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THE TEMPLE MOUNT AS PART OF THE
ARAB-JEWISH CONFLICT 1922-1933

From the time that Hajj Amin AI-Husseini, the Mufti of Jerusalem, was
appointed president of the Supreme Moslem Council at the beginning of
1922, until his dismissal from that post and his subsequent escape from
Palestine at the end of 1937, he and his supporters repeatedly voiced the
accusation that the purpose of the Zionist quest for a National Home was
to attack the Moslem holy places and to rebuild the Jewish Temple on the
site of the AI-Aqsa Mosque.

In the spring of 1936, at the onset of a period of Arab violence

against the Jewish population, the Mufti was especially interested in
cloaking the disturbances in a religious mantle. A public statement issued
on his behalf accused the Zionists of aggressive intentions with regard to
the Temple Mount. The statement was in the form of a letter to the High
Commissioner and was published in the Arab newspapers in Palestine. A
few months later, on January 12, 1937, the Mufti repeated this accusation
before the Palestine Royal Commission (the Peel Commission).

However, the events of 1936-1937 were merely the culmination of a
process that had been going on for years. The Supreme Moslem Council
had not ceased playing on Arab fears regarding the fate of AI-Aqsa since
the appointment of the Mufti as its president. As Haram AI-Sharif (the
Moslem name for the Temple Mount) Islam's third holiest shrine, stands
on the site of the Jewish Temple and as Zionism was seen as a movement
seeking to change the national status quo in Palestine, the council culti-
vated the fear of a Zionist threat hanging over the AI-Aqsa mosque-the
holiest for Islam after the mosques in Mecca and Medina. Realizing that
the uneducated Arab public would not be able to absorb a secular
nationalist ideology promoting the right of self-determination-which
was the true definition of the Zionist movement-the Mufti and his
colleagues chose to utilize religious slogans in order to "protect" the
mosque. Only in this way could they convey the ominousness of Zionism
to the masses.
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This propaganda campaign was not restricted to Palestine. From
1922 onwards the campaign was extended to all parts of the Moslem
world, in the form of the request to come to the aid of their brethren in
Palestine, and the defence of the holy places.

From the Mufti's point of view, the accusation provided a tactical
means of projecting himself at the most important Arab leader in Palestine
and as an international Moslem personality. It is not surprising that he
especially exploited the violent clashes around the Western Wall that
began on September 24, 1928, and that reached their climax with violent
attacks on Jews throughout the country in August 1929. These attacks
were later referred to as the "Incidents of 1929."1 The defense of AI-Aqsa
and Buraq AI-Sharif (the Arab name for Western Wall), which was
declared to be a holy Moslem site by virtue of its being part of the wall of
AI-Aqsa,2 was aimed at strengthening the Mufti's leadership among the
Palestinian Arabs and therefore became the primary aim of the struggle.
The "Incidents of 1929" indeed established the Mufti as the most impor-
tant Arab leader in Palestine.

In addition, in 1931, in reaction to the report of the International

Commission on the Western Wall, which was adopted by the British
government and bitterly opposed by the Arabs, the Mufti endeavored to
establish a world Islamic organization for the defense of Palestine and the
Moslem holy sites in the face of the Zionist threat. His efforts reached a
peak with the convening of the World Islamic congress in Jerusalem in
December 1931, under his presidency, and this contributed greatly to his
prestige.3

During these years the leadership of the Yishuv (the organized

Jewish community in Palestine) attempted to rebut these various accusa-
tions, but to no avaiL. Still, an examination of the Yishuv's response to the
Mufti's accusations is valuable, and throws light on the broader area of
the strength, effectiveness and scope of Zionist external propaganda
directed against the Arab camp.

