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The historical framing of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has frequently relied on a complex 
rhetoric of moral victimhood, perhaps most famously articulated by former Israeli Prime 
Minister Golda Meir in 1969. By asserting that Arab animosity forced Israel into the tragic 
position of enacting violence, Meir effectively shifted the moral burden of state-sponsored 
warfare onto the displaced population itself. This paper examines the historical and 
psychological crucibles that forged this specific worldview, tracing it from Meir’s early exposure 
to anti-Semitic pogroms and the trauma of the Holocaust, to the foundational ideological tenets 
of early Labor Zionism. Furthermore, this study explores how this narrative of existential 
vulnerability and moral righteousness resonated with key American political figures, specifically 
Eleanor Roosevelt and Harry S. Truman. While contemporary American support for Israel is 
often conflated with eschatological Christian Zionism, this paper demonstrates that the crucial 
mid-century backing championed by Roosevelt and Truman was driven entirely by humanitarian 
imperatives, the Social Gospel, and post-war geopolitical pragmatism, rather than apocalyptic 
theology. By analyzing the intersection of inherited trauma, the erasure of indigenous identity, 
and diplomatic strategy, this paper deconstructs the rhetorical frameworks that helped 
legitimize early Israeli statecraft on the global stage. 
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1. Introduction: The Rhetoric of Moral Victimhood 

The language of statecraft, particularly in regions defined by protracted and asymmetric conflict, 
is rarely neutral. Governments and political leaders frequently deploy carefully constructed 
rhetorical frameworks to contextualize their military actions, legitimate their geopolitical 
objectives, and maintain domestic and international support. In the theater of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, one of the most enduring and effective of these frameworks has been the 
rhetoric of moral victimhood. This narrative strategy allows a state exercising dominant military 
power to present itself not as an aggressor or an occupier, but as a reluctant participant forced 
into violence by the irrational hatred of its adversaries. By doing so, the state preserves its 
foundational self-image of ethical purity while simultaneously justifying devastating uses of 
force. This introduction establishes the conceptual foundation for understanding how this 
specific type of rhetoric operates, using a defining historical articulation of this mindset as a 
primary lens. By examining the linguistic and psychological mechanisms of state-sanctioned 
victimhood, we can better understand how historical trauma, political ideology, and 
international diplomacy coalesce to legitimize controversial statecraft. 

1.1. The 1969 Golda Meir Statement 

Perhaps no single historical utterance better encapsulates this rhetoric of moral victimhood 
than a statement widely attributed to former Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir in 1969. 
Speaking during a period of intense national transformation and rising global scrutiny following 
the 1967 Six-Day War, Meir famously articulated a sentiment that would become a cornerstone 
of Israeli political discourse. She stated that Israelis could forgive the Arabs for killing their 
children, but they could not forgive them for forcing Israelis to kill Arab children. She concluded 
with the assertion that peace would only arrive when Arabs loved their own children more than 
they hated Israelis. 

This statement is a masterclass in the weaponization of language. Linguistically, it completely 
strips agency away from the party executing the military action. The dominant military power is 
framed as passive, acting only under the absolute duress of the enemy's supposedly unnatural 
and pervasive hatred. By claiming that the adversary is "forcing" the state to kill, Meir’s rhetoric 
effectively absolves the state of moral responsibility for the casualties it inflicts. The tragedy, 
within this framework, is decentralized from the actual loss of Arab life and is instead 
recentered on the psychological anguish and moral injury suffered by the Israelis who are 
compelled to pull the trigger. Furthermore, the phrasing inherently dehumanizes the opposing 
population by suggesting they lack a fundamental, universal human trait—the love for their own 
children. This reductionist view not only delegitimizes the political and territorial grievances of 
the Arab and Palestinian populations but also frames the entire conflict as a clash between 
civilized, moral actors and irrational, hate-driven adversaries. 
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1.2. The Paradox of the Occupier as Victim 

The deployment of this rhetoric creates a profound paradox: the occupying power claims the 
mantle of the primary victim. In the context of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, this dynamic 
obscures the stark asymmetry of power, resources, and geopolitical backing between a 
sovereign, heavily armed nation-state and a displaced, stateless population. When a state insists 
that its moral purity is being tarnished by the very people it is subjugating or killing, it engages 
in a psychological deflection of accountability. 

This paradox serves a dual purpose, functioning both domestically and internationally. 
Domestically, it is a crucial defense mechanism for a society built upon high moral ideals. The 
early Zionist movement and the subsequent State of Israel placed immense cultural value on 
concepts like the purity of arms, which dictated that military force should only be used 
defensively and with a strict moral compass. As the reality of maintaining a state and occupying 
territories increasingly required actions that contradicted these ideals, the rhetoric of forced 
victimhood offered a cognitive bridge. It allowed citizens and soldiers to reconcile their self-
perception as moral actors with the brutal realities of warfare and occupation. Internationally, 
this paradox proved highly effective in maintaining the sympathy and material support of 
Western liberal democracies. By framing its violence as a tragic necessity imposed by 
intransigent neighbors, the state could appeal to Western sensibilities that valued self-defense 
while remaining willfully blind to the structural violence of displacement and occupation. 

1.3. Scope and Methodology of the Paper 

This paper seeks to comprehensively deconstruct the origins, applications, and diplomatic 
resonances of this rhetoric of moral victimhood in early Israeli statecraft. To achieve this, the 
study is structured to trace the evolution of this worldview from its biographical roots to its 
impact on the global stage. The initial sections will examine the psychological crucible that 
forged Golda Meir’s perspective, specifically analyzing how early exposure to anti-Semitic 
violence in the Russian Empire and the profound, world-shattering trauma of the Holocaust 
necessitated the development of a survivalist mindset. The paper will then explore how these 
personal traumas mapped onto the ideological foundations of Labor Zionism, which relied 
heavily on the myth of an empty land and the erasure of an indigenous Palestinian identity to 
maintain its absolute moral righteousness. 

Following this biographical and ideological analysis, the paper will shift its focus to the 
international arena, specifically examining how the Israeli narrative of existential vulnerability 
intersected with American diplomacy in the mid-twentieth century. By analyzing the distinct 
motivations of key American figures—namely Eleanor Roosevelt and Harry S. Truman—this 
study will demonstrate how the trauma-informed rhetoric of the early Israeli state found a 
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receptive audience in the West. The paper will explicitly differentiate the pragmatic, 
humanitarian, and geopolitical motivations of Roosevelt and Truman from the apocalyptic 
theology of modern Christian Zionism, proving that mid-century Western support was grounded 
in the Social Gospel and Cold War realities rather than eschatological prophecy. Finally, the 
paper will address the inherent blind spots of Western liberalism during this era, exploring how 
a deep commitment to resolving the Jewish refugee crisis facilitated a tragic disregard for the 
Palestinian Nakba, leaving a legacy of weaponized language and historical grievance that 
continues to define the region today. 

 

2. The Crucible of Trauma: Early Life and Existential Dread 

The rhetorical frameworks and ideological rigidities that defined early Israeli statecraft did not 
emerge in a vacuum. They were the direct, manifested products of immense personal and 
collective trauma. To understand the political posture of leaders like Golda Meir—and 
specifically the psychological mechanisms that allowed for the externalization of moral 
responsibility during armed conflict—one must examine the environments in which their core 
worldviews were forged. For the founding generation of Israeli leaders, political ideology was 
inextricably linked to physical survival. Their political philosophies were heavily informed by an 
underlying, pervasive sense of existential dread. This dread was not an abstract political theory 
or a cynical manipulative tool; it was a rational, learned response to a world that had repeatedly 
demonstrated its hostility toward Jewish life. By tracing the early biographical experiences of 
figures like Meir, we can observe how acute childhood trauma evolved into a hardened 
geopolitical strategy, creating a psychological paradigm where state violence could be 
consistently rationalized as a tragic necessity for survival. 

2.1. Pogroms in the Russian Empire 

Golda Meir was born Golda Mabovitch in 1898 in Kyiv, located within the Pale of Settlement in 
the Russian Empire. This geographic and historical context is paramount to understanding her 
later worldview. The Russian Empire at the turn of the twentieth century was a landscape 
characterized by systemic, state-sanctioned anti-Semitism. Jewish communities lived under 
severe legal restrictions, profound economic poverty, and the constant, looming threat of 
physical violence. This violence frequently manifested in the form of pogroms—organized, 
violent riots targeting Jewish communities, often incited or explicitly ignored by local authorities 
and the Tsarist government. 

