
1 The Source PaPer: ouTline 
and GuidelineS for STudenTS

This purpose of this chapter is to introduce you to the Source Paper, which is Paper 1 of the 
International Baccalaureate History Examination. Whether you are taking Standard Level 
or a Higher Level examination makes no difference as, rather unusually, the sources and 
questions are the same for both examinations. 

The first part of this chapter will discuss how historians use sources. The second part will 
look carefully at the types of sources you can expect to see on an IB History paper. The 
third section will then analyze the types of questions that you can expect to get in the 
examination and the different levels of knowledge you will need to be able to answer them 
properly. Finally, this chapter will look at some student sample answers and analyze what 
was answered well and how the answers could have been improved to score higher marks.

Outline of Paper 1
There are three Prescribed Subjects assessed in Paper 1: 

Peacemaking, Peacekeeping – International Relations 1918–36•	
The Arab-Israeli Conflict 1945–79•	
Communism in Crisis 1976–89•	

The themes for each Prescribed Subject are taken from the IB History Guide, focusing 
specifically on the bullet points (found on pages 24–25). The wording for the title of the  
set of questions is the same as in the Guide, to indicate the theme of the sources used –  
e.g. ‘These sources relate to the principle of collective security and early attempts at 
peacekeeping (1920–25).’ 

For each Prescribed Subject there will usually be four written sources and one visual- or 
table-based source. The length of the written sources does not have to be equal, but they 
will be approximately 750 words in total (including attribution). A variety of sources will 
probably be used, taken from a selection of contemporary and more recent material. There 
should be some background information about the writer (e.g. Professor of United States 
History at Yale; A Russian journalist). In some cases the sources might have been edited 
and ellipses (usually seen as three dots – …) will be used when three or more lines of text 
are deleted. In some sources, alternative words will be placed in brackets, if a word is seen 
as particularly difficult, e.g. ‘belligerent’ [warlike]. Remember that you can use a simple 
translating dictionary in many IB examinations and you should ask your IB coordinator if 
you are entitled to have one. Electronic dictionaries are, however, not allowed. 

There will be four questions on each Prescribed Subject. You will be given five minutes’ 
reading time, during which you are not allowed to write anything, and you will then have one 
hour to answer the four questions. The first question is usually divided into two parts: 1a) and 
1b). An analysis of the different types of questions you can expect to see is given below. 

Sources and the historian
If you were to ask someone in the street what the study of history is about, the answer 
would probably be something to do with historical facts – dates, important people etc. 
What most people do not realize is that a fact by itself is of little value to an historian. The 
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Attribution
This is the information 
accompanying each 
source telling you where it 
comes from.
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fact that Hitler became Chancellor of Germany on 30 January 1933 is of as much use to an 
historian as a scientist saying that oxygen is a gas. The task of an historian is to find out as 
much as possible about the meaning of a particular historical event, i.e. why did it occur 
and what were its consequences? In order to answer these two questions the historian has to 
accumulate as much information about the event as possible. In an ideal world this should 
amount to everything known about the event, but this is simply impossible. An historian 
can never have access to all knowledge about any event for many reasons – censorship, 
the huge amount of material which has to be sifted, the impossibility of accessing all the 
information available and so on. The historian must therefore select the appropriate sources 
that relate to any event.

Here is the fundamental problem of being an historian. By making this selection, the 
historian can lose his or her objectivity, because the reasons why a particular source is 
chosen are dependent upon the historian’s interests, cultural background, training, language 
ability and any other factors that affect the selection of a source. An historian must consider 
the reliability of a source and how accurate it is in relation to the events it is describing. Can 
the account given by a particular source be authenticated by other sources? Historians must 
carefully check information from sources against each other to arrive at a conclusion that 
could be considered valid. An historian must be sceptical when using sources that appear to 
give only one side of the event.

When answering a source paper in IB History, you are essentially comparing and 
contrasting sources against each other to arrive at a conclusion, which you can justify. In 
simple terms, you are being an historian.

The types of sources
When analyzing sources, the simplest means are often the best. Try using the ‘five question’ 
approach, also known as the ‘five Ws’:

Who wrote or produced it? (Origin)•	
When? (Origin)•	
Where? (Origin)•	
Why? (Purpose)•	
For whom? i.e. who was the intended audience of the source? (Purpose) •	

Ask these five simple questions of any source and your answers will help you to understand 
any type of source: non-textual or textual.

Non-textual
Non-textual means any source that is not written as you would see it in a book or letter. 
In many cases they are visual rather than written, although you might also see a chart or a 
table of statistics. In IB History examinations the most common non-textual sources that 
have been used include photographs, cartoons, posters, statistics or tabular sources, graphs, 
maps and paintings (or photographs of paintings). 

Photographs
Over time the reasons why photographs have been taken have changed. In the 19th 
century they were used to record an event, or document how someone looked, almost as 
if the photograph was a portrait painted by an artist. In many of these photographs the 
subjects have been posed and, whether we realize it or not, when we know that we are 
being photographed we change our behaviour or our posture. If, in a photograph, everyone 
is looking at the camera you can be almost certain that this has been staged. Look at the 
photograph at the top of page 3. Spontaneous or not? How can you tell? 

 Examiner’s hint
You should be very careful 
when using the terms 
‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ 
when analyzing sources. 
Experience shows us that too 
many students cannot tell 
the difference between them. 
Avoid saying that a source is 
valuable because it is primary. 
It may be the case, it may 
not; it will largely depend on 
valuable ‘for what’? Students 
also use the terms ‘reliable’, 
‘useful’, ‘utility’ and ‘valuable’ 
interchangeably, but there 
are differences between 
these four words. In the IB 
examination it is better to talk 
about a source’s values and 
limitations. You should keep 
your approach to analyzing 
the sources as simple as 
possible.
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You must remember that the person taking the photograph is not neutral and has a 
particular reason for taking it. Why is the particular photograph above being taken? What 
is the photographer trying to convey to the intended audience? What is surprising to IB 
examiners is the number of times in IB source examinations students write that what a 
photograph depicts is an accurate representation of the events it is recording. The context 
of where and when a photograph is taken must also be taken into account when analyzing 
it. There have always been, and always will be, countries that censor what is published in 
newspapers or books to rewrite history. 

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

Here is a famous example of photo doctoring involving Trotsky and Lenin. What 
differences can you see in the two photographs? Why was this change made?

 

The change was made because after Trotsky was exiled from the Soviet Union he became a 
non-person to the Soviet government and his images were removed from all records.

However, despite their obvious limitations, photographs do have tremendous value for 
historians in that they can document particular events better than many other sources. A 
picture of, for example, Hiroshima in August 1945 after the dropping of the atomic bomb on 
the city powerfully communicates to the world the devastation and destruction of the city.

Cartoons 
One of the most common non-textual sources in IB source examinations is the cartoon. 
This type of source can be challenging to understand. Cartoons refer to something that 
was current at the time, and if you do not know the context of the cartoon and the events 

The original caption read 
as follows. ‘Here the latest 
consignment of Japanese 
troops are shown leaving 
the Japanese capital for 
Manchuria, the scene of 
the present Sino-Japanese 
conflict.’
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or people to which it refers, then you may not be able to understand its message. Cartoons 
tend to oversimplify the events they are describing, so may not explain the full reality of 
events. 

Finally, of course, cartoonists use symbols to represent the characters or countries they have 
drawn. For example, what does this image represent?

Most of you should immediately say – the Soviet Union. And this?

Again, most of you should recognize this as a symbol for death. It is the grim reaper 
carrying a scythe, although this symbol may not be readily recognizable to all students, 
depending on their cultural backgrounds.

Remember that a cartoon is someone’s personal view of events and therefore has a 
subjective element to it. A cartoon must be direct because any meaning that is implied or 
indirect may cause you to misunderstand its meaning. For this reason, cartoons will also 
often have captions that will help you to identify their message. 

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

What do you think is the message in the following cartoon?

 Examiner’s hint 
Look at the text in the 
top-left hand side. Who do 
you think is saying it? Who 
are the countries in ‘the 
neighborhood’? Which one is 
the odd one out?

Cartoon by David Horsey in 
the Seattle Post-Intelligencer, 
2001.

 Examiner’s hint
You are not expected to be 
able to identify people in 
cartoons. Normally the source 
booklet will give you this sort 
of information and include the 
names of those who appear in 
a cartoon.
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Here is another cartoon with a student’s answer. Try to work out the meaning yourself before 
reading Gustav’s answer.

Student Answer – Gustav

The cartoon shows the effects of Gorbachev’s policies of glasnost and perestroika 
on the Soviet Union. The broken sickle is meant to show the break-up of the Soviet 
Union into 15 pieces. Each piece represents one of the new countries such as Latvia 
or Uzbekistan, which were created out of the former territory that was the Soviet 
Union. Valtman shows that these countries themselves are unstable as they are full 
of cracks. Gorbachev looks a little shocked by the results of his policies.

Examiner’s comments

Gustav’s answer is excellent and would receive full marks, as it sets the cartoon in context and 
clearly identifies the ideas the cartoonist had in his mind when he drew the cartoon. As with 
photographs, cartoons are a very powerful way of conveying a message, but in an IB History 
examination please remember that you can allow yourself between five and eight minutes to 
find out what that message is and write your answer.

Posters, graphs and paintings
The most important details about these sources are 
who made them and for what purpose – although 
the ‘five question’ approach can also be used. There 
are many different types of poster: election campaign 
posters, announcements of concerts or events, 
propaganda posters, military recruitment posters and 
so on. Look at the poster to the right. Without any 
background research, what do you think the poster is 
about?

The fact that it is a Chinese government-produced 
poster issued after 1979 helps you to understand 
its significance. In 1979 China introduced the ‘one-
child’ policy. The message is that in an already over-
populated country having only one child will ensure 

A cartoon by Edmund 
Valtman, an American 
cartoonist (1991). The man 
in the cartoon is Mikhail 
Gorbachev.

 Examiner’s hint
Did you count the pieces? 
There are 15 of them. Why do 
you think Valtman included 
this number? What do the 
cracks signify?

Wall poster distributed in 
China after 1979.
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that the child is happy and well fed. This message implies that China, as a country, will grow 
better and stronger as a result of the new birth policy.

Students are sometimes surprised to see statistics and graphs in a history source 
examination, but it is perfectly appropriate to include this type of source, particularly when 
dealing with any economic theme. The graph below could be included in any question on 
the effects of the Treaty of Versailles on Germany in the early 1920s (although there is some 
debate about this cause and effect relationship), and it is a simple task to explain the decline 
in value of the German Reichsmark in that time period.