From the outset of the Mufti's accusations the Yishuv was at a
distinct disadvantage which dictated, to a great extent, the nature of its
response. The yearning for the redemption of Israel, of which the building
of the Third Temple and the renewal of the Temple rituals will be the
spiritual climax, is an integral part of the belief of the Torah-observant
Jew. The memory of Jerusalem and the Temple and the yearning for the
renewal of their glory finds expression in the prayer book and in the
teachings about the Temple and its rituals throughout the Midrash and
Halakhic writings. The sages of Israel, whether in Israel or in exile, never
ceased to deliberate on the laws of the Temple and the Temple Mount. The
memory of the Temple, despite its destruction, remained unusually vivid
among observant Jews. However, there is a substantial distinction
between feelings, heartfelt wishes, and theoretical study, on the one hand,
and the actual construction of the Temple, on the other hand.
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From the halakhic point of view, the rebuilding of the Temple is a
matter for the Messianic Era rather than human endeavor. However, this
halakhic conclusion does not follow as a matter of simplistic logic; it
requires study and deep thought and is not easily comprehended by those
unfamiliar with all the relevant sources.

It was convenient for the Mufti and his propagandists to ignore the
authentic halakhic position and overlook the absurdity of the accusation
that Zionism-by definition a secular movement-was intent on conquer-
ing the AI-Aqsa Mosque. Even when addressing educated Moslems, they
focussed on the religious aspirations of the Jews for building the Temple.
They exploited isolated facts and incidents in order to lend credibility to
their accusations.

The Mufti had every reason not to present the Jewish religious
viewpoint accurately, that is, as a religious aspiration relating to the
unforeseeable future, and therefore he and his propagandists deliberately
construed the yearning for the rebuilding of the Temple as an immediate,
tangible plan for the conquest of the Temple Mount.

An eccentric Jew by the name of Rosenbach, from Czernowicz,

Romania, was also of great assistance to the Mufti's campaign.
Rosenbach, a Talmudic scholar who apparently had severe psychological
problems, occupied himself with the study of the mystical Kabbala and
concentrated all his efforts on plans for building the Temple on the site of
the AI-Aqsa Mosque. To this end he sent letters signed "Chief Rabbi" all
over the world, including the Mufti. There is little doubt that these
fantastic plans served as support for the Mufti's accusations in the matter
of the mosque. In his testimony before the Royal Commission, these plans
were presented by the Mufti as the plans of the Chief Rabbi of Romania.4

The Mufti's propaganda also quoted expressions by Jewish leaders
and spokesmen, in which terminology borrowed from the Temple and the
Temple ritual was used metaphorically. On the occasion of his installation
as the Chief Ashkenazic Rabbi of Palestine on January 15, 1937, Rabbi
Yitshak Halevi Herzog described the faith and devotion of the youth in
aiding in the building of the nation as being symbolized by the eternal
flame of the altar and the sacrifice. Al-Liva, the Mufti's periodical,
manipulated the sermon in such a way as to negate the allusion to a
biblical symbol and to "prove" that the Yishuv was being prompted to
reinstitute the Temple rituaLS

The Mufti and his associates also exploited remarks by the influential
British statesman and Jewish leader, Sir AIfred Mond (Lord Melchet), on
March 23, 1921 (while serving as Minister of Labor in the British govern-
ment) at a dinner on behalf of Keren Ha- Yesod (Palestine Foundation

Fund) in London. Mond stated that he would "dedicate his remaining
energies to the construction of steadfast structure on the site on which
Solomon's Temple once stood. "6 This statement was ceaselessly quoted
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by Arab propagandists, particularly during the dispute regarding the
Western Wall in 1928-1929. Mond himself repeatedly explained in
statements and in the press that he had been speaking metaphorically; the
building of the Temple had simply symbolized the return of the national
glory. This explanation was also supported by L.S.Amery, the Parliamen-
tary Under-Secretary for the Colonies, in a reply to a question in Parlia-
ment on April 5, 1921.7 However, notwithstanding these explanations, the
Arabs never stopped quoting Monds remarks verbatim.8

