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THE STATE OF ISRAEL:
A TORAH PERSPECTIVE

I

Yehuda ben Teima says in the fifth chapter of Pirkei Avot, "A forty year
old person is mature enough to have bina (understanding)." Now that
Medinat Yisrael is forty years old, we are in a position to have a mature
understanding of the State in depth; to wit, its essence, its purpose and the
mandates that Providence has imposed upon us on a collective as well as
on an individual leveL.

We find three separate terms in the Hebrew language that designate
wisdom: hokhma, bina, da'at. The Torah says: "And I have filled him
with the spirit of God, in wisdom, in understanding and in knowledge and
in all manner of workmanship" Ex. 31:3. Rashi says that hokhma (wis-
dom) designates learning things from others; tevuna (understanding)

designates the ability to draw deductions from what one has already
learned; and da' at (knowledge) designates ruah or Divine inspiration.
However, Malhim in his commentary to Proverbs 24:3 says that da'at
designates common sense or intuitive wisdom. Rashi to Ex. 32:3 says, in
regard to Betzalel, that his intuitive wisdom was of such high magnitude
that it assumed the level of ruah ha-kodesh. Commenting on the text,
"Through wisdom is a house built; and hy understanding is it established;
and by knowledge are the chambers filled with all precious and pleasant
riches," Malbim says that "behokhma yibbane bayit" means that building
a house demands architectural hokhma, that is, wisdom acquired from
others. The builder must have received training in an architectural schooL.
Through deductive intelligence and talent, one is able to establish it:
"Through intuitive wisdom or common sense, the chambers are filled
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with all precious and pleasant riches." To decorate a house, one must
possess an intuitive sense.

One notes that hokhma, bina, da' at are mentioned in Proverbs 24, in
connection with Betzalels building of the Mishkan, which was an exclu-
sively Torah structure. In other words, to build a Torah structure, to devise
a Torah weltanschauung, or even to erect an ordinary structure, one has to
resort to and exercise three separate "wisdoms" or faculties: hokhma,
bina, da'at. In Euclidian geometry, for example, axioms like "the whole
is equal to the sum of its parts," those which are based on sense and
intuitive wisdom, precede the propositions; then come the corollaries. But
there is a difference between an exclusively deductive science like geom-
etry, where axiomatic or intuitive wisdom comes before hokhma and bina,
and the contrivance of a Torah approach on the building of a mundane
structure, which is not based exclusively upon deductive reasoning.

Now that the State of Israel is forty years old, we Jews of the
Diaspora (as well as Jews of Eretz Yisrael) are in a position to exercise the
wisdom of bina, of deductive reasoning, and to learn from experience and
from the mistakes of the past. But the wisdom of bina cannot he exereised
in isolation; it is to be exercised in conjunction with hokhma and da' at. In
order to devise a halakhic approach regarding the State of Israel and the
relationship between the Jews in Israel and those in the Diaspora, we must
first take cognizance of all the halakhot that are relevant to the approach
that is to be adopted by Jews vis-a-vis the confliet with Arabs. This is the
hokhma to be exercised by us; thereafter, we have to resort to bina, only
by learning from experience and from past mistakes will we be in a

position to determine the da' at Torah as regards the State of IsraeL.
There are many approaches among the secular groups in Israel

regarding the conflict between Jews and Arabs, ranging from secular Jews
at the extreme right who advocate a hawkish policy towards the Arabs, to
secular Jews on the extreme left who advocate the policy of extreme

dovishness, or peace at all costs. This variation of ideas among secular
Jews is understandable, for, as we know, secular Jews are not motivated
by Torah principles and halakhic discipline. Their approach to issues is
based on their intuition and common sense.

But what is perplexing is the fact that this dual approach exists in
greater force among Orthodox Jews than even among secular Jews. Since
Orthodox Jews are bound by Torah principles and halakhie discipline,
why is there such confusion as regards so important an issue? The answer
may be the result of the thinking of those religious Jews who arrive at
their da' at Torah with respeet to the State of Israel in the same manner as
Euclid contrived his geometry; to wit, on the basis of da' at, hokhma, and
bina-with da' at, or axiomatic and intuitive wisdom, being the founda-
tion of their approach. They adopt either an extremely hawkish or dovish
approach on the basis of intuition and common sense, and, then, through a

2



Aaron Soloveichik

process of rationalization, they inject their preconceived notions into the
hokhma and bina. Such a method can only culminate in a spurious da'at
torah which is not genuine. In order to develop an authentic da' at torah,
one must first realize that a Torah proposition is not similar to a mathe-
matical proposition. In order to contrive a Torah proposition, one must
follow the order of hokhma, bina and da' at. First, one must have recourse
to hokhma, which consists of the numerous and multifarious halakhic
data, together with all their nuances; then, one must have recourse to bina
or deductive wisdom. Only then is one ready to exereise his common
sense.