Meir’s earliest and most frequently cited childhood memory centered entirely on this 
vulnerability. In her recollections, she vividly described the visceral terror of watching her father 
hastily nail wooden planks across the doors and windows of their home to barricade the family 
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against an impending mob. She recalled the sounds of the rioters in the streets, the absolute 
helplessness of her parents, and the paralyzing realization that there were no authorities to call 
upon for protection because the authorities were complicit. This specific image of a father 
forced to barricade a flimsy door against a murderous crowd served as the foundational building 
block of her political consciousness. It instilled in her an intimate, horrifying understanding of 
what it meant to be a stateless, powerless minority at the mercy of a hostile majority. The 
trauma of the pogroms demonstrated that physical annihilation was not merely a historical 
concept, but an ever-present, immediate reality that could arrive at one's doorstep at any 
moment. 

2.2. The Development of the Survival Mindset 

The psychological ramifications of this early exposure to acute vulnerability cannot be 
overstated. Psychologically, children who experience this level of systemic threat often develop 
deeply ingrained cognitive frameworks focused entirely on self-preservation. For Meir and many 
of her contemporaries who fled Eastern Europe, the trauma of the pogroms crystallized into a 
permanent survival mindset. This mindset fundamentally categorized the world through a 
binary lens: the vulnerable Jewish people on one side, and an inherently hostile, untrustworthy 
gentile world on the other. 

In this cognitive framework, existential dread was the baseline of existence. The survival 
mindset dictates that any period of peace or tolerance is merely a temporary pause between 
inevitable periods of persecution. Therefore, every political development, every territorial 
dispute, and every instance of friction with neighboring populations was automatically 
interpreted through the lens of absolute catastrophe. When a leader views the world through 
this trauma-informed paradigm, conflict is never perceived as a mere disagreement over 
borders, resources, or political rights; it is instinctively perceived as the opening salvo of a new 
pogrom. This psychological reality makes compromise exceedingly difficult, if not impossible, as 
any concession is viewed not as a diplomatic step toward peace, but as a fatal weakening of the 
defenses protecting the community from slaughter. The survival mindset demands absolute 
vigilance and interprets all opposition as an existential threat, laying the psychological 
groundwork for the intense, uncompromising military postures that would later define the 
nascent Israeli state. 

2.3. The Psychological Rejection of Dependency 

The ultimate consequence of Meir’s early trauma was a profound, unyielding rejection of 
dependency. While her family’s eventual emigration to the United States, settling in Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin, provided physical safety from the immediate violence of the Russian Empire, it did 
not erase the psychological scars of Kyiv. Instead, the safety of America allowed her to 
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intellectually process the vulnerability of her past. The conclusion she drew was absolute: 
Jewish survival could never again rely on the benevolence, tolerance, or intervention of host 
nations or foreign majorities. 

To rely on the goodwill of others was, in her view, to invite a repetition of history. True security 
required agency, and agency required sovereignty. This psychological rejection of dependency 
became the driving force behind her embrace of Zionism. Zionism offered a radical alternative 
to the historical model of the vulnerable diaspora; it promised a future where Jews would 
dictate their own physical security through self-reliance, agricultural labor, and, most 
importantly, military defense. The barricaded door of her childhood was to be replaced by the 
heavily fortified borders of a sovereign state. By internalizing the belief that nobody else would 
ever truly protect them, Meir and the early Zionist pioneers cultivated a doctrine of aggressive 
self-reliance. This doctrine inherently justified the pre-emptive and overwhelming use of 
military force, as the state alone bore the absolute, terrifying burden of preventing the next 
massacre. Consequently, when the state utilized this force, leaders steeped in this rejection of 
dependency could easily frame their actions not as aggression, but as the agonizing, 
unavoidable burden of a people forced to fight for their very right to exist. 

 

3. Labor Zionism and the Ideological Foundations of the State 

The psychological need for self-reliance and the pervasive dread of annihilation described in the 
previous section found their definitive political expression in the movement of Labor Zionism. 
While there were many competing factions within the early Zionist movement, it was Labor 
Zionism that ultimately became the dominant ideological and political force in shaping the 
institutions, culture, and territorial strategies of the pre-state Jewish community in Mandatory 
Palestine, and subsequently the State of Israel. Figures like Golda Meir, David Ben-Gurion, and 
their contemporaries were not merely nationalist leaders; they were zealous adherents to a 
socialist, utopian ideology that sought to completely reinvent Jewish identity. To understand the 
profound moral certainty that allowed these leaders to externalize accountability for the 
violence of the conflict, it is necessary to examine the core tenets of the Labor Zionist project. 
This ideology provided a comprehensive moral architecture that framed the acquisition and 
settlement of the land as an unequivocally righteous endeavor, completely insulating its 
adherents from recognizing the resulting displacement of the indigenous population as a moral 
failing. 

3.1. The Pioneer Narrative and Agricultural Communes 

At the very heart of Labor Zionism was the concept of the pioneer, or the chalutz. The 
movement sought to eradicate the historical image of the vulnerable, intellectual, and 
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economically marginalized diaspora Jew, replacing it with the ideal of the "New Jew." This new 
identity was to be rooted in physical labor, self-defense, and an intimate, almost mystical 
connection to the soil. The architects of Labor Zionism believed that the Jewish people had 
been alienated from productive, physical labor during their centuries in exile, and that national 
redemption could only be achieved through a return to agriculture and manual work. 

This philosophy was institutionalized in the creation of agricultural communes, most notably the 
kibbutz. The kibbutz movement was designed to be the vanguard of the Zionist project, 
functioning simultaneously as a utopian socialist experiment in egalitarian living and a strategic 
tool for establishing a physical footprint on the land. The pioneers who drained the swamps, 
planted the forests, and established these agricultural settlements viewed themselves as 
carrying out a deeply moral and progressive mission. They were not merely building a refuge; 
they were actively redeeming a neglected landscape through their own sweat and sacrifice. This 
pioneer narrative generated an immense sense of moral superiority. Because the labor was 
arduous, communal, and ostensibly focused on bringing modern agricultural progress to the 
region, the early settlers internalized a profound belief in the absolute virtue of their enterprise. 

3.2. The Myth of the Empty Land 

A critical, facilitating component of the Labor Zionist worldview was the pervasive propagation 
of the myth of an empty land. This concept is most famously distilled in the slogan describing 
Palestine as a land without a people for a people without a land. Historically, this did not 
necessarily mean that the early Zionists were completely ignorant of the physical presence of an 
Arab population. Rather, it functioned as a psychological and political framework that denied 
the existence of a distinct, rooted national entity possessing legitimate sovereign rights to the 
territory. 

In the eyes of the early European Zionist pioneers, the local Arab population was largely viewed 
through a distinctly Orientalist lens. They were perceived as a fragmented, transient, or socially 
backward populace that had allowed the ancient homeland to fall into ruin. By categorizing the 
existing inhabitants as lacking a cohesive national identity or a productive connection to the soil, 
the Zionist movement could conceptualize the land as essentially vacant in a political and 
historical sense. Consequently, the act of settlement was completely stripped of any colonial 
connotations in the minds of the settlers. If the land was culturally and politically empty, and 
physically neglected, then the arrival of the Zionists could not be viewed as an act of 
displacement or conquest. Instead, it was framed entirely as an act of restoration and 
civilization, effectively rendering the demographic reality of the indigenous population invisible 
within the Zionist moral calculus. 
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3.3. Moral Righteousness and the Inability to Process Indigenous Resistance 

The synthesis of the heroic pioneer narrative and the myth of the empty land created an 
impenetrable shield of moral righteousness around the early Zionist project. The pioneers truly 
believed they were returning to an abandoned homeland to build a just, egalitarian society that 
would ultimately benefit all inhabitants of the region through modernization and economic 
development. Because they viewed their motives as fundamentally pure and their actions as a 
desperate necessity for Jewish survival, they were ideologically incapable of processing Arab 
resistance as a legitimate political or national response. 

When the local Arab population responded to the increasing acquisition of land and the 
demographic shifts with violent resistance, the Labor Zionist leadership could not contextualize 
this as a natural anti-colonial backlash or a defense of indigenous sovereignty. To do so would 
require acknowledging that the Zionist project was an act of displacement, which would shatter 
the foundational premise of their moral purity. Instead, the leadership categorized Arab 
resistance through the only lens they had intimately known: the irrational, visceral hatred of 
anti-Semitism. Arab violence was not viewed as a defense of a homeland, but simply as a 
continuation of the pogroms of Eastern Europe transplanted to the Middle East. This 
catastrophic misinterpretation is the exact ideological origin of the rhetoric of moral victimhood. 
If the Zionist project was purely benevolent, and the Arab resistance was purely hateful and 
irrational, then any military force utilized by the settlers was merely a tragic, defensive necessity 
forced upon them. The state was thus able to engage in armed conflict, expulsion, and 
territorial conquest while maintaining the unwavering conviction that it was the ultimate, 
righteous victim of circumstance. 