Maps and paintings occur very rarely in the Source Paper, but there is no reason why they 
could not appear. Maps, in particular, can be used to make a political point rather than 
simply express a geographical reality. Ask the ‘five questions’ and be careful when analyzing 
a map. Look at this example.

N

Scale

100 km0

PALESTINE
ERETZ ISRAEL

The Jewish National Home
(British Mandate)

SYRIA
(French Mandate)

ARABIA

SINAI

EGYPT

Aqaba

Jerusalem

Damascus

Gaza

Beersheba

Tel Aviv

Haifa

Tyre

BeirutMap 1
British mandate for Palestine, 
1920–48. Source: The 
Pedagogic Centre, The 
Department for Jewish 
Zionist Education, The Jewish 
Agency for Israel.
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While the map is one that shows the British mandates after World War I, it is certainly 
debatable whether the Palestine section should be subtitled ‘The Jewish National Home’ 
during the dates included in the caption, as it includes the territory in the British mandate 
east of the River Jordan.

Textual sources
Textual sources are simply too numerous to list, but the most common ones used in IB 
History source examinations are books, letters, treaties, diaries, newspapers, magazine 
articles, diplomatic documents, telegrams, written records of interviews, poetry and 
speeches. In all cases, the introductory lines at the beginning of the source will give you all 
the information you need to analyze it. Use the ‘five question’ approach.

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

Here are a few examples for you to think about. The theme of the Prescribed Subject is the 
Tiananmen Square Massacre known by the Chinese as the ‘June 4th Incident’. 

q u e s t i o n s

What limitations might the following sources have?  
Source A: an extract from the memoirs of an eyewitness of the 1989 Tiananmen Square incident, 
published in Beijing in 2009. The witness was born in 1929.

Source B: an extract from the People’s Daily, a Chinese government newspaper, 6 June 1989.

Source C: an extract from John Smith, China in the Twentieth Century, 2001. John Smith is a well-
known writer of history textbooks for schools. (This source is fictional.)

Source D: an extract from the diary of a Chinese woman killed on 4 June in Tiananmen Square as 
she was taking part in a protest demonstration, published in New York in 2008.

Source A: the examiner would be looking for comments about the age of the eyewitness, 
the time lapse between the event and the publication of the memoir and the fact that it 
was published in China. Source B: the extract is published two days after the incident in a 
newspaper run by the Communist Party. Think of what limitations may be present because 
of this time lag. Source C: this book covers the whole of the 20th century so only a tiny 
part of the book would deal with the incident. The author, who is used to writing school 
textbooks rather than academic works, may not be an expert on China. Also, it is unlikely 
that he was present during the incident. Source D: the woman was taking part in the 
protest so she was probably opposed to the policies of Deng Xiaoping. A question should 
be raised about how the diary ended up in New York and was published there in 2008.

The following type of source has caused students difficulty in the past. What is 
its origin?
Source E: an extract from a speech by Nasser to the Egyptian National Assembly on 29 May 1967 
taken from Walter Laqueur and Barry Rubin (eds), The Arab-Israel Reader, 2001.

The examiners are interested in Nasser’s speech, not the book source. Always evaluate 
the extract itself. Do not theorize that the editors might have changed the content of the 
speech. 

Interestingly, while it would seem that diaries are very valuable sources to an historian, they 
are not as reliable as you might think. The Soviet expert Orlando Figes in The Whisperers 
has commented that no diary in Stalinist time should be relied upon. It would simply have 
been too incriminating for the writer to tell the truth in a diary – the writer would have 
been mortally afraid that it would be discovered by the secret police. You should also ask 
why anyone would keep a diary in the first place? Diaries are simply someone’s personal 
recollection of events.

 Examiner’s hint
Do not make comments 
saying that a source has been 
translated and therefore we do 
not know if the translation is 
accurate. Rarely is this a useful 
comment to make. Nor should 
you write that, as it is an 
extract from a source, we do 
not have access to the entire 
source and this is a limitation. 
Neither of these comments is 
likely to receive credit.

 Examiner’s hint
To judge the value and 
limitations of sources, look at 
the purpose behind them.



8

THE SOURCE PAPER: OUTLINE AND GUIDELINES FOR STUDENTS1

Types of exam question
The IB History Guide clearly identifies the objectives that the source paper is assessing. 
Paper 1 assesses the following objectives of the history course: 

Question Objective

The first question will test understanding of a source in 
part (a) and part (b).

1. Knowledge and understanding
 Understand historical sources

The second question will test analysis of sources 
through the comparison and contrast of two sources.

2. Application and interpretation
  Compare and contrast historical sources as 

evidence

The third question will ask students to discuss two 
sources in relation to their origins, purpose, values and 
limitations.

3. Synthesis and evaluation
 Evaluate historical sources as evidence

The fourth question will test evaluation of sources and 
contextual knowledge.

1. Knowledge and understanding
 Demonstrate an understanding of historical context
3. Synthesis and evaluation
  Evaluate and synthesize evidence from both 

historical sources and background knowledge

Source: www.ibo.org

In practice, what does this mean the questions will look like in the Higher Level and 
Standard Level examination paper?

Questions 1a and 1b
These two parts will be worth a maximum of 5 marks together. Remember that there are 25 
marks for this paper and 60 minutes to answer the questions. This means that somewhere 
between 10 and 12 minutes should be spent on these two parts of Question 1.

The wording of 1a) and 1b) will be something like this:

‘According to Source A, why did…?’ 

‘What does Source B suggest about…?’ 

‘What message is portrayed by Source E?’

‘What is the significance of Source C…?’ (‘Significance’ asks you to explain the source’s 
importance, not just give its meaning.)

These questions are intended for you to show your knowledge and understanding of the 
sources. 

Question 2
This question is worth 6 marks, so how much time do you think that you will have to 
answer it in the exam?

The wording of Question 2 will be something like this: 

‘Compare and contrast the views expressed about… in Sources A and C.’

In other words, what are the similarities and differences in the way that the sources refer to 
a particular event? Please note that ONLY TWO SOURCES will be used. 

The following might help you by seeing what examiners are told to do when marking your 
Question 2.

If only one source is discussed award a maximum of (2 marks). If the two sources 
are discussed separately award (3 marks) or with excellent linkage (4–5 marks). For 

Assertion
An assertion is an 
unsubstantiated 
statement.

 Examiner’s hint
Remember that examiners are 
not allowed to include half 
marks or + and – when they 
are marking your exam, so 
make sure that you have made 
your points clearly enough so 
that you can receive full marks.

 Examiner’s hint
You should try to link your 
Question 2 answers in a 
running analysis like the 
following example: ‘Source A 
mentions this…, but on the 
other hand Source C says…’

ToK Time
The historian Marc Bloc 
has written: ‘A document 
is like a witness, and like 
most witnesses it rarely 
speaks until one begins to 
question it.’
Explain what you think 
Bloc means by this 
statement. What evidence 
could you come up with 
to either agree or disagree 
with this assertion?



9

maximum (6 marks) expect a detailed running comparison/contrast. Award up to 
(5 marks) if two sources are linked/integrated in either a running comparison or 
contrast.

Another way that Question 2 might be phrased is the following: ‘In what ways do the views 
expressed in Source B support the conclusions in Source D?’

Again, here is what examiners are told to do when marking this type of Question 2:

End-on description of the sources would probably be worth (3 marks) if the 
comparative element is only implicit, and (4 marks) with explicit linkage. If the 
linkage is excellent or detailed material is presented in a comparative framework (5 
or 6 marks) could be scored. 

The wording of Question 2 may focus on issues of consistency. For example: ‘How 
consistent are the accounts in Sources A and C in their description of Israel’s reaction to the 
1972 Munich massacre?’

The examiners’ advice for this type of Question 2 is as follows:

If only one source is addressed award a maximum of (2 marks). If the two sources 
are discussed separately award (3 marks) or with excellent linkage (4–5 marks). For 
maximum (6 marks) expect a detailed running comparison. 

This question is intended for you to show your application and interpretation of the sources. 

Question 3
This question is worth 6 marks, so how much time do you think that you will have to 
answer it in the exam? The wording of Question 3 will be something like this: ‘With 
reference to their origin and purpose, what are the value and limitations of Source A and 
Source C for historians studying the policies of Deng Xiaoping.’

Here is what the examiners are told to do when marking Question 3:

Ideally there will be a balance between the two sources, and each one can be marked 
out of (3 marks), but allow a 4/2 split. If only one source is assessed, mark out of 
(4 marks). For a maximum of (6 marks) candidates must refer to both origin and 
purpose, and value and limitations, in their assessment.

This question is intended for you to show your synthesis and evaluation of the sources. 

Question 4
This question is worth 8 marks, so how much time do you think that you will have to 
answer it in the exam? Do your time estimates for all four questions add up to 60 minutes? 
If not, recalculate your time allocation for each question, based on how many marks they 
are worth, so that you are under 60 minutes.

The wording of Question 4 will be something like this: ‘Using these sources and your own 
knowledge analyze the importance of the Italian invasion of Abyssinia for international 
relations between 1934 and 1936.’ 

Here is the examiners’ advice for marking Question 4.

... credit other relevant material. If only source material or only own knowledge 
is used, the maximum mark that can be obtained is (5 marks). For maximum (8 
marks), expect argument, synthesis of source material and own knowledge, as well as 
references to the sources used.

This question is intended for you to show your knowledge, understanding, synthesis and 
evaluation of the sources. 

 Examiner’s hint
Make sure you start off 
analyzing the second source 
mentioned in the question 
and then see how far these 
opinions are supported by the 
first source. 

 Examiner’s hint
For this type of Question 2, 
make sure you start with the 
first source mentioned in the 
question and then see how far 
these opinions are supported 
by the second source. 

 Examiner’s hint
Always do the two sources 
separately and analyze the 
sources in the order given 
in the question – origin, 
purpose, value and limitations. 
Remember that without 
understanding the purpose 
of a source it is impossible to 
judge accurately its values and 
limitations. A source may also 
have more than one purpose. 
Too many students outline in 
great detail the content of the 
two sources, i.e. what they are 
actually saying. This wastes 
time and is not responding to 
the rubric of the question.

Rubric
What you are expected to 
do. In this case deal with 
the origin, purpose, value 
and limitations of the two 
sources.
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STUDENT STUDY SECTION

Below are three student answers to the last question on a source paper. In Paper 1 
these are questions 4, 8 and 12. Ignore the content of the answers and look at the 
approaches the three students have taken to the command term. 

Question 4
Using the sources and your own knowledge, to what extent do you agree 
that ‘Israel carried out the war [1967 Six Day War] to defend the very 
existence of the state’? (8 marks)

You will see three different approaches. Which do you think will receive the highest 
marks and why? What are the weaknesses of the other two answers? Look at the way 
that the students have responded to the command term.

