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The geopolitical landscape of the Middle East has been shaped by pivotal
decisions made in the aftermath of World War I, most notably the establishment
of the state of Israel in 1948. President Harry Truman’s recognition of Israel,
influenced by philanthropist Abraham Feinberg, was crucial in securing the new
nation’s survival. However, Truman and Feinberg failed to foresee the long-term
consequences of their actions, particularly the enduring Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, sectarian violence, and the nuclear arms race that now threatens
regional stability. This paper explores how their decisions contributed to a volatile
Middle East, where the prospect of nuclear war between Israel and Iran looms
large. As the region faces escalating conflicts in Gaza and Lebanon, the risk of
nuclear escalation underscores the urgent need for diplomatic intervention and
arms control. The legacy of Truman and Feinberg’s policies continues to shape the
region, with profound implications for global security and peace.
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I. Introduction
A. Context and Historical Background

The geopolitical landscape of the Middle East in the aftermath of World War
was shaped by several key events, one of the most significant being the creation
of the state of Israel in 1948. At the center of this historical moment were two
figures: President Harry Truman, whose recognition of Israel solidified its
international status, and Abraham Feinberg, a businessman and philanthropist
who played a crucial behind-the-scenes role in shaping U.S. policy and funding
Zionist efforts.

Harry Truman’s Presidency and U.S. Foreign Policy:

Truman, the 33rd President of the United States, assumed office in 1945 following
Franklin D. Roosevelt's death. His presidency was defined by monumental global
shifts, including the end of World War I, the beginning of the Cold War, and the
emergence of the U.S. as a superpower. While dealing with the immediate
challenges of post-war reconstruction and rising Soviet influence, Truman also
had to navigate the complex question of Palestine, a region under British
mandate that was the focal point of competing nationalist and religious claims
between Jews and Arabs.

In the years leading up to 1948, Jewish refugees fleeing the horrors of the
Holocaust sought a homeland in Palestine, where Zionist movements were
already advocating for a Jewish state. Truman, influenced by humanitarian
concerns and domestic political pressure, including the need to secure Jewish-
American votes for his 1948 reelection campaign, became a supporter of the
Zionist cause.

On May 14, 1948, when the Jewish Agency, led by David Ben-Gurion, declared the
establishment of the state of Israel, Truman made the bold decision to recognize
Israel just 11 minutes after its declaration. This action not only cemented U.S.
support for Israel but also drew the ire of Arab nations and set the stage for
decades of conflict in the region. Truman’s decision reflected a combination of
moral convictions, Cold War realpolitik, and electoral considerations.

Abraham Feinberg’s Influence and Funding of the Zionist Cause:
Abraham Feinberg, a prominent American businessman and political donor, was



instrumental in supporting the Zionist movement both financially and politically.
Feinberg's influence was felt through his deep connections in the U.S. political
landscape, particularly within the Democratic Party. He was a key fundraiser for
Truman’s 1948 campaign, contributing to Truman’s political survival during a
challenging election. Feinberg was not only a financier but also a staunch
advocate for the establishment of a Jewish homeland, leveraging his resources
and network to promote Zionist interests.

Feinberg’s contributions went beyond political campaigns; he also facilitated
financial and logistical support for Jewish paramilitary organizations in Palestine,
including arms shipments during the Arab-Israeli war in 1948. His efforts, along
with other Jewish American supporters, ensured that Israel could defend itself
during its precarious early days as a new state. Feinberg’s role was crucial in
making the creation of Israel a reality, but like Truman, he did not foresee the
enduring conflicts that would arise from the displacement of Palestinian Arabs
and the broader Arab-Israeli struggle.

The Significance of Their Actions in Shaping the Modern Middle East: The
decisions made by Truman, influenced in no small part by Feinberg, profoundly
impacted the Middle East's trajectory. The establishment of Israel marked a
turning point, creating a permanent point of contention between Israel and its
Arab neighbors. It also set the stage for the U.S. to become Israel’s most
important ally, a relationship that has had far-reaching implications for U.S.
foreign policy in the region.

The immediate aftermath of Israel’s creation was marked by the first Arab-Israeli
war in 1948, where neighboring Arab countries sought to destroy the new state.
The resulting hostilities created long-lasting enmity and a refugee crisis, with
hundreds of thousands of Palestinians displaced. This displacement continues to
fuel tension in the region to this day. What Truman and Feinberg failed to foresee
was that their actions, which they believed would create stability and security for
the Jewish people, would instead lead to enduring cycles of conflict, culminating
in today’s fears of nuclear escalation.

B. Thesis Statement

While Harry Truman and Abraham Feinberg were pivotal in the establishment of
the state of Israel and the realignment of U.S.-Middle East relations, their inability
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to foresee the long-term consequences of their actions—particularly the enduring
instability and the eventual risk of nuclear conflict in the region—reveals critical
gaps in their strategic vision. The modern Middle East, defined by protracted
conflicts, rising nuclear threats, and ongoing geopolitical tensions, can be traced
back to the decisions they made in 1948. As we face the possibility of a nuclear
confrontation between Israel and Iran, it is clear that Truman and Feinberg,
despite their well-meaning intentions, helped lay the groundwork for a far more
dangerous and unstable Middle East than they could have imagined.

This paper will explore the long-term ramifications of Truman and Feinberg's
decisions, connecting their historical legacy to the present-day nuclear threats
and geopolitical crises that define the Middle East.

