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VLADIMIR JABOTINSKY’S «IRON WALL»
AND THE ARAB QUESTION IN PALESTINE DURING
THE 1920S

This paper explores Vladimir Jabotinsky’s revisionist Zionism, his «iron wall» concept, and the Arab
question in Palestine during the 1920s. Drawing upon the political accounts by Vladimir Jabotinsky
and the relevant literature on the topic, this study aims to investigate Revisionist Zionism and its ap-
proach toward the Jewish colonization of Palestine and towards the indigenous people of this country
in the 1920s. Through historical and critical analyses of the historical data and other pertinent sources,
the study seeks to gain insights into how as the founder of the Revisionist Zionism Vladimir Jabotinsky
envisioned the future of Palestine, how a Jewish-dominated state ought to be created, and how the
indigenous people should be dealt with by the Zionists. The historical analyses of historical data and a
review of studies have demonstrated that Vladimir Jabotinsky was forced to create Revisionist Zionism
as a response to the British policy of dividing Palestine into two parts in 1921 and to the fierce indig-
enous resistance to Zionism and the Zionist colonization of Palestine. Moreover, the study has likewise
shown that Jabotinsky became convinced that the Zionists could realize their goal of creating a Jewish-
dominated state in Palestine only by erecting a Jewish military fortress, which he termed the «iron wall.»
Hence, Jabotinsky suggested that only an «iron wall» would allow the Zionists to prevail and gain control
over Palestine. In this regard, this study is not only highly relevant from a historical perspective but also
it is pertinent in terms of understanding Israel’s policy towards the indigenous people of Palestine since
1948.

Key words: Jabotinsky, Iron Wall, Zionism, Palestine, Jews, Arabs, Revisionist Zionism.
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Baaaumup XKabOTMHCKMHAIH, «TeMIP KaObIpFa» KOHLLENUMSACDI
xdHe 1920 xbirpsapaarbl MarecTuHapafFbl apab maceaeci

bya Makarapaa Brapmmup XKabOTUHCKMIAAIH PEBUBMOHUCTIK CUMOHM3MI, OHbIH «TeMip Kabbipra»
KoHuenuumschl >xaHe 1920 xbiapapaarbl [arecTrHasarbl apab MaceAeci KapacTbipbirasbl. Baaanmup
XKaboTMHCKMIAIH, casici eHOekTepiHe >KOHe apHaibl 3epTTeyAepre cyiheHe OTbipbin, GyA Makasa
PEBU3MOHUCTIK CUMOHM3MAI >XeHe OHbIH 1920 >blAapapAarbl eBperAepaiH [aaecTrHaHbl oTapaay
MEH OAapAbIH OYA eAAiH 6arbIpFbl XaAKblHA KATbICTbl CasiCaTblH 3epTTeyre OafFbiTTaAfaH. Tapuxu
AEPEKTEDP MEH FbIAbIMU eHOEKTEPAI TapuxM >KBHE CbIHU TaAAQy apKbiAbl BYA 3epTTey PeBM3UMOHUCTIK
CUOHM3MHIH, Heri3iH KaAaylbl Baaaumup >KaboTuHCkuiAAIH MarecTmHaHbIH GoAaLLaFbiHA KATbICTbI,
coHpam-ak, [MarecTMHaAQ eBperAepAiH MEMAEKETIH Kypy >KOHE CMOHUCTEPAIH >KepriAikTi XaAblkKa
KATbICTbl casicaTblHA KATbICTbl KO3KApacblH TYCiHYre TblpblCaAbl. Tapuxu AepekTepAi Taapay XKeHe
3epTTey eHbOekTepiHe WOoAy >kacay Baaammup >KabotuHckumain 1921 >Kbiabl [MaaecTuHaHbI eki
GoeAikke 6GOAY XXOHIHAeri bpuTaHusiHbIH casicaTbliHa XKOHEe >XEPriAIKTI XaAbIKTbIH CHMOHM3MIE >KoHe
[NaAecTrHaHbI OTapAayFa TereyipiHAI KapCblAbIFbIHA >Kayan peTiHAE PEBU3MOHUCTIK CMOHM3MAI KypyFa
MaXOYp 6oAFaHbIH kepceTTi. byraH Koca XKaboTuHCKMIAIH nikipi 6oibiHWA cuoHKcTep MarecTrHaAa
eBpeir MeMAEKeTiH Tek «TeMip KabbipFa», SFHM eBper ackepu GeKiHiCiH caAy apKblAbl FaHa Kypyfa
6OAATbIHbIHA K631 XXeTKeHi aHbIKTaAAbl. OcbliAaiiiia, XKaboTUHCKMI TeK «Temip KabblpFa» CUOHUCTEPAIH
>KeHicke XeTyiHe >koHe [MarecTMHaAa eBpeint MEMAEKETIH KypyFa KOA XEeTKi3yre MyMKiHAIK 6epeai aen
60AxaAbl. OcbiFaH 6arAaHbICTbl BYA 3epTTey TeK TapuMxu TYPFbIAQH FaHA MaHbI3Abl EMeC, COHbIMEH
Katap M3pamabain 1948 xbiasaH 6epi NarecTrHaHbiH, 6aiblpFbl XaAKbIHA KATbICTbl CasiCaTblH TYCIHY
TYPFbICbIHAH AQ ©3€eKTi.