 

4. The Shadow of the Shoah: The Holocaust as Catalyst 

While the foundational ideologies of Labor Zionism and the psychological scars of Eastern 
European pogroms set the stage for the nascent Israeli state, it was the cataclysm of the 
Holocaust, or the Shoah, that irreversibly cemented its rhetorical and operational frameworks. 
For the Jewish leadership in Mandatory Palestine, the systematic extermination of six million 
Jews in Europe was not merely an unimaginable human tragedy; it was a profound geopolitical 
catalyst that fundamentally altered the stakes of the Zionist project. Prior to World War II, the 
establishment of a Jewish homeland was viewed by many of its pioneers as an urgent necessity 
for cultural and physical revival. Following the war, it became an absolute, desperate imperative 
for sheer biological survival. The psychological fallout of the Holocaust created a paradigm 
where the past was perpetually present, and every subsequent political or military challenge 
was viewed through the darkest possible lens. This section explores how the trauma of the 



10 
 

Shoah validated the most extreme fears of the early Israeli leadership, permanently coloring 
their perception of Arab resistance and giving rise to a doctrine of absolute military necessity 
that effectively shielded the state from moral self-doubt. 

4.1. The Validation of Childhood Fears 

As discussed in earlier sections, leaders like Golda Meir were deeply influenced by the acute 
vulnerability they experienced during the pogroms of the Russian Empire. The Holocaust 
functioned as the ultimate, horrifying vindication of those early childhood terrors. For decades, 
the Zionist leadership had warned that the diaspora was inherently unsafe and that relying on 
the assimilation or tolerance of European host nations was a fatal illusion. The industrial 
slaughter of European Jewry proved, in their eyes, that their most paranoid, trauma-induced 
fears were not an exaggeration, but a precise prediction of reality. 

The psychological impact of this validation cannot be overstated. When a marginalized group’s 
deepest anxieties regarding annihilation are proven entirely correct on an unprecedented, 
continental scale, it shatters any remaining trust in international law, global morality, or the 
goodwill of the international community. The doors of most Western democracies, including the 
United States, had remained largely closed to Jewish refugees fleeing the Nazi regime during 
the 1930s and 1940s. This abandonment reinforced the core lesson Meir had internalized as a 
child in Kyiv: the world will stand by while Jewish communities are slaughtered. Consequently, 
the Holocaust extinguished any lingering debates within the Zionist movement regarding the 
necessity of a sovereign, heavily militarized state. The survival mindset transitioned from a 
theoretical posture to a historically proven imperative. There was no longer any room for 
compromise or reliance on foreign protection, as the cost of miscalculation had been brutally 
quantified in millions of lives. 

4.2. Framing Arab Resistance as a Second Holocaust 

This profound, immediate trauma deeply distorted how the early Israeli leadership processed 
the political realities of the Middle East. As the British Mandate drew to a close and the 
prospect of an independent Jewish state became imminent, the local Arab population and 
neighboring Arab nations escalated their resistance to the United Nations Partition Plan of 1947. 
Rather than analyzing this opposition as a foreseeable political and territorial dispute over 
sovereignty and self-determination, the traumatized Zionist leadership projected the horrors of 
Europe directly onto their Arab neighbors. 

The historical collaboration between certain Arab figures, most notably the Grand Mufti of 
Jerusalem Amin al-Husseini, and the Nazi regime during the war provided a tangible link that 
leaders used to merge the two distinct conflicts in the national consciousness. Consequently, 
the Arab rejection of the partition and the subsequent 1948 war were not framed as a regional 
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conflict over land borders. Instead, they were explicitly understood and communicated as an 
immediate attempt to perpetrate a second Holocaust. When the armies of neighboring Arab 
states invaded in 1948, the Israeli leadership and public genuinely believed they were facing 
total extermination. By framing the indigenous Arab population and the surrounding nations as 
the direct ideological successors to the Nazis, the state elevated the conflict from a political 
struggle to a binary battle between life and absolute annihilation. This framing made the 
recognition of legitimate Palestinian grievances psychologically impossible, as one does not 
negotiate with or recognize the grievances of an enemy intent on complete genocide. 

4.3. The Doctrine of Ein Breira and the Justification of Military Force 

The direct consequence of framing every conflict as an existential threat of annihilation was the 
development of the Israeli doctrine of Ein Breira, a Hebrew phrase translating to "no 
alternative" or "no choice." This concept became the supreme moral and strategic compass of 
the early state. The logic of Ein Breira is brutally straightforward: when you are a victimized 
people facing an enemy that seeks your complete destruction, and you have no allies who will 
reliably intervene to save you, you have no choice but to utilize any and all available force to 
survive. 

This doctrine became the ultimate justification for the state's military actions, seamlessly 
feeding into the rhetoric of moral victimhood. If a state believes it has no alternative but to fight 
for its very existence, the moral burden of the violence it inflicts is entirely neutralized. Under 
the umbrella of Ein Breira, preemptive strikes, the harsh treatment of hostile populations, and 
even the mass displacement of civilians during wartime could be rationalized not as aggressive 
expansionism, but as tragic, forced necessities. The leadership could maintain their self-image 
as moral actors because they believed the violence was unwillingly thrust upon them by an 
uncompromising enemy. When Golda Meir later claimed that Arabs forced Israelis to kill, she 
was articulating the very essence of Ein Breira. The doctrine allowed the dominant military 
power to view itself as the perpetual underdog, cornered by history and forced to commit acts 
of violence solely because the alternative—a second Holocaust—was too horrific to entertain. 

 

5. The Erasure of Palestinian Identity in Early Israeli Statecraft 

To sustain the rhetoric of moral victimhood and the doctrine of absolute necessity in the face of 
indigenous displacement, early Israeli statecraft required a specific geopolitical framing of its 
adversaries. The psychological defense mechanisms forged in Eastern Europe and hardened by 
the Holocaust could only function if the opponent was perceived in a certain way. If the Zionist 
project was to be understood globally and domestically as a righteous return rather than a 
colonial conquest, the very concept of a distinct, indigenous Palestinian nation had to be 
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structurally denied. This section explores how the political erasure of Palestinian identity 
became a foundational pillar of Israeli diplomatic and rhetorical strategy. By characterizing the 
local Arab population merely as a fragment of a vast, undifferentiated Arab monolith, the early 
Israeli leadership neutralized the moral complexities of displacement and successfully cast the 
newly formed state not as an occupying power, but as a besieged outpost fighting for its life. 

5.1. The Concept of Pan-Arabism versus Local Nationalism 

The era in which the Zionist movement began its earnest demographic expansion into 
Mandatory Palestine coincided with the collapse of the Ottoman Empire and the subsequent 
drawing of modern national borders by British and French colonial powers. During this 
transitional period, political identities in the Middle East were fluid and complex, characterized 
by a tension between local, localized patriotism and broader Pan-Arab aspirations. Early Israeli 
statecraft capitalized heavily on this ambiguity, leaning into the concept of Pan-Arabism to 
deliberately obfuscate the reality of a distinct, rooted Palestinian nationalism. 

The political argument advanced by the Zionist leadership was that the Arab inhabitants of 
Palestine did not possess a unique national identity separate from the Arabs of Syria, 
Transjordan, or Egypt. Instead, they were portrayed simply as Arabs who happened to reside in 
the geographic region of Palestine. This framing was incredibly useful from a state-building 
perspective. If the local population was merely a small demographic fraction of a massive, 
contiguous Arab nation spanning the Middle East and North Africa, then their displacement 
from a tiny sliver of land along the Mediterranean coast could be rationalized as a minor 
geographic shift rather than the destruction of a national homeland. The Zionist leadership 
frequently argued that the displaced Arabs could easily be absorbed by neighboring Arab states, 
given their shared language, religion, and supposed unified identity. This perspective entirely 
dismissed the deep, multi-generational agrarian ties and distinct cultural markers that defined 
the local Palestinian society, reducing a complex people to a homogenous demographic block 
that could be conveniently relocated without moral consequence. 

5.2. Golda Meir and the Denial of a Palestinian People 

The strategic erasure of Palestinian identity reached its rhetorical apex in the statements of 
Golda Meir during her tenure as Prime Minister. In a highly publicized and controversial 
interview with The Sunday Times in June 1969, Meir explicitly stated that there was no such 
thing as Palestinians. She elaborated by arguing that before the establishment of the State of 
Israel, there was no distinct Palestinian entity or national consciousness that the Zionist 
movement had usurped. 