Il. Truman and Feinberg’s Role in the Creation of Israel
A. The Establishment of Israel

Truman’s Decision to Recognize Israel

On May 14, 1948, just moments after David Ben-Gurion declared the
establishment of the state of Israel, President Harry Truman made the historic
decision to recognize the new nation. This bold action, taken just 11 minutes after
Israel’s proclamation, made the United States the first country to officially
recognize Israel, providing crucial international legitimacy at a time of extreme
uncertainty. Truman’s decision was influenced by a variety of factors: moral
considerations about the Jewish people following the Holocaust, political
pressures from American Zionists, and the strategic importance of having an ally
in the Middle East as tensions with the Soviet Union escalated during the Cold
War.

Truman’s support for Zionism was rooted in part in his sympathy for the plight of
Jewish Holocaust survivors who sought refuge and a homeland after the atrocities
of World War Il. The horrors of the Holocaust had galvanized many in the U.S. to
support the idea of a Jewish state. For Truman, whose personal connection to the
Jewish community included friendship with his former business partner Eddie
Jacobson—a vocal supporter of Zionism—the issue had a deeply human element.
However, his decision also carried significant geopolitical consequences.



Recognizing Israel aligned the U.S. with the fledgling state but alienated many
Arab nations, creating a rift in U.S.-Arab relations that continues to impact the
region’s politics today.

Feinberg’s Role in Financing Zionist Efforts

Abraham Feinberg, a wealthy businessman, played a critical role behind the
scenes, financing Zionist causes and heavily influencing U.S. political decisions in
favor of Israel. Feinberg was a key figure in raising funds for the Haganah, the
Jewish paramilitary organization in Palestine that later became the core of the
Israeli Defense Forces (IDF). These funds were crucial in Israel's struggle for
independence and survival during the 1948 Arab-Israeli War. Feinberg’s financial
backing also helped Truman in his 1948 presidential campaign, at a time when
Truman faced a difficult reelection. Feinberg and other Jewish-American donors
provided essential political and financial support to Truman, which many
historians argue played a role in the president’s swift recognition of Israel.

Feinberg’s influence extended beyond financial support for Zionist military
efforts. He was deeply involved in lobbying for U.S. policies that would benefit the
Jewish state. His connections within the Democratic Party and his ability to raise
large sums of money made him an influential figure in Truman’s inner circle. His
lobbying efforts reflected the broader Zionist movement in the U.S., which was
actively pushing for U.S. recognition and support of a Jewish homeland in
Palestine. Feinberg’s contributions, however, were not limited to this initial
period. He continued to be a significant player in U.S.-Israeli relations, helping to
shape the policies that would guide American foreign relations in the region for
decades.

B. Immediate Political Gains vs. Long-Term Geopolitical Risks

The Short-Term Benefits of U.S. Support for Israel in the Cold War Context

For Truman and many of his advisors, recognizing Israel offered several
immediate political benefits. In the short term, it helped secure support from the
growing Jewish-American community, which was politically significant in key
states. Moreover, the recognition of Israel also fit into the broader U.S. strategy in
the Cold War. With tensions between the U.S. and the Soviet Union rapidly
escalating, having a pro-Western ally in the Middle East was seen as a strategic
asset. The U.S. hoped that Israel, surrounded by hostile Arab states leaning



toward Soviet influence, could become a bastion of democracy in a region
increasingly important for its oil reserves and strategic location.

In this Cold War context, Truman’s decision seemed to make sense: it solidified
U.S. support for a democratic state in the region while denying the Soviet Union
influence over a key geopolitical asset. For Feinberg and the Zionist movement,
U.S. recognition was an essential step in ensuring Israel’s survival, as American
political and military support would provide crucial backing for the new state in its
formative years. Both Truman and Feinberg likely believed that this alignment
with Israel would secure American interests and provide stability in the region, at
least from the perspective of protecting U.S.-alighed regimes and preventing
Soviet expansion.

Failure to Anticipate the Long-Term Implications

However, while Truman’s recognition of Israel brought immediate political gains,
both Truman and Feinberg failed to anticipate the long-term geopolitical risks
their decisions would entail. The establishment of Israel led to the displacement
of hundreds of thousands of Palestinian Arabs, creating a refugee crisis that
continues to fuel tension and violence in the region. The 1948 Arab-Israeli War,
which immediately followed the establishment of Israel, set the stage for decades
of conflict between Israel and its Arab neighbors. The newly created state of Israel
faced immediate military hostility from surrounding Arab nations, and this conflict
created a lasting cycle of violence and animosity that would have repercussions
for the entire region.

The displacement of Palestinians during the war, known as the Nakba
("catastrophe"), left many Arabs feeling dispossessed and wronged, fueling
resentment toward Israel and its Western allies, particularly the U.S. This sense of
injustice among Palestinians and broader Arab communities has been a key factor
in the enduring conflict, manifesting in multiple wars, uprisings, and terrorist
activities. The failure to address Palestinian displacement and their demands for a
homeland created a permanent point of contention in the region.

Furthermore, Truman and Feinberg failed to foresee the extent to which U.S.

support for Israel would alienate the broader Arab world. Arab states, many of
which had significant populations of Palestinian refugees, viewed U.S. policy as
overtly biased in favor of Israel, leading to strained relations with Washington.



