbed them were determined to do everything
necessary to establish a Jewish state that would prevent the repetition of
such a tragedy. The former wanted to forget what had happened to them
and the latter wanted to erase it from the collective memory for the sake of
a new, healthy, and safe future. The second group consisted of the Jews that
had been rescued from the hostile Arab countries. The 1948 war forced
these communities to leave the villages and cities, in which Jews had lived
for hundreds of years, and to make the journey to Israel, sometimes with
little more than the clothes on their backs. They were met by a society that
was overwhelmingly European in character. This complex encounter left
both sides with scars that took a long time to heal, and certainly made
things even more difficult for the newly established state, the future
existence of which was far from certain.
Palestinian society had been building a national movement since
the 1920s and had aspired to achieve independence. Instead, after 1948 it
found itself broken into smaller communities living under the rule of
others. This new socio-political reality prevented the functioning of a
united and effective Palestinian national leadership capable of pursuing
their interests after the Nakba. Instead of a united leadership, separated
leaderships sprung up on local levels, each working to ensure its survival
and the relative welfare of their communities in neighboring countries.
In addition to the growing social and cultural tensions in Israel
resulting from the charged encounter between the veteran Jewish
inhabitants of the country and the recently arrived newcomers, Israel also
suffered a severe economic crisis. To a large degree, Yishuv society, and
later Israeli society, funded the war, and was subsequently forced to
contend with a large and growing immigrant population that was
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economically dependent on the state by nature. In this context, Israel was
forced into extreme economic austerity, which was detrimental for the
entire population, veterans and newcomers alike. In addition to these
challenges, Israel was also faced with objective security considerations that
remained as serious as ever. In light of Israel’s constant security threat and
serious economic and social problems, it was not at all certain at the
beginning of the 1950s if Israel would be able to survive for the long-term.
The opponents of the Palestinians took advantage of the vacuum
left by the absence of a united national leadership and the trauma of the war
– which caused Palestinian society mortal injuries and splintered it into
separate communities – to obscure Palestinian national identity and
consciousness. During and immediately following the war, Israel forced the
Palestinians who had managed to remain in the country and became
citizens of the new state to adopt an artificial Arab-Israeli identity. This
identity was aimed at erasing all memory of their history, their national
consciousness, and their indigenous connection to their country Falastin.
Jordan also conducted a policy of de-Palestinization and a forced Jordanian
identity, granting the Palestinians living within their borders citizenship and
political rights. In the 1950s, the Palestinians’ rivals appeared to be
succeeding. Falastin disappeared from the map and from international and
regional consciousness, and even the Palestinians themselves appeared to
be cooperating with the de-Palestinization of their national identity by
adopting alternative identities. The trauma caused by the war and its
outcome paralyzed the national Palestinian leadership and prevented them
from maintaining direct and effective contact with the different Palestinian
communities.
Haj Amin al-Husayni and the Arab Higher Committee that led the
Palestinians during the 1948 war lost the little strength and influence they
still had, despite the Mufti’s insistence on continuing to represent the
Palestinian cause and his efforts to oppose the armistice agreements and all
negotiations with Israel. The All-Palestine Government established in Gaza
with the support of the Mufti in early October 1948 was forced to relocate
to Cairo later that month, after the hostilities resumed and it appeared that
Israel might conquer the Gaza Strip. In the absence of a national Palestinian
leadership, many West Bank notables put their hopes in King Abdullah and
cooperated with the Hashemite regime. The Palestinian question vanished
from the international and regional political arena as a national problem,
becoming primarily a humanitarian problem of refugees.
After July 1949, the UN institutionalized its aid to the Palestinian
refugees with the establishment of the United Nations Relief and Works
Agency (UNRWA), which since then has been responsible for providing
educational, health, and welfare services to the Palestinian refugees in their
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various countries of residence. Although this aid has made the daily lives of
Palestinian refugees easier since 1949, it has also fixed their status as
refugees whose return to their homeland has become a theoretical idea that
cannot be implemented. Nevertheless, the Palestinian refugees’ right of
return has attained and retains an almost sacred status. Falastin has become
a lost paradise, and serves as the new glue uniting the Palestinian people in
exile.
EXPULSION, RETURN, AND REPRISAL OPERATIONS

Israel’s security problems after the war remained demanding. The small
and economically weak country was forced to contend with the desire of
the neighboring Arab states to launch another attack and to destroy it the
moment they were capable of doing so. If Israel regarded the armistice
regime as a prelude to peace, the Arab countries saw it as nothing more
than a temporary military situation. Moreover, one clear dimension of these
countries’ refusal to absorb the Palestinian refugees in a proper manner was
opposition to Israel: that is, their desire to maintain the refugee status of the
Palestinians as an easily combustible threat against Israel that, under the
proper circumstances, would provide them with a pretext for war.
Hundreds of thousands of Palestinians who found refuge in the
neighboring Arab countries refused to recognize the armistice borders
agreed upon by Israel and their host countries. Many encountered problem
supporting their families and at times went hungry. They longed for their
homes and their agricultural land in the towns and villages they left behind,
and it was only natural that thousands would try to steal across the borders
in an effort to reach their home localities to bring back food for their
families. Others tried their luck returning to their homes permanently,
particularly in localities which had not yet been destroyed or in which
Israel had not yet settled Jews.
The Israeli government had already decided not to allow a
Palestinian return in May 1948 and now attempted to prevent this
phenomenon by sealing the border with live fire. Israel saw the returning
Palestinians as dangerous infiltrators crossing the borders of the country
without authorization. However, the Israeli authorities did not limit
themselves to preventing the refugees from returning to their country; they
also continued the process of expelling Palestinians even after July 1949.
The expulsion operations were applied to small villages and the remains of
larger villages in the Galilee, the center of the country, the Negev, and the
south as a whole. One particularly well known instance was the 1950
expulsion of more than 2,000 Palestinians who remained in Majdal`Asqalan (today Ashkelon), most into the Gaza Strip. A few families were
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expelled to the city of Lod. The policy of expelling Arabs from the south of
the country, and Bedouin tribes from the Negev in particular, continued
well into the 1950s. During the Sinai War of 1956, Israel expelled more
than 2,000 residents of two villages in the eastern Upper Galilee, Krad alBaqqarah and Krad al-Ghannamah, eastward across the Jordan River. A
small portion of them accounting for a few hundred in total were expelled
to the Lower Galilee village of Sha`ab.
The Palestinians expelled from their towns and villages were not
only expelled across the border; some were expelled internally, within the
borders of Israel. In addition to the cases of Iqrit and Bir`im, there were
many other instances of this phenomenon in the Galilee, such as Kufr
`Inan, Kadita, al-Farradiyya, al-Ghabisiyya, and other locations. In the
early 1950s, the internal refugees (officially referred to as “present
absentees”) whom Israel did not permit to return to their villages accounted
for twenty percent of the country’s overall Arab population in the country.
The large majority of this population consisted of refugees from the Galilee
living in Nazareth and the dozens of villages located close to their home
villages in northern Israel. Israel’s expropriation of the present absentees’
land and refusal to allow them to return to their villages has become one of
the primary points of contention between Israel and its Arab citizens.
The band of refugees surrounding Israel was a constant threat to
Israel’s everyday security, as well as an existential threat on a very
fundamental level. The former threat disrupted daily life in Israel. The latter
threatened the very existence of the state, as the refugee problem served to
mobilize the neighboring Arab countries, as well as other more distant
countries, against Israel. For this reason, the Israeli government decided
upon a twofold approach: on the one hand, ensuring sustainable borders,
and on the other hand, working toward a solution of the refugee problem.
The first component of Israel’s response involved charging the IDF with
ensuring that no infiltrators entered the country. The second component
meant increasing efforts to reach an agreement with the surrounding Arab
countries on the question of the refugees, including Israeli willingness to
help shoulder the financial burden of their rehabilitation. On the first front,
along the borders, there was a rapid decline in the situation, as infiltration
into Israel grew more and more injurious in terms of damage to property
and, subsequently, loss of life. The refugees quickly organized themselves,
with Egyptian support, into an efficient, semi-military framework known as
fedayun (“those who sacrifice themselves”). Especially vulnerable was
Israel’s new immigrant population living in the periphery along the borders,
primarily with Jordan and Egypt. The residents of these immigrant
settlements suffered from the difficulties of a recently arrived population
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and from concrete threats to their personal security. Nonetheless, these
settlements survived and no one fled.
On the second front, vis-à-vis the neighboring Arab countries, it
became clear that not only had they demonstrated an unwillingness to reach
an agreement with Israel in general and on the refugee issue in particular,
but that they were also either unable or unwilling to prevent the continued
infiltration. From their perspective, the refugees were providing a service as
a source of incitement along the border, and at no cost to the host countries
themselves. The Israeli government clearly understood that something
needed to be done.
Palestinian efforts to return to their homes continued throughout
the 1950s, but the flow gradually decreased as a result of the Israeli
government’s success in sealing the borders, as well as the systematic
destruction of the abandoned villages. Palestinians now started to cross the
border carrying weapons, and a few even attacked Israeli soldiers and
civilians. The desire for revenge ran particularly high among Palestinian
refugees, and their frustration deepened as their hopes of returning to their
homes and their homeland dwindled. Most Palestinian infiltrations into
Israel, during the 1950s as well, were locally and spontaneously organized.
Israel was not alone in being unable to prevent border crossings: so were its
Arab neighbors, despite the heavy price they subsequently paid in revenge
attacks carried out by IDF soldiers deep within their territory.
After a string of failures in trying to thwart infiltrations, Israel
established the Border Guard in 1952 as the border security branch of the
Israeli police force. This, however, proved to be insufficient. The
establishment of Unit 101 under the command of Ariel Sharon in 1953
reflected the decision to take the war against infiltration to the territory of
the neighboring Arab countries, which hosted the infiltrators and helped
them operate. The success of this unit resulted in an increase in the size of
the IDF’s paratrooper force, which began to carry out reprisal operations in
response to attacks in Israel. After the Qibya operation of October 1953 in
which a non-combat Palestinian population was inadvertently harmed, it
was decided to focus reprisal operations on installations of the Arab states
from which infiltrators had entered Israel in an effort to compel them to
stop the infiltrators before they entered Israel. This approach necessitated
large operations that quickly expanded in scope into complex military
operations requiring professional expertise and great determination. These
were two things that Israel had in abundant supply during this period.
Beginning in the mid-1950s, Israel stepped up its bloody attacks on
villages and other targets in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. For
example, in an October 1953 operation in the village of Qibya, IDF soldiers
brutally murdered sixty men, women, and children in their homes in the
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village. In similar large operations carried out between 1954 and 1956,
dozens more innocent Palestinians were murdered, further increasing the
tension between Israel, Jordan, and Egypt. These operations increased
tensions along the borders, and the beating of war drums again sounded
through the region. IDF operations along the borders with Egypt and Jordan
accelerated Israel’s decision to take part in the 1956 Sinai War against
Egypt.
The Israeli military government that ruled the Arab population of
Israel beginning in 1948 played an important role in the war against the
Palestinians returning to their homeland. Representatives of the military
government charged the village leaders (mukhtar) of the Arab population,
and their agents among this population, with informing them whenever
Palestinians returned to their homes. In many instances, the military
government imposed closures and curfews on Arab villages, carried out
searches, and expelled across the borders refugees that had succeeded in
returning to their homes to be with their family. Military governors also
imposed strict limitations on the movement of the Arab population and a
system of permits, which were usually issued to those who cooperated with
the military government. The policy of limiting movement and applying
emergency regulations made it easier for the government and the state
establishment to settle newly-arrived Jews in abandoned villages and in
Arab neighborhoods in the cities. In other cases, the military government
played a role in destroying the abandoned villages in order to establish
exclusively Jewish rural settlements on their ruins.
As if the increasingly severe infiltration problem caused by the
band of refugees that encircled Israel was not enough, Israel’s government
also had to contend with the Arab citizens of Israel, whose loyalties were
naturally unclear under the circumstances. In addition to granting them
citizenship and equal political rights and trying to take needs into
consideration in the realm of family reunification, the government was
forced to maintain military government over the Arab population living
under Israeli sovereignty. This was uncomfortable but necessary, as Israel
was concerned by the possibility of Palestinian operations coming
simultaneously from outside and inside the country. The Arabs in Israel
were seen as a fifth column, and the state authorities treated them
accordingly. Within the Arab countries on the other side of Israel’s borders,
many regarded the Arabs who remained in Israel as collaborators who had
cooperated with the state that had been established on the ruins of their
homeland. These years, during which the Arabs of Israel were isolated from
Jewish society by the military government and from the Arab countries by
virtue of their Israeli citizenship, were the most difficult years in the history
of the Palestinians who had managed to remain in their country.
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AFTERSHOCKS IN THE ARAB WORLD

The bitter fate of the Palestinians clearly reflected the repercussions of the
Nakba. More than half of the Palestinian population had become refugees,
while others suffered from a loss of their independence and national
dignity. The embittered Palestinians blamed the Arab regimes for
abandoning them during the war and, in certain cases, for conspiring with
the Zionist enemy. They regarded these regimes as active partners of the
British, the US, and Israel in the Palestinian Nakba. They were not the only
ones who held this opinion. Arab public opinion in general remained
agitated for years and was unable to come to terms with the results of the
Arab defeat in the war against Israel. The explanations and excuses
provided by the leaders of the Arab countries failed to pacify, not to
mention to convince, Arab public opinion. It is not surprising that these
regimes would experience serious crises during the years following 1948.
Syria was the first to undergo such a political crisis. In December
1948, even before the end of the war, the regime that was perceived as
being responsible for the defeat was removed from power by a military
coup led by Husni al-Za`im. Al-Za`im, in turn, was deposed by another
military coup approximately one month after signing the armistice
agreement with Israel in the summer of 1949.
The case of Lebanon appeared to be less complex, as its army
barely fought Israel in 1948. However, Lebanese Prime Minister Riyad alSulh was a proponent of talks with Israel, and even a peace treaty. He was
perceived as a leader working against the interests of the Palestinians and
against the overall Arab position, which refused to recognize the results of
the defeat. Ultimately, al-Sulh was killed by an assassin’s bullet during a
visit to Amman in June 1951. He was the first Arab leader to pay with his
life for betraying the Arab national position, which in this case was
represented by the Syrian Nationalist Party of which he was an opponent.
The Arab state in which the 1948 war caused the most severe
aftershocks was the Kingdom of Jordan. The Palestinians, who formed a
demographic majority on the two banks of the Jordan River, accused
Abdullah of betrayal and of conspiring with the Zionist enemy. They
disapproved of his efforts to reach a peace treaty with Israel, as such an
agreement would perpetuate the status quo of the end of the war. The cities
of the West Bank naturally became centers of incitement against the
Hashemite regime. In July 1951, King Abdullah paid a visit to Jerusalem,
and was killed before the eyes of his young grandson Hussein Ibn Talal
(who would soon succeed him on the throne) as he went to pray in the alAqsa Mosque.
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Although Egypt was the last country to experience a political crisis
stemming from the Arab defeat in the 1948 war (the Hashemite regime in
Iraq was toppled in 1958, after the period under discussion here), the
change it underwent as a result was extremely dramatic. The bitterness of
the young officers in the Egyptian army who had taken part in the 1948 war
in Falastin was no secret. The reasons for bitterness among the officers,
and throughout the public as a whole, were not limited to the 1948 war.
They also included the continuing British presence in the Suez Canal Zone
and the manner in which the Egyptian monarchy was running the country.
In July 1952, a group of “free officers” successfully carried out a
military coup, toppled the monarchy, established a republic, and embarked
upon a policy of political and economic reform. By 1954, Gamal Abdel
Nasser, who took part in the 1948 war, emerged as the strongman of the
“free officers” regime. After becoming president, Nasser instituted a defiant
policy against the British presence in Egypt and against imperialism in the
Middle East in general. Nasser’s rise to power in Egypt endowed the Arab
nationalist movement in the Arab world as a whole with new energy and
gave new hope to the Palestinians, who had been desperately waiting for an
Arab leader to resume the struggle for their rights. Israel’s reprisal
operations in Gaza embarrassed the new regime, and pushed Nasser to sign
an arms deal with Czechoslovakia and to cultivate a closer relationship with
the Soviet Bloc, which was looking for a foothold in the region after its
disappointment by Israel.
Nasser aspired to be more than a revolutionary Arab leader. He
hoped to bring about a real change in the Arab world as a whole through
Arab unity and the liberation of Palestine. Nasser’s new revolutionary
policy was enthusiastically welcomed by various parts of the Arab public in
general and among the Palestinians in particular. Britain and France,
however, were concerned about their status and their influence in Egypt
(primarily on the Suez Canal) and in other parts of the region (Algeria,
Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and the gulf countries). They responded with a
provocative and aggressive policy toward Egypt and toward Nasser
himself, and tried to thwart the changes and reform that his regime sought
to foster, which included the construction of a large dam at Aswan in
southern Egypt. Nasser’s response was quick to come: nationalization of
the Suez Canal and the use of the revenues from the passage of ships
through the canal for the good of Egypt in general and the construction of
the Aswan Dam in particular. Nasser’s nationalization of the Suez Canal
and his anti-imperialist policies ultimately resulted in a tripartite FrenchBritish-Israeli conspiracy to topple the ruling regime in Egypt.
Although these internal political developments in the Arab world
initially appeared favorable to Israel, they quickly resulted in a new front
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that was much more aggressive and determined to take action against Israel
than the previous regimes. In addition to these changes, Israel suffered from
increasing international isolation. Its leaders had difficulty finding its place
in the Cold War world, with its natural leaning toward the US-led Western
Bloc, and the necessity of maintaining proper relations with the Soviet
Union, which was home to the largest Jewish population during the period.
Israeli leaders feared that if a war were launched against Israel, which
seemed to be a certainty in light of the increasing skirmishes along its
border, Israel would not enjoy political or military support from a major
superpower. Things looked even grimmer when, in September 1955, they
learned that Nasser had signed a Soviet supported arms deal with
Czechoslovakia that was unprecedented in quantity and quality. Egypt
clearly had not learned the lesson of 1948 and was planning to launch a
second round of hostilities against Israel. This state of affairs increased
concerns within Israel.
In this context, Israel, which was in desperate need of a superpower
– even one from the second tier, forged a new relationship with one that
was willing to guarantee its existence. After being refused by the US and
Britain, it was France, which was then in the midst of a war against the
rebels in Algeria, that agreed to help Israel. At the same time that Nasser’s
regime sought to strike at Israel, it was also supporting the rebels in
Algeria. The common interest shared by France and Israel was clear. After
the nationalization of the Suez Canal in late July 1956, in coordination with
Britain and France, Israel launched an attack on Egypt known in Israel as
Operation Kadesh. The operation was intended to eliminate the threat posed
by the Egyptian-Czechoslovakian arms deal, to solve once and for all the
problem of the fedayun operating over the border, and to eliminate the
ongoing Egyptian blockade of the Straits of Tiran. Based on its memory of
the recent past, the Israeli government instructed the IDF to keep a close
eye on Israel’s Arab population during the war.
In the summer of 1956, when the crisis in Egypt’s relations with
Britain and France had reached new heights in the aftermath of the
nationalization of the Suez Canal, Israel’s ‘reprisal operations’ (as it
referred to them) reached new heights of barbarity. Israel took advantage of
the opportunity to join the old colonial powers of Britain and France in an
attack on Nasser’s regime. On 29 October 1956, Israel invaded the Sinai
Peninsula. That evening, Israeli soldiers perpetrated a shocking massacre of
fifty men, women, and children at the village of Kufr Qasim, located within
Israel itself, far from the front lines and the Egyptian border. Israel’s true
face again re-emerged, both in its conspiracy with the colonial powers and
the massacre of innocent Arab civilians.
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From Deir Yassin to Kufr Qasim, Israel was established and
developed on the blood of Palestinians killed unnecessarily in dozens of
massacres during the 1948 war, in aggressive attacks along the border and
beyond during the 1950s, in the massacre at Kufr Qasim, and in the
conquest of the Gaza Strip and the Sinai Peninsula in the war of 1956. In all
of the massacres carried out by IDF soldiers during and after the 1948 war,
no soldiers were ever placed on trial to answer for the murder of innocent
Palestinians. However, when the scope of the atrocity at Kufr Qasim
became known, Prime Minister and Defense Minister Ben-Gurion was
forced, for the first time in history, to order that the perpetrators of a
massacre be put on trial. The murderers were tried and sentenced to a few
years in prison, although most were ultimately pardoned and their sentences
greatly reduced. The Kufr Qasim massacre did not result in an easing of the
restrictions imposed by the military government and did not change Israel’s
attitude toward its Arab citizens at the time. It did, however, become a
symbol, within the IDF and Israeli society as a whole, of the responsibility
incumbent on soldiers to refuse to carry out an order “with a black flag
flying above it.”
After Operation Kadesh, the longed for peace that had not been
achieved after the 1948 war appeared to have finally arrived. Israel’s
security increased, the security of the Arab countries was reduced, and
Palestinian infiltration had almost reached a stand-still. The Israeli public
breathed a sigh of relief for the first time since 1948. Israel had
demonstrated its power and its steadfastness to the world and to its own
public. The following ten years were ten years of peace, development,
building, and the reinforcement of what already existed.
Nasser, who had been defeated by the tripartite aggression
launched against his country, became a hero who had won the war. Israel
was forced to withdraw from the Sinai Peninsula, and the colonial presence
in Egypt came to an end. The Egyptian leader emerged as the hero of the
Arab world and enjoyed immense popularity, especially among the
Palestinians. Nasser’s rise to power and the concept of Arab unity provided
the Palestinians with new hopes that the leader had arrived who would
recover their rights that had been lost in the Nakba of 1948.
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In almost every conversation or argument between members of the two
parties to the conflict, those doing the talking inevitably end up talking
about 1948. Sometimes they are aware of it, and at other times they are not.
Some talk about the war in the past tense, and some talk about it in the
present. Those making reference to 1967 borders are really talking about
the borders demarcated in 1949. Those addressing the issue of refugees
speak first about the refugees of 1948. Those discussing the independence
of Israel are talking about the independence achieved in 1948. Those
arguing about the solution for Jerusalem also go back to 1948. And
discussion of the question of equal rights in Israel and the “Jewish and
Democratic” character of the state ultimately leads back to the Declaration
of Independence of May 1948 and the outcome of the 1948 war.
The State of Israel was established on a legal foundation: UN
Partition Resolution 181 of 29 November 1947, which called for the
establishment of two states. Israel has been established, and Palestine has
yet to be. Whoever negates the Palestinians’ natural right to establish a state
today is actually negating the Partition Resolution of 1947 and, to a certain
extent, the historical and moral foundation on which Israel was established
in 1948 and continues to exist today.
For Palestinian Arabs and Jewish Israelis alike, this formative war
is an integral part of their current realities: politically, legally,
geographically, and emotionally. Nakba is a concept that is present on a
daily basis for all Palestinians in one way or another. In some ways, the
Nakba of 1948 is still going on today. Jewish Israelis still feel that the
independence of the state must be safeguarded, and that it is still the only
solution for the hardships and suffering of the Jewish people throughout the
generations. For both sides, it is a wholly contemporary narrative, and there
is no doubt about its importance for contemporary discourse and
discussion.
Our goal here has not been to dispute or assess one narrative or
another, and certainly not to offer corrections. Our goal, rather, has been to
point out – as professional historians – that it may sometimes be necessary
to disconnect ourselves from the minute details of academic historiography
in order to make a contribution, however minor it may be, to the
understanding that the narratives of 1948 may be based on history, may live
history, and may suffer or rejoice because of history, but are by no means
concerned with historical research. Their purpose, rather, is to express a
reality that is extremely contemporary. This is something we must
remember for the sake of life today, for the sake of those who will live in
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this country in the future, and in memory of the members of both peoples
who gave their lives for it.
Between 1949 and 1967, the struggle between the two peoples
living in the former territory of Mandate Palestine – Falastin/Israel of today
– was displaced by the wars between Israel and the neighboring Arab
states. The 1967 war returned this struggle to the forefront, although not
immediately. Nonetheless, after June 1967, the large Palestinian population
living in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip found itself under an occupation
that, paradoxically, would lead them back to one Palestinian identity,
without a forced identity of any kind. This reality came into clearer focus as
the Palestinians reorganized themselves politically and as the two sides
came into direct contact with one another in the West Bank and the Gaza
Strip. Although the State of Israel appeared to have succeeded in
compelling the ‘Arabs of Israel’ to forget their Palestinian identity and
consciousness, this population also came to see themselves as Palestinians
after 1967. The encounter of the Palestinian citizens of Israel and their
brothers and sisters in the occupied territories, in conjunction with the
emergence of the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) (established in
1964) as the legitimate representative of the Palestinian people, reestablished Palestinian identity and consciousness on the Palestinian
political agenda. Once again, the Palestinians were living under one
political entity whose territory was identical to that of the former British
Mandate over Palestine.
This Palestinian recovery from the events of the Nakba and Israel’s
control of all the former territory of the British Mandate, which to a certain
extent can be understood as a completion of its conquests during the War of
Independence, faced both sides in the struggle – albeit under very different
conditions – with a situation similar to that which existed on the eve of the
1948 war: two national groups with claims to the same piece of land. The
issue of partition is also once again the subject of internal debate within
both camps.
In 1988, the Palestinian national leadership of the PLO resolved,
for the first time in history, to recognize the State of Israel within the
borders of the armistice agreements of 1949 and to establish a Palestinian
state in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. The Oslo Accords and their
appendices of 1993–1995 articulated Israel’s recognition of the PLO as the
representative of the Palestinian people and a partner for peace, as well as
its agreement to the establishment of a Palestinian state alongside Israel,
which was a position from which it retreated during the 1948 war.
Thorough exploration of the narratives of both parties to the 1948
war can help both sides better understand the aspirations, the pain, the
sensitivities, the sense of insult, and the fears of the other. Without a doubt,
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becoming more familiar with your own narrative while at the same time
recognizing that of the other can potentially transform narrative from a tool
for intensifying conflict, which unfortunately is usually the case, into one
that can encourage mutual compromise and advance equal and respectful
co-existence for both communities. All other options are a recipe for
disaster.
The conclusion that justice for one group necessarily prevents
justice for the other group, which has been espoused by most members of
the two ethno-national communities since the conflict began, has often
resulted in, and continues to result in, the total negation of the other side’s
right to its own national existence. Even more problematic is the fact that
this sum-zero approach in many ways also leads to the negation of one’s
own right to national existence. In this way, it is a patently suicidal
approach for both sides. Ongoing attentive listening to the voices coming
from without and within teaches that the approach of “it’s either us or
them” is not the only one. Another more constructive approach calls for
focusing on the interests of “us and them.”
Wise listening to the narratives of the 1948 war and its results does
not require historical accuracy, and this is not something we have sought
here. Rather, it must listen for the pain behind the narrative. After all,
narrative and the way it is presented is a reflection of the state of a
community in the present and its aspirations for the future.
This is critical insight, as the basis for a possible Israeli-Palestinian
agreement is not at all similar to the arrangement that Israel has reached
with two of its neighbors: Egypt and Jordan. An Israeli-Palestinian
settlement must also be based on narrative, political, and territorial
compromise that can provide solutions to the fundamental problems caused
by the 1948 war. It must also be based on the recognition of the narrative of
the other. This is true even if such recognition is unpleasant or painful.
Alongside the anger and pain they reflect, both narratives of 1948 contain a
dream, pleasant memories of things that once were and that have ceased to
be, a heritage, and an identity. It is a mistake to argue with these aspects of
the narrative, particularly because they remind us that, in addition to pain
and resentment, they can also offer hope. As long as they do not call for the
destruction of the other, they should be listened to.
We believe that mutual recognition of the narratives of the 1948
war can facilitate a more sophisticated political discussion that is not based
on one-dimensional arguments. Whoever is able to hear the other’s
narrative regarding the formative period of 1947–1949 will ultimately be
capable of overcoming the many other inhibitions preventing a historic
compromise resulting in two sustainable, independent states. The choice is
in our hands.
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The project of this publication was originally conceived as an atlas of the
War of 1948 that would be comprised of maps created by two eminent
Israeli and Palestinian cartographers, with captions by scholars from both
sides. With the worsening of the political conflict and the events in Gaza
during December 2008 and January 2009, the IHJR was confronted with
the challenge of how to complete the work when it became impossible for
two Palestinian partner organizations to continue working with Israeli
partners. A compromise solution was found by asking two of the lead
historians to present a joint study of the Israeli-Palestinian perspectives of
the War of 1948 and to incorporate 24 of the original maps produced for
the project. The IHJR is grateful to the Israeli and Palestinian cartographers
who originally contributed to the map production and to Issa Zboun for his
technical support.
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اﻟﻄﺎﻟﺒﻴﻪ 58
ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ 104 ،87 ،85 ،79 ،72 ،69 ،63 ،62 ،56 ،44 ،30
ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ 64 ،63 ،41
ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﺑﻮرﻣﺎ 90 ،86 ،78
اﻟﻄﻨﻄﻮرة 89 ،82 ،81 ،78
ﻃﻮﺑﻲ ،ﺗﻮﻓﻴﻖ 102
ﻃﻮﻟﻜﺮم 82 ،81
)ع (
اﻟﻌﺒﺎﺳﻴﺔ 110
ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ )ﻣﻠﻚ اﻷردن( ،99 ،97 ،96 ،91 ،90 ،86 ،77 ،76 ،75 ،71 ،65 ،57 ،55 ،36
115 ،103 ،102
ﻋﺘﻠﻴﺖ )ﻣﻌﺴﻜﺮ( 41
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روش هﻌﺎﻳﻦ 86
روﻣﻴﻤﺎ 57
)ز(
زرﻳﻖ ،ﻗﺴﻄﻨﻄﻴﻦ 99
اﻟﺰﻋﻴﻢ ،ﺣﺴﻨﻲ 115 ،104
زآﺮﻳﺎ 92
اﻟﺰﻳﺐ 79
) س(
ﺳﺒﻼن 95
ﺳﺘﻮآﻮول 63
ﺳﺘﻴﻦ ،وورن 58
ﺳﺠﺮة 88 ،87
ﺳﺨﻨﻴﻦ 96 ،88
ﺳﺪ أﺳﻮان 116
ﺳﺪوم 75
ﺳﺪﻳﻪ ،ﻳﺘﺴﺤﺎق 96
ﺳﺮّﻳﺲ 78
ﺳﻌﺪ ،ﻓﺮﻳﺪ 63
ﺳﻌﺴﻊ 94 ،57
اﻟﺴﻌﻮدﻳﺔ 116 ،72 ،65
ﺳﻤَﺦ )ﺗﺴﻴﻤﺢ( 79
اﻟﺴﻤﻴﺮﻳّﺔ 79
ﺳﻨﻴﻪ ،ﻣﻮﺷﻴﻪ 43
ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ،110 ،105 ،104 ،103 ،87 ،72 ،70 ،66 ،62 ،55 ،41 ،34 ،33 ،30 ،21 ،18
115
) ش(
ﺷﺎرع "هﻐﭝﺒﻮراﻩ" )اﻟﺒﻄﻮﻟﺔ( 97
ﺷﺎرع اﻟﺸﺎﻃﺊ 74
ﺷﺎرع اﻟﻤﺠﺪل – ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﺒﺮﻳﻦ 74
ﺷﺎرع ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ – اﻟﻘﺪس 77
ﺷﺎرع ﺟﻨﻴﻦ -ﻣﺠﻴﺪو -ﺣﻴﻔﺎ 61
ﺷﺎرع روش ﺑﻴﻨﺎ  -اﻟﻘﻨﻴﻄﺮة – دﻣﺸﻖ 80
ﺷﺎرع روش ﺑﻴﻨﻪ ﻣﺸﻤﺎر هﻴﺮدﻳﻦ 104
ﺷﺎرع زﺧﺮون ﻳﻌﻘﻮب – ﺣﻴﻔﺎ 89
ﺷﺎرع ﻋﻮﺟﺎ اﻟﺤﻔﺎﻳﺮ – ﺑﺌﺮ اﻟﺴﺒﻊ 75
ﺷﺎرون ،أرﻳﺌﻴﻞ 113 ،81 ،5
ﺷﺎﻋﺮ هﺠﺎي 97 ،78
ﺷﺎﻋﺮ هﺠﻮﻻن 79
ﺷﺒﻪ ﺟﺰﻳﺮة ﺳﻴﻨﺎء 116 ،97 ،30 ،18
اﻟﺸﺠﺮة 80
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) خ(
ﺧﺮﺑﺔ اﻟﺤﻤﺎﻣﺔ 86
ﺧﺮﺑﺔ ﻳﺎردا 104 ،101 ،87 ،85 ،80
ﺧﺼﺎص 57 ،56
ﺧﻀﻴﺮة 104 ،103 ،56
اﻟﺨﻠﻴﺞ اﻟﻔﺎرﺳﻲ 71 ،33
اﻟﺨﻠﻴﻞ 75 ،72 ،35 ،30
ﺧﻴﺎط ،ﻓﻜﺘﻮر 63
) د(
داﻟﻴﺔ اﻟﻜﺮﻣﻞ 89
دان )آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ( 54
داﻧﻴﺎل 86 ،85
دﻏﺎﻧﻴﺎ أ 79
دﻏﺎﻧﻴﺎ ب 79
دﻣﺸﻖ 89 ،80 ،30
اﻟﺪواﻳﻤﺔ 93
دﻳﺎن ،ﻣﻮﺷﻴﻪ 85 ،79
دﻳﺮ اﻟﻘﺎﺳﻲ 95
دﻳﺮ أﻳﻮب 77
دﻳﺮ ﺣﻨﺎ 88
دﻳﺮ ﻃﺮﻳﻒ 85
دﻳﺮ ﻣﺎر إﻟﻴﺎس 76
دﻳﺮ ﻧﻮﺗﺮدام 76
دﻳﺮ ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻦ 116 ،93 ،82 ،75 ،63 ،61 ،60
)ر(
راﺑﻴﻦ ،ﻳﺴﺘﺤﺎق 16 ،15
رام اﷲ 86 ،85 ،18 ،16
اﻟﺮاﻣﺔ 95 ،94
اﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ 97 ،91 ،90 ،87 ،86 ،85 ،78
اﻟﺮﻳﻨﺔ 88
رأس اﻟﻨﺎﻗﻮرة 101
رﻓﺎدﻳﻢ 75
رﻓﺢ )ﻣﻌﺴﻜﺮ إﻋﺘﻘﺎل( 43
رﻣﺎت داﻓﻴﺪ 63
رﻣﺎت راﺣﻴﻞ 76 ،75
رﻣﺎت ﻳﻮﺣﻨﺎن 88 ،62 ،61
رﻣﻮت ﻧﻔﺘﺎﻟﻲ 80
رودوس 104 ،103 ،101
روﺳﻴﺎ )أﻧﻈﺮ أﻳﻀًﺎ اﻹﺗﺤﺎد اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ( 30
روش ﺑﻴﻨﺎ 104 ،87 ،85 ،80
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) ج(
ﺟﺎﻟﺆون 73
اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻴﺮوت 99
اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ 103
اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،70 ،67 ،66 ،65 ،64 ،62 ،57 ،54 ،53 ،52 ،51 ،37 ،36 ،21 ،18
101 ،89 ،84 ،72
ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﺨﻠﻴﻞ 97 ،96 ،93
ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﺰﻳﺘﻮن 76
ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﻜﺮﻣﻞ 64 ،63
ﺟﺒﻞ آﻨﻌﺎن 62
ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﻤﺸﺎرف 97 ،61
ﺟﺒﻞ هﺘﺴﻮﻓﻴﻢ 103
ﺟﺒﻞ هﺮﺗﺴﻞ 86
ﺟﺒﻞ ﻳﻬﻮدا 92
اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة 79
اﻟﺠﺰار ،أﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﺎﺷﺎ 29
اﻟﺠﺰاﺋﺮ 116
ﺟﺴﺮ اﻟﻠﻨﺒﻲ 76
ﺟﺴﺮ ﺑﻨﺎت ﻳﻌﻘﻮب 80
اﻟﺠﺶ 96 ،94
اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ )اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ،اﻟﻤﺮآﺰي ،اﻷﻋﻠﻰ ،اﻷﺳﻔﻞ ،ﺟﻴﺐ ،اﺻﺒﻊ( ،72 ،66 ،64 ،63 ،58 ،57 ،55
112 ،103 ،102 ،101 ،100 ،96 ،95 ،94 ،93 ،89 ،88 ،87 ،85 ،84 ،81 ،80 ،79
ﺟﻤﺰو 86 ،85
ﺟﻨﻴﻦ 102 ،89 ،82 ،81 ،61 ،36
ﺟﻮﻟﻴﺲ 73
ﺟﻮن ﺷﺎو 43
ﺟﻴﺐ اﻟﻔﺎﻟﻮﺟﺔ 101 ،96 ،92
ﺟﻴﺰر 77
ﺟﻴﻤﺲ ،أرﺛﻮر 32
) ح(
اﻟﺤﺎﺋﻂ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ 35
اﻟﺤﺰب اﻟﺸﻴﻮﻋﻲ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ 102
اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ،ﺣﺎج أﻣﻴﻦ 111 ،103 ،91 ،76 ،63 ،51 ،36 ،35 ،34
اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ،ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻘﺎدر 65 ،60 ،55
ﺣﻜﻴﻢ )اﻟﻤﻄﺮان( 102
ﺣﻠﺐ 30
ﺣﻠﻴﻘﺎت 74
ﺣﻤﺎس 18
اﻟﺤﻲ اﻷﻟﻤﺎﻧﻲ 58
ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،88 ،82 ،80 ،79 ،78 ،72 ،71 ،69 ،66 ،63 ،62 ،61 ،57 ،56 ،45 ،41 ،36 ،31
102 ،89
اﻟﺤﻲ اﻟﻴﻮﻧﺎﻧﻲ 58
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ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،43 ،42 ،41 ،40 ،39 ،38 ،37 ،36 ،35 ،34 ،33 ،32 ،30 ،29 ،21 ،19 ،18
116 ،115 ،114 ،103 ،90 ،75 ،71 ،70 ،67 ،66 ،65 ،58 ،57 ،55 ،53 ،52 ،45 ،44
اﻟﺒﺼﺔ 79
اﻟﺒﺼﺔ 79
ﺑﻠﺘﻤﻮر )ﻗﺮار( 44
ﺑﻠﺪ اﻟﺸﻴﺦ 57 ،56
اﻟﺒﻠﺪة اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس 104 ،103 ،86 ،77 ،76 ،58 ،57
ﺑﻠﻔﻮر ،ﺟﻴﻤﺲ 67 ،40 ،37 ،35 ،34 ،32
ﺑﻠﻤﺎح ،85 ،83 ،79 ،78 ،77 ،76 ،75 ،73 ،66 ،65 ،62 ،61 ،60 ،57 ،56 ،55 ،43 ،42
86
ﺑﻦ ﺷﻴﻤﻦ 85
ﺑﻦ ﻃﻼل ،اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻦ 115
ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ،داﻓﻴﺪ ،101 ،99 ،96 ،93 ،92 ،91 ،84 ،79 ،78 ،69 ،67 ،59 ،53 ،52 ،43
117 ،104 ،103
ﺑﻮاﺑﺔ ﻣﻨﺪﻟﺒﺎوم 76
ﺑﻮﻳﻦ ،ﺁرﻧﺴﺖ 45 ،44 ،42 ،41
ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﺎﻻ 97 ،76 ،52
ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﺒﺮﻳﻦ 92 ،90 ،84 ،74
ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﻦ 95
ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﻴﺰ 78
ﺑﻴﺖ داراس 90 ،74
ﺑﻴﺖ ﺳﻮﺳﻴﻦ 78
ﺑﻴﺖ ﺷﻤﺶ 97
ﺑﻴﺖ ﻣﺤﺴﻴﺮ )ﻣﺴﺮﻳﻚ( 78
ﺑﻴﺖ ﻣﺰﻣﻴﻞ )آﺮﻳﺎت ﻳﻮﻓﻴﻞ( 86
ﺑﻴﺖ هﻌﺮاﻓﺎﻩ 75
ﺑﻴﺘﺎح ﺗﻜﻔﺎ 54
ﺑﻴﺮ ﻋﺴﻠﻮج 101 ،92
ﺑﻴﺴﺎن )ﺑﻴﺖ ﺷﺎن( 66
ﺑﻴﻐﻦ ،ﻣﻨﺎﺣﻴﻢ 84
ﺑﺌﺮ اﻟﺴﺒﻊ 101 ،93 ،92 ،75 ،72
ﺑﺌﺮ ﻃﻮﻓﻴﺎ 74 ،66
) ت(
ﺗﺮﺷﻴﺤﺎ 96 ،95 ،94
ﺗﺮوﻣﺎن ،هﺎري 70 ،53 ،44
ﺗﺸﺮﺗﺸﻞ ،وﻧﺴﺘﻮن 41 ،33
ﺗﺸﻴﻜﻮﺳﻠﻮﻓﺎآﻴﺎ 115
ﺗﻞ اﻟﻘﺎﺿﻲ 55
اﻟﺘﻠﺔ اﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴﻴﺔ 76
ﺗﻮﻣﺎ ،إﻣﻴﻞ 102
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ﻣﺆﺷﺮ اﻷﺳﻤﺎء واﻷﻣﺎآﻦ
) أ(
إﺑﻦ ﺳﻌﻮد 33
اﻹﺗﺤﺎد اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ 116 ،83 ،70 ،53 ،46 ،45 ،38 ،15
اﻷردن )اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ،أﻧﻈﺮ أﻳﻀﺎ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن( ،88 ،87 ،84 ،81 ،72 ،71 ،65 ،55 ،21 ،18
120 ،116 ،114 ،113 ،110 ،109 ،106 ،105 ،104 ،103 ،102 ،100 ،97 ،91
اﻷردن )ﻧﻬﺮ( 115 ،112 ،105 ،104 ،81 ،80 ،54 ،18
أﻟﺘﺮﻣﺎن ،ﻧﺘﺎن 86
أﺑﻮ ﻏﻮش 77
أﺗﻠﻲ ،آﻠﻤﻨﺖ 41
اﺟﺰم 89
أرﻳﺤﺎ 102 ،91 ،76
أﺳﺪود )أﺷﺪود( 92 ،84 ،78 ،74 ،73
إﺳﻄﻨﺒﻮل 30 ،29
أﻓﻴﺪان ،ﺷﻤﻌﻮن 60
إﻗﺮث 95
أﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺎ 45 ،42 ،40 ،38 ،36 ،35 ،19
أﻟﻮن ،ﻳﻐﺎل 96 ،85
أم اﻟﺮﺷﺮاش 104 ،103
أم اﻟﺰﻳﻨﺎت 89
أم اﻟﻔﺤﻢ 104 ،76
أم اﻟﻔﺮج 79
أور )ﻗﺮﻳﺔ( 81
أورﺑﺎخ ،ﺣﺎﻳﻴﻢ 94
إﻳﺸﻮاع )أﺷﺘﻮل( 86
إﻳﻄﺎﻟﻴﺎ 40
أﻳﻴﻠﺖ هﺸﺎﺣﺮ )ﻧﺠﻤﺔ اﻟﺼﺒﺢ( 87
) ب(
اﻟﺒﺎب اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ 86
ﺑﺎب اﻟﻌﻤﻮد 76
ﺑﺎب اﻟﻨﺒﻲ داود 77
ﺑﺎب اﻟﻮاد )ﺷﺎﻋﺮ هﺠﺎي( 97 ،78
ﺑﺎب ﺻﻬﻴﻮن 86
ﺑﺎرآﺮ ،أوﻟﻴﻦ 44
ﺑﺎﺷﺎ ،ﻏﻠﻮب ﺟﻮن 77 ،76 ،57
ﺑﺎﻧﺘﺶ ،راﻟﻒ 105
ﺑﺤﻴﺮة ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ 105 ،104 ،80
ﺑﺮﻋﻢ 100 ،95 ،94
ﺑﺮﻧﺎدوت 105 ،96 ،91 ،84 ،83
اﻟﺒﺮوة 88 ،79
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وﺿﻊ هﺬا اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻓﻲ ﻣﻦ أﺣﺪاث اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ وﺳﻴﻄﺮة إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ آﻞ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻻﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ )وﻧﻮﻋًﺎ
ﻣﺎ اﺳﺘﻜﻤﺎل ﺣﺮب اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل( اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﺑﺸﺮوط ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ آﻠﻴًﺎ ،أﻣﺎم وﺿﻌﻴﺔ ﻣﻤﺎﺛﻠﺔ ﻟﻤﺎ آﺎن
ﻋﺸﻴﺔ ﺣﺮب  .1948أي ،وﺟﻮد ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺘﻴﻦ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺘﻴﻦ ﻟﻬﻤﺎ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﻣﻠﻜﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﻔﺲ ﻣﺴﺎﺣﺔ
اﻷرض .زﻳﺎدة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻋﺎدت ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺒﻼد إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﺪاﺧﻠﻲ ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ.
ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮارهﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎم  ،1988أﺑﺪت اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﺔ اﻟﺘﺤﺮﻳﺮ اﺳﺘﻌﺪادًا ﻟﻼﻋﺘﺮاف
ﺑﺈﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺪود اﺗﻔﺎق وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎم  ،1949وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻀﻔﺔ
اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة .ﺗﻀﻤّﻨﺖ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺎت أوﺳﻠﻮ وﻣﻠﺤﻘﺎﺗﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻨﻮات  ،1995-1993إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ
اﻻﻋﺘﺮاف اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﻤﻨﻈﻤﺔ اﻟﺘﺤﺮﻳﺮ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ آﻜﻤﺜﻞ ﻟﻠﺸﻌﺐ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ وﺷﺮﻳﻚ ﻻﺗﻔﺎق
ﺳﻼم ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﻣﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ﻣﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وهﻲ
اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺮاﺟﻌﺖ ﻋﻨﻬﺎ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺧﻼل ﺣﺮب .1948
دراﺳﺔ واﻓﻴﺔ ﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﺣﻮل ﺣﺮب  ،1948ﻗﺪ ﺗﺪﻓﻊ آﻞ واﺣﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﻟﻔﻬﻢ أﻓﻀﻞ
ﻟﺘﻄﻠﻌﺎت ،ﺁﻻم ،ﻋﻮاﻃﻒ ،ﻣﻬﺎﻧﺔ وﺗﺨﻮّﻓﺎت اﻵﺧﺮ .ﻻ ﺷﻚ ﻓﻲ أن ﻣﻌﺮﻓﺔ ﺳﺮدك أﻧﺖ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ
ﻣﻌﺮﻓﺔ واﺣﺘﺮام ﺳﺮد اﻵﺧﺮ ،ﻗﺪ ﺗﺠﻌﻞ هﺬا اﻟﺴﺮد ﻟﻴﺲ أداة ﻟﺘﺪﻋﻴﻢ اﻟﺼﺮاع آﻤﺎ ﻳﺤﺪث ﻟﻸﺳﻒ،
ﺑﻞ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ وأﺳﺎﺳًﺎ ،أداة ﺗﺪﻋّﻢ ﺗﺴﻮﻳﺔ ﻣﺘﺒﺎدﻟﺔ ،ﺗﺪﻓﻊ إﻟﻰ اﻷﻣﺎم ﺑﻮﺟﻮد ﻣﺘﺒﺎدل ،ﻣﺘﺴﺎ ٍو وﻳﺤﺘﺮم
اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ .آﻞ إﻣﻜﺎﻧﻴﺔ أﺧﺮى ﺳﺘﺆدّي إﻟﻰ آﺎرﺛﺔ.
إن اﻻﺳﺘﻨﺘﺎج اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻞ ﺑﺄن اﻟﻌﺪل اﻟﻮاﺣﺪ ﻳﺘﻨﺎﻗﺾ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻌﺪل اﻵﺧﺮ ﻳﺮاﻓﻖ اﻟﺼﺮاع ﻣﻨﺬ ﺑﺪاﻳﺘﻪ ﻟﺪى
اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ .وهﻮ ﻣﺎ أدّى وﻳﺆدي ،ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻻت ﻋﺪﻳﺪة ،إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﻔﻲ اﻟﻤﻄﻠﻖ ﻟﺤﻖ اﻵﺧﺮ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﺎة ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ
ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﻪ .وأﺧﻄﺮ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻻت ﻣﻌﻴﻨﺔ ،ﻳﺆدي ذﻟﻚ أﻳﻀًﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻧﻔﻲ ذاﺗﻲ ﻟﺤﻘﻚ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﺎة ﻣﻦ
هﺬا اﻟﻨﻮع .ﻓﺎﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ هﻨﺎ ﻋﻦ ﺗﻮﺟّﻬﻴﻦ اﻧﺘﺤﺎرﻳﻴﻦ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ واﺿﺢ .اﻹﺻﻐﺎء اﻟﻌﻤﻴﻖ واﻟﻤﺘﻮاﺻﻞ
ﻷﺻﻮات ﺗﺄﺗﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺨﺎرج وﻣﻦ اﻟﺪاﺧﻞ أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﺳﻴﺒﻴّﻦ أﻧﻪ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ إﻳﺠﺎد ﺷﻲء ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ ﻋﻦ "أﻧﺎ أو
هﻮ" .ﻣﻤﻜﻦ أﻳﻀًﺎ "أﻧﺎ وهﻮ".
اﻹﺻﻐﺎء اﻟﺴﺮدي اﻟﺤﻜﻴﻢ ﻟﺮواﻳﺔ ﺣﺮب  1948وﻧﺘﺎﺋﺠﻬﺎ ،ﻻ ﻳﺠﺐ أن ﻳﺒﺤﺚ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ ﻋﻦ
اﻟﺪﻗﺔ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ )ﻧﺤﻦ ﻟﻢ ﻧﺒﺤﺚ ﻋﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ( ،ﺑﻞ ﻳﺠﺐ اﻹﺻﻐﺎء ﻟﻠﻤﺤﻦ ﻣﻦ وراء اﻟﺴﺮد.
ﻓﺎﻟﺴﺮد وﻃﺮﻳﻘﺔ ﻋﺮﺿﻪ هﻤﺎ ﺗﻌﺒﻴﺮ ﻋﻦ وﺿﻊ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ وﻋﻦ ﺗﻄﻠّﻌﺎﺗﻪ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻴﺔ.
هﺬﻩ اﻟﺒﺼﻴﺮة ﺿﺮورﻳﺔ ﻷن ﻗﺎﻋﺪة ﺗﺴﻮﻳﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻣﺤﺘﻤﻠﺔ ،ﻻ ﺗﺸﺒﻪ إﻃﻼﻗًﺎ اﻟﺘﺮﺗﻴﺒﺎت
اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻤﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ واﺛﻨﺘﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺟﺎراﺗﻬﺎ :ﻣﺼﺮ واﻷردن .ﺗﺴﻮﻳﺔ آﻬﺬﻩ ﻳﺠﺐ أن ﺗﻘﻮم أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﺘﺴﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ ،اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ واﻻﻗﻠﻴﻤﻴﺔ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻘﺪّم ﺟﻮاﺑًﺎ ﻟﻠﻤﺸﺎآﻞ اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺧﻠﻘﺘﻬﺎ ﺣﺮب
 ،1948وأﻳﻀًﺎ ﻟﻘﺒﻮل ﺳﺮد اﻵﺧﺮ .واﻷﻣﺮ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻟﻮ آﺎن هﺬا اﻟﻘﺒﻮل ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺮﻳﺢ ،ﺑﻞ وﻣﺆﻟﻢ.
ﻓﺈﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻐﻀﺐ واﻷﻟﻢ ،ﻳﺤﺘﻮي ﺳﺮد  1948ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﻠﻢ أﻳﻀًﺎ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺬآﺮﻳﺎت اﻟﺠﻤﻴﻠﺔ ،ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻻ ﻷﻧﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ
ﻣﺎ آﺎن وﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺪ ،ﺗﺮاث وهﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ؛ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﺤﻴﺢ ﻣﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﺋﻞ ،أو ً
ﺟﺎﻧﺐ اﻷﻟﻢ واﻻﺗﻬﺎم ،ﺗﺤﺘﻮي ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻣﻞ أﻳﻀًﺎ .ﻓﻄﺎﻟﻤﺎ ﻻ ﻳﻄﺎﻟﺐ اﻷﻣﻞ ﺑﺨﺮاب اﻵﺧﺮ ،ﻋﻠﻴﻨﺎ
اﻹﺻﻐﺎء ﻟﻪ.
ﻧﻌﺘﻘﺪ أن ﻗﺒﻮ ً
ﻻ ﺳﺮدﻳﺎ ﻣﺘﺒﺎدﻻ ﻟﻤﺎ ﺣﺪث ﻋﺎم  ،1948ﺳﻴﺘﻴﺢ ﺣﻮارًا ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺎ أآﺜﺮ ﺗﺮآﻴﺒًﺎ؛ ﺣﻮارًا ﻻ
ﻳﺴﺘﻨﺪ إﻟﻰ ادّﻋﺎءات أﺣﺎدﻳﺔ اﻷﺑﻌﺎد .ﻓﻤﻦ ﻳﻨﺠﺢ ﺑﺴﻤﺎع ﺳﺮد اﻵﺧﺮ ﺣﻮل اﻟﻔﺘﺮة اﻟﻤﺆﺳﺴﺔ -1947
 ،1949ﺳﻴﻨﺠﺢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻐﻠّﺐ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﻮاﺟﺰ اﻷﺧﺮى ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺴﻮﻳﺔ
ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ ﺗﺘﻀﻤﻦ دوﻟﺘﻴﻦ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻠّﺘﻴﻦ ﻗﺎﺑﻠﺘﻴﻦ ﻟﻠﺤﻴﺎة .هﺬا اﻷﻣﺮ ﻣﺼﻴﺮي ﻟﻨﺎ ﺟﻤﻴﻌﺎً
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ﻞ ﻧﻘﺎش ﺑﻴﻦ ﻃﺮﻓﻲ اﻟﺼﺮاع ،ﻳﻌﻮد اﻟﻤﺸﺎرآﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻄﺎف
ﻓﻲ آﻞ ﺣﺪﻳﺚ ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺒًﺎ ،ﺑﻞ ﻓﻲ آ ّ
ﻟﻠﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ ﺣﺮب  .1948ﻳﻔﻌﻠﻮن ذﻟﻚ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ واعٍ ،وأﺣﻴﺎﻧﺎ ﺣﺘﻰ دون أن ﻳﺸﻌﺮوا ﺑﺬﻟﻚ.
ﺛﻤّﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻴﺘﺤﺪّث ﻋﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺑﺼﻴﻐﺔ اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ ،وﺛﻤّﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻴﻔﻌﻞ ذﻟﻚ ﺑﺼﻴﻐﺔ اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ .ﺣﺘﻰ ﻣﻦ
ﻳﺘﺤﺪّث ﻋﻦ ﺣﺪود  ،1967ﻓﻬﻮ ﻳﺘﺤﺪّث ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﻋﻦ ﺣﺪود  .1948وﻣﻦ ﻳﺘﻨﺎول ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ،ﻓﻬﻮ
ﻳﺘﻨﺎول أ ّو ً
ﻻ ﻻﺟﺌﻲ  .1948وﻣﻦ ﻳﻨﺎﻗﺶ اﺳﺘﻘﻼل إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻓﻬﻮ ﻳﻨﺎﻗﺶ ﻣﺎ أﻧﺠﺰ ﻋﺎم  .1948اﻟﻨﻘﺎش
ﺣﻮل اﻟﺤﻘﻮق اﻟﻤﺘﺴﺎوﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﻃﺎﺑﻌﻬﺎ آﺪوﻟﺔ "ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ دﻳﻤﻘﺮاﻃﻴﺔ" ،ﻳﻌﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻬﺎﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ
وﺛﻴﻘﺔ اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل ﻣﻦ ﺷﻬﺮ أﻳّﺎر  ،1948وإﻟﻰ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ ﺣﺮب .1948
ﻗﺎﻣﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺎﻋﺪة ﻗﺎﻧﻮﻧﻴﺔ :ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻓﻲ  29ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  .1947أﻟﺰم
ﻖ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻲ
هﺬا اﻟﻘﺮار ﻗﻴﺎم دوﻟﺘﻴﻦ .ﻗﺎﻣﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﻘﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ دوﻟﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ .ﻣﻦ ﻳﻨﻔﻲ اﻟﻴﻮم اﻟﺤ ّ
ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﺈﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺘﻬﻢ ،ﻓﻬﻮ ﻳﻨﻔﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻴًﺎ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎم  ،1947وﻳﻨﻔﻲ ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ
اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ ،وﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﻌﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻷﺧﻼﻗﻴﺔ ،ﻗﻴﺎم إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر  1948وﺣﻘﻬﺎ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻲ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻮﺟﻮد.
هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻤﻤﺄﺳِﺴﺔ ،ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻌﺮب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ واﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺪ ﺳﻮاء ،هﻲ
ﺑﻤﺜﺎﺑﺔ اﻷﻣﺮ اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ هﻨﺎ واﻵن :ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴًﺎ ،ﻗﺎﻧﻮﻧﻴًﺎ ،ﺟﻐﺮاﻓﻴًﺎ وﻋﺎﻃﻔﻴًﺎ .واﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ هﻲ ﻣﺼﻄﻠﺢ ﻳﺮاﻓﻖ
آﻞ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻳﻮﻣﻴًﺎ ،ﺑﺸﻜﻞ أو ﺑﺂﺧﺮ .وﺑﻤﻔﻬﻮم ﻣﻌﻴﻦ ﻓﺈن ﻧﻜﺒﺔ  1948ﻣﺴﺘﻤﺮة ﻣﻨﺬ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة .ﻣﺎ
زال اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻳﺸﻌﺮ ﺑﻀﺮورة اﻟﺪﻓﺎع ﻋﻦ اﺳﺘﻘﻼل دوﻟﺘﻪ ،اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ وﻣﺎ زاﻟﺖ
اﻟﺠﻮاب اﻟﻮﺣﻴﺪ ﻟﻮﻳﻼت اﻟﺸﻌﺐ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺮ اﻟﻌﺼﻮر .ﻓﻲ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻷﺣﻮال ،ﻓﺎﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ
ﻚ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺪى أهﻤﻴﺘﻪ ﻟﻠﺨﻄﺎب اﻟﻤﻌﺎﺻﺮ.
ﺳﺮد ﺣﺎﺿﺮ ،ﺁﻧﻲ ﻻ ﻣﺜﻴﻞ ﻟﻪ .وﻻ ﺷ ّ
ﻟﻢ ﻧﺤﺎول ﻣﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ هﺬا اﻟﺴﺮد أو ذاك ،أو ﻣﻨﺤﻪ ﻋﻼﻣﺎت ،وﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ﻟﻴﺲ ﺗﺼﺤﻴﺤﻪ .أردﻧﺎ هﻨﺎ
اﻹﺷﺎرة ،آﻤﺆرﺧﻴﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﺬات ،إﻟﻰ ﺿﺮورة اﻻﻧﻔﺼﺎل ،أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ،ﻋﻦ اﻟﺘﻔﺎﺻﻴﻞ اﻟﻀﺮورﻳﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﺄرﻳﺦ
اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻲ ،آﻲ ﻧﺴﺎهﻢ ،وﻟﻮ ﻗﻠﻴﻼ ،ﺑﻔﻬﻢ ﺳﺮدﻳﺎت  1948ﻣﺴﺘﻨﺪة إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ،ﺗﻌﻴﺸﻪ ،ﺗﻌﺎﻧﻲ أو ﺗﻔﺮح
ﺑﺴﺒﺒﻪ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻟﻴﺲ هﺪﻓﻬﺎ دراﺳﺘﻪ .ﻓﻬﻲ ﺗﺒﻐﻲ اﻟﺘﻌﺒﻴﺮ ﻋﻦ واﻗﻊ ﻣﻌﺎﺻﺮ ﺟﺪا .ﻋﻠﻴﻨﺎ اﺣﺘﺮاﻣﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ
أﺟﻞ ﻣَﻦ ﻳﻌﻴﺸﻮن اﻟﻴﻮم ،وﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻴﻌﻴﺸﻮن ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺒﻼد ،وﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ ذآﺮى
ﻣﻦ ﺿﺤﻮا ﺑﺄﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ أﺟﻠﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ أﺑﻨﺎء اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻴﻦ.
ﺑﻴﻦ اﻷﻋﻮام  1967-1949ﺗﺮاﺟﻌﺖ اﻟﻤﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻴﻦ اﻟﺴﺎآﻨﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻻﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻘﺔ
)ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﻴﻮم( أﻣﺎم اﻟﺤﺮب ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة .أﻋﺎدت ﺣﺮب 1967
هﺬا اﻟﺼﺮاع اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺮآﺰﻩ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻟﻴﺲ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻓﻮري .ﺑﻌﺪ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  1967أﺻﺒﺢ اﻟﺘﺠﻤﻊ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ اﻷآﺒﺮ )ﻓﻲ اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة( ﺗﺤﺖ اﻻﺣﺘﻼل .واﻟﻤﻔﺎرﻗﺔ أﻧﻪ أﻋﺎدﻩ إﻟﻰ
هﻮﻳﺘﻪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﻮاﺣﺪة ،وﺑﺪون هﻮﻳﺔ أﺧﺮى ﻗﺴﺮﻳﺔ .اﺗﻀﺢ هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻢ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ
اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ واﻟﺘﻮاﺻﻞ اﻟﻤﺒﺎﺷﺮ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة .آﻤﺎ أن
"ﻋﺮب إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ" اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺑﺪا وآﺄن اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ﻗﺪ ﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻃﻤﺲ هﻮﻳﺘﻬﻢ ووﻋﻴﻬﻢ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،ﻋﺎدوا
ﺑﻌﺪ  1967إﻟﻰ ﺗﻌﺮﻳﻒ أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ آﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ .ﺳﺎهﻢ اﻟﺘﻘﺎء اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻊ إﺧﻮاﻧﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﻤﺤﺘﻠﺔ ،وارﺗﻔﺎع ﺷﺄن ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺔ اﻟﺘﺤﺮﻳﺮ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ أﻗﻴﻤﺖ ﻋﺎم  1964آﻤﻤﺜﻞ ﺷﺮﻋﻲ
ﻟﻠﺸﻌﺐ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،ﻓﻲ إﻋﺎدة اﻟﻬﻮﻳﺔ واﻟﻮﻋﻲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ أﺟﻨﺪﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ .ﺣﻴﺚ أﺻﺒﺢ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن )ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ هﻮ ﺗﺤﺖ اﻻﺣﺘﻼل وﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ هﻮ ﻣﻮاﻃﻦ( ﻳﻌﻴﺸﻮن ﻣﺮة أﺧﺮى ﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ
اﻹﻃﺎر اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ اﻹﻗﻠﻴﻤﻲ اﻟﻤﻤﺎﺛﻞ ﺑﻤﺴﺎﺣﺘﻪ ﻟﻤﺴﺎﺣﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻻﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ.
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اﻟﻤﺠﺎزر اﻟﺘﻲ ارﺗﻜﺒﻬﺎ ﺟﻨﻮد اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺧﻼل ﺣﺮب  1948وﺑﻌﺪهﺎ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻢ ﺗﻘﺪﻳﻢ أي ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺠﻨﻮد ﻟﻠﻤﺤﺎآﻤﺔ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻗﺘﻞ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ أﺑﺮﻳﺎء .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،وﺑﻌﺪ آﺸﻒ ﻓﻈﺎﺋﻊ ﻣﺠﺰرة آﻔﺮ ﻗﺎﺳﻢ،
اﺿﻄ ّﺮ رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ ووزﻳﺮ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع داﻓﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ،ﻷوّل ﻣﺮة ،إﻟﻰ ﺗﻘﺪﻳﻢ ﻣﻨﻔّﺬي ﻣﺠﺰرة
آﻔﺮﻗﺎﺳﻢ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﺤﺎآﻤﺔ ،وﺗﻢ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺘﻠﻰ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺠﻦ ﻟﻌﺪة ﺳﻨﻮات ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﻌﻈﻤﻬﻢ ﺣﺼﻠﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻋﻔﻮ وﺗ ّﻢ ﺗﺨﻔﻴﻒ اﻷﺣﻜﺎم ﺿﺪّهﻢ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ آﺒﻴﺮ ﻣﻘﺎرﻧﺔ ﻣﻊ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻷﺻﻠﻲّ ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﺨﻔّﻒ ﻣﺠﺰرة
آﻔﺮﻗﺎﺳﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﻐﻴّﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻌﺎﻣﻞ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ
اﻟﻌﺮب ،ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﺤﻮّﻟﺖ أﻋﻤﺎل اﻟﻘﺘﻞ ﻓﻲ آﻔﺮﻗﺎﺳﻢ إﻟﻰ رﻣﺰ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ واﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ
ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ،ﺑﺨﺼﻮص اﻷواﻣﺮ "اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺮﻓﺮف ﻓﻮﻗﻬﺎ راﻳﺔ ﺳﻮداء".
آﺎن ﻳﺒﺪو ﻟﻠﺤﻈﺔ أﻧﻪ وﺑﻌﺪ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﻗﺪﻳﺶ" ،اﻟﻬﺪوء اﻟﻤﺮﺟﻮ اﻟﺬي ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﺤﻘّﻖ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺣﺮب  ،1948ﻗﺪ
ﺟﺎء اﻵن أﺧﻴﺮًا .زاد ذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺛﻘﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وﺗﺮاﺟﻌﺖ ﺛﻘﺔ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،ﺑﻞ وﺗﻮﻗّﻔﺖ أﻋﻤﺎل
اﻟﺘﺴﻠﻞ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺷﺒﻪ آّﻠﻲّ ،وﺗﻨﻔّﺲ اﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﺼﻌﺪاء ﻷول ﻣﺮة ﻣﻨﺬ .1948
اﺳﺘﻌﺮﺿﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻗﻮّﺗﻬﺎ أﻣﺎم اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ ،وأﻣﺎم ﺟﻤﻬﻮرهﺎ ،وآﺬﻟﻚ ﻗﺪرﺗﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺼﻤﻮد .اﻟﺴﻨﻮات
اﻟﻌﺸﺮ اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺳﻨﻮات هﺪوء ،ﺗﻄﻮّر ،ﺑﻨﺎء وﺗﺤﺼﻴﻦ ﻟﻤﺎ هﻮ ﻗﺎﺋﻢ.
أﺻﺒﺢ ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ ،اﻟﺬي ﺧﺴﺮ أﻣﺎم اﻟﻌﺪوان اﻟﺜﻼﺛﻲ ﺿﺪ ﺑﻼدﻩ ،اﻟﺒﻄﻞ اﻟﻤﻨﺘﺼﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب.
ﺚ ﺻﻌﻮد
أرﻏﻤﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻻﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﻣﻦ ﺳﻴﻨﺎء واﻧﺘﻬﻰ اﻟﺘﻮاﺟﺪ اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ .ﺑ ّ
ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ وﻓﻜﺮة اﻟﻮﺣﺪة اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻵﻣﺎل اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﻮﺟﻮد ﻗﺎﺋﺪ ﺳﻴﻌﻴﺪ ﻟﻬﻢ ﺣﻘﻮﻗﻬﻢ
ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ.