II

The theme of this conference deals with forty years of the State of Israel
from the perspective of the relationship between the Jews of Israel and
those of the Diaspora. I will present certain verses in Psalms as the hasic
Torah data from which to draw the proper conclusions as rcgards the
specific approach we must adopt vis-a-vis the conflict between Jews and
Arabs in Israel, as well as the relationship between the Jews of Israel and
the Jews of the Diaspora. Lct me first cite the verses in Psalm 87:

By the sons of Korach, a Psalm of song. Its foundation is in the holy mountains.
God loves the gates of Zion more than all the dwellings of Jacob. Glorious things
are spoken of you, 0 city of God. Selah. If I make mention of Rahab and Babylon to
my friends, behold there are Philistia, and Tyre, with Ethiopia. This one was born
there. But of Zion it can be said, man and man was born there, and He Himself
maintains her in that unique lofty position. God wil count, when He registers
people. This one was born there. Selah. But singers and players of the flute alike, all
my wellsprings (and all my essence) are in thee.

What is the meaning of the expression "man and man was born
therc"? The Talmud (Ketubbot 75a) gives an explanation for the double
usage "ish v'ish (man and man)." This Psalm alludes to the basic
distinction between Zion and any other country. As regards Egypt, Baby-
lon, Tyre and Ethiopia, only one who was born in Egypt or Babylonia can
be considered a child of Egypt or Babylon, that is a citizen of Egypt or of
Babylon. However, as regards Zion, or Erctz Israel, there are two types of
peoplc who can be called children of Zion or citizens of Zion: both thc
person who is actually born thcre and the non-native who always yearns
to see Zion.

At the time of thc British mandate over Palestine, the British authori-
ties passed a law that set up a quota of Jews who could enter Palestine.
For example, the Jews from Rumania might be granted a hundred certifi-
cates to enter Palestine. It once happened that the Rumanian quota was
already filled by Rumanian Jews while the Czechoslovakian quota was
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not. A numher of Rumanian Jews eager to enter Palestine thought of
producing false affdavits stating that they were born in Czechoslovakia.
Being God-fearing people, however, they inquired of the great Rav Yosef
Chaim Sonnenfeld whether they werc allowed to do it. Rav Chaim
Sonnenfeld responded that this would be definitely dishonest and consc-
quently forbidden, as the Torah says "For it is an abomination bcfore God
to do any of thesc practices, anything dishonest." The same Jews then
contrived to produce a false affdavit to the effect that they were born in
Palestine. Again, they inquired of Rav Sonnenfeld whcther this was
permitted. This time, Rav Sonnenfeld rcsponded that they were allowed to
produce such an affidavit. They pointed out to Rav Sonnenfeld that this
kind of affidavit is also false: "Why then is this affidavit permissible, and
the other false affidavit prohibited?" Rav Sonnenfeld responded: "This
affdavit is not false: it is true, because of the halakha of "uletzion yea mer
ish v 'ish yulad bah--had hadar bah v'ehad hametzapeh lir'otah, (but of
Zion it shall be said, This man and that was born there. . . both the man
who dwells in her, and the man who wishes to see her)."