Tynin ce3aep: >KabotuHckuit, Temip kabbipra, cuvoHu3m, [larecTuHa, eBperiaep, apabrap,
PeBM3MOHUCTIK CMOHU3M.
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KoHuenuus «keAre3HoiM cTeHbl» BAaaummpa XKaboTuHckoro
n apabckuii Bonpoc B lNMaaectuHe B 1920-e roabl

B AaHHOM CTaThe paccMaTpyBaeTCsl PEBU3MOHUCTCKMIA CMOHU3M BAaaammumpa XKaboTtuHckoro, ero
KOHLeNuUMs «<KEAe3HOM CTeHbl» U apabckuii Bonpoc B NaaectuHe B 1920-e roabl. Onupasich Ha no-
AUTUUECKME TPyAbl Baaammupa XKaboOTMHCKOro M HayuHble TPyAbl MO TEMe, AAaHHOE MCCAeAOBaHUe
HarpaBAEHO Ha M3yuyeHWe PEBU3MOHUCTCKOrO CUOHM3MA M ero NMoAXoAd K eBPenckon KOAOHM3aLMu
[MaArecTuHbI 1 K KOPEHHOMY HaceAeHMIo 3Toi cTpaHbl B 1920-e roabl. [TocpeACTBOM MCTOPUYECKOTO U
KPUTUUYECKOrO aHaAM3a UCTOPUYECKMX AQHHBIX U APYTMX UCTOUHMKOB AQHHOE MCCAEAOBAHUE CTPEMMT-
CSl MOHSATb KAk OCHOBATE€Ab PEBM3UMOHMCTCKOro cMoHusma Baaammump XKaboTuHCKMIA npeacTaBAasa Gy-
Ayuiee [MaAecTuHbl, Kak AOAXKHO ObITb CO3AAHO FOCYAQPCTBO, YNPABASEMOE €BPESIMU, U KaK CUOHUCTb!
AOAXHbI 00paLLATbCS C KOPEHHbIM HaceAeHUeM. AHAAM3 UCTOPUYUECKMX AQHHbBIX 1 0630p AUTEpaTypbl
nokasaau, 4to Baaammump >KaboTUHCKMIA ObIA BbIHYXKAEH CO3AATb PEBU3MOHUCTCKUI CUOHU3M B OTBET
Ha GPUTAHCKYIO MOAUTUKY pa3aeAeHus [larecTuHbl Ha ABe YacTv B 1921 roay 1 Ha IpoCTHOE Comnpo-
TUBAEHME KOPEHHOI0 HaCeAeHWs! CUOHU3MY W CUOHMUCTCKOM KOAOHM3aumu [MaaecTuHbl. boaee Toro,
MCCAEAOBAHME Tak>Ke MoKaszaAo, uTo YKaBOTUHCKMIA ObIA YOEXKAEH, YTO CUOHUCTbI MOTYT PEAAM30BaTh
CBOIO LIeAb CO3AQHUSI €BPENCKOro rocyaapcTBa B [1aAecTrHe, TOAbKO BO3BEAS €BPENCKYI0 BOEHHYIO
KPernocTb, KOTOPYIO OH Ha3BaA «KEAE3HOW CTeHoM». Takum o6pa3om, YKaBOTUHCKMIA NPEANOAOXKMA,
UTO TOABKO «KeAe3Hasi CTeHa» MO3BOAUT CMOHMCTaM OAEPXKaTb MOOEAY M MOAYUUTb KOHTPOAb Haa [la-
AECTMHOW. B 3Toi CBS3M A@HHOE MCCAeAOBaHME BAXKHO HE TOABKO B UCTOPUYUECKON NepcrekTUBe, HO U
BECbMa aKTYaAbHO C TOUKWM 3PeHUsI MOHMMaHUs NMOAUTUKN M3panAsi B OTHOLLIEHUM KOPEHHOrO HapoAa

[TanecTuHbl ¢ 1948 roaa.

KaroueBble caroBa: JKaboTunHckmi, JKeaesHas cteHa, cMoHm3M, [aaecTmHa, eBpen, apabbl, PeBran-

OHMCTCKMIN CUOHU3M.