This assertion was not merely a historical observation; it was an aggressive, calculated political 
doctrine. By denying the very existence of a Palestinian people, Meir effectively stripped them 
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of any collective right to self-determination. In the lexicon of international law and post-war 
diplomacy, nations and peoples have recognized rights to sovereignty and territory, but 
individuals viewed merely as a disorganized, transient population do not. Meir’s denial served 
to legally and morally decouple the indigenous population from the land. If there was no 
Palestinian nation, then there could be no Palestinian national grievance. Any resistance offered 
by the local population was therefore stripped of its political legitimacy and rebranded simply as 
terrorism or the irrational hostility of neighboring states utilizing a refugee population as a 
geopolitical weapon. This profound erasure allowed the Israeli state to maintain its narrative of 
absolute moral purity, as one cannot be accused of destroying a nation that, according to the 
official state ideology, never existed in the first place. 

5.3. The David versus Goliath Narrative Structure 

The ultimate utility of erasing a distinct Palestinian identity was the creation of the David versus 
Goliath narrative, which became the defining public relations triumph of early Israeli statecraft. 
In any conflict, international sympathy and moral high ground frequently default to the 
perceived underdog. However, if the conflict in Mandatory Palestine were accurately framed as 
a highly organized, heavily financed, and European-backed settler movement utilizing modern 
military tactics to displace a largely agrarian, stateless indigenous population, the Zionist 
enterprise would have occupied the uncomfortable role of Goliath. 

To invert this dynamic, the erasure of the Palestinian identity was essential. By intellectually 
removing the stateless Palestinians from the primary equation, the Israeli leadership could 
reframe the conflict entirely. The narrative shifted from a localized struggle over indigenous 
displacement to a regional war of survival between the tiny, vulnerable State of Israel and the 
massive, combined military might of the surrounding Arab world. In this constructed reality, 
Israel assumed the role of the righteous, besieged David, vastly outnumbered and fighting 
against a Goliath represented by an overwhelming, monolithic Arab enemy. This framing 
resonated deeply with Western audiences, who were captivated by the biblical resonance of the 
underdog fighting for survival. The David versus Goliath narrative successfully masked the stark 
power asymmetry between the Israeli military apparatus and the Palestinian populace, ensuring 
that the structural violence of occupation and displacement was consistently overshadowed by 
the compelling, state-sponsored narrative of a miraculous fight for survival against all odds. 

 

6. Deconstructing the 1969 Rhetoric 

The rhetoric of moral victimhood, culminating in Golda Meir’s 1969 statement regarding the 
tragedy of being forced to kill, represents a sophisticated linguistic mechanism that requires 
careful deconstruction. To fully comprehend the utility of this rhetoric, it is necessary to analyze 
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not just what was said, but how the phrasing operated strategically to alter the parameters of 
moral accountability. Language in the context of asymmetric conflict is a vital tool of statecraft, 
utilized to shape both domestic consensus and international perception. By dissecting the 
specific mechanics of Meir’s phrasing, we can uncover how the Israeli state successfully inverted 
traditional paradigms of victimhood and aggression. This section examines the strategic shifting 
of moral responsibility, the profound psychological deflection required to maintain national 
cohesion during a military occupation, and the enduring legacy of this weaponized language in 
shaping the modern discourse surrounding the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. 

6.1. Shifting Moral Responsibility in Warfare 

The most striking feature of the 1969 rhetoric is its complete inversion of cause and effect 
regarding moral responsibility in warfare. In traditional ethical frameworks, the actor who 
initiates the use of deadly force bears the primary moral burden for the resulting casualties, 
regardless of the strategic necessity of the action. Meir’s statement radically alters this 
equation. By utilizing the phrase forcing us to kill, the rhetoric functionally transforms the 
wielder of state violence into a passive, unwilling instrument. The agency of the Israeli military 
apparatus is rhetorically erased, replaced by an image of a reluctant participant coerced into 
brutality by the sheer malice of the opposing population. 

This linguistic shift achieves a dual victory for the state. First, it preemptively shields the military 
and political leadership from accusations of cruelty or disproportionate force. If the state is not 
choosing to kill, but rather is being forced to do so, then the resultant civilian casualties cannot 
be categorized as war crimes or atrocities; they are instead tragic inevitabilities dictated by the 
enemy. Second, it entirely transfers the moral culpability for the violence onto the very people 
suffering its consequences. The victims of state violence are recast as the ultimate perpetrators 
of their own demise, supposedly having orchestrated their own destruction through their 
irrational hatred. This framework creates a closed logical loop wherein the dominant power can 
never be held morally accountable, as every act of aggression it commits is retroactively 
justified as a defensive reaction to the enmity of the occupied population. 

6.2. The Psychological Deflection of Accountability 

Beyond its diplomatic utility, this rhetoric served an essential domestic function: the 
psychological deflection of accountability. The State of Israel was founded upon high moral 
ideals, heavily influenced by socialist egalitarianism and a desire to create a uniquely just 
society. As the state expanded its territorial control and settled into the role of an occupying 
power following the 1967 war, a profound cognitive dissonance emerged. The reality of 
enforcing a military occupation, which inherently requires the systemic suppression of a civilian 
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population, stood in stark contrast to the self-image of a righteous, defensive, and morally pure 
nation. 

The rhetoric of forced victimhood provided the psychological bridge necessary to reconcile this 
dissonance. It allowed the Israeli public and the military rank-and-file to engage in the brutal 
realities of occupation without shattering their internal moral compass. This phenomenon gave 
rise to what Israeli sociologists and cultural critics later termed the shooting and crying 
syndrome. This describes a cultural trope where soldiers execute harsh military operations and 
subsequently express deep, public anguish over the moral toll the actions took on their own 
conscience. Meir’s rhetoric is the political manifestation of this syndrome. It centers the 
emotional distress of the occupier as the primary tragedy of the conflict, overshadowing the 
physical destruction of the occupied. By convincing the populace that their moral anguish is 
proof of their inherent goodness, and that the violence is an unwanted burden placed upon 
them by an intransigent enemy, the state effectively neutered domestic opposition to the 
occupation and preserved its foundational self-mythology. 

6.3. The Legacy of Weaponized Language in the Conflict 

The impact of this specific rhetorical framework did not dissipate with the end of Golda Meir’s 
political career; it left an indelible legacy that continues to define the modern discourse of the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. By permanently establishing a linguistic baseline where Israeli 
security measures are inherently defensive and Palestinian resistance is inherently irrational, 
the rhetoric set a precedent for how future escalations would be framed. The weaponization of 
this language created an environment where the structural realities of the conflict—such as 
military occupation, land expropriation, and asymmetrical warfare—are consistently obscured 
by debates over emotional intent and moral purity. 

Furthermore, Meir’s assertion that peace will only occur when the opposing population loves 
their children more than they hate Israelis created an impossible diplomatic threshold. It placed 
the entire onus for peace on the psychological transformation of the occupied population, 
rather than on the political concessions or structural changes required of the occupying power. 
This legacy of weaponized language ensures that the conflict is repeatedly framed not as a 
solvable political dispute over rights and territory, but as a clash of civilizations rooted in the 
pathological hatred of one side. As a result, the rhetoric of moral victimhood continues to serve 
as an impenetrable shield against international criticism, perpetuating a cycle where the 
dominant power can endlessly justify its use of force while maintaining the posture of an 
aggrieved, tragic defender of civilization. 
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7. American Diplomacy and the Post-War Humanitarian Crisis 

While the ideological frameworks of Labor Zionism and the trauma-induced psychological 
defense mechanisms of its leadership provided the internal architecture for the nascent Israeli 
state, the realization of that state relied heavily on external validation and material support. In 
the immediate aftermath of the Second World War, the center of global diplomatic gravity 
shifted decisively to the United States. To understand how the rhetoric of moral victimhood and 
the Zionist project found such a receptive audience in Washington, one must analyze the 
profound intersection of American diplomatic maneuvering and the unprecedented 
humanitarian catastrophe left in the wake of the Holocaust. American support for the creation 
of Israel was not an inevitable outcome of political synergy, nor was it primarily driven by the 
apocalyptic religious frameworks that characterize much of modern Christian Zionism. Rather, it 
was a pragmatic, often desperate response to a massive refugee crisis that Western 
democracies were entirely unwilling to solve within their own borders. This section explores 
how the undeniable horrors of the post-war displaced persons camps, coupled with the rigid 
failure of Western immigration policies, transformed the Zionist objective from a contested 
nationalist movement into what appeared to Western diplomats as the only viable 
humanitarian solution. 