That concept is thc moral basis for hok ha-shevut, the Law of Return.
No country other than Israel has a counterpart of the Law of Return. I am
sure that if a law had been proposcd in the Italian or French parliament
that any person of Italian or French origin would be entitled to settle in
Italy or France, that law would not have passed. To the contrary, in all
probability, it would have bcen labeled chauvinistic, because it would
discriminate bctween a human being of Italian origin and a human being
who is not. How is it that the Law of Return in IsraeL, to the effect that
every Jew is entitled to cnter Israel and settle there, is not considered
chauvinistic, even though it discriminates between Jew and non-Jew? The
answer is implicit in the halakha of "ul'tzion ye-amer ish v'ish" (of Zion
it shall be said this man and that. . . .)" In succinct terms thcre are two
kinds of people in Zion who are recognized benei tzion, (citizcns of Zion):
one who actually is born there, and thc other who yearns to see it. Thc
question is, Why? Why can't we say that there are also two types of
people in Babel, in Pleshet, or in Tzor who are automatically considered
citizens? I believe an answer to the question is given in the last verse of
Psalm 87: "And singers and players of the flute alike shall say all my
wellsprings are in Thee." This implies that the reason as to why a Jew
who was never in Eretz Israel can be considered a ben tzion is because
"kol ma 'yanei bakh, " all the wellsprings, all the cravings, all the yearn-
ings, all the longings are directed toward God and toward Zion.

But this only explains why religious Jews were in favor of the Law
of Return. Why were the secular Jews in favor of the Law of Return? The
answer to that question is implicit in the exprcssion "singers and players
of the flute alike." Why docs the verse specify that "singers and players
of the flute alike shall say all my wellsprings are in Thee," instead of "all
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the children of Israel shall say all my wellsprings are in Thee"? I believe
that the sharim represent the observant Jews, while mehollelim represent
the secular Jews.

The Baal Hatanya says: "There are two kinds of nigunim (melodies),
a nigun with words, and one without words." Similarly, there are two
types of Jews. There are Jews who are dati-im, who are able to verbalize
and to express themselves in words, who know why they are dedicated to
Zion, who know why there is a relationship hetween God, the Jewish
people and Eretz Yisroel. Those are the religious Jews. But then there are
the secular Jews who sing a song without words. They might not even
explain fully why they are so dedicated to Eretz IsraeL. They are the flute
players. They sing a nigun without words. But in the depths of their heart
they say "Kol maayanai bakh. (All my cravings, all my yearnings are
directed toward Thee)."

There are two explanations regarding the expression" kol maayanai
bakh." According to Malbim, bakh refers to HaShem; it is "Thee" with a
capital T. According to R. Samson Raphael Hirsch, bakh refers to the city
of Jerusalem; it is "thee" with a small "I."

I think that both explanations are equally sound and, in the final
analysis, they mean the samc thing. This Psalm explains why Zion is
unique among all the countries in the world in having two kinds of
citizens: one who is actually born in Zion, and one who is yearning to see
it. The reason is that Jews throughout the generations have directed their
hearts towards Zion. Throughout the millennial history of the Jewish
peoplc in exile, Jews have been saying" kol maayanei bakh." They have
been saying three times a day, "Return us unto Zion, v'tehezena eineinu

beshuvha letzion heranamim; hashiva shofteinu k'varishona." This
millcnnial yearning for Zion has become incorporated into the Jewish
soul, motivating not only the behavior of the sharim-singers who sing a
nigun with words, who know not only the relationship between Israel,
Torah, and the Holy-One-Blessed-Be-He-but also the behavior of the
mehollelim-the secular Jews, who do not sing a nigun with words, but
rather a nigun without words.

In my opinion, one of the most serious blunders committed by the
State of Israel is its recognition, under the Law of Return, of non-halakhic
conversions. I would like to stress that I am making this statement not
only from the halakhic perspective, but also from the point of view of
natural law, common sense and fair play. Even if I had been a secular Jew
with a Mapam weltanschauung I would be equally upset with the recogni-
tion of a non-halakhic conversion under the Law of Return, because such
recognition is repugnant to natural law, common sense, and fair play. As I
noted above, the counterpart of the Law of Return in any other country
would be considered chauvinistic, discriminatory and unfair, inasmuch as
it makes a distinction between one human being and another on the basis
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of nationality and faith. The Law of Return in Israel, on the other hand, is
not chauvinistic, discriminatory, or unfair but rather sublime. Why?
Because of the concept implicit in the Gemara of "Tzion yeamer ish ish.
(Of Zion, this man and that. . . .)"; i.e., because of the unique, almost
mystical, relationship that exists between each and every Jew-regardless
of religious commitment and party affiliation-and Eretz Yisrael; and
because of the peculiar millennial destiny of the Jewish people and the
unique millennial training that Jews have received throughout the ages. In
other words, that unique, almost mystical, relationship between a Jew and
Eretz Yisrael is the raison d être for the sublime Law of Return. However,
when the Knesset declares valid a non-halakhic conversion-which from
the point of view of halakha and common sense is a nullity and a farce-

this in effect divests the sublime Law of Return of its raison d être.