This alienation of Arab nations pushed many of them into the Soviet sphere
during the Cold War, undermining U.S. efforts to contain Soviet influence in the
region.

In retrospect, it is clear that Truman and Feinberg’s focus on the immediate
establishment and survival of Israel prevented them from considering the
broader, long-term consequences of their actions. While their efforts ensured the
creation of a Jewish state, they also laid the foundation for decades of conflict,
instability, and the eventual rise of nuclear tensions in the region. The failure to
anticipate the depth of the Arab-Israeli conflict and the potential for nuclear
escalation now looms large as one of the unforeseen consequences of their
legacy.

Ill. The Roots of Modern Conflict in the Middle East
A. Israeli-Palestinian Conflict

Origins of the Palestinian Refugee Crisis and Its Enduring Impact on Regional
Stability

The roots of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict trace back to the late 19th and early
20th centuries, when the rise of nationalist movements among both Jews and
Arabs created competing claims over Palestine. The Jewish nationalist movement,
Zionism, sought to establish a Jewish homeland in Palestine, while Arab
nationalism aimed to resist Western colonial influence and sought independence
for the region's Arab populations.

Tensions intensified in the wake of World War Il, as Jewish refugees from Europe,
particularly Holocaust survivors, sought refuge in Palestine. These movements
culminated in the United Nations' 1947 partition plan, which proposed the
creation of separate Jewish and Arab states. The plan was accepted by Jewish
leaders but rejected by Arab states and Palestinian representatives, leading to the
1948 Arab-Israeli War following the declaration of Israel’s independence.

During this war, hundreds of thousands of Palestinian Arabs fled or were expelled
from their homes, leading to the creation of the Palestinian refugee crisis. By the
war’s end, an estimated 700,000 Palestinians had become refugees, displaced



from the land that was now Israel. This event, known as the Nakba (or
"catastrophe" in Arabic), created a deep sense of loss and injustice among
Palestinians, which has persisted for generations. The unresolved status of
Palestinian refugees, along with their demand for the "right of return” to their
former homes, has been one of the most enduring and destabilizing issues in the
Middle East.

The refugee crisis had broader regional implications as well. Neighboring Arab
states, such as Jordan, Lebanon, and Syria, absorbed large numbers of Palestinian
refugees, which strained their economies and political systems. These states often
used the Palestinian cause to bolster their own political agendas, contributing to
ongoing regional instability. The refugee camps became breeding grounds for
political radicalization, contributing to the rise of Palestinian militant groups, such
as the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) and Hamas, further escalating the
conflict with Israel.

The Escalation of Violence Between Israel and Its Arab Neighbors

The 1948 war set the stage for ongoing hostilities between Israel and its Arab
neighbors. The wars of 1956 (Suez Crisis), 1967 (Six-Day War), and 1973 (Yom
Kippur War) were all rooted in the unresolved territorial disputes and the broader
Arab-Israeli struggle. The Six-Day War in 1967, in which Israel captured the West
Bank, Gaza Strip, Sinai Peninsula, and Golan Heights, had particularly far-reaching
consequences, as it left Israel in control of territories with large Palestinian
populations. These areas became the focus of Israeli settlement efforts, further
complicating the prospects for peace and intensifying Palestinian resentment.

The Israeli occupation of the West Bank and Gaza Strip following the 1967 war
became a central point of contention. Palestinians living under Israeli military
control experienced harsh conditions, and the growth of Israeli settlements in
these territories fueled anger and resistance. This situation led to the rise of
armed Palestinian resistance movements and the first Intifada (uprising) in 1987.
Subsequent cycles of violence, including suicide bombings, Israeli military
operations, and international attempts at peace negotiations, have failed to
resolve the core issues of the conflict.

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict has also drawn in neighboring Arab states.
Although Egypt and Jordan eventually signed peace treaties with Israel, other



regional actors, such as Syria, Iraq, and Iran, have maintained a hostile stance
toward the Jewish state. The conflict has thus become a focal point of broader
regional tensions, influencing alliances, military strategies, and political rhetoric
across the Middle East.

B. U.S. Foreign Policy and Regional Instability

How U.S. Foreign Policy Under Truman Laid the Groundwork for Future Military
Entanglements in the Region

The U.S. decision to recognize Israel under President Truman in 1948, driven by
moral, political, and strategic considerations, laid the foundation for America's
deep involvement in the Middle East. While the recognition of Israel was
celebrated by many Jewish Americans and Zionist supporters, it alienated much of
the Arab world. Arab states viewed the U.S. as complicit in the displacement of
Palestinians and the creation of a state that, in their eyes, was established on
Arab land.

Truman’s policy of recognizing Israel without addressing the broader implications
for Palestinians or offering a viable solution for Arab grievances contributed to
long-term instability in the region. This imbalance became more pronounced in
the following decades as U.S. support for Israel became a cornerstone of
American foreign policy. The U.S. provided Israel with military aid, diplomatic
backing, and economic assistance, reinforcing its position as the dominant power
in the region.

While this relationship provided Israel with the means to defend itself in a hostile
neighborhood, it also drew the U.S. into the region’s conflicts. American support
for Israel, combined with its backing of authoritarian Arab regimes (such as
Egypt’s Hosni Mubarak and Saudi Arabia’s monarchy), created a complex web of
alliances and hostilities. The U.S. found itself embroiled in numerous regional
conflicts, from the Arab-Israeli wars to the Persian Gulf War and the Iraq War.