7.1. The Displaced Persons Camps of Europe 

When the Allied forces liberated Europe, they inherited a demographic disaster of staggering 
proportions. Millions of individuals had been uprooted by the war, but while many prisoners of 
war and forced laborers were eventually repatriated to their countries of origin, a distinct and 
profound crisis remained for the Jewish survivors of the Holocaust. Hundreds of thousands of 
Jewish survivors emerged from concentration camps, hiding places, and partisan forests only to 
find that returning home was an impossibility. Their homes had been stolen, their communities 
eradicated, and the virulent anti-Semitism that had fueled the Holocaust remained deeply 
entrenched in many Eastern European societies, culminating in post-war pogroms against 
returning survivors. 

Consequently, these survivors languished in Displaced Persons camps, commonly referred to as 
DP camps, which were hastily established by the Allied military governments and the United 
Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration. The conditions within these camps were 
frequently abysmal. Due to logistical failures and a lack of resources, survivors were often 
housed behind barbed wire in the very same concentration camp facilities or military barracks 
they had just been liberated from, guarded by Allied soldiers instead of Nazi personnel. The 
psychological toll on the survivors was catastrophic. In 1945, President Harry S. Truman 
dispatched Earl G. Harrison to inspect the camps. The resulting Harrison Report famously and 
damningly concluded that the United States military was treating the Jewish refugees exactly as 
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the Nazis had, except that the Americans were not exterminating them. The report highlighted a 
crucial demographic and political reality: the overwhelming majority of the Jewish displaced 
persons adamantly refused repatriation and expressed a singular, desperate desire to emigrate 
to Mandatory Palestine. The DP camps thus became a highly visible, agonizing humanitarian 
pressure cooker that commanded the attention of the international community. 

7.2. The Failure of the Western Immigration Quotas 

The humanitarian crisis of the DP camps presented a profound moral test for the victorious 
Western democracies, a test they categorically failed. The logical solution to a crisis of stateless 
refugees is to offer them asylum and citizenship. However, the United States and its Western 
allies demonstrated a staggering unwillingness to alter their own restrictive immigration policies 
to accommodate the survivors of the Holocaust. In the United States, the severe immigration 
quotas established by the Immigration Act of 1924 remained firmly in place. These quotas were 
heavily biased against Eastern and Southern Europeans and were initially designed with an 
underlying current of xenophobia and anti-Semitism. 

Despite the shocking revelations of the death camps and the ongoing misery of the DP camps, 
there was minimal political appetite in the United States Congress or among the American 
public to absorb hundreds of thousands of destitute, traumatized Jewish refugees. Post-war 
economic anxieties and lingering isolationist sentiments paralyzed legislative efforts to open 
American borders. The Truman administration faced an acute dilemma. On one hand, there was 
immense domestic and international pressure, driven by a genuine sense of moral horror and 
the lobbying efforts of American Jewish organizations, to alleviate the suffering of the survivors. 
On the other hand, there was an insurmountable congressional blockade against bringing those 
survivors to American shores. The sheer hypocrisy of the Western position was glaring. The 
United States and Great Britain were expressing profound sympathy for the victims of the 
Holocaust while simultaneously utilizing their geopolitical power to keep their own doors 
securely locked against them. 

7.3. The Shift Toward Palestine as the Ultimate Solution 

Trapped between the moral imperative to rescue the displaced persons and the political 
impossibility of changing domestic immigration laws, American and European diplomats began 
to view Mandatory Palestine not merely through the lens of Middle Eastern geopolitics, but as 
an indispensable demographic release valve. Because the West resolutely refused to take in the 
Jewish refugees, the Zionist project transitioned in the eyes of Western leadership from a niche, 
controversial nationalist endeavor into the ultimate, pragmatic humanitarian solution. 

The Zionist leadership in Palestine and the diaspora astutely recognized and capitalized on this 
dynamic. They organized massive, clandestine operations to smuggle refugees out of Europe 
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and past the British naval blockade into Palestine. These operations brought the plight of the 
stateless survivors to the forefront of global media, continually linking the immediate 
humanitarian crisis in the DP camps to the political necessity of a sovereign Jewish state. For 
American politicians, endorsing the Zionist cause and pushing for the lifting of British 
immigration restrictions in Palestine became a politically highly effective strategy. It allowed 
leaders to claim the moral high ground and appease powerful domestic constituencies who 
were demanding action to save the refugees, all without ever having to confront the 
xenophobia and anti-Semitism inherent in their own domestic immigration quotas. 
Consequently, the establishment of the State of Israel was heavily facilitated by the West not as 
a purely ideological endorsement of Labor Zionism, but as a necessary geopolitical mechanism 
to empty the European DP camps and resolve a crisis of statelessness that the Western 
democracies were unwilling to solve at home. 

 

8. Eleanor Roosevelt: Humanitarianism and the Zionist Cause 

The geopolitical maneuvering of the United States government during the post-war era was 
significantly influenced by individuals who viewed the crisis not merely through the lens of Cold 
War strategy, but as a profound moral imperative. Chief among these figures was Eleanor 
Roosevelt. Her evolution from a sympathetic observer of the Jewish plight to one of the most 
fervent and influential American champions of the Zionist cause illustrates how the rhetoric of 
early Israeli statecraft successfully appealed to Western liberal sensibilities. Roosevelt did not 
come to Zionism through geopolitical calculations or apocalyptic religious fervor. Instead, her 
support was the organic culmination of her lifelong dedication to human rights, deeply affected 
by her firsthand exposure to the devastation of the Holocaust. For Roosevelt, the establishment 
of a Jewish state was the ultimate humanitarian project, a necessary intervention to save a 
decimated people. However, this profound empathy for the Jewish refugees also created a 
framework wherein the ideological tenets of Labor Zionism were embraced so completely that 
the resulting displacement of the Palestinian population was largely obscured from her moral 
calculus. 

8.1. The Social Gospel and the Episcopal Tradition 

To understand Eleanor Roosevelt’s unyielding advocacy for the Jewish refugees, one must 
examine the spiritual and ethical foundations of her worldview. Roosevelt was a lifelong, devout 
Episcopalian. However, her faith was not characterized by rigid dogma or an obsession with 
eschatological prophecies regarding the End Times. Instead, her religious upbringing was heavily 
anchored in the tradition of the Social Gospel. The Social Gospel movement, which gained 
immense prominence in American Protestantism during the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
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centuries, posited that Christian ethics should be actively applied to societal problems such as 
poverty, inequality, child labor, and human rights abuses. It taught that the kingdom of God was 
not merely an afterlife destination, but a state of justice and equity that humanity was obligated 
to build on Earth. 

This practical, earthly focus defined Roosevelt’s entire public life. When confronted with the 
horrific aftermath of the Holocaust, she did not interpret the survival and return of the Jewish 
people to the Middle East as the fulfillment of biblical prophecy. Instead, she viewed it through 
the strictly humanitarian lens of the Social Gospel. Millions of people had been systemically 
targeted for extermination, and the survivors were left stateless and destitute. For Roosevelt, 
assisting these survivors in finding a secure homeland was a fundamental moral duty, a literal 
manifestation of feeding the hungry and sheltering the homeless. Her religious conviction 
demanded immediate, tangible action to alleviate human suffering in the present world, 
rendering the ideological goals of the Zionist movement perfectly compatible with her highest 
ethical imperatives. 

8.2. Advocacy at the United Nations and the Partition Plan 

Following the death of her husband, President Franklin D. Roosevelt, Eleanor Roosevelt was 
appointed by President Harry S. Truman to serve as a delegate to the newly established United 
Nations. It was within this international arena that she transformed her humanitarian 
sympathies into aggressive diplomatic action. During the critical period between 1945 and 1948, 
the United Nations became the primary battleground for the future of Mandatory Palestine. 
Roosevelt emerged as a relentless, behind-the-scenes operator championing the Zionist cause, 
frequently clashing with the more pragmatic and strategically cautious elements of the 
American government. 

Her most significant adversary in this regard was the United States State Department, which 
heavily prioritized maintaining amicable relations with Arab nations to secure access to Middle 
Eastern oil reserves and counter Soviet influence. The State Department consistently urged 
caution, warning that supporting a Jewish state would inflame the Arab world and jeopardize 
American strategic interests. Roosevelt possessed little patience for these geopolitical 
calculations, viewing them as a cynical abandonment of a moral duty. She became a fierce 
advocate for the 1947 United Nations Partition Plan, which proposed dividing the territory into 
independent Jewish and Arab states. When the Truman administration wavered in its support 
for partition or considered imposing arms embargoes that left the Jewish forces outgunned, 
Roosevelt utilized her immense political capital to apply intense pressure. She wrote stern 
letters to the President and the Secretary of State, and on multiple occasions, she explicitly 
threatened to resign from the United Nations delegation if the United States abandoned its 
commitment to the Jewish refugees. Her unyielding stance framed the creation of Israel not as a 
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strategic maneuver, but as a non-negotiable test of the new international human rights order 
she was helping to build. 

