You deserve to know the facts about....

“Land for Peace”
Can it solve the problems of the Middle East?

There has been much emphasis for years on the “land for peace” formula to solve the
long-simmering problems of the Middle East. Translating this slogan into plain English
means that Israel should surrender Judea-Samaria (the “West Bank”), Gaza and the
Golan to the Arabs. They would establish a Palestinian state. Once that happened, it
is thought that peace and tranquility would soon come to the troubled Middle East.

What are the facts?

M The concept of “land for peace” is a
totally new one in the history of the
world. It was formulated for one pur-
pose only, namely to pressure Israel to
give up territories that it has adminis-
tered since the Six-Day War of 1967, By
its victory in that war, Israel wound up
in possession of these territories. Con-
trary to what many are led to believe,
the “West Bank”, the focus of today's
attention, had never been part of any
Arab country. It was part of Palestine, a
territorial unit that, by the Mandate of the
League of Nations and in line with the
Balfour Declaration, had been designated
as a national home for the Jewish people.
M Thus, while the concept of “land for
peace” is a brand-new one, the concept
that to the victor belong the spoils is as
old as history itself and had really never
been questioned before. Our own
country, of course, following its Mani-
fest Destiny, has benefited greatly and
has consolidated its territory by apply-
ing this motto. But Israel followed a
different path. From the day of victo-
ry in 1967, it waited for an offer of
peace from the Arabs. But that offer
never came. Instead, following the
war, The Arabs pronounced their three
unalterable “nos:” no recognition, no
negotiation, and no peace with Israel.
M In 1977, President Sadat of Egypt
traveled to Jerusalem and presented a
peace plan. The Israelis eagerly
embraced his suggestion. In exchange
for peace and normalization of relations,
Israel returned to Egypt the vast Sinai
peninsula, together with the city of
Yamit; some of the most advanced mili-
tary installations in the world; the port
and naval installations of Sharm-el-

Sheik, which safeguards Israel’s access to
its port of Eilat; and the oil fields Israel had
developed and which had made Israel self-
sufficient in its energy requirements. And,
of course, Israel also gave up the natural
buffer against aggression that the Suez
Canal and the strategic depth of the Sinai
itself provided. It was a first in history.
Never before in the chronicle of mankind
had the victor returned conquered territory
to the vanquished in order to attain peace.
M One would expect that the concept of
“land for peace” would work both ways.
After all, should not the Arabs also make
some territorial sacrifices for peace?
Unfortunately, that is not the case. Every
inch of land held by the Arabs is consid-
ered “holy Arab soil” and its possession
by the “infidels” is inadmissible, intolera-
ble, a blasphemy and a case for “jihad”
(holy war). No compromise, no conces-
sion is ever possible. Sale of land to Jews
is punishable by death. A far as the
Arabs are concerned the “land for peace”
principle is basically a one-way street,.
B The “land for peace” formulation is now
mostly applied to Judea-Samaria (the
“West Bank”), Gaza and the Golan
Heights. Israel’s foes, but also some of its
friends, urge Israel to yield these regions to
the Arabs in exchange for “peace.” But
there is no peace, and no peace will come
about by Israel's giving up these areas of
vital strategic importance to those who are
its sworn enemies and who have declared
over and over again that they wish to use
this land as their launching pad for the
final attempt at the destruction of Israel.
The conflict in the area is not only between
Israel and the “Palestinians.” It is first of all
between Israel and the hostile Arab
nations. With the exception of Egypt,and
now also of Jordan, virtually all of them
are still in a state of war with Israel.

To none of the Arab countries has it ever occurred that they might trade land for
peace—as, for instance, yielding the “West Bank”, Gaza or the Golan to Israel for the
sake of peace and tranquility. Egypt certainly made no territorial or other concessions
for the sake of peace and neither did Jordan, Both countries drove very hard bargains to
which the Israelis, in their unending quest for peace, acceded. There is never any accom-
modation on the part of the Arabs, never even a gesture of tentative friendship. For the
victor to yield land for peace to the vanquished is a new idea—who knows, it might even
be a good one. But it surely would have to work both ways in order to be valid and effective.
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