Student Answer A – Jack

Source A indicates that the Six-Day War was the outcome of Arab countries 
instigating violence towards Israel as a direct result of fearing the Soviet’s Union role 
to be in the war, when the USSR could have adopted a more peaceful, constructive 
position. 

Source B, however, shows a more obscure cycle of events. It depicts both countries 
displaying false pretences: Nasser asserting threats in public against Israel, but 
in reality attempting to arrange more peaceful negotiations through American 
dignitaries, wary of the possibility of all-out war. At the same time, Israel contacted 
America warning of an imminent Arab attack, either falling for Nasser’s public threats 
or, and what appears to be more likely, attempting to solidify America’s alliance to them 
by using a ploy of imminent attack as means to dominate Nasser and deter his forces. 

Source C furthers this theory, depicting the Israeli ambassador asking US Secretary 
of State Rusk for a solid alliance between the two, so if Nasser were to attack, 
America would publicly declare themselves to fight Nasser. Rusk showed reluctance, 
citing constitutional decisions. The only new US support Israel received was the State 
Department giving the Egyptian ambassador a good talking to. 

Source D shows Nasser on 26 May 1967 requesting that the US take no military 
action against the Arabs, assuring President Johnson that his current actions were 
only to prove the weakness of the alliances between the United States and Israel and 
Jordan and Saudi Arabia. Nasser states that should Johnson grant his request, he 
shall ally himself to the whim of President Johnson. 

Source E sums up what is implied above, that America and Israel effectively stole the 
land from the Arabs by crushing them with the scare of far superior forces.

Student Answer B – Miriam

The statement is true to some extent, as Israel feared a new invasion from the surrounding 
Arab states, as an increasingly hostile rhetoric had been developing between Israel and 
Egypt. Nasser had made a request, that ‘the US undertake no direct military action in the 
form of landings, shifting of naval fleet, or otherwise’ (Source D). Nasser wanted to retake 
the buffer zone that had been created after the 1956 Suez-Sinai Crisis, and reclaim the 
land so that Egypt’s and Israel’s borders would be connected again, thereby making Israel 
feel threatened by Egypt. Moreover, Nasser initiated the ‘closing of the Tiran Straits’ 
(Source A), which Israel saw as a hostile move, and making them fear that Nasser intended 
to annex Israel once more. Egypt and Syria had also signed a mutual defence pact, making 
Israel unsure of their intentions. On the other hand, at that time ‘Nasser was reiterating to 
Westerners his reluctance to engage Israel’ (Source B), and he announced to a friend, that 
he ‘had no intention of fighting’ (Source D). Moreover, the Soviets ‘continued to urge Nasser 
away from war’ (Source B). The Soviet Union was providing Egypt with weapons, but did not 
want the conflict to accelerate to a world war, as the Cold War was taking place at the time 
and the United States was backing Israel.

ToK Time
‘The truth of anything at 
all doesn’t lie in someone’s 
account of it. It lies in all 
the small facts of the time.’ 
– Josephine Tey, The 
Daughter of Time

How can you apply this 
idea to historical ‘truth’? 
Think of an event you 
have studied and see 
whether or not the 
gathering of ‘small facts of 
the time’ makes it ‘true.’

 Examiner’s hint
Question 4 requires use of 
all the sources and your own 
knowledge to write a mini-
essay. This is a very challenging 
type of question and needs 
to be practised. Try to steer 
yourself away from a very 
mechanical approach in your 
answer. You need to make 
sure your answer explains how 
everything you use – whether 
source material or own 
knowledge – contributes to 
answering the question.

Command term
The words in the question 
that tell the student what 
the examiner is looking for 
in a good answer.
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Student Answer C – Philip

After the first two wars between Arabs and Israel, in 1948 and 1956, the 
situation in the whole Middle East had not yet settled, because of the lack of 
reciprocal recognition between the various states and Israel. The Six Day War 
of 1967 was another example of the diverging opinions and policies between 
the Arab states, mainly Egypt in this case, and Israel. As Source A assesses: 
‘Israel carried out the war to defend the very existence of the state’, as well as 
‘actions undertaken by Nasser for the evacuation of UN troops […] and war-like 
declarations by Egyptian leaders.’ On the other hand, the Israeli government is 
discharged of every accusation and is also considered acting in the best interest 
to make the state of Israel survive, nothing more. Moreover the Soviet Union is 
also blamed to have brought the conflict to a new escalation, because it militarily 
supported the Arab states. This might seem a very fair and straightforward 
conclusion considering the events and the Israeli point of view. However it must be 
clear that these are only a portion of the causes of the conflict. Israel’s position 
and well-being had been assured in the previous two conflicts by their victories, 
the conquering of new land and the acquired alliance with the United States, 
the world’s Superpower, whose only threat was the Soviet Union. This thesis is 
clearly portrayed by Source E: the comic compared what is a ‘myth’ of this war to 
what is most probable truth about the cause of the war. The ‘myth’ is the Israeli 
struggle to survive, while on the other hand the Six Day War was just another plan 
to extend Israel’s borders, and the success was achieved only through the US 
military help. It is a clear representation of how Egypt could not be a real threat for 
the Israeli State, and how, therefore, historians are brought to disagree with the 
initial statement. Source D reports a message from Nasser himself, who assures 
the US he ‘had no intention of fighting’, and how he expected the United States 
to take an impartial position on the matter, so as not to unbalance the conflict. 
This is another proof that the war was not caused only by the aggressive nature 
of Nasser and his policies, but also in the fact that the cooperation with other 
nations, such as the US, helped the conflict to break out. Source C supports the 
quote from Source A, following the argument that it was an inevitable conflict if 
Israel wanted to survive. However Source B is the one that is probably closest 
to reality because of its lack of extremism, while asserting that each side has 
proclaimed itself not inclined to fighting, but at the same time the war had broken out. 

Examiner’s comments 

Jack’s approach is very mechanical. The question is not set up well and there is no individual 
knowledge displayed. Many teachers tell their students that by using each of the five sources 
they will be guaranteed to get 5 marks. This is not so. There needs to be a clear attempt to 
focus the sources on the question explicitly. 

Miriam’s approach is better in style as there is a linkage between the sources and her own 
knowledge. There is also a clear attempt at answering the question. Her weaknesses are that 
there is very little outside knowledge and Sources C and E are not used.

Philip’s is the best of the three answers. It is a mini-essay that sets the question up at the 
beginning and directly answers it. A criticism would be that it needs a little more specific 
own knowledge to add to the source, but this essay would certainly be at the top end of the 
mark scheme.

Sources, questions and answers
Here is a sample source exam based on Prescribed Subject 1: Peacemaking, Peacekeeping – 
International Relations 1918–36. These sources refer to the Japanese invasion of Manchuria 
and its consequences.

ToK Time
How do political leaders 
attempt to maintain their 
‘credibility’? Which is more 
important for this objective 
when addressing the 
public – reason, morality or 
emotion?
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THE SOURCE PAPER: OUTLINE AND GUIDELINES FOR STUDENTS1

s o u r c e  a

From a statement by Lord Ponsonby to the House of Lords, 2 November 1932. Lord Ponsonby was 
Labour leader of the House of Lords from 1931 to 1935.

Considering the delicacy of the situation, and the grave character of the international issues 
involved, considering the arduous [strenuous] nature of any investigation on the spot in so 
large a territory, and the need for unanimity [agreement], the noble Earl, Lord Lytton, who 
was chosen as Chairman of that Commission, and who was subjected for a period to very 
severe illness, should, I think, be warmly congratulated on the Report that he has issued. It is 
comprehensive in the way in which it has marshalled all the relevant facts. It is admirably lucid 
[clear] in style, which is not very usual in reports of this kind, and it is simple and direct in its 
conclusions. Perhaps I may be allowed to say that I consider that the noble Earl, Lord Lytton, 
and his colleagues on the Commission have rendered a great public service in the way they have 
discharged this difficult international duty, which, had it been accomplished with less decision 
and with less discretion, might have added further confusion to the already vexed [difficult] 
question of the Far East.

s o u r c e  b

Cartoon by David Low, a British Cartoonist, published in the Evening Standard newspaper,  
19 January 1933.

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n  1a
What does Source A suggest about the Lytton Report? (3 marks)

Student Answer A – Briony

Source A praises the Lytton Commission for carrying out a hard job under difficult 
circumstances especially as Lord Lytton was ill for part of the time.

Student Answer B – Angelo

In Source A Lord Ponsonby congratulates Lord Lytton for the report he has written. Ponsonby 
considers that the Commission’s Report is ‘clear’, ‘simple and direct’ and ‘comprehensive’. 
He considers that, regarding the difficulty of the task, Lytton has managed to produce an 
excellent document which achieved consensus among the Committee. Ponsonby also believes 
that the Report was completed quickly in order to resolve the difficult situation in Manchuria. 
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Examiner’s comments 

Briony has only understood part of the source’s message. This answer would receive 1 mark. 
Briony needs to go into more detail, explaining her answer. Angelo has quoted directly from 
Source A and has paraphrased the other parts of the answer. He has certainly done enough 
to reach maximum marks. Although examiners recommend paraphrasing, rather than direct 
quoting, in this case it is quite difficult to find good alternatives for the quoted words. Angelo 
has demonstrated a good understanding of the source

q u e s t i o n  1b
What is the message conveyed by the cartoon? (2 marks)

Student Answer A – John

The message conveyed in the cartoon is that the League of Nations’ reaction to 
Japan’s occupation of Manchuria in 1931 showed the weakness of the League. 
A Japanese soldier (implying military force) is walking all over the League, showing 
Japan’s rejection of the principles upon which the League of Nations was based and 
ignoring the ‘honour of nations’. The League in return has been unable to do anything 
about Japan’s action and is desperately trying to show the world that it is a body 
that still has an important role to play in world affairs.

Examiner’s comments 

Would you give John 2 marks for his answer? How many sentences did he write? Are there 
too many, or just right or too few?

s o u r c e  c

From a telegram of the Chinese Soviet Government, 6 October 1932

Now the Commission of Enquiry of the league of imperialist robbers– the Lytton Commission 
– has already published its report regarding the dismemberment [carving up] of China. This 
report is an admirable document shown to the Chinese popular masses by the imperialists 
regarding the dismemberment they propose to inflict on China, and yet the Kuomintang, which 
is selling out and dishonouring the country, as well as the government which is the emanation 
[creation] of the Kuomintang, have accepted it completely! ... The Lytton Report is the bill 
of sale by which imperialism reduced the Chinese people to slavery! The Soviet Government 
calls on the popular masses of the whole country to participate in an armed uprising under 
the direction of the Soviet Government, to wage a national revolutionary war in order to 
tear to shreds the Lytton Report, and to oppose all the new projects of the imperialists for 
dismembering China, repressing the Chinese revolution, and attacking the Soviet regions and 
the Soviet Union. Let us hurl out of China, Japanese imperialism and all other imperialisms in 
order to obtain the complete liberation and independence of the Chinese people! 

s o u r c e  d

From F. S. Northedge, The League of Nations – its life and times 1920–1946, 1986. Northedge was 
Professor of International Relations at the London School of Economics.