8.3. The Appeal of Youth Aliyah and the Kibbutz Movement 

Eleanor Roosevelt’s alignment with Zionism extended far beyond finding a geographical 
repository for displaced persons. She became deeply enamored with the specific societal model 
that Labor Zionism was constructing in Palestine. As a lifelong champion of the New Deal, 
progressive social welfare, and labor rights, she found a powerful resonance in the utopian, 
socialist-leaning institutions of the pre-state Jewish community. The Zionist project did not 
merely offer a refuge; it offered a vision of a highly organized, egalitarian society that appealed 
perfectly to her progressive American sensibilities. 

This admiration was most visibly demonstrated through her patronage of Youth Aliyah and her 
profound respect for the kibbutz movement. Youth Aliyah was a branch of the Zionist 
organization dedicated to rescuing Jewish children from Europe and North Africa, settling them 
in agricultural communes, and educating them in their new homeland. For Roosevelt, whose 
domestic career was defined by child welfare advocacy, this was the ultimate humanitarian 
triumph. Furthermore, when she eventually visited Israel, she was captivated by the kibbutzim. 
She viewed these agricultural settlements not as colonial outposts, but as democratic, 
cooperative communities where labor was shared equally, women participated alongside men, 
and a harsh desert was being transformed into productive farmland. The pioneering grit of the 
Labor Zionists mirrored the pioneer mythology of the American West, reinforcing her belief that 
the Jewish settlement of the land was bringing progress and civilization to a neglected region. 
By wholly embracing the heroic, progressive narrative of the early Israeli state, Roosevelt 
internalized the moral righteousness of the Zionist endeavor, which subsequently insulated her 
from recognizing or protesting the parallel tragedy of Palestinian displacement that the 
realization of this utopia necessitated. 

 

9. Harry S. Truman: Geopolitics and Biblical Romance 

While Eleanor Roosevelt approached the question of a Jewish state through the lens of 
international human rights and the Social Gospel, the ultimate executive authority regarding 
American foreign policy rested with President Harry S. Truman. The decision to formally 
recognize the State of Israel in 1948 was one of the most consequential and fiercely debated 
actions of his presidency. Truman’s approach to the Zionist project was not guided by a singular, 
monolithic ideology. Rather, it was a complex, often agonizing triangulation of his personal 
worldview, intense domestic political pressures, and the harsh, emerging realities of the Cold 
War. To understand why the United States provided the crucial diplomatic legitimacy that the 
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early Israeli state desperately needed, one must examine the unique synthesis of Truman’s deep 
historical sympathy for the Jewish people and the pragmatic, highly calculated maneuvers 
required of an American president navigating a global post-war transition. His support was 
instrumental, but it was rooted in earthly realities and historical romance rather than the 
apocalyptic theological frameworks that are frequently projected onto his legacy by modern 
observers. 

9.1. The Sunday School President and Historical Sympathy 

Harry S. Truman was a product of the American Midwest, raised in a devout Baptist tradition in 
Missouri. He was notoriously well-read, possessing an autodidact’s passion for history and 
biographies, but his foundational text was undeniably the Bible. He had read the Bible cover-to-
cover multiple times by his teenage years and was intimately familiar with the geography, 
lineage, and narratives of the ancient Near East. Because of this extensive Sunday school 
education, Truman possessed a deeply ingrained, almost romantic sympathy for the historical 
narrative of the Jewish people. When he looked at the map of Mandatory Palestine, he did not 
just see a modern British colonial holding; he saw the ancient lands of Judea and Israel. 

This biblical literacy did not translate into a desire to trigger the End Times or fulfill 
eschatological prophecies, a distinction that separates him entirely from modern 
Dispensationalist Christian Zionists. Instead, his religious education provided a baseline of 
profound historical respect. Truman viewed the Jewish people not merely as a contemporary 
minority group suffering persecution, but as the enduring descendants of antiquity who had 
been tragically exiled from their ancestral homeland. When the horrors of the Holocaust were 
revealed, this historical sympathy merged with an acute, present-day moral outrage. He felt a 
genuine, personal conviction that after centuries of exile and the unparalleled devastation of 
the death camps, the Jewish people were historically and morally entitled to return to the land 
of their ancestors. This romanticized view of history made him highly receptive to the narratives 
of early Labor Zionism, which framed the establishment of the state as a righteous return and a 
reclamation of ancient soil. 

9.2. Political Pressures and Cold War Strategy 

However, Truman was not merely a historian or a moral philosopher; he was a politician facing 
an incredibly precarious electoral landscape. As the 1948 presidential election approached, 
Truman’s domestic approval ratings were alarmingly low, and his party was fracturing. To secure 
reelection, he desperately needed to maintain the support of the Democratic base, particularly 
in heavily populated, electorally rich states like New York. Within these crucial battlegrounds, 
the American Jewish community had emerged as a highly organized, vocal, and politically 
influential constituency. Zionist organizations in the United States mobilized a massive lobbying 
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effort, applying relentless public and private pressure on the White House to support the lifting 
of immigration quotas in Palestine and to back the United Nations Partition Plan. Truman was 
acutely aware that abandoning the Zionist cause could lead to a catastrophic loss of political 
support and funding, potentially handing the presidency to his Republican challengers. 

Simultaneously, Truman faced intense, fiercely articulated opposition from within his own 
administration, led by his highly respected Secretary of State, George C. Marshall. The State 
Department and the Pentagon viewed the Middle East through the icy, pragmatic lens of the 
emerging Cold War. They argued forcefully that American backing for a Jewish state would 
deeply alienate the surrounding Arab nations. The strategic fear was twofold: first, that Arab 
anger would jeopardize Western access to the massive, vital oil reserves necessary to rebuild 
post-war Europe; and second, that a fractured relationship with the Arab world would create a 
geopolitical vacuum that the Soviet Union would eagerly exploit. Marshall and the diplomatic 
establishment viewed Truman’s sympathy for the Zionists as a dangerous, emotionally driven 
political calculation that threatened the long-term national security of the United States. 
Truman was thus caught in an agonizing vise, forced to weigh the moral imperatives and 
domestic political survival demanded by the Zionist lobby against the stark, existential 
geopolitical warnings of his most trusted military and diplomatic advisors. 

9.3. The Cyrus Comparison and the 1948 Recognition 

The culmination of these competing pressures occurred in the spring of 1948. As the British 
Mandate expired and the Jewish leadership in Palestine prepared to declare independence, the 
debate within the Truman administration reached a boiling point. The diplomatic deadlock was 
famously broken by a deeply personal intervention. Truman’s former haberdashery business 
partner and lifelong friend, Eddie Jacobson, an American Jew, bypassed the formal diplomatic 
channels and pleaded with the President to meet with the prominent Zionist leader Chaim 
Weizmann. This emotional, personal appeal cut through the geopolitical noise and reconnected 
Truman with his foundational sympathies. Against the explicit advice of the State Department, 
Truman made the monumental executive decision to grant de facto recognition to the State of 
Israel on May 14, 1948, a mere eleven minutes after David Ben-Gurion declared its 
independence in Tel Aviv. 

This rapid recognition was the ultimate diplomatic triumph for early Israeli statecraft, providing 
the nascent, besieged nation with the immediate superpower legitimacy it required to survive 
its violent inception. Truman’s understanding of his own role in this historic moment is perhaps 
best captured by an interaction that occurred years after he left the White House. During a visit 
by an Israeli dignitary accompanied by a rabbi, Truman was introduced as the man who helped 
to create the State of Israel. Truman quickly interrupted the introduction to correct the speaker, 
stating that he did not merely help create it, but rather, he was Cyrus. This was a direct 
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reference to Cyrus the Great, the ancient Persian king who conquered Babylon and 
magnanimously permitted the exiled Jewish population to return to Jerusalem and rebuild their 
temple. By comparing himself to Cyrus, Truman explicitly defined his legacy. He did not view 
himself as a prophet ushering in an apocalypse, but rather as a benevolent, secular statesman 
wielding immense geopolitical power to correct a historical injustice. His decision to recognize 
Israel was the product of a leader who utilized the machinery of the modern American 
presidency to fulfill a moral and historical romance, permanently intertwining the fate of the 
United States with the narrative of early Israeli statecraft. 