117

اﻟﻠﺘﻴﻦ ﺧﺸﻴﺘﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺄﺛﻴﺮﻩ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ )وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﻨﺎة اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺲ( وﺧﺎرﺟﻬﺎ )اﻟﺠﺰاﺋﺮ ،اﻷردن،
اﻟﺴﻌﻮدﻳﺔ ودول اﻟﺨﻠﻴﺞ( ،آﺎن اﺳﺘﻔﺰازﻳًﺎ وﻋﻨﻴﻔًﺎ ﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﻣﺼﺮ وﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ،ﻓﻜﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت
ﻹﻓﺸﺎل اﻹﺻﻼح واﻟﺘﻐﻴﻴﺮات اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺎدهﺎ ﻧﻈﺎم ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ ،ﺑﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ ﺧﻄﺔ ﺑﻨﺎء اﻟﺴ ّﺪ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻲ ﻓﻲ
أﺳﻮان ﺟﻨﻮب ﻣﺼﺮ .ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﺄﺧّﺮ ر ّد ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ ،ﺣﻴﺚ أﻋﻠﻦ ﺗﺄﻣﻴﻢ ﻗﻨﺎة اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺲ واﺳﺘﻐﻼل ﻋﺎﺋﺪاﺗﻬﺎ
ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻔﻦ ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺢ ﻣﺼﺮ وﻟﺒﻨﺎء اﻟﺴﺪ ﻓﻲ أﺳﻮان .أدى ﺗﺄﻣﻴﻢ اﻟﻘﻨﺎة وﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ اﻟﻤﻌﺎدﻳﺔ
ﻟﻺﻣﺒﺮﻳﺎﻟﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺆاﻣﺮة ﺛﻼﺛﻴّﺔ ﻓﺮﻧﺴﻴﺔ-ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﺔ-إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﺗﺮﻣﻲ إﻟﻰ إﺳﻘﺎط اﻟﻨﻈﺎم ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ.
هﺬﻩ اﻟﺘﻄﻮّرات اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ اﻟﺪاﺧﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ،وإن آﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﺪ ﺧﻠﻘﺖ ﻟﻠﻮهﻠﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ
ﻣﺮﻳﺤﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،إﻻ أﻧﻬﺎ ﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ ﺧﻠﻘﺖ ﺟﺒﻬﺔ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ،أآﺜﺮ ﻋﺪواﻧﻴﺔ وإﺻﺮارًا ﻋﻤّﺎ
آﺎﻧﺖ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ اﻷﻧﻈﻤﺔ اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻘﺔ ،ﻓﻲ اﺳﺘﻌﺪادهﺎ ﻟﻠﻌﻤﻞ ﺿﺪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .أﺿﻒ إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ ﻋﺰﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
اﻟﺪوﻟﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻔﺎﻗﻤﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻨﺠﺢ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﻤﻮﺿﻌﺔ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ﺧﻼل اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺒﺎردة ،وﺗﺄرﺟﺤﺖ ﺑﻴﻦ
ﻣﻴﻮﻟﻬﺎ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻐﺮب ﺑﺮﺋﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،وﺑﻴﻦ ﺿﺮورة اﻟﺤﻔﺎظ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﻼﻗﺎت ﺟﻴﺪة ﻣﻊ
اﻻﺗﺤﺎد اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ ،ﺣﻴﺚ آﺎن أآﺒﺮ ﺗﺠﻤﻊ ﻳﻬﻮدي ﻏﻴﺮ ﺣ ّﺮ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،وآﺎن ﻳﺒﺪو أﻧﻪ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ
ﻧﺸﻮب ﺣﺮب ﻓﻲ ﻳﻮم ﻣﺎﻃﺮ ﺑﺨﻼف رﻏﺒﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ )رﻏﻢ اﺣﺘﻤﺎﻻت ﻧﺸﻮﺑﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺆآﺪ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﺤﺮب
اﻟﻤﺘﺰاﻳﺪة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود( ،ﻟﻦ ﺗﺠﺪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ أي ﺳﻨﺪ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻲ ﻋﺴﻜﺮي ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ دوﻟﺔ ﻋﻈﻤﻰ .ﺗﻔﺎﻗﻤﺖ
اﻷﻣﻮر ﻓﻲ أﻳﻠﻮل  ،1955ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻋﺮف ﺑﺄن ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ ﻗﺪ وﻗﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺻﻔﻘﺔ ﺳﻼح اﺳﺘﺜﻨﺎﺋﻴﺔ
ﺑﺠﻮدﺗﻬﺎ وآﻤﻴﺘﻬﺎ ﻣﻊ ﺗﺸﻴﻜﻮﺳﻠﻮﻓﺎآﻴﺎ ،ﺑﻤﺼﺎدﻗﺔ ودﻋﻢ اﻹﺗﺤﺎد اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ .آﺎن واﺿﺤًﺎ أن ﻣﺼﺮ
ﻟﻢ ﺗﺘﻌﻠﻢ درس  1948وأﻧﻬﺎ ﺗﻌ ّﺪ ﻟﺠﻮﻟﺔ ﺣﺮب ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وزاد هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﺧﻮف إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
وﻗﻠﻘﻬﺎ.
آﺎﻧﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﺤﺎﺟﺔ ﻣﻠﺤﺔ ﻟﺘﺄﻳﻴﺪ دوﻟﺔ ﻋﻈﻤﻰ ،وﻟﻮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪرﺟﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ اﺳﺘﺠﺎﺑﺖ ﻟﻤﻦ آﺎﻧﺖ
ﻣﺴﺘﻌﺪة ﻟﻀﻤﺎن وﺟﻮدهﺎ .ﻓﺒﻌﺪ رﻓﺾ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة وﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،واﻓﻘﺖ ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ ،اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ
ﻣﺘﻮرﻃﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ﺑﺤﺮب ﺿﺪ اﻟﻤﺘﻤﺮدﻳﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺰاﺋﺮ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪة إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .اﻟﻨﻈﺎم اﻟﻤﺼﺮي
اﻟﺬي ﺧﻄﻂ ﻟﻀﺮب إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ أﻳﺪ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ اﻟﻤﺘﻤﺮدﻳﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺰاﺋﺮ ،هﻨﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﺼﻠﺤﺔ
اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮآﺔ واﺿﺤﺔ ،ﺑﻌﺪ ﺗﺄﻣﻴﻢ ﻗﻨﺎة اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺲ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺗﻤﻮز  ،1956ﺧﺮﺟﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻨﺴﻴﻖ ﻣﻊ
ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ وﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻤﻠﺔ "ﻗﺪﻳﺶ" ﺑﻬﺪف إزاﻟﺔ ﺗﻬﺪﻳﺪ ﺻﻔﻘﺔ اﻟﺴﻼح اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ-اﻟﺘﺸﻴﻜﻴﺔ ،ووﺿﻊ
ﺣﺪ ﻧﻬﺎﺋﻲ ﻟﻤﺸﻜﻠﺔ اﻟﻔﺪاﺋﻴﻴﻦ ،وآﺴﺮ اﻟﺤﺼﺎر اﻟﻤﺼﺮي اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻤﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻀﺎﺋﻖ ﺗﻴﺮان ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ
ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ،وﺑﺴﺒﺐ ذآﺮﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺐ ،أﻣﺮت اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﻤﺮاﻗﺒﺔ رد ﻓﻌﻞ
ﻋﺮب إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺟﻴﺪ.
ﻓﻲ ﺻﻴﻒ  ،1956ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺑﻠﻐﺖ اﻷزﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺎت اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ واﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴﻴﺔ أوﺟﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ
أﻋﻘﺎب ﺗﺄﻣﻴﻢ اﻟﻘﻨﺎة ،وﺻﻠﺖ ﻣﺎ أﺳﻤﺘﻪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ "ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻹﻧﺘﻘﺎم" إﻟﻰ ذروات ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﻗﺎﺳﻴﺔ،
اﺳﺘﻐﻠﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﻔﺮﺻﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻤﺜﻠﺔ أﻣﺎﻣﻬﺎ ﻟﻼﻧﻀﻤﺎم إﻟﻰ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﺬي ﺑﺎدرت إﻟﻴﻪ اﻟﺪول
اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ :ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ وﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ ،ﺿﺪ ﻧﻈﺎم ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ .ﻓﻔﻲ  29ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول
 ،1956ﺑﺎﺷﺮت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﻐﺰو ﺷﺒﻪ ﺟﺰﻳﺮة ﺳﻴﻨﺎء .ﻣﺴﺎء اﻟﻴﻮم ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ارﺗﻜﺐ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ
ﻣﺬﺑﺤﺔ ﻣﺮوﻋﺔ ﺑﺤﻖ ﺧﻤﺴﻴﻦ ﺷﺨﺼًﺎ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﺮﺟﺎل ،اﻟﻨﺴﺎء واﻷﻃﻔﺎل ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن ﻗﺮﻳﺔ آﻔﺮﻗﺎﺳﻢ
اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ داﺧﻞ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﺑﻌﻴﺪًا ﺟﺪًا ﻋﻦ ﺟﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ ،واﻧﻜﺸﻒ
ﻣﺠﺪدًا وﺟﻪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﻲ ،إن آﺎن ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﻤﺆاﻣﺮة ﻣﻊ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﺔ ،وإن آﺎن ﺑﺴﺒﺐ
اﻟﻤﺠﺰرة ﺿﺪ اﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻷﺑﺮﻳﺎء.
ﻣﻦ دﻳﺮ ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ آﻔﺮ ﻗﺎﺳﻢ ،ﻗﺎﻣﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺗﻄﻮرت ﻋﻠﻰ اﺳﺘﺒﺎﺣﺔ دﻣﺎء اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ
ﻗﺘﻠﻮا ﻓﻲ ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﻤﺠﺎزر ﺧﻼل ﺣﺮب  ،1948وﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻌﺪاﺋﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود وﺧﻠﻔﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴﺎت ،وﺣﺘﻰ ﻣﺠﺰرة آﻔﺮ ﻗﺎﺳﻢ واﺣﺘﻼل ﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة وﺳﻴﻨﺎء ﻓﻲ ﺣﺮب  .1956ﻓﻲ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ
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ﺗﻔﺴﻴﺮات وأﻋﺬار اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻬﺪﺋﺔ ،أو اﻗﻨﺎع ،اﻟﺮأي اﻟﻌﺎم اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ .وآﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻲ
أن ﺗﺤ ّ
ﻞ اﻟﻬﺰّات ﺑﺘﻠﻚ اﻷﻧﻈﻤﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ .1948
آﺎﻧﺖ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ أوّل ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎﻧﻰ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻬﺰّات اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻔﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷول  1948ﺣﺪث اﻧﻘﻼب
ﻋﺴﻜﺮي ﺑﻘﻴﺎدة ﺣﺴﻨﻲ اﻟﺰﻋﻴﻢ ،وﺗ ّﻢ ﻋﺰل اﻟﻨﻈﺎم اﻟﺬي اﺗﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺴﺆوﻟﻴﺔ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺼﻤﺪ
ﺣﻜﻢ اﻟﺰﻋﻴﻢ آﺜﻴﺮًا ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﻢ إﺳﻘﺎﻃﻪ ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ اﻧﻘﻼب ﻋﺴﻜﺮي ﺁﺧﺮ ،ﺑﻌﺪ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻌﻪ
ﻋﻠﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻴﻒ .1949
ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن آﺎﻧﺖ اﻷوﺿﺎع ،ﻇﺎهﺮﻳًﺎ ،أﺳﻬﻞ ،ﻓﺠﻴﺸﻬﺎ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺸﺎرك ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺒًﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺘﺎل ﺿﺪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﺎم
 ،1948ﻟﻜﻦ رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ رﻳﺎض اﻟﺼﻠﺢ ،أﻳﺪ اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ،ﺑﻞ وﺣﺘﻰ أﻳّﺪ ﻋﻘﺪ اﺗﻔﺎق ﺳﻼم ﻣﻊ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻓﺎﻋﺘﺒﺮ آﻤﻦ ﻳﻌﻤﻞ ﺿﺪ اﻟﻤﺼﺎﻟﺢ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ وﺿﺪ اﻟﻤﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﺬي ﻳﺮﻓﺾ
اﻻﻋﺘﺮاف ﺑﻨﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ .وﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻷﻣﺮ ،ﻗﺎم ﻣﺴﻠﺤﻮن ﺑﺎﻏﺘﻴﺎﻟﻪ ﺧﻼل زﻳﺎرﺗﻪ إﻟﻰ ﻋﻤﺎن ﻓﻲ
ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  ،1951ﻓﻜﺎن أول زﻋﻴﻢ ﻋﺮﺑﻲ ﻳﺪﻓﻊ ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻪ ﺛﻤﻦ اﺗﻬﺎﻣﺎت اﻟﺨﻴﺎﻧﺔ واﻟﺘﺨﻠﻲ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﻮﻗﻒ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ ،اﻟﺬي ﻣﺜﻠﻪ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﺤﺰب اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ اﻟﺴﻮري ،اﻟﺬي آﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻼف ﻣﻊ
اﻟﺼﻠﺢ.
أﻣﺎ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻷآﺜﺮ ﺗﺄﺛﺮًا ﺑﻬﺰّات ﺣﺮب  1948ﻓﻜﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﻤﻠﻜﺔ اﻷردﻧﻴﺔ .ﻓﻘﺪ اﺗﻬﻢ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ آﺎﻧﻮا اﻷﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﺪﻳﻤﻮﻏﺮاﻓﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺿﻔﺘﻲ اﻷردن اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪاﷲ ﺑﺎﻟﺨﻴﺎﻧﺔ
واﻟﺘﺂﻣﺮ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻌﺪو اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﺮق ﻟﻬﻢ ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻟﻠﺘﻮﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق ﺳﻼم ﻣﻊ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،اﺗﻔﺎق ﻗﺪ ﻳُﻜﺮّس اﻟﻮﺿﻊ اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻢ ﻣﻊ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻲ أن ﺗﺸﻜﻞ
ﻣﺪن اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻣﺮآﺰ ﻏﻠﻴﺎن ﺿﺪ اﻟﻨﻈﺎم اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻲ .ﻓﻲ ﺗﻤﻮز  ،1951وﺻﻞ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﻓﻲ
زﻳﺎرة إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس ،وﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ آﺎن ﻓﻲ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﻪ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺼﻼة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺴﺠﺪ اﻷﻗﺼﻰ ،ﺗﻢ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻋﻠﻴﻪ
وﻗﺘﻠﻪ أﻣﺎم ﺣﻔﻴﺪﻩ اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻦ ﺑﻦ ﻃﻼل ،اﻟﺬي أﺻﺒﺢ ﺑﻌﺪهﺎ ﺑﺴﻨﻮات ﻗﻠﻴﻠﺔ ورﻳﺜﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ.
آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺼﺮ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻷﺧﻴﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺸﻌﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﻬﺰّات اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺮب ) 1948اﻟﻨﻈﺎم
اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺮاق ﺳﻘﻂ ﻋﺎم  ،1958ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ ﻧﺘﺤﺪث ﻋﻨﻬﺎ هﻨﺎ( .ﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﺼﺮ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﺪ
ﻋﺎﺷﺖ اﻟﺘﺄﺛﻴﺮ اﻷآﺜﺮ اﺣﺘﺪاﻣًﺎ ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻬﺰّات ،ﻓﺘﺬﻣّﺮ اﻟﻀﺒﺎط اﻟﺸﺒﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮيّ،
اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺷﺎرآﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﻋﺎم  ،1948آﺎن ﺳﺮًا ﻣﻌﺮوﻓًﺎ ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﻘﺘﺼﺮ أﺳﺒﺎب ﺗﺬﻣّﺮ
اﻟﻀﺒﺎط واﻟﺮأي اﻟﻌﺎم ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﺣﺮب  ،1948ﺑﻞ ﺷﻤﻠﺖ اﻟﻮﺟﻮد اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻨﺎة
اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺲ واﻟﻨﻈﺎم اﻟﻤﻠﻜﻲ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي.
ﻓﻲ ﺗﻤﻮز  ،1952ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ "اﻟﻀﺒﺎط اﻷﺣﺮار" ﺑﺎﻧﻘﻼب ﻋﺴﻜﺮي ﻧﺎﺟﺢ ،أﻃﺎح ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻠﻜﻴﺔ،
وأﻗﺎم ﻧﻈﺎﻣًﺎ ﺟﻤﻬﻮرﻳًﺎ ﺑﺪأ ﺑﺈﺻﻼﺣﺎت ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ واﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ .ﻣﻨﺬ  ،1954ﺑﺮز ﺟﻤﺎل ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ
ي ﻓﻲ ﻧﻈﺎم "اﻟﻀﺒﺎط اﻷﺣﺮار" ،ﻓﺒﻌﺪ ﺳﻨﺔ ﻣﻦ رﺋﺎﺳﺘﻪ،
اﻟﺬي ﺷﺎرك ﻓﻲ ﺣﺮب  ،1948آﺮﺟﻞ ﻗﻮ ّ
أدار ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﺗﻘﻮم ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺤﺪّي اﻟﺘﻮاﺟﺪ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ واﻻﻣﺒﺮﻳﺎﻟﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق
اﻷوﺳﻂ ،ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم ﺑﻌﺚ ﺗﻌﺎﻇﻢ ﺷﺄن ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ روﺣًﺎ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ
ﻻ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ اﻧﺘﻈﺮوا ﺑﻔﺎرغ اﻟﺼﺒﺮ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ،وزرع ﺁﻣﺎ ً
ﻲ ﻳﻘﻮد اﻟﻨﻀﺎل ﻣﻦ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ،وﻳﻌﻴﺪ ﻟﻬﻢ ﺣﻘﻮﻗﻬﻢ .دﻓﻌﺖ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻻﻧﺘﻘﺎم اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ
ﻇﻬﻮر ﻗﺎﺋﺪ ﻋﺮﺑ ّ
ﻓﻲ ﻏﺰة اﻟﺘﻲ أﺣﺮﺟﺖ اﻟﻨﻈﺎم اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ ،ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻊ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ ﺗﺴﻠّﺢ ﻣﻊ ﺗﺸﻴﻜﻮﺳﻠﻮﻓﺎآﻴﺎ
واﻟﺘﻘﺮّب ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻌﺴﻜﺮ اﻻﺷﺘﺮاآﻲ اﻟﺬي ﻳﺒﺤﺚ ﻋﻦ ﻣﻮﻃﺊ ﻗﺪم ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺧﻴﺒﺔ أﻣﻠﻪ ﻣﻦ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ.
ي ،ﻓﺘﻄﻠﻊ ﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﺘﻐﻴﻴﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ آﻠّﻪ
ي ﺛﻮر ّ
ﻒ ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ ﺑﺪورﻩ آﻘﺎﺋﺪ ﻣﺼﺮ ّ
ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﺘ ِ
ﻋﺒﺮ اﻟﻮﺣﺪة اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﺗﺤﺮﻳﺮ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ .ﻗﻮﺑﻠﺖ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة واﻟﺜﻮرﻳﺔ ﺑﺤﻤﺎﺳﺔ ﻟﺪى
أوﺳﺎط ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻤﺎهﻴﺮ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻋﺎﻣﺔ وﻟﺪى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ .ﻟﻜﻦ ر ّد ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ وﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ
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ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت آﺒﻴﺮة ،وﻗﺪ أﺧﺬت ﺗﺰداد ،ﺛﻢ ﺗﺤﻮّﻟﺖ ﺳﺮﻳﻌًﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺣﻤﻼت ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﻌﻘﺪة ﺗﺤﺘﺎج إﻟﻰ ﻣﻬﻨﻴﺔ
وإﺻﺮار آﺒﻴﺮﻳﻦ ،وهﻮ ﻣﺎ ﺗﻮﻓّﺮ ﻟﻠﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﻜﺜﺮة ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة.
آﺜّﻔﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻨﺬ أواﺳﻂ اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴﺎت ﻣﻦ هﺠﻤﺎﺗﻬﺎ اﻟﺪﻣﻮﻳﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺮى وأهﺪاف أﺧﺮى ﻓﻲ اﻟﻀﻔﺔ
اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة ،ﻓﻔﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻗﺒﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول  1953ﻣﺜﻼ ،ﻗﺘﻞ ﺑﻮﺣﺸﻴﺔ ﻧﺤﻮ  60ﺷﺨﺼًﺎ
ﻣﻦ اﻟﺮﺟﺎل واﻟﻨﺴﺎء واﻷﻃﻔﺎل داﺧﻞ ﺑﻴﻮت اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ،آﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺒﻴﺔ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ﺧﻼل اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻜﺒﺮى ﻓﻲ
ﺳﻨﻮات  ،1956-1954ﻗُﺘﻞ ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻷﺑﺮﻳﺎء ،ﻣﻤﺎ زاد ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻮﺗﺮ ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
وﺟﺎرﺗﻴﻬﺎ اﻷردن وﻣﺼﺮ .رﻓﻌﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻣﻨﺴﻮب اﻟﺘﻮﺗﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود ،وﻋﺎد
ﻳُﺴﻤﻊ ﻣﻦ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ﻗﺮع ﻃﺒﻮل اﻟﺤﺮب ،وﺳﺮّﻋﺖ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻷردﻧﻴﺔ
واﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ ،ﻣﻦ ﻣﺸﺎرآﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺮب ﺳﻴﻨﺎء ﺿﺪ ﻣﺼﺮ ﻋﺎم .1956
أدّى اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي اﻟﺬي ﻓﺮض ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻨﺬ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول ،1948
دورًا هﺎﻣًﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺿﺪ ﻋﻮدة اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ،ﺣﻴﺚ أﻟﻘﻰ ﻣﻤﺜﻠﻮ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ
اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺨﺎﺗﻴﺮ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻌﺮب وﻋﻠﻰ وآﻼﺋﻬﻢ هﻨﺎك ،ﺗﻘﺪﻳﻢ ﺗﻘﺎرﻳﺮ ﻋﻦ آﻞ ﻻﺟﺊ ﻳﻌﻮد
إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﺘﻪ ،وﻓﺮض اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت ،اﻹﻏﻼق وﻣﻨﻊ اﻟﺘﺠﻮل ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺮى
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وﻗﺎم ﺑﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎت ﺗﻤﺸﻴﻂ وﻃﺮد ﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻋﺎدوا إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ﻟﻠﻌﻴﺶ ﻣﻊ ﻋﺎﺋﻼﺗﻬﻢ ،إﻟﻰ
وراء اﻟﺤﺪود ،آﻤﺎ ﻓﺮض اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﻗﻴﻮدًا ﺷﺪﻳﺪة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺮآﺔ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻌﺮب ،وﻓﺮض
ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ ﻧﻈﺎﻣًﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﺼﺎرﻳﺢ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻣُﻨﺤﺖ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم ﻟﻠﻤﺘﻌﺎوﻧﻴﻦ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ ،ﺳﺎﻋﺪت ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﺗﻘﻴﻴﺪ
اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ واﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل أواﻣﺮ اﻟﻄﻮارئ ،اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ وﻣﺆﺳﺴﺎﺗﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻮﻃﻴﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺬي أﺗﻮا ﻟﺘﻮّهﻢ ﻓﻲ
ي دور ﻓﻲ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ هﺪم
اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﻬﺠﻮرة أو ﻓﻲ اﻷﺣﻴﺎء اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪن ،آﻤﺎ آﺎن ﻟﻠﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮ ّ
اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﻬﺠﻮرة وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﺑﻠﺪات ﻗﺮوﻳﺔ وﺣﻀﺮﻳﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ أﻧﻘﺎﺿﻬﺎ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻘﻂ.
آﻤﺎ ﻟﻮ أﻧﻪ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻳﻜﻔﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺣﺰام اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﺬي أﺣﺎط ﺑﻬﺎ وﺧﻠﻖ ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ اﻟﺘﺴﻠﻞ اﻟﻤﺘﻔﺎﻗﻤﺔ،
ﻓﻘﺪ آﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ﻋﺮب إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ وﻻؤهﻢ ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ واﺿﺤًﺎ ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺔ
اﻟﺤﺎل ،إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ ﻣﻨﺢ ﺣﻘﻮق ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻣﺘﺴﺎوﻳﺔ ،ﺑﻞ واﻟﺘﺴﺎهﻞ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎر ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﻟ ّﻢ
اﻟﺸﻤﻞ ،اﺿﻄﺮّت اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻓﺮض اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻌﺮب داﺧﻞ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺴﻴﺎدة
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ذﻟﻚ ﺑﺎﻷﻣﺮ اﻟﻤﺮﻳﺢ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻪ آﺎن ﺿﺮورﻳًﺎ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﺧﺸﻴﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ أﻋﻤﺎل
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻓﻮرﻳﺔ ذات اﺗﺠﺎهﻴﻦ :ﻣﻦ ﺧﺎرج اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ وﻣﻦ داﺧﻠﻬﺎ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﻢ اﻋﺘﺒﺎر اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،آﻤﺎ ذآﺮﻧﺎ ،ﺑﻤﺜﺎﺑﺔ ﻃﺎﺑﻮر ﺧﺎﻣﺲ ،وﺗﻌﺎﻣﻠﺖ ﺳﻠﻄﺎت اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ﻣﻌﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻷﺳﺎس ،ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻄﺮف اﻵﺧﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺪود ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ،ﻧﻈﺮ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﺒﺎﻗﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ آﻤﺘﻌﺎوﻧﻴﻦ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ أﻧﻘﺎض ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ .آﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺴﻨﻮات ﻣﻦ ﻋﺰل
اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﺑﻔﻌﻞ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ،وﻋﻦ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻟﻜﻮﻧﻬﻢ
ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻮن إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻮن ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻨﻮات اﻷﺻﻌﺐ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺒﺎﻗﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻼدهﻢ.
هﺰّات ارﺗﺪادﻳّﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ
أﺛّﺮت إﺳﻘﺎﻃﺎت اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ واﺿﺢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺼﻴﺮ اﻟﻤ ّﺮ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻓﺄآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻧﺼﻔﻬﻢ آﺎﻧﻮا
ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﻋﺎﻧﻰ اﻟﺒﻘﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺧﺴﺎرة اﺳﺘﻘﻼﻟﻬﻢ وآﺮاﻣﺘﻬﻢ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،اﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﻟﻤﺘﺬﻣّﺮون
اﻷﻧﻈﻤﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺷﺎرآﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺨﻠﻲ ﻋﻨﻬﻢ ،ﺑﻞ وأﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺂﻣﺮ ﻣﻊ
اﻟﻌﺪ ّو اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ ،واﻋﺘﺒﺮوهﺎ ﺷﺮﻳﻜًﺎ ﻓﺎﻋﻼ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺳﻮﻳﺔ ﻣﻊ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت
اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة وإﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .وﻟﻜﻦ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻘﻂ هﺆﻻء ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺳﺎد اﻟﻐﻠﻴﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺮأي اﻟﻌﺎم اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺪى
ﺳﻨﻮات ﻋﺪة ،واﺳﺘﺼﻌﺐ ﻗﺒﻮل ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺿﺪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﻨﺠﺢ
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ﻻﺟﺌﻮ اﻟﺪاﺧﻞ ،أو ﻣﻦ ﻋﺮﻓﻮا رﺳﻤﻴﺎ ﺑﺎﺳﻢ "ﻏﺎﺋﺒﻮن ﺣﺎﺿﺮون" ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ رﻓﻀﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﺴﻤﺎح
ﺑﻌﻮدﺗﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻗﺮاهﻢ ،ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴﺎت ﻧﺤﻮ  %20ﻣﻦ ﻣﺠﻤﻞ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،آﺎن
ﻣﻨﻊ ﻋﻮدة اﻟﻐﺎﺋﺒﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮﻳﻦ إﻟﻰ ﻗﺮاهﻢ وﻣﺼﺎدرة أراﺿﻴﻬﻢ أﺣﺪ أﺳﺒﺎب اﻟﺨﻼف اﻟﺮﺋﻴﺴﻴﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﻌﺮب.
ﺷﻜّﻞ ﺣﺰام اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬي أﺣﺎط ﺑﺈﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺗﻬﺪﻳﺪًا ﻣﺴﺘﻤﺮًا ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮى اﻷﻣﻨﻲ
اﻟﻌﺎم ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮى اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻲ اﻟﻮﺟﻮدي ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﻋﻄﻞ اﻷول اﻟﺤﻴﺎة اﻟﻴﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وهﺪّد
اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ وﺟﻮدهﺎ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻗﺪرة ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺠﻨﻴﺪ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ودول أﺧﺮى
ﺑﻌﻴﺪة ،ﺿﺪهﺎ .ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻗﺮرت ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﺗﺨﺎذ ﺧﻄﻮة ﻣﺰدوﺟﺔ ،ﻣﻔﺎدهﺎ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ،ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ،
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺿﻤﺎن ﺣﺪود ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺮة ،وﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ أﺧﺮى اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻞ ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ
أﻟﻘﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺎﺗﻖ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻻهﺘﻤﺎم ﺑﻌﺪم دﺧﻮل اﻟﻤﺘﺴﻠﻠﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ
زاد اﻟﺴﻌﻲ ﻟﻠﺘﻮﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺮﺗﻴﺒﺎت ﻣﻊ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ﺑﺨﺼﻮص ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ،ﺑﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ
ذﻟﻚ اﻻﺳﺘﻌﺪاد ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪﺗﻬﺎ اﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺄهﻴﻞ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ .آﺎن اﻟﺘﺪهﻮر ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﺤﺪودﻳﺔ
ﺳﺮﻳﻌًﺎ ،ﺣﻴﺚ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت ﺗﺴﻠﻞ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ داﺧﻞ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ أﺷﺪ ﻓﺪاﺣﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻺﺿﺮار
ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻤﺘﻠﻜﺎت ،ﺛﻢ ﺑﺎﻷرواح .ﻓﺴﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ ﺗﻨﻈﻢ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺑﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﻣﺼﺮﻳﺔ ،ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎر ﺷﺒﻪ
ﻋﺴﻜﺮي ﻧﺎﺟﻊ ﺳﻤﻲ "اﻟﻔﺪاﺋﻴﻮن" .أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻀﺮّر هﻢ اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﻮن اﻟﺠﺪد ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﺒﻠﺪات اﻟﺤﺪودﻳﺔ،
وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺪود اﻷردن وﻣﺼﺮ ،وﻋﺎﻧﻰ هﺆﻻء اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﻣﻦ ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ آﻮﻧﻬﻢ ﺣﺪﻳﺜﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد،
وﻣﻦ ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ اﻟﺘﻬﺪﻳﺪات اﻟﻔﻌﻠﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ أﻣﻨﻬﻢ اﻟﺸﺨﺼﻲ .رﻏﻢ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺻﻤﺪت ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺒﻠﺪات وﻟﻢ
ﻳﺘﺮآﻬﺎ أﺣﺪ.
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ،اﺗﻀﺢ أن هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول ﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺴﺘﻌﺪة
ﻟﻠﺘﻮﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺴﻮﻳﺔ ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم ،وﻓﻲ ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص ،ﺑﻞ إﻧﻬﺎ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ
ﻗﺎدرة ،أو ﻟﻢ ﺗﺮﻏﺐ ،ﺑﻤﻨﻊ اﺳﺘﻤﺮار ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﺘﺴﻠﻞ ﻣﻦ داﺧﻠﻬﺎ .آﺎن اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻮن ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول
ﻋﻨﺼﺮ ﺗﺤﺮﻳﺾ إﻳﺠﺎﺑﻴﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﻮل اﻟﺤﺪود ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،دون أن ﺗﻀﻄ ّﺮ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻤﻀﻴﻔﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ
دﻓﻊ اﻟﺜﻤﻦ .وآﺎن واﺿﺤًﺎ ﻟﺪوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ أن ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﺨﻄﻮات ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺔ.
ﻟﻢ ﺗﺘﻮﻗّﻒ ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت ﻋﻮدة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺧﻼل اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴﺎت ،أﻳﻀًﺎ .ﻟﻜﻦ اﻷﻋﺪاد ﺑﺪأت ﺗﻘﻞ ﻓﻲ
أﻋﻘﺎب ﻧﺠﺎح اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ إﻏﻼق اﻟﺤﺪود ،وﻓﻲ أﻋﻘﺎب ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻬﺪم اﻟﻤﻨﻬﺠﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻘﺮى
اﻟﻤﻬﺠﻮرة .ﺑﺪأ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﺟﺘﻴﺎز اﻟﺤﺪود ﻣﺴﻠﺤﻴﻦ ،وأﻟﺤﻖ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ اﻟﻀﺮر ﺑﺎﻟﺠﻨﻮد وﺑﺎﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ ،آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺸﺎﻋﺮ اﻹﻧﺘﻘﺎم ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻟﺪى اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﺎرﻣﺔ ،وﺑﺪأت ﺗﺰداد
ﻣﺸﺎﻋﺮ اﻹﺣﺒﺎط إزاء اﺑﺘﻌﺎد ﺁﻣﺎل اﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ووﻃﻨﻬﻢ ،ﻟﻘﺪ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﺘﺴﻠﻞ إﻟﻰ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺑﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ ﺧﻼل اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴﺎت ،ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ ﻣﺤﻠﻲ ﻋﻔﻮي .ﻟﻴﺲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻘﻂ ،ﺑﻞ
اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة أﻳﻀًﺎ ،واﺟﻬﺖ ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺔ ﻓﻲ إﻏﻼق ﺣﺪودهﺎ رﻏﻢ اﻟﺜﻤﻦ اﻟﺒﺎهﻆ ﻟﻠﻬﺠﻤﺎت
اﻹﻧﺘﻘﺎﻣﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺎم ﺑﻬﺎ ﺟﻨﻮد اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤﻖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول.
ﺑﻌﺪ ﺳﻠﺴﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﺸﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ أﻋﻤﺎل اﻟﺘﺴﻠّﻞ ،أﻗﻴﻢ ﻋﺎم " 1952ﻣﺸﻤﺎر هﻐـﭝول" )ﺣﺮس
اﻟﺤﺪود( ،وهﻲ وﺣﺪة ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﻬﻨﻴﺔ وﻇﻴﻔﺘﻬﺎ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺪود ،ﻟﻜﻦ هﺬا ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ آﺎﻓﻴًﺎ .ﻓﻜﺎﻧﺖ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ
اﻟﻮﺣﺪة  101ﺑﻘﻴﺎدة أرﺋﻴﻞ ﺷﺎرون ﻋﺎم  ،1953ﺗﻌﺒﻴﺮًا ﻋﻦ ﻗﺮار ﻧﻘﻞ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺿﺪ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﺘﺴﻠﻞ
إﻟﻰ داﺧﻞ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ،ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ اﺳﺘﻀﺎﻓﺖ اﻟﻤﺘﺴﻠﻠﻴﻦ وﺳﺎﻋﺪﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎﺗﻬﻢ ،وأدّى ﻧﺠﺎح
هﺬﻩ اﻟﻮﺣﺪة إﻟﻰ زﻳﺎدة ﻋﺪد اﻟﻤﻈﻠّﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻗﺎﻣﻮا ﺑﺄﻋﻤﺎل اﻧﺘﻘﺎﻣﻴﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ آﻞ
ﻣ ّ
ﺲ ﺑﺈﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺑﻌﺪ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻗﺒﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول  ،1953اﻟﺘﻲ أﺻﻴﺐ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻣﻦ ﻏﻴﺮ
اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺗﻠﻴﻦ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺨﻄﺄ ،ﺗﻘﺮّر ﺗﺮآﻴﺰ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻻﻧﺘﻘﺎم ﺿﺪ ﻣﻨﺸﺂت اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﺨﺮج
ﺚ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺪول ﻋﻠﻰ ﻟﺠﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺴﻠّﻠﻴﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ دﺧﻮﻟﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .وﺗﻄﻠّﺐ هﺬا اﻷﻣﺮ
ﻣﻨﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺘﺴﻠّﻠﻮن ،ﻟﺤ ّ
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اﻟﻘﺎهﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﺼﻒ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﻬﺮ ذاﺗﻪ ،وﺑﻌﺪ ﺗﺠﺪّد اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك واﻟﺨﻮف ﻣﻦ ﻗﻴﺎم إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
ﺑﺎﺣﺘﻼل ﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰّة ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ،وﻓﻲ ﻇﻞ ﻏﻴﺎب ﻗﻴﺎدة ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ،وﺿﻊ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ وﺟﻬﺎء اﻟﻀﻔﺔ
اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺁﻣﺎﻟﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪاﷲ وﺗﻌﺎوﻧﻮا ﻣﻊ اﻟﻨﻈﺎم اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻲ .وﻏﺎﺑﺖ اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻋﻦ
اﻟﺴﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ واﻹﻗﻠﻴﻤﻴﺔ آﻘﻀﻴﺔ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،وأﺻﺒﺤﺖ ﻗﻀﻴﺔ إﻧﺴﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ.
ﺑﻌﺪ ﺗﻤﻮز  1949ﻣﺄﺳﺴﺖ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪاﺗﻬﺎ ﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﺒﺮ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻷوﻧﺮوا
) (United Nation Relief and Works Agencyاﻟﻤﺆﺳﺴﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﺆوﻟﺔ ،ﻣﻨﺬ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ وﺣﺘﻰ
اﻟﻴﻮم ،ﻋﻦ ﺗﻘﺪﻳﻢ ﺧﺪﻣﺎت اﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﻢ ،اﻟﺼﺤﺔ واﻟﺨﺪﻣﺎت اﻻﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ ﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻠﺪان
اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،ﺻﺤﻴﺢ أن اﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪات اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻘﺪّﻣﻬﺎ اﻷوﻧﺮوا ﻣﻨﺬ  ،1948ﻗﺪ ﺳﻬﻠﺖ اﻟﺤﻴﺎة اﻟﻴﻮﻣﻴﺔ
ﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﺎ آﺮّﺳﺖ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﻣﻜﺎﻧﺘﻬﻢ آﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ وأﺻﺒﺤﺖ ﻋﻮدﺗﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻓﻜﺮة
ﻣﺠﺮّدة ﻏﻴﺮ ﻗﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﻨﻔﻴﺬ .ﺑﺎﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺣﻈﻲ ﺣﻖ اﻟﻌﻮدة ﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﻤﻜﺎﻧﺔ ﻣﻘﺪﺳﺔ.
ﻓﺄﺻﺒﺤﺖ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﺮدوس اﻟﻤﻔﻘﻮد ،واﻟﺼﻤﻎ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ اﻟﺬي ﻳﻮﺣّﺪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻔﺎهﻢ.
ﻃﺮد ،ﻋﻮدة وأﻋﻤﺎل اﻧﺘﻘﺎﻣﻴﺔ
ﻇﻠﺖ اﻟﻤﺸﺎآﻞ اﻷﻣﻨﻴﺔ ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻠﺤﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب ،واﺿﻄﺮت اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮة واﻟﻀﻌﻴﻔﺔ
اﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳًﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻮﻓﻴﺮ اﻟﺮد ﻋﻠﻰ رﻏﺒﺔ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﻀﺎء ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻳﺘﺴﻨّﻰ ﻟﻬﺎ
اﻷﻣﺮ ،ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻦ ﺷﻜﻠﺖ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻘﺪّﻣﺔ ﻟﻠﺴﻼم ،ﻓﺈن اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻋﺘﺒﺮﺗﻬﺎ
واﻗﻌًﺎ ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳًﺎ ﻣﺆﻗﺘًﺎ ﻓﻘﻂ ،زﻳﺎدة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺷﻜﻞ رﻓﺾ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﺳﺘﻴﻌﺎب اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ
آﻤﺎ ﻳﺠﺐ ،ﻋﺎﻣﻼ واﺿﺤًﺎ ﻟﺘﺤﺪّي إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ورﻏﺒﺔ واﺿﺤﺔ ﻟﺘﻜﺮﻳﺲ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ واﻟﻠﺠﻮء آﻤﺎدة
ﻣﺘﻔﺠﺮة ﻣﺘﻮاﻓﺮة ﺗﻬﺪد إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،واﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺪ ﺗﻮﻓﺮ ﻟﻬﺎ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ﺳﺒﺒًﺎ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ﺿﺪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ.
ﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺘﺮف ﻣﺌﺎت ﺁﻻف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ أﺻﺒﺤﻮا ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ووﺟﺪوا ﻣﻠﺠﺄ ﻟﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ
اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ،ﺑﺤﺪود اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ وﻗﻌﺘﻬﺎ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وواﺟﻪ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺔ ﻓﻲ
إﻋﺎﻟﺔ ﻋﺎﺋﻼﺗﻬﻢ ،ﺑﻞ واﻓﺘﻘﺪوا اﻟﺨﺒﺰ ،أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ .ﺗﺬآّﺮوا ﻣﺎ آﺎن ﻓﻲ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ وﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺰراﻋﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﺑﻠﺪاﺗﻬﻢ اﻷﺻﻠﻴﺔ ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻲ أن ﻳﺤﺎول اﻵﻻف ﻣﻨﻬﻢ اﺟﺘﻴﺎز اﻟﺤﺪود ﻟﻠﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻰ
ﺑﻠﺪاﺗﻬﻢ واﻟﻌﻮدة ﺑﺎﻟﻄﻌﺎم ﻟﻌﺎﺋﻼﺗﻬﻢ ،آﻤﺎ ﺣﺎول ﺁﺧﺮون اﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ ﺑﻠﺪاﺗﻬﻢ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ داﺋﻢ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺒﻠﺪات اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﻤﻞ اﻟﻨﻈﺎم اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻮﻃﻴﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ،أو ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ دﻣّﺮهﺎ.
ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر  1948آﺎﻧﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻗﺪ اﺗﺨﺬت ،آﻤﺎ ذآﺮﻧﺎ ،ﻗﺮارًا ﺑﻌﺪم اﻟﺴﻤﺎح ﺑﻌﻮدة اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ،
وﺣﺎوﻟﺖ اﻵن ﻣﻨﻊ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻈﺎهﺮة ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ إﻏﻼق اﻟﺤﺪود ﺑﻨﻴﺮان ﺟﻨﻮدهﺎ .واﻋﺘﺒﺮت اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ
اﻟﻤﺘﺴﻠّﻠﻴﻦ ﺧﻄﺮﻳﻦ ﻳﺠﺘﺎزون ﺣﺪود اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ دون إذن ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﺘﻒ اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺎت اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﺑﻤﻨﻊ ﻋﻮدة
اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ،وﻗﺮّرت ﻣﻮاﺻﻠﺔ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت ﻃﺮد اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺗﻤّﻮز  ،1949وﺷﻤﻠﺖ
ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻄﺮد هﺬﻩ ﻗﺮى ﺻﻐﻴﺮة وﺑﻘﺎﻳﺎ ﻗﺮى آﺒﻴﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ،ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ وﻓﻲ
اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ﻋﺎﻣﺔ .اﻟﻤﺜﺎل اﻟﻤﻌﺮوف هﻮ ﻃﺮد أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻟﻔﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻣﻤّﻦ ﺗﺒﻘﻮا ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺪل ﻋﺴﻘﻼن
)أﺷﻜﻠﻮن اﻟﻴﻮم( ،ﻓﻲ ﻋﺎم  ،1950ﻣﻌﻈﻤﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻏﺰة ،آﻤﺎ ﺗﻢ ﻃﺮد ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻌﺎﺋﻼت إﻟﻰ اﻟﻠﺪ.
اﺳﺘﻤﺮت ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﻃﺮد اﻟﻌﺮب ﻣﻦ ﺟﻨﻮب اﻟﺒﻼد ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ اﻟﻌﺸﺎﺋﺮ اﻟﺒﺪوﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ،ﺣﺘﻰ
اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴﺎت ،ﺧﻼل ﺣﺮب ﺳﻴﻨﺎء ﻋﺎم  ،1956ﻃﺮدت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻟﻔﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن ﻗﺮى
اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻲ :آﺮاد اﻟﺒﻘّﺎرة وآﺮاد اﻟﻐﻨّﺎﻣﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﻢ ﻃﺮدهﺎ ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺧﻠﻒ ﻧﻬﺮ
اﻷردن ،وﻗﻠﺔ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ،ﺑﻀﻊ ﻣﺌﺎت ،ﻃُﺮدوا إﻟﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﺷﻌﺐ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﺳﻔﻞ.
ﺛﻤﺔ أهﻤﻴﺔ ﻟﻺﺷﺎرة هﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ أن ﻃﺮد اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻠﺪاﺗﻬﻢ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺎ وراء اﻟﺤﺪود ﻓﻘﻂ ،ﺑﻞ
إﻟﻰ داﺧﻞ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ أﻳﻀًﺎ ،إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺘﻲ أﻗﺮث وآﻔﺮﺑﺮﻋﻢ ،اﻟﻤﺬآﻮرﺗﻴﻦ أﻋﻼﻩ ،ﺟﺮت ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ﻋﺪة ﺣﺎﻻت ﻃﺮد ﻣﻤﺎﺛﻠﺔ ،آﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮى آﻔﺮﻋﻨﺎن ،ﻗﺪﻳﺘﺎ ،ﻓﺮادﻳﺔ ،اﻟﻐﺎﺑﺴﻴﺔ وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ .وﺷﻜﻞ
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ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﻬﺪف ﺿﻌﻀﻌﺘﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪاﺧﻞ .وﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ،آﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﻔﺘﻴﺔ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺘﻲ ﺳﻜﺎن ﺟﺪﻳﺪﺗﻴﻦ ،اﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ،اﻟﺒﻘﻴﺔ اﻟﺒﺎﻗﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ ،ﺣﻴﺚ وﺻﻞ اﻵﻻف إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﺤﻄﻤﻴﻦ ﺟﺴﺪﻳًﺎ وﻧﻔﺴﻴًﺎ ،دون ﻗﺪرة أو
رﻏﺒﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻤﺎ ﺟﺮى ﻟﻬﻢ ،واﺟﻪ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺪاﻣﻰ ،ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺘﻬﻢ ،ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺎت ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ﺣﺘﻰ
اﻟﻘﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﻤﺎ ﻋﺮﻓﻮﻩ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ .ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺈن اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺒﻘﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﺒﻘﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ
واﻟﻘﺪاﻣﻰ آﺎﻧﻮا ﻣﺼﺮﻳﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﻜﻞ ﺷﻲء ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﺗﻤﻨﻊ ﺗﻜﺮار ﻣﺄﺳﺎة ﻣﻦ هﺬا
اﻟﻨﻮع ،هﺆﻻء ﺣﺎوﻟﻮا اﻟﻨﺴﻴﺎن ،وهﺆﻻء ﺣﺎوﻟﻮا ﺣﻤﻠﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﺴﻴﺎن ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ أﻓﻀﻞ،
ﺻﺤﻲ وﺁﻣﻦ .اﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺗﻢ إﻧﻘﺎذهﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ
اﻟﻤﻌﺎدﻳﺔ ،ﻟﻘﺪ اﺿﻄﺮّت ﺣﺮب  1948اﻟﻄﻮاﺋﻒ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺮك اﻟﻤﺪن واﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﻮا
ﻳﺴﻜﻨﻮن ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻨﺬ ﻣﺌﺎت اﻟﺴﻨﻴﻦ ﺳﺮﻳﻌًﺎ .ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت ،وﺻﻞ هﺆﻻء إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وهﻢ ﻣﻊ
اﻟﻤﻼﺑﺲ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ ﻓﻘﻂ ،ﺣﻴﺚ اﻟﺘﻘﻮا ﻣﻊ ﻃﺎﺋﻔﺔ ذات ﻃﺎﺑﻊ وﺛﻘﺎﻓﺔ أوروﺑﻴﻴﻦ واﺿﺤﻴﻦ ،وﺗﺮك هﺬا
اﻟﻠﻘﺎء اﻟﻤﺮآّﺐ ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﺟﺮوﺣًﺎ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻠﺘﺌﻢ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺰﻣﻦ ،ﻣﺎ زاد ﻣﻦ ﻣﺼﺎﻋﺐ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺎﻣﺖ
ﻣﻨﺬ ﻓﺘﺮة ﻗﺼﻴﺮة ووﺟﻮدهﺎ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺁﻣﻨًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﻃﻼق.
وﺟﺪ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،اﻟﺬي ﺑﻨﻰ ﺣﺮآﺘﻪ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻣﻨﺬ اﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻨﻴﺎت وأﻣﻞ ﺑﺎﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل ،ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ﺑﻌﺪ
ﺴﻤًﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺎت ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﺗﺤﺖ ﺣﻜﻢ اﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ ،زاد هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺴﻮﺳﻴﻮ-
ﺣﺮب  1948ﻣﻔﻜﻜًﺎ وﻣﻘ ّ
ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻲ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺔ ﻋﻤﻞ ﻗﻴﺎدة ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻣﻮﺣﱞﺪة وﻧﺎﺟﻌﺔ ،ﺑﺈﻣﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ اﻻهﺘﻤﺎم
ﻻ ﻣﻦ ﻗﻴﺎدة ﻣﻮﺣّﺪة ،ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﻗﻴﺎدات ﻣﺤﻠﻴﺔ ﻣﻨﻔﺼﻠﺔ ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ آﻞ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ
ﺑﻤﺼﺎﻟﺤﻬﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ ،ﻓﺒﺪ ً
اﻻهﺘﻤﺎم ﺑﺎﻟﺒﻘﺎء واﻟﺮﻓﺎهﻴﺔ اﻟﻨﺴﺒﻴّﺔ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻠﺪان اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ.
إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﺘﻮﺗّﺮ اﻻﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻲ اﻟﺜﻘﺎﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺘﺰاﻳﺪ ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ اﻟﻠﻘﺎء اﻟﻤﺸﺤﻮن ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﺪاﻣﻰ
واﻟﺠﺪد ،آﺎﻧﺖ هﻨﺎك أزﻣﺔ اﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳّﺔ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﻓﺒﻌﺪ أن ﻋﻤﻞ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ،ﺛ ّﻢ
ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻤﻮﻳﻞ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻣﻦ ﺟﻴﻮﺑﻪ ،وﺟﺪ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ﻣﻀﻄﺮًا إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة
ﺸﻔًﺎ اﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳًﺎ
وﻣﺘﺰاﻳﺪة ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﻴﻦ ،آﺎﻧﺖ ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺘﻬﺎ ﻣﺘﻌﻠّﻘﺔ اﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳًﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﺪوﻟﺔ .واﺟﻬﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺗﻘ ّ
ﺣﺎدًا ،أﺻﺎب ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ،اﻟﻘﺪاﻣﻰ واﻟﺠﺪد ،أﺿﻒ إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ ﻣﺘﻄﻠﺒﺎت اﻷﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻮﺿﻮﻋﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ
ﺗﻨﺨﻔﺾ ،إزاء اﻟﺘﻬﺪﻳﺪ اﻷﻣﻨﻲ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻤ ّﺮ واﻟﻤﺸﺎآﻞ اﻻﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ واﻻﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ اﻟﺼﻌﺒﺔ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ
واﺿﺤًﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴّﺎت ﻓﻴﻤﺎ إذا آﺎﻧﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻗﺎدرة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺒﻘﺎء ﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻃﻮﻳﻠﺔ.
ﻞ ﺧﺼﻮم اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﺪم وﺟﻮد ﻗﻴﺎدة ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻣﻮﺣّﺪة ،وﺻﺪﻣﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺘﻲ ﺿﺮﺑﺖ
اﺳﺘﻐ ّ
اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﻎ وﺟﺰّأﺗﻪ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺎت ﻣﻨﻔﺼﻠﺔ ،ﺑﻬﺪف ﻃﻤﺲ اﻟﻬﻮﻳﺔ واﻟﻮﻋﻲ
اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﻓﺮﺿﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺑﻘّﻮا داﺧﻠﻬﺎ ،ﺧﻼل اﻟﺤﺮب
وﺑﻌﺪهﺎ ،هﻮﻳﺔ ﻣﺼﻄﻨﻌﺔ "ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ-إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ" ،آﻲ ﻳﻨﺴﻮا اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ،اﻟﻮﻋﻲ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ وﻋﻼﻗﺘﻬﻢ
اﻷﺻﻼﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﻊ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ .آﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻘﺪ أدار اﻷردن اﻟﺬي ﻣﻨﺢ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ هﻨﺎك ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﺔ
وﺣﻘﻮﻗًﺎ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ،ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﻼ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻨﺔ وﻓﺮض اﻟﻬﻮﻳﺔ اﻷردﻧﻴﺔ ،ﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴﺎت ،آﺎن ﻳﺒﺪو أن
ﺧﺼﻮم اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺳﻴﻨﺠﺤﻮن ﻓﻲ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺘﻬﻢ ،اﺧﺘﻔﺖ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،آﻤﺎ ذُآﺮ ،ﻋﻦ اﻟﺨﺎرﻃﺔ وﻋﻦ
اﻟﻮﻋﻲ اﻟﺪوﻟﻲ واﻹﻗﻠﻴﻤﻲ ،ﺑﻞ آﺎن ﻳﺒﺪو أن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ ﻳﺘﻌﺎوﻧﻮن ﻣﻊ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﻼ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻨﺔ
ﻟﻬﻮﻳﺘﻬﻢ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل ﺗﺒﻨﻲ هﻮﻳﺎت ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،ﺷﻠّﺖ ﺻﺪﻣﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب وﻧﺘﺎﺋﺠﻬﺎ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ
اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﻤﻜﻨﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻮاﺻﻞ اﻟﻤﺒﺎﺷﺮ واﻟﻨﺎﺟﻊ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻌﺎت اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ.
ﻓﻘﺪ اﻟﺤﺎج أﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ واﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻠﻴﺎ اﻟﻠﺬان ﻗﺎدا اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺮب  ،1948ﻣﺎ ﺗﺒﻘﻰ
ﻟﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻗﻮة وﺗﺄﺛﻴﺮ ،وذﻟﻚ رﻏﻢ إﺻﺮار اﻟﻤﻔﺘﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻮاﺻﻠﺔ ﺗﻤﺜﻴﻞ اﻟﺸﺄن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ وﻣﺤﺎوﻻﺗﻪ
ﻣﻘﺎوﻣﺔ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺎت اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ وآﻞ ﻧﻮع ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻔﺎوض ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .وﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول ،1948
اﺿﻄﺮّت ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ "ﻋﻤﻮم ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ" اﻟﺘﻲ أﻗﻴﻤﺖ ﺑﺘﺄﻳﻴﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻔﺘﻲ ،آﻤﺎ ذآﺮﻧﺎ ،إﻟﻰ اﻻﻧﺘﻘﺎل إﻟﻰ
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ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻬﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺘﺄﻗﻠﻢ ﻓﻮرًا ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب ،واﻹﻧﺘﻘﺎل ﻣﻦ ﻓﺮﺣﺔ اﻟﻨﺼﺮ إﻟﻰ
"اﻟﺒﺪاﻳﺎت اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮة" ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻄﻠﺒﺖ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ ﻟﻨﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب .آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ ﻣﺸﺎآﻞ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻊ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة ،ﺑﺄﻋﺪادهﺎ وﺑﺄوﺿﺎﻋﻬﺎ اﻟﺴﻮﺳﻴﻮ-اﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ،
اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺮﻓﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ ﻓﻲ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ .ﺧﻼل اﻟﺤﺮب ،وﺑﻌﺪهﺎ ،ﻓﺘﺤﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ أﺑﻮاﺑﻬﺎ
ﻲ ﻗﺎﺋﻤﺔ ،وﻗﺪ
ﻞ ﻳﻬﻮدي ﻳﺮﻏﺐ ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻠﻢ ﺗﻌﺪ ﻗﻴﻮد اﻟﻮﺿﻊ اﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدي ،اﻟﺠﻴﻞ أو اﻟﻤﻴﻞ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳ ّ
ﻟﻜ ّ
ﻞ ﻳﻬﻮدي أﻳﺎ آﺎن اﻟﻘﺪوم إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ واﻋﺘﺒﺎرهﺎ ﺑﻴﺘﻪ ،ﺳﺮﻳﻌًﺎ ،وﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ
أﺗﺎح "ﻗﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﻌﻮدة" ﻟﻜ ّ
اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴﺎت ،آﺎن ﻟﻬﺬا اﻹﻧﺠﺎز ﺛﻤﻦ.
ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴّﺔ اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺠﺪد ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻨﻮات اﻟﺜﻼث اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻹﻗﺎﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ )ﻧﺤﻮ  600أﻟﻒ( ،آﺎﻧﻮا ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ واﻹﺳﻼﻣﻴﺔ ،وﺻﻠﺖ اﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺎت اﻷآﺒﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻤﻦ ،ﻣﺼﺮ ،اﻟﻌﺮاق ،ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ودول
ﺷﻤﺎل أﻓﺮﻳﻘﻴﺎ .ﻏﻴّﺮ ﺧﺮوج ﻳﻬﻮد هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول ووﺻﻮﻟﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺟﺬرﻳًﺎ ﻃﺎﺑﻊ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،ﻣﻦ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﺻﻐﻴﺮة أوروﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻌﻈﻤﻬﺎ ،إﻟﻰ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻊ ﻣﺘﻨﻮّع وﻣﺘﻌﺪّد اﻟﺜﻘﺎﻓﺎت ،آﻤﺎ
ﺗﺴﺒّﺐ ذﻟﻚ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺮاﺟﻊ ،وﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻓﻲ اﺧﺘﻔﺎء ،اﻟﻄﻮاﺋﻒ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻋﺎﺷﺖ ﻓﻲ دول ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ
ودول إﺳﻼﻣﻴﺔ ﺧﻼل ﻋﺪة ﻣﺌﺎت ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻨﻴﻦ ،ورأى اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻓﻲ ﺧﺮوج اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻴﻴﻦ وﻣﺠﻴﺌﻬﻢ
إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻧﻮﻋًﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﺒﺎدل اﻟﺴﻜﺎﻧﻲ ،ﺟﺎء ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺰاﻣﻦ ﻣﻊ ﺗﻬﺠﻴﺮ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻼدهﻢ
وﺗﺤﻮﻟﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ.
ﻣﻨﺬ أﻳﺎر  1948وﺣﺘﻰ أﻳﺎر  ،1951أﺻﺒﺢ ﻋﺪد اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺬﻳﻦ وﺻﻠﻮا إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،أآﺒﺮ ﻣﻤّﺎ آﺎن
ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻟﺪى إﻗﺎﻣﺘﻬﺎ ،وآﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﺪرة اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻻﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ واﻻﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺸﺪودة ﺣﺘﻰ
أﻗﺼﻰ ﻗﺪراﺗﻬﺎ ،اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻨﺰﻓﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻄﻮﻳﻠﺔ ،ﻣﺤﺪودة ﻓﻲ اﺳﺘﻴﻌﺎﺑﻬﻢ ،ﻓﺎﺿﻄ ّﺮ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺠﺪد إﻟﻰ اﻟﺴﻜﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺨﻴﻤﺎت اﻟﻤﺆﻗﺘﺔ واﻟﻤﻜﺘﻈﺔ ،ﻣﻌﺮّﺿﻴﻦ ﻵﻓﺎت اﻟﻄﻘﺲ ،اﻷﻣﺮاض
وﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻲ ﺛﻘﺎﻓﻲ اﺧﺘﻠﻄﺖ ﻓﻴﻪ اﻟﺒﻄﺎﻟﺔ واﻟﻐﺮﺑﺔ ﻻﺧﺘﻼف ﻟﻐﺘﻬﻢ وﻋﺎداﺗﻬﻢ ﻋﻦ ﻟﻐﺔ وﻋﺎدات
اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻢ.
إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺌﺎت ﺁﻻف اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة واﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،ﺗﻜﻮﻧﺖ ﻃﻮاﺋﻒ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ،ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ،اﻟﻌﺮاق ودول أﺧﺮى .آﺎﻧﺖ أوﺿﺎع ﻧﺤﻮ ﻣﺎﺋﺔ أﻟﻒ
ﻻﺟﺊ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن هﻲ اﻷﺻﻌﺐ ،ﻟﻘﺪ آﺎﻧﻮا ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺮﻏﻮب ﻓﻴﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ،
وﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ أﺟﺰاء ﻟﻴﺴﺖ ﻗﻠﻴﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻲ ،ﺗ ّﻢ ﻓﺮض اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﻴﻮد ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺤﺮّآﺎﺗﻬﻢ
ﺧﺎرج ﻣﺨﻴﻤﺎت اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ،ﺗﻠﻘّﻮا ﻣﻌﺎﻣﻠﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﺎء اﻟﻤﻤﻨﻮﻋﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺳﺒﻌﻴﻦ ﻣﻬﻨﺔ،
واﻟﻤﺴﻤﻮح ﺑﻬﺎ ﻟﻠﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻘﻂ ،زادت اﻷوﺿﺎع اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ واﻟﺴﻮﺳﻴﻮ-اﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ
ﻋﺎﺷﻬﺎ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻮن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ﻣﻦ ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺔ اﻟﻤﻌﻴﺸﺔ وﺑﻨﺎء ﺣﻴﺎة آﺮﻳﻤﺔ.
آﺎﻧﺖ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺎﺋﺔ أﻟﻒ ﻻﺟﺊ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ أﻓﻀﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ أﺧﻮﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﺎ
ﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ أﺧﻮﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻷردن .ﻟﻢ ﻳُﻤﻨﺢ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻮن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﺔ ﺳﻮرﻳﺔ ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ
أﻗ ّ
ﺣُﺮﻣﻮا ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺸﺎرآﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻻﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﺎت اﻟﺒﺮﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ واﻟﺘﺄﺛﻴﺮ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ذﻟﻚ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﺔ،
ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ اﻟﺤﻘﻮق اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻤﺘّﻊ ﺑﻬﺎ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻮن ﻓﻲ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ،ﺣﺼﻠﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻘﻮق ﺳﻮﺳﻴﻮ-
اﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ ﻣﻤﺎﺛﻠﺔ ﻟﺤﻘﻮق اﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ .أﺗﺎﺣﺖ ﻟﻬﻢ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﻘﻮق اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﻤﻬﻦ ﻣﻦ
دون ﻗﻴﻮد ،واﻟﺘﻌﻠّﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪارس اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﻴﺔ وﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺎت ﻣﺠﺎﻧًﺎ .أﻣﺎ ﻣﺼﺮ ﻓﺒﺎدرت إﻟﻰ إرﺟﺎع
ﺁﻻف اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﺬي وﺻﻠﻮا إﻟﻴﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،وأﺧﻠﺖ ﻣﺨﻴّﻤﻲ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ هﻨﺎك ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺒﺎﺳﻴﺔ وﻓﻲ
اﻟﻘﻨﻄﺮة.
ﻟﻢ ﺗﺮﻏﺐ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﺳﺘﻴﻌﺎب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﺮﻏﺒﻮا هﻢ ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻈﻠﻮا ﻳﺘﻄﻠﻌﻮن إﻟﻰ
ﺚ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻟﺠﻮﻟﺔ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﺿﺪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وإﻟﻰ أن ﻳﺤﻴﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺑﺪأ
اﻹﻧﺘﻘﺎم وﻳﺤﺎوﻟﻮن ﺣ ّ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت ﺗﺴﻠّﻞ ،ﺗﺤﻮّﻟﺖ ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ إﻟﻰ ﺣﺮب ﻋﺼﺎﺑﺎت )ﻓﺪاﺋﻴﻮن( وﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت ﺳﺮﻳﺔ
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ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺼﺪﻣﺔ ،ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻨﺸﻮة 1956-1949
ﺑﻌﺪ اﺳﺘﻜﻤﺎل اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺎت اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺟﺎراﺗﻬﺎ اﻷرﺑﻊ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ ﺗﻤﻮز
 ،1949أﺻﺒﺤﺖ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ واﻗﻌﻴﺔ وﻓﻌﻠﻴﺔ ،وﺗُﺮك اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻟﺤﺎﻟﻬﻢ ﺧﺎرج
اﻟﻠﻌﺒﺔ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ،ﻟﻤﻮاﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ ،ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ﻓﻘﺪان وﻃﻨﻬﻢ وﺗﺠﺰﺋﺔ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﺷﻈﺎﻳﺎ،
وﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ "ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﻟﻔﻘﺪان" .واﺧﺘﻔﺖ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺨﺎرﻃﺔ ،ﻟﻴﺲ ﺟﻐﺮاﻓﻴًﺎ
ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،ﺑﻞ أﻳﻀًﺎ آﻜﻴﺎن ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻲ وإدراآﻲ .ﻓﻘﺪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ،اﻟﺬي ﺣﺎرﺑﻮا ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﺴﻨﻴﻦ ﺧﻼل
ﻓﺘﺮة اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻟﻠﺤﺼﻮل ﻋﻠﻰ دوﻟﺔ ﺳﻴﺎدﻳﺔ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻠﺔ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﻬﻢ ،ﺑﻼدهﻢ وأﺻﺒﺤﻮا ﺑﻼ وﻃﻦ
) .(STATELESSﻟﻢ ﺗﻘﻢ دوﻟﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺘﻮﻗﻌﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ آﻞ ﺗﺨﻮم اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻖ
ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،ﺑﻞ إن إﻣﻜﺎﻧﻴﺔ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺣﺴﺐ ﺣﺪود اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ وﻓﻘًﺎ ﻟﻘﺮار اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة،
ﻟﻢ ﺗُﻄﺒﻖ ،وﻗﺎﻣﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،آﻤﺎ ذآﺮ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ  %78ﻣﻦ أرض ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،أآﺜﺮ ﺑﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻤّﺎ
ﺧُﺼﺺ ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ  29ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  .1947وﺑﻘﻲ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ  160أﻟﻒ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ
ﻓﻘﻂ ،أﺻﺒﺤﻮا ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،ﺗﺤﻮّل ﻣﻌﻈﻢ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺳﻜﻨﻮا هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ
ﺣﺘﻰ ﺣﺮب  ،1948أي ﻧﺤﻮ  750أﻟﻒ ﻧﺴﻤﺔ ،إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻘﺪوا ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ.
وﺟﺪ اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺎت اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ وﻗﻴﺎداﺗﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ ﻧﺸﻮة ﻣﻔﻬﻮﻣﺔ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ
اﻹﻧﺠﺎز ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺘﺨﻴﻞ ،واﻣﺘﺰﺟﺖ ﻣﺸﺎﻋﺮ اﻹﻧﺠﺎز اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ ﺑﻤﺸﺎﻋﺮ ﺧﻮف آﺒﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ
اﻵﺗﻲ ،ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺎ ،أﻣﻨﻴﺎ واﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺎ ،إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ اﻵﻣﺎل ﺑﺄن ﺗﺨﺒّﺊ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺎت اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻃﻴﺎﺗﻬﺎ اﺣﺘﻤﺎﻻت
ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺴﻼم ،ﺑﻌﺪ أن أﺑﺪت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ رﻏﺒﺔ ﺑﺘﺴﻮﻳﺔ إﻗﻠﻴﻤﻴﺔ ﻣﻊ ﺟﺎراﺗﻬﺎ ،وآﺬﻟﻚ ﻗﻮﺗﻬﺎ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ،
ﻣﺜﻞ اﻟﺨﻮف ﻣﻦ ﻋﺪم ﻗﺪرة اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﺘﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺼﻤﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻃﻮﻳﻠﺔ ،وآﺎن ﺷﻮق إﻧﻬﺎء
اﻟﺤﺮب آﺒﻴﺮًا ،إﻟﻰ درﺟﺔ اﻻﺳﺘﻌﺪاد ﻟﻠﺘﺨﻠﻲ ﻋﻦ إﻧﺠﺎزات إﻗﻠﻴﻤﻴﺔ .ﺳﺎدت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ،ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺤﺎﺋﻂ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﺎﺋﻂ ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻻآﺘﻔﺎء ﺑﺤﺪود اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻋﺒّﺮت ﻋﻦ اﻧﺘﺼﺎرهﺎ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ،
وأﺑﻘﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ إﻣﻜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻻﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ ﺳﻼم ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻷردن ،ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ ﺛﺎﻧﻴﺔ.
ﺿﻤّﺖ ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺎ إﻟﻰ
اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺑﻤﺴﺎﺣﺘﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ )ﺑﻌﺪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ( ،أي اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔُ ،
اﻟﻤﻤﻠﻜﺔ اﻷردﻧﻴﺔ ﻋﺎم  ،1949وﻻﺣﻘًﺎ ﻋﺎم  ،1951رﺳﻤﻴﺎ .وﻣُﻨﺢ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ،
اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻮن واﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻷﺻﻠﻴﻮن ﻟﻠﻀﻔّﺔ ،ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﺔ أردﻧﻴّﺔ .وأﺻﺒﺤﻮا ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﻤﻠﻜﺔ
اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻴﺔ ،ﺑﻞ ﺗ ّﻢ إﺷﺮاآﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺎت اﻟﺤﻜﻢ ،وأﺻﺒﺢ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪاﷲ ﻳﺴﻴﻄﺮ اﻵن ﻋﻠﻰ أآﺒﺮ
ﺗﺠﻤّﻊ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،ﺑﻠﻎ ﻋﺪدﻩ ﻧﺤﻮ  800أﻟﻒ ﻗﻲ اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وﺑﻀﻊ ﻋﺸﺮات اﻵﻻف داﺧﻞ
ن ﻣﺤﺒﻄﻴﻦ ﺟﺪا ﺟﺮّاء ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﺤﺮب وﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ،وأدّت
ن .آﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ اﻷرد ّ
اﻷرد ّ
ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﺘﻬﻢ ﻟﻠﻨﻈﺎم إﻟﻰ ﻋﺪم اﻻﺳﺘﻘﺮار واﻟﺰﻋﺰﻋﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴّﺎت وﺑﻌﺪهﺎ.
أﻣّﺎ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮة ﻟﻘﻄﺎع ﻏﺰّة ،ﻓﻜﺎن ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ اﻵن إﻋﺎﻟﺔ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ﺟﺪا ﻣﻦ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ وﺟﺪوا ﻣﻠﺠﺄهﻢ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ،إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ  80أﻟﻔًﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻜّﺎن اﻷﺻﻠﻴﻴﻦ هﻨﺎك،
وﺻﻞ ﺿﻌﻔﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ آﺎن ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ ﺑﻨﺎء ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺨﻴّﻤﺎت
اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﻄﺎع .ﺣُﻜﻢ اﻟﺴﻜّﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ إدارة ﻣﺼﺮﻳﺔ
ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻤﻨﺤﻬﻢ ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﺔ ﻣﺼﺮﻳﺔ أو ﻏﻴﺮهﺎ .وآﺎﻧﺖ أوﺿﺎع اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة
ﺻﻌﺒﺔ ﺟﺪًا ،اﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺎ وﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺎ ،وذﻟﻚ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻓﺼﻠﻬﻢ ﻋﻦ ﺑﻘﻴّﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ ،وﺑﺴﺒﺐ
ﻓﺼﻠﻬﻢ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻘﺎهﺮة اﻟﺒﻌﻴﺪة ،واﻟﺘﻲ ﺻﻌّﺒﺖ ﺻﺤﺮاء ﺳﻴﻨﺎء واﻹدارة اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻴﻬﺎ ،ﻣﻦ
ﺟﻬﺔ ﺛﺎﻧﻴﺔ.
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اﻟﻀﺤﺎﻳﺎ
ﻓﻘﺪت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻣﻨﺬ ﺑﺪاﻳﺘﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  1947وﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﻤّﻮز  ،1949أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ
ﺳﺘّﺔ ﺁﻻف ﻣﻦ ﺧﻴﺮة أﺑﻨﺎﺋﻬﺎ وﺑﻨﺎﺗﻬﺎ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺷﻜّﻠﻮا ﻧﺤﻮ  %1ﻣﻦ ﻣﺠﻤﻞ ﺳﻜﺎن "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﻋﺸﻴﺔ
اﻟﺤﺮب .وﺟﺮح ﺁﻻف ﺁﺧﺮون ،ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻢ رﺟﺎل ،ﻧﺴﺎء ،وآﺎن ﻧﺤﻮ ﺛﻠﺜﻴﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻨﻮد واﻟﺜﻠﺚ اﻵﺧﺮ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ اﻷﺟﻴﺎل .ﺗﻤّﺖ اﻹﺷﺎدة ﺑﺘﻀﺤﻴﺔ هﺆﻻء آﻤَﻦ ﺟﻠﺒﻮا ﺑﻤﻮﺗﻬﻢ اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل
اﻟﻤﺘﺠﺪّد ﻟﻠﺸﻌﺐ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ ﺑﻼدﻩ ،آﺎﻧﻮا ﺑﻤﺜﺎﺑﺔ "ﻃﺒﻖ اﻟﻔﻀّﺔ" اﻟﺬي ُﻗﺪّﻣﺖ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ دوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد،
وآﺎﻧﻮا ﺟﻤﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﺸﻌﺮ وﺳﻴﻤﻴﻦ ،أﺑﺮﻳﺎء وﻣﺘﻔﺎﻧﻴﻦ ﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻨﻬﺎﻳﺔ ،هﻢ ﺟﻴﻞ "ﺗﺸﺎح" )ﺳﻨﺔ  5708ﺣﺴﺐ
اﻟﺘﻘﻮﻳﻢ اﻟﻌﺒﺮي ،أي ﺳﻨﺔ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ  -اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( اﻷﺳﻄﻮري .هﺆﻻء اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺣﻘّﻘﻮا
ﺑﺄﺟﺴﺎدهﻢ اﺳﺘﻘﻼل إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،آﻤﺎ ﺗ ّﻢ هﺪم اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻠﺪات ،وﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻘﻲ ﺧﺮاﺑًﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ
اﻷردﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﺜﻞ أرﺑﻊ ﺑﻠﺪات ﺟﻮش ﻋﺘﺼﻴﻮن ﺟﻨﻮب اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﺑﻴﺖ هﻌﺮﺑﺎﻩ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺒﺤﺮ اﻟﻤﻴﺖ ،ﻧﻔﻴﻪ
ﻳﻌﻘﻮب وﻋﻄﺮوت ﺟﻨﻮب اﻟﻘﺪس.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،آﺎن ﻧﺤﻮ  12إﻟﻰ  15أﻟﻒ ﻗﺘﻴﻞ )أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ  %1ﻣﻦ ﻣﺠﻤﻞ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﺸﻴﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب( ،وأآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﺮﺣﻰ ،آﺎن اﻟﻘﺘﻠﻰ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺿﺤﻴﺔ ﺟﺴﻴﻤﺔ
وﻣﺆﻟﻤﺔ ﻟﻌﺎﺋﻼت اﻟﻀﺤﺎﻳﺎ ،وﻟﻜﻦ اﻷﻟﻢ آﺎن أآﺒﺮ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ آﺸﻌﺐ .أﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻓﻘﺪان اﻟﻮﻃﻦ ،ﺗﻢ
ﺗﺠﺰﺋﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺎت ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،هﺪم وإزاﻟﺔ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ أرﺑﻌﻤﺎﺋﺔ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ وﻗﺮﻳﺔ.
ﻓﻘﺪان ﺳﻜﺎن هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺪن واﻟﻘﺮى ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ،ﻣﻤﺘﻠﻜﺎﺗﻬﻢ وآﻞ أراﺿﻴﻬﻢ ،وﺗﺤﻮّﻟﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ،ﺳﻮاء
أآﺎن ﻓﻲ ﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة واﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،أو ﻓﻲ دول اﻟﺠﻮار اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ .ﻗﺎﻣﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ أﻧﻘﺎض
ﺑﻴﻮت اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎر ﺣﺪود اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،ﺑﻞ أﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ﺑﻜﺜﻴﺮ .إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻗﺘﻠﺖ،
ﻃﺮدت ﺛﻢ ورﺛﺖ ﻣﻤﺘﻠﻜﺎت ﻣﺌﺎت ﺁﻻف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ وﺟﺪوا أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ ﻳﺒﺪأون ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻘﻄﺔ
اﻟﺼﻔﺮ ﻓﻲ ﺧﻴﻢ ﻣﺨﻴﻤﺎت اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ .ﺑﻌﺪ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب ﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻳﺸﻜّﻠﻮن ﺗﻬﺪﻳﺪًا ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺎ
ﻋﻠﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﺑﺪأت اﻟﺤﺮب ﺑﻤﺒﺎدرﺗﻬﻢ ،وﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻷﻣﺮ آﺎﻧﻮا هﻢ ﺿﺤﺎﻳﺎهﺎ اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻴّﻴﻦ.
ﺑﻌﺪ إﻗﺮار ﺣﺪود وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺟﺎراﺗﻬﺎ ،اﺧﺘﻔﺖ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺨﺎرﻃﺔ ،وﻋﻦ
اﻟﻮﻋﻲ ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ،وﺣﺘﻰ ﻋﻦ وﻋﻲ ﺷﻌﻮب اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ .ﺗ ّﻢ ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ أﻗﺴﺎم :دوﻟﺔ
ﺿﻤّﺖ إﻟﻰ اﻷردن ،وﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة اﻟﺬي
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ  %78ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺒًﺎ ،اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ُ
ي واﻹدارة اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ .إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،اﻟﺘﻲ اﺷﺘﺮت اﺳﺘﻘﻼﻟﻬﺎ ﺑﺪﻣﺎء
ﺑﻘﻲ ﺗﺤﺖ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻤﺼﺮ ّ
أﺑﻨﺎﺋﻬﺎ ،ﺑﺪأت ﺳﻴﺮورة ﻃﻮﻳﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ "اﻟﺒﺪاﻳﺎت اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮة" )آﺘﺎب زآﺮﻳﺎ - 10 ،4 ،اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( أﺳﺎﺳﻬﺎ
إﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ،اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻓﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺼﻌﺒﺔ واﺳﺘﻴﻌﺎب اﻟﻬﺠﺮة اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة.
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ي ﺣﺎل ﻣﻦ اﻷﺣﻮال ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﻴﻄﺮة ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺼﺎدر اﻟﻤﻴﺎﻩ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻟﻬﺎ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ،ﺑﺄ ّ
ﺑﺪﻳﻞ.
ﻞ
اﺳﺘﻄﺎع ﻣﺒﻌﻮث اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة راﻟﻒ ﺑﺎﻧﺘﺶ اﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜﻲ ،اﻟﺬي اﺳﺘﺒﺪل ﺑﺮﻧﺎدوت ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻘﺘﻠﻪ ،ﺣ ّ
اﻟﻤﻌﻀﻠﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ اﻗﺘﺮح أن ﺗﻜﻮن هﻀﺒﺔ اﻟﺒﺎﻧﻴﺎس ﻣﻊ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ آﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻣﻨﺰوﻋﺔ اﻟﺴﻼح ،وأن ﺗﺒﻘﻰ
اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺘﺎن اﻟﻬﺎﻣﺘﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﻮل ﻧﻬﺮ اﻷردن ،ﻣﻦ ﺑﺤﻴﺮة اﻟﺤﻮﻟﺔ ،ﻣﺮورًا ﺑﺸﺮﻗﻲ ﺑﺤﻴﺮة ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ
وﺣﺘﻰ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺤﻤﺎﻣﺎت اﻟﺴﺎﺧﻨﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﻤّﺔ ،داﺧﻞ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻨﺰوﻋﺘﻲ اﻟﺴﻼح .ﻋﻠﻰ أن ﻳﺘ ّﻢ هﺬا
اﻻﺗﻔﺎق ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ اﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻴﺐ ﻣﺸﻤﺎر هﻴﺮدﻳﻦ ،وهﻜﺬا ﺗ ّﻢ اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق وﻗﻒ
إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ﻓﻲ  20ﺗﻤّﻮز  .1949اﻻﺗﻔﺎق اﻟﺬي أﻧﻬﻰ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ.
أﺟﻤﻞ اﺗﻔﺎق وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻣﻊ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﺗﺮﺳﻴﻢ ﺣﺪود إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻣﻨﺬ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺑﺪأت
ﻂ اﻟﺤﺪود ﻓﻲ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺎت ﺿﺪ ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت ﻋﻮدة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ،
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﻮل ﺧ ّ
وﻗﺎﻣﺖ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﻮﻗّﻌﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻣﺼﺮ واﻷردن ،ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻌﺎون
ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻟﻤﻨﻊ ﻋﻮدة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ،ﺧﻮﻓًﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻋﻤﻠﻴّﺔ ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﺿﺪهﺎ.
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ي ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻠﺪة
ﻲ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ّ
ذﻟﻚ ،ﺗﻨﺎزل إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻣﺎآﻦ اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﺳﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤ ّ
اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﺘﻨﺎزل إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻘﻄﺘﻴﻦ أﺳﺎﺳﻴّﺘﻴﻦ :اﻷوﻟﻰ ،اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻟﻜﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ،ﻣﻦ
أﺟﻞ ذﻟﻚ ،آﻤﺎ ذآﺮﻧﺎ ،أرﺳﻠﺖ ﻗﻮات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ أوج اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ﻣﻊ اﻷردنّ،
ﻟﻠﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻟﻔﻌﻠﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ )ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﻋﻮﻓﺪﻩ" ﻓﻲ ﺁذار  .(1949ﻓﻔﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻴّﺔ ﻣﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ﻟﺴﻼح اﻟﺠ ّﻮ
واﻟﺒﺮّ ،ﺳﻴﻄﺮت ﻗﻮات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻲ واﻟﺠﻨﻮﺑﻲ ،وﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﻨﻮب ﻏﺮﺑﻲ
اﻟﺒﺤﺮ اﻟﻤﻴّﺖ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ،دﻓﻌﺖ وﺣﺪات ﻟﻮاء "ﺟﻮﻻﻧﻲ" اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻟﻤﺮاﺑﻂ هﻨﺎك إﻟﻰ
اﻟﻬﺮوب ،وﻓﻲ أ ّم اﻟﺮﺷﺮاش ،اﻟﺘﻲ أﺻﺒﺤﺖ ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ أﻳﻼت ،رﻓﻊ ﻟﻮاء اﻟﻨﻘﺐ"/ﻳﻔﺘﺎح" اﻟﻌﻠﻢ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ.
اﻟﻨﻘﻄﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ وادي ﻋﺎرة ،ﺣﻴﺚ دار اﻟﺼﺮاع اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ/اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي اﻷآﺜﺮ ﺣﺴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ
اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ ﺣﻮل ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة هﻨﺎك ،ﺑﻬﺪف اﻟﻀﻐﻂ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪاﷲ اﻟﺬي رﻓﺾ اﻻﻧﺴﺤﺎب،
رآّﺰت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻗﻮاﺗﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺨﻀﻴﺮة )ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "أورن"( .ﻓﻔﻬﻢ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪاﷲ اﻹﺷﺎرة وواﻓﻖ
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻻﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك وﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﻴﻄﺮة إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ وادي ﻋﺎرة .وﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن
 ،1949وﻗّﻌﺖ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﺎن ﻓﻲ رودوس ﻋﻠﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر .ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ ،ﺑﺪئ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻔﻮر ﺑﻤﺤﺎدﺛﺎت ﺣﻮل اﺗﻔﺎق ﺳﻼم ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ ،وﻟﻜﻨﻪ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻨﺠﺢ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻷﻣﺮ.
أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺸﺮﻳﻦ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ،ﺑﻴﻦ آﺒﻴﺮة وﺻﻐﻴﺮة ،ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻤﺜﻠّﺚ ،ﻣﻦ آﻔﺮﻗﺎﺳﻢ وﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺮى أم
اﻟﻔﺤﻢ واﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻌﺔ ﻟﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل ،ﺗ ّﻢ ﺗﺴﻠﻴﻤﻬﺎ آﻠّﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺣﺴﺐ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ رودوس ﻓﻲ
ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ أﻳﺎر  .1949هﻜﺬا ﺗﻢ ﺿﻢ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺛﻼﺛﻴﻦ أﻟﻔًﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻤﺜﻠﺚ إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻋﺸﻴﺔ
اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل اﻷول ،ﻣﺎ ﺷﻜّﻞ إﺿﺎﻓﺔ هﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﻌﺪد اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺑﻠﻐﻮا ﻧﺤﻮ ﻣﺎﺋﺔ
ﻻ هﺎﻣًﺎ ،أﺛﺎر ﻣﻦ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ
وﺳﺘﻴﻦ أﻟﻒ ﻧﺴﻤﺔ .ﺷﻜّﻞ ﻧﻘﻞ ﻗﺮى اﻟﻤﺜﻠﺚ ﻣﻦ اﻷردن إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺗﻨﺎز ً
اﻧﺘﻘﺎدات ﻻذﻋﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ واﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺿﺪ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪاﷲ وﺳﻴﺎﺳﺘﻪ.
ن
ﺷﻜّﻞ اﻋﺘﺮاف اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﺑﺈﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﻗﺒﻮﻟﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر  1949ﻋﻀﻮًا ،ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺰاﻣﻦ ﻣﻊ ﻗﺒﻮل اﻷرد ّ
إﻟﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻈّﻤﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﻴﺔ ،ﺗﻌﺒﻴﺮًا ﻋﻦ اﻟﺸﺮﻋﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﻈﻴﺖ ﺑﻬﺎ آﻞ ﻣﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ واﻷردن ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ
اﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺷﻬﺪت وﻻدة إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﺤﺮب واﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺎت اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻠﺘﻬﺎ ،وهﻲ
اﻻﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻮﺳّﻄﺖ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة.
ﺑﻘﻴﺖ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ﻇﺎهﺮﻳﺎً ،آﺎﻧﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﺠﺎرة ،آﻤﺎ اﻟﻌﺮاق ،اﻷآﺜﺮ ﺻﺮاﻣﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ أﻋﺪاء
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة .ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ ﺟﻴﻮﺷﻬﺎ اﻟﺪﺧﻮل ،آﻤﺎ ذآﺮ ،إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻖ ،ﻓﻲ
ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول  ،1948وﺑﻌﺪهﺎ ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  1948ﻓﻲ أوج اﻟﺤﺮب ،آﺎﻧﺖ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ دوﻟﺔ ﻏﻴﺮ
ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺮّة ،ﻋﺮﻓﺖ ﻋﺎم  1949ﻋﺪة اﻧﻘﻼﺑﺎت ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ .ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺎﺟﺄ ﺣﺴﻨﻲ اﻟﺰﻋﻴﻢ )ﺣﺎآﻢ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ﻟﻔﺘﺮة
ن
ﻗﺼﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻌﺎم( اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ،ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ اﻗﺘﺮح ﻋﺸﻴﺔ ﻣﺤﺎدﺛﺎت وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ،أ ّ
ﻻ ﺗﻜﺘﻔﻲ ﺑﻼدﻩ ﺑﺎﺗﻔﺎق ﻟﻮﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ،وأﻧّﻬﺎ ﺗﺮﻳﺪ اﺗﻔﺎق ﺳﻼم وهﻲ ﻣﺴﺘﻌﺪّة ﻻﺳﺘﻘﺒﺎل ﻣﺌﺎت
ﺁﻻف اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،وآﺎن ر ّد ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ﺣﺬرًا ،وﻃﻠﺐ وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻗﺒﻞ
ﻣﺤﺎدﺛﺎت اﻟﺴﻼم ،وﻗﺪ ﻋﺮف ﻟﻤﺎذا؟ ﻓﺒﻌﺪ ﻋﺪّة أﺳﺎﺑﻴﻊ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻊ اﺗﻔﺎق إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
ﻖ ﺣﺴﻨﻲ اﻟﺰﻋﻴﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ.
وﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺒ َ
ﺑﺪأت اﻟﻤﺤﺎدﺛﺎت ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر  1949ﻓﻲ ﺧﻴﻤﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺎرع روش ﺑﻴﻨﺎ ﻣﺸﻤﺎر هﻴﺮدﻳﻦ ،ﻗﺮﻳﺒًﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺧﺮﺑﺔ
ي آﺎﻣﻞ إﻟﻰ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن،
ﻳﺎردا .اﻟﻤﻄﻠﺐ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ آﺎن ﻏﻴﺮ ﻗﺎﺑﻞ ﻟﻠﺘﺄوﻳﻞ :اﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﺳﻮر ّ
اﻟﺠﻴﺐ اﻟﺴﻮري آﺎن داﺧﻞ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺣﺴﺐ ﺧﺮﻳﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،آﺎن ﻳﺒﺪو أن اﻟﻤﺤﺎدﺛﺎت ﻗﺪ
ﺗﻄﻮل ،ﺑﻞ وﻗﺪ ﺗﻔﺸﻞ .آﺎن اﻟﺨﻼف اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻲّ ﺣﻮل اﻟﻤﻄﻠﺐ اﻟﺴﻮري ﺑﺎﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﺎﺑﻊ
اﻷردنّ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﻬﺮ اﻷردن ﻧﻔﺴﻪ وﻋﻠﻰ ﺿﻔّﺘﻲ ﺑﺤﻴﺮة ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ ،اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻴﺔ واﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻴﺔ .ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺑﻤﺴﺘﻄﺎع
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وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر اﻟﺸﺮﻋﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻮﺟﻮد اﻷردﻧﻲ واﻟﻤﺼﺮي ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺨﺼّﺼﺔ
ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺣﺴﺐ ﻗﺮار اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻟﻠﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ.
اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ اﻷردﻧﻴﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ أآﺜﺮ ﺗﻌﻘﻴﺪًا ،أوﻻ ،ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﺷﺪة رﻏﺒﺔ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﻣﻠﻚ
ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ،اﻟﺤﻜﻢ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻼ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﻴﺪراﻟﻴﺔ ﺗﻀﻢ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ اﻟﻜﺒﺮى وآﺬﻟﻚ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺔ اﻟﺤﺎل،
ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ورﺟﺎﻟﻪ ﻳﻨﻮون ﻣﻨﺤﻪ ﻣﺜﻞ هﺬا اﻟﺘﺮﺗﻴﺐ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﻢ وﺟﺪوا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﺤﻴﺢ اﺳﺘﻐﻼل
ﺗﻄﻠﻌﺎﺗﻪ ﺑﻬﺪف اﻟﺘﻮﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق ﺳﻼم ﻣﻨﻔﺼﻞ ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ واﻷردن .ﺛﺎﻧﻴًﺎ ،أدت اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺎت
ﻃﻮﻳﻠﺔ اﻷﻣﺪ ،ﺑﻴﻦ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻲ ،إﻟﻰ ﻣﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺎرﻳﻦ:
اﻟﺮﺳﻤﻲ ﻓﻲ رودوس ،ﺣﻴﺖ ﺟﺮت اﻟﻤﺤﺎدﺛﺎت ﺣﺴﺐ "اﻟﻨﻤﻮذج اﻟﻤﺼﺮي" ،وﻓﻲ ذات اﻟﻮﻗﺖ
اﺳﺘﻤﺮت اﻟﻠﻘﺎءات اﻟﺴﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ،ﻟﻘﺎءات ﺗﻢ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﺘﻮﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ ﺣﺴﻢ ﻓﻌﻠﻲ .ﺛﺎﻟﺜًﺎ ،ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ
آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﺤﺴﺎﺳﺔ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻘﺎﺳﻢ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﺎن ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ،
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻏﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،واﻷردن ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ .ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ،آﺎن ﻗﺎﺋﻤّﺎ ﻗﺮار اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة
ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎم  ،1947واﻟﺬي أﻗ ّﺮ ﻋﺎم  ،1948واﻟﻘﺎﺿﻲ ﺑﺘﺤﻮﻳﻞ اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﻜﺒﺮى إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ دوﻟﻴﺔ.
زﻳﺎدة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ ﻟﻠﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ أﻧﻪ ﻳﺠﺐ ﻣﻨﻊ اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ .وﻓﻀﻠﺖ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،رﻏﻢ ﻣﻮاﻓﻘﺘﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،اﻻﺗﻔﺎق ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺴﺎب اﻟﻤﻔﺘﻲ اﻟﺤﺎج
أﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ،ﻋﺪوهﻢ اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮك .ﻟﻜﻦ رﻏﻢ ﺗﻔﻀﻴﻞ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻟﻠﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ،إﻻ أن اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت
آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺘﻮﺗّﺮة ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص .وذﻟﻚ ﺑﺴﺐ ﻣﺎ ذآﺮ أﻋﻼﻩ ،وﻷﻧﻪ آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻔﺘﺮض أن ﺗﻤﺮ اﻟﺤﺪود
ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻣﻜﺘﻈّﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﻜﺎن ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﺑﻌﻴﺪًا ﻋﻦ اﻟﻘﻠﺐ اﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدي اﻟﺤﻀﺮي ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻬﻞ اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻠﻲ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ .ﻃﺎﻟﺐ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ وﺣﻜﻮﻣﺘﻪ ،ﺑﺎﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ
ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﻤﺨﺼﺼﺔ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺣﺴﺐ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻊ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة .أي ،ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ﺗﺤﺖ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ،ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس وآﺬﻟﻚ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ اﺣﺘﻠﻬﺎ
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺸﻮﻣﺮون واﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﺴﻠﻢ ﻟﻸردن ﺑﻌﺪ اﻧﺴﺤﺎﺑﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻃﺮف واﺣﺪ .وﺗﻢ
اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ أﺳﺎﺳﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ وادي ﻋﺎرة )اﻟﻤﺜﻠﺚ( ،ﻣﺤﻮر اﻟﻮﺻﻞ اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻲ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺴﻬﻞ اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻠﻲ
وﺑﻴﻦ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﻤﺮج واﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل .وآﺎﻧﺖ هﻨﺎك ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ .واﻋﺘﻤﺪت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻓﻲ هﺬا
اﻷﻣﺮ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺮار اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ آﺎن اﻷردن ،ﺑﺘﺸﺠﻴﻊ ﻣﻦ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،ﻳﻄﻤﻊ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ،وآﺎن
واﺿﺤﺎ ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،أن ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ واﻷردن ﺳﻴﻌﻤﻼن آﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻓﻲ وﺳﻌﻬﻤﺎ ﻟﻠﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ أآﺒﺮ ﺟﺰء
ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﻣﻦ وادي ﻋﺮﺑﺔ ﺷﺮق اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ،وآﺬﻟﻚ ﻋﻠﻰ أم اﻟﺮﺷﺮاش )إﻳﻼت اﻟﻴﻮم( ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ اﻷﺣﻤﺮ
ﻏﺮﺑﻲ وادي ﻋﺮﺑﺔ .ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻗﺮّرت ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺑﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ "اﻟﻌﺼﺎ واﻟﺠﺰرة" .أي ،وﻋﺪ
اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﺑﻤﻜﺎﺳﺐ أﻗﻠﻴﻤﻴﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ،وﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ﺗﻬﺪﻳﺪﻩ ﺑﻤﻮاﺻﻠﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺎط اﻟﺘﻲ
اﻋﺘﺒﺮهﺎ ﺷﺮﻃًﺎ ﻻ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﺗﺠﺎوزﻩ" ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﺜﺘﻲ" ﻗﺎﻟﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وﻋﻠﻴﻪ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﻢ اﻟﺘﻮﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ
ﺗﺮﺗﻴﺒﺎت ﻣﻊ اﻷردن ﺗﺤﺖ اﻟﺘﻬﺪﻳﺪ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي اﻟﻔﺎﻋﻞ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﻢ ﺗﺮآﻴﺰ ﻗﻮات ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺨﻀﻴﺮة
ﺑﻬﺪف "اﻗﻨﺎع" اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻨﺎزل ﻋﻦ وادي ﻋﺎرة ،وآﺬﻟﻚ اﻷﻣﺮ ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﻋﻮﻓﺪﻩ"
اﻟﺘﻲ هﺪﻓﺖ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻖ اﻟﺴﻴﺎدة اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ،ﻓﻲ أﻋﻘﺎب اﻟﻤﻄﺎﻟﺐ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺑﺄﺣﻘﻴﺔ
اﻷردن ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ .ﺳﻴﺘﻢ ﻋﺮض ﺗﻔﺎﺻﻴﻞ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ.
ﺗﻨﺎزﻟﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻟﻠﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﻓﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﺳﻴﻄﺮة إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ آﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻂ اﻟﻘﻄﺎر ﻣﻦ
ن ﺳﻴﻄﺮة ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺔ
اﻟﺴﻬﻞ اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻠﻲ )وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ "ﻧﺎﺣﻞ رﻓﺎﺋﻴﻢ" ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻲ ﺣﻴﺚ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻟﻸرد ّ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﻜﺔ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺪ( ،واﻓﻘﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻷردﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﻜﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺒﻠﺪة اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس،
رﻏﻢ ﻣﺎ آﺎن ﻟﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻮاﻗﻊ ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ هﺎﻣﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﻮل أﺳﻮار اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ .واﻓﻘﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﺳﺘﻤﺮار ﺳﻴﻄﺮة اﻷردن ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻲ اﻟﺸﻴﺦ ﺟﺮّاح ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﻣﺎ ﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺑﻘﺎء اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ
وﻣﺴﺘﺸﻔﻰ هﺪاﺳﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ "هﺎر هﺘﺴﻮﻓﻴﻢ" آﺠﻴﻮب إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ داﺧﻞ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻷردﻧﻴﺔ ،واﻷه ّﻢ ﻣﻦ
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إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ .ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،وﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ ،أدارت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺣﺮﺑًﺎ ﺷﻌﻮاء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود
وداﺧﻞ ﻗﺮى اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ،ﺿﺪ ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت اﻟﻌﻮدة اﻟﻌﻔﻮﻳﺔ هﺬﻩ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت ﺗ ّﻢ اﻟﻘﺒﺾ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻣﻦ اﻋﺘﺒﺮﺗﻬﻢ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﺘﺴﻠّﻠﻴﻦ )إﻟﻰ ﻗﺮاهﻢ( وﺗ ّﻢ ﻧﻘﻠﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻘﻮة إﻟﻰ ﻣﺎ وراء اﻟﺤﺪود .اﺳﺘﻤﺮّت ﻟﻌﺒﺔ
اﻟﻘﻂ واﻟﻔﺄر ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺎت اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ ﻣﻨﻊ ﻋﻮدة اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ،
وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻟﺠﺄوا إﻟﻰ اﻷردن ،ﻋﺪة ﺳﻨﻮات وﺣﺼﺪت اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪﻣﺎء اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴّﺔ
اﻟﻐﺎﻟﻴﺔ.
ﻓﻲ أواﺧﺮ  ،1948أﺟﺮت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺗﻌﺪادًا ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻴًﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻠﺪات ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ،اﻟﺘﻲ اﺣﺘﻠّﺖ ﻟﺘﻮّهﺎ ﻓﻲ
ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺣﻴﺮام" .ﺑﻘﻲ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ﻧﺴﺒﻴًﺎ ،وذﻟﻚ رﻏﻢ
ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت اﻟﺘﺨﻮﻳﻒ واﻟﻄﺮد .ﻃﺮدت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻌﻨﻴﺔ ﺑﺘﻘﻠﻴﺺ ﻋﺪد اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ
اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ،ﺷﻬﺮﻳًﺎ وﺧﻼل اﻟﻨﺼﻒ اﻷول ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎم  ،1949ﺁﻻف اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ،هﻜﺬا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ
اﻟﻤﺜﺎل ،ﻃﺮد ﻣﻦ ﻣﺠﺪ اﻟﻜﺮوم ،ﺧﻼل ﺷﻬﺮ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1949أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻤﺴﻤﺎﺋﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن
إﻟﻰ ﻣﺎ وراء اﻟﺤﺪود .وﻗﺪ أﺛﺎر اﺳﺘﻤﺮار ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻄﺮد ﺑﺤﺠﺔ أن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺘﺴﻠﻠﻴﻦ ،اﻧﺘﻘﺎدات
ﻋﺪﻳﺪة ﻓﻲ ﺻﺤﻴﻔﺔ "اﻻﺗﺤﺎد" ،ﻟﺴﺎن اﻟﺤﺰب اﻟﺸﻴﻮﻋﻲ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ .وأﻗﺎم ﻋﻀﻮ اﻟﻜﻨﻴﺴﺖ ﺗﻮﻓﻴﻖ
ﻃﻮﺑﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺰب اﻟﺸﻴﻮﻋﻲ ﺿﺠﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ،ﻓﻲ أﻋﻘﺎب ﻃﺮد ﻣﺌﺎت ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن آﻔﺮ ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻒ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ،ﻓﻲ ﺁذار  .1949ﻧﺎﺿﻞ ﻃﻮﺑﻲ وﺁﺧﺮون ﻣﻦ ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﺤﺰب اﻟﺸﻴﻮﻋﻲ ،ﺑﺈﺻﺮار،
ﺿﺪ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻄﺮد وﺿﺪ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي .ﻟﻜﻦ ،رﻏﻢ هﺬﻩ اﻻﺣﺘﺠﺎﺟﺎت ،واﺻﻠﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻄﺮد ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺪار اﻟﻌﺎم  1949وﺑﻌﺪﻩ ،آﻤﺎ ﺳﻨﺬآﺮ ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ.
رﻏﻢ ﻣﺎ ﻗﻴﻞ أﻋﻼﻩ ،آﺎﻧﺖ ﺛﻤّﺔ ﻣﺼﻠﺤﺔ ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت ،ﺑﺈﻋﺎدة ﺷﺨﺼﻴﺎت ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ
ﺑﺎرزة إﻟﻰ داﺧﻞ ﺣﺪودهﺎ .إﺣﺪى ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت ،آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ إﻋﺎدة اﻟﻤﻄﺮان ﺣﻜﻴﻢ إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ
وﻣﻌﻪ اﻟﻤﺌﺎت ﻣﻦ أﺑﻨﺎء ﻃﺎﺋﻔﺘﻪ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻋﺎدوا ﻣﻦ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،واﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة وﺑﻌﺾ ﻗﺮى اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،آﺎن اﻟﻤﻄﺮان ﺣﻜﻴﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺳﺘﻌﺪاد ﻟﻠﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﺤﺮب ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﺿﺪ اﻟﺸﻴﻮﻋﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ،
واﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ إﺑﻌﺎد أﺑﻨﺎء ﻃﺎﺋﻔﺘﻪ ﻋﻦ ﺗﺄﺛﻴﺮهﻢ .وﻗﺼﺔ ﻣﺤﻤﺪ ﻧﻤﺮ اﻟﻬﻮاري آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺸﺎﺑﻬﺔ ،ﻓﺒﻌﺪ ﻗﻴﺎﻣﻪ
ﺑﺪور هﺎ ّم ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﻮﻃﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ وﺗﻤﺜﻴﻞ ﻗﻀﻴﺔ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻟﻮزان ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺳُﻤﺢ
ﻟﻪ وﻷﺑﻨﺎء ﻋﺎﺋﻠﺘﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة ،ﻟﻠﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﺪور ﻧﺎﺷﻂ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻀﺎل ﺿﺪ ﺗﺄﺛﻴﺮ اﻟﺤﺰب اﻟﺸﻴﻮﻋﻲ
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﺬآﺮ أن ﻋﻨﺎﺻﺮ ﻣﻌﻴﻨﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ،ﺳﺎﻋﺪت ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ إﻋﺎدة ﺑﻌﺾ ﻗﻴﺎدات وﻧﺎﺷﻄﻲ اﻟﺤﺰب اﻟﺸﻴﻮﻋﻲ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ
آﺎﻧﻮا ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن .اﻟﻤﺜﺎل اﻷﺑﺮز ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ هﻮ إﻋﺎدة أﻣﻴﻞ ﺗﻮﻣﺎ ،اﻟﺬي آﺎن ﺣﺘﻰ ﻋﺎم 1948
ﻣﺤﺮر ﺟﺮﻳﺪة "اﻻﺗﺤﺎد" ،ﻟﺴﺎن ﺣﺎل "ﻋﺼﺒﺔ اﻟﺘﺤﺮّر اﻟﻮﻃﻨﻲ" ﺑﺎﻟﻠﻐﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ.
اﺳﺘﻐﻠّﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺣﺮﺑﻬﺎ ﺿ ّﺪ ﻇﺎهﺮة اﻟﻤﺘﺴﻠّﻠﻴﻦ ﻟﻄﺮد ﺑﻌﺾ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ
ﺗُﺪﻣﺮ ،آﻤﺎ ﻋﻤﻠﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺧﻼل أﺷﻬﺮ اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ﻟﺘﺮﺳﻴﻢ ﺣﺪود وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﺑﻴﻨﻬﺎ وﺑﻴﻦ
ﺟﺎراﺗﻬﺎ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﺮد ﺁﻻف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن .ﻟﻜﻦ آﺎﻧﺖ هﻨﺎك ﻋﺪة ﺣﺎﻻت ﻓﻀّﻠﺖ
ﻓﻴﻬﺎ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻃﺮد ﻣﺌﺎت اﻟﺴﻜﺎن إﻟﻰ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،هﻜﺬا ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل ،ﻃﺮد اﻟﻤﺌﺎت
ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن ﻣﺠﺪ اﻟﻜﺮوم ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ،ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ اﻟﺸﺎﺣﻨﺎت اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ،إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ وادي ﻋﺎرة
اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻻ ﺗﺰال ﺗﺤﺖ ﺳﻴﻄﺮة اﻟﺠﻨﻮد اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻴﻦ ،وﺗ ّﻢ إرﺳﺎل اﻵﻻف ﻏﻴﺮهﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن ﻗﺮى
اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻔﻰ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺟﻨﻴﻦ وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺸﻮﻣﺮون.
ﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻓﻘﺪت ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ "ﻋﻤﻮم ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ" اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻟﻔﻌﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺢ
اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ اﻟﺬي اﺳﺘﻮﻟﻰ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﺆﺗﻤﺮ أرﻳﺤﺎ ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷول  .1948ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ذاﺗﻪ ،ﻋﺰّز اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﺳﻴﻄﺮﺗﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة ،ﻓﻲ هﺎﺗﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺘﻴﻦ ،ﻣﻨﺤﺖ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺎت
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ﺑﻬﺎ ﺑﻨﺠﺎح .ﻣﻨﺬ اﻻﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﺎت اﻷوﻟﻰ ﺷﺎرك ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ أﺻﺒﺤﻮا ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻲ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وذﻟﻚ ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻘًﺎ ﻟﻤﺒﺎدئ وﺛﻴﻘﺔ اﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل .ﺣﺰب ﻣﺒﺎي اﻟﺬي رﻓﻊ راﻳﺘﻴﻦ :ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ واﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ،
ﺣﺰب داﻓﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن اﻟﺬي وﻗﻒ ﻋﻠﻰ رأس ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻟﻺﺳﺘﻘﻼل ،ﻓﺎز ﺑﺄﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ ﻣﺜﻴﺮة
ﻟﻺﻋﺠﺎب .ﻓﻲ ﺷﺒﺎط  1949اﺟﺘﻤﻌﺖ اﻟﻜﻨﻴﺴﺖ اﻷوﻟﻰ ،وهﻲ اﻟﺒﺮﻟﻤﺎن اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻷوّل ﺑﻌﺪ أﻟﻔﻲ
ﻋﺎم ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻨﻔﻰ.
ﻣﺼﺮ اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺁﺧﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻳﺪﺧﻞ اﻟﺤﺮب ،آﺎﻧﺖ أول ﻣﻦ ﻳﺨﺮج ﻣﻨﻬﺎ .ﻓﻔﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ
 1949ﺑﺪأت ﻣﻔﺎوﺿﺎت وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﻣﺼﺮ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻨﺪق "هﺸﻮﺷﺎﻧﻴﻢ" ﻓﻲ ﺟﺰﻳﺮة
رودوس ،آﺎﻧﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺴﺒﻮﻗﺔ ،إن آﺎن ذﻟﻚ ﻟﻤﺠﺮّد ﻋﻘﺪهﺎ ،أو ﺑﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ إﺟﺮاﺋﻬﺎ،
وﺑﺎﻷﺳﺎس ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺠﻬﺎ .اﻹﻧﺠﺎز اﻷول آﺎن ﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ ﻣﺸﺎرآﺔ ﻣﺼﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ﻣﻨﻔﺮدة ،دون
ﺗﻨﺴﻴﻖ ﻣﻊ ﺑﻘﻴﺔ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ أو ﻣﻊ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ .ﻓﻔﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺳﺎد اﻟﺨﻮف ﻣﻦ ﻣﻔﺎوﺿﺎت
ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺷﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﻗﺪ ﺗﻄﺮح ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼﻟﻬﺎ ﺷﺮوط ﺻﻌﺒﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻟﻦ ﺗﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ .ﻟﻘﺪ
ن اﻟﺪول اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ ﺗﻌﺘﺮف ،ﺑﺘﺄﺧﻴﺮ ﻣﻌﺮوف ،ﺑﺤﺪود اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺘﻲ أﻗﺮّﺗﻬﺎ اﻷﻣﻢ
اﺗﻀﺢ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة أ ّ
اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1947ﻟﻜﻦ رﻏﻢ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺈن ﻣﺠﺮد ﻣﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ﻣﺼﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺪﺧﻮل ﻓﻲ
ﺧﺼّﺼﺖ ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ
ﻣﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ اﻟﺬي ﺗﻮاﺟﺪ ﻓﻴﻪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ُ
ﻒ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ،ﺑﻞ وﻓﻲ ﺟﻨﻮب ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،آﺎﻧﺖ ﺑﻤﺜﺎﺑﺔ إﻧﺠﺎز هﺎم .ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺨ َ
ن اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ﻻ ﻳﺰال ﻳﺘﻮاﺟﺪ داﺧﻞ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻻﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ.
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ أ ّ
آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ﺻﻌﺒﺔ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺧﺸﻴﺖ اﻷﺳﺮة اﻟﻤﺎﻟﻜﺔ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ واﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺨﺮوج
ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب دون أي ﻣﻜﺴﺐ إﻗﻠﻴﻤﻲ ،واﻟﻈﻬﻮر ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ،آﻤﺎ
ﻟﻮ أﻧّﻬﺎ ﺗﺴﺎرع إﻟﻰ اﻻﻋﺘﺮاف ،وﻟﻮ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﻓﻘﻂ ،ﺑﺈﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ اﻟﻤﻄﻠﺐ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻟﻼﻋﺘﺮاف
ﺑﺎﻟﺤﺪود اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺳﻴﻨﺎء واﻟﻨﻘﺐ آﺤﺪود ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ ،ﻃﺎﻟﺐ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﺑﺈﺧﻼء آﺎﻣﻞ ﻟﻠﻮاء
اﻟﻤﺤﺎﺻﺮ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻴﺐ اﻟﻔﺎﻟﻮﺟﺔ ،واﺳﺘﻤﺮار اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة ،وﺗﺴﻠﻴﻢ ﺑﺌﺮ اﻟﺴﺒﻊ،
ﺑﻴﺮ ﻋﺴﻠﻮج وﻋﻮﺟﺔ اﻟﺤﻔﻴﺮ )ﻧﻴﺘﺴﺎﻧﻪ( ﻟﻠﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ ،ﺑﺎدﻋﺎء أﻧﻪ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻔﺮوض أن ﺗﻜﻮن هﺬﻩ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﺣﺴﺐ ﺧﺮﻳﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻣﻦ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  .1947ﺑﻌﺪ ﻧﺤﻮ
ﺷﻬﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ﺗ ّﻢ اﻟﺘﻮﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺴﻮﻳﺔ .ﻓﺒﻘﻲ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﺑﻤﺎ ﺑﺪأ ﻳﺴﻤﻰ ﺑﻘﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة ،وﺗ ّﻢ
اﻹﻋﻼن ﻋﻦ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻋﻮﺟﺔ اﻟﺤﻔﻴﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ آﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻣﻨﺰوﻋﺔ اﻟﺴﻼح .ﻓﻲ 24
ﺷﺒﺎط  ،1949وﻗّﻌﺖ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ،واﻟﺬي اﻋﺘﺒﺮﺗﻪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﺗﻔﺎﻗًﺎ
ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴًﺎ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ اﻋﺘﺒﺮﺗﻪ ﻣﺼﺮ اﺗﻔﺎﻗًﺎ ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳًﺎ ﻓﻘﻂ ،وأﻗ ّﺮ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﺠﻨﺔ ﻣﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ﻟﻮﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر،
ﺗﺘﺄﻟّﻒ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻤﺜﻠﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ وﺗﺘﺮأﺳﻬﺎ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،وﺗﻬﺘ ّﻢ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺑﻤﺮاﻗﺒﺔ ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻖ اﻻﺗﻔﺎق ﺧﻼل
اﻟﺴﻨﻮات اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﺔ ،ﺗﻜﺮّر هﺬا اﻟﻨﻤﻮذج أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻻﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺎت ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺟﺎراﺗﻬﺎ اﻷﺧﺮى.
ﻓﻮر اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻻﺗﻔﺎق اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ  -اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ،ﺑﺪأت ﻓﻲ رأس اﻟﻨﺎﻗﻮرة اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ﺑﻴﻦ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﻟﺒﻨﺎن .ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ آﺎﻧﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﻠﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻼﻗﺔ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﺔ  -اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﺔ ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﻃﻠﺐ ﻣﻦ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن
اﻹهﺘﻤﺎم ﺑﺈﺧﻼء اﻟﺠﻴﺐ اﻟﺴﻮري ﻓﻲ ﻣﺸﻤﺎر هﻴﺮدﻳﻦ ﺧﺮﺑﺔ ﻳﺎردا ،ﻗﺒﻞ اﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻣﻦ
اﻷراﺿﻲ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﺔ .ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻷﻣﺮ ،واﻓﻘﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﻣﻦ اﻷراﺿﻲ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﺔ،
ﺑﻬﺪف دﻓﻊ إﻣﻜﺎﻧﻴّﺔ اﺗﻔﺎق ﺳﻼم ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻲ .ﺑﻨﺎ ًء ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ،ﺗﻘﺮر أن ﺗﻜﻮن اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﺪوﻟﻴﺔ هﻲ اﻟﺤ ّﺪ ﺑﻴﻦ
اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ ،وﺗ ّﻢ ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻊ اﺗﻔﺎق وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻓﻲ ﺁذار .1949
ﺻﺤﻴﺢ أﻧّﻪ ﺗ ّﻢ اﻻﺗﻔﺎق ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺪود إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻊ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن وأﻧّﻬﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ واﺿﺤﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺨﺎرﻃﺔ .ﻟﻜﻨﻬﺎ
ﺑﻘﻴﺖ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻌﻠﻴﺔ ﻣﺨﺘﺮﻗﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺒﻴﻦ أﻣﺎم ﺣﺮآﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻹﺗﺠﺎهﻴﻦ ،وﺑﻤﺎ أﻧﻪ ﻟﻢ
ﺗﻜﻦ ﺛﻤﺔ ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺔ أﻣﺎم ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﻌﺎﺋﻼت ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن اﻟﻌﺒﻮر ﻣﻦ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ
ﺧﻼل اﻟﻨﺼﻒ اﻷول ﻣﻦ  ،1949آﺬﻟﻚ ﺣﺎول أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻣﺌﺎت ورﺑﻤﺎ ﺁﻻف اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﻌﻮدة
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ﺣﻖ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ،أو اﻟﺘﻌﻮﻳﺾ ،أﺻﺮّت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ رﻓﺾ اﻟﺴﻤﺎح ﻟﻬﻢ
ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة .ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،وﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﻀﻐﻮط اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪة ﻋﻠﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﻴﺔ ،ورﻏﺒﺘﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻘﺒﻮل
آﻌﻀﻮ ﻓﻲ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،واﻓﻘﺖ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﺒﺪﺋﻴًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﻮدة ﻣﺎﺋﺔ أﻟﻒ ﻻﺟﺊ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﺎ
ﺗﺮاﺟﻌﺖ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﻋﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ،ﻓﻘﻂ ﺑﻀﻌﺔ ﺁﻻف ﻋﺎدوا ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎر ﻟ ّﻢ اﻟﺸﻤﻞ .ﻗﺒﻞ إﻗﺮار ﺣﺪود
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،اﺳﺘﻤﺮّت ﻋﻤﻠﻴّﺎت اﻟﻄﺮد اﻟﺘﻲ هﺪﻓﺖ إﻟﻰ ﺑﻠﻮرة ﺣﺪود ﻣﺮﻳﺤﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺣﺪود
ﺑﺪون ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،وﻣﻌﻈﻢ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻄﺮد ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﺗﻤّﺖ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ.
آﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﺳﻔﻞ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ذآﺮﻧﺎهﺎ ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ ،ﺣﺎﻟﺔ اﺳﺘﺜﻨﺎﺋﻴﺔ ،ﻓﺒﻌﺪ ﻃﺮد ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ
ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1948ﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻗﻴﺎداﺗﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻀﻐﻂ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ اﻟﻔﺎﺗﻴﻜﺎن
ورؤﺳﺎء آﻨﺎﺋﺲ أﺧﺮى ،ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ إﻋﺎدﺗﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ .وﺑﺨﻄﻮة اﺳﺘﺜﻨﺎﺋﻴﺔ ،ﺗ ّﻢ ﻧﻘﻞ رﺳﺎﻟﺔ ﻣﻦ
ن اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻲ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،أﻧّﻬﻢ ﻳﺴﺘﻄﻴﻌﻮن اﻟﻤﺒﺎﺷﺮة ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺘﻬﻢ ،وأ ّ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻟﻦ ﻳﻮﻗﻔﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﺔ .وﺑﺪأت ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻋﻮدة ﺳﻜﺎن ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن ﻓﻲ أﺳﺒﻮع ﻋﻴﺪ
اﻟﻤﻴﻼد ورأس اﻟﺴﻨﺔ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة )ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﻋﺎم  ،(1948واﺳﺘﻤﺮّت ﺗﺪرﻳﺠﻴًﺎ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  .1949آﺎﻧﺖ
ﻞ ﺳﺎآﻨﻴﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺧﻠﻒ اﻟﺤﺪود
هﺬﻩ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ ﻓﺮﻳﺪة ﻟﻌﻮدة ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ آﺎﻣﻠﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﺗ ّﻢ ﻃﺮد آ ّ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ،واﻵن ﺗ ّﻢ اﻟﺴﻤﺎح ﻟﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة.
ﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ اﺳﺘﻤﺮت ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت ﻃﺮد ﺑﻘﻴﺔ اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﻮل "اﻟﺤﺰام اﻷﻣﻨﻲ"
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻣﺘﺪاد اﻟﺤﺪود ﻣﻊ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن .ﺟﺎءت هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺤﺎوﻻت ،آﻤﺎ ﻋﺪم إرﺟﺎع ﺳﻜﺎن أﻗﺮث
وآﻔﺮﺑﺮﻋﻢ إﻟﻰ أﻣﺎآﻨﻬﻢ ،ﺑﺬرﻳﻌﺔ اﻻﺣﺘﻴﺎﺟﺎت اﻷﻣﻨﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻔﻲ ﺷﻬﺮي ﻧﻴﺴﺎن-أﻳﺎر  1949ﺿﻤّﺖ
ﻲ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﺜﻠّﺚ )ﺑﻤَﻦ ﻓﻴﻬﻢ ﺳﻜﺎن وادي ﻋﺎرة( ﻋﻠﻰ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ إﻟﻴﻬﺎ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺛﻼﺛﻴﻦ أﻟﻒ ﻋﺮﺑ ّ
اﻟﺤﺪود ﻣﻊ اﻷردن وﺑﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺘﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ أﻻ ﻳﺘ ّﻢ ﻃﺮدهﻢ .وهﺬا ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﻴﺾ اﻟﺘﺎم ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﺔ
اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ هﺎدﺋﺔ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺪود ﻣﻊ اﻷردن.
ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺮار أﻗﺮث وآﻔﺮﺑﺮﻋﻢ ،ﺗ ّﻢ ﺗﻬﺠﻴﺮ ﻋﺸﺮات ﺁﻻف اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻷﺧﺮى،
وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ .وﺑﻘﻲ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ داﺧﻞ ﺣﺪود اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﻤﺢ ﻟﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ أراﺿﻴﻬﻢ،
ﻋﺮّﻓﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ أﻧّﻬﻢ "ﻏﺎﺋﺒﻮن
هﺆﻻء اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ أﺻﺒﺤﻮا ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ داﺧﻞ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞُ ،
ﻞ ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺘﻬﻢ ﻣﻨﺬ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ.
ﺣﺎﺿﺮون" ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﺤ ّ
آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ واﺛﻘﺔ ﺟﺪًا ﻣﻦ اﻧﺘﺼﺎرهﺎ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،إﻟﻰ درﺟﺔ
ﻗﺮّرت ﻓﻴﻬﺎ إﺟﺮاء اﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﺎت ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﻠﻜﻨﻴﺴﺖ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ  ،1949ﻗﺒﻞ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب ،وﺗ ّﻢ
ﺗﺤﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻮﻋﺪ اﻻﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﺎت اﻟﺒﺮﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﺑﺘﺎرﻳﺦ  25آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  .1949وﻋﺒّﺮت هﺬﻩ
ي ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﺼﻤﻬﺎ ،وآﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻹﻋﻼن
اﻻﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﺎت ،آﻤﺎ ذآﺮ ،ﻋﻦ ﺛﻘﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﺎﻧﺘﺼﺎرهﺎ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮ ّ
ﻋﻦ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر  ،1948ﺣﻴﺚ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘ ّﻢ ﺗﺮﺳﻴﻢ اﻟﺤﺪود ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘ ّﻢ ﺗﻘﻴﻴﺪ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ
اﻻﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﻴﺔ داﺧﻞ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺼّﺼﺔ ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺣﺴﺐ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،وﺗ ّﻢ اﻟﺴﻤﺎح ﻟﻠﺴﻜﺎن
اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ ﻳﺎﻓﺎ ،ﻋﻜﺎ ،اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺮى ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺼّﺼﺔ ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ،ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺸﺎرآﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻻﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﺎت ،ﺑﻬﺪف ﻣﻨﺢ اﻟﺸﺮﻋﻴﺔ ﻟﺴﻠﻄﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻔﺘﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ .ﻟﻢ ﻳُﺴﻤﺢ ﻟﺴﻜّﺎن ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ واﻟﻨﻘﺐ اﻟﺘﻲ اﺣﺘﻠﺖ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺘﻌﺪاد اﻟﺴﻜﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ أﻳﻠﻮل
 ،1948ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺸﺎرآﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻻﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﺎت .هﻜﺬا ،وﺑﺎﻟﺘﻮازي ﻣﻊ ﺻﺪﻣﺔ اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ واﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎة ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ﻋﺎﻣﺔ وﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ،ﺣﺼّﻨﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻧﺘﺼﺎرهﺎ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ
ﺳﻠﺴﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺨﻄﻮات اﻟﺪﺑﻠﻮﻣﺎﺳﻴﺔ ،اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ،ﻓﺤﻮﻟﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺨﻄﻮات ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﺤﺮب إﻟﻰ
واﻗﻊ ﻻ رﺟﻌﺔ ﻋﻨﻪ ،ﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻧﺘﻬﺎﺋﻬﺎ.
أﺛﺒﺘﺖ اﻻﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﺎت ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،أن اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﺘﻴﺔ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل ﺣﺮب ﻗﺎﺳﻴﺔ ،وﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ
اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻗﺪ وﺿﻌﺖ ﻟﻨﻔﺴﻬﺎ ،ﻣﻨﺬ اﻻﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﺎت اﻷوﻟﻰ ،ﻣﻌﺎﻳﻴﺮ دﻳﻤﻘﺮاﻃﻴﺔ ﻋﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،واﻟﺘﺰﻣﺖ
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اﻟﻔﺼﻞ اﻟﺨﺎﻣﺲ

إﻧﺘﻬﻰ وﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﺘﻤﻞ  -آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ-ﺗﻤﻮز 1949
ﻖ أﻣﺎم اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺳﻮى اﻟﺪﺧﻮل ﻓﻲ ﻣﻔﺎوﺿﺎت وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻣﻊ
ﻣﻨﺬ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ  ،1949ﻟﻢ ﻳﺒ َ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،رﻏﻢ ﺣﺮﺻﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ إﻋﻼن ﻋﺪم اﻋﺘﺮاﻓﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة .آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺼﺮ هﻲ أول ﻣﻦ ﻓﺘﺢ
اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ .إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻃﺮﻓﻬﺎ أرادت اﻻﻋﺘﺮاف اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻢ ﺑﻤﺠﺮّد إﺟﺮاء ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت.
ﻻ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻨﺨﺐ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗﻞ .ﻓﻔﻲ
أﺻﺒﺤﺖ اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة واﻗﻌًﺎ وﻣﺼﻄﻠﺤًﺎ ﻣﺘﺪاو ً
ﺻﻴﻒ  1948آﺘﺐ ﻗﺴﻄﻨﻄﻴﻦ زرﻳﻖ ،اﻟﻤﺆ ّرخ اﻟﺴﻮري اﻟﻘﺪﻳﺮ وﻧﺎﺋﺐ رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ
ﻓﻲ ﺑﻴﺮوت ،أول آﺘﺎب ﺣﻮل ﺣﺮب  1948وﻧﺘﺎﺋﺠﻬﺎ ﺑﻌﻨﻮان "ﻣﻌﻨﻰ اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ" 24.ﻟﻢ ﻳﻨﺘﻈﺮ اﻟﻤﺆﻟﻒ،
ﺻﺎﺣﺐ اﻟﺤﻮاس اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ اﻟﺤﺎدة ،اﻟﻨﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺮﺳﻤﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺟﺎراﺗﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪول
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ .آﺎن زرﻳﻖ أول ﻣﻦ وﺿﻊ ﻣﺼﻄﻠﺢ "اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ" ﻟﻺﺷﺎرة إﻟﻰ اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ
وﻟﻠﻨﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﻮﺧﻴﻤﺔ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ .اﺗﻀﺢ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺷﻬﺮ اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﺔ
ﻟﻠﺤﺮب أن ﺣﺠﻢ اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻗﺪ اﺗﺴﻊ وزادت ﻣﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻘﺎرﻧﺔ ﻣﻊ وﺿﻌﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ
ﺻﻴﻒ .1948
رﻏﻢ وﺿﻮح اﻟﻨﺠﺎح اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،ﻗﺮّرت اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﻋﺪم إهﺎﻧﺔ اﻷﻃﺮاف اﻟﻤﻬﺰوﻣﺔ آﻲ ﺗﺘﻴﺢ ﻟﻬﺎ
ﻣﺨﺮﺟًﺎ ﻣﺸﺮﻓًﺎ ﻧﻮﻋًﺎ ﻣﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب .آﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ رﻏﺐ ﺑﺎﻋﺘﺒﺎر ﻣﻔﺎوﺿﺎت
ﻼ ﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ﺳﻼم ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ
وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﺑﺎﺑًﺎ ﻻﻋﺘﺮاف ﻋﺮﺑﻲ ﺑﺈﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وﻣﺪﺧ ً
اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺐ ،وآﺎن اﻹﻋﺘﻘﺎد ﺑﺄ ّ
ن هﺬا اﻟﺘﻮﺟﻪ ﻣﻌﻘﻮل ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ ،اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﺔ واﻷردﻧﻴﺔ .وﺗﺬآّﺮوا
ن ﻣﺼﻠﺤﺔ ﻋﻤﻴﻘﺔ،
هﻨﺎك أﻧﻪ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻟﻤﺼﺮ وﻟﺒﻨﺎن ﻣﺼﻠﺤﺔ ﻣﺒﺎﺷﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻟﻸرد ّ
وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ رﻏﺒﺔ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ اﻟﺸﺪﻳﺪة ﻓﻲ وراﺛﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺼّﺼﺔ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ.
ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﺮﺋﺎﺳﺔ داﻓﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ،اﻟﺘﻲ أدارت اﻟﺤﺮب ﺿﺪ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،أرادت
ﻞ ﻋﺪد ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب
اﻵن ،ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ  ،1949وﻋﻠﻰ ﺿﻮء اﻟﻨﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺗﺒﺔ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ،اﻹﺑﻘﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ أﻗ ّ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ داﺧﻞ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،ﻣﻊ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر  ،1948اﺗﺨﺬت اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﻤﺆﻗﺘﺔ
ﻗﺮارًا ﺑﻤﻨﻊ ﻋﻮدة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ أﻣﺎآﻨﻬﻢ .آﺎﻧﺖ ﻟﻬﺬا اﻟﻘﺮار دﻻﻟﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ﺟﺪًا ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺼﻴﺮ ﻧﺤﻮ
ﻞ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻈﺮوف اﻟﺘﻲ أدت إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ .زﻳﺎدة ﻋﻠﻰ
 750,000ﻻﺟﺊ ﺗ ّﻢ اﻗﺘﻼﻋﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ،ﻻ ﺗﻘ ّ
ذﻟﻚ ،وﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻼف اﻟﺪﻋﻮة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻀﻤﻨﺘﻬﺎ وﺛﻴﻘﺔ إﻋﻼن اﺳﺘﻘﻼل إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،واﻟﻤﻮﺟﻬﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن
اﻟﻌﺮب ،أﻧﻪ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎل ﺣﻔﺎﻇﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻬﺪوء ،ﻓﺴﺘﻀﻤﻦ ﻟﻬﻢ ﺣﻘﻮق ﻣﺘﺴﺎوﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺧﻼﻓًﺎ
ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﻋﻤﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺟﺎهﺪًا ﺧﻼل أﺷﻬﺮ اﻟﺤﺮب ،وﺑﺎﻟﺘﻮازي ﻣﻊ ﻣﻔﺎوﺿﺎت وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق
اﻟﻨﺎر ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﺮد ﻣﺌﺎت اﻵﻻف ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺪن واﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ،واﺳﺘﻤ ّﺮ هﺬا اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﺧﻼل
أﺷﻬﺮ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻷﺧﻴﺮة ،ﺑﻞ وﺑﻌﺪ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب أﻳﻀًﺎ.
ﺷﻜﻞ ﻣﺼﻴﺮ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ إﺣﺪى اﻟﻤﺴﺎﺋﻞ اﻷآﺜﺮ أهﻤﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺟﺪول اﻻﺗﺼﺎﻻت ﻟﻮﻗﻒ
إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ،وﺧﻼل ﻣﻔﺎوﺿﺎت اﻟﺘﺮﺗﻴﺒﺎت اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ واﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﻐﻴّﺮ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻮﻗﻔﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ ،وأﺻﺮّت ،إﺟﻤﺎﻻً ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺪم اﻟﺴﻤﺎح ﺑﻌﻮدة اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ أﻣﺎآﻨﻬﻢ ،ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺜﻨﺎء ﺑﻌﺾ ﺣﺎﻻت "ﻟ ّﻢ اﻟﺸﻤﻞ" 25.ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺻﺎدﻗﺖ اﻟﻬﻴﺌﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ
ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷول  1948ﻋﻠﻰ وﺛﻴﻘﺔ ﺣﻘﻮق اﻹﻧﺴﺎن ،واﻟﻘﺮار رﻗﻢ  194ﺑﺨﺼﻮص