Nevertheless, the Report was clear that without a declaration of war, a large area of what 
was indisputably Chinese territory has been forcibly seized and occupied by the armed 
forces of Japan and has, in consequence of this operation, been separated from and declared 
independent of the rest of China… As events were to show, the Japanese had no intention of 
isolating Manchuria from their relations with China; on the contrary, they meant to master 
both Manchuria and China and the two together under their own control. Lacking this insight 
into the Japanese frame of mind (and the fact that such an outcome hardly seems to have been 
thought of by the Lytton commission shows how readily Japanese professions of innocence were 
taken at their face value), the Report’s proposals for a settlement now seem little more than 
well-intentioned daydreaming.

 Examiner’s hint
What symbols are there in 
the cartoon? A militaristic 
Japan; dirty boots trampling 
the League of Nations; the 
League’s headquarters in 
Geneva; John Simon, the 
British Foreign Minister with a 
‘face-saving’ kit; Japan being 
greeted with flowers; a piece 
of paper with the words 
‘Honour of Nations’ written 
on it; a welcoming carpet; 
the League as a doormat. By 
listing all of these you have 
gained no marks, as you have 
not answered the question! 
The date of January 1933 is 
important. The cartoon refers 
to the Japanese invasion of 
Manchuria in September 1931. 
The League of Nations sent 
the Lytton commission to 
investigate and it produced 
its report in October 1932, 
condemning Japan. In 
February 1933, Japan left the 
League, formally announcing 
this decision the following 
March.
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THE SOURCE PAPER: OUTLINE AND GUIDELINES FOR STUDENTS1

s o u r c e  e

From US Department of State, Peace and War: United States Foreign Policy, 1931–1941, 1943

The United States Ambassador to Japan, Joseph C. Grew, reported to Secretary Stimson 
on August 13, 1932 … that the Japanese military machine had been ‘built for war’, felt 
prepared for war, and would ‘welcome war’; that it had never yet been beaten and possessed 
unlimited self-confidence. After consolidating their position in Manchuria the Japanese 
military forces proceeded, early in January 1933, to extend the boundaries of the new puppet 
state by the occupation of the province of Jehol in North China. The Japanese Ambassador, 
in a conversation of January 5 with Secretary Stimson, stated that Japan had no territorial 
ambition south of the Great Wall. The Secretary reminded the Ambassador that a year 
previously the latter had said that Japan had no territorial ambitions in Manchuria. The 
Ambassador replied that no Japanese Cabinet which advocated a compromise on the 
Manchuria question could survive in Japan and that the Manchuria incident must be regarded 
as closed.

Complete answer to source exam – Jerome

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n  1a
What does Source A suggest about the Lytton Report? (3 marks)

Source A suggests that the Lytton Report was very effective in its structure. 
According to Lord Ponsonby, it was drafted by Lord Lytton, who chaired the 
commission responsible for handling the Manchurian situation for the League of 
Nations. The account praises the Report for being very ‘lucid’ and comprehensive in 
that it addressed ‘all the relevant facts.’ Source A is very approving of the report 
and states that it is a ‘great public service’ because its clear ‘decision and […] 
discretion’ are the only way to calm the situation in the Far East that might else 
have escalated. 

Examiner’s comments 

Three clear points are made here – full marks.

q u e s t i o n  1b
What is the message conveyed by the cartoon? (2 marks)

The cartoon portrays the message that Japan disregarded the League of Nations 
in the Manchurian crisis. It is by a British cartoonist who is criticizing the League 
for letting Japan walk all over it. A League official seems to be bowing down to the 
Japanese soldier and welcoming him into the building. Thus, it is suggesting that the 
League allowed Japan to take advantage of it and simply invade Manchuria without 
stopping it. Additionally, the man on his knees is powdering the League with a ‘face-
saving kit’, implying that although the League is taking no action it is taking care to 
polish its image. 

Examiner’s comments 

Although Jerome does not include all of the references in the cartoon, his answer is clearly 
worth full marks. It has put the cartoon in context and successfully explained enough of the 
images in it to show that he clearly understands the message behind the cartoon.
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q u e s t i o n  2
Compare and contrast the views expressed about Japan’s actions in the 1930s in 
Sources D and E. (6 marks)

Sources D and E convey information about Japan’s actions regarding China in the 
1930s. They agree in general on Japan’s actions, but have some discrepancies in their 
portrayal of her ambitions.

Both sources recognize that Japan was keen to expand into China and that Manchuria 
was only the first step in this process. Japan’s aims were clearly expansionist. This can 
be seen by Source D’s statement that she had ‘no intention of isolating Manchuria’ 
and by Source E’s claim that she wished to further ‘extend the boundaries’ of the 
new state. They both also agree that one of Japan’s main aims was to exert ‘control’ 
(Source D) over her ‘new puppet state’ (Source E), meaning that the issue involved 
political manipulation of Manchuria and any other territory that would be gained.

However, there are also discrepancies between the two sources. While Source E 
continually underscores that fact that Japan would ‘welcome war’, and makes a 
consistent effort to mention war as a continued part of her strategy because ‘no 
Japanese Cabinet which advocated a compromise on the Manchurian question could 
survive in Japan’, Source D maintains that the Manchurian crisis occurred ‘without 
a declaration of war.’ Source D also only claims that the League accepted Japan’s 
claims that she did not wish to expand further, and Source E explains Japan’s goals 
to extend to Jehol, but that she wished to stop at the Great Wall. Source E also 
expressed that the United States did not trust Japan’s declaration of her ambitions, 
while Source D claims that nobody had any ‘insight into the Japanese frame of mind’ 
and that everyone trusted her ‘professions of innocence.’

Examiner’s comments

Jerome has two comparisons and three contrasts with development and linkage. Full marks.

q u e s t i o n  3
With reference to their origin and purpose, discuss the value and limitations of 
Source A and Source C for historians studying the Manchurian crisis. (6 marks)

Source A is an extract from a statement made to the House of Lords by Lord 
Ponsonby on November 2, 1932. Because Lord Ponsonby was the Labour leader of 
the House, the purpose of the speech was to convince the members of the House 
that the Lytton Report would be successful. Thus, Ponsonby’s aim was to convince the 
British aristocracy that ‘the international issues’ were being handled appropriately 
and that no danger existed. 

The document has several values and limitations for historians studying the 
Manchurian crisis. First, it offers a British opinion on the document and thus can 
be helpful to an historian in that he or she can discover different viewpoints about 
the document and that the British believed it would be successful, as opposed 
to an opinion that they knew the Lytton report would fail. It also presents several 
strengths of the report, such as the fact that it was ‘direct.’ It also shows in what 
way information about the report was presented to the public.

However, the source has many limitations. Firstly, of course it does not state that 
the report was unsuccessful and that the Japanese did not respond. It is also clearly 
very opinionated – Ponsonby calls Lord Lytton ‘noble,’ clearly showing that the opinion 
in the report is not the general international opinion. 

Source C is from a telegram of the Chinese Soviet government, written on 6 October 
1932. It is intended to sway the Russian government in favour of the Chinese and her 
people and to convince them to help China to keep not only Japan, but also the other 
‘imperialists’ out.
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THE SOURCE PAPER: OUTLINE AND GUIDELINES FOR STUDENTS1

With this, the source has several strengths. One is that the Chinese opinion of the 
Lytton Report is very clearly stated. China considered the west ‘imperialist robbers’ 
and did not approve of their intervention. Hence, another reason for the League’s 
failure in the Manchurian crisis can be found by historians. Additionally, international 
repercussions can be studied because a clear split not only between China and Japan, 
but also between communism and capitalism is represented. 

However, the purpose of the document is to convince, and so it has several limitations. 
Historians cannot trust the fact that the Japanese were set on ‘dismembering 
China,’ because strong language has obviously been chosen to convince the Soviets 
that action was necessary. It is exaggerated in that it claims that the Lytton report 
aims to reduce ‘the Chinese people to slavery’ and thus should not be studied for its 
historical accuracy on the aims of the Lytton report, but rather for Chinese rejection 
of League intervention and their motivations for this. A further limitation present is 
that it does not show how the Soviets reacted or how the Chinese responded to the 
League itself. 

Examiner’s comments

The purpose is weak for Source C, and value and limitations for Source A could be more 
incisive – 5 marks.

q u e s t i o n  4
Using these sources and your own knowledge analyze the importance of the 
Japanese invasion of Manchuria for international relations between 1931 and 
1936. (8 marks)

Manchuria was important for international relations between 1931 and 1936 
because it not only led to the breakdown of the League of Nations, but also because it 
shaped future alliances. 

Source B shows that Japan set an example for other aggressor nations by taking 
advantage of the League of Nations and disregarding her orders. It showed that the 
League would bow to powerful nations that used aggression as a means of achieving 
their goals. This meant that in 1935, when Mussolini sent troops to Abyssinia and 
the League was asked to intervene, Italy knew she faced no serious threat. The League 
did not take any action against Japan because she had no military and no power to 
employ an economic weapon. Although it attempted to set an embargo on Italy after 
Abyssinia as it had attempted to be ‘simple and direct in its conclusions’ (Source A) 
with Japan, Mussolini followed Japan’s example of ignoring League mandates. Hence, 
the Manchurian crisis set the scene for future international relations because war 
became a viable form of diplomacy and the League could not interfere – it led to the 
breakdown of the League of Nations as a whole.

The Manchurian crisis also shaped international relations because it ‘added further 
confusion’ (Source A) to the situation in the Far East by destroying Sino-Japanese 
relations. It was clear that Japan ‘had no intention of isolating Manchuria’ (Source 
D) and that expansion into China was their main goal. Japan in general was isolated 
from the West because nobody had any insight into ‘the Japanese frame of mind’ and 
her actions made her known as an aggressor to the League of Nations. East-West 
relations suffered enormously, and even China distanced herself from the ‘imperialist 
robbers’ (Source C) of the West. Thus, while the League had initially been intended by 
Wilson to ensure peace between countries, it separated the rift between East and 
West. This is confirmed by Source E, which states that the United States began to 
distrust Japan due to her inconsistency and lies about her ‘territorial ambitions in 
Manchuria.’