Unintended Consequences of Aligning U.S. Policy Too Closely with Israeli
Interests

The close alignment of U.S. policy with Israeli interests has had profound and
often negative consequences for America’s standing in the Middle East. U.S.
support for Israel has been a major factor in the rise of anti-American sentiment



in the Arab world. This hostility has manifested in various forms, including the oil
embargo of 1973, the rise of Islamic fundamentalist movements, and the spread
of anti-American terrorism.

Iran, in particular, has been a focal point of regional tensions. The 1979 Islamic
Revolution brought an anti-Western, anti-Israeli regime to power in Tehran,
fundamentally altering the dynamics of the region. The U.S. alliance with Israel,
combined with its support for the Shah of Iran prior to the revolution, made
Washington a primary target of Iranian animosity. Iran’s development of a nuclear
program, which it claims is for peaceful purposes, has been viewed by Israel and
the U.S. as a direct threat to regional security.

The U.S. decision to align so closely with Israel has also complicated its relations
with other Arab and Muslim-majority nations. While countries like Egypt and
Jordan have made peace with Israel, much of the Arab world remains hostile to
Israel’s existence, and by extension, to U.S. policy in the region. This alignment
has left the U.S. in a position where it must balance its commitment to Israel with
its need to maintain stable relations with oil-producing Arab states.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the roots of modern conflict in the Middle East can be traced back
to the unresolved issues stemming from the establishment of Israel and the
subsequent displacement of Palestinians. U.S. foreign policy under Truman, while
providing short-term political gains, has contributed to long-term instability in the
region, with unintended consequences that continue to reverberate today. The
close alignment of U.S. policy with Israeli interests has not only shaped the course
of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict but has also drawn the U.S. into broader regional
conflicts, complicating its relationships with Arab nations and intensifying the risk
of further escalation, including the potential for nuclear conflict.
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IV. The Rise of Nuclear Threats in the Middle East
A. Development of Israel’s Nuclear Program
Overview of Israel’s Nuclear Weapons Development, Beginning in the 1960s

Israel’s nuclear program began in the late 1950s and early 1960s, spurred by the
desire to secure a strategic military advantage in a hostile regional environment.
Surrounded by Arab nations that had repeatedly engaged in military conflicts
against it, Israel sought to develop a nuclear deterrent as a means of ensuring its
survival. The foundation of Israel’s nuclear capability was laid with the
construction of the Dimona nuclear reactor, which was built with assistance from
France in the Negev Desert under the guise of being a facility for peaceful energy
research. By the mid-1960s, Israel had successfully enriched uranium and was on
the path to developing nuclear weapons.

Israel has maintained a policy of nuclear ambiguity, neither confirming nor
denying the possession of nuclear weapons. This policy, often referred to as the
"Samson Option," suggests that Israel would resort to its nuclear arsenal in an
existential crisis, implying that if Israel were on the verge of being overrun, it
might use its nuclear weapons as a last resort. Despite this ambiguity, it is widely
believed that Israel became a nuclear-armed state by the late 1960s, with
estimates of its current arsenal ranging between 80 and 400 nuclear warheads.

The U.S.'s Tacit Approval of Israel’s Nuclear Deterrent and its Impact on the
Regional Arms Race

While Israel’s nuclear program was initially developed in secret, the United States
became aware of it by the late 1960s. Although the U.S. officially opposed nuclear
proliferation, it adopted a policy of tacit approval regarding Israel’s nuclear
program. The Johnson and Nixon administrations did not take significant actions
to prevent Israel from continuing its development, largely because Israel’s nuclear
capability was seen as a stabilizing factor in the Cold War context, where the
Soviet Union was supplying arms and military assistance to Arab states hostile to
Israel.

The tacit acceptance of Israel's nuclear deterrent by the U.S. had profound
consequences for the Middle East. On one hand, it provided Israel with a
significant strategic advantage, giving it the ability to deter large-scale attacks
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from its Arab neighbors. On the other hand, it fueled an arms race in the region,
as Arab states sought to develop their own advanced military capabilities to
counter Israel’s perceived superiority. Although none of Israel’s immediate
neighbors succeeded in developing nuclear weapons, the perception of an
imbalanced power dynamic has continued to drive regional insecurity, especially
as new actors like Iran entered the fray.

B. Iran’s Nuclear Ambitions

The Evolution of Iran’s Nuclear Program as a Response to Regional Power
Imbalances

Iran’s nuclear ambitions can be traced back to the 1950s when it received support
from the United States under the Atoms for Peace program, which promoted
nuclear technology for civilian use. However, the direction of Iran’s nuclear
program changed dramatically after the 1979 Islamic Revolution, when Iran’s
theocratic leadership saw nuclear capabilities as a potential means of enhancing
national security and countering regional threats, particularly Israel.

The strategic calculus for Iran was heavily influenced by the existence of Israel’s
nuclear arsenal. As Israel maintained its nuclear ambiguity, Iran increasingly
viewed its own nuclear development as a necessary counterbalance to the Israeli
threat. Iran’s efforts to develop nuclear technology were intensified in the 1990s,
and by the early 2000s, the country’s nuclear activities had raised international
alarm, with suspicions that Tehran was pursuing a nuclear weapons program
under the cover of civilian nuclear energy development.