24
25

ﻗﺴﻄﻨﻄﻴﻦ زرﻳﻖ ،ﻣﻌﻨﻰ اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ ،دار اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ ﻟﻠﻤﻼﻳﻴﻦ ،ﺑﻴﺮوت ﺁب .1948
ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺰوﺟﻴﻦ ،أو إﻋﺎدة أﻃﻔﺎل ﺗﺤﺖ ﺳﻦ  18إﻟﻰ ﻋﺎﺋﻼﺗﻬﻢ.
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ﻼ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺿﻤﻬﺎ
اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ﻣﻦ ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﺨﻠﻴﻞ ﻟﻠﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ،وﺿﻊ اﻟﻴﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ واﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒ ً
ن.
إﻟﻰ اﻷرد ّ
رﻏﻢ اﻟﻬﺪوء اﻟﻨﺴﺒﻲ اﻟﺬي ﺳﺎد اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻷردن ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،ﺣﺎول اﻟﻄﺮﻓﺎن ﺗﻌﺪﻳﻞ ﻣﻮاﻗﻌﻬﻤﺎ،
ﺑﻬﺪف ﺗﺄﻣﻴﻦ ﻣﻤ ّﺮ ﻣﻌﻘﻮل إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس ،وﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻔﺸﻞ اﻟﻤﺘﻜﺮّر ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ،وﺳّﻊ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ
اﻟﻤﻤﺮّ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب .ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷول  ،1948وﻣﻊ ﺗﻮﺳﻴﻊ "اﻟﻤﻤ ّﺮ" اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ
اﻟﻤﻌﺮوﻓﺔ اﻟﻴﻮم ﺑﺎﺳﻢ "ﺑﻴﺖ ﺷﻤﺶ" ،ﺗﻢ اﻓﺘﺘﺎح ﺷﺎرع ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ،ﺷﺎرع "هﻐﭝﻮراﻩ" )اﻟﺒﻄﻮﻟﺔ –
اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ وﺣﺘﻰ هﺎرﻃﻮف)ﻋﺮﺗﻮف( ،وﻣﻦ هﻨﺎﻟﻚ ﺣﺘﻰ "ﺷﺎﻋﺮ هﺠﺎي" )ﺑﺎب اﻟﻮاد
– اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس .وﻓﻲ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  1967ﻓﻘﻂ ﺗ ّﻢ إﺧﺮاج اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون.
ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺸﻠﺖ ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻮﻟﺠﺔ-ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﺎﻻ ،وﻋﻠﻰ
ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﻤﻜﺒﺮ .اﺳﺘﻤﺮارًا ﻟﻠﺘﻮﺟﻪ اﻟﺬي ﻇﻬﺮ ﻣﻊ اﻹﻋﺘﺮاف اﻷردﻧﻲ ،ﻓﻲ ﺗﻤّﻮز ،1948
ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻮاﺟﺪ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﻤﺸﺎرف ،ﻗﺎم اﻟﻄﺮﻓﺎن ﻓﻲ أواﺧﺮ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  1948ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ
ﻋﻠﻰ "اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر اﻟﺼﺎدﻗﺔ" ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس .آﺎن واﺿﺤًﺎ ﻟﻠﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ وﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ
اﻷردﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ،أﻧﻬﻢ ﻟﻦ ﻳﺼﻤﺪوا أﻣﺎم اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻏﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﻣﻊ
ذﻟﻚ ،آﺎن ﺧﻮﻓﻬﻢ آﺒﻴﺮًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻘﺪّم اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﺬي ﻗﺪ ﻳﺆ ّدي إﻟﻰ ﺳﻘﻮط اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ
اﺣﺘﻠّﻬﺎ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر-ﺣﺰﻳﺮان .ﻋﻤﻠﻴًﺎ ،آﺎن هﺬا اﻋﺘﺮاﻓًﺎ ﺑﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﺑﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﻘﺪس.
أﻣﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ واﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺑﻘﻴﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﻗﻌﻬﺎ ﺣﺎﻟﻴًﺎ .ﻗﺎم اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻮن ﺑﺈﺧﻼء ﺟﻴﺐ
ﻣﺸﻤﺎر هﻴﺮدﻳﻦ ﻓﻘﻂ ﺑﻌﺪ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻴﻒ ) 1949ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ( .أﻣّﺎ
اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺸﺎرآﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻓﻘﺪ أﺧﻠﻮا اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻴﻄﺮ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ
س داﺧﻞ ﺑﻼدهﻢ.
ﺟﻴﺸﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻴﻒ  ،1949ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺗﺪرﻳﺠﻲ وهﺎدئ ،وذﻟﻚ ﺧﺸﻴﺔ رد ﻓﻌﻞ ﻗﺎ ٍ
ﺑﻴّﻦ دﺧﻮل اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل وإﻟﻰ ﺷﺒﻪ ﺟﺰﻳﺮة ﺳﻴﻨﺎء ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ،ﻟﺠﻤﻴﻊ اﻷﻧﻈﻤﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ أﻧﻪ ﻻ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ اﻹﺳﺘﻤﺮار ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب .آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺼﺮ ،أﻗﻮى اﻟﺪول
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،أول ﻣﻦ ﻓﻬﻢ ذﻟﻚ ،وأرﻏﻤﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر واﻟﺒﺪء ﺑﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ﻣﻊ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ ﻗﻴﺎم ﺳﻼح اﻟﺠ ّﻮ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،آﻤﺎ ذّآﺮ ،ﺑﺈﺳﻘﺎط ﺧﻤﺲ ﻃﺎﺋﺮات ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ هﺒّﺖ
ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﻣﺼﺮ ،ﻋﺠّﻠﺖ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ آﺒﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب.
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اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻠﻴﻦ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ واﻟﺸﺮﻗﻲ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ هﻨﺎ ﺗﻢ اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل اﻟﺨﺪﻳﻌﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ،وﺳﻘﻄﺖ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ
ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻣﻦ دون ﻣﻘﺎوﻣﺔ ﺟﺪﻳﺔ ،وﺗﻢ ﻃﺮد ﻗﻮات "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" إﻟﻰ ﺧﻠﻒ اﻟﺤﺪود
اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ودﺧﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،ﻟﻠﻤﺮة اﻷوﻟﻰ ﺧﻼل هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب ،إﻟﻰ داﺧﻞ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ دوﻟﺔ
ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،أي ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،ﺑﻬﺪف ﺿﻤﺎن ﻋﺪم ﻋﻮدة ﺟﻴﺸﻬﺎ ﻟﻠﻘﺘﺎل ،وﺑﻬﺪف اﻹﻣﺴﺎك ﺑﺄوراق ﻣﻀﻤﻮﻧﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﺣﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻴﺔ ﺣﻮل وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ،أو ﺣﺘﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق ﺳﻼم ﻣﻊ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن اﻟﺬي ﺑﺪأت
ﻋﻼﻗﺘﻪ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻣﻊ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ ﺳﻨﻮات اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب .ﺳﻘﻄﺖ  14ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻟﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﺬي وﺻﻠﺖ ﻗﻮّاﺗﻪ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول  1948ﺣﺘﻰ ﻧﻬﺮ اﻟﻠﻴﻄﺎﻧﻲ.
إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك ﺳﻴﻄﺮت ﻗﻮات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﺖ ﺿﻤﻦ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺣﻴﺮام"،
ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺎﺣﺎت واﺳﻌﺔ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺘﻢ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺼﻴﻒ ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﻐﺮب :ﻣﻦ آﻮآﺐ وﺳﺨﻨﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ
ﻻ .ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب :ﻣﻦ آﻮآﺐ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻐﺮب وﺣﺘﻰ
اﻟﺠﻨﻮب إﻟﻰ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﻣﺠﺪ اﻟﻜﺮوم وﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﺮﺷﻴﺤﺎ ﺷﻤﺎ ً
ﻻ .ﻋﻤﻠﻴًﺎ ،ﺗﻤﺎﺷﺖ هﺬﻩ
ﻋﻜﺒﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق .ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق :ﻣﻦ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﺠﺶ ﺷﻤﺎ ً
اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻣﻊ روح ﺧﻄﺔ ﺑﺮﻧﺎدوت اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ .ﻓﻘﺪ ﺳﻴﻄﺮت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ
ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1948ﻋﻠﻰ آﻞ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود ﻣﻊ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل ،ﺑﻞ
ن ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻪ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻤﻜّﻨﻮا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع
وأآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ آﻤﺎ ذآﺮﻧﺎ .هﻜﺬا ،ﺳﻘﻂ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ آﻠّﻪ ﺑﻴﺪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻷ ّ
ﻋﻨﻪ ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻟﺘﻔﻌﻞ ذﻟﻚ.
ﻟﻢ ﻳﺼﺪر ﻗﺎﺋﺪ اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،ﻣﻮﺷﻴﻪ آﺮﻣﻞ ،ﺑﺤﺎل ﻣﻦ اﻷﺣﻮال ،أواﻣﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺮد .ﺣﺮص اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ آﺮاﻣﺔ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ .اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺒﺪ ﻣﻘﺎوﻣﺔ ﺗﻢ اﺣﺘﻼﻟﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ دون ﻣﻌﺎرك،
ﺲ ﺑﻬﻢ .زﻳﺎدة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺳﻤﺢ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،ﺑﻌﺪ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء
وﺑﻘﻲ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻜﺎﻧﻬﻢ دون اﻟﻤ ّ
ﺳﺘّﻴﻦ ﺳﺎﻋﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ،ﻟﻠﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻤّﻦ هﺮﺑﻮا ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ أﻣﺎآﻨﻬﻢ ،ﻓﻠﻴﺲ ﺻﺪﻓﺔ ﺑﻘﺎء ﻗﺮى آﺒﻴﺮة،
ﻣﻦ ﺳﺨﻨﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻨﻮب "ﺟﻴﺐ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ" وﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﺮﺷﻴﺤﺎ ﺷﻤﺎﻟﻪ.
ﻋﻤﻠﻴّﺔ "ﺣﻮرڀ"
ﻻ ﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﻳﻮﺁف" اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺤﻘّﻖ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ أهﺪاﻓﻬﺎ ،ﺧﺮج اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷول
اﺳﺘﻜﻤﺎ ً
 1948ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺣﻮرڀ" .ﻗﺒﻞ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺘﻴﻦ،
ﻧﺠﺤﺖ اﻟﻤﺤﺎوﻟﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻣﻨﺔ ﻓﻲ اﺣﺘﻼل ﺷﺮﻃﺔ ﻋﺮاق اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺪان )اﻟﺘﻲ أﺻﺒﺤﺖ ﺷﺮﻃﺔ "ﻳﻮﺁف"(.
ﺳُﺠﻞ هﺬا اﻟﻨﺠﺎح ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺢ ﻟﻮاء "ﺷﻤﻮﻧﻪ" واﻟﻠﻮاء "ﻳﺘﺴﺤﺎق ﺳﺪﻳﻪ" )اﻟﻌﺠﻮز( اﻟﺬي وﻗﻒ ﻋﻠﻰ رأس
اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ .ﺗﻢ إﺣﻜﺎم اﻟﺤﺼﺎر ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﻴﺐ اﻟﻔﺎﻟﻮﺟﺔ ﺑﺸﺪة .وﻗﺪ أﺟﺒﺮت هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﺔ ﻗﻴﺎدة اﻟﺠﻴﺐ
اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ،وﺑﻀﻤﻨﻬﻢ اﻟﻀﺎﺑﻂ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي اﻟﺸﺎب ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮ ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻔﺎوض ،وﺟﻬًﺎ ﻟﻮﺟﻪ ،ﻣﻊ
ﻳﻐﺂل أﻟﻮن ورﺟﺎﻟﻪ.
ﺧﻼل ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺣﻮرڀ" دﺧﻠﺖ ﻗﻮات اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﺠﻨﻮﺑﻴﺔ ﺗﺤﺖ ﻗﻴﺎدة ﻳﻐﺂل أﻟﻮن إﻟﻰ ﺳﻴﻨﺎء ،ووﺻﻠﺖ
ﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻌﺮﻳﺶ ،ﻟﻜﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ ﺑﻘﻮا ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﻗﻌﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻤﻴﺖ ﻣﻨﺬ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة "ﻗﻄﺎع
ﻏﺰة" .أرﺳﻞ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺧﺸﻮا ﻣﻦ اﺣﺘﻤﺎل ﺗﺤﺮك اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﺎﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﻗﻨﺎة اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺲ
ﺣﻴﺚ راﺑﻂ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮ ،ﻃﺎﺋﺮاﺗﻬﻢ ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ ،وردًا ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ﻗﺎم ﺳﻼح
اﻟﺠﻮ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﺈﺳﻘﺎط ﺧﻤﺴﺔ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ .ﻓﻲ أﻋﻘﺎب ذﻟﻚ ﺟﺎء اﻟﺘﺤﺬﻳﺮ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ،ﻓﺎﺿﻄ ّﺮ داﻓﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ
ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن إﻟﻰ إﺻﺪار أواﻣﺮﻩ ﻟﻘﻮات ﻳﻐﺂل أﻟﻮن )اﻟﺬي ﻋﺎرض هﺬﻩ اﻟﺨﻄﻮة( ﺑﺎﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﻣﻦ ﺳﻴﻨﺎء
واﻟﻌﻮدة ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﺪوﻟﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻲ أﻋﻘﺎب هﺬا اﻟﻨﺠﺎح اﺿﻄ ّﺮ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳّﻮن إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻓﻲ 7
آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷول  1949ﻋﻠﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﻟﻢ ﻳﺬرف اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ اﻟﺪﻣﻮع
ﻋﻠﻰ هﺰﻳﻤﺔ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ،وهﺰﻳﻤﺘﻪ ﻓﻲ ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﺨﻠﻴﻞ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ .أﺗﺎح اﻧﺴﺤﺎب اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
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ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ،ﺑﺎﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ آﺜﺮة اﻟﻤﺠﺎزر وﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻄﺮد ،ﻋﻦ وﻋﻲ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ،ﺗﺒﻠﻮر
وازداد ﻣﻨﺬ ﺻﻴﻒ  .1948ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﻌﻠّﻢ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻣﻦ ﺗﺠﺮﺑﺔ ﺟﻴﺮاﻧﻬﻢ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ أﺻﺒﺤﻮا ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ
وﺣﻴﺎﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺨﻴﻤﺎت اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺻﻌﺒﺔ وﻣﺰرﻳﺔ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺣﻴﺎة ﻣﻦ ﺑﻘﻮا ﻓﻲ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ وﻓﻲ
ﻣﻮﻃﻨﻬﻢ رﻏﻢ اﻟﻈﺮوف .ﻟﻘﺪ ﻓﻬﻤﻮا ﺟﻴﺪًا ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ ﻣﻨﻊ ﻋﻮدة اﻟﻤﻬﺠﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ
ﻃﻠﺒﻮا اﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻘﻮة.
ﺧﻼل ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺣﻴﺮام" وﺑﻌﺪهﺎ ،اﺗﻀﺤﺖ أآﺜﺮ ﻓﺄآﺜﺮ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﺒﺎﻳﻨﺔ ﺗﺠﺎﻩ أﺑﻨﺎء
ﺲ ﺑﺒﻠﺪاﺗﻬﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺗﺤﺎﻟﻔﻬﻢ ﻣﻊ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف"
اﻟﻄﻮاﺋﻒ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ .ﻓﺎﻟﺪروز ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺗﻠﻘّﻮا وﻋﻮدًا ﺑﻌﺪم اﻟﻤ ّ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن ،ﻓﻌﻼ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻠﺤﻖ ﺑﻬﻢ اﻷذى ،هﻜﺬا آﺎن ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻳﺎﻧﻮح ،اﻟﺘﻲ دارت ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ
داﻣﻴﺔ ﻗُﺘﻞ ﺧﻼﻟﻬﺎ ﺟﻨﻮد ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ وﺑﻌﺾ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺪرزﻳﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺘ ّﻢ ﻣﻌﺎﻗﺒﺔ
ن ﺳﻜّﺎﻧﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻻﻧﺘﻘﺎم واﻟﻄﺮد .وﺑﻘﻴﺖ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﺒﻠﺪات اﻟﺪرزﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ وﻓﻲ
اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ وﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺎ ِ
اﻟﻜﺮﻣﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ .وهﺬا ﺻﺤﻴﺢ أﻳﻀًﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﺒﻠﺪات اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎن ﻓﻴﻬﺎ دروز ،ﻓﻬﺬا ﻣﺎ
ﺣﺪث ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل ﻣﻊ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺮاﻣﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻜﻨﻬﺎ أﺑﻨﺎء اﻟﻄﺎﺋﻔﺘﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﺔ واﻟﺪرزﻳﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ
ﺣﺎول اﻟﺠﻴﺶ ﻃﺮد اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ واﻹﺑﻘﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺪروز .ﺗﻠﻘﻰ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻮن أواﻣﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺤﺮّك
ﻻ.
ﺷﻤﺎﻻ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺒﻞ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻣﻨﻔﺎهﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،ﻓﻮﺻﻠﻮا إﻟﻰ ﺳﻬﻞ ﻗﺮب اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺪرزﻳﺔ ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﻦ ﺷﻤﺎ ً
أﻗﻨﻊ ﺳﻜﺎن ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﻦ ﺟﻴﺮاﻧﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺮاﻣﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺒﻴﺖ ﻋﻨﺪهﻢ وﻋﺪم ﻣﻮاﺻﻠﺔ ﻣﺴﻴﺮﺗﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻔﻰ،
وﺟﺮى اﻹﺗﺼﺎل ﻣﻊ ﻋﺎﺋﻠﺔ ﻣﻌﺪّي وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ﻣﻦ زﻋﻤﺎء اﻟﺪروز ،ﻓﺘ ّﻢ إﻟﻐﺎء أﻣﺮ ﻃﺮد اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺮاﻣﺔ ،وﺗ ّﻢ ﻧﻘﻞ رﺳﺎﻟﺔ ﺷﻔﻮﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﺮاﻣﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ .هﻜﺬا أُﻧﻘﺬ ﻣﻌﻈﻢ
ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﺮاﻣﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻨﻔﻰ ﺑﻔﻀﻞ ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﺟﻴﺮاﻧﻬﻢ اﻟﺪروز ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﻦ ،ﻣﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﺪروز
ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﺮاﻣﺔ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ واﺿﺤًﺎ .ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻐﺎر أﻳﻀًﺎ ،وﻓﺮ زﻋﻤﺎء اﻟﺪروز اﻟﻤﺤﻠﻴﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ أﺑﻨﺎء
اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ ﻋﻨﺎء اﻟﻄﺮد واﻟﻠﺠﻮء ،ﺣﻴﺚ اﺻﻄﺪم ﻗﺎﺋﺪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺬي أﻣﺮ اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ ﺑﺘﺮك اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ
ﻻ إﻟﻰ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،آﻤﺎ آﺎن ﻓﻲ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن ،اﺻﻄﺪم ﺑﻤﻌﺎرﺿﺔ اﻟﺰﻋﻴﻢ اﻟﺪرزي اﻟﻤﺤﻠّﻲ ،اﻟﺬي ﺗﻮﺟّﻪ
ﺷﻤﺎ ً
إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺎﺋﺪ وﻗﺎل ﻟﻪ" :اﻟﺠﻤﻴﻊ هﻨﺎ أﺑﻨﺎء ﻗﺮﻳﺔ واﺣﺪة ،دروز ،ﻣﺴﻴﺤﻴﻮن وﻣﺴﻠﻤﻮن ،إﻣﺎ أن ﺗﻄﺮدوﻧﺎ
ﺟﻤﻴﻌﻨﺎ أو ﺗﺘﺮآﻮﻧﺎ آﻠﻨﺎ" .ﺗﺮاﺟﻊ ﻗﺎﺋﺪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ وأﻟﻐﻰ أﻣﺮ ﻃﺮد اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ.
ﻼ ﻃُﺮد
آﻤﺎ ﺗﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻖ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﻃﺮد ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ واﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ .ﻓﻬﻜﺬا ﻣﺜ ً
ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺒًﺎ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﺳﻜﺎن ﺗﺮﺷﻴﺤﺎ اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ ،وﺳُﻤﺢ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻟﻸﻗﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﺒﻘﺎء ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ،ﻓﻲ ﻣﻌﻠﻴﺎ
أﻳﻀًﺎ ،وﻗﺮﻳﺔ دﻳﺮ اﻟﻘﺎﺳﻲ وﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﺳﺒﻼن ﺑﻘﻲ ﻣﻌﻈﻢ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﺗﻢ ﻃﺮد اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ ،وآﺎﻧﺖ
هﻨﺎك ﺣﺎﻻت ﻗﺎم ﺑﻬﺎ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ ﺑﺘﻨﻔﻴﺬ أواﻣﺮ ﺑﺈﺧﺮاج اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺮاهﻢ ،وآﺄن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ ﻓﺘﺮة
ﻗﺼﻴﺮة ﻓﻘﻂ ،آﻤﺎ ﺣﺪث ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺘﻲ إﻗﺮث وآﻔﺮ ﺑﺮﻋﻢ اﻟﻠﺘﻴﻦ ﺗﻢ ﺗﻬﺠﻴﺮهﻤﺎ وﺗﺤﻮل ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﻤﺎ إﻟﻰ
ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ وﻃﻨﻬﻢ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ داﺋﻢ ،ﻟﻘﺪ آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻷآﺜﺮ ﻣﺮوﻧﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ
واﻹﻣﺘﻨﺎع ﻋﻦ اﻹﺿﺮار ﺑﺎﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﺪرزﻳﺔ ،إﺛﺒﺎﺗًﺎ ﺁﺧﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ أن ﺛﻤﺔ ﻳﺪًا ﻣﻦ ﻓﻮق ﺗﻮﺟّﻪ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ
ﻲ.
اﻟﺘﻄﻬﻴﺮ اﻟﻌﺮﻗ ّ
ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ آﺎن اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﺘﻘﻠﺒﺎً ،وﺗﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻋﺪة ﺣﺎﻻت إﻟﻐﺎء أواﻣﺮ اﻟﻄﺮد ،وﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﺎ
ﺳُﻤﺢ ﻟﻠﺴﻜﺎن ﺑﺎﻟﺒﻘﺎء ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،آﺎﻧﺖ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﻄﺮد ﺧﺎرج اﻟﺤﺪود ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮى اﻹﺳﻼﻣﻴﺔ ﺣﺎﺳﻤﺔ
ﻼ ﺗﻢ ﻃﺮد ﻣﻌﻈﻢ ﺳﻜﺎن ﺣﺰام اﻟﺤﺪود ﻣﻊ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن إﻟﻰ ﻣﺎ وراء اﻟﺤﺪود وﻟﻴﺲ إﻟﻰ
أآﺜﺮ ،ﻓﻬﻜﺬا ﻣﺜ ً
داﺧﻞ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،آﻤﺎ ﺣﺪث ﻣﻊ ﺳﻜﺎن أﻗﺮث وآﻔﺮﺑﺮﻋﻢ .وهﻮ اﻷﻣﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻘﺮى وﺳﻂ
"ﺟﻴﺐ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ" ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﻢ ﻃﺮد اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﺑﻮﺣﺸﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل ﻗﺘﻞ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ،ﻣﺜﻠﻤﺎ ﺣﺪث ﻓﻲ
آﻔﺮﻋﻨﺎن ،ﻓﺮادﻳﺔ ،ﻣﻴﺮون وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ.
ﻓﻲ أواﺧﺮ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول  1948ﺑﺪأت ﻗﻴﺎدة اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،ﺗﺤﺖ ﻗﻴﺎدة ﻣﻮﺷﻴﻪ آﺮﻣﻞ ،ﻓﻲ هﺠﻮم
ﻣﻀﺎد اﺿﻄﺮاري ،ﻟﻠﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺮآﺰي ،ﺑﻌﺪ أن اﺳﺘﻮﻟﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ
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آﺎن اﻟﻬﺪف اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ ﻟﻠﻤﺠﺎزر وﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻄﺮد اﻟﺘﻲ ارﺗﻜﺒﻬﺎ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻠﺪات
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ،اﺣﺘﻼل أآﺒﺮ ﻣﺴﺎﺣﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ وﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ اﻹﺑﻘﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ أﻗﻞ ﻋﺪد ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ.
ﻋﺸﻴﺔ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ وﻓﻲ ﻳﻮﻣﻬﺎ اﻷول ﺣﻠﻘﺖ اﻟﻄﺎﺋﺮات ﻓﻲ ﺳﻤﺎء اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ،وأﻟﻘﺖ ﻗﻨﺎﺑﻠﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻌﺾ
اﻟﻘﺮى ﻣﺜﻞ ،ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن ،اﻟﺮاﻣﺔ ،ﺗﺮﺷﻴﺤﺎ ،اﻟﺠﺶ ،آﻔﺮ ﺑﺮﻋﻢ وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ .وأدى اﻟﻘﺼﻒ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ
ﺗﺮﺷﻴﺤﺎ إﻟﻰ هﺪم ﻣﻨﺎزل ،وﻗﺘﻞ وﺟﺮح ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ .اﻟﺮﻋﺐ اﻟﺬي ﺧﻠﻔﻪ اﻟﻘﺼﻒ اﻟﺠﻮي أﺗﻰ ﺑﻨﺘﺎﺋﺠﻪ،
وﺑﺎت اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻳﺴﺘﻌ ّﺪ ﻟﻤﺎ هﻮ أﺳﻮأ ،ﻓﻔﻲ اﻟﻴﻮم اﻷول ﻟﻠﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ،ارﺗﻜﺐ ﺟﻨﻮد اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ
اﻟﻤﺠﺎزر ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﺘﻲ اﺣﺘﻠﻮهﺎ وﺗﻢ ﻃﺮد اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ.
ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل ،وهﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﺴﻴﺤﻴﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻋﻼﻗﺎﺗﻬﺎ ﻣﻊ ﺟﻨﻮد "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ"
ﻣﻬﺰوزة ،أﻋﺪم اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ  12ﺷﺎﺑﺎ ،ﺗﻢ "اﺧﺘﻴﺎرهﻢ" ﻋﺸﻮاﺋﻴًﺎ .ﺗﻤﺖ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﻹﻋﺪام أﻣﺎم
ﻧﻈﺮ وﻣﺴﻤﻊ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺬهﻮﻟﻴﻦ ،وﺗﻮﺳﻼت رﺟﺎل اﻟﺪﻳﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﻠﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﺸﻔﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻴﺎة اﻟﺸﺒﺎن
ﻟﻢ ﺗﻼق ﺁذا ًﻧﺎ ﺻﺎﻏﻴﺔ .زﻳﺎد ًة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺑﻌﺪ ﻗﺘﻞ اﻟﺸﺒﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ،أﻣﺮ اﻟﺠﻨﻮد ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن،
ﻻ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻔﻰ ﻓﻲ
ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺜﻨﺎء ﺑﻌﺾ رﺟﺎل اﻟﺪﻳﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ أُﺑﻘﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻟﻜﻨﺎﺋﺲ ،ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺮﺟّﻞ ﺷﻤﺎ ً
ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،وﻗﺪ راﻓﻖ اﻟﺠﻨﻮد ﻗﺎﻓﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻧﺤﻮ  800ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ،رﺟﺎﻻً ،وﻧﺴﺎء وأﻃﻔﺎﻻً ،ﻣﻦ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن
وﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻐﺎر ،وﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك إﻟﻰ آﻔﺮ ﻋﻨﺎن وﻓﺮادﻳﺔ ،إﻟﻰ ﻣﻔﺘﺮق ﻣﻴﺮون وﺣﺘﻰ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن .أﺛﺎرت
اﻟﻤﺠﺰرة ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن وﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻃﺮد ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ أﺻﺪاء آﺒﻴﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ وﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ،
وذﻟﻚ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﺷﻜﺎوى رؤﺳﺎء اﻟﻜﻨﺎﺋﺲ .ووﺟﻬﺖ اﻧﺘﻘﺎدات ﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن،
أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺑﻌﺾ زﻋﻤﺎء اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ،ﻣﺜﻞ وزﻳﺮ ﺷﺆون اﻷﻗﻠﻴﺎت ﺑﺨﻮر ﺷﻄﺮﻳﺖ.
ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن ﺣﺎﻟﺔ اﺳﺘﺜﻨﺎﺋﻴﺔ ،ﺑﻞ ﻋﺒﺮت ﻋﻦ ﻧﻤﻂ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ آﺮرت ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻠﺪات أﺧﺮى ،ﻓﻔﻲ
ﻻ إﻟﻰ
ﻗﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺼﻔﺼﺎف ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل ،اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﺳﻜﺎن ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن اﻟﺬاهﺒﻴﻦ ﺳﻴﺮًا ﺷﻤﺎ ً
ﻣﻨﻔﺎهﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،ارﺗﻜﺐ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻣﺠﺰرة ﻣﺮوّﻋﺔ ﺿﺪ ﺳﺒﻌﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ،ﺑﻞ
واﻧﺘﺸﺮت اﻟﺸﺎﺋﻌﺎت ﺑﺄﻧّﻪ إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﺠﺰرة ،ﺣﺪﺛﺖ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﺔ ﻋﻤﻠﻴّﺎت اﻏﺘﺼﺎب
ﺶ
ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺠﻨﻮد ﺿﺪ ﺑﻌﺾ ﺷﺎﺑﺎت اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ .آﻤﺎ ﺣﺪﺛﺖ أﻋﻤﺎل ﻣﺸﺎﺑﻬﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮى اﻟﺠﻮار :اﻟﺠ ّ
)ﻧﺤﻮ  30ﻣﺪﻧﻴﺎ( ،ﺳﻌﺴﻊ ،ﺻﺎﻟﺤﺔ وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ.
ارﺗﻜﺒﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻷﻋﻤﺎل ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم ﺧﻼل اﻟﺴﺎﻋﺎت اﻟﺴﺘّﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ "ﺟﻴﺐ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ" ،وﻓﻲ
ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت ،ﺗ ّﻢ ارﺗﻜﺎب اﻟﻤﺠﺎزر ﺑﻌﺪ اﺳﺘﻜﻤﺎل اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ .ﺑﻌﺪ ﻋﺪة أﻳﺎم ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ،ﻋﺎد اﻟﺠﻨﻮد إﻟﻰ ﻋﺮب اﻟﻤﻮاﺳﻲ ،وهﻲ ﻋﺸﻴﺮة ﺑﺪوﻳﺔ أﻗﺎﻣﺖ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ
ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن ،وأﻋﺪﻣﻮا  13ﻣﻦ أﺑﻨﺎء اﻟﻌﺸﻴﺮة ،ﻹرﻏﺎم اﻟﻌﺸﻴﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺮك اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ،آﻤﺎ ﻋﺎد ﺟﻨﻮد
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺠﺪ اﻟﻜﺮوم ،ﺑﻌﺪ أﺳﺒﻮع ﻣﻦ اﺳﺘﺴﻼم اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ،ﻓﻲ  6ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ،1948
وﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻄﻠﺐ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﺮﺟﺎل ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺠﻤّﻊ ﻓﻲ ﺳﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﻌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ،ﺑﺪأت اﻟﻤﺠﺰرة ﺿﺪ اﻟﺸﺒﺎن
اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺗﻢ اﺧﺘﻴﺎرهﻢ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗ ّﻢ إﻳﻘﺎﻓﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﺎﺋﻂ وإﻃﻼق اﻟﺮﺻﺎص ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ ﺑﺪم ﺑﺎرد ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ
ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﻣﻜﻮﻧﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺳﺘﺔ ﺟﻨﻮد ،وﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﻴﻮم ﺗﻢ إﻋﺪام ﺛﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺴﻌﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ،وآﺎن
ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻤﻜﻦ أن ﻳﻜﻮن اﻟﻌﺪد أآﺒﺮ ﺑﻜﺜﻴﺮ ،ﻟﻮﻻ وﺻﻮل رﺟﻞ "ﺷﺎي" )ﻣﺼﻠﺤﺔ اﻹﺳﺘﺨﺒﺎرات ﻓﻲ
"اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة"( ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ ،ﺣﺎﻳﻴﻢ أروﺑﺎخ ،اﻟﺬي آﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ ﺻﺪاﻗﺔ ﻣﻊ ﺑﻌﺾ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﺪﺧّﻞ
وأوﻗﻒ ﻋﻤﻠﻴّﺎت اﻹﻋﺪام.
ﺗﺴﺒّﺒﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺠﺎزر وﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻄﺮد اﻟﻮﺣﺸﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن "ﺟﻴﺐ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ" ﺑﺎﻟﻬﻠﻊ اﻟﻌﺎم أﻳﻀًﺎ
ﻓﻲ اﻷﻣﺎآﻦ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺘﻀﺮّر ﻣﺒﺎﺷﺮة ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺟﻨﻮد اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ .ﻓﻬﺮب ﻋﺸﺮات ﺁﻻف
ﻦ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻋﺎدوا إﻟﻰ
اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﻴﻦ اﻹﺧﺘﺒﺎء ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺒﺎل واﻟﻤﻐﺮ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻣﺮور اﻟﻌﺎﺻﻔﺔ ،ﻟﻜ ّ
أﻣﺎآﻨﻬﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻓﺘﺮة وأﺻﺮّوا ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺪم ﺗﺮك ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ واﻟﺘﺤﻮّل إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ،وﻗﺪ ﻋﺒّﺮ هﺬا اﻟﺴﻠﻮك
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آﺎﻧﺖ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ هﺎدﺋﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻬﻞ إﺧﻔﺎؤهﺎ ﻋﻦ ﻋﻴﻮن اﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر واﻹﻋﻼم ،واﺳﺘﻤﺮّت هﺬﻩ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﺣﺘﻰ
ﻞ.
أواﺳﻂ ﺧﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴﺎت اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗ ّ
ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗ ّﻢ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﺣﺘﻼل ﺑﺌﺮ اﻟﺴﺒﻊ وأﺟﺰاء آﺒﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ،أُﺣﺘﻠﺖ ﻋﺪة ﺑﻠﺪات
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﻔﻮح ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﺨﻠﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﻤﺆدﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ .ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﺣﺎول
ﺟﻨﻮد اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻋﺪم اﻹﺑﻘﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﻌﺪ اﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ،
ﻞ رﻏﻢ أﻧﻬﺎ
وﻟﻬﺬا اﻟﻐﺮض ﺗﻢ ارﺗﻜﺎب ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻤﺠﺎزر ،إﺣﺪى ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﺠﺎزر ،واﻟﻤﻌﺮوﻓﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ أﻗ ّ
ﻣﻦ اﻷآﺜﺮ ﻓﻈﺎﻋﺔ هﻲ ﻣﺠﺰرة ﻗﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺪواﻳﻤﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﻗﺘﻞ ﺟﻨﻮد اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﻌﺸﺮات داﺧﻞ
اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ واﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ داﺧﻞ ﻣﻐﺎرة ﻗﺮﻳﺒﺔ اﺧﺘﺒﺄ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﻌﺾ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ .ﻗﻴﺎدة "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي
ﺑﺮﺋﺎﺳﺔ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺤﻔّﻈﺖ ﺟﺪًا ﻣﻦ ﻣﺠﺎزر "اﻹﻳﺘﺴﻞ" و"اﻟﻠﻴﺤﻲ" ﻓﻲ دﻳﺮ ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻦ ،آﺎﻧﺖ
ﻣﺴﺆوﻟﺔ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺠﺎزر وﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت ﻃﺮد وﺣﺸﻴﺔ ﻣﻨﺬ أﻳﺎر  .1948ﺗﻢ ارﺗﻜﺎب ﺟﺮاﺋﻢ اﻟﺤﺮب هﺬﻩ ﺑﻴﺪ
ي ﺣﺼﻠﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺪﻋﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﻜﻮت ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن وﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
ي ﻋﺴﻜﺮ ّ
ﺟﻨﻮد ﺑﺰ ّ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،ورﻏﻢ اﻹﻧﺘﻘﺎدات ،ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﻴﻦ ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ،ﺣﻮل اﻷﻋﻤﺎل اﻟﻮﺣﺸﻴﺔ ﺿﺪ اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﻴﻦ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﺘ ّﻢ ﻣﺤﺎآﻤﺔ اﻟﺠﻨﻮد ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﺮاﺋﻤﻬﻢ ﺗﻠﻚ ،ﻻ ﺧﻼل اﻟﺤﺮب وﻻ ﺑﻌﺪهﺎ.
ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺣﻴﺮام" ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ
ﺑﻴﻦ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﻳﻮﺁف" وﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺣﻮرب" ،ﻋﻤﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺮآﺰي
وﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﺳﻔﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺣﻴﺮام" اﻟﺘﻲ ﺑﺪأت ﻟﻴﻠﺔ  29-28ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول .ﺳﻬّﻠﺖ
ﻗﻮات اﻟﻘﺎﻗﻮﺟﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ واﺻﻠﺖ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎﺗﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻘﻄﺎع دون إهﺘﻤﺎم ﺑﻘﺮارات اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،ﻋﻠﻰ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ .هﺠﻮﻣﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﺎرة ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،آﺎن إﺷﺎرة ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
ﺑﺒﺪء ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺣﻴﺮام" .آﺎن هﺪف اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻞ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺑﻘﻴﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻠﻴﻦ
اﻷﺳﻔﻞ واﻷﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ" ،ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" واﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻲ .وآﺬﻟﻚ إﺧﺮاج اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ
ﻻ إﻟﻰ
اﻟﻤﺮاﺑﻄﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻲ ،وﻋﺪم ﺗﻤﻜﻴﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻘﺪّم ﺷﻤﺎ ً
اﻟﺠﻠﺒﻮع .ﺷﺎرك ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻟﻮاء "ﺷﻴﺒﺎع ﻋﻮدﻳﺪ" ،ﻗﺴﻢ ﻣﻦ "ﺟﻮﻻﻧﻲ" و"آﺮﻣﻠﻲ" .اﺳﺘﻤﺮّت
اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﺳﺘّﻴﻦ ﺳﺎﻋﺔ ﻓﻘﻂ.
آﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ ﺑﻠﺪات "ﺟﻴﺐ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ" ﻗﻠﻘﻴﻦ ﺟﺪًا ﻣﻨﺬ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ وﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك ﺑﻴﻦ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺑﻴﻦ ﻣﺼﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ،ﻟﻘﺪ ﺧﺸﻮا أن ﺗﻘﻮم إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ آﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﺘﺮات اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻘﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻬﺠﻮم
ﺷﻤﺎﻻ وﺗﺤﺘﻞ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ آﻠﻪ .ﻟﻘﺪ ﻋﻠﻤﺘﻬﻢ ﺗﺠﺮﺑﺔ اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ أﻧﻪ ﻻ ﻳﻤﻜﻨﻬﻢ اﻻﻋﺘﻤﺎد ﻋﻠﻰ وﺣﺪات "ﺟﻴﺶ
اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻠﺔ ،ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ اﻧﺪﻓﺎع اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﻤﺘﺰاﻳﺪ ﻋﺪدًا وﻗﻮة ،وﺧﺸﻮا ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص ﻣﻦ
أن ﻳﺼﺒﺢ ﻣﺼﻴﺮهﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ اﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﺮًا ،ﻣﺜﻞ ﻣﺼﻴﺮ ﻣﺌﺎت ﺁﻻف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ دﻣّﺮت
ﺑﻠﺪاﺗﻬﻢ وأﺻﺒﺤﻮا ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ،ﻗﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻢ ﻓﻘﻂ أﻣﻠﺖ أن ﻳﻜﻮن ﻣﺼﻴﺮهﻢ ﻣﺜﻞ ﻣﺼﻴﺮ إﺧﻮﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة واﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺑﻘﻴﺖ ﻣﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ.
ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻟﺪى "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" أﻳﺔ ﻓﺮﺻﺔ ﻟﻠﺼﻤﻮد أﻣﺎم اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﻤﺠﺪّد ﻟﻠﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ،ﻓﺎﻧﺴﺤﺐ ﺟﻨﻮدﻩ ﺑﻬﻠﻊ ﻣﻊ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺣﻴﺮام" ﻓﻲ  29ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول  .1948ﺑﻘﻲ ﺳﻜﺎن
ﺳﺘﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻠﺪات "ﺟﻴﺐ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ" ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﻜﺸﻮﻓﻴﻦ دون أﻳﺔ ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ،وﺳﺮﻋﺎن
ﻣﺎ ﺗﺤﻘّﻘﺖ ﻣﺨﺎوﻓﻬﻢ وﺗﻼﺷﺖ ﺁﻣﺎﻟﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﺤﺼﻮل ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻌﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﻣﻤﺎﺛﻠﺔ ﻟﺘﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﺼﻠﺖ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ
اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة ،آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﺠﺎزر وأﻋﻤﺎل اﻟﻄﺮد اﻟﺘﻲ ﺑﺎدر إﻟﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻠﺪات
اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ﺧﻼل ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺣﻴﺮام" ﺑﺮهﺎﻧًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺘﻄﻬﻴﺮ اﻟﻌﺮﻗﻲ ،وﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻘﺪﻣﺔ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﺑﻌﺪ أن ﺗﻐﻠﺒﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻤﻠﻴًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺪ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﺬي آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻘﺮّر
أن ﻳﻜﻮن ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺪ ﻳﺸﻜﻞ ﺗﻬﺪﻳﺪًا ﻋﺮﺑﻴًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ.
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ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﻔﺢ ﺟﺒﻞ ﻳﻬﻮدا واﻟﺸﻮﻣﺮون ،وﻧﻌﺖ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن اﻟﻘﺮار ﺑﺄﻧﻪ "ﺑﻜﺎء ﻟﻸﺟﻴﺎل اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﺔ" ،ﻟﻜﻨﻪ
ﻗﺒﻞ ﺑﻪ .ﺗﻘﺮّر ﺗﻌﺰﻳﺰ اﻟﻤﻮاﻗﻊ ﺟﻨﻮب اﻟﻘﺪس وﺗﺮآﻴﺰ اﻟﺠﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ﺑﻬﺪف ﻃﺮد اﻟﻐﺰاة
اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك .آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ ﻣﺮة أﺧﺮى أﻧﻪ ﻟﻴﺲ ﺛﻤّﺔ ﻓﺎﺋﺪة ﻣﻦ ﺳﻠﺴﻠﺔ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت ﻣﺤﺪودة
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ﺑﻬﺪف ﻓﺘﺢ ﻣﻨﻔﺬ ﻣﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ .آﺎن ﻳﺠﺐ إﺧﺮاج اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك ﺑﻜﻞ ﻣﺎ ﺗﻌﻨﻴﻪ
اﻟﻜﻠﻤﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ.
ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول اﻧﺘﻬﺖ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،وﺧﺮج اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ إﻟﻰ هﺠﻮم ﺿﺪ
اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ.
ﻓﺘﺮة اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻜﺒﺮى 15 ،ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول  7 – 1948آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ 1949
ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﻳﻮﺁف" إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ
ﻣﻊ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺗﻢ إرﺳﺎل اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻳﻮﺁف ،وهﻲ أآﺒﺮ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺠﻴﺶ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺧﻼل اﻟﺤﺮب آﻠّﻬﺎ .اﻟﻬﺪف :إﺧﺮاج اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ﺧﺎرج ﺣﺪود ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ
ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ واﻟﺘﻮاﺻﻞ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ اﻟﻤﺤﺎﺻﺮ .ﻷول ﻣﺮة ،آﻤﺎ ذآﺮ ،ﺗﻢ ﻧﻘﻞ ﻟﻮاء آﺎﻣﻞ )ﻟﻮاء "ﻳﻔﺘﺎح"( ﻋﻦ
ق إﺳﻔﻴﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺠ ّﻮ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ،وآﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﺗﺠﺎهﻴﻦ .اﻷوّل ،د ّ
ﻗﻄﺎع اﻟﻔﺎﻟﻮﺟﺔ-ﻣﺠﺪل وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ،ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ اﺧﺘﺮاق
اﻟﺒﺤﺮ ﺷﻤﺎل ﻏﺰّة .اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ،اﻟﺘﻮاﺻﻞ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺒﻠﺪات اﻟﻤﺤﺎﺻﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل اﻟﻘﻀﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻘﻮّات اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺮاﺑﻄﺔ هﻨﺎك.
ﻧﺠﺤﺖ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﺟﺰﺋﻴًﺎ ،وﺗﻢ اﺧﺘﺮاق اﻟﺤﺼﺎر اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ،آﻤﺎ ﺳﻘﻄﺖ ﺑﺌﺮ اﻟﺴﺒﻊ ﺑﻴﺪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ )20
ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول( ﻣﻊ أﻧﻬﺎ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﺿﻤﻦ ﺧﻄﺔ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ .ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺑﻘﻲ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻴﺐ
اﻟﻔﺎﻟﻮﺟﺔ :ﺷﺮﻃﺔ ﻋﺮاق اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺪان وﺣﺘﻰ ﻋﺮاق اﻟﻤﻨﺸﻴﺔ ،وﺑﻘﻴﺖ ﻗﻮاﺗﻪ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻏﺰة ،ﺑﻴﺮ
ﻋﺴﻠﻮج ﺟﻨﻮب ﺑﺌﺮ اﻟﺴﺒﻊ وﻋﻮﺟﺔ اﻟﺤﻔﻴﺮ )ﻧﻴﺘﺴﺎﻧﻪ( .ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول وﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ
 ،1948ﻋﺎدت ﻗﻮات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ إﻟﻰ ﻗﻄﺎع هﻀﺒﺔ  ،69ﻧﻴﺘﺴﺎﻧﻴﻢ وﻳﺪ
ﻣﺮدﺧﺎي ،آﻤﺎ اﺳﺘﻮﻟﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ أﺳﺪود وﻣﺠﺪل .ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق ﺗﻢ اﺣﺘﻼل ﻋﺠﻮر ،زآﺮﻳﺎ ،ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﺒﺮﻳﻦ،
اﻟﻘﺒﻴﺒﺔ وﻟﺨﻴﺶ .ﺗﻘﻠﺺ اﻟﺘﻮاﺟﺪ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﻠﺤﻮظ وﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺪ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ﺗﺤﺖ اﻟﺤﺼﺎر ،ﺧﻼل
ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﻳﻮﺁف" ﺗﻢ ﺷﻞ ﻗﻮة ﺳﻼح اﻟﺠﻮ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ،واﻟﺬي رﻏﻢ أﻓﻀﻠﻴﺘﻪ اﻟﻨﻮﻋﻴﺔ اﻟﻮاﺿﺤﺔ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻨﺠﺢ
ﻓﻲ إﺧﺮاج ﺳﻮى ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻄﻠﻌﺎت اﻟﻘﻠﻴﻠﺔُ .ﺗﻮّﺟﺖ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﺒﺤﺮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﺿﺪ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ
ﺑﺈﻏﺮاق ﺳﻔﻴﻨﺔ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة ﻟﻸﺳﻄﻮل اﻟﻤﺼﺮي "اﻷﻣﻴﺮ ﻓﺎروق".
ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول  1948ﺑﺪأ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻳﻘﻮم ﺑﻤﺎ ﻻ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﺗﺼﺪﻳﻘﻪ :اﻟﺨﺮوج
ﺑﻬﺠﻮم ﺷﺎﻣﻞ ﻳﺘﻜﻮن ﻣﻦ ﻓﺮﻗﺔ أو أآﺜﺮ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﻗﺒﻞ ذﻟﻚ ﺑﻨﺤﻮ ﻋﺎم ،ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1948ﺷﻜﻞ
ﺛﻼﺛﺔ وﺧﻤﺴﻮن ،ﻣﺤﺎرﺑًﺎ ﺗ ّﻢ إرﺳﺎﻟﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ إﻟﻰ ﺟﻮش ﻋﺘﺴﻴﻮن ،ﻓﺼﻴﻠﺔ واﺣﺪة ،وهﻲ أآﺒﺮ
ﻲ .آﺎﻧﺖ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﻳﻮﺁف" ،ﻣﻦ ﻧﻮاح ﻋﺪﻳﺪة ،ﻏﻴﺮ ﻗﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﺼﺪﻳﻖ ﺑﻨﻄﺎﻗﻬﺎ،
إﻃﺎر ﻋﺴﻜﺮي ﻗﺘﺎﻟ ّ
ﻣﺒﺎدرﺗﻬﺎ وﻧﺠﺎﺣﺎت اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺬي ﻟﻢ ﻳﺰد ﻋﻤﺮﻩ ﻋﻦ ﺧﻤﺴﺔ ﺷﻬﻮر ﺑﻌﺪ .ﺟﻌﻠﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ،اﻷآﺒﺮ
واﻷهﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت ﺣﺮب اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل ،إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻗﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻟﻠﻮﺟﻮد ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺘﻴﻦ اﻟﺠﻐﺮاﻓﻴﺔ
واﻷﻣﻨﻴﺔ ،إﻟﻰ ﺣﺪ ﺑﻌﻴﺪ.
ﻋﻤﻞ ﺟﻨﻮد اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺧﻼل ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﻳﻮﺁف" ،اﻟﺘﻲ أدّت إﻟﻰ اﺣﺘﻼل ﺑﺌﺮ اﻟﺴﺒﻊ وأﺟﺰاء
آﺒﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﺮد ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻌﺮب ﻣﻦ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﻢ ﻃﺮد ﻧﺤﻮ  5000ﻣﻦ
ﺳﻜﺎن ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺑﺌﺮ اﻟﺴﺒﻊ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،واﻵﻻف ﻏﻴﺮهﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺸﺎﺋﺮ اﻟﺒﺪوﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ .وﺗ ّﻢ دﻓﻊ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ
ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺸﺎﺋﺮ اﻟﺒﺪوﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﻏﺰة وﺳﻴﻨﺎء .ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻌﺸﺎﺋﺮ ﻃُﺮدت إﻟﻰ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ
إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻜﺮك .إﺧﻼء اﻟﺒﺪو ﻣﻦ أﻣﺎآﻦ ﺳﻜﻨﺎهﻢ ،ﻃﺮدهﻢ أو ﺗﺮآﻴﺰهﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻴﺐ واﺣﺪ،
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اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺢ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .وأﺻﺒﺤﺖ اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ ﻣﺎﺛﻠﺔ .آﻤﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺼﻴﺒﺔ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﺎﺛﻠﺔ ﻟﻠﻌﻴﺎن ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ اﻟﺬي اﻧﺘﻘﻠﺖ ﻓﻴﻪ اﻟﻤﺒﺎدرة اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ
ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺷﺒﻪ آﻠﻲ.
ﺧﺮج اﻟﻮﺳﻴﻂ ﺑﺮﻧﺎدوت ﺧﻼل اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺑﺨﻄﺔ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة .وﻣﻊ أﻧﻪ واﻓﻖ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﻴﺎم
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،إﻻ أﻧﻪ ﻃﺎﻟﺐ ﺑﺘﻘﻠﻴﺺ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺼّﺼﺔ ﻟﻬﺎ دون أي اﻋﺘﺒﺎر ﻹﻧﺠﺎزاﺗﻬﺎ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ،
وﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮّة ﺗ ّﻢ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ ﺗﺪوﻳﻞ اﻟﻘﺪس ﺑﻨﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺮار اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة .وﻟﻜﻦ أﺷ ّﺪ ﻣﺎ ﺗﻀﻤّﻨﺘﻪ
ﺧﻄﺘﻪ آﺎن إﺧﺮاج اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ﻣﻦ ﻳﺪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺢ اﻷردن واﻟﺬي ﺳﻴﺤﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ
واﻟﻠﺪ واﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ ،آﻤﺎ ﺗﺤﺪث ﻋﻦ ﺣﻖ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ دﻳﺎرهﻢ إن رﻏﺒﻮا ﺑﺬﻟﻚ،
أو اﻟﻘﺒﻮل ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻌﻮﻳﺾ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﺳﺐ .رﻓﻀﺖ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺨﻄﺔ ﻣﺮة أﺧﺮى ،ﻓﻘﻂ ﻷﻧﻬﺎ ﺗﻀﻤّﻨﺖ
اﻻﻋﺘﺮاف ﺑﺈﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ آﺪوﻟﺔ ﺳﻴﺎدﻳﺔ .إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺴﺘﻄﻊ ،ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ،ﻗﺒﻮل ﺧﻄﺔ اﻟﻮﺳﻴﻂ اﻟﻤﻌﺎدي
ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،أو ﺣﺘﻰ "اﻟﻼ ﺳﺎﻣﻲ" .وآﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺳﺮﻳﻌًﺎ ،وﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ
ﺗﺜﺒﻴﺖ ﺳﻴﻄﺮﺗﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ﻗﻮﻻ وﻓﻌﻼ.
ﻟﻜﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻨﻮاﻳﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﺪ ﺗﻌﺮّﺿﺖ ﻟﻀﺮﺑﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪاﺧﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﺬات .ﻓﻔﻲ  17أﻳﻠﻮل  ،1948ﻗﺎم ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ
"ﻟﻴﺤﻲ" ،اﻟﺬي ﻧﺸﻂ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﺑﻘﺘﻞ اﻟﻮﺳﻴﻂ ﻟﺪى ﻋﺒﻮر ﻗﺎﻓﻠﺘﻪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺪس
ﻞ رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ ووزﻳﺮ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع داﻓﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻘﺘﻞ هﺬﻩ آﻲ ﻳﻘﻀﻲ
اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴّﺔ ،ﻓﺎﺳﺘﻐ ّ
ﻦ ﺧﻄﺔ ﺑﺮﻧﺎدوت اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ وﺻﻴّﺘﻪ
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻈّﻤﺘﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻨﺸﻘﺘﻴﻦ )"إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" و"ﻟﻴﺤﻲ"( ﻧﻬﺎﺋﻴﺎ .ﻟﻜ ّ
واﺣﺘﻤﺎﻻت ﻗﺒﻮﻟﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﺟﻴﺪة ،ﻟﻢ ﺗُﻘﺒﻞ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻜﺒﺮى
ﻓﻲ ﺧﺮﻳﻒ  ،1948وهﻲ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ أرﻏﻤﺖ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺒﻮل ﺑﻮﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر
ي اﻟﻤﺘﻐﻴّﺮ ،آﻤﺎ ﺳﻨﺒﻴّﻦ
واﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺤﺎدﺛﺎت اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮوط اﻟﺘﻲ أﻣﻼهﺎ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮ ّ
ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ.
ازدادت اﻟﺨﻼﻓﺎت ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺪاﺧﻠﻴﺔ ﺧﻼل ﻓﺘﺮة اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻤﻮز وﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ
اﻷول  .1948وﻗﺪ ﺣﺎول اﻷردن ،اﻟﺬي ﻋﺰّز ﺳﻴﻄﺮﺗﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ اﺣﺘﻠﻬﺎ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ،
ﺗﺮﺟﻤﺔ ﻧﺠﺎﺣﻪ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي اﻟﻨﺴﺒﻲ إﻟﻰ إﻧﺠﺎز ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺴﺎب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ
اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺑﺮﺋﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺤﺎج أﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ،ﺳﻮﻳﺔ ﻣﻊ ﻣﺆﻳّﺪﻳﻬﺎ ،إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺤﺘﻠﻬﺎ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .واﺧﺘﺎر اﻟﺤﺎج أﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ﻏﺰة ،اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﺤﺖ
اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ ،ﻣﺮآﺰًا ﻟﻠﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻤّﻴﺖ "ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﻋﻤﻮم ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ" .وﻓﻲ
اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،ﻋﻤﻞ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﻟﻠﺤﺼﻮل ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺄﻳﻴﺪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ آﺎﻧﻮا ﺗﺤﺖ ﺳﻠﻄﺔ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ،
ﺑﻬﺪف ﺿﻢ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺗﻠﻚ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻤﻠﻜﺘﻪ .ﻋﺸﻴﺔ اﻷول ﻣﻦ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول  ،1948اﻟﻤﻮﻋﺪ
اﻷﺧﻴﺮ ﻹﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ واﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺣﺴﺐ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،وﺻﻠﺖ اﻟﺨﻼﻓﺎت ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ
اﷲ وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻔﺘﻲ اﻟﺤﺎج أﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ إﻟﻰ ذروة ﺟﺪﻳﺪة .ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﻋﻘﺪ اﻷﺧﻴﺮ ﺟﻠﺴﺔ ﻟﻠﺒﺮﻟﻤﺎن
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻏﺰة ،وأﻋﻠﻦ ﻣﺆﻳﺪوﻩ ﻋﻦ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﻋﻤﻮم ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ﺟﻤﻊ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﻓﻲ
ﻋﻤﺎن ﻣﺆﻳﺪﻳﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻋﺒﺮوا ﻋﻦ رﻏﺒﺘﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﺤﺼﻮل ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺘﻪ .اﻟﺘﻨﺎﻓﺲ ﺑﻴﻦ
اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ اﻟﺬي ﺣﺼﻞ اﻵن ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺄﻳﻴﺪ ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﻲ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ
ﺲ ﺗﻔﺎﻗﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺷﻬﺮ اﻟﻼﺣﻘﺔ .ﻗﺎم اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﺑﻌﻘﺪ
ﺑﺰﻋﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﻤﻔﺘﻲ ،آﺎن ﺟﻠﻴًﺎ ﻟﻠﻌﻴﺎن ،وهﻮ ﺗﻨﺎﻓ ٌ
ﻣﺆﺗﻤﺮ واﺳﻊ ﻟﻤﺆﻳﺪﻳﻪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ أرﻳﺤﺎ )آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷول  .(1948ﻣﻨﺢ هﺬا اﻹﺟﺘﻤﺎع ﻟﻠﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ
اﷲ اﻟﺸﺮﻋﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻟﻀ ّﻢ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻤّﻴﺖ ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ "اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ".
اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ وﺿﻌﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﺎوﻟﺔ ﻧﻘﺎش اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﺧﻼل اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،آﺎﻧﺖ :هﻞ
ﻳﺠﺐ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﺘﻬﺪﻳﺪ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ،أم اﻟﺘﻬﺪﻳﺪ اﻷردﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق .ﺑﻌﺪ ﻧﻘﺎﺷﺎت ﻋﺎﺻﻔﺔ
ﻗﺮّرت اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ ،وﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻼف ﻣﻮﻗﻒ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ،ﻋﺪم اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻷردن واﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة
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اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ،واﻧﻀ ّﻢ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺌﺎت ﺁﻻف اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ أﺷﻬﺮ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻘﺔ .اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻷآﺜﺮ
ﺷﺮّد ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﻤﺎ ،وﻋﺪدهﻢ ﺧﻤﺴﻮن أﻟﻔًﺎ،
ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺘﻲ اﻟﻠﺪ واﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ اﻟﻠﺘﻴﻦ ُ
وأﺻﺒﺤﻮا ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ .ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب وﻟﺪ ﻣﺼﻄﻠﺢ "اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ" ﻓﻲ آﺘﺎﺑﺎت اﻟﻤﺜﻘّﻔﻴﻦ
واﻟﻨﺎﺷﻄﻴﻦ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب واﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ.
ن اﻟﻮﻗﺖ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻟﺨّﺼﻮا ﻷﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺣﺘﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ،ﺷﺎهﺪوا ﺑﺄ ّم أﻋﻴﻨﻬﻢ أ ّ
ﻻ ﻳﻌﻤﻞ ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺤﻬﻢ .وﻓﻲ آﻞ ﺟﻮﻟﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب آﺎﻧﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺟﻴﺸﻬﺎ ﻳﺰدادان ﻗﻮّة .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ،
ﻋﺎﻧﻰ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن واﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺪّﻣﺖ ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪﺗﻬﻢ ،ﻣﻦ اﻧﻬﻴﺎرات ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ ﻣﻮازﻳﻦ
ن اﻧﻌﺪام اﻟﺜﻘﺔ ﺑﺎﻷﻧﻈﻤﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ واﻟﺨﻼﻓﺎت
ﻞ أهﻤﻴﺔ ﻋﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،أ ّ
اﻟﻘﻮى اﻟﺘﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﺖ ﺿﺪّهﻢ .وﻻ ﻳﻘ ّ
ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ وﺑﻴﻨﻬﺎ وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،ازدادت آﻠّﻤﺎ اﺗﻀﺢ ﺣﺠﻢ اﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ.
ﻣﻊ ﺑﺪء اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ اﺳﺘﻤﺮّت ﻧﺤﻮ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ ﺷﻬﻮر ،ﻃﻔﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻄﺢ اﻟﻨﺰاﻋﺎت ﺑﻴﻦ اﻷﻧﻈﻤﺔ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ .آﻤﺎ ازدادت اﻻﺗﻬﺎﻣﺎت اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺿ ّﺪ اﻟﺰﻋﻤﺎء اﻟﻌﺮب ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺿﺪ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ،
ﺑﺄﻧّﻬﻢ ﺧﺎﻧﻮهﻢ وﻋﻤﻠﻮا ﻳﺪًا واﺣﺪة ﻣﻊ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ واﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﺮاب ﺑﻼدهﻢ ووﻃﻨﻬﻢ.
اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ 18 ،ﺗﻤﻮز –  15ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول 1948
ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﺣﺎﻓﻈﺖ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ ﺧﻼل اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻋﻠﻰ وﻗﻒ أﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗﻞ ،ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ
اﻟﻘﻮّات هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮة اﺳﺘﻐﻼل اﻟﻬﺪوء اﻟﺬي ﺣﻘﻘﺘﻪ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ ﺗﺤﺼﻴﻦ إﻧﺠﺎزات اﻟﻐﺰو
اﻟﻘﻠﻴﻠﺔ وﻟﺘﻌﺰﻳﺰ ﺗﻮاﺟﺪهﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ .وﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺪ ﺑﺎﻹﻣﻜﺎن اﻟﺘﻔﻜﻴﺮ ﻣﺠﺪدًا ﺑﻤﻔﺎهﻴﻢ
إﻃﻼق ﺗﺎم ﻟﻠﻨﺎر آﻤﺎ آﺎن ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم ﺧﻼل اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ.
ﻳُﻤﻜﻨﻨﺎ إﻳﺠﺎد ﻣﺜﺎل ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﺒﻴﻌﺔ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك اﻟﻤﺘﻮاﺻﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
اﻟﻤﺼﺮي وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﺗﻠﻚ "ﻣﻌﺎرك اﻷﻳﺎم اﻟﻌﺸﺮة" ،ﺑﻞ ﺣﺮﺑًﺎ
ﻣﺘﻮاﺻﻠﺔ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﻮاﺻﻠﺖ اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك هﻨﺎك ﻣﻦ  8ﺗﻤّﻮز وﺣﺘﻰ اﻷوّل ﻣﻦ ﺁب  ،1948وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﻣﺤﻴﻂ اﻟﻤﻔﺘﺮق ﻣﻦ ﺟﻨﻮب ﻏﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ وﺣﺘﻰ ﻏﺮﺑﻲ ﻋﺮاق اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺪان )ﻣﻔﺘﺮق ﺣﻮﻟﻴﻘﺎت( .رﻏﻢ
ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة اﻟﺘﻮﺻﻞ ﺧﻼل اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺮﺗﻴﺒﺎت ﻳﺘﻢ ﺑﻤﻮﺟﺒﻬﺎ اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ﻟﻠﺸﺎرع ،ﻟﺠﺰء ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻮم ،ﻟﻠﺘﺤﺮك إﻟﻰ اﻟﺸﺮق اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ )ﻣﺠﺪل – ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟُﺒﺮﻳﻦ( ،وﻓﻲ
اﻟﺠﺰء اﻵﺧﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻮم ﻳﺴﺘﻌﻤﻠﻪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻟﻨﻘﻞ اﻟﻘﻮاﻓﻞ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ اﻟﻤﺤﺎﺻﺮ،
ﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﻤﺢ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﺑﺘﻤﺮﻳﺮ ﻣﺜﻞ هﺬا اﻻﺗﻔﺎق .ﺑﺪأت اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك هﻨﺎك ﻋﺸﻴﺔ ﻣﻌﺎرك اﻷﻳﺎم اﻟﻌﺸﺮة،
ﻓﻲ  8ﺗﻤﻮز واﺳﺘﻤﺮت ﺣﺘﻰ اﻷول ﻣﻦ ﺁب ،وأرﻳﻘﺖ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪﻣﺎء ﻣﻦ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ .ﺻﻤﺪ
آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ "ﻧﻐﺒﺔ" ﻟﻜﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﺨﻠّﻮا ﻋﻦ ﺷﺮﻃﺔ ﻋﺮاق اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺪان ،ﺑﻞ ﻗﺎﻣﻮا ﺑﺸﻖ "ﻃﺮﻳﻖ
ﺑﻮرﻣﺎ" ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﻬﻢ ﺟﻨﻮب اﻟﻤﺤﻮر اﻟﺮﺋﻴﺴﻲ ،ﺑﺤﻴﺚ ﻻ ﻳﺘﻌﺮﺿﻮن إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﻴﺮان ﻣﻦ "ﻧﻐﺒﺔ" أو ﻣﻦ
اﻻﺳﺘﺤﻜﺎﻣﺎت اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺒﺔ .اﺳﺘﻤﺮ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻔﺘﺮق ﺣﻮﻟﻴﻘﺎت رﻏﻢ ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﻤﺘﻜﺮرة )ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "أﻧﻔﺎر" ،ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﻣﻮت ﻟﻔﻠﻮش" ،ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﻏﺎﻳﺲ"( ﻻﺣﺘﻼل
اﻟﻤﻔﺘﺮق واﻻﺳﺘﺤﻜﺎﻣﺎت ﺣﻮﻟﻪ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻋﺒﺜًﺎ .ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﺗﻢ إﺧﻼء آﻔﺎر دروم ) 8ﺗﻤﻮز( اﻟﺬي ﻟﻢ
ﻳﻌﺪ ﺑﺎﻹﻣﻜﺎن اﻟﺪﻓﺎع ﻋﻨﻪ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﻧﺠﺢ ﺑﺎﻟﺼﻤﻮد أﻣﺎم هﺠﻤﺎت اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻃﻮﺑﺎ
ﺑﻴﺖ داراس ،وآﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ اﻹآﺘﻔﺎء ﺑﺎﻟﺪﻓﺎع ﻋﻦ ﺧﻄﻮﻃﻬﻢ آﻲ ﻻ ﻳُﻀﻄﺮّوا إﻟﻰ
ﻻ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ اﻟﻤﻨﺸﻮدة.
اﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﺟﻨﻮﺑًﺎ ،واﻟﺮﺿﻮخ ﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﺔ أن ﻻ أﻣﻞ ﻟﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻹﺳﺘﻤﺮار ﺷﻤﺎ ً
ﻧﺠﺢ ﺳﻼح اﻟﺠﻮ ،ﺧﻼل اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،وﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺴﺒﻮق ،ﻓﻲ ﻧﻘﻞ ﻟﻮاء "ﻳﻔﺘﺎح" ﺑﻜﺎﻣﻠﻪ إﻟﻰ
ﺖ واﻟﻌﺸﺮون اﻟﻤﺤﺎﺻﺮة ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ،وﻓﻲ إﺧﺮاج ﻟﻮاء "هﻨﻴﻐﻒ" ﻟﻺﺳﺘﺮاﺣﺔ .ﺣﺼﻠﺖ اﻟﺒﻠﺪات اﻟﺴ ّ
اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ إﻣﺪادات ﺑﺎﻟﻐﺬاء واﻟﺴﻼح ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺠ ّﻮ .ﺳﺎﻋﺪ اﻟﺴﻼح اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ اﻟﺬي ﺗﺪﻓّﻖ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺸﻴﻜﻮﺳﻠﻮﻓﺎآﻴﺎ ،واﻟﺬي ﺷﻤﻞ ﻃﺎﺋﺮات ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺮﺟﻴﺢ آﻔﺔ ﻣﻴﺰان اﻟﻘﻮة
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ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،وﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺸﻮﻣﺮون ﺻ ّﺪ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻮن ﻗﻮّات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ راﺑﻄﺖ ﻣﻊ
وﺣﺪات ﺻﻐﻴﺮة ﺷﻤﺎل ﺟﻨﻴﻦ وﺷﻤﺎل هﻀﺎب اﻟﺠﻠﺒﻮع .آﺎﻧﺖ هﺬﻩ ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ اﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﻧﺎﺟﺤﺔ وﻣﻨﻈّﻤﺔ
ﺛﺒّﺘﺖ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻴّﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺎر ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻣﺮﻳﺤﺔ ﻟﻠﺪﻓﺎع ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻄﺮف اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ.
رﻏﻢ أ ّ
ن اﻟﺠﻬﻮد اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻤﻮز  ،1948آﻤﺎ هﻮ ﻣﻌﺮوف ،ﺗﺮآّﺰت أﺳﺎﺳًﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻤﺮآﺰ
واﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﺳﻔﻞ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﻔﺮّغ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻣﻊ ﺑﻘﻴﺔ ﻗﻮاﺗﻪ ﻟﻤﻌﺎﻟﺠﺔ ﻣﺸﺎآﻞ ﻣﺴﺘﻌﺠﻠﺔ ،أﺑﺮزهﺎ ﻣﺎ
ﺳ ّﻤﻲ "اﻟﻤﺜﻠّﺚ اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ" .أي ،ﻗﺮى أﺟﺰم ،ﺟﺒﻊ وﻋﻴﻦ ﻏﺰال ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ﻟﻠﻜﺮﻣﻞ ،وهﻲ
اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﺘﻲ ﺑﻘﻴﺖ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وأﻏﻠﻘﺖ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﺤﻜﻢ ﺷﺎرع زﺧﺮون ﻳﻌﻘﻮب  -ﺣﻴﻔﺎ .إﻟﻰ
اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻗﻮّات ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" )وﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ( ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ أﻳﺎر
ﻣﻦ اﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻄﻨﻄﻮرة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺨﺮج اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ﻟﻮادي اﻟﻤﻠﺢ ،وأم اﻟﺰﻳﻨﺎت ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻲ ﻟﻠﻮادي،
ﻣﺎ أﺗﺎح ﻃﺮﻳﻘًﺎ اﻟﺘﻔﺎﻓﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ وادي اﻟﻤﻠﺢ واﻟﻴﺎﺟﻮر .ﻗﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻔﺮﻳﺪﻳﺲ ﺟﻨﻮب
اﻟﻄﻨﻄﻮرة واﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﺪرزﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻜﺮﻣﻞ :داﻟﻴﺔ اﻟﻜﺮﻣﻞ وﻋﺴﻔﻴﺎ ،ﻓﺘﺤﺖ أﺑﻮاﺑﻬﺎ ﻟﻠﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ
وﻟﻢ ﺗﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎﻣﻼ ﻟﺘﺸﻮﻳﺶ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ .رﻏﻢ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻧﺸﺄت ﺣﺎﺟﺔ ﻣﻠﺤّﺔ ﻹزاﻟﺔ اﻟﺤﺎﺟﺰ
اﻟﺬي أﻏﻠﻖ ﺷﺮﻳﺎن اﻟﺤﻴﺎة ﺑﻴﻦ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ وﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،واﻟﺬي آﺎن ﺷﺮﻳﺎﻧًﺎ هﺎﻣﺎ ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .وﺗ ّﻢ اﺣﺘﻼل
"اﻟﻤﺜﻠﺚ اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ" ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺷﻮﻃﺮ" ]ﺷﺮﻃﻲ[ ﻓﻲ  25-24ﺗﻤﻮز .وﻗﺪ ﺗﺮآﻪ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻪ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺗﻠﻴﻦ
ﺧﻼل اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ إﻟﻰ "اﻟﻤﺜﻠﺚ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮ" ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق ،ﺣﻴﺚ اﺳﺘﻘﺒﻠﻬﻢ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻮن ووزّﻋﻮهﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻘﺮى ،ﺑﻞ وأﺧﺬوا ﺑﻌﻀًﺎ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻣﻌﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﺮاق.
هﺎﺟﻢ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ "اﻟﻤﺜﻠﺚ اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ" أﺛﻨﺎء اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ،ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻳﺘﻨﺎﻗﺾ ﻣﻊ ﺷﺮوط اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ
اﻟﺘﻲ ﻣﻨﻌﺖ ذﻟﻚ ،هﺎﺟﻤﻬﺎ ﻣﺮة ﻓﻲ  18ﺣﺰﻳﺮان وﻣﺮة أﺧﺮى ﻓﻲ  8ﺗﻤﻮز .وﻟﻢ ﺗﻨﺠﺢ هﺎﺗﺎن
اﻟﻤﺤﺎوﻟﺘﺎن .ﻓﻘﺪ أدارت ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻘﺮى ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ دﻓﺎع ﻣﺘﻨﺎﺳﻘﺔ وﻧﺎﺟﺤﺔ .وآﺎﻧﺖ هﻨﺎك ﻗﻴﺎدة ﺟﻴﺪة
ﺳﻤّﻴﺖ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ
وهﺠﻮﻣﻴﺔ .رﻏﻢ ارﺗﺒﺎط هﺆﻻء ﺑﺎﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻲ ،إﻻ أﻧّﻬﻢ آﺎﻧﻮا ﻣﻌﺰوﻟﻴﻦ ﺗﻤﺎﻣًﺎُ .
اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﺑﺎﺳﻢ "ﺷﻮﻃﺮ" رﻏﻢ أﻧﻬﺎ ﺗﻤﺖ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ ،ﻷن إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ أرادت اﻋﺘﺒﺎرهﺎ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ
داﺧﻠﻴﺔ ﻟﻀﺒﻂ اﻷﻣﻦ ،ﺿﺪ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻻ ﻳﻌﺘﺮﻓﻮن ﺑﺴﻠﻄﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺼّﺼﺔ ﻟﻬﺎ
ﺣﺴﺐ ﺧﻄﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻟﻠﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ .وﺗﻢ اﺣﺘﻼل ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻘﺮى ﻓﻲ أوج اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ .وﻗﺪ ﺷﻜﻞ ﺻﻤﻮد
ﺳﻜﺎن "اﻟﻤﺜﻠﺚ اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ" ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﺒﺎل اﻟﻜﺮﻣﻞ ﻣﺼﺪر ﻓﺨﺮ ﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﺜﻼث ،وﻧﻤﻮذﺟًﺎ
ﻻﺳﺘﻌﺪاد اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻟﻠﻘﺘﺎل واﻟﺘﻀﺤﻴﺔ دﻓﺎﻋًﺎ ﻋﻦ وﻃﻨﻬﻢ.
رﻏﻢ ﺗﻘﺪّﻣﻬﺎ ،واﻓﻘﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺪاء اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،وهﻜﺬا دﺧﻠﺖ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺣﻴّﺰ اﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺬ ﻓﻲ
 18ﺗﻤﻮز .آﻤﺎ اﺿﻄﺮّت دول اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،ﺑﻌﺪ ﺧﺴﺎرة داﻓﻌﻴّﺔ اﻟﻐﺰو واﺿﻄﺮارهﺎ إﻟﻰ
ن اﻟﺤﺮب ﻟﻢ
اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل اﻟﺘﻜﺘﻴﻚ اﻟﺪﻓﺎﻋﻲ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ،إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ .وآﺎن واﺿﺤًﺎ ﻟﻠﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ أ ّ
ﺗﻨﺘ ِﻪ ﺑﻌﺪ.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ذاﺗﻪ ،وﺧﻼل ﻣﻌﺎرك اﻷﻳّﺎم اﻟﻌﺸﺮة ،اﻧﺸﻐﻠﺖ وﺣﺪات اﻟﺒﺤﺮﻳﺔ واﻟﺠ ّﻮ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ
ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺒﺎدرة ﻟﺒﻌﺾ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎت ،ﺑﻌﻴﺪًا ﻋﻦ اﻟﺤﺪود .هﻜﺬا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل ،ﻗﺎم ﺳﻼح اﻟﺒﺤﺮﻳﺔ ،رﻏﻢ
ﻣﺤﺪودﻳﺔ ﻗﺪراﺗﻪ ،ﺑﻘﺼﻒ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺻﻮر ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،أﻣّﺎ ﺳﻼح اﻟﺠ ّﻮ ﻓﻘﺪ ﻗﺼﻒ ،ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ ﺛﻼث
ﻃﺎﺋﺮات ﻗﺘﺎﻟﻴّﺔ ﺳﻤّﻴﺖ "اﻟﻘﻼع اﻟﻄﺎﺋﺮة" ،وﺻﻠﺖ ﺳﺮا ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،اﻟﻘﺎهﺮة ودﻣﺸﻖ
وﻋﻤﺎن .وﻣﻊ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﻣﻌﺎرك اﻷﻳّﺎم اﻟﻌﺸﺮة ،آﺎن اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ أﻗﻮى ورﺟﺢ ﻣﻴﺰان اﻟﻘﻮى ﺑﻴﻨﻪ
وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺤﻪ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﻠﺤﻮظ .واﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺑﺤﺎﺟﺔ ﻳﺎﺋﺴﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ،
آﻲ ﺗﻮﻗﻒ ،وﻟﻮ ﻣﺆﻗﺘًﺎ ،اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ واﻟﻤﺸﺎهﺪ اﻟﻘﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻟﻌﺸﺮات ﺁﻻف اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﺠﺪد اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺘﻤﻜّﻦ
ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش ﻣﻦ ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪﺗﻬﻢ.
ﺑﻌﺪ ﻋﺸﺮة أﻳﺎم اﻟﻘﺘﺎل ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ ﺗﻤّﻮز ،آﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ أﻧﺤﺎء اﻟﺒﻼد ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ أآﺜﺮ
ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺔ ﻣﻘﺎرﻧﺔ ﻣﻊ ﺣﺎﻟﺘﻬﻢ ﻋﺸﻴّﺔ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ .ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗ ّﻢ اﺣﺘﻼل ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﻤﺪن واﻟﻘﺮى
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ي ﺿﺮر .اﺳﺘﺴﻠﻤﺖ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة وﺗﻌﺎﻣﻞ
وﻃﻠﺒﺖ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ اﺳﺘﺴﻼم آﻲ ﻻ ﻳﻠﺤﻖ ﺑﻬﻢ أ ّ
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،ﻋﻤﻮﻣًﺎ ،ﻣﻊ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة ﺑﻨﺎ ًء ﻋﻠﻰ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ اﻹﺳﺘﺴﻼم ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺘ ِﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻜّﺎن أو
اﻷﻣﺎآﻦ اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﺳﺔ ،آﺎن اﺣﺘﻼل ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة ﻣﻦ دون أﻋﻤﺎل ﻗﺘﻞ أو ﻃﺮد ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ ﺑﺮهﺎﻧًﺎ
ن اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴّﺔ ﻗﺮّرت اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﺳﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ،
واﺿﺤًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ أ ّ
ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺘﻄﻬﻴﺮ اﻟﻌﺮﻗﻲ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﺗﺨﻄّﺖ ﻟﻴﺲ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة ﻓﻘﻂ ،ﺑﻞ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ ﻗﺮى ﻗﻀﺎﺋﻬﺎ ﻣﺜﻞ
اﻟﻤﺸﻬﺪ ،اﻟﺮﻳﻨﺔ وآﻔﺮآﻨﺎ .ﻓﻤﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ  24ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻘﻀﺎء ،ﺑﻘﻴﺖ  20ﻗﺮﻳﺔ .أرﺑﻊ ﻗﺮى اﺣﺘﻠّﺖ
ﻓﻘﻂ وﺗﺤﻮّل ﺳﻜّﺎﻧﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ.
إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﺻﻔﻮرﻳﺔ ،اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻌﺮوﻓﺔ ﺑﻘﺪرات ﻣﻘﺎﺗﻠﻴﻬﺎ ،ﺗ ّﻢ ﺗﺪﻣﻴﺮ ﻗﺮﻳﺘﻴﻦ آﺒﻴﺮﺗﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻀﺎء
اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة :ﻣﺠﻴﺪل وﻣﻌﻠﻮل ،وأﺻﺒﺢ ﺳﻜّﺎﻧﻬﺎ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة .ﻣﺼﻴﺮ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻋﻴﻠﻮط،
اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ﻟﻠﻨﺎﺻﺮة ،آﺎن ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔًﺎ .ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺜﻨﺎء ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻤﺤﺖ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻟﺴﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ
ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻨﻔﺎهﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،رﻓﻀﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم ،اﻟﺴﻤﺎح ﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة
إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ،ﺣﺘﻰ وﻟﻮ آﺎن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ ﻻﺟﺌﻲ اﻟﺪاﺧﻞ .وﺳﺒﺐ ﺗﺼﺮّف إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ ﻓﻲ
ن ﺳﻜّﺎن
ﺣﺎﻟﺔ ﻋﻴﻠﻮط؟ هﻞ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ارﺗﻜﺎب ﻣﺬاﺑﺢ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﺜﻠﻤﺎ ﺣﺪث ﻓﻲ ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن؟ هﻞ ﻷ ّ
ﻋﻴﻠﻮط وﺟﺪوا ،ﺿﻤﻦ ﻣﺎ وﺟﺪوا ،ﻣﻠﺠﺄ ﻓﻲ أدﻳﺮة اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة؟ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼّﻌﺐ أن ﻧﻌﺮف .ﻟﻜﻦ اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﺔ
أﻧﻪ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻋﺪة أﺷﻬﺮ ،ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺎم  ،1949ﺳُﻤﺢ ﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﻋﻴﻠﻮط ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﻟﻢ ﻳُﺴﻤﺢ
ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﺛﻼث ﻗﺮى آﺒﻴﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ هﻲ :ﺻﻔﻮرﻳﺔ ،ﻣﺠﻴﺪل وﻣﻌﻠﻮل .إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ
ﻋﻴﻠﺒﻮن وﻋﻴﻠﻮط ،ﺑﺎﻹﻣﻜﺎن إﺿﺎﻓﺔ ﺳﻜﺎن ﻗﺮﻳﺔ آﻔﺮ ﻗﺮع ﻓﻲ وادي ﻋﺎرة ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺗﺮآﻮا ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ
وﺗﺤﻮّﻟﻮا إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺘﻲ ﻋﺎرة وﻋﺮﻋﺮة ﻟﻤﺪّة إﺣﺪى ﻋﺸﺮ ﺷﻬﺮًا ﻣﻨﺬ أﻳّﺎر  ،1948ﺛ ّﻢ ﻋﺎدوا
ن ﻓﻲ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن
إﻟﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺘﻬﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ أﻳّﺎم ﻗﻠﻴﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻊ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ واﻷرد ّ
.1949
ﻓﻲ ﺧﻄﻮة ذآﻴّﺔ ،أﺳﺎﺳﻬﺎ اﻟﺘﺤﺮّك دون إﻃﻼق ﻧﺎر وﺗﺤﺮﻳﻚ ﻗﻮّات ،ﺑﻌﻀﻬﺎ ﺗﻤﻮﻳﻬﻴﺔ ،ﺳﻴﻄﺮ اﻟﻠﻮاء
اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﻔﺎﻋﻤﺮو ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺮى ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ،وﻧﺠﺢ ﻓﻲ "ﺗﺤﺮﻳﺮ"
ﺟﻨﻮب اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﺳﻔﻞ .ﺑﻔﻀﻞ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺨﻄﻮات ،وﺑﻔﻀﻞ إﻗﻨﺎع اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﺄﻧّﻪ ﻟﻦ ﻳﺼﻴﺒﻬﻢ ﻣﻜﺮوﻩ،
ﺑﻘﻲ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴّﺔ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة وﺷﻔﺎﻋﻤﺮو .ﻣﻜﺎﻧﺔ ﺧﺎﺻّﺔ ﺣﻈﻲ ﺑﻬﺎ اﻟﺪروز ﻓﻲ ﺷﻔﺎﻋﻤﺮو ،آﻔﺮ
ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻒ وأﻣﺎآﻦ أﺧﺮى ،واﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻣﻨﺬ ﺧﺴﺎرﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ رﻣﺎت ﻳﻮﺣﻨﺎن ﻗﺮب ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن ،1948
ﺗﻮﻗّﻔﻮا ﻋﻦ اﻟﻘﺘﺎل ،ﺑﻞ وﻃﻠﺒﻮا اﻻﺳﺘﺴﻼم اﻟﻬﺎدئ .وﻗﺪ أدّى ﺳﻘﻮط اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة إﻟﻰ اﻧﻬﻴﺎر ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ
ﻋﺎ ّم ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ﻟﻬﺎ.
ﺗﻮﻗّﻔﺖ ﻗﻮّات "دﻳﻜﻞ" ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﻄﺎع اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻲ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ﻗﺮب اﻟﺒﺮوة )ﻣﻔﺘﺮق أﺣﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﻴﻮم( ،وهﻮ ﻣﺎ
ﺧﻠﻖ ﺗﻮاﺻﻼ ﻟﻠﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ آﻔﺮ ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻒ واﻟﻜﺎﺑﺮي وﺣﺘﻰ ﺣﻨﻴﺘﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ
اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻘﺔ ﻣﻊ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن .وﻗﺪ ﺣﻄّﻢ ﺳﻘﻮط اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت اﻟﻘﺎﻗﻮﺟﻲ ﻻﺣﺘﻼل ﺳﺠﺮة،
واﺿﻄﺮّت ﻗﻮّاﺗﻪ إﻟﻰ اﻻﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﺳﺮﻳﻌًﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل .ﺳﻴﻄﺮت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ،ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ
ﻣﻌﺎرك اﻷﻳﺎم اﻟﻌﺸﺮة ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺨﻂ ﻣﻦ ﺳﺠﺮة إﻟﻰ ﺻﻔﺪ وﻧﺒﻲ ﻳﻮﺷﺎع ،وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻻﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ
اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻘﺔ ﻣﻊ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن .وﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻗﻮّات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺪﺧﻮل إﻟﻰ وﺳﻂ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ وإﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ
اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة ﺳﺨﻨﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﺎ اﺿﻄﺮّت إﻟﻰ ﻣﻐﺎدرﺗﻬﺎ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻣﺤﻨﺔ وﺣﺪاﺗﻬﺎ اﻟﻘﺘﺎﻟﻴﺔ .وﺗﻤّﺖ ﻣﻐﺎدرة هﺬﻩ
اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة وﺗﺤﻮّﻟﺖ إﻟﻰ ﺟﻴﺐ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،ﺳﻮﻳﺔ ﻣﻊ ﻋﺮاﺑﺔ ،دﻳﺮ ﺣﻨﺎ وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺮى .آﺎن
هﺬا اﻟﺠﻴﺐ ﻳﻮﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺬي ﺑﻘﻲ هﻮ اﻵﺧﺮ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ
اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ،وﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻌﻠﻴّﺔ آﺎن ﺗﺤﺖ ﺳﻴﻄﺮة اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻲّ و"ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ".
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اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ
ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﺗﻤﺮآﺰت ﺛﻼث ﻗﻮّات ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ :وﺣﺪات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺴﻮري ،وﺣﺪات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻲ،
ووﺣﺪات "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ أﻟﻮﻳﺔ ﺗﺎﺑﻌﺔ ﻟﻠﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ" :آﺮﻣﻠﻲ"،
"ﺟﻮﻻﻧﻲ" و"ﻋﻮدﻳﺪ"ُ .وﺟّﻬﺖ اﻟﺠﻬﻮد اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ هﻨﺎ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﻘﻮّة اﻷآﺒﺮ ،أي اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺴﻮري،
وﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﻘﻮّة اﻷﺿﻌﻒ" ،ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" ﺑﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻘﺎﻗﻮﺟﻲ .ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ،آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﻟﻜﺴﺮ
رأس اﻟﺠﺴﺮ اﻟﺴﻮري ﻟﻤﺸﻤﺎر هﻴﺮدﻳﻦ :ﺧﺮﺑﺔ ﻳﺎردا .وﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،آﺎن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ
اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﺳﻔﻞ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﺗﺤﺖ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴّﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ.
واﺟﻪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻨﻮب اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻲ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص ،ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ
اﺣﺘﻠﻮا ﻣﺸﻤﺎر هﻴﺮدﻳﻦ وراﺑﻄﻮا داﺧﻞ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ .ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ وﺣﺪات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ
ن .وﻟﻢ ﺗﻨﺠﺢ ﻗﻮات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ
)ﻟﻮاء "آﺮﻣﻠﻲ"( دﻓﻊ اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺎ وراء اﻷرد ّ
ﻖ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
ﻓﻲ ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ ﺿﺎرﻳﺔ ﺧﻼل ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "ﺑﺮوش" ﻓﻲ إﺟﺒﺎر اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﺮاﺟﻊ .وﻟﻢ ﻳﺒ َ
ﻻ ﻧﺤﻮ أﻳﻴﻠﺖ هﺸﺎﺣﺮ
اﻟﺴﻮري ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺘﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻴﺐ ،ﺑﻞ ﺣﺎول اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﻏﺮﺑًﺎ ﻧﺤﻮ روش ﺑﻴﻨﺎ وﺷﻤﺎ ً
)ﻧﺠﻤﺔ اﻟﺼﺒﺢ( .ﻟﻢ ﻳﻘﻊ اﻟﺤﺴﻢ ،وﻋﺸﻴﺔ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺑﻘﻴﺖ اﻟﻘﻮات ﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﻤﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻴﻄﺮت
ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ .ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺑﻘﻲ اﻟﺘﻬﺪﻳﺪ ﺑﻔﺼﻞ "أﺻﺒﻊ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ" ﻗﺎﺋﻤًﺎ
ﺑﻨﻈﺮهﺎ ،ﻟﻜﻦ اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻨﺠﺤﻮا ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﺳﻴﻊ ﻗﺒﻀﺘﻬﻢ .ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،اﺳﺘﻤﺮّوا ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻣﻮاﻗﻊ أﺳﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻣﺮﻳﺤﺔ ﻟﻠﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﻘﺎدم.
ﺗﺮآﺰ ﻧﺠﺎح اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺧﻼل ﻣﻌﺎرك اﻷﻳﺎم اﻟﻌﺸﺮة ﻓﻲ ﺣﻤﻠﺔ اﻟﻠﻮاء اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻊ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ
ن ﻗﺮارات
اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﺳﻔﻞ .وآﺎن ﻗﺎﺋﺪ "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" اﻟﻘﺎﻗﻮﺟﻲ ﻗﺪ ﻋﺎد وادّﻋﻰ أ ّ
ﻣﺠﻠﺲ اﻷﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻊ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻻ ﺗﻠﺰﻣﻪ ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،ﺣﺎول ﻋﺸﻴﺔ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻣﻬﺎﺟﻤﺔ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺔ
ﺳﺠﺮة ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﺳﻔﻞ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻮﻗّﻒ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺑﺪء ﺳﺮﻳﺎن ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ .وﻓﻘﻂ ﻗﻮات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ هﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ أرﻏﻤﺘﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻮﻗّﻒ .وﻓﻲ ﺗﻤّﻮز ﻋﺎود ﻣﻬﺎﺟﻤﺔ ﺳﺠﺮة ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل واﻟﺠﻨﻮب
واﻻﺳﺘﺤﻜﺎﻣﺎت ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة إﻟﻰ ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ .ﻟﻜﻦ ،ﻇﻬﺮت ﺧﻠﻔﻪ ﻗﻮّات ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "دﻳﻜﻞ"
اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﺘﺤﺮّك ﻣﻦ اﻟﻐﺮب إﻟﻰ اﻟﺸﺮق.
آﺎﻧﺖ ﺛﻘﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﻘﺪرات اﻟﻤﺘﻄﻮّﻋﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺷﻜّﻠﻮا "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" ﻣﻨﺨﻔﻀﺔ ﺟﺪا ،آﻤﺎ
ﺳﻴﺘّﻀﺢ ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ .وآﺎن اﻟﺨﻮف ﻳﺘﻤﻠّﻚ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮى اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ وﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ
اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗُﺤﺘﻞّ ﺑﻌﺪ ،ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻗﺪراﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﺪﻓﺎﻋﻴﺔ اﻟﻘﻠﻴﻠﺔ ،وﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻋﺪم ﻗﺪرة "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ"
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺘﻬﻢ .وﺗ ّﻢ اﻟﺘﻌﺒﻴﺮ ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺎ ﻋﻦ ذﻟﻚ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺎهﺪة اﻟﺘﻲ وﻗّﻌﺘﻬﺎ ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﺪروز ﻓﻲ ﺷﻔﺎﻋﻤﺮو
ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن  .1948ﺣﻴﺚ ﺳﻤﺢ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﺪروز ﻓﻲ ﺷﻔﺎﻋﻤﺮو ﻟﻠﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ
ﻲ اﻟﺪرزي ،وذﻟﻚ ﺑﻨﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﻮﻗّﻌﺔ ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ ،ﻣﻤﺎ ﺳﺎﻋﺪ
ﺑﺎﻗﺘﺤﺎم اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺤ ّ
اﻟﻘﻮّات اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻔﺎﺟﺄة اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺗﻠﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ داﻓﻌﻮا ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ .وﻗﺪ ﻓﺘﺢ اﺣﺘﻼل ﺷﻔﺎﻋﻤﺮو أﻣﺎم
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة .وﺑﺎﻟﻔﻌﻞ ،ﺗﻘﺪّم هﺬا اﻟﺠﻴﺶ ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ وﺗﻐﻠّﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ
ن اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ آﺎﻧﻮا ﻣﻦ
ﻣﻘﺎوﻣﺔ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة ﺻﻔﻮرﻳﺔ ﻏﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة .وﻷ ّ
اﻟﻤﺤﺎرﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻗﺎوﻣﻮا اﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ،ﺗﻢ ﻃﺮد ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ .وﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﻤﺢ ﻟﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة
إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ رﻏﻢ ﻣﺤﺎوﻻﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﻜﺮّرة .وﻟﺠﺄ ﺳﻜﺎن ﺻﻔﻮرﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة ،وأﻗﺎﻣﻮا هﻨﺎك ﺣﻴﺎ ﺳﻤّﻲ
ﻋﻠﻰ اﺳﻤﻬﻢ .واﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜّﺎن هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ﻻﺟﺌﻮن ﺧﺎرج وﻃﻨﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ وﻟﺒﻨﺎن.
ﻲ اﻷآﺒﺮ واﻷهﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﺬي ﻟﻢ ﻳﺤﺘﻠّﻪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﻌﺪ.
ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﺒﻠﺪ اﻟﻌﺮﺑ ّ
وﺣﻈﻲ ﺑﻠﺪ ﺑﺸﺎرة اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺢ ﺑﻤﻌﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﺗﺨﺘﻠﻒ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﺬي آﺎن ﻣﻦ ﻧﺼﻴﺐ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻠﺪ واﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ
ﻗﺒﻞ ذﻟﻚ ﺑﺄﺳﺒﻮع واﺣﺪ ﻓﻘﻂ .ﻓﻌﻨﺪ وﺻﻮل اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺸﺎرف اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة ،اﺳﺘﺪﻋﺖ
ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺒﻠﺪة اﻟﻤﻮﻗﺮ واﻟﻤﺴﻠﻢ ﻳﻮﺳﻒ اﻟﻔﺎهﻮم ،وﺑﻌﺾ رؤﺳﺎء اﻟﻄﺎﺋﻔﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴّﺔ،
87

ﻞ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ
ﻗﺮى ﻗﻀﺎء اﻟﻠﺪ-اﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺼﻴﺮ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺘﻴﻦ .واهﺘ ّﻢ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﺬي اﺣﺘ ّ
ي ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮى ،ﻣﺜﻞ ﺟﻤﺰو وداﻧﻴﺎل وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ.
ﺑﻜﺎﻣﻠﻬﺎ ﺑﻌﺪم اﻹﺑﻘﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ أ ّ
ﻖ ﺧﻴﺎر أﻣﺎم اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﺬهﻮﻟﻴﻦ ﺳﻮى اﻟﺘﺤﺮّك ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﺴﻴﻄﺮ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ
ﻟﻢ ﻳﺒ َ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲّ ،وﺳﺎر اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪون ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗﺪام ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﻜﻴﻠﻮﻣﺘﺮات ﺣﺘﻰ رام اﷲ واﻟﻘﺪس ،ووﺻﻠﺖ
ﺗﻘﺎرﻳﺮ ﻋﻦ ﻣﻮت ﻣﺴﻨّﻴﻦ وﻣﺮﺿﻰ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ .وﻗﺪ ﺛﺎر ﻏﻀﺐ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﺪ
واﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ ،وﻏﻴﺮهﻢ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﻨﻮد ﻓﻴﻠﻖ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ،اﻟﺬي ﻟﻢ ﻳﺤﺮّك ﺳﺎآﻨًﺎ ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪﺗﻬﻢ ،وﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ إﻟﻰ
هﺆﻻء ،ﺷﻜﻞ ﺗﺼﺮّف ﺟﻴﻮش اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﺑﺮهﺎﻧًﺎ ﺳﺎﻃﻌًﺎ ﺁﺧﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺆاﻣﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﻴﻜﺖ ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﻟﺘﻘﺎﺳﻢ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻤﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ أﺟﺴﺎد وﺣﺴﺎب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ .أﺛﺎرت ﻣﺸﺎهﺪ وﻗﺼﺺ
ﻋﺸﺮات ﺁﻻف اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻠﺪ واﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ وﺻﻠﻮا إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻘﺪس ورام اﷲ ،اﻹﺣﺒﺎط
واﻟﻐﻀﺐ اﻟﻌﺎرﻣﻴﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺻﻔﻮف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ.
ﻋﺒّﺮ اﻟﺸﺎﻋﺮ ﻧﺘﺎن أﻟﺘﺮﻣﺎن ﻋﻦ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺮوح اﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺎدت "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ" ﻓﻲ
ﺲ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ اﻷﺑﺮﻳﺎء أﺛﻨﺎء ﻣﺎ ﺣﺪث ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻠﺪ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﻧﺸﺮ ﻗﺼﻴﺪة ﺣﺬّر ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤ ّ
اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻟﻀﺮورة اﻟﻈﺮوف .ﻋﻠﻰ آﻞّ ،أدّت هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك إﻟﻰ إزاﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﻬﺪﻳﺪ ﻋﻦ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻏﻮش دان
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻐﺮب ،ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق .وﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﻴﻮم اﺳﺘﻮﻟﻰ "ﺗﺴﻬﺎل" ﻋﻠﻰ روش هﻌﺎﻳﻦ
وﻣﺼﺎدر ﻧﻬﺮ اﻟﻴﺮآﻮن اﻟﻀﺮورﻳﺔ ﻟﺘﺰوﻳﺪ اﻟﻘﺪس وﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻏﻮش دان ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻴﺎﻩ.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻋﻤﻠﻴّﺔ "داﻧﻲ" ،ﻋﺸﻴّﺔ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ) 18ﺗﻤّﻮز( ،ﺗﻤّﺖ ﺛﻼث ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت،
إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻠﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺷﻬﺮي أﻳﺎر وﺣﺰﻳﺮان ،وهﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮة ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻟﻮاء اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح "ﻳﻔﺘﺎح" و"هﺮﺋﻴﻞ"
وﻗﻮّات أﺧﺮى ،ﺑﻬﺪف إﺧﺮاج اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻮاﻗﻌﻪ اﻟﻤﺤﺼّﻨﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ،ﻟﻜﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺤﺎوﻻت
ﻓﺸﻠﺖ هﻲ اﻷﺧﺮى .وﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻗﻮة "هﺮﺋﻴﻞ" ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق ﻗﻠﻴﻼ وﺟﻨﻮب اﻟﺸﺎرع اﻟﺮﺋﻴﺴﻲ
ﻟﻠﻘﺪس ،ﺑﺎﺣﺘﻼل ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﺻﻮﺑﺎ واﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ ﻣﻦ آﺴﻠﺔ ﺣﺘﻰ إﻳﺸﻮاع )أﺷﺘﻮل( ،وﺑﺬﻟﻚ ﻓﺘﺤﺖ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ
إﺿﺎﻓﻴﺔ ﺑﺪﻳﻠﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس .آﻤﺎ ﺗﻤﻜّﻦ هﺬا اﻟﻠﻮاء ﻣﻦ ﺗﻮﺳﻴﻊ ﺳﻴﻄﺮﺗﻪ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﺻﺮﻋﺔ )رﻏﻢ ﺑﻘﺎء
ﻋﺮﺗﻮف" /هﺎرﻃﻮف" ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻨﻈﺎﻣﻴّﺔ( .أدّت اﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت ﺿﺪ
اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻟﻠﺪ وﺷﻤﺎﻟﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ إﺻﺎﺑﺎت آﺒﻴﺮة ﻟﻘﻮّات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،ﻋﻠﻰ أﻳّﺔ ﺣﺎل ،ﻓﺸﻠﺖ
ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻰ رام اﷲ ،وآﺎﻧﺖ هﺬﻩ أآﺒﺮ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﺑﺎدر إﻟﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺣﺘﻰ ذﻟﻚ
اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ،وﺗ ّﻢ ﺧﻼﻟﻬﺎ اﺣﺘﻼل ﻣﺮاآﺰ أﺳﺎﺳﻴّﺔ وﺣﻴﻮﻳﺔ ،وﺷ ّﻜﻞ ﺁﻻف اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﺎرﻳﻦ ﻋﺒﺌًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻗﻮّات ﻓﻴﻠﻖ ﺷﺮق اﻷدرن اﻟﺬي آُﺴﺮت ﺷﻮآﺘﻪ.
ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻠ َﻎ اﻟﺘﻬﺪﻳﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﺑﻘﺎء اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون .واﺳﺘﻤﺮّت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ
ﺟﺎﻧﺒﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل "ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﺑﻮرﻣﺎ" ﺟﻨﻮب اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ﺑﻬﺪف اﻟﺘﻮاﺻﻞ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﺪس واﻟﺴﻬﻞ اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻠﻲ،
وﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ اﻟﺘﻐﻠّﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺪاﺋﻴﺔ ﻣﺮاﻗﺒﻲ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻓﺤﺼﻮا اﻟﻘﻮاﻓﻞ اﻟﻤﺘّﺠﻬﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس
ﻋﺒﺮ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ اﻹﻋﺘﻴﺎدﻳﺔ ،وﻣﻨﻌﻮا ﺑﺬﻟﻚ زﻳﺎدة إﻣﺪادات اﻟﻐﺬاء ،اﻟﺴﻼح واﻟﺬﺧﻴﺮة ،ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﻌﺪ دﺧﻮل
اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ ﺣﻴﺰ اﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺬ ،وﺑﺎﻟﻘﺮب ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻗﻮّات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ و"إﺗﺴﻴﻞ" )اﻟﺬي ﻟﻢ
ﻳﻨﻀ ّﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،ﺑﺤﺠّﺔ أن اﻟﻘﺪس ﻟﻢ ﺗُﻀ ّﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ( ،ﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﺳﻴﻊ
ﻗﺒﻀﺘﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ﻧﺤﻮ ﺧﺮﺑﺔ اﻟﺤﻤﺎﻣﺔ )ﺟﺒﻞ هﺮﺗﺴﻞ( ،ﺑﻴﺖ ﻣﺰﻣﻴﻞ )آﺮﻳﺎت ﻳﻮﻓﻴﻞ( ،ﻣﺎﻟﺤﺔ،
ﻋﻴﻦ آﺎرم وﻣﺴﻜﺮي ﺑﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﺸﻔﻰ اﻟﻤﻌﺮوف اﻟﻴﻮم ﺑﺎﺳﻢ هﺪاﺳﺎ .وﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ﻓﺸﻠﺖ
ﻲ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي
ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻗﺘﺤﺎم اﻟﺒﻠﺪة اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ آﻲ ﻳﻌﻴﺪ اﻟﺘﻮاﺻﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺤ ّ
اﻟﻤُﺤﺘﻞ ،ﺣﻴﺚ اﻧﺘﻬﺖ هﺠﻤﺎت اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻨﻮب ﺑﺎب ﺻﻬﻴﻮن وهﺠﻤﺎت "اﻹﻳﺘﺴﻞ"
ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺒﺎب اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ دون ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ.
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ﻲ
ﻞ ﺟﻬﻮدهﺎ ،ﺑﻌﺪ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ،ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﺤﻀﻮر اﻟﺨﻄﻴﺮ ﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﺷﺮﻗ ّ
رآّﺰت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺟ ّ
اﻷردن ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ،اﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ ،اﻟﻠ ّﺪ )اﻟﺬي ﺷﻜّﻞ ﺗﻬﺪﻳﺪًا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ( وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﺠﻴﺐ
ﺧﺼّﺼﺖ
اﻟﺴﻮري ﻓﻲ ﻣﺸﻤﺎر هﻴﺮدﻳﻦ – ﺧﺮﺑﺔ ﻳﺎردا ﺷﺮﻗﻲ روش ﺑﻴﻨﺎ داﺧﻞ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ُ
ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺣﺴﺐ ﺧﻄﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻟﻠﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻣﻦ  29آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷول  .1947أﻣﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ
اﻷﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ،ﻓﺘﻘﺮّر اﻻﺳﺘﻤﺮار هﻨﺎك ﻓﻲ ﺻ ّﺪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،واﻟﺒﺪء
ﺑﻬﺠﻮم ﻣﻀﺎد ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻊ ﻟﻠﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،واﻟﺬي راﺑﻂ داﺧﻞ ﺣﺪود إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
وﺳﻴﻄﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﺳﻔﻞ وﻣﺸﺎرف ﻋﻜّﺎ ﻏﺮﺑﻲ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة وﺣﺘﻰ ﻣﺸﺎرف ﻃﺒﺮﻳّﺎ.
ﺟﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﻤﺮآﺰ :اﻟﻠﺪ واﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ واﻟﻘﺪس
ﺣﺎول اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ "داﻧﻲ" )واﻟﻤﻌﺮوﻓﺔ أﻳﻀًﺎ ﺑﺎﺳﻢ
ﻞ ﻣﻦ :ﻟﺪ ،رﻣﻠﺔ ،ﻟﻄﺮون ،رام اﷲ( ﻃﺮد اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ
"ل.ر.ل.ر" ،وهﻲ اﻷﺣﺮف اﻷوﻟﻲ ﻟﻜ ّ
ﺣﺘﻰ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ رام اﷲ .وأﺷﺮف ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻗﺎﺋﺪ "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" اﻟﻘﺪﻳﺮ ،ﻳﻐﺂل أﻟﻮن .وﺗﺮآﺰت
اﻟﺠﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﻄﺎع اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻠ ّﺪ واﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ اﻟﺘﻬﺪﻳﺪ اﻷآﺒﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ
ﻏﻮش دان .اﻟﻘﻮّات اﻟﻤﺘﺎﺣﺔ ﻷﻟﻮن هﻨﺎك آﺎﻧﺖ ﻟﻮاء "ﻳﻔﺘﺎح""/ﺑﻠﻤﺎح" ،ﻟﻮاء "ﺷﻤﻮﻧﻪ" )ﺛﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ(،
اﻟﻤﺪرّﻋﺎت ،وﻗﻮّات ﻣﻦ ﻟﻮاﺋﻲ "آﺮﻳﻴﺘﻲ" و"أﻟﻜﺴﻨﺪروﻧﻲ".
ﺑﻴﻦ  10-9ﺗﻤّﻮز ،اﺣﺘﻠّﺖ ﻗﻮّات "داﻧﻲ" ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺟﻤﺰو-داﻧﻴﺎل ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻟﻠﺪ وﻓﻜّﺖ اﻟﺤﺼﺎر ﻣﻦ ﺑﻦ
ﺷﻴﻤﻦ .إﻟﻰ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك ،دارت ﻣﻌﺎرك ﺿﺎرﻳﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ آﻮﻟﻪ دﻳﺮ ﻃﺮﻳﻒ ،وﺗ ّﻢ
اﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻤﻄﺎر اﻟﺪوﻟﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﺪ وﺳﻠﺴﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﺤﻴﻄﺔ ﻟﻪ ﺷﻤﺎﻟﻲ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻠﺪ.
ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ  11ﺗﻤّﻮز اﻧﻄﻠﻖ ﻣﻮﺷﻴﻪ دﻳﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ رأس آﺘﻴﺒﺔ ﻣﺪرّﻋﺎت ﻣﻦ ﻟﻮاء "ﺷﻤﻮﻧﻪ" ﻣﻦ ﺑﻦ
ﺷﻴﻤﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق إﻟﻰ اﻟﻠ ّﺪ وأذهﻞ ﻗﻮّات اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ وﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ .وﻋﻠﻰ رأس اﻟﺴﺮب ﺳﺎرت ﻣﺪرّﻋﺔ
ﻏُﻨﻤﺖ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ )"اﻟﻨﻤﺮ اﻟﻔﻈﻴﻊ"( .وﺻﻞ ﺳﺮب اﻟﻤﺪرّﻋﺎت إﻟﻰ ﻣﺸﺎرف اﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻪ ﺧﺮج
ﻓﻮرًا ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻹﺻﺎﺑﺎت اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪة ،ﺑﻌﺪ ﻓﻘﺪان ﻋﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﻤﻔﺎﺟﺄة وﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﻨﻴﺮان اﻟﻜﺜﻴﻔﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺻﺒّﺖ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ.
ي
وﺗﺮك ﻣﻬﻤّﺔ اﻻﺣﺘﻼل ﻟﻠﻘﻮّات اﻟﺮاﺟﻠﺔ ،اﺳﺘﻤﺮّت ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﺮب  47دﻗﻴﻘﺔ ﻓﻘﻂ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﺘ ّﻢ اﺣﺘﻼل أ ّ
ﻦ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻤﺬهﻮﻟﺔ ﺳﻘﻄﺖ ﺑﻌﺪ ذﻟﻚ ﻓﻮرًا ﺑﻴﺪ ﻗﻮّات "ﻳﻔﺘﺎح""/ﺑﻠﻤﺎح" اﻟﺘﻲ دﺧﻠﺘﻬﺎ
هﺪف ،ﻟﻜ ّ
ﻣﺴﺘﻐﻠّﺔ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ اﻹرﺑﺎك اﻟﺸﺪﻳﺪ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺎدﺗﻬﺎ ،ﻟﻠﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ .وﺷﻜﻞ هﺬا ﻧﻤﻮذﺟًﺎ راﺋﻌًﺎ ﻟﻘﺪرات ﻗﻮّة
اﻟﻤﺪرّﻋﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺘﺤﺮّك ﺳﺮﻳﻌًﺎ ،وﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺘﻮﻗّﻊ ،ﻓﺎﺳﺘﺴﻠﻤﺖ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ وﺗﻌﻬّﺪ رؤﺳﺎء اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ
ﺑﺘﺴﻠﻴﻢ ﺳﻼﺣﻬﻢ ﻟﻠﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ .ﻟﻜ ّ
ﻦ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻨﺴﺤﺐ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻴﻮم اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ  12ﺗﻤّﻮز هﺎﺟﻢ
ﺳﻮﻳﺔ ﻣﻊ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻠﺪ ﺟﻨﻮد ﻟﻮاء "ﻳﻔﺘﺎح""/ﺑﻠﻤﺎح" اﻟﻤﺮاﺑﻄﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ .ﻣﻤﺎ اﺿﻄ ّﺮ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺗﻠﻮن
اﻟﻤﺒﺎﻏﺘﻮن ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺗﺤﻮّﻟﻮا إﻟﻰ أﺳﺮى ﺑﻴﺪ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،إﻟﻰ اﻟﺮدّ ،وﺧﻼل اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ اﻧﺴﺤﺐ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ
ﻣﻦ ﻣﻮاﻗﻌﻪ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﺪن ،وأﺻﻴﺐ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،وﺧﺎف اﻟﺒﻌﺾ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻣﺼﻴﺮهﻢ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ إﺧﻼﻟﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻻﺗﻔﺎق ،ﻓﺎﻧﻀﻤّﻮا إﻟﻰ ﻗﻮّات اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ راﺑﻄﺖ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻟﻠ ّﺪ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ
دﻳﺮ ﻃﺮﻳﻒ ﺑﻴﺖ ﻧﺒﺎﻻ .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻴﻮم ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ،اﺳﺘﺴﻠﻤﺖ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ ،وﺗ ّﻢ اﻋﺘﻘﺎل اﻟﺸﺒّﺎن ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ اﺧﺘﺎر
ي ﻣﻨﻬﻢ.
اﻵﺧﺮون اﻟﺘﺤ ّﺮك ﺷﻤﺎﻻً ،ﻗﻠﺔ ﻗﻠﻴﻠﺔ ﻓﻘﻂ ﺑﻘﻴﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﺼﺐ أ ّ
ﻞ ﻣﻦ أﻟﻒ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻜّﺎن ،وﻋﺪد ﻣﺸﺎﺑﻪ ﺑﻘﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﺗ ّﻢ ﻃﺮد ﺑﻘﻴﺔ ﺳﻜﺎن
ﺑﻘﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻠﺪ أﻗ ّ
اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺘﻴﻦ وﺁﻻف اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻳﺎﻓﺎ واﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺗﻮاﺟﺪوا ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﺪ واﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ
اﻟﻔﺘﺮة .وﻗﺪ ﺷﻜّﻞ ﻣﺸﻬﺪ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺧﻤﺴﻴﻦ أﻟﻒ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻣﻤّﻦ ﻃُﺮدوا ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ووﻃﻨﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ
ﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺎم ﺑﻬﺎ
رﻣﻀﺎن وﻓﻲ ﺣ ّﺮ ﺗﻤّﻮز اﻟﺸﺪﻳﺪ ،ﺷﻜّﻞ إﺣﺪى ذروات ﻓﻈﺎﺋﻊ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺘﻄﻬﻴﺮ اﻟﻌﺮﻗ ّ
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ .وﻟﺘﺤﻘﻴﻖ هﺪف ﻃﺮد ﻋﺸﺮات ﺁﻻف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﺴﺮﻋﺔ اﻟﺒﺮق ،ﺗﺼﺮّف
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﻮﺣﺸﻴﺔ وﻗﺘﻞ ﻣﺌﺎت اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﻮارع واﻟﻤﺴﺎﺟﺪ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﺨﺘﻠﻒ ﻣﺼﻴﺮ ﺳﻜّﺎن
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اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻘﺘﺎل ،ﻧﺤﻮ ﺗﺤﺴﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻮاﻗﻊ ،اﻟﺘﺤﺼّﻦ ،واﻟﺘﺰوّد ﺑﺎﻷﺳﻠﺤﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺎس .ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺔ اﻟﺤﺎل،
اﻟﺘﺰﻣﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﺸﺮوط وﻗﻒ اﻟﻨﺎر ،أ ّﻣﺎ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻴﺎﺋﺴﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻤﺮآﺰة ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﻓﻘﺪ
ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ ﺑﺘﻌﻠﻴﻤﺎت ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺎﺗﻬﺎ واﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻹﺧﻼل ﺑﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﺸﺮوط ﺑﺠﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﻄﺮق اﻟﻤﻤﻜﻨﺔ،
وﺑﺪورهﻢ ،ﺣﺎول اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﻮن )اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺗﻮاﺟﺪوا ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ واﻟﻌﺮاق واﻷردن( إﺛﺎرة اﻟﻔﺘﻦ آﻌﺎدﺗﻬﻢ.
ﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ إﻗﺎﻣﺘﻬﺎ آﺎن ﺑﺈﻣﻜﺎن إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ أن ﺗﺒﺪأ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻤﻞ آﺪوﻟﺔ
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮّﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺑﻌﺪ أﻗ ّ
اﻋﺘﻴﺎدﻳﺔ .وﻗﺪ أزﻳﻠﺖ اﻟﻘﻴﻮد اﻟﺘﻲ ﻓﺮﺿﻬﺎ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ،وأﺻﺒﺢ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ وﺿﺢ اﻟﻨﻬﺎر ﻣﻤﻜﻨًﺎ .وأﻗﺎم
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﺧﻼل أﺳﺎﺑﻴﻊ ﻣﻌﺪودة )وﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺴﺒﻮق( دوﻟﺔ ﺗﻤﻠﻚ ﺟﻴﺸًﺎ
ت داﺧﻠﻴّﺔ ﺗﻌﻮد
وﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺎت .ﻟﻢ ﺗﺠﺮ اﻷﻣﻮر ﺟﻤﻴﻌﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ أﺣﺴﻦ وﺟﻪ ،إذ ﻃﻔﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻄﺢ ﺧﻼﻓﺎ ٌ
ﺟﺬورهﺎ إﻟﻰ أﻳﺎم اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب ،هﻜﺬا ،ﻣﺜﻼ ،ﺑﻘﻴﺖ اﻟﻤﻨﻈّﻤﺘﺎن اﻟﻤﻨﺸﻘّﺘﺎن" ،إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" و"ﻟﻴﺤﻲ" ،ﺗﻌﻤﻼن
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس )اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗُﻀ ّﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ رﺳﻤﻴﺎ ﻟﺪوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ( ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﻌﺪ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ.
وﺻﻠﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻹزدواﺟﻴﺔ ذروﺗﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺎدﺛﺔ اﻟﺼﻌﺒﺔ واﻟﻤﺆﺳﻔﺔ ﻟﺴﻔﻴﻨﺔ اﻟﺴﻼح "أﻟْﺘﺎﻟﻴﻨﺎ" اﻟﺘﻲ
أﺣﻀﺮهﺎ ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ "إﻳﺘﺴِﻞ" إﻟﻰ ﺷﻮاﻃﺊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  1948ﺧﻼل وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر،
ﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
وﺣﺎول ﺗﻔﺮﻳﻎ ﺷﺤﻨﺘﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ آﻔﺎر ﻓﻴﺘﻜﻴﻦ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﺗﻮزﻳﻊ اﻟﺴﻼح ﻋﻠﻰ رﺟﺎﻟﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﻟﻜ ّ
ﻣﻨﻌﻪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺘﻮﺟّﻬﺖ اﻟﺴﻔﻴﻨﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ وﻋﻠﻰ ﻇﻬﺮهﺎ ﻗﺎﺋﺪ "إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻖ ﻣﻨﺎﺣﻴﻢ
ﺑﻴﻐﻦ ،وﻓﻲ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ،ﻧﺸﺒﺖ ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ ﻗُﺘﻞ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ أﻓﺮاد ﻣﻦ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ وﻣﻦ "إﻳﺘﺴﻞ"،
وﺟﺮى إﻏﺮاق اﻟﺴﻔﻴﻨﺔ .وأﻃﻠﻖ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺪﻓﻊ اﻟﺬي أﻏﺮق اﻟﺴﻔﻴﻨﺔ اﺳﻢ "اﻟﻤﺪﻓﻊ
اﻟﻤﻘﺪّس" .ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺳﺎد اﻟﻬﺪوء ﺑﻌﺪ أن ﺻﻤّﻢ ﻣﻨﺎﺣﻴﻢ ﺑﻴﻐﻦ ﻣﻨﻊ ﻧﺸﻮب ﺣﺮب أهﻠﻴّﺔ.
ﺣﺎول اﻟﻮﺳﻴﻂ ﺑﺮﻧﺎدوت ﺧﻼل اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ ﻋﺮض ﺧﻄّﺔ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴّﺔ ﺗُﺮﺿﻲ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻷﻃﺮاف ،وﺗﺘﻠﺨّﺺ ﻓﻲ
ﺗﻘﻠﻴﺺ ﻣﺴﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺗﻘﻠﻴﺼًﺎ آﺒﻴﺮًا ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل ﺗﺤﻮﻳﻞ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ إﻟﻰ اﻷردن ،وﺗﻘﺪﻳﻢ
ﻲ )وﻗﺪ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﻮّاﺗﻬﺎ ﻗﺪ ﺳﻴﻄﺮت ﻋﻠﻴﻪ(،
ﺗﻌﻮﻳﻀﺎت ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﻼﺋﻤﺔ ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﻐﺮﺑ ّ
وﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺎس ﻧﻘﻞ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻟﻔﻌﻠﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻟﻸردﻧﻴﻴﻦ .اﻧﺤﺎزت هﺬﻩ اﻟﺨﻄّﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ واﺿﺢ
ﻟﻠﻌﺮب ،وﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻓﻘﺪ رﻓﻀﺘﻬﺎ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻗﺎﻃﻊ ،ورﻓﻀﺘﻬﺎ آﺬﻟﻚ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ
آﺎﻧﺖ ﻻ ﺗﺰال ﺗﺄﻣﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﻀﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ .وﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول ﻓﻘﺪ آﺎن اﻻﻋﺘﺮاف
ﺑﻮﺟﻮد دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ )وﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺴﺎﺣﺎت اﻟﻤﻘﻠّﺼﺔ وﻓﻖ ﺧﻄّﺔ ﺑﺮﻧﺎدوت( ﺳﺒﺒًﺎ آﺎﻓﻴًﺎ ﻟﻌﺪم ﻣﻨﺎﻗﺸﺘﻬﺎ
اﻟﺒﺘّﺔ.
ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎ ﺳﺎرﻋﺖ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺠﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﺨﺰون أﺳﻠﺤﺘﻬﺎ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﻣﻌﺎودة اﻟﻜﺮّة وﻣﻬﺎﺟﻤﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
ﻗﺒﻞ ﺗﻌﺎﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ هﺠﻮم اﻟﺨﺎﻣﺲ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر .وآﻌﺎدﺗﻬﻢ ،آﺎن اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن أوّل ﻣﻦ أﻃﻠﻖ اﻟﻨﺎر،
وﺷﻨّﻮا هﺠﻮﻣﻬﻢ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻤّﻮز  ،1948ﻓﻮﺟﺪت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ
ﻣُﺠﺒﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮ ّد.
ﻣﻌﺎرك اﻷﻳّﺎم اﻟﻌﺸﺮة 18-9 ،ﺗﻤﻮز 1948
ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﺄﺧّﺮ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﺸﺎﻣﻞ ،ﻓﻔﻲ اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻤّﻮز ،ﺟﺪّدت اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ
اﻟﻤﺘﻮاﺟﺪة داﺧﻞ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ،وآﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ أن ﺗﻘﺮّر ،ﻓﻲ ﺿﻮء اﻟﺤﺎﻣﻴﺎت
اﻟﻘﻠﻴﻠﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻮاﻓﺮة ﻟﻬﺎ ،أﻳﻦ ﺗﺤﺎول ﺻ ّﺪ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم؟ وأﻳﻦ ﺗﺤﺎول اﻟﺒﺪء ﺑﻬﺠﻮم ﻣﻀﺎدّ؟ وﺗﻘﺮّر ﻣﻮاﺻﻠﺔ
ﻂ ﻣﻦ
ﺻ ّﺪ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ،رﻏﻢ ﻓﺮض اﻟﺤﺼﺎر اﻟﺘﺎم ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻠﺪات اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ﻋﺒﺮ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧ ّ
أﺳﺪود-ﻣﺠﺪل ﻓﻲ اﻟﻐﺮب ،ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﺷﺮﻃﺔ اﻟﻌﺮاق اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺪان واﻟﻔﺎﻟﻮﺟﺔ ،وﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﺒﺮﻳﻦ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺸﺮق .ﺣﻴﺚ آﺎﻧﺖ وﺣﺪات "اﻷﺧﻮان اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ" ﺗﺴﻴﻄﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ .آﻤﺎ ﺗﻘﺮّرت
ﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ أﺧﺬوا زﻣﺎم اﻟﻤﺒﺎدرة ﻓﻲ
ﻣﻮاﺻﻠﺔ ﺻ ّﺪ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺸﻮﻣﺮون ،ﻟﻜ ّ
اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﺠﻨﻮﺑﻴﺔ وﺑﺪأوا ﻓﻲ  8ﺗﻤّﻮز اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﺷﻤﺎﻻً ،أي  48ﺳﺎﻋﺔ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ.
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اﻟﻮﻗﻒ اﻷول ﻹﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻓﻘﺪت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺣﻮاﻟﻲ  1200ﻓﺮدًا ،ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻢ  300ﻣﻮاﻃﻦ .وآﺎن ﻋﺪد
اﻟﻀﺒﺎط ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ أﻓﺮاد اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻗﺘﻠﻮا ﻣﺮﺗﻔﻌًﺎ ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﺔ.
ﻻﻗﻰ ﺟﻨﻮد "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة"/ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ آﺘﺎﺋﺐ اﻟﻤﺪرﻋﺎت اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ ﺑﺄﻳﺎد ﻋﺎرﻳﺔ وﺑﻘﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺴﻼح .وﻣﻘﺘﻨﻴﺎت اﻷﺳﻠﺤﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ وﺻﻠﺖ ﺧﻼل أﻳﺎم اﻟﻐﺰو وازﻧﺖ ﻗﻠﻴﻼ ﻣﻴﺰان اﻟﻘﻮى ،وﻟﻌﺒﺖ
ﻦ اﻟﻤﻌﻨﻮﻳﺎت آﺎﻧﺖ أﻗﻮى ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻼح ،وهﻲ
دورًا ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﻓﻘﺔ اﻟﻐﺰاة ﻋﻠﻰ وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر .ﻟﻜ ّ
اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺼ ّﺪت ،ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺎس ،ﻟﻺﺟﺘﻴﺎح .ﺑﻤﻔﺎهﻴﻢ ﻋﺪة ﻻ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﺗﻔﺴﻴﺮ هﺬا اﻟﺼﻤﻮد إﻻ ﺑﻤﻔﺎهﻴﻢ
اﻟﻤﻌﺠﺰة ،ﻟﻜﻦ اﻟﻤﻌﺠﺰة آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻦ ﺻﻨﻊ اﻹﻧﺴﺎن .أو آﻤﺎ ﻗﺎل ﺣﺎﺧﺎم ﺻﻔﺪ ﻟﻘﺎﺋﺪ "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" اﻟﺬي ﻗﺪم
ﻹﻧﻘﺎذ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻋﺸﻴﺔ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ" :آﺎن هﻨﺎ ﻓﻌﻞٌ ،وآﺎﻧﺖ هﻨﺎ ﻣﻌﺠﺰة .اﻟﻔﻌﻞ آﺎن ﻗﺮاءة
ﻣﺰاﻣﻴﺮ ﺗﺴﺒﻴﺢ وﺗﻬﻠﻴﻞ وﺣﻤﺪ اﷲ ،وﺗﻤﺜﻠﺖ اﻟﻤﻌﺠﺰة ﻓﻲ ﺣﻀﻮرآﻢ إﻟﻰ ﺻﻔﺪ".
اﻟﻮﻗﻒ اﻷوّل ﻹﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر 11 ،ﺣﺰﻳﺮان –  9ﺗﻤﻮز ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم 1948

ﻣﺒﺎﺷﺮة ﺑﻌﺪ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺷﻌﺮ ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻮهﺎ ﺑﺄﻧّﻬﺎ ﺗﻘﻒ وﺣﺪهﺎ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﻓﺮﺿﺖ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ دول
اﻟﻐﺮب )ﺑﺄﻣﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة اﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ( ﺣﻈﺮ ﺑﻴﻊ اﻟﺴﻼح ،واﻟﺬﺧﻴﺮة ،واﻟﺘﻌﺰﻳﺰات
ﺢ ﻋﻨﺪ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ﺗﻮﻗّﻔﺖ ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺒًﺎ ﻋﻨﺪ اﻹﻋﻼن ﻋﻦ
اﻟﺒﺸﺮﻳّﺔ .إﻣﺪادات اﻟﺴﻼح اﻟﺘﻲ ﺑﺪأت ﺗﺘﺪﻓّﻖ ﺑﺸ ّ
اﻟﻮﻗﻒ اﻷول ﻹﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ،ﺑﺸﺮوﻃﻪ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﻈﺮت ﻣﻮاﺻﻠﺔ اﻟﺘﺴﻠّﺢ ﻃﺎﻟﻤﺎ اﺳﺘﻤﺮّت هﺬﻩ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ.
وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺛﻤّﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد وﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻣﻦ ﺧﺎﻃﺮوا ﺑﺄرواﺣﻬﻢ وﺗﻄﻮّﻋﻮا ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة
دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﺷﺎرك اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮون ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴّﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻴﻮش ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،وﻗُﺘﻠﻮا هﻨﺎ أو
ح ﺑﻌﺪ ﻗﺪوﻣﻬﻢ ﻟﻠﺘﻄﻮّع .وﺑﻌﺾ هﺆﻻء ﺑﻘﻮا ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب .آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﺴﺎهﻤﺔ
أﺻﻴﺒﻮا ﺑﺠﺮا ٍ
اﻷﺧﻼﻗﻴّﺔ واﻟﻤﻬﻨﻴﺔ ﻟﻬﺆﻻء آﺒﻴﺮة .اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻳﻬﻮد اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة
ﺴ ّﺮ أﻣﻮاﻻ ،وأﺳﻠﺤﺔ ،وذﺧﻴـﺮة وﻋﺘﺎدًا إﻟﻰ
اﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ ،ﻗﺮّروا "ﻣﺨﺎﻟﻔﺔ اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن" ،وأرﺳﻠﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻟ ّ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﻔﺘﻴﺔ واﻟﻀﻌﻴﻔﺔ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪﺗﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب.
ﻻ أﺣﺪ ﻳﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻀﺒﻂ ﻟﻤﺎذا واﻓﻘﺖ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ وﻗﻒ اﻟﻘﺘﺎل ،ﻓﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ هﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻣﻜّﻨﺖ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻘﺎط أﻧﻔﺎﺳﻬﺎ وﺗﺠﻨﻴﺪ ﻣﺘﻄﻮّﻋﻴﻦ ﺟﺪد ،واﻗﺘﻨﺎء اﻟﺴّﻼح ﺑﺪﻋﻢ ﻓﺎﻋﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻹﺗﺤﺎد
ﺾ اﻟﻄﺮف ﻣﻦ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة .اﺷﺘﺎط اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻏﻴﻈًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ زﻋﻤﺎء
اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ ،وﺑﻐ ّ
ﻻ ﻣﻦ إرﺳﺎل وﺣﺪات إﺿﺎﻓﻴﺔ ﻟﻤﻮاﺻﻠﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب،
اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ واﻓﻘﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ وﻗﻒ اﻟﻘﺘﺎل ﺑﺪ ً
ض ﻓﻴﻬﺎ أن ﺗﺴﺎﻋﺪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻟﻤﻮاﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﺘﻔﻮّق اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي
ﻓﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎن ﻳﻔﺘﺮ ُ
ﻲ واﻟﻨﻮﻋﻲّ ،ﻓﺸﻠﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤَﻬﻤّﺔ.
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﻜ ّﻤ ّ
ﻻ ﻏﺮاﺑﺔ ،إذًا ،ﻓﻲ أن ﻳﻨﺠﺢ ﻣﺒﻌﻮث اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘّﺤﺪة ،اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺪي ﺑِﺮﻧﺎدوت )اﻟﺬي وﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ
ﻲ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ أﺳﺎﺑﻴﻊ ﻓﻘﻂ )ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺎدي ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان( ،ﻓﻲ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر  ،(1948ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻀ ّ
ن هﺬا اﻟﻮﺳﻴﻂ ﻣﻌﺎ ٍد
اﻟﺘﻮﺻّﻞ إﻟﻰ وﻗﻒ آﺎﻣﻞ ﻹﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر .وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ إدراك إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ أ ّ
ﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻔﻌﻠﻪ ،إﻻ أﻧّﻬﺎ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﺗﻤﻠﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻴﺎرات ﺳﻮى اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ
ن ﻣﻮاﻗﻔﻪ ﻇﺎهﺮة ﻓﻲ آ ّ
ﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وأ ّ
ﻋﻠﻰ وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ،وآﺪوﻟﺔ اﻋﺘﺪي ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻨﺬ ﻟﺤﻈﺔ إﻗﺎﻣﺘﻬﺎ ،وﻋﻠﻰ ﺿﻮء ﻣﻴﺰان اﻟﻘﻮى
ﺲ اﻟﺤﺎﺟﺔ ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ .وﻗﺪ واﻓﻘﺖ
اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ اﻟﺮاﺟﺢ ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺢ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ ،آﺎﻧﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ أ َﻣ ّ
اﻷﻧﻈﻤﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ وﻗﻒ اﻟﻨﺎر ﺑﺸﻌﻮر ﻣﺰدوج ،ﻻ ﺳﻴّﻤﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺿﻮء اﻟﻤﻔﺎﺟﺄة اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة
اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺴﺒّﺒﺖ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻘﺎوﻣﺔ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﺤﺔ ،وﻟﺘﺨﻮّﻓﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ أ ّ
ن إﺧﻔﺎﻗﻬﻢ )إن ﻟﻢ ﻧﻘﻞ
هﺰﻳﻤﺘﻬﻢ( ﺳﻴﺘﻬﺪّد ﺳﻠﻄﺘﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﺨﻄﺮ ،وﺷﻌﺮ ﻗﺎدﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﻮن ﺑﺎرﺗﺒﺎك ﺷﺪﻳﺪ ،واﻧﺘﺎﺑﺖ اﻟﺠﻨﻮد
اﻟﺒﺴﻄﺎء ﺣﺎﻟﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺨﻮف وﻏﻴﺎب اﻟﻔﻬﻢ ﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﺔ وﻣﺴﻮﱢﻏﺎت ﻣﻬﻤّﺘﻬﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳّﺔ .ﻟﺬا ،آﺎن وﻗﻒ اﻟﻨﺎر
ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻬﻢ ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﺿﺮورﻳﺔ .ﻓﻔﻲ اﻟﺤﺎدي ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  ،1948أُﻋﻠﻦ ﻋﻦ وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر
ﻟﻤﺪّة ﺷﻬﺮ آﺎﻣﻞ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻘﺘﺼﺮ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ وﻗﻒ ﻟﻠﻨﺎر ﻓﻘﻂ ،ﺑﻞ ﻋﻦ وﻗﻒ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻹﺟﺮاءات ذات
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ﺖ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة
وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮّﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،أُرﺳِﻠﺖ ﻗﻮّة ﺻﻐﻴﺮة ﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺟﻨﻴﻦ وﺗﻤﻜّﻨﺖ ﻓﻲ هﺠﻮم ﻣﺒﺎﻏ ٍ
ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ،ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺜﻨﺎء ﻣﺒﻨﻰ اﻟﺸﺮﻃﺔ اﻟﺬي ﺗﺤﺼّﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻲ داﺧﻠﻪ ،وﺑﻤﺎ أﻧﻪ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺠﺮ اﺣﺘﻼل
ﻞ ﻏﻴﺎب ﻗﻮّات آﺎﻓﻴﺔ( ﺑﺎﺣﺘﻼل ﻗﺮﻳﺔ
ﻃﻮﻟﻜﺮم ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ،اآﺘﻔﻰ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ )ﻓﻲ ﻇ ّ
ﻗﺎﻗﻮن ﺷﻤﺎل ﺷﺮق ﻃﻮﻟﻜﺮم ،وﺗﺤﺪﻳﺪًا ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻟﻮاء أﻟﻜﺴﻨﺪروﻧﻲ وذﻟﻚ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان .آﺎن
ﻳﺒﺪو أن اﺣﺘﻼل ﺟﻨﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﻏﻴـﺮ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ،وﺗَﻘ ّﺮ َر اﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﻣﻨﻬﺎُ .ﻧ ّﻔ َﺬ اﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﻓﻲ
ﺻﻤَﺪ ﺣﺘﻰ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء
اﻟﻠﻴﻞ ﺑﺎﺗﺠﺎﻩ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل وﺗﺤﺪﻳﺪًا ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﺠﻠﺒﻮاع ،ﺣﻴﺚ وﺿِﻊ هﻨﺎك ﺧﻂ دﻓﺎع َ
اﻟﺤﺮب .وﻗﺪ ﺟﺮى ﺻﺪ اﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﻀﺎدّة ﺑﺎﺗﺠﺎﻩ اﻟﻐﺮب.
ﺑﺪا ﺳﻠﻮك اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻏﺮﻳﺒًﺎ ﺟﺪا ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻓﻔﻲ اﻟﻤﺮّات اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ
هﺎﺟﻢ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻗﺮى ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺴّﺎﻣﺮة) ،وﺣﺘﻰ اﺣﺘﻼﻟﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ
ﻦ هﺆﻻء )وﻗﺪ
اﻟﻤﺮّات( ،ﺗﻮﺟّﻪ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﺮﻋﻮﺑﻮن إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻨﻮد اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻴﻦ وﻃﻠﺒﻮا ﻣﻨﻬﻢ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﻟﻜ ّ
آﺎﻧﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻨﺴﻴﻖ ﺗﺎم ﻣﻊ اﻷردﻧﻴﻴﻦ( ﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﺘﺠﻴﺒﻮا ﻟﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻌﻈﻢ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت ،وﻋﻠّﻠﻮا إﺣﺠﺎﻣﻬﻢ ﻋﻦ
اﻟﺘﺪﺧّﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻘﻮﻟﺔ اﻟﺸﻬﻴﺮة" :ﻣﺎآﻮ أواﻣﺮ" ) "ﻟﻢ ﺗﺄﺗﻨﺎ اﻷواﻣﺮ"( .ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،ﺷﻜّﻞ
ن اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺮﺳﻞ ﺟﻴﻮﺷﻬﺎ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ إﻧﻘﺎذهﻢ ﻣﻦ
ﺳﻠﻮك اﻟﺠﻨﻮد اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻴﻦ هﺬا إﺛﺒﺎﺗًﺎ ﻗﺎﻃﻌًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ أ ّ
اﻹﺣﺘﻼل واﻟﺘﻬﺠﻴﺮ ،ﺑﻞ ﻷﺳﺒﺎب ﻣﻐﺎﻳﺮة ﺗﻤﺎﻣًﺎ.
ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻳﻤﻠﻜﻮن اﻟﺴﻼح آﻲ ﻳﺤﻤﻮا أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﻘﻮي ،ﻓﺘﻮﺟّﻬﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺮات ﻟﻠﺠﻨﻮد اﻟﻌﺮب آﻲ ﻳﺰوّدوهﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﻼح ﺑﻐﻴﺔ
اﻟﺪﻓﺎع ﻋﻦ أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ وﺻ ّﺪ اﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴّﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺪﻧﻬﻢ وﻗﺮاهﻢ ،ﻟﻜﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻄﻠﺒﺎت ﻟﻢ ﺗﺠﺪ ﺁذاﻧًﺎ
ﺻﺎﻏﻴﺔ .وأﻣﻞ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻋﺎﻧﻮا ﻣﻦ ﻣﺠﺎزر )ﻧﺤﻮ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ ارﺗﻜﺒﺖ ﻓﻲ دﻳﺮ ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻦ(
واﺣﺘﻼل وﺗﻬﺠﻴﺮ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب أن ﺗﺘﻐﻴّﺮ أوﺿﺎﻋﻬﻢ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻷﻓﻀﻞ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺗﺘﺪﺧﻞ ﺟﻴﻮش
ن ﻗﺪوم هﺬﻩ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻟﻢ ﻳﻐﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻘﺘﺎل .ﻟﻜﻦ ﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ اﺗﻀﺢ أ ّ
ﻣﺼﻴﺮهﻢ ،واﻧﺘﺸﺮت اﻟﻤﺠﺎزر ﺣﺘﻰ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ )ﻣﺠﺰرة اﻟﻄّﻨﻄﻮرة ﻓﻲ أواﺧﺮ أﻳﺎر ،(1948
وآﺬﻟﻚ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﺘﻬﺠﻴﺮ ﻟﻌﺸﺮات ﺁﻻف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وﺗﺤﻮﻳﻠﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ.
هﺎﺟﻤﺖ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﺘﻴّﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠ ّﻮ أﻳﻀًﺎ .ﻗﺼﻔﺖ أﺳﻠﺤﺔ اﻟﺠ ّﻮ اﻟﻤﺘﻄﻮرة اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻌﺔ ﻟﻬﺎ
)ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗﻞ ،ﻣﻘﺎرﻧﺔ ﺑﺴﻼح اﻟﺠﻮ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﺬي آﺎن ﻻ ﻳﺰال ﻓﻲ ﻃﻮر اﻟﺒﻨﺎء( ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ وﺣﻴﻔﺎ
وﻣﺪﻧًﺎ أﺧﺮى .آﻤﺎ هﺪّد اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﺘﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ .ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ،ﺑﺪا أن اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ
اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺜﺔ اﻟﻌﻬﺪ ﻟﻦ ﺗﺼﻤﺪ أﻣﺎم هﺬﻩ اﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮآﺔ.
ﺗﻔﻮّق اﻟﺪول اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺪاﻓﻊ واﻟﻄﺎﺋﺮات واﻟﻤﺪرﻋﺎت آﺎن واﺿﺤًﺎ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﻋﺪد ﻗﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺪاﻓﻊ
واﻟﻄﺎﺋﺮات اﻟﺨﻔﻴﻔﺔ ،وﻋﺪد ﻗﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻃﺎﺋﺮات اﻟﻨﻘﻞ اﻟﺘﻲ اﺿﻄﺮت ﻟﻠﻌﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﻴﻞ واﻹﺧﺘﺒﺎء ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻨﻬﺎر ،ﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻃﺎﺋﺮات اﻟﻐﺰاة )ﻓﻲ ﺿﻮء ﻋﻼﻗﺎت اﻟﻘﻮى هﺬﻩ( ﻓﻲ ﻗﺼﻒ اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﺪاﺧﻠﻴﺔ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻣﺮّة ﺗﻠﻮ ﻣﺮّة ،أﻣﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻨّﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺪرﻋﺎت ﻓﻘﺪ آﺎن ﺑﺤﻮزة ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺔ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻋﻨﺪ ﺑﺪء
اﻹﺟﺘﻴﺎح ﻋﺪد ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺪرﻋﺎت اﻟﻤﺮﺗﺠﻠﺔ )اﻟﺴﺎﻧﺪوﻳﺸﺎت( ودﺑّﺎﺑﺘﺎن ﺧﻔﻴﻔﺘﺎن ﻣﻦ ﻧﻮع "آﺮوﻣﻮول"
ﺧﺬَﺗﺎ" ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ آﺎﻧﻮا ﺳﻴﻘﺪّﻣﻮﻧﻬﻤﺎ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ أو ﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن اﻟﺬي ﺣﺎرب
"ُأ ِ
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮّﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻀﻮﻋﻪ ﻟﻠﺒـﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ.
ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻄﺎف ،ﺟﺮى ﺻ ّﺪ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب واﻟﺸﻤﺎل وﺣﺘﻰ ﻓﻲ ﺟﺒﻬﺔ
اﻟﻤﺮآﺰ .وﻓﺸﻠﺖ ﺧﻄﺔ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﺟﺘﻴﺎح ﺳﺮﻳﻌﺔ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ إﺧﻀﺎع اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﺘﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ
ﺧﻼل اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺤﺎورهﺎ اﻟﺤﻴﻮﻳﺔ .وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮّﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ﻓﻘﺪ دﻓﻌﺘﻬﺎ إﻧﺠﺎزاﺗﻬﺎ )وﻟﻮ آﺎﻧﺖ
ﻗﻠﻴﻠﺔ( ﻟﻤﻮاﺻﻠﺔ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﺬي ﺷﻜّﻞ ﺗﻬﺪﻳﺪًا ﻣﻠﻤﻮﺳًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ وﺟﻮد دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،واﻧﺘﻬﻰ أﻗﺴﻰ أﺷﻬﺮ
اﻟﻘﺘﺎل ﻣﻦ ﻧﺎﺣﻴﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﻓﻔﻲ هﺬا اﻟﺸﻬﺮ ،أﺧﺬت اﻟﺪول اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ زﻣﺎم اﻟﻤﺒﺎدرة ،ووﻗﻔﺖ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺘﻬﺎ وﻻ ﺷﻲء ﻣﻦ وراﺋﻬﺎ ﺳﻮى اﻟﺒﺤﺮ .ﺑﻌﺪ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ أﺳﺎﺑﻴﻊ ﻣﻦ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ وﺣﺘﻰ
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اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻮﻗﻒ ﺗﻬﺠﻴﺮ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ وﻃﻨﻬﻢ ،وﺣﺘﻰ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺪن وﻗﺮى ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ وﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ أﺧﺮى ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﺤﺴﺐ ﺧﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ .ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ،
اﺗﺨﺬت ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻗﺮارًا إﺳﺘﺮاﺗﻴﺠﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎﻣﻬﺎ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﺑﻌﺪم ﺗﻤﻜﻴﻦ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ دﻳﺎرهﻢ.
اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺴﺎﻣﺮة
ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ آﺎن ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻳﺤﺎول ﺟﺎهﺪًا ﺻ ّﺪ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ واﻷردﻧﻴﻴﻦ واﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ
واﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ دﺧﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻲ إﻟﻰ ﺣﻠﺒﺔ اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك ،ﻓﺒﻌﺪ رﺣﻠﺔ ﻃﻮﻳﻠﺔ ﺗﻐﻠﻐﻞ هﺬا اﻟﺠﻴﺶ ﻋﺒـﺮ
إرﺑﺪ إﻟﻰ ﺟﻨﻮب ﻏﻮر اﻷردن ﻓﻲ ﻧﻘﻄﺔ اﻻﻟﺘﻘﺎء ﺑﻴﻦ ﻧﻬﺮي اﻷردن واﻟﻴﺮﻣﻮك ،وﺑﻌﺪ أن آﺎن اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ
ﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ﻣﺤﻄﺔ اﻟﻜﻬﺮﺑﺎء اﻟﺘﻲ ﺑﻨﺎهﺎ روﺗﻨﺒﻴﺮغ ﻓﻲ َﻧﻬَﺮاﻳﻢ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ
اﻷردﻧﻲ ﻗﺪ اﺣﺘ ّ
ﻧﻬﺮ اﻷردن وﻗﺮﻳﺔ أور اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﻄﻨﻬﺎ ﻋﻤﺎل اﻟﻤﺼﻨﻊ ،ﺑﺪأ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻲ ﺑﺎﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﺷﺮﻃﺔ وآﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ
ﻏﻴﺸِﺮ اﻟﻠﺘﻴﻦ ﺗﻘﻌﺎن ﺟﻨﻮب َﻧﻬَﺮاﻳﻢ ،وﻏﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻨﻬﺮ ﺑﻤﺤﺎذاة ﺟﺴﺮَي اﻷردن )راﺟﻌﻮا اﻟﺨﺎرﻃﺔ(.
ﺑﻌﺪ ﺳﻘﻮط َﻧﻬَﺮاﻳِﻢ ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﻣﻨﻈّﻤﺔ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" )ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ( ﺑﺘﻔﺠﻴﺮ هﺬﻳﻦ
اﻟﺠﺴﺮﻳﻦ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻋﺒَﺮت ﻗﻮّات اﻟﻤﺸﺎة اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﺔ اﻟﻨﻬﺮ ،وﺑﻌﺪ ان أﻧﺸﺄت ﺟﺴﺮًا
ﺑﺪﻳﻼ ﺑﺪأت ﺑﻨﻘﻞ اﻟﻤﺪرﻋﺎت ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﻐﺮب ،وﺟﺮى ﻓﺘﺢ ﺳﺪود ﻧﻬﺮ اﻷردن ﻟﺘﺼﻌﻴﺐ اﻟﻤﻬﻤّﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻜﻦ اﻷﻣﺮ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻮﻗﻒ ﺗﻘﺪّﻣﻬﻢ.
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮّﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،وآﻤﺎ ﺣﺼﻞ ﻣﻊ اﻷردﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻤﻜّﻦ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻮن ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻐﻠﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻤﺪاﻓﻌﻴﻦ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ وإﺣﺪى آﺘﺎﺋﺐ"ﺟﻮﻻﻧﻲ" اﻟﺘﻲ اﻧﻀﻤّﺖ إﻟﻴﻬﻢ .وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻤﻜّﻨﻬﻢ
ﻣﻦ ﻋﺒﻮر ﻧﻬﺮ اﻷردن واﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻬﻀﺎب اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻐﺮب ﻣﻨﻪ ،ﺑﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ هﻀﺒﺔ اﻟﺠﻤﻞ
ﺷﻤﺎل آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ﻏﻴﺸِﺮ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺘﻬﻢ اﺣﺘﻼل آﻮﺧﺎف هﺮوﺣﻮت )آﻮآﺐ اﻟﻬﻮا( اﻟﺘﻲ
ﻃﺮِد اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻮن ﻣﻦ
ﻞ ذﻟﻚ ﻓﻘﺪ ُ
ﺗﺴﻴﻄﺮ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺗﺎم ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ آ ّ
هﻨﺎك ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻷﻣﺮ إﻟﻰ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ ﻧﻬﺮ اﻷردن ﺑﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة وﺣﺪات ﻣﻦ ﻟﻮاء "ﺟﻮﻻﻧﻲ" وﻣﺪﻓﻌﻴﺎت
اﻟﻤﻴﺪان اﻟﺘﻲ ﻧُﻘﻠَﺖ ﻣﻦ ﻏﻮر اﻷردن ،وﺑﺈرادة وﺗﺼﻤﻴﻢ أﻋﻀﺎء آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ﻏﻴﺸِﺮ .ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺔ اﻟﺤﺎل،
آﺎن ﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ دﻏﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﺗﺄﺛﻴﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮوح اﻟﻤﻌﻨﻮﻳّﺔ ﻟﻠﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻴﻦ.
آﻤﺎ ذآﺮﻧﺎ ،اﺿﻄ ّﺮ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻮن اﻟﻤﺒﺎﻏَﺘﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ وﺻﻠﻮا ﺑﻄﺎﺑﻮر ﻣﺰوّد ﺑﺄﻓﻀﻞ اﻷﺳﻠﺤﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ
إﻟﻰ اﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﻣﻦ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻏﻴﺸﺮ  -ﻧﻬﺮاﻳﻢ ،واﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ ﺟﻨﻮﺑًﺎ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺟﺴﺮ داﻣﻴﻪ ،ﻓﻌﺒﺮوﻩ دون ﻗﺘﺎل
ﻟﻌﺪم وﺟﻮد اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ هﻨﺎك ،واﻧﻄﻠﻘﻮا ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺠﻴﻔﺘﻠﻴﻚ إﻟﻰ ﻧﺎﺑﻠﺲ ،وﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك إﻟﻰ ﺟﻨﻴﻦ،
ﻦ هﺠﻤﺎت
ﻓَـ"اﻟﻤﺜﻠﺚ" ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺴﺎﻣﺮة )راﺟﻌﻮا اﻟﺨﺎرﻃﺔ( .ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺣﺎول اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻮن ﺷ ّ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺸﺎرون اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻲ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻰ اﻟﺴﻬﻞ اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻠﻲ ﻟﻜﻨﻬﻢ أﺧﻔﻘﻮا ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ ،وآﻤﺎ
ﺣﺼﻞ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ واﻷردﻧﻴﻴﻦ واﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ واﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻘﺪ ﻧﺠﺢ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ
ﺻ ّﺪ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻴﻦ آﺬﻟﻚ .وﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﺿﻤﺎن ﺳﻴﻄﺮة ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻬﻞ اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎل ﺣﺎول
اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻮن اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻰ هﻨﺎك ،ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﻗﻮات اﻟﻜﺴَﻨﺪروﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ واﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ﺑﺎﺣﺘﻼل
اﻟﻄّﻨﻄﻮرة ،ﺑﻌﺪ أن ﺳﻘﻂ آﻔﺎر ﻳﺎﻋﺒﻴﺘﺲ وﻏﻴﺌﻮﻟﻴﻢ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻴﻦ ﺟﺮى إﺑﻌﺎدهﻢ ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك .ﺑﻘﻲ
اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ رأس اﻟﻌﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺘﻠﺔ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﻢ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺤﺎوﻟﻮا اﻟﺘﻘﺪّم ﻏﺮﺑًﺎ.
ﻦ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ هﺠﻤﻮﻣﺎً ﻣﻀﺎدّا ﻻﺣﺘﻼل ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺟﻨﻴﻦ )واﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ( ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﻃﺮد
ﺷّ
اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻴﻦ ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ ،وﺑﻌﺪ أن ﺳﻴﻄﺮ ﻟﻮاءا "ﺟﻮﻻﻧﻲ" و"آﺮﻣﻴﻠﻲ" ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﺷﻤﺎﻟﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ،
ﺗﺒﻴّﻦ أن ﻟﻮاء أﻟﻜﺴَﻨﺪروﻧﻲ اﻟﺬي أرﺳﻞ ﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﻤﺔ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻃﻮﻟﻜﺮم ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻤﻜّﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻄﻮﻳﻘﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب.
وﻣﻦ ﺟﻨﻴﻦ هﺎﺟﻢ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻮن اﻟﺸّﻤﺎل ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒ ّﺮ واﻟﺠﻮ ،وأﺟﺒﺮت اﻟﺨﺴﺎﺋﺮ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة ،واﻟﻌﻄﺶ،
واﻟﻄﻘﺲ اﻟﺤﺎر واﻟﺠﺎف ﻗﻮات ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﺑﻌﺪ ﺗﻜﺒﺪهﺎ ﻟﺨﺴﺎﺋﺮ آﺒﻴﺮة.
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آﺬﻟﻚ .اﻧﺴﺤﺐ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻟﻜﻨﻬﻢ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻔﻮا ﻋﻦ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﺴﻠّﻞ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺑﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﻣﺎ ﺗﺒﻘّﻰ ﻣﻦ ﻓﻠﻮل
"ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻊ ﻟﻠﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻟﻨﺤﻮ ،اﺳﺘُﻜﻤﻠﺖ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻣﻦ ﺻ ّﺪ
ي .ﺣﺎول اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
اﻹﺟﺘﻴﺎح اﻟﺴﻮري  -اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻏﻮر اﻷردن وﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺮآﺰ ّ
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻵن أﺧﺬ زﻣﺎم اﻟﻤﺒﺎدرة واﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻣﻨﺬ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  1948ﺿ ّﺪ اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ ،وﻟﻢ
ﻳﻜﻦ اﻷﻣﺮ ﺑﺴﻴﻄًﺎ اﻟﺒﺘّﺔ.
ﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻠﻜﻴّﺔ ﻣﺮة أﺧﺮى ،ﺛ ّﻢ ﻗﺎم ﺑﺎﺣﺘﻼل ﻗﺮﻳﺔ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﺎدس واﻟﺴﺎﺑﻊ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان اﺣﺘ ّ
ﻗﺪس ،ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ،اﻓﺘﺘﺤﺖ ﺑﻮّاﺑﺔ اﻹﺟﺘﻴﺎح ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل واﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺪﻓّﻖ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ
اﻷﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺮآﺰي اﻟﺬي آﺎﻧﺖ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب ،وﻓﻲ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﺗﻘﺪّﻣﻪ هﺎﺟﻢ هﺬا اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
رَﻣﻮت ﻧَﻔﺘﺎﻟﻲ ﺑﺪون ﻧﺠﺎح ،وﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك واﺻﻞ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﻪ ﺟﻨﻮﺑًﺎ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﺣﺘﻼل ﻗﺮﻳﺘﻲ ﻟﻮﺑﻴﻪ واﻟﺸﺠﺮة
)ﻣﻔﺘﺮق "ﺟﻮﻻﻧﻲ" اﻟﻴﻮم( .اﺳﺘﻤﺮّت اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان
ﺣﻴﺚ اﻟﺘﺰم اﻟﻘﺎوﻗﺠﻲ ﺑﻘﺮار اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﺑﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﻨﺎر ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ اﻟﺤﺎدي ﻋﺸﺮ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻘﻄﺎع،
وﺑﻌﺪ ﺑﺪء اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﺑﻴﻮﻣﻴﻦ ،ﺑﺪأ وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،ﺑﺪأ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﺴﻮري اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﺴّﻖ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻠﻜﻴّﺔ ،وﻗﺮّر اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻮن
اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻓﺸﻠﻮا ﻓﻲ ﻏﻮر اﻷردن ﺟﻨﻮﺑﻲ ﺑﺤﻴﺮة ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ أن ﻳﺠﺮّﺑﻮا ﺣﻈّﻬﻢ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮة ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل
اﻟﺒﺤﻴﺮة ،وﺗﺤﺪﻳﺪًا ﻋﺒﺮ ﺟﺴﺮ ﺑﻨﺎت ﻳﻌﻘﻮب ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺎرع روش ﺑﻴﻨﺎ  -اﻟﻘﻨﻴﻄﺮة  -دﻣﺸﻖ .وﻓﻲ
ﻞ اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻮن ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ ﺷﺮﺳﺔ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻣِﺸﻤﺎر هَﻴﺮدﻳﻦ اﻟﺨﺎﻟﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﻤﺎﻳﺔ،
اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ،اﺣﺘ ّ
ن
وﺗﻘﺪّﻣﻮا ﺣﺘﻰ ﺧﺮﺑﺔ ﻳﺎردا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ﻣﺤَﻨﺎﻳِﻴﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ روش ﺑﻴﻨﺎ .وﺑﺪا وآﺄ ّ
اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ ﺻﻔﺪ وﻣﻦ ﺛ ّﻢ إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ﻣﻔﺘﻮﺣﺔ أﻣﺎﻣﻬﻢ .أُرﺳﻠﺖ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ وﺣﺪات ﻣﻦ ﻟﻮاء آﺮﻣﻴﻠﻲ
وﻟﻮاء ﻋﻮدﻳﺪ )اﻟﺘﻲ أﻗﻴﻤﺖ ﻟﻠﺘ ّﻮ( ،ﻟﻜﻦ اﻷﻣﺮ آﺎن ﻣﺘﺄﺧﺮًا ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺟﺮى إﻳﻘﺎف ﺗﻘﺪّم اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ
ﺑﺜﻤﻦ ﺑﺎهﻆ ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﺔ دﻓﻌﺘﻪ اﻟﻮﺣﺪﺗﺎن وﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﻮ ﻣِﺸﻤﺎر ّهﻴَﺮدﻳﻦ ،ووﻗﻌﺖ اﻟﻘّﻠﺔ اﻟﺒﺎﻗﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻧﺠﺖ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺮ اﻟﺴﻮري ،آﻤﺎ ﺗﻬﺪّﻣﺖ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻣِﺸﻤﺎر هَﻴﺮدﻳﻦ ﻋﻦ ﺑﻜﺮة أﺑﻴﻬﺎ وﻟﻢ ﻳﺠﺮ ﺗﺮﻣﻴﻤﻬﺎ
ﺑﻌﺪ ذﻟﻚ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻧﺠﺢ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع ﻓﻲ ﺻ ّﺪ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﺴﻮر ّ
ي ﻓﻲ اﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﻣﺤَﻨﺎﻳِﻴﻢ -
روش ﺑﻴﻨﺎ ،وأﺑﻘﻰ ﺷﺎرع اﻟﺸﻤﺎل ﻣﻔﺘﻮﺣًﺎ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻪ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻨﺠﺢ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻃﺮد اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺴﻮري
ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺎ وراء ﻧﻬﺮ اﻷرد ّ
ن .وﻣﻊ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻓﻲ  11ﺣﺰﻳﺮان ﺗﻮﻗّﻔﺖ اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك
ﻣﺆﻗﺘﺎ.
ﺑﻤﻮازاة اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺸﻤﺎر هﻌﻴﻤﻖ ،ﺣﺎول اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻮن ﺗﺤﻘﻴﻖ ﻧﺠﺎح ﺁﺧﺮ ﻓﻲ آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ﻋﻴﻦ ﺟﻴﻒ
ﺟﻨﻮب ﺷﺮﻗﻲ ﺑﺤﻴﺮة ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ )اﻟﻨﻘﻄﺔ اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻮﺣﻴﺪة ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ( .وﺗﻤﺖ ﻣﻬﺎﺟﻤﺔ اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ
ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ،اﻟﺸﺮق واﻟﺸﻤﺎل ،واﺳﺘﻄﺎع اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﺻﺪ اﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﻤﻴﻦ ﺧﻼل ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ ﺣﺎﻣﻴﺔ وإﺟﺒﺎرهﻢ
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻻﻧﺴﺤﺎب ،وﺗﻢ ﺗﻌﺰﻳﺰ ﻋﻴﻦ ﺟﻴﻒ ﺑﻮﺣﺪة ﻣﻦ ﻟﻮاء "ﺟﻮﻻﻧﻲ" ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺎﻋﺪت أﻋﻀﺎء
اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺻﺪ هﺠﻤﺎت اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ اﻟﺘﻲ اﺳﺘﻤﺮّت ﺣﺘﻰ  12ﺣﺰﻳﺮان ،أي ﺑﻌﺪ ﻳﻮم واﺣﺪ ﻣﻦ
إﻋﻼن اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ.
ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮازاة اﻟﻮﻗﻒ اﻷول ﻹﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ،ﻧﺠﺤﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ اﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻤﺰﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﺣﺎت ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﺘﻲ أُﻋﺪّت ﻹﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ .ﻓﻔﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ،ﻻ ﺳﻴّﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ،ﻟﻢ
ﺗﺘﻮاﺟﺪ ﺟﻴﻮش ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﺑﻘﻲ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻌﺮب ﻋﺮﺿ ًﺔ ﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ .وإﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﺘﻲ
زﻋﻤﺖ ﻓﻲ وﺛﻴﻘﺔ اﺳﺘﻘﻼﻟﻬﺎ ﺑﺄﻧﻬﺎ ﺗﻤ ّﺪ أﻳﺪﻳﻬﺎ ﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﺒﻼد اﻟﻌﺮب ووﻋﺪﺗﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﺔ اﻟﻜﺎﻣﻠﺔ
واﻟﻤﺘﺴﺎوﻳﺔ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻒ ﺑﻮﻋﺪهﺎ ،وﺷﻜّﻞ اﺣﺘﻼل وﺗﺨﺮﻳﺐ وﺗﻬﺠﻴﺮ ﻗﺮى ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ وﻓﻲ أﺟﺰاء
أﺧﺮى ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻘًﺎ ﻟﺨﻄّﺔ ﻣﻌﺪّة ﺳﻠﻔًﺎ ﻟﻠﺘّﻄﻬﻴﺮ اﻟﻌﺮﻗﻲ ،وﻗﺪ ﻋﻤﻠﺖ ﻗﻴﺎدة دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﻔﺘﻴّﺔ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺿ ّﻢ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻷراﺿﻲ ﻟﻠﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺧﺼّﺼﺖ ﻟﻬﺎ ﺑﺤﺴﺐ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،وإﺑﻘﺎء
ﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻷراﺿﻲ ،وﺗﺪﺧﱡﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺑﻌﺪ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء
أﻗ ّ
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اﻟﺤـﺮب ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤــــﺎل اﻟﺒــﻼد
ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻓﻲ أوﺟﻬﺎ ،ﺗﻔﺎﻗﻤﺖ اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺒﻼد،
ﻂ ﺳﻴﻄﺮﺗﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺎﺣﺎت ﻟﻢ
واﺳﺘﻐﻠّﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ دﺧﻮل اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺑﻬﺪف ﺑﺴ ِ
ﺗﺸﻜّﻞ ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻴﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وﺑﻌﺪ اﺣﺘﻼﻟﻪ ﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻋﻜﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺜﺎﻣﻦ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر  1948ﺗﻮﺟّﻪ
ﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻻﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ .واﺣﺘ ّ
ﻗﺮى آﺜﻴﺮة ﺗﻘﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﺮﺑﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﺎﻃﺊ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﺰﻳﺐ ،واﻟﺴﻤﻴﺮﻳّﺔ ،واﻟﺒﺼﺔ ،واﻟﻜﺎﺑﺮي ،وأم اﻟﻔﺮج،
واﻟﻨﻬﺮ وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ،وﻗﺎم ﺑﻄﺮد ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ ﺟﻤﻴﻌﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن .وﺗﻮﺟّﻪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﻌﺪ ذﻟﻚ ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ
ﻞ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻋُﻤﻖ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﺒﺮوة و َ
ﻋﻤْﻘﺎ واﻟﻜﻮﻳﻜﺎت وآﻔﺮ ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻒ.
واﺣﺘ ّ
وﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ آﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة واﻟﻤﻜﺮ ﻓﻀّﻞ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻻﺳﺘﺴﻼم ﺑﻐﻴﺔ إﻧﻘﺎذ أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻹﺣﺘﻼل
اﻟﻮﺣﺸﻲ واﻟﺘﻬﺠﻴﺮ ،وﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﺮى ﻋﻤﻞ زﻋﻤﺎء اﻟﺪروز )آﺎﻟﺸﻴﺦ ﺟﺒﺮ داهﺶ ﻣﻌﺪّي وﺁﺧﺮﻳﻦ(
آﻮﺳﻄﺎء ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻮﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺎت اﻹﺳﺘﺴﻼم.
ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل ﺷﺮق اﻟﺒﻼد ﺷ ّ
ﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺴﻮري هﺠﻮﻣًﺎ ﻓﻲ  15أﻳﺎر واﺣﺘﻞ اﻟﺒﻠﺪة اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺳﻤَﺦ
)ﺗﺴﻴﻤﺢ( اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺸﺎﻃﺊ اﻟﺠﻨﻮﺑﻲ ﻟﺒﺤﻴﺮة ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ ،واﺣﺘﻞ آﺬﻟﻚ ﻣﺤﻄﺔ اﻟﺸﺮﻃﺔ اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ
ﻏﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﺒﻠﺪة وآﻴﺒﻮﺗﺴَﻲ "ﺷﺎﻋَﺮ هَﺠﻮﻻن" و"ﻣﺴﺎدة" ،وواﺻﻞ اﻟﻄﺎﺑﻮر اﻟﺴﻮري ﺗﻘﺪّﻣﻪ إﻟﻰ
"دﻏﺎﻧﻴﺎ -أ" وإﻟﻰ "دﻏﺎﻧﻴﺎ -ب" اﻟﻠﺘﻴﻦ ﺗﻘﻌﺎن إﻟﻰ اﻟﻐﺮب ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك ،وﻓﻲ ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ ﺑﻄﻮﻟﺔ أﺳﻄﻮرﻳﺔ
هﺎﺟﻢ أﻋﻀﺎء دﻏﺎﻧﻴﺎ دﺑﺎﺑﺎت اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ وﺗﺴﻠﻘﻮا ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ وأﻟﻘﻮا داﺧﻠﻬﺎ "زﺟﺎﺟﺎت اﻟﻤﻮﻟﻮﺗﻮف"
اﻟﺒﺪاﺋﻴﺔ ،وﻧﺠﺤﻮا ﻓﻲ إﻳﻘﺎف ﺗﻘﺪّم اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﺴﻮري ،وإﺣﺪى اﻟﺪﺑﺎﺑﺎت اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﺔ ﻣﺎ زاﻟﺖ ﺗﻘﻒ ﺣﺘﻰ
اﻟﻴﻮم ﻓﻲ ﻣﺪﺧﻞ آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ دﻏﺎﻧﻴﺎ -أ آﺸﺎهﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺎ ﺣﺼﻞ هﻨﺎك ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر .1948
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺿﻮء ذﻟﻚ ،ﺑَﺪا أن اﻟﺨﻄﺮ ﻳﺘﻬﺪّد ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ ،وﻗﺪ آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ أن ﺳﻘﻮﻃﻬﺎ ﺳﻴﻔﺘﺢ
اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ أﻣﺎم اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ ﻟﻠﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،وﻗﺪ أرﺳﻞ رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ ووزﻳﺮ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن
إﻟﻰ هﻨﺎك اﻟﺸﺎب ﻣﻮﺷﻴﻪ دﻳﺎن ﻣﺰ ّودًا ﺑﺒﻌﺾ اﻟﻤﺪﻓﻌﻴﺎت اﻟﺠﺒﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﺒﺪاﺋﻴﺔ )اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺼﺪر اﻟﻀﺠﻴﺞ
أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ أ ّ
ي ﺷﻲء ﺁﺧﺮ( ﺑﻐﻴﺔ إدارة اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﻮر اﻷردن .وﻧﺠﺢ دﻳﺎن وﻣﻌﻪ ﻟﻮاء
"ﺟﻮﻻﻧﻲ" اﻟﺬي ﺳﺎﻋﺪ أﻋﻀﺎء اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺴﺎت هﻨﺎك ﻓﻲ ﺻ ّﺪ اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ ،واﻧﺘﺸﺮت ﻗﺼﺺ ﺑﻄﻮﻟﺔ
دﻏﺎﻧﻴﺎ أ ودﻏﺎﻧﻴﺎ ب ،وﺷﻜّﻠﺖ ﻣﺼﺪر إﻟﻬﺎم وﺗﺸﺠﻴﻊ ﻟﻠﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺛﻘﺔ
ﺑﻘﺪرﺗﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺼﻤﻮد أﻣﺎم اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻨﻈﺎﻣﻴّﺔ ،آﻤﺎ ﺷﻜّﻞ ذﻟﻚ وزﻧًﺎ ﻣﻀﺎدا ﻟﻠﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎت ﻋﻦ ﺳﻘﻮط
ﺢ أﺳﻠﺤﺘﻬﺎ ،ﺗﻤﻜّﻨﺖ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت
ﻏﻮش ﻋﺘﺼﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر .وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺷ ّ
وﻣﻌﻬﺎ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﻤﻮد أﻣﺎم ﻋﺪ ّو ﻳﺘﻔﻮّق ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺪرّﻋﺎت واﻟﻘﺎذﻓﺎت وﺑﺴﻼح اﻟﺠ ّﻮ.
أُﺟﺒِﺮ اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﻮدة ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ ﻧﺤﻮ هﻀﺒﺔ اﻟﺠﻮﻻن ،وﺗﺨﻠّﻮا ﺧﻼل اﻧﺴﺤﺎﺑﻬﻢ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ
ﻲ ﺷﺎﻋﺮ هَﺠﻮﻻن وﻣﺴّﺎدة ،وأﺑﻘﻮا ﻣﻦ وراﺋﻬﻢ أﺳﻠﺤﺔ
ﺴ ْ
اﻟﺘﻲ اﺣﺘﻠﻮهﺎ ،وﻋﺎﺛﻮا ﺧﺮاﺑًﺎ ﻓﻲ آﻴﺒﻮﺗ َ
ي ﺧﻄﺮًا ﺟﺪﻳﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ
وذﺧﺎﺋﺮ ﻓﺮﻧﺴﻴﺔ آﺜﻴﺮة ،وﻣﻦ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻠﺤﻈﺔ ﻓﺼﺎﻋﺪا ﻟﻢ ﻳﺸﻜّﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺴﻮر ّ
اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،وآﺎن ﺑﻤﻘﺪور ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﺣﺘﻼل أﺟﺰاء إﺿﺎﻓﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ
اﻟﻤﻌﺪ ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻣﺘﻰ وآﻴﻔﻤﺎ ﺷﺎء.
ﻦ
ﻟﻢ ﺗﻨﺘﻪ ﻗﻀﻴّﺔ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل ﻋﻨﺪ هﺬا اﻟﺤﺪ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺷﺠّﻌﺖ أﻓﻌﺎل إﺧﻮﺗﻪ اﻟﻜﺒﺎر اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﺬي ﺷ ّ
هﺠﻤﺎت ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،وﺣﺎول اﻟﺘﻐﻠﻐﻞ إﻟﻰ ﻗﻠﺐ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗ ّﻢ اﻟﺘﺼﺪّي ﻟﻪ
وإﻳﻘﺎﻓﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻟﻮاء "ﻳﻔﺘﺎح""/ﺑﻠﻤﺎح" ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﺮﺑﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻣَﻠﻜﻴّﺔ اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺤﻮر اﻟﺪﺧﻮل ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ،وﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﺳﺘﺒﺎق ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ اﻟﻐﺰو اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﺔ )وﻓﻌﻠﻴﺎ "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ"( ،ﻓﻘﺪ
ﻲ أﺟﺒﺮ ﻟﻮاء "ﻳﻔﺘﺎح""/ﺑﻠﻤﺎح" ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب
ﻦ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧ ّ
ﺟﺮى اﺣﺘﻼل ﻣَﻠﻜّﻴﺔ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﻐﺰو ،ﻟﻜ ّ
ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك ،واﺳﺘﻌﺎد اﻟﻠﻮاء اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ هﺠﻮم ﻣﻀﺎد ﺷﻤﻞ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻣﻦ داﺧﻞ اﻷراﺿﻲ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﺔ،
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وﺻﻠﻮا ﻟﺘﻮّهﻢ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻓﻘﺪ أُرﺳﻞ هﺆﻻء إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ دون دراﻳﺔ ﺑﺠﻐﺮاﻓﻴﺔ اﻟﺒﻼد وﻇﺮوﻓﻬﺎ،
وﺷﻜّﻠﻮا "ﻟﻘﻤﺔ ﺳﺎﺋﻐﺔ" ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﺗﺨﻠّﻒ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮون )وﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ أﺑﻨﺎء اﻟﺒﻼد( ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮراء.
أﺟﺒﺮت اﻹﺧﻔﺎﻗﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﻜﺮّرة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ﺿﺒّﺎط ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻔﻜﻴﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ
ي"
ﺧﻼق ،وﺑﻌﺪ أن ﺗﻤﻜّﻦ ﻋﺪد ﻣﻦ ﺟﻨﻮد "هَﺮﺋﻴﻞ"" /ﺑﻠﻤﺎح" ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺒﻮر ﺑﻬﺪوء ﻣﻦ "ﺷﺎﻋَﺮ هَﺠﺎ ْ
إﻟﻰ اﻟﻐﺮب ﻋﺒﺮ ﺟﺒﻞ ﺑﻴﺖ ﺳﻮﺳﻴﻦ -ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﻴﺰ ﺟﻨﻮﺑﻲ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ،ﻓﻲ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﻄﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﻲ اﺳﺘﺨﺪام هﺬا اﻟﻤﺴﺎر
ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻞ ،ﺗﻘﺮّر ﻓﻲ ﻗﻴﺎدة اﻷرآﺎن اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠ ّ
آﻄﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺘﻔﺎﻓﻲ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون اﻟﺘﻲ هﻴﻤَﻨَﺖ  -آﻤﺎ ذآﺮ ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ  -ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس،
ﺷﻘّﺖ "ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﺑﻮرﻣﺎ" اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴّﺔ )ﻋﻠﻰ اﺳﻢ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺷﻘّﻬﺎ
وﻓﻲ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان ُ ،1948
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻮرﻣﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺼﻴﻦ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﻧﻘﻞ اﻟﺴﻼح واﻟﻌﺘﺎد دون أن
ﻳﺘﻤﻜﻦ اﻟﻴﺎﺑﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻌﺮّض ﻟﻬﻢ( ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﻣﺮّت ﻋﺒﺮ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﻣﺤﺠﻮﺑﺔ ﻋﻦ اﻷﻧﻈﺎر ﺟﻨﻮﺑﻲ
اﻟﻠﻄﺮون )وﺑﺎﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ ﻻ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ اﻟﺘﻌﺮض ﻟﻠﻘﻮات ﻓﻴﻬﺎ( ﻧﺤﻮ ﺟﺒﻞ ﺑﻴﺖ ﺳﻮﺳﻴﻦ ،وهﻨﺎك اﺳﺘﻮﺟﺒَﺖ
اﻟﺘﻀﺎرﻳﺲ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻴﺔ ﻧﻘﻞ اﻟﻌﺘﺎد ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻈﻬﻮر إﻟﻰ ﺷﺎﺣﻨﺎت وﺻﻠﺖ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﺛﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﺑﻴﺖ
ﻣﺤﺴﻴﺮ )ﻣﺴﺮﻳﻚ( اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻘﻄﺖ ﺑﻴﺪ "اﻟﺒَﻠﻤﺎح""/هﺮﺋﻴﻞ" ﻓﻲ ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ ﻗﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ ﺷﻬﺮ أﻳﺎر،
وﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻋﺒﺮ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﺳﺮّﻳﺲ )ﺷﻮرش( ،ﻣﻨﻌﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ ﻗﻮات اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻷردﻧﻲ
ﻣﻦ ﻣﺤﺎﺻﺮة اﻟﻘﺪس ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻓﺎﻋﻞ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﺗﻮاﺟﺪ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﻮات ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ﺑﻘﻲ ﻳﻬﺪّد اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ
اﻟﻘﺪس ،واﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ هﻨﺎك ﻟﻢ ﺗﻨﺘﻪ ﺑﻌﺪ ،ﻓﻘﺪ اﻧﺘﻘﻠﺖ وﺣﺪات اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ﻏﺮﺑًﺎ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻣﻠﺔ واﻟﻠﺪ واﻟﻤﻄﺎر اﻟﺪوﻟﻲ ،ﻋﺸﻴﺔ اﻟﻮﻗﻒ اﻷول ﻟﻠﻤﻌﺎرك ﻓﻲ  11ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  1948آﺎن
ن اﻟﺤﺼﺎر ﻻ ﻳﻘﺘﺼﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس ،إذا اﺳﺘُﻜ ِﻤ َ
ﻞ ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺒًﺎ ﺗﻄﻮﻳﻖ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ وﻏﻮش دان:
ﻳﺒﺪو أ ّ
اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ،واﻷردﻧﻴﻮن ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﺮق.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻗُﺘﻞ اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﻞ داﻓﻴﺪ ﻣﺎرآﻮس )ﻣﻴﻜﻲ ﺳﺘﻮن( ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺨﻄﺄ
ﺑﻨﻴـﺮان ﻗﻮات "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" ،وهﻮ ﻣﺘﻄﻮّع ﻳﻬﻮدي أﻣﺮﻳﻜﻲ ﻋﻴّﻨﻪ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ﻗﺒﻞ ﻣﻘﺘﻠﻪ ﺑﻔﺘﺮة وﺟﻴﺰة
ﻗﺎﺋﺪًا ﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻤﺮآﺰ ،وﺷﻜّﻞ ﻣﻘﺘﻠﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ رﻣﺰًا ﻟﻠﺘﻀﺎﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ّ
ﻲ ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ.
ي اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤ ّ
ﻲ واﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي إﻟﻰ ﺟﺒﺎل ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻟﺒﻼد اﻟﻤﻌﺪّة ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ رَﻓَﻊ
دﺧﻮل اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻷردﻧ ّ
اﻟﻤﻌﻨﻮﻳّﺎت وﺿﺦ اﻵﻣﺎل ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮﻳﻦ ،وﺗﻤﻜّﻦ ﺟﺰ ٌء ﻣﻦ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ
ﺑﺮﻋﺎﻳﺔ ﺣﻀﻮر اﻟﺠﻴﺸﻴﻦ ،هﺬا ﻣﺎ ﺣﺼﻞ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل ،وﻓﻲ ﻗﻠﻘﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،ﻋﻤﻞ ﺟﻴﺶ
ﻞ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺮى ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻟﺒﻼد ووﺳﻄﻬﺎ ،ﺑﺤﺰم وﻗﻮّة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﺮد
اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،اﻟﺬي اﺣﺘ ّ
اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻏﺰّة ،أو ﺑﺎﺗﺠﺎﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻘﻊ ﺗﺤﺖ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻷردﻧﻴّﺔ ،وﻗﺎﻣﺖ
ﻗﻮّات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ وﺟﻬﺎت أﺧﺮى ﺑﺘﺪﻣﻴﺮ اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﻬﺠّﺮة ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﻟﺤﻴﻠﻮﻟﺔ دون ﻋﻮدة اﻟﺴﻜﺎن إﻟﻴﻬﺎ ،وهﺬا
ﻣﺎ ﺣﺼﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ أﺳﺪود واﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﺟﻨﻮﺑﻬﺎ .وﺣﺼﻠﺖ ﺣﺎﻻت ﻣﺸﺎﺑﻬﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻘﺪس
ﻞ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻗﺮى ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺗﺒﻌﺪ آﺜﻴﺮًا ﻋﻦ
واﻟﺴﺎﺣﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة آﺬﻟﻚ ،آﻤﺎ اﺣﺘ ّ
ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﺳﻴﻄﺮة اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وﻗﺎم ﺑﻄﺮد اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺗﺠﻤّﻌﺎت اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ،آﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ
ﺣﺎﻟﺔ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻄّﻨﻄﻮرة اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﺟﻨﻮب ﺣﻴﻔﺎ .ﺗﺤﻮّﻟﺖ ﻗﺮى ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ آﻬﺬﻩ إﻟﻰ ﺟﻴﻮب ﺻﻐﻴﺮة وﻏﻴﺮ
ﻣﺤﻤﻴﺔ داﺧﻞ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺛﻤّﺔ أﻣﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻤﻮدهﺎ أﻣﺎم هﺠﻤﺎت وﺣﺪات ﺟﻴﺶ
ﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻈّﻤﺔ واﻟﻤﺪرّﺑﺔ .ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﻌﺰوﻟﺔ ﻗﺘﻞ
اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠ ّ
اﻟﻌﺸﺮات ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن آﻞ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ وﻃﺮد ﻣﻦ ﺗﺒﻘّﻰ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺎ وراء ﺣﺪود اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴّﺔ.
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"اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" اﻟﺘﻲ اﺣﺘﻠﺖ ﺑﺎب اﻟﻨﺒﻲ داود أﺟﺒﺮت ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻐﺎدرﺗﻪ واﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻣﻬﻤّﺎت أﺧﺮى وﺗﻌﺰﻳﺰ
ﻦ ﻧﺴﺒﻴﺎ،
ي اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺸﻜّﻠﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺎس ،ﻣﻦ أﺷﺨﺎص آﺒﻴﺮي اﻟﺴ ّ
ﻲ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ّ
اﻟﻘﻮّة اﻟﺪﻓﺎﻋﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤ ّ
ﻖ ﺳﻮى أﻟﻔﻲ رﺟﻞ واﻣﺮأة ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﻲ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي،
وﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺪرّﺑﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻬﻤّﺎت ﻣﻦ هﺬا اﻟﻨﻮع ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﺒ ّ
وﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺘﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﺮاﺋﺢ اﻟﻀﻌﻴﻔﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺘﻤﻜّﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻐﺎدرة ﺣﺘﻰ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﺤﻴﻦ ،وﻣﻬﻤّﺔ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ
ﻲ ﻣﻬﻤّﺔ ﻣﺤﺎرﺑﺔ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻷردﻧﻲ ،وﺛﻨﻲ ﺳﻜﺎن
هﺆﻻء آﺎﻧﺖ ﺻﻌﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﺔ ،وأﻟﻘﻴﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺎﺋﺪ اﻟﺤ ّ
اﻟﺤﻲ )وﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺘﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ "اﻟﺤﺎرﻳﺪﻳﻴﻦ"( ﻋﻦ اﻹﺳﺘﺴﻼم أو ﻣﻐﺎدرﺗﻪ ﺑﺎﺗﺠﺎﻩ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ ،وﻗﺪ
ﻧﺠﺤﺖ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ ﺑﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﻗﻴﺎدة "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ،وﺷﻜّﻞ اﻷﻣﺮ ﻇﺎهﺮة ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺼﻴﺎن ،ﻻ
ﺳﻴّﻤﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن "اﻟﺤﺎرﻳﺪﻳﻴﻦ" ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس .هﺬﻩ اﻟﻈﺎهﺮة أﺟﺒﺮت رؤﺳﺎء اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ وﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻌﺪهﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﻊ هﺮب هﺬا اﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ
اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻠﻴّﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻘﻮّة.
ي ﻓﻲ اﻟﺜﺎﻣﻦ واﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ،وأﺳﺮ اﻟﻤﺪاﻓﻌﻴﻦ
ﻲ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ّ
ﻞ اﻟﺤ ّ
ﺗﻌﺎﻇَﻤﺖ هﺠﻤﺎت اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ،ﻓﺎﺣﺘ ّ
ﻦ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻤﻨﻊ اﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ
ﻋﻨﻪ ،وﻃﺮد اﻷوﻻد واﻟﻨﺴﺎء وآﺒﺎر اﻟﺴ ّ
ﻣﻦ ﻧﻬﺐ ﻣﺎ ﺗﺒﻘّﻰ هﻨﺎك ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﺘﺴﻠﻢ اﻟﺤﻲ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﺑﻞ ﺟﺮى اﺣﺘﻼﻟﻪ ،وﺑﺪأت أﻋﻤﺎل اﻟﺴﻠﺐ واﻟﻨﻬﺐ
واﻟﺘﺨﺮﻳﺐ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻃﺮد ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﺤﻲ ﻣﺒﺎﺷﺮة ،واﻣﺘﻸ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺑﺂﻻف اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ
اﻷﺣﻴﺎء اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،واﺳﺘﺤﺴﻦ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ رؤﻳﺔ ﻳﻬﻮد ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻠﺪة اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ ﻳُﺠﺒﺮون ﻋﻠﻰ
هﺠﺮ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ.
ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻘﻮّات اﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻌﺔ ﻟﻠﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻷردﻧﻲ ﺗﺤﺎرب ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،أرﺳﻠﺖ ﻗﻮّات أﺧﺮى ﻣﻦ
ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ واﻟﻘﺎﺋﺪ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻏﻠﻮب ﺑﺎﺷﺎ ﻻﺣﺘﻼل ﺷﺮﻃﺔ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ،واﻟﺪﻳﺮ ،واﻟﻘﺮى
اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺴﻴﻄﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﻤﻮﺻﻠﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ واﻟﻘﺪس .ﻏﺎدر اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ
ن ﻗﻮات
ﺷﺮﻃﺔ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ﻓﻲ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر وأﺑﻘﺎهﺎ ﻟـ"ورﻳﺜﻪ" اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻷردﻧﻲ ،ﺑَﻴ َﺪ أ ّ
"ﺟﻔﻌﺎﺗﻲ" هﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ دﺧﻠﺘﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﺪاﻳﺔ ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﺠﺪ ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻓﺘﺢ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ ﻟﻠﻘﺪس ﻟﻔﺘﺮة وﺟﻴﺰة،
اﺿﻄﺮّت ﺑﻌﺪهﺎ ﻹﺧﻼء ﻧﻘﻄﺔ اﻟﺸّﺮﻃﺔ وﻗﺮﻳﺘﻲ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ودﻳﺮ أﻳﻮب اﻟﻠﺘﻴﻦ هﺠﺮهﻤﺎ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﻤﺎ ﻗﺒﻞ
ذﻟﻚ ،ودﺧﻞ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻧﻘﻄﺔ اﻟﺸﺮﻃﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳّﺎر ﻣﻦ دون ﻗﺘﺎل وﻣﻦ دون أن ﺗﺸﻌﺮ
اﺳﺘﺨﺒﺎرات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ،وأﺣﻜﻢ اﻟﺤﺼﺎر ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳّﺔ ،ﻓﻼ أﺣﺪ ﻳﺪﺧﻠﻬﺎ وﻻ أﺣﺪ
ج ﻣﻨﻬﺎ.
ﻳﺨﺮ ُ
ﻲ )ﻻ ﺳﻴّﻤﺎ اﻟﻠﻮاء اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻊ اﻟﺬي أﻗﻴﻢ ﻗﺒﻞ
وﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻣﺎ ﺁﻟﺖ إﻟﻴﻪ اﻷﻣﻮر ،أُرﺳِﻞ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪّﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠ ّ
ذﻟﻚ ﺑﺄﻳّﺎم( ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﺗﺤﺮﻳﺮ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ﻣﻦ ﻳﺪ اﻷردﻧﻴﻴﻦ ،وﻗﺪ ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ ﻗﻮات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻠﻄﺮون
وﺑﻨﺎﺗﻬﺎ)وﻗﺮاهﺎ( ﺛﻼث ﻣﺮات ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺘﻮﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر :ﻓﻲ ﻳﻮﻣﻲ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ
واﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ واﻟﺨﺎﻣﺲ واﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ،وﻓﻲ ﻳﻮﻣﻲ اﻟﺜﻼﺛﻴﻦ واﻟﻮاﺣﺪ واﻟﺜﻼﺛﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﻬﺮ )ﺣﻤﻠﺔ
"ﺑﻦ ﻧﻮن" – "أ"" ،ب"( ،وﻣﺮة إﺿﺎﻓﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺜﺎﻣﻦ واﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻣﻦ ﺷﻬﺮ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان )ﺣﻤﻠﺔ "ﻳﻮرام"(.
وﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﺗﺨﻔﻴﻒ اﻟﻀﻐﻂ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون هﺎﺟﻢ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻷﻳﺎم هﻀﺒﺔ اﻟﺮادار )اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ،
ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ( اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻴﻄﺮ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﺤﺎرﺑﻮ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" )ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ( ،وﺑﻌﺪ أن اﺣﺘﻠﺘﻬﺎ ﻗﻮّاﺗﻪ
ﻲ "ﻣﻌﺎﻟﻴﻪ ّهﺤَﻤﻴﺸﺎﻩ" و"آﺮﻳﺎت ﻋَﻨﺎﻓﻴﻢ" ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻮاﺻﻞ ﻣﻊ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ
ﺴ ْ
ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ اﻟﺘﻘﺪّم ﺟﻨﻮﺑًﺎ ﻧﺤﻮ آﻴﺒﻮﺗ َ
أﺑﻮ ﻏﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺎرع ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ  -اﻟﻘﺪس .ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺗﻤﻜّﻦ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ
ﻣﻦ اﺣﺘﻼل آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ "ﺟﻴﺰِر" اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﺟﻨﻮب ﻏﺮب اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ﻟﺒﻀﻊ ﺳﺎﻋﺎت ،وذﻟﻚ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﺷﺮ ﻣﻦ
ﺻﺪّت هﺬا اﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ﻓﻲ أوﺟﻬﺎ ،وﻗﺪ ﻓﺸﻠﺖ ﻗﻮات
ﺣﺰﻳﺮان ،و ُ
ﻞ ﻣﺌﺎت ﻣﻦ
"اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" /ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﻣﺤﺎوﻻﺗﻬﺎ ﻻﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ،وﻗ ِﺘ َ
ﻣﻘﺎﺗﻠﻲ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع ﻓﻲ ﻣﻌﺎرك ﺑﻄﻮﻟﻴّﺔ ،وﻣﻌﻈﻤﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺠﺪد اﻟﻨّﺎﺟﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ ،ﻣﻤّﻦ