The Manchurian crisis played a large role in international relations after 1931 
because it began the breakdown of the League of Nations.  Even though the League
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was finally gaining more members, Manchuria showed countries that they would 
not be punished for any aggressive action they took. Thus, Italy and Russia followed 
suit. This led to the League losing prominent members such as Japan after the 
Manchuria Crisis, Italy after Abyssinia, and Russia after the Winter War. She was no 
longer capable of stopping war. Furthermore, the crisis also led to East-West and 
communist-capitalist strains. Britain and France were no longer trusted by the East 
and by Italy for their indecision and inability to take action, and the United States 
no longer trusted Japan. China began seeking relations with Russia to strengthen 
her alliances. Manchuria was the beginning of a breakdown of order that would lead to 
World War II.

Examiner’s comments

Jerome has used all the sources and some of his own knowledge, even when he has gone 
outside the dates identified in the question and part of his answer is irrelevant. This would 
give him 7 marks. Jerome’s answer scored 23/25 and is a clear Grade 7 response.

REVIEW SECTION

This chapter has introduced you to the Source Paper and has discussed how 
historians use sources. You have also been shown the various types of sources 
and questions you can expect to see in an IB History Paper 1 examination. 
Finally, this chapter has analyzed some student sample answers to see what was 
answered well and what could have been improved to score higher marks. In 
the following chapters, you will be introduced to the three Prescribed Subjects 
for your examination. As you read through them, try to use the ‘five questions’ 
wherever possible to help you analyze any source.
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This particular chapter will analyze the causes of the Six-Day War and examine the 
consequences it had for the region. It will then go on to look carefully at the causes of the 
1973 war and assess the importance of this conflict for movements towards peace in the 
Middle East. This chapter will then analyze events in the region since the Egyptian-Israeli 
peace treaty of 1979 up to 2009, to see whether or not there have been any significant 
changes in the relationship between the Arabs and the Israelis. The chapter will finally 
examine the present status of Palestinian claims to the West Bank and Gaza Strip.

131131

Prescribed Subject 2:  
The Arab-Israeli Conflict 1945–79

wArS And PeACe  
1963–79

Timeline – 1967–2009

1967  Nasser sends troops into Sinai and closes the Straits of Tiran to Israeli shipping
 Six‑Day War
 UN Security Council Resolution 242 issued 
1968  Yasser Arafat elected chairman of the executive committee of the PLO
 Egyptian‑Israeli War of Attrition
1970 Palestinian National Council declares an independent Palestinian state
1972  Black September organization seizes Israeli athletes at Munich Olympics. Nine Israelis die in 

airport shoot‑out
1973  Egypt and Syria launch full‑scale war against Israeli forces occupying the Sinai Peninsula and 

Golan Heights 
1974  Summit meeting of Arab leaders in Rabat declares the PLO the only legitimate representative of 

the Palestinian people  
1977 Sadat goes to Jerusalem for peace offer 
1978 Camp David Accords signed by Egypt, Israel and the USA
  Israel–Jordan Peace Treaty: White House lawn handshake between Rabin, Peres and Arafat, who 

are jointly awarded the Nobel Peace Prize
1979 Egypt and Israel sign peace treaty
1981  Sadat assassinated by Egyptian militants during a military parade celebrating victory in the 1973 

war
1987 First Palestinian Intifada begins in the Israeli‑occupied Gaza Strip and the West Bank
1988 Hamas founded 
 Palestinian National Council (PNC) declares the creation of a Palestinian state
1990 Arafat recognizes Israel and renounces terrorism before the UN at Geneva
 Iraq invades Kuwait
1991 Middle East Peace Conference in Madrid
1993  Israeli‑Palestinian declaration of principles on interim self‑government
1994  Palestinian self‑rule starts in Gaza Strip and Jericho
1995 Oslo II agreement
 Rabin assassinated by Jewish extremist at a peace rally in Tel Aviv
1996  Palestinian Self‑Governing Authority elected
 Benjamin Netanyahu becomes Prime Minister
1998  Wye River Agreement between Netanyahu and Arafat
2000 Second Camp David summit
2003 Mahmoud Abbas becomes Prime Minister of the Palestinian Authority
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WARS AND PEACE 1963–795

2004  Death of Yasser Arafat
2005  Mahmoud Abbas becomes President of the Palestinian Authority
2006  Hamas wins parliamentary elections in the Gaza Strip
2009 Israel invades the Gaza Strip

S e c t i o n  I :

The Six-Day War of 1967: causes, course and 
consequences

Towards the outbreak of war
In 1967, another war was fought between the Arabs and the Israelis. One of the main 
reasons for this conflict was the growth of Arab nationalism, which occurred as a 
consequence of the 1956 Suez Crisis. The Arab nations of Syria, Jordan and Egypt found 
it difficult to agree among themselves upon common goals for the region. Syria and Egypt 
joined together to form the United Arab Republic in 1958, which was partially caused by 
Jordan’s refusal to join the other nations in pressing for the recovery of Palestine for the 
Arabs. This Republic was short-lived and lasted only three years. 

In 1948, a 7-year-old Palestinian boy named Mahmoud Darwish, and his family, 
abandoned their home in western Galilee, fleeing from the advance of Israeli forces. 
Mahmoud and hundreds of other refugees walked to the Lebanon. Some years later, 
however, Mahmoud journeyed to a poetry festival in Nazareth, in Israel. There he 
read out one of his poems, which was well received by the crowd, who asked for more 
material. Mahmoud then recited a few lines scribbled on a piece of paper, written to 
capture the experience of renewing his travel pass with the Israeli police. 

The poem included these lines:

s o u r c e  a 
Write down!  
I am an Arab 
You have stolen the orchards of my ancestors 
And the land which I cultivated 
Along with my children 
And you left nothing for us 
Except for these rocks…

Mahmoud Darwish, the ’voice 
of Palestine‘, died on 9 August 
2008, aged 67.
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PRESCRIBED SUBJECT 2

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

Find out some more about Mahmoud Darwish. Research using the Internet and 
try to discover some more of his poems. What are the value and limitations of 
poetry as an historical source?

The existence of 700,000 Palestinian refugees following the creation of the Jewish state 
in 1948 caused many problems for those countries to which the Palestinians had fled. 
Jordan took in so many that these refugees outnumbered the Jordanian citizens. Should 
they be housed and provided with social services such as education and social welfare? If 
the refugees became assimilated into their host country they would lose their Palestinian 
identity, virtually destroying any possibility of their gaining their own state, and so the 
temporary refugee camps became permanent homes and the majority of the Palestinian 
refugees stayed in them.

There was a desperate need for the creation of an organization to give the Palestinians 
some degree of unity. In 1957 a group of Palestinians, including Yasser Arafat, founded 
a movement in Kuwait, which quickly became known as Fatah, and whose goal was the 
liberation of Palestine from Israeli control. By the early 1960s, the Arab League had decided 
to sponsor the creation of an organization that would represent Palestinians and in January 
1964, at a summit meeting of Arab leaders, the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) 
was formed under the leadership of an Egyptian lawyer named Ahmed Shukhairy. The 
PLO’s stated goals were the uniting of the Palestinian refugees and the regaining of the land 
lost in the 1948 war. 

Below is an extract from the Covenant of the PLO written on 28 May 1964. It had 29 
articles that outlined the aims and objectives of the organization.

s o u r c e  b

Article 17. The partitioning of Palestine in 1947 and the establishment of Israel are 
illegal and false regardless of the loss of time, because they were contrary to the wish of 
the Palestine people and its natural right to its homeland, and in violation of the basic 
principles embodied in the charter of the United Nations, foremost among which is the right 
to self-determination.

Article 18. The Balfour Declaration, the Mandate system and all that has been based 
upon them are considered fraud. The claims of historic and spiritual ties between Jews 
and Palestine are not in Agreement with the facts of history or with the true basis of sound 
statehood. Judaism because it is a divine religion is not a nationality with independent 
existence. Furthermore the Jews are not one people with an independent personality because 
they are citizens of the countries to which they belong. 

Article 19. Zionism is a colonialist movement in its inception, aggressive and expansionist 
in its goals, racist and segregationist in its configuration and fascist in its means and aims. 
Israel in its capacity as the spearhead of this destructive movement and the pillar for 
colonialism is a permanent source of tension and turmoil in the Middle East in particular 
and to the international community in general. Because of this the people of Palestine is 
worthy of the support and sustenance of the community of nations.

From the Covenant of the PLO, 28 May 1964

ToK Time
The role of the individual 
in history has been the 
subject of much debate. 
There are many people 
who believe that history 
is made by ‘Great Men 
and Women’. To some the 
Russian Revolution was 
caused by Lenin, and Hitler 
started World War II. How 
do you react to this line 
of argument? Is there any 
truth in it?

Assimilated
Assimilated means 
completely integrated into 
another country socially 
and culturally.

Fatah
Palestinian guerrilla 
organization. The word 
means ‘opening’ or 
‘conquest’ in Arabic. Fatah 
was founded in 1954 by 
a group of Palestinian 
exiles, including Yasser 
Arafat. Its main aim was 
the liberation of Palestine 
by violence. Fatah became 
part of the Palestine 
Liberation Organization 
(PLO) in 1967 and has 
been a key force in the 
Middle East since then, 
having led or supported 
many radical groups 
such as Black September 
and the al-Aqsa Martyrs’ 
Brigades. Since 2006 there 
has been intense conflict 
between Fatah and Hamas 
(sometimes referred to as 
the Palestinian Civil War) 
in the Gaza Strip, where 
fighting began after Hamas 
won control over the area 
in recent elections.
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WARS AND PEACE 1963–795

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

Study Source B. Look up any words you do not know in a dictionary. How do you 
think that a) the Palestinian refugees and b) the Israeli government would react 
to these articles? Be sure to give reasons for your answers. What limitations does 
this source have? Why? What values do you think it has?

Nasser’s real motives behind the establishment of the PLO were to set up an organization 
over which he could exert his personal influence and to try to keep the fedayeen and Fatah 
under some degree of control. Nasser found that this was not possible and gradually 
fedayeen raids against Israel began to increase, reinforcing Israel’s sense of vulnerability. 
At the same time Syria, believing that Nasser and Egypt were being too soft towards Israel, 
began openly to support Fatah’s activities. The Syrian media called for all Palestinians to 
join in a war of popular liberation against Israel. By 1966 the PLO had also begun to give its 
backing to both Fatah and the fedayeen. 

In February 1966, the government in Syria changed, bringing a more radical Ba’athist 
regime into power, a change that worsened Syrian-Israeli relations. In August, Israeli and 
Syrian forces clashed in a military encounter. Nasser reversed his former policies and stated 
that he wanted to liberate Palestine in a revolutionary manner and not in a traditional way. 
He then signed a mutual defence pact with Syria that seemed to threaten Israeli security. 
The signing of this agreement was one of the key factors that would lead to war the 
following year. Egypt’s support of Syria would give the latter confidence in any conflict with 
Israel and would also ensure that Nasser would be deeply involved in the increasingly tense 
relationship between Syria and Israel.