II

Now, I would like to discuss the essence of the halakhic approach towards
the conflict between the Jcws and the Arabs in Israel today. The first
question: What approach is halakhically correct in the face of the conflict
between Jews and Arabs? This is probably the most controversial ques-
tion current today. There are Jews, religious and secular, who advocate a
hawkish approach towards the Arabs. On the other hand, there are Jews,
again religious and secular, who advocate a dovish approach.

The latter group has a broad constituency, ranging from Jews who
are ready to return all the so-called occupied territories for the sake of an
anticipated peace, to Jews who advocate the return of certain portions of
the so-called occupied territories. It is self-evident that the dovish
approach is more adapted to the Jewish nation than to any other nation.
Israel is the only nation that is compared to a dove, as the Talmud points
out in Gitlin 45, for they are called in Song of Songs, "yonati tamati" (my
unblemished dove)."

There are two reasons why Israel is compared to a dove. One is that
the dove, more than any other bird, is faithful and modest. The second
reason is that a dove, more than any other bird, is peaceful: a dove is not a
bird of prey. It goes without saying that Jews are obligated to pursue peace
even when they are involved in a war with their enemies. "Even towards
our enemies who attacked us, and whom we captured we were com-
manded to release and to act with compassion and consideration"

Devarim Rabba (Shoftim).
II Kings 6:21 recounts that a regiment of Aram or Syria attacked

Shomron, and Elisha had them apprehendcd in a miraculous manner. The
king of Israel, when he saw the prisoners of Aram, turned to the prophet
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Elisha and said: "My father, shall I smite them? Shall I smite them?" And
Elisha answered: "Thou shalt not smite them; would thou smite those you
have taken captive with your sword and your bow? Set bread and water
before thcm that they may eat and drink and go to their master." Further-
more, the king of Israel-in conformity with Elisha's exhortatIons-

"prepared great provision for them; and when they had eaten and drank,
he sent them away, and they wcnt to thcir mastcr. And the bands of Aram
came no more into the land of IsraeL."

That tells us, among other things, that the ban against the smiting of
prisoners of war promulgated by the prophet Elisha preceded the Hague
Convention of 1908 by 2800 years. Does not that ban by Elisha demon-
stratc conclusively that the traditional approach of Yisrael saba is dovish
rather than hawkish? I must elaborate, so as not to leave the wrong
impression, that Yisrael saba actually banned the smiting of prisoners of
war nearly 3600 years before the Hague Convention, from the time that
Isaac conferred his blessing upon Esau. In Gen. 27:40, we find that Isaac,
confcrring the blessing upon Esau, said: "And by thy sword thou shalt
live, and thou shalt serve thy brother." Nahmanides queries as to how is it
possible that Isaac would declare that living by the sword is a blcssing. He
suggests that the meaning of "by thy sword thou shalt live" is the same as
if the text had read that, "you should survive the use of the sword." That
is, when your descendants attack the descendants of Jacob and the
latter attain a victory over your descendants, they will not kill your
descendants-they will let them survive. What Nahmanides implics is
that the blessing of "by thy sword thou shalt live" conferred upon Esau
also implies a decree by Jacob to his descendants not to kill the descen-
dants of Esau when the latter are defeated in war by the descendants of
Jacob. Thus, it is clear that the traditional approach of Yisrael saba

towards our enemies is that of the dove.
But that "dovishness" does not mean that we should, has v 'shalom,

return the Western Bank to the Arabs. In Psalms, for examplc, we find a
description of two typcs of yonah (dove). One is designated as a "yonat
dlem," a mute dove, that is, a dove which does not defend itself. Thus,
"To him who grants a victory to the mute, silent dove who is far away"
(Ps. 56: 1) refers to David when he was taken prisoner by the Philistines at
Gath. David was that type of a dove when he found himself in the hands
of the Philistines.