77

ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻐﺎدر اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ وﻟﻮ ﻟﻠﺤﻈﺔ واﺣﺪة ،ﻓﺤﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب ،وﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل ﺗﺠﺎهﻞ
ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﺳﺎﻓﺮ ﻟﻺﺧﻼل ﺑﺄواﻣﺮ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﺟﻼﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ،ﺑﺪأ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﺑﺈرﺳﺎل ﻣﺎ ﺗﺒﻘﻰ ﻣﻦ وﺣﺪاﺗﻪ ﻓﻲ
ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن إﻟﻰ اﻟﻐﺮب ﻋﺒﺮ ﺟﺴﺮ أﻟﻠﻨْﺒﻲ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﺑﻤﺤﺎذاة أرﻳﺤﺎ ،آﺎن واﺿﺤًﺎ ﻟﻠﻤﻠﻚ وﻗﺎﺋﺪ ﺟﻴﺸﻪ
ﻏﻠﻮب ﺑﺎﺷﺎ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ أن اﻟﻘﻮات ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻨﻈﺎﻣﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻌﺔ ﻟـ"اﻟﻌﺼﺎﺑﺎت اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ" ﻟﻦ ﺗﺼﻤﺪ أآﺜﺮ
ﻣﻦ أﺳﺒﻮﻋﻴﻦ .أﺟﺮى اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﺳﺘﻌﺪاداﺗﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﻤﺄهﻮﻟﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺟﺒﺎل ﻳﻬﻮدا ،وإﻟﻰ
اﻟﺸﻤﺎل ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺒﺎل اﻟﻤﺤﺎذﻳﺔ ﻷم اﻟﻔﺤﻢ )ﺟﺒﺎل إﻓﺮاﻳﻢ( ،أﻣّﺎ ﻣﻌﻈﻢ ﻗﻮات اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ووﺣﺪاﺗﻪ
ﺟﻬَﺖ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﻘﺪس وﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ ﺑﺎب اﻟﺼﺪﻓﺔ ،إذ أراد اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ اﺣﺘﻼل اﻷﻣﺎآﻦ
اﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻘﺪ و ّ
اﻟﻤﻘﺪﺳﺔ وﺗﺤﻮﻳﻞ اﻟﻘﺪس إﻟﻰ ﻋﺎﺻﻤﺔ ﻣﻤﻠﻜﺘﻪ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة ،أو ﺗﺤﻮﻳﻠﻬﺎ )ﻋﻮﺿًﺎ ﻋﻦ ذﻟﻚ( إﻟﻰ ﻋﺎﺻﻤﺔ
ﻣﻤﻠﻜﺘﻪ اﻟﺼﺤﺮاوﻳﺔ اﻟﻘﺎﺣﻠﺔ ،اﻟﻘﺪس وﻟﻴﺲ اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻞ أو ﻇﻬﺮ اﻟﺠﺒﻞ آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻬﺪف اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻲ ﻟﻤﻠﻚ
ﺷﺮق اﻷردن.
ﺳﻘﻮط ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت ﻏﻮش ﻋﺘﺼﻴﻮن ﺟﻨﻮﺑﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،وﺳﻘﻮط ﻧﻔﻴﻪ ﻳﻌﻘﻮب وﻋﻄﺎروت ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎﻟﻬﺎ
ﺧﻔّﻒ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺼﺎر اﻟﺬي ﻋﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻨﻪ اﻷﺣﻴﺎء اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻴﺔ ،وارﺗﻔﻌﺖ ﻣﻌﻨﻮﻳﺎت
ﻞ رﺟﺎل اﻟﻤﻠﻚ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻗﺪوم اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻷردﻧﻲ وإﻇﻬﺎرﻩ ﻟﻠﻘﺪرات اﻟﻘﺘﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،واﺳﺘﻐ ّ
ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ وﺟﻮدهﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻮاﺻﻞ ﻣﻊ ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﻲ اﻟﻤﻔﺘﻲ اﻟﺤﺎج أﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ،ﻓﻌﺰّز
هﺆﻻء ﻣﻦ ﻧﺸﺎﻃﻬﻢ وﻣﻦ ﺗﻌﺎوﻧﻬﻢ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ورﺟﺎﻟﻪ ،ﺑﻌﺪ أن ﺑﺪأ ﺟﻴﺸﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﺴّﻴﻄﺮة اﻟﻔﻌﻠﻴّﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻘﺪس وﻣﺤﻴﻄﻬﺎ .وﻣﻴﺰان اﻟﻘﻮى اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ اﻟﺪاﺧﻠﻲ ﺑﺪأ ﻳﺮﺟﺢ ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺢ اﻟﻤﻌﺎرﺿﺔ
اﻟﻨﺸﺎﺷﻴﺒﻴﺔ وﻣﺆﻳّﺪﻳﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺴﺎب اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴّﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ﻇﻬﺮت ﻃﻼﺋﻊ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻓﻲ ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﺰﻳﺘﻮن إﻟﻰ اﻟﺸﺮق ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺪس ،وﻣﻨﺬ ذﻟﻚ
اﻟﻮﻗﺖ وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻮﻗﻒ اﻷول ﻹﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻓﻲ  11ﺣﺰﻳﺮان ﻗَﺼﻔﺖ ﻣﺪﻓﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﺑﺪون ﺗﻮ ّﻗﻒ،
ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺒًﺎ ،اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ :ﻣﻦ ﺷﻌﻔﺎط واﻟﺘﻠﺔ اﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل ،وﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺒﻲ ﺻﻤﻮﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻐﺮب
وﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﺎﻻ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،هﺎﺟﻢ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل ،ﻣﻦ ﻧﺎﺣﻴﺔ
اﻟﺸﻴﺦ ﺟﺮاح وﻣﻦ ﻣﺪرﺳﺔ اﻟﺸﺮﻃﺔ .وﺟﺮى ﺻ ّﺪ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺑﻮاﺑﺔ ﻣﻨﺪﻟﺒﺎوم – ﻣﺌَﻪ ﺷَﻌﺎرِﻳﻢ،
ﻟﺬا ﻓﻘﺪ ﺣﺎول اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻟﺘﻮﻏﻞ ﻋﺒﺮ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﻤﻤﺘﺪة ﻣﻦ ﺑﺎب اﻟﻌﻤﻮد ﻧﺤﻮ دﻳﺮ ﻧﻮﺗﺮدام ،وهﻨﺎك ﺻﺪّﻩ
اﻟﻤﺪاﻓﻌﻮن ﻧﻬﺎﺋﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ واﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ،ﻓﻠﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﺗﻠﻚ ﻣﺠﺮد ﻧﺰهﺔ آﻤﺎ اﻋﺘﻘﺪ اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻤﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﺪاﻳﺔ ،وﺑﻬﺬا اﻧﺘﻬﻰ هﺠﻮﻣﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،وﺑﻘﻴﺖ اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻴﺔ واﻷﻣﺎآﻦ
اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﺳﺔ.
آﻤﺎ ذآﺮ ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ ،ﻓﺎﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻷردﻧﻲ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ اﻟﻼﻋﺐ اﻟﻮﺣﻴﺪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،إذ ﺗﻠﻘّﻰ اﻟﻌﻮن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﻮّات
اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ ﺷﺒﻪ اﻟﻨﻈﺎﻣﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻤﺜّﻠﺔ ﺑﻤﺘﻄﻮّﻋﻲ اﻷﺧﻮان اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب .وهﺎﺟﻤﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﻮّات
ﻞ ﺟﻨﻮﺑﻲ
اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ﺑﺪءًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺎدي واﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ رﻣﺎت راﺣﻴﻞ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗ ٍ
اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،وﺗﺼﺪّت ﻟﻬﺎ ﻗﻮات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻌﺎون ﻣﻊ "إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" ،واﻧﺘﻘﻞ اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ﻣﺮّات ﻋﺪة ﻣﻦ
ﻳﺪ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﻮات ﻟﺘﻠﻚ ،وﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻄﺎف اﻧﺴﺤﺐ اﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﻤﻮن وﺳﻴﻄﺮت ﻗﻮات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻞ ﺑﺮﻣﺘﻪ وﺻﻮﻻ إﻟﻰ دﻳﺮ ﻣﺎر إﻟﻴﺎس ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب.
اﻟﺘ ّ
ي ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻠﺪة
ﻲ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ّ
دﻓﻌﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻹﺧﻔﺎﻗﺎت اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻷردﻧﻲ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺮآﻴﺰ ﻗﻮّاﺗﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤ ّ
اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ واﻟﻌﺘﺎد اﻟﺠﻴّﺪﻳﻦ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ اﻟﺠﻨﻮد اﻟﺒﺪو اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻌﻮن
ﻟﻠﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻗﺪ ﺧﺎﺿﻮا ﻗﺒﻞ ذﻟﻚ ﻣﻌﺎرك ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﻣﺪﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﻜﺘﻈّﺔ ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﺔ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻔﺲ
ي اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺤﺎﺻﺮ ،ﺑﻤﺴﺎﺣﺘﻪ اﻟﻀﻴﻘﺔ وﻗﻠﺔ ﻋﺪد
اﻟﺸﻬﺮ هﺎﺟﻢ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻟﺒﻠﺪة اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ ،واﻟﺤﻲ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ّ
ن ﻗﻮات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻗﺪ ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻴﻮم ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ﺑﻬﺠﻮم
ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻪ واﻟﻤﺪاﻓﻌﻴﻦ ﻋﻨﻪ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ أ ّ
ﻓﺎﺷﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﺎب اﻟﻌﻤﻮد وﺑﺎب اﻟﻨﺒﻲ داود .وﺑﺮﻏﻢ ﻓﺸﻞ هﺠﻮم "ﻋﺘﺴﻴﻮﻧﻲ" ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﺎب اﻟﻌﻤﻮد إﻻ أﻧّﻪ
ﻞ ﺗﻤﻮﻳﻬًﺎ ﻟﻠﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﺤﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻧﻔّﺬﺗﻬﺎ ﻗﻮات "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" ﻓﻲ ﺑﺎب اﻟﻨﺒﻲ داود .ﻗﻮّات "إﻳﺘﺴﻞ"/
ﺷﻜ ّ
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ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك ﺣﻴﺚ ﺟﺮى ﻋﺰل اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻧﺠﺢ ﻟﻮاء "ﺑﻠﻤﺎح" /اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ﻓﻲ
ﺗﺤﺮﻳﺮ ﺑﻴﺮ ﻋﺼﻠﻮج وﻓﺼﻞ ﺷﺎرع ﻋﻮﺟﺎ اﻟﺤﻔﺎﻳﺮ – ﺑﺌﺮ اﻟﺴﺒﻊ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺑﺪء اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ ،ﻣﻤﺎ ﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻋﺰل
اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺮاﺑﻄﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل ﺑﺌﺮ اﻟﺴﺒﻊ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻘﻮات ﻓﻲ ﻋﻮﺟﺎ اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺪود ﺳﻴﻨﺎء.
ﻦ ﻟﻜﻨّﻬﻤﺎ
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ﺑﻘﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ﻣﻌﺰوﻻ ،وآﺸﻔﺖ اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﻣﺴﺘﻨـ َﺰ َﻓ ْﻴ ِ
ﺐ وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﻠﺤﺔ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ.
ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﻬﺰوﻣَﻴْﻦ ،وﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻓﻘﺪ ﺻ ّ
ﺟﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﻘﺪس  -اﻟﻠﻄﺮون
ﻓﻲ ﺟﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﻘﺪس ﺣﺎرﺑﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺟﻴﺶ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺎس ،أﻣّﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻨﻮب اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ وﻓﻲ
آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ رﻣﺎت راﺣﻴﻞ ﻓﻘﺪ واﺟﻬﺖ ﻣﺘﻄﻮّﻋﻲ "اﻹﺧﻮان اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ" اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻗﺪﻣﻮا ﻣﻦ ﻣﺼﺮ،
واﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻷردﻧﻲ )ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ اﻟﺒـﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ( أُﺟﺒِﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻐﺎدرة اﻟﺒﻼد ﻓﻲ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ
أﻳﺎر ﻣﻊ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ،وﻓﻲ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﺧﺮوﺟﻪ هﺎﺟﻤﺖ ﻗﻮاﺗﻪ )ﺑﺘﺸﺠﻴﻊ وﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪة اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ(
ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت ﻏﻮش ﻋﺘﺼﻴﻮن ،وﻗﺪ ﺑﺪأ هﺬا اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﻓﻲ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ﺑﻌﺪ أن ﻧﺠﺤﺖ هﺬﻩ
ﻲ اﻷﺧﻴﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﻴﻠﺔ اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ
اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت ﻓﻲ ﻗﻄﻊ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﻘﺪس -اﻟﺨﻠﻴﻞ .ﺑﺪأ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻷردﻧ ّ
اﻟﺤﺎدي ﻋﺸﺮ واﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر .ﺳﻘﻂ آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ آﻔﺎر ﻋﺘﺼﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر،
وﺑﻌﺪ أن اﺳﺘﺴﻠﻢ أﻋﻀﺎء اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ وﺟﻨﻮد "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻗﺪﻣﻮا ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻟﺘﻘﺪﻳﻢ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة ،ﻟﻢ
ﻳﻤﻨﻊ ﺟﻨﻮد اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻷردﻧﻲ ﻋﺮب اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻄﺶ ﺑﻬﻢ ،ﻻ ﺑﻞ ﺳﺎﻋﺪوهﻢ ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ ،وﻗﺪ
دﺧﻞ اﻟﻘﺮوﻳﻮن إﻟﻰ آﻔﺎر ﻋﺘﺼﻴﻮن ﻣﺮدّدﻳﻦ اﺳﻢ "دﻳﺮ ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻦ" ،وﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻴﻮم ،ﻗُﺘﻞ  250رﺟﻼ
ﺞ ﺳﻮى ﺛﻼﺛﺔ رﺟﺎل وﻓﺘﺎة ﺷﺎﺑّﺔ ،زﺣﻒ أﺣﺪ هﺆﻻء ﺷﻤﺎﻻ ﻧﺤﻮ "ﻣﺴﻮﺋﻮت
واﻣﺮأة ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻨ ُ
ﻳﺘﺴﺤﺎق" ،وﻧﺠﺎ اﺛﻨﺎن ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﺗﺴﻠﻴﻢ ﺳﻼﺣﻬﻢ ﻟﻠﻌﺮب وﻧُﻘﻠﻮا ﻷﺳﺮ ﻗﻮّات اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ،أﻣﺎ اﻟﻔﺘﺎة ﻓﻘﺪ
ﺧﻠﺼﻬﺎ ﺿﺎﺑﻂ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺪي اﻟﻘﺮوﻳﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ .ﻧﺠﺎ اﻷوﻻد وﻣﻌﻈﻢ اﻟﻨﺴﺎء ،إذ ﺟﺮى إﺟﻼؤهﻢ إﻟﻰ
اﻟﻘﺪس ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﺑﻌﺪة أﺷﻬﺮ ،ﻧُﻬ َ
ﺐ اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ و ُهﺪّم ﻋﻦ ﺑﻜﺮة أﺑﻴﻪ .وﻓﻲ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر
اﺳﺘﺴﻠﻤﺖ اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺴﺎت اﻟﺜﻼﺛﺔ اﻷﺧﺮى وهﻲ "ﻋﻴﻦ ﺗْﺴﻮرﻳﻢ" ،و"ﻣِﺴﻮﺋﻮت ﻳﺘﺴﺤﺎق" و"رِﻓﺎدﻳﻢ".
ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮّة ﻣﻨَﻊ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻷردﻧﻲ ارﺗﻜﺎب ﻣﺬﺑﺤﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ
أرادوا اﻟﺪﺧﻮل إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ،واﻗﺘﻴﺪ أﻓﺮاد هﺬﻩ اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺴﺎت إﻟﻰ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻄﻠﻖ ﺳﺮاﺣﻬﻢ
إﻻ ﻓﻲ رﺑﻴﻊ اﻟﻌﺎم  1949ﺑﻌﺪ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴّﺔ  -اﻷردﻧﻴﺔ .اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻷردﻧﻲ
ﻋﻢ ﻗﺒﻞ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺗﻠﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻌﻞ اﻷﻣﺮ ذاﺗﻪ ﻓﻲ ﻏﻮش ﻋﺘﺼﻴﻮن وﻓﻲ وﺿﺢ اﻟﻨﻬﺎر
اﻟﺬي َد َ
ﻗﺒﻞ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب ،ﺑﻤﻔﻬﻮم ﻣﺎ ﻓﻘﺪ وﻟﺪت دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻏﺪاة ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻴﻮم )اﻟﺨﺎﻣﺲ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ
أﻳﺎر( ﻋﻠﻰ ﺿﻮء أﻟﺴﻨﺔ اﻟﻨﻴﺮان اﻟﺘﻲ اﻟﺘﻬﻤﺖ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت ﻏﻮش ﻋﺘﺼﻴﻮن.
ﺳﻘﻄﺖ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ ﻣﻮاﻗﻊ أﻣﺎﻣﻴّﺔ ﻟﺤﻤﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻣﻦ اﻟﺨﺎرج اﻟﻮاﺣﺪة ﺗﻠﻮ اﻷﺧﺮى.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺨﺎﻣﺲ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ﺳﻘﻄﺖ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺔ هﺎرﻃُﻮف)ﻋﺮﺗﻮف( اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﻏﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،وﻓﻲ
اﻟﺴﺎدس ﻋﺸﺮ ﺳﻘﻄﺖ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻷردﻧﻲ وﻋﺮب اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ آﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻋﻄﺎروت ،وﻧﻔﻴﻪ
ﻳﻌﻜﻮف اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﻤﺖ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل .ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ واﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﻬﺮ ذاﺗﻪ ﺳﻘﻂ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ
ﻲ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻘﻮا هﻨﺎك
اﻷردﻧﻲ آﻞ ﻣﻦ آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ﺑﻴﺖ َهﻌَﺮاﻓﺎﻩ ،وﻣﺼﻨﻊ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ اﻟﻤﻴﺖ اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻲ ،وأُﺟﻠ َ
ﺑﺎﻟﺰوارق إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﺼﻨﻊ اﻟﺠﻨﻮﺑﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺳﺪوم .ﺑﻘﻴﺖ اﻟﻘﺪس اﻵن ﻣﻜﺸﻮﻓﺔ ﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ
اﻟﺠﻬﺎت ،ﻟﻜﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻨﺠﺎﺣﺎت اﻟﻤﻮﺿﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻘﻠﻴﻠﺔ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺨﻒ ﻋﻦ أﻋﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﻬﺪف اﻟﺮﺋﻴﺲ
ﻟﻠﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ )اﻟﺬي أرﺳﻞ ﺟﻨﻮدﻩ ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪﺗﻬﻢ( واﻟﻤﺘﻤﺜّﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ دوﻟﺘﻬﻢ ﺑﺤﺴﺐ
ﻲ  -ﻋﺪ ّو اﻟﻤﻔﺘﻲ اﻟﻠﺪود ،وﻋﺪ ّو اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ -
ن هﺬا اﻟﻤﻠﻚ اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤ ّ
ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،زد ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺈ ّ
ﺗﺤﺎﻟﻒ ﻣﻊ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ وﻣﻊ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﻮﻟﻴﺪة ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﺳﻠﺐ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وﻃﻨﻬﻢ وﻣﻨﻌﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ
دوﻟﺔ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻠّﺔ.
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اﻟﻘﺎدة ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺠﻨﻮد ،وإﺑﻘﺎؤهﻢ ﻓﺮﻳﺴﺔ ﻟﻨﻴﺮان اﻟﻌﺪو .وﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻤﻜﻦ ﺳﻼﺣﻬﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﻄﻮّر وﺗﺪرﻳﺒﺎﺗﻬﻢ
اﻟﻤﺘﻄﻮّرة ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻐﻠّﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺠﺎﻋﺔ ﺟﻨﻮد "ﺟﻔﻌﺎﺗﻲ" اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺻﺪّوا اﻟﻐﺰاة ﺑﺄﺟﺴﺎﻣﻬﻢ ،وﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل
ﺗﻜﺒّﺪ ﺧﺴﺎﺋﺮ ﻓﺎدﺣﺔ وﺟﺪ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ ﻣُﺠﺒﺮﻳﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻐﻴﻴﺮ ﻣﺨﻄّﻄﺎﺗﻬﻢ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺟﺮى ﺻ ّﺪ
هﺮوﻟﺘﻬﻢ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ،واﺿﻄﺮّوا إﻟﻰ اﻹﺳﺘﺤﻜﺎم ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﻗﻌﻬﻢ ﻟﺤﻤﺎﻳﺔ أرواﺣﻬﻢ ،وﻣﻨﺬ ﺗﻠﻚ
اﻟﻠﺤﻈﺔ اآﺘﻔﻰ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ﺑﻤﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﻓﺼﻞ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ﻋﻦ ﺑﺎﻗﻲ أﺟﺰاء إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،ﻧﺠﺢ
ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﺎﺣﺘﻼل ﻳِﺒﻨﻪ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﺣﺎﺟﺰ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺸﺎرع اﻟﻤﻮﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ.
ﺳﺎد "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ذﻋﺮ ﺷﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻘﺪّم اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي إﻟﻰ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ،واﻟﺘﻮﻗّﻒ اﻟﻤﺤﺴﻮب
ﺑﻤﺤﺎذاة أﺳﺪود ﻗﺒﻞ اﻻﻧﻘﻀﺎض اﻟﻘﺎدم ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ أﺛﺎر اﻟﺮّﻋﺐ واﻟﺮﻳﺒﺔ .ﻋﻮّل اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ
ن ﺟﻴﺶ
أﻳﺎر  1948ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻏﻴﺎب ﺧﻴﺎرات أﺧﺮى ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ اﺗﻀﺢ ﻟﻬﻢ أ ّ
ي ﺟﻨﻮب ﺣﺪود اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ
اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻷآﺒﺮ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻬﻴﺌﺎ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ،وﻗﺪ أوﻗِﻒ ﺗﻘﺪّم اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮ ّ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ )ﺑﺤﺴﺐ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ( ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻨﺠﺢ هﺬا ﻓﻲ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺒﻠﺪات اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ ﺗﺤﻮّل ﻣﻦ
اﻹﺳﺘﺤﻜﺎم إﻟﻰ اﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب وأﺧﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﺎﺣﺔ ﻟﺪوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ آﻲ ﺗﻮاﺻﻞ أﻋﻤﺎل اﻻﺣﺘﻼل وأﻋﻤﺎل
ن
اﻟﺘﻬﺠﻴﺮ .وﻟﻢ ﻳﺠ ِﺮ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ هﺠﻮم "ﺟﻔﻌﺎﺗﻲ" اﻟﻤﻀﺎ ّد آﺼ ّﺪ ﻧﺎﺟﺢ ﺑﻞ آﻔﺸﻞ ذرﻳﻊ .ﻓﻘﺪ ﺑﺪا أ ّ
ﺛﻤّﺔ ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺼﻤﻮد أﻣﺎم ﺟﻴﺶ ﻣﺘﻔﻮّق ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒ ّﺮ واﻟﺒﺤﺮ واﻟﺠﻮ .وﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر  -ﺣﺰﻳﺮان ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم
 1948اآﺘﺴﺐ إﺣﺴﺎس "اﻟﻘﻠّﺔ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ اﻟﻜﺜﺮة" دﻻﻻت ﻣﻠﻤﻮﺳﺔ ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﺔ.
ي ﺑﻌﺪ ﺻﺪّﻩ ﺟﻨﻮﺑﻲ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب
ﺗﻌﺎﻇﻢ هﺬا اﻹﻧﻄﺒﺎع ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺗﻮﺟّﻪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮ ّ
واﻟﺸﺮق ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﺒﻠﺪات اﻟﺘﻲ ﺑﻘﻴﺖ ﺳﺎﻟﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﻄﺎع اﻟﺬي اﺣﺘﻠّﻪ هﺬا اﻟﺠﻴﺶ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ
ﺣﺰﻳﺮان ،وﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك ﻓﻲ ﻣﺤﻴﻂ "ﻏﻴﺸﺮ ﻋﺎد هَﺎﻟﻮم" ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺎرع اﻟﺸﺎﻃﺊ ،هﺎﺟﻢ
ﻞ ﻣﻮﻗﻌًﺎ اﺳﺘﺮاﺗﻴﺠﻴﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻘﺎﻃﻊ اﻟﺸﺎرع اﻟﻘﺎدم ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ،
ﺠﺒَﻪ اﻟﺬي ﻳﺤﺘ ّ
اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ِﻧ ْ
ﺠﺒَﻪ وﻧﻘﺎط
وﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺎرع اﻟﻤﺠﺪل – ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﺒﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺬي ﻳﻤﺘ ّﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻐﺮب ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﺸﺮق ،ﺑﺪون اﺣﺘﻼل ِﻧ ْ
ﺗﺤﻜّﻤﻬﺎ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺑﻤﻘﺪور اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ﺗﺠﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺪّم ﺷﻤﺎﻻ ،وواﺟﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ
ﺠﺒَﻪ ﺑﺒﺴﺎﻟﺔ ﺑﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﻟﻮاء
ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺎت ﻓﻲ إﺣﻜﺎم اﻟﺤﺼﺎر اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ،وﺻﻤﺪ آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ِﻧ ْ
"ﺟﻔﻌﺎﺗﻲ" .ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ﺗﻤﻜّﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﻣﻦ اﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻤﻔﺮق ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮّﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺨﺎﻃﺮ
ﺠﺒَﻪ وﻧﻘﺎط اﻟﺘﺤﻜّﻢ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻴﻄﺮﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﺣﻠﻴﻘﺎت
اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻬﺪّدﺗﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ ِﻧ ْ
اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ،وﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﻧﺠﺢ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻓﺼﻞ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ﻋﻦ ﺷﻤﺎﻟﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،وﺗﻤﻜّﻨﻮا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻨﻘّﻞ ﺑﺤﺮﻳﺔ
ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺠﺪل ﻓﻲ اﻟﻐﺮب ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﺒﺮﻳﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق.
ﺠﺒَﻪ ،ﺗﻮﺟّﻪ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن إﻟﻰ آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ﻧﻴﺘﺴﺎﻧﻴﻢ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﻤﺠﺪل
ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻤﻜّﻨﻮا ﻣﻦ اﺣﺘﻼل ِﻧ ْ
وﻏﺮﺑﻲ ﺷﺎرع اﻟﺸﺎﻃﺊ ،وهﺎﺟﻢ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن اﻟﻐﺎﺿﺒﻮن اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ﺑﻘﻮّات آﺒﻴﺮة ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻘﻒ ﻓﻲ
ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺘﻬﻢ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ  150ﺷﺨﺼًﺎ ﻣﻦ أﻋﻀﺎء اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ وأﻓﺮاد "ﺟﻔﻌﺎﺗﻲ" اﻟﻤﺴﻠﺤﻴﻦ ﺑﺄﺳﻠﺤﺔ
ﺧﻔﻴﻔﺔ ،وﺑﻌﺪ ﻳﻮﻣﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﻤﻮد اﺳﺘﺴﻠﻢ أﻓﺮاد ﻧﻴﺘﺴﺎﻧﻴﻢ ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺪم ﺣﺼﻮﻟﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻣﺼﺎدﻗﺔ ﻟﻠﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻗﻴﺎدة ﻟﻮاء "ﺟﻔﻌﺎﺗﻲ" اﻟﻤﺴﺆوﻟﺔ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ،وﻗﺪ ﻗُﺘﻞ ﻗﺎﺋﺪ اﻟﻤﻮﻗﻊ
واﻟﻤﺴﺆوﻟﺔ ﻋﻦ اﻹﺗﺼﺎل ﺑﺪم ﺑﺎرد ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺧﺮﺟﺎ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ ﻟﻺﻋﻼن ﻋﻦ اﻹﺳﺘﺴﻼم .ﺁﺧﺮون
ﺣﺎوﻟﻮا اﻟﻬﺮب وﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ ﺗﻮﺟّﻪ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻷﺳﺮ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻐﺪاة ،ﺳﻘﻄﺖ آﺬﻟﻚ اﻟﻬﻀﺒﺔ رﻗﻢ 69
اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺴﻴﻄﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺎرع اﻟﺸﺎﻃﺊ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﻧﻴﺘﺴﺎﻧﻴﻢ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻬﺔ اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻴﺔ .وﺣﺎول اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن اﺳﺘﺜﻤﺎر
ﻧﺠﺎﺣﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻘﺪّم ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ وﺷﻤﺎﻻ ﺑﺎﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﺑﻴﺖ داراس وﺑﺌﺮ ﻃﻮﻓﻴﺎ ،ﻓﺠﺮى ﺻﺪّهﻢ ﺑﺼﻌﻮﺑﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻐﺔ.
"اﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ أو اﻟﻤﻮت" هﺬا ﻣﺎ آﺘﺒﻪ ﺿﺎﺑﻂ اﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﺆول ﻓﻲ ﻟﻮاء "ﺟﻔﻌﺎﺗﻲ" ﺁﺑﺎ آﻮﻓﻨﻴﺮ إزاء
اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻨﻔﺴﻴﺔ اﻟﺼﻌﺒﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺎدت اﻟﻠﻮاء ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،وﻗﺪ اﺳﺘﻨﻜﺮ ﺁﺑﺎ آﻮﻓﻨﻴﺮ اﺳﺘﺴﻼم أﻓﺮاد
ﻧﻴﺘﺴﺎﻧﻴﻢ ووﻗﻮﻋﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺮ دون أن ﻳﻘﺎﺗﻠﻮا ﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻨﻬﺎﻳﺔ.

74

دَروم ،وﻧﻴـﺮﻳﻢ ،وآﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ﻳﺎد ﻣُﺮدﺧﺎي اﻟﺬي وﻗﻒ ﻓﻲ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﺗﻘﺪّﻣﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ،وﻣُﻨﻲ
اﻟﻤﺼﺮّﻳﻮن ﺑﺎﻟﻔﺸﻞ ﻣﺮّﺗﻴﻦ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺮة اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺜﺔ ﺑﺘﺎرﻳﺦ  24أﻳﺎر ﺳُﻤﺢ ﻟﻠﻤﺪاﻓﻌﻴﻦ ﻋﻦ آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ "ﻳﺪ
ﻣﺮدﺧﺎي" )ﻋﻠﻰ اﺳﻢ ﻣﺮدﺧﺎي أﻧﻴﻠﻴﻔﺘﺶ ﻗﺎﺋﺪ ﺗﻤﺮّد ﺟﻴﺘﻮ وارﺳﻮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎم  (1943ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺮاﺟﻊ ﺑﻌﺪ
ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ ﺑﻄﻮﻟﻴّﺔ ﻣُﺴﺘﻤﻴﺘﺔ ﺿ ّﺪ اﻟﻤﺪرّﻋﺎت اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ ،وﻗﺪ دﻓﻊ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﺛﻤﻨًﺎ ﺑﺎهﻈًﺎ ﺗﻤﺜّﻞ ﻓﻲ
ﺧﺴﺎﺋﺮ آﺜﻴﺮة ،وﻓﻘﺪان ﺧﻤﺴﺔ أﻳﺎم ﻗﺘﺎل ﺛﻤﻴﻨﺔ ،وأدرآﺖ ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻐﺎزي أن ﺗﻮﻗّﻔﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ
اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت ﻟﻦ ﻳﻤﻜّﻨﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺤﻘﻴﻖ ﻣﻬﻤّﺘﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺘﻤﺜّﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ اﺣﺘﻼل ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ،وﻓﻲ هﺮوﻟﺘﻪ هﺬﻩ أﺑﻘﻰ
ن ﺑﻤﻘﺪورﻩ
ي ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﻔﺘﺮﺿًﺎ أﻧّﻬﺎ ﻟﻦ ﺗﺸﻜّﻞ ﻋﺎﺋﻘًﺎ ،وأ ّ
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮ ّ
اﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﺣﺘﻼل ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ،وﻣﺎ ﺧﻔﻲ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ هﻲ اﻟﺮّوح اﻟﻤﻌﻨﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺤﻠّﻰ
ﺑﻬﺎ أﻓﺮاد هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت اﻟﺬﻳﻦ رﻓﻌﻮا ﺷﻌﺎر "ﻻ ﺗﻨﺘﺼﺮ اﻟﺪﺑّﺎﺑﺔ ،ﺑﻞ اﻹﻧﺴﺎن هﻮ ﻣﻦ ﻳﻨﺘﺼﺮ"،
وﻃﺒّﻘﻮﻩ ﺑﺄﺟﺴﺎدهﻢ ،ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻌﺎون ﻣﻊ ﻣﺤﺎرﺑﻲ ﻟﻮاء "ﺑﻠﻤﺎح" /اﻟﻨﻘﺐ .ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﻤﻜّﻦ
اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﻟﻠﻤﺮّة اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻣﻦ اﺣﺘﻼل ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،اﻷﻣﺮ اﻟﺬي رﻓﻊ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻌﻨﻮﻳﺎﺗﻬﻢ.
وﺟﺪ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﺒﻠﺪات اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﺠﻨﻮﺑﻴﺔ أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ ﺑﻴﻦ ﻧﺎرَي اﻟﺠﻴﺸﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي
واﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻓﺄﺟﺒﺮوا ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮّات ﻋﺪﻳﺪة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨـﺰوح ﻋﻦ ﻣﻨﺎزﻟﻬﻢ واﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﻋﻦ ﻣﻼذ ﺁﻣﻦ
ﻟﻌﺎﺋﻼﺗﻬﻢ .وﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﻜﺲ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻨﻈّﻤﺔ واﻟﺘﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﺖ ﺑﺘﻨﺴﻴﻖ ﻣﻊ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،ﻓﻘﺪ آﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻋﺮﺿﺔ ﻟﻘﺼﻒ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺎرﺑﺔ ﺑﺪون ﻗﺪرة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ
أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ .وﺟﺮّاء ذﻟﻚ ُهﺠﱢﺮت ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻨﻮب اﻟﺒﻼد ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺨﺎﻣﺲ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ
أﻳﺎر ،وﺗﺤﻮّل ﺳﻜّﺎﻧﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﺁﻣﻨﺔ ﺑﻌﻴﺪة ﻋﻦ ﺳﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك.
ﻣﻊ ﺑﺪء اﻟﻐﺰو اﻟﻤﺼﺮي أُرﺳِﻞ ﻟﻮاء "ﺟﻔﻌﺎﺗﻲ" ﻟﺤﻤﺎﻳﺔ ﻗﻄﺎع ﺿﻴّﻖ ﻳﺤﻴﻂ ﺑﺘﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب،
وﻓﺸﻠﺖ ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت ﻗﻮات "ﺟﻔﻌﺎﺗﻲ" اﻟﻤﻌﺰزة ﺑﻘﻮات "إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﺎ اﺣﺘﻠّﺖ ﻣﻌﺴﻜﺮ
ﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،وهﻮ ﻣﻌﺴﻜﺮ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ آﺒﻴـﺮ ﺟﺮى ﺗﺴﻠﻴﻤﻪ ﻟﻠﻌﺮب ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ
ﺻﺮﻓَﻨْﺪ )ﺗﺴﺮﻳﻔﻴﻦ( ﻏﺮﺑ ّ
اﻧﺴﺤﺒﺖ اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك ،وﺑﻌﺪهﺎ ﺟﺮت اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻌﺴﻜﺮ ﺟﻮﻟﻴﺲ ،وﻋﺪد ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﺷﻤﺎل ﻧِﺠﺒَﻪ ،واﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ ﺳﺘﺼﺒﺢ هﺪﻓًﺎ ﻣﺮآﺰﻳﺎ ﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺘﻮاﺻﻠﺔ.
ﻣﻊ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻹﺟﺘﻴﺎح اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ،وﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﺳﺘﺤﺎﻟﺔ إﺑﻘﺎء اﻟﺴﻜّﺎن اﻟﻌﺰّل ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ ﻓﻘﺪ ﺟﺮى إﺟﻼء
اﻟﻨﺴﺎء واﻷﻃﻔﺎل ﻓﻲ ﺣﻤﻠﺔ "ﺗﻴﻨﻮك" )اﻟﺮّﺿﻴﻊ  -اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( ﻣﻦ اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺴﺎت اﻟﺘﺎﻟﻴﺔ :ﻧﻴﺘﺴﺎﻧﻴﻢ،
وِﻧﺠﺒَﻪ ،وﺟﺎت ،وﺟﺎﻟﺆون ،وآﻔﺎر ﻣِﻨﺎﺣِﻴﻢ وﻏﻴـﺮهﺎ ،واﻟﺨﺸﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ أن ﻳﻐﺎدر اﻟﻤﺤﺎرﺑﻮن ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ
اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺴﺎت ﻟﻠّﺤﺎق ﺑﻨﺴﺎﺋﻬﻢ وأﻃﻔﺎﻟﻬﻢ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺘﺤﻘﻖ ،ﺑﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻜﺲ ،إذ زادت ﻋﺰﻳﻤﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻘﻮا ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻟﺤﻤﺎﻳﺔ
ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ،وﺑﺎﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻗﺎﻃﺒﺔ.
ﺟﺮى إﻳﻘﺎف اﻟﻄﺎﺑﻮر اﻟﻤﺼﺮي اﻟﻤﺘّﺠﻪ ﺷﻤﺎ ً
ﻻ ﻗﺒﻞ  35آﻴﻠﻮﻣﺘﺮًا ﻣﻦ وﺻﻮﻟﻪ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ،وﺗﺤﺪﻳﺪًا
ﻓﻲ ﻣﺤﺎذاة ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ أﺳﺪود )أﺷﺪود اﻟﻴﻮم( ﺟﻨﻮب ﺟﺴﺮ أﻃﻠﻖ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﺳﻢ "ﻏﻴﺸﺮﻋﺎ ْد هﻠﻮم"
)ﺟﺴﺮ ﺣﺘﻰ هﺬا اﻟﻤﻜﺎن  -اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( .ﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻗﻮّات ﻟﻮاء "ﺟﻔﻌﺎﺗﻲ" ﻗﻠﻴﻠﺔ اﻟﻌﺪد ﻓﻲ إﻳﻘﺎف
اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺘﻔﺎﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ ﺷﻬﺮ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  .1948وﺷﺎرك ﺳﻼح اﻟﺠ ّﻮ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺣﺪﻳﺚ
اﻟﺘﺸﻜﻴﻞ ﻟﻠﻤﺮّة اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﻤﻀﺎد ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ اﻟﻄﺎﺣﻨﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻤﺨّﻀﺖ ﻋﻨﻪ ،وﺷﺎرآﺖ
اﻟﻄﺎﺋﺮات اﻷرﺑﻊ اﻟﺘﻲ اﻣﺘﻠﻜﻬﺎ هﺬا اﻟﺴﻼح ﻓﻲ ﻗﺼﻒ اﻟﻘﻮّات اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ ،ﻓﺄُﺻﻴﺒﺖ اﻟﻄﺎﺋﺮات ،ﻟﻜﻦ
ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي أﺻﻴﺒﺖ ﺑﺎﻟﺬﻋﺮ ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ اﻟﺮد اﻟﺤﺎزم ﻟﻠﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،وﻣﻦ ر ّد ﻓﻌﻞ
اﻟﺠﻨﻮد اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻻذوا ﺑﺎﻟﻔﺮار ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ هﺬا اﻟﺬّﻋﺮ وﻟﻴﺪ اﻟﺼﺪﻓﺔ ،إذا ﻟﻢ ﻳﻔﺴّﺮ ﻟﻬﻢ أﺣﺪ
ﻟﻤﺎذا أرﺳﻠﺘﻬﻢ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺘﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ هﺬا اﻟﻤﻜﺎن اﻟﻐﺮﻳﺐ اﻟﺬي ﻻ ﺷﺄن ﻟﻬﻢ ﻓﻴﻪ ،وﻣﻌﻈﻢ هﺆﻻء آﺎﻧﻮا ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺠﻨﻮد اﻷﻣﻴﻴﻦ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﻤﻌﻮا ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻬﻢ ﻋﻦ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ وﻻ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻳﺴﻜﻨﻮن هﻨﺎك ،وﻟﻢ
ﻳﻔﻬﻢ هﺆﻻء ﻟﻤﺎذا ﻳﻨﺒﻐﻲ ﺑﻬﻢ اﻟﺘﻀﺤﻴﺔ ﺑﺄرواﺣﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻷرض .ﻓﻠﻢ ﻳﺴﺒﻖ ﻟﻬﻢ أن ﺗﻌﺮﻓﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﺎء وﺑﺪت ﻟﻬﻢ ﻟﻬﺠﺘﻬﻢ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﻔﻬﻮﻣﺔ ﺗﻤﺎﻣًﺎ ،وﻳُﻀﺎف إﻟﻰ هﺬا ﻓﺮار
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وﺻﻞ إﻟﻴﻬﺎ ﻧﻔﻂ اﻟﻌﺮاق ﻓﻲ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﻪ إﻟﻰ أوروﺑﺎ ،وﻧﻈﺮ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن واﻟﺸﺮآﺔ اﻟﻤﺎﻟﻜﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺼﺎﻓﻲ
) (IPCﺑﻌﻴﻦ اﻟﺮﺿﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺧﻄﻮة آﻬﺬﻩ.
ﻻ
ﻲ اﻟﺸﺎﻣﻞ ،وﻋﻤﻠﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺣﺘﻼل ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺒﻼد وﺻﻮ ً
اﻧﻀﻤّﺖ ﺟﺎرات إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﻬﺪ اﻟﻌﺮﺑ ّ
ن واﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺤﺪودﻳﺔ ﻣﻦ
ﻲ ﻏﻮر اﻷرد ّ
ي ﺑﺴﻼﺣﻪ اﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴ ّ
إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،ﻓﻘﺪ هﺎﺟﻢ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺴﻮر ّ
اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ ،وﺣﺎول اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻰ ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ وﺻﻔﺪ ،وﻣﻨﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ .وﻟﺤﻖ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻲ
ﻞ هﺆﻻء اﻧﻀﻤّﺖ وﺣﺪات ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺴﻮري ،وهﺎﺟﻢ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ ،وإﻟﻰ آ ّ
ﻟﻴﺒﻴﺎ ،واﻟﻤﻤﻠﻜﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﻌﻮدﻳّﺔ ،وﺣﺘﻰ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻤﻦ.
ن أرﺑﻊ دول ﻓﻘﻂ ﻣﻦ أﺻﻞ دول اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﺒﻊ أرﺳﻠﺖ ﺟﺰءًا
ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ،اﺗﻀﺢ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ أ ّ
ﻣﻦ ﺟﻴﻮﺷﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ،وهﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ واﻷردن واﻟﻌﺮاق وﺳﻮرﻳﺎ .وﻟﺒﻨﺎن اﻟﺘﻲ اﻧﻀﻤّﺖ ﻟﻘﺮار
اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ ﺑﺈرﺳﺎل اﻟﺠﻴﻮش ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﺄﻣﺮ ﺟﻴﺸﻬﺎ ﺑﻌﺒﻮر اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﺪوﻟﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺸﺎرآﺔ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب .أﻣّﺎ ﻟﻴﺒﻴﺎ واﻟﺴﻌﻮدﻳﺔ واﻟﻴﻤﻦ ﻓﻠﻢ ﺗﺄﻣﺮ ﺟﻴﻮﺷﻬﺎ ﻗﻄﻌًﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺸﺎرآﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب.
ن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻳﺪور ﻋﻦ ﻣﺠﺮّد
ﻞ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻌﻄﻴﺎت اﻋﺘﻘﺪت ﻗﻴﺎدات هﺬﻩ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ أ ّ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺿﻮء آ ّ
ﻧﺰهﺔ ،ﻟﻘﺪ أﺧﻄﺄوا ،ﻓﻘﺪ وﺟﺪ اﻹﺟﺘﻴﺎح اﻟﺬي ﺑﺪأ ﻳﻮم اﻟﺴﺒﺖ  15أﻳﺎر  1948ﺟﻴﺶ دﻓﺎع إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺎ
ن اﻟﺒﺤﺮ
ت ﻣﻦ ﻻ ﺧﻴﺎر ﻟﻬﻢ ﺳﻮى اﻻﺳﺘﺒﺴﺎل ،ﻷ ّ
ﺞ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﻼح ،ﻟﻜﻦ أﻓﺮادﻩ ﻳﺘﺤﻠّﻮن ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻮﻳﺎ ِ
ﺟٍ
ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺪ ّ
ﻣﻦ وراﺋﻬﻢ ،ﻓﺨﺮج هﺬا اﻟﺠﻴﺶ ﻟﺼ ّﺪ اﻟﻐﺰاة ﺧﺮوج اﻟﻘﻠّﺔ ﻟﻤﻼﻗﺎة اﻟﻜﺜﺮة ،وآﺎن اﻟﺜﻤﻦ ﺑﺎهﻈًﺎ ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﺔ،
ﻟﻜﻦ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع ﻧﺠﺢ ﻓﻲ إﻳﻘﺎف اﻹﺟﺘﻴﺎح إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻦ ﺣﺼﻮل اﻟﻬﺪﻧﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻟﻠﻘﺘﺎل ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ
ﺣﺰﻳﺮان.
ﺳﺎورت اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺮّﻳﺒﺔ ﺑﺄن اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻣﺴﺘﻌﺪّة ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﻢ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻤﻠﻜﻮا ﻣﻦ
ﺧﻴﺎرات ﺳﻮى اﻟﺘّﻌﻮﻳﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش آﻲ ﺗﻘﻒ أﻣﺎم اﻟﻘﻮّات اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻔﻮّﻗﺔ ،اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﺪ
ن ﺗﺨﻮّﻓﺎﺗﻬﻢ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺣﻘﻴﻘﻴّﺔ
اﺣﺘﻠّﺖ ﻋﺸﺮات ﻣﻦ ﻣﺪﻧﻬﻢ وﻗﺮاهﻤﻦ وﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ ﺗﺒﻴّﻦ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ أ ّ
ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ واﻓﻘﺖ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ أﺧﻔﻘﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻣَﻬﻤّﺘﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ وﻗﻒ ﻣﺆﻗّﺖ ﻟﻠﻘﺘﺎل ،وهﻮ اﻷﻣﺮ اﻟﺬي
ﻣﻜّﻦ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻘﺎط أﻧﻔﺎﺳﻪ ،وإﻋﺎدة ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ ﺻﻔﻮﻓﻪ ،واﻟﺘﺰوّد ﺑﺄﺳﻠﺤﺔ ﺣﺪﻳﺜﺔ.
اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺔ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳّﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻨﻮب اﻟﺒﻼد واﻟﻨﻘﺐ
اﻧﻄﻠﻖ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﻤﺼﺮي ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﺷﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ،وأرﺳﻞ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﻗﻮة ﺷﺒﻪ ﻧﻈﺎﻣﻴّﺔ ﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﻤﺔ
ﻲ ﻏﺰّة ،ﻗﻮاﻣﻬﺎ أﻋﻀﺎء ﻣﻦ اﻹﺧﻮان اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ ،وﻗﺎدﺗﻬﺎ ﺿﺒﺎط ﻣﻦ
آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ آﻔﺎر دَروم ﻏﺮﺑ ّ
ﻦ اﻟﻬﺠﻤﺔ ﻣُﻨﻴﺖ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﺸﻞ ،وﻗﺎم
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮي .وآﻌﺎدﺗﻬﻢ ،وﻗﻒ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﻮن ﻣﻜﺘﻮﻓﻲ اﻷﻳﺪي ﻟﻜ ّ
اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﺑﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﺳﺘﺒﺎﻗﻴّﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺷﺮﻃﺔ ﻋﺮاق ﺳﻮﻳﺪان ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺸﺎرع اﻟﻤﻮﺻﻞ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺠﺪل
واﻟﻔﺎﻟﻮﺟﻪ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻠّﻤﻬﺎ ﻟﻬﻢ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ،وﺑﻬﺬا اﻟﺘﻔﻮّق اﻧﻄﻠﻖ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم
اﻟﻤﺼﺮي .وﻣﻊ ﺧﺮوج اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﻌﻴﺪًا ﻋﻦ ﻣﺤﻮر اﻹﺟﺘﻴﺎح اﻟﻤﺮآﺰي ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻞ ،أُرﺳﻞ
ﻞ( ،ﻟﻠﺘﺤﺮّك ﻣﻦ ﻋﻮﺟﻪ اﻟﺤﻔﻴﺮ )ﻧﻴﺘﺴﺎﻧﻪ(
اﻹﺧﻮان اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻮن )اﻟﺬﻳﻦ أرادوا اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻣﺴﺘﻘ ّ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﺪوﻟﻴﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﻣﺼﺮ ،ﻓﺴﻴﻄﺮوا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻴﺮ ﻋﺼﻠﻮج )ﻣﺸﺄَﻓﻲ ﺳﺪﻳﻪ اﻟﻴﻮم(،
واﺣﺘﻠّﻮا ﺑﺌﺮ اﻟﺴﺒﻊ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ،وﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك ﺗﻘﺪّﻣﻮا )ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺤﻔّﻆ اﻷردﻧﻴﻴﻦ
اﻟﺸﺪﻳﺪ( إﻟﻰ اﻟﺨﻠﻴﻞ وﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﺻﻮب اﻟﻘﺪس .ﻓﺎﻟﺨﻼﻓﺎت اﻷردﻧﻴﺔ  -اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺳﺮا ﻣﻔﻀﻮﺣًﺎ،
وﺗﺠﺴّﺪت ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺳﺎﻓﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻨﺎﻓﺲ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺟﻴﺸﻲ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺴﺎب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ.
ﻞ ﺟﻬﺪهﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ اﻟﻮﺻﻮل ﻣﻦ ﻏﺰّة إﻟﻰ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ﻋﺒﺮ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺴّﺎﺣﻠﻲ،
ﺑﺬل اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﺟ ّ
ﻓﺘﻘﺪّم ﻃﺎﺑﻮر ﻣﺼﺮ ّ
ي ُﻣﺪّﺟﺞ ﺑﺎﻷﺳﻠﺤﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻄﻮّرة واﻟﺪﺑﺎﺑﺎت ﻓﻲ اﻟﺨﺎﻣﺲ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ﻣﻦ ﺷﻤﺎل
ﻏﺰّة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻣﺘﺪاد اﻟﺸﺎﻃﺊ ﺑﺎﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ،وﻋﻤﻞ اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﺗﻘﺪّﻣﻬﻢ ﻟﻠﻘﻀﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ
ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ،وﻋﺪدهﺎ ﺳﺒﻊ وﻋﺸﺮون ،وهﺎﺟﻤﻮا ﻣﺮة أﺧﺮى آﻔﺎر
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ﻲ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﺸﻞ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺮّة
ﺧﻴّﺐ "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" اﻵﻣﺎل اﻟﺘﻲ ﻋﻠّﻘﺖ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ،وآﻤﺎ ذآﺮ ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﻣُﻨ َ
ﻈﻤًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ "ﻣِﺸﻤﺎر هﻌﻴﻤﻖ" .ﻳﻀﺎف إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ ﻋﺪم ﻗﺪرة هﺬا
ﻦ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ هﺠﻮﻣًﺎ ﻣﻨ ّ
اﻟﻮﺣﻴﺪة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺷ ّ
"اﻟﺠﻴﺶ" ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺼﻤﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎن ﻳﻔﺘﺮض ﻓﻴﻪ أن ﻳﺤﻤﻴﻬﺎ ،وﺗﻜﺸّﻔﺖ إﺧﻔﺎﻗﺎﺗﻪ ﻓﻲ
ﻣﺠﺎﻻت أﺧﺮى ،ﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﺤﻮّل إﻟﻰ ﻋﺐء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،وآﺜﻴﺮة هﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت اﻟﺘﻲ َﻗﺪِم
ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺟﻨﻮد "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺮوﻳﻴﻦ ﻃﺎﻟﺒﻴﻦ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ اﻷﻃﻌﻤﺔ ،وﺑﺮز ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺧﺎص ﻏﻴﺎب
اﻟﺘﻨﺴﻴﻖ ﺑﻴﻦ "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻗﺒﻞ وﺑﻌﺪ إﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب ،وﻻﺣﻘًﺎ ﺑﻴﻨﻪ وﺑﻴﻦ
اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،ﺑﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ،ﺣﻴﺚ اﺗّﺴﻤﺖ اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺎت ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻤﺎ
ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺪاﺋﻴﺔ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻐﻴّﺮ هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﻌﺪ إﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب .وهﺬا اﻟﺘﺸﺮذم ﻟﻢ ﻳﺨﺪم ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺔ اﻟﺤﺎل
اﻟﻘﻀﻴّﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم ،وﻻ اﻟﻘﻀﻴّﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص.
وﻗﻔﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻣﻦ وراء اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻌﻠﻴﺎ ﻟﻠﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻧﺴّﻘﺖ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﻹﺟﺘﻴﺎح ،وﺿﺨّﺖ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ
ﻣﺰﻳﺪًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﻮّة ،وﺗﺮأس اﻟﺠﻨﺮال اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻲ إﺳﻤﺎﻋﻴﻞ ﺻﻔﻮت اﻟﻘﻮّات اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ ،وآﺎن اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ
اﻟﻘﺎﺋﺪ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺬي اﺳﺘﺠﺎب ﻟﻨﺪاء اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وواﻓﻖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻮﻗﻮف ﻋﻠﻰ رأس اﻻﺟﺘﻴﺎح ،وﺟﺮى
اﻹﺗﻔﺎق ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻄّﺔ اﻹﺟﺘﻴﺎح ﻓﻲ ﻟﻘﺎء رؤﺳﺎء ﻗﻴﺎدة اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺬي ﻋُﻘﺪ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤّﺎن ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ
ن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻗﺪ
ﺷﻬﺮ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن  ،1948وأﺻﺒﺢ ﺗﺤﻘﻴﻘﻬﺎ ﻣﻠﺤﺎ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ أدرآﺖ اﻟﻌﻮاﺻﻢ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ أ ّ
اﻧﻬﺎروا ﻧﻬﺎﺋﻴﺎ ،وأﻧّﻬﻢ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻗﺎدرﻳﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻨﻔﻴﺬ اﻟﻤَﻬﻤّﺔ وﺣﺪهﻢ ،وﺣﺴﺐ ﺧﻄّﺔ اﻹﺟﺘﻴﺎح اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ
ﻲ اﻷﻗﻮى( ﻟﻠﺘﺤﺮّك ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﺣﺘﻼل ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ
ي )وهﻮ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻌﺮﺑ ّ
اﻟﺸﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﻓﻘﺪ اﺳﺘﻌ ّﺪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻤﺼﺮ ّ
وﺿﻮاﺣﻴﻬﺎ .ورآّﺰ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻗﻮّات آﺒﻴﺮة ﻓﻲ ﻗﻨﺎة اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺲ ﺗﺨ ّﻮﻓًﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻣﺤﺘﻤﻠﺔ
ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻻﺗﺠﺎﻩ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﻢ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻤﻨﻌﻮا اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺨﺮوج ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ،ﻻ ﺑﻞ ﺷﺠّﻌﻮهﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﺬﻟﻚ
ﻷﺳﺒﺎب ﻋﺪّة ،وﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﺻﺮف ﻧﻈﺮهﻢ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻮﺟﻮد اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻨﺎة اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺲ ،وأﻣﻞ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن
أن ﻻ ﺗﺘﻤﻜّﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺤﻘﻴﻖ ﺳﻴﺎدﺗﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨّﻘﺐ ،وهﻲ ﺳﻴﺎدة اﻋﺘﺮف ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻓﻲ
ﻲ
ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم  ،1947واﺑﺘﻐﻰ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن آﺬﻟﻚ ﻣﻤﺎرﺳﺔ ﻧﻔﻮذهﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻮاﺻﻞ ﺟﻐﺮاﻓ ّ
ﻳﻤﺘ ّﺪ ﻣﻦ ﻗﻨﺎة اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺲ ﻏﺮﺑًﺎ وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﺨﻠﻴﺞ اﻟﻔﺎرﺳﻲ ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ ،وذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل اﻷﻧﻈﻤﺔ اﻟﻤﻮاﻟﻴﺔ
ﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ وﺷﺮق اﻷردن واﻟﻌﺮاق .وأﺷﺎرت اﻟﻄﻮاﺑﻴﺮ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﺨﺎرﺟﺔ
ﻲ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﻌﻜﺴﻴﺔ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ.
ي واﻷردﻧ ّ
ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺑﺎﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﻗﻨﺎة اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺲ ﻟﻠﺠﻴﺸﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﺮ ّ
ﻓﺎﻷﻣﻞ آﺎن ﻳﺤﺪو اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﺄن ﺗﺤﺘ ّ
ﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴّﺔ آﻲ ﺗﺘﻤﻜّﻦ ﻟﻨﺪن ﻣﻦ
اﺳﺘﻌﺎدة اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة )ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺎ وإن ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻗﺎﻧﻮﻧﻴﺎ( ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻹﻗﻠﻴﻢ اﻟﺤﻴﻮيّ ،واﻟﻤﺤﺎﻓﻈﺔ  -ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ
ذاﺗﻪ  -ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺼﺎﻟﺤﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲّ ،ﻻ ﺳﻴّﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻨﻔﻄﻴّﺔ.
ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎ ،ﻓﻘﺪ آﺎن ﻣﻮﻗﻊ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺎﻳﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻷهﻤﻴﺔ ،واﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن هﻢ ﻣﻦ أﻗﺎم ،ﻣﻮّل،
ﻦ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ اﻹدارة
درّب وﻗﺎد ﺟﻴﺶ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﺪﻣﻴﺔ ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻣﻴﺰاﻧﻴّﺘﻬﺎ ﺳﻮى ﻣﺨﺼّﺼﺎت ﺗﻤ ّ
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،وﻗﺪ ﻓﻌﻞ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﻣﺎ أﻣﻼﻩ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ اﻟﺴﻔﻴﺮ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤّﺎن .وأرادت ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ
أﺗﻠﻲ-ﺑﻴﻔﻴﻦ اﻟﻐﺪّارة أن ﻳﺴﻴﻄﺮ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ أراﺿﻲ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد اﻟﻤﻌﺪّة ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ
ﺑﺤﺴﺐ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،ورﺑّﻤﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ .آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻋﻠﻰ درﺟﺔ ﻋﺎﻟﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻷهﻤﻴﺔ
ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﻠﻚ ،ﺣﻴﺚ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻤﻠﻜﺘﻪ ﻣﺠﺮّد ﺻﺤﺮاء ﻗﺎﺣﻠﺔ ،ﻓﺤﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣُﺒﺘﻐﺎ ُﻩ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺗﻮﺟّﻪ ﺟﻴﺸﻪ
ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﻣﺨﺎﻟﻔًﺎ ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴّﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣّﺔ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة اﻟﺘﻲ اﻋﺘﺒﺮت اﻟﻘﺪس وﻣﺤﻴﻄﻬﺎ
ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ دوﻟﻴّﺔ.
اﻧﻀ ّﻢ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺮاق إﻟﻰ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻏﻴﺎب ﺣﺪود ﻣﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ﺑﻴﻨﻪ وﺑﻴﻦ
ﺐ ﺗﺮؤﺳّﻬﺎ .دﺧﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻲ
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،وﻧﺸﻂ هﺬا اﻟﺤﻜﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻻﺳﺘﻌﺪادات ﻟﻼﺟﺘﻴﺎح ،وﻃَﻠ َ
)اﻟﺬي أﻗﻴﻢ  -ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺮار اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻷردﻧﻲ -ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ( اﻷردن ﻓﻲ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﻪ ﻟﻠﻤﺸﺎرآﺔ ﻓﻲ
إﺑﺎدة دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وآﺎﻧﺖ رﻏﺒﺘﻪ اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،واﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺼﺎﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﺘﺮول اﻟﺘﻲ
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ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﺤﻴﻄﺔ ﺑﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺪن .ﺑﺮهﻨﺖ اﻷﺳﺎﺑﻴﻊ واﻷﺷﻬﺮ اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﺔ أن ﺛﻤّﺔ أﺳﺎﺳًﺎ واﺿﺤًﺎ
ﻟﻬﺬا اﻹﻧﻌﺪام ﻣﻦ اﻟﺜﻘﺔ .وﻧﻔّﺬت إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻤﻠًﺎ ﻣﺰدوﺟًﺎ :ﻣﻮاﺻﻠﺔ اﻟﺘﻬﺠﻴﺮ وﻗﻄﻊ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻌﻮدة.
وإذا ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻧﺰﻋﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻟﻌﺪاﺋﻴّﺔ ﻣﺘﻤﺜّﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﻣﻨﻊ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ آﺎﻓﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻘﺪ واﺟﻬﺖ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻨﺪ إﻗﺎﻣﺘﻬﺎ ﻋﺪاﺋﻴﺔ ﻣﺘﻔﺎﻗﻤﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،وﻧﻬﺠًﺎ ﺗﺼﺎﻟﺤﻴﺎ  -آﻨّﺎ ﻗﺪ ذآﺮﻧﺎﻩ ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ
 ﺗﺠﺎﻩ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة اﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺮاﺟﻌﺖ ﻋﻦ ﺗﺄﻳﻴﺪهﺎ ﻟﺨﻄّﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻓﻲﻒ اﻟﺤﺒﺮ ﻋﻦ وﺛﻴﻘﺔ اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل ،وﻗﺒﻞ ﺣﻠﻮل ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ اﻟﻠﻴﻠﺔ
ﺁذار ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم  .1948وﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ أن ﻳﺠ ّ
ﻲ هﺎري ﺗﺮوﻣﺎن ﺑﺄﻧّﻪ ﻳﻌﺘﺮف
اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ رﺳﻤﻴﺎ ،أﻋﻠﻦ اﻟﺮﺋﻴﺲ اﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜ ّ
ن اﻹﺗﺤﺎد اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ هﻮ أوّل ﻣﻦ اﻋﺘﺮف
ﻞ أهﻤﻴﺔ ﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ أ ّ
ﺑﺈﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ آﺤﻘﻴﻘﺔ ﻗﺎﺋﻤﺔ .وﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ أﻗ ّ
ﺑﺈﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻗﻴﺎﻣﻬﺎ .وﻗﺪ ﻣﻨﺢ هﺬا اﻟﺘﻮاﻓﻖ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﻮى اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻜﺘﻠﺘﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﺰﻳﺪًا ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻘﻮّة ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻣﺎ أﺣﺎق ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻬﺪﻳﺪات.
ﻋﻠّﻖ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻣُﻨﻮا ﺑﺎﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ ﺁﻣﺎﻟﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎن ﺑﻤﻘﺪورهﺎ اﻟﻘﺪوم
أﺧﻴﺮًا ﻟﻨﺼﺮﺗﻬﻢ ﻟﻠﺤﻴﻠﻮﻟﺔ دون ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﺑﻼدهﻢ وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،أو إﻳﻘﺎف ﺗﻮﺳّﻊ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ،
وﻣﻨﻊ ﻣﻮاﺻﻠﺔ ﺗﻬﺠﻴﺮهﻢ ﻣﻦ وﻃﻨﻬﻢ ،ﻓﻲ أﻗ ّ
ﻞ ﺗﻘﺪﻳﺮ .ﻟﻜﻦ ،وإﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ هﺬﻩ اﻵﻣﺎل ﻓﻘﺪ آﺎﻧﺖ
ﺧﺮًا ،وأﺑﻄﺄ ﻣﻤّﺎ ﻳﺠﺐ ،وﺑﻘﻮّات
ن دﺧﻮل اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺟﺎء ﻣﺘﺄ ّ
ﺗﻌﺘﺮﻳﻬﻢ ﻣﺨﺎوف آﺜﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ أ ّ
ن اﻟﺨﻼﻓﺎت ﺑﻴﻦ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ،واﻟﺨﻼﻓﺎت
ﻗﻠﻴﻠﺔ ،زد ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،أ ّ
اﻟﺪاﺧﻠﻴﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺑﻌﺾ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول أﺿﺤﺖ ﺳﺮًا ﻣﻔﻀﻮﺣًﺎ ،وﻗﺪ آﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ أﻗﺼﻰ درﺟﺎت
ﺗﻨﺒّﻬﻬﻢ وﺗﻮﻗّﻌﺎﺗﻬﻢ ﻟﺮؤﻳﺔ ﻣﺎ اﻟﺬي ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﻟﻠﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻌﻠﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ اﻧﺪﻟﻌﺖ ﻟﺘﻮّهﺎ.
اﺟﺘﻴﺎح وﺻ ّﺪ وواﺑﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﻴﺮان 15 ،أﻳﺎر –  11ﺣﺰﻳﺮان 1948
ﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ أن ﻳﺒﻠﻎ ﻋﻤﺮهﺎ ﺑﻀﻊ ﺳﺎﻋﺎت ،اﺟﺘﺎﺣﺖ ﺳﺒﻊ دول ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺑﻤﺒﺎرآﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ دوﻟﺔ
إﺳﺮﺋﻴﻞ ااﻟﻔﺘﻴّﺔ ،ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﻟﻘﻀﺎء ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ،وﺗﻤﺜﻠﺖ ﻣﻬﻤّﺔ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول ﻓﻲ ﻗﺬف اﻟﻴﻬﻮد إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ.
واﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻨﺬ وﻻدﺗﻬﺎ ،وﺟﺪت ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ﻣﺠﺒـﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻮض اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻘّﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﺟﻮد .ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ
وﻗﻔﺖ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺧﻠﻒ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ ،وﻋﺒّﺮت أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺸﺮﻳﻦ دوﻟﺔ ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ وإﺳﻼﻣﻴّﺔ
ﻒ
ﻋﻦ اﺳﺘﻌﺪادهﺎ ﻟﺘﻘﺪﻳﻢ اﻟﻤﺎل واﻟﺴﻼح واﻟﻤﺤﺎرﺑﻴـﻦ ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ إﺑﺎدة اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻮﻟﻴﺪة ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﺘ ِ
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺨﻠّﻲ ﻋﻦ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب وﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،ﺑﻞ
ﻲ اﻷردن ،واﻟﻌﺮاق ﺑﺄﻓﻀﻞ أﻧﻮاع اﻷﺳﻠﺤﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻷﻳﺎم.
اهﺘﻤّﻮا ﺑﺘﺰوﻳﺪ ﺟﻴﻮش ﻣﺼﺮ ،وﺷﺮﻗ ّ
وﺣﺼﻞ ﺟﻴﺸﺎ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ وﻟﺒﻨﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﻣﺸﺎﺑﻬﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴﻴﻴﻦ .وﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻨﻈﺎﻣﻴﺔ
ﻣﺪﺟّﺠﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﻼح ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،ﺑﻞ اﻣﺘﻠﻜﺖ آﺬﻟﻚ ﺧﺒﺮة ﻗﺘﺎﻟﻴﺔ وﺿﺒﺎﻃًﺎ )ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن( ﻣﻦ ذوي
اﻟﺨﺒﺮة اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻐﻨﻴﺔ ،واﻟﺪراﻳﺔ اﻟﻄﻮﻳﻠﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﺒﻼد اﻟﺘﻲ ﻏﺎدروهﺎ ﻟﺘﻮّهﻢ .اﺑﺘﻐﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻟﻌﻮدة
إﻟﻰ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻇﻬﺮ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻐﺎزﻳﺔ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﺘﻒ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ،ﺑﻞ اهﺘﻤّﻮا ﺑﺨﻠﻖ اﻟﻔﻮﺿﻰ
ي
ﻋﺸﻴّﺔ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻌﺎوﻧﻮا ﻣﻊ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘّﺤﺪة وﻟﺠﺎﻧﻬﺎ ،وﻋﺎﺛﻮا ﺧﺮاﺑًﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻬﺎز اﻹدار ّ
اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻲ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﻠّﻤﻮا ﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺎت اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻣﻨﻈّﻢ ،ﺣﺘﻰ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﺼﺮﻓﺔ،
ﻈﻤﺔ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ،وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻠﺤﻈﺔ اﻷﺧﻴﺮة ﺗﻤﺎﻣًﺎ ،واﺻﻞ
وﻓﺮﺿﻮا ﻗﻴﻮدًا ﻋﻠﻰ أﻧﺸﻄﺔ ﻣﻨ ّ
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﺑﺤﺜﻬﻢ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺴﻼح ،واﻟﺘﺸﻮﻳﺶ اﻟﻤﺘﻌﻤّﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺸﺎﻃﺎت "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ،ﻟﻤﺎ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻓﺎﺋﺪة
ﻞ هﺬا ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﻋﺮﻗﻠﺔ ﻗﺪرة اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﺘﻴّﺔ )اﻟﻤﺰﻣﻊ إﻗﺎﻣﺘﻬﺎ ﻗﺮﻳﺒًﺎ( ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ .ﺗﻨﻔّﺲ
ﻟﻠﻌﺮب ،آ ّ
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﺬي أﺻﺒﺢ دوﻟﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺨﺎﻣﺲ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر  1948اﻟﺼﻌﺪاء ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻏﺎدر
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ،واﻟﺬﻳﻦ آﺎﻧﻮا آﺬﻟﻚ وراء أﻧﺸﻄﺔ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ اهﺘﻤّﺖ ﺑﺈدﺧﺎل "ﺟﻴﺶ
اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد.
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ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺴﺎب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ -اﻟﺤﺮب اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴّﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ
أﻳﺎر  -1948آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ 1949
ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﺻﻴﻒ اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ارﺗﺄﻳﻨﺎ  -آﻤﺎ ذآﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﻣﺔ أﻋﻼﻩ  -أن ﻧﻘﺪّم اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ
ﻲ ﻣﻨﺬ اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴﺎت وﺣﺘﻰ أﻳﺎﻣﻨﺎ هﺬﻩ .ﺛﻤّﺔ ﺳﺒﺒﺎن
ي ﺗﻐﻴﻴﺮ ﻓﻌﻠ ّ
اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻴﺔ ،ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻄﺮأ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ أ ّ
ﻟﻬﺬا اﻻﺧﺘﻴﺎر .ﻳﻜﻤُﻦ اﻷوّل ﻓﻲ رﻏﺒﺔ ﺗﺠﺴﻴﺪ هﺬا اﻟﻨﻮع ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴّﺮدﻳﺔ ﺣﻮل ﺣﺮب اﻟﻌﺎم ،1948
ف  -ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻋﺮﺿﺔ
ن هﺬﻩ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ  -اﻟﺘﻲ ﻻ ﻳﻌﺮﻓﻬﺎ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ آﺎ ٍ
وﻳﻜﻤﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ أ ّ
ﻟﻠﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻬﺰّات .ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻷﻣﺮ ﻻ ﻳﺪور اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ  -ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ  -ﻋﻦ
اﻟﻤﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻤﺎ ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،ﺑﻞ آﺬﻟﻚ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮف ﺛﺎﻟﺚ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ،أي اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة .ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ
ي اﻟﻤﻜﺜّﻒ ﺑﺎﻹﺣﺘﻜﺎك اﻟﻤﺒﺎﺷﺮ داﺧﻞ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺑﻈﻼﻟﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺑﺮﻣّﺘﻬﺎ،
اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ أﻟﻘﻰ اﻻﻧﺸﻐﺎل اﻟﺴﺮد ّ
وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﺎﻃﻨَﻴﻦ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ،وﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﺎراﺗﻬﺎ.
ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ اﻟﻠﻴﻞ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ واﻟﺨﺎﻣﺲ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳّﺎر ﻏﺎدر اﻟﻤﻨﺪوب اﻟﺴﺎﻣﻲ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ
اﻷﺧﻴﺮ ،اﻟﺠﻨﺮال اﻟﺴﻴّﺪ أﻟﻴﻦ آﺎﻧﻴﻨﻐﻬﺎم ﻣﻴﺎﻩ اﻟﺒﻼد اﻹﻗﻠﻴﻤﻴّﺔ ،ﻓﻘﺪ اﻧﺘﻬﻰ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب وﺑﺪأت ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺴﺎب
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻷوﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ واﻟﺪول اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة.
ﻓﻲ ﻳﻮم اﻟﺠﻤﻌﺔ اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻖ  14أﻳﺎر  ،1948وﻓﻲ ﺳﺎﻋﺎت ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻈﻬﺮ ،أﻋﻠﻦ داﻓﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن
ﺧﺼّﺼﺖ ﻟﻬﺎ ﺑﺤﺴﺐ
رﺋﻴﺲ ﻣﺪﻳﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺸّﻌﺐ ﻋﻦ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻠّﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻷراﺿﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ ُ
ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ واﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  .1947ﺟﻠﺲ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ
ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﺼّﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺘﺤﻒ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻢ أﻋﻀﺎء ﻣﺪﻳﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺸّﻌﺐ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺗﺤﻮّﻟﻮا ﻓﻲ
ﻏﺪاة ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻴﻮم إﻟﻰ أﻋﻀﺎء اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴّﺔ اﻟﻤﺆﻗّﺘﺔ .وﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺿﻴﻮف اﻟﺸﺮف ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺎﻋﺔ
ﺟﻠﺲ ﺑﻌﺾ ﻣﻦ آﺎﻧﻮا أﻋﻀﺎء ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺆﺗﻤﺮ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ اﻷول اﻟﺬي ﻋﻘﺪ ﺑﺪﻋﻮة ﻣﻦ هﺮﺗﺴﻞ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻌﺎم .1897
ن اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ﺳﺘﺮﺗﻜﺰ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺴﺎواة اﻟﻤﻄﻠﻘﺔ ،وﻟﻦ ﺗﻤﻴّﺰ أﻳﺎ آﺎن ﺑﺪواﻓﻊ
أﻋﻠﻦ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن أ ّ
اﻟﺪﻳﻦ واﻟﻌﺮق واﻟﺠﻨﺲ ،وﻗﺮأ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ﻣﻦ وﺛﻴﻘﺔ اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل" :ﻳﺪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻤﺪودة ﻟﺠﻤﻴﻊ
ﺟﺎراﺗﻬﺎ" .وﺗﻄﺮّﻗﺖ اﻟﻮﺛﻴﻘﺔ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﺮوح" :إﻧّﻨﺎ ﻧﺪﻋﻮ أﺑﻨﺎء اﻟﺸﻌﺐ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ﺳﻜﺎن دوﻟﺔ
ﻦ ﻋﻠﻴﻨﺎ ﻣﻨﺬ ﺷﻬﻮر  -إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﺤﺎﻓﻈﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻼم،
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ – ﺣﺘﻰ أﺛﻨﺎء اﻟﺤﻤﻼت اﻟﺪﻣﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗُﺸ ّ
واﻟﻤﺸﺎرآﺔ ﺑﺒﻨﺎء اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ أﺳﺎس اﻟﻤﺴﺎواة اﻟﺘﺎﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﺔ واﻟﺘﻤﺜﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﺳﺐ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ
ﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺎﺗﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺆﻗﺘﺔ واﻟﺪاﺋﻤﺔ") .اﻟﺘﺮﺟﻤﺔ ﻋﻦ ﻣﻮﻗﻊ وزارة اﻟﺨﺎرﺟﻴﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴّﺔ اﻹﻟﻜﺘﺮوﻧﻲ( .وﻗﺪ
ﻗﻮﺑﻠﺖ أﻗﻮال ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ﺑﺘﺼﻔﻴﻖ ﺣﺎر .ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﻮﺟّﻪ أﻋﻀﺎء ﻣﺠﻠﺲ اﻟﺸﻌﺐ اﻟﻮاﺣﺪ ﺗﻠ َﻮ اﻵﺧﺮ
ﻟﻠﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ وﺛﻴﻘﺔ اﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل )ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺜﻨﺎء اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺴﻌﻔﻬﻢ اﻟﻈﺮوف ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪوم ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺪس
اﻟﻤﺤﺎﺻﺮة ،واﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﻌﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻮع واﻟﻘﺼﻒ اﻟﻤﺪﻓﻌﻲ( .أﻣّﺎ ﺧﺎرج اﻟﻤﺘﺤﻒ ﻓﻘﺪ اﺣﺘﻔﻠﺖ
ﺟﻤﺎهﻴﺮ ﻏﻔﻴﺮة ﺑﺎﻟﺮﻗﺺ واﻷهﺎزﻳﺞ ﺑﺈﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﺑﻌﺪ أﻟﻔﻲ ﻋﺎم ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻔﻰ.
ﻗﺎﻣﺖ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﻼ ﺣﺪود ،وﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ اﺗﻀﺢ أ ّ
ن ﻣﺎ أُﻋﻠﻦ ﻓﻲ وﺛﻴﻘﺔ اﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل ﻓﻲ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ
ل ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻀﻤﻮن اﺑﺘﻐﻰ إرﺿﺎء اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،وﺟﻬﺎت
ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ﺗﺤﻮّل إﻟﻰ ﻣﺠﺮّد آﻼم ﺧﺎ ٍ
أﺧﺮى ،ورﺑّﻤﺎ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ .اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ذاﻗﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﻠﻮدهﻢ ﻣﻌﺎﻣﻠﺔ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف"
ي ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺰء اﻷوّل ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺼﺪّﻗﻮا ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺔ اﻟﺤﺎل اﻟﻔﻘﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻮﺟّﻬﺖ إﻟﻴﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ّ
ﻖ ﻋﺮب ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺒًﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ اﺣﺘﻠّﺖ
وﺛﻴﻘﺔ اﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل .وآﻤﺎ أﺷﺮﻧﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻖ ﻓﻠﻢ ﻳﺘﺒ ّ
ﺣﺘﻰ أواﺳﻂ أﻳﺎر ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم  ،1948ﻻ ﻓﻲ ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ ،وﻻ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،أو ﻳﺎﻓﺎ ،أو ﺻﻔﺪ ،أو ﻋﻜﺎ ،وﻻ ﻓﻲ
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اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻗﺪ أﻗﺎم دوﻟﺘﻪ ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺎ ﻋﺸﻴّﺔ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب .ﻧﻈﺮ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺪﺧّﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ
ﻲ راﻓﺾ ﻟﻘﺮار اﻷم اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة.
ﻹﻧﻘﺎذ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ إﻧﻘﺎذﻩ ﻣﻦ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ آﺎﺟﺘﻴﺎح ﻏﻴﺮ ﺷﺮﻋ ّ
ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ اﻟﻌﺎم  ،1948ﻗﺎﻣﺖ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وأُﺳﺪل اﻟﺴﺘﺎر ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻔﺼﻞ اﻷوّل ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎة
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴّﺔ.
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ﺗﻮﺣّﺪ أﻋﺪاء اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻄﺎف ﻹﺧﺮاج ﻣﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺜﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق
اﻷوﺳﻂ إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴّﺰ اﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺬ .واﻻﺳﺘﻴﻄﺎن اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ اﻟﺬي ﺣﻈﻲ ﺑﺸﺮوط اﻟﺪﻓﻴﺌﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻣﺘﺪاد ﺳﻨﻲ
ﻈﻤًﺎ وﻧﺎﺟﻌًﺎ ،وآﺎن ﺑﻤﻘﺪورﻩ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ واﻟﺬود ﻋﻨﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ
اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب أﻗﺎم ﻟﻪ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌًﺎ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺎ ﻣﺠ ّﻨﺪًا وﻣﻨ ّ
ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﺒﻼد اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وﻣﺆﻳّﺪﻳﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب .ﺧﻼل ﺳﻨﻮات اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب ﻟﻢ ﻳُﺴﻤﺢ
ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻨﻈّﻢ وﺑﺈﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﻣﺆﺳﺴﺎت اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺘﻴﺪة .ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴّﺔ وﻣﺤﺮﻗﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد
ﻆ
ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ ﺗﻌﺰّز اﻟﺘﺤﺎﻟﻒ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ  -اﻹﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎري ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﺪﻋﻢ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﺠﺎرف .وﻟﻢ ﻳﺤ َ
ي دﻋﻢ ﻳﺬآﺮ ﺣﻴﺎل ﻣﺸﺎهﺪ اﻟﻔﻈﺎﺋﻊ اﻟﺘﻲ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻃﺎﻟﺒﻮا ﺑﺤﻘﻮق ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ وﻃﻨﻬﻢ ﺑﺄ ّ
وﻓّﺮﺗﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ ،وﺣﻴﺎل اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ ،وﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﻣﺼﺎﻟﺢ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة
ورﻳﺜﺔ ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ وﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق اﻷوﺳﻂ .دول اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺧﻀﻌﺖ ﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ
ن ﻣﺼﺎﻟﺤﻬﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺘﻀﺎرﺑﺔ ﺣﻮل ﻗﻀﺎﻳﺎ
وﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ أﺿﻌﻒ ﻣﻦ أن ُﺗﻘﺪّم اﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة ،ﻻ ﺳﻴّﻤﺎ وأ ّ
ﻋﺪﻳﺪة ،ﺑﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ ﺣﻮل ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ .اﺟﺘﻤﻌﺖ ﻣﺼﺎﻟﺢ دوﻟﻴّﺔ ﻣﻊ أﻧﻈﻤﺔ رﺟﻌﻴﺔ ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ
ووهﻦ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻗﺎﺗﻞ ،وﻣﻜّﻨﺖ اﻟﻌﺪو اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي  -اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ اﻟﺬي ﺑﺪا آﺎﻟﻀﺤﻴّﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺪاﻓﻊ ﻋﻦ
ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ،ﻣﻦ ﺗﺤﻘﻴﻖ اﻟﻨﺼﺮ .ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ،ﺛ ّﻤﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳّﺔ ﻓﻲ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻣﻦ ﺑﺎﺷﺮت
اﻟﺘﺨﻄﻴﻂ ﻣﻨﺬ ﺳﻨﻴﻦ ﺧﻠﺖ ،وﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎم  1948ﺑﺎﺣﺘﻼل وﻃﺮد وﺣﺮﻣﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ
ﻞ اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،وهﻮ اﻷﻗﻮى ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺎدﻟﺔ ،ﺗﻔﻮّﻗﻪ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ،
وﻃﻨﻬﻢ .واﺳﺘﻐ ّ
ﻲ ﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﺑﺈﻓﺮاﻏﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜّﺎﻧﻬﺎ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ
ﻟﻜﻨﻪ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﺘﻒ ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ،إذ ﻗﺎم ﺧﻼل اﺣﺘﻼﻟﻪ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺠ ّ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺮأى وﻣﺴﻤﻊ ﻣﻦ ﻗﻮّات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ واﻟﺸﺮﻃﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ.
ﺗﻌﺎﻇﻤﺖ ﻟﺪى اﻟﻴﻬﻮد أﺣﺎﺳﻴﺲ اﻟﻀﺤﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻠﻔﻴﺔ ﻓﻈﺎﺋﻊ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ ،وﺻﻮرة
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ اﻟﺬي ﻳﺪاﻓﻊ ﻋﻦ ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻪ أﻣﺎم ﺟﻴﻮش اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻬﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ.
وﻗﺪ ﺧﺪﻣﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺼﻮرة اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ إﺧﻔﺎء اﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻋﻦ أﻋﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ .ﻗﺎﻋﺪة
إﻗﺎﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ أﻳﺎر  1948ﺑﺤﺪود ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﻌﺮّﻓﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣُﻌﺪّة ﺑﺈﺗﻘﺎن .اﻷﻋﻤﺎل اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ
ﻟﻘﻴﺎدة "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،ﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب ،ﻋﺒّﺮت ﻋﻦ ﻧﻮاﻳﺎهﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﺳﻴﻊ ﺣﺪود اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ
ﺧﺼّﺺ ﻟﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ .اﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ
اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﻘﺎم ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺎﺣﺔ أآﺒﺮ ﺑﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻤّﺎ ُ
واﺿﺤﺔ وﺿﻮح اﻟﺸﻤﺲ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻋﻴﻮن اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ أﺑَﺖ أن ﺗﺮى.
ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ أﻳﺎر  ،1948ﻳﻮم اﺟﺘﻤﻌﺖ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ﺑﺮﺋﺎﺳﺔ داﻓﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن
ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﻹﻋﻼن ﻋﻦ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،آﺎن ﺑﻤﻘﺪورهﺎ اﻟﺘﻔﺎﺧﺮ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻘﻂ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺼﺮ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ ﻓﻲ
اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،ﺑﻞ آﺬﻟﻚ ﺑﺈﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺎﺣﺎت آﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﺪ ﺧﻠﺖ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺘﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب.
ُ
ﻃﺒّﻘﺖ اﻟﺨﻄﺔ "داﻟﺖ" ﺑﻨﺠﺎح ﺑﺎهﺮ ،واﻟﻨﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﻤﻴﺪاﻧﻴﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺮﺿﻴﺔ .ﺟﺮى اﺣﺘﻼل
ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﻘﺮى واﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،و ُهﺠّﺮ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ أو دﻓﻌﻮا إﻟﻰ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﺔ ﺧﻮﻓًﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺬاﺑﺢ وأﻋﻤﺎل
اﻟﻘﺘﻞ اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻦ ﻧﺼﻴﺐ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻐﺎدروا ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ اﻟﻤﻼﺋﻢ.
أُﺧﻀﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺑﺴﻬﻮﻟﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻴﺎدﻳﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ،وﺣُﺴﻢ ﻣﺼﻴﺮهﻢ دون أن ﻳُﺴﻤﺢ ﻟﻠﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ
ﺑﺎﻟﻘﺪوم ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪﺗﻬﻢ ،ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﺤﻀﻮر اﻟﻤﺘﻮاﺻﻞ ﻟﻠﻘﻮات اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﺔ .اﻟﻤﺆاﻣﺮة اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ
ﻲ اﻋﺘﺮف
ﻲ ﻣﺒﺪﺋ ّ
ﺑﺪأت ﻣﻊ ﺗﺼﺮﻳﺢ ﺑﻠﻔﻮر ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم ) 1917وهﻮ ﺗﺼﺮﻳﺢ ﺳﻴﺎﺳ ّ
ﺑﺤﻘﻮق ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ( اﺳﺘُﻜﻤﻠﺖ ﺗﺤﺖ أﻋﻴﻦ ﺳﻠﻄﺎت اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺘﻲ ﻣﻜّﻨﺖ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻣﻦ ﺑﻨﺎء دوﻟﺘﻪ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻴّﺔ ﺑﻤﺆﺳّﺴﺎت ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻠﺔ ،وﻗﻮة ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﻨﻈّﻤﺔ ﺑﺪأت ﺗﺪرﻳﺒﺎﺗﻬﺎ ﻣﻨﺬ
ﻋﺸﺮﻳﻨﻴﺎت اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ .اﻵن ،ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ  ،1948وﻗﺒﻴﻞ ﻣﻐﺎدرﺗﻬﻢ ،ﺳﻠّﻢ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻣﻔﺎﺗﻴﺢ
اﻟﺒﻼد ﻟﻘﻴﺎدة "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻟﻨﺤﻮ ﺳﺠّﻠﺖ اﻟﺸﺮاآﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ  -اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻟﻨﻔﺴﻬﺎ
اﻧﺘﺼﺎرًا اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎرﻳﺎ) ،وأﺣﺪ ﺁﺧﺮ اﻹﻧﺘﺼﺎرات ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ اﻹﺳﺘﻴﻄﺎن اﻷوروﺑﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻠﺪان اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ
اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ( ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺴﺎب ﺧﺮاب ﺑﻴﺖ ووﻃﻦ اﻟﺴﻜّﺎن اﻷﺻﻠﻴﻴﻦ ،أﻻ وهﻢ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن .آﺎن
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واﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺄﺳﺎة ﻣﺮوّﻋﺔ .وﺟﺎءت ﻗﺮارات اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻟﻨﺠﺪة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ
ﺷﻬﺮ أﻳﺎر ،ﺑﺪون ﺧﻄﺔ ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ وﺑﺪون ﺟﻬﻮزﻳﺔ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب اﻟﺘﻲ ﻓﺮﺿﻬﺎ اﻟﺴﺎﺳﺔ
اﻟﻌﺮب ﻣﺘﺄﺧّﺮة وﻏﻴﺮ آﺎﻓﻴﺔ.
وﺑﺎﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ اﻷﺣﺪاث ﻓﻲ ﻣﻴﺪان اﻟﻘﺘﺎل ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺳﻘﻄﺖ ﺻﻔﺪ هﻲ اﻷﺧﺮى ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺎدي ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر
ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺷﻜﻠﻮا أﻗﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻌﺎم  .1948ﻓﻘﺪ ﺳﻴﻄﺮ اﻟﻠﻮاء اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻊ "ﻟﻠﺒﻠﻤﺎح" ﻗﺒﻞ
ذﻟﻚ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻋﻴﻦ زﻳﺘﻮن اﻟﻤﺘﺎﺧﻤﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ .وﻗﺘْﻞ ﻋﺸﺮات اﻷﺳﺮى ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ
اﺳﺘﺴﻼﻣﻬﻢ ،واﻟﺘﻮﻗﻌﺎت ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺑﺘﻠﻘﻲ دﻋﻢ اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻷردﻧﻲ آﺴﺮت روح اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺗﻠﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ .وﺗﺤﻮّل  12أﻟﻔًﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜّﺎن ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺻﻔﺪ إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ وﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،وﻟﺤﻘﻮا ﺑﺬﻟﻚ
ﺑﺂﻻف ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ُهﺠّﺮوا ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎر ﺣﻤﻠﺔ "ﻣﺎﻃﺎﻃﻴﻪ" )اﻟﻤﻜﻨﺴﺔ  -اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( ﻗﺒﻞ
اﺣﺘﻼل ﺻﻔﺪ ﺑﺄﻳّﺎم ﻗﻠﻴﻠﺔ .ﺣﺘﻰ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب آﺎﻧﺖ آﻞ اﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻄﺔ ﻗﺪ ﺳﻘﻄﺖ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد.
ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﺟﺮى اﺣﺘﻼل ﻣﺪن ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺻﺮﻓَﺔ ﻣﺜﻞ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺑﻴﺴﺎن وﻗﺮاهﺎ .وﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻣﺼﻴﺮ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن
ﻣﻐﺎﻳﺮًا ،إذ ﺟﺮى ﺗﻬﺠﻴﺮهﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺎ وراء ﺣﺪود اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻓﺘﺮة اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب .وﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ
ﺧﻀﻌﺖ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻋﻜﺎ ﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﻗﻮات ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺣﺎﺻﺮﺗﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﺠﻬﺎت وﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻓﻲ اﺣﺘﻼﻟﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺜﺎﻣﻦ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ،أي ﺑﻌﺪ أﻳﺎم ﻣﻦ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب.
ﻓﻲ ﻣﺜﻠﺚ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ  -ﻳﺎﻓﺎ  -اﻟﻘﺪس ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺘﺎن اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻠﻴّﺘﺎن اﻟﺮآﻴﺰة اﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ-اﻹﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ
ﻟﻠﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد .وﺳﻘﻮط اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺘﻴﻦ وﺧﺮاب اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻌﺎت اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ هﻨﺎك
أﺑﻘﻴﺎ اﻟﺮأس اﻟﻘﺪﺳﻲ ﺑﺪون ﻗﺎﻋﺪة اﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻄﻮرة .وﻓﻲ ﻣﺜﻠﺚ اﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ -ﺗﻞ
أﺑﻴﺐ  -اﻟﻘﺪس ﺷﻜﻠﺖ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺘﺎ اﻟﺸﺎﻃﺊ اﻟﻘﺎﻋﺪة اﻟﻤﺘﻴﻨﺔ ،آﺬﻟﻚ ﺟﺴّﺪ ﺳﻘﻮط اﻟﺮآﻴﺰة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ
اﻟﻤﺘﻤﺜﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ وﻳﺎﻓﺎ وﺻﻤﻮد اﻟﻘﺎﻋﺪة اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻧﺘﺼﺎر "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﺟﻐﺮاﻓﻴﺎ واﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺎ وﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺎ وﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺎ .وﺣﺴّﻦ هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺪرة "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﻓﻲ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺼﻤﻮد أﻣﺎم اﻟﻬﺠﻤﺔ اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮآﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺷﻨّﺘﻬﺎ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة.
اﻟﻘﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﻜﺜﺮة

ﻋﺸﻴﺔ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب وﻗﻒ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﻤﻨﻬﻚ أﻣﺎم أآﺒﺮ اﻟﺘﺤﺪﻳﺎت واﻟﻤﻬﻤﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ
ﻓﺮﺿﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻣﻨﺬ أﻳﺎم اﻟﻬﻴﻜﻞ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ :إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ أﻟﻔﻲ ﻋﺎم ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺘﺎت،
واﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻘﺎﺳﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ دارت رﺣﺎهﺎ ﻣﻨﺬ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  1947هﺪّدت ﺑﺎﻟﻘﻀﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻔﺮﺻﺔ.
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ أن ﻣﻴﺰان اﻟﻘﻮى ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺤﻪ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻗﺎﻃﻊ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺁﻻف اﻟﻤﺼﺎﺑﻴﻦ،
واﻟﻀﺎﺋﻘﺔ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﺣﻴﺎل ﻋﺪاء اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ
ﻣﻦ آﻞ هﺬﻩ ﻧﺠﺢ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﺤﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ واﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي.
ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺎ ،ﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺔ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﺟﻐﺮاﻓﻴﺔ ﻣﺘّﺼﻠﺔ اﻣﺘﺪت ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻄﻠّﺔ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل وﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﺌﺮ ﻃﻮﻓﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب .وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ أن اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻘﻒ ﻣﻜﺘﻮﻓﺔ
ﻂ ﻋﻤﻠﻬﺎ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﺣﺪود اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺜﻨﺎء اﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻷردﻧﻲ اﻟﺬي ﻋﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ
اﻷﻳﺪي ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﺨ ّ
داﺧﻠﻬﺎ ،ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺎ ﺟﺮى اﻹﻋﺪاد ﻟﻘﺎﻋﺪة ﻣﺆﺳﺴﺎﺗﻴﺔ وﺗﻨﻈﻴﻤﻴﺔ وﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻣﻼﺋﻤﺔ ﻹﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﺒﻖ
ﺳﻮى دﻋﻢ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻟﺨﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ .ﻣﻦ ﻧﺎﺣﻴﺘﻬﺎ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺪم رﻏﺒﺘﻬﺎ اﻟﻮاﺿﺤﺔ،
وﺟﺪت ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ﻣﺠﺒﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ إﻧﻬﺎء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب وﺗﺠﻤﻴﻊ ﻗﻮاﺗﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻴﺐ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،ﺑﺪون اﻣﺘﻼك
اﻟﻘﺪرة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﻴﻠﻮﻟﺔ دون إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﺗﻌﻨّﺖ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻟﻠﻘﺘﺎل ﺿﺪ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﺟﻠﺐ
ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ اﻟﻜﺎرﺛﺔ .وﻗﻴﺎدﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﺘﻲ رﻓﻀﺖ اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﺴﻮﻳﺔ هﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ دﻓﻌﺖ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ
ﻟﻤﻐﺎدرة دﻳﺎرهﻢ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﻌﺪ أن دﻋﺎهﻢ ﺟﻴﺮاﻧﻬﻢ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻘﺎء ﻓﻴﻬﺎ .وﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻋﺸﻴﺔ
اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب ﻻﻋﺒًﺎ ﻣﺮآﺰﻳﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب.
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ﻓﻲ رد ﻓﻌﻞ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻌﺮّﺿﻪ ﻟﻠﻬﺠﻮم ،وﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،ﻳﻤﻜﻦ اﻟﻌﺜﻮر ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻋﻮاﻣﻞ ﺳﺎﻋﺪت ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺠﺎﺣﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺼﻤﻮد ،وﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﺤﻴﻴﺪ ﻗﻮة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺧﻼل اﻟﺤﺮب إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻦ
اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب .ﻋﻠﻰ رأس هﺬﻩ اﻟﻌﻮاﻣﻞ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﺪرة "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﺼﺮف ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻃﻮﻋﻲ
آﺪوﻟﺔ ﺑﻜﻞ ﻣﺎ ﺗﺤﻤﻞ اﻟﻜﻠﻤﺔ ﻣﻦ دﻻﻟﺔ .ﻓﻔﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷول أﻧﺸﺌﺖ "ﻟﺠﺎن ﻋﻴﻨﻴﺔ" ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﺑﺈﻋﺪاد
ن اﻟﻐﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ
ﻣﺆﺳﺴﺎت اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﻘﺎم ﻓﻲ  15أﻳﺎر ﻋﻨﺪ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب .زد ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ أ ّ
ﻣﻦ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي )ﺑﺄﺣﺰاﺑﻪ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻤﻴﻦ واﻟﻮﺳﻂ واﻟﻴﺴﺎر( أذﻋﻨﺖ ﻟﺴﻠﻄﺔ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ .وإدارة اﻟﺤﺮب ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل ﺳﻠﻄﺔ ﻗﻄﺮﻳﺔ واﺣﺪة ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺑﺎﻷﻣﺮ اﻟﺒﺪﻳﻬﻲ ،وآﺎن ﻟﻬﺎ دور
ﻞ )ورﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﺰﻳﺪ( ﻋﻦ اﻟﻘﺪرة اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ أﻇﻬﺮهﺎ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي .ﻣﻜّﻦ هﺬا
ي ﻻ ﻳﻘ ّ
ﻣﺮآﺰ ّ
اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻤﺎرﺳﺔ ﻋﻤﻠﻴّﺔ ﺗﺠﻨﻴﺪ واﺳﻌﺔ .هﺬا اﻟﺘﺠﻨﻴﺪ اﻟﺬي ﺗﻤﺨّﺾ ﻋﻦ ﻋﻮاﻣﻞ ﺗﺮﺑﻮﻳﺔ
وﺿﻐﻮﻃﺎت اﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ ،ﻣﻜّﻦ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻣﻦ زﻳﺎدة ﻋﺪد أﻟﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح ،وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ أﻟﻮﻳﺔ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﺧﻼل
ﻼ
اﻟﺤﺮب .ﻓﻘﺪ وﺻﻞ ﻣﺠﻤﻮع اﻷﻟﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻮاﻓﺮت "ﻟﻠﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻋﺸﻴﺔ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ  12ﻟﻮا ًء ﻣﻘﺎﺗ ً
)ﻳﺸﻤﻞ  3أﻟﻮﻳﺔ ﺗﺎﺑﻌﺔ "ﻟﻠﺒﻠﻤﺎح"( ،وﺳﻼح اﻟﺤﺮاﺳﺔ اﻟﺬي ﺿ ّﻢ ﺟﻨﻮدًا أآﺒﺮ ﺳﻨﺎ ،وآﺘﺎﺋﺐ اﻟﺸﺒﻴﺒﺔ
)"ﺟﺪﻧﺎع"( ،واﻟﻘﻮى اﻟﻤﻠﺤﻘﺔ ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺘﻄﻮّرة ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ واﻟﺠﻮ ،وﻗﻮى ﻗﺎﻣﺖ
ﺑﺘﻮﻓﻴﺮ ﺧﺪﻣﺎت ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ.
ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﺁﻻف اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺗﻠﻴﻦ اﻟﻨﻈﺎﻣﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻨﺠﺢ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ إﻋﺪاد أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ
ﺑﻀﻌﺔ ﺁﻻف ﻣﻦ أﻓﺮاد اﻟﻜﺘﺎﺋﺐ اﻟﻤﺤﻠﻴﺔ ،وﻗﻠّﺔ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﻟﻮاﺋﻴﺔ ،ﻣﻦ دون ﻗﻴﺎدة ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ،ﻓﻘﺪ
ﺟﺴّﺪ ﻣﻘﺘﻞ ﻗﺎﺋﺪ ﻣﻨﻈّﻤﺔ "اﻟﺠﻬﺎد اﻟﻤﻘﺪس" ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻘﺎدر اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ﺿﻌﻒ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻜﺘﺎﺋﺐ وﻋﺪم ﻓﺎﻋﻠﻴﺘﻬﺎ
ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ هﺠﻤﺎت ﻣﻨﻈّﻤﺔ ﺑﺎدرت إﻟﻴﻬﺎ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" " -اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﺎت اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ
اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺗﻠﺔ .آﻤﺎ أن ﻣﻘﺎﺗﻠﻲ "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" )وﺗﻌﺪادهﻢ  (4,000ﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﺎﻋﺪوا آﺜﻴﺮًا ﻓﻲ ﺻﻤﻮد
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ أﻣﺎم اﻟﻘﻮى اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ذات اﻷﻓﻀﻠﻴﺔ ،وآﺎن "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" ﻗﺪ ﻗﺮر اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺑﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ
دﻓﺎﻋﻴﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺮّات اﻟﻘﻠﻴﻠﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺮر ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم )آﻤﺎ ﺣﺼﻞ ﻓﻲ ِﻣﺸْﻤﺎر هَﻌﻴﻤﻖ ،أو
ﻲ هﺬا اﻟﺠﻴﺶ ﺑﺎﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺮّات اﻟﺘﻲ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ هﻮﺷﻪ واﻟﻜﺴﺎﻳﺮ( ﻣُﻨ َ
اﺧﺘﺎرت ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻣﻬﺎﺟﻤﺔ واﺣﺘﻼل أهﺪاف ﻣﻬﻤﺔ ،ﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻬﻤﺘﻬﺎ .وﺻﺮﺧﺎت
اﻹﺳﺘﻐﺎﺛﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ أﻃﻠﻘﻬﺎ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺗﺠﺎﻩ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻗﻮﺑﻠﺖ ﺑﻮﻋﻮد ﻓﺎرﻏﺔ ﺑﺄن
اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺳﺘﺘﺪﺧّﻞ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺨﺎﻣﺲ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر ،وﺗﻌﻴﺪ اﻟﻌﺠﻠﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻮراء.
آﺸﻔﺖ ﻣﺪاوﻻت اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺧﻼل أﺷﻬﺮ اﻟﻘﺘﺎل ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎم  1948ﻋﻦ اﻟﺨﻼﻓﺎت اﻟﻌﻤﻴﻘﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ
اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وﻋﺪم اﺳﺘﻌﺪادهﺎ وﻗﺪرﺗﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻮﻓﺎء ﺑﻮﻋﻮد ﻗﻴﺎداﺗﻬﺎ ﻹﻧﻘﺎذ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ وﻣﻨﻊ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ
اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ .اﻷﻧﻈﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺮاق واﻷردن ،وﻻ ﺳﻴّﻤﺎ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻗﺪ ﺗﻨﺎزﻟﺖ ﺑﻌﺪ
ﻋﻦ ﺣﻠﻢ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﻣﻤﻠﻜﺔ ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ آﻞ اﻟﻬﻼل اﻟﺨﺼﻴﺐ .وﻟﻢ ﻳﺨﻒ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ رﻏﺒﺘﻪ ﻓﻲ
ﺿ ّﻢ اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺬي ﺧُﺼﺺ ﺑﺤﺴﺐ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻹﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻤﻠﻜﺘﻪ ،وآﻤﺎ هﻮ
ﻣﻌﺮوف ﻓﻘﺪ آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻔﺘﺮض ﺑﺤﺴﺐ ﺧﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺪﻣﺘﻬﺎ "ﻟﺠﻨﺔ ﺑﻴﻞ" ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎم  1937أن
ﻳُﻠﺤﻖ اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻼد إﻟﻰ إﻣﺎرة ﺷﺮق اﻷردن .وﻟﻢ ﺗﺨﻒ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﻜﻤﺖ اﻷردن
ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺎ ﻣﻨﺬ ﺷﺒﺎط  1948ﻣﻮاﻓﻘﺘﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ .وﻗﺪ ﻧﻈﺮت ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﺑﻌﻴﻦ اﻟﺮﺿﺎ ﻟﻠﻤﺤﺎدﺛﺎت
واﻟﺘﻨﺴﻴﻖ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ وﻣﺒﻌﻮﺛﻴﻪ وﺑﻴﻦ ﻗﻴﺎدة "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،ﺣﺘﻰ ﻓﻲ أﺷﻬﺮ اﻟﻘﺘﺎل
ﺑﻌﺪ ﺻﺪور ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،آﺎن اﻟﺤﻠﻒ اﻟﺜﻼﺛﻲ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ واﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ و"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي
ﺳﺮا ﻣﻔﻀﻮﺣًﺎ .وﻟﻢ ﺗﻤﻠﻚ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻷﺧﺮى ،وﻋﻠﻰ رأﺳﻬﺎ ﻣﺼﺮ واﻟﺴﻌﻮدﻳﺔ ،ﻣﺎ ﺗﻘﺪّﻣﻪ
ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ .وﻓﻲ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ أﻳﺎر ﻓﻘﻂ ،وﻋﻠﻰ وﻗﻊ ﺿﻐﻂ اﻟﺮأي اﻟﻌﺎ ّم اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲّ ،اﺗُﺨﺬ ﻗﺮار ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺪﺧّﻞ
ي .وﻓﻲ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﻟﻤﻨﻌﻪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻌﺎون ﻣﻊ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد واﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻋﻴّﻨﺖ دول اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ
اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮ ّ
اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ آﻲ ﻳﻘﻒ ﻋﻠﻰ رأس اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﺘﺪﺧّﻞ ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ إﻧﻘﺎذ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ
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رﻣﺰ اﻹﻧﻔﺘﺎح واﻹﻧﺨﺮاط ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻮق اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ واﻷوروﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ  -أن ﺗﺸﻜّﻞ
ﻦ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،وﻓﻲ ﻏﻴﺎب ﺟﻬﺔ
ﺑﺤﺴﺐ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﺟﻴﺒًﺎ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺎ داﺧﻞ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ .ﻟﻜ ّ
دوﻟﻴﺔ ﺗﺄﺧﺬ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺎﺗﻘﻬﺎ ﻣﺴﺆوﻟﻴﺔ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﺁﻟﻴﺔ ﺗﻀﻤﻦ ﺗﻨﻔﻴﺬهﺎ ،ﺗﺤﻮّل إﻟﻰ ﺟﺜّﺔ هﺎﻣﺪة.
ﺑﺪأت اﻟﻤﻨﺎوﺷﺎت ﺑﻴﻦ ﻳﺎﻓﺎ وﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ واﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﺟﻨﻮب ﻳﺎﻓﺎ ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷوّل
 .1947ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن ﻓﺮﺿﺖ ﻣﻨﻈّﻤﺔ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﺣﺼﺎرا ﻋﻠﻰ ﻳﺎﻓﺎ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﻋﺪم اﻟﺘﻮرّط ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺘﺎل
داﺧﻞ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﻤﺄهﻮﻟﺔ ،وﻣﻊ اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﺒـﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺮاﺑﻄﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ .واﻓﺘﺮﺿﺖ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة"
ن اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺳﺘﺴﻘﻂ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻷﻣﺮ دون اﻟﻠﺠﻮء ﻟﻠﻘﺘﺎل .ﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺔ "إﻳﺘﺴﻞ"  -آﻌﺎدة اﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﺎت
أّ
اﻟﻤﻨﺸﻘﺔ داﺋﻤًﺎ  -ﺗﺼﺮّﻓﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻣﺴﺘﻘ ّ
ﻞ ،ﻓﻔﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن ،ﺗﻮرّط أﻓﺮاد "إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" ﺑﻤﻌﺮآﺔ
ﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﺸﻴﺔ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ أﻃﺮاف ﻳﺎﻓﺎ اﻟﺸﻤﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،واﻟﺬي ﺷﻜّﻞ
ﻏﻴﺮ ﺿﺮورﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﻻﺣﺘﻼل ﺣ ّ
ﺟﻴﺒًﺎ ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺎ ﻣﺘﺎﺧﻤًﺎ ﻟﺘﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق وﻟﻠﺒﺤﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻐﺮب وﺗﺼﻌﺐ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺘﻪ .ﻓﺸﻠﺖ "إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" ﻓﻲ
ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺘﻬﺎ هﺬﻩ وورّﻃﺖ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ) ،وآﺎﻧﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ وﺷﻚ ﺗﻮرﻳﻂ "ﻣﺪﻳﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺸﻌﺐ" وﻗﻮّات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة"(
ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺮﻏﻮب ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ .ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻄﺎف ،ﻗﺎم اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﺑﻄﺮد ﻗﻮات
"إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" 23.ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻋﻮدة رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺒﻠﺪﻳﺔ ﻳﻮﺳﻒ هﻴﻜﻞ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺧﺮوﺟﻪ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﻟﻄﻠﺐ
اﻟﻨﺠﺪة ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،إﻻ أن اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﺳﺘﺴﻠﻤﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻷﻣﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر
ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺧﺮج ﻣﻨﻬﺎ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ،وﺣﺼﻞ ذﻟﻚ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺎس ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﺼﺮاﻋﺎت اﻟﺪاﺧﻠﻴﺔ ،وﺧﺮوج
ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻨﺨﺐ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ واﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ.
ﻟﻢ ﺗﺘﻮاﻓﺮ ﻟﻴﺎﻓﺎ ،اﻟﺠﻴﺐ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ داﺧﻞ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،ﺣﻈﻮظ اﻟﺼﻤﻮد أﻣﺎم اﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ
ﺷﻨﺖ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ .وﺷﻜﻠﺖ ﻣﺸﺎهﺪ اﺣﺘﻼل ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ﺗﻀﻢ ﺣﻮاﻟﻲ ﺳﺒﻌﻴﻦ أﻟﻒ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ أﺟﺒﺮوا ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻨـﺰوح ﻣﻦ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ واﻟﻴﺎﺑﺴﺔ ،إﺣﺪى ذروات اﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ.
آﺎن ﻧﻴﺴﺎن ﺷﻬﺮًا ﺣﺎﺳ ًﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻼﻗﺎت اﻟﻴﻬﻮد واﻟﻌﺮب .ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﺸﻬﺮ ﺗﺒﻴّﻦ أن اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻗﺎدرًا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ هﻨﺎك ﻣﻦ ﻳﺤﻤﻲ وﺟﻮدﻩ ،ﻻ اﻹﻧﺠﻠﻴﺰ وﻻ أﺣﺪ
ﺳﻮاهﻢ.
ﺗﺠﺴّﺪت ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﺤﺴﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﻓﻲ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن  - 1948ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺗﺠﺴّﺪت  -ﻓﻲ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺒﻘﺎء اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺒﻨّﺘﻬﺎ
ﺷﺮاﺋﺢ ﻣﻌﻴﻨﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ .وﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻟﻨﺤﻮ ،ﻗﺮّرت ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻷﻗﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﺪرزﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺟﺒﻞ
اﻟﻜﺮﻣﻞ ،وﻻﺣﻘًﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ،اﻟﺘﺤﺎﻟﻒ ﻣﻊ ﻗﻴﺎدة "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﻓﻲ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﺑﻘﺎﺋﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ
ﻗﺮاهﺎ ،وهﻜﺬا ﻓﻌﻠﺖ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻘﺒﺎﺋﻞ اﻟﺒﺪوﻳﺔ )ﻋﺮب اﻟﻬﻴﺐ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل( ،وﻗﺮﻳﺘﺎ اﻟﺸﺮاآﺴﺔ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ،وهﻜﺬا ﻓﻌﻞ ﺑﻌﺾ رؤﺳﺎء اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ ،وﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺒﻘﺎء اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺒﻨّﺘﻬﺎ ﺑﻌﺾ
اﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺎت اﻟﺴﻜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻗﻮﺑﻠﺖ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺮﺣﺎب ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،إذ آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻔﺘﺮض  -ﺑﺤﺴﺐ
ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ  -ﺑﻘﺎء اﻟﻐﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ داﺧﻞ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ  -اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ .إﻟﻰ ﺟﻮار
ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ "ﻓﺮّق ﺗﺴﺪ" اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺒﻨّﺘﻬﺎ ﻗﻴﺎدات "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﺗﺠﺎﻩ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ اﻵﺧﺬ
ﺤ ُﻪ اﻟﺸﺮﻋﻴﺔ
ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻔﺘّﺖ ،ﻓﺈن اﻟﺪﻋﻢ اﻟﺬي ﺣﻈﻲ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺟﺰء ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﻌﺮب َﻣ َﻨ َ
اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻟﺘﻮﺳﻴﻊ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻧﺤﻮ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ .وﺗﺸﺮذم اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﺠﺴّﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻳﺎت اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ واﻹﻧﺴﺎﻧﻴﺔ -اﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎوﻳﺔ ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،ﺑﻞ آﺬﻟﻚ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻳﺎت اﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ  -ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴّﺔ
ﻋﻤﺎدهﺎ اﻟﺘﻔﻜّﻚ اﻟﺪاﺧﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﻣﻮﺟﺎت اﻹﺣﺘﻼل واﻟﺘﻬﺠﻴﺮ اﻟﻌﺎﺗﻴﺔ.
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ﺗﺠﺪر اﻹﺷﺎرة ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ إﻟﻰ رواﻳﺔ ﺧﺮّﻳﺠﻲ "إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻳﺪّﻋﻮن ﺑﺄن ﻋﻤﻞ اﻟﻤﻨﻈّﻤﺔ هﻮ اﻟﺬي أدّى إﻟﻰ اﺣﺘﻼل ﻳﺎﻓﺎ .ﻣﻨﺬ
اﻟﻌﺎم  1977ﺗُﻄﺮح هﺬﻩ اﻟﺮواﻳﺔ ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﻒ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺳﻢ ﻋﻤﻴﺤﺎي ﻓﻴﻐﻠﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ،أﻣﺎم ﺁﻻف اﻟﺰوّار واﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻃﻼب
وﺟﻨﻮد.

اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،ﻓﻜﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻔﺎﺟﺄﺗﻬﻢ آﺒﻴﺮة ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ هﺎﺟﻢ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻣﻦ اﻷﺣﻴﺎء اﻟﻌﻠﻴﺎ ﻟﺠﺒﻞ اﻟﻜﺮﻣﻞ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﺘﺤﺘﺎ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ .وﻗﺪ ﺣُﺴﻤﺖ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﺧﻼل ﻳﻮﻣﻴﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺎدي واﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ واﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ واﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن.
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻌﺎﻧﺎة اﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت واﻹرهﺎب اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻤﺘﻌﺎﻇﻢ ﻓﻲ
ﺟﻤﻴﻊ أرﺟﺎء اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،وﺑﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﺘﺤﺘﺎ واﻟﻤﻴﻨﺎء ،إﻻ أﻧّﻬﻢ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻨﺴﻮا اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺎت اﻟﻄﻴّﺒﺔ ﻣﻊ
ﺟﻴﺮاﻧﻬﻢ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻟﺴﻨﻮات ﻃﻮﻳﻠﺔ ،واﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﻤﻔﺎﺟﺊ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺗﻮﻟّﺪ ﺑﻔﻌﻞ ﻗﻮى ﺧﺎرﺟﻴﺔ ﻣﺤﺴﻮﺑﺔ
ﻋﻠﻰ أﻧﺼﺎر اﻟﻤﻔﺘﻲ اﻟﺤﺎج أﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ،وﻣﺘﻄﻮﻋﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،ﻣﻤّﻦ ﺟﺎءوا ﻣﻊ "ﺟﻴﺶ
اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" اﻟﺬي آﺎن ﻳﻨﻮي اﻟﺪﺧﻮل إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،واﻟﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻷردﻧﻲ اﻟﺬي ﻋﺴﻜﺮ ﻓﻲ أﻃﺮاﻓﻬﺎ.
ﻻ ﻟﻠﺘﻌﺎﻳﺶ ،وﻋﻼﻗﺎت
آﻞ هﺆﻻء ﻋﻤﻠﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ زرع اﻟﺨﻼف واﻟﺨﺼﻮﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ ﻣﺜﺎ ً
اﻟﺠﻴﺮة اﻟﺤﺴﻨﺔ ﺧﻼل ﺣﻘﺒﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب .ﺿﻤّﺖ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ اﻟﺘﺠﻤّﻊ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻷآﺒﺮ اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ،
واﻟﻤﺮآﺰ اﻻﻗﺘﺼﺎدي واﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ ﻟﻠﺸﻤﺎل ،وآﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻔﺘﺮض ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﺤﺴﺐ ﺧﻄّﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ أن ﺗﺸﻜّﻞ
ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،واﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺣﺘﻤﻴّﺔ ﻟﻤﺎ ﺳﺎدهﺎ ﻣﻦ أﺣﻮال ﻻ ﺗﻄﺎق.
ن ﻗﻮات اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮة
ﻓﻮﺟﺌﺖ ﻗﻮّات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺳﻴﻄﺮت ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺑﺄ ّ
اﻟﻤﺮاﺑﻄﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻘﻒ ﻓﻲ وﺟﻬﻬﺎ .ﻓﻘﺪ ﻓﻀّﻞ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺑﻘﻮا ﻣﻌﺎدﻳﻦ "ﻟﻠﻴﻴﺸﻮف"
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،وﺗﺠﻤﻴﻊ ﻗﻮّاﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻴﺐ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﻤﻴﻨﺎء وﻣﺤﻄﺔ اﻟﻘﻄﺎرات
وﻣﺼﺎﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﺘﺮول ،ﻣﻊ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ راﺑﻄﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻄﺎر اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي رَﻣﺎت داﻓﻴﺪ ،وأﺧﺮى ﻓﻲ
اﻷﻣﺎآﻦ اﻟﻤﻘﺪﺳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ذاﺗﻪ ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﻗﻮات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﺑﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﺳﺮﻳﻌﺔ ﺳﻴﻄﺮت
ﺧﻼﻟﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ ﻧﻘﺎط اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ دون اﻹﻗﺘﺮاب ﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﺐ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻟﻠﺤﻴﻠﻮﻟﺔ دون اﻟﺘﻮرط ﻣﻊ
ﻗﻮات اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻘﻬﻘﺮة.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ ﺟﺮت ﺑﺮﻋﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺠﻨﺮال ﺳﺘﻮآﻮول اﻟﻘﺎﺋﺪ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻟﺤﻴﻔﺎ واﻟﺸﻤﺎل ﻓﻲ ﻗﺎﻋﺔ
اﻟﺒﻠﺪﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ،ﻃﻠﺐ ﻣﻨﺪوﺑﻮ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد وﺳﺘﻮآﻮول ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﺪم ﻣﻐﺎدرة اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ،
ﻟﻜﻦ ﻃﻠﺒﻬﻢ ذهﺐ أدراج اﻟﺮﻳﺎح ،وﺑﺪا أن ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻌﺮب )ﺑﻘﻲ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ اﺛﻨﺎن ﻳﻨﺘﻤﻴﺎن ﻟﻠﻤﺴﺘﻮى
اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة وهﻤﺎ ﻓﻜﺘﻮر ﺧﻴﺎط وﻓﺮﻳﺪ ﺳﻌﺪ( ،ﺗﻠﻘّﺖ ﺗﻌﻠﻴﻤﺎﺗﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻠﻴﺎ اﻟﺘﻲ
ﻃﻠﺒﺖ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﻋﺪم اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ اﺳﺘﺴﻼم ،ﺑﻞ ﻣﻐﺎدرة اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ آﻲ ﺗﺘﻤﻜّﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﻮدة ﺑﺮﻋﺎﻳﺔ
اﻟﻨﺼﺮ اﻟﻘﺎدم.
ب اﻟﺮﻋﺐ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮﻓﻬﻢ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﻤﻴﻨﺎء ،وﻣﻦ هﻨﺎك ﻏﺎدر ﻋﺸﺮات اﻵﻻف
ﺗﺪاﻓَﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ د ّ
ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ وﻣﺪﻳﻨﺘﻬﻢ ،ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ واﻟﺒﻌﺾ اﻵﺧﺮ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺒﺮ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻋﻜﺎ وﺑﻠﺪات
اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ وﻟﺒﻨﺎن ،آﺎن ﻻﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،دون أن ﻳﺪاﻓﻊ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻋﻦ
اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،آﺒﻴﺮ اﻷﺛﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺎر اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻋﺸﺮات ﺁﻻف اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ
ي ﻟﻠﺠﺎﻧﺐ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ واﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ﻟﻬﺎ ﺷﻜﻠﻮا إﺛﺒﺎﺗًﺎ ﻗﺎﻃﻌًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻔﻮّق اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮ ّ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،وﻟﻌﺪم اﺳﺘﻌﺪاد اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﺪورﻩ آﺤﺎآﻢ ﻟﻠﺒﻼد ،وآﻤﺪاﻓﻊ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ
اﻟﻌﺰّل ﻓﻲ اﻷﺷﻬﺮ اﻷﺧﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ ﻋﻤﺮ اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب ،آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة رﻣﺰ ﺗﻄﻮّر اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻣﻨﺬ اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ،وﻗﺪ ﻋﻜﺴﺖ اﻟﺴﻬﻮﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﻔﺮﻃﺔ ﻟﺴﻘﻮﻃﻬﺎ وﺗﻬﺠﻴﺮ
ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻌﺠﺰ اﻹﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻲ-اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ واﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ .وزادت اﻷﺣﺪاث ﻓﻲ دﻳﺮ
ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻦ وﻃﺒـﺮﻳﺎ وﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،وﺗﺪﻓﻖ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺘﺼﺎﻋﺪ اﻟﺬي وﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ ﻋﻮاﺻﻢ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ
ﺐ ﻟﻨﺠﺪة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ
اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ،ﻣﻦ ﺿﻐﻂ اﻟﺮأي اﻟﻌﺎم اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻧﻈﻤﺔ آﻲ ﺗﻬ ّ
ﻳﺨﺴﺮون ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ووﻃﻨﻬﻢ دون أن ﻳﺤﻤﻴﻬﻢ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ،ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل ﻣﻨﻌﻬﻢ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺘﺪﺧّﻞ.
وﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ آﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴّﻮن ﻳﻠﻌﻘﻮن ﺟﺮاﺣﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،ﺷﻨّﺖ اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ هﺠﻮﻣًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ
اﻟﺴﺎﺣﻠﻴّﺔ اﻷه ّﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،أﻻ وهﻲ ﻳﺎﻓﺎ ،اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻔﺘﺮض ﺑﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ -
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اﻟﻨﺠﺎﺣﺎت ﻓﻲ ِﻣﺸْﻤﺎر هَﻌﻴﻤﻖ ورﻣﺎت ﻳﻮﺣﻨﺎن ،واﻟﻤﻐﺎدرة اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺪاﺋﻴّﺔ ﻟﺼﻔﺪ ،دﻓﻌﺖ
"اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺑﺤﺬر ﻟﻠﺤﻴﻠﻮﻟﺔ دون اﻟﺘﺼﺎدم ﻣﻊ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﻗﻊ أﺧﺮى ،وﻻ ﺳﻴّﻤﺎ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻄﺔ .وﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن ﻏﺎدر اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﺻﻔﺪ وﺳﻠّﻤﻮا ﻧﻘﻄﺔ اﻟﺸﺮﻃﺔ اﻟﻤﺤﻠﻴّﺔ
ﻓﻲ ﺟﺒﻞ آﻨﻌﺎن ﻟﻠﻌﺮب .وﻟﻢ ﺗﻤﻠﻚ اﻷﻗﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ )وﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺘﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺤﺎرﻳﺪﻳﻴﻦ(
ﻗﺪرة اﻟﺪﻓﺎع ﻋﻦ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ،وﺗﻬﺪّدهﺎ اﻟﻄﺮد ،ﻣﺎ دﻓﻊ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺑﺴﺮﻋﺔ ،ﻓﺄرﺳﻠﺖ وﺣﺪة
ﻲ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي.
ﻣﻦ "اﻟﺒَﻠﻤﺎح" ﻟﺤﻤﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤ ّ
آﺎﻧﺖ ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ واﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﺤﻴﻄﺔ اﻟﻬﺪف اﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺪن واﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ.
ﻓﻘﺪ ﺳﻴﻄﺮت ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻃﺒـﺮﻳﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺸﺎرع اﻟﺬي ﻳﺮﺑﻂ ﺑﻴﻦ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت ﻏﻮر اﻷردن ﻣﻊ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ
وﺑﻨﺎﺗﻬﺎ ،وﻣﻊ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت اﻟﺸﻤﺎل ،ﻟﺬا وﺟﺪت ﻗﻮات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ﻣُﺠﺒﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻨﻔﻴﺬ ﻋﻤﻞ
ﻲ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺤﺎذي ﻟﻠﺒﺤﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ أوﺿﺎع ﺻﻌﺒﺔ
ﺳﺮﻳﻊ وﺣﺎﺳﻢ .وﻓﻲ ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ ،ﻋﺎﻧﻰ اﻟﺤ ّ
ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﺔ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺑﺎﻹﻣﻜﺎن اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻴﻪ إﻻ ﺧﻠﺴَﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل اﻟﺴﺒﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﻠﻴﻠﻴّﺔ .وﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ ﺷﻬﺮ
ﻧﻴﺴﺎن  1948أﻋﻠﻦ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻋﻦ ﻧﻴّﺘﻬﻢ ﺳﺤﺐ ﻗﻮّاﺗﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻄﺔ وﻣﻦ ﺑﻠﺪات
ﻟﻮاﺋﻬﺎ ،ﻓﻘﺎﻣﺖ اﻟﻘﻮّات اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ  -وﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺤﺴﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ  -ﺑﺎﺣﺘﻼل ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ
اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻘﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﺮﺑﺔ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ .واﻧﺘﻬﻰ اﺣﺘﻼل ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻧﺎﺻﺮ اﻟﺪﻳﻦ اﻟﺬي ﺗﺮاﻓﻖ ﻣﻊ ﺗﻔﺠﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺴﺠﺪ
وﺑﻴﻮت اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ﺑﺬﺑﺢ ﻋﺸﺮات ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺰّل .هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺠﺰرة اﻟﺘﻲ وﻗﻌﺖ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻳﻮﻣﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ
اﺣﺘﻼل ﻃﺒـﺮﻳﺎ رﻓﻌﺖ ﻣﻨﺴﻮب اﻟﺬّﻋﺮ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ أرﺟﺎء اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ .ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺑﺪأت
ب
ك اﻷﺣﻴﺎء اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﺴﻔﻠﻰ ﻓﻲ ﻃﺒﺮﻳّﺎ ،د ّ
اﻟﻘﻮّات اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ وﻋﻠﻰ رأﺳﻬﺎ "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" ﺑﺪ ّ
اﻟﻬﻠﻊ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف اﻟﻌﺮب ﺧﻮﻓًﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻗﺘﺮاف ﻣﺠﺎزر وﻓﻈﺎﺋﻊ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ أﻳﻀًﺎ .وﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻤﻨﺎخ
ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮهﻦ واﻟﺨﺸﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻈﺎﺋﻊ واﻓﻖ رؤﺳﺎء اﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺮض اﻹﺟﻼء اﻟﺬي
ﻗﺪّﻣﻪ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن واﻟﺬي ﺗﺮاﻓﻖ ﻣﻊ ﺗﻬﺪﻳﺪات وﺿﻐﻮﻃﺎت ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ واﻟﻴﻬﻮد ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣ ّﺪ
ﺳﻮاء .وﻏﺎدرت اﻟﻐﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ﻣﻦ اﻵﻻف اﻟﺴﺘّﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻗﻄﻨﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺣﺘﻰ
ذﻟﻚ اﻟﺤﻴﻦ ﻣﻨﺎزﻟﻬﺎ وﺗﺤﻮﻟﺖ إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن وﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﻟﺠﺄت ﻗﻠﺔ ﻗﻠﻴﺔ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ،ﺧﺎﺻﺔ
ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﻌﺎﺋﻼت اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﺔ ،إﻟﻰ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻨﺎﺻﺮة.
اﻟﺪﻋﻮة اﻟﻤﺘﻜﺮّرة ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻤﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻟﺠﻴﺮاﻧﻬﻢ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ ﻟﻠﺒﻘﺎء،
ﻗﻮﺑﻠﺖ ﺑﺎﻟﺮﻓﺾ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﺬﻳﻦ اﻓﺘﺮﺿﻮا أن ﺑﻤﻘﺪورهﻢ اﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ﻣﻊ ﻗﻮّات
اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﺔ ﻻ ﻣﺤﺎﻟﺔ .ﻋﻼﻗﺎت اﻟﺠﻴﺮة اﻟﻄﻴّﺒﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ )اﻟﺘﻲ ﻋﺎش ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد
ﻲ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻣﻨﺬ اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺜﺎﻣﻦ ﻋﺸﺮ( ﻟﻢ ﺗﻘﻨﻊ هﺆﻻء ﺑﺎﻟﺒﻘﺎء ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﺴﺎﻋﺪ ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ
ﺑﺘﻌﺎﻳﺶ ﻣﺜﺎﻟ ّ
اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺮة اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ﻟﻮﺟﻬﺎء اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد واﻟﻌﺮب ﻗﺒﻴﻞ اﻧﺪﻻع اﻟﻤﻌﺎرك .وﻗﺪ اﻟﺘﺤﻖ اﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ﻋﻦ ﺑﻜﺮة أﺑﻴﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺘﻌﺎﻃﻔﻴﻦ ﻣﻊ هﺬا اﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ أﺟﺒﺮوا ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻐﺎدرة
اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ .ﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻻﻧﺴﺤﺎب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ  -اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ﺣﺼﻠﺖ ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ ﻧﺠﺤﺖ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻗﻮّات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة"
ﺑﺈﺣﻜﺎم ﺳﻴﻄﺮﺗﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ آﺎﻣﻞ أرﺟﺎء اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ.
ﺷﻜّﻞ ﺳﻘﻮط ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ وإﻓﺮاﻏﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ،اﺣﺘﻠﺖ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﻘﻮات
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻣﺪﻧًﺎ ﻣﻬﻤّﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ وأﻓﺮﻏﺘﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ ،ﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻹﻋﻼن رﺳﻤﻴﺎ ﻋﻦ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ ﺷﻬﺮ أﻳﺎر  .1948وﺑﻌﺪ أﺳﺒﻮع واﺣﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻘﻮط ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ ﺟﺎء دور ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،ﺣﻴﺚ
ﻲ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ ﻋﺪد ﻣﻤﺎﺛﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد.
ﻳﺴﻜﻦ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ذات اﻟﻤﺮﻓﺄ اﻟﻤﻬﻢّ ﺳﺒﻌﻮن أﻟﻒ ﻋﺮﺑ ّ
وآﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﺠﺴّﺪ اﻟﺘﻔﻮّق اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﻮﺑﻮﻏﺮاﻓﻴﺎ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪرات اﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ
واﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻢ ،وﻓﻲ ﻗﻴﺎدة آﻞ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﺪرات ،آﺎن اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﻠﻢ ﺗﺎم ﺑﻤﻴﺰان
اﻟﻘﻮى ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،ﻓﻤﺪّوا ﻳﺪ اﻟﻌﻮن ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد آﻲ ﻳﺤﺴﻤﻮا اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻳﻤﻜّﻦ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ
ﺳﺤﺐ ﻗﻮّاﺗﻬﻢ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﺑﺪون ﻋﻮاﺋﻖ ﺗُﺬآﺮ .وﺗﻮﻗّﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن أن ﻳﺤﺎﻓﻆ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻠﻢ ﻓﻲ
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ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺬﻋﻮرﻳﻦ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﻠﻢ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ اﻷﻃﻔﺎل واﻟﻨﺴﺎء واﻟﺮﺟﺎل ،وﺗﺤﺪﺛﺖ اﻷﺧﺒﺎر اﻷوﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﻲ
ﺗﻨﺎﻗﻠﻬﺎ أﻓﺮاد "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" واﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ،واﻟﻤﺼﺎدر اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻌﺪهﻢ ﻋﻦ ذﺑﺢ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ  250ﻣﻦ
ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ.
اﻟﺸﺎﺋﻌﺎت ﺣﻮل اﻟﻔﻈﺎﺋﻊ اﻟﺘﻲ ارﺗﻜﺒﺘﻬﺎ ﻣﻨﻈّﻤﺘﺎ "إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" و"ﻟﻴﺤﻲ" اﻟﻤﻨﺸﻘﺘﺎن ﻓﻲ دﻳﺮ ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻦ دﻓﻌﺖ
"ﻣﺪﻳﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺸﻌﺐ" )اﻟﺘﻲ أﻗﻴﻤﺖ ﻟﺘﻮّهﺎ ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎر اﻟﺨﻄﻮات اﻟﺘﻲ اﻟﺘﺰﻣﺖ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﻷﻃﺮاف ﻋﺸﻴّﺔ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء
اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب ،آﻲ ﺗﺸﻜّﻞ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﻤﺆﻗّﺘﺔ ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ( ،دﻓﻌﺘﻬﺎ ﻻﺳﺘﻨﻜﺎر اﻟﻔﻈﺎﺋﻊ اﻟﺘﻲ ارﺗُﻜﺒﺖ ﻓﻲ دﻳﺮ
ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻦ ﺑﻠﻬﺠ ٍﺔ ﻗﺎﺳﻴﺔ .واﻟﻐﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﺤﻒ اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ اﺗﺨﺬت ﻣﻮﻗﻔًﺎ ﻣﻤﺎﺛﻼ ،ورأى
ن أﻓﻌﺎل اﻟﻤﻨﺸﻘّﻴﻦ وﺗﺼﺮّﻓﺎﺗﻬﻢ ﺗُﺴﻲء ﻟﻘﻀﻴّﺔ
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" "اﻟﻤﻨﻈّﻢ" ﺑﻬﺬا اﻟﺤﺪث إﺛﺒﺎﺗًﺎ ﺁﺧﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ أ ّ
ن اﻹﻧﺠﻠﻴﺰ ﺳﻴﺴﺘﻐﻠّﻮن
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي .وﺳﺎرع اﻟﻤﻨﺸﻘّﻮن إﻟﻰ اﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ﺑﺬرﻳﻌﺔ أ ّ
وﺟﻮد ﺗﺠﻤّﻊ آﺒﻴﺮ آﻬﺬا ﻣﻦ ﻣﺤﺎرﺑﻲ اﻟﺤﺮﻳّﺔ آﻲ ﻳﻨﺎﻟﻮا ﻣﻨﻬﻢ .ﺗﻜﺸّﻔﺖ ﻷﻓﺮاد آﺘﺎﺋﺐ "اﻟﺠﺪﻧﺎع" )
"آﺘﺎﺋﺐ اﻟﺸﺒﻴﺒﺔ"( اﻟﺘﻲ أرﺳﻠﺖ ﻟﻺﺳﺘﻴﻼء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﺸﺎهﺪ وﺻﻮرا ﻓﻈﻴﻌﺔ .وﻧﻔﻰ أﻓﺮاد
"اﻹﻳﺘﺴﻞ" واﻟـ"ﻟﻴﺤﻲ" أن ﻳﻜﻮﻧﻮا ﻗﺪ ﻧﻔّﺬوا ﻣﺬﺑﺤﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ دﻳﺮ ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻦ وﺗﺤﺪّﺛﻮا ﻋﻦ ﻣﻘﺘﻞ "ﻣﺎ ﻻ
ﻦ اﻟﻀﺮر آﺎن ﻗﺪ ﺣﺼﻞ .وﻗﺪ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻔﻌﻠﺔ ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ وﺻﻤﺔ ﻋﺎر ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻳﺰﻳﺪ" ﻋﻦ ﻣﺎﺋﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜّﺎﻧﻬﺎ ،ﻟﻜ ّ
ي.
اﻟﺴﻼح اﻟﻌﺒﺮ ّ
ﻖ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ،واﻟﺘﻨﻜﻴﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﺠﺜﺚ وﺣﺮﻗﻬﺎ ،وﻣﺴﻴﺮات اﻹذﻻل ﻓﻲ
اﻷﺧﺒﺎر ﺣﻮل اﻟﻤﺠﺎزر اﻟﺘﻲ ُﻧﻔّﺬت ﺑﺤ ّ
اﻷﺣﻴﺎء اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻏﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻟﻤﻦ ﺑﻘﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﻴﺪ اﻟﺤﻴﺎة ،زرﻋﺖ اﻟﺨﻮف واﻟﻬﻠﻊ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻠﻮب
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،وﺑﺎت اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻳﻬﺠﺮون ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺷﻬﺮ اﻟﺘﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،آﻠﻤﺎ ﺛﺎرت
إﺷﺎﻋﺎت ﺑﺄن اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﻬﺎ ﻻﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وﻣﻨﺬ ارﺗﻜﺎب ﻣﺠﺰرة دﻳﺮ
ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻦ ﺗﺰاﻳﺪت أﻋﺪاد اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ .اﻟﺘﺄﺛﻴﺮات اﻟﻨﻔﺴﻴﺔ واﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﺎﻗﺖ ﻣﻜﺎن وزﻣﺎن هﺬﻩ
اﻟﻤﺠﺰرة ،وأﺳﻘﻂ ﻓﻲ أﻳﺪي اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،وﺗﺮاﺟﻌﺖ ﻣﻌﻨﻮﻳﺎﺗﻬﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ أن اﻋﺘﻘﺪ آﺜﻴﺮون ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﺑﺄن
ﺑﻤﻘﺪورهﻢ اﻟﺼﻤﻮد أﻣﺎم اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل ﺣﺮب اﻟﻌﺼﺎﺑﺎت ،إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻦ ﻗﺪوم اﻟﺠﻴﻮش
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ .وﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺎﺑﻴﻊ اﻟﺘﺎﻟﻴﺔ اﺳﺘﻐ ّ
ﻞ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﺮوح اﻟﻤﻌﻨﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﻬﺎﺑﻄﺔ واﻟﻮهﻦ اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻤﻲ
واﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺪن واﻟﻘﺮى.
ﺑﻌﺪ أﻳﺎم ﻣﻌﺪودة ﻣﻦ ﻣﺬﺑﺤﺔ دﻳﺮ ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻦ ارﺗﻜﺐ ﻋﺮب اﻟﻘﺪس ﻣﺬﺑﺤﺔ ﺿﺪ ﻗﺎﻓﻠﺔ ﻋﺒﺮﻳﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻓﻲ
ﻃﺮﻳﻘﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺴﺘﺸﻔﻰ هﺪاﺳﺎ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﻓﻲ ﺟﺒﻞ "هﺘﺴﻮﻓﻴﻢ" )ﺟﺒﻞ اﻟﻤﺸﺎرف  -اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( .ﻟﻢ ﻳﺤﺮّك
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﺳﺎآﻨًﺎ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ أﻃﻠﻖ اﻟﺮﺻﺎص ﻋﻠﻰ  78ﻃﺒﻴﺒًﺎ وﻋﻠﻰ أﻓﺮاد ﻃﺎﻗﻢ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﺸﻔﻰ واﻟﻤﺮﺿﻰ
ﻓﻲ وﺿﺢ اﻟﻨﻬﺎر ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﻤﺆدﻳﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﻴﺦ ﺟﺮّاح إﻟﻰ ﺟﺒﻞ "هﺘﺴﻮﻓﻴﻢ" .وﺗﻤﻜّﻨﺖ ﻗﻮات
"اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﺑﻌﺪ ﺟﻬﺪ ﺟﻬﻴﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺨﻠﻴﺺ ﻋﺪد ﻗﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻬﺠﻮم.
ﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء ﻣﻌﺎرك "ﻧﺤﺸﻮن" ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس ،هﺎﺟﻢ "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ِﻣﺸْﻤﺎر
هَﻌﻴﻤِﻖ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﻘﻄﺔ ﻣﺮآﺰﻳﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﺎرع ﺟﻨﻴﻦ -ﻣﺠﻴﺪو -ﺣﻴﻔﺎ .وﺣﺎﺻﺮ هﺬا اﻟﺠﻴﺶ ﺑﻘﻮات
آﺒﻴﺮة ﻣﺴﻨﻮدة ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺪﻓﻌﻴّﺔ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻨﻘﻄﺔ اﻟﻤﻌﺰوﻟﺔ .ﻟﻠﻤﺮّة اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب أُرﺳﻠﺖ ﻗﻮات
"اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" ﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺬ هﺠﻮم ﻣﻀﺎد ،وﻟﻠﻤﺮة اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻳُﻬﺰَم ﺟﻴﺶ ﻋﺮﺑﻲ ﻓﻲ هﺠﻤﺔ ﻣﻀﺎدة ﻣﻨﻈّﻤﺔ ﻣﻦ
ﻗﺒﻞ إﺣﺪى ﻗﻮات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" .وﻓﻲ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن اﻧﺘﻬﺖ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﻓﻲ "ﻣﺸﻤﺎر هَﻌﻤﻴﻖ"
ﺑﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" .ﺗﺄﺛّﺮ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﺎن ﻣﻦ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ،وﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ أدرك اﻟﻘﺎوﻗﺠﻲ ﺑﺄﻧّﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ
وﺷﻚ اﻹﻧﻬﺰام ،ﺗﻮﺟّﻪ ﺑﻄﻠﺐ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﻣﻦ آﺘﻴﺒﺔ أﺧﺮى "ﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" ،وهﻲ اﻟﻜﺘﻴﺒﺔ اﻟﺪرزﻳﺔ
ﺑﻘﻴﺎدة ﺷﻜﻴﺐ وهﺎب ،اﻟﻤﺮاﺑﻄﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻔﺎﻋﻤﺮو .ﻓﻘﺪ هﺎﺟﻤﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻜﺘﻴﺒﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ
رﻣﺎت ﻳﻮﺣَﻨﺎن وآﻔﺎر ﻣﻜّﺎﺑﻲ اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺸﺎرف ﺣﻴﻔﺎ .ودﻓﻊ َﻓﺸَﻞ اﻟﻤﺤﺎرﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺪروز ﻓﻲ
ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ اﻻﺣﺘﻼل ،واﻟﻌﻼﻗﺎت ﺑﻴﻦ ﺑﻌﺾ ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﻄﺎﺋﻔﺔ ﻣﻊ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،اﻟﻜﺘﻴﺒﺔ اﻟﺪرزﻳﺔ
إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘّﺤﺎﻟﻒ ﻣﻊ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف".
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ﻧﻘﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﺤﻮّل ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب  -ﻣﻦ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن وﺣﺘﻰ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب
ﻣﻨﺬ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن اﻧﺘﻘﻠﺖ اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻨﻈّﻤﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم واﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻤﺪن واﻟﻘﺮى
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ وﻃﺮد ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،وﻗﺪ ﻓُﺘﺤﺖ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﺎﻃﺊ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻌﺎرك
ﺿﺎرﻳﺔ ﻗُﺘﻞ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺷﻬﺮ ﺁذار وﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن  1948ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﻴﻬﻮد واﻟﻌﺮب .وﻓﺮﻏﺖ
ﻗﺮى آﺜﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜّﺎﻧﻬﺎ وﺗﺤﻮّل اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن إﻟﻰ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ دﻓﺎﻋﻴﺔ ﻏﻴـﺮ ﻣﻨﻈّﻤﺔ ،ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺎ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ
اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ .اﻋﺘﺒﺮت اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻘﺴﻄﻞ ﻏﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس رﻣﺰ اﻟﺘﺤﻮّل اﻹﺣﺘﺪاﻣﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺼﻴﺮ
اﻟﺒﺎﺋﺲ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺮب . 1948ﻓﻲ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﻳﺎﺋﺴﺔ ﻹﻳﻘﺎف ﻓﺘﺢ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﺘﺤﻖ
ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻘﺎدر اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ،ﻗﺎﺋﺪ ﻗﻮات اﻟﺠﻬﺎد اﻟﻤﻘﺪس ،ﻣﻊ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﻣﻦ رﺟﺎﻟﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺪاﻓﻌﻴﻦ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻘﺴﻄﻞ،
وﻧﺠﺢ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻌﺮآﺔ ﺷﺮﺳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺜﺎﻣﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن ﻓﻲ اﺳﺘﻌﺎدة هﺬا اﻟﻤﻮﻗﻊ اﻟﺤﻴﻮي ﺑﻌﺪ
ن اﻟﺜﻤﻦ آﺎن
أن آﺎن ﻗﺪ ﺳﻘﻂ ﺑﻴﺪ ﻗﻮات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻗﺒﻞ ذﻟﻚ ﺑﻌﺪة أﻳﺎم ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ ﺗﺒﻴّﻦ أ ّ
ﻈﺎ ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﺔ ﺣﻴﺚ ﻗﺘﻞ ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻘﺎدر اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ،وهﻜﺬا ﺗﺤﻮّل اﻟﻨﺼﺮ إﻟﻰ هﺰﻳﻤﺔ.
ﺑﺎه ً
وﺗﺤﻮّل ﻣﻮت اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺴﻄﻞ رﻣﺰًا ﻟﻠﺘﻀﺤﻴﺎت ،ﻟﻜﻨّﻪ ﺷﻜّﻞ آﺬﻟﻚ رﻣﺰًا ﻟﻌﺠﺰ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻳﻀﺤّﻮن ﺑﺄﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ دون ﺗﻤﻜّﻨﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻔﺎدي اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ وﻣﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﺸﻌﺐ اﻟﺬي ﻳﺨﺴﺮ
ﺑﻴﺘﻪ ووﻃﻨﻪ .ودُﻓﻦ ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻘﺎدر اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ،آﻤﺎ ﻳﻠﻴﻖ ﺑﺎﻷﺑﻄﺎل ،ﻓﻲ ﺑﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﺠﺪ اﻷﻗﺼﻰ.
اﻧﻄﻠﻘﺖ ﺣﻤﻠﺔ "ﻧﺤﺸﻮن" ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻓﻲ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن ،وﺷﻜّﻠﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﻤﻠﺔ ﻧﻘﻄﺔ
ﺗﺤﻮّل ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ،وﻟﻠﻤﺮة اﻷوﻟﻰ أﺧﺬت ﻗﻮات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" زﻣﺎم اﻟﻤﺒﺎدرة .وﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﺗﺠﻤﻴﻊ ﻣﺌﺎت
اﻟﻤﺤﺎرﺑﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻘﻄﺔ واﺣﺪة )ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺑﺪا آﺨﻄﻮة ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺴﺒﻮﻗﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ( ،اﺿﻄﺮّت اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة
اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ "ﻟﻠﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﺨﻠﻲ ﻋﻦ ﺣﺮاﺳﺔ وﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت وﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ آﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺢ ﻣﺠﻬﻮد ﻓﺘﺢ
اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﻤﻐﻠﻘﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس ،وﻗﺎد هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﻤﻠﺔ )وهﻲ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻮﻋﻬﺎ( ﺿﺎﺑﻂ "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" ﺷﻤﻌﻮن
ﻚ اﻟﺤﺼﺎر ﺗﻤﺎﻣًﺎ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﻟﻜﻨّﻬﺎ
ﺷﻨّﺖ ﺣﻤﻼت أﺧﺮى ،وﺟﻤﻴﻌﻬﺎ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻔ ّ
أﻓﻴﺪان .ﺑﻌﺪ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﻤﻠﺔ ُ
ﻣﻨﺤﺖ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ ﻣﺘﻨ ّﻔﺴًﺎ ﻣﺎ ،وأﺻﺎﺑﺖ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﺬهﻮل .ﺣﻴﺚ ﻓﺸﻞ هﺆﻻء ﻓﻲ إﻏﻼق اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ
إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس ،وﻣﻮت اﻟﻘﺎﺋﺪ ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻘﺎدر اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ،وﺳﻘﻮط اﻟﻘﺴﻄﻞ ﻓﻲ أﻳﺪي ﻗﻮات
"ﺑﻠﻤﺎح""/هﺎرﺋﻴﻞ" ،ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ اﻹﺧﻔﺎﻗﺎت اﻷوﻟﻰ اﻷﺑﺮز ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ﻓﻘﺪ
ﻞ ﻣﺜﻴﻠﻪ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،ﺑﺤﻴﺚ ﺷﻜّﻞ
آﺎن ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻘﺎدر اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ﻗﺎﺋﺪًا رﻓﻴﻌًﺎ وﻣﺮﻣﻮﻗًﺎ ،وﻗ ّ
ﻣﻘﺘﻠﻪ ﺿﺮﺑﺔ ﻣﻌﻨﻮﻳﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻬﻢ .وﺟﺮى اﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻘﺴﻄﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" ﻓﻲ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ ﺷﻬﺮ
ﻧﻴﺴﺎن ،ﻟﻜﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﺎدوا واﺣﺘﻠّﻮهﺎ ،ﻓﻌﺎد "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" وﺳﻴﻄﺮ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﺮة أﺧﺮى .وﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ
ﺗﺤﻮﻟﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ إﻟﻰ رﻣﺰ اﻟﺘﺼﻤﻴﻢ واﻟﺘﻀﺤﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف ﻣﺤﺎرﺑﻲ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة""/اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح"،
وﺑﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﺿﺒّﺎﻃﻬﺎ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻗﺘﻞ وﺟﺮح ﻣﻨﻬﻢ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮون.
ﺑﻘﻲ ﻣﻴﺰان اﻟﻘﻮى ﺧﻔﻴﺎ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻌﻴﻮن ﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺮّر اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﺘﺤﻮّل إﻟﻰ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ
ﻧﻴﺴﺎن  ،1948وﺑﻌﺪهﺎ ﺗﺠﺴّﺪ هﺬا اﻟﻤﻴﺰان ﻓﻲ ﺳﺎﺣﺎت اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ ﻓﻲ اﺣﺘﻼل ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻷهﺪاف
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ،وﺗﻬﺠﻴﺮ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﻴﻦ ،واﻗﺘﺮاف ﻣﺠﺎزر زرﻋﺖ اﻟﺮﻋﺐ واﻟﺨﻮف وﻋﺰّزت ﺗﺪﻓﻖ
ﺗﻴّﺎر اﻟﻤﻬﺠّﺮﻳﻦ واﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ،وأﺷﻬﺮ أﻋﻤﺎل اﻟﺒﻄﺶ واﻟﻤﺠﺎزر آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻬﺠﻤﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻧﻔّﺬهﺎ أﻓﺮاد
"إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" و"ﻟﻴﺤﻲ" ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻨﺴﻴﻖ ﻣﻊ ﻗﻴﺎدة "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ دﻳﺮ ﻳﺎﺳﻴﻦ اﻟﻮادﻋﺔ
اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﻏﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،واﺷﺘﻬﺮت هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ﺑﻌﻼﻗﺎﺗﻬﺎ اﻟﺤﺴﻨﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻷﺣﻴﺎء اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺒﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﻏﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﻟﻜﻦ وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻌﺮﻓﺔ اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺑﻌﺪم وﺟﻮد
اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺴﻠّﺤﻴﻦ داﺧﻞ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ )ورﺑﻤﺎ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ذﻟﻚ( ﻓﻘﺪ هﺎﺟﻤﺘﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻣﻦ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن،
أي ﺑﻌﺪ ﻳﻮم واﺣﺪ ﻣﻦ اﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻘﺴﻄﻞ ،وﻣﻘﺘﻞ ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻘﺎدر اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ اﻟﺬي ﺷﻴّﻊ ﺟﺜﻤﺎﻧﻪ ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻴﻮم
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻴﺔ ،ﺟﺮى اﺣﺘﻼل هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻌﺪّة وﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺤﻤﻴﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻘﺎوﻣﺔ ﺑﺴﻴﻄﺔ
أﺑﺪاهﺎ ﺑﻌﺾ ﺣﻤﻠﺔ اﻟﺒﻨﺎدق ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ .وﺑﻌﺪ اﻹﺳﺘﺴﻼم ﺑﺪأ اﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﻤﻮن ﺣﻤﻠﺔ ﻓﺘﻚ وﺑﻄﺶ
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وﺗﺤﺪّﺛﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺨﻄّﺔ آﺬﻟﻚ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮد اﻟﺴﻜّﺎن إﻟﻰ ﻣﺎ وراء ﺣﺪود اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺑﺤﺴﺐ ﺧﻄّﺔ
ﺐ ﻟﻨﺠﺪة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻧﺎﺟﻊ.
اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،ﺑﻬﺪف ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﻬ ّ
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺪم وﺿﻮح ﻣﺎ إذا آﺎن اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﺳﻴﺮﺣﻠﻮن أم ﺳﻴﺒﻘﻮن ،ﻓﻘﺪ آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ
أن ﺣﺼﻮل ذﻟﻚ ﺳﻴﺪﻓﻊ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻟﻐﺰو أرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻞ ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ و"ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ"
ﻟﻠﻘﻀﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ .إﻟﻰ ﻣﺄزق اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻔﺎﻗﻤﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻄﺮق وﺣﻮل اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت
اﻧﻀ ّﻢ ﻣﺄزق أآﺒﺮ :آﻴﻒ ﺳﺘﺘﻤﻜّﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺘﻴﺪة )إذا ﻣﺎ ﻗﺎﻣﺖ أﺻﻼ( ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮﻗﻮف أﻣﺎم اﺟﺘﻴﺎح
ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ؟ ﺧﻠﻖ هﺬا اﻟﻤﺄزق ﺧﻄّﺔ إﺳﺘﺮاﺗﻴﺠﻴﺔ ﺑﻬﺪف اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻮﺿﻊ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻳﻐﺎدر
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ .ﺑﺪأ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺨﻄّﺔ "داﻟﺖ" ﻓﻲ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ اﻟﻌﺎم  1948وﺟﺮى ﺗﻌﻤﻴﻤﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ
أﻟﻮﻳﺔ ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻓﻲ ﺁذار ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻌﺎم ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺘﺰم ﺗﻨﻔﻴﺬهﺎ إﻻ ﺑﻌﺪ رﺣﻴﻞ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب .ﺗﺤﺪّﺛﺖ
اﻟﺨﻄﺔ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ إﺳﺘﺮاﺗﻴﺠﻴّﺔ داﺧﻞ ﺗﺨﻮم اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ وﺣﺘﻰ ﺧﺎرﺟﻬﺎ ،وذﻟﻚ
ﻲ أآﻴﺪ .وﻗﺎل ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن
ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻰ ﻣﻮاﻗﻊ دﻓﺎﻋﻴّﺔ ﺟﻴﺪة ﻗﺪر اﻹﻣﻜﺎن ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ اﺟﺘﻴﺎح ﻋﺮﺑ ّ
ن اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﺧﺎرج اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺳﺘﻜﻮن ﻣﻔﺘﻮﺣﺔ ﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت اﻟﺴﻼم ﻣﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ.
ﻟﺮﺟﺎﻟﻪ إ ّ
ﺟﺴّﺪت اﻟﺨﻄّﺔ "داﻟﺖ" ﻗﺮار ﻗﻴﺎدة "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﻋﺰﻣﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺘﺎل ،وﻋﻠﻰ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ
ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﺪون دﻋﻢ ﺧﺎرﺟﻲ .اﻟﺸﺎﺋﻌﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ راﺟﺖ ﺣﻮل ﺗﻌﺠﻴﻞ ﻣﺤﺘﻤﻞ ﻟﺠﻼء اﻟﻘﻮات اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ،
واﻷزﻣﺔ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ) ،ﻻ ﺳﻴّﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺎل اﻟﻤﻮاﺻﻼت( ،دﻓﻌﺖ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺁذار إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ
ﺑﺮوح اﻟﺨﻄّﺔ "داﻟﺖ" ،ﺑﺪءًا ﻣﻦ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن  ،1948أي ﻗﺒﻞ ﺷﻬﺮ وﻧﺼﻒ اﻟﺸﻬﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء
اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب.
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اﻷﺣﻴﺎء ﻓﻲ ﺟﻨﻮب ﻏﺮب اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ :اﻟﻘﻄَﻤﻮن واﻟﻄﺎﻟﺒﻴّﻪ ،واﻟﺤﻴّﻴﻦ اﻷﻟﻤﺎﻧﻲ واﻟﻴﻮﻧﺎﻧﻲ ،واﻟﺒﻘﻌﺔ .ﺑﻌﺪ
اﺣﺘﻼﻟﻬﺎ ﺟﺮت ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت ﻧﻬﺐ واﺳﻌﺔ ﻟﻠﺒﻴﻮت اﻟﺜﺮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻷﺣﻴﺎء .ﻣﻦ أﺻﻞ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺸﺮﻳﻦ
أﻟﻒ ﻣﻮاﻃﻦ ﻋﺎﺷﻮا ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻷﺣﻴﺎء ﻟﻢ ﺗﺒﻖ ﺳﻮى ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﻗﻠﻴﻠﺔ ،ﻋﺎﺷﺖ ﻓﻲ ذﻋﺮ وﺧﻮف ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻤﺼﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺠﻬﻮل .ﻋﺎﻧﻰ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ ﺷﺮق اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ )ﺑﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ داﺧﻞ اﻟﺒﻠﺪة اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ( ﻣﻦ
ﻧﻘﺺ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺎء واﻟﻐﺬاء ،وﻣﻦ ﺷﻠﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﻴﺎة اﻟﺘﺠﺎرﻳﺔ ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ اﻟﺤﺼﺎر اﻟﺬي ﻓﺮض ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ.
ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻷﺛﻨﺎء ﺗﻔﺎﻗﻢ اﻟﻮﺿﻊ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ ،وﻓﻲ ﻏﻴﺎب اﻟﺒﺪاﺋﻞ اﻷﺧﺮى ﺑﺪأت "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة"
واﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺗُﺴﻴّﺮ اﻟﻘﻮاﻓﻞ ﺗﺠﺎﻩ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس .هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﻮاﻓﻞ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻨﺠﺢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻰ
اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﻌﺮّﺿﺖ وﺣﺮّاﺳﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ هﺠﻤﺎت ﺷﺎرك ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺁﻻف اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻤﺴﻠﺤﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻗﺪﻣﻮا
ﻟﻠﻘﻀﺎء ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ،وﻧﻬﺐ ﻣﺤﺘﻮﻳﺎﺗﻬﺎ ﺑﺄﺳﻠﻮب "اﻟﻔﺰﻋﺔ" )اﻻﺳﺘﻨﻔﺎر اﻟﺴﺮﻳﻊ ﻵﻻف اﻟﻘﺮوﻳﻴﻦ
اﻟﻤﺴﻠّﺤﻴﻦ( .اﻣﺘﻸت اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ،ﻻ ﺳﻴّﻤﺎ "ﺑﺎب اﻟﻮاد" )ﺷﺎﻋﺎر هﺠﺎي( ،ﺑﺎﻟﺸﺎﺣﻨﺎت
واﻟﺤﺎﻓﻼت واﻟﻤﺪرﻋﺎت اﻟﻤﺮﺗﺠﻠﺔ )"اﻟﺴﺎﻧﺪوﻳﺸﺎت" -وهﻲ ﺳﻴﺎرات ﻋﺎدﻳﺔ ﺟﺮى ﺗﻐﻠﻴﻔﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﻮﻻذ(،
وﺟﻤﻴﻌﻬﺎ ﻣﻌﻄﻮﺑﺔ أو ﻣﺤﺮوﻗﺔ .آﺎن ﺣﺮّاس هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﻮاﻓﻞ ﻳﻌﻠﻤﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺷﺒﻪ ﻣﺆآّﺪ ﺑﺄن
اﺣﺘﻤﺎﻻت اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻰ داﺧﻞ اﻟﻘﺪس ﺿﺌﻴﻠﺔ ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﺔ.
اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ ﻋﺎﻧﺖ هﻲ اﻷﺧﺮى ﻣﻦ ﻣﺨﺎﻃﺮ وﺟﻮدﻳﺔ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻗُﻄﻌﺖ ﻋﻨﻬﺎ ﺧﻄﻮط اﻟﻤﻴﺎﻩ
ﻣﺮة ﺗﻠﻮ أﺧﺮى ،وﻻﻗﺖ ﻗﻮاﻓﻞ اﻟﺘﻤﻮﻳﻦ ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺎت ﺟﻤّﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻴﻬﺎ .اﻧﺴﺤﺐ هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﻓﻲ
ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ،ﻻ ﺑﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت اﻟﺸﻤﺎل اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻬﺪّدت
اﻟﻤﻮاﺻﻼت إﻟﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﺨﺎﻃﺮ آﺜﻴﺮة .وإذا ﻧﺠﺖ اﻟﻘﻮاﻓﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب ،ﻓﻬﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺴﻠﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﻮات
اﻹﻧﺠﻠﻴﺰﻳﺔ .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ذاﺗﻪ ،ﺟﺎل اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ ﺷﻮارع اﻟﺒﻼد ﺑﺤﺮﻳﺔ ﺗﺎﻣﺔ ﺗﺤﺖ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ.
ﺗﻌﺰّزت ﻣﺸﺎﻋﺮ اﻟﻌﺠﺰ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺑﺎﻏﺘﻪ اﻻﻗﺘﺮاح اﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜﻲ اﻟﻌﺪاﺋﻲ
ﻓﻲ أﺻﻌﺐ ﻟﺤﻈﺎﺗﻪ .ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺁذار اﻗﺘﺮح ﻣﻨﺪوب اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻓﻲ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة
وورْن ﺳْﺘﻴﻦ إﻟﻐﺎء ﺧﻄّﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،وﻃﺮح ﻋﻮﺿًﺎ ﻋﻨﻬﺎ "ﺧﻄّﺔ وﺻﺎﻳﺔ" ﺗﻮﺿﻊ ﺑﻴﺪ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ .ﻣﺎ
ﻋﻨﺎﻩ هﺬا اﻻﻗﺘﺮاح ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺎ هﻮ اﻹﺑﻘﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ )أي ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﻴّﺒﺔ ﻟﻶﻣﺎل
ﺑﻐﻄﺎء ﺁﺧﺮ( .ﺳﻮّغ اﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﻮن ﺧﻄﻮﺗﻬﻢ ﺑﻘﻠﻘﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﻤﻬﺪّد ﺑﺎﻟﻔﻨﺎء ،وﺑﺄﻧّﻬﻢ
ﻟﻦ ﻳﺘﻤﻜّﻨﻮا ﻣﻦ إرﺳﺎل ﺟﻴﺶ ﻹﻧﻘﺎذﻩ ،ﻟﺬا ﻳﻨﺒﻐﻲ اﻟﺘﺮاﺟﻊ ﻋﻦ ﻓﻜﺮة اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻏﻴـﺮ اﻟﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﻄﺒﻴﻖ.
ن هﺬا اﻟﺘﺮاﺟﻊ ﺳﻴﺪﻓﻊ
واﻷهﻢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ  -آﻤﺎ ادّﻋﻰ ﻣﻨﺪوﺑﻮ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻓﻲ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة  -ﻓﺈ ّ
اﻟﻌﺮب ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻣﺎ اﻧﻔﻜّﺖ ﻗﻮّﺗﻬﻢ ﺗﺘﻌﺎﻇﻢ ،إﻟﻰ إﻟﻘﺎء اﻟﺴﻼح ،آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ ﻓﻲ ﺁذار  1948أن
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﺑﻘﻲ داﻋﻤًﺎ أﻣﻴﻨًﺎ ﻟﺨﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺘﻲ أدارت ﻟﻬﺎ ﺟﻬﺎت آﺜﻴﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻷﻣﻢ
اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻇﻬﺮهﺎ .ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺁذار ،ﺗﻔﺎﻗﻤﺖ ﻣﺸﺎﻋﺮ اﻟﻌﺰﻟﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ.
آﻠّﻤﺎ اﻗﺘﺮب ﻣﻮﻋﺪ ﺳﺤﺐ اﻟﻘﻮّات اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ﻋﺰّزت ﻗﻴﺎدات "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي
ﻣﻦ اﺳﺘﻌﺪاداﺗﻬﺎ ﻟﻀﻤﺎن ﺳﻴﻄﺮﺗﻬﺎ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺑﺤﺴﺐ ﺧﻄﻮط ﻗﺮار
اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،وﺣﺘﻰ إﻟﻰ أﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ .ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ ﻃﺮق اﻟﻤﻮاﺻﻼت ﺑﻴﻦ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ وﻣﺪن اﻟﺸﺎﻃﺊ وﺑﻴﻦ
اﻟﻘﺪس إﺣﺪى ﻧﻘﺎط ﺿﻌﻒ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻌﺮآﺔ .ﻓﻲ ﺁذار  1948ﺑﺪا أن
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻳﻨﺠﺤﻮن ﻓﻲ إﻗﻨﺎع اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة اﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪول ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺮاﺟﻊ ﻋﻦ
ﺗﺄﻳﻴﺪهﺎ ﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺢ ﺗﻤﺪﻳﺪ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ أو ﺳﻠﻄﺔ دوﻟﻴﺔ أﺧﺮى .ﻓﻜﺮة اﻟﺘﺮاﺟﻊ
ﻦ هﺠﻮم ﻳﺜﺒﺖ ﻗﺪرﺗﻪ
ﻼ ﻟﻜﻨﻬﺎ ﺣﻔّﺰت "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷ ّ
ﻋﻦ ﺧﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺼﻤﺪ ﻃﻮﻳ ً
ﻋﻠﻰ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد وﺣﻤﺎﻳﺘﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وﻣﺆﻳﺪﻳﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب .ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة رُﺳﻤﺖ
اﻟﺨﻄﺔ "داﻟﺖ" )أي اﻟﺤﺮف دال ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ  -اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( اﻟﺸﻬﻴﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺤﺪّﺛﺖ ﻋﻦ اﺣﺘﻼل ﻣﺪن
وﻗﺮى ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﺧﻠﻖ اﻟﺘﻮاﺻﻞ اﻟﺠﻐﺮاﻓﻲ ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،وﺗﻬﺪﻳﻤﻬﺎ ﻋﻦ ﺑﻜﺮة أﺑﻴﻬﺎ،
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ي ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺸﺮﻃﺔ أو
ﺣﺎﻓﻼت ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻜﺎن وﻧﻘﻠﺖ اﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﻤﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ دون أ ّ
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ ﻟﻠﻌﺜﻮر ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺸﺎرآﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺬﺑﺤﺔ واﻋﺘﻘﺎﻟﻬﻢ.
ﺷﻜّﻞ هﺬا اﻷﻣﺮ ﺗﻌﺒﻴﺮًا ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺎ ﻋﻦ ﻋﺠﺰ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻷﻳﺎم .وﺑﻐﻴﺔ ردع
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ورﻓﻊ اﻟﻤﻌﻨﻮﻳﺎت ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺎرع اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﻤﺼﺎب ﺑﺤﺎﻟﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺬﻋﺮ )ﻓﻔﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻄﺎف
ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ أﻣﺎم اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻣﻜﺎن ﻟﻠﻬﺮب إﻟﻴﻪ( ،ﺗﻘﺮّر اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺿﺪ اﻟﻤﻜﺎن اﻟﺬي ﻗﺪم ﻣﻨﻪ ﻗﺘﻠﺔ ﻣﺼﺎﻓﻲ
اﻟﺒﺘﺮول ،أي ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﺑﻠﺪ اﻟﺸﻴﺦ اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ .أُﻟﻘﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺎﺗﻖ "اﻟﺒَﻠﻤﺎح" ﺗﻨﻔﻴﺬ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ و َدﻓَﻊ
ﻧﺠﺎﺣﻬﺎ ﻣﻨﻈّﻤﺔ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" إﻟﻰ ﺗﺒﻨّﻲ ﻧﻬﺞ اﻟﺮ ّد ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺼﺎﻋﺪ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ واﻷﺿﺮار اﻟﺘﻲ
ﻳﻠﺤﻘﻬﺎ اﻟﻌﺮب ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺪن واﻟﺒﻠﺪات ،وﻻ ﺳﻴّﻤﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻮاﺻﻼت اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ .وﻗﺪ اﺗﺨﺬت ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎت ﻣﻦ هﺬا
اﻟﻨﻮع ﻃﺎﺑﻌًﺎ اﻧﺘﻘﺎﺋﻴﺎ ﺑﻬﺪف ﺗﺠﻨّﺐ إﻟﺤﺎق اﻟﻀﺮر ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺎس اﻷﺑﺮﻳﺎء ،ﻟﻜﻦ ذﻟﻚ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻤﻨﻊ اﻹﺻﺎﺑﺎت ﻓﻲ
ﺻﻔﻮﻓﻬﻢ ،وهﺬا ﻣﺎ ﺣﺼﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﺧﺼﺎص ،أو اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ُﻧﻔّﺬت ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ ﺷﻬﺮ ﺷﺒﺎط ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻌﺎم  1948ﺿﺪ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﺳ ْﻌﺴَﻊ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻗﺎﻣﺖ وﺣﺪة ﺻﻐﻴﺮة ﺗﺎﺑﻌﺔ "ﻟﻠﺒﻠﻤﺎح"
ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻮﻏّﻞ داﺧﻞ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﻤﻖ  20آﻢ ،وﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﺑﺘﻔﺠﻴﺮ ﻋﺪد ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻨﺎزل ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ،آﻲ
ﺗﻜﻮن ﻋﺒﺮة ﻟﻤﻦ اﻋﺘﺒﺮ.
اﻟﺼﺪاﻣﺎت اﻟﺪﻣﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻮاﺻﻠﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺷﻬﺮ اﻟﺜﻼﺛﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم  1948أوﻗﻌﺖ ﻣﺌﺎت
اﻟﻀﺤﺎﻳﺎ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻟﻜﻨﻬﺎ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻐﻴّﺮ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻘﺎﺗﻢ .واﺻﻠﺖ دول اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ
ﻣﺪاوﻻﺗﻬﺎ ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺠﺪﻳﺔ وﺗﻮاﺻﻠﺖ اﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ أﻣﺎم ﻧﺎﻇﺮﻳﻬﺎ .وآﻤﺎ أﺳﻠﻔﻨﺎ ،ﻓﻘﺪ آﺎﻧﺖ أﻳﺎدي
هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول ﻣُﻘﻴّﺪة ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ .زد ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻘﺪ اﺗﻀﺤﺖ ﺗﺪرﻳﺠﻴﺎ ﺻﻮرة واﻗﻊ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﺎﻟﺢ
اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ واﻟﻤﺘﻀﺎرﺑﺔ ﻟﻠﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ .ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﻌﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل ،ﻣﻊ
اﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ آﻔﺮﺻﺔ ﻟﻠﻈﻬﻮر ﺑﺼﻮرة اﻟﻤﻨﻘﺬ اﻟﺬي ﻳﺮﺳﻞ ﺟﻴﻮﺷﻪ ﻟﻨﺠﺪﺗﻬﻢ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻏﺎﻳﺘﻪ
اﻟﻔﻌﻠﻴّﺔ ﺿ ّﻢ أآﺒﺮ ﻣﺴﺎﺣﺔ ﻣﻤﻜﻨﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻤﻠﻜﺘﻪ ،وآﺎن اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﺗﺤﺖ
وﺻﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ،وﺗﺮأس ﺟﻴﺸﻪ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻀﺒﺎط اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﻘﻴﺎدة ﺟﻮن ﻏﻠﻮب ﺑﺎﺷﺎ.
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺸﻜﻮا ﻓﻲ وﻻء اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻟﻤﺼﺎﻟﺤﻬﻢ ،واﻓﻘﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻄﺘﻪ ،ﻻ ﺑﻞ ﺷﺠّﻌﻮﻩ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﺘﻮﺻّﻞ إﻟﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق ﻣﻊ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي .وﻗﺪ اﻟﺘﻘﻰ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ وﻣﻨﺪوﺑﻮﻩ ﻣﺮّات ﻋﺪﻳﺪة ﻣﻊ ﻗﻴﺎدة
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي وﺗﻮﺻّﻞ ﻣﻌﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻔﺎهﻤﺎت ﺗﻌﻜﺲ ﻣﺼﺎﻟﺤﻬﻢ اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ،وآﻞ ذﻟﻚ
ﺑﺎﻻﻟﺘﻔﺎف ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،وﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺴﺎﺑﻪ.
ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺁذار  ،1948آﺎن "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ أﺳﻮأ ﺣﺎﻻﺗﻪ ،ﻓﺎﻟﻤﻮاﺻﻼت اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ
ﻣﺸﻠﻮﻟﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺒﻼد وﺟﻨﻮﺑﻬﺎ ،واﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻠﺪات آﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﻌﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺼﺎر ﺗﺎ ّم أو ﺟﺰﺋﻲّ،
وﻣﻌﺰوﻟﺔ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﺮاآﺰ اﻟﺤﻀﺮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ،وﺣﻴﻔﺎ واﻟﻘﺪس .اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﻌﺒـﺮﻳﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻐﻠﻘﺔ ﺗﻤﺎﻣًﺎ،
ﻻ أﺣﺪ ﻳﺪﺧﻞ إﻟﻴﻬﺎ وﻻ أﺣﺪ ﻳﺨﺮج ﻣﻨﻬﺎ .اﻷﻏﺬﻳﺔ واﻟﻤﻴﺎﻩ ﺗُﻮزّع ﺑﺘﻘﺘﻴﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﻎ ،واﻟﺬﻋﺮ ﻳﺤﻴﻖ ﺑﺎﻟﺠﻤﻴﻊ.
ﻲ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻠﺪة اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﻋﺎﻧﻰ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺼﺎر ﻣﺰدوج
ﻣﻌﺎﻧﺎة ﺧﺎﺻﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻦ ﻧﺼﻴﺐ اﻟﺤ ّ
)اﻟﺤﺼﺎر اﻟﺬي ﻓُﺮض ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺑﺄآﻤﻠﻬﺎ ،إﻟﻰ ﺟﻮار اﻟﺤﺼﺎر اﻟﺬي ﻓﺮﺿﺘﻪ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ اﻷﺣﻴﺎء
اﻹﺳﻼﻣﻴﺔ واﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﺔ واﻷرﻣﻨﻴّﺔ داﺧﻞ أﺳﻮار اﻟﺒﻠﺪة اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ( .ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺒﻠﺪات اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ أﻃﺮاف
اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻌﺰوﻟﺔ ﻋﻨﻬﺎ ،وﻋﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻄﺮ وﺟﻮد ّ
ي .ﻣﻦ هﺬﻩ ﻧﺬآﺮ ﺟﻮش ﻋﺘﺼﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ،وﺑﻴﺖ َه َﻌ َﺮﻓﺎﻩ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق ،وﻋَﻄﺎروت وﻧﻔﻴﻪ ﻳﻌﻘﻮب ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل ،وﻣﻮﺗﺴﺎ ،وﻣﻌﺎﻟﻴﻪ
َهﺤَﻤﻴﺸﺎﻩ ،وآﺮﻳﺎت ﻋَﻨﺎﻓﻴﻢ ،وﻧَﻔﻴﻪ إﻳﻼن ،وهﺎرﻃﻮف ﻓﻲ اﻟﻐﺮب.
اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وﻻ ﺳﻴّﻤﺎ اﻷﺣﻴﺎء اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴّﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻏﺮب اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ واﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ﻟﻬﺎ أُﺣﺘﻠّﺖ ﻣﻦ
ﻗﺒﻞ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" وأُﻓﺮﻏﺖ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷول ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم  .1948ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪاﺧﻞ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ
ﻟﻠﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺗﻌﺮّض ﺳﻜﺎن ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﻟﻔﺘﺎ واﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ ﺣﻲ روﻣﻴﻤﺎ ،وﻓﻲ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ ﺷﻴﺦ ﺑﺪر ،ﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت
ﻣﻤﺎ اﺿﻄ ّﺮ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ هﺠﺮ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ .ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ )وﻟﻜﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب( ،ﺟﺮى اﺣﺘﻼل
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اﺳﺘﺨﺪام ﺑﻌﻀﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎم ﺛﻮرة اﻟﺜﻼﺛﻴﻨﻴﺎت ،وﺟﺮى إﺧﺮاﺟﻬﺎ اﻵن ﻣﻦ ﻣﺨﺎﺑﺌﻬﺎ .ﻟﻢ ﺗﺨﻀﻊ اﻟﻘﻮّات
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻟﻘﻴﺎدة ﻣﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ،وﺳﺎدت ﺑﻴﻨﻬﺎ ،ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻷﺣﻴﺎن ،ﺧﺼﻮﻣﺎت
وﻣﻨﺎﻓﺴﺎت ﻋﻠﻨﻴّﺔ ،آﻤﺎ ﺣﺼﻞ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻔﺘﻲ و"ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" ﺑﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻘﺎوﻗﺠﻲ .ﻋﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻤﻮاﺻﻼت
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺎت ﺑﺎﻟﻐﺔ ،وﺻﻠﺖ ﺣ ّﺪ إﺻﺎﺑﺘﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﺸﻠﻞ اﻟﺘﺎم ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻷﺣﻴﺎن .هﺬا ﻣﺎ ﺣﺼﻞ
ﻲ وﻣﻦ ﺗﺸﻮﻳﺸﺎت ﻓﻲ ﻋﻼﻗﺘﻬﺎ ﻣﻊ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،أو
ﻟﻌﻜّﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﻋﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺼﺎر ﺟﺰﺋ ّ
ﻃﺒـﺮﻳّﺎ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻋﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻦ وﺿﻊ ﻣﺸﺎﺑﻪ .ﻻ ﻋﺠﺐ ،إذاً ،أن ﻳﺪﻓﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺼﺪاﻣﺎت
اﻟﺪﻣﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﺼﻠﺖ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة أﺛﻤﺎﻧًﺎ ﺑﺎهﻈﺔ ﺑﺎﻷرواح واﻟﻤﻤﺘﻠﻜﺎت .ﻟﻘﺪ ﺗﻔﺸّﺖ روح اﻟﻬﺰﻳﻤﺔ
واﻟﻴﺄس ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف اﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺑﻘﻮا ﻣﻦ دون ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ.
ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺪى ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﺴﻨﻮات ،ﻣﻜّﻦ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻣﻦ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ وﺣﺪات ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ،
ﻟﻜﻨﻬﻢ ﺣﺮﻣﻮا اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،وﺑﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﻣﻨﺬ ﺳﻨﻮات اﻟﺜﻮرة ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺜﻼﺛﻴﻨﻴﺎت ،وﻟﻢ
ﻳﻮﻓّﺮ هﺆﻻء اﻟﺤﻤﺎﻳﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺗﻌﺮّﺿﻮا ﻟﻠﻬﺠﻤﺎت ﻓﻲ أﺷﻬﺮ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻷﺧﻴﺮة.
ﻋﺎﻧﻰ ﺳﻜّﺎن اﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻄﺔ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة اﻷﻣﺮّﻳﻦ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻏﻴﺎب اﻷﻣﻦ ،وﺑﺪأت اﻟﻌﺎﺋﻼت اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ
اﻟﺜﺮﻳّﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ وﻳﺎﻓﺎ واﻟﻘﺪس وﻣﺪن أﺧﺮى ﺑﻬﺠﺮ ﻣﻨﺎزﻟﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﺁﻣﻨﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ
ﺣﻴﻦ ﻋﻮدة اﻟﻬﺪوء واﻷﻣﻦ .أﺛﺎر ﻋﺪد ﻣﻦ اﻟﻬﺠﻤﺎت اﻟﻌﻘﺎﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺷﻨّﻬﺎ أﻓﺮاد "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح"
و"اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﺬﻋﺮ واﻟﺨﻮف اﻟﺸﺪﻳﺪﻳﻦ ﻟﻤﺎ ﺧﻠّﻔﺖ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺘﻞ وﺧﺮاب
ﺷﺪﻳﺪﻳﻦ .ﺑﻌﺾ اﻷﻣﺜﻠﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻣﻦ ﺷﻬﺮ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷوّل  1947ﺗﻤﺜّﻠﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ
ﻲ اﻟﺬي ﻧﻔّﺬﺗﻪ ﻗﻮّات "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺮﻳﺔ
"ﺧﺼﺎص" ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل ﻏﻮر اﻟﺤﻮﻟﺔ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻬﺠﻮم اﻟﻮﺣﺸ ّ
ﺑﻠﺪ اﻟﺸﻴﺦ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻟﻴﻠﺔ رأس اﻟﺴﻨﺔ اﻟﻤﻴﻼدﻳّﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎم  ،48ﺣﻴﺚ ﻓﺎﺟﺄت ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ﻗﺒﻴﻞ
اﻟﺼﺒﺢ ،وﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﺑﻘﺘﻞ ﺣﻮاﻟﻲ ﺳﺒﻌﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺮﺟﺎل واﻟﻨﺴﺎء واﻷﻃﻔﺎل اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻣﻜﺜﻮا
ﻓﻲ ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ ،وﺣﺘﻰ ﻓﻲ أﺳ ّﺮﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت .أﺛّﺮ هﺬا اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ هﺪّام ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻌﻨﻮﻳﺎت
ب اﻟﺬﻋﺮ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف ﺁﻻف ﺳﻜﺎن اﻷﺣﻴﺎء اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ وﻓﻲ
وﻣﻨﺎﻋﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺰّل ،إذ د ّ
اﻟﻘﺮى اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ،وﺑﺪأ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻳﻬﺠﺮون ﺑﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ وﻗﺮاهﻢ ،وﻳﺒﺤﺜﻮن ﻋﻦ ﻣﻼذ ﺁﻣﻦ ﻟﻌﺎﺋﻼﺗﻬﻢ،
ﺑﻌﻴﺪًا ﻋﻦ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﻘﺘﺎل.
ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷوّل ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم  1947ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻳﺪرك ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﺎ إذا آﺎن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻳﺪور
ن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻳﺪور ﻋﻦ ﺣﺮب ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺔ .ﻓﻲ
ﻋﻦ أﺣﺪاث ﻣﺸﺎﺑﻬﺔ ﻟﺘﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﺼﻠﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺜﻼﺛﻴﻨﻴﺎت أم أ ّ
ﻣﻄﻠﻊ  1948دار ﻧﻘﺎش ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻷﻣﻨﻴﺔ ﻟـ"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﺣﻮل ﻣﺎ إذا آﺎن ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ
ن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻳﺪور ﻋﻦ ﺣﺮب ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺔ ﻻ
ﻣﻊ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺠﺮي آﺄﺣﺪاث ﺗﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ ﻗﻮات اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻟﺠﻤﻬﺎ ،أم أ ّ
ن "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف"
ﻳﻔﺼﻞ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﻮن ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﺮﻳﻘﻴﻦ .اﻹﺣﺴﺎس اﻟﺬي ﺳﺎد اﻟﺸﺎرع اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي هﻮ أ ّ
ﻳﺨﻮض ﻏﻤﺎر اﻟﺤﺮب .ﺿﺒﻂ اﻟﻨﻔﺲ اﻟﺬي ﻣﺎرﺳﺘﻪ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة ﻣﺮدّﻩ اﻟﺘﺨﻮّف ﻣﻦ ﺿﺮب اﻟﻘﻮّات
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻟﻘﻮّة "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﺑﺨﺎﺻﺔ ،و"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﺑﻌﺎﻣّﺔ .ﺗﻔﺸّﻰ اﻟﺬﻋﺮ ﺑﻮﺗﻴـﺮة ﻋﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ آﺎن
اﻟﺴﻴﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻄﺮﻗﺎت ﻣﺤﻔﻮﻓًﺎ ﺑﻤﺨﺎﻃﺮ آﺜﻴﺮة ،ووﺻﻠﺖ أﻋﺪاد اﻟﻘﺘﻠﻰ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻳﺎت ﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﻬﺪهﺎ
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﻣﻨﺬ أﺣﺪاث .1939-1936
أﺑﺮز اﻷﺣﺪاث هﻲ اﻟﻤﺠﺰرة اﻟﺘﻲ ﻧﻔّﺬهﺎ اﻟﻌﺮب ﺿﺪ اﻟﻌﻤّﺎل اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺎﻓﻲ ﺗﻜﺮﻳﺮ اﻟﻨّﻔﻂ
اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺧﻠﻴﺞ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ .ﻓﻔﻲ ﺻﺒﺎح اﻟﺜﻼﺛﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷوّل  ،1947أﻟﻘﻰ ﻣﺤﺎرﺑﻮ "اﻹﻳﺘﺴﻞ" ﻣﻦ
ﻣﺮآﺒﺔ ﻣﺎرّة ﺑﻤﻌﻠّﺒﺎت ﻣﺤﺸﻮّة ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺘﻔﺠّﺮات ﺑﻴﻦ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ ﻋﻤّﺎل اﻟﻤﻴﺎوَﻣﺔ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﺬﻳﻦ
ﺗﺠﻤّﻌﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺪﺧﻞ ﻣﺼﺎﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻜﺮﻳﺮ .ﻟﻘﻲ ﺳﺘّﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﻤﺎل ﺣﺘﻔﻬﻢ ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ هﺬا اﻟﻬﺠﻮم ،وﺟﺮح 42
ﺁﺧﺮون .ﺑﻌﺪهﺎ ،هﺎﺟﻤﺖ أﻋﺪاد ﻏﻔﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﻤﺎل اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺼﺎﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻤّﺎل اﻟﻴﻬﻮد وﻗﺘﻠﻮا 39
ﻣﻨﻬﻢ وﺟﺮﺣﻮا أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ  49ﺁﺧﺮﻳﻦ ،ﻣﺴﺘﺨﺪﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺼﻲ واﻟﺴﻜﺎآﻴﻦ واﻟﻘﻀﺒﺎن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺪﻳﺔ .ﺑﻌﺪ
ﻲ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺳﺎﻋﺔ وﺻﻠﺖ اﻟﻘﻮّات اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻜﺎن وﻓﺮﺿﺖ اﻷﻣﻦ واﻟﻨﻈﺎمُ .أﺣﻀﺮت
ﻣﻀ ّ
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اﻟﺒﺘّﺔ ﻟﺮؤﺳﺎء "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي وﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮرهﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ اﻟﻌﺎم  1948آﻴﻒ ﺳﺘﻨﺘﻬﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ،وﻣﺎ
ﺧﺼّﺼﺖ ﻟﻬﻢ وﻓﻖ ﻗﺮار اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة.
إذا ﺳﻴﻜﻮن ﺑﻤﻘﺪورهﻢ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ُ
ﻣﻊ ﺗﺼﺎﻋﺪ أﻋﻤﺎل اﻟﻌﻨﻒ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب واﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺮق ،وﻓﻲ ﺧﻄﻮط اﻟﺘﻤﺎس ﺑﻴﻦ أﺣﻴﺎء
ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺑﺪءًا ﻣﻦ ﺷﻬﺮ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷوّل  ،1947ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺑﺤﻮزة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻗﻮّة ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ
ﻧﻈﺎﻣﻴّﺔ .ﺗﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﺌﺎت اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺣﻤﻠﻮا اﻟﺒﻨﺎدق )ﺷﺎرك ﺑﻌﺾ هﺆﻻء ﻓﻲ ﺛﻮرة 1939-
 (1936ﻣﻊ أﺣﺪاث ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﺑﻤﻔﺎهﻴﻢ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ،وﻟﻴﺲ آﺒﺪاﻳﺎت ﺣﺮب ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ اﻟﺒﻼد .اﻟﺼﺤﺎﻓﺔ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺗﺤﺪّﺛﺖ هﻲ اﻷﺧﺮى ﻓﻲ ﺧﻀ ّﻢ ﺗﻐﻄﻴﺘﻬﺎ ﻟﻠﺼﺪاﻣﺎت اﻷوﻟﻰ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد واﻟﻌﺮب ﻋﻦ
ﻣﺘﻤﺮّدﻳﻦ وﺗﻤﺮّد.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻣُﺠ ّﻨﺪًا وﻣﻬ ّﻴﺌًﺎ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ﺿ ّﺪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،ﺑﻞ اﺳﺘﻌ ّﺪ
آﺬﻟﻚ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ﺿ ّﺪ ﺟﻴﻮش اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺳﻴﻬﺒّﻮن ﻟﻨﺠﺪة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ .ﻣﻨﺬ اﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻨﻴﺎت ﺑﺪأ
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﺑﺘﻨﻈﻴﻢ وﺗﺪرﻳﺐ ﻗﻮّات ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ،وﻗﺪ ﻧﺸﺄت إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻣﻨﻈّﻤﺘﺎن
ﻣﻨﺸﻘّﺘﺎن هﻤﺎ "إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" و "ﻟﻴﺤﻲ" .ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﻄﻮّع ﺧﻼل اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ
اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻟﻠﻘﺘﺎل إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،ﻣﺎ دﻓﻊ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻌﺎﻇﻢ ﻗﻮّة "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي
اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳّﺔ آﻤﺎ وﻧﻮﻋًﺎ .واﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮون ﻣﻦ أﻋﻀﺎء "اﻟﻬﺠﺎﻧﺎة" آﺎﻧﻮا ﺟﻨﻮدًا وﺿﺒﺎﻃًﺎ ﻣﻦ ذوي اﻟﺘﺠﺮﺑﺔ
اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳّﺔ ،وﻣﻦ ﺧﺮّﻳﺠﻲ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮ ﺻﺎﺣﺐ اﻟﺘﻘﺎﻟﻴﺪ اﻟﻌﺮﻳﻘﺔ .ﻗﻮّات أﺧﺮى ﻓﻲ
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ،ﻣﺜﻞ "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" اﻟﺬي ﺷﻜّﻞ ﻗﻮة "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻨﻈﺎﻣﻴﺔ ،ﺗﻠﻘّﺖ ﺗﺪرﻳﺒﺎﺗﻬﺎ
اﻟﻔﻌﻠﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻹﻧﺠﻠﻴﺰ ﺧﻼل اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ .ﻣﻊ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺎم  1947ﺗﻤﻜّﻦ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف"
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻣﻦ ﻋﺮض وﺣﺪات ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳّﺔ ﻣﺪرّﺑﺔ وﺻﻞ ﺗﻌﺪاد أﻓﺮادهﺎ إﻟﻰ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ 30.000
ﻣﺤﺎرب ،ﺟﺮت ﻣﺴﺎﻧﺪﺗﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻓﺎﻋﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﺬي ﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﺘﻌ ّﺪ ﻟﻼﻧﺴﺤﺎب
ﻣﻦ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،ﺑﻞ آﺎن ﻋﺎﻗﺪًا اﻟﻌﺰم ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﺑﺘﻌﻠﻴﻤﺎت ﻣﺒﺎﺷﺮة ﻣﻦ
ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺘﻪ .ﻓﻌﻨﺪﻣﺎ اﺣﺘ ّ
ﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺴﻮري ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷوّل ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم  1947ﻧﺤﻴﻠﺔ وﺗﻞ اﻟﻘﺎﺿﻲ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻲ  -ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل  -هﺎﺟﻤﺘﻪ وﺣﺪات ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﺔ وأﺟﺒﺮﺗﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻻﻧﺴﺤﺎب .وﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺣﺎول اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻮن ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وهﺎﺟﻤﻮا آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ آﻔﺎر ﺳﺎﻟﺪ ،دﺧﻞ
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺘﻪ .آﻤﺎ ﺣﺼﻞ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪة أﺧﺮى ﺗﻤﺜّﻠﺖ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻀﻐﻮط اﻟﺘﻲ ﻣﺎرﺳﻬﺎ اﻟﻠﻮﺑﻲ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺘﻪ ،واﻟﺘﻲ ﻣﺎرﺳﺖ
ﺑﺪورهﺎ ﺿﻐﻄًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ .آﻤﺎ ﺑﺪأ اﻟﻤﺎل واﻟﺴﻼح واﻟﻤﺘﻄﻮﻋﻮن ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺪﻓﻖ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة إﻟﻰ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد.
ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺟﺎهﺰﻳﻦ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب .وﻟﻢ ﻳﻨﺠﺤﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻻﻧﺘﻈﺎم واﻟﺘﺠﻨّﺪ ﻟﻠﻨﻀﺎل اﻟﻤﺴﻠﺢ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ
اﻟﺪﻓﺎع ﻋﻦ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ رﻓﻀﻬﻢ ﻗﺮار اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة اﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠّﻖ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ .وﻟﻢ ﺗﺘﻤﻜّﻦ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ
اﻟﺘﻲ وﻋﺪت ﺑﻤ ّﺪ ﻳﺪ اﻟﻌﻮن اﻟﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﻘﻴﻮد اﻟﺘﻲ ﻓﺮﺿﺘﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ وﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ اﻟﻠﺘﺎن
ﺗﺤﻜّﻤﺘﺎ ﺑﻘﺮارات هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻣﺒﺎﺷﺮ وﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺒﺎﺷﺮ .ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻗﺪ ﻣﻀﻰ
ﺳﻮى وﻗﺖ ﻗﺼﻴﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺼﻮل ﻟﺒﻨﺎن وﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺳﺘﻘﻼﻟﻬﻤﺎ
)  1946 ،1943ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻮاﻟﻲ( ،وآﺎﻧﺎ ﻣﺎ زاﻻ ﻳﻌﺎﻧﻴﺎن ﻣﻦ ﻋﺪم اﺳﺘﻘﺮار وﻣﻦ ﻣﺸﺎآﻞ داﺧﻠﻴّﺔ هﻲ
ﻲ هﻮ اﻵﺧﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺪم اﻻﺳﺘﻘﺮار ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ
ﻏﺎﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺼﻌﻮﺑﺔ .ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ ،ﻋﺎﻧﻰ اﻟﻨﻈﺎم اﻟﻤﻠﻜ ّ
ﻣﺼﺎﻟﺢ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﻓﻲ اﻷردن )اﻟﺬي ﺣﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺳﺘﻘﻼﻟﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎم  (1946واﺿﺤﺔ اﻟﺒﺘّﺔ .ﻣﻦ
هﻨﺎ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺑﻤﻘﺪور هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول ﻓﻌﻞ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻄﻠﻊ ﻋﺎم  ،1948ﺳﻮى اﻟﺴﻤﺎح ﺑﺘﺸﻜﻴﻞ ﺟﻴﺶ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻤﺘﻄﻮّﻋﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب ،أﻻ وهﻮ "ﺟﻴﺶ اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" ﺑﻘﻴﺎدة ﻓﻮزي اﻟﻘﺎوﻗﺠﻲ .إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ هﺬﻩ اﻵﻻف ﻣﻦ
ﺳﻤّﻴﺖ
اﻟﻤﺘﻄﻮّﻋﻴﻦ ﻋﻤﻠﺖ ﻗﻮّة ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺻﻐﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺘﻄﻮﻋﻴﻦ ﺗﺤﺖ ﻗﻴﺎدة ﻋﺒﺪ اﻟﻘﺎدر اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ُ
ﺑﺎﺳﻢ "اﻟﺠﻬﺎد اﻟﻤﻘﺪّس" .وأﻗﻴﻤﺖ آﺬﻟﻚ ﻗﻮّات ﻣﺤﻠﻴﺔ )ﻗﺮوﻳﺔ اﻟﻄﺎﺑﻊ( اﺳﺘﺨﺪﻣﺖ ﺑﻨﺎدق ﻗﺪﻳﻤﺔ ،ﺟﺮى
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ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ أﻳﺎم اﻹﺿﺮاب ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  -ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷوّل ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم  1947ﻃﻠﻘﺔ
اﻟﺒﺪاﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ هﻴّﺄت اﻷرﺿﻴﺔ ﻟﺼﺪاﻣﺎت دﻣﻮﻳﺔ ﻣﺘﻔﺮّﻗﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب واﻟﻴﻬﻮد ،واﻓﺘﺘﺤﺖ ﺑﺬﻟﻚ اﻟﻔﺼﻞ
اﻷول ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ اﻟﺒﻼد .ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻷﺣﻴﺎن ،ﺗﺼﻒ اﻷدﺑﻴﺎت اﻟﺒﺤﺜﻴﺔ هﺬا اﻟﻔﺼﻞ
)اﻟﺬي ﺗﻮاﺻﻞ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ أﻳﺎر  (1948آﺤﺮب أهﻠﻴﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد واﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻋﺎﺷﻮا ﻓﻲ
آﻴﺎن ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻲ واﺣﺪ ،ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻣﺎ زاﻟﺖ ﺗﺮزح ﺗﺤﺖ ﺣﻜﻢ اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ،واﻟﺬي
آﺎن ﻳﻔﺘﺮض ﻓﻴﻪ أن ﻳﺤﺎﻓﻆ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻬﺪوء وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻼم وﺳﻴﺎدة اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن .ﻻ ﻳُﻌﺮف اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻋﻦ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ
ﻋﻤِﺪ إﻟﻰ
اﻟﻘﺘﺎل ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻔﺼﻞ اﻷول ﻣﻦ ﺣﺮب  ،1948ﺳﻮى ﺑﻌﺾ اﻷﺣﺪاث اﻟﺮﻣﺰﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ُ
إﺑﺮازهﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ واﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴّﺔ.
ﻣﺎرﺳﺖ ﻗﻴﺎدات "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم ،ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﺿﺒﻂ اﻟﻨﻔﺲ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي واﺳﺘﻌﺪّت ﻟﻠﻴﻮم
ﺐ ﺣﺘﻤًﺎ ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة
اﻟﺬي ﻳﻠﻲ اﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﻗﻮات اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ،وﺗﺪﺧّﻞ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﻬ ّ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ .ﻟﻜﻦ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻤّﺎ وُﺻﻒ آﻀﺒﻂ ﻧﻔﺲ ﻋﺴﻜﺮي ﻧﺴﺒﻲ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﻄﺮف
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،ﻓﻤﻦ اﻟﺼﻌﻮﺑﺔ ﺑﻤﻜﺎن ﻋﺪم رؤﻳﺔ ﺗﻔﻮّﻗﻪ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ،ودرﺟﺔ اﻧﺘﻈﺎﻣﻪ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻴﺔ وهﻴﻤﻨﺔ
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ،ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ اﻟﻮهﻦ واﻟﻨـﺰﻋﺔ اﻹرﺗﺠﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،وﻋﺪم اﻟﻨﺠﺎﻋﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻤﻴّﺰ ﺑﻬﺎ اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ
وﻗﻴﺎداﺗﻪ.
ﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ أﺧﺬت اﻟﻤﻌﺎرﺿﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﺷﻜ ً
ﻼ ﻋﻨﻴﻔًﺎ ،ﻓﻔﻲ ﺻﺒﺎح  30.11.1947ﺗﻌﺮّض
رآﺎب ﺣﺎﻓﻠﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻘﺮﺑﺔ ﻣﻦ آﻔﺎر ﺳﻴﺮآﻴﻦ ﺷﺮق ﺑﻴﺘﺎح ﺗﻜﻔﺎ ﻟﻬﺠﻮم ﻗُﺘﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ إﺛﺮﻩ ﺧﻤﺴﺔ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ.
آﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﻠﻚ ﺷﺎرة اﻧﺪﻻع اﻟﺤﺮب ﻣﻦ وﺟﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي .اﻟﻤﺨﺎوف ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" آﺎﻧﺖ آﺒﻴﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺿﻮء ﺗﻔﻮّق اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺪدي واﻟﻨﺰﻋﺔ اﻟﻌﺪاﺋﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ أﺑﺪاهﺎ
ﺾ اﻟﻄﺮف ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺮار ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ
اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﺗﻘﺮّرت ﻣﻤﺎرﺳﺔ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﻏ ّ
ﻣﻮرﺳﺖ إﺑﺎن اﻷﺣﺪاث اﻟﺘﻲ دارت رﺣﺎهﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة اﻟﻤﻤﺘﺪة ﺑﻴﻦ  .1939-1936اﺑﺘﻐﺖ ﻗﻴﺎدات
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ذاﺗﻪ اﻟﺤﻴﻠﻮﻟﺔ دون اﻧﺪﻻع ﺣﺮب ﻗﺪ ﺗﻜﻮن
آﺎرﺛﻴﺔ ،وﺗﺤﻮل دون ﺗﺤﻘﻴﻖ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻟﺨﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻀﺮوري
ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ ﺻﻔﻮف ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺔ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺣﺘﻰ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ﻣﻴﻠﻴﺸﻴﺎ ﺷﻌﺒﻴﺔ ﺗﻄﻮّﻋﻴﺔ اﻗﺘﺼﺮ
ﻋﺘﺎدهﺎ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﺳﻠﺤﺔ اﻟﺨﻔﻴﻔﺔ ،وﺗﺤﻮﻳﻠﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺔ ﻗﺎدرة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ آﺠﻴﺶ ﻧﻈﺎﻣﻲ
ﻓﻲ وﺿﺢ اﻟﻨﻬﺎر .وﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﻋﺪا اﻟﺨﺸﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ر ّد ﻓﻌﻞ ﻗﻮات اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب واﻟﻌﺮب ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻄﻮة آﻬﺬﻩ ،اﻓﺘﻘﺮ
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي إﻟﻰ اﻟﻮﺳﺎﺋﻞ ،اﻷﻣﻮال واﻟﻘﻮى اﻟﺒﺸﺮﻳﺔ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻪ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻔﺘﻘﺮ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﺰﻳﻤﺔ واﻟﺘﺼﻤﻴﻢ
وروح اﻟﺘﻄﻮّع اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺎدت ﺻﻔﻮف اﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﺑﺠﻤﻴﻊ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻳﺎﺗﻪ.
اﻟﺘﺤﺪّي اﻟﺬي َﻣﺜُﻞ أﻣﺎم "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" آﺎن ﻋﺴﻴﺮًا ﻟﻠﻐﺎﻳﺔ ،ﻓﻔﻲ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﺟﻴﺶ اﻟﺤﻔﺎة ﺷﺤﻴﺢ اﻟﺘﺴﻠّﺢ
وﻗﻠﻴﻞ اﻟﻌﺪة ﺗﻮاﻓﺮ ﻟﻠﻌﺮب ﺗﻔﻮّﻗﻬﻢ اﻟﺪﻳﻤﻮﻏﺮاﻓﻲ ،ودﻋﻢ دول اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ .ﺳﺎرﻋﺖ هﺬﻩ ﻣﻊ
ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻟﺪﻓﻊ ﺟﻴﺶ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺘﻄﻮّﻋﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺴﻠﺤﻴﻦ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺪﻓﻌﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،أﻻ وهﻮ "ﺟﻴﺶ
ﺾ اﻟﻄﺮف ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻗﻮات اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب .ﺳﻤﺤﺖ ﻗﻮّات اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻟﻠﻔﻴﻠﻖ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ
اﻹﻧﻘﺎذ" ،ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل ﻏ ّ
اﻷردﻧﻲ )وهﻮ ﺟﻴﺶ أﻗﺎﻣﻪ اﻹﻧﺠﻠﻴﺰ وﺗﺮأﺳﻪ ﺿﺒﺎط ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن( ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻌﺎون ﻣﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻧﺤﻮ اﻧﺘﻘﺎﺋﻲ ،وواﺻﻠﺖ اﻟﻮﺣﺪات اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺿﺪ ﻣﻨﻈّﻤﺔ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" آﺴﺎﺑﻖ ﻋﻬﺪهﺎ،
وﺗﻐﻠﻐﻠﺖ ﺟﻴﻮش اﻟﺪول اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻷﺣﻴﺎن إﻟﻰ داﺧﻞ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ "ﻋﻦ
ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺨﻄﺄ" .ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻟﻨﺤﻮ هﺎﺟﻢ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺴﻮري ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم  1947ﻣﻨﺎﺑﻊ "
اﻟﺪان" )ﻧﻬﺮ اﻟﺪّاﻧﻲ ،وهﻮ أﺣﺪ رواﻓﺪ ﻧﻬﺮ اﻷردن  -اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( وآﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ دان ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب ﻣﻨﻪ
ﻗﺎم ﺑﻤﻬﺎﺟﻤﺔ آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ آﻔﺎر ﺳﺎﻟﺪ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ .ﻻ ﻋﺠﺐ إذًا أن ﻳﺴﻮد "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف"
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي إﺣﺴﺎس واﺿﺢ ﺑﺄﻧﻪ ﻳﺨﻮض ﺣﺮب اﻟﻘﻠّﺔ ﺿﺪ اﻟﻜﺜﺮة واﻟﺒﺤﺮ ﻣﻦ وراﺋﻪ .ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ واﺿﺤًﺎ
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اﻟﻔﻮﺿﻰ ،وﺑﺄﻧّﻪ ﺳﻴﺪﻓﻊ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد واﻟﻌﺮب ﻧﺤﻮ اﻹﻗﺘﺘﺎل آﻲ ﻳﺴﺎﻋﺪ اﻟﻌﺮب ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ،وﺑﺎﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ اﻟﺒﻘﺎء ﻓﻲ
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﻜﺲ ﻗﺮار اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،ﺑﺬرﻳﻌﺔ إﻧﻘﺎذهﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ،ﻟﻘﺪ ﺷﻜّﻞ اﻣﺘﻨﺎع ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺘﺼﻮﻳﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﺳﻠﻮآًﺎ إﻧﺠﻠﻴﺰﻳﺎ ﺗﻘﻠﻴﺪﻳﺎ ﻳﺒﺘﻐﻲ ﻋﺮض اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ
اﻟﻤﺘﻬﺎﻟﻜﺔ ﺑﻀﻮء أﺧﻼﻗﻲّ ،وﻋﺮﺿﻬﺎ آﺬﺋﺐ ﻓﻲ ﺛﻮب ﺣﻤﻞ ودﻳﻊ.
ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺑﻤﻘﺪور اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وﻗﻴﺎداﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻘﺪّروا ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺳﻠﻴﻢ
اﺳﺘﺤﻘﺎﻗﺎت ﻋﺪم ﺗﻘﺒّﻞ ﻗﺮار اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة اﻟﻤﺪﻋﻮم ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻴﻴﻦ واﻟﻘﻮﻳّﺘﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ
اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺒﺎردة اﻟﺘﻲ دارت رﺣﺎهﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻷﻳﺎم ،أﻻ وهﻤﺎ الYﺗﺤﺎد اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ واﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت
اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة اﻷﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ .ﻟﻢ ﺗﻔﻘﻪ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻌﻨﻴﻪ اﻟﺘﻨﺎﻓﺲ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻨﻔﻮذ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق اﻷوﺳﻂ ﺑﻌﺪ أن أﺻﺎب اﻟﻮهﻦ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ وﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ ﻓﻲ أﻋﻘﺎب اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ
اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ .اﻹﺧﻔﺎق اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺼﻮﻳﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻟﻢ
ﻳﺘﺮﺟَﻢ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻘﻴﻴﻢ ﻣﺠﺪد ﻟﻠﻤﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﻣﺸﺎﻋﺮ اﻟﺬﻧﺐ اﻟﺘﻲ اﻋﺘﺮت اﻟﻐﺮب ﺗﺠﺎﻩ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد
ﺿﺤّﻲ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ
ﺟﻬّﺰت اﻟﺤﻠﺒﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﻴﺔ ﻟﺨﻠﻖ ﻣﺄﺳﺎة ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ُ
ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ .ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻟﻨﺤﻮُ ،
ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺬﺑﺢ ﺿﺤﺎﻳﺎ اﻟﻨﺎزﻳﺔ ،ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ.
ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻋﺪم ﺗﻬﻴّﺆ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻻﺣﺘﻤﺎل اﻧﺪﻻع اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻤﻨﺤﻬﻢ اﻹﻧﺠﻠﻴﺰ ﻓﺮﺻﺔ اﻹﺳﺘﻌﺪاد
ﻟﻬﺎ .ﻣﻦ ﻧﺎﺣﻴﺘﻬﻢ ،ﺣﺎول اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﻟﺪﻓﺎع ﻋﻦ ﺣﻘّﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻴﺶ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ﺣﻴﺎل ﺧﻄﺮ اﻗﺘﻼﻋﻬﻢ
ﺧﺮًا ﻣﻦ أوروﺑﺎ ﺑﺪﻋ ٍﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ودول اﻟﻐﺮب اﻷﺧﺮى .ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ
ﻣﻦ أرﺿﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﻴﻦ ﻣﺆ ّ
اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴّﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻗﺎدرًا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻔﻬّﻢ وﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﻨﻈﺮ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ.
ﻦ هﺬا اﻟﺪﻋﻢ ﺗﻌﺰّز ﺑﻌﺪ
ﺣﻈﻲ اﻟﻤﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ ﺑﺪﻋ ٍﻢ ﻏﺮﺑﻲ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻟﻜ ّ
اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ ،اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪول اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻨﺎﺻﺮ اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻏﻴّﺮت اﻵن ﻣﻮﻗﻔﻬﺎ،
ﻓﻌﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل ،ﻣﻨﺬ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﻄﺎرئ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر  1947ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﺑﺤﺚ ﻃﻠﺐ
ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ إﻧﻬﺎء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ،وﺧﻼل اﻟﻌﺎم اﻟﺬي ﺗﻼﻩ ،ﺣﻈﻴﺖ اﻟﻘﻀﻴﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﺑﺪﻋ ٍﻢ ﻣﺜﺎﺑﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ
اﻹﺗﺤﺎد اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة  -وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺤﻔّﻆ وزارة اﻟﺨﺎرﺟﻴﺔ  -آﺎن اﻟﺮﺋﻴﺲ
هﺎري ﺗﺮوﻣﺎن ﻳﻌ ّﺪ اﻟﻌﺪّة ﻟﻠﺘﺮﺷّﺢ ﻟﻠﺮﺋﺎﺳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻹﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﺎت اﻟﻤﻘﺒﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم
 ،1948ﻟﺬا ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺑﻤﺴﺘﻄﺎﻋﻪ ﻋﺪم ﺗﺄﻳﻴﺪ ﺧﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ .ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺒﺎردة
أﻳّﺪت اﻟﻘﻮﺗﺎن اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻴﺎن  -وﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ اﺳﺘﺜﻨﺎﺋﻲ  -ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،وﺑﺴﺒﺐ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺒﺎردة
ﺳﺎرت ﻣﻌﻈﻢ اﻟﺪول اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻌﺔ ﻟﻬﺎﺗﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﻮّﺗﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ درﺑﻬﻤﺎ.
ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ آﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻳﺤﺎوﻟﻮن دون ﻧﺠﺎح ﻳﺬآﺮ إﻗﻨﺎع اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ ﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﺤﻤﻠﻪ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻣﻦ
إﺟﺤﺎف ،اﺑﺘﻬﺞ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻟﻠﻔﺮﺻﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ أﺗﺎﺣﺖ ﻟﻪ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ
ﻣﻮﻗﻊ اﻟﻀﺤﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺤﺎرب ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻬﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ آﺎرﺛﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ .آﺎن "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي
ﺑﺮﺋﺎﺳﺔ داﻓﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ﻗﺪ اﺳﺘﻌ ّﺪ ﻣﺴﺒﻘًﺎ ﻟﻠﻤﻮاﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﻴﻦ
وﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻌﺪﻳﻦ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب .ﻋﺰّز اﻟﻨﺠﺎح اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ اﻟﻤﺘﺠﺴﺪ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻹﻳﻤﺎن ﺑﻌﺪاﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﻮﻗﻒ
اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ اﻟﺬي اﻋﺘﺒﺮ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ أﻣﺮًا ﻣﻔﺮوﻏًﺎ ﻣﻨﻪ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ .وآﺎن
"اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي وﻗﻴﺎدﺗﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﻠﻢ ﺑﻤﻴﺰان اﻟﻘﻮى اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﻲ ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻢ وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،وﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻓﻘﺪ
ﺐ ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﻌﺪ إﺳﺪال
اﻧﺼﺒّﺖ اﺳﺘﻌﺪاداﺗﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺻ ّﺪ اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﻬ ّ
ن ﺑﻤﻘﺪورهﻢ اﻻﻋﺘﻤﺎد
اﻟﺴﺘﺎر ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب .ﻋﺮف "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" وﻗﻴﺎدﺗﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺠﺮﺑﺘﻬﻢ اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻘﺔ أ ّ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺿﻌﻒ اﻟﻌﺮب وﺗﺸﺮذﻣﻬﻢ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺼﺎﻟﺢ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ واﻟﻤﺘﻀﺎرﺑﺔ ﻟﺪول اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ.
وﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻟﻨﺤﻮ ،آﺎن ﺑﻤﻘﺪور اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻋﺮض اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﺑﺄﻧﻬﻢ آﺪاود اﻟﺬي ﻳﺤﺎرب
ﺟﺎﻟﻮت .آﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺿﺤﻴّﺔ واﻗ ٍﻊ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻲ ﻋﺎﻟﻤﻲ وﻋﺮﺑﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗُﻬ ّﺰ ﻟﻪ ﺷﻌﺮة ﺣﻴﺎل اﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎة
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﻜﺎﻣﻨﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ.
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ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ  55%ﻣﻦ أراﺿﻲ وﻃﻨﻬﻢ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﺳﺘﺤﺼﻞ اﻷﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺸﻜّﻞ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺛﻠﺜﻲ
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اﻟﺴﻜﺎن  -ﺑﺤﺴﺐ هﺬا اﻟﻘﺮار  -ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻮاﻟﻲ  45%ﻣﻦ ﻣﺴﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻓﻘﻂ.
ﺑﺤﺴﺐ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻟﺘﻀ ّﻢ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ  10.000ﻳﻬﻮديّ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ آﺎن ﻣﻦ
ﻲ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ
اﻟﻤﻔﺘﺮض أن ﺗﻘﻄﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ أﻗﻠﻴﺔ ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة  -أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ  400.000ﻋﺮﺑ ّ
ﺣﻮاﻟﻲ  550.000ﻳﻬﻮدي )ﻻ ﻳﺸﻤﻞ اﻟﻘﺪس( .ﻣﺎذا ﺳﺘﻜﻮن إذًا ﻣﻜﺎﻧﺔ اﻟﻤﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ
دوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد؟ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻴﻜﻔﻞ ﺣﻘﻮﻗﻬﻢ اﻹﻧﺴﺎﻧﻴﺔ واﻟﻤﺪﻧﻴﺔ ،وﺣﻘّﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ أرﺿﻬﻢ وﻣﻤﺘﻠﻜﺎﺗﻬﻢ؟ وﻟﻤﺎذا
ﻳﻨﺒﻐﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺘﻀﺤﻴﺔ ﺑﻮﺣﺪة دوﻟﺘﻬﻢ وﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻬﻢ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﺗﻤﻜﻴﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻣﻦ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ
ض اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻗﺮار
ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻣﻌﺎﻧﺎﺗﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻼﺣﻘﺎت واﻟﻼ ﺳﺎﻣﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ؟ ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻷﺳﺒﺎب ﻋﺎر َ
اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘّﺤﺪة ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ﺑﻐﺮض إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،وهﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻴﺪﻓﻌﻮن ﻓﺎﺗﻮرﺗﻬﺎ.
ق
اﻋﺘﺒﺮ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي واﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ إﻧﺠﺎزًا ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺎ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺴﺒﻮق ﺗﻔﻮ ُ
ﻣﻴﺰاﺗﻪ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺤﻤﻠﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻮاﻗﺺ .وﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺎ ﺗﺤﻘّﻖ ﻟﻠﺸﻌﺐ اﻟﻌﺎﺋﺪ إﻟﻰ وﻃﻨﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺪل ﻃﺒﻴﻌﻲ،
ﻲ أﻗﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ أﻋﻮام ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ واﻟﺤﺮب
ﻓﻘﺪ ﺷﻜﻞ اﻟﻘﺮار ﻣﻦ ﻧﺎﺣﻴﺘﻬﻢ ردًا ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺒًﺎ  -ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻀ ّ
اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ  -ﻟﻠﻤﺼﻴﺒﺔ اﻟﻤﻬﻮﻟﺔ وﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺴﺒﻮﻗﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ اﻟﺒﺸﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﻠّﺖ ﺑﺎﻟﺸﻌﺐ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي.
ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ )ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﺪون اﻟﻘﺪس( ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﺰء ﻣﻦ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﺗﻀﺤﻴﺔ ﻻﺋﻘﺔ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ
ﻞ اﻟﻨﺰاع
ﻼ ﻟﺤ ّ
اﻟﻮﻋﺪ ﺑﺄن ﻻ ﻳﺒﻘﻰ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﺑﺪون ﻣﻜﺎن ﻳﻠﺠﺄون إﻟﻴﻪ ﻋﻨﺪ اﻟﺤﺎﺟﺔ ،وﺧﻴﺎرًا ﻣﺤﺘﻤ ً
اﻟﻤﺘﻮاﺻﻞ ﻣﻊ ﻋﺮب اﻟﺒﻼد.
أﺻﻴﺒﺖ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﺬهﻮل ﻣﻦ ﻗﺮار اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﺑﻼدهﺎ وﻣﻨﺢ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻧﺼﻔﻬﺎ
ﻟﻸﻗﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳّﺔ ،ﻓﺄﻋﻠﻨﺖ إﺿﺮاﺑًﺎ ﻟﺜﻼﺛﺔ أﻳّﺎم ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻌﺒﻴﺮ ﻋﻦ ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﺘﻬﺎ ﻟﻘﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،وﻟﻜﻞ
ﻣﺤﺎوﻻت ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻘﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ أرض اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ .وﻗﺪ أﻣﻠﺖ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ اﻟﻤﺒﻜﺮة أن أﻳﺎم
اﻹﺿﺮاب واﻟﻤﻌﺎرَﺿﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳُﻌﺒّﺮ ﻋﻨﻬﺎ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺳﺘﺪﻓﻊ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة إﻟﻰ ﺗﻐﻴﻴﺮ ﻗﺮارهﺎ
ﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﻜﺎرﺛﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ وﺣﺪة ﺑﻼدهﻢ وﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻬﻢ .ﻗﻮى ﻋﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ آﺜﻴﺮة اﻋﺘﺒﺮت رﻓﺾ
اﻟﺴﻲء اﻟﺬي ﺳﻴُﺤ ّ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺸﺮوع ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ﻧﻮﻋًﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘّﻌﻨﺖ ﻟﻤﺠﺮّد اﻟﺘﻌﻨّﺖ وﺗﺤ ّﺪﻳًﺎ ﻟﻺرادة اﻟﺪوﻟﻴﺔ .وﻓﻲ
ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺎم  1947آﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻣﺎ زاﻟﻮا ﻳﻔﻜّﺮون ﺑﻤﻔﺎهﻴﻢ ﺗﺠﻨﻴﺪ اﻟﺮأي اﻟﻌﺎم اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻲ ،واﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ
واﻹﺳﻼﻣﻲ ﺑﺎﻷﺳﺎس ،ﺑﻐﻴﺔ إﺣﺒﺎط ﺗﻨﻔﻴﺬ هﺬا اﻟﻘﺮار اﻟﻤﺠﺤﻒ ،وأﻣﻞ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن آﺬﻟﻚ أن
ﺗﺴﺎﻋﺪهﻢ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺼﺪﻳﻘﺔ ﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺎ  -وﺣﺘﻰ ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺎ إن دﻋﺖ اﻟﺤﺎﺟﺔ -
ﻋﻠﻰ إﻓﺸﺎل ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﺑﻼدهﻢ.
ﻟﻢ ﻳﺼﺐ رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ داﻓﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن وزﻣﻼؤﻩ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻴﺎدة "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﺑﺎﻟﻨّﺸﻮة اﻟﺘﻲ
ﻦ ﺣﺮب
ﺗﻔﺸّﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  .1947وأدرك هﺆﻻء ﺟﻴﺪًا أن اﻟﻌﺮب ﻣﺼﻤّﻤﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷ ّ
ن ﻋﻠﻰ "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ واﻟﻤﻨﻌﺰل أن
ﺿﺮوس ﺑﻐﻴﺔ إﻓﺸﺎل ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻖ ﺧﻄّﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،وأﻳﻘﻨﻮا أ ّ
ﻳﻘﻒ  -وﻗﻔﺔ اﻟﻘﻠّﺔ أﻣﺎم اﻟﻜﺜﺮة  -أﻣﺎم ﻋﺮب اﻟﺒﻼد اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺳﻴﺤﺼﻠﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪات ﺳﺨﻴّﺔ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة وﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺑﺮﻣّﺘﻬﺎ .هﺬﻩ اﻷﺧﻴﺮة اﺟﺘﻤﻌﺖ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﻌﻞ ﻣﺮة ﺗﻠﻮ
اﻷﺧﺮى ﻋﺸﻴّﺔ اﻟﺘﺼﻮﻳﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﺑﻐﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ آﺎﻣﻞ
أراﺿﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻳﻐﺎدرهﺎ اﻹﻧﺠﻠﻴﺰ )إذا ﻣﺎ ﻏﺎدروهﺎ( ،وﻣﻨﻊ ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻤﻬﺎ ﺑﻘﻮة اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ.
ن اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻲ اﻟﻤﺤﺘﻀﺮ ﻳﻌﺘﺒﺮ ﻗﺮار
وﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﻘﺪر ﻣﻦ اﻷهﻤﻴﺔ ﺁﻣﻦ رؤﺳﺎء "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" ﺑﺄ ّ
ﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺴﺘﻄﺎﻋﻪ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﺧﻠﻖ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ ﻣﻦ
اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﺷﺮا ﻻ ﺑ ّﺪ ﻣﻦ إﺣﺒﺎﻃﻪ ،وﺑﺄﻧّﻪ ﺳﻴﻌﻤﻞ آ ّ