In response to fedayeen raids and increasing Arab propaganda, Israel launched a retaliatory 
raid against Samu, a town in the West Bank. The IDF destroyed buildings and killed 18 
people. By the end of 1966, therefore, tensions were running high. King Hussein of Jordan 
was caught between the Israelis and the Syrians, being unable to counter Israeli attacks or 
prevent raids by the fedayeen. Nasser was seen as being weak, as he was unable to protect 
Arab states from continued Israeli military action. The fact that UNEF still patrolled the 
Sinai Peninsula also contributed to the perception that Nasser and Egypt were unwilling to 
take direct action to support the Palestinians in their demands for land. 

In April 1967, Israel and Syria again clashed militarily around the Golan Heights on the Syria–
Israel border, with the result that six Syrian MiG fighters were shot down. This action could 
have brought Egypt into the dispute through the 1966 defence pact it had signed, but Egypt 
took no direct action. Nasser’s reputation and prestige among the Arab states was falling. 

The spark that was to lead directly to war, strangely enough, came from the USSR. On 13 
May 1967, the Soviet President informed Nasser, through Anwar Sadat, that Israel intended 
to attack Syria and was massing its forces on Syria’s border. Although this Soviet message 
was later found to be untrue, Nasser decided to take action. (No clear explanation has ever 
been given for the Soviet action. Some observers have suggested that the USSR was trying to 
help the Syrians to withstand increasing Israeli pressure.)

On 14 May, Nasser moved 100,000 Egyptian troops into the Sinai Peninsula and four days 
later informed the UN that Egypt would defend its own borders in future. He demanded 
that UNEF immediately withdraw from Egyptian territory. The UN suggested to Israel that 
the UN troops be allowed on its side of the border to create a buffer zone, but Israel refused. 
Finally, on 21 May, Nasser closed the Straits of Tiran to all shipping heading towards Israel, 
thus cutting off all Israeli oil imports. He also threatened to sink any Israeli ships that 
attempted to enter the Gulf of Aqaba through the Straits of Tiran.

Ba’athist
Belonging to the Ba’ath 
Party, which formed in 
Syria in 1947 and became 
very influential in Iraq, 
Jordan and the Lebanon. 
The Ba’athists eventually 
came to power in Syria 
and Iraq. The word is from 
the Arabic for ‘resistance’.

Anwar Sadat
Former soldier and 
Egyptian politician. 
Sadat followed Nasser as 
President in 1970 and was 
assassinated by his own 
soldiers in 1981.

 Examiner’s hint
Is it possible to identify the 
value and limitations of a 
source without knowing its 
purpose?
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s o u r c e  c
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STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

Look at the map. Can you identify the following?
The Sinai Peninsula, the Suez Canal, the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aqaba, the Straits 
of Tiran, Eilat, Egypt, Israel, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Lebanon and Jordan.
Carefully explain what you think the result would be of a) Egypt requesting that 
UNEF withdraw from the Sinai Peninsula; b) Egypt closing the Straits of Tiran.
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s o u r c e  d

2.   We have repeatedly stated that Israel has no interest in the strip of land overlooking the 
western coast of the Gulf of Aqaba. Our sole purpose has been to ensure that, on the 
withdrawal of Israeli forces, continued free dom of navigation will exist for Israel and 
international shipping in the Gulf of Aqaba and the Straits of Tiran. Such freedom of 
navigation is a vital national interest for Israel, but it is also of importance and legitimate 
concern to the maritime Powers and to many States whose economics depend upon trade 
and navigation between the Red Sea and the Mediterranean...

11.  The Government of Israel believes that the Gulf of Aqaba compre hends international 
waters and that no nation has the right to prevent free and innocent passage in the Gulf 
and through the Straits giving access thereto, in accordance with the generally accepted 
definition of those terms in the law of the sea....

13.  Interference, by armed force, with ships of Israel flag exercising free and innocent passage 
in the Gulf of Aqaba and through the Straits of Tiran, will be regarded by Israel as an 
attack entitling it to exercise its inherent right of self-defence under Article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter and to take all such measures as are necessary to ensure the free and 
innocent passages of its ships in the Gulf and in the Straits.

From a speech by Israeli Foreign Secretary, Golda Meir, to the United Nations, 1 March 1957

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

Read the above source and make a list of what you think are the most important 
sections. You should be selective. Do not list everything – just the most 
important words.
What is the purpose of this source?

On the Egyptian side, Nasser did not believe that his actions in requesting UNEF to 
withdraw and closing the Straits of Tiran would necessarily result in war. The intention 
behind his actions was the desire to improve his own position among the Arab states and 
achieve a political rather than a military victory. He insisted that Egypt would not attack 
first and that Israel would be the aggressor.

Despite the claims made by Golda Meir in her 1957 speech to the UN, there was also 
caution on the side of the Israeli government. Although the military establishment in 
Israel pushed for immediate action, Prime Minister Levi Eshkol was hesitant to go to war 
without being assured of international support. He sent representatives to the USA, France 
and Great Britain seeking assurances of their approval for any future military action. The 
US government wanted to avoid war in the Middle East and informed Israel that they 
would try to intervene to get Nasser to reopen the Straits of Tiran. On 27 May, the Eshkol 
administration voted not to go to war but to wait for two weeks, as requested by the USA, 
while it tried to get international support to put pressure on Egypt.

Eshkol’s uncertainty about what sort of action to take led to increasing criticism in Israel and 
a decline in his popularity. His generals, on the other hand, pushed for action. They were 
convinced that they would win any conflict with the Arab states and saw the opportunity to 
expand Israeli territory into the Gaza Strip, the West Bank and finally win the coveted prize 
of Jerusalem. On 30 May, Nasser signed a joint defence pact with King Hussein of Jordan and 
the following day Eshkol gave in and created a Government of National Unity, appointing 
Moshe Dayan as Minister of Defense and giving Menachem Begin a place in the cabinet. It 
seemed certain that a war would start; the only questions were when and by whom? A key 
factor was the news, on 2 June, of the decision by Nasser to send an Egyptian representative 
to Washington on 7 June. The Eshkol government had received notification of support for 

 Examiner’s hint
Look at the words used and 
their tone. This will usually help 
you to analyze any source.

Levi Eshkol
Eshkol was an Israeli 
politician and served 
as Prime Minister from 
1963 to 1969. He was 
elected to the Knesset in 
1951 as a member of the 
Mapai Party and served 
as Minister of Agriculture, 
Finance Minister and 
Mapai Party Chairman 
until his appointment 
as Prime Minister. Eshkol 
was the first Israeli 
Prime Minister to go on 
an official state visit to 
the USA, in May 1964. 
His decision to ignore 
military pressure to attack 
Egypt early in 1967 is 
seen by many observers 
as contributing to the 
success of the Six-Day War, 
as it allowed the Israeli 
forces to reach optimum 
strike readiness.

Moshe Dayan
Dayan was an Israeli 
soldier and politician. He 
was leader of the IDF in 
the 1950s and Defense 
Minister during the 1967 
Six-Day War.
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an attack from the CIA and officials from the Pentagon and on 4 June the Israeli cabinet 
approved Moshe Dayan’s plans to attack Egypt the next day.

s o u r c e  e

Moshe Dayan, the celebrated commander who, as Defense Minister in 1967, gave the order to 
conquer the Golan... [said] ‘many of the firefights with the Syrians were deliberately provoked 
by Israel, and the kibbutz residents who pressed the Government to take the Golan Heights 
did so less for security than for the farmland... They didn’t even try to hide their greed for the 
land...We would send a tractor to plow some area where it wasn’t possible to do anything, in 
the demilitarized area, and knew in advance that the Syrians would start to shoot. If they 
didn’t shoot, we would tell the tractor to advance further, until in the end the Syrians would get 
annoyed and shoot.
‘And then we would use artillery and later the air force also, and that’s how it was...The 
Syrians, on the fourth day of the war, were not a threat to us.’

From The New York Times, 11 May 1997, published on a website called ‘Jews for Justice in the Middle 
East – A revisionist history’: http://www.cactus48.com/1967war.html

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n s

According to its origin and purpose, what are the value and limitations of this 
source for historians studying the 1967 war?
Here are two answers. Which do you think would receive the higher mark? Why? 
(See Examiner’s Comments below.)

Student Answer A – Simon

The origin of the source is a New York Times article dated 11 May 1997, published 
on a website called ‘Jews for Justice in the Middle East  – A revisionist history’. Its 
purpose is to show the motives behind the Israeli conquering of the Golan Heights. 
The value of the source lies in that it is a statement by the Israeli Minister of Defense 
who speaks openly about the reasons behind the war over the Golan Heights. The fact 
that it was published on a Jewish website although it portrays Israel in a bad light, 
speaks for its value. The limitation of the source is that the interview was conducted 
30 years after the actual war with Syria.

Student Answer B – Soraya

The origin of this source is an excerpt from the New York Times, which was originally 
published on 11 May and is now part of a revisionist website. The purpose of this source 
is to reveal that the firefights with Syrians and Israelis on the Golan Heights were 
deliberately provoked by Israel. The value of this source is that it includes the Defense 
Minister’s explanation of the incident. Since he was directly involved in the firefights, 
his accounts could provide first-hand information about the course of the fight. Also, 
considering that he is Israeli makes the source valuable to the historians as his account 
reveals Israel’s general view on the Golan Height Confrontation. However, the fact that 
this source was taken from a website called ‘Jews for Justice ... A revisionist History’ 
suggests a number of limitations. For instance, the source might contain biased 
information as the revisionists attempt to provide counter-ideas and arguments to 
orthodox view points. Also, since the source is mainly focused on Moshe Dayan’s account, 
it fails to provide a Syrian’s perspective on the same issue. 

Examiner’s comments

Naturally Soraya’s answer is the better of the two. The four parts of the question are very 
clearly identified and her comments indicate a good historical awareness of the issues 
involved in analyzing sources. While Simon’s analysis is solid, some of his explanations are a 
little unclear and he needs to clarify the point he is making about the purpose.

CIA
Central Intelligence 
Agency. Formed in 
1947 in the USA, the 
CIA’s main function is 
collecting and analyzing 
information about foreign 
governments, corporations 
and persons in order to 
advise US policymakers.

Revisionist
‘Revisionist’ history is 
history writing that 
challenges official or 
orthodox portrayals of the 
past.