The Iranian nuclear program has been at the center of a complex web of
diplomacy, sanctions, and military posturing. The U.S. and its allies, particularly
Israel, have viewed Iran’s nuclear ambitions as a destabilizing factor in the region.
Efforts to curb Iran’s nuclear program have included a range of sanctions imposed
by the U.S., the European Union, and the United Nations, as well as diplomatic
efforts such as the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) of 2015. The
JCPOA sought to limit Iran’s nuclear activities in exchange for the lifting of
economic sanctions, but it faced setbacks when the U.S. withdrew from the
agreement in 2018 under President Donald Trump.
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The Role of U.S. Sanctions and Diplomacy in Shaping Iran’s Nuclear Ambitions

U.S. sanctions have been a key tool in attempting to deter Iran from pursuing
nuclear weapons. These sanctions targeted Iran’s oil exports, financial
institutions, and key sectors of its economy, placing immense pressure on the
Iranian government. While sanctions have slowed the pace of Iran’s nuclear
program, they have also fueled resentment in Tehran and contributed to the
regime’s determination to develop nuclear capabilities as a means of achieving
self-reliance and deterring foreign intervention.

Diplomatic efforts, such as the negotiations leading to the JCPOA, represented an
attempt to resolve the nuclear issue through peaceful means. However, the
collapse of the agreement following the U.S. withdrawal and Iran’s subsequent
resumption of uranium enrichment activities have renewed fears of an arms race
in the region. Iran’s progress in enriching uranium to higher levels, coupled with
its advancements in ballistic missile technology, has raised concerns that Tehran
could be on the path to developing a nuclear weapon.

C. Failure to Anticipate Escalation to a Nuclear Conflict

Analysis of How Truman and Feinberg’s Policies Failed to Consider the
Possibility of a Nuclear Arms Race

When Harry Truman and Abraham Feinberg made decisions that cemented U.S.
support for Israel, they likely did not anticipate that their actions would eventually
contribute to a nuclear arms race in the Middle East. Truman’s recognition of
Israel and Feinberg’s financial and political backing were driven by short-term
strategic and moral considerations. However, neither man foresaw how the
creation of Israel, and the subsequent need for the Jewish state to secure its
survival, would lead to the development of a clandestine nuclear weapons
program.

Israel’s nuclear deterrent, while providing security against existential threats, has
had the unintended consequence of prompting its regional rivals, particularly
Iran, to seek their own means of deterrence. The failure of early U.S. policymakers
to address the potential for nuclear proliferation in the region has contributed to
the current standoff, where both Israel and Iran see nuclear weapons as essential
to their national security.
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Current Fears Regarding a Nuclear Strike by Either Israel or Iran

As tensions continue to rise between Israel and Iran, fears of a nuclear conflict
have become more pronounced. Israeli leaders have repeatedly expressed their
willingness to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons, even if it requires
military action. The possibility of an Israeli strike on Iran’s nuclear facilities—
potentially using advanced U.S.-supplied weapons such as the B61-12 nuclear
bomb—has raised alarm in the international community. The B61-12 is a
modernized, precision-guided nuclear bomb capable of being deployed by Israeli
aircraft, and its potential use underscores the gravity of the situation.

Iran, for its part, has vowed retaliation against any Israeli aggression, raising the
specter of a wider regional conflict. The possibility of a nuclear exchange, whether
through deliberate action or miscalculation, could have catastrophic
consequences not only for the Middle East but for the entire world. The ongoing
arms race between Israel and Iran, fueled by decades of distrust and strategic
competition, has created a situation in which the risk of nuclear conflict is no
longer hypothetical but a looming reality.

In conclusion, the rise of nuclear threats in the Middle East can be traced back to
decisions made in the mid-20th century, when the strategic imperatives of the
time overshadowed the long-term risks. The failure of Truman and Feinberg to
anticipate the potential for a nuclear arms race has left the region teetering on
the edge of nuclear conflict, a threat that continues to haunt the international
community.

V. Current Crisis: The Ongoing Gaza Conflict and the Lebanon Front
A. Gaza and Lebanon: Ongoing Violence
Overview of the Ongoing Violence in Gaza, Including Accusations of Genocide

The Gaza Strip has been a flashpoint of violence for decades, and the current
escalation is among the most severe. Israel’s military operations in Gaza, aimed at
dismantling Hamas, have led to widespread destruction and significant civilian
casualties. The densely populated area has been under blockade since 2007, with
limited access to essential resources, which has exacerbated humanitarian crises
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during periods of conflict. As of October 2024, Israel’s bombardment of Gaza has
intensified, leading to accusations of war crimes and genocide by international
observers and human rights groups, who argue that Israel’s actions have
disproportionately harmed civilians, including women and children.

The international community remains divided on the issue. While Israel maintains
that its operations are necessary for self-defense against Hamas rocket fire and
terrorist activities, many argue that the scale of the military response is excessive.
The destruction of civilian infrastructure, including hospitals, schools, and
residential buildings, has drawn sharp criticism from human rights organizations
and foreign governments, further fueling the accusations of genocide.