Introduction

This study seeks to examine Vladimir Jabotin-
sky’s views about the indigenous people of Pales-
tine during the 1920s after the establishment of the
British mandate in this country. The study specifi-
cally focuses on an in-depth analysis of Jabotinsky’s
historical and political accounts and essays to un-
derstand his «iron wall» concepts to Zionism, how
the Zionist project of colonization ought to be car-
ried out, and how the Zionists ought to deal with
the objection and resistance of the indigenous Arab
population of Palestine to Zionism, Jewish coloni-
zation and an achieving a Jewish majority. Criti-
cal investigation of Jabotinsky’s political views is
highly relevant and pivotal not only for understand-
ing the Zionist approach towards the colonization
of Palestine and the so-called Arab question during
the 1920s but also, it is essential in gaining insights
into the evolution of Zionist practices and policies
toward the native people of Palestine. Furthermore,
this study provides a deeper insight into the current
Israeli policy towards the Palestinian territories and
its inhabitants as well as political ideologies and po-
litical forces within Zionism that are closely affiliat-
ed with Revisionist Zionism spearheaded by Vladi-
mir Jabotinsky during the 1920s as a response to the

British decision to partition Palestine into two areas
as well as the indigenous resistance to Zionism.
Drawing upon the political and historical ac-
counts penned by Vladimir Jabotinsky as well as
upon the relevant literature on the topic, this study
sheds light on the emergence of Revisionist Zionism
in the 1920s and the political views of its founder
Jabotinsky. This study utilizes methods of historical
analysis and data analysis to explore Jabotinsky’s re-
visionist Zionism and its dealing with the so-called
Arab question. This study aims to provide an in-
depth analysis of Jabotinsky’s political accounts of
Zionism and Zionist policy towards the indigenous
people of Palestine, specifically how the strategy
of an «iron wall» was formulated and articulated in
the 1920s. Studies highlight that Jabotinsky’s «iron
wall» was a national Zionist strategy to which all
groups of Zionism eventually subscribed in the pre-
1948 and post-1948 periods. In this case, even if the
Labor Zionism was not in line with the core ideology
of the Revisionist Zionism, the labor governments
of Israel after 1948 not only subscribed to the «iron
wall» concept but also put it into practice for the
indigenous people of Palestine. A prominent Israeli
historian Avi Shlaim points out that the Labor Zion-
ism and the right-wing ultranationalist Revisionist
Zionism diverged in terms of their approach to Jew-
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ish colonization and dealing with the native people’s
resistance to Zionism, yet both of them resorted to
the «iron wall» in building a Jewish dominated state
and transforming Palestine into a Jewish political
entity (Shlaim, 2012, p. 81). Despite a multitude
of conspicuous differences between Labor Zionism
and Revisionist Zionism, they have always agreed
about settling the Palestinian issue.

Materials and Methods

The study is based on the historical accounts,
political essays, and other works of the early Zionist
leaders such as Vladimir Jabotinsky, who was the
right-wing ultra-nationalist Zionist who formed the
Revisionist movement during the 1920s after the
British government partitioned historic Palestine
into Palestine and Transjordan along the Jordan riv-
er, prohibiting Jewish colonization and settlement
on the eastern bank of the river. As a response to the
British decision to divide Palestine and bar Jewish
colonization in Transjordan, Vladimir Jabotinsky
seceded from mainstream Zionism and set up Re-
visionist Zionism, which claimed both banks of the
Jordan River. Specifically, we focus on discussing
and analyzing Vladimir Jabotinsky’s political es-
says written during the 1920s, especially his politi-
cal essay «On the Iron Wall» published in Russian
in 1923. As we seek to understand the Zionist policy
toward the indigenous Arab population of Palestine
from the perspective of Revisionist Zionism and its
founder Vladimir Jabotinsky, it is highly pertinent
and crucial to carry out an in-depth analysis and
breakdown of Jabotinsky’s historical and political
accounts. Although Jabotinsky’s political essays
were penned as a response to the British decision to
separate Transjordan from Palestine and proscribe
Jewish colonization of the eastern bank of the Jor-
dan River, he also increasingly focused on how the
Zionists ought to deal with the so-called Arab ques-
tion, specifically how the Zionists ought to gain the
Arab consent to Zionism and Jewish colonization of
Palestine. In his political essays on Zionism and the
Zionist policy towards the Palestinian Arabs, Jabo-
tinsky concluded that the Palestinian Arabs would
never agree to Zionism, a Jewish demographic as-
cendency and a Jewish state in Palestine.

Vladimir Jabotinsky’s accounts are highly rele-
vant to our study in terms of gaining deeper insights
and understanding of the approaches and strategies
of the proponents of Revisionist Zionism concern-
ing the Arab question in Palestine. In his essays,
Jabotinsky argued that like any other indigenous
people around the world, regardless of their level of
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development, the Arabs in Palestine would always
resist and object to Zionism and would never agree
to a Jewish demographic domination in Palestine.
He pointed out that the indigenous Arabs would al-
ways seek to keep the Arab character and identity of
Palestine and would never allow the Zionists to re-
place the Arabs. From this standpoint, it is essential
to analyze Jabotinsky’s political essays as a pivotal
historical and political source. In addition to the ac-
counts of Jabotinsky, the study draws upon the rel-
evant literature on Zionism and the Zionist coloni-
zation of Palestine. To provide an in-depth analysis
and assessment of historical accounts and relevant
literature, the study employs the method of histori-
cal analysis and historical data analysis. The use of
historical methods allows for a deeper analysis of
historical sources and a critical review of studies on
the topic, as well as for a more objective evaluation
of historical events and developments unfolding in
Palestine during the 1920s due to the Zionist colo-
nization.