ToK Time
‘The charges which 
I have found to be 
substantially true include 
the charges that Irving 
has for his own ideological 
reasons persistently 
and deliberately 
misrepresented and 
manipulated historical 
evidence.’
An excerpt from High 
Court Judge Charles Gray’s 
ruling in the David Irving 
libel suit, guardian.co.uk, 11 
April 2000. 

Discuss, using examples, 
ways in which historians’ 
accounts of events 
could be seen as 
having ‘deliberately 
misrepresented and 
manipulated historical 
evidence’.

 Examiner’s hint
Look at how well the student 
has identified the purpose of 
the source. That will be a key 
determinant of its value and 
limitations.
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The Six-Day War
The Israeli Air Force struck at 7:00am on 5 June. Within three hours almost the entire 
Egyptian Air Force had been destroyed on the ground, airfields in Syria and Jordan had 
been hit and it was already clear that an Israeli victory was likely as the Arab forces had no 
air support and the Israeli Air Force could strike at will. Almost simultaneously, the Israeli 
Army attacked the Sinai Peninsula and, despite strong Egyptian resistance, was already 
pushing forward towards the Suez Canal by the end of the first day of fighting. Israeli 
troops also attacked the West Bank, heading for the River Jordan. Syria, Egypt and Jordan 
counterattacked on the same day. 

The UN Security Council called for a ceasefire but the Arab states refused, believing 
that they still had a chance of victory. In the Mitla Pass much of the retreating Egyptian 
Army was surrounded and captured. The war with Egypt effectively ended when the IDF 
occupied Sharm-al-Sheikh, which opened the Gulf of Aqaba and the Straits of Tiran to 
Israeli shipping. Egypt requested a ceasefire. This was ignored and instead Israel mounted 
an attack on East Jerusalem, which it occupied on 7 June, and the Israeli Army moved 
towards the River Jordan. King Hussein asked for a ceasefire on the same day. In the 
meantime, Syria had only carried out limited artillery fire from the Golan Heights and had 
mounted several small-scale raids into Israel. After defeating the Egyptian and Jordanian 
armies, General Dayan moved against Syria on 9 June, with the result that the Syrians 
requested a ceasefire the next day. The 1967 war was over.

Why were the Israelis able to so comprehensively defeat three Arab nations in far less time 
than it had taken in 1948? The single most important factor was Israeli air superiority 
and the pre-emptive attack, which wiped out the Arab air force strike capability. A second 
reason, as in 1948, was the inability of the three Arab states to coordinate their military 
forces. This enabled Israel to carry out three separate military actions independently rather 
than having to fight a three-front war against Egypt, Jordan and Syria. 

s o u r c e  f

Egyptian aircraft destroyed by 
Israeli air strikes in the Sinai 
Peninsula during the Six-Day 
War.



139

PRESCRIBED SUBJECT 2

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

What do you think are the limitations of photographs as historical evidence? 
Do they have any value? If so, what? What is missing here from this source? It is 
really important!

The consequences of the 1967 war for Israel
The territorial gains made by Israel were huge. Within a week it had taken Egypt’s Sinai 
Peninsula, the Gaza Strip, Jordan’s West Bank, Syria’s Golan Heights and East Jerusalem. 
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Results of the Six-Day War:
Israel had gained over 180,000 square kilometres of land, which became known as the •	
‘Occupied Territories’. 
The Straits of Tiran were now open again, giving free access to the port of Eilat, while at •	
the same time the eastern bank of the Suez Canal was in the hands of Israeli troops. 

Map 12
Israel after the 1967 war.

Occupied Territories
The Israeli-occupied 
territories are the territories 
captured by Israel from 
Egypt, Jordan and Syria 
during the Six-Day War 
of 1967, consisting of 
the West Bank and East 
Jerusalem, the Gaza Strip 
and the Golan Heights, 
and, until 1982, the Sinai 
Peninsula.



140

WARS AND PEACE 1963–795

Sharm-al-Sheikh, the gateway to the Gulf of Aqaba and the Gulf of Suez and a •	
tremendously important strategic military site, was in Israeli hands. 
In the north, the Golan Heights were taken from Syria, thus preventing the possibility of •	
artillery shelling into Israel from Syria. 
East Jerusalem was added to the State of Israel. •	

The Israeli gains created a serious refugee problem, as more than 300,000 Arabs moved out 
of the Golan Heights, the West Bank and Israel into neighbouring territories. Many of these 
were forced out of their homes as Arab villages in important strategic areas were bulldozed 
to the ground. For example, the Maghrebi Quarter opposite the Western Wall in East 
Jerusalem was demolished, displacing more than 600 Arab residents. By now there were 
more Palestinians living under Israeli occupation (1.6 million) than there were living in the 
neighbouring Arab countries (1.5 million). Casualty figures vary according to the source, 
but approximately 18,000 Egyptians had been killed. Israeli deaths amounted to around 
1000. Militarily, the combined armed forces of Egypt, Syria and Jordan had been almost 
eliminated and the Israelis had, once again, shown that they could overcome any threat 
from the Arab states.

s o u r c e  g

The long-range causes of the 1967 war were the continued inability of the Arabs to recognize 
and accept the political sovereignty of the Jews in Israel, the antagonism and desire for 
revenge that had been fuelled by defeats and humiliation in the previous wars, as well as by 
Israel’s excessive retaliations; Arab fear of Israeli aggressiveness and expansionism; and Israeli 
‘hawkishness’ and the determination to maintain military superiority. The inability to find 
a solution for the plight of the Palestinian refugees, because of intransigence on both sides, 
provided the raison d’être [reason for being] and rallying point for the Arab crusade against 
Israel. The short-term and more proximate causes were the arms build-up on both sides in the 
previous decade; Soviet meddling; the volatile situation in Syria; Nasser’s brinkmanship; the 
defense pacts that linked together Egypt, Syria, and Jordan; and the failure of the international 
community to prevent war through diplomacy. All sides thus must share the blame for the 
outbreak of hostilities and for the consequences that followed.

From Ian Bickerton and Carla Klausner, A Concise History of the Arab-Israeli Conflict, 2001

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n s

a)  What do the words ‘hawkishness’, ‘intransigence’ and ‘brinkmanship’ mean?
b1)   According to its origin and purpose, what are the value and limitations of 

Source G to an historian studying the causes of the 1967 Arab-Israeli War?
b2)  I n your own opinion what are the strengths and weaknesses of this extract 

as an explanation as to why the 1967 war started? 

You should notice that Questions (b1) and (b2) are not identical! Why? Now look at the 
Examiner’s Comments below...

Examiner’s comments 

Question b1 uses the wording common to all IB history exam source papers. A common 
mistake made by students answering this type of question is that they spend far too much 
time discussing the content of the sources rather than their origin, purpose, value and 
limitations. That is the major difference between Question b1 and b2. Question b2 requires 
you explicitly to examine the content to make a judgement on the strengths and weaknesses 
of the source, whereas question b1 will require you to apply the content to answer what the 
question is actually asking.

Maghrebi Quarter
The Maghrebi Quarter of 
Jerusalem, dating back to 
1320 CE, was the second 
smallest quarter located 
within the old city walls.



141

PRESCRIBED SUBJECT 2

s o u r c e  h

Try to remember some details. For the world  
is filled with people who were torn from their sleep  
with no one to mend the tear,  
and unlike wild beasts they live  
each in his lonely hiding place and they die  
together on battlefields  
and in hospitals.  
And the earth will swallow all of them,  
good and evil together, like the followers of Korah,  
all of them in their rebellion against death,  
their mouths open till the last moment,  
praising and cursing in a single  
howl. Try, try  
to remember some details. 

From Yehuda Amichai, ‘Try To Remember Some Details’ 

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

r e s e a r c h  a c t i v i t y

Find out some more about Yehuda Amichai. Research using the Internet and try 
to discover some more of his poems, particularly ‘Seven Laments for the War-
Dead’. He also read a poem at the Nobel Peace Prize ceremony with Peres, Rabin 
and Arafat. Compare and contrast this poem with that of Darwish on page 132. 
You would not get an activity like this on an IB exam, but it is interesting to see 
how the two poets view the Arab-Israeli conflict.

The consequences of the 1967 war for the Arab 
states
For the Arabs the 1967 war was a disaster. They had been crushed militarily in a humiliating 
defeat lasting less than a week. Nasser immediately resigned from his position as President 
of Egypt, but returned to office following a massive display of support from the Egyptians. 
His position, as perceived leader of the Arab states, was severely weakened and his policies 
were seen by many as misguided. With the Arab states in some disarray, as each attempted 
to salvage something from the debacle, there was no immediate Arab unity. 

King Hussein moved closer to the USA, attempting to enlist their support for the •	
restoration of the West Bank to Jordan. 
Egypt threatened retaliation, which was in reality an empty threat, and it moved closer •	
to the Soviet Union. Egypt’s major aim was the removal of Israeli soldiers from the east 
bank of the Suez Canal and the reopening of it to shipping (this was to take until 1975). 
Syria moved away from the other Arab states and eventually suffered a military coup in 1968. •	

This division of the Arab states had further key consequences in the region – the 
resurrection of Palestinian demands for their own territory and further debate about the 
unresolved question of the Palestinian refugee problem. 

One fact was certain; the Arab states were determined never to recognize the existence of 
the State of Israel. Nasser became more closely allied with King Hussein and tried to re-
establish his position as leader of the Arab world. In August 1967, a conference of Arab 
leaders was held in Khartoum. This was attended by the majority of states, although Syria 
boycotted the meetings. The most important of the eight resolutions that were passed was 
the following:

Korah
In the Jewish scriptures, 
Korah was the son of Izhar. 
Korah rebelled against 
Moses, and was punished 
for his rebellion when 
the earth opened and 
swallowed up all those 
who had rebelled.

Born in Germany, Yehuda 
Amichai emigrated to 
Israel when he was 12. He 
is considered to be one of 
the greatest Israeli poets of 
modern times and he died 
in 2000.
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s o u r c e  i

3.  The Arab Heads of State have agreed to unite their political efforts at the international 
and diplomatic level to eliminate the effects of the aggression and to ensure the 
withdrawal of the aggressive Israeli forces from the Arab lands which have been occupied 
since the aggression of June. This will be done within the framework of the main 
principles by which the Arab States abide, namely, no peace with Israel, no recognition 
of Israel, no negotiations with it, and insistence on the rights of the Palestinian people in 
their own country.

From Khartoum conference resolutions, August 1967

This became known as ‘The three No’s of Khartoum’ – ‘No peace, no recognition and no 
negotiations’ was to be the general policy followed by the Arab states towards Israel for the 
next 10 years.

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

Read Source I carefully. What do you notice about the first and second 
sentences? 

Answer: They contradict themselves. 