On the other hand, we find another appellation for the dove, namely,
"g'ei yonim." That cxprcssion, also referring to David, is mentioned in
Psalms 123:4: "Our soul is full sated with the scorning of those who are at
ease, and with the contempt of the proud yonim." According to R. Samso-
n Raphael Hirsch, "g'ei yonim" means, "our soul is fully sated with the
scorn of the affuent and tranquil, and with the contempt shown toward the
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proud doves." In other words, David was a silent, mute dove only when
he was a prisoner of the Philistines. But when David was in Eretz Yzsrael,
then David, together with all the Jews, was not a silent dove, a yonut
eilem, but rather g'ei yonim, proud doves who were determined to defend
Jewish rights as individuals as well as the rights as their sovereign nation.
Malbim bears out this point very poignantly in his comment on Psalms
68:14: "When you lie between borders, the dove's feathers are plaited
with silver and her pinions with briliant gold." This verse he says, refers
to the time when Israel occupies the borders of ever ha-yarden, ("the
other side of the Jordan") and Canaan. It is as if Malbim, one hundred-
twenty years ago, addresses us and guides us in our conflict with the
Arahs. We should know that while we are always obligated to adopt the
approach of the peaceful dove and not God forbid, that of the belligerent
hawk, we should remember, nevertheless, that the peaceful dove is deter-
mined to defend herself and her children. And therefore, in an allegorical
way, David describes the dove as defcnding itself by plaiting its feathers
with silver and plaiting its pinions with brilliant gold.

Those Jews, religious or secular, who advocate the return of the
territories to the Palestinians are in effect-even though they sincerely
mean the reverse-urging Jews to become a yonat eilem, a role designated
for the Jew as prisoner in the hands of the Philistines. The traditional role
of Yisrael saba, however, has or should always have heen that of a g'ei
yonim, not of a yonut eilem.

The comparison made by Malbim between a dove who, in all its
peacefulness, is always dctermined to protect its nest against invaders,
and Israel, who, with all its dedication to peace, is always vigilant against
invaders, is already mentioned by the Midrash on the Songs of Songs, on
the verse yonati tamati: "Just as this dove, even though you may take
away her baby doves from beneath her, will still recognize her nest, her
chicks, and her own apertures."

Even when Jews were the prisoners of the enemies of Israel, they
also revealed their basic trait of g'ei yonim by girding themselves with the
courage and moral energy to stand up with a calm eye to the eagle-likc
stare of the high and the mighty, to remain erect with unbowed self-
confidence. When the Jews sat at the rivers of Babylon, they were
prisoners in the hands of their enemies. They were yonat eilem in the
sense that they could not fight to protect their lives, their land and their
nationhood. But they manifested their basic trait as g'ei yonim by hanging
thcir harps on the wilows and declaring: "If I forget thee, 0 Jerusalem,
let my right hand faiL. Let my tongue cleave to my palate if I do not
remember thee, if I do not raise Jerusalem at the beginning of my joy."

Most readers interpret the expression "If I forget thee 0 Jerusalem"
as some self-imposed curse. But that interpretation is not true. For
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according to the Torah it is just as sinful to curse oneself as it is to cursc
somebody else.

The real meaning of that verse became clear to me about five years
ago, after I suffered what is called a thalamic stroke. The stroke took place
in the right side of the brain which affectcd thc left side of my body.
Fortunately, my stroke did not affect my thinking and my speaking.
During the first week after my stroke, I had no awareness of my left arm
and my left leg. I felt as if my left leg and my left arm were a heavy
burden placed upon my body. My stroke, fortunately, did not take place in
the dominant left side of the brain. Had my stroke taken place in the right
sidc of my body, I might have lost the power of speech. The meaning of
the expression "If I forget thee, 0 Jerusalcm, my right side will be

forgotten" is now crystal clcar. The author of this Psalm is not pronounc-
ing a cursc against himself. He is merely expressing a neurological reality.

Jerusalem, or Eretz Yisrael, is the right side of the Jewish collective
organism. Jews in America, cnjoying comfort and affuence, who criticize
the State of Israel for acting strongly towards the Arabs who throw rocks
at the Jews in a way devoid of every principle of humanity and decency
are, in effect, victims of a "spiritual stroke" in the dominant right area of
the Jewish brain. Consequently, they are not conscious of the immancnt
relationship between the Jewish people and thc State of Israel which is the
"right side" of the Jcwish people, leading them to believe that the so-
called occupied territories are a heavy burden on American Jewry; hence,
they advocate the restoration of the Western Bank and Golan Heights to
the Arabs.