 22ﻣﻨﺢ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﺣﻮاﻟﻲ  %54ﻣﻦ ﻣﺴﺎﺣﺔ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،وﺣﻮاﻟﻲ  %44ﻟﻠﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ .وآﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻔﺘﺮض أن ﺗﺒﻘﻰ
ﻼ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﺖ ﻟﺤﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻨﻮب )ﺑﻤﺎ
اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﻜﺒﺮى ﺗﺤﺖ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﺪوﻟﻲ )آﻮرﺑﻮس ﺳﺒﺎراﻃﻮم( .ﺿﻤّﺖ اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﻜﺒﺮى ﺣﻴﻨﺬاك آ ً
ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﺜﻼث اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﺳﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ :ﺑﻴﺖ ﻟﺤﻢ وﺑﻴﺖ ﺟﺎﻻ وﺑﻴﺖ ﺳﺎﺣﻮر( ،وﺷﻌﻔﺎط ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﻤﺎل.
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ﻧﺤﻮ اﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل واﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ ،ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  - 1947أﻳﺎر 1948
ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﺻﻴﻒ اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻷول ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ارﺗﺄﻳﻨﺎ  -آﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﻣﺔ أﻋﻼﻩ  -أن ﻧﺴﺘﺤﻀِﺮ ﺳﺮدﻳّﺘﻴﻦ
ﻞ
ﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻟﺪﻳﻬﻢ دراﻳﺔ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ،آ ّ
"ﻧﺎﺿﺠﺘﻴﻦ" ،أي ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﺘﺒﻨّﺎهﺎ ﻣﺆرّﺧﻮن وﻣﺪرّﺳﻮ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ ،وآ ّ
ﻃﺮف وﻓﻖ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺮاﻩ ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺒًﺎ .ﻳُﻌﺰى هﺬا اﻷﻣﺮ ﻟﻺهﺘﻤﺎم اﻟﺠﻤﺎهﻴﺮي اﻟﺨﺎص ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ
ﺑﺎﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻷوّل ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻟﺤﺴﺎﺳﻴّﺘﻪ اﻟﻤﻔﺮﻃﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻨﻈﻮر اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺎت ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺸّﻌﺒﻴﻦ.
وﺟﺪ هﺬا اﻻﻧﺸﻐﺎل اﻟﻤﻜﺜﻒ أﺻﺪاءﻩ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺑﺤﺎث ،واﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺲ ،واﻟﻤﺪاوﻻت اﻟﻌﺎﻣّﺔ ،ﻣﻤﺎ أﺿﻔﻰ
ع
ﻧﻀﻮﺟًﺎ وﺗﻌﻘﻴﺪًا ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻌﺎﻟﺞ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺤﻘﺒﺔ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﻜﺲ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻨـﺰ ُ
 آﻤﺎ ذُآﺮ ﺁﻧﻔًﺎ  -ﻟﻠﻬﺮﻣﻮﻧﻴّﺔ اﻟﺴﻄﺤﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻷﺣﻴﺎن.اﺗّﺨﺬ ﻗﺮار ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ دوﻟﺘﻴﻦ ،وﺗﺪوﻳﻞ اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ واﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻋﺎم  ،1947وذﻟﻚ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﺔ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻋﺎﻣّﺔ،
واﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺧﺎﺻّﺔ ،ودون أن ﺗﺘﺤﻤّﻞ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻣﺴﺆوﻟﻴﺔ ﻓﻌﻠﻴّﺔ ﻋﻦ ﻗﺮارهﺎ .ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ،
وﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ أن اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻟﻢ ﺗﻨﺠﺢ ﻓﻲ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﺁﻟﻴﺔ ﻟﺘﻄﺒﻴﻖ اﻟﻘﺮار ،ﺷﻜّﻼ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﻧﻜﺒﺔ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻼدهﻢ .ﻓﻠﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﻨﻘﺴﻤﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﺎ ،واﻟﻤﻌﺘﻤﺪة ﻋﻠﻰ
دﻋﻢ دول اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،ﺳﻮى رﻓﺾ ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺬي ﺣﺮم اﻟﺸﻌﺐ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻣﻦ ﺣﻘّﻪ
ﻞ
اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ آﺎﻣﻞ أرﺿﻪ .ﺣﺘﻰ ﻟﻮ رﻏﺒﺖ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺑﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ ﺧﻴﺎر اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ آﺤ ّ
ﻟﻠﺼّﺮاع ،ﻓﻘﺪ آﺎﻧﺖ أﻳﺪﻳﻬﻢ ﻣﻜﺒّﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ أﺧﺬت ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ﻣﺴﺆوﻟﻴّﺔ
ﻲ اﻟﺬي رأى ﻓﻲ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴّﺔ ﻏﺰوًا
ﻲ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﻲ اﻟﻌﺮﺑ ّ
ﻒ إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻤﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳ ّ
ﺗﻤﺜﻴﻠﻬﻢ .أﺿ ْ
اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎرﻳﺎ ﻳﺮﻣﻲ إﻟﻰ ﺣﺮﻣﺎن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ وﻃﻨﻬﻢ .وآﻤﺎ هﻮ ﻣﺘﻮﻗّﻊ ،ﻓﻘﺪ اﺧﺘﺎرت اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺑﺰﻋﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺤﺎج أﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ )اﻟﺬي ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﻮاآﺐ اﻷﺣﺪاث اﻟﺠﺎرﻳﺔ
ﻓﻴﻬﺎ( أن ﺗﻌﺎرض ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،وﺑﺬﻟﺖ ﻗﺼﺎرى ﺟﻬﺪهﺎ ﻟﻠﺤﻴﻠﻮﻟﺔ دون ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻘﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷرض .ﻣﻦ
ﻧﺎﺣﻴﺘﻬﻢ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻨﻈﺮ اﻹﻧﺠﻠﻴﺰ إﻟﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة آﺸﺮﻳﻜﺔ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴّﺔ ،وﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻤﻜّﻨﻮهﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ
إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻠّﺔ.
ﻗﻮﺑﻞ اﻟﻘﺮار اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ ﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺒﻼد إﻟﻰ دوﻟﺘﻴﻦ  -واﺣﺪة ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ وأﺧﺮى ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ  -ﺑﻤﻈﺎهﺮ ﻓﺮح
ﻋﺎرم ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﻮف "اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف" اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،وﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ ﺟﺮﻓﺖ ﻣﻈﺎهﺮ اﻟﻔﺮح هﺬﻩ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ أﻓﺮاد
اﻟﻴﻤﻴﻦ "اﻹﺻﻼﺣﻲ" ) (Revisionistواﻟﻴﺴﺎر اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻊ ﻟﺤﺮآﺘﻲ "أﺣﺪوت هَﻌَﻔﻮداﻩ" و"هَﺸﻤﻮﻣﻴﺮ
ﻞ واﺣﺪة ﻟﺪواﻓﻌﻬﺎ  -ﻓﻜﺮة اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ .وﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ اﻟﺒﻨﺪ اﻟﺬي ﺗﺤﺪّث ﻋﻦ
هَﺘﺴﻌﻴﺮ" اﻟﺘﻲ ﻋﺎرﺿﺖ – آ ّ
ﺗﺪوﻳﻞ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻟﻴﻨﻐّﺺ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻔﺮﺣﺔ اﻟﻌﺎرﻣﺔ .وﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ ﺟﺮت ﻋﺒﺮﻧﺔ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ واﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ
ﻣﻦ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ )وﻟﻮ ﺟﺰﺋﻴﺎ( وﺗﺤﻮﻳﻠﻪ إﻟﻰ "آﺎف -ﻃﻴﺖ" ﻣﻦ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻧﻮﻓﻤﺒﺮ.
ﻲ ﺑﺮﻋﺎﻳﺔ دوﻟﺔ
اﻻﺳﺘﻴﻄﺎن اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ ﺣﻘﺒﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﺷﻜّﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻏﺰوًا ﻏﻴﺮ ﺷﺮﻋ ّ
ﻋﻈﻤﻰ اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎرﻳّﺔ ،ﻻ ﺗﻤﻠﻚ ﺗﺨﻮﻳﻞ ﻣﻨﺢ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﺣﻘﻮﻗًﺎ ﻗﻮﻣﻴّﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،وﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻓﻘﺪ ﻋﺎرض
هﺆﻻء  -ﻣﻦ ﺣﻴﺚ اﻟﻤﺒﺪأ  -ﻓﻜﺮة ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﺑﻼدهﻢ .واﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﺒﺪﺋﻴّﺔ ﻓﻘﺪ ﺑﺪا ﻗﺮار اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ
ﻞ اﻟﻤﻌﺎﻳﻴﺮ .ﻟﻘﺪ ﻣﻨﺢ هﺬا اﻟﻘﺮار اﻷﻗﻠﻴﺔ
ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  1947ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣُﻨﺼﻒ ﺑﺤﺴﺐ آ ّ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ  -اﻟﺘﻲ اﻣﺘﻠﻜﺖ ﺣﻘﻮﻗًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻮاﻟﻲ  7%ﻣﻦ أراﺿﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ  -ﻗﺪرة إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ
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اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ

ﺳﺮدﻳﺎت

اﻟﺤﺮب 1949-1947
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ﻧﺤﻮ  %55ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪﺧﻞ اﻟﻌﺎم ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ أﻧﺘﺞ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺷﻜّﻠﻮا ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺛﻠﺜﻲ اﻟﺴﻜّﺎن،
 %45ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪﺧﻞ اﻟﻌﺎم .آﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺗﻮزﻳﻊ اﻟﺪﺧﻞ ﻣﺘﺴﺎوﻳًﺎ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ واﺿﺢ.
ﻞ ﻣﻦ  %50ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻋﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺰراﻋﺔ .اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ
ﻦ أﻗ ّ
ﻋﺎش ﻧﺤﻮ  %60ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮى ،ﻟﻜ ّ
ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﺮى آﺎن ﻳﻌﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﻜﺒﺮى وهﻨﺎك ﺗﻨﻈّﻤﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺎﺑﺎت .ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻤﻨﺘﻔﻌﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺰراﻋﺔ آﺎﻧﻮا ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﺄﺟﺮﻳﻦ ،أي ﻣﻤّﻦ ﻋﻤﻠﻮا ﻓﻲ أرض اﻷﻓﻨﺪي ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﺣﺼّﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺼﻮل
) %20ﻓﻘﻂ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻷﺣﻴﺎن( .أﻣّﺎ اﻟﺒﻘﻴّﺔ ﻓﻜﺎﻧﻮا ﻣﻦ ﻣﺎﻟﻜﻲ اﻷرض.
 %35-%30ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ آﺎﻧﻮا ﻋﺸﻴﺔ ﺣﺮب  1948ﻳﻌﻴﺸﻮن ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪن ،ﺣﻴﺚ آﺎن اﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎد
ﻣﺘﻨﻮّﻋًﺎ .اﻟﻌﻤﻞ اﻟﻤﺮآﺰي )اﻟﻨﺴﺐ ﺗﻔﺎوﺗﺖ ﺑﻴﻦ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ وأﺧﺮى( آﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮف ،اﻟﺼﻨﺎﻋﺔ واﻟﺒﻨﺎء،
ﻲ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺘﺠﺎرة ،اﻟﻨﻘﻞ واﻟﻤﻮاﺻﻼت ،اﻟﻤﻬﻦ اﻟﺤﺮة ،اﻟﺨﺪﻣﺎت اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ،وآﺬﻟﻚ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ اﻟﻤﻮﺳﻤ ّ
اﻟﺰراﻋﺔ.
ﻋﺎش ﻣﻌﻈﻢ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﺣﺘﻰ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ  1947ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﻜﺒﺮى %10 .ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻌﻴﻠﻴﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻘﻂ
ﻋﻤﻠﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻟﺰراﻋﺔ ﻋﺸﻴﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب .ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،ﻓﺈن ﻗﻄﺎع اﻟﺨﺪﻣﺎت )اﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﻢ ،اﻟﻜﺘﺒﺔ ،اﻟﻤﻬﻦ اﻟﺤﺮة
وﻣﺎ ﺷﺎﺑﻪ( ،اﻟﺬي آﺎن ﻗﻄﺎﻋًﺎ ﺣﻀﺮﻳﺎ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﻠﺤﻮظ ،ﻓﻜﺎن اﻟﻘﻄﺎع اﻷآﺒﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻻﻗﺘﺼﺎد اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي،
وﺷﻐّﻞ ﻧﺤﻮ  %40ﻣﻦ ﻣﺠﻤﻞ اﻟﻤﻌﻴﻠﻴﻦ .آﻤﺎ ﺷﻜّﻞ اﻟﺘﺼﻨﻴﻊ اﻟﺴﺮﻳﻊ اﺗﺠﺎهًﺎ واﺿﺤًﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎد
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻋﺸﻴّﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب .ﺣﻴﺚ ﻋﻤﻞ ﻧﺤﻮ  %27ﻣﻦ ﻣﺠﻤﻞ اﻟﻤﻌﻴﻠﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺎﻻت اﻟﺼﻨﺎﻋﺔ
اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ .وآﺎن هﻨﺎك اﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﺁﺧﺮ ،وهﻮ ﻋﺒﺎرة ﻋﻦ اﻹﻧﺘﻘﺎل اﻟﺴﺮﻳﻊ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﻨﺎﻋﺔ اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮة
واﻟﺤﺮﻓﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﺼﺎﻧﻊ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗُﺸﻐّﻞ ﻋﺸﺮات وﻣﺌﺎت اﻟﻌﻤّﺎل ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺎل اﻟﻨﺴﻴﺞ واﻟﻐﺬاء،
واﻟﻘﻄﺎﻋﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ وﻓّﺮت اﻟﺨﺪﻣﺎت ﻟﻔﺮع اﻟﺒﻨﺎء.
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ﻣﻨﺬ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻋﺎم  ،1945ﺣﺎول اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن إﺣﻴﺎء ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺒﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل
وﺗﻄﺒﻴﻖ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ "اﻟﻜﺘﺎب اﻷﺑﻴﺾ" ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎم  ،1939ﺑﺨﺼﻮص ﻓﺮض اﻟﻘﻴﻮد ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ
إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ واﺣﺪة ذات أﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،آﻤﺎ ﻳﻔﺮض اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺪﻳﻤﻮﻏﺮاﻓﻲ ﻟﻠﺒﻼد،
ﻓﺒﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻳﺠﺐ أﻻ أن ﻳﻐﻴّﺮ اﻟﻤﺼﻴﺮ اﻟﻤ ّﺮ ﻟﻴﻬﻮد أوروﺑﺎ أﻳﺎم اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻣﻦ ﻣﻮﻗﻔﻬﻢ ﺗﺠﺎﻩ
اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ وأهﺪاﻓﻬﺎ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺘﻌﻠّﻖ ﺑﺈﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ .وﺑﺮأﻳﻬﻢ ﻓﺈن ﻣﻘﺘﻞ
ﻞ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ .أي ﺧﺮاب ﺑﻴﺖ
ﻣﻼﻳﻴﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ ﻻ ﻳﺒﺮّر اﻟﻈﻠﻢ اﻟﺬي ﻳﺘﻀﻤّﻨﻪ اﻟﺤ ّ
ن اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وﻓﻘﺪاﻧﻬﻢ ﻟﻤﻮﻃﻨﻬﻢ ،أو ﻟﺠﺰ ٍء ﻣﻨﻪ ،ﺗﺸﺒّﺚ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺑﺈﻳﻤﺎﻧﻬﻢ ﺑﺄ ّ
هﻲ ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ أوروﺑﻴﺔ ،وهﻨﺎك هﻮ اﻟﻤﻜﺎن اﻟﺼﺤﻴﺢ ﻟﺤﻠّﻬﺎ ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ
ﻦ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﺼ ِﻎ ﻟﻠﻤﻨﻄﻖ وﻟﻠﻌﺪل
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻜ ّ
اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ .ﻋﺰّزت ﻣﺸﺎﻋﺮ اﻟﺬﻧﺐ ﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﻣﺼﻴﺮ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻣﻦ ﺗﺄﻳﻴﺪ اﻟﻐﺮب
ﻻ
ﻼ ﻋﺎد ً
ﻟﻠﻔﻜﺮة اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ،دوﻟﺔ ﺗﺴﺘﻮﻋﺐ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ وﺗﺸﻜّﻞ ﺣ ً
ﻟﻤﻼﺣﻘﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد.
ﺗﺤﻮّل اﻟﻴﻬﻮد وﻣﺄﺳﺎﺗﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺰء ﻣﻦ اﻟﺨﻄﺎب اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ .ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﺣﻈﻲ اﻟﻤﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ ،ﺣﻮل
ﺿﺮورة إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ،ﺑﺂذان ﺻﺎﻏﻴﺔ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ أي وﻗﺖ ﻣﻀﻰ .وﻗﺪ ﺣﺎول اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺑﻤﺎ
ﻳﻤﻠﻜﻮﻧﻪ ﻣﻦ وﺳﺎﺋﻞ اﻟﺪﻋﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺸﺤﻴﺤﺔ وﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ ﻣﻜﺎﺗﺒﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻟﻨﺪن وﻧﻴﻮﻳﻮرك ،اﻟﺘﺤﺪّث إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ
ﺣﻮل اﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﺤﺪث ﻟﻬﻢ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻋﺒﺜًﺎ ،ﻓﺎﻟﺪوﻟﺘﺎن
اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻴﺎن اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪﺗﺎن ،اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻣﻊ ﺣﻠﻔﺎﺋﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻐﺮب ،واﻹﺗﺤﺎد اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ ﻣﻊ ﺣﻠﻔﺎﺋﻪ،
إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪول ﻓﻲ ﺟﻨﻮب أﻣﺮﻳﻜﺎ ،أﻳّﺪت ﺟﻤﻴﻌﻬﺎ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﻴﻦ ،وهﻜﺬا ﺗﻢ اﻟﺤﺼﻮل
ﻋﻠﻰ أﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة .وهﻲ اﻷﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ واﻓﻘﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﻜﺮة اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻓﻲ
ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1947دون أن ﺗﺄﺧﺬ ﺑﺎﻟﺤﺴﺒﺎن اﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺗّﺒﺔ ﻣﻦ هﺬا اﻟﻘﺮار ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺼﻴﺮ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ.
رأى اﻟﻌﺮب ،واﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ رأﺳﻬﻢ ،ﺑﻤﻮﻗﻒ اﻷﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة
اﺳﺘﻤﺮارًا ﻟﻠﻤﺆاﻣﺮة اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،وﺗﺨﻠﻴًﺎ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺴﺆوﻟﻴﺔ ﺣﻞ اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ ،اﻟﻤﻜﺎن
اﻟﺬي ﻧﺸﺄت ﻓﻴﻪ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ .وﺷﻌﺮ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺑﺄﻧﻬﻢ ﻳﻘﻔﻮن أﻣﺎم ﻣﺆاﻣﺮة ﻋﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ ﺗﻘﻀﻲ
ﺑﺘﺤﻮﻳﻠﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﺿﺤﺎﻳﺎ ﺿﺤﺎﻳﺎ اﻟﻐﺮب .ﺣﺘﻰ ﻟﻮ أرادت اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺗﺒﻨّﻲ ﻣﻮﻗﻒ ﺑﺮاﻏﻤﺎﺗﻲ
ﺑﺨﺼﻮص اﻟﺘﺴﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ،وﻗﺒﻮل ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﺑﻼدهﻢ إﻟﻰ دوﻟﺘﻴﻦ ،آﻤﺎ ﻗﺮّرت اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻓﻲ
ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻷﻣﺮ ،ﻓﺈن أﻳﺎدﻳﻬﻢ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻜﺒّﻠﺔ .ﻓﺒﻌﺾ زﻋﻤﺎء اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ آﺎﻧﻮا ﺳﻴﺘّﻬﻤﻮن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ
ﺑﺒﻴﻊ ﺑﻼدهﻢ وﻋﺪم رﻏﺒﺘﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻀﺎل ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻬﺎ واﺳﺘﻘﻼﻟﻬﺎ .وهﻜﺬا وﺟﺪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن
أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ ﻳﻨﺠﺮون إﻟﻰ ﺣﺮب ﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﺘﻌﺪّوا ﻟﻬﺎ ﺑﺘﺎﺗًﺎ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ اﻋﺘﺒﺮهﺎ أﻋﺪاؤهﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي
اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ واﻟﻤﻨﻈّﻢ ﻓﺮﺻﺔ ﻟﺘﺤﻘﻴﻖ اﻟﻔﻜﺮة اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﺑﺪﻋﻢ اﻟﻐﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ودول
اﻟﻤﻌﺴﻜﺮ اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻲ ﻣﻌًﺎ.
ﻋﺸﻴﺔ اﻧﺪﻻع اﻟﺤﺮب آﺎن ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب  1,300,000ﻋﺮﺑﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،و  650,000ﻳﻬﻮدي.
ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﺬي ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻌﺎف ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻤﺮد اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ،واﻟﺬي ﻋﺎﻧﻰ ﻣﻦ اﻻﻧﻘﺴﺎم داﺧﻞ
اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻠﻴﺎ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة )اﻟﺘﻲ اﺳﺘﺒﺪﻟﺖ ﻋﺎم  ،1946وﺑﻀﻐﻂ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻷﺻﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣُﻠﺖ ﻋﺎم  ،(1937آﺎن اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﺬي ﻧﺠﺢ ﻓﻲ ﻓﺮض ﺳﻠﻄﺔ
ﻣﺮآﺰﻳﺔ واﺣﺪة ﺳﻴﻄﺮت ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻓﻌّﺎل ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد وأﺣﺰاﺑﻬﻢ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ.
ﺟﻠﺒﺖ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد وﻓﺮ ًة اﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة اﺳﺘﻤﺮّت ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب ،وﺣﺘﻰ
ﻋﺎم  .1948ﻓﻤﻦ ﻣﺠﻤﻮع اﻟﻨﺎﺗﺞ اﻟﻤﺤﻠﻲ اﻹﺟﻤﺎﻟﻲ ،أﻧﺘﺞ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺷﻜّﻠﻮا ﻧﺤﻮ ﺛﻠﺚ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن،
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ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺤﺼﻴﻦ ﻣﺆﺳﺴﺎﺗﻪ ﺧﻠﻒ اﻷﺳﻼك اﻟﺸﺎﺋﻜﺔ ،وﺑﺪل أن ﺗﺤﻜﻢ هﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد،
وﺟﺪت ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ وﺟﻴﺸﻬﺎ ﺳﺠﻨﺎء ﻏﻴﺮ ﻗﺎدرﻳﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ .وأﺛﺘﺒﺖ اﻷﻋﻤﺎل
اﻟﺸﺠﺎﻋﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺎم ﺑﻬﺎ اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻢ اﻟﺴﺮي ﻟﻠﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻟﻘﻄﻊ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻮاﺻﻼت
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،وﺿﺮب ﻣﺮاآﺰ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻠﺐ اﻟﻘﺪس ،وﺗﺤﺮﻳﺮ اﻷﺳﺮى ﻣﻦ ﺳﺠﻦ ﻋﻜﺎ اﻟﻤﺤﺼﻦ ﻓﻲ
أﻳﺎر  ،1947أﺛﺒﺘﺖ أن ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻋﺎﺟﺰة ﻋﻦ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة.
ﻓﻲ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن  1947ﻃﻠﺒﺖ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻣﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﻔﺎﺟﺄة ﻣﺮﻳﺮة
آﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﻨﺘﻈﺮ ﺑﻮﻳﻦ ورﺟﺎﻟﻪ ﻣﻦ وزارة اﻟﺨﺎرﺟﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻔﻲ أﻳﺎر  1947أﻋﺪّت اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ
اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﺟﻠﺴﺔ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻴﻮﻳﻮرك ﻟﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ .وﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﻔﺎﺟﺊ ،ﻗﺎم
اﻟﻤﻨﺪوب اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة أﻧﺪري ﻏﺮوﻣﻴﻜﻮ ،وﺗﺤﺪّث ﻋﻦ ﺣﻖ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ دوﻟﺔ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ
ﺑﻬﻢ ،وﻗﺪ وﺿﻊ هﺬا اﻟﺘﺄﻳﻴﺪ اﻟﻤﻔﺎﺟﺊ اﻟﻐﺮب ،واﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ،ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮﻗﻒ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺮﻳﺢ.
ﻓﺒﺪل ﻣﺴﺎﻧﺪة ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،ﻋﻴّﻨﺖ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﺠﻨﺔ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻟﺘﻘﺼّﻲ اﻟﺤﻘﺎﺋﻖ ).(UNSCOP
ﻋﻤﻠﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺧﻼل ﺷﻬﺮي ﺣﺰﻳﺮان وﺗﻤﻮز  ،1947ﺛﻢ ﺗﻮﺟﻬﺖ إﻟﻰ ﺟﻨﻴﻒ ﻟﻜﺘﺎﺑﺔ
ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺮهﺎ .ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﺳﺎرﻋﺖ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﻌﺎون ﻣﻊ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﻗﺎم اﻟﺘﻴّﺎر
ي ﺑﻤﻘﺎﻃﻌﺘﻬﺎ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﻋﻤﻞ ﻣﻤﺜّﻠﻮ اﻟﻤﻌﺎرﺿﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﺪاﺧﻠﻴﺔ واﻟﻤﻘﺮّﺑﻮن ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻤﺮآﺰ ّ
ﻧﻈﺎم ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﺟﺘﻤﺎع ﻣﻊ ﻟﺠﺎن ﺗﻘﺼّﻲ اﻟﺤﻘﺎﺋﻖ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ .ﻟﻘﺪ أﺛﺎر اﻟﺘﻄﻮّر
اﻻﻗﺘﺼﺎدي ،اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ واﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻤﻲ ﻟﻠﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﻤﻨﺘﺸﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺑﺸﻜﻞ آﺒﻴﺮ ،اﻧﻄﺒﺎع
أﻋﻀﺎء اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ،وﺟﻤﻴﻌﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ دول ﻋﺪم اﻹﻧﺤﻴﺎز .وﺷﻬﺪ هﺆﻻء ،وﻟﻮ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺟﺰﺋﻲّ ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻄﻮّر
اﻟﻤﺜﻴﺮ ﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻢ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ،اﻟﺬي ﺗﺤﻮّل ﺗﺪرﻳﺠﻴﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺟﻴﺶ ﻳﻀ ّﻢ وﺣﺪات ﻣﻬﻨﻴﺔ ،وﺻﻨﺎﻋﺔ
ﺢ ﺳﻼﺣﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒ ّﺮ واﻟﺒﺤﺮ واﻟﺠ ّﻮ .وآﺎن واﺿﺤًﺎ أﻧﻪ ﻗﺎدر ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ
ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ،واﻟﻌﻤﻞ رﻏﻢ ﺷ ّ
ﻲ أﻣﺎم ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،زﻳﺎد ًة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،أدرآﺖ ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف أﻧّﻪ ﻳﺠﺐ اﻹﻧﺘﻘﺎل
ﻧﻔﺴﻪ واﻟﻘﺘﺎل اﻟﻔﻌﻠ ّ
ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻼﺷﻲ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﺮاع ﺿﺪ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﺮب
اﻟﻤﺤﺘﻤﻠﺔ ﺿﺪ اﻟﻌﺮب.
ﻟﻘﺪ ﺷﺎهﺪ ﺑﻌﺾ أﻋﻀﺎء اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺑﺄ ّم ﻋﻴﻨﻬﻢ ،آﻴﻒ ﻗﺎم اﻷﺳﻄﻮل اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﻌﻈﻴﻢ ﺑﺴﺤﺐ اﻟﺴﻔﻴﻨﺔ
"أآﺴﻮدوس" إﻟﻰ ﻣﻴﻨﺎء ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،وإﻧﺰال اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﺎﺑﻴﻦ واﻟﻌﺎﺟﺰﻳﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﻘﻮّة ،وﻧﻘﻠﻬﻢ ﻓﻮرًا إﻟﻰ
ﺳﻔﻴﻨﺔ اﻹﺑﻌﺎد .وأﺛﺎر هﺬا اﻟﻤﺸﻬﺪ ﺗﻌﺎﻃﻒ أﻋﻀﺎء اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ودﻓﻌﻬﻢ ﻟﻠﺘﻮﺻﻴﺔ ﺑﺈﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﻓﻮرًا ،وآﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ أن ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ وﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺘﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ "اﻟﻤﻐﺎﻣﺮون" ﻓﻲ
أواﺧﺮ اﻟﺜﻼﺛﻴﻨﻴﺎت ،ﻣﺴﺆوﻟﺔ ،وﻟﻮ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺒﺎﺷﺮ ،ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﻜﺒﺮى اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﻠﺖ ﺑﻴﻬﻮد
أوروﺑﺎ .وهﻮ ﺳﺒﺐ ﺁﺧﺮ ﻟﻠﻘﻀﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد.
أوﺻﻰ ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺮ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ اﻟﺬي ﻧﺸﺮ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ ﺁب  1947ﺑﺈﻧﻬﺎء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺬي ﻣُﻨﺢ ﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻋﺎم
 .1922ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ أﻋﻀﺎء اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ،ﺗﺴﻌﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺸﺮة ،أوﺻﻮا ﺑﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺒﻼد إﻟﻰ دوﻟﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،دوﻟﺔ
ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وإﺑﻘﺎء اﻟﻘﺪس ﺗﺤﺖ اﻹﺷﺮاف اﻟﺪوﻟﻲ .ﺧﻼل اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺎت ﻓﻲ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،اﺗﻀﺢ
ﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ أن ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻃﺮدهﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ﺳﻮف ﺗﺴﺘﻜﻤﻞ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻴﻴﻦ :اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة
واﻹﺗﺤﺎد اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ ،اﻟﻠﺘﻴﻦ ﺗﺆﻳّﺪان ﺧﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،اﻟﺘﻲ اﻗﺘﺮﺣﺘﻬﺎ اﻷﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻟﺠﻨﺔ "ﻳﻮﻧﺴﻜﻮب".
وﺧﻼل اﻟﺘﺼﻮﻳﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻄّﺔ ﻳﻮﻧﺴﻜﻮب ،اﻣﺘﻨﻌﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺘﺼﻮﻳﺖ،
ﺑﺎدّﻋﺎء أﻧّﻬﺎ ﻻ ﺗﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ ﺿﻤﺎن ﺧﻄّﺔ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﻘﺒﻮﻟﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ.
ﺧﺎﻃﺐ وﻓﺪ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﺿﻤﻴﺮ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ .وﺑﺎﻟﻔﻌﻞ ،ﻓﻀﻤﻴﺮ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ أﻋﻀﺎء
اﻟﻬﻴﺌﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ آﺎن ﻗﺪ أﻧّﺒﻬﻢ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻣﺎ ﻓﻌﻠﺘﻪ أﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻟﻨﺎزﻳﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد .ﻓﻲ ك.ط (29) .ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ
ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎم  ،1947ﺻﺎدّﻗﺖ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﺮﻧﺎﻣﺞ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ وﻋﻠﻰ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳّﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ.
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وأرﺳﻠﺖ اﻟﺘﻌﺎزي ﻟﻌﺎﺋﻼت اﻟﻘﺘﻠﻰ .وﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ ،آﺎﻧﺖ ﻟﺪى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ أﺣﺪاث ﻣﺸﺎﺑﻬﺔ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ
ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﻗﻴﺎدات ﻣﺤﻠﻴﺔ ووﺟﻬﺎء ﺑﺎﺳﺘﻨﻜﺎر ،ﺑﻞ وﻣﻨﻊ ،اﻟﻌﻨﻒ ﺿﺪ ﺟﻴﺮاﻧﻬﻢ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد .وﺑﺮز ذﻟﻚ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ
ﺧﺎص ﻓﻲ ﻃﺒﺮﻳﺎ ﺧﻼل أﺣﺪاث  ،1929ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ أﺻﺪر اﻟﻄﺮﻓﺎن ﺑﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ﻣﺸﺘﺮآًﺎ ﺿﺪ اﻟﻌﻨﻒ ،آﻤﺎ ﺗ ّﻢ
اﻟﺘﻌﺒﻴﺮ ﻋﻦ ذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻳﺶ اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮك ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺤﻮﻟﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻤﺎل اﻟﺒﻼد ،وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ
ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻄﺔ.
آﺸﻒ اﻟﻐﻀﺐ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮ اﻟﻮﺟﻪ اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﻲ ﻟﻺﺣﺘﻼل اﻷﺟﻨﺒﻲ" .ﺿﺮب اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ ﺟﻴﻮﺑﻬﻢ"،
هﻜﺬا ﻗﺎل اﻟﺠﻨﺮال أوﻟﻴﻦ ﺑﺎرآﺮ ،ﻗﺎﺋﺪ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻓﻲ ﻟﻬﺠﺔ ﻣﻌﺎدﻳﺔ ﻟﻠﺴﺎﻣﻴﺔ ،وﻗﺎم
اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﺑﺤﻤﻠﺔ ﺗﻔﺘﻴﺶ ﻋﻨﻴﻔﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﻜﺒﺮى ،وهﺪّد اﻟﻤﻨﺪوب اﻟﺴﺎﻣﻲ ﺑﺎﺗﺨﺎذ ﻋﻘﻮﺑﺎت
ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ وإﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ ﺿﺪ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي.
ﻻ ﻋﺪﻳﺪة ﻣﻦ ﺣﻠﻔﺎء ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ
ن دو ً
ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻋﺪم اﻟﻘﺪرة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ﺗﻴّﺎرات "اﻟﻤﻐﺎﻣﺮون" ،ﻷ ّ
رﻓﻀﺖ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺿﺪ هﺆﻻء ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﻧﺊ أوروﺑﺎ ،وﻋﺪم اﺳﺘﻌﺪاد اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻌﻤﺮات ﻻﺳﺘﻘﺒﺎل اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ
اﻟﻤﺒﻌﺪﻳﻦ ،أﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻣﻌﺴﻜﺮات إﻋﺘﻘﺎل ﻟﻠﻤﺒﻌﺪﻳﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺒﺮص اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة .ورﻓﺾ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن
إﻃﻼق ﺳﺮاح اﻟﻤﺒﻌﺪﻳﻦ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﻌﺪ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﺎم  .1948ﺁﺧﺮ اﻟﻤﺒﻌﺪﻳﻦ آﺎن ﻗﺪ ﺗﺮك
ﻗﺒﺮص إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺷﺒﺎط .1949
ﺗﻮﺟّﻬﺖ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻟﻌﺎﺟﺰة ﻣﺮة أﺧﺮى إﻟﻰ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،وﻓﻲ ﺻﻴﻒ  1946وﺿﻌﺖ
اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﺎن ﺧﻄﺔ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة )"ﻣﻮرﻳﺴﻮن-ﻏﺮﻳﺪي"( ﻗﻀﺖ ﺑﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺒﻼد إﻟﻰ آﺎﻧﺘﻮﻧﺎت ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ
وﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺗﺤﺖ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ .وﻣﻦ اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ أن اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي رﻓﺾ اﻟﺨﻄﺔ ،وآﺬﻟﻚ ﻓﻌﻞ
اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﺬﻳﻦ واﺻﻠﻮا ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة رﻓﺾ آﻞ ﻓﻜﺮة ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ .وﺑﺘﺄﻳﻴﺪ ﻓﺎﻋﻞ ﻣﻦ رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت
اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة هﺎري ﺗﺮوﻣﺎن ،ﺗﺮاﺟﻌﺖ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻋﻦ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺒﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ آﻞ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺻﻴﻐﺖ ﻓﻲ
ﻗﺮار ﺑﻠﺘﻤﻮر  ،1942وﻋﺎدت إﻟﻰ ﻓﻜﺮة اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎم  .1937وﻗﺪ رﻓﺾ اﻟﻌﺮب واﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن
ي اﻗﺘﺮاح
ن اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﻳﺮﻓﻀﺎن ﻣﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ أ ّ
ﻣﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ هﺬا اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺟ ّﺪيّ ،ﻟﻴﺘّﻀﺢ ﻣﺮة أﺧﺮى أ ّ
ﻳﺘﻀﻤّﻦ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳّﺔ.
أﺛﺒﺖ إﺻﺮار اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ واﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ﺟﻴﺪًا ،ﻓﺒﻌﺪ ﻓﺸﻞ اﻟﻤﺆﺗﻤﺮ اﻟﺬي ﻋﻘﺪﺗﻪ
ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻟﻨﺪن ﺧﺮﻳﻒ  ،1946اﺿﻄ ّﺮ هﺆﻻء إﻟﻰ ﻋﻘﺪ ﻣﺸﺎورات أﺧﺮى ﻓﻲ ﻟﻨﺪن ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن
ﻞ وﻓﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺪة .وأﺻ ّﺮ
اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  .1947وﺑﺴﺒﺐ رﻓﺾ اﻟﻌﺮب ﺗﻢّ ،آﻤﺎ ﺟﺮت اﻟﻌﺎدة ،اﻟﺘﺸﺎور ﻣﻊ آ ّ
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ،آﻤﺎ اﻟﻌﺮب ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻮاﺣﺪة ،واﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﻜﻮن اﻟﻬﻴﻤﻨﺔ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ،ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺔ اﻟﺤﺎل،
ﻟﻸآﺜﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وﻗﺪ واﻓﻖ اﻟﻮﻓﺪ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻓﺸﻞ اﻟﻤﺆﺗﻤﺮ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ،ﻓﺘﻮﺟّﻪ
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن اﻟﻤﺤﺒﻄﻮن واﻟﻌﺎﺟﺰون إﻟﻰ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ورﻳﺜﺔ ﻋﺼﺒﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ ﺻﺎﺣﺒﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،وهﺪّدت ﺑﺄﻧﻪ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎل رﻓﺾ اﻟﻌﺮب واﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺘﻮﺻّﻞ إﻟﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق ﺑﺸﺄن ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ
اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻓﺴﻮف ﺗﻌﻴﺪ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﻤﻤﻨﻮح ﻟﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻨﻴّﺎت ،ﻟﻜﻦ "دون ﺗﻮﺻﻴﺎت".
أي ،وﺿﻌﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﺎوﻟﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة آﻲ ﺗﻨﺸﻐﻞ هﻲ ﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﺠﺐ ﻋﻤﻠﻪ ﻣﻊ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺒﻼد اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﻤﺰّﻗﻬﺎ
ن وزﻳﺮ اﻟﺨﺎرﺟﻴﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﺑﻮﻳﻦ اﻋﺘﻘﺪ أن اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة
اﻟﺼﺮاع اﻟﻤﺘﻮاﺻﻞ .وﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺒﺪو ،ﻓﺈ ّ
ﻟﻦ ﺗﻌﺮف آﻴﻒ ﺗﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﻀﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﺎﺧﻨﺔ ،وﺳﺘﺤﺼﻞ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻣﺠ ّﺪدًا ،ﻣﺎ
ﺲ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺼﺎﻟﺢ اﻟﺤﻴﻮﻳﺔ ﻟﻠﻌﺎﻟﻢ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ.
ﺳﻴﺘﻴﺢ ﻟﻬﺎ ﺗﺤﻘﻴﻖ إرادﺗﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد دون اﻟﻤ ّ
ﻗﺒﻴﻞ ﻗﻴﺎم اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﺑﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ ،ﺗﻜﺮّرت اﻟﺼﺪاﻣﺎت ﺑﻴﻦ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ وﺑﻴﻦ
اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي .ﺗﻮاﺻﻞ ﺗﺪﻓﻖ "اﻟﻤﻐﺎﻣﺮون" إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،وزاد إﺻﺮار ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﻌﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺪﺧﻮل ،ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎرهﺎ ﻟﺪى اﻟﺮأي اﻟﻌﺎم ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد .دﻓﻊ اﻟﻨﻀﺎل اﻟﻤﺴﻠﺢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ إﻟﻰ
ﻓﺮض اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻋﺒﺜًﺎ ،ﻓﻠﻘﺪ ﺗﻌﺎﻇﻢ اﻟﻨﻀﺎل واﺿﻄﺮ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن إﻟﻰ إﻟﻐﺎء اﻟﺤﻜﻢ
اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ،ﻓﻘﻂ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﺮور أﺳﺒﻮﻋﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﺮﺿﻪ .آﻤﺎ أﺟﺒﺮت ﻓﻌﺎﻟﻴﺎت اﻟـ"إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" واﻟـ"ﻟﻴﺤﻲ"
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اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي وﻣﻘﺎﺗﻠﻲ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" و"اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" وﻓﺮض اﻟﺤﺼﺎر ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻀﻮاﺣﻲ اﻟﺰراﻋﻴﺔ ﻟﻤﺼﺎدرة
اﻷﺳﻠﺤﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺒّﺄة هﻨﺎك ،وﺣﺎول اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻣﻔﺎﺟﺄة اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف ﻟﻜﻨﻬﻢ ﻓﺸﻠﻮا ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﻋﻠﻢ ﻗﺴﻢ ﻣﺨﺎﺑﺮات
"اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" )"ﺷﺎي"( ﺑﺘﻔﺎﺻﻴﻞ اﻟﺨﻄّﺔ ﻓﺘ ّﻢ اﻹﺳﺘﻌﺪاد ﻟﻤﺠﻲء اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ .آﺎن ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎت
ﺟﺰء آﺒﻴﺮ ﻓﻲ إﻓﺸﺎل اﻟﺤﻤﻠﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﺔ ﺿﺪ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،اﻟﻤﻌﺮوﻓﺔ ﺑﺎﺳﻢ "اﻟﺴﺒﺖ اﻷﺳﻮد".
ﻳﻮم اﻟﺴﺒﺖ  29ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  ،1946ﻓﻲ ﺳﺎﻋﺎت اﻟﺼﺒﺎح اﻟﺒﺎآﺮة ،اﻋﺘﻘﻞ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﻮن ﺑﻌﻀًﺎ ﻣﻦ
ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف ﻣﻤﻦ ﻧﺠﺤﻮا ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺜﻮر ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ ،وﺑﺮز ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻌﺘﻘﻠﻴﻦ ﻣﻮﺷﻴﻪ ﺷﺮﺗﻮك )ﺷﺮت(
رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،أﻣّﺎ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻤﺮآﺰﻳﺔ ﻣﺜﻞ داﻓﻴﺪ ﺑﻴﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ،رﺋﻴﺲ
إدارة اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ ،وﻣﻮﺷﻴﻪ ﺳﻨﻴﻪ ،رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻘﻄﺮﻳﺔ ﻟﻠـ"هﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﻧﺠﺤﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﺮار ﻟﺨﻴﺒﺔ
أﻣﻞ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ .وﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ "اﻟﺴﺒﺖ اﻷﺳﻮد" ﺗﻢ ﻓﺮض اﻟﺤﺼﺎر ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻠﺪات ،وﺗﻢ
اﻋﺘﻘﺎل اﻟﻤﺌﺎت ﻣﻦ أﻋﻀﺎء "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" و"اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ،وأﻋﻀﺎء اﻟﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺴﺎت ﻣﻦ اﻟﺮﺟﺎل واﻟﻨﺴﺎء،
ووﺿﻌﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻌﺴﻜﺮات اﻹﻋﺘﻘﺎل ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون ورﻓﺢ ،وآﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﺬروة ﻓﻲ آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ ﻳﺎﺟﻮر ،ﺣﻴﺚ
ﻋﺜﺮ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺨﺰن اﻟﺴﻼح اﻟﻤﺮآﺰي ﻟﻠـ"هﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎﻩ" .وﻗﺪ ﺗﻌﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ
ﺑﻮﺣﺸﻴﺔ وﺑﻘﺒﻀﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺮﺟﺎل واﻟﻨﺴﺎء اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺣﺎوﻟﻮا ﻣﻨﻌﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ إﺧﺮاج اﻟﺴﻼح ،ووﻗﻊ
ﺧﻼل اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺘﻠﻰ واﻟﺠﺮﺣﻰ .وﺗﺤﻮّل آﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ اﻟﻴﺎﺟﻮر ﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﻴﻮم إﻟﻰ رﻣﺰ ﻟﻠﻘﺘﺎل
اﻟﺒﺎﺳﻞ ﺿﺪ "اﻟﺒﻴﻮن اﻟﺨﺎﺋﻨﺔ" ]اﻟﺒﻴﻮن هﻮ اﻻﺳﻢ اﻟﻴﻮﻧﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻢ ﻟﻠﺠﺰر اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ  -اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ[ آﻤﺎ
ﺖ ﺑﻦ ﻏﻮرﻳﻮن ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ.
ﻧﻌ َ
ﻓﺸﻞ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻣﻬﻤّﺘﻬﻢ ،وزادت ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ "اﻟﺴﺒﺖ اﻷﺳﻮد" ﻣﻦ إﺻﺮار اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف .آﺎن ﻗﺴﻢ
ﻣﺨﺎﺑﺮات "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻗﺪ ﻧﺠﺢ ﻓﻲ اﻹﺑﻼغ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻗﺒﻞ  29ﺣﺰﻳﺮان ،وهﻜﺬا وﺟﺪ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن
"اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﻣﺴﺘﻌﺪّة ﺟﻴﺪًا ،ﺑﺎﺳﺘﺜﻨﺎء "ﻳﺎﺟﻮر" ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘ ّﻢ اﻟﻌﺜﻮر ﻋﻠﻰ آﻤﻴﺎت آﺒﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ اﻷﺳﻠﺤﺔ .وﻗﺪ
رﻓﺾ اﻟﻤﻌﺘﻘﻠﻮن اﻟﺘﻌﺎون ،وﻋﻤﻠﺖ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻮﺟﻴﻪ اﻟﺘﻤﺮد ﻣﻦ ﻣﺮآﺰهﺎ ﻓﻲ
ﺑﺎرﻳﺲ وﺑﺎﻟﺘﻨﺴﻴﻖ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻤﻌﺘﻘﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﻄﺮون .رﻓﺾ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺿﺪ ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻤﻲ
"إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" و"ﻟﻴﺤﻲ" واﺳﺘﻤ ّﺮ اﻟﺘﻤﺮد .وﻇﻬﺮ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻋﺠﺰهﻢ وﻋﺪم ﻗﺪرﺗﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻨﻊ
اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻣﻦ اﻻﺳﺘﻤﺮار ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻀﺎل .ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻷﻣﺮ اﺿﻄ ّﺮ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ
اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  1946إﻟﻰ إﻃﻼق ﺳﺮاح ﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﻣﻌﺘﻘﻠﻲ "اﻟﺴﺒﺖ اﻷﺳﻮد" ،ﺑﻤَﻦ ﻓﻴﻬﻢ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات.
اﻟﺮ ّد ﻋﻠﻰ "اﻟﺴﺒﺖ اﻷﺳﻮد" ﺟﺎء ﺳﺮﻳﻌًﺎ ،ﻓﻔﻲ  22ﺗﻤّﻮز  1946ﻧﺠﺢ اﻟﻤﺘﻤﺮّدون ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﺟﻴﻪ ﺿﺮﺑﺔ
ﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ﻓﻲ ﻓﻨﺪق "اﻟﻤﻠﻚ داود" ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﻮاﺟﺪت اﻟﺴﻜﺮﺗﺎرﻳﺔ
إﻟﻰ ﻗﻠﺐ ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧ ّ
اﻟﺮﺋﻴﺴﻴﺔ )ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴّﺔ( وﻗﻴﺎدة اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد .ﻓﻘﺪ ﻧﺠﺢ ﻣﻘﺎﺗﻠﻮ
"اﻹﻳﺘﺴﻞ" ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﺴﻠّﻞ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻔﻨﺪق وزرع اﻟﻤﺘﻔﺠّﺮات اﻟﻘﻮﻳّﺔ ﺗﺤﺖ اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺠﻨﻮﺑﻲ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ،ﺣﻴﺚ
ﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺎﺗﻠﺖ ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ اﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ أﻣﺎآﻦ
ﻣﻜﺎﺗﺐ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ،وﺑﺨﻼف ﺣﺮآﺎت اﻟﺘﺤﺮّر اﻟﻘﻮﻣ ّ
ن
ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،اﺗﺼﻞ ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ "اﻹﻳﺘﺴﻞ" هﺎﺗﻔ ﻴﺎ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ وأﺑﻠﻐﻬﻢ ﺑﺄ ّ
ﻦ اﻟﺴﻜﺮﺗﻴﺮ اﻟﺮﺋﻴﺴﻲ ،ﺟﻮن ﺷﺎو ،رﻓﺾ اﻟﺘﺤﺬﻳﺮ
اﻟﻔﻨﺪق ﺳﻴﻨﻔﺠﺮ وﻳﺠﺐ إﺧﻼؤﻩ ﺣﺎﻻً ،ﻟﻜ ّ
ﺑﺘﻌﺠﺮف وإﺳﺘﻌﻼء ،ﻓﻜﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻨﺘﺎﺋﺞ ﺻﻌﺒﺔ ﺟﺪا ،ﺣﻴﺚ اﻧﻬﺎر اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺠﻨﻮﺑﻲ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ﻟﻠﻔﻨﺪق ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻣﻦ ﻓﻴﻪ ،وﻗﺘﻞ  91ﺷﺨﺼًﺎ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻢ ﻳﻬﻮد وﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن وﻋﺮب.
آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﺼﺪﻣﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد وﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ .ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﺼﻴﺒﺔ اﻟﻜﺒﺮى ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﻠﻘّﺖ ﻣﻜﺎﻧﺔ
ن اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﺪأوا ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﺼﻴﻒ
اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ وآﺮاﻣﺘﻬﺎ ﺿﺮﺑﺔ ﻗﻮﻳﺔ .وﻳﺒﺪو أ ّ
ن ﻻ أﻣﻞ ﻟﻬﻢ ﺑﻤﻮاﺻﻠﺔ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﺴﻤﻊ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي
ﺑﺈدراك أ ّ
وﻓﻲ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ أﺻﻮات اﻟﻔﺮح ،ﺑﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﻜﺲ ،رﻏﻢ ﺗﻔﻬّﻢ دواﻓﻊ ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ "اﻹﻳﺘﺴﻞ"،
أﺻﻴﺒﺖ ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف ﺑﺎﻟﺬهﻮل واﻟﻐﻀﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﻨﺴّﻘﺔ ﻣﻌﻬﻢ ،واﻟﺘﻲ ﺟﺒﺖ ﺛﻤﻨًﺎ
ﺑﺎهﻈًﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻷرواح .وﻓﻲ ﺧﻄﻮة ﻻ ﻣﺜﻴﻞ ﻟﻬﺎ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺸﻌﻮب ،ﻗﺎﻣﺖ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺑﺎﺳﺘﻨﻜﺎر اﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ
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ﻟﻺﻋﺠﺎب ،ﻓﻘﺮّر اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﻮن ﻧﻘﻞ اﻟﻤﺒﻌﺪﻳﻦ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻤﺤﺘﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ أﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،دون أﺧﺬ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻌﻨﻴﻪ
ذﻟﻚ ﺑﻌﻴﻦ اﻹﻋﺘﺒﺎر ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ ،وﺗ ّﻢ ﺗﻮﺟﻴﻪ اﻟﺴﻔﻦ إﻟﻰ هﺎﻣﺒﻮرغ ﻓﻲ أﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺎ،
وهﻨﺎﻟﻚ ﺗ ّﻢ إﻧﺰال "اﻟﻤﻐﺎﻣﺮون" ﺑﻘﻮّة ﻓﻲ ﻣﺸﻬﺪ ﻇﻬﺮت ﻓﻴﻪ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ ﺳﻴّﺌﺔ أﻣﺎم
اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ.
ﻲ ﺟ ّﺮ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻟﺘﺒﻨّﻲ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺘﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﻌﺎدﻳﺔ ﻟﻠﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴّﺔ،
ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺼﻌﻴﺪ اﻟﺪوﻟ ّ
وﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﻟﺠﻨﺔ ﺗﻘﺼّﻲ اﻟﺤﻘﺎﺋﻖ اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﻴﻦ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴّﺘﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻴﻴﻦ )ﻟﺠﻨﺔ ﺗﻘﺼّﻲ اﻟﺤﻘﺎﺋﻖ
ن اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ أوﺻﺖ
اﻷﻧﺠﻠﻮ-أﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ( ،ﺑﺘﻘﺪﻳﻢ ﺗﻮﺻﻴﺎت ﻣﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ﻧُﺸﺮت ﻓﻲ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن  ،1946ﺻﺤﻴﺢ أ ّ
ﺑﺠﻠﺐ  100,000ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ أوﺻﺖ ﺑﺈﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ
واﺣﺪة ،وﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﺛﻨﺎﺋﻴّﺔ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ .ﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﺘﻄﻊ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻗﺒﻮل هﺬﻩ اﻟﺘﻮﺻﻴﺎت ،آﻤﺎ رﻓﻀﻬﺎ
ﻲ.
اﻟﻌﺮب ﺧﺸﻴﺔ إﻏﺮاق اﻟﺒﻼد ﻣﺮة واﺣﺪة ﺑﻤﺎﺋﺔ أﻟﻒ ﻳﻬﻮدي إﺿﺎﻓ ّ
ي ﺑﻌﺪ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب وﻻﺣﻘًﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺧﻴﺒﺔ أﻣﻞ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﺬي
أدّت اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻌﺎت اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة ﻟﻠﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ّ
ﺷﻌﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﺨﻴﺎﻧﺔ ،واﻵن أﺻﺒﺤﺖ ﻣﺸﺎﻋﺮ اﻟﺨﻴﺎﻧﺔ ﻣﻀﺎﻋﻔﺔ ،ﻓﺈﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺨﻴﺎﻧﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻤﺜّﻠﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻜﺘﺎب
اﻷﺑﻴﺾ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر  ،1939ﻟﻢ ﻳﺴﻌﻒ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﺗﺠﻨّﺪﻩ اﻟﺘﺎم إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ ﺟﻬﻮد اﻟﺤﺮب
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ .ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﺠﻨّﺪ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ ﺁﻻف ﻳﻬﻮدي ﻣﻦ اﻟﺮﺟﺎل واﻟﻨﺴﺎء ﻟﻠﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ،وﻗﺎﺗﻠﻮا إﻟﻰ
ﺟﺎﻧﺒﻪ ،وآﺎن ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺪ ،آﻤﺎ ﺳﺎﻋﺪ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺤﻮﻳﻞ أرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
ي ﺧﻼل اﻟﺤﺮب :ﻧﻘﻄﺔ اﻟﺘﻘﺎء ﻟﻠﻤﻮاﺻﻼت اﻟﺒﺤﺮﻳّﺔ واﻟﺠﻮﻳّﺔ واﻟﺒﺮﻳّﺔ،
ﻲ ﺣﻴﻮ ّ
إﻟﻰ ﻣﺮآﺰ إﻣﺒﺮﻳﺎﻟ ّ
ﻣﺮآﺰ ﻟﻠﺘﺪرﻳﺒﺎت واﻹﺳﺘﺮاﺣﺔ ﻟﻠﻮﺣﺪات اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳّﺔ ،وﻣﻜﺎن ﻟﻺﻣﺪادات اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ﻓﻲ
أوروﺑﺎ ،وأﻓﺮﻳﻘﻴﺎ وﺁﺳﻴﺎ .آﻤﺎ ﻋﻤﻠﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺎس ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺤﺎرﺑﺔ اﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﺎت اﻟﺴﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻨﺸﻘّﺔ
)"إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" و"ﻟﻴﺤﻲ"( ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ ﺿﺮب ﻣﺒﻌﻮﺛﻲ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﺑﻬﺪف إﺟﺒﺎرهﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻣﻐﺎدرة ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﻓﻮرًا ،وﻗﺪ اﺿﻄ ّﺮ ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" ﺑﺄﻣﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻋﺘﻘﺎل اﻟﺨﻠﻴﺔ
ي
اﻟﺴﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻨﺸﻘّﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻘﻮّة .ﻟﻜﻦ ،هﺎ هﻲ اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺎت اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺗﻌﺎﻣﻞ هﺬا اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻢ وآﺄﻧّﻪ ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ ﺳ ّﺮ ّ
ﻲ.
ﺁﺧﺮ وﻏﻴﺮ ﺷﺮﻋ ّ
ﻗﻀﻴﺔ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ ،اﻧﻌﺪام اﻟﻤﺨﺮج اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ واﻟﻌﺪاء اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ
ﺷﺨﺼﻴﺎت ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﺮآﺰﻳﺔ ﻟﻠﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ واﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺁرﻧﺴﺖ ﺑﻮﻳﻦ ورﺟﺎﻟﻪ ﻓﻲ وزارة
اﻟﺨﺎرﺟﻴﺔ ،أدّت آﻠﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ وﻻدة ﺣﺮآﺔ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ .وﻣﻨﺬ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷوّل  1945وﺣﺘﻰ ﺁب
 ،1946ﻋﻤﻞ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻋﻠﻰ دﻋﻢ ﺣﺮآﺔ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺿﻤّﺖ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﺘﻨﻈﻴﻤﺎت اﻟﺴﺮﻳﺔ:
"هﺠﺎﻧﺎة"" ،ﺑﻠﻤﺎح"" ،إﻳﺘﺴﻞ" و"ﻟﻴﺤﻲ" ،ﻓﻲ ﺟﺴﻢ واﺣﺪ ﻣﺘﻤﺎﺳﻚ أراد ﻃﺮد اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺒﻼد ،وﻗﺪ ﻋﻤﻠﺖ ﺣﺮآﺔ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺗﺮك اﻧﻄﺒﺎﻋﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،ﻣﺜﻠﻤﺎ ﺣﺪث ﻓﻲ "ﻟﻴﻠﺔ
اﻟﻘﻄﺎرات" ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1945ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗ ّﻢ ﺗﻔﺠﻴﺮ أﻣﺎآﻦ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﻜﻚ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد
ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﺘﺰاﻣﻦ .وهﻜﺬا ﻓﻲ "ﻟﻴﻠﺔ اﻟﺠﺴﻮر" ﻓﻲ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  ،1946ﺣﻴﺚ ﻗﺎم "اﻟﺒﻠﻤﺎح" ﺑﺘﻔﺠﻴﺮ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ
اﻟﺠﺴﻮر اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺮﺑﻂ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﺑﺠﺎراﺗﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻟﻴﻠﺔ واﺣﺪة.
ﻓﻲ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  1946ﻗﺮّرت ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﺗﻠﻘﻴﻦ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي درﺳًﺎ آﻲ ﻳﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ،وﺗ ّﻢ اﻹﻋﺪاد
ﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴّﺘﻴﻦ .اﻷوﻟﻰ واﺳﻌﺔ اﻟﻨﻄﺎق هﺪﻓﺖ إﻟﻰ ﻧﺰع ﺳﻼح اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،واﻋﺘﻘﺎل وﻃﺮد
ﻗﻴﺎداﺗﻪ ،واﻟﻘﻀﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺪرﺗﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻤﻞ آﺄوﺗﻮﻧﻮﻣﻴﺎ ،وﺗﻤﻜﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻤﻌﺘﺪﻟﺔ ﺑﺮﺋﺎﺳﺔ ﺣﺎﻳﻴﻢ
ﻓﺎﻳﺘﺴﻤﺎن ﻣﻦ ﻗﻴﺎدة اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ واﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻟﻤﺤﺎرﺑﺔ اﻹرهﺎب اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،ووﺿﻊ
ﺧﻄّﺔ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻳﻘﺒﻠﻬﺎ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻋﻠﻰ أن ﺗﻜﻔﻠﻬﺎ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،وﺑﻬﺪف ﻣﻨﻊ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻣﻦ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ
دوﻟﺘﻪ وﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻣﻊ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺗﺄﺗﻲ.
ﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺨﻠﻔﻴﺔ وآﺬﻟﻚ ﻳﻬﻮد اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ اﻧﺘﻘﻠﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺧﺸﻴﺖ
ﻟﻜ ّ
أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻗﻮّة اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،إﻟﻰ ﺧﻄّﺔ ﻣﻘﻠّﺼﺔ هﺪﻓﺖ إﻟﻰ اﻋﺘﻘﺎل اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﺸﺮﻋﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻴﺸﻮف
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اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻨﻘﺴﻤﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ذاﺗﻬﺎ ،ﺿﻌﻴﻔﺔ وآﺎن ﺑﻌﻀﻬﺎ ﺑﻌﻴﺪًا ﻋﻦ ﺷﻌﺒﻪ ،وآﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﻌﺘﻤﺪ
إﻟﻰ ﺣ ّﺪ آﺒﻴﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ هﻲ اﻷﺧﺮى ﺿﻌﻴﻔﺔ وﻣﻨﻘﺴﻤﺔ ،وﺗﺤﺖ ﺗﺄﺛﻴﺮ
اﻟﺪول اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ،أﻣّﺎ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻜﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺸﻐﻮﻟﺔ ﺑﺈﻋﺎدة ﺗﺄهﻴﻞ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻷﺿﺮار
اﻟﺒﺎﻟﻐﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺧﻠّﻔﺘﻬﺎ ﺳﻨﻮات اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ.
ﻓﻲ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  ،1945وﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﻔﺎﺟﺊ ،ﺳُﺤﻖ اﻟﺤﺰب اﻟﻤﺤﺎﻓﻆ ﻟﺮﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ وﻧﺴﺘﻮن ﺗﺸﺮﺗﺸﻞ
ﻓﻲ اﻻﻧﺘﺨﺎﺑﺎت اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،وأﺛﺒﺘﺖ اﻟﺪﻳﻤﻘﺮاﻃﻴﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺣﺼﺎﻧﺘﻬﺎ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﻦ آﺎن ﻳﻘﻒ
ﻋﻠﻰ رأس ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺳﺎﻋﺎﺗﻬﺎ اﻟﺤﺮﺟﺔ اﺿﻄ ّﺮ إﻟﻰ إﺧﻼء ﻣﻜﺎﻧﻪ .ﺣﻴﺚ أﺧﻠﻰ ﺗﺸﺮﺗﺸﻞ وﺣﺰﺑﻪ
اﻟﻤﻜﺎن ﻟﻠﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺷﻜّﻠﻬﺎ ﺣﺰب اﻟﻠﻴﺒﻮر )اﻟﻌﻤﻞ( .وآﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﻮﻗّﻌﺎت اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺒﻼد وﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ آﺒﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ هﺬا اﻟﺤﺰب ،ﻓﺎﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﻤﻌﻠﻨﺔ ﻟﻬﺬا اﻟﺤﺰب ﻓﻲ ﺑﺮﻧﺎﻣﺠﻪ وﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻨﺪ
اﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠّﻖ ﺑﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ أرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ أﻗﻞ إﻳﺠﺎﺑﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﻤﺤﺎﻓﻈﻴﻦ ،إﺿﺎﻓﺔ
إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،وﻗﻒ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ ،آﻠﻤﻨﺖ أﺗﻠﻲ اﻟﺮﺟﻞ اﻟﻘﻮي ﻓﻲ ﺣﺰب اﻟﻌﻤﻞ
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ،ﺳﻜﺮﺗﻴﺮ اﻟﻨﻘﺎﺑﺎت اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻴﺔ ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ ،ووزﻳﺮ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻃﺎﻗﻢ ﺗﺸﺮﺗﺸﻞ اﻟﺤﺮﺑﻲّ ،ﺁرﻧﺴﺖ
ﺑﻮﻳﻦ.
ﺳﺎد اﻹﻋﺘﻘﺎد ﻟﺪى ﺣﺮآﺔ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ اﻷرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻴﻄﺮت ﺁﻧﺬاك ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف ،ﺑﺄن وﺟﻬﺎت اﻟﻨﻈﺮ اﻟﻤﺘﺸﺎﺑﻬﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺴﺎﺋﻞ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ ﺳﺘﻨﺴﺤﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺠﺎل اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ،
ﻟﻜﻦ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺮد اﻟﺠﻤﻴﻞ ﻟﻠﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،ﺑﻞ ﻃﺎﻟﺒﺖ ﺑﻤﻌﺎﻗﺒﺘﻪ ،ﻓﻘﺎد
ﺑﻮﻳﻦ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺗﺮﻓﺾ اﻟﻘﻀﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ "اﻟﻜﺘﺎب اﻷﺑﻴﺾ" ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎم  ،1939ﺑﻞ زادت
ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺘﻬﺎ ﺗﻄﺮّﻓﺎً ،وﺑﺎﺗﺖ ﺗﺴﻤﻊ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ أﺻﻮات ﻻ ﺳﺎﻣﻴﺔ واﺿﺤﺔ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ادّﻋﻰ ﺑﻮﻳﻦ ،ﺑﻌﺪ أﺷﻬﺮ ﻗﻠﻴﻠﺔ
ﻞ اﻟﻘﻀﻴﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ داﺧﻞ أوروﺑﺎ ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ.
ﻣﻦ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب ،أﻧﻪ ﻳﺠﺐ ﺣ ّ
ﻟﻴﺲ ﻏﺮﻳﺒًﺎ إذا أن ﺗﺼﻞ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻓﻘﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﻀﻴﺾ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻀﻴﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺘﻲ أﻋﻠﻨﺘﻬﺎ
اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻔﻦ اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ اﻟﻬﺸّﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺠﻤّﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﻄﺤﻬﺎ ﺁﻻف
اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ ،وآﻞ ﻣﺎ أرادوﻩ هﻮ اﻟﻮﺻﻮل إﻟﻰ ﺑ ّﺮ اﻷﻣﺎن ،وإﻟﻰ ﻣﻮﻃﻨﻬﻢ
اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻢ ،ﻟﻘﺪ ﻧﺠﺢ ﻗﻠﻴﻠﻮن ﻓﻘﻂ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻐﻠﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺎﺟﺰ اﻟﺬي أﻗﺎﻣﻪ اﻷﺳﻄﻮل اﻷﻗﻮى ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ ،واﻟﺬي اﺳﺘﺪﻋﻲ ﻟﻤﺤﺎرﺑﺘﻬﻢ .ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﻢ اﻟﻘﺒﺾ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻔﻦ ،واﺣﺪة ﺗﻠﻮ اﻷﺧﺮى ،ﺑﻌﻀﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻤﻴﺎﻩ اﻹﻗﻠﻴﻤﻴﺔ ﻷرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ أو ﺧﺎرﺟﻬﺎ ،وﺑﻌﻀﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺸﺎﻃﺊ ﺗﻤﺎﻣًﺎ ،ﺗ ّﻢ ﺑﺪاﻳ ًﺔ ﺣﺠﺰ
"هﻤﻌﻔﻴﻠﻴﻢ" )آﻠﻤﺔ ﻋﺒﺮﻳﺔ ﺗﻌﻨﻲ اﻟﺼﺎﻋﺪﻳﻦ ،أو ﻣﻘﺘﺤﻤﻲ اﻟﺤﻮاﺟﺰ ،أو اﻟﺸﺠﻌﺎن ،وهﻲ آﻨﺎﻳﺔ ﻋﻦ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺬﻳﻦ هﺎﺟﺮوا إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﻄﺮق ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺸﺮوﻋﺔ وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ،
وﺳﻮف ﻧﺸﻴﺮ إﻟﻴﻬﻢ ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺼﻄﻠﺢ "ﻣﻐﺎﻣﺮون" – اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( داﺧﻞ ﻣﻌﺴﻜﺮ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻠﺪة ﻋﺘﻠﻴﺖ ،وﺗ ّﻢ
ﻼ ﻗﻠﻴﻠﺔ اﻟﻌﺪد .ﻓﻴﻤﺎ
اﻟﺴﻤﺎح ﻟﺒﻌﻀﻬﻢ ﺑﺪﺧﻮل اﻟﺒﻼد ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺴﺎب ﺣﺼﺺ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ أﺻ ً
ﺑﻌﺪ ،وﺑﻌﺪ أن ﻋﺠﺰ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻋﻦ ﻣﻨﻊ ﺗﺪﻓّﻖ اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ وﺻﻠﻮا ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ )وﻗﻠﺔ
ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﻴﺎﺑﺴﺔ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ وﻟﺒﻨﺎن( ،ﺗﻢ ﻃﺮد اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺰﻳﺮة ﻗﺒﺮص
اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ،إﻻ أن ﻣﻨﻈﺮ اﻟﻤﻌﺴﻜﺮات هﻨﺎك ذآّﺮ اﻟﻤﺒﻌﺪﻳﻦ ﻟﻠﻤﺮة اﻷﻟﻒ ﺑﻤﺎﺿﻴﻬﻢ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺐ واﻟﻔﻈﻴﻊ.
وﺻﻠﺖ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺘﻬﺎوﻧﺔ إﻟﻰ ذروﺗﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻀﻴﺔ ﻃﺮد اﻟﺴﻔﻴﻨﺔ "أآﺴﻮدوس" ﻓﻲ
ﺻﻴﻒ  ،1947وﺗﻢ اﻋﺘﻘﺎل "اﻟﻤﻐﺎﻣﺮون" ﻓﻲ ﻗﻠﺐ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ .ﺳﻴﻄﺮ ﺟﻨﻮد اﻷﺳﻄﻮل اﻟﻤﺪرّﺑﻮن ﺑﺈﺗﻘﺎن
ﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻟﺪﻳﻬﻢ ،إﻟﻰ أن اﺿﻄﺮّوا
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻔﻴﻨﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻘ ّﻮة ،وﻗﺎﺗﻞ " اﻟﻤﻐﺎﻣﺮون" ﻗﺘﺎل اﻟﻘﻠﺔ ﺿﺪ اﻟﻜﺜﺮة ﺑﻜ ّ
ﻟﻼﺳﺘﺴﻼم ﺑﻌﺪ ﺳﻘﻮط اﻟﻘﺘﻠﻰ واﻟﺠﺮﺣﻰ .وﺗ ّﻢ ﺳﺤﺐ اﻟﺴﻔﻴﻨﺔ اﻟﻤﻌﻄﻮﺑﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻴﻨﺎء ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،وﻣﻦ هﻨﺎﻟﻚ
ﻧُﻘﻞ "اﻟﻤﻐﺎﻣﺮون" ﺑﻘﻮّة إﻟﻰ ﺳﻔﻴﻨﺘﻴﻦ ،وﺗ ّﻢ ﻃﺮدهﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺗﻤﻮﻳﻪ اﻟﺴﻔﻴﻨﺘﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﻜﻞ ﻣﻌﺘﻘﻞ ﻋﺎﺋﻢ ،وﻗﺪ
أراد اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن إﻋﺎدة اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ ،اﻟﺒﻠﺪ اﻟﺬي ﻗﺪﻣﻮا ﻣﻨﻪ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﻢ رﻓﻀﻮا اﻟﻨﺰول آﻤﺎ
ﻲ ﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ ﻣﺜﻴﺮًا
رﻓﻀﺖ ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ إﺟﺒﺎرهﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ﺑﺎﻟﻘﻮّة .آﺎن هﺬا اﻟﻤﻮﻗﻒ اﻷﺧﻼﻗ ّ
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اﺳﺘﻌﺪادًا ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﺨﻄﻮة ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻳﻬﻮد أوروﺑﺎ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺑﻘﻲ اﻟﻘﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ،وأآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻳﻬﻮد ﺷﻤﺎل
أﻣﺮﻳﻜﺎ ،ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ أُﺛﺒﺖ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ واﺿﺢ ﻣﺪى ﻋﻼﻗﺔ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ ﺑﺄرض
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻷﻧّﻪ هﻮ ﻓﻘﻂ آﺎن ﻗﺎدرًا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻮﻓﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﻠﺠﺄ ﻟﻤﺌﺎت ﺁﻻف اﻟﻤﺘﺒﻘّﻴﻦ واﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺑﻘﻮا ﺑﺪون ﻣﺄوى
ن اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ ﻗﺪ أﺛﺒﺘﺖ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ،آﻤﺎ ﻟﻠﻌﺎﻟﻢ آﻠّﻪ ،ﺑﺄﻧّﻪ ﻻ
ﻓﻲ ﻣﻌﺴﻜﺮات اﻟﻼﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ أﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،وﻳﺒﺪو أ ّ
ن ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﺑﺪأ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ
ﻳﻮﺟﺪ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ﻣﻜﺎن ﻳﺬهﺒﻮن إﻟﻴﻪ ﺳﻮى أرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،واﻵ َ
واﺿﺢ ﻋﻦ دوﻟﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ،هﻨﺎ واﻵن.
ﺗ ّﻢ اﻟﺘﻌﺒﻴﺮ ﻋﻦ هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﻋﺒﺮ ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ ،وآﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺎول ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﻮدة
إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻜﺎن اﻟﺬي آﺎن ﻟﻪ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ وﺟﺪ أن ﻻ ﻣﻜﺎن ﻟﻠﻌﻮدة إﻟﻴﻪ ،وأن ﻣﻜﺎﻧﻪ ﻗﺪ أﺧﺬ
"وأﺻﺤﺎﺑﻪ" اﻟﺠﺪد ﻳﺮﻓﻀﻮن إﻋﺎدﺗﻪ ،وﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺗﻌﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﺤﻠﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻊ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﻌﺎﺋﺪﻳﻦ )اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﻼﺋﻞ( ،ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔًﺎ ﻋﻦ ﺗﻌﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﻨﺎزﻳﻴﻦ ﻣﻌﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ،ﻓﻮﻗﻌﺖ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ
أﻋﻤﺎل اﻟﻘﺘﻞ ،اﻟﺘﻨﻜﻴﻞ ،اﻟﺴّﻠﺐ واﻟﻄﺮد ،وﺑﺪأ اﻵﻻف ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻳﻬﺮﺑﻮن ﺑﻄﺮق ﺻﻌﺒﺔ ،وﺑﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة
ﻧﺎﺷﻄﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺒﻌﻮﺛﻲ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف ،إﻟﻰ أﻣﺎآﻦ ﺁﻣﻨﺔ ﻧﺴﺒﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻷﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴّﺔ
اﻟﺘﻲ اﺣﺘﻠﺘّﻬﺎ أﻣﺮﻳﻜﺎ ،أو إﻟﻰ إﻳﻄﺎﻟﻴﺎ ﺣﻴﺚ اﻧﺘﻈﺮهﻢ ﻣﺒﻌﻮﺛﻮ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف واﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴّﺔ وﺟﻨﻮد
اﻟﻮﺣﺪة اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﻗﺪّم ﻟﻬﻢ هﺆﻻء ﻣﻜﺎﻧًﺎ ﻟﻠﻤﺒﻴﺖ ،اﻟﻄﻌﺎم ،وﺑﻴﻮت اﻷﻳﺘﺎم
ﻵﻻف اﻷﻃﻔﺎل اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺑﻘﻮا ﻣﻦ دون واﻟﺪﻳﻦ ،وأﻳﻀًﺎ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺜﻘﺎﻓﺔ اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ اﻷوﻟﻴﺔ واﻟﺘﺄهﻴﻞ ﻧﺤﻮ
هﺠﺮﺗﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،إﻣّﺎ ﺑﻄﺮق ﺷﺮﻋﻴﺔ ،أو ﻏﻴﺮ ﺷﺮﻋﻴﺔ .وﻗﺪ أﻗﺎﻣﺖ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳّﺔ ﺟﻬﺎزًا
ﻼ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺒﻌﻮﺛﻴﻦ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺧﺮﺟﻮا إﻟﻰ أوروﺑﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻤﻠﻴّﺎت إﻧﻘﺎذ ،ﺗﺄهﻴﻞ وﺗﻬﻴﺌﺔ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ ﻟﻠﻌﻮدة،
ﺷﺎﻣ ً
وﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ زاد اﺳﺘﻌﺪاد اﻟﻤﺒﻌﻮﺛﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴّﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﻠّﺔ وﺷﺒﻪ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﻠّﺔ ،ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة
اﻟﺘﺠﻤّﻌﺎت اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ هﻨﺎك إزاء اﻟﻌﺪاء اﻟﻤﺘﻨﺎﻣﻲ ﺿﺪّهﻢ ،ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ اﻟﺼﺮاع ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ورﻏﺒﺔ هﺆﻻء
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ.
ﻣﻌﻈﻢ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ أﺻﺒﺤﻮا ،ﺑﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻈﺮوف ،ﺻﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﻴﻦ ،ﺣﺘﻰ وإن ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻮﻧﻮا آﺬﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ
ي اﻟﻤﺘﺪهﻮر ،وﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺘﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ دون ﻋﺎﺋﻼﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﺘﻲ
ﻲ واﻟﺠﺴﺪ ّ
ﻗﺒﻞ .هﺆﻻء اﻟﻤﻬﺎﻧﻮن ،ﻓﻲ وﺿﻌﻬﻢ اﻟﻨﻔﺴ ّ
أﺑﻴﺪت ﺟﻤﻴﻌﻬﺎ ،أو ﻣﻊ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎﺋﻼﺗﻬﻢ ،أراد ﻣﻌﻈﻤﻬﻢ اﻟﺒﻘﺎء ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ .ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻘﺪ اﺿﻄ ّﺮ
ﻣﺒﻌﻮﺛﻮ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺴﻜﺮات إﻟﻰ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت اﻟﺼﻌﺒﺔ ﺟﺪا .ﻓﺒﻌﺪ أﺳﻮأ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ أن
ﻳﺤﺪث ،آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻲ أن ﻳﻜﻮن وﺿﻌﻬﻢ ﻣﺰرﻳًﺎ .ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ أن ﺛﻤّﺔ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﺔ واﺣﺪة
ﻹﻧﻘﺎذ اﻟﻨﺎﺟﻴﻦ وهﻲ :ﻧﻘﻠﻬﻢ ﺳﺮﻳﻌًﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻟﻜﻦ أﻟـ"ﻋﻠﻴﺎﻩ" )ﻣﺼﻄﻠﺢ ﻋﺒﺮي ﻳﻌﻨﻲ اﻟﺼﻌﻮد،
ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة ،إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻳﻘﺎﺑﻠﻪ ﻣﺼﻄﻠﺢ "ﻳَﺮﻳﺪَﻩ" ،وﻳﻌﻨﻲ اﻟﻬﺒﻮط أو اﻟﻨﺰول وﻳﻄﻠﻖ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ – اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﺑﺎﻷﻣﺮ اﻟﺴّﻬﻞ .وإﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺄهﻴﻞ
اﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺘﻤﻠﻴﻦ وﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪﺗﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻨﺎء ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻬﻢ ،واﺟﻬﺖ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴّﺔ واﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻋﺎﺋﻘًﺎ آﺒﻴﺮًا أﺳﺎﺳﻴﺎ ووﺣﻴﺪًا هﻮ :ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ اﻟﻤﻌﺎدﻳﺔ .ﻣﻨﺬ رﺑﻴﻊ 1945
ﻓﺼﺎﻋﺪًا ،ﺳﺎد ﺷﻌﻮر ﻟﺪى اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي واﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴّﺔ ،ﺑﺄﻧّﻪ اﻵن وﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻜﺎرﺛﺔ ،وﺑﻌﺪ
ن اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ
ﻣﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي وﺗﻘﺪﻳﻤﻪ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة اﻟﻔﻌﻠﻴّﺔ واﻷﺧﻼﻗﻴﺔ ﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺮﺑﻬﺎ ،ﻓﺈ ّ
اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ﻣُﺮﻏﻤﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﺮاﺟﻊ ﻋﻦ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺘﻬﺎ ﺑﺨﺼﻮص ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،اﻟﺘﻲ وُﺿﻌﺖ
ﻓﻲ أﻳّﺎر  ،1939ﻋﺸﻴﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب ،واﻟﺘﻲ اﺳﺘﻤﺮّت ﺳﺎرﻳﺔ ﺣﺘﻰ  .1945اﻟﺨﻄﻮط اﻟﻌﺮﻳﻀﺔ ﻟﺘﻠﻚ
ﻲ ﺑﺮوح وﻋﺪ ﺑﻠﻔﻮر،
اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺑﻤﺜﺎﺑﺔ إﻧﻜﺎر ﺗﺎمّ ،وﺁﺛﻢ ﺑﻨﻈﺮ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ،ﻹﻟﺘﺰام ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑ ّ
ﻦ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ
وهﻮ اﻹﻟﺘﺰام اﻟﺬي ﺣﻈﻴﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ أﺳﺎﺳﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺼﺒﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ ﺑﺎﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻜ ّ
ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ رﻓﻀﺖ اﻟﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﺬﻟﻚ.
ﻲ
ﻖ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌ ّ
أﻣﺎ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻜﺎﻧﻮا ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴّﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻻ ﻳﺰاﻟﻮن أﺳﻴﺮي ﻣﻮﻗﻒ اﻟﺤ ّ
ﻦ
ﻖ اﻷﺻﻼﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻼدهﻢ وﺣﻘّﻬﻢ )ﺑﺼﻔﺘﻬﻢ أﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ( ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد آﻠّﻬﺎ ،ﻟﻜ ّ
اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻢ ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺤﻬﻢ ،ﺣ ّ
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ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺒﻼد1947-1945 ،
ﺣﺎوﻟﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﻣﺔ ﺣﺘﻰ اﻵن ﻋﺮض ﺻﻮرة ﻣﺘﻮازﻧﺔ ﻗﺪر اﻹﻣﻜﺎن ،وﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﻓﻬﻲ ﺻﻮرة ﻋﺎﻣﺔ
ﺟﺪا ،ﺣﻮل ﺗﻄﻮّرات اﻟﺼﺮاع ﺣﺘﻰ  .1945ﻣﻨﺬ ﺷﻬﺮ أﻳّﺎر  ،1945وﻣﻊ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ،
ﺑﺪأ )آﻤﺎ ﻧﻌﻠﻢ اﻟﻴﻮم( ،اﻹﻧﺰﻻق اﻟﺴﺮﻳﻊ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﺑﺎﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ أﻧﻬﺎ ﻟﻴﺴﺖ ﺟﺰءًا ﻋﻀﻮﻳﺎ
ﺿﻤّﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة إﻟﻰ ذاآﺮة اﻟﺤﺮب ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻟﺪى
ﻣﻦ ﺣﺮب  1948ﻋﻠﻰ أﻗﺴﺎﻣﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ُ
ن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ
اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،ﺳﻨﺪع اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺘﺎن ﺗﺘﺤﺪّﺛﺎن ﺑﻨﻔﺴﻴﻬﻤﺎ ﻣﻨﺬ اﻵن ،ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ وﺑﻤﺎ أ ّ
أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻋﻦ ﺧﻠﻔﻴﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ )ﺣﻴﺚ ﺣﺎوﻟﻨﺎ اﺳﺘﻌﺮاض ﺗﻮﺻﻴﻒ ﻣﺘﻮازن ﻗﺪر اﻹﻣﻜﺎن( ،ﻓﺴﻮف
ﻧﻀﻴﻒ ،ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﻴﻦ واﻵﺧﺮ ،ﻣﺎ ﻋﻨﺪﻧﺎ ﺑﻬﺪف ﻋﺮض ﺻﻮرة أآﺜﺮ ﺗﺮآﻴﺒًﺎ ﻣﻤّﺎ ﻳﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ ﺗﻘﺪﻳﻤﻪ
اﻟﺴﺮد ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻃﺒﻴﻌﺘﻪ ،ﻟﻦ ﻧﻘﻮم ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ﻃﺒﻌًﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﺼﻮل اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻴّﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺘﻨﺎول اﻟﺤﺮب وﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ
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ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺠﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺪى اﻟﻘﺼﻴﺮ ) ،(1956-1947ﺑﻞ ﺳﻨﺪع اﻟﺴﺮد ﻳﺘﻜﻠّﻢ ﺑﻨﻔﺴﻪ ،وﻟﻦ ﻧﺸﻮّش ﻋﻠﻴﻪ.
ﻳﺒﺮز ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ وﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص ،ﺗﺠﺎهﻞ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ -اﻟﺬي ﻳﺘﻨﺎول ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة -ﺷﺒﻪ
اﻟﻤﻄﻠﻖ ،ﻟﻠﻌﺮب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وﻟﺮواﻳﺎﺗﻬﻢ .ﻓﺎﻟﻮﻋﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺎﺻﺮ واﻟﺬي ﺗﻌﺎﻇﻢ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ،ﻟﻤﺎ ﺣﺪث
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ ،إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻧﻀﺎل اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﺿﺪ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ )ﻟﺪرﺟﺔ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ
ﻖ ﻣﻜﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺬاآﺮة اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ
اﻟﺬاآﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺘﺤﺪّث ﻋﻦ ﺣﺮب ﻟﻄﺮد ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻼد( ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﺒ ِ
ن اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻌﺎﻓﻮا ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻦ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ ﺛﻮرة اﻟﺜﻼﺛﻴﻨﻴﺎت
ﻟﻤﺎ ﺣﺪث ﻟﻠﻌﺮب .وﻟﻴﺲ ﺻﺪﻓﺔ أ ّ
ﻲ( ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ اﻟﺘﻐﻴﻴﺮات اﻟﺘﻲ ﺟﻠﺒﺘﻬﺎ اﻟﺤﺮب
اﻟﻬﺪّاﻣﺔ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺑﺎﺳﺘﻄﺎﻋﺘﻬﻢ )وﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ،ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺟﻤﺎﻋ ّ
اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﻌﻬﺎ ،واﻧﻌﺪام اﻟﺮد ﺳﺎﻋﺪ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي واﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺠﺎهﻞ )ﻟﻜﻦ ،ﻟﻴﺲ
ﻲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ،وﺳﺎﻋﺪ اﻟﺬاآﺮة اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ/اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺤﻮهﻢ ﻧﻬﺎﺋﻴﺎ
آﻠﻴﺎ( اﻟﻌﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﻌﺮﺑ ّ
ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺬي ﻳﺘﻨﺎول ﺣﻘﺒﺔ  ،1947-1945وﻳﺒﺮز هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ،ﺑﺸﻜﻞ واﺿﺢ ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﻳﻠﻲ ،زﻳﺎدة ﻋﻠﻰ
ن اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻻ ﻳﻜﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ ﺳﻨﻮات اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،وﻋﻦ
ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺈ ّ
اﻟﺴﻨﺘﻴﻦ وﻧﺼﻒ اﻟﺴﻨﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ أﻋﻘﺒﺘﻬﺎ ،ﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1947واﻟﻮهﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ،
ﻳﺘﻌﺎون ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺘﻴﻦ.
أدّى اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺠﺪّد اﻟﺼﺮاع ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺘﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺘﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﻊ اﻧﻘﻼب
اﻷﻣﻮر ،ﻓﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮّة اﻟﻴﻬﻮد هﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺧﺮﺟﻮا ﻟﻠﺘﻤﺮّد ﺿﺪ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﺗﺮك اﻟﻌﺮب
ﻟﻠﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺿﺪ هﺬا اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ،ﻓﻔﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  ،1946ﻧﺠﺢ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻗﻤﻊ
ﺗﻤﺮّد اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﺗﺤﺖ ﺿﻐﻂ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘّﺤﺪة ،ﺑﻌﺪ ﻓﺸﻠﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ اﻷﻧﺠﻠﻮ
ف ﻣﺆﻗﺘًﺎ
أﻣﺮﻳﻜﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻮﺻّﻞ إﻟﻰ ﺣﻞ ،ﺗ ّﻢ اﻟﺪﻓﻊ ﺑﻔﻜﺮة اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺘﻲ وﺿﻌﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮ ّ
ﻞﻻ
ﻋﺎم  ،1939ﻟﻜﻦ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،وﺑﺴﺒﺐ وﺿﻌﻬﺎ اﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدي اﻟﻤﻨﻬﺎر ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻗﺎدرة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﺮض ﺣ ّ
ﻳﺘّﻔﻖ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﺎن ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ،ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ-ﺷﺒﺎط  ،1947ﺑﺬﻟﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ أﺧﻴﺮة ﻟﻠﺘﻮﺳّﻂ ﺑﻴﻦ
اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ )ﻣﺆﺗﻤﺮ ﻟﻨﺪن( .ﻟﻜﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﺑﺎءت ﺑﺎﻟﻔﺸﻞ هﻲ اﻷﺧﺮى ،وﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر  1947أﻋﻠﻨﺖ
ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ أﻧّﻬﺎ ﺗﻌﻴﺪ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب إﻟﻰ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘّﺤﺪة )ورﻳﺜﺔ ﻋﺼﺒﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻔﻜّﻜﺖ ﻋﺎم .(1939
ﻣﻨﺬ  1945ﻓﺼﺎﻋﺪًا ،آﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ إﺣﺪى أآﺒﺮ اﻟﻤﺂﺳﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﺪﺛﺖ ﻟﻬﻢ ،ورﺑﻤﺎ
ي ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ وﺷﻤﺎل أﻓﺮﻳﻘﻴﺎ ،وﻻ ﻳﺴﺘﺜﻨﻰ ﻣﻦ
اﻷآﺒﺮ :اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺘﻞ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺳﺘّﺔ ﻣﻼﻳﻴﻦ ﻳﻬﻮد ّ
ذﻟﻚ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ،وﻻ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺧﺎﺻﺔ .ﻟﻜﻨﻬﻢ آﺎﻧﻮا أآﺜﺮ

21

اﻟﻤﻼﺣﻈﺎت اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻨﺪة إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ﺳﺘﻜﺘﺐ ﻣﻦ اﻵن ﻓﺼﺎﻋﺪًا ﺑﺨﻂ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ.
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ن ﻗﺮار اﻷﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﺴﺎﻧﺪة اﻟﺤﺮب
اﻟﻜﺘﺎب اﻷﺑﻴﺾ ﺑﺤﺬاﻓﻴﺮهﺎ ،زﻳﺎد ًة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻳﺒﺪو أ ّ
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ ،وﺧﺮوج ﻣﻔﺘﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻼد ) ،(1937ﺛ ّﻢ ﺗﺮآﻪ ﻟﻤﻨﻔﺎﻩ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺮاق
) (1941واﻧﻀﻤﺎﻣﻪ ﻣﻊ ﺑﻌﺾ رﺟﺎﻟﻪ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﺤﻮر اﻷﻟﻤﺎﻧﻲ اﻹﻳﻄﺎﻟﻲ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ ﺛﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻗﺪ ﺳﺎهﻢ
ﺑﺘﻘﺮﻳﺐ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴّﺔ ﻣﺮة أﺧﺮى ،واﺑﺘﻌﺎدهﺎ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب.
ﺧﺮوج أﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ﺿﺪ اﻻﺗﺤﺎد اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  ،1941وﻧﺠﺎح ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺻ ّﺪ
اﻷﻟﻤﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ اﻟﺠﻨﻮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1942ﻣﻨﻊ أﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد
ﻲ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ
اﻟﺘﻲ أﺻﺒﺤﺖ ﻣﺮآﺰًا ﻟﻠﻌﻤﻠﻴّﺎت ،وﻣﺮآﺰ إدارة وﻣﻜﺎن اﺳﺘﺮاﺣﺔ ﻟﻠﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺷﺮﻗ ّ
اﻟﻤﺘﻮﺳّﻂ ،إﺿﺎﻓ ًﺔ إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺣﺘﻰ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ  ،1947اآﺘﻔﻰ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺣﺎوﻟﻮا ﺑﻨﺎء ﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺎﺗﻬﻢ
ﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻣﺘﻨﺎع
وﻗﺪراﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻀﺮّرت ﻣﺠ ّﺪدًا ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ،ﺑﺎﻹﺣﺘﺠﺎج اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳ ّ
ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،ﺑﻨﻈﺮهﻢ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ اﻟﺠﺎ ّد ﺿ ّﺪ اﻟﻨﺸﺎط اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲّ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺮار ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ أﻳّﺎر .1939
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ﻲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻣﻦ ﻋﺪم ﻗﺪرﺗﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ إدارة اﻟﺼﺮاع ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ ﺑﻼدهﻢ أﻣﺎم اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ
ﺧَﺸ َ
ن اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ
واﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ راهﻨﻮا ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴّﺔ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﺳﺮﻋﺎن ﻣﺎ اﺗّﻀﺢ ﻟﻬﻢ أ ّ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴّﺔ ،واﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴّﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻻ ﻳﺰال ﻣﻌﻈﻤﻬﺎ ﺗﺤﺖ ﺗﺄﺛﻴﺮ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ،ﺑﻞ وﺗﺤﺖ ﺳﻴﻄﺮﺗﻬﺎ
اﻟﻤﺒﺎﺷﺮة ،هﻲ ﺳﻨﺪ واهﻦ ،وأ ّ
ن ﺑﻌﻀﻬﺎ ﻳﻬﺘ ّﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻘﻀﻴّﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺴﺎب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ.
دﻓﻊ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺛﻤﻨًﺎ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻤﺮّدهﻢ ﺿ ّﺪ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،وﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺑﻤﻘﺪور هﺬا
ﻼ هﺎﻣﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻼﻗﺎت
اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻓﻲ ﻣﻦ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﺜﻮرة ﺣﺘﻰ ﻋﺎم  .1948وﺷﻜّﻞ هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﻋﺎﻣ ً
اﻟﻘﻮّة ﻋﺸﻴّﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻷهﻠﻴّﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب واﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺘﻲ اﻧﺪﻟﻌﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺎم  ،1947ﻓﻲ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺘﻌﻠّﻖ
ي ﻓﻲ
ﺑﺴﻴﺮورة هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب وﻧﺘﺎﺋﺠﻬﺎ .وﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ ﻣﺸﺎرآﺔ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ّ
ﻲ وﺗﻌﺎوﻧﻬﻢ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻋﻼﻣﺔ دراﻣﺎﺗﻴﻜﻴﺔ ﻓﺎرﻗﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻪ .ﻓﺎﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ هﻮ
ﻗﻤﻊ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد اﻟﻌﺮﺑ ّ
ﻋﻦ ﺗﻌﺎون ﻋﺴﻜﺮي ﻋﻠﻨﻲ ،ﻣﺎ وﻓّﺮ ﻷﻋﻀﺎء ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ "اﻟﻬﺎﺟﺎﻧﺎة" وﻏﻴﺮهﻢ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺐ ،اﻟﺴﻼح
واﻟﻨﻘﻮد ،اﻟﻔﺮق اﻟﻠﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﺑﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻀﺎﺑﻂ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧ ّ
ﻲ ﺗﺸﺎرﻟﺲ أورد ﻓﻴﻨﺠﻴﺖ وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ .وآﺬﻟﻚ اﻷﻣﺮ ﻓﻲ
ﻣﺎ ﻳﺘﻌﻠّﻖ ﺑﺈﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺳﺘّﻴﻦ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺔ "ﺣﻮﻣﺎﻩ ﻓﻤﺠﺪال" )ﺳﻮر وﻗﻠﻌﺔ  -اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( ﺑﺪاﻓﻊ اﻟﻤﺼﻠﺤﺔ
اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻨﻈﺎم اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻲ وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ .ﺳﺎهﻤﺖ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺿﺒﻂ
اﻟﻨﻔﺲ ،وﻗﺪرﺗﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺳﺘﻐﻼل ﺣﺮب اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺿﺪ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ،ﺳﺎهﻤﺖ ﺑﺘﻄﻮﻳﺮ
ﻼ( وﻣﺆﺷّﺮات ﺳﻴﺎدة هﺎﻣﺔ ،ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ
ﻣﺆﺷﺮات اﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل اﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدي )إﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﻣﻴﻨﺎء ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ،ﻣﺜ ً
اﻟﺜﻼﺛﻴﻨﻴﺎت آﺎن اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻗﺪ ﺗﺤﻮّل إﻟﻰ ﻧﻮع ﻣﻦ اﻷوﺗﻮﻧﻮﻣﻴﺎ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺮّة واﻟﻤﻨﻈّﻤﺔ ﺟﻴﺪًا
ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺎ ،وذات ﺻﻼﺣﻴﺔ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻣﺮآﺰﻳﺔ واﺣﺪة وﻗﻮّة ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ هﺎﻣﺔ .ﺛﻤّﺔ ﻣﻜﺎن هﺎم ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﺔ
ﻓﻲ ﺳﻴﺮورة ﺣﺮب  1948وﻧﺘﺎﺋﺠﻬﺎ.
روﻳﺪا روﻳﺪا ،وﻣﻊ ﻗﻤﻊ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ،ﺑﺪأت اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺮاﺟﻊ ﻋﻦ ﻓﻜﺮة اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ .ﻓﻘﺪ أدّت
أﺟﻮاء اﻟﺤﺮب ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ ،واﻟﺮﻏﺒﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺿﻤﺎن اﻟﻬﺪوء ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق اﻷوﺳﻂ ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ،وﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ
ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ ﻧﺸﻮب اﻟﺤﺮب ،إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺮد اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ اﻟﻘﺎﺳﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﻜﺮة اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،وﻓﺸﻞ
ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ دﻓﻊ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺘﻘﺎﺗﻠﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ اﻹﺗﻔﺎق )ﻟﺠﻨﺔ ﺳﺎﻧﺖ ﺟﻴﻤﺲ ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،(1939أدّت
ﺑﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺠﺮﻳﺐ اﺗﺠﺎﻩ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻲ ﺁﺧﺮ .ﻓﻔﻲ أﻳﺎر  ،1939ﻧﺸﺮت ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﺻﺎﺣﺐ اﻟﺠﻼﻟﺔ
ﺗﺼﺮﻳﺤًﺎ ﺣﻮل ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺘﻬﺎ اﻟﺠﺪّﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ )"اﻟﻜﺘﺎب اﻷﺑﻴﺾ" ﻟﻮزﻳﺮ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻌﻤﺮات
ﻣﺎآﺪوﻧﺎﻟﺪ( .ﺗﻀﻤّﻦ هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ﺗﺮاﺟﻌًﺎ واﺿﺤًﺎ ﻋﻦ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ وﻋﺪ ﺑﻠﻔﻮر ،وﻣﻌﻨﻰ ذﻟﻚ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ
دﻳﻤﻘﺮاﻃﻴﺔ واﺣﺪة ﺳﺘﻤﻨﺢ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺔ اﻟﺤﺎل ﻟﻸﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،ﺗﺤﺪﻳﺪ ﺻﺎرم ﻟﺤﺼﺺ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة،
وﺗﺠﺪﻳﺪهﺎ ﻓﻘﻂ ﺑﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،وﺣﺼﺮ ﺣﻖ ﺗﻤﻠﻚ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻟﻸراﺿﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮآﺰ
اﻟﺒﻼد ﻓﻘﻂ ،اﻓﺘﺮض اﻟﺴﺎﺳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ أن اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﺬي ﺗﻀﺮّر ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻤﺮد ،وﺗﻌﺎون
ﻓﻲ ﻗﻤﻌﻪ ،وﺑﻤﺎ أن وﺟﻮدﻩ ﻳﻌﺘﻤﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،ﻟﻦ ﻳﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﺔ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة إﻻ ﻋﻦ
ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﺘﺼﺮﻳﺤﺎت ﻓﻘﻂ ،أﻣﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻌﺮب ،ﻓﻘﺪ اﻋﺘﻘﺪوا ﻓﻲ ﻟﻨﺪن أﻧّﻬﻢ ﻟﻦ ﻳﺘﻮﻗّﻌﻮا ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ أﻓﻀﻞ
ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ،وﺑﺎﻟﻔﻌﻞ اﻋﺘﺒﺮ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد هﺬﻩ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ﺧﻴﺎﻧﺔ ﻟﻬﻢ ،ﻟﻜﻦ اﺣﺘﺠﺎﺟﻬﻢ اﻗﺘﺼﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻜﻼﻣﻲ ،اﻟﻤﻈﺎهﺮات وﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻨﺸﺎﻃﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﻔﺮّﻗﺔ ﺿﺪ أهﺪاف ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻋﻤﻠﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﺞ ﻋﻠﻰ "اﻟﻜﺘﺎب اﻷﺑﻴﺾ" آﻼﻣﻴﺎ ،ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻋﺪم إﻟﻐﺎء
ﻣﺮاﻗﺒﺔ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة ،اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻬﻚ اﺣﺘ ّ
اﻷوﺗﻮﻧﻮﻣﻴﺎ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎر اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻮاﺣﺪة ،ﻟﻜﻨﻪ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ واﻓﻖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ﻣﻊ
ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺘﺤﻔﻈﺎت ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻋﺪم اﻟﺜﻘﺔ ﺑﻨﻮاﻳﺎ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ.
ﻟﻜﻦ ،ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﺮور ﺷﻬﺮﻳﻦ وﻧﺼﻒ اﻟﺸﻬﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻹﻋﻼن ،آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻗﺪ
اﻧﺪﻟﻌﺖ ،ﻓﺠﻤّﺪت ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ آﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺘﻌﻠّﻖ ﺑﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ ،ﺻﺤﻴﺢ أﻧّﻪ ﺗ ّﻢ ﺑﺪء ﺳﺮﻳﺎن ﻣﻔﻌﻮل أواﻣﺮ
اﻟﻬﺠﺮة وﺗ ّﻢ وﺿﻊ ﻗﺎﻧﻮن ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ﻟﻸراﺿﻲ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﻈﺮوف ،وﺻﻞ إﻟﻰ ﺷﻮاﻃﺊ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻋﺪد
ﻗﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ،وﻟﻢ ﻳﺮﻏﺐ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻟﺪﻳﻪ اﻟﻘﺪرة ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻓﻲ ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻖ أواﻣﺮ
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اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،وﺿﺎﻋﻔﻮا ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ﻋﺪد اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻣﻦ  175،000إﻟﻰ
أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ  .355،000وهﻜﺬا أﺻﺒﺢ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد أﻗﻠﻴﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ﺗﺸﻜّﻞ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺛﻠﺚ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن.
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ أﺻﻴﺒﻮا ﺑﺎﻟﻴﺄس ﻣﻦ ﺗﻐﻴﻴﺮ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺮق اﻟﺴﻠﻤﻴﺔ ﺣﺘﻰ
اﻟﺜﻼﺛﻴﻨﻴﺎت ،ذُﻋﺮوا ﻣﻦ دﻻﻻت اﻟﻬﺠﺮة اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة ﻣﻊ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﺻﻌﻮد اﻟﻨﺎزﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ ﻓﻲ
أﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،وﻗﺪوم ﻋﺸﺮات ﺁﻻف اﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻏﻴّﺮ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺪﻳﻤﻮﻏﺮاﻓﻲ واﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدي
ي ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺢ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي .وﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﺧﺸﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻓﻘﺪاﻧﻬﻢ اﻷﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺟﺬر ّ
ﺑﻼدهﻢ وﺳﺤﺐ ﺑﺴﺎط ﻣﻄﻠﺐ ﺣﻖ ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺮ اﻟﻤﺼﻴﺮ اﻟﺤﺼﺮي ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺤﺖ أﻗﺪاﻣﻬﻢ ،ﺑﺪأوا
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﺔ .ﻓﻸوّل ﻣﺮة ﻣﻨﺬ ﺑﺪء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ،وﺟّﻪ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﺘﻬﻢ
اﻟﻔﺎﻋﻠﺔ ﺿﺪ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﺿ ّﺪ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ واﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻘﻂ ،ﻓﻔﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷوّل 1935
ﻗﺎد اﻟﺸﻴﺦ ﻋ ّﺰ اﻟﺪﻳﻦ اﻟﻘﺴّﺎم ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﺻﻐﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ ﻣﺆﻳّﺪﻳﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺣﻴﻔﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﺠﺒﻠﻴﺔ ﻗﺮب ﺟﻨﻴﻦ،
ﺑﻬﺪف ﺑﺪء اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد اﻟﻤﺴﻠّﺢ ﺿﺪ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ،وﺷﻜّﻞ ﻣﻮﺗﻪ ﺳﻮﻳﺔ ﻣﻊ ﺑﻌﺾ رﻓﺎﻗﻪ ﺑﺠﺎﻧﺐ ﺑﻠﺪة ﻳﻌﺒﺪ،
ﻣﺜﺎ ً
ﻻ ﻟﻠﺘﻀﺤﻴﺔ واﺻﻠﻪ ﺗﻼﻣﻴﺬﻩ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻌﺪﻩ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻤﺮّد .1936
ﻓﺠّﺮ اﻹﺣﺒﺎط اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﺳﻠﺴﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ أﻋﻤﺎل اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ﻓﻲ اﻷﻋﻮام  1933و  .1935إﻟﻰ أن اﻧﺪﻟﻊ
اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ،ﻓﻲ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن  1936أﻋﻠﻨﺖ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻠﻴﺎ ﻋﻦ إﺿﺮاب ﻋﺎم اﺣﺘﺠﺎﺟًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ
ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،واﻟﺬي اﺳﺘﻤ ّﺮ ﻧﺼﻒ ﻋﺎم ،وﺗﻮﻗّﻒ اﻹﺿﺮاب ﻋﺸﻴﺔ وﺻﻮل ﻟﺠﻨﺔ ﺑﻴﻞ ﻟﺘﻘﺼّﻲ اﻟﺤﻘﺎﺋﻖ.
وﻓﻲ ﺗﻤّﻮز  ،1937وﺿﻌﺖ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﺎوﻟﺔ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺗﻮﺻﻴﺔ ﺑﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻏﺮﺑﻲ
اﻷردن إﻟﻰ دوﻟﺘﻴﻦ :ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ )ﻣﻊ ارﺗﺒﺎط ﺳﻠﻄﻮي ﺑﺸﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ،وهﻮ ﻣﺎ ﺣﺮم اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ
اﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل اﻟﺬي ﻳﻄﺎﻟﺒﻮن ﺑﻪ ﻣﻨﺬ اﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻨﻴﺎت( ،وﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،وأوﺻﺖ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺑﺎﺳﺘﻤﺮار
إﺷﺮاف اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﻜﺒﺮى ،وﻗﺪ ﺗﺒﻨّﺖ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺘﻮﺻﻴﺎت ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ رﻓﺾ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻜﺮة اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،أﻣّﺎ اﻟﺼﻬﺎﻳﻨﺔ ﻓﻘﺪ ﻗﺒﻠﻮا اﻟﻔﻜﺮة ﻟﻜﻨﻬﻢ رﻓﻀﻮا اﻟﺨﻄّﺔ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ.
ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﺼﻴﻒ اﻧﺪﻟﻊ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ﺑﻘﻮة ﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﺤﻮّل إﻟﻰ ﺣﺮب ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺜﻮار اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ
وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ،اﻟﺬي اﺳﺘﺪﻋﻰ ﺗﻌﺰﻳﺰات ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ ﻧﺤﻮ  10%ﻣﻦ ﻗﻮّة اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ
اﻹﻣﺒﺮﻳﺎﻟﻲ .ﺗ ّﻢ إﺧﻤﺎد اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد وهﺪم ﻣﺌﺎت اﻟﺒﻴﻮت ،ﺑﻞ اﻟﻘﺮى واﻷﺣﻴﺎء اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،ﻣﺜﻞ هﺪم أﺟﺰاء ﻣﻦ
اﻟﻘﺼﺒﺔ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴّﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻳﺎﻓﺎ ،وﻃﺮد ﻗﻴﺎدات ،وﺣﺘﻰ ﺷﺒﻪ ﺗﺤﻄﻴﻢ اﻟﻘﻮّة اﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ واﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ .آﻤﺎ ﺷﺠّﻊ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﻲ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وأﺷﺮآﻮا اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ إﺧﻤﺎد ﻧﺎر اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد.
ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺑﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﺤﺎج أﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ﻣﻦ ﺑﺎدر إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﺎ ﻗﺮّرت ﺗﺄﻳﻴﺪ
اﻟﺜﻮار ،وﻋﺒّﺮ اﻟﻤﺘﻤﺮّدون ﺑﺄﻋﻤﺎﻟﻬﻢ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺨﺎوف اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وﻣﺸﺎﻋﺮهﻢ ،وﻗﺪ دﻓﻊ ﻣﻔﺘﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس
ﺟﺮّاء ﻣﻮﻗﻔﻪ هﺬا ﺛﻤﻨًﺎ ﺑﺎهﻈًﺎ ﺗﻤﺜّﻞ ﺑﺘﺮدّي ﻋﻼﻗﺎﺗﻪ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﺣﺘﻰ اﺿﻄ ّﺮ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺮك اﻟﺒﻼد
ﻋﺎم  1937واﻟﻠﺠﻮء اﻟﻤﺘﻮاﺻﻞ ،وﻗﺪ أﺛﺒﺖ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴّﻮن ﺧﻼل ﺗﻤﺮّد  1939-1936أﻧّﻬﻢ ﻣﺴﺘﻌﺪّون
ﻟﻠﺘﻀﺤﻴﺔ ﺑﺎﻷرواح واﻟﻤﻤﺘﻠﻜﺎت ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ وﻃﻨﻬﻢ ،ور ّد اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ﺑﺎﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل ﻗﻮة
ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ،وأﺧﻤﺪوﻩ ﺑﻴﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺪﻳﺪ ،وﺑﺎﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ إﻧﻬﺎك ﻗﻮة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،وﺗﻔﻜّﻚ واﻧﻬﻴﺎر
ﻗﻴﺎداﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗ ّﻢ ﻧﻔﻴﻬﺎ أو ﺳﺠﻨﻬﺎ ﻟﻔﺘﺮات ﻣﺘﻮاﺻﻠﺔ ،ﺷﻜّﻞ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ﻣﻨﻌﻄﻔًﺎ هﺎﻣﺎ ذا دﻻﻻت
ﻋﺪﻳﺪة ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ.
ﻃﺎﻟﺒﺖ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻣﻨﺬ ﻋﺎم  1936ﺑﺘﺪﺧّﻞ زﻋﻤﺎء اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴّﺔ اﻟﻘﺮﻳﺒﺔ ،واﻟﻀﻐﻂ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﺑﻬﺪف ﺗﻐﻴﻴﺮ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺘﻬﺎ واﻹﺳﺘﺠﺎﺑﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ .وﺗ ّﻢ اﺳﺘﻐﻼل هﺬﻩ اﻟﻔﺴﺤﺔ
ﻟﻠﺘﺪﺧﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻷﻧﻈﻤﺔ ،وﻋﻠﻰ رأﺳﻬﺎ اﻷﻣﻴﺮ ﻋﺒﺪ اﷲ ﻓﻲ ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ،وذﻟﻚ ﻟﻤﺼﺎﻟﺤﻬﺎ
هﻲ ،ﻓﺒﻌﺪ اﻟﺘﻤﺮّد ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ إﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴّﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴّﺔ ﻋﺎم ،1945
ﻲ ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺢ دول ﻋﺮﺑﻴّﺔ،
ﻓﻘﺪت اﻟﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴّﺔ ﺟﺰءًا آﺒﻴﺮًا ﻣﻦ ﻗﺪرﺗﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﻴﺎدة اﻟﻨﻀﺎل اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨ ّ
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ن اﻧﺴﺤﺎب اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻼد ،اﻹﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ،وروح "اﻟﻨﻘﺎط اﻷرﺑﻊ
إّ
ﻞ
ﻋﺸﺮ" ﻟﺮﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﻮﻻﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ودرو وﻳﻠﺴﻮن ،اﻟﺬي ﻃﻠﺐ اﻹﻋﺘﺮاف ﺑﺤﻖ ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺮ اﻟﻤﺼﻴﺮ ﻟﻜ ّ
ﻣَﻦ ﻳﻄﻠﺒﻪ ،وآﺬﻟﻚ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب – أدّت آﻠّﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ ﻧﻬﻮض اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ وآﺬﻟﻚ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴّﺔ ،وهﻮ
ﻣﺎ ﺷﻜﻞ ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ ﺻﻚ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ "وآﺎﻻت" ﺗﻤﺜﻞ أﻣﺎم اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﺼﺎﻟﺢ
ﺧﺼّﺼﺖ
اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ .وﻓﻲ اﻟﺜﻼﺛﻴﻨﻴّﺎت ،ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻦ آﺎن ﻳﺠﺮي اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺒﻼد إﻟﻰ دوﻟﺘﻴﻦُ ،
ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻮآﺎﻻت ﻟﺘﺸﻜّﻞ أﺳﺎﺳًﺎ ﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺘﻴﻦ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻠّﺘﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ.
ن
أﻣّﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻌﺮب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻓﻤﻨﺬ ﻋﺸﺮﻳﻨﺎت ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،ﺑﺪأ ﻳﺘّﻀﺢ ﻟﻬﻢ أآﺜﺮ ﻓﺄآﺜﺮ ،أ ّ
اﻟﻤﺠﻠﺲ اﻹﺳﻼﻣﻲ اﻷﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺬي أﺳّﺲ ﻋﺎم  ،1922رﻏﻢ آﻮﻧﻪ ﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺔ دﻳﻨﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻬﻮ ﻳﺠﻴﺪ اﻟﺘﻌﺒﻴﺮ
ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﻠﺤﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ اﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺬﻳﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺆﺗﻤﺮ اﻟﻮﻃﻨﻲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،وﻣﻦ اﻷﺣﺰاب
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،واﻟﺘﻲ ﺑﺪأت ﺗﻨﺸﻂ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة .وﻗﺪ واﺟﻬﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻷﺣﺰاب
ﻞ واﻗﻊ اﻟﻮﻻء ﻓﻴﻪ ﻟﻠﻌﺎﺋﻠﺔ اﻟﻤﻮﺳّﻌﺔ ،أآﺒﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮﻻء ﻟﻠﺘﻮﺟّﻬﺎت
ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺎت ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻇ ّ
اﻷﻳﺪﻳﻮﻟﻮﺟﻴﺔ واﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ واﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ .ﻓﻔﻲ اﻟﻌﻘﺪ اﻷول ﻣﻦ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ،ﺑﺮز ﻣﻔﺘﻲ
اﻟﻘﺪس اﻟﺤﺎج أﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ أ ّ
ي زﻋﻴﻢ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﺁﺧﺮ .وﻓﻲ ﻋﺎم  1936ﺗﺮأس اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ
ﻼ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺎ ﻟﻠﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،ﻣﻦ إﺳﻼم وﻣﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ .وﻗﺪ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻠﻴﺎ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺿﻤّﺖ ﺗﻤﺜﻴ ً
أﻗﻴﻤﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ آﻤﻤﺜّﻞ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ أﻣﺎم اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب ،ﺑﻨﺎ ًء ﻋﻠﻰ ﺻﻚ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ،وآﻤﺆﺳّﺴﺔ ﺗﻨﻔﻴﺬﻳّﺔ
ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻟﻬﻢ.
ن اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ ،وﻟﻴﺲ اﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف
ﻓﻲ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺘﻌﻠّﻖ ﺑﺎﻟﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،آﺎن واﺿﺤًﺎ أ ّ
ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ،هﻲ ﻣﻦ ﺳﺘﻘﻴﻢ وﺗﺘﺤﻜّﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﻌﺒّﺮ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﻠﺤﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ أﻣﺎم
ﺳﻠﻄﺎت اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺳﻴﻄﺮت هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ ﺑﺮﺋﺎﺳﺔ ﺣﺎﻳﻴﻢ ﻓﺎﻳﺘﺴﻤﺎن ،ﻋﻠﻰ "ﻟﺠﻨﺔ
اﻟﻤﻨﺪوﺑﻴﻦ" اﻟﺘﻲ ﻧﺸﻄﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻣﻨﺬ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ،واﺳﺘﺒﺪﻟﺘﻬﺎ ﺑﻤﻨﺪوﺑﻴﺔ )إدارة(
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻠﻬﺎ ،ﺛ ّﻢ أﻗﺎﻣﺖ اﻟﻮآﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺿﻤّﺖ ﻣﻤﺜﻠﻴﻦ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ،وﻋﻦ
اﻟﺤﺮآﺎت اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻷﺧﺮى ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ .وﺑﺮزت هﻨﺎ ﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ وﺟﻮد ﻇﻬﺮ ﺻﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ ﻋﺎﻟﻤﻲ
ﻆ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ،ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ،ﺑﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﻗﻮﻣﻴّﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺧﺎرج اﻟﺒﻼد.
ﻟﻠﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺤ َ
ن اﻟﻜﻴﺎن اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻲ وﺧﻼل ﻋﺸﺮﻳﻨﺎت وﺛﻼﺛﻴﻨﺎت اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ ،آﺎن ﻣﺴﺮﺣًﺎ ﻟﺼﺮاع
ﻋﻠﻰ آﻞّ ،ﻓﺈ ّ
ﻗﻮﻣﻲ ﺑﻴﻦ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺘﻴﻦ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺘﻴﻦ :ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺪ ﺑﺎﻹﻣﻜﺎن اﻟﺘﻐﺎﺿﻲ ﻋﻨﻪ ،إن اﻧﻌﺪام
اﻹﺗﻔﺎق ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﺑﺨﺼﻮص اﻟﻬﺠﺮة واﻟﻤﺠﻠﺲ اﻟﺘﺸﺮﻳﻌﻲ ،إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻮاﺻﻠﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ
ﺶ
ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺘﻬﺎ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﻠﺘﺰﻣﺔ ﺑﻮﻋﺪ ﺑﻠﻔﻮر ،أدّى إﻟﻰ ﻣﺰﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻐﻠﻴﺎن ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﺤﻄّﻢ اﻟﻬﺪوء اﻟﻬ ّ
اﻟﺬي ﺳﺎد ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻨﻴﺎت ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻠﻔﻴﺔ أزﻣﺔ اﻟﺤﺎﺋﻂ اﻟﻐﺮﺑ ّ
ﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻴﻒ  ،1928وهﻲ اﻷزﻣﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ
اﻧﺪﻟﻌﺖ ﺑﺸﺪّة ﻓﻲ ﺻﻴﻒ  ،1929وﺗﺤﻮّﻟﺖ إﻟﻰ آﺎرﺛﺔ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺴﺒﻮﻗﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،وﻗﺪ ﻗﺘﻞ ﺧﻼل هﺬﻩ
اﻷﺣﺪاث ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﻴﻬﻮد وﺟﺮح اﻟﻤﺌﺎت ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺨﻠﻴﻞ ،وﺻﻔﺪ وﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮى ،وﻣﻌﻈﻤﻬﻢ ﺑﻴﺪ
اﻟﻌﺮب .وﻗﺘﻞ ﻋﺸﺮات اﻟﻌﺮب وﺟﺮح اﻟﻤﺌﺎت ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ،وﻣﻌﻈﻤﻬﻢ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ.
ﻓﻲ أﻋﻘﺎب اﻷﺣﺪاث اﻟﺪﻣﻮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻴﻒ  ،1929أﻋﺎد اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن اﻟﻨﻈﺮ ﻓﻲ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺘﻬﻢ ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ
"ﻟﺠﻨﺔ ﺷﺎو" وﺗﻘﺮﻳﺮ هﻮب ﺳﻤﺒﺴﻮن ،وﺗﻮﺻﻞ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن إﻟﻰ ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ ﻣﻔﺎدهﺎ ﺿﺮورة ﺗﻘﻴﻴﺪ
اﻟﻬﺠﺮة اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﺑﻨﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺪرات اﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ ﻟﻠﺒﻼد ،وهﺬا ﻳﻌﻨﻲ ،ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ،اﻟﺘﺮاﺟﻊ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺘﺰاﻣﻬﻢ
ﺑﺈﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﺑﻴﺖ ﻗﻮﻣﻲ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد )"اﻟﻜﺘﺎب اﻷﺑﻴﺾ" ﻟﻮزﻳﺮ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت ﺑﺎﺳﻔﻠﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ
ﻦ ﻓﺎﻳﺘﺴﻤﺎن وأﺗﺒﺎﻋﻪ ﻧﺠﺤﻮا ﻓﻲ إﻓﺸﺎل ذﻟﻚ ،إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،وﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﺻﻌﻮد اﻟﻨﺎزﻳﺔ
 .(1930ﻟﻜ ّ
إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ ﻓﻲ أﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1933ﺑﺪأ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺪﻓّﻖ إﻟﻰ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،وﻗﺪ دﻋﻢ
اﻟﻤﻨﺪوب اﻟﺴﺎﻣﻲ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ ،اﻟﺠﻨﺮال ﺁرﺛﺮ واآﻬﻮب ،هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻮﺟﺔ .ﻓﻤﻨﺬ  1932وﺣﺘﻰ  1936وﺻﻞ
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ﺣﺎول اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن اﻟﺤﻔﺎظ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﻔﻮذهﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ اﻟﻜﺒﺮى ﺑﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﺣﻠﻔﺎﺋﻬﻢ اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻴﻴﻦ ،أﻣﺎ اﻟﻘﺴﻢ
ﻲ ﻟﺤﻠﻔﺎﺋﻬﻢ
اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ،واﻟﺬي ﻟﻢ ﺗﺮﺳّﻢ ﺣﺪودﻩ ﺑﻌﺪ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺧﺼّﺼﻪ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن آﺒﻴﺖ ﻗﻮﻣ ّ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺼﻬﺎﻳﻨﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣ ّﺪ ﺗﻌﺒﻴﺮهﻢ ،وﺗ ّﻢ اﻟﺘﻌﺒﻴﺮ ﻋﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ رﺳﻤﻴﺎ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ اﻟﻜﺘﺎب
اﻷﺑﻴﺾ ﻟﺘﺸﺮﺗﺸﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  1922وﺷﻤﻞ وﻋﺪ ﺑﻠﻔﻮر ﻓﻲ ﺻﻚ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻣﺒﺎﺷﺮة ﺑﻌﺪ ذﻟﻚ ،هﺬﻩ
اﻟﻮﺛﺎﺋﻖ ،وإن أﺧﺬت ﺑﺎﻟﺤﺴﺒﺎن ﺣﻘﻮق اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،إﻻ أﻧّﻬﺎ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ واﺿﺤﺔ ﺑﻬﺬا
اﻟﺨﺼﻮص.
ﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻹﻧﺘﻬﺎء ﻣﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺴﻴﺮورات اﻟﺮﺳﻤﻴﺔ ،آﺎن اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻗﺪ ﺑﺪأ ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺎ ،ﻓﻔﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان
 ،1920ﻣﺒﺎﺷﺮة ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻣﺒﺪﺋﻴﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺒﻮل ﻓﻜﺮة اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب )ﻓﻲ ﻣﺆﺗﻤﺮ ﺳﺎن رﻳﻤﻮ
ﻟﻌﺼﺒﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻧﻴﺴﺎن  ،(1920أﻋﻠﻨﺖ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد )اﻟﺬي ﺑﺪأ ﻣﻊ
دﺧﻮل اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻋﺎم  ،(1917وﻧﻘﻞ ﺻﻼﺣﻴّﺎﺗﻪ ﻟﻠﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻤﺪﻧﻲ .ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،ﺗ ّﻢ إرﺳﺎل
ﻲ( ،ﻟﻴﻘﻮم
ي ﺻﻬﻴﻮﻧ ّ
هﺮﺑﺮت ﺻﻤﻮﺋﻴﻞ )ﻣﻦ زﻋﻤﺎء اﻟﺤﺰب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﻠﻴﺒﺮاﻟﻲ ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ ،وﻳﻬﻮد ّ
ﺑﺪور اﻟﻤﻨﺪوب اﻟﺴﺎﻣﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ/أرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ،وآﺎن ﺻﻤﻮﺋﻴﻞ هﻮ اﻟﺬي
ﺑﻠﻮر اﻟﺒﻨﻴﺔ اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻟﻤﺪﻳﺮﻳﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﺧﻼل ﺳﻨﻮات ﺣﻜﻤﻪ اﻟﺨﻤﺲ.
وﻣﻦ ﻣﻜﺎﻧﻪ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺼﺮ اﻟﻤﻨﺪوب ﻓﻲ أوﻏﻮﺳﺘﺎ ﻓﻜﺘﻮرﻳﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،وﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻠﻔﻴّﺔ اﻟﺼﺪاﻣﺎت اﻟﺪﻣﻮﻳﺔ
ﻓﻲ رﺑﻴﻊ  1920ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺪس ،وﻓﻲ رﺑﻴﻊ  1921ﻓﻲ ﻳﺎﻓﺎ ،آﺎن ﺻﻤﻮﺋﻴﻞ اﻟﺮﺟﻞ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ اﻷوّل
اﻟﺬي ﻓﻬﻢ أ ّ
ن اﻟﺒﻼد اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﺤﻜﻤﻬﺎ ،ﺗﻤﺰّﻗﻬﺎ اﻟﺼﺮاﻋﺎت اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻔﻲ ﺣﺰﻳﺮان  ،1921ﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ
ن وﻋﺪ ﺑﻠﻔﻮر ﺑﺼﻴﺎﻏﺘﻪ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻗﺎﺑﻞ ﻟﻠﺘﻨﻔﻴﺬ ،وآﺘﺐ ﻓﻲ رﺳﺎﻟﺔ إﻟﻰ
إﻗﺮار اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ،ادّﻋﻰ ﺻﻤﻮﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﺄ ّ
ﻲ ﻗﺪ ﺗﻨﻔﺠﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺼﺨﺮة
ن اﻟﻤﻄﺎﻟﺒﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﺑﺒﻴﺖ ﻗﻮﻣ ّ
رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴّﺔ ﻓﺎﻳﺘﺴﻤﺎن ،ﺑﺄ ّ
ن ﺗﺠﺎهﻞ اﻟﺼﺮاع اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺳﻮف ﻳﻜﻮن آﺎرﺛﻴﺎ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴّﺔ .وآﺘﺐ ﻟﻠﻤﺴﺆوﻟﻴﻦ ﻋﻨﻪ ﻓﻲ ﻟﻨﺪن أ ّ
ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،وﻓﻲ آﻠﻤﺎﺗﻪ هﺬﻩ وﺿﻊ اﻟﻤﻨﺪوب اﻟﺴﺎﻣﻲ اﻷوّل أﺳﺲ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ "اﻹﻟﺘﺰام
اﻟﻤﺰدوج" .وهﻲ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ وﺟّﻬﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب.
وﺟﺪت ﺗﻮﺟّﻬﺎت ﺻﻤﻮﺋﻴﻞ ﺁذاﻧًﺎ ﺻﺎﻏﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻟﻨﺪن ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﺎ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺆ ّد ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺮاﺟﻊ
ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻋﻦ وﻋﺪ ﺑﻠﻔﻮر .وﺣﺎول ﺻﻤﻮﺋﻴﻞ اﻹﻣﺴﺎك ﺑﻄﺮﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺼﺎ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺷﺠّﻊ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ
)"اﻟﻬﺠﺮة اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺜﺔ" ،(1923-1919 :ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻮﻇﻴﻒ أﻣﻮال اﻟﻨﻈﺎم وﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺟﻠﺒﺘﻬﺎ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ
ﺚ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺘﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ وﺿﻊ ﻗﻴﻮد ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة
اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻨﻰ اﻟﺘﺤﺘﻴﺔ ﻟﺒﻠﺪاﺗﻬﻢ ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﺑﺪأ ﻳﺤ ّ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ .وﺗﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﻌﻞ وﺿﻊ اﻟﻘﻴﻮد ﻣﻨﺬ ﻋﺎم  1924وﺻﺎﻋﺪًا ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﻋﻤﻠﺖ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺤﺪﻳﺪ
ﻋﺪد اﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﺴﺒﻘًﺎ ،ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺗﺸﺠﻴﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﻘﺪ ﻣﺆﺗﻤﺮهﻢ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲّ ،ﺑﺎﻟﺮﻏﻢ ﻣﻦ
ﻲ رﻏﻤًﺎ ﻋﻨﻪ ،آﻤﺎ اهﺘ ّﻢ ﺑﺄن ﻳﺘ ّﻢ
ن اﻟﻤﺆﺗﻤﺮات اﻟﻼﺣﻘﺔ ُﻧﻈّﻤﺖ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨ ّ
أّ
اﻧﺘﺨﺎب اﻟﺤﺎج أﻣﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻨﻲ ،اﻟﻤﻌﺮوف ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺰاﻣﻪ ﻟﻠﻘﻮﻣﻴّﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ،ﻣﻔﺘﻴًﺎ ﻟﻠﻘﺪس.
إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ هﺬا آﻠّﻪ ،وﻓﻲ ﻓﺘﺮة اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ) (1920-1917وﻓﻲ ﻋﻬﺪ ﺻﻤﻮﺋﻴﻞ )-1920
ﻲ ﻧﺎﺟﻊ ،أدﻳﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻣﺒﻌﻮﺛﻲ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،وﻟﻜﻦ أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻋﺮب
 ،(1925أﻗﻴﻢ ﺣﻜﻢ إﻧﺘﺪاﺑ ّ
وﻳﻬﻮد )ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ ﺷﻐﻞ ﻣﻨﺎﺻﺐ ﻋﻠﻴﺎ ،وأﻋﻀﺎء اﻟﺴﻜﺮﺗﺎرﻳﺔ اﻟﺮﺋﻴﺴﻴّﺔ – أي اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ( ،ﺑﻨﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻦ اﻟﺴﺆال
ﺗﻮﺻﻴﺎت ﺻﻚ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺬي ﻃﺎﻟﺐ ﺑﺘﻬﻴﺌﺔ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﺬاﺗﻲ واﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل ،ﻟﻜ ّ
اﻟﺬي ﺑﻘﻲ ﻣﻄﺮوﺣًﺎ :إﺳﺘﻘﻼل ﻟﻤَﻦ؟
ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻮﺟﺎت اﻟﻌﻨﻒ ﻓﻲ رﺑﻴﻊ  ،1920ﺧﺮﻳﻒ  ،1921ورﺑﻴﻊ  ،1922ﺑﺪأت ﻓﺘﺮة ﻣﻦ اﻟﻬﺪوء
اﻟﻨﺴﺒﻲّ ،وواﺻﻞ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﺟﻬﻮدﻩ ﻹﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﻣﺠﻠﺲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻌﻲ ﻟﻴﺸﻜّﻞ اﻷﺳﺎس اﻟﺒﺮﻟﻤﺎﻧﻲ
اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻲ ﻟﺪوﻟﺔ واﺣﺪة ،ﺗﻜﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ﺑﻴﺘًﺎ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺎ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ،وآﺬﻟﻚ دوﻟﺔ ﺛﻨﺎﺋﻴّﺔ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ،
ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ وﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،ﺗﺤﺖ وﺻﺎﻳﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﺔ ،ﻟﻜﻦ اﻟﺘﺠﺮﺑﺔ ﻓﺸﻠﺖ.
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ض ﻟﻠﻴﻴﺸﻮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي وﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺎﺗﻪ ،واﻟﻤﻄﺎﻟﺒﺔ ﺑﺎﺳﺘﻘﻼل ﻋﺮﺑﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻓﻲ
ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﺔ ﻧﻘﻞ أرا ٍ
أﺳﺮع وﻗﺖ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ .رﻏﻢ ذﻟﻚ آﻠّﻪ ،واﺻﻠﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺘﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺆﻳّﺪة ﻟﻠﻔﻜﺮ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ ،وﺗ ّﻢ
ﻲ وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ أﻃﺮ
اﻟﺘﻌﺒﻴﺮ ﻋﻦ هﺬا اﻟﺘﺄﻳﻴﺪ ﺑﻤﻨﺢ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﺗﺼﺎرﻳﺢ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة ،اﻹﺳﺘﻴﻄﺎن اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧ ّ
أوﺗﻮﻧﻮﻣﻴّﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،آﺠﺰء ﻣﻦ ﺑﻨﺎء اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺘﻴﺪة ،وﻗﺪ رأى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ
ﺧﻴﺎﻧﺔ ﻟﻠﻌﺮب ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ،وﻟﻬﻢ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ.
ﻓﻲ ﻋﺎم  ،1922ﻣﻊ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ وإﻗﺮار ﺻﻚ اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب ،آﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد 757،000
ﻧﺴﻤﺔ ،ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻢ  83،000ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد )ﻧﺤﻮ  %11ﻣﻦ ﻣﺠﻤﻞ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن( واﻟﺒﺎﻗﻲ ﻋﺮب ﻓﻲ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴّﺘﻬﻢ،
وﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﺴﺒّﺐ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ اﻟﻤﺸﺮوع اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ اﻟﺬي اﺳﺘﻤ ّﺮ ﻧﺤﻮ أرﺑﻌﻴﻦ ﻋﺎﻣًﺎ ،ﻣﻨﺬ  ،1882ﻓﻲ إﺣﺪاث
ﺗﻐﻴﻴﺮ دﻳﻤﻮﻏﺮاﻓﻲ هﺎم ،وآﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ،ﻓﺎﻟﻐﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﺒﻼد ،آﺎﻧﺖ
ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ .ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﻓﻘﺪ اﻋﺘﺒﺮ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻴﺔ اﻷوروﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺆﻳّﺪهﺎ
ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﻋﺼﺒﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ،ﻏﺰوًا وﺿﺮﺑﺔ ﻗﻮﻳﺔ ﻟﺤﻘﻮﻗﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻼدهﻢ.
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻞ ،ﻋﺰّز اﻟﺤﻠﻒ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ أﻋﻤﺎل اﻹﺳﺘﻴﻄﺎن اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻓﻲ
اﻟﻤﺪن وﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻠﺪات اﻟﺰراﻋﻴﺔ .وﻣﻨﺬ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﺣﻜﻤﻬﺎ اﻟﺒﻼد ،أدّت ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﻋﺸﺮﻳﻨﺎت اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ ،إﻟﻰ ﺗﻌﺰﻳﺰ ﻧﻮع ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﺬاﺗﻲ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺎل
اﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎد ،ﺗﻀﻤّﻦ أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻣﻨﺤﻬﻢ اﻟﺤﻘﻮق ﻹﺳﺘﻐﻼل ﺛﺮوات اﻟﺒﻼد ،وإﻧﺘﺎج اﻟﻜﻬﺮﺑﺎء وﻏﻴﺮﻩ ،إﺿﺎﻓﺔ
إﻟﻰ اﻷوﺗﻮﻧﻮﻣﻴّﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺎل اﻟﺼﺤّﺔ ،ﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺎت اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻤﺤﻠﻲ ،اﻟﺪﻳﻦ واﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﻢ ،هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻜﺎﻧﺔ اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮﻧﻴّﺔ
اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ﻟﻠﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،واﻟﺬي ﺣُﻜﻢ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺼﻬﺎﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ أﺑﺪوا ﻗﺪرات ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ
وﺗﻨﻈﻴﻤﻴﺔ وإﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ ﻋﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،ﺟﺬﺑﺖ ﻣﻮﺟﺎت ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﻣﻦ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة ﺑﻤﺎ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ رأﺳﻤﺎل ﻳﻬﻮديّ،
واﻟﺬي ﺟﺬب أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻋﺮﺑًﺎ ﻟﻤﺎ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻓﺮص ﻋﻤﻞ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ،واﻟﺮدود اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻄﻮّر اﻟﻤﺸﺮوع
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ أدّت إﻟﻰ زﻳﺎدة اﻟﻮﻋﻲ ﻟﺪى اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﺑﺄن اﻟﻤﻌﺎرﺿﺔ ﻟﻴﺴﺖ ﻣﺠﺮّد اﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ ،ﺑﻞ
ﺟﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ وﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،وﺑﺪأ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﺎن ﻳﺴﺘﺪﺧﻼن اﻟﺼﺮاع آﺠﺰء ﻣﻦ هﻮﻳّﺘﻬﻢ ،ﻋﻤﻠﻬﻢ ،وآﺄداة ﻟﻠﺘﺠﻨﻴﺪ،
ﻞ ﻃﺮف ﻟﺼﺎﻟﺤﻪ وﺿﺪ اﻵﺧﺮ.
آّ
ﺷﻜّﻞ إﻗﺮار ﺻﻚ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻋﺼﺒﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻓﻲ ﺟﻠﺴﺘﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ ﺗﻤّﻮز  1922ﻓﻲ
ﻟﻨﺪن ﺗﻠﺨﻴﺼًﺎ ﻟﺨﻄﻮات ﺳﺎﺑﻘﺔ وﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﻟﺨﻄﻮات ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ،ﻓﻬﺬا ﺣﺪّد ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﺳﻴﺎدة ﻋﺼﺒﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻲ ﺷﺮﻗًﺎ ،ﻟﻘﺪ ﻣُﻨﺤﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ،
اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻹﻗﻠﻴﻤﻴّﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ اﻟﻤﺘﻮﺳّﻂ ﻏﺮﺑًﺎ وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﺨﻠﻴﺞ اﻟﻔﺎرﺳ ّ
ي ﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﻣﻨﺪوﺑﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻈّﻤﺔ
ﻓﻌﻠﻴﺎ ،اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺔ اﻟﻜﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ ،ﻣﻊ اﻟﺘﺰاﻣﻬﺎ ﺗﻘﺪﻳﻢ ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺮ ﺳﻨﻮ ّ
اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ ،وﺗ ّﻢ ﺗﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﺻﻚ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ﻧﻬﺎﺋﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻋﺼﺒﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ أﻳﻠﻮل .1923
ﻓﻲ ﺻﻴﻒ  1922أآﻤﻠﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ إﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ أﻗﺎﻟﻴﻢ إﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴّﺔ ﻣﻨﻔﺼﻠﺔ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﺸﺮق إﻟﻰ
اﻟﻐﺮب :اﻟﻌﺮاق ،ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن وﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ووﻗّﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺪود ﺑﻴﻦ اﻷﺧﻴﺮﺗﻴﻦ وزﻳﺮ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت
وﻧﺴﺘﻮن ﺗﺸﺮﺗﺸﻞ ]اﻟﻜﺘﺎب اﻷﺑﻴﺾ[ .ﺑﻨﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ ﺻﻚ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ،آﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﺤﺎآﻤﺔ ﺗﻬﻴﺌﺔ
اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺴﻴﻄﺮ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﺴﻜّﺎن اﻟﻤﺤﻠﻴﻴﻦ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺘﻴﻦ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴّﺘﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق،
اﻟﻌﺮاق وﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ،ﻃﺎﻟﺐ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﺑﻨﻘﻞ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﺎﺋﻠﺔ اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻴﺔ ،ﺣﻴﻦ ﻳﺘﺄﺗّﻰ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ،
وآﺎن هﺬا اﻷﻣﺮ ﺿﺮورﻳﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻠﻔﻴﺔ إﺧﺮاج اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ﻋﺎم  1920ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴﻴﻴﻦ،
وﻣﻦ ﺑﻼد اﻟﺤﺠﺎز ﻋﺎم  1924ﺑﻴﺪ ﻋﺎﺋﻠﺔ إﺑﻦ ﺳﻌﻮد ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺧﺸﻲ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ﻣﻦ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺒﺔ ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ
ﺑﺸﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ،وﻣﻦ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺒﺔ اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻴﻴﻦ ﺑﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،وﻓﻌﻼ ﻓﻘﺪ ﻃﺎﻟﺐ اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻴﻮن ﺑﺎﻟﺤﻜﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ
ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ اﻟﻜﺒﺮى ،واﻟﺘﻲ ﺷﻤﻠﺖ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ واﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ وﻟﺒﻨﺎن،
وآﻤﺎ هﻮ ﻣﻌﺮوف ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺣﺼﻞ اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻴﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ وﻋﺪ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ أﻏﻠﺒﻴّﺔ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺸﺮق اﻷوﺳﻂ ﻓﻲ اﻷﻋﻮام  1916-1915ﺧﻼل اﻟﻤﺮاﺳﻼت ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻨﺪوب اﻟﺴﺎﻣﻲ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ
ﻣﺼﺮ ،هﻨﺮي ﻣﻜﻤﺎهﻮن وﺑﻴﻦ ﺷﺮﻳﻒ ﻣﻜﺔ اﻟﺤﺴﻴﻦ اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻲ.
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اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻠﻴﺲ ﺻﺪﻓﺔ أن ﺗﺴﻤﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻘﻀﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ﺑﺎﺳﻢ "اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﻐﻴّﺒﺔ" 20.ﻓﺎﻟﺼﻬﺎﻳﻨﺔ
اﻷواﺋﻞ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺗﺮﻋﺮﻋﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻬﺪ اﻷوروﺑﻲ اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻲ ،آﺎﻧﻮا ﻳﺘﺤﺪّﺛﻮن ﻋﻦ ﺗﻄﻮﻳﺮ اﻟﺒﻼد ،اﻷﻣﺮ
اﻟﺬي ﺳﻴﻌﻮد ﺑﺎﻟﺨﻴﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻌﺮب ،أﻣﺎ ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﺗﺤﻮﻳﻞ اﻟﻌﺮب إﻟﻰ أﻗﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ،وﻣﻌﻨﻰ
ﺳﻴﻄﺮة اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺼﻴﺮ ﺳﻜﺎن اﻟﺒﻼد اﻟﻌﺮب ،ﻓﻠﻢ ﺗﻨﺎﻗﺶ ﺑﺠﺪﻳﺔ ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺒﺔ ،ﺣﺘﻰ ﻓﻲ أﻋﻘﺎب ﺑﺪء
اﻟﻤﻌﺎرﺿﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﺑﺪء ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺼﺪاﻣﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﻔﺮّﻗﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﻴﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد وﺑﻴﻦ ﺟﻴﺮاﻧﻬﻢ
اﻟﻌﺮب ،ﻓﺤﺘﻰ ﻋﺸﻴﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ،ﻋﺰا رؤﺳﺎء اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻌﺎرﺿﺔ إﻟﻰ
اﻷﻓﻨﺪﻳﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺪﻳﻨﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻳﺤﺮﺿﻮن اﻟﻔﻼﺣﻴﻦ ﺧﺸﻴﺔ ﻓﻘﺪاﻧﻬﻢ اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ وﻋﻠﻰ أراﺿﻴﻬﻢ.
ﺻﺤﻴﺢ ،ﻃﺎﻟﻤﺎ اﺳﺘﻤ ّﺮ ﺣﻜﻢ اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺎن )ﺣﺘﻰ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ( ﻟﻢ ﻳﺒ ِﺪ اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻌﺮب،
اﻟﺬي آﺎﻧﻮا ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ اﻹﺳﻼﻣﻴﺔ اﻟﻜﺒﺮى ،ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﺔ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻟﻺﺳﺘﻴﻄﺎن
ﻦ هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﻗﺪ ﺗﻐﻴّﺮ آﻠﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ أﻋﻘﺎب
ﻞ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻲ .ﻟﻜ ّ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ ،اﻟﺬي اﺳﺘﻤ ّﺮ ﻓﻲ ﻇ ّ
اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ،ﻓﻘﺪ اﺳﺘﺒﺪل اﻹﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎر اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻲ اﻷوروﺑﻲ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻲ ﻟﻠﺒﻼد،
ﻲ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،وﻗﺪ ﻋﺒّﺮ وﻋﺪ وزﻳﺮ ﺧﺎرﺟﻴّﺔ
وﻋﺒّﺮ ﻋﻼﻧﻴﺔ ﻋﻦ ﺗﺄﻳﻴﺪﻩ ﻹﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﺑﻴﺖ ﻗﻮﻣ ّ
ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﺟﻴﻤﺲ أرﺛﻮر ﺑﻠﻔﻮر ﻓﻲ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1917ﻋﻦ ﺗﺤﻮل دراﻣﺎﺗﻴﻜﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻜﺎﻧﺔ
اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ واﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ،وهﺬا اﻟﻮﻋﺪ ﻳﺸﻴﺮ إﻟﻰ ﺣ ّﺪ ﺑﻌﻴﺪ ،إﻟﻰ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻟﺼﺮاع
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ/اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ واﻟﻴﻬﻮدي/اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ.
ﻟﻘﺪ ﺗﻮﻗّﻊ اﻟﻌﺮب ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺗﻤﺮّد ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﺎم  ،1916ﺑﻞ وﺣﺎرب ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ
ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﺑﻘﻴﺎدة اﻟﺸﺮﻳﻒ ﺣﺴﻴﻦ وأوﻻدﻩ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻜّﺔ ،أن ﺗﻠﺘﺰم ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﺑﻮﻋﺪهﺎ ﺑﺎﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ
اﻟﻤﻤﻠﻜﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴّﺔ ﺑﺰﻋﺎﻣﺔ اﻟﻬﺎﺷﻤﻴﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻜﻦ وﻋﺪ ﺑﻠﻔﻮر ،وﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻠﻪ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴّﺔ ﺳﺎﻳﻜﺲ ﺑﻴﻜﻮ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﺔ
اﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴﻴﺔ ﻟﺘﻘﺎﺳﻢ اﻟﻨﻔﻮذ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲّ ،وﺗﻘﺴﻴﻤﻪ إﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﻧﻔﻮذ آﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻨﺎﻗﻀﺔ
ﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻬﺎت وﺗﻌﻬّﺪات ﻣﻜﻤﺎهﻮن ،اﻟﻤﻨﺪوب اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ ،أﻣﺎم ﺷﺮﻳﻒ ﻣﻜﺔ وأوﻻدﻩ ،وﻗﺪ
ﺷﻜّﻞ ﺗﺄﻳﻴﺪ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻟﻠﺘﻄﻠّﻌﺎت اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴّﺔ ﻟﺮؤﺳﺎء اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ﺧﻴﺎﻧﺔ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ
ن وﻋﺪ ﺑﻠﻔﻮر ﻳُﻌﺘﺒﺮ ﺑﻨﻈﺮ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ،واﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ،
ﻏﻴﺮ ﺷﺮﻋﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻈﺮهﻢ ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﻓﺈ ّ
ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺪوان واﻟﻐﺰو اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ .وﺑﻌﺪ ﻋﺎم  1917أﺻﺒﺤﺖ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ واﻹﺳﺘﻴﻄﺎن
ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ ﻣﺸﺮوع ﻣﺪﻋﻮم ﻣﻦ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻴﺔ اﻷﻗﻮى ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،وﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ
ﻋﺼﺒﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﺘﻲ أﻗﻴﻤﺖ ﻋﺎم  ،1919ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﺒﻨﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺆﺳّﺴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ ﻋﺎم  1922وﻋﺪ ﺑﻠﻔﻮر،
واﻟﺬي أُرﻓﻖ ﺣﺮﻓﻴﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺻﻚ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺬي ﻣﻨﺤﺘﻪ ﻋﺼﺒﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ ﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ.
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﺮاب اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ،ﻟﻠﻮهﻠﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ،دول ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،ﻗﺮّرت ﺣﺪودهﺎ اﻟﺪول
اﻷوروﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ،وﻋﻠﻰ رأﺳﻬﺎ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ وﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ .وﻗﺎﻣﺖ هﺎﺗﺎن اﻟﺪوﻟﺘﺎن ﺑﺘﻘﺎﺳﻢ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ اﻟﻨﻔﻮذ،
ﻋﻠﻰ هﻴﺌﺔ ﻣﺎ ﺳﻤﺘﻪ ﻋﺼﺒﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ :ﺣﻜﻢ اﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻲ ﻣﺆﻗﺖ ،ﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﺤﻠﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻜﻢ دوﻟﻬﻢ
اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﻠﺔ ﺑﺄﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ ﺣﻴﻦ ﻳﺤﻴﻦ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ،وﻗﺪ اﺿﻄﺮ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ،ﺷﺄﻧﻬﻢ ﺷﺄن اﻟﺴﻮرﻳﻴﻦ ،واﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ،
واﻟﻌﺮاﻗﻴﻴﻦ وﻏﻴﺮهﻢ ﻣﻤّﻦ ﻋﺎرﺿﻮا ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﺪاﻳﺔ هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺠﻴﻮﺳﻴﺎﺳﻲ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ ،إﻟﻰ ﻗﺒﻮﻟﻪ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ
ﻲ ﻟﺒﻼدهﻢ.
اﻟﻤﻄﺎف واﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎرﻩ ﻣﺘﻄﻠﻌﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل اﻟﻘﻮﻣ ّ
هﻜﺬا ﺗﺸﻜّﻠﺖ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻷﻋﻮام  1923-1917اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ،وﻗﺪ ﺑﻠﻮرت هﺬﻩ
اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻣﻮاﻗﻔﻬﺎ ﺑﺨﺼﻮص ﺣﻘﻮق اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ،وﻣﻌﺎرﺿﺘﻬﻢ ﺗﺤﻮﻳﻠﻬﺎ
إﻟﻰ دوﻟﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﻌﻨﻴﻪ ذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺼﻴﺮهﻢ هﻢ .ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﻋﺸﺮﻳﻨﺎت اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ ،ﺻﺎﻏﺖ
اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﻣﺮآﺰﻳﺔ :ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﺔ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮة إﻟﻰ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ،
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أﻧﻈﺮوا ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﺴﻴﺎق :ﻳﻮﺳﻒ ﻏﻮرﻧﻲ ،اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ واﻟﻤﺸﻜﻠﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،ﺗﻴﺎرات ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ أﻳﺪﻳﻮﻟﻮﺟﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﻋﻼﻗﺘﻬﻢ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻜﻴﺎن اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ﻓﻲ أرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻨﻮات  ،1948-1882ﻋﺎم ﻋﻮﻓﻴﺪ ،ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ) 1985ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ(.