There is no doubt that the reason that Mond was so widely quoted
was his substantial political influence and his outstanding personality. In
truth, many remarks along these lines were to be found in the Hebrew
press, literature, and poetry of that period. In describing the condition of
Jewish people, its return to its land, and its yearning to renew its sover-
eignty, it is no wonder that many symbols and parables were borrowed
from the phraseology of the Redemption and the Temple. In the visionary-
messianic poems of Uri Zevi Greenberg, for example, the use of terms
such as the Temple Mount, the Kingdom of Jerusalem, and the Messiah of
Israel were common.9

Arab propaganda was not particularly fastidious. It was sufficient
that Jewish spokesmen referred to the Jewish national attachment to the
Land of Israel for the Arab propagandist to infer malicious intent. Thus
even when the return of the Jews to the land of Israel was described by the
Jewish side in national, secular terms as the realization of the principle of
self-determination through the League of Nations by means of the British
Mandate,1O the influential Egyptian daily, AI-Mukattam inferred religious,
anti-Moslem Zionist motives, claiming that there was no reason that the
National Home could not be located elsewhere; the fact that the Zionist
movement insisted on Palestine clearly proved that it sought a religious
home. Even if it was not stated explicitly, it could easily be inferred that
the writer was referring to the Zionist aim of conquering the Mosque.11

Naturally the Jewish side had no control over such a deduction of a
religious, anti-Moslem aspiration derived from the nationalistic yearning
for Zion. In testifying before the British Parliamentary Commission of
Inquiry-the Shaw Commission-investigating the violent disturbances
of August 1929, Abdul Kaadar Rashid, a journalist for Jamea Al Arabia,
the organ of the Supreme Moslem Council stated: "When a Moslem hears
of the desire of the Jews to return to Palestine, whether it is a verse from
the Bible or not, he certainly believes that the Jews are casting an eye
upon the holy places in Jerusalem."12

The Mufti's accusations profited not only from Jewish hopes and oral
and written statements, but also from certain Jewish activities with respect
to the Western WalL. One example is the unsuccessful attempt by some
Jews before, during, and after World War I, as well as in 1926-1927, to
acquire the area in front of the Western Wall, which was part of the Abu
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Madyan Moslem Trust, by the usual exchange transactions that were
customary in the purchase and sale of Moslem Trust real estate.

The attempts to make purchases in this area considered by the
Moslem to be part of AI-Aqsa were portrayed as a step toward the total
takeover of the Mosque, in the same way as the Supreme Moslem Council
described and exploited the Western Wall Incidents of 1928-1929. Prot-
ests appeared in the Arab press and were forwarded to the British govern-
ment, and worshippers demonstrated at the AI-Aqsa Mosque.13

These accusations were also "supported" by less credible evidence,
for example, the distorted use of a late-nineteenth-century picture pub-

lished by Yeshivat Torat Chaim in Jerusalem, in which the Dome of the
Rock appeared below a star of David with the inscription: "The Temple
Site." This innocent picture, called a Mizrah ("East") was used for
decorative purposes and was intended as a fund-raising item for the
Jerusalem charity. However, from 1922, the Supreme Moslem Council
distributed this picture throughout the Moslem world as decisive proof of
the very "real" Zionist danger to the mosque.14 Similar pictures were

presented by the Arabs to the Shaw Commission, and, despite the Com-
mission's derisive attitude, is the Mufti and his followers continued to use
this interpretation as late as 1936 as a basis for their accusation.16

The first reaction of the Zionist Executive to this accusation was in
July 1922, in a response proclamation issued by a Palestinian propaganda
and fund-raising delegation to Hejaz requesting Moslem aid for the
defense of the Mosque.17 The reaction took the form of a memorandum to
the League of Nations, which referred to all other religious groups and not
only to Moslems and rejected the Mufti's accusations implicitly but not
specifically. It did, however, deny the accusation that the Jews at any time
intended to interfere with the holy sites of the non-Jewish inhabitants of
Palestine.18 Thereafter, particularly during the period in which there was
widespread dissemination of the accusation, during 1928-1929 and in
1931 and 1936, the Jewish Agency Executive and the Va'ad Leummi
(National Council of Jews in Palestine) issued statements and memoranda
refuting the accusations. Nevertheless, straight-forward arguments clearly
anchored in religious-halakhic interpretation, as the prima facie religious
nature of the charge would seem to demand, were not employed. More-
over, at times, the Zionist leadership did not allow those who were
qualified to make the religious argument, to do so.