Escalation of Conflict on Israel’s Northern Border with Hezbollah

While Israel's attention is largely focused on Gaza, tensions on its northern border
with Lebanon have also escalated. Hezbollah, the powerful Shiite militant group
backed by Iran, has increased its rocket fire into northern Israel, leading to
retaliatory strikes by the Israel Defense Forces (IDF). This conflict has spilled over
into southern Lebanon, where Israeli airstrikes have targeted Hezbollah
strongholds, and ground incursions have intensified.

One particularly alarming development is the targeting of UN peacekeepers in
southern Lebanon. Israeli military forces, claiming self-defense, have attacked
UNIFIL (United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon) troops, resulting in injuries to
peacekeepers. These attacks have further complicated the situation, drawing
condemnation from the UN and escalating international tensions.

Hezbollah’s involvement raises the stakes for Israel, as any sustained conflict with
the group could lead to a broader regional war, drawing in other Iranian-backed
militias in Syria and Iraq. The violence in Lebanon threatens to create a two-front
war for Israel, with Gaza in the south and Hezbollah in the north, heightening the
risk of further escalation.
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B. The Role of Nuclear Threats in the Current Escalation

The Looming Threat of Nuclear Conflict as Israel Considers Military Action
Against Iranian Nuclear Sites

The ongoing conflicts in Gaza and Lebanon are intertwined with the broader issue
of Iran’s nuclear program. Israel has long viewed Iran’s pursuit of nuclear
weapons as an existential threat, and the current crisis has amplified fears that
Israel may launch a preemptive strike on Iranian nuclear facilities. The possibility
of such an attack raises the specter of a nuclear confrontation in the region.

In recent years, Israel has modernized its military capabilities, including the
potential deployment of U.S.-supplied B61-12 nuclear bombs, precision-guided
weapons designed for strategic strikes. While Israel has not officially confirmed
the possession of nuclear weapons, it is widely believed to have a substantial
nuclear arsenal, and the B61-12 provides a credible option for striking Iran’s
fortified nuclear sites.

The U.S. has expressed concern about the use of nuclear weapons in any military
conflict and has urged Israel to exercise caution. However, Israel’s leaders have
made it clear that they will not allow Iran to develop a nuclear weapon,
suggesting that a preemptive strike remains on the table. Should such a strike
occur, it could provoke a massive retaliation by Iran, possibly drawing the U.S. and
other global powers into the conflict.

U.S. Policy on Nuclear Deterrence

U.S. policy regarding nuclear deterrence in the Middle East has evolved to
prioritize the containment of nuclear proliferation. While the U.S. has worked to
prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons, it has also tacitly supported Israel’s
nuclear ambiguity as a means of maintaining regional stability. However, the
current situation complicates U.S. policy, as Washington must balance its
commitment to Israel’s security with the broader goal of preventing a
catastrophic nuclear war.

The potential use of the B61-12 bomb highlights the increasing danger of nuclear
escalation in the Middle East. U.S. policymakers are aware that a nuclear conflict
in the region would have devastating consequences not only for the Middle East
but for global security. As such, the U.S. has continued to pursue diplomatic
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efforts, including sanctions and negotiations, to curb Iran’s nuclear ambitions
while simultaneously discouraging Israel from taking unilateral military action.

C. The Global Implications of a Nuclear War in the Middle East
The Risk of Broader Regional Conflict Drawing in Global Powers

The possibility of nuclear conflict in the Middle East has far-reaching global
implications. A war involving nuclear weapons would likely draw in major world
powers, including the United States, Russia, and China. The U.S. has deep military
ties to Israel and could be forced to intervene directly if a conflict with Iran
escalates. Similarly, Russia and China have strategic interests in the region,
particularly with their alliances and economic partnerships with Iran.

A nuclear strike, even a limited one, could provoke a series of retaliatory actions
that would destabilize not only the Middle East but also global energy markets
and international trade routes. The Strait of Hormuz, through which a significant
portion of the world’s oil supply passes, could become a flashpoint in a broader
conflict, leading to severe economic disruptions and potential military clashes
between global powers.

Potential Humanitarian, Environmental, and Geopolitical Consequences

The humanitarian consequences of a nuclear strike in the Middle East would be
catastrophic. The immediate loss of life, combined with long-term environmental
damage from radiation, would devastate the region. The use of nuclear weapons
would also exacerbate existing refugee crises, displacing millions of people across
the Middle East and overwhelming neighboring countries with humanitarian
needs.

Furthermore, the environmental consequences of even a limited nuclear war
would be profound. Nuclear fallout could contaminate vast areas, rendering them
uninhabitable and leading to widespread ecological damage. This would not only
affect the immediate areas of conflict but could also have global environmental
impacts, particularly if the nuclear fallout were to spread to other regions.

Geopolitically, a nuclear conflict in the Middle East would likely lead to a
realignment of global alliances. The U.S.'s close ties to Israel could strain its
relationships with Arab and Muslim-majority countries, while Russia and China’s
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involvement with Iran could lead to a new Cold War-style standoff between global
powers. The consequences of such a conflict would be felt for decades, reshaping
the global order and creating new challenges for international diplomacy and
security.

In conclusion, the current crisis in Gaza and Lebanon, coupled with the looming
nuclear threat, presents one of the most dangerous moments in recent Middle
Eastern history. The potential for nuclear escalation underscores the urgent need
for diplomatic solutions to prevent a broader conflict that could have catastrophic
consequences for the region and the world.