Literature review

The study draws upon the relevant literature
on the topic, specifically in analyzing the historical
and political accounts of Revisionist Zionism and
Vladimir Jabotinsky’s views and attitudes towards
the Arab question and implementation of the Zionist
colonization project, the study is engaged in a criti-
cal literature review. To get a proper understanding
of Jabotinsky’s approach and in general the Revi-
sionist Zionism’s strategy towards the Arab ques-
tion, we have critically analyzed the works by Sh-
laim (2012, 2014), Heller (1998), Horowitz (2017,
2021, 2024), Zouplna (2004, 2008), Zureik (2016),
Yiftachel (2016), Tress (1984), Said (1980, 1994),
Pappe (2006, 2014), Masalha (1992, 2000), Rabkin
& Yadgar (2024), Sayegh (1965), Wolfe (2006),
Zhumatay & Yskak (2024a, 2024b), Cook (2008),
Goldstein (2018), Kaplan (2005), Kaplan & Pens-
lar (2011), Khalidi (2020), Davis (1973) and others.
In Shlaim’s works (2012, 2014), a brief overview
of the background of the Revisionist Zionism and
Jabotinsky’s political activism is provided. Shlaim
and other authors point out that Jabotinsky believed
that the Zionist project of settler colonialism in
Palestine could be realized only with the sponsor-
ship and assistance of great powers, namely Great
Britain. Shlaim (2012, 2014), Pappe (2006, 2014),
Horowitz (2017,2021, 2024), Zouplna (2004, 2008),
Goldstein (2018), Masalha (1992, 2000), and other
scholars highlight that Jabotinsky’s «iron wall» was
adopted by his followers and the proponents of the
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Revisionist Zionism as the ideological basis for their
policy towards Palestine and the Palestinian people.

Scholars of settler colonialism around the world
such as Patrick Wolfe call attention to the essence
of settler colonialism, which eventually leads to the
erasure and removal of the indigenous people by
the colonized through various means and methods,
including large-scale violence and ethnic cleansing
(Wolfe, 2006). Scholars of Orientalism and cultural
aspects of colonization focus on how the colonizers
tend to invoke colonial discourses and stereotypes
to justify their conquest, colonization, and subjuga-
tion of the colonized (Said, 1980, 1994). Shlaim ar-
gues that Jabotinsky’s followers seem to have failed
to understand the genuine meaning of Jabotinsky’s
«iron wall» and his strategy towards the indigenous
population of Palestine (Shlaim, 2012, 2014). Stud-
ies indicate that by proposing an «iron wall», Jabo-
tinsky intended to terminate the Arab animosity to-
wards Zionism and the Zionist colonization project,
but not to physically eliminate the Indigenous people
(Horowitz, 2017, 2021, 2024; Shlaim, 2012, 2014).
In the period of the formation of Revisionist Zion-
ism, Jabotinsky is believed not to have harbored any
idea of uprooting the indigenous people of Palestine
to make room for European Jews (Shlaim, 2012,
2014). Quite the contrary, Jabotinsky intended to
grant certain rights to the Palestinian Arabs, yet
Palestine would demographically be dominated by
Jews (Shlaim, 2012). Moreover, unlike other forms
of Zionism, as the leader of Revisionist Zionism, Ja-
botinsky did acknowledge the distinct national char-
acter and identity of the Palestinian Arabs (Shlaim,
2014).

Studies on Revisionist Zionism and Jabotin-
sky’s thought focus on the rise of Jabotinsky as a
political figure, theoretician, and Zionist (Gold-
stein, 2018; Heller, 1998; Horowitz, 2017, 2021,
2024). Jabotinsky’s political essays written during
the 1920s such as the «Iron Wall» and others of-
fered viable solutions to a great deal of issues like
constant conflict with the indigenous Arab popula-
tion over Jewish immigration and colonization, the
British support for Zionism and the Zionist project,
the British decision to divide Palestine into two seg-
ments in 1921 and its consequences for Zionism
(Davis, 1973; Zureik, 2016; Cook, 2008). Scholars
draw attention to the fact that even if Jabotinsky’s
«iron wall» may seem to imply the use of violence
against the native people to carry out Jewish colo-
nization and make them accept Zionism Jabotinsky
articulated a way to establish peace and cooperation
between the indigenous people and the Zionists (Ka-
plan, 2005; Kaplan & Penslar, 2011; Khalidi, 2020).

Nonetheless, even if the «iron wall» concept offered
a violent way of achieving the major goal of Zion-
ism, namely transforming Palestine into a Jewish-
majority country, ultimately Jabotinsky envisioned
peace and coexistence between two ethno-religious
communities in Palestine (Masalha, 1992, 2000;
Rabkin & Yadgar, 2014; Sayegh, 1965; Zouplna,
2004, 2008). Yet a Jewish majority and dominance
in Palestine could only be achieved with violence
and terror against the indigenous people who were
determined to resist Zionism (Pappe, 2006, 2014;
Tress, 1984; Said, 1980, 1994). Thus, the literature
points out that Jabotinsky’s ultimate goal of achiev-
ing a Jewish demographic majority and transform-
ing Palestine into a Zionist political entity could be
realized only through brute force against the Arabs
and coercion of the indigenous people to consent to
Zionism (Heller, 1998; Horowitz, 2017, 2021, 2024;
Yiftachel, 2016).