In general, the Zionist leadership preferred to use arguments which
were not directly religious, such as those contained in the 1922 memoran-
dum to the League of Nations. One contention was that the Jews were not
blind to the sanctity of the Land of Israel for members of other faiths,li)
and another was that the sanctity of Jerusalem to Judaism ensures that
Jews would respect the feelings of others toward the city and its religious
sites.2o Similarly, Hayyim Arlosoroff, Chairman of the Political Depart-
ment of the Jewish Agency, argued that the Mufti's accusations were
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enveloped in the atmosphere of the Middle Ages-fanatical, regressive,
and appealing to evil instincts and superstitions-whereas, in contrast,
Zionism was a constructive and enlightened force.21

Moreover, the Zionist leadership quoted numerous statements by the
Jews and non-Jews alike-including Arab personalities-in support of its
claim for the exoneration of the Jews from all accusations of attempting to
harm the Islamic holy sites. Among those who were quoted were Nahum
Sokolow, Hayyim Weizmann, Hayyim Arlosoroff,22 L.S.Amery, and a
correspondent for the Egyptian Gazette.23 Even a quote by the chairman
of the Arab Executive Committee, Musa Kazim Pasha EI-Husseinni, was
used.24

As we have noted, use of religious-legal arguments were not encour-
aged, and following the continuing barrage of Arab accusations, the
Zionist leadership finally forbade their use altogether. Nevertheless, it is
significant to dwell briefly on the nature of these arguments and the rare
occasions on which they were employed.

The religious argument was first publicly and offcially presented on
December 13,1929 before the Shaw Commission, by the supreme Jewish
religious authority in Palestine at that time, the Ashkenazic Chief Rabbi
Abraham Isaac Kook. This was done at the request of the Jewish Agency,
which then sought to publicize the rabbi's testimony.2s

Rabbi Kook, without moderating his genuine opinion for tactical
reasons, rejected the Mufti's accusations by explaining the halakhic prohi-
bition on man building the Temple without Divine Guidance. In referring
to the building of the Temple as an act of redemption, Rabbi Kook divided
the matters relating to the redemption "of Israel into two categories: The
first, within human control, included the obligation to work actively for
the spiritual and material building of the Land of Israel; the second
category, beyond human control, related to the Messianic-miraculous era.
He included in this second category the building of the Temple by the
Messiah at the "end of days." Until then, he stated, not only is one
forbidden to take any steps toward the building of the Temple, but it is
even forbidden to enter the Temple Mount because the holiness of the site
requires a special purification that can only be attained through divine
intervention. It is notable that Rabbi Kook described the construction of
the Temple as the climax of the redemption in the universal sense, as
applying to the world community and as being holy to all peoples, and not
within the narrow Jewish context. He emphasized that the redemption of
all mankind would be realized with the redemption of the Jewish people at
the time of the rebuilding of the Temple.26

Rabbi Kook's statement was only one version of the religious argu-
ment, for there are many varied halakhic opinions in this area. Neverthe-
less the view he expressed represents the opinion of the majority of

halakhic authorities on this issue both in his time and today.27
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Rabbi Kook relied primarily on Maimonides and on numerous Tal-
mudic statements in his contention that the Third Temple will be built by
the Messiah.28 There have, however, been dissenting opinions on this
issue among recent halakhic authorities: the nineteenth-century German
rabbi, Jacob Ettlinger, maintained that there will be human involvement in
the building of the Third Temple,29 while Rabbi Zvi Kalischer, one of the
precursors of Zionism, proposed the reinstitution of animal sacrifices on
the Temple Mount in modern times.30