VI. What Truman and Feinberg Failed to Foresee
A. Underestimation of Long-Term Sectarian and Religious Conflict

One of the major miscalculations by Harry Truman and Abraham Feinberg was
their underestimation of the depth and persistence of religious and sectarian
divides in the Middle East. Truman's recognition of Israel in 1948 was driven by
moral and strategic considerations, particularly the need to provide a homeland
for the Jewish people after the Holocaust. Feinberg’s financial and political
support for Zionist efforts, including the establishment of Israel, was also
grounded in the belief that a strong U.S.-backed Israeli state would lead to
stability and peace in the region. However, both men failed to fully anticipate how
the establishment of Israel would exacerbate existing religious and sectarian
divisions between Jews, Christians, and Muslims in the region.

The Intensity of Sectarian and Religious Divides

The creation of Israel intensified already-existing tensions between Jews and the
Arab populations of Palestine and neighboring countries. The Palestinian Arabs,
many of whom were displaced by the establishment of Israel, viewed the creation
of the Jewish state as an existential threat to their own identity, sovereignty, and
historical claims to the land. This displacement, known as the Nakba, left
hundreds of thousands of Palestinians as refugees, fueling anger and resistance
among both Palestinians and the broader Arab world.

Truman and Feinberg underestimated how deeply religious identity would play
into the conflict. For many Arabs, the establishment of Israel on what they saw as
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sacred Islamic land (which includes Jerusalem) was a profound affront. This
sparked a religiously charged nationalist movement across the Arab world, further
deepening the hostility toward Israel and its Western backers, particularly the

U.S. The intensity of the conflict was not simply about territorial disputes but also
about deep-rooted religious convictions that would shape the region’s politics for
decades.

Overlooking the Palestinian Question and Arab Opposition

While Truman and Feinberg's actions helped secure the establishment of Israel,
they largely overlooked the Palestinian question—the aspirations, rights, and
grievances of the Palestinian people. U.S. policy at the time, focused on Cold War
dynamics and Jewish suffering post-Holocaust, failed to address the long-term
consequences of Palestinian displacement. This oversight contributed to the
intractable nature of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, which remains unresolved to
this day.

Arab opposition to Israel’s existence intensified following the 1948 war and
continued through subsequent wars, including the 1967 Six-Day War and the
1973 Yom Kippur War. The failure to recognize and address Palestinian and
broader Arab concerns created a permanent source of conflict in the region. By
focusing solely on Israel's security, Truman and Feinberg failed to foresee how the
exclusion of Palestinians from the peace process would become one of the central
factors in sustaining conflict between Israel and its neighbors.

B. Ignoring the Nuclear Factor

Another critical oversight by Truman and Feinberg was their failure to anticipate
the role that nuclear weapons would eventually play in the Middle East. While
nuclear weapons were in their infancy during Truman’s presidency, Israel’s
pursuit of nuclear capabilities, which began in the 1950s and culminated in the
development of an ambiguous nuclear arsenal, dramatically altered the region’s
security landscape.

Lack of Foresight Regarding Nuclear Proliferation

Truman and Feinberg could not have predicted the degree to which the Middle
East would become a focal point for nuclear proliferation. Israel’s nuclear
program, developed in secret and believed to have produced its first nuclear
weapons by the late 1960s, created a significant power imbalance in the region.
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Although Israel’s policy of nuclear ambiguity—neither confirming nor denying its
possession of nuclear weapons—has helped to deter large-scale attacks from its
neighbors, it has also contributed to a regional arms race.

Israel’s nuclear capability, while intended to ensure its survival, has driven
neighboring states like Iran to seek their own deterrents. Iran’s nuclear program,
though officially for civilian energy purposes, is widely believed to have the
potential to develop nuclear weapons. The failure to foresee this nuclear dynamic
has led to a precarious situation, where the risk of nuclear conflict is ever-present.
The strategic stability that Truman and Feinberg hoped to achieve through the
U.S.-Israel alliance has been undermined by the very weapons designed to secure
it.

The Threat of Nuclear Conflict Today

The current tensions between Israel and Iran over nuclear proliferation have
brought the region to the brink of conflict. Israel has consistently stated that it will
not allow Iran to develop a nuclear weapon, raising the possibility of a preemptive
Israeli strike on Iranian nuclear facilities. The use of advanced nuclear weapons,
such as the B61-12 nuclear bomb, which could be deployed by Israeli forces,
underscores the seriousness of the threat. This potential for nuclear escalation is
a direct result of the arms race that began with Israel’s nuclear development—a
development that Truman and Feinberg did not anticipate when they supported
the establishment of a strong Israeli state.

C. The Role of External Powers

The involvement of external powers—particularly the U.S., Russia, and China—
has further complicated the situation in the Middle East. Truman’s decision to
align the U.S. closely with Israel had far-reaching consequences, drawing the U.S.
into conflicts in the region that have persisted for decades. At the same time,
other global powers, such as the Soviet Union during the Cold War, and more
recently, Russia and China, have played significant roles in shaping the dynamics
of Middle Eastern conflicts.

Unintended Consequences of U.S. Involvement

By making Israel a central pillar of U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East, Truman
and subsequent U.S. presidents inadvertently created conditions that have made
the U.S. a target of hostility from many Arab and Muslim-majority countries. The
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perception of U.S. bias in favor of Israel has fueled anti-American sentiment
across the region, contributing to the rise of extremist groups and terrorist
organizations that oppose both Israel and its Western allies. This hostility has
been a major driver of conflicts such as the Arab-Israeli wars, the Iran-Iraq War,
and the Gulf Wars.