اﻟﺸﺮق ،رﻏﻢ أن ﻋﺪدًا ﻏﻴﺮ ﻗﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ آﺎﻧﻮا ﻗﺪ ﺟﺎؤوا ﺧﻼل اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أوروﺑﺎ .آﻤﺎ
اآﺘﺸﻒ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ اﻷوروﺑﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺒﻼد اﻟﻤﻘﺪﺳﺔ ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﻘﺮن وﻗﺮّروا اﻻﺳﺘﻴﻄﺎن ﻓﻴﻬﺎ .وﻣﻦ
أﺑﺮزهﻢ ﻓﺮﺳﺎن اﻟﻬﻴﻜﻞ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ أﺳّﺴﻮا ﻣﻨﺬ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺳﺘﻴﻨﺎت اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت ﻓﻲ
ﺣﻴﻔﺎ ،ﻳﺎﻓﺎ ،اﻟﻘﺪس وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ.
اﻋﺘﺒﺮ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ،اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻲ اﺳﺘﻤﺮارًا ﻃﺒﻴﻌﻴﺎ ﻟﻠﺤﻜﻢ
اﻹﺳﻼﻣﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻣﻨﺬ اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻊ ﻣﻴﻼدي .وآﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﻬﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺴﻜﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق
اﻷوﺳﻂ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،آﻤﺎ هﻮ ﻣﻌﺮوف ،ﻣﺎ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ :دﻳﻨﻴﺔ ،ﻗﺒﻠﻴﺔ ،ﻣﺤﻠﻴﺔ وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ .ﺻﺤﻴﺢ
أﻧﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺮﺑﻊ اﻷﺧﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﺑﺪأت ﻧﻬﻀﺔ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﻜﺒﺮى ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻟﻢ
ﺗﻜﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻣﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﺑﺎﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل ،أو ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﺎﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﺬاﺗﻲ ﺗﺤﺖ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻲ .وﻟﻢ ﺗﺜﺮ ﺣﺘﻰ
ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة هﺠﺮة اﻷوروﺑﻴﻴﻦ )ﻣﻦ ﻣﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ وﻳﻬﻮد( إﻟﻰ اﻷرض اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﺳﺔ أﻳﺔ ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ
اﻟﻌﺮب ،ﻷﻧّﻬﻢ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺘﺒﺮوهﺎ ﺧﻄﺮًا ،ﺑﻞ اﻋﺘﺒﺮوهﺎ ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻄﻮّر واﻹﻧﻔﺘﺎح ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻐﺮب،
ن اﻹﻳﻤﺎن ﺑﻘﻮة اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺎن اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻲ ،وﻗﺪرﺗﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺒﻼد ﻣﻦ ﺑﻀﻌﺔ ﺁﻻف ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﺮﻳﻦ
آﻤﺎ أ ّ
اﻷوروﺑﻴﻴﻦ ،آﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﺪ ﻋﺰّزت اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ اﻟﻤﺘﺴﺎﻣﺢ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﻬﺎﺟﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺠﺪد.
ﺑﻌﺪ ﻋﺎم  ،1882زاد ﺗﺨﻮّف ﺳﻜّﺎن اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻘﻂ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﺳﻘﻮط ﻣﺼﺮ ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ،ﺑﻞ أﻳﻀًﺎ
ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻃﺎﺑﻊ اﻟﻬﺠﺮة اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ،ﻓﺎﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺼﻬﺎﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺟﺎؤوا إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺑﻌﺪ  ،1882ﻋﻤﻠﻮا
ﻋﻠﻰ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﻣﺴﺘﻮﻃﻨﺎت زراﻋﻴﺔ ،إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ إﺳﺘﻴﻄﺎﻧﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺪن اﻟﺒﻼد ،وآﺎﻧﻮا ﻳﺘﺤﺪّﺛﻮن ﺑﻤﻔﺎهﻴﻢ
آﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻴﺔ )اﺳﺘﻴﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ( .أي ،إﻧﻬﻢ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺄﺗﻮا ﻟﻴﻜﻮﻧﻮا ﺑﺠﺎﻧﺐ أﻣﺎآﻨﻬﻢ اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﺳﺔ ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،ﺑﻞ ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ
اﻻﺳﺘﻴﻄﺎن اﻟﺪاﺋﻢ ذي اﻟﻄﺎﺑﻊ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ اﻟﻤﺘﺰاﻳﺪ.
ن اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴّﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ دﻋﻤﺘﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ أوروﺑﺎ وأﻗﺎﻣﺖ اﻟﻜﻮﻧﻐﺮس اﻷوّل ﻓﻲ
زﻳﺎد ًة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،إ ّ
ﺑﺎزل ﻋﺎم  ،1897زادت ﻣﻦ ﻣﺨﺎوف ﻗﻴﺎدات اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ .وأﺣﺪ أﺑﺮز هﺆﻻء،
آﺎن اﻟﺰﻋﻴﻢ اﻟﻤﻘﺪﺳ ّ
ﻲ ﻳﻮﺳﻒ ﺿﻴﺎء اﻟﺨﺎﻟﺪي ) ،(1906-1842اﻟﺬي آﺘﺐ ﻓﻲ ﺁذار  1899رﺳﺎﻟﺔ
ﻲ.
إﻟﻰ هﺮﺗﺴﻞ ،رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴّﺔ ،ﻳﻌﺒّﺮ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺨﺎوﻓﻪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺸﺮوع اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧ ّ
اﻟﺨﺎﻟﺪي ،اﻟﺬي آﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ دراﻳﺔ ﺑﺄﻣﻮر اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ ،ﻟﻴﺒﺮاﻟﻲ وﻣﻄﻠﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ أوﺿﺎع اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ،
ﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﻨﻈﺮﻳﺔ ،أو
ﻋﺒّﺮ ﻓﻲ رﺳﺎﻟﺘﻪ ﻋﻦ ﺗﻌﺎﻃﻔﻪ ﻣﻊ ﻣﻌﺎﻧﺎة اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ،ﺑﻞ وﻣﻊ اﻟﻔﻜﺮ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧ ّ
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗ ّ
ﻞ ﻣﻊ ﺣﺎﺟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد إﻟﻰ دوﻟﺔ.
ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﻗﺎل إن ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻖ اﻟﻔﻜﺮ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ﺳﻮف ﻳﺆدّي إﻟﻰ ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ
واﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ ،ﺑﻞ وإﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﺮب واﻟﻤﻌﺎﻧﺎة اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة ،آﻤﺎ آﺘﺐ أن اﻟﺒﻼد ﻟﻴﺴﺖ ﺧﺎﻟﻴﺔ آﻤﺎ
ن ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ ﺳﻮف ﻳﻌﺎرﺿﻮن ﺗﺤﻮﻳﻞ ﺑﻼدهﻢ دوﻟﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد،
ﻳ ّﺪﻋﻲ زﻋﻤﺎء اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ،وأ ّ
ﺗﺸﻜّﻞ رﺳﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﺨﺎﻟﺪي هﺬﻩ أﺣﺪ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﺑﻴﺮ اﻟﻘﻠﻴﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ﻋﻦ ﻣﻌﺎرﺿﺔ اﻟﻘﻴﺎدات اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻔﻜﺮ
ﻼ آﻬﺬا "ﻟﻠﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ" ﺳﻴﺆدّي ﺑﺎﻟﻀﺮورة إﻟﻰ ﺧﻠﻖ
نﺣ ً
اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ ،آﻤﺎ أوﺿﺢ اﻟﺨﺎﻟﺪي أ ّ
ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺣﻴﻦ ﺗﻔﻘﺪ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ﻋﺮوﺑﺘﻬﺎ ،ﻟﻜﻦ رﻏﻢ ﻣﺨﺎوف اﻟﺨﺎﻟﺪي وﻏﻴﺮﻩ ،ﻗﺪّر
ﻲ.
ن اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻟﻦ ﺗﺴﻤﺢ ﺑﺘﺤﻘﻴﻖ اﻟﻔﻜﺮ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧ ّ
ﻣﻌﻈﻢ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد أ ّ
ل زﻋﻤﺎء اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ ،ﺑﻤﻦ ﻓﻴﻬﻢ ﺛﻴﻮدور هﺮﺗﺴﻞ اﻟﻤﺆﺳّﺲ واﻟﺮﺋﻴﺲ
ﻟﻢ ﻳُﻮ ِ
اﻷوّل ﻟﻠﻤﻨﻈﻤﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ ،أهﻤﻴﺔ آﺒﻴﺮة ﻟﻠﻤﻌﺎرﺿﺔ اﻟﻘﻠﻴﻠﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ أﺑﺪاهﺎ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﻮﺟّﻬﺖ أﻧﻈﺎرهﻢ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻔﻮز ﺑﺘﺄﻳﻴﺪ دوﻟﺔ أوروﺑﻴﺔ ﻋﻈﻤﻰ ﻟﻤﺸﺮوع إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دول
اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻷرض اﻟﻤﻘﺪﺳﺔ ،أﻣﺎ "اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ" وﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ اﻟﻌﺮب ﻓﻲ ﺑﻼدهﻢ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺗﺤﻮّﻟﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ
دوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ،ﻓﻠﻢ ﺗﺆﺧﺬ ﻋﺎدة ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺟﺪي ،ﻟﻴﺲ آﺘﺎﺑﺔ وﻻ ﺷﻔﺎهﺔ ،ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ زﻋﻤﺎء اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ
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ﺑﻄﺮق ﺳﻠﻤﻴﺔ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ اﻟﺪﻳﻨﻲ أو ﺷﺒﻪ اﻟﺪﻳﻨﻲ ،وآﺎن اﻟﺒﻌﺾ ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ ﻳﺴﻤﻮن
هﺬا اﻟﺘﻐﻠﻐﻞ إﻟﻰ اﻷرض اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﺳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﺑﺎﺳﻢ " ."the peaceful crusadeﺗ ّﻢ
اﻟﺘﻌﺒﻴﺮ ﻋﻦ هﺬا اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ ﻣﻦ زﻳﺎدة ﺗﺄﺛﻴﺮ اﻟﺪول اﻷوروﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ﺑﻄﺮق ﺳﻠﻤﻴﺔ ،ﺑﺎﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﻋﻦ
اﻷﻗﻠﻴﺎت اﻟﺪﻳﻨﻴﺔ ﻟﺤﻤﺎﻳﺔ ﻣﺼﺎﻟﺢ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ،وﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺠﺪ أﻗﻠﻴﺔ آﻬﺬﻩ ﻟﻔﺮض وﺻﺎﻳﺘﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ
)وذﻟﻚ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻏﻴﺎب أﻗﻠﻴﺔ ﺑﺮوﺗﺴﺘﺎﻧﺘﻴﺔ ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد( وﺗﺤﻤﻲ ﻣﺼﺎﻟﺤﻬﺎ ،ﻓﻘﺮّرت ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪة
اﻟﻴﻬﻮد.
ﻲ
ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪات اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴّﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ،اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻟﻬﺎ أﻳﻀًﺎ دواﻓﻊ دﻳﻨﻴﺔ ﺗﻌﻮد إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ اﻟﺪﻳﻨ ّ
اﻟﺒﺮوﺗﺴﺘﺎﻧﺘﻲ وﺳﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﻜﻨﻴﺴﺔ اﻹﻧﺠﻴﻠﻴﺔ ،ﺷﻜّﻠﺖ أداة ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ هﺎﻣﺔ ﺟﺪا ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،ﻓﻲ
ﺳﺒﺎق اﻟﺘﺄﺛﻴﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻨﺎﻓﺲ ﻣﻊ ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ ،روﺳﻴﺎ وﺑﻘﻴﺔ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ .ﺷﻤﻞ هﺬا
اﻻﻧﻜﺸﺎف اﻟﻤﺠﺪّد ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷرض اﻟﻤﻘﺪﺳﺔ اﻟﺒﺤﺚ ودراﺳﺔ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ اﻟﺒﻼد وﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ .ﺣﻴﺚ وﺿﻌﺖ
أﺑﺤﺎث اﻟﺘﻮراة " "biblical researchاﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺎم ﺑﻬﺎ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ،ﺑﺮوﺗﺴﺘﺎﻧﺘﻴﻮن وﻏﻴﺮهﻢ ﻣﻨﺬ
ﺛﻼﺛﻴﻨﺎت اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ،وﺿﻌﺖ أﺳﺲ ﺗﺄﻳﻴﺪ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻟﻔﻜﺮة ﻋﻮدة اﻟﻴﻬﻮد إﻟﻰ أرض
أﺟﺪادهﻢ ،أﻣّﺎ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻮن ،اﻟﺴﻜﺎن اﻷﺻﻼﻧﻴﻮن ،واﻟﻐﺎﻟﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜّﺎن اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻓﻠﻢ
ﻲ ﺑﻴﺪ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ
ﻳﺆﺧﺬوا ﺑﺎﻟﺤﺴﺒﺎن ﻟﺪى ﻣﻌﻈﻢ هﺆﻻء اﻟﺒﺎﺣﺜﻴﻦ .وهﻜﺬا ﺗ ّﻢ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﺑﻨﺎء ﺳﺮد ﺗﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﻳﻤﻨﺢ اﻣﺘﻴﺎزات ﺣﻘﻮﻗﻴّﺔ ﻟﻸﻗﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ.
ﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻇﻞ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻹﺳﻼﻣﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻷﻧﺪﻟﺲ ،وﻓﻲ اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ
ﻋﺎش اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﺑﺴﻼم وﺗﺴﺎﻣﺢ ﻧﺴﺒ ّ
اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴّﺔ ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ،وﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ أواﺳﻂ اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ،وﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺑﺪأت اﻷﺣﺪاث
اﻟﺪﻣﻮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻟﺒﻨﺎن وﺳﻮرﻳﺎ )ﻓﻲ ﺣﻠﺐ ودﻣﺸﻖ وﻣﺪن أﺧﺮى( ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻀﺮّر اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﻢ
ﺗﻮﺟﻴﻪ ﻏﻀﺐ اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ واﻟﺪروز ﺗﺠﺎﻩ اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ دُﻋﻤﻮا ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺪول اﻷوروﺑﻴﺔ
اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ ،وهﺪّدوا اﻟﻨﻈﺎم اﻻﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻲ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻢ .وآﺎن اﻟﻴﻬﻮد داﺧﻞ ﺣﺪود ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ
ﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻨﺼﻒ اﻷول ﻟﻠﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ أﻗﻠﻴﺔ ﺿﺌﻴﻠﺔ ،وﺑﺪأ ﻳﺰداد ﻋﺪدهﻢ ﺗﺪرﻳﺠﻴﺎ ﻣﻊ إزدﻳﺎد اﻟﻨﻔﻮذ
ي ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد ﺑﺪأ ﻓﻘﻂ ﺑﻌﺪ
اﻷوروﺑﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ .ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺈ ّ
ن اﻟﺘﻐﻴﻴﺮ اﻟﺠ ّﺪ ّ
ﺗﻨﻈّﻢ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻘﺮن ،آﺈﻋﻼن ﻋﻦ ﺗﻄﻠّﻊ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ،ﻓﺒﺪأت اﻷﺟﻨﺪة اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ﻟﻠﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ إﺛﺎرة ﻣﺨﺎوف اﻟﻌﺮب ،اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ
واﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ أدرآﻮا ﺳﺮﻳﻌًﺎ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﺗﺤﻮﻳﻞ ﺑﻼدهﻢ إﻟﻰ دوﻟﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳّﺔ.
ﻲ
ﻓﻲ ﻋﺎم  1882اﺣﺘﻠّﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻣﺼﺮ ،وأﺻﺒﺤﺖ ﺷﺮﻳﻜﺔ ﻓﺎﻋﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻔﻜﻴﻚ اﻟﺘﺪرﻳﺠ ّ
ﻟﻺﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳّﺔ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻬﺬﻩ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺎﻋﺪت اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﺮد ﻧﺎﺑﻠﻴﻮن وﺟﻴﻮﺷﻪ ﻣﻦ
ﺑﻼد اﻟﻨﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻨﻮات  ،1801-1799ﻗﺪ ﻏﻴّﺮت ﻣﻦ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﺘﻬﺎ .وآﺎﻧﺖ اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﺛﻤﺎﻧﻴﻨﻴﺎت اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻓﻲ أﺿﻌﻒ ﺣﺎﻻﺗﻬﺎ ،وﺷﻜّﻞ اﺣﺘﻼل ﻗﻨﺎة اﻟﺴﻮﻳﺲ إﻏﺮاء ﻣﻦ
اﻟﺼﻌﺐ ﻣﻘﺎوﻣﺘﻪ ،وهﻜﺬا ﺑﺪأ ﻓﺼﻞ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ وأﺧﻴﺮ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺎت اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴّﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ
اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ .ووﺻﻞ هﺬا اﻟﻔﺼﻞ أوﺟﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ .ﺣﻴﺚ زادت ﺳﻴﻄﺮة ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺼﺮ وﺷﺒﻪ ﺟﺰﻳﺮة ﺳﻴﻨﺎء ﻣﻦ اهﺘﻤﺎﻣﻬﻢ ﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﺤﺪث ﻓﻲ اﻷرض اﻟﻤﻘﺪﺳﺔ ،اﻟﺠﺎرة اﻟﺸﺮﻗﻴﺔ،
اﻟﺘﻲ ﺷﻜﻠﺖ اﻷﻣﺎآﻦ اﻟﻤﻘﺪﺳﺔ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺳﺒﺒًﺎ وﻋﻠّﺔ ﻟﻠﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻷوروﺑﻴﻴﻦ ﻟﻺهﺘﻤﺎم ﺑﻤﺼﻴﺮهﺎ.
ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ/أرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﺑﻼدًا ﻣﻨﻔﺼﻠﺔ ،ﺑﻞ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺟﺰءًا ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﻨﻔﺼﻞ ﻋﻦ
ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ اﻟﻜﺒﺮى )ﺑﻼد اﻟﺸﺎم( واﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ وﻋﺎﺻﻤﺘﻬﺎ إﺳﻄﻨﺒﻮل .آﺎن ﻣﻌﻈﻢ ﺳﻜﺎﻧﻬﺎ،
ﻧﺤﻮ  470،000ﻧﺴﻤﺔ ،ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻟﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﻨﺎت ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ ،وآﺎﻧﺖ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ أﻗﻠﻴّﺔ )ﻧﺤﻮ (%10
ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺮب اﻟﻤﺴﻴﺤﻴﻴﻦ .ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻴﻬﻢ آﺎﻧﺖ هﻨﺎك أﻗﻠﻴﺎت دﻳﻨﻴﺔ أﺛﻨﻴﺔ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،ﻓﻔﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻟﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﻨﺎت
وﺻﻞ ﺗﻌﺪاد اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد إﻟﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ  20،000ﻧﺴﻤﺔ .ﺳﻜﻦ ﻣﻌﻈﻤﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﺪن اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﺳﺔ
اﻷرﺑﻊ :اﻟﻘﺪس ،اﻟﺨﻠﻴﻞ ،ﻃﺒﺮﻳّﺎ وﺻﻔﺪ .وآﺎن ﻣﻌﻈﻢ هﺆﻻء اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺸﻬﺪ اﻟﺜﻘﺎﻓﻲ ﻓﻲ
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ﺧﻠﻔﻴّﺔ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴّﺔ :ﻣﺎ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺤﺮب
ﺗﻌﻮد اﻟﺠﺬور اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺼﺮاع اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي/اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻲ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ/اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ
ﻣﻦ دون ﺷﻚّ ،ﻣﻊ ﺑﺪء ﺗﻨﻈّﻢ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﺼﻬﻴﻮﻧﻴﺔ وﻧﺸﺎﻃﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ،
وﻗﺪ ﺗﻮﺻّﻞ اﻟﺼﻬﺎﻳﻨﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد إﻟﻰ هﺬا اﻟﻤﻮﻗﻒ ردا ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻼﺳﺎﻣﻴّﺔ ﻓﻲ أوروﺑﺎ ،وﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺪم إﻣﻜﺎﻧﻴﺔ
ﻗﺒﻮﻟﻬﻢ واﻧﺪﻣﺎﺟﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ اﻷوروﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪة ،وآﺎن ﻣﻌﻈﻤﻬﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺎت ذات
اﻟﻨﺰﻋﺔ اﻟﺜﻘﺎﻓﻴﺔ واﻟﻌﻠﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ آﺎن اﻧﻜﺸﺎﻓﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ اﻷوروﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﺳﺮﻳﻌًﺎ وﺗﺄﺛّﺮوا ﺑﻬﺎ.
ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﺤﺮآﺔ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم ،وﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص ،ﻻ ﺗﺰال
ﻲ ﻟﺪى ﺷﻌﻮب اﻟﺸﺮق اﻷوﺳﻂ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ آﺎﻧﻮا ﺟﺰءًا
ﻓﻲ ﻣﻬﺪهﺎ ،ﻓﺎﻟﻬﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺘﺮﺳّﺦ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻓﻌﻠ ّ
ﻣﻦ اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ .ﻟﻜﻦ ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﺮﺑﻊ اﻷﺧﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ،ﺑﺪأت ﻧﻬﻀﺔ ﺛﻘﺎﻓﻴﺔ
ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻣﻠﺤﻮﻇﺔ ،ﻏﺬّت ﺗﺪرﻳﺠﻴﺎ اﻟﻨﻬﻀﺔ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴّﺔ.
آﻤﺎ ﺑﺪأ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻟﻘﺎء ] [encounterﺟﺪﻳﺪ ﺑﻴﻦ أوروﺑﺎ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺜﺔ اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻴﺔ وﺑﻴﻦ
ﺷﻌﻮب اﻟﺸﺮق اﻷوﺳﻂ .آﺎن أهﻤّﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ أﻋﻘﺎب ﻏﺰو ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ ﻟﻤﺼﺮ ،وﺣﻜﻤﻬﺎ اﻟﻘﺼﻴﺮ ﻟﻬﺎ ﺑﻴﻦ
اﻷﻋﻮام  .1801-1798ﻳﻌﺘﺒﺮ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻤﺆرّﺧﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﺮ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﻟﺤﻘﺒﺔ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺸﺮق اﻷوﺳﻂ ،أو ﻓﻲ ﺑﻼد اﻟﻨﻴﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗﻞ ،وﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،ﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،ﻏﺮﻳﻤﺔ ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ ﻓﻲ
ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ،ﺑﻤﺴﺎﻧﺪة اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺎن اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺮﺑﻪ ﺿﺪ اﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴﻴﻴﻦ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﻗﺎم أﺳﻄﻮﻟﻬﺎ اﻟﻘﻮي ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﺤﺮ
اﻟﻤﺘﻮﺳﻂ ﺑﺪور هﺎم ،وآﻤﺎ هﻮ ﻣﻌﺮوف ،ﻓﺈن ﻧﺎﺑﻠﻴﻮن اﻟﺬي ﺣﺎول ﺗﻮﺳﻴﻊ ﺣﻜﻤﻪ إﻟﻰ ﺑﻼد اﻟﺸﺎم ،ﻗﺪ
ﻓﺸﻞ أﻣﺎم أﺳﻮار ﻋﻜﺎ ﻋﺎم  ،1799وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﺻﻤﻮد ﺣﺎآﻢ ﻋﻜﺎ ،أﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﺎﺷﺎ اﻟﺠﺰّار ،وﺑﻔﻀﻞ
اﻟﺪﻋﻢ اﻟﺬي ﺣﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻣﻦ اﻷﺳﻄﻮل اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ.
اﻧﺴﺤﺐ ﻧﺎﺑﻠﻴﻮن وﺑﻘﻴّﺔ ﺟﻴﻮﺷﻪ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺼﺮ ،وﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻏﺰوﺗﻪ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻨﺠﺢ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺪى اﻟﻘﺼﻴﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻷﻗﻞّ ،ﺣﺪﺛًﺎ هﺎ ﻣﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ اﻷرض اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﺳﺔ ،واﺳﺘﻤ ّﺮ اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻼد أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺎﺋﺔ
ﻲ ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺒًﺎ ﻣﻦ
ﻋﺎم إﺿﺎﻓﻴﺔ ،وﺑﻌﺪ ﻓﺘﺮة ﻗﺼﻴﺮة ﻣﻦ اﻧﺴﺤﺎب اﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺼﺮ ﻋﺎم  ،1801ﻣُﺤ َ
ذاآﺮة ﺳﻜّﺎن اﻟﺒﻼد.
أﻣّﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺪى اﻟﺒﻌﻴﺪ ،ﻓﻴﺒﺪو أن ﻏﺰوة ﻧﺎﺑﻠﻴﻮن وﺣﻀﻮر اﻷﺳﻄﻮل اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻮاﻃﺊ ﻣﺼﺮ،
ﻗﺪ أﺷﺎرت إﻟﻰ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﻋﻬﺪ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻼﻗﺎت اﻟﺸﺮق اﻷوﺳﻂ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻐﺮب ،ﻓﻘﺪ اآﺘﺸﻔﺖ اﻟﺸﻌﻮب
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﻔﺎﺟﺊ اﻟﻘﻮة اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ﻷوروﺑﺎ اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺜﺔ ،واآﺘﺸﻔﺖ أن ﺟﻴﻮش اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺎن
اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻲ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻗﺎدرة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ إﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺘﻬﺎ اﻟﻮاﺳﻌﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺟﻴﺪ ،واﺗﻀﺢ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻴﺰان اﻟﻘﻮى
اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ ﺑﻴﻦ دول أوروﺑﺎ اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻴّﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ وﺑﻴﻦ اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺔ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،أن اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺎن اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻲ
آﺎن ﻣﻀﻄﺮا ،ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﻴﻦ واﻵﺧﺮ ،إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﺼﻮل ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺪة ﻟﺤﻤﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ
ﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳّﺘﻪ .وهﻮ اﻷﻣﺮ اﻟﺬي ﺗﻌﺰّز ﻣﻊ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ،ﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﺎت اﻟﺤﻜﻢ اﻟﻌﺜﻤﺎﻧﻲ ﻓﻲ إﺳﻄﻨﺒﻮل ،اﻟﺬي
آﺎن ﻳﻬﺪّد ﻣﺮآﺰ أوروﺑﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺮﻧﻴﻦ اﻟﺴﺎدس واﻟﺴﺎﺑﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ ،ﻳُﻌﺮف ﺑﺎﺳﻢ "اﻟﺮﺟﻞ اﻟﻤﺮﻳﺾ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﺒﻮﺳﻔﻮر") ،ﻣﻊ أﻧﻪ وﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﻌﻠﻴﺔ ﺣﺎرﺑﺖ هﺬﻩ "اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻤﺮﻳﻀﺔ" ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺟﻴّﺪ ﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻨﻬﺎﻳﺔ
ﻼ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺄﺛﻴﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﻬﻮض اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴّﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ( .ﻣﻦ دون ﺷﻚّ ،آﺎن هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ آﻔﻴ ً
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺸﺮق اﻷوﺳﻂ.
ﺧﻼل اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ زاد اهﺘﻤﺎم اﻟﺪول اﻷوروﺑﻴّﺔ اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ اﻷﺧﺮى ،ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ
وﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ ،ﺑﺎﻟﺸﺮق اﻷوﺳﻂ ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ،وﺑﺎﻷرض اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﺳﺔ ﺧﺎﺻﺔ .وﻗﺪ آﺎﻧﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﺗُﻌﺮّف ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ اﻷورو-ﻣﺘﻮﺳّﻄﻲ آﻔﺘﺮة اﻟﻜﺸﻒ اﻟﻤﺠﺪّد ) (re-discoveryﻟﻠﺒﻼد .وﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﻓﺮﻧﺴﺎ
ﺐ اﻟﺘﻨﺎﻓﺲ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺪول ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻐﻠﻐﻞ
اﻟﻔﺎﺷﻠﺔ اﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﺒﻼد واﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﻘﻮّة اﻟﺴﻼح ،اﻧﺼ ّ
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اﻟﻬﻮﻳﺔ .واﺧﺘﻴﺎر اﻟﺴﺮد ﻟﻸﺣﺪاث اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﺠﺐ ذآﺮهﺎ ،وﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻻ ﻳﺠﺐ ،ﻻ ﻳﺘﻤﺎﺷﻰ ﺑﺎﻟﻀﺮورة ﻣﻊ
ﺧﻴﺎرات اﻟﻤﺆرّخ.
ﺗﻜﺘﺐ هﺬﻩ اﻷﻣﻮر ﻓﻲ واﻗﻊ ﺳﻮﺳﻴﻮ-ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻲ ﻟﺪﻳﻤﻘﺮاﻃﻴﺔ هﺸﺔ ﺟﺪا ،ﻟﺪى ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻷﻃﺮاف اﻟﻤﺘﻮرّﻃﺔ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺼﺮاع .وﻳﺒﺪو ﻟﻨﺎ أن اﻟﻨﺺ اﻟﻤﻌﺮوض هﻨﺎ ﻳﺤﺘﻮي ﻋﻠﻰ أﻣﺮ هﻮ ﻓﻮق آﻞ ﺷﻲء دﻳﻤﻘﺮاﻃﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﺟﻬﺎﺗﻪ
وﺷﻜﻞ ﻋﺮﺿﻪ ،آﻤﺎ ﻳﺠﺘﻬﺪ أن ﻳﻜﻮن ﻣﺘﻤﺎهﻴًﺎ ﻣﻊ وﺟﻬﺎت اﻟﻨﻈﺮ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻟﻄﺮﻓﻲ اﻟﺼﺮاع ،واﻟﻤﺘﻨﺎﻗﻀﺔ
أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ .وآﻠّﻨﺎ أﻣﻞ أن ﻳﻨﺘﻘﻞ ﺑﻌﺾ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺮوح اﻟﺘﻲ آُﺘﺐ ﺑﻬﺎ هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب إﻟﻰ اﻟﻘﺮّاء ،وﻳﺴﺎﻋﺪهﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﻬﻢ
ﺳﺮد اﻵﺧﺮ ،اﻟﺘﻌﺮّف ﻋﻠﻴﻪ وﺗﻘﺪﻳﺮﻩ ،وﻓﻲ ذات اﻟﻮﻗﺖ اﻟﺘﻌﺮّف أآﺜﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺮد اﻟﻤﻌﺴﻜﺮ اﻟﺬي ﻳﻨﺘﻤﻮن إﻟﻴﻪ،
ﺤّ
ﻚ اﻟﺼ ّ
وﻗﺒﻮﻟﻪ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ دون ﺗﻄﻮﻳﺮ اﻟﺸ ّ
ﻲ ﻓﻴﻪ.
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ﻲ .وﻣﻦ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺮ أن ﻳﻨﺘﺒﻪ اﻟﻘﺮّاء إﻟﻰ اﻟﻔﺮق اﻟﺠﻮهﺮ ّ
واﺣﺪهﻤﺎ اﻵﺧﺮ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺷﺒﻪ آّﻠ ّ
اﻟﺴﺮدي ﻟﻠﺤﻘﺒﺘﻴﻦ اﻷوﻟﻰ واﻟﺜﺎﻟﺜﺔ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ،ﻣﻘﺎرﻧﺔ ﻣﻊ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ.
ﺺ واﺣﺪ ﻣﺮآّﺐ ﻣﻦ رواﻳﺘﻴﻦ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺘﻴﻦ ،ﺑﻞ وﻣﺘﻨﺎﻗﻀﺘﻴﻦ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ،أﻣﺮًا ﺻﻌﺒًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ
آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﺻﻴﺎﻏﺔ ﻧ ّ
ﻞ ﻣﻨّﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻃﻔﻴّﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ آﺎن ﻋﻠﻴﻨﺎ اﻟﻤﺸﺎرآﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻴﺎﻏﺔ ﺳﺮد ﻳﺘﻌﺎرض ﻣﻊ ﺗﺠﺮﺑﺘﻨﺎ اﻟﺤﻴﺎﺗﻴﺔ،
آّ
ﻼ ﻣﻊ
ﻲ ﻟﻬﻮﻳّﺘﻨﺎ ،وآﺎن ﻋﻠﻴﻨﺎ أن ﻧﺘﺬآّﺮ ،ﻣﺮّة ﺗﻠﻮ اﻷﺧﺮى ،آ ً
وﺗﺮﺑﻴﺘﻨﺎ ،ﺑﻞ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻧﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻬﺪﻳﺪ اﻟﻔﻌﻠ ّ
ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ،هﺪف اﻟﻤﻬﻤّﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ أﺧﺬﻧﺎهﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺎﺗﻘﻨﺎ ،وﻧﺤﻦ ﻧﺴﻤﺢ ﻷﻧﻔﺴﻨﺎ ﺑﺄن ﻧﻘﺘﺮح ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺮّاء اﻟﻘﻴﺎم ﺑﻌﻤﻞ
ن اﻟﻬﺪف هﻮ اﺣﺘﻤﺎل اﻟﺤﻴﺎة ﺟﻨﺒًﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺟﻨﺐ،
ﻣﻤﺎﺛﻞ ،ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﻴﻦ واﻵﺧﺮ ،وأن ﻳﺘﺮآﻮا اﻟﻘﺮاءة ﺗﺬآّﺮهﻢ ﺑﺄ ّ
أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ هﺪف اﻟﻌﺪل ،وﻣﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ ،ﺗﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ اﻟﺴﻴﺮورة اﻟﺘﻲ ﻣﺮرﻧﺎ ﺑﻬﺎ ﻧﺤﻦ ﺧﻼل اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا
اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ،أن ﺗﺸﻜّﻞ ﻧﻤﻮذﺟًﺎ )رﻏﻢ آﻞ اﻟﻔﺮوق( ﻟﺴﻴﺮورة ﺟﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ ﻳﺤﺘﺎج ﻃﺮﻓﺎ اﻟﺼﺮاع إﻟﻰ ﺗﺠﺮﺑﺘﻬﺎ ،إذا
أرادا اﻟﺤﻴﺎة.
ي أن
وﻓّﺮ ﻟﻨﺎ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ﺗﺠﺮﺑﺔ ﻧﻔﺴﻴﺔ وﻣﻬﻨﻴﺔ ﻏﻴﺮ ﺳﻬﻠﺔ ،ﻓﻠﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻬﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺆرّخ اﻟﻨﻘﺪ ّ
ﻲ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ )وﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ﻳﺒﺘﻌﺪ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺘﺮآﻴﺐ( .زﻳﺎد ًة ﻋﻠﻰ
ي ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺘﻨﺎﺳﻖ ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺘﻪ ،ﺳﻄﺤ ّ
ﺺ ﺳﺮد ّ
ﻳﻜﻮن ﺷﺮﻳﻜًﺎ ﻟﻨ ّ
ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺎﻟﺴﺮد ﻻ ﻳﻄﺎﻟﺐ ﺑﺄن ﻳﻜﻮن ﻣﺘﻨﺎﺳﻘًﺎ ﻓﻘﻂ ،ﺑﻞ ﻳﻨﺘﻘﻞ ﻣﻦ زﻣﻦ إﻟﻰ زﻣﻦ ﺣﺴﺐ اﻟﺤﺎﺟﺔ ،وﻳﺴﺘﻌﺮض
ﺐ اﻟﺘﻮارﻳﺦ ،ﻓﻬﻮ ﻳﺘﺠﺎهﻠﻬﺎ ،أو ﻳﺮﺗّﺒﻬﺎ ﺣﺴﺐ
أﻳﻀًﺎ إدﻋﺎءات وُﻟﺪت أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ﺑﻨﻈﺮة إﺳﺘﺮﺟﺎﻋﻴﺔ .اﻟﺴﺮد ﻻ ﻳﺤ ّ
ﺣﺎﺟﺘﻪ .وﻗﺪ وﺟﺪت هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﺔ ﺗﻌﺒﻴﺮًا ﻋﻨﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻨﺺّ ،وﻳﺴﺘﻌﻤﻞ اﻟﺴﺮد ﺗﻌﺎﺑﻴﺮ ﺗﺒﺪو ﺻﺤﻴﺤﺔ
وﻣﻔﻬﻮﻣﺔ ﻷذن ﻣﻌﻴّﻨﺔ ،وﻋﻨﻴﻔﺔ ،ﺑﻞ وﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺤﺘﻤﻠﺔ ﻟﻸذن اﻷﺧﺮى ،ﻓﻠﻴﺲ ﺻﺪﻓﺔ أن ﻳﻄﺎﻟﺐ اﻟﺒﺤﺚ
اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲّ ،ﻋﺎدة ،ﺑﺘﻮﺣﻴﺪ اﻟﻤﺼﻄﻠﺤﺎت وﺑﺄن ﺗﻜﻮن آﻮﻧﻴّﺔ ﻗﺪر اﻹﻣﻜﺎن.
وﺑﻤﺎ أ ّ
ن اﻷﻣﺮ آﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ارﺗﺄﻳﻨﺎ اﻟﺘﺪﺧّﻞ ،ﻣﻦ ﺣﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻦ ،ﻓﻲ ﻓﻴﺾ اﻟﺘﻮﺻﻴﻒ اﻟﺴﺮديّ ،آﻲ ﻧﻤﻨﺢ
اﻟﻘﺎرئ وﻟﻮ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﺨﺘﺼﺮ ،ﺻﻮرة ﻋﻦ اﻟﻮﺿﻊ ﻗﺎﺋﻤﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺒﺤﺚ اﻟﻤﻌﺎﺻﺮ اﻟﻤُﺤﺪّث .واﺳﺘﻨﺪﻧﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻤﺮاﺟﻊ اﻟﻤﺮﻓﻘﺔ هﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ،وﻋﻠﻰ أﻋﻤﺎﻟﻨﺎ اﻟﺒﺤﺜﻴﺔ.
ﻣﻦ ﻃﺒﻴﻌﺔ اﻟﻤﻮﺿﻮع اﻟﺬي ﻳﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻌﻪ اﻟﻤﺆرخ أن ﻳﺤﺘﻮي وﺟﻬﺎت ﻧﻈﺮ وﺗﻔﺴﻴﺮات ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ .ﻓﻬﻞ ﻓﻲ
ﺣﺎﻟﺘﻨﺎ هﺬﻩ ،ﻳﻤﻜﻦ أن ﺗﻜﻮن هﺬﻩ ﻣﺴﺘﻨﺪة إﻟﻰ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻟـ  1948اﻟﺘﻲ ﻧﺸﺄﻧﺎ ﻧﺤﻦ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ،آﻞ واﺣﺪ
ﻼ ﻣﻨّﺎ ،ﻣﻬﻤﺎ آﺎن ﻣﻬﻨﻴﺎ ،ﻓﻬﻮ ﻳﺄﺗﻲ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﺌﺔ ﺳﺮدﻳﺔ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،ﺗﺆﺛﺮ
نآ ً
ﻣﻨّﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻜﺎﻧﻪ؟ ﻓﻨﺤﻦ ﻧﻌﺘﺮف ﺑﺤﻘﻴﻘﺔ أ ّ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﺔ ﺗﺤﻠﻴﻠﻪ وﺗﻔﺴﻴﺮﻩ ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب ،أﺳﺒﺎﺑﻬﺎ وﻇﺮوﻓﻬﺎ ،ﻓﺎﺗﻔﻘﻨﺎ أن ﻣﺠﺮّد ﻣﺜﻞ هﺬا اﻟﻮﻋﻲ آﻔﻴﻞ
ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺴﺎهﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ إﻧﺼﺎف ﻣﻼﺣﻈﺎﺗﻨﺎ اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻴّﺔ.
ن اﻟﻤﺆرخ ﻳﺘﺄﺛﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻲ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﺑﻠﻮرﺗﻪ ،إﻧﻬﺎ
ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﺤﻴﺢ أن ﻧﺬآّﺮ ﻣﺠﺪّدًا هﻨﺎ أ ّ
ﻣﻼﺣﻈﺔ هﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﺘﻠﺨﻴﺺ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻘﺪﻣﺔ ،ﻓﻔﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻄﺎف ،ﺗﻔﺴﻴﺮات اﻟﻤﺆرّخ ﻟﻴﺴﺖ ﻧﺘﺎج أدواﺗﻪ اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻴﺔ
واﺳﺘﻘﺎﻣﺘﻪ اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻴﺔ ،ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،وإﻧﻤﺎ هﻲ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﻧﺘﺎج اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺬي ﻳﻌﻴﺸﻪ وﻳﻌﻤﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼﻟﻪ .وﻟﻴﺲ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﻤﺆرّخ اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ،ﻟﻜﻦ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ إدﻋﺎءاﺗﻪ ،ﺑﻮﻋﻲ أو ﺑﻐﻴﺮ وﻋﻲ ،هﻲ ﺻﺪى ﻟﺬﻟﻚ .ﻣﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ ،ﻟﻴﺲ
ﺻﺪﻓﺔ أن ﺗُﻄﺒﻊ ﻣﻘﺎﻻت ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﻮع اﻟﺬي ﻧﻀﻌﻪ هﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻨﻮات اﻷﺧﻴﺮة ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﻻ ﻳﺰال اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻷآﺎدﻳﻤﻲ
ﻞ اﻧﻔﺘﺎﺣًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺪﻻﻻت اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ ﻟﺤﺮب  .1948وﻧﺤﻦ ﻻ ﻧﻄﻠﺐ اﻟﺘﺠﺪﻳﺪ ﺑﻜﻞ ﺛﻤﻦ ،وﻻ اﻹﺛﺎرة ،أو
أﻗ ّ
ﻼ.
اﻟﺰﻋﺰﻋﺔ ،ﺑﻞ ﻧﻄﻠﺐ ﺗﻮﺳﻴﻊ اﻟﻔﺴﺤﺔ اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻤﺔ أﺻ ً
ﺺ ﻣُﺘﺤﺎور" ،وهﻮ ﺣﻮار ﻻ ﺗﺸﺎرك ﻓﻴﻪ ،آﻤﺎ ذآﺮﻧﺎ ،ﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﺳﺮدﻳﺎت
زﻳﺎد ًة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،إن هﺬا اﻟﻨﺺ هﻮ "ﻧ ّ
ﺣﺮب  ،1948وﻃﺒﻌًﺎ ﻟﻴﺲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻤﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻃﺮاف )ﻣﻬﻤﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺑﺎرزة ﻓﻲ اﻹﻋﻼم( .وﻻ ﻳﻌﻨﻲ هﺬا
اﻟﺤﻮار ،ﺑﺎﻟﻀﺮورة ،اﻟﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺮد اﻵﺧﺮ .ﻟﻜﻦ ﻳﻮﺟﺪ ﻓﻴﻪ ﺣﻮار ﻳﻠﻐﻲ ،ﻟﻤﺠﺮّد ﺣﺪوﺛﻪ ،ﺑﻌﺾ
اﻟﺘﻨﺎﻗﻀﺎت اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ ،ﺣﻮار ﻣُﺼﻎٍ ،ﻳﺤﺎول أن ﻳﻔﻬﻢ أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻣﺼﺪر ﻋﺪم اﻻﺗﻔﺎق .وﻳﻜﻔﻴﻨﺎ أن ﻳﻌﻤﻞ هﺬا
اﻟﺤﻮار ،ﻟﻤﺠﺮّد ﺣﺪوﺛﻪ ،ﻋﻠﻰ زﻳﺎدة ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺔ اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل ﺣﺮب  ،1948ﺑﻴﺪ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ،ﻓﺄﺳًﺎ ﺗﺤﻔﺮ ﻟﺘﻌﻤﻴﻖ
اﻟﺼﺮاع .وﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺆآّﺪ أن اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﻲ ،آﻤﺎ وﺿﻊ اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻌﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﻌﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﺤﻮار )ﻳﺪﻋﻤﺎن اﻟﺴﺮد
وﻳﺴﺘﻌﻤﻼﻧﻪ ﻟﺨﺪﻣﺘﻬﻤﺎ( ،ﻳﺸﻜّﻞ ﻣﻮﺿﻮﻋًﺎ ﺣﻴﻮﻳﺎ ﻟﻠﺒﺤﺚ واﻟﻨﻘﺎش .وﺣﺎوﻟﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب اﻹﺳﺘﻔﺎﺿﺔ
ﻲ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎمّ ،وﻋﻦ ﺣﺮب 1948
ﺑﺎﻟﺼﻴﻐﺘﻴﻦ ،ﻣﻦ ﻣﻨﻄﻠﻖ أن اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺠﻴﺪﻳﻦ ﻗﺪ آﺘﺒﻮا ﻋﻦ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋ ّ
ﻲ ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب.
ﻦ ﻗﻠﻴﻠﻴﻦ ﻓﻘﻂ آﺘﺒﻮا ﻋﻦ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋ ّ
ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎصّ ،ﻟﻜ ّ
ﻣﻦ ﻳﺒﺤﺚ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش واﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ ،ﻟﻦ ﻳﺠﺪﻩ هﻨﺎ ،ﻓﻤﺮة أﺧﺮى ،ﻟﻘﺪ اﺳﺘﻌﺮﺿﻨﺎ ﺳﺮدًا ﻻ ﻳﺘﻮﺧّﻰ
ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺘﻪ اﻟﺪﻗّﺔ أو اﻟﻤﺮﺟﻌﻴّﺔ ،ﺑﻞ ﻳﺘﻀﻤﻦ اﻟﺘﻜﺮار اﻟﻤﻄﻠﻮب ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﻨﻘﻄﺔ أو ﺗﻠﻚ ﺑﻐﻴﺔ ﺗﻌﺰﻳﺰ اﻻدّﻋﺎء أو
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ﻞ أو أآﺜﺮ .وآﺬﻟﻚ اﻷﻣﺮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﻲ ،ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ
اﻟﻤﺆﺳّﺴﺔ ،وﻣﻦ اﻹﻋﻼم وﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ اﻟﻤُﺤﺪّث أﻗ ّ
ﻞ إﻧﺴﺎن ،ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻤﻜﺎن أو ذاك ،ﻣﻦ ﺷﻈﺎﻳﺎ ﻣﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎت ،ﻗﺪ ﺗﻜﻮن ﻣﻐﻠﻮﻃﺔ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ،وﺑﺎﻟﻀﺮورة
ﻳﺘﻐﺬّى آ ّ
ن ﺟﺰءًا آﺒﻴﺮًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺮارات اﻟﺘﻲ اﺗﺨﺬت ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ
ﻣﺒﺎﻟﻎ ﺑﻬﺎ أو ﻣﺨﻔّﻔﺔ ،ﻟﻜﻨﻬﺎ ﻟﻴﺴﺖ آﺎﻣﻠﺔ أﺑﺪًا .ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺈ ّ
اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﻲّ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮﻳﺎت ،آﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﺴﺘﻨﺪ إﻟﻰ ﺻﻮرة اﻟﻮﺿﻊ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻏﺬّﺗﻬﺎ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﺔ اﻟﺘﻔﻜﻴﺮ اﻟﺸﺨﺼﻴﺔ ،أو
اﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ اﻟﺬاﺗﻴﺔ ،اﻟﺘﺨﻮّﻓﺎت واﻟﺘﻄﻠّﻌﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﺬات ﻣﺮﺁة ﻟﻤﺎ "ﺣﺪث ﻓﻲ اﻟﺨﺎرج" ،ﺑﻞ ﻣﺮﺁة ﻟﻤﺎ
ﺺ اﻟﺬي ﻳﻤﺜّﻞ ﺳﺮدﻳﻦ ﻣﺘﺪاﺧﻠﻴﻦ(،
ي اﻟﺬي ﻧﺴﺘﻌﺮﺿﻪ هﻨﺎ )اﻟﻨ ّ
ﺺ اﻟﺴﺮد ّ
"ﺣﺪث ﻓﻲ اﻟﺪاﺧﻞ" .ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎ ،ﻓﺎﻟﻨ ّ
ﻲ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﻲ اﻟﻤﺘﻌﺪّد اﻷوﺟﻪ ﻟﻠﺰﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲّ ،أي إﻟﻰ ﺣﺮب  1948ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ.
ﻗﺪ ﻳﻘﺮّﺑﻨﺎ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺟﺪﻟ ّ
ﻼ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﻃﻼق .ﻓﺎﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ )ﻟﺪى آﻞ واﺣﺪ ﻣﻨﺎ
ﻼ ﺳﻬ ً
ﺺ واﺣﺪ ﻋﻤ ً
ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﻣﻬﻤّﺔ ﺗﺮآﻴﺰ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت ﺿﻤﻦ ﻧ ّ
ﺺ
ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﻨﻔﺮد( ﻟﻴﺲ ﻋﻦ ﺳﺮد واﺣﺪ ﻓﻘﻂ ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،آﺎن ﻋﻠﻴﻨﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ أن ﻧﻘﺪم "ﺳﺮدا وﺳﻄﻴﺎ" آﻲ ﻳﻌﺒّﺮ اﻟﻨ ّ
ﻋﻦ اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ اﻟﻌﺎم ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ،وﻳﻌﺒّﺮ ﻋﻦ آﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻧﻌﺘﻘﺪﻩ اﻟﻴﻮم أﻧّﻪ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﻤﻬﻴﻤﻦ ﻟﺪى اﻟﻤﺆرﺧﻴﻦ،
ﻞ ﻣَﻦ ﻳﻌﺮف اﻟﻤﻮﺿﻮع أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻮى اﻟﺸﺎﺋﻊ ،ﻟﺪى آﻞ ﻃﺮف ﻣﻦ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ.
ﻣﺪرّﺳﻲ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ،وﻟﺪى آ ّ
وﺧﻼل ﺗﻮﺻﻴﻒ اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻷوّل ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻣﻦ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  1947وﺣﺘﻰ أواﺳﻂ أﻳﺎر  ،1948وﻓﻲ
اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻣﻦ ﺷﻬﺮ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ وﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﻤﻮز  ،1949ﻟﻢ ﻧﻠﺠﺄ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻲ اﻟﻌﺎم
ﺑﻄﺒﻴﻌﺘﻪ ،اﻟﻤﺘﻨﺎﺳﻖ واﻟﺨﺎﻟﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻌﻘﻴﺪ ،آﻲ ﻻ ﻧﻘﻮل اﻟﺴﻄﺤﻲّ ،ﺑﻞ ﺣﺎوﻟﻨﺎ ﺗﻀﻤﻴﻦ ﻣﻌﺮﻓﺔ ﺳﺮدﻳﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻣﺴﺘﻮى أﻋﻠﻰ ،ﺗﺸﻤﻞ ،أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ،أﺟﺰاء اﻟﺘﻔﺎﺻﻴﻞ ،هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﺔ ﺗﻜﻮن أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ﻣﻠﻜًﺎ أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻟﻠﻘﺎﺋﻤﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻮرﻳﺚ
ن
"اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺼﺤﻴﺢ" ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ وآﻼء اﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺑﺪرﺟﺎﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،وﺛﻤّﺔ أهﻤﻴﺔ ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﺔ ،ﻷ ّ
اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻤﻌﻴﻦ إﻟﻰ ﻋﺒﺮ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﺔ ﻳﻤﻴﻠﻮن إﻟﻰ اﻋﺘﺒﺎرهﺎ ﻣﺼﺪرًا ﻣﻮﺛﻮﻗًﺎ ،ﻻ ﻳﻘﻞّ ،ﺑﻞ ﻗﺪ ﻳﺰﻳﺪ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ،ﻋﻦ
ﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻻ ﻳﻌﺰّز هﺬا اﻟﻤﺮﺟﻊ ﺳﺮدﻳّﺘﻪ .وﺳﻮف
ي اﻟﺬي آﺎن داﺋﻤًﺎ ﻣﺘّﻬﻤﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ آ ّ
ﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺪ ّ
اﻟﻤﺮﺟﻊ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺨ ّ
ﻧﺸﺮح هﺬﻩ اﻟﻨﻘﻄﺔ ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ.
اﺧﺘﺮﻧﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﺻﻴﻒ اﻟﻘﺴﻤﻴﻦ اﻷوّل واﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ،وﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﺻﻴﻒ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ أﻋﻘﺒﺖ اﻟﺤﺮب )ﺣﺘﻰ
أواﺳﻂ اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴﺎت( ،اﺳﺘﻌﺮاض ﺳﺮدﻳﻦ "ﻣﺘﻄﻮّرﻳﻦ" ،وذﻟﻚ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻹهﺘﻤﺎم اﻟﻌﺎم واﻟﺨﺎص ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ
ﺑﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮاﺣﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ،وﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﺣﺴﺎﺳﻴّﺘﻬﺎ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺔ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻴﻦ ،وهﻨﺎ ﺗﻄﺮح اﻷﺳﺌﻠﺔ
اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮة ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺮار :ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺬﻧﺐ وﻣﺘﻰ ﺑﺪأ؟ ﻣﻮازﻳﻦ اﻟﻘﻮى ،ﻗﻀﻴﺔ اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﺑﻠﻮرة اﻟﺤﺪود )اﻟﻤﻌﺮوﻓﺔ
ﺧﻄًﺄ ﺑﺎﺳﻢ "ﺣﺪود  ،("1967وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ .وﻗﺪ وﺟﺪ هﺬا اﻹﻧﺸﻐﺎل اﻟﻤﻜﺜّﻒ ﺻﺪاﻩ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﺤﻮث ،واﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﻢ
واﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﻌﺎم ،آﻤﺎ ﺣﻮّﻟﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﺔ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺘﻨﺎول ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮات ،إﻟﻰ ﻣﺘﻄﻮّرة وﻣﺮآّﺒﺔ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ
ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻨﺰع ،آﻤﺎ ذآﺮﻧﺎ ،إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﻨﺎﺳﻖ اﻟﺴﻄﺤ ّ
ﻲ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ.
ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﺻﻴﻒ اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ،وهﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ،وﺗﻮﺻﻴﻒ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗ ّﻢ
ﻓﻴﻬﺎ إﺳﺘﺒﻌﺎد اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺼﻮرة ،ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ اﻟﺤﻠﻒ ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﻘﺪّس ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺟﺎراﺗﻬﺎ ،ﻣﻨﺬ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ
أﻳﺎر  1948وﺣﺘﻰ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1949اﺧﺘﺮﻧﺎ اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻲّ ،اﻟﺬي ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﻐﻴّﺮ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎ ﻣﻨﺬ
اﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻨﻴﺎت وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻴﻮم .وآﺬﻟﻚ هﻮ اﻷﻣﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﺴﺮد اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﺬي ﺣﻈﻲ ،آﻤﺎ ذآﺮﻧﺎ،
ﺑﻮآﻼء ذاآﺮة ﻣُﻤﺄﺳَﺴﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ،أﻣﺎ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،ﻓﻴﻔﺘﻘﺮ إﻟﻰ ﺳﺮد ﻣﻬﻴﻤﻦ وﻣﻤﺄﺳَﺲ ،آﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ
ﺣﺎﻟﺔ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،اﺳﺘﻌﺮﺿﻨﺎ هﻨﺎ ﺳﻠﺴﻠﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت اﻟﻘﺪﻳﻤﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﺸﻜّﻞ ﺿﻤﻬﺎ ﻣﻌًﺎ ﺳﺮدًا
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺎ أﻋﻠﻰ أﺧﺬ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺒﻠﻮر ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻘﺪﻳﻦ اﻷﺧﻴﺮﻳﻦ.
ن هﺬا اﻟﺴﺮد ،ﺑﺎﻟﺬات ﻟﻠﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺮب ،اﻟﺬي ﻧﻌﺮف ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻪ ﺑﺪرﺟﺔ أﻗﻞّ ،ﻋﺮف
زﻳﺎد ًة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،إ ّ
اﻷﻗﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﺪﻣﺎت ،ﻓﻔﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻄﺎف ،ﻻ ﻳﺠﺮي اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ،ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ ،ﻋﻦ اﻟﺼﺮاع
ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻤﺎ ﻓﻘﻂ ،ﺑﻞ أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺼﺮاع ﺿﺪ ﻃﺮف ﺛﺎﻟﺚ ،أي اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة ،ﻓﻠﺪى اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﻳﺘﻨﺎول ﺳﺮد ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة وﻣﺎ ﺗﺒﻌﻬﺎ )ﻓﺘﺮة اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺎت وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ،واﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب(
وﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺷﺒﻪ ﺣﺼﺮيّ ،اﻟﻤﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ،اﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﺎورة أﺳﺎﺳًﺎ .أﻣﺎ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ
اﻟﺨﺎص ﺑﺘﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،ﻓﻬﻮ ﻏﺎرق ﺑﻤﺠﻤﻠﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺤﻠﻴﺔ ،وﻣﻦ ﺧﻼل ﺗﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻧﺎدر ،إن وُﺟﺪ أﺻﻼً ،ﻣﻊ
اﻟﺤﺮب ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺟﺎراﺗﻬﺎ ،وﺣﺴﺐ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،ﻓﺈن اﻟﺠﻴﻮش اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،ﻣﺘﻬﻤﺔ،
ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺴﺆوﻟﻴﺔ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺄﺳﺎﺗﻬﻢ ،وﻋﺮض هﺬﻳﻦ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﻦ ﺑﺸﻜﻠﻬﻤﺎ اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻲ ﻳﺨﻠﻖ ﻓﻲ
ف ﻟﻠﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ،ﺣﻮل ﻓﺘﺮة اﻋﺘﺎد اﻟﺴﺮدان ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﺗﺠﺎهﻞ
هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ ،ﺻﻮرة هﺎﻣﺔ ،وﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﻌﺮوﻓﺔ ﺑﻘﺪر آﺎ ٍ
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ﺣﺮب  1948ﻋﻨﺪ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺘﻬﺎ اﻟﺮﺳﻤﻴﺔ .ﻓﻬﺬا ﻏﻴﺮ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ ،وﺑﺎﻟﺬات ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ .ﺻﺤﻴﺢ أﻧّﻪ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ
ن هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻟﻢ ﺗﻨﺘ ِﻪ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻳﻮﻣﻨﺎ هﺬا )وهﻮ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺪّﻋﻴﻪ ﺳﺮد اﻟﻔﺮﻳﻖ ﻳﻌﻠﻮن اﻟﺬي ﻋﺮﺿﻨﺎﻩ ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ(،
اﻹدّﻋﺎء ﺑﺄ ّ
ي ﻧﻘﻄﺔ زﻣﻨﻴﺔ ﻳﺨﺘﺎرهﺎ اﻟﺴﺮد ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﺛﻤّﺔ ﺧﻼف ﻓﻲ أﻧّﻨﺎ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد
وأﻧّﻪ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ اﻹﺷﺎرة إﻟﻰ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ أﺧﺮى ﻓﻲ أ ّ
واﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺟﻤﻴﻌﻨﺎ ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻮ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﻣﻦ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻴﻬﺎ ،ﻻ ﻧﺰال ﻧﻮاﺟﻪ ،هﻨﺎ واﻵن ،ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ ﺣﺮب
 .1948وهﺬا ،آﻤﺎ هﻮ ﻣﻌﺮوف ،ﺳﺒﺐ ﻣﺮآﺰيّ دﻓﻌﻨﺎ ﻟﺘﻨﺎول ﺳﺮدﻳﺎت هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب .وﺑﻤﺎ أن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ
ن هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﻘﺒﺔ اﻟﺰﻣﻨﻴﺔ ﺳﺘﺴﺘﻤ ّﺮ
ﺳﺮدﻳﺘﻴﻦ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺘﻴﻦ ،وﺑﻤﺎ أن اﺣﺘﻴﺎﺟﺎت اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،ﻓﺈ ّ
ﻞ ﻃﺮف اﻟﻤﻮاﺟﻬﺎت اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻣﻊ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﺤﺮب .وهﺬا
إﻟﻰ داﺧﻞ هﺬا اﻟﺰﻣﻦ ،ﺑﺎﻟﺸﻜﻞ اﻟﺬي ﻳُﻌﺮّف ﻓﻴﻪ آ ّ
ن ﻣﺎ ﺷﻜّﻞ ﻧﺼﺮًا ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻄﺮف اﻷوّل ،ﻳﺸﻜّﻞ ﻣﺄﺳﺎة
ي ﺑﻔﻌﻞ اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﺔ اﻟﻤﻌﺮوﻓﺔ واﻟﻤﺄﺳﺎوﻳﺔ ﺑﺄ ّ
ﺿﺮور ّ
ﻟﻠﻄﺮف اﻵﺧﺮ ،وﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻔﺼﻞ ،آﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﺼﻞ اﻟﺬي ﺗﻨﺎول ﻓﺘﺮة ﻋﺸﻴّﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب ) ،(1947-1945ﺳﻤﺤﻨﺎ
ﻞ ﻃﺮف ﻣﻦ
ﻷﻧﻔﺴﻨﺎ ،ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺤﻴﻦ واﻵﺧﺮ ،ﺑﻌﺮض ﻣﻼﺣﻈﺎت ﻟﻤﺆرّﺧﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻜﻦ دون اﻟﺘﺸﻮﻳﺶ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺮدﻳﺔ آ ّ
ﻗﻮل ﻣﺎ ﻟﺪﻳﻬﺎ.
ﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺎﺻﺮ .ﺳﻮف ﻧﺸﺪّد هﻨﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺎﺟﺔ
اﻟﺨﺎﺗﻤﺔ ،1948 ،هﻨﺎ واﻵن ،ﺳﺘﻌﻮد ﻋﻤﻠ ﻴﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳ ّ
ي هﻮﻳﺔ أو ﺗﺄﺟﻴﺞ ﻣﺨﺎوف .وآﻤﺎ ﻗﻠﻨﺎ ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺨﻄﺎب اﻟﺴﺮدي أن
ي ﻣﺘﺒﺎدل ،دون ﺗﻬﺪﻳﺪ أ ّ
إﻟﻰ اﻋﺘﺮاف ﺳﺮد ّ
ﻳﻜﻮن ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﺴﻮﻳﺔ ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ ﺗﺄﺟﻴﺞ اﻟﺼﺮاع.
ﻂ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ ،ﺑﻬﺪف ﺗﻘﺪﻳﻢ
ﺳﻨﺮﻓﻖ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش ﺧﺮاﺋﻂ ﻋﻼﺋﻘﻴّﺔ ،وﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﻤﻼﺣﻈﺎت اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ ،ﺗﻜﺘﺐ ﺑﺨ ّ
ﻣﻠﺨّﺺ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻲّ ،ﺑﻞ وﺟﻐﺮاﻓﻲ واﺿﺢ ﻟﻠﻤﻮﺿﻮع اﻟﺬي ﺗُﻌﻨﻰ ﺑﻪ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت .وﺳﻮف ﻧﺴﺘﻌﺮض اﻟﻨﺼﻮص،
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴّﺔ واﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻣﻌًﺎ ،ﻣﺘﺪاﺧﻠﺔ ﻣﻊ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﺎ اﻟﺒﻌﺾ ،ﺣﺴﺐ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻣﻮﺿﻮع اﻟﻨﻘﺎش ،وذﻟﻚ آﻲ ﻧﺘﻴﺢ
ﻟﻠﻨﺼﻮص أن "ﺗﺘﺮاﺳﻞ" اﻟﻮاﺣﺪ ﻣﻊ اﻵﺧﺮ ،وآﻲ ﻧﺘﻴﺢ ﻟﻠﻘﺎرئ أن ﻳُﺴﻘﻂ ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺤﺎدﺛﺔ ﻣﺎ ﺷﺎء ﻣﻦ
ﺺ اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻲ اﻟﺬي ﻳﺘﻨﺎول اﻟﺤﺮب ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت ،ﻻ ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ اﻟﻘﻮل وﻻ ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ
ﺳﻴﺎﻗﺎت .وﻟﻢ ﻧﻤﻴّﺰ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨ ّ
ي
ﻂ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻒ ،ﻓﻤﻴّﺰة هﺬا اﻟﻨﺺ أﻧﻪ ﻳﺴﺘﻌﺮض اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﺘﺪاﺧﻞ ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ داﺋﻤًﺎ أ ّ
اﻟﺨ ّ
ﺳﺮد ﻣﻘﺼﻮد )آﻤﺎ هﻲ اﻟﺤﺎل ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﺗﻜﻮن اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت ﻣﺘﻨﺎﻗﻀﺔ ﻋﺎدة ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻟﻴﺲ داﺋﻤًﺎ( .زﻳﺎد ًة
ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺳﻮف ﻳﻼﺣﻆ اﻟﻘﺎرئ ،ﻓﻲ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻷﺣﻴﺎن ،وﺟﻮد إدﻋﺎءات ﻣﻌﺎآﺴﺔ ﺑﻤﻀﻤﻮﻧﻬﺎ وﻣﺘﺸﺎﺑﻬﺔ
ﺑﺠﻮهﺮهﺎ .ﻣﺜﻼً ،ﻣﻦ هﻮ اﻟﻀﺤﻴّﺔ؟ أو ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ "اﻟﻘﻠّﺔ أﻣﺎم اﻟﻜﺜﺮة" وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﺛﻤّﺔ ﺣﺎﺟﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﻌﺮّف ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻣﺼﺪر اﻟﺴﺮد ،ﻓﺎﻟﻘﺎرئ ﺳﻴﻼﺣﻆ ﺳﺮﻳﻌًﺎ اﻟﻤﻘﺼﻮد.
ﻞ ﻃﺮف ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻌﺮّف ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺮد اﻵﺧﺮ ،آﺎن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻬ ّﻢ ﻟﻨﺎ أن ﻧﻜﻮن
ن هﺪف هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب هﻮ ﺗﻤﻜﻴﻦ آ ّ
ﺑﻤﺎ أ ّ
ﻞ ﻣﻨّﺎ ﺑﻨﺎ ًء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻧﺘﻤﺎﺋﻪ ،ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﻓﻬﻢ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻵﺧﺮ،
ﻧﻘﺪﻳﻴﻦ ،وﻣﺘﻤﺎهﻴﻦ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺬي ﻳﻤﺜّﻠﻪ آ ّ
واﻟﻘﺎرئ اﻟﺬي ﺳﻴﺸﻌﺮ ،آﻤﺎ ﻧﺄﻣﻞ ،ﺑﺄن اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺘﻴﻦ ﺗﺤﻈﻴﺎن ﺑﺎﻟﻨﻘﺪ واﻟﺘﻤﺎهﻲ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ،ﺳﻴﻜﻮن ﺑﺬﻟﻚ
ﻣﻨﻔﺘﺤًﺎ ﻟﻘﺮاءة ﺳﺮد اﻟﻄﺮف اﻵﺧﺮ.
ﻳﻌﺘﻤﺪ هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺼﺎدر ﻋﺪﻳﺪة وﻣﺘﻨﻮّﻋﺔ ،ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺣﺎوﻟﻨﺎ اﺳﺘﻌﺮاض ﻧﺼﻮص ﻣﻨﺎﻟﻴّﺔ ﻗﺪر اﻹﻣﻜﺎن
ﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻳﻬﺘ ّﻢ ﺑﺎﻷﻣﺮ أﻳﺎ آﺎن ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﻧﺼﺒﻮ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﻠﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ
ﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر اﻟﻤﻬﺘﻤّﻴﻦ ،ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وإﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ ،وﻟﻜ ّ
ن اﻷﻣﺮ آﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺴﻮف ﻧﻀﻴﻒ
اﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﺔ وﻣﺘّﺨﺬي اﻟﻘﺮارات ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﺧﺘﻼف درﺟﺎﺗﻬﻢ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ،وﺑﻤﺎ أ ّ
اﻟﻬﻮاﻣﺶ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ اﻹﻗﺘﺒﺎس اﻟﻤﺒﺎﺷﺮ ،أو ﻟﻀﺮورة اﻟﺘﻮﺟﻴﻪ إﻟﻰ ﻧﻘﺎش أآﺜﺮ ﺷﻤﻮﻟﻴﺔ ،وﺗﺸﻤﻞ ﻗﺎﺋﻤﺔ
اﻟﻤﺮاﺟﻊ واﻟﻤﺼﺎدر ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﻤﺼﺎدر اﻟﺘﻲ اﻋﺘﻤﺪ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ هﺬا اﻟﺒﺤﺚ.
اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل آﻠﻤﺎت ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻟﺘﻮﺻﻴﻒ ﺣﺪث أو ﺳﻴﺮورة ﻣﺎ آﻔﻴﻞ ،ﺑﺤ ّﺪ ذاﺗﻪ ،ﻟﻠﺸﻬﺎدة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺮد ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ،
ي ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت ﻣﻘﺼﻮد ﻓﻲ آﻞ ﻣﻘﻄﻊ وﻣﻘﻄﻊ ،ﺑﻞ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ
وﺳﻮف ﺗﺴﻬّﻞ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺮاء ﻓﻬﻢ أ ّ
ﺺ اﻟﺬي أﻣﺎﻣﻨﺎ ﻗﺪ ﻳﺜﻴﺮ اﻹرﺗﺒﺎك .وهﻨﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﺬات ﺗﻜﻤﻦ ﻋﻼﺋﻘﻴّﺘﻪ واﻟﻌﻤﻞ
داﺧﻞ اﻟﻤﻘﻄﻊ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ .ورﻏﻢ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺎﻟﻨ ّ
ي اﻟﺬي ﻳﻤﺎرﺳﻪ هﻨﺎ .ﺗﺘﺪاﺧﻞ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت ﺑﻌﻀُﻬﺎ ﺑﺒﻌﺾٍ ،أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ،إﻟﻰ ﺣ ّﺪ ﻋﺪم اﻟﺘﻌﺮّف ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ،وﺗﻜﻮن
اﻟﺘﺂﻣﺮ ّ
أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ﻣﺘﻄﺎﺑﻘﺔ ،وأﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ﻣﺘﻨﺎﻗﻀﺔ ،وأﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ﺗﺘﺤﺪّث ﺣﻮل ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﻤﻮﺿﻮع أو اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﺑﺘﺮآﻴﺰ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻒ ،ﻻ
ن هﺬا اﻟﻨﺺّ ،رﻏﻢ أﻧّﻪ ﻟﻴﺲ ﺑﺤﺜًﺎ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺎ وﺿﻌﻴﺎ ،ﻳﻤﻜﻨﻪ أن
ﺗﺘﻼﻗﻰ وﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﻻ ﺗﺘﺼﺎدم ،وﻣﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ ﻓﺈ ّ
ي اﻟﻤﻌﺎﺻﺮ ﻣﺮآّﺐ ،ﻣﻠﻲء ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻨﺎﻗﻀﺎت ،ﺗﻤﺎﻣًﺎ آﻤﺎ آﺎن
ﻳﻘﺮّﺑﻨﺎ ،ﻧﻮﻋًﺎ ﻣﺎ ،إﻟﻰ "ﻣﺎ آﺎن" .ﻓﺎﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺴﺮد ّ
ص .ﻳﺴﺘﻨﺪ اﻟﺘﻤﺜﻴﻞ
اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم ،وآﻤﺎ آﺎﻧﺖ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﻨﻮات  1949-1947ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎ ّ
اﻟﺴﺮدي اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻲ )ﻓﻲ أﺳﺎﺳﻪ( ﻟﺤﺮب  ،1948آﻤﺎ هﻮ ﻣﻌﺮوف ،إﻟﻰ اﺣﺘﻴﺎﺟﺎت اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ ،ﺿﺎﺋﻘﺎﺗﻪ،
وﺿﻮح اﻟﻤﺎﺳﻜﻴﻦ ﺑﻪ ،وﺷﻈﺎﻳﺎ اﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎت ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺪ ﺗﻜﻮن ﻣﻐﻠﻮﻃﺔ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﺤﺼﻠﻮن ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ
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ن اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﺒﺤﺜﻲ اﻟﺠﺪي ﻳﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻋﺎد ًة ﻣﻊ ﺣﺮب
ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﻨﺘﺸﺮ ،ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ وﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺘﻴﻦ ،آﻤﺎ أ ّ
 1948ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻠﻔﻴﺔ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،وﺑﻠﻮرة اﻹﻃﺎر اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ اﻟﺬي ﺟﺮت ﻓﻴﻪ ﺗﻠﻚ
اﻟﺤﺮب .أي "اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺒﺎردة" .واﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﺴﺮدي ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﻳﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ ﻣﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﺸﻌﺐ
اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ ،آﻨﻘﻄﺔ اﻧﻄﻼق ،آﻞ ﻃﺮف ﺣﺴﺐ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﺘﻪ ،وذﻟﻚ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش ﺣﻮل ﺣﺮب
.1948
ﻟﻘﺪ دارت اﻟﺤﺮب ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ،ﺑﻨﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺒﺤﺜﻲّ اﻟﻤﻘﺒﻮل ،ﺧﻼل ﻋﺎم وﻧﺼﻒ اﻟﻌﺎم ﻣﻨﺬ ﻗﺮار
اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻹﻧﻬﺎء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﻤﻤﻨﻮح ﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ،وﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ أرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ إﻟﻰ
ﺛﻼﺛﺔ آﻴﺎﻧﺎت ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ :اﻟﻘﺪس ،اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،واﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،وﺣﺘﻰ اﺗﻔﺎق وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر
اﻷﺧﻴﺮ اﻟﺬي وﻗّﻌﺘﻪ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻣﻊ ﺟﺎراﺗﻬﺎ ،اﻹﺗﻔﺎق ﻣﻊ ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ﻓﻲ  20ﺗﻤّﻮز  .1949ﻳُﻘﺴّﻢ اﻟﺤﻮار
ب وﺗﺄوﻳﻼﺗﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺪى اﻟﻘﺼﻴﺮ إﻟﻰ أرﺑﻊ ﻓﺘﺮات ﺛﺎﻧﻮﻳّﺔ.
ي اﻟﺤﺮ َ
اﻟﺴﺮد ّ
اﻟﻔﺼﻞ اﻷول ،ﻣﻨﺬ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  1947وﺣﺘﻰ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ أﻳﺎر  .1948ﻳﺘﻨﺎول هﺬا اﻟﻔﺼﻞ ،ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ
ي ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻔﺼﻞ اﻟﺤﺮب
اﻟﻔﺘﺮة اﻟﺰﻣﻨﻴﺔ ،ﻣﺎ ﻧﺴﻤّﻴﻪ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل واﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ .وﺳﻴﺘﻨﺎول اﻟﺤﻮار اﻟﺴﺮد ّ
اﻷهﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ دارت ﻣﻨﺬ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  1947وﺣﺘﻰ أواﺳﻂ أﻳﺎر  ،1948داﺧﻞ ﺣﺪود اﻟﻜﻴﺎن
ن اﻟﺴﺮد
اﻟﺠﻴﻮﺳﻴﺎﺳﻲ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻲ ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎﻣﻪ اﻷﺧﻴﺮة ،وهﻨﺎ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﺛﻤّﺔ ﺗﻤﺎس ﻣﻊ اﻟﺒﺤﺚ .ﻓﻘﺪ اﺗﻀﺢ ﻟﻨﺎ أ ّ
ﻳﺘﺠﺎهﻞ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ هﺬا اﻟﺘﻘﺴﻴﻢ ،وﻳﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺤﺮب آﻮﺣﺪة ﻣﺘﺠﺎﻧﺴﺔ ،ﻓﻔﻲ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺎﻻت ﻳﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ
ن دول اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻗﺪ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻣﻊ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺑﻤﺠﻤﻠﻬﺎ آﻨﻜﺒﺔ ،رﻏﻢ أﻧّﻪ ﻳﻮﺟﺪ ﻟﺪﻳﻬﻢ ﻣﻜﺎن ﻟﻠﺤﻘﻴﻘﺔ ﺑﺄ ّ
ﻲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨ ّ
اﻧﻀﻤّﺖ ﻟﻠﻘﺘﺎل ﻓﻘﻂ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب ،وﺑﻌﺪ إﻧﻬﻴﺎر اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻌﺮﺑ ّ
ﻞ
ﻲ .وﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﺴﺮد ،ﺗﺤﺘ ّ
هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪول ﻣﻜﺎن ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﺑﺼﻔﺘﻬﺎ ﻣﺬﻧﺒﺔ ،ﻣﺘﺴﺎوﻳﺔ ﻣﻊ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺑﻤﺎ ﺣﺼﻞ ﻟﻬﻢ ،أﻣّﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي
اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲّ ،ﻓﻴﺠﺮي اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ أﺣﻴﺎ ًﻧﺎ ﻋﻦ ﺣﺮب اﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل آﻮﺣﺪة ﻣﺘﺠﺎﻧﺴﺔ .ﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ" ،ﻳﺨﺘﻔﻲ" اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴّﻮن
ﺑﻌﺪ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،وﻳﻨﺘﻘﻞ ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻟﺜﻘﻞ ﺑﻤﺠﻤﻠﻪ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﺮب أﻣﺎم اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴّﺔ.
اﻟﻔﺼﻞ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ﻳﻤﺘ ّﺪ ﻣﻦ أواﺳﻂ أﻳﺎر  1948وﺣﺘﻰ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1949وهﻮ ﻓﺼﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﺣﺴﺎب اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ،اﻟﺤﺮب اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ .ﻳﺴﺘﻤ ّﺮ هﺬا اﻟﻔﺼﻞ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻓﺘﺮة ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب،
ﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺼﺮ ،ﺷﺮﻗﻲ اﻷردن ،ﺳﻮرﻳﺎ واﻟﻌﺮاق،
وأﻳﺎم اﻟﺤﺮب اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ .رﻏﻢ أن ﺟﻴﻮش آ ّ
وﻓﻲ ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﻣﻌﻴّﻨﺔ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻲ ،آﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﺪ ﺷﺎرآﺖ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻟﻜﻨﻨﺎ ﺳﻨﺴﺘﻌﺮض هﻨﺎ
اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ واﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﺳﺮدﻳﺎت اﻷﻃﺮاف اﻷﺧﺮى اﻟﻤﺸﺎرآﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻣﻊ أﻧّﻪ ﻣﻦ
ن اﻟﺤﺮب ﻗﺪ اﻧﺘﻬﺖ ،وﻟﻮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﺮﺳﻤﻴﺔ ،ﻣﻊ اﻟﺘﻮﻗﻴﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺔ
اﻟﻤﻘﺒﻮل اﻟﻴﻮم ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﺤﺚ اﻟﻤُﺤﺪّث أ ّ
ن اﻟﺴﺮد ﻳﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ،أﺳﺎﺳًﺎ ،ﻣﻊ
وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر اﻷﺧﻴﺮة ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺳﻮرﻳﺎ ﻓﻲ  20ﺗﻤّﻮز  ،1949ﻓﺈ ّ
إﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻹﻗﺘﺘﺎل ،أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻤﺎ ﻳﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب .أي ،وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﻣﺼﺮ ﻓﻲ
ﻞ ﻓﻲ أﻋﻘﺎﺑﻪ هﺪوء ﻧﺴﺒﻲّ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺠﺒﻬﺎت اﻷﺧﺮى أﻳﻀًﺎ )ﻣﻊ اﻟﻌﻠﻢ
اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻊ ﻣﻦ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1949واﻟﺬي ﺣ ّ
ن ﻣﻨﺬ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ .(1948
أﻧّﻪ ﺳﺒﻖ ذﻟﻚ إﺗﻔﺎق ﻣﺸﺎﺑﻪ ﺑﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ واﻷرد ّ
اﻟﻔﺼﻞ اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب ،اﻧﺘﻬﻰ وﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﺘﻤﻞ ،ﺳﻴﺘﻨﺎول اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻣﻨﺬ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ وﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﻤّﻮز  .1949راﻓﻘﺖ
ﻣﺒﺎﺣﺜﺎت وﻗﻒ إﻃﻼق اﻟﻨﺎر ﺑﻴﻦ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ وﺗﻤّﻮز  ،1949أﻋﻤﺎل ﻋﺴﻜﺮﻳﺔ أﺗﺎﺣﻬﺎ اﺳﺘﻤﺮار اﻟﺤﺮب،
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗﻞ رﺳﻤﻴﺎ )اﻷآﺜﺮ ﺑﺮوزًا آﺎﻧﺖ ﻋﻤﻠﻴّﺔ "ﻋﻮﻓﺪا" اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﺷﻬﺮ ﺁذار  ،1949ﺑﻬﺪف
ي اﻟﺠﻨﻮﺑﻲ( .زﻳﺎد ًة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻟﻢ ﺗُﺤﺪّد ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﺷﺮوط إﻧﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب،
اﻟﺴﻴﻄﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺐ اﻟﻤﺮآﺰ ّ
وآﺎﻧﺖ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺗﻌﻤﻞ ﻣﻦ دون ﺣﺪود ﻣﻌﺘﺮف ﺑﻬﺎ ،وﻗﺪ ﻗﺎﻣﺖ اﻷﻃﺮاف اﻟﻤﺘﻘﺎﺗﻠﺔ ﺑﺨﻄﻮات ﻋﺪّة ﺑﻬﺪف
اﻟﺘﺄﺛﻴﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ ﻣﻔﺎوﺿﺎت إﻧﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب .أﻣّﺎ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻓﻘﺪ اﺳﺘﻤﺮّوا ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻓﻲ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ
أﺟﻮاء اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺘﻲ أﺗﺎﺣﺖ ﻣﻮاﺻﻠﺔ ﻃﺮدهﻢ.
اﻟﻘﺴﻢ اﻟﺮاﺑﻊ واﻷﺧﻴﺮ ،ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺼﺪﻣﺔ ،وﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻨﺸﻮة ،ﻳُﻌﻨﻰ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة اﻟﺘﻲ أﻋﻘﺒﺖ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻣﺒﺎﺷﺮة ،ﻣﻨﺬ
ﻲ وﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺴﺒﻮق،
ﺻﻴﻒ  1949وﺣﺘﻰ  .1956ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﻋﺪا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺬي ﺗﺸﻜّﻠﺖ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺑﺸﻜﻞ أوّﻟ ّ
آﺎﻧﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة وﺣﺘﻰ ﺣﺮب ﺳﻴﻨﺎء ،واﻗﻌﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ واﺿﺢ ﺗﺤﺖ ﺗﺄﺛﻴﺮ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺢ وﺗﺒﻌﻴّﺎت ﺣﺮب  .1948ﻓﺘﺤﺖ
ﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ( ،ﻋﻬﺪًا ﺟﺪﻳﺪًا ﻟﺪى ﻃﺮﻓﻲ اﻟﺼﺮاع:
ﺣﺮب ﺳﻴﻨﺎء ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ) 1956ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗ ّ
إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ واﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن .وﻗﺪ اﺗﻔﻘﻨﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ أﻧّﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﺼﺤﻴﺢ إﻧﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﻮار اﻟﺴﺮدي ﺣﻮل
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ﻋﺒﺎرة ﻋﻦ ﺣﺪث ﻣﺆﺳّﺲ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻴﻦ ،وﻻ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﻓﻬﻢ هﺬا اﻟﺼﺮاع اﻟﻤﺘﻮاﺻﻞ دون ﻓﻬﻢ هﺬﻩ
ﻞ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻬﻢ ﺳﺮدﻳّﺎﺗﻬﺎ ،وهﻲ ﻟﻴﺴﺖ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻧﺘﺎج ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﺑﻞ هﻲ أﻳﻀًﺎ
اﻟﺤﺮب ،وﻟﻴﺲ أﻗ ّ
ﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺮوف ﺑﺎﺳﻢ "اﻟﺼﺮاع اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ".
ﺳﺒﺐ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺪور اﻟﻴﻮم ﻓﻲ اﻹﻃﺎر اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﺣﻮل ﻃﺮﻳﻘﺔ اﻟﺤﻮار وﺗﻘﺴﻴﻤﻪ ﻟﻔﺘﺮات ﺛﺎﻧﻮﻳﺔ

ﻳﻄﺮح اﻟﺤﻮار اﻟﺴﺮدي أﺳﺌﻠﺔ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ ،وهﻮ ﻳﺸﺒﻪ هﻨﺎ ،ﻟﻠﻮهﻠﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗﻞّ ،اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ اﻟﺬي
ﻳﻤﺎﺛﻠﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻧﺎﺣﻴﺔ أﺳﺌﻠﺘﻪ ،رﻏﻢ أﻧﻪ ﻳﻀﻴﻒ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻷﺳﺌﻠﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻻ ﻳﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻌﻬﺎ ،أو
ﻻ ﻳﺮﻳﺪ ذﻟﻚ .وأﺟﻮﺑﺔ اﻟﺴﺮد ﻣﻮﺟّﻬﺔ ﺣﺼﺮﻳﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻵﻧﻲّ ،وهﻲ ﺗﺘﻐﺬّى ﻣﻨﻪ ،وﻓﻲ ذات اﻟﻮﻗﺖ
ﺗﺴﺘﺠﻴﺐ ﻹﺣﺘﻴﺎﺟﺎﺗﻪ .اﻟﺨﻼﻓﺎت اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ ﻟﻠﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﺑﺨﺼﻮص ﺣﺮب  1948واﺿﺤﺔ ،وﺗﻤﺘ ّﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻃﻮل اﻟﻨﻘﺎش ﺣﻮل هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب :ﺑﺪءًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﺆال ﻋﻦ ﺗﺴﻤﻴﺘﻬﺎ ،ﻣﺮورًا ﺑﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ ﺗﻮﺻﻴﻔﻬﺎ )ﻣﺘﻰ
اﻧﺪﻟﻌﺖ ،ﻣﺮاﺣﻠﻬﺎ وﻧﻬﺎﻳﺘﻬﺎ( ،ﺗﻔﺎﺻﻴﻞ وﻣﺠﺮﻳﺎت اﻟﺤﺮب وأﺳﺒﺎﺑﻬﺎ ،وﺣﺘﻰ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ اﻟﺤﺮب
وﻣﻐﺎزﻳﻬﺎ ،وﺑﻤﺎ أ ّ
ن ﻣﻦ
ن اﻟﻨﻘﺎش ﺣﻮل اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت اﻵﻧﻴﺔ ﻟﺤﺮب  1948ﻟﻴﺲ ﻧﻘﺎﺷًﺎ ﺗﺄرﻳﺨﻴﺎ ،رأﻳﻨﺎ أ ّ
ﺣﻘّﻨﺎ ،ﺑﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻀﺮوري ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ ،ﺗﺠﻨﻴﺪ اﻷدوات اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻴّﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻮاﻓﺮة ﻟﺪﻳﻨﺎ ،ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ اﻹﺗﻔﺎق
ﻲ أﺳﺎﺳﻲّ ،وﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻷﺳﺌﻠﺔ اﻟﻤﻮازﻳﺔ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻴﺘﻨﺎوﻟﻬﺎ
ﻲ وﺟﻐﺮاﻓ ّ
ﻋﻠﻰ إﻃﺎر ﺗﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ي ﺷﻲء،
اﻟﺤﻮار ﺣﻮل اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺘﻴﻦ .ﻓﻤﻦ دون هﺬا اﻟﺘﻌﺮﻳﻒ ﻟﻦ ﻳﻜﻮن ﺛﻤﺔ ﺣﻮار ﻳُﻤﻜﻦ اﻟﺘﻌﻠّﻢ ﻣﻨﻪ أ ّ
وﻣﻦ دون اﻹﻃﺎر اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻲّ اﻟﻤﺘّﻔﻖ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺆرّﺧﻴّﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ واﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ
ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻟﺘﻨﺎ ﻧﺤﻦ ،ﻟﻦ ﻧﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ اﻟﺘﻮﺻّﻞ إﻟﻰ إﻃﺎر ﻳﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻼﻟﻪ آﻞ ﻃﺮف اﻟﺘﻌﺮّف ﻋﻠﻰ
ﺳﺮدﻳﺘﻪ هﻮ وﺳﺮدﻳﺔ اﻵﺧﺮ .أي ،ﻳﺠﺐ أن ﻧﺘّﻔﻖ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻮﺿﻮع اﻟﺬي ﻧﺘﺤﺪّث ﻋﻨﻪ وﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﻃﺎر
ﻞ .آﻤﺎ اﺗﻔﻘﻨﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻨﺎول اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت اﻟﺸﺎﺋﻌﺔ
ي اﻟﺬي ﺟﺮت ﻓﻴﻪ اﻷﺣﺪاث ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗ ّ
ﻲ واﻟﺤﻴّﺰ ّ
اﻟﺰﻣﻨ ّ
ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﺧﻼل اﻟﻌﻘﺪﻳﻦ اﻷﺧﻴﺮﻳﻦ ،ﻣﻨﺬ ﻣﺎ ﻗﺒﻞ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴّﺎت أوﺳﻠﻮ وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻴﻮم ،وذﻟﻚ ﻟﻸﺳﺒﺎب
ن هﺬﻩ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،آﻤﺎ ﻳﺒﺪو ،ﻟﻢ ﺗﻨﺘ ِﻪ ﺑﻌﺪ ،وآﻠّﻨﺎ ﻧﻌﻤﻞ داﺧﻠﻬﺎ وﻧﺘﺠﺎوب
اﻟﻤﺬآﻮرة أﻋﻼﻩ ،وآﺬﻟﻚ ﻷ ّ
ﻣﻌﻬﺎ.
ﺨﺼًﺎ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺎ ﺣﻮل اﻟﺼﺮاع ،ﻣﻨﺬ اﻟﻘﺮن
ﺳﻨﺴﺘﻌﺮض ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﻣﺔ "ﺧﻠﻔﻴّﺔ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ :ﻧﺤﻮ اﻟﺤﺮب" ﻣﻠ ّ
ﻦ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻟﻦ ﺗﺸﻜّﻞ ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﻮار هﻨﺎ .ﺑﻞ
اﻟﺘﺎﺳﻊ ﻋﺸﺮ وﺣﺘﻰ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴّﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻟﻜ ّ
ﻧﺴﺘﻌﺮﺿﻬﺎ آﻘﺎﻋﺪة ﺿﺮورﻳّﺔ ﻟﻔﻬﻢ ﺳﺮدﻳّﺎت ﺣﺮب .1948
اﻟﻔﺼﻞ اﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ" ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺗﻘﺴﻴﻢ اﻟﺒﻼد" ،ﺳﻴﺘﻨﺎول اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻣﻨﺬ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ
أوروﺑﺎ ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر  ،1948وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻘﺮار  181ﻟﻠﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة اﻟﺼﺎدر ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ  29ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ
اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ  ،1947وﺑﻤﺎ أن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ ،ﻋﻦ اﻹﻧﺰﻻق إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻓﻘﺪ ارﺗﺄﻳﻨﺎ أن ﻧﻌﺮض،
إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﻮﺻﻴﻒ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲّ ،أه ّﻢ ﻣﺎ ﺗﺘﻀﻤّﻨﻪ ﺳﺮدﻳّﺎت اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﺣﻮل اﻟﻤﺴﺎﺋﻞ اﻷآﺜﺮ أهﻤﻴّﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ
اﻟﻔﺘﺮة .ﻓﻜﻼ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﻦ ﻳﺼﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﺑﻬﺪف اﻹﺟﺎﺑﺔ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻷﺳﺌﻠﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠّﻘﺔ
ﺑﺤﺮب  ،1948ﺑﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ أﺳﺌﻠﺔ ﺗﻘﻠﻖ ﺑﺎل اﻟﺴﺮد ،أي ﺳﺮد ،ﺳﻮاء أآﺎن ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺎ أو ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺎ ﻳﺘﻨﺎول اﻟﺤﺮب
اﻟﺘﻲ أﺗﺎﺣﺖ ،أو ﻣﻨﻌﺖ ،وﻻدة دوﻟﺔ ﻗﻮﻣﻴّﺔ ،ﻣﺜﻞ :اﻟﻨﻮاﻳﺎ اﻟﻤﺴﺒﻘﺔ واﻟﻮﺿﻊ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ ،اﻟﺪوﻟﻲ ،اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ،
ﻞ ﻃﺮف؟ أو اﻟﺴﺆال اﻟﺸﻬﻴﺮ" :ﻣﻦ ﺑﺪأ"؟ ﺗﺒﺮز هﺬﻩ اﻷﺳﺌﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ
اﻹﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻲ ،اﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدي واﻟﻌﺴﻜﺮي ﻟﺪى آ ّ
ﻲ
اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺨﻲّ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ .وﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﻤﻦ اﻟﺼﻌﻮﺑﺔ ﺑﻤﻜﺎن ،ﺑﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﺼﺤﻴﺢ ،ﺑﺪء اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺨ ّ
)ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻼف اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻲ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ( ﻣﻦ ﻧﻘﻄﺔ زﻣﻨﻴﺔ ﻣﺤﺪّدة .ﻓﺎﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ هﻮ داﺋﻤًﺎ ﺳﻴﺮورة ،واﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ
ﻳﺒﻨﻲ أﺟﻮﺑﺘﻪ ﺣﻮل هﺬﻩ اﻷﺳﺌﻠﺔ ﺑﻨﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻮﻗﻔﻪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺴﺎﺋﻞ اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻌﺪل ،اﻷﺧﻼﻗﻴﺎت وﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮن،
ﻧﺎهﻴﻚ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺘﺮﺑﻴﺔ .هﺬا هﻮ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺒﺤﺚ ﻋﻨﻪ اﻟﺴﺮد ﻟﻤﺠﺮّد آﻮﻧﻪ آﺬﻟﻚ ،وﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ ﺣﺮب .1948

ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻬﻞ ﻟﻠﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲّ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻼف اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ،اﻹﺷﺎرة إﻟﻰ ﻧﻘﻄﺔ واﺣﺪة واﺿﺤﺔ ﻟﺒﺪاﻳﺎت
اﻷﻣﻮر ،ﻟﻜﻦ ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ أﻣﺎﻣﻨﺎ ،وآﻤﺎ ﺳﻨﺮى ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ ،ﻳﻤﻴﻞ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﺎن ﻟﻠﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ اﻟﻮراء
ﻞ واﻵﺧﺮ أآﺜﺮ( ﻓﻲ ﺗﻌﺎﻣﻠﻬﻤﺎ ﻣﻊ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،اﺧﺘﺮﻧﺎ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻴﺔ
)اﻟﺒﻌﺾ أﻗ ّ
اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ آﻨﻘﻄﺔ اﻟﺒﺪاﻳﺔ ،أ ّوﻻً ،ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻣﺤﺪودﻳﺔ ﻧﻄﺎق اﻟﻨﻘﺎش ،وآﺬﻟﻚ ﻷﻧّﻨﺎ وﺟﺪﻧﺎ هﻨﺎ ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺘﻤﺎس
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ﻲ( ،ﺛﻤّﺔ ﺳﺮدﻳﺔ ﺧﺎرج ﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺎﺗﻴّﺔ ﻓﺎﻋﻠﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻷآﺎدﻳﻤﻴﺔ )اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ وﻏﻴﺮﻩ ﻣﻦ
واﻷﻣﻦ ،ﺑﺸﻜﻞ أﺳﺎﺳ ّ
ﻣﺠﺎﻻت اﻟﺒﺤﺚ( ،اﻷدب ،اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺎت اﻷهﻠﻴﺔ ،اﻟﺴﻴﻨﻤﺎ ،إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺳﺮدﻳﺎت ﺷﺨﺼﻴﺔ ﻻ ﻣﺘﻨﺎهﻴﺔ:
آﺘﺐ ذآﺮﻳﺎت ﻣﻌﺎﺻﺮي ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،أو ﻣﻦ آﺘﺐ ﻋﻦ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة وإن ﻟﻢ ﻳﻌﺸﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻀﺮورة.
أﻣﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺼﻄﻠﺤﺎت اﻷﺧﺮى ،ﻓﻘﺪ اﺧﺘﺮﻧﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺰء اﻷآﺒﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﻮار هﻨﺎ اﻟﺘﻌﺮﻳﻔﺎت
اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺔ ﻟﻜﻞ ﻃﺮف ،آﻤﺎ ﻳﻔﻬﻤﻬﺎ هﻮ ،وآﻤﺎ ﻳﺴﺘﻌﻤﻠﻬﺎ ﺑﻨﻔﺴﻪ ،وهﺬا ﻣﺎ ﺳﻨﻔﻌﻠﻪ ﺣﺴﺐ اﻟﺴﻴﺎق
وﺣﺴﺐ اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﺬي ﻧﺘﺤﺪّث ﻋﻨﻪ .وﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﺨﺼﻮص ،ﻳﺒﺮز ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص اﺳﻢ اﻟﺒﻼد:
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ/أرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﻟﺪى اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺴﺮد ﺳﻮف ﻧﻌﻤﻞ ﺣﺴﺒﻪ ،وﻟﺪى اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺘﺤﻠﻴﻞ
اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ ﺳﻮف ﻧﺴﺘﻌﻤﻞ" :ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ"" ،أرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ"" ،إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ" ،أو ' 'Palestineﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ
ﻞ ﻣﺼﻄﻠﺢ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻼؤم ﻣﻊ اﻟﺴﻴﺎق،ﻋﻠﻰ آﻞّ ،ﻓﺎﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت ﺗﺴﺘﻌﻤﻞ اﻹﺳﻢ ﺑﻨﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ هﻮﻳﺔ
اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،آ ّ
اﻟﺮاوي ،وﻧﺤﻦ ﻟﻦ ﻧﻌﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺼﺤﻴﺤﻬﺎ.
ﻟﻤﺎذا اﺧﺘﺮﻧﺎ اﻟﺘﺮآﻴﺰ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺮدﻳﺎت ﺣﺮب  1948ﺑﺎﻟﺬات؟ ﻳﺒﺪو أن اﻟﺠﻮاب ﻣﻌﺮوف .وﻟﻨﺬآﺮ هﻨﺎ
اﻷهﻢّ ،ﻓﺎﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺘﻲ اﻧﺪﻟﻌﺖ أواﺧﺮ اﻟﻌﺎم  ،1947ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻦ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ اﻟﺼﺮاع ،وﺛﻤّﺔ ﺁراء ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻓﻴﻤﺎ
ﻼ ذروة اﻟﺼﺮاع ،وﻣﻊ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺈن أﺳﺒﺎب اﻧﺪﻻع هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﺳﻴﺮورﺗﻬﺎ وﻧﺘﺎﺋﺠﻬﺎ،
إذا آﺎﻧﺖ أﺻ ً
ﺳﺴًﺎ ﻟﺪى اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺘﺼﺎرﻋﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ/أرض إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .ﺣﺘﻰ إذا أﺧﺬﻧﺎ
ﺟﻌﻠﺘﻬﺎ ﺣﺪﺛًﺎ ﻣﺆ ّ
ن اﻟﻌﻨﻒ اﻟﻤﺘﺼﺎﻋﺪ اﻟﺬي ﺗﻄﻮّر ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ إﻟﻰ ﺣﺮب ،ﻗﺪ
ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﺒﻴﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،أو اﻟﺘﻘﻨﻴﺔ ،ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻓﺈ ّ
اﻧﺪﻟﻊ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﺨﻼف ﺣﻮل ﻋﻤﻞ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ اﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﻟﺘﻘﺼّﻲ اﻟﺤﻘﺎﺋﻖ واﻟﺘﺎﺑﻌﺔ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة
) UNSCOPاﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻢ ﺗﻌﻴﻴﻨﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ أﻳّﺎر  1947وﻗﺎﻣﺖ ﺑﺘﻘﺪﻳﻢ ﺗﻘﺮﻳﺮهﺎ ﻣﻊ ﺑﺪاﻳﺔ أﻳﻠﻮل ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺎم
ﻧﻔﺴﻪ( ،ﻗﺮار ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻣﻨﺬ أﻳﻠﻮل  1947ﺑﺎﻹﻧﺴﺤﺎب ﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﻼد ،ﻗﺮار اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻟﻸﻣﻢ
اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﺑﺘﺒﻨّﻲ ﺗﻮﺻﻴﺎت اﻷﻏﻠﺒﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻟﺠﻨﺔ  UNSCOPواﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺤﺪّﺛﺖ ﻋﻦ
إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺘﻴﻦ وﺗﺪوﻳﻞ اﻟﻘﺪس ،وإﻧﻬﺎء اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب .ﻓﻬﺬﻩ اﻷﻣﻮر أدّت إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺘﻲ اﻧﺪﻟﻌﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻧﺎر هﺎدﺋﺔ ﻣﻨﺬ آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷوّل  1947وﺑﻌﺪﻩ ،وإﻟﻰ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺨﺎﻣﺲ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ أﻳﺎر
 ،1948واﻧﻀﻤﺎم ﺧﻤﺲ دول ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﺮب ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻓﻌّﺎل ،وﻗﻴﺎم أرﺑﻌﺔ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﺑﻐﺰو اﻟﺒﻼد،
ﻲ.
وﻣﺄﺳﺎة اﻟﺸﻌﺐ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ وﺗﺤﻮّل ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴﺘﻪ إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ داﺧﻞ اﻟﺒﻼد وﺧﺎرﺟﻬﺎ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ أﺳﺎﺳ ّ
ﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻧﻄﻠﺒﻪ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﺮﺣﻠﺔ هﻮ ﺗﺬآﻴﺮ اﻟﻘﺮاء ﺑﻤﺎ
ﻒ اﻟﺤﺬ َر أﻋﻼﻩ ﺳﺮ ٌد ﻣﺎ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﺟ ّ
ﻳﺘﻀﻤّﻦ اﻟﺘﻮﺻﻴ َ
ن ﺳﻠﺴﻠﺔ اﻷﺣﺪاث أﻋﻼﻩ ﺗﺘﻌﻠّﻖ ﺑﻤﺮآﺒﺎت هﻮﻳﺔ ﻣﺮآﺰﻳﺔ ﻟﺪى
ﻳﺪور اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻨﻪ ،واﻟﺘﺄآﻴﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ أ ّ
اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ،واﻟﻴﻮم أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻳﺮى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﺑﺎﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ وﻧﺘﺎﺋﺠﻬﺎ ﻣﺄﺳﺎة ﺗُﺒﻠﻮر وﺗُﻌﺮّف هﻮﻳّﺘﻬﻢ
وﺗﻄﻠّﻌﺎﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،اﻷﺧﻼﻗﻴﺔ واﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻳﻮﻣﻨﺎ هﺬا .ﻟﻘﺪ ﺑﻠﻮرت ﺣﺮب  1948هﻮﻳﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ
ن
ﺿﺤﻮﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ ﺣ ّﺪ آﺒﻴﺮ ،ﻟﺸﻌﺐ ﻓﻘﺪ ﺑﻼدﻩ ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻤﺤﺮﻗﺔ ،أي أ ّ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وﻟﻴﺲ أﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺎ اﻟﻨﺎزﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺬﻧﺐ اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘﻲّ ،هﻢ ﻣﻦ دﻓﻊ ﺑﺄﺟﺴﺎدهﻢ ،وﻣﻤﺘﻠﻜﺎﺗﻬﻢ وﺣﺮﻳﺘﻬﻢ
ﺛﻤﻦ ﻣﺤﺮﻗﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد.
أﻣﺎ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻮن ﻓﻴﺮون ﺑﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب وﻧﺘﺎﺋﺠﻬﺎ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻘﻂ ﺑﻤﺜﺎﺑﺔ ﺣﺪث ﺣﻘّﻖ اﻟﻌﺪاﻟﺔ
ﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺪث وﻻدة ،وﻻدة إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ آﺪوﻟﺔ
ﻟﻤﺼﻴﺮهﻢ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻟﺬي ﻋﺮف اﻟﻮﻳﻼت ،ﺑﻞ ﻟﻴﺲ أﻗ ّ
ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻠﺔ ،ﺑﻌﺪ أﻟﻔﻲ ﻋﺎم ﻣﻦ اﻟﻠﺠﻮء ،ﺑﺼﻔﺘﻪ هﺬﻩ ،ﻳﺠﺐ أن ﻳﻜﻮن ﺣﺪﺛًﺎ ﻃﺎهﺮًا وﻧﻘﻴﺎ.
ﻓﺎﻹﻧﺴﺎن ،أو اﻷﻣّﺔ /اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻳﻮﻟﺪون ﻣﻦ اﻟﺨﻄﻴﺌﺔ ،ﻓﺒﺎﻟﻀﺮورة ﻳﻜﻮن ﻣﺠﺮّد وﺟﻮدهﻢ آﺬﻟﻚ
ن اﻟﻨﻘﺎش ﺣﻮل هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب ﻟﻴﺲ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺎ ،ﺑﻞ هﻮ ﻣﻌﺎﺻﺮ وﻋﺎﻃﻔ ّ
ﻲ .وﻗﻮّﺗﻪ
أﻳﻀًﺎ .وﻋﻠﻴﻪ ،ﻓﺈ ّ
ﻣﺘﺄﺛﺮة ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﺒﺎﺷﺮ ﺑﺄﺣﺪاث اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ.
إذا ،ﻓﺈن رواﻳﺔ ﺣﺮب  1948ﺗﻌﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ آﻠﺘﺎ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺘﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﺪﻣﺔ ﺳﺮد ﻏﻴﺮ ﻗﺎﺑﻞ ﻟﻠﺘﺄوﻳﻞ ،ﺳﻬﻞ
وواﺿﺢ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻀﻤﻮﻧﻪ ،وﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺘّﻔﻖ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ،إذا ،ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ،أن ﺣﺮب  ،1948آﺎﻧﺖ وﻻ ﺗﺰال
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ﺳﺮد َﻣﻦ ،وﻟﻤﺎذا ﺑﺎﻟﺬات ﺳﺮد ﺣﺮب 1948؟
ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻳﺠﺮي اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ ﺣﺮب  ،1948ﺗﺒﺪو اﻷﻣﻮر ﻟﻠﻮهﻠﺔ اﻷوﻟﻰ وآﺄﻧّﻬﺎ واﺿﺤﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ ﻧﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ
ﺣﺮب دارت رﺣﺎهﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺳﺎﺣﺔ ﻣﻌﺮوﻓﺔ :ﺣﺪود اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﺼﻠﺖ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺼﺒﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ
)واﻟﺬي أﺻﺒﺢ ﻣﻨﺬ ﻣﻨﺘﺼﻒ أﻳﺎر  1948اﻹﻧﺘﺪاب اﻟﺴّﺎﺑﻖ( .ﻣﻊ ﺗﺠﺎوزﻳﻦ :ﺗﻐﻠﻐﻞ اﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ داﺧﻞ
ﻦ اﻟﺠﻐﺮاﻓﻴﺔ وﺣﺪهﺎ ﻻ ﺗﻜﻔﻲ ،ﺣﻴﺚ
اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﻠﺒﻨﺎﻧﻴﺔ وداﺧﻞ اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﻤﺼﺮﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺷﺒﻪ ﺟﺰﻳﺮة ﺳﻴﻨﺎء ،ﻟﻜ ّ
آﺎن ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺮب أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻃﺮﻓﻴﻦ :ﻓﺈﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﻌﺮب واﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻣﻦ ﺳﻜﺎن ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻴﺔ ،وﺣﺘﻰ أﻳﺎر
 1948ﺷﻜﻞ اﻟﺒﺮﻳﻄﺎﻧﻴﻮن ،وﻏﻴﺮهﻢ ،ﻃﺮﻓًﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺮب ،ﻓﺒﻌﺪ إﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻻﻧﺘﺪاب آﺎﻧﺖ أﻳﻀًﺎ دول اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص آ ّ
ﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻷردن وﻣﺼﺮ واﻟﻌﺮاق وﺳﻮرﻳﺎ وﻟﺒﻨﺎن .آﻤﺎ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ إﺿﺎﻓﺔ اﻷﻣﻢ اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺪة،
اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﻈﻤﻰ وﻣﺎ إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ .ﻟﻜﻦ ﺑﻤﺎ أن ﻧﻘﻄﺔ اﻧﻄﻼق هﺬا اﻟﺤﻮار اﻟﺴﺮدي هﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ واﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ ،وهﻤﺎ
ﻲ ﻧﻬﺮ اﻷردن ،وآﺬﻟﻚ رﻏﺒﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﺎهﻤﺔ
ﻣﺎ ﻳﻌﻨﻴﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ،وﺑﻤﺎ أن ﻣﺮآﺰ إهﺘﻤﺎﻣﻨﺎ هﻮ اﻟﺼﺮاع ﻏﺮﺑ ّ
ﻓﻲ ﺗﺨﻔﻴﻒ ﺣﺪّﺗﻪ ،ﻓﻨﺤﻦ ﻧﺘﺪاول هﻨﺎ ﺑﻤﻦ آﺎﻧﺎ ،ﺣﺴﺐ رأﻳﻨﺎ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ اﻷآﺜﺮ أهﻤﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺮب :1948
اﻟﻌﺮب واﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻮ اﻟﻜﻴﺎن اﻹﻧﺘﺪاﺑﻲ )ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺎﺣﻴﺔ اﻟﻘﺎﻧﻮﻧﻴﺔ ،ﺟﻤﻴﻌﻬﻢ آﺎﻧﻮا ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ( .اﻷواﺋﻞ ﺗﺤﻮّﻟﻮا
ﺧﻼل اﻟﺤﺮب وﺑﻌﺪهﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻏﺎﻟﺒﻴّﺘﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ،ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ ،وﻗﻠّﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻻﺟﺌﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ
وﻃﻨﻬﻢ .اﻵﺧﺮون آﺎﻧﻮا ﺧﻼل اﻟﺤﺮب وﺑﻌﺪهﺎ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ.
ﻞ ﺻﺮاع ،هﻮ أﻣﺮ ﻣﻌﻘّﺪ ،ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺎ وﻓﻲ ﻋﺼﺮﻧﺎ ،واﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت ﻓﻲ ﻣﺜﻞ هﺬﻩ
ﺗﻌﺮﻳﻒ أﻃﺮاف اﻟﺼﺮاع ،آ ّ
اﻟﻤﺴﺎﺋﻞ ﺑﺎرزة ﺟﺪا ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،اﺧﺘﺮﻧﺎ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ اﻟﻠﺬﻳﻦ ﻧﺘﻨﺎول ﺳﺮدﻳﺎﺗﻬﻤﺎ هﻨﺎ ،ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ
ﻳﻌﺮّﻓﻮن ﺑﻬﺎ أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ ﺑﺄﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ )أو آﻤﺎ ﺗﻔﻌﻞ ذﻟﻚ اﻷﻏﻠﺒﻴّﺔ ﻟﺪى آﻞ ﻃﺮف( واﻷﻣﺮ ﻟﻴﺲ ﺳﻬﻼ .ﻓﺎﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن
هﻢ آ ّ
ﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻳُﻌﺮّﻓﻮن أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ اﻟﻴﻮم آﺄﺑﻨﺎء ﻟﻬﺬا اﻟﺸﻌﺐ :ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،اﻟﻀﻔّﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،ﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰة ،وﺧﺎرج
أرض ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ ،هﺆﻻء هﻢ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺎس اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻋﺎﺷﻮا ﻓﻲ وﻃﻨﻬﻢ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻋﺎم ،1948
ﻞ ﻏﻴﺎب دوﻟﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ذات ﺳﻴﺎدة آﺎﻣﻠﺔ ،وﻟﻬﺎ ﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺎت ﻣﻨﻈﻤﺔ ﺗﻌﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻠﻮرة
هﻢ وأﺑﻨﺎؤهﻢ .ﻓﻲ ﻇ ّ
ﻣﻌﺎﻟﻢ ﺗﺬآﺎرﻳﺔ ﻣﺎدﻳﺔ ،ﺗﺮﺑﻮﻳﺔ وﺛﻘﺎﻓﻴﺔ ،وﻗﺪ وﺟﺪﻧﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﺳﺐ إﻋﺘﻤﺎد هﺬا اﻟﺘﻌﺮﻳﻒ .وﺑﻤﺎ أن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ
أﻣّﺔ ﻗﻴﺪ اﻹﻧﺸﺎء ،ﻓﺴﻨﺨﺘﺎر وآﻼء ﺳﺮدﻳّﺘﻬﺎ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻧﻌﺘﻤﺪ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ هﻨﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻼؤم .ﻓﻔﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﺗﺒﺮز
ﺳﺎﻃﻌﺔ ،وﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻠﻔﻴّﺔ ﻣﺎ ﺗﻘﺪّم ،ﻣﻜﺎﻧﺔ اﻟﺮواﻳﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﺘﻨﺎﻗﻠﻬﺎ اﻷﻓﺮاد ،اﻟﻌﺎﺋﻼت واﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻌﺎت .أي ،أن ﺟﺰءًا
آﺒﻴﺮًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻻ ﻳﺰال ﻗﺎﺋﻤًﺎ ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎر "اﻟﺮواﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺤﻠﻴﺔ" ﻣﻊ اﻟﻘﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﻗﺎت اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ
ﻧﺴﺒﻴﺎ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺤﺘﺎج إﻟﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﻬﻮﻳّﺔ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴّﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﺸﻜﻠﺔ.
ﻣﻨﺬ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﺴﻌﻴﻨﻴّﺎت ،ﺑﺪأت اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ وﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺎﺗﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ رام اﷲ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎصّ ،ﺑﺘﻄﻮﻳﺮ ﻣﻨﺎهﺞ
ﺗﻌﻠﻴﻤﻴﺔ ،ﺑﻤﺎ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ ﻗﻴﻮد ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻣﺎ زاﻟﺖ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺴﻴﺮورة ﻓﻲ ﻣﻬﺪهﺎ ،وﻗﺪ
أدّى ﻓﺸﻞ أوﺳﻠﻮ ،واﻹﺣﺘﻼل اﻟﻤﺠﺪّد ﻟﺒﻌﺾ ﻣﺪن اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وأﺟﻮاء "ﻻ ﻳﻮﺟﺪ ﺷﺮﻳﻚ" ،إﻟﻰ ﺗﺮاﺟﻊ
روح اﻟﺘﻔﺎؤل اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺎدت ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺴﻌﻴﻨﺎت ،واﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﺪﻓﺎع اﻟﻮﺟﻮدي اﻟﺘﻲ ﻻ ﺗﺤﺘﻤﻞ "اﻟﻜﻤﺎﻟﻴﺎت"
ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺮار ﺑﻨﺎء ﻣﻨﻈّﻢ ﻟﻠﺴﺮد ،آﻤﺎ أن ﻋﺰل ﻗﻄﺎع ﻏﺰّة ﺑﻘﻴﺎدة ﺣﻤﺎس ﻋﻦ اﻟﻀﻔﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﺑﻴﺔ ،وإﻗﺎﻣﺔ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺘﻴﻦ
وﺿﻌﺘﺎ ﺳﺮدﻳﺔ إﺳﻼﻣﻴﺔ وأﺧﺮى ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،زاد ﻣﻦ ﺗﻌﻘﻴﺪ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ إﺳﺘﻜﻤﺎل ﺑﻨﺎء ﺳﺮدﻳﺔ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ واﺣﺪة
وﻣﻮﺣّﺪة .وهﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ﻟﻴﺲ ﺑﺴﻬﻞ ﻟﻤﻦ ﻳﺮﻳﺪ ﺑﻨﺎء ﺳﺮد ﻗﻮﻣﻲّ ،وﺑﺎﻟﺬات ﺳﺮد ﻣﺮآﺰيّ ﻟﻠﻨﻜﺒﺔ ،ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎ ،ﻻ
ﻳﺰال ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﻌﻮﺑﺔ ﺑﻤﻜﺎن ،ﻣﻨﺢ ﻣﻜﺎﻧﺔ ﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،ﻣﻦ داﺧﻞ اﻟﻤﻌﺴﻜﺮ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ.