Even according to Maimonides the prohibition against entering the
Temple site is not as categorical as Rabbi Kook implied. Maimonides is of
the view that not all parts of the Temple Mount are of uniform sanctity
and therefore there is an area where it is permissible to enter. It is only
because the exact location of this area is unknown that entrance is
forbidden to all sections of the Temple Mount.31

The Zionist leadership was favorably impressed by Rabbi Kook's
testimony,32 but did not again employ the rabbinate's services in this
cause except when confronted directly by British or Arab offcials with
questions relating to the age-old Jewish anticipation for the rebuilding of
the Temple. In such situations the leadership was compelled to seek
rabbinic rejoinders.33

With this exception the Zionist leadership did not employ arguments
of this nature, despite the fact that certain persons in the Yishuv, religious
and non-religious, believed that such argumentation would be useful.34
Furthermore, its policy was to silence those who did not wish to present
such arguments. In June 1936, the Zionist leadership prohibited the
publication of a manifesto based on Rabbi Kook's arguments and drafted
by the Chief Rabbinate in answer to the accusations.3S For reasons outside
the scope of this article,36 the Chief Rabbinate was obliged to assent, and
the manifesto was shelved.

It appears that the political leadership was of the opinion, apparently
rightly so, that further presentation of the religious argument would be
dangerous and could do more harm than good to the Zionist case. The fine
distinctions on which the religious argument rests-between theoretical
hopes and the miraculous actualizations of these yearnings in the future-

could easily be overlooked by those aiming to aggravate the situation. The
religious explanation would therefore not help refute the libel, but might
even be utilized as a reinforcement and proof for it. The Jewish Agency
Executive viewed the matter in February 1937, thus: "We do not believe
that a brochure. . . published by the Chief Rabbinate will help us. . . . On
the contrary. . . a rabbi would not be able to lie and conceal. . . his belief
in the restoration of the Temple at the End of Days. Such statements
would be used by our enemies to add fuel to the fire."37

This reluctance to use the religious argument was reinforced by the
variety of halakhic opinion relating to the Third Temple, which we have
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already noted. A range of conflicting halakhic views would undoubtedly
weaken the Jewish argument in its confrontation with the Arabs. Accord-
ingly, the political leadership felt that the arguments should come from
the secular, rather than from the religious leadership. It alone was capable
of rebutting the Arab accusations without involving the outside world in
the intricacy of religious beliefs held by part of the Jewish people.

This approach was expressed in a statement by Yitshak Ben-Zvi,
Chairman of the National Council, at a Mapai Central Committee meeting
in December 1931. Ben-Zvi was reacting to the convening of the World
Moslem Congress: "A new and serious phenomenon is beginning to
appear in Islam's war against Judaism. . . . It is easier for the Labor Party
(Mapai) to wage battle against this phenomenon . . . as a movement
unconnected with any aspiration relating to the holy sites. "38

Ironically, the Arabs continued to attribute religious designs to the
Zionist movement even though the secular wing was in full control of the
Zionist organization.

The Zionist leadership not only tried to suppress the religious reac-
tion to the Mufti's accusations, but it dealt similarly with other approaches
that, in its estimation, would have provided a propaganda weapon for the
Arabs or might justify Arab fears. Accordingly, the Jewish Agency was
very cautious in presenting demands or suggestions in connection with the
right to ownership of the Western Wall or the area in front of it. Even
when certain Anglo-Jewish and British circles supported proposals per-
mitting the purchase of the area in front of the Western Wall, by Jews, to
allow access, the Jewish Agency Executive representative in London
stated, in the summer of 1929, that even were the British government to
support such suggestions, they should be strongly opposed because they
would play directly into Arab hands.39

Not all the elements of the Zionist leadership supported this position.
The National Council as a whole was at odds with it, and there were
certain members who were extremely angered. As early as 1928, the
National Council demanded that the mandatory government expropriate
the area in front of the Western Wall and remove all existing buildings in
the vicinity in order to permit access to Jewish worshippers.4o