 

10. The Absence of Apocalyptic Theology 

A pervasive misconception in contemporary political discourse is the conflation of historical 
Western support for the State of Israel with the apocalyptic theology of modern Christian 
Zionism. Because vocal segments of the modern American political right vigorously support 
Israeli statecraft to fulfill biblical prophecies regarding the End Times, there is a retroactive 
tendency to apply this theological framework to the mid-century founders and their Western 
allies. This projection fundamentally misunderstands the ideological landscape of the 1940s and 
the political realities of the post-war era. The diplomatic recognition and material support 
provided by figures like Harry S. Truman and Eleanor Roosevelt, as well as the foundational 
ethos of the Israeli leaders themselves, were completely devoid of eschatological motivations. 
To accurately deconstruct the rhetoric of early Israeli statecraft and its international reception, it 
is crucial to decouple the historical events from the modern religious narratives that often 
obscure them. This section clarifies the secular, earthly, and pragmatic motivations of the 
primary actors, demonstrating that the mid-century alliance was forged by humanitarian crises 
and geopolitical strategy rather than a desire to trigger the apocalypse. 

10.1. Secular Survival versus Divine Intervention in Labor Zionism 

The ideological engine of the early Israeli state, Labor Zionism, was fundamentally and militantly 
secular. While modern Israel is often associated with religious conservatism, the founding 
generation of leaders, including Golda Meir and David Ben-Gurion, viewed orthodox religious 
Judaism with deep suspicion, if not outright hostility. Historically, many traditional religious 
authorities opposed the early Zionist movement. Orthodox theology traditionally held that the 
Jewish exile was a divine decree, and that a return to sovereignty in the Holy Land could only be 
ushered in by the arrival of the Messiah. To force the issue through political organizing and 
military conquest was viewed by these religious traditionalists as a dangerous, heretical 
rebellion against the will of God. 
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Labor Zionists completely inverted this paradigm. They vehemently rejected the concept of 
waiting for divine intervention. In their view, the passive, religious reliance on God to eventually 
redeem the Jewish people was precisely the mindset that had left European Jewry vulnerable to 
centuries of pogroms and, ultimately, the Holocaust. Zionism was conceived as an explicit 
rebellion against this religious passivity. It was a modern, nationalist, and socialist project aimed 
at taking the fate of the Jewish people out of the hands of heaven and placing it firmly into the 
hands of human labor and military strength. When leaders like Meir spoke of the sacredness of 
the land or the moral righteousness of their cause, they were not speaking in terms of fulfilling 
the Book of Revelation. They were utilizing a secularized, cultural mythology to build a modern 
nation-state. Their objective was physical survival in the present world, achieved through 
tractors, rifles, and diplomacy, entirely divorced from any desire to fulfill ancient apocalyptic 
prophecies. 

10.2. The Earthly Focus of the Social Gospel 

Similarly, the Christian allies who championed the Zionist cause in the mid-twentieth century 
were not operating under the influence of End Times theology. As discussed previously, Eleanor 
Roosevelt’s profound advocacy for the Jewish refugees was rooted in her lifelong adherence to 
the Episcopal Church and the doctrines of the Social Gospel. The theology of the Social Gospel is 
inherently antagonistic to apocalypticism. Apocalyptic theology often breeds political apathy 
regarding the present world; if the world is destined to end in a fiery tribulation to fulfill God's 
plan, there is little theological incentive to alleviate systemic earthly suffering or build enduring 
institutions of justice. 

Roosevelt’s faith demanded the exact opposite approach. The Social Gospel dictated that 
humanity possessed a divine mandate to eradicate poverty, fight oppression, and build a just 
society in the here and now. Her support for the United Nations, human rights, and the Zionist 
project were all manifestations of this earthly obligation. When she looked at the Displaced 
Persons camps of Europe, she did not see the opening of the prophetic seals; she saw a 
monumental failure of human morality that required immediate, practical intervention. Her 
admiration for the kibbutz movement and the agricultural reclamation of the land was rooted in 
her progressive political ideals, not a belief that the desert needed to bloom to hasten the 
Second Coming of Christ. For Roosevelt and the mainline Protestant establishment of her era, 
supporting Israel was an act of supreme humanitarianism, completely untethered from the 
eschatological timelines that would later come to dominate certain factions of American 
Christianity. 

 

 



25 
 

10.3. Differentiating Mid-Century Pragmatism from Modern Christian Zionism 

To fully appreciate the secular and pragmatic nature of mid-century diplomacy, it is necessary to 
starkly differentiate it from the Christian Zionism that emerged as a potent political force in the 
late twentieth century. Modern Christian Zionism is largely rooted in Dispensationalism, a 
theological framework popularized in the nineteenth century by John Nelson Darby. 
Dispensationalism teaches a literal interpretation of biblical prophecy, asserting that the 
physical return of the Jewish people to the Holy Land and the subsequent establishment of a 
Jewish state are mandatory prerequisites for the return of Jesus Christ, the Battle of 
Armageddon, and the end of the world. Within this specific theological framework, the State of 
Israel is not viewed merely as a geopolitical ally or a humanitarian refuge; it is a vital instrument 
on a divine, apocalyptic chessboard. 

This theology played absolutely no role in the foreign policy of the Roosevelt or Truman 
administrations. While Truman possessed a romantic, historically driven sympathy for the 
Jewish people shaped by his Sunday school education, he was entirely focused on the 
geopolitical realities of the 1940s. He was navigating the collapse of the British Empire, the 
desperate plight of Holocaust survivors, domestic electoral pressures, and the looming shadow 
of the Soviet Union. The alliance forged between the United States and the nascent State of 
Israel was a product of mutual necessity, liberal guilt over the failure to prevent the Holocaust, 
and strategic calculation. By clearly separating the pragmatic statecraft of the mid-century 
founders and diplomats from the eschatological zealotry of modern religious movements, we 
can more accurately analyze the rhetoric of moral victimhood. It was a language designed to 
justify political survival and territorial acquisition to a secular international community, not a 
theological script written to bring about the end of days. 

 

11. The Blind Spot of Western Liberalism 

The enthusiastic support provided by Western liberal democracies for the establishment of the 
State of Israel represents one of the most profound diplomatic and moral triumphs of the 
twentieth century, yet it was achieved through the cultivation of a massive cognitive blind spot. 
The post-war liberal conscience, deeply scarred by the horrors of the Holocaust and driven by 
an urgent desire to rectify the systemic failures that allowed it to occur, focused its 
humanitarian lens almost exclusively on the salvation of European Jewry. This singular, 
desperate focus created an environment where the catastrophic consequences of the Zionist 
project for the indigenous Arab population of Palestine were systematically minimized, 
rationalized, or entirely ignored. To understand the complete diplomatic history of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, it is necessary to examine how the very same humanitarian impulses that 
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drove figures like Eleanor Roosevelt to champion human rights simultaneously allowed them to 
overlook the structural violence of mass displacement. This section explores the Western failure 
to recognize the Palestinian Nakba, the eager consumption of the empty land mythology, and 
the utilitarian moral calculus that allowed liberal democracies to reconcile their highest 
progressive ideals with the tragic dispossession of an indigenous people. 

11.1. Ignoring the Tragedy of the Nakba 

The realization of the State of Israel in 1948 was accompanied by the permanent displacement 
of approximately three-quarters of a million Palestinian Arabs, an event known in the Arab 
world as the Nakba, or the catastrophe. Hundreds of Palestinian villages were depopulated and 
destroyed, creating a monumental refugee crisis that remains unresolved to this day. However, 
within the contemporary discourse of Western liberalism, this massive demographic upheaval 
was largely met with indifference or characterized as an unfortunate but unavoidable byproduct 
of war. The tragedy of the Nakba simply could not penetrate a Western moral consciousness 
that was entirely saturated by the trauma of the Holocaust. 

When Western diplomats, politicians, and human rights advocates looked at the Middle East in 
1948, their empathetic capacities were almost entirely monopolized by the Jewish displaced 
persons languishing in European camps. The narrative of Jewish salvation was so morally 
compelling and historically urgent that the displaced Palestinians were rendered effectively 
invisible. When the Palestinian refugee crisis was acknowledged, it was immediately filtered 
through the established rhetoric of Israeli moral victimhood. Western liberals largely accepted 
the official Israeli narrative that the Arab populations had voluntarily fled at the behest of their 
own leaders, or that their displacement was the natural consequence of an aggressive war 
initiated by neighboring Arab states. By assigning the blame for the Nakba entirely to the Arab 
world, Western liberals absolved the Zionist movement—and, by extension, themselves as its 
international sponsors—of any moral culpability. The tragedy of the Palestinian people was thus 
categorized not as a human rights violation requiring international intervention, but as a self-
inflicted wound born of Arab intransigence. 