ن إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻗﺎﺋﻤﺔ آﺪوﻟﺔ
ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻄﺮف اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي ،هﻨﺎ أﻳﻀًﺎ اﻷﻣﻮر ﻟﻴﺴﺖ ﺳﻬﻠﺔ ﺑﺘﺎﺗًﺎ ،ﺻﺤﻴﺢ أ ّ
ﻞ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﻳﻬﻮدي .ﻓﻨﺤﻮ
ﻣﺴﺘﻘﻠﺔ ،وﻟﻬﺎ ﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺎت ﺗﻌﻤﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻨﺎء اﻟﺬاآﺮة ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ ،ﻟﻴﺲ آ ّ
 %17ﻣﻦ ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ هﻢ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ،وﺳﺮدﻳﺘﻬﻢ هﻲ ﺳﺮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ اﻷﺧﺮى،
اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﻨﻌﺮض ﺳﺮدﻳّﺘﻬﺎ هﻨﺎ ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ .ﻧﺤﻦ ﻧﺘﻨﺎول هﻨﺎ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ ،وﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ
أﺧﺮى وآﻤﺎ هﻮ ﻣﻌﺮوف ،ﻟﻴﺲ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ ،وﻧﺤﻦ ﻧﻨﺎﻗﺶ هﻨﺎ ،ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ،
ﻣﻮﺿﻮﻋﺔ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ ،وﻟﻦ ﻧﺘﻨﺎول هﻨﺎ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻳﻌﻴﺸﻮن ﺧﺎرج دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ.
وﻧﺸﻴﺮ ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﻳﻠﻲ إﻟﻰ أﻧّﻨﺎ وﺑﻬﺪف اﻟﺘﺴﻬﻴﻞ واﻹﺧﺘﺼﺎر ﻓﻘﻂ ،ﺳﻨﺴﺘﻌﻤﻞ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ﻣﺼﻄﻠﺢ
"إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴّﻮن" وﻧﻘﺼﺪ ﺑﻪ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ .ﻓﺈﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺗﻌﺮف ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ آﺪوﻟﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ وﻓﻴﻬﺎ وآﻼء
ﺳﺮد ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ ،واﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻳﻌﻤﻠﻮن ﺑﺘﻤﻮﻳﻠﻬﺎ .إﻟﻰ ﺟﺎﻧﺐ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ اﻟﺮﺳﻤﻴﺔ )ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺟﻬﺎز اﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﻢ
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وهﻲ ﺳﺮدﻳﺎت ﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺎت ﺗﻌﺎدي ﺑﻌﻀﻬﺎ اﻟﺒﻌﺾ ،ﺳﺮدﻳﺎت ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،ﺑﻞ وﻣﺘﻀﺎرﺑﺔ .ﺑﻨﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ
ذﻟﻚ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺘﻤﻞ أن ﻳﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻌﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻳﺮﻳﺪ ﺗﻌﻤﻴﻖ ،ﺑﻞ وﺗﻜﺮﻳﺲ ،اﻟﺼﺮاع ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻘﻂ آﻲ
"ﻳﺒﺮهﻦ" أن اﻟﺼﺮاع ﻏﻴﺮ ﻗﺎﺑﻞ ﻟﻠﺤﻞ .وﻓﻲ اﻋﺘﻘﺎدﻧﺎ ،ﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﺤﻴﺢ أن ﻧﺘﺮك اﻟﻤﻨﺼّﺔ
اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ ﻟﻬﺆﻻء ،ﻧﺤﻦ ،ﻣﺆﻟّﻔﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻧﺤﻦ ،ﻧﻌﺮض اﻟﺴﺮد آﺨﺪﻣﺔ ﻟﻸﻣﻞ ﻓﻲ أن
ﻞ ﺗﺴﻮﻳﺔ ﻟﻬﺬا اﻟﺼﺮاع اﻟﻄﻮﻳﻞ واﻟﻤﺮﻳﺮ ،ﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﺮﺿﻲ
ﻳﺠﺪ ﻃﺮﻓﺎ اﻟﺼﺮاع ﻳﻮﻣًﺎ ﻣﺎ ﺣﻼ ،أو ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗ ّ
اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ .وﻟﻘﺪ ﺷﺨّﺼﻨﺎ ﺛﻼﺛﺔ ﺗﻮﺟّﻬﺎت ﺑﺨﺼﻮص اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت ﺑﻬﺪف دﻓﻊ اﻟﺴﻼم ،أو ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻞ ﺑﻬﺪف اﻟﺪﻓﻊ ﻧﺤﻮ ﺗﺴﻮﻳﺔ ﻟﻠﺼﺮاع وهﻲ:
اﻷﻗ ّ
 .1اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ اﻟﺬي ﻳ ّﺪﻋﻲ أﻧﻪ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻹﻋﺘﺮاف اﻟﻤﺘﺒﺎدل ،وﺣﺘﻰ ﻗﺒﻞ ﺷﺮﻋﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻵﺧﺮ وﻟﻴﺲ
ﺑﺎﻟﻀﺮورة اﻹﻋﺘﺮاف ﺑﻪ ،ﻻ وﺟﻮد ﻻﺣﺘﻤﺎل ﺗﺴﻮﻳﺔ ﺳﻠﻤﻴﺔ ﻗﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻟﻠﺤﻴﺎة .وﻳﺴﻮد هﺬا
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اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ ﻟﺪى اﻟﻤﻬﺘﻤﻴﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﺨﻄﺎب اﻟﺴﺮدي اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ-اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ.
 .2اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ اﻟﺬي ﻳﺪﻋﻲ ﺑﺄن هﺬا اﻟﻨﻮع ﻣﻦ اﻹﻋﺘﺮاف ،رﻏﻢ آﻮﻧﻪ ﺿﺮور ﻳﺎ ،ﻗﺪ ﻳﺄﺗﻲ ﻓﻘﻂ
ﺑﻌﺪ ﺗﺴﻮﻳﺔ ﺳﻠﻤﻴﺔ ﺗﺜﺒﺖ ﻧﻔﺴﻬﺎ ﻟﻔﺘﺮة ﻃﻮﻳﻠﺔ .أي ،أن اﻟﺘﺴﻮﻳﺔ ﻳﺠﺐ أن ﺗﺄﺗﻲ ﻣﻦ "اﻟﺮأس"
ﻧﺘﻴﺠﺔ اﻹﻋﺘﺮاف ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺂآﻞ اﻟﻤﻌﻨﻮي واﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدي ،واﻹﻋﺘﺮاف ﺑﺄن اﻟﺘﺴﻮﻳﺔ هﻲ ﺿﺮورة
ﻻ ﻏﺒﺎر ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﺗﺴﻮﻳﺔ ﻣﻦ "اﻟﺒﻄﻦ" .ﻓﻘﻂ هﻜﺬا ،وﺑﻌﺪ ﻓﺘﺮة ﻃﻮﻳﻠﺔ ﻧﺴﺒﻴﺎ ،آﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ
اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻷﻟﻤﺎﻧﻴﺔ-اﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴﻴﺔ ،ﺳﻴﻜﻮن ﺑﺎﻹﻣﻜﺎن ﺗﻌﻠّﻢ ﺳﺮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻄﺮف اﻵﺧﺮ دون اﻟﺸﻌﻮر
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ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻬﺪﻳﺪ ،وﻟﻜﻦ ﻟﻴﺲ اﻹﻋﺘﺮاف ﺑﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻀﺮورة.
 .3اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ اﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ ،وهﻮ ﺗﻮﺟّﻬﻨﺎ ﻧﺤﻦ ،واﻟﺬي ﻳﺪّﻋﻲ أن ﻣﺠﺮد ﻋﺮض ﺳﺮدﻳﺔ ﻃﺮف واﺣﺪ
اﻟﺮزﻣﺔ ﻣﻊ ﺳﺮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ،واﻹﻋﺘﺮاف ﺑﻬﺎ دون اﻟﻘﺒﻮل ﺑﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻀﺮورة ،ﻣﻦ
ﺷﺄﻧﻪ أن ﻳﻐﻴّﺮ اﻟﻤﻨﺎخ ﻗﺒﻞ أو ﺑﻌﺪ اﻻﺗﻔﺎق اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ ،وﻻ ﻳﺘﻀﻤﻦ هﺬا ﻣﻘﻮﻟﺔ إﺳﺘﻌﺮاﺿﻴﺔ
ﺗﺪﻋﻲ ﺑﺄن اﻟﺴﺮد ﻗﺪ ﻳﺤﻮل دون اﺗﻔﺎق ﺳﻠﻤﻲ أو ﻗﺪ ﻳﺘﻴﺤﻪ .وﻧﺤﻦ ﻧﻨﻄﻠﻖ ﻣﻦ ﻓﺮﺿﻴﺔ أن
اﻟﺼﺮاع هﻮ ،إﻟﻰ ﺣﺪ ﻣﺎ ﻣﻌﺮوف ،ﺣﻮل اﻟﺴﺮد .ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﺤﻴﺢ ﻋﺮﺿﻪ وﻓﻬﻤﻪ ﻋﻦ
ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﺗﻔﻜﻴﻚ اﻟﺒﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﻐﻠﻘﺔ ،أﺣﺎدﻳﺔ اﻷﺑﻌﺎد ،ﻟﻜﻞ ﺳﺮد ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺪة ،وﺑﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ ﺗﺠﻌﻞ هﺬا
اﻟﺴﺮد ﻳﻘﺒﻞ ﺑﻮﺟﻮد ﺳﺮد ﺁﺧﺮ دون اﻟﺨﻮف ﻋﻠﻰ وﺟﻮدﻩ هﻮ .واﻷﻣﺮ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻤﻦ
ﺑُﻠﻮَر ﻋﻠﻰ ﺻﻮرة هﺬﻩ اﻟﺮواﻳﺔ ،ﺛﻢ ﺣﺎول ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ ﻧﻘﺪهﺎ ،ﺑﻞ واﻟﺘﺨﻠﺺ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺸﻌﻮر
ﺑﺄن وﺟﻮدهﺎ ﻻ ﻳﻘﻮم ﻋﻠﻰ أﺳﺎس أﺧﻼﻗﻴﺎت ﺟﺪﻳﺮة .اﻹﺻﻐﺎء اﻟﺸﺎﻣﻞ ،اﻟﻤﻨﻔﺘﺢ ،اﻟﻤﺆﻟﻢ،
وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻇﻞ ﻏﻴﺎب ﺑُﻌﺪ ﻋﺪم اﻹﻋﺘﺮاف ﺑﺮواﻳﺔ اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻟﻠﺼﺮاع ،ﻳﺘﻴﺢ ،ﻳﺎ
ﻞ إﻟﻰ ﻣﺠﺘﻤﻌﻪ هﻮ.
ﻟﻠﻤﻔﺎرﻗﺔ ،اﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ اﻟﻔﺮﺿﻴﺎت اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺴﺮد اﻟﻤﺆﺳّﺲ ،وآ ّ
ﻳﺤﺎول هﺬا اﻟﻨﺺ اﻟﻤﺴﺎهﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ دﻳﻨﺎﻣﻴﻜﻴﺔ ﺗﺤﻮّل اﻟﺴﺮد أﻳﻀًﺎ إﻟﻰ أداة ﺗﺘﻴﺢ اﻟﺘﻔﺎوض اﻟﻤﺘﻌﺎﻃﻒ
وآﺬﻟﻚ أرﺿﻴﺔ ﻣﺸﺘﺮآﺔ ) (Common Groundﻟﻤﻮاﺻﻠﺔ اﻟﺤﻮار ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻳﺘﻀﻤّﻦ اﻹﺻﻐﺎء
اﻟﻤﺘﺒﺎدل) ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﺗﺤﻮﻳﻞ اﻟﺴﺮد ﻓﻘﻂ إﻟﻰ أداة ﺗﺠﻨﻴﺪ ﺑﻬﺪف ﻣﻮاﺻﻠﺔ اﻟﺼﺮاع ﻗﺒﻞ اﻹﺗﻔﺎق أو
ﺑﻌﺪﻩ ،وهﻮ ﻣﺎ ﺗﺒﻴّﻦ ﻟﻨﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺼّﺔ "اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴّﺎت أوﺳﻠﻮ"( .وﺛﻤّﺔ أهﻤﻴﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻐﺔ ﺑﺮأﻳﻨﺎ ﻟﻤﺜﻞ هﺬا اﻟﻬﺪف
اﻟﻤﺘﻮاﺿﻊ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ.
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ﺑﺨﺼﻮص ﺣﺮب 1948؟" ،م .ﺑﺎر-أون ،زﻣﻦ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب وزﻣﻦ ﻟﻠﺴﻠﻢ ،اﻟﻘﺪس  ،2007ص) 47-28 :ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ(.
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ﻣﺸﺘﺮك آﺎن ،ورﺑﻤﺎ ﺳﻴﻜﻮن .أﻣﺎ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺷﻌﺮوا ﻣﺠ ّﺪدًا ﺑﻌﻈﻤﺔ ﻓﻘﺪان اﻟﻮﻃﻦ واﻟﻤﺂﺳﻲ
اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪة اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﻠﺖ ﺑﻬﻢ ﻣﻨﺬ اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻋﺎم  1948ﻓﻲ أﻣﺎآﻦ اﻟﻠﺠﻮء ،وداﺧﻞ اﻟﻮﻃﻦ ،وﺗﺤﺖ
اﻹﺣﺘﻼل اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ .ﻓﻔﻲ أﻋﻘﺎب اﻷﺣﺪاث اﻟﺘﻲ أﺻﺎﺑﺖ ﻣﺠ ّﺪدًا وﺣﺪة اﻟﻤﺠﺘﻤﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ
ﻲ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة وﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،ﺧﺼﻮﺻًﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺿﻮء ﺗﻼﺷﻲ ﺁﻣﺎل إﻗﺎﻣﺔ
اﻟﻤﺘﻔﺘﺖ ،ﺣﻤﻠﺖ اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ﻣﻌﺎﻧ َ
اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﻠﺔ .ﻟﻘﺪ أﺛﺎرت إﺣﺘﻔﺎﻻت اﻟﻴﻮﺑﻴﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ﺁﻻم اﻟﺠﺮح اﻟﻤﻔﺘﻮح ﻣﻨﺬ
14
.1948
ﻟﻜﻞ هﺬﻩ اﻷﻣﻮر ﻣﻨﺤﺖ ﺳﺮدﻳﺔ اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل/اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ وﺗﻤﻨﺢ أﺟﻮﺑﺔ ﻻ ﺑﺪﻳﻞ ﻋﻨﻬﺎ )ﺳﻴﺘ ّﻢ ﺷﺮح ذﻟﻚ،
ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ( .وهﻮ اﻷﻣﺮ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ إﻟﻰ أﺣﺪاث ﻋﺎﺻﻔﺔ أﺧﺮى ﺣﺪﺛﺖ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻘﺪﻳﻦ اﻷﺧﻴﺮﻳﻦ ﻣﺜﻞ،
ن ذﻟﻚ ﻋﺰّز إﻟﻰ ﺣﺪ آﺒﻴﺮ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش
ﻣﻘﺘﻞ رﺋﻴﺲ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻳﺘﺴﺤﺎق راﺑﻴﻦ )واﻟﻤﻔﺎرﻗﺔ ،أم ﻻ ،أ ّ
ﺣﻮل  ،(1948أﺣﺪاث أآﺘﻮﺑﺮ  2000ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،اﻻﻧﺘﻔﺎﺿﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ،ﺣﺮب ﻟﺒﻨﺎن اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺻﻴﻒ
 ،2006وﻓﺎة اﻟﺮﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻳﺎﺳﺮ ﻋﺮﻓﺎت ،اﻟﺤﺮب ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺰة أواﺧﺮ  2008وﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ،2009
وﺣﺘﻰ أﺣﺪاث أﺳﻄﻮل اﻟﺤﺮﻳﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻏﺰة ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎر  15.2010هﺬﻩ ﻗﺎﺋﻤﺔ ﺟﺰﺋﻴﺔ ﻓﻘﻂ .ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ،ﻳﻨﻈﺮ
اﻟﻄﺮﻓﺎن ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﻘﺪﻳﻦ اﻷﺧﻴﺮﻳﻦ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ وﺣﺮب  ،1948آﻤﻬﺮَب وﻣﻠﺠﺄ ،وﺑﺸﻜﻞ
ﻚ ﻓﻴﻪ أﻧﻪ ﺳﻮر ﺣﻴﻮي .ﻟﻜﻦ ،هﻞ ﺛﻤﺔ
ﺧﺎص آﺈﺳﻤﻨﺖ ﺛﻤﻴﻦ ﻟﺒﻨﺎء ﺳﻮر هﻮﻳّﺘﻬﻢ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ .وﻣﺎ ﻻ ﺷ ّ
أﺑﻮاب ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﺴﻮر؟ هﺬا ﺳﺆال هﺎم ،واﻷهﻢ ﻣﻨﻪ هﻮ اﻹﻓﺘﺮاض أن اﻟﺴﻮر ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺘﻴﻦ ﻟﻦ
16
ﻳﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ ﺗﺤﻤّﻞ اﻷﺑﻮاب داﺧﻠﻪ.
أﺗﺎﺣﺖ اﻷﺟﻮاء أﻋﻼﻩ ﻣﻜﺎﻧًﺎ ﻟﻤﻮﺟﺔ ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ آﺎﻧﺖ ﺿﺮورﻳﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص ﻟﻠﻨﻘﺎش
اﻟﺠﻤﺎهﻴﺮي ﺣﻮل ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﺣﺮب  .1984ﻟﻘﺪ أﻧﺘﺠﺖ اﻟﺜﻤﺎﻧﻴﻨﺎت ،واﻟﺘﺴﻌﻴﻨﺎت ﺧﺎﺻﺔ ،ﻣﻮﺟﺔ أﺑﺤﺎث
ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ،إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺎس ،ﻧﻘﺪﻳﺔ وﻣﻨﻔﺘﺤﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺴﺎﺋﻞ ﻟﻢ ﺗﻄﺮح ﺣﺘﻰ اﻵن ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎر اﻟﻨﻘﺎش
ي ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻤﻮﺟﺔ .17ﻣﺎ ﻳﻌﻨﻴﻨﺎ هﻨﺎ ،ﻟﻴﺲ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش
اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺨﻲ .وآﺎن ﻟﺤﺮب  1948ﻣﻜﺎن ﻣﺮآﺰ ّ
اﻷآﺎدﻳﻤﻲ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ ﺣﻮل ﺗﻠﻚ اﻷﺑﺤﺎث ،ﺑﻞ ﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ أن ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﻮﺟﺔ ﻗﺪ أﺛّﺮت ،ﺧﻼل ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة،
ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﺴﺮدي اﻟﻌﺎم ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش ﺣﻮل ﺣﺮب  1948ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص ،ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ.
ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻴﻬﻮد ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺳﺎﻋﺪ ﻋﻠﻢ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ هﺬا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺮآﻴﺐ ﺳﺮد أآﺜﺮ اﻧﻔﺘﺎﺣًﺎ ﺑﺨﺼﻮص ﻣﺎ
ﺣﺪث ﻟﻶﺧﺮ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ،أو ﻟﻸﺳﻒ ﺳﺎﻋﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻌﺰﻳﺰ اﻟﺤﺎﺟﺔ ﻟﺒﻨﺎء ﺳﺮد دﻓﺎﻋﻲ ﺣﻮل ﺗﻠﻚ
اﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ ،وذﻟﻚ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻨﺎﺳﺐ ﻣﻊ اﻟﺘﻮﺟﻪ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ اﻵﻧﻲ ﻟﻸﻓﺮاد أو ﻟﻠﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺎت .ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ ﻳﻌﺘﺒﺮ
اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ﻋﻠﻢ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ذﻟﻚ ﺗﻌﺰﻳﺰًا ﻻدّﻋﺎءاﺗﻬﻢ ،وﻣﺎدة ﺟﻴّﺪة ﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ ﺁﺧﺬة ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺒﻠﻮر.
ﻳﻜﻤﻦ اﻟﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻻﻧﺰﻻق اﻟﻤﺼﻄﻠﺢ ﻣﻦ اﻷآﺎدﻳﻤﻲ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﻮي ،إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﻌﺎم
واﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ ،ﻓﻲ ﻣﺎهﻴﺔ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ،ﻓﻲ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺨﺺ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻧﺘﺪاوﻟﻬﺎ هﻨﺎ،
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اﻟﻨﺸﺮ اﻷآﺜﺮ ﺑﺮو ًزا وﺗﻌﺒﻴﺮًا ﻋﻦ اﻟﻤﺰاج اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻓﺘﺮة اﺣﺘﻔﺎﻻت ﻳﻮﺑﻴﻞ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ آﺎن اﻟﻌﺪد اﻟﺨﺎص ﻣﻦ ﻣﺠﻠّﺔ
اﻟﻜﺮﻣﻞ ،اﻟﺘﻲ آﺎن ﻳﺮأس ﺗﺤﺮﻳﺮهﺎ اﻟﺸﺎﻋﺮ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻣﺤﻤﻮد دروﻳﺶ ،اﻟﻌﺪد اﻟﻤﺰدوج  ،56-55رﺑﻴﻊ/ﺻﻴﻒ  ،1998واﻟﺬي
ﺻﺪر ﻓﻲ رام اﷲ وﺧﺼّﺺ ﺑﻤﻌﻈﻤﻪ ﻟﻠﺬاآﺮة اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴّﺔ.
ﻼ :ﻳﻬﻮدا ﺷﻨﻬﺎف ،ﻓﻲ ﻣﺼﻴﺪة اﻟﺨﻂ اﻷﺧﻀﺮ ،ﻣﻘﺎﻟﺔ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،ﻋﺎم ﻋﻮﻓﻴﺪ ،ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ ) 2010ﺳﻴﺼﺪر ﻗﺮﻳﺒًﺎ
أﻧﻈﺮوا ﻣﺜ ً
ﺑﺎﻟﻠﻐﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺆﺳﺴﺔ ﻣﺪار ﻓﻲ رام اﷲ(؛ وﻟﻴﺪ اﻟﺨﺎﻟﺪي )ﻣﺤﺮّر( ﻧﻜﺒﺔ  :1948أﺳﺒﺎﺑﻬﺎ وﺳﺒﻞ ﻣﻌﺎﻟﺠﺘﻬﺎ ،ﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺔ
اﻟﺪراﺳﺎت اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﺔ ،ﺑﻴﺮوت ،آﺎﻧﻮن اﻷول .2009
هﺬا ﺻﺤﻴﺢ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ إﻟﻰ أﺣﺪاث اﻟﻌﻘﺪﻳﻦ اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻴﻴﻦ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺑﻠﻮرت ﻣﻦ ﺟﺪﻳﺪ ﺳﺮدﻳﺔ ﺣﺮب  .1948ﻧﺤﻦ ﻧﻔﺘﺮض أن
أﺳﻠﻮب ﻋﺮض اﻷﻣﻮر اﻟﻴﻮم هﻮ ،أﺳﺎﺳًﺎ ،ﻧﺘﺎج اﻟﻌﻘﺪﻳﻦ اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻴﻴﻦ.
ﺑﺮز ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص "اﻟﻤﺆرّﺧﻮن اﻟﺠﺪد" :ﺑﻴﻨﻲ ﻣﻮرﻳﺲ ،إﻳﻼن ﺑﺎﺑﻪ ،ﺁﻓﻲ ﺷﻼﻳﻢ .أﻧﻈﺮوا ﻗﺎﺋﻤﺔ اﻟﻤﺮاﺟﻊ واﻟﻤﺼﺎدر .ﻻ ﻧﺘﻄﺮّق
ﻚ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺴﻤﻴﺘﻬﻢ "ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ" .ﻟﻜﻦ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﺴﺮدي
هﻨﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش ﺣﻮل ﺗﻮﺟّﻬﻬﻢ اﻟﺒﺤﺜﻲ وﻻ إﻟﻰ ﺳﺮدﻳّﺎﺗﻬﻢ .ﻋﻠﻰ آﻞّ ،ﺛﻤﺔ ﺷ ّ
ﺿﻢّ إﻟﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﺆرﺧﻮن وﺳﻮﺳﻴﻮﻟﻮﺟﻴﻮن ﻧﻘﺪﻳﻮن )ﻟﻴﺲ
اﻟﺠﻤﺎهﻴﺮي واﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ ،اﻋﺘﺒﺮهﻢ ﻓﻌﻼ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ واﺣﺪة .ﻣﻊ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ ُ
ﺑﺎﻟﻀﺮورة ﺑﻤﻮاﻓﻘﺔ هﺆﻻء( .ﻟﻼﺳﺘﺰادة ،أﻧﻈﺮوا :ﻳﻮﺁف ﻏﻠﺒﺮ ،ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ ،دﻋﺎﻳﺔ وذاآﺮة ،ﻋﺎم ﻋﻮﻓﻴﺪ ،ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ .2007

ﻲ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺄآﻴﺪ ،وﻟﻘﺪ ﺗ ّﻢ اﺳﺘﻴﻌﺎب هﺬا اﻟﻤﺼﻄﻠﺢ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻃﺒﻴﻌﻲّ،
اﻟﻌﺎم ،واﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ ،وإﻟﻰ اﻟﻔﻀﺎء اﻟﻘﻮﻣ ّ
ﻞ ﻣﻮﻗﻒ ﻟﻼﻋﺐ آﺮة
إﻟﻰ درﺟﺔ أن اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﺑﺎﺗﻮا ﻳﺴﺘﻌﻤﻠﻮﻧﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻜﺎن اﻟﻤﻨﺎﺳﺐ وﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﺳﺐ ،ﻓﻜ ّ
ﺢ اﻟﺘﻌﺒﻴﺮ -ﺑﻮآﻴﻠﻬﺎ ،ﺗُﺤﻮّل إﻟﻰ "ﺳﺮد" .وﻧﺤﻦ
ﻗﺪم ﻣﻦ ﻣﺪرّﺑﻪ ،وآﻞ رأي ﻟﻌﺎرﺿﺔ أزﻳﺎء -إن ﺻ ّ
ﻲ اﻟﺬي ﻳﺨﺪم هﻮﻳﺔ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ
ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﻌﻨﻴﻴﻦ هﻨﺎ ﺑﻬﺬﻩ اﻹﺳﺘﻌﺎرات ،ﺑﻞ ﻧﻘﺼﺪ-آﻤﺎ أﺳﻠﻔﻨﺎ -اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﻲ-اﻟﻬﻮﻳّﺎﺗﻲ أﻣﺮ ﻣﻄﻠﻮب.
ﻲ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳ ّ
ن هﺬا اﻹﻧﺰﻻق ﻣﻦ اﻷآﺎدﻳﻤ ّ
ﻣﺎ ،وﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ ،ﻓﺈ ّ
ﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺧﺪﻣﺔ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺎت اﻟﻨﺎهﻀﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻘﺒﺔ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﺔ ،أو
ي ﻟﻠﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﺛﻤّﺔ دور ﻣﺮآﺰ ّ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﻘﺒﺔ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،وهﻲ ﺣﻘﺒﺔ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺒﺎردة ،وﻓﻲ هﺬا ﻻ ﻳﻮﺟﺪ-ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺒﺪو -أي
ﺗﺠﺪﻳﺪ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﻲ 11.ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ ﺛﻤﺎﻧﻴﻨﺎت وﺑﺪاﻳﺔ ﺗﺴﻌﻴﻨﺎت اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ ،وﻣﻊ اﻧﻬﻴﺎر اﻹﺗﺤﺎد
اﻟﺴﻮﻓﻴﻴﺘﻲ وﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺒﺎردة ،ﺳﺎد اﻟﺸﻌﻮر ﺑﻨﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺤﻘﺒﺔ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ .اﻟﺘﻌﺒﻴﺮ اﻟﻤﺘﻄﺮّف
ﻋﻦ ذﻟﻚ آﺎن اﻹﻓﺘﺮاض ﺑﺄﻧﻨﺎ أﻣﺎم "ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ" 12.ﻟﻘﺪ ﺳﺎهﻤﺖ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﺔ ،واﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺎﻋﺪت
ﻓﻲ اﻧﺘﻬﺎء اﻟﺤﺮب اﻟﺒﺎردة ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ ،وﺑُﻨﻴﺖ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ أﺧﺮى ،ﺳﺎهﻤﺖ ﻓﻲ ﺧﻠﻖ هﺬﻩ اﻷﺟﻮاء
ﺑﻤﺠﺮّد ﺧﺮوﺟﻬﺎ ﺿ ّﺪ "اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت اﻟﻜﺒﺮى" ،ووﻓﻘًﺎ ﻟﺘﻌﺒﻴﺮهﺎ :ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﺎوﻟﺖ ﺷﺮح ﻇﻮاهﺮ
ﺷﻤﻮﻟﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺎرآﺴﻴﺔ وﺣﺘﻰ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻴﺔ ،وإذا آﺎن ﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ وﺟﻮد ﻟﻤﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﻜﻮﻟﻮﻧﻴﺎﻟﻴﺔ،
ﻓﻠﻴﺲ ﺛﻤﺔ ﻣﻜﺎن ﻓﻲ واﻗﻊ اﻟﻌﻮﻟﻤﺔ ﻟﻠﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،ﻻ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺎً ،وﻻ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴًﺎ وﻻ أﺧﻼﻗﻴًﺎ .ﻟﻜﻦ ،ﻳﺘﻀﺢ أﻧﻪ
ﻳﻮﺟﺪ ﻣﻜﺎن ﻟﻠﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،وأن اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ ﻻ ﻳﺰال ﻳﺸﻐﻞ ﻟﻴﺲ ﺑﺎل اﻟﺪول اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ اﻟﻔﺘﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻗﺎﻣﺖ
ﻋﻠﻰ أﻧﻘﺎض اﻹﻣﺒﺮاﻃﻮرﻳﺎت اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،وإﻧّﻤﺎ ﺑﺎل اﻟﻄﺮف اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ،أي أوروﺑﺎ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺑﺪأت
روﻳﺪًا روﻳﺪًا ﻣﻊ ﺗﻮﺣّﺪهﺎ وإﻟﻐﺎء اﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﺑﻴﻨﻬﺎ ،ﺗﻨﺸﻐﻞ آﺜﻴﺮًا هﻲ أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﻌﺮﻳﻔﺎت
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اﻟﺜﻘﺎﻓﻴﺔ واﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺎت اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴّﺔ ﻓﻲ داﺧﻠﻬﺎ.
ﻟﻘﺪ وﺟﺪ هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ ،اﻟﺬي ﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺣﺪاﺛﻮي ،اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺬي آﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﻠﻮّح ﺑﻪ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﺔ ﺿﺪ
اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﺔ ،آﺄداة ﻣﻨﺎﺳﺒﺔ ﺟﺪا ﻟﻠﺒﺎﺣﺜﻴﻦ ،ﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻟﺘﺤﻠﻴﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺤﺪث ،ﺑﻞ أﻳﻀًﺎ ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ أﻗﻞّ ،آﺄداة
ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ اﻷﻣﺮ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ .أي ،ﺑﻨﺎء وﺗﻌﺰﻳﺰ هﻮﻳﺔ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﺟﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ :ﻗﺎﺋﻤﺔ أو ﻣﺘﺸﻜّﻠﺔ .وﺣﺮب 1948
ﺗﺸﻜﻞ ﻧﻤﻮذﺟًﺎ ﺳﺎﻃﻌًﺎ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص ﻟﻬﺬا اﻟﻨﻮع ﻣﻦ اﻹﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل .ﻓﻠﻴﺲ ﺻﺪﻓﺔ أن ﻳﻌﻮد اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن
ﺧﻼل ﺗﺴﻌﻴﻨﺎت اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ إﻟﻰ اﻻﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل اﻟﻮاﺳﻊ ﻟﻤﺼﻄﻠﺢ "اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ" .وﻟﻴﺲ ﺻﺪﻓﺔ أن ﻳﺘﻢ
إﺑﻌﺎد ﻣﺼﻄﻠﺢ "ﺣﺮب اﻟﺘﺤﺮﻳﺮ" أو اﻟﻤﺼﻄﻠﺢ اﻟﺬي ﻳﺸﻴﺮ ﻟﻠﺘﺎرﻳﺦ اﻟﻌﺒﺮي "ﺗﺸﺎح" )ﺳﻨﺔ 5708
ﺣﺴﺐ اﻟﺘﻘﻮﻳﻢ اﻟﻌﺒﺮي ،أي ﺳﻨﺔ إﻗﺎﻣﺔ دوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ  -اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻢ( ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﻀﺎء اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ،
أﻣﺎم ﻣﺼﻄﻠﺢ "ﺣﺮب اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل" .وﻟﻴﺲ ﺻﺪﻓﺔ أن ﺗﺰداد ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ أهﻤﻴﺔ ﻋﻼﺋﻘﻴﺔ ﻗﺼﺔ
اﻟﺤﺮب هﺬﻩ ﺑﻨﻘﺎﺷﺎت اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ ،واﻟﻨﻘﺎش ﺣﻮل اﻟﺘﺮﺗﻴﺒﺎت اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻴﺔ ،أو ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺆال هﻞ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ أن
ﻼ .ﻟﻘﺪ ﺳﺎهﻤﺖ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻴﺎت أوﺳﻠﻮ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺘﺴﻌﻴﻨﺎت ،ﺑﺒﺪاﻳﺎﺗﻬﺎ وﺑﺴﻘﻮﻃﻬﺎ ،ﻓﻲ ﺷﺤﺬ
ﺗﻜﻮن ﺗﺮﺗﻴﺒﺎت أﺻ ً
اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻲ .وﻳﺒﺪو أن اﻻﻋﺘﺮاف اﻟﻤﺘﺒﺎدل ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻴﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﺬات ،وﻣﺎ أﺛﺎرﻩ ﻣﻦ ﺁﻣﺎل وﻣﺨﺎوف،
دﻓﻊ آﻞ ﻃﺮف إﻟﻰ ﺗﻌﺰﻳﺰ وﻋﻲ ﺧﺼﻮﺻﻴﺘﻪ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴﺔ واﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ.
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻠﻔﻴﺔ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺪﻳﻨﺎﻣﻴﻜﻴﺔ ﺟﺎءت إﺣﺘﻔﺎﻻت اﻟﻴﻮﺑﻴﻞ ﻟﺪوﻟﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻋﺎم  ،1998واﻟﺘﻲ ﻋﺰّزت
ﻟﺪى اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺤﺎﺟﺔ ،ﻓﻔﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻘﺘﻞ رﺋﻴﺲ اﻟﺤﻜﻮﻣﺔ ﺁﻧﺬاك ،ﻳﺘﺴﺤﺎق راﺑﻴﻦ،
واﻟﺸﺮخ اﻟﺪاﺧﻠﻲ اﻟﻤﺘﺰاﻳﺪ ،إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺸﻌﻮر ﺑﻀﻴﺎع اﻟﻔﺮﺻﺔ ،أو اﻟﺮﺑﺢ ،ﻣﻦ ﺗﻼﺷﻲ اﺣﺘﻤﺎل
اﻟﺴﻼم ،ﻣﻨﺤﺖ اﻟﻌﻮدة إﻟﻰ ﺣﺮب اﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل ﻧﻮﻋًﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﺰاء ﺑﺎﻟﺸﻌﻮر "ﻣﻌًﺎ" ،وﺑﻮﺟﻮد هﺪف
 11ﻣﻦ اﻟﻮاﺿﺢ أن اﻟﺴﺮد "ﻋﻤﻞ" ﻓﻲ ﺧﺪﻣﺔ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺎت أﺛﻨﻴﺔ ،دﻳﻨﻴﺔ وﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻣﻨﺬ اﻟﺒﺪاﻳﺔ .ﻟﻜﻨﻨﺎ ﻻ ﻧﺘﻨﺎول ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة هﻨﺎ.
 12ﻓﻮآﻮﻳﺎﻣﺎ ،ﻓﺮاﻧﺴﻴﺲ ،ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ وﺧﺎﺗﻢ اﻟﺒﺸﺮ ،ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻻهﺮام ﻟﻠﺘﺮﺟﻤﺔ واﻟﻨﺸﺮ ،اﻟﻘﺎهﺮة .1993
 13أﻧﻈﺮوا ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﺨﺼﻮص اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻔﻴﺾ ﻟﺪى،
Nancy Partner, “The Linguistic Turn Along Post-Postmodern Borders: Israeli/Palestinian
Narrative Conflict”, Collective Memory, Vol. 39, No. 4, Autumn 2008, pp. 823-845.
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ﺿﺮورﻳﺎ ﻟﻠﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺤﻤﻠﻪ ،وزﻳﺎد ًة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻋﻠﻴﻪ أن ﻳﺠﺪ ﻣﻀﺎﻣﻴﻦ أﺧﺮى ،وأن ﻳﺼﺒﺢ ﺳﺮدًا ﺁﺧﺮ
إذا ﺗﻄﻠﺒﺖ ذﻟﻚ ﻇﺮوف اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ وﺗﻮﻗّﻌﺎت اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ ،ﻓﻠﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ وﻇﻴﻔﺔ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ أن ﻳﻘﺪّر ﻓﻴﻤﺎ إذا آﺎن اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ
ﻲ ﺟﺪﻳﺮًا أم ﻻ .وﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻔﻀّﻞ أن ﻳﻨﺘﻈﺮ ﺑﻀﻌﺔ ﻋﻘﻮد آﻲ ﻳﺒﺪأ اﻹهﺘﻤﺎم ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴّﺔ اﻟﻼ
اﻟﻤﻌﻨ ّ
ﺑﺤﺜﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﻌﺎﺻﺮة ،وﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﺤﺮب  91948ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻟﺘﻨﺎ هﺬﻩ.

ﺺ ﺗﻨﺎول اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺎدت ﻟﺪى اﻟﻌﺮب وﻟﺪى
ﺛﻤّﺔ أهﻤّﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﺄآﻴﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ أﻧّﻨﺎ ﻻ ﻧﺮﻳﺪ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻨ ّ
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اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ﻋﺎم  ،1948ﻓﻬﺬا ﻳﻔﻌﻠﻪ آﻞ ﻣﻨّﺎ ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎر ﺁﺧﺮ .ﻧﺤﻦ ﻧﺮﻳﺪ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت اﻵﻧﻴﺔ ﻟﺘﻠﻚ اﻟﺤﺮب،
وإذا وردت هﻨﺎ ﻣﺴﺎﺋﻞ ﺑﺤﺜﻴﺔ ﺣﻮل ﺣﺮب  ،1948ﻓﻬﻲ ﺗﺄﺗﻲ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ ﺗﻨﻈﻴﻢ اﻷﻣﻮر،
ووﺿﻌﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎر ﻳﻤﻜﻦ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ ﻣﻌﻪ ،وﻟﻴﺲ "ﺗﻮﺑﻴﺦ" هﺬا اﻟﺴﺮد أو ذاك ،وﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ﻟﻴﺲ
"ﺗﺼﺤﻴﺤﻪ" ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻟﻢ ﻧﺠﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻀﺮورة آﻤﺆرﺧﻴﻦ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ﺳﺮدﻳﺎت  1948اﻟﻮاردة هﻨﺎ،
واﻟﺴﺆال اﻟﻤﺮآﺰي ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ هﻮ :ﻣﺎ اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ وﻣﺎ اﻟﺬي ﺳﻴﻜﻮن؟ وآﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻧﺮﻳﺪﻩ هﻮ ﺗﻘﺪﻳﻢ
اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺘﻴﻦ ﻟﻠﻘﺎرئ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ واﻟﻘﺎرئ اﻟﻴﻬﻮدي اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،وأﻣﺎم ﻏﻴﺮهﻢ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻬﺘﻤّﻴﻦ
ﻣﻦ ﺧﺎرج داﺋﺮة هﺬا اﻟﺼﺮاع ،ﻟﺘﻌﺮﻳﻔﻬﻢ ﺑﻪ ،إﻧّﻪ هﺪف ﻣﺘﻮاﺿﻊ ﻗﺪ ﻳﺴﺎهﻢ ﻧﻮﻋًﺎ ﻣﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺳﻴﺮورة
ﻣﺼﺎﻟﺤﺔ ﻣﺘﺒﺎدﻟﺔ ،آﻤﺎ ﺳﻨﺒﻴّﻦ ذﻟﻚ ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ.
ﻣﺎ ﻳﻤﻴّﺰ هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ،ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ أﻣﻮر أﺧﺮى ،أن ﻣﺆﻟّﻔﻴﻪ ﻣﺆ ّرﺧَﻴﻦ ﻣﻬﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻣﻠﺘﺰﻣﻴﻦ ﺑﺄﺻﻮل اﻟﺒﺤﺚ
اﻟﻤﺘﻌﺎرف ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻌﺎت اﻟﺒﺤﺜﻴّﺔ ،وﻳﺪرآﺎن ﺟﻴﺪًا أ ّ
ن اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﻤﻌﺎﺻﺮ ﻟﺤﺮب  1948هﻮ
ﺟﻮهﺮ هﺎ ّم ﻟﻔﻬﻢ اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ ،وأداة ﻳﻤﻜﻦ اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎﻟﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ ،وﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ﻻ ﻋﻼﻗﺔ ﻟﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ
ﻲ إﺑﻦ زﻣﺎﻧﻨﺎ هﺬا ﻋﻦ وﺿﻊ إﻧﺴﺎن أو ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ
اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻲّ ،وﺑﻜﻠﻤﺎت أﺧﺮى ،ﻳﻌﻠّﻤﻨﺎ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﻓﻲ اﻟﻮﻗﺖ اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ ،وﻳﻤﻜﻨﻪ أن ﻳﻤﻨﻊ أو ﻳﺘﻴﺢ ﻓُﺮﺻﺎ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻠﻴّﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ أﺧﺮى ،وهﺬﻩ هﻲ
ﻼ(
اﻟﻔﺮﺻﺔ ﻹﺑﺮاز ﻣﻴﺰات اﻟﻤﺆرﺧﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻨﻘﻄﺔ ،ﻓﻤﺎ هﻲ أﻓﻀﻠﻴّﺎت )إن وﺟﺪت أﺻ ً
ن
اﻟﻤﺆرّﺧﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻋﺮﺿﻬﻢ ﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت ﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻲ إﻃﺎر اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺨﻲّ؟ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﺤﻴﺢ أن ﻧﻌﺘﺮف ﺑﺄ ّ
ﻞ ﺟﻮدةً ،ﻟﻜﻦ ،ﻳﺒﺪو ﻟﻨﺎ أن أﻓﻀﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﻤﺆرّخ هﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻗﺪرﺗﻪ
ﺁﺧﺮﻳﻦ ﻳﻤﻜﻨﻬﻢ ﻓﻌﻞ ذﻟﻚ ،ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻻ ﻳﻘ ّ
ﻣﻨﺢ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت ﺑﻨﻴﺔ ﺳﻴﺮورﻳﺔ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ ،ﺗﺠﻌﻞ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻬﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻘﺎرئ ﻓﻬﻢ اﻟﺴﺮد ،ﻟﻴﺲ آﺘﺴﻠﺴﻞ
ﻷﺣﺪاث ﻋﺮﺿﻴّﺔ ،ﺑﻞ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻳﺘﻀﻤّﻦ اﻟﺴﺎﺑﻖ واﻟﻼﺣﻖ ،ﻓﻤﺜﻞ هﺬا اﻟﺘﺴﻠﺴﻞ ﻳﺘﻴﺢ ﻟﻤَﻦ ﻳﻬﺘ ّﻢ ﺑﺎﻷﻣﺮ،
ي ﻋﻤﻞ ،أو ﺣﺪث ﺗﺘﻄﺮّق اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺘﺎن اﻟﻤﻌﺮوﺿﺘﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﻜﻞ ﺗﺴﻠﺴﻞ
ﻣﻌﺎﻳﻨﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﻨﻈﻢ ﻷ ّ
ﻲ هﻨﺎ ،ﻣﻊ اﻟﻌﻠﻢ أﻧّﻬﻤﺎ ﻻ ﺗُﻌﻨﻴﺎن ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺮّة.
ﺗﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺧﺪﻣﺔ اﻟﺘﺴﻮﻳﺔ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ
ﺾ اﻟﻨﻈﺮ ﻋﻦ ﺷﻜﻞ ﺗﺴﻤﻴﺘﻪ ،ﺷﻜّﻞ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺒﺪو ،ﻋﻨﺼﺮًا ﺛﺎﺑﺘًﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺧﻄﺎب اﻟﻨﺎس ﻣﻨﺬ
اﻟﺴﺮد ،وﺑﻐ ّ
ﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻷﺑﺪ ،ﻟﻘﺪ ﺷﻐﻞ "اﻟﺴﺮد" ﻓﻲ ﻣﻔﻬﻮﻣﻪ أﻋﻼﻩ ،ﺧﻼل اﻟﻌﻘﻮد اﻷﺧﻴﺮة ،اﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻷآﺎدﻳﻤ ّ
ن اﻟﺴﺮد ﻳﺠﻴﺪ
اﺧﺘﻼف ﻣﺠﺎﻻﺗﻪ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎصّ ،وآﻤﺎ ذآﺮﻧﺎ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺷﻐﻞ ﺑﺎل اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﺑﻤﺎ أ ّ
ي ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﻮيّ ،إﻟﻰ اﻟﻔﻀﺎء
ﻲ اﻟﻠﻐﻮ ّ
ﺗﻌﺮﻳﻒ ﻇﺎهﺮة هﻲ داﺋﻤًﺎ ﺁﻧﻴﺔ ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﺪﻓّﻖ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﺎﻩ اﻟﻤﻔﺎهﻴﻤ ّ
 9ﻳُﻨﻈﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل ﺗﺠﺮﺑﺔ ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺆرﺧﻴﻦ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ واﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ اﻟﺘﻼﻗﻲ ﺣﻮل ﺳﺮدﻳﺎت ﺑﺤﺜﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺼﺮاع
ﺑﻮﺟﻪ ﻋﺎ ّم ﻟﺪى آﻼ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ،
Paul Scham. Walid Salem, Benjamin Pogrund (Eds.), Shared Histories, A Palestinian-Israeli
Dialogue, California 2005.
 10ﻋﺎدل ﻣﻨﺎع ،اﻟﻤﺘﺸﺎﺋﻠﻮن :ﺑﻘﺎء اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ داﺧﻞ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ،1956-1948 ،ﻣﻌﻬﺪ ﻓﺎن ﻟﻴﺮ وهﻜﻴﺒﻮﺗﺲ هﻤﺆﺣﺎد ،اﻟﻘﺪس
)ﺳﻴﺼﺪر ﺑﺎﻟﻠﻐﺔ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻴﺮوت ،ﺑﻌﺪ ﻓﺘﺮة ﻗﺼﻴﺮة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺻﺪورﻩ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳّﺔ(؛ Motti Golani, The End of the
British Mandate for Palestine, 1948: The Diary of Sir Henry Gurney, St. Antony’s College
Series, Oxford: Palgrave MacMillan, 2009 and, The Last Commissioner, General Sir Alan
Gordon Cunningham, 1945-1948, University of Tel Aviv, Am Oved 2011.
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ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﻴﺮ اﻟﺬاﺗﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ آﺘﺒﻬﺎ أﺑﻄﺎﻟﻪ؟ هﻞ ﻳﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ اﻟﻤﺆرّخ اﻹﻋﺘﻤﺎد ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺎ ﺗﺮوﻳﻪ أﻟﺒﻮﻣﺎت
اﻟﺘﺨﻠﻴﺪ ،وآﺘﺐ اﻟﺮﺛﺎء أو اﻟﻨﺼﻮص اﻟﻤﻌﺪّة ﻟﻠﺘﻌﻠﻴﻢ؟ ﺳﻴﻘﻮل اﻟﻤﺆرّخ ،وﺑﺤﻖّ ،هﺬا اﻟﻤﺼﺪر ﻻ ﻳُﻌﻨﻰ
أﺑﺪًا ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ ،ﺑﻞ ﻳُﻌﻨﻰ ﺑﺎﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ واﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ.
ن اﻟﺨﻠﻞ اﻟﺬي أﻟﺤﻘﻪ اﻟﺰﻣﻦ ،ﻣﺜﻞ اﻟﻨﺴﻴﺎن وﻓﻘﺪان اﻟﻤﺼﺎدر ،ﺳﻴﻌﻤﻞ
آﻤﺎ ﺳﻴﺪّﻋﻲ اﻟﻤﺆرّخ ،وﺑﺤﻖّ ،أ ّ
اﻟﺴﺮد ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺮﻣﻴﻤﻪ ﺑﻨﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ اﺣﺘﻴﺎﺟﺎت اﻟﺰﻣﺎن ،أو اﻟﻤﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﺨﺪﻣﻬﺎ ،ﻓﺎﻟﺴﺮد هﻮ ﺗﻮأم
اﻟﺬاآﺮة ،وأﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ هﻮ اﻟﻮآﻴﻞ اﻷﺳﺎﺳﻲ ﻟﺘﺴﻮﻳﻘﻬﺎ ،هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺴﺮدي ﻗﺎﺑﻞ ﻟﻠﻬﻀﻢ ﺑﺴﻬﻮﻟﺔ ،ﺑﻞ
وﺑﺘﺮﺣﻴﺐ ،ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻣﺠﺎﻻت ﻣﻌﺮﻓﻴﺔ ﻣﺜﻞ ﻋﻠﻢ اﻹﻧﺴﺎن ،دراﺳﺔ اﻷدب ،اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻔﺔ أو اﻟﻠﺴﺎﻧﻴﺎت،
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وﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ ﺑﺎب اﻟﺼﺪﻓﺔ أن ﻳﺮﺗﺪع اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ﻋﻦ ذﻟﻚ.
ﻦ ﻣﺎ ﻻ ﻳﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ ،وﻣﺎ ﻻ ﻳﺠﺐ ﺑﺎﻟﻀﺮورة ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺎﻣﻠﻲ اﻟﺮوح اﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،واﻷﻳﺪﻳﻮﻟﻮﺟﻴﺔ
ﻟﻜ ّ
ﻖ ﻟﻨﺎ ﻃﻠﺒﻪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺆرّﺧﻴﻦ ،ﻓﺎﻟﻤﺆرّخ ﻳﻌﺮف
أو اﻟﺪﻳﻨﻴﺔ )إﻻ إذا ﺗﻮﻗّﻔﻮا ﻋﻦ آﻮﻧﻬﻢ آﺬﻟﻚ( ﻓﻬﻤﻪ ،ﻳﺤ ّ
ﻼ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ،وﺑﺼﻔﺘﻪ هﺬﻩ ﻓﻬﻮ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻨﺎﻓﺴًﺎ ﻟﻪ ،آﻤﺎ ذآﺮﻧﺎ،
أن اﻟﺴﺮد ،ﻓﻲ اﻷﺳﺎس ،ﻟﻴﺲ ﺑﺪﻳ ً
اﻟﺴﺮد ﻳُﻌﻨﻰ ﺑﺎﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ وﺑﺎﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ﻣﻌﺎﻟﺠﺔ اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ دون ﻋﻼﻗﺔ ،وهﺬا ﻣﺎ ﻳﺠﺐ أن
ﻳﺼﺒﻮ إﻟﻴﻪ اﻟﻤﺆرخ اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗﻞّ ،ﻓﻲ اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ أو اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ ،وﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ﻻ ﻳﻮﺟﺪ ﺗﺄرﻳﺦ ﻏﻴﺮ
ﻲ أن ﻳﻌﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ،
ﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺆرّخ اﻟﻤﻬﻨ ّ
ﻣﺮﺗﺒﻂ ﺑﺴﻴﺎﻗﺎت ﺛﻘﺎﻓﻴّﺔ وﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻣﻌﺎﺻﺮة ﻟﻠﻜﺎﺗﺐ ،ﻟﻜ ّ
وﻳﻌﺘﺮف ﺑﻪ وﻳﺤﺎول ﺗﺤﻴﻴﺪﻩ ﺑﺄﻓﻀﻞ اﻷدوات اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﻮﻓّﺮهﺎ ﻟﻪ ﺗﺄهﻴﻠﻪ ،ﺣﻮاﺳﻪ واﺳﺘﻘﺎﻣﺘﻪ ،وﻋﻠﻰ
ﻲ آﻤﺼﺪر ﺷﺮﻋﻲّ ،ﻓﻘﻂ ﻷﻧّﻪ آﺎن ﻣﻨﺬ ﻓﺘﺮة ﺗﺎﺑﻊ ﻟﻠﻤﺎﺿﻲ اﻟﻤﺒﺤﻮث،
اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ﺗﻘﺒّﻞ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ص ﻣﻦ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة
أي ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺤﺒّﺬ أن ﻳﻘﻮم اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻳﺒﺤﺜﻮن ﻓﻲ ﺣﺮب  1948ﺑﺪراﺳﺔ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺨﺎ ّ
اﻟﻤﺒﺤﻮﺛﺔ )أرﺑﻌﻴﻨﺎت اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﻌﺸﺮﻳﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻟﺘﻨﺎ هﺬﻩ( ،اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻊ ﻟﻠﻘﻮى اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻧﺸﻄﺖ ﻓﻲ ﺳﺎﺣﺔ
اﻷﺣﺪاث اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ ذاﺗﻬﺎ.
ﻀﺮّ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ
ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ ﻣﻨﺢ اﻟﺴﺮد وﻇﻴﻔﺔ ﻟﻴﺴﺖ ﻟﻪ ،ﻓﻠﻴﺲ هﻮ وﺣﺪﻩ اﻟﺬي ﻗﺪ ﻳُﻀ ّﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ،ﺑﻞ ﻗﺪ ُﻳ ِ
ﻲ ﻳﺤﺎول ﻓﻬﻢ اﻟﺘﻔﺎﺻﻴﻞ اﻟﺪﻗﻴﻘﺔ ﻟﻤﺎ آﺎن ،واﺳﺘﺤﻀﺎر ﻣﺎ ﺗ ّﻢ
ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺘﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺮد ،ﻓﺎﻟﺒﺤﺚ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
إﻗﺼﺎؤﻩ ،وﻣﻨﺢ اﻟﺠﻤﻴﻊ ﺗﻔﺴﻴﺮًا ﺳﻴﺎﻗﻴﺎ ﻻﺋﻘًﺎ ﺑﺰﻣﻦ اﻷﺣﺪاث ،ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﺒﺼﱡﺮ اﻟﺬي ﺗﺘﻴﺤﻪ
وﺟﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮ زﻣﻦ اﻟﺒﺤﺚ .واﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺬي ﻳﻘﺘﺮﺣﻪ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ﻳﻜﻮن داﺋﻤﺎ ﻣﺮ ّآﺒًﺎ ،ﻣﻠﻴﺌًﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻨﺎﻗﻀﺎت
ي )اﻟﺜﺎﻗﺐ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ،واﻟﺬي ﻳﺘﺠﺎوز اﻟﺨﻠﻔﻴّﺔ واﻷﻣﺰﺟﺔ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺆرّﺧﻴﻦ(،
ﻼ ﻟﻠﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﺘﻔﺴﻴﺮ ّ
وﻗﺎﺑ ً
وذﻟﻚ ﺑﺴﺒﺐ اﻟﻔﺠﻮات اﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎﺗﻴّﺔ اﻟﻘﺎﺋﻤﺔ ﻓﻴﻪ داﺋﻤًﺎ ،واﻟﻨﻘﺎش ﺣﻮل ﺟﻮدة اﻟﻤﺼﺎدر وﻃﺮق
اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎﻟﻬﺎ واﻟﺴﻴﺎﻗﺎت اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﻤﻨﺤﻬﺎ اﻟﻤﺆرّﺧﻮن اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﻮن ﻟﻠﺤﻘﺎﺋﻖ واﻷرﻗﺎم واﻟﻮﺛﺎﺋﻖ.
ﻲ اﻟﻼ ﺑﺤﺜ ّ
ﻞ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﻞ ﻣﺤ ّ
ﻣﻦ هﻨﺎ ،ﻓﺎﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺒﺤﺜﻲّ ﻻ ﻳﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ ،وﻻ ﻳﺠﺐ ،أن ﻳﺤ ّ
ﻲ )اﻟﺬي
ﻧﻌﺮﺿﻪ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻨﺺ( اﻟﺬي ﻳﻜﻮن داﺋﻤًﺎ أآﺜﺮ ﺑﺴﺎﻃ ًﺔ وﻏﻴﺮ ﻗﺎﺑﻞ ﻟﻠﺘﺄوﻳﻞ ،وﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﻳﻜﻮن أآﺜﺮ
8
وﺿﻮﺣًﺎ ﻟﻤَﻦ ﻻ ﻳُﻌﻨﻰ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ،واﻷﻣﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ ﻋﺎﻃﻔﻴﺎ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ.
ﻟﻘﺪ ذهﺐ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻬﺠﻴﺘﻪ اﻟﻤﺮآﺒﺔ واﻟﻨﻘﺪﻳﺔ ،ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎﻟﺔ ﺣﺮب  ،1948أﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﺮد .ﻟﻜﻦ ،إذا ﻓﺘﺸﻨﺎ
ﻋﻤّﺎ ﻳﺒﺤﺚ ﻋﻨﻪ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﻼ ﺑﺤﺜﻲّ ،ﻓﺴﻨﺠﺪ داﺋﻤًﺎ أﻧّﻪ ﻣﺸﻮّش ،ﻏﻴﺮ دﻗﻴﻖ ،ﺑﻞ وآﺎذب،
أﻳﻀًﺎ ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ اﻟﺬي ﻳﺨﺪم ﻣﺠﻤﻮﻋﺔ )ﺣﺘﻰ وإن آﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ،ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ( ،أن ﻳﻜﻮن ﺑﺴﻴﻄًﺎ،
ﻣﺘﻨﺎﻏﻤًﺎ وﻳﺘﻴﺢ ﺑﻠﻮرة وﻋﻲ ﻣﺸﺘﺮك ،وﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻟﺴﺮد أن ﻳﺘﺬآّﺮ ،وﻋﻠﻴﻪ أن ﻳﻨﺴﻰ أﻳﻀًﺎ ،ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻳﻜﻮن ذﻟﻚ

ﻲ ﻣﻦ أه ّﻢ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻌﺒّﺮ ﻋﻨﻬﺎ،
 7ﺑﺨﺼﻮص ارﺗﺪاع اﻟﻤﺆرّﺧﻴﻦ ﻋﻦ اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل ﻣﺮﺟﻌﻴﺔ اﻟﺬاآﺮة اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴّﺔ ،واﻟﺘﻲ ﻳُﻌﺘﺒﺮ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
اﻧﻈﺮوا:
The American Alon Confino, “Collective Memory and Cultural History: Problems of Method”,
Historical Review, Vol. 102, No. 5 (Dec., 1997), pp. 1386-1403.
ي وذاآﺮة ﻳﻬﻮدﻳﺔ ،ﻋﺎم ﻋﻮﻓﻴﺪ ،ﺗﻞ أﺑﻴﺐ
 8ﻟﻼﺳﺘﺰادة ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻤﻮﺿﻮع ،اﻧﻈﺮوا :ﻳﻮﺳﻒ ﺣﺎﻳﻢ ﻳﺮوﺷﻠﻤﻲ ،ﺗﺬآّﺮ :ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ ﻳﻬﻮد ّ
) 1988ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ(.
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اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪﻳﻦ ﻣﻤّﻦ ﺳﺒﺮوا ﻏﻮر ﺟﺬور ﻣﻔﻬﻮﻣﻪ اﻟﻤﺒﺪﺋﻲ اﻟﻌﻤﻴﻖ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﻮيّ ،ﺑﻞ وﻟﺪى ﻣﻦ
ي ﻓﺎﻋﻼً ،أو ﺳﺎﺑﻘًﺎ ،أو ﺣﺘﻰ
ﻓﻌﻠﻮا ذﻟﻚ ﺑﺪرﺟﺔ أﻗﻞّ ،وﻟﻴﺲ ﺑﺎﻟﻀﺮورة أن ﺗﻜﻮن ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺣﺪاﺛﻮ ّ
ﻞ ﻣﺤﺎوﻟﺔ ﻓﻬﻤﻬﺎ( آﻈﺎهﺮة إﻧﺴﺎﻧﻴّﺔ وﺛﻘﺎﻓﻴﺔ
ﻣﻨﺎهﻀﺎ ﻟﻠﻈﺎهﺮة ،آﻲ ﺗﻘﺒﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺔ )أو ﻋﻠﻰ اﻷﻗ ّ
ﻗﺪﻳﻤﺔ وﺁﻧﻴﺔ داﺋﻤًﺎ ،أﺳﺎﺳﻬﺎ اﻟﺤﺎﺟﺔ اﻹﻧﺴﺎﻧﻴّﺔ واﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ ﻟﺮواﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ ،ﻣﻦ وﺟﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮ اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ
5
وﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ.
ن
ﻳﺼﻌﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﺗﻘﺒّﻞ اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﺴﺮدي ،وﺛﻤّﺔ أﺳﺒﺎب ﻋﺪﻳﺪة وﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﻟﺬﻟﻚ ،ﻟﻜﻦ آﻤﺎ ﻳﺒﺪو ،ﻓﺈ ّ
ن اﻟﺴﺮد ُﻳﺘّﻬﻢ داﺋﻤًﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﻴّﺔ ،وﺑﺄﻧّﻪ ﺑﻤﺜﺎﺑﺔ ﻗﻄﻌﺔ اﻟﻘﻤﺎش اﻟﺤﻤﺮاء ﻟﻤﻌﺎرﺿﻲ ﻣﺎ
اﻟﺴﺒﺐ اﻷه ّﻢ هﻮ أ ّ
ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﺔ ،وأﻳﻀًﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻷﺻﺤﺎب وﺟﻬﺎت اﻟﻨﻈﺮ اﻟﺮاﺳﺨﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎم .آﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﺤﺮي ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ
ﻳﺠﺮي اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻋﻦ أﺟﻨﺪة ﻗﻮﻣﻴّﺔ ،ﺛﻘﺎﻓﻴّﺔ ،ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴّﺔ ،ﺗﺮﺑﻮﻳّﺔ ،وﻓﻲ ﺳﻴﺎق هﺬا اﻟﻨﻘﺎش أﺟﻨﺪة ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴّﺔ
واﺿﺤﺔ ﻟﻤَﻦ ﻳﺆﻣﻦ ﺑﻬﺎ .ﻓﻠﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺼﻌﻮﺑﺔ ﺑﻤﻜﺎن ﻓﻬﻢ ﻟﻤﺎذا ﻳﺴﺘﺼﻌﺐ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺰﻋﻤﺎء،
اﻟﻤﺮﺑّﻴﻦ ،اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﻴﻦ وأﺻﺤﺎب أﺟﻨﺪات إﻳﺪﻳﻮﻟﻮﺟﻴﺔ )ودﻳﻨﻴﺔ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ( ،ﺑﻞ وﻳﺮﻓﻀﻮن اﻹﻋﺘﺮاف
6
ﻲ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص.
ﺑﻮﺟﻮد ﺳﺮد ﺁﺧﺮ آﻜﻴﺎن )ﻧﺎهﻴﻚ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺘﻔﺴﻴﺮات( ﻗﺎﺋﻢ وﻓﺎﻋﻞ ،وﺷﺮﻋ ّ
اﻷﻣﻮر أﻋﻼﻩ ﺻﺤﻴﺤﺔ ،ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ،أﻳﻀًﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺘﻌﻠّﻖ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺮد ﻏﻴﺮ اﻟﺒﺤﺜﻲّ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ،ﻣﺎذا ﺑﺨﺼﻮص
اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺒﺤﺜﻲّ ﺣﻮل "ﻣﺎ آﺎن" ،ﺣﻮل اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ،واﻟﺬي ﻳﻘﻊ ﺗﺤﺖ اﻟﺘﺼﻨﻴﻒ اﻟﻤﻌﺮوف ﺑـ"اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ"؟
ﻲ" ﻻ ﻳﻤﻨﻊ ﻣﻦ ﻳﺮﻏﺐ ﺑﺪراﺳﺔ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ أو ﺗﺪرﻳﺴﻪ ،واﻷه ّﻢ ﻣﻦ
اﻹﻋﺘﺮاف ﺑﻮﺟﻮد "ﺳﺮد ﺗﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﻳﺮﻳﺪ ﺗﻄﻮﻳﺮ ﺑﺤﺚ وﺗﺄرﻳﺦ ﺟﺪﻳﺮﻳﻦ ﺑﺈﺳﻤﻴﻬﻤﺎ وﺑﻤﻔﻬﻮﻣﻬﻤﺎ اﻟﺒﺴﻴﻂ :آﺘﺎﺑﺔ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ﺑﺄدوات ﻗﺎﺑﻠﺔ
ﻟﻠﻔﺤﺺ ،اﻟﻨﻘﺪ واﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﺘﻔﺴﻴﺮي .ﻳﺒﺮز ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ أوﻟﺌﻚ اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻻ ﻳﺴﺘﺼﻌﺒﻮن ﻗﺒﻮل اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل اﻟﺴﺮد
اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ ،اﻟﻤﺆرﺧﻮن اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻴﻮن أﻧﻔﺴﻬﻢ ،ﻓﻬﻢ ﻳﻮاﺟﻬﻮن ،أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ،ﺻﻌﻮﺑﺎت ﻓﻲ ذﻟﻚ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻘﻴﺔ
زﻣﻼﺋﻬﻢ ،ﻓﻲ اﻷآﺎدﻳﻤﻴﺔ ﻋﻤﻮﻣًﺎ وﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺎل اﻟﻌﻠﻮم اﻹﻧﺴﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎصّ ،ﻓﻲ ﺗﻘﺒﻞ اﻟﻮﺟﻮد ﻏﻴﺮ
اﻟﻤﺴﺘﺴﺎغ ﻟﻠﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ،وﺑﺎﻷﺧﺺ ﻳﺴﺘﺼﻌﺒﻮن ﻣﻨﺤﻪ اﻟﺸﺮﻋﻴﺔ.
ﻲ ﻟﻠﺴﺮد ﻳﺠﻌﻠﻪ ﻣﺮﻓﻮﺿًﺎ ﻟﺪى اﻟﻘﻴﻤﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻲ ﺻﺎﺣﺐ اﻟﺘﺮاث
ﻓﺎﻟﻤﻔﻬﻮم اﻟﻨﺴﺒ ّ
اﻟﻮﺿﻌﻲ اﻟﻤﺘﻴﻦ ،اﻟﺬي ﺗﺸﻜﻚ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﺔ ﺑﻤﺠﺮد وﺟﻮدﻩ ،وﺧﺎﺻﺔ ﺑﺄﺳﺴﻪ اﻷآﺜﺮ ﻣﺤﺎﻓﻈﺔ ،ﻟﻜﻦ
اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻲ ﺑﺠﻤﻴﻊ أﻟﻮاﻧﻪ )ﻟﺪى اﻟﻤﻨﻔﺘﺤﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻮﺟّﻬﺎت ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ،أﻳﻀًﺎ( ﻳﻌﺘﻤﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺼﺎدر
اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ ﻗﻴﺎس ﻣﺼﺪاﻗﻴﺘﻬﺎ ﺑﺄدوات ﻣﺘﻌﺎرف ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ،ﻓﺎﻟﻤﺆرخ اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻲ ﻳﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ أن ﻳﺸﺮح ﻟﻨﻔﺴﻪ
ﺳﺠّﻞ ﺧﻼل ﻟﻘﺎء واﺣﺪ ،وﻣﺘﻰ آﺎن ذﻟﻚ ،وﻓﻲ
وﻟﻘﺮاﺋﻪ ﻣﻴﺰات وﺳﻴﺌﺎت اﻟﻤﺤﻀﺮ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﺰل اﻟﺬي ُ
ي ﺳﻴﺎق ،وﻣﻦ ﺣﻀﺮ أو ﻟﻢ ﻳﺤﻀﺮ ،ﻣﻦ آﺘﺒﻪ ،ﺑﻞ أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ﻣﻦ راﺟﻌﻪ ،ﻋﺪّﻟﻪ أو ﻧﻘّﺤﻪ؟ وﻣﺎ إﻟﻰ
أ ّ
ذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻘﺎﻳﻴﺲ اﻟﻘﺎدرة ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺤﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﺼﺪاﻗﻴﺘﻪ آﻤﺼﺪر ﻣﻮﺛﻮق ﻟﻌﻤﻞ اﻟﻤﺆرّخ اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻲ ،وﻳﺼﺢ
اﻷﻣﺮ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻴﻮﻣﻴﺎت ،اﻟﺘﻘﺎرﻳﺮ اﻟﻤﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،ﻗﺎﺋﻤﺔ اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮﻳﺎت ،وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﺎدر
ﻦ هﻞ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ اﻟﺴﺮد أن ﻳﻜﻮن ﻣﺼﺪرًا ﻣﻮﺛﻮﻗًﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﺆرّخ؟ هﻞ ﻳﻤﻜﻦ
اﻟﻌﺠﻴﺒﺔ اﻟﻐﺮﻳﺒﺔ ،ﻟﻜ ّ
اﻹﻋﺘﻤﺎد ﻋﻠﻴﻪ آﻤﺼﺪر ﻟﺮواﻳﺎت اﻷﻓﺮاد ،اﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋﺎت ،اﻟﺸﻌﺐ؟ هﻞ ﻳﺴﺘﻄﻴﻊ آﺎﺗﺐ اﻟﺴﻴﺮة اﻹﻋﺘﻤﺎد
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ﻟﻼﺳﺘﺰادة ،اﻧﻈﺮواDaniel Bar-Tal and Gavriel Salomon, “Israeli-Jewish Narratives of the Israeli- :
Palestinian Conflict, Evolution, Contents and Consequences”, Rotberg R. (Ed.), Israeli and
Palestinian Narratives of Conflict: History’s Double Helix, Indiana University Press 2006,
pp. 19-20.
ﻲ ﻣﻌﻴّﻦ .ﻓﻬﻜﺬا هﻮ اﻷﻣﺮ ﻓﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ وﺧﺎرﺟﻬﺎ ،ﻟﺪى اﻟﻴﻬﻮد وﻟﺪى اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ،
هﺬا اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ ﻻ ﻳﻘﺘﺼﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻃﺮف ﺳﻴﺎﺳ ّ
وآﺬﻟﻚ ﻓﻲ أﻣﺎآﻦ أﺧﺮى ﻓﻲ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ ،اﻧﻈﺮوا ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﺒﻴﻞ اﻟﻤﺜﺎل :ﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﻤﻴﻦ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ ﻣﻮﺷﻴﻪ ﺁرﻧﺲ" ،ﻻ ﻳﻮﺟﺪ ﺳﺮد ،هﻨﺎﻟﻚ
ﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨﻴّﺔ" ،هﺂرﺗﺲ 3 ،ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷوّل  .2010ﺣﺴﺐ رأﻳﻪ ،اﻟﺴﺮد هﻮ "رزﻣﺔ أآﺎذﻳﺐ" ،ﺑﻴﻨﻤﺎ "اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ" ،ﻟﺬﻟﻚ،
ﻲ ﻟﻴﺲ ﺳﺮدًا" ،ﻳﺪﻳﻌﻮت
ﻓﺎﻵﺧﺮ ﻳﺘﺤﺪّث ﻋﻦ اﻟﺴﺮد ،وأﻧﺎ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ،وﻣﻦ اﻟﻴﺴﺎر/اﻟﻤﺮآﺰ دوف ﺑﻴﻦ ﻣﺌﻴﺮ" ،اﻟﺘﺸﻮﻳﻪ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
أﺣﺮوﻧﻮت 7 ،ﺗﺸﺮﺑﻦ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ )ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳّﺔ(.

ﻲ واﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ
ﻲ اﻟﻘﻮﻣ ّ
ﺣﻮل اﻟﺴﺮد ،اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ي إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲّ ،ﺣﻮل ﺣﺪث ﻣﺆﺳّﺲ
ﻲ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲّ ،واﻟﺜﺎﻧﻲ ﻳﻬﻮد ّ
ﻳﺘﻨﺎول هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ﺳَﺮدﻳﻦ :واﺣﺪ ﻋﺮﺑ ّ
ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻜﻼ اﻟﺸﻌﺒﻴﻦ :ﺣﺮب  3.1948وهﺬا اﻟﻨﻮع ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﻘﺎش ﻳﺘﻄﻠﺐ ﻣﻘﺪّﻣﺔ ﺗﻮﺿﻴﺤﻴﺔ ﻗﺼﻴﺮة،
اﻟﻤﺼﻄﻠﺢ اﻟﻼﺗﻴﻨﻲ ”) “narrativeﺳﺮد( اﻟﺬي اﻧﺘﻘﻞ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻔﺮﻧﺴﻴّﺔ وﻣﻨﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻹﻧﻜﻠﻴﺰﻳﺔ ،هﻮ ﻓﻲ
ﻲ ﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺗﺘﺎﺑﻊ اﻷﺣﺪاث ﻓﻲ اﻟﻘﺼّﺔ ،وﻋﺎدة ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺗﺴﻠﺴﻞ زﻣﻨﻲّ ،ﻣﻦ ﻣﻨﻈﻮر
اﻷﺳﺎس ﻣﺼﻄﻠﺢ أدﺑ ّ
اﻟﺮاوي أو اﻟﺮواة ،ﻓﺎﻟﺴﺮد ﻳﺮﺗﺒﻂ داﺋﻤًﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﺰﻣﻦ ،اﻟﺜﻘﺎﻓﺔ ،اﻟﺴﻴﺎق ،واﻟﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﺸﺨﺼﻴﺔ واﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ
)اﻟﻌﺎﺋﻠﻴﺔ ،اﻟﻘﺒﻠﻴﺔ ،اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴﺔ( واﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ وﻣﺎ ﺷﺎﺑﻪ ذﻟﻚ ،ﻓﺎﻟﺴﺮد ﻓﻲ ﻧﻬﺎﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻄﺎف ﻋﺒﺎرة ﻋﻦ ﺗﻔﺴﻴﺮ
ﺑﻮاﺳﻄﺔ ﻗﺼﺔ ،ﻳﺤﺎول ﺗﻮﺿﻴﺢ أو ﺗﻔﻜﻴﻚ ﻇﻮاهﺮ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،ﻣﺤﻠﻴّﺔ أو ﻋﺎﻟﻤﻴّﺔ ،ﻗﺪ ﻳﻜﻮن هﺬا اﻟﺴﺮد
ﺑﺤﺜﻴﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺠﺎﻻت ﻣﻌﺮﻓﻴﺔ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ،وﻗﺪ ﻳﻜﻮن ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻴﺎ ،ﺗﺮﺑﻮﻳﺎ ،دﻳﻨﻴﺎ ،ﺷﻌﺒﻴﺎ ،ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺎ أو ﺧﻠﻄﺎ ﻟﻬﺎ
آﻠﻬﺎ.
ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ،ﻧﺴﺘﻌﻤﻞ ،ﻣﻦ ﺿﻤﻦ ﻋﺎﺋﻠﺔ اﻟﺴﺮدﻳّﺎت ،اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲ ،اﻟﺬي ﻳﻬﺘ ّﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ.
ﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ
وهﻮ ﻳﻈﻬﺮ ،إﻣّﺎ ﻋﻦ ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﻋﻤﻞ اﻟﻤﺆرّخ اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻲّ ،أو ﺑﺸﻜﻠﻪ اﻷآﺜﺮ إﻧﺘﺸﺎرًا آﺴﺮد ﻣﺒﻨ ّ
أﺳﺎس اﻟﺬاآﺮة اﻟﺸﺨﺼﻴﺔ ،أو اﻟﺬاآﺮة اﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ ،ﻳﺴﺘﻌﻤﻞ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲّ ،آﻤﺎ اﻟﺬاآﺮة-اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ-
ﻣﻨﻄﻠﻘًﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻄﻠّﻌﺎت اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ وﺿﺎﺋﻘﺘﻪ ،ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ ،ﻓﻠﻴﺲ ﺻﺪﻓﺔ أن "ﻳﺘﺨﻔّﻰ" اﻟﺴﺮد
اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻲّ ،أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺷﻜﻞ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ اﻟﺒﺤﺜﻲّ ،وإن آﺎن ذﻟﻚ ﻷﻧّﻨﺎ ﻧﺠﺪﻩ ﻋﺎد ًة ﻳﺴﺘﻌﻤﻞ ﻟﻐﺔ وﺗﻘﻨﻴّﺎتِ
ن اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ هﻨﺎ هﻮ ﻋﻦ ﺳﺮد
اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺦ ،وإذا أردﻧﺎ أن ﻧﺮآﺰ ﻣﻮﺿﻮﻋﺔ هﺬا اﻟﻨﺺّ ،ﻓﻴﻤﻜﻨﻨﺎ اﻟﻘﻮل إ ّ
ﻲ ﻗﻮﻣﻲّ ،ﻳﺸﻤﻞ داﺧﻠﻪ اﻟﺮوح اﻟﻘﻮﻣﻴّﺔ ،ﺑﻜﻠﻤﺎت أﺧﺮى ﻋﺎد ًة ﻣﺎ ﻳﻜﻮن ﻟﻠﺴﺮد
ﻲ ﺟﻤﺎﻋ ّ
ﺗﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﻲ ﻣﻜﺎﻧًﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻠﺐ روح اﻟﻘﻴﻢ اﻟﺠﻤﻌﻴّﺔ.
اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﻲ ﻣﻨﻪ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص ،ﻟﻴﺲ اﺧﺘﺮاﻋًﺎ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺣﺪاﺛﻮيّ ،ﻳﺤﻮل هﺬا اﻹﻋﺘﻘﺎد
اﻟﺴﺮد ﻋﺎﻣﺔً ،واﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
أﺣﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ،دون دراﺳﺔ هﺬﻩ اﻟﻈﺎهﺮة ،واﻷﺧﻄﺮ أﻧّﻪ ﻳﺪﻓﻊ ﺑﺮاﻓﻀﻲ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﺔ إﻟﻰ ﻋﺪم ﺗﻘﺒﻞ
ﻲ )وهﻮ أﺳﺎس ﻣﺎ ﻧﻬﺘ ّﻢ ﺑﻪ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻨﻘﺎش ،وﻣﻦ اﻵن ﻓﺼﺎﻋﺪًا،
اﻟﺴﺮد ،ﻟﻘﺪ آﺎن اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ﻲ( وﻻ ﻳﺰال أداة هﺎﻣّﺔ ﻟﺪراﺳﺔ اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ،
آﻠّﻤﺎ ﺗﺤﺪّﺛﻨﺎ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺴﺮد ﻓﻨﺤﻦ ﻧﻘﺼﺪ اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
ص ﺗﻮرﻳﺜﻪ ﻟﻸﺟﻴﺎل اﻟﻘﺎدﻣﺔ ،ﻣﻦ أﺟﻞ اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ واﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ ،هﻜﺬا آﺎن ﻓﻲ ﻋﺼﺮ
وﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎ ّ
ﻦ ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﺔ ،واﻟﺘﻲ ﺑﻠﻐﺖ أوﺟﻬﺎ ﻓﻲ
هﻮﻣﻴﺮوس ،وهﻜﺬا هﻮ ﻓﻲ ﻋﺼﺮﻧﺎ هﺬا .ﻟﻜ ّ
ﺛﻤﺎﻧﻴﻨﺎت وﺗﺴﻌﻴﻨﺎت اﻟﻘﺮن اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ ،ﻣﻨﺤﺖ هﺬا اﻟﻤﺼﻄﻠﺢ اﻧﺘﺸﺎرًا ﺟﺪﻳﺪًا وﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔًﺎ ،ﺑﺤﻴﺚ
ﻞ
أﺻﺒﺢ ﻳﻬﺪّد ﺑﺘﺸﻮﻳﺶ ﻗﺪرة اﻹﻧﺴﺎن ﻋﻠﻰ دراﺳﺔ اﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ وﻣﻨﺎﻗﺸﺘﻪ ،وﺑﻨﺎ ًء ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻟﺘﻮﺟّﻪ ،آ ّ
ﺷﻲء ﻳﺘﻌﻠّﻖ ﺑﺎﻟﺮاوي وﺳﻴﺎﻗﺎﺗﻪ ﻣﺜﻞ :اﻟﺰﻣﻦ ،اﻟﺜﻘﺎﻓﺔ ،اﻟﻮﺿﻊ اﻻﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻲ واﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻲ واﻻﻗﺘﺼﺎدي
ﻲ .ﺣﻴﺚ ﺗﺄﺧﺬ
ن ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﺔ ،ﻓﻲ ﻃﻬﺎرﺗﻬﺎ ،ﺗﺘﻨﻜّﺮ ﻟﻮﺟﻮد واﻗﻊ ﺗﺎرﻳﺨ ّ
وﻏﻴﺮﻩ .زﻳﺎد ًة ﻋﻠﻰ ذﻟﻚ ،إ ّ
ﻞ ﺻﻴﻐﺔ هﻲ ﺳﺮد وﻻ ﺗﻮﺟﺪ ﺻﻴﻐﺔ ﺣﻘﻴﻘﻴّﺔ
ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻔﺴﻴﺮات إﻟﻰ أﻗﺼﻰ ﺣﺪودهﺎ ،ﻓﻤِﻦ وﺟﻬﺔ ﻧﻈﺮهﺎ ،آ ّ
4
وأﺧﺮى آﺎذﺑﺔ.
ن اﻟﺴﺮد ،آﻤﺼﻄﻠﺢ
ﻓﻲ أﻳﺎﻣﻨﺎ ،اﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺴﻤّﻰ "ﻣﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﺔ" ،ﻳﻤﻜﻦ اﻻدّﻋﺎء ﺑﺄ ّ
ﻲ ﺛﻘﺎﻓﻲّ ،ﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻗﺪ ﺗﺠﺎوز ﻣﻮﺟﺔ ﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ اﻟﺤﺪاﺛﺔ ،ﺑﻞ رﺑﺢ ﻣﻦ ذﻟﻚ اﻟﺸﺮﻋﻴّﺔ ﻟﺪى
اﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋ ّ
3
4

ﺑﺨﺼﻮص ﺗﻌﺮﻳﻔﺎت ﻣﻔﺎهﻴﻤﻴّﺔ ﻣﺮآﺰﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﻨﻘﺎش ﻣﺜﻞ :ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲّ ،إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲّ ،ﺣﺮب  1948وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ،اﻧﻈﺮوا اﻟﻤﻘﺪّﻣﺔ،
ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ.
ي اﻟﺬي ﺻﺎغ ﻣﻔﻬﻮم اﻟﺴﺮد ﻋﺎﻣﺔ ،وﻋﻼﻗﺘﻪ ﺑﻌﻤﻞ اﻟﻤﺆرّخ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎص .أﻧﻈﺮوا
هﺎﻳﺪﻳﻦ واﻳﻂ آﺎن ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ اﻟﺸﺨﺺ اﻟﻤﺮآﺰ ّ
ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﺴﻴﺎق آﺘﺎب ﻣﻘﺎﻻﺗﻪ اﻟﻬﺎ ّم ﺑﻬﺬا اﻟﺨﺼﻮصHayden White, The Content of the Form, Narrative :
Discourse and Historical Representation, Baltimore and London 1989.
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ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻟﻬﺬا اﻟﻤﺸﺮوع أن ﻳﺘﺤﻘّﻖ ﻟﻮﻻ ﻣﺒﺎدرة ودﻋﻢ أﻋﻀﺎء ﻣﺆﺳﺴﺔ اﻟﻌﺪاﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ واﻟﻤﺼﺎﻟﺤﺔ
) (IHJRوﻣﺜﺎﺑﺮﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﺪؤوﺑﺔ ،وﻧﺤﻦ ﻣﻤﺘﻨﻮن ﻟﻬﺆﻻء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺒﺴﺎط اﻟﻨﺎﻋﻢ اﻟﺬي ﻣﻨﺤﻮﻩ ﻟﻨﺎ ﻓﻲ هﺬا
اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ اﻟﻌﺎﺻﻒ ،آﻤﺎ ﻧﺸﻜﺮ زﻣﻼءﻧﺎ ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻻ ﻳﺘّﺴﻊ اﻟﻤﻜﺎن ﻟﺬآﺮهﻢ ﺟﻤﻴﻌًﺎ هﻨﺎ ،ﻣﻤّﻦ ﺗﺤﺪّﺛﻨﺎ
ﻣﻌﻬﻢ ،واﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﻗﺮأوا وﻋﻘﺒﻮا ﺧﻼل اﻟﺴﻴﺮورة اﻟﻄﻮﻳﻠﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻣ ّﺮ ﺑﻬﺎ هﺬا اﻟﻤﺸﺮوع ،ﻟﻘﺪ ﻗﺎم ﻣﺴﺎﻋﺪا
اﻟﺒﺤﺚ ،ﻣﺘﺎن ﺑﻮرد وﺳﻠﻮى ﻋﻠﻴﻨﺎت ،ﺑﻌﻤﻞ دﻗﻴﻖ ،وآﺎﻧﺎ ﺟﺰءًا ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﻮار اﻟﺬي أﻧﺘﺞ هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب
ﺺ وﻣﻨﻌﺎ ﺑﺬﻟﻚ
ﻞ ﻣﻦ د .إﻓﺮات ﺑﻦ زﺋﻴﭫ ود .ﻣﺼﻄﻔﻰ ﻋﺒّﺎﺳﻲ ﺑﻘﺮاءة اﻟﻨ ّ
واﺳﺘﻨﺘﺎﺟﺎﺗﻪ ،آﻤﺎ ﻗﺎم آ ّ
اﻟﻌﺪﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻷﺧﻄﺎء .ﻟﻜﻦ اﻟﻤﺴﺆوﻟﻴّﺔ اﻷﺧﻴﺮة هﻲ ،ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ،ﻋﻠﻴﻨﺎ.
د .ﺟﺮﻣﻲ ﻓﻮرﻣﺎن واﻟﺴﻴﺪ ﻧﻮاف ﻋﺜﺎﻣﻨﺔ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺘﺮﺟﻤﺎ اﻟﻜﺘﺎب )إﻟﻰ اﻷﻧﻜﻠﻴﺰﻳﺔ وإﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ
اﻟﺘﻮاﻟﻲ( ﺑﺤﻜﻤﺔ وﻣﻬﻨﻴﺔ ﻋﺎﻟﻴﺘﻴﻦ ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،ﺑﻞ ﺑﺤﺴﺎﺳﻴﺔ وﺗﻌﺎﻃﻒ ﺗﺮآﺎ أﺛﺮهﻤﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﺼﻴﻦ
اﻟﻤﺘﺮﺟﻤﻴﻦ .وأﺧﻴﺮًا وﻟﻴﺲ ﺁﺧﺮاً ،ﻣﻦ دون ﺷﺮﻳﻜﺘﻲ ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻨﺎ ودﻋﻤﻬﻤﺎ اﻟﺘّﺎم ﻟﻬﺬﻩ اﻟﺘﺠﺮﺑﺔ ﻏﻴﺮ
اﻟﺴّﻬﻠﺔ ،ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻟﻬﺬا اﻟﻤﺸﺮوع أن ﻳﺘ ّﻢ.
ﺺ اﻟﺬي ﻧﻀﻌﻪ ﺑﻴﻦ أﻳﺪﻳﻜﻢ ﻻ ﻳﺘﻄﻠّﻊ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﺪل ،وﻻ ﻳﺘﻮﺧّﻰ اﻟﺪﻗّﺔ اﻟﺘﺄرﻳﺨﻴّﺔ اﻟﺒﺤﺜﻴﺔ،
ن اﻟﻨ ّ
إّ
ﻲ ﻳﻜﻤﻦ ﻓﻲ اﻷﺻﺪاء واﻟﻨﻘﺎش اﻟﺘﻲ ﻧﺘﻤﻨﻰ أن ﻳﺜﻴﺮهﻤﺎ ،آﻤﺎ ﻧﺘﻤﻨّﻰ اﻟﻤﺴﺎهﻤﺔ ،وﻟﻮ
ﻓﺎﻹﻣﺘﺤﺎن اﻟﺤﻘﻴﻘ ّ
ي ﻣﺜﻤﺮ وﻧﺎﺟﻊ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻄﺮﻓﻴﻦ ،ﺣﻮار ﻗﺪ ﻳﻜﻮن ﺑﺤ ّﺪ ذاﺗﻪ ،ﺣﺪﻳﺚ أﻧﺎس أﺣﻴﺎء ﻣﻦ
ﻗﻠﻴﻼً ،ﺑﺤﻮار ﺳﺮد ّ
أﺟﻞ اﻟﺤﻴﺎة ،ﻧﺤﻦ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﺑﺼﻔﺘﻨﺎ أﺑﻨﺎء ﻟﻌﺎﺋﻼت ﻋﺎﻳﺸﺖ اﻟﻠﺠﻮء ،وهﺬﻩ اﻟﺘﺮآﺔ ﺗﻠﺰﻣﻨﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﻤﻞ ،آﻲ ﻻ
ﻳﺘﻜﺮّر ﻣﺎ ﺣﺼﻞ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻴﻬﻮد ،وآﻲ ﻳﺘ ّﻢ إﺻﻼح ﻣﺎ ﺣﺪث ﻣﻊ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﻋﺎم .1948
ﻋﺎدل ﻣﻨﺎع  ،ﻣﻮﻃﻲ ﺟﻮﻻﻧﻲ
اﻟﻘﺪس ،ﺣﻴﻔﺎ
ﺷﺒﺎط 2011
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ﻋﻘِﺪ ﻓﻲ ﺟﺎﻣﻌﺔ ﺑﻴﺮ زﻳﺖ ﻣﺆﺗﻤ ٌﺮ ﺗﺤﺖ ﻋﻨﻮان "اﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﻋﻦ
ﻓﻲ أواﺧﺮ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷول ُ 2010
ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻦ ..ﺛﻐﺮات وﺁﻓﺎق ﺑﺤﺜﻴّﺔ" .وﻗﻒ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﻨﺼّﺔ ﻣﺤﺎﺿﺮ ،ﻣﺆرّخ ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲّ ،وﺗﺤﺪّث ﻋﻦ
ﻲ ﻓﻲ
اﺣﺘﻼل إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻟﻠﺠﻠﻴﻞ ﺧﻼل ﺣﺮب  .1948وﺣﻮل ﺳﺆال هﻞ آﺎن ،أم ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺗﻄﻬﻴﺮ ﻋﺮﻗ ّ
ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺧﻼل ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺤﺮب؟ .ﺗﻌﺎﻟﺖ ﺻﺮﺧﺎت اﻟﻐﻀﺐ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﻀﻮر اﻟﺬي آﺎن أآﺎدﻳﻤﻴﺎ
ﺑﻐﺎﻟﺒﻴّﺘﻪ ،ﻟﻜﻦ ﻗﻠّﺔ ﻣﻨﻪ ﻓﻘﻂ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ ﻃﻼب اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ،ﻣُﺤﺘﺠّﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺠﺮّد اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل ﻣﺼﻄﻠﺢ
"ﺣﺮب  ."1948واﻗﺘﺮح اﻟﻤﻌﻘّﺒﻮن ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻤﺤﺎﺿﺮ اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل ﻣﺼﻄﻠﺤﺎت ﻣﺜﻞ "اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ"،
ﻲ" وﻏﻴﺮهﺎ ،ﻓﺎﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻮن ،ﺣﺴﺐ اﻟﺮواﻳﺔ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴّﺔ،
"اﻻﺣﺘﻼل"" ،اﻟﺘﻬﺠﻴﺮ"" ،اﻟﺘﻄﻬﻴﺮ اﻟﻌﺮﻗ ّ
ﻟﻢ ﻳﺮﻳﺪوا اﻟﺤﺮب ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ،ﺑﻞ ﻓُﺮﺿﺖ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ ،أﻣّﺎ اﻟﻤﺤﺎﺿﺮ اﻟﺬي ﺣﺎول اﻟﺪﻓﺎع ﻋﻦ اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎﻟﻪ
ي "ﺣﺮب  ،"1948ﻓﻘﺎل إﻧّﻪ ﺑﺼﻔﺘﻪ ﻣﺆرّخ ﻣﻬﻨﻲّ ،ﻳﻌﺘﺒﺮ اﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ ،آﻤﺎ ﺑﻘﻴّﺔ
اﻟﻤﺼﻄﻠﺢ اﻟﺤﻴﺎد ّ
اﻟﻤﺼﻄﻠﺤﺎت اﻟﺘﻲ اﻗﺘﺮﺣﻬﺎ اﻟﺠﻤﻬﻮر ،آﻤﺤﺼّﻠﺔ ﻟﻠﺤﺮب أو اﻟﻘﺘﺎل ﻋﺎم  ،1948إﺿﺎﻓﺔ إﻟﻰ ذﻟﻚ،
ن اﻟﺪول اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴّﺔ آﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﺪ أرﺳﻠﺖ
ﻗﺎل إﻧّﻪ ﺣﺘﻰ وإن ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ ﺟﻴﺶ أو ﻗﻮّات ﻧﻈﺎﻣﻴّﺔ ،ﻓﺈ ّ
ﻞ
ﺟﻴﻮﺷﻬﺎ إﻟﻰ اﻟﺒﻼد ،وﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﺆآّﺪ أﻧّﻪ ﻣﻨﺬ ﺷﻬﺮ أﻳّﺎر  1948وﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪﻩ ،آﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﻠﻚ ﺣﺮب ﺑﻜ ّ
ﻦ هﺬا
ن اﻷﻣﺮ آﺬﻟﻚ  -ﻗﺎل اﻟﻤﺤﺎﺿﺮ  -ﻓﻤﻦ اﻟﺠﺪﻳﺮ ﺗﺴﻤﻴﺔ ذﻟﻚ ﺑـ"اﻟﺤﺮب" ،ﻟﻜ ّ
اﻟﻤﻔﺎهﻴﻢ ،وﺑﻤﺎ أ ّ
اﻟﺘﻮﺿﻴﺢ أﺛﺎر ﺑﻌﺾ اﻟﺤﻀﻮر ،اﻟﺬﻳﻦ ﺣﺎوﻟﻮا ﺟﻬﺪهﻢ إﻗﻨﺎع اﻟﻤﺆرّخ -ﺣﺘﻰ ﺧﻼل اﻹﺳﺘﺮاﺣﺔ -ﻟﻤﺎذا
هﻮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺧﻄﺄ.
***

ﻓﻲ ﺗﺸﺮﻳﻦ اﻷوّل  2000اﻧﻄﻠﻘﺖ اﻻﻧﺘﻔﺎﺿﺔ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴّﺔ ،ﺑﻌﺪ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻋﺎﻣﻴﻦ ،وﺑﻌﺪ أن اﺗّﻀﺢ ﺣﺠﻤﻬﺎ،
ن إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻋﺎمّ ،واﻟﺠﻴﺶ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﺧﺎصّ ،ﻏﻴﺮ ﻗﺎدرﻳﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ
واﺗﻀﺢ أ ّ
ﻣﻌﻬﺎ ،أﻋﻠﻦ رﺋﻴﺲ اﻷرآﺎن اﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺣﻴﻨﻪ ،اﻟﻔﺮﻳﻖ ﻣﻮﺷﻴﻪ ﻳﻌﻠﻮن" :ﻟﻘﺪ أﻋﺎدﻧﺎ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴّﻮن إﻟﻰ
ﺣﺮب اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل" .1ﻟﻘﺪ ﺣﺎول ﺑﺬﻟﻚ أن ﻳﺸﺮح ﻟﻺﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻴﻦ وﻳُﺠﺴّﺪ ﻟﻬﻢ ،وﻟﺠﻴﺸﻪ وﻟﻨﻔﺴﻪ ،ﺷﺪّة
ن ﻣﺴﺘﻤﻌﻴﻪ ﻳﺮﻏﺒﻮن
ن هﺬا هﻮ اﻟﻮﺿﻊ ،اﺧﺘﺎر أن ﻳﻘﻮل ﻣﺎ اﻋﺘﻘﺪ ﺑﺄ ّ
اﻟﻤﻮاﺟﻬﺔ ،ﻓﺒﻌﺪ أن اﺗﻀﺢ ﻟﻪ أ ّ
ﻓﻲ ﺳﻤﺎﻋﻪ ،ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ أ ّ
ن ﺣﺮب اﻻﺳﺘﻘﻼل ) ،(1948واﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﻘﻮل اﻟﺮواﻳﺔ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﺔ اﻟﺮﺳﻤﻴﺔ إﻧّﻬﺎ
آﺎﻧﺖ ﺣﺮﺑًﺎ ﻻ ﺧﻴﺎر ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ،ﻟﻌﺪد ﻗﻠﻴﻞ آﺎن اﻟﺒﺤﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻠﻔﻬﻢ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ أﻋﺪاد آﺒﻴﺮة أﻗﻮى ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ،هﺎ هﻲ
ن اﻻﺳﺘﻨﺘﺎج اﻟﻮﺣﻴﺪ اﻟﺬي ﻻ ﻟﺒﺲ ﻓﻴﻪ هﻮ :ﺣﻤﻞ اﻟﺴﻼح ،ﺣﻴﺚ
ﺗﺤﺪث ﻣﺮّة أﺧﺮى ،وﻣﻦ هﻨﺎ ،ﻓﺈ ّ
ﻟﻴﺲ اﻟﻤﻘﺼﻮد اﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎل اﻟﻌﻨﻒ ﻟﺘﺴﺮﻳﻊ اﻟﻤﻔﺎوﺿﺎت ،ﺑﻞ ﺧﻮض ﺣﺮب وﺟﻮدﻳّﺔ ﻓﻌﻠﻴّﺔ ،أو آﻘﻮل
رﺋﻴﺲ ﺣﻜﻮﻣﺔ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻔﺘﺮة ،أرﺋﻴﻞ ﺷﺎرون" ،ﺣﺮب ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺒﻴﺖ".2
ﺗﺸﻬﺪ هﺎﺗﺎن اﻟﻘﺼّﺘﺎن ،أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ آﻮﻧﻬﻤﺎ ﺗﺮوﻳﺎن ﻟﻨﺎ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ،ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﺎﺿﺮ اﻟﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ اﻹﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ،
هﻨﺎ واﻵن.

1

2

اﻟﻔﺮﻳﻖ ﻣﻮﺷﻲ ﻳﻌﻠﻮن ﻓﻲ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻣﻊ ﺁرﻳﻪ ﺷﺒﻴﻂ ،هﺂرﺗﺲ 28 ،ﺁب ) .2002ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ(
http://www.haaretz.co.il/hasite/pages/arch/ArchSearchResults.jhtml?_DARGS=%2Farch%2F
objects%2Ffunctions%2FSearchInArchion.jhtml
راﺟﻌﻮا ﻧﺺ آﻠﻤﺔ ﺷﺎرون ﻣﻦ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ  31أذار  2002ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮاﺑﻂ اﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ )ﺑﺎﻻﻧﻜﻠﻴﺰﻳﺔ(:
http://www.jewishfederations.org/page.aspx?ID=76637
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ﺗﻤﻬﻴﺪ
آﺘﺎب "وﺟﻬﺎ اﻟﻌﻤﻠﺔ :اﻹﺳﺘﻘﻼل واﻟﻨﻜﺒﺔ" ،هﻮ ﺛﻤﺮة ﺗﻌﺎون ﺑﻴﻦ ﻣﺆرﺧﻴﻦ ،ﺑﺮوﻓﻴﺴﻮر ﻣﻮﻃﻲ
ﺟﻮﻻﻧﻲ ﻳﻬﻮدي إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻲ ،و د .ﻋﺎدل ﻣﻨﺎع ﻓﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻲ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻮاﻃﻨﻲ إﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻞ .وﻗﺪ أﻧﺘﺞ هﺬا اﻟﺘﻌﺎون
رواﻳﺔ ﻣﺜﻴﺮة ﻟﺴﺮدﻳﺎت ﺣﺮب  .1948رﻏﻢ أن ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺤﺮب ،اﻟﺘﻲ اﺳﺘﻤﺮت  18ﺷﻬﺮًا وﻏﻴّﺮت
وﺟﻪ اﻟﺸﺮق اﻷوﺳﻂ ،ﻗﺪ اﻧﺘﻬﺖ ﻗﺒﻞ أآﺜﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺳﺘﺔ ﻋﻘﻮد ،إﻻ أن ﺻﺪاهﺎ ﻻ ﻳﺰال ﻳﺘﺮدد ﺣﺘﻰ اﻟﻴﻮم
ﻓﻲ اﻟﺬاآﺮة اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ ،وﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻈﻮﻣﺔ اﻟﻘﻮى اﻹﺟﺘﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ ،اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ واﻹﻗﺘﺼﺎدﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ.
اﻟﻤﺆﻟﻔﺎن اﻟﻤﺮﻣﻮﻗﺎن ،آﺘﺒﺎ اﻟﻜﺜﻴﺮ ﻋﻦ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ اﻟﻤﻨﻄﻘﺔ .ﻟﻜﻦ ﺑﺪل اﻹآﺘﻔﺎء ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺰﻳﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﻤﻞ
اﻹﻋﺘﻴﺎدي ،ﻋﻤﻼ ﺑﺸﺠﺎﻋﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻮﻇﻴﻒ ﺗﺠﺮﺑﺘﻬﻤﺎ اﻟﻤﻬﻨﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ هﺬا اﻟﺘﺤﺪي اﻟﺮاﺋﺪ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻮاﺟﻬﺔ
ﻣﻘﺎرﺑﺎت ﻗﻮﻣﻴﺔ ﻣﺘﻨﺎﻗﻀﺔ.
ﻳﺼﺒﻮ هﺬا اﻟﺴﺮد اﻟﻤﺰدوج ﻟﻠﺤﺮب إﻟﻰ ﺗﻘﺪﻳﻢ اﻟﺘﺠﺮﺑﺔ اﻟﺠﻤﺎﻋﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﻔﻠﺴﻄﻴﻨﻴﻴﻦ وﻟﻺﺳﺮاﺋﻴﻠﻴﻦ،
وﻟﺘﻌﺮﻳﻒ اﻟﻘﺮاء ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺤﻘﺎﺋﻖ واﻟﺘﻄﻮرات اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ اﻟﺮﺋﻴﺴﻴﺔ ،وﻋﻠﻰ وﺟﻬﺎت ﻧﻈﺮ وﺗﺼﻮرات
ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﺳﺎهﻤﺖ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻠﻮرة ﻃﺒﻴﻌﺔ اﻟﺼﺮاع وﻣﺠﺮﻳﺎﺗﻪ.
ﻋﻤﻞ د .ﻋﺎدل ﻣﻨﺎع وﺑﺮوﻓﻴﺴﻮر ﻣﻮﻃﻲ ﺟﻮﻻﻧﻲ ﺑﺮﻋﺎﻳﺔ ﻣﺆﺳﺴﺔ اﻟﻌﺪاﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ واﻟﻤﺼﺎﻟﺤﺔ
) ،(IHJRاﻟﺘﻲ ﺟﻬﺪت ﻟﺘﻮﻓﺮ ﻟﻬﻤﺎ ﻣﻮارد وﺑﻴﺌﺔ ﻋﻤﻞ ﻣﺜﻴﺮة .رﻏﻢ اﻟﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺎت اﻟﻤﺘﻮﺗﺮة ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻤﺎ
أﺣﻴﺎﻧﺎً ،ﻓﻘﺪ ﻓﺴﺢ هﺬا اﻟﻌﻤﻞ اﻟﻤﺸﺘﺮك اﻟﻤﺠﺎل ﻟﺘﻄﻮّر اﻹﺣﺘﺮام اﻟﻤﺘﺒﺎدل واﻟﺼﺪاﻗﺔ ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻤﺎ.
ﻼ ﺑﺎﻟﻠﻐﺔ اﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ ،ﺑﺎﻟﻠﻐﺎت اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴّﺔ ،اﻹﻧﺠﻠﻴﺰﻳﺔ واﻟﻌﺒﺮﻳﺔ
ﻳﺼﺪر هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ،اﻟﺬي آﺘﺐ أﺻ ً
ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻮازي.
ﺗﺸﻜﺮ ﻣﺆﺳّﺴﺔ اﻟﻌﺪاﻟﺔ واﻟﻤﺼﺎﻟﺤﺔ آﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻴﻤﻨﺎر زﻟﺘﺴﺒﻮرغ اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺸﺮاآﺔ اﻟﻤﺘﻮاﺻﻠﺔ
ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻤﺎ ،ﺑﺮﻧﺎﻣﺞ "ﺷﺮﻳﻚ اﻟﺴﻼم" اﻟﺘﺎﺑﻊ ﻟﻠﻤﻔﻮّﺿﻴﺔ اﻷوروﺑﻴﺔ ،ﺻﻨﺪوق زﻳﻐﺮﻳﺪ راوزﻳﻨﻎ ﻟﻠﺘﻨﻤﻴﺔ
وﺻﻨﺪوق ﻣﺎك ﺁرﺛﺮ ،ﻋﻠﻰ إﺗﺎﺣﺔ هﺬا اﻟﺒﺤﺚ ،آﻤﺎ ﺗﺸﻜﺮ ﻣﺴﺎهﻤﺎت ﺻﻨﺎدﻳﻖ ﻋﺎﺋﻠﺔ د .رﻳﺘﺸﺎرد
وﺑﺮﻳﺴﻴﻼ هﺎﻧﺖ ،واﻟﺪآﺘﻮرﻳﻦ .روﺑﺮت وﻣﺮﻳﻨﺎ واﻳﺘﻤﺎن.
ﻧﺄﻣﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺆﺳﺴﺔ اﻟﻌﺪاﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺨﻴﺔ واﻟﻤﺼﺎﻟﺤﺔ أن ﺗﺘﻢ ﻗﺮاءة هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ﺑﻨﻔﺲ اﻟﺮوح اﻟﺘﻲ آُﺘﺐ
ﺑﻬﺎ ،ﺑﻨﻈﺮة ﺛﺎﻗﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﻮاﺿﻴﻊ اﻟﺤﺎﺳﻤﺔ ،وﻟﻜﻦ أﻳﻀًﺎ ﺑﻌﻘﻞ ﻣﻨﻔﺘﺢ ﻟﻮﺟﻬﺎت اﻟﻨﻈﺮ اﻟﻤﺘﻨﻮﻋﺔ .آﻤﺎ ﻧﺄﻣﻞ
أن ﻳﺴﺎهﻢ هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب ﺑﻮﺿﻊ ﻗﺎﻋﺪة ﺟﺪﻳﺪة ﻟﺒﻨﺎء اﻟﺴﻼم.
آﺎﺛﺮﻳﻦ ﺳﻴﺴﻲ-ﻓﺎن دِن ﻣﻮﻳﺴﻴﻨﺒﻴﺮخ
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