The consequences of the 1967 war for the USA, 
the Soviet Union and the United Nations
The USA supported the UN Resolution, which condemned Israel for annexing East 
Jerusalem, but US policy under Presidents Johnson and Nixon had two faces. There 
was a tremendous amount of public support for Israel in the USA, which meant that 
publicly the USA supported Israeli actions and policies, whereas behind the scenes the 
US position was not nearly so clear cut. On the one hand, the USA supported Israel’s 
position that there would be no removal of Israeli forces from the Occupied Territories. 
On the other hand, it is clear that the USA expected that these lands would be given 
up by Israel and that any border changes resulting from the 1967 war would be minor. 
Privately the US administration made it abundantly clear to Israel that it expected 
almost all Israeli forces to be withdrawn from the land occupied during the war and that 
it wanted to return to the pre-1967 territorial status quo. This was something that Israel 
was unwilling to do.

s o u r c e  j

By any calculation, Israel had gained one of the most spec tacular victories of recent history. 
Not only had the armed forces of Egypt, Jordan and Syria been decimated, but Israel now 
controlled the future of East Jerusalem, the West Bank, the Sinai Desert and the Golan 
Heights, and enjoyed the overwhelming support of Western public opinion…While those 
on the right, notably the followers of Menachem Begin, held that the West Bank was an 
inalienable part of the Jewish inheritance, the initial view of Eshkol and Eban was that 
most of the conquered land was negotiable in return for peace settlements. There was a 
widespread sense of relief that Israeli towns and cities were for the time being far removed 
from any attack, but few believed that these new positions would become the country’s long-
term frontier.

From T. G. Fraser, The Arab-Israeli Conflict, 2004

President Lyndon 
Johnson
Lyndon Johnson, often 
referred to as LBJ, was 
the 36th President of the 
United States (1963–69). 
He came into office 
after the assassination 
of Kennedy in 1963 and 
successfully won the 1964 
election. The Vietnam War 
and domestic concerns 
would dominate his 
presidency. Johnson was a 
strong supporter of Israel 
both during the 1967 war 
and in the United Nations 
debates that followed. 
During his administration 
Israel received a number 
of arms shipments that 
would prove invaluable in 
helping to defeat Egypt in 
June 1967.

President Richard 
Nixon
Richard Nixon was the 
37th President of the 
United States (1969–74). 
Nixon was noted for the 
final withdrawal of US 
troops from the conflict 
in Vietnam, and he was 
the only President to ever 
resign the office, following 
the Watergate scandal.
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s o u r c e  k

If… the Israeli victory of 1967 meant that Israel got more than it bargained for in terms of the 
newly acquired territories and the Palestinian Arab populations of the West Bank, Arab East 
Jerusalem (including the old city) and the Gaza Strip, there was also evidence of splits within 
the political establishment over what strategy to adopt next. While it is true that the Israelis 
have remained in continuous occupation of these lands ever since, there have always been 
opposing arguments for the maintenance of Israeli control (or sovereignty) of such territories. 
From a strategic point of view, by holding on to the West Bank, for example, Israel could better 
defend its borders and major centres of population. On the other hand, there were some who 
believed that if land were traded for peace with its Arab neighbours, then relinquishing the West 
Bank or elsewhere would be worth it.

From Beverley Milton-Edwards and Peter Hinchcliffe, Conflicts in the Middle East Since 1945, 2004

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

Compare and contrast Sources J and K. 

Here are two answers to the question you have just answered. Which do you think would 
receive more marks and why?

Student Answer A – Julia 

Sources J or K are both similar and different in multiple ways. Source J shows that 
the Israeli victory was extremely successful and that Israel captured East Jerusalem, 
the West Bank, the Sinai Desert and the Golan Heights. According to this source 
there was considerable argument over whether to relinquish or retain the captured 
Arab territories. Those Israelis who wanted to retain the territories believed that the 
land was an ‘inalienable part of the Jewish inheritance’. Those who wanted to relinquish 
the captured Arab territories felt that this would be necessary in order to negotiate 
peace settlements with the Arabs. Lastly, Source J claims that most Israelis felt 
that these borders would not remain for long. Source K claims the Israeli victory was 
successful, saying that Israel ‘got more than it bargained for.’ However, it states that 
Israel apparently captured the West Bank, East Jerusalem, and the Gaza Strip. 

Both sources mention the viewpoint that Israel should relinquish the territories in 
favour of Arab peace settlements. However, although Source K also mentions the 
viewpoint that the land should be retained, different reasons are given for this point of 
view: supporters of this argument want the land for strategic/defensive reasons

Student Answer B – Rajid

The two sources J and K are similar in their assertion that the 1967 war resulted in 
great Israeli territorial gains. In both sources, Israel is shown to have been uncertain 
about whether to relinquish or keep the conquered Arab territories in the aftermath of 
the war. In both sources, it is made clear that some Israelis believed that if ‘the conquered 
land was negotiable in return for peace settlements’ (Source J) then ‘relinquishing the 
West Bank or elsewhere would be worth it’ (Source K).

The sources disagree over what territories Israel captured. Source J claims that Israel 
captured East Jerusalem, the West Bank, the Sinai Desert and the Golan Heights, while 
Source K names the West Bank, East Jerusalem, and the Gaza Strip. Both sources 
show that some Israelis wanted to keep the territories, but they cite different reasons 
for this. Source J says that these territories were valued as an ‘inalienable part of the 
Jewish inheritance’; while Source K says these territories were strategically significant. 
Lastly, Source J shows that the borders were only considered to be short term and does 
not mention the long-term. However Source K emphasizes that the new borders were 
retained in the long term. 

 Examiner’s hint
Do not look at the answers 
and the Examiner’s Comments 
below until you have tried this 
question yourself.
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Examiner’s comments

Rajid’s answer is the better of the two. Julia has spent too long on describing the content of 
the two sources. There is no linkage until her third paragraph. The former is what examiners 
term the ‘end-on’ approach – comments on one source, followed by comments on a second 
source. A third paragraph is needed because there is no linkage made between the two sets 
of comments.

International negotiations
The position of the USSR as the ally of Egypt and Syria had been severely damaged and 
it began slowly to rebuild the Egyptian military forces by supplying them with arms 
shipments and the support of Soviet technical experts. The Soviets were optimistic that they 
might be able to gain a warm-water port by supporting the Arab cause, although privately 
Nasser was against this option.

Despite the Cold War, and US involvement in Vietnam, the USSR and the USA both 
attempted to find some common ground that would provide the basis for a framework for 
peace talks. The two countries eventually sponsored a draft agreement in July 1967, which 
they saw as a possible basis for the resolution of the territorial gains made by Israel. This 
initial agreement was to have a profound influence upon what is agreed upon by most 
authorities to be the most significant UN resolution passed relating to the Middle East. Its 
terms have become the basis for all attempts at resolving the Arab-Israeli disputes, even 
today. Security Council Resolution 242, passed on 22 November 1967, included some of the 
points made in the Soviet-US draft of July. The British had refused to support the initial 
draft, which the Arab states thought was too beneficial to Israel. Diplomatic efforts by the 
British Ambassador to the UN, Lord Caradon, resulted in Resolution 242 gaining limited 
Arab and Israeli support.

s o u r c e  l

The Security Council,  
Expressing its continuing concern with the grave situation in the Middle East,  
Emphasizing the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by war and the need to work for 
a just and lasting peace in which every State in the area can live in security,  
Emphasizing further that all Member States in their acceptance of the Charter of the United 
Nations have undertaken a commitment to act in accordance with Article 2 of the Charter,

1.  Affirms that the fulfilment of Charter principles requires the establishment of a just and 
lasting peace in the Middle East which should include the application of both the following 
principles:  

  Withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in the recent conflict; 
  Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and respect for and acknowledgement of 

the sovereignty, territorial integrity and political independence of every State in the area and 
their right to live in peace within secure and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts 
of force;

2. Affirms further the necessity 
 For guaranteeing freedom of navigation through international waterways in the area; 
 For achieving a just settlement of the refugee problem; 
  For guaranteeing the territorial inviolability and political independence of every State in the 

area, through measures including the establishment of demilitarized zones;

3.  Requests the Secretary General to designate a Special Representative to proceed to the 
Middle East to establish and maintain contacts with the States concerned in order to 
promote agreement and assist efforts to achieve a peaceful and accepted settlement in 
accordance with the provisions and principles in this resolution; 

	Examiner’s hint
This is one of the most 
important documents relating 
to the Arab-Israeli conflicts. 
You must know all of its terms.
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4.  Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council on the progress of the efforts 
of the Special Representative as soon as possible.

Security Council Resolution 242

The resolution was accepted by Jordan, Egypt and Israel. The key debate was about the 
word ‘territories’ in Clause 1, Point 1. To the Israelis this meant only those territories that 
would ensure that Israel’s security concerns would be protected i.e. some territories, but 
to Egypt and Jordan ‘territories’ meant all of the land that Israel had seized in the 1967 
war. The Israeli government was also concerned that the resolution did not include the 
term ‘Israel’. Resolution 242 was rejected in its entirety by Syria and the PLO, who wanted 
Palestine to be liberated through force. 

The Secretary-General of the UN, U Thant, appointed Gunnar Jarring to be the Special 
Representative to the Middle East. Jarring worked untiringly until 1970 to try to bring Israel 
and the Arab states closer together, but was ultimately unsuccessful. Both sides were more 
concerned with their own issues. 

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

Read through Source L carefully. Make a list of any terms that you think would 
be unacceptable to the Israelis. Make another list of any terms you think would 
be unacceptable to the Arab states (except Syria). Finally, make a list of any 
terms that you think would be unacceptable to Syria and the PLO. Do you think 
that Resolution 242 is a realistic basis for peace in the Middle East? Explain your 
answer.

Despite Resolution 242, there was little success in any peace moves. Neither side was willing 
to give ground. Israel retained the territories it had gained in 1967 and the severity of the 
defeat meant that the Arab states were not ready to make any compromises with Israel. 
Similarly, neither the USA nor the USSR was able to introduce any peace initiatives. There 
was a stalemate in the Middle East. In the USA, President Johnson decided not to contest 
the 1968 presidential election and Richard Nixon duly became the new President. Between 
March 1968 and August 1970, a ‘War of Attrition’ existed between Israel and Egypt. To 
some extent it was a continuation of the 1967 war, but on a much smaller scale. The 
Israelis completed a line of fortifications along the eastern side of the Suez Canal, the Bar 
Lev Line, and Nasser was determined to destroy it and try slowly to reduce the size of the 
Israeli forces in the Sinai Peninsula. In response the new Prime Minister in Israel, Golda 
Meir, travelled to Washington and was promised military supplies by President Nixon. 
In January 1970, Israeli aircraft began a series of raids on Egypt, even attacking Cairo 
itself. Nasser in turn visited Moscow