IV

Finally, I would like to comment on Jacob's confrontation with Esau. Our
sages tell us that Rabbenu HaKadosh, before he had to go to Rome, was
accustomed to study the sidrah of Vayishlach (Gen. 32-36) in ordcr to
draw inspiration from it on how to deal with thc cnemy. Before Jacob met
Esau, the Torah states, "And Jacob was very fearful and he was tor-
mented," Rashi says Jacoh was very fearful lest one of his peoplc be
kiled; he was tormented over the fact that, in the course of the confronta-
tion, he might be forced to kill one of Esau's men. Then Rashi mentions,
parenthetically, another explanation of that verse, to the effect that Jacob
was tormented lest he kill one of Esau's men. Rashi, apparently, rejects
that parenthesis. R. Eliahu Mizrahi asks why Rashi rejects it. At first
blush, it would appear that thc second explanation (mentioned by Rashi in
parenthesis) is identical to the fÌrst one. However, there is a basic differ-
ence between the first and the second explanation.
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In order to elucidate the basic difference betwccn them, I must
mention the tragedy that occurred not long ego in the Persian Gulf, when
an Iranian plane was shot down by an American warship, This plane
turned out to bc a civilian plane. Evcry dcccnt human being, Jew or non-
Jew alike, has to lament the tragedy involved in the death of innocent
people. But that does not mean that decent Americans should feel guilty
over the shooting down of the Iranian plane which tragically turned out to
be a civilian one. The Iranian pilot had no right to fly in such a way as to
give the American captain the impression that his plane was a hostile one.
As Alexander Hamilton wrote in Federalist Paper No. 23, "The basic
right of a sovcrcign state is the right of self-defense of the membcrs of that
state." This concept enunciated by Hamilton is a Jewish concept. The
Talmud (Sanhedrin 72) mentions two sources for the right of self-defense,
known as the halakha of "Haba l'horgekha hashkem ve-horgo. (He who
comes to kil you, arise and kill him)." One source is the verse, "If a thief
be found breaking in, and he be smitten that he die, then shall no blood be
shed on his account" (Exodus 22) The other source, the Meiri says, is the
vcrse "Harass the Midianites and smite them for they harass you"

(Numbers 31). Midrash Tanhuma says, "Why do we have to resort to two
verses or sources to establish the legal right of self-defense? The answer is
very simple. The verse" if a thief be found breaking in . . ." expresses the
right of self-defense on an individual level, whereas the verse "smite the
Midianites because they are your enemies" is the right of self defense on
the collective leveL. Whereupon the Midrash Tanhuma adds, from this the
Sages say that "he who comes to kill you arise and kill him" expresses
the right of self-defense on a national level, namely, when an enemy
nation or an enemy group attempts to destroy our nation or our state. (For
a fuller discussion of this halakhic issue see my article "Waging war On
Sabbath," Tradition, 20:3, Fall 1982.)

What is true of the American captain who shot down the Iranian
plane is equally true of the Isracli soldiers who use live ammunition
against the Arab terrorists. Tragedies result which elicit our tears and
sorrow, but not our feeling of guilt. Both are acting on the right of self-
defensc and in conformity with the basic human right of self-defense on
an individual as well as on a collective leveL. This is the reason why Rashi
rejects the second explanation mcntioned in the parenthesis, to wit, that
Jacob was tormented lest he kil one of Esau's men. Rashi rejects this
cxplanation because this explanation implies that Jacob was overtaken hy
a feeling of guilt as killing one of Esau's men, Jacob did not feel guilty; he
was only tormented by the fact that he was forced to kil one of Esau's
men.

Finally, I would like to point out that, in my opinion, the establish-
ment of a Palestinian state on the West Bank would constitute a
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catastrophe for the Jcwish people as well as for the world at large. For the
Jewish people, such a state would effectively render Israel helpless and
doomed to annihilation. And, for humanity, such a state would be nothing
more than the locus for rival terrorist groups to wage incessant war.
Russia would surely gain its political objective of gaining a foothold in
the Middle East, leaving Israel transformcd into another Beirut, with its
accompanying violence and chaos.

The call of "territories for peace" is really nothing more than a
deceptive oxymoron. Relinquishing territories will not lead to peace but,
rather, to morc strife, more hostility, and more aching problems. As Jack
Kemp, Secretary of Housing, and Development, recently commented, if
the Arah countries were sincerely interested in peace, their slogan ought
to be not "territories for peace" hut "peace for peace."
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