The Complications Introduced by Russia and China

The entry of Russia and China into Middle Eastern geopolitics has further
destabilized the region. Russia, for example, has provided military and economic
support to Iran and Syria, positioning itself as a counterweight to U.S. influence.
China, meanwhile, has expanded its economic footprint in the region through its
Belt and Road Initiative, forging ties with countries like Iran and Saudi Arabia. The
involvement of these external powers has created a multipolar environment,
where regional conflicts risk drawing in global actors, increasing the likelihood of
a broader confrontation, especially if nuclear weapons are involved.

In conclusion, the strategic decisions made by Truman and Feinberg—while
pivotal in the creation of Israel—failed to account for the deep sectarian divides,
the potential for nuclear proliferation, and the role of global powers in shaping
the Middle East. These oversights have contributed to a volatile situation where
the risk of nuclear conflict looms large, and the region remains a focal point of
global instability.

VII. Conclusion
A. Reflections on Historical Lessons

The actions of Harry Truman and Abraham Feinberg in the late 1940s were pivotal
in shaping the modern Middle East. Truman’s decision to recognize Israel,
supported by Feinberg’s political and financial efforts, helped establish the Jewish
state and secure its survival in a hostile environment. This moment marked a
turning point in both U.S.-Middle East relations and the geopolitical dynamics of
the region.

However, while their efforts succeeded in addressing the immediate challenges
faced by the Jewish people following the Holocaust, their failure to anticipate the
long-term consequences contributed to the complex and volatile situation the
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Middle East faces today. Truman and Feinberg’s focus on securing U.S. backing for
Israel did not fully account for the depth of the Arab world’s opposition to Israel’s
creation or the displacement of Palestinians. This oversight helped lay the
groundwork for decades of conflict between Israel and its neighbors, a conflict
that has expanded into a broader regional struggle with far-reaching
consequences.

Moreover, their actions indirectly contributed to the rise of nuclear threats in the
region. While Truman and Feinberg could not have foreseen the proliferation of
nuclear weapons in the 1940s, the policies they supported—particularly the
unwavering U.S. alliance with Israel—have contributed to a regional arms race
that now includes the possibility of nuclear conflict. The legacy of their decisions
continues to shape the region’s political landscape, as tensions between Israel
and its neighbors, particularly Iran, remain high.

B. The Path Forward

To mitigate the threat of nuclear conflict in the Middle East today, a multifaceted
approach involving diplomacy, arms control, and humanitarian intervention is
necessary. While the situation is dire, there are steps that can be taken to reduce
the risk of escalation:

1. Diplomatic Engagement: The U.S. and other global powers must renew
diplomatic efforts to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons while
ensuring Israel’s security. The reestablishment of the Joint Comprehensive
Plan of Action (JCPOA) or a similar agreement could be a critical step in
curbing Iran’s nuclear ambitions and easing regional tensions. Additionally,
negotiations aimed at addressing the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, though
difficult, are essential to achieving lasting peace.

2. Arms Control Initiatives: Regional arms control measures, including a
potential nuclear weapons-free zone in the Middle East, could help de-
escalate tensions. This would require cooperation from both Israel and its
neighbors, as well as the support of global powers like the U.S., Russia, and
China. Confidence-building measures, such as mutual reductions in military
capabilities or the establishment of communication channels between
hostile states, could also reduce the risk of unintended nuclear conflict.
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3. Humanitarian Intervention: Addressing the ongoing humanitarian crises in
Gaza and Lebanon is critical to building trust and fostering dialogue in the
region. International humanitarian organizations must be given access to
these conflict zones to provide aid to civilians, and efforts must be made to
ensure that human rights are protected on all sides of the conflict. By
prioritizing humanitarian needs, the international community can help
create conditions for long-term peace and stability.

The combination of diplomatic, arms control, and humanitarian efforts may not
provide an immediate solution to the region’s complex challenges, but they
represent essential steps toward mitigating the risk of nuclear conflict and
fostering a more peaceful Middle East.

C. Final Thoughts

The legacies of Harry Truman and Abraham Feinberg are marked by their
significant contributions to the creation of Israel and the establishment of U.S.-
Israeli relations. Their actions played a crucial role in ensuring the survival of the
Jewish state, but they also laid the groundwork for decades of conflict and
instability in the Middle East. Their failure to foresee the intensity of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, the depth of sectarian divides, and the eventual rise of
nuclear threats continues to haunt the region.

Today, the nuclear threat that Truman and Feinberg could not have predicted has
become one of the most pressing challenges in the Middle East. The possibility of
a nuclear conflict between Israel and Iran, or the involvement of other global
powers, casts a shadow over the region’s future. The lessons of the past—
particularly the need to balance short-term political gains with long-term
stability—are as relevant today as they were in 1948.

In reflecting on Truman and Feinberg’s legacies, it is clear that while their actions
were instrumental in shaping the modern Middle East, the consequences of their
decisions highlight the importance of foresight, diplomacy, and comprehensive
peace-building in preventing further conflict. The path forward will require
addressing the deep-seated issues that have plagued the region for decades,
while remaining vigilant against the ever-present threat of nuclear war.
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