Results and Discussion

After the British government separated Trans-
jordan from Palestine in 1921, right-wing ultrana-
tionalist Zionists led by Vladimir Jabotinsky set up
Revisionist Zionism. During the British mandate in
Palestine, the British government lent tremendous
support to Zionism and encouraged the immigration
of European Jews to Palestine (Shlaim, 2012, 2014).
Although Britain’s commitment to Zionism was un-
wavering, ironclad, and rock-solid, the British deci-
sion to establish Transjordan and ban Jewish settle-
ment on the east bank of the Jordan River upset and
alienated the right-wing Zionists. This drastic change
in British policy in Palestine induced the emergence
of the Revisionist movement within Zionism. The
leader of the Revisionist Zionism Vladimir Jabotin-
sky had been a leading figure in the Zionist move-
ment, ardently advocating Jewish immigration and
colonization of Palestine, Jewish settlement on both
banks of the Jordan River, and eventually gaining a
Jewish demographic majority in Palestine (Pappe,
2006, 2014). Vladimir Jabotinsky published several
political essays, in which he outlined his vision of
a Jewish Palestine, where through consistent immi-
gration of European Jews this land ought to be trans-
formed into a Jewish majority country. Keeping in
mind the presence of the Arab majority in Palestine,
Vladimir Jabotinsky articulated his views and atti-
tude towards the indigenous people of Palestine who
constituted a demographic majority in Palestine and
achieved a Jewish majority (Yiftachel, 2006). In
1923, he penned his essay titled «The Arab Ques-
tion. On the Iron Wally, in which he highlighted that
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he was believed to be hostile to Arabs and an ardent
proponent of ethnic cleansing of Palestinians from
Palestine to make way for invading Jewish settlers
from Europe (Jabotinsky, 2004, p. 262). Yet he indi-
cated that both assumptions were wrong as his emo-
tional attitude towards the indigenous people was
the same as towards all other peoples, notably polite
indifference (Jabotinsky, 2004, p. 262).

Although Jabotinsky’s worldviews evolved dra-
matically later, in his 1923 essay he positioned him-
self as a more accommodating and softer Zionist.
To be precise, he pointed out that the plan of ethnic
cleansing of the Indigenous people of Palestine to
make room for Jewish settlers was impossible and
infeasible as there would always be two peoples in
Palestine, the indigenous people and European Jew-
ish settlers (Jabotinsky, 2004, p. 262). Moreover, Ja-
botinsky stressed that both peoples would be equal
and treated as such, highlighting: «I am ready to
swear for us and our descendants that we will never
violate this equality and will not attempt to displace
or oppress» (Jabotinsky, 2004, p. 262). Yet he made
it clear that the equality and a balance of power be-
tween these two peoples depend not on the Zionist
attitude towards the indigenous people, but exclu-
sively on the attitude of the latter towards Zionism
(Jabotinsky, 2004, p. 262). It should be noted that
the purported equality between the indigenous peo-
ple of Palestine and Jewish settlers did not neces-
sarily imply forging a multicultural, multireligious,
and multiethnic society where both the natives and
Jewish settlers would coexist side by side in peace.
Palestine had been inhabited by indigenous people
speaking Arabic and practicing Islam, Christianity,
and Judaism for centuries. At the end of the 19th
and beginning of the 20th century with the rise of
Zionism in Europe, Jews from Europe started to im-
migrate to Palestine, building Jewish settlements
(Tress, 1984; Zouplna, 2004, 2008). The leaders and
proponents of Zionism intended to transform Pales-
tine into a Jewish-dominated land and create their
nation-state on that land. In this regard, Vladimir
Jabotinsky knew the indigenous people of Palestine
would never acquiesce in the Zionist efforts to erase
Palestine to pave the way for a Jewish homeland.

As a leading hardliner right-wing ultra-national-
ist Zionist, Vladimir Jabotinsky’s Zionism pursued
a full demographic, cultural, religious, and ethnic
change in Palestine from being an Arab country
into a Jewish-dominated state. So basically, de-
Palestinization and de-Arabization and respectively
Judaization and Hebraizing historic Palestine have
always been at the core of Zionism. As Ilan Pappe
highlighted in this matter, the goal of the Zionists
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has been to take as much Palestinian land as possi-
ble, yet with as few Palestinians as possible (Pappe,
2006). Yet for that Jabotinsky rightly pointed out
that the indigenous people of Palestine would never
voluntarily agree to turning Palestine into a Jewish
state (Said, 1980, 1994). He was certain that vol-
untary reconciliation between the Palestinian Arabs
and Jewish settlers was out of the question and in-
conceivable, even in the foreseeable future. By rec-
onciliation, he meant the indigenous acquiescence
and consent to the Zionist takeover of Palestine. In
this case, Jabotinsky indicated that he had already
realized the impossibility of gaining the volun-
tary consent of the indigenous people of Palestine
to transform this land from an Arab country into a
nation with a Jewish majority (Jabotinsky, 2004,
p- 263).