The Jewish Agency kept a low profile with respect to claims of
ownership of the Western Wall. From the time of the Western Wall

incidents, the Agency stated unequivocally that it made no claim of this
kind.41 At the end of 1928, though, not everyone agreed with the

Agency's position. In addition to the Revisionists, less extreme groups in
the Yishuv (Mizrahi, General Zionist) were disinclined to surrender on the
issue.42 However, during the course of 1929-1930, the assessment that
there was no choice but to yield on the ownership issue prevailed,

primarily because of its critical ramifications.43 Nevertheless, even after
publication of the Report of the International Western Wall Commission,
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which determined that the Moslems had clear title to the Western Wall,
and after the Jewish Agency succeeded in obtaining agreement among its
Executive regarding acceptance of the Commission's findings,44 the
Agency's position was still bitterly criticized, not only by the Revisio-
nist,4S but also by members within the Zionist leadership.

Among these was Rabbi Judah Leib Fishman, one of the leaders of
the Mizrahi (Religious Zionist) movement, who, on July 16, 1931, at the
Jewish Agency council, condemned the "Agency's policy of surrender"
as being responsible for the Western Wall Commission's findings. He
directed particularly sharp criticism at the chairman, Dr. Cyrus Adler,
who, in the opening address to the Agency Council, stated that if the
Moslems were to offer to return the Temple Mount to the Jews, the Jews
would not accept. Fishman himself emphasized that the return of the
Jewish people to the holy site, would not be brought about by force but on
the basis of historical right and Gods will.46

Actually, if we allow for differences in style and emphasis, Adler's
views reflected the general stand of the Zionist leadership in its concilia-
tory line. It is therefore not surprising that it was Fishman's speech that
provoked negative reactions from members of the Zionist leadership on
the grounds that the Arabs would not hesitate to exploit such argument for
their purposes.47

In summary, the Zionist reaction to the Arab accusations consisted of
indirect arguments, with the rare use of religious arguments and the
repression of claims on the Western WalL. However, there were many
occasions on which the Zionist leadership chose not to respond at all to
the accusations. In 1936, for example, in the course of the discussions on
preventing a response by the Chief Rabbinate, the majority of the Jewish
Agency Executive decided that no response whatsoever be made.48 They
preferred, for reasons of credibility, that the Government of Palestine
issue a statement.49 Nevertheless, except for a number of public state-
ments by official British spokesmen, so such a statement by the Mandatory
Government was not forthcoming. Its refusal was based on the grounds
that it was not certain that Arab apprehension was unwarranted.s1

This was the official British response. However, as the Jewish leader-
ship had impressed upon the Mandatory Government the true nature of
Jewish hopes regarding the construction of the Temple,s2 the govern-

ment's refusal must be understood as a product of its inordinate sensitivity
toward the Arabs. This was especially evident during High Commissioner
Sir John Chancellor's term of offce (1928-1931). Chancellor was not an

especially assertive commissioner, and therefore his office was managed
by British functionaries who were less than sympathetic to the Jewish
Community. They were prone to appease the Arabs at any price, including
casting the Jews as culpable for provocations that they did not instigate.s3
The excessiveness of the British administration's position can be inferred
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from its warning to the Jewish Agency Executive in November 1928 not
to involve the Mandatory authority in any way in a declaration issued by
the Agency against the Mufti's accusations.s4

There were additional reasons for the Zionist leadership's silence in
the face of the accusations under certain circumstances. In this context it
is noteworthy to discuss the attitude of the leadership to the Arab exploita-
tion of the statements made by Sir Alfred Mond, which have been cited
above. It seems that in 1928, when Monds statements were being quoted
frequently by the Arabs, the full significance of Monds remarks were not
yet fully understood by the Zionist leadership. Some were convinced that
the manner in which the Arabs presented the statements was simply

absurd. ss Colonel EH. Kisch, the chairman of the Political Department of
the Jewish Agency in Jerusalem, in response to an article published in the
Egyptian daily AI-Mokattam of November 9,1928, pointed out the misuse
of Monds statementsS6 and recommended that Mond issue a clarification
to prevent his statements from being exploited again and again by the
Arabs. S7