11.2. The Acceptance of the Empty Land Narrative in the West 

The ease with which the West ignored the Nakba was heavily facilitated by the profound 
cultural resonance of the Labor Zionist narrative, specifically the myth of the empty land. The 
idea that Palestine was a desolate, neglected frontier waiting to be redeemed by civilized 
pioneers mapped perfectly onto established Western, and particularly American, mythologies. 
The concept of making the desert bloom appealed deeply to the progressive, modernist 
sensibilities of the mid-twentieth century. For American liberals, the Zionist pioneers 
establishing agricultural communes in the Middle East looked remarkably similar to the 
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idealized pioneers of the American West, pushing the boundaries of civilization into an untamed 
wilderness. 

This resonance required a heavy reliance on entrenched Orientalist tropes. The indigenous Arab 
population was largely viewed by Western observers through a lens of paternalistic 
condescension. They were perceived as backward, nomadic, and fundamentally incapable of 
developing the land to its full potential. Because the Palestinians did not possess the modern, 
European-style political and economic institutions that Western liberals recognized as the 
hallmarks of civilization, their territorial claims were viewed as inherently inferior to the 
modernizing, progressive ambitions of the Zionist settlers. The West eagerly consumed the 
narrative that the Zionists were bringing civilization to a void, precisely because it validated their 
own deeply held beliefs about progress, development, and the inherent superiority of Western 
societal models. By accepting the premise that the land was historically empty and culturally 
barren, Western liberalism could enthusiastically support the colonization of Palestine without 
triggering the anti-imperialist guilt that was beginning to dismantle traditional European 
empires elsewhere in the world. 

11.3. Reconciling Humanitarianism with Displacement 

The ultimate paradox of this era lies in how figures fiercely dedicated to universal human rights 
reconciled their progressive ideals with the deliberate displacement of an entire population. 
This reconciliation was achieved through a utilitarian moral calculus driven by acute historical 
guilt. For Western liberals, the equation was stark: the Jewish people had just endured the 
systemic murder of six million souls and were facing total annihilation, whereas the Palestinian 
Arabs, while perhaps inconvenienced by displacement, were assumed to have a vast, culturally 
identical Arab hinterland into which they could easily assimilate. 

In this utilitarian framework, the acute, existential desperation of the Holocaust survivors vastly 
outweighed the localized, territorial grievances of the indigenous Palestinians. The 
establishment of Israel was viewed as the greater moral good, a necessary and just 
compensation for the greatest crime in human history. To allow the rights of the Palestinian 
Arabs to halt the Zionist project would have felt, to the post-war liberal conscience, like a 
continuation of the anti-Semitic indifference that had characterized the 1930s. Therefore, 
humanitarians like Eleanor Roosevelt could passionately advocate for the rights of Jewish 
refugees while remaining entirely comfortable with the subjugation of Palestinian rights, 
because they viewed the latter as an acceptable, albeit regrettable, price to pay for correcting a 
cosmic historical injustice. The rhetoric of moral victimhood provided the final layer of 
insulation, assuring Western liberals that the new state was acting entirely in self-defense. This 
blind spot allowed the West to celebrate the birth of Israel as an unmitigated triumph of human 



28 
 

rights, permanently obscuring the foundational tragedy of the Palestinian people beneath the 
blinding light of Jewish redemption. 

 

12. Conclusion: The Enduring Legacy of the Victimhood Narrative 

The construction and perpetuation of early Israeli statecraft relied on a profound and complex 
intersection of historical trauma, ideological rigidity, and international diplomatic necessity. The 
rhetoric of moral victimhood, so starkly encapsulated by Golda Meir’s 1969 assertion that the 
occupying power was tragically forced to commit violence by the very people it was displacing, 
was not merely a cynical public relations maneuver. It was the authentic, crystallized expression 
of a leadership forged in the crucible of existential terror. This conclusion synthesizes the 
ideological threads explored throughout this paper, examining how the weaponization of this 
trauma has left an enduring, intractable legacy on modern geopolitical discourse, and offering 
final reflections on the immense power of language in the theater of statecraft. 

12.1. Summary of Ideological Intersections 

This paper has demonstrated that the foundational narrative of the Israeli state cannot be 
understood in isolation from the catastrophic history of European anti-Semitism. The 
psychological paradigm of leaders like Meir was established by the acute vulnerability of 
childhood pogroms and irrevocably hardened by the unparalleled horrors of the Holocaust. This 
inherited and experienced trauma necessitated the development of a survivalist doctrine, Ein 
Breira, which dictated that the Jewish people had no alternative but to rely exclusively on their 
own overwhelming military strength. When this trauma-informed need for absolute security 
merged with the utopian, egalitarian ideals of Labor Zionism, it created a powerful, inflexible 
moral architecture. The Zionist pioneers believed completely in their own righteousness, 
requiring the total erasure of a distinct Palestinian national identity and the propagation of the 
empty land myth to maintain their self-image as redeemers rather than conquerors. 

Crucially, this narrative of righteous vulnerability found a highly receptive audience in the post-
war West, not because of apocalyptic theology, but due to acute humanitarian crises and 
geopolitical pragmatism. American figures like Eleanor Roosevelt, driven by the Social Gospel 
and profound moral horror at the Holocaust, embraced the Zionist project as the ultimate 
humanitarian imperative, tragically ignoring the simultaneous catastrophe of Palestinian 
displacement. President Harry S. Truman, balancing his own historical sympathies with the 
intense domestic political pressures of the Cold War era, provided the indispensable diplomatic 
legitimacy the nascent state required. The intersection of these forces—Israeli trauma, Western 
guilt, and the ideological blind spots of post-war liberalism—cemented a global framework 
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wherein Israeli military action was perpetually categorized as defensive, and Palestinian 
resistance was uniformly dismissed as irrational hatred. 

12.2. The Lasting Impact on Modern Geopolitical Discourse 

The legacy of this specific rhetorical framework continues to dominate the modern discourse 
surrounding the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The language utilized by Meir in 1969 successfully 
established a diplomatic baseline that inverts traditional paradigms of accountability in 
asymmetric warfare. By embedding the premise that the dominant military power is the 
primary moral victim, the state secured a perpetual shield against international condemnation. 
This enduring narrative structure allows the structural realities of military occupation, 
blockades, and territorial expansion to be continuously obscured by debates over the emotional 
intent and existential fears of the occupying power. 

Furthermore, this rhetoric has created a diplomatic paralysis. When a state insists that its 
violence is merely a reflex forced upon it by an enemy lacking a fundamental love for their own 
children, it eliminates the space for political negotiation. It reduces a complex territorial and 
human rights conflict into a binary clash of civilizations, demanding that the occupied 
population undergo a complete psychological and moral transformation before their political 
grievances can even be acknowledged. The lasting impact of this victimhood narrative is a 
geopolitical environment where the vastly more powerful actor can continuously expand its 
control while maintaining the sympathy typically reserved for the underdog, rendering the 
actual, physical victims of displacement and military force functionally invisible on the global 
stage. 

12.3. Final Thoughts on Rhetoric and Statecraft 

The study of Golda Meir’s rhetoric and its reception by American diplomats reveals the 
terrifying efficacy of weaponized language in international relations. Language is never neutral 
in statecraft; it is the very mechanism through which nations construct their realities, justify 
their violence, and absolve themselves of guilt. The tragedy of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is 
deeply rooted in this rhetorical triumph. The early Israeli leadership, traumatized by a world 
that had repeatedly tried to annihilate them, built a linguistic fortress of moral purity that 
allowed them to survive, but at the catastrophic expense of the indigenous population. 

Ultimately, a sovereign nation functioning as a regional military hegemon cannot permanently 
sustain the posture of a helpless victim without engaging in profound, systemic self-deception. 
The enduring legacy of the victimhood narrative is that it traps both the occupier and the 
occupied in an endless cycle of justified violence. For the occupier, it provides an infinite moral 
loophole for the use of force; for the occupied, it guarantees that their suffering will be 
systematically delegitimized. Until the historical reality of the Palestinian Nakba is recognized 
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with the same moral clarity as the tragedies that precipitated the founding of the Israeli state, 
and until the rhetoric of forced victimhood is dismantled in favor of shared political 
accountability, the language of the conflict will remain a barrier to peace rather than a bridge to 
reconciliation. 
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