In contrast to other Zionists, especially Labor
Zionists, Vladimir Jabotinsky was perhaps one of
the most sober and pragmatic figures who displayed
a deep understanding of the mindset, soul, and at-
titudes of the indigenous peoples towards invaders
and colonizers. He demonstrated an in-depth under-
standing of the historical background and contex-
tual factors peculiar to Palestine, indicating that «no
colonization, anywhere, ever, and for no native can
be acceptable» (Jabotinsky, 2004, p. 263). It was
evident that Jews as a religious community had cer-
tain connections, especially biblical links to historic
Palestine. Yet when European Ashkenazi Zionist
colonization started, Palestine was overwhelmingly
an Arab land, being inhabited by a people speaking
Arabic, practicing Islam, Christianity, and Judaism,
who were regarded as part of the greater Arab nation
(Massad, 2003; Morris, 2004). According to Jabo-
tinsky, the Arab majority of Palestine felt that they
were indigenous to this land and were the right own-
ers of Palestine. As a result, this indigenous popula-
tion of Palestine felt intimidated and threatened by
European Jewish immigration and considered the
encroachment of European Jews as a violation of
indigenous rights and trespassing on their property.
In this regard, Jabotinsky knew Arabs would never
voluntarily consent to Jewish colonization and take-
over of Palestine, transforming it into a Jewish-ma-
jority country (Masalha, 1992, 2000).

Vladimir Jabotinsky drew attention to the fact
that there had not been any case when coloniza-
tion had occurred with the consent of the natives.
Regardless of whether they were cultured or uncul-
tured, the natives always resisted and fought against
colonization. At the same time, regardless of the
civilizational level of the colonizer, it did not af-
fect the native’s attitude toward the colonizer. That
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was why conquest and colonization always took
place without the consent of the native and against
his will. For that reason, the colonized always be-
haved like a robber (Kaplan, 2005; Kaplan & Pens-
lar, 2011). Even if the colonized demonstrated his
goodwill and noble intentions, the native tended to
fight with equal ferocity against both evil and good
colonizers. In this case, Jabotinsky emphasized that
«The question of how much free land there was in
that country played no role... There was no one in
the world with such a strong imagination as to seri-
ously foresee the danger of a real «displacement» of
the natives by newcomers. The natives fought not
because they consciously and feared displacement,
but simply because no colonization, anywhere, ever,
and for any native can be acceptable» (Jabotinsky,
2004, p. 263).

In Jabotinsky’s view, every native people re-
gardless of their level of development, whether
civilized or barbarian, tended to see their country as
their national home. Accordingly, the natives would
always strive to be and forever remain the owner of
the land and country, and thereby they would never
consent voluntarily to share their homeland with the
colonizer. This logic ought to be applied to the Ar-
abs, who would resist the Zionist colonization and
would never consent to a Jewish majority in Pales-
tine (Cook, 2008; Khalidi, 2020; Sayegh, 1965). Ja-
botinsky called attention to how many Zionists tend-
ed to harbor a naive idea that it was possible to fool
the Arabs and that they could be bought and thus
may yield to the Zionists their primacy in Palestine
for certain benefits and rewards. Such reductionist
and oversimplified views were deeply flawed, and
mistaken, and ought not to be applied to the Pales-
tinian Arabs. Although Jabotinsky perceived the in-
digenous people of Palestine as culturally backward
and were at least five centuries behind European
Jews, the internal difference between them and Zi-
onists was confined within this distinction. As their
love for their homeland was deep and strong, it was
rather foolish to believe that the indigenous people
would voluntarily agree to the realization of Zion-
ism in exchange for the cultural and material bene-
fits that European Jews may bring to Palestine. Like-
wise, it was a childish fantasy emanating from some
kind of deeply biased disdain and contempt for the
Palestinian Arabs that they were a cheap and corrupt
race who could easily give up their homeland for
a good network of railways. In Jabotinsky’s view,
this perception is deeply flawed, baseless, and spuri-
ous (Horowitz, 2021, 2024). Jabotinsky warned his
fellow Zionists that some Arabs were believed to
be corrupt and thus could easily be bribed, yet this

logic should not be generalized to the whole Pales-
tinian society because the Palestinian Arabs would
never abandon their patriotism and their love for
their homeland: «Every nation would fight the colo-
nizer as long as there is a spark of hope to eliminate
and root out the colonial threat. This is exactly what
the Arabs in Palestine are doing and will keep doing
so as long as there is a spark of hope» (Jabotinsky,
2004, p. 264).