However, a survey of the British press from March 1921, and the
coverage of the speech convinced Kisch that no response should be made.
The research showed that Mond had indeed made the statement that
building the Temple was his life goal, although he had been speaking
figurative1y.S8 Monds statements simply could not be denied, just as the
popular religious hopes for the rebuilding of the Temple could not be
denied. Past efforts at clarification had been unsuccessful and attempts to
prevent further exploitation of the remarks were useless. Monds unfortu-
nate stumble into metaphor continued to serve Arab propaganda while the
Zionist leadership stood silent in its powerlessness. S9

Another factor that influenced the leadership not to respond was the
assessment that by maintaining silence the agitation would dissipate of its
own accord. It was argued that since this agitation had become the core of
the Mufti's struggle against Zionism, a strident battle would only add fuel
to the fire. Moreover, an immoderate response would not calm the situa-
tion but might even arouse Arab elements not yet involved in the dispute.
Following such a development certain Jewish activist circles, particularly
hot-headed youngsters, might see fit not to remain indifferent, and the
situation would progressively deteriorate.

An interesting example of this process can be found in the reaction of
the Palestinian Arab press in November 1928 to the Jewish reply to the
Mufti's accusations in the wake of the Western Wall clashes. The Jewish
reply had been expressed in the declaration of the Zionist Organization of
November 6, 1928, which had been composed with great care. The
declaration contained no protests or denunciations of the Arabs, but

simply an unreserved and clear statement of the Jews' respect for the
Moslem holy places and the commitment not to harm them. It was not an
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attack on the Arabs, but rather a defense of the Jews. The wording of the
declaration was somewhat general and vague in that it mentioned the
aspiration of the Jews to free worship at the Western Wall.6° Despite its
conciliatory tone, the declaration was given unfair and aggressive cover-
age in the Arab press. Not only was the" Jewish aspiration" cited in the
declaration construed as an intent to alter the status quo of the Western
Wall, but any legal right on the part of Jews to worship at the Wall was
denied.61

It is therefore not surprising that the declaration of the National

Council, also published in November 1928, which was longer and less
conciliatory, aroused a sharper reaction in the Arab press. The National
Council's declaration denounced the Arabs, both with respect to the
Western Wall incidents and with respect to the general accusations. The
declaration recognized the rights of Moslems to their holy places but
made a similar claim with regard to the rights of the Jews to their holy
places. It emphasized that the Jews would not surrender their rights to
visit or worship at the Wall, the last remnant of the Temple. The conclud-
ing section of the declaration was conciliatory and expressed the honest
hope for building Palestine in harmony with the Arabs.62

The Arab press attached the National Council's claims for recogni-
tion of the Jews' rights to their holy places by denying the very existence
of such places. The Arab press did not hesitate to claim that the Western
Wall was not a remnant of the Temple and that therefore the Jews'
attachment to the site was clear proof of their desire to take over the
mosque. Even the conciliatory portion of the National Council's statement
did not receive sympathetic treatment. This was derided by the Arab press
with the claim that the Arabs were the true rulers of Palestine. If the Jews
wished to live in peace with their neighbors, they would not only have to
relinquish any rights to the Western Wall, but would also have to apolo-
gize for their attacks on the status quo regarding the Western Wall. 63

This attack in the Arab press of November 1928, was brought to the
attention of the Zionist Executive in London, and may have influenced its
decision in January 1929 not to approve the National Council's proposal
to publish its declarations on the subject of the Western Wall and related
accusations that had appeared in India and other Moslem areas of the
British Empire. The Zionist Executive in London, with the help of circles
in the Colonial Offce examined the state of Moslem propaganda in India
and reached the conclusion that the General Moslem Congress that had
been convened in Bombay on December 21, 1928, was an isolated protest
of inflated proportions. The publication of a counter-declaration, it was
felt, would provoke rather than calm the situation and therefore it was
decided to let sleeping dogs lie.64

An additional, practical reason for the Zionist leadership to refrain
from responding was that the uneducated masses in the villages and
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towns, who were easily deceived by the Mufti's slogans, would not learn
of the Jewish response even if one were made. When Arlosoroff, for
example, attempted to respond to Arab accusations in 1931, it became
clear to him that he was talking only to the educated, thinking Arabs with
open minds, and a wilingness to listen.6s However, the leaders of the
Jewish Agency recognized the limitation of any effort to convince even
educated Arabs. The Mufti's followers would be afraid to speak out
against him even if they were convinced of the unjustness of the accusa-
tions against the Jews.66

In fact, there were members of the educated class who opposed the
Mufti and his party and criticized him with respect to his accusations
against the Jews. In their contention that there was no basis to the
accusations and that the Jews had no concrete intentions of taking over the
Moslem holy places, these critics were not guided by careful analysis and
certainly were not motivated out of love for the Jews, but rather by hatred
of the Mufti. In their attempts to emphasize the Mufti's unreliability, they
sometimes made quite paradoxical claims, such as that when the Jews
would eventually want to buy the area in front of the Western Wall, the
Mufti would be the most likely to help them.67

CONCLUSIONS

In retrospect, it is diffcult to assess whether the decision of the Zionist
leadership to silence the religious argument was effective. In favor of the
decision of the Zionist leadership to relegate the religious stance to a
secondary position, it may be said that, on the single occasion that the
religious view was presented, it brought no noticeable benefit to the
Zionist cause. Moreover, if further presentations had been permitted, it is
unlikely that they would have been as persuasive and moderate as the
formulation expressed by Rabbi Kook.

Indeed, in its more usual formulation, the religious view could not be
separated from the deep ties to the Temple Mount which existed among
observant Jews.

Today there is no doubt that an awareness of the strength of feeling
amongst religious Jews toward the Temple Mount, and of the mileage
gained by the Moslem world out of the actions of some Jewish extremists
in relation to the site, has persuaded the Israeli Government to adopt the
same cautions approach that characterized the Zionist leadership during
the Mandate. Since the conquest of the Temple Mount by the Israeli
Defence Forces in 1967, Israel has carefully refrained from any act which
might be construed as claiming Jewish ownership. For example, Jewish
groups are forbidden to hold services on the site.

If the policy of the Israeli Government can be seen to echo the
approach of the early Zionist leadership, a similar connection is apparent
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between the halakhic opinion current today, and that of the Mandate

period. Most halakhic authorities today are against realizing, in any form,
the Jewish ties to the Temple Mount, and they prohibit entrance to the site.
A minority of rabbis dissent from this view including, most significantly,
former Chief Rabbi Shlomo Goren. These rabbis encourage prayers on
the Temple Mount in the area in which it is, according to their halakhic
opinion, permissible to enter. Rabbi Goren even received offcial permis-
sion to hold public service on the Temple Mount, by virtue of his special
position as Chief Rabbi Emeritus of the Israel Defence Forces and the
State of Israel, and as one who participated in the 1967 conquest of the
Temple Mount.

It is argued that the majority view which advocates caution stems
from pure halakhic and not political considerations. Nevertheless, others
suggest that the conservatism of this view is simply a reflection of the
anti-revolutionary approach which has characterized the halakhic authori-
ties of our generation especially in relation to questions arising from the
reestablishment of Israel in its land.

Although the political and religious leadership remain, superficially
at least, in agreement on their approach, the Temple Mount continues to
be a cause of heated controversy, not only between Jews and Moslems but
also within the Jewish community. One can only recall the poignant
comment of Rabbi Kook: "The Second Temple was destroyed on account
of causeless hatred; the Third Temple will be rebuilt by causeless love."
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