In Jabotinsky’s time, many Zionists believed
that the Arab resentment and resistance to European
Jewish immigration and colonization occurred due
to some misunderstandings and that they may have
misunderstood the Zionist intention. These Zionists
thought that if they could explain to the natives their
modest and good intentions, the Arabs would extend
their hand to Jews. Yet Jabotinsky drew attention to
the deficiency of such beliefs. For instance, a leading
Zionist Sokolov spoke about how the Arabs were
wrong regarding the Zionist intentions, who did not
purportedly seek the uprooting of the natives, de-
priving them of their property and subjecting them
to oppression (Jabotinsky, 2004, p. 265). Sokolov
argued that Jews were not striving for a Jewish gov-
ernment or self-rule in Palestine. However, the Ar-
abs understood the Zionist intentions and mentality.
During the 1920s and 1930s, the most pressing issue
for the Zionists perhaps was ensuring uninterrupted
and unrestrained Jewish immigration to Palestine
so that Jews could attain a majority status. In this
regard, the Arab press pointed out that the Zionists
were right now dreaming neither about expelling or
oppressing the Arabs nor about a Jewish govern-
ment, they were now concerned about only one mat-
ter — unlimited Jewish immigration and noninterfer-
ence of the Arabs (Jabotinsky, 2004, p. 265). During
the British mandate in Palestine with the assistance
of the British authorities, the Zionists pursued the
goal of gaining a Jewish majority through mass im-
migration of European Jews to Palestine. According
to the Zionists, only a demographic Jewish primacy
would allow them to transform Palestine into a Jew-
ish state (Heller, 1998).

The Zionists assured the indigenous people that
Jewish immigration from Europe to Palestine would
be limited if the economic capacity of Palestine
would permit. Nonetheless, the Arabs understood
incessant Jewish immigration may gradually lead
to a Jewish demographic dominance and displace-
ment of the natives. Yet achieving a Jewish major-
ity in Palestine was the paramount goal of Zionism
and the Arabs would resist Zionist colonization and
takeover. This was because unabating Jewish im-
migration would gradually result in a Jewish ma-
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jority and the fate of the minoritized Arabs would
depend on the goodwill of that majority. The bottom
line was that Jewish immigration would eventually
turn into a win-lose situation for the Arabs whose
minoritized status would undermine their aspira-
tions and cause. Hence, Jabotinsky rightly pointed
out that «there are no misunderstandings. The Jews
want only one thing — freedom of immigration, and
respectively, the Arabs do not want precisely this
Jewish immigration» because a minority would be
subject to the will of a majority (Jabotinsky, 2004,
p. 265). Jabotinsky anticipated the Arab resentment
and objection to Jewish immigration and coloniza-
tion because colonization in any form and shape
could not be accepted by the natives.

Since the indigenous people of Palestine resisted
Jewish immigration, the Zionists came up with the
idea that they should get consent to Zionism from
other Arabs in Syria, Mesopotamia, Egypt, and so
on. Yet in this regard, Jabotinsky warned that even
if the Zionists succeed in getting consent from other
Arabs, the attitude of the Palestinian Arabs towards
Zionism would remain unaffected and unchanged.
This was because even though for Egyptian or Syr-
ian Arabs Palestine may seem a tiny segment of the
vast Arab world, yet for the Palestinian Arabs Pal-
estine was not just a remote periphery but rather it
was the only homeland, the center and support of
their national existence (Goldstein, 2018). By con-
sidering the contextual factors and realities, Vladi-
mir Jabotinsky suggested that Zionist colonization
of Palestine would have to be carried out without
the consent and even against the will of the indig-
enous people. Furthermore, he highlighted that not
only the Palestinian Arabs but also, Arabs from oth-
er parts of the Middle East would not consent to a
Jewish majority and lose the Arab character of Pal-
estine. It was because the issue was not just about
Arabs, but primarily about Arab nationalism, which
like any nationalism, especially Italian nationalism
before 1870, was striving for unity and state sover-
eignty. In other words, Arab nationalists in all parts
of the Arab world were seeking the elimination of
English and French colonialism in Mesopotamia,
Syria, Egypt, Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco, and else-
where. In contrast, Zionism and the Zionists were
dependent and relied entirely on the English man-
date and French support. Therefore, any idea of
assisting and collaborating with Arab nationalism
would be tantamount to suicide and betrayal. From
this perspective, the Zionists could not get involved
in such political collusion and connivance, the pur-
pose of which would be the removal of the English
and French from the Arab world and the destruc-
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tion of these colonial empires. Such back-stabbing
and double-dealing would be suicidal for Zionism,
which would be crushed and obliterated by Euro-
pean powers for its treachery.

As it was out of the question and inconceivable
to get the consent from both the Palestinian Arabs
and the rest of the Arab world to Zionism and a Jew-
ish majority, Jabotinsky emphasized that there were
only two options: either the Jews ought to renounce
Zionism and abandon a plan of a Jewish majority
in Palestine or they would have to keep coloniza-
tion without the consent and against the will of the
natives. Moreover, as the Zionists had tried every-
thing to achieve their major goal of a Jewish major-
ity and all options had been exhausted, they would
have to continue their colonization efforts only un-
der the protection of a force or power independent
of the local population, which Jabotinsky defined as
an «iron wall» (Jabotinsky, 2004, p. 267). An «iron
wall» was conceptualized by Jabotinsky as the Jew-
ish military outpost or garrison in the Arab world
that would be designed and intended to carry out
Jewish Zionist colonization of Palestine and compel
the Palestinian Arabs to consent to Zionism and ac-
cept Jewish Palestine. In Jabotinsky’s view, only a
powerful Jewish military fortress would be able to
make the native population unable to break down
the «iron wall» and would break the backbone of
the indigenous resistance and induce their consent
to Zionism (Horowitz, 2017).

By proposing a viable solution to the so-called
Arab question under the banner of an «iron wally,
Vladimir Jabotinsky suggested that the Zionists
ought to deal with the Arab policy in such a way, no
matter how much they may pretend to be hypocrites
(Shlaim, 2014). On the one hand, he admitted that
Jewish immigration and colonization of Palestine
were unfolding due to the direct assistance and sup-
port of Britain. On the other hand, the British man-
date and Jewish colonization were justly encounter-
ing the native resistance. In his view, the meaning of
the British backing for Zionism and the Zionists was
that Britain as an external power had undertaken the
duty to create in Palestine such advantageous and
favorable conditions for Zionism, which in turn no
matter would deprive the indigenous population of
their ability and possibility of interfering with Zion-
ist colonization in any shape. For that reason, the
Zionists were increasingly dependent on the British
patronage, without its backing, Zionism would be
unsustainable and short-lived. Therefore, the Zion-
ists, both ‘doves’ and ‘hawks’ without any excep-
tion would have to urge the major sponsor of their
colonization to fulfill its role every day without any
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reservation (Jabotinsky, 2004, p. 267). Thus, Ja-
botinsky suggested that only an «iron wall» would
allow the Zionists to prevail and gain control over
Palestine.

Conclusion

Drawing upon the relevant literature and his-
torical sources, using the historical methods of
document and data analysis this study has explored
Vladimir Jabotinsky’s political views and his «iron
wall concept». The study has demonstrated that
Jewish Zionist colonization of Palestine was al-
ways at the center of the debate in Zionist circles,
especially since this issue was of greater impor-
tance to Jabotinsky. The study has revealed that,
unlike Labor Zionism, the Revisionist Zionism
led by Jabotinsky claimed both banks of the Jor-
dan River and objected to the British prohibition
of Jewish colonial settlement on the east bank of
the Jordan River. Regarding Zionist colonization,
regardless of all objections and reproaches, Jabo-
tinsky believed that despite the native resistance
and opposition to a Jewish majority, Zionism was
a just cause, ethical and moral. Thus, if Zionism
was moral and just, it should be carried out regard-
less of the agreement or disagreement of others.
In this case, if any force, including the Indigenous
population, would seek to prevent the implementa-
tion of this just cause by force, accordingly, they
must be confronted with the same force, specifi-
cally the Jewish bayonet or an «iron wall». Yet at
the same time, Jabotinsky did not exclude a deal
with the Palestinian Arabs; quite the contrary, he
suggested that only a voluntary agreement was un-
thinkable. He argued that like any other colonized
people, the Arabs in Palestine would always resist
and try to get rid of Zionism, «As long as the Arabs
have even a spark of hope to get rid of us, they will
not sell this hope for any sweet words or any nu-
tritious sandwiches, precisely because they are not

a rabble, but a people, albeit backward, but alive.
A living person makes concessions to such enor-
mous, fatal issues only when there is no hope left
and when there is no longer a single loophole in the
iron wall. Only then do the extreme groups, whose
slogan is «no way,» lose their charm, and influence
passes to moderate groups. Only then will these
moderates come to us with a proposal for mutual
concessions» (Jabotinsky, 2004, p. 268-269).

As can be seen, Jabotinsky’s approach to the so-
called Arab question was designed to erect a Jewish
military fortress in Palestine, which would imple-
ment the Zionist project of colonization and achieve
a Jewish majority in Palestine by fighting back the
indigenous resistance and focusing on breaking the
backbone and will of the natives to extract their con-
sent to Zionism. When only the natives would be
compelled to be convinced of the impregnability and
invincibility of the Zionist «iron wall», they would
have to come forward and mitigate their recalci-
trant attitudes towards Zionism and start to bargain
honestly with the Zionists on a multitude of criti-
cal issues around guarantee against displacement,
equality, equal rights, human rights, civil rights, and
national and cultural identity. In this case, Jabotin-
sky alluded that the Jews would be able to grant the
natives such guarantees and rights that would assure
and soothe them, which would usher in a new age
where both Jews and the indigenous people would
live side by side in peace and harmony. Yet he high-
lighted that the only way to achieve such a deal
with the natives would be an «iron wall», a Jewish
military outpost, which would not be inaccessible
to any Arab influence and the Indigenous resistance
to Zionist colonization efforts. That is why, Jabo-
tinsky argued that without such an «iron wally, all
Zionist attempts to reach any agreement with the
native people were meaningless and unsustainable.
Only a Jewish «iron wall» would ensure the Arab
acquiescence to Zionism and Jewish colonization of
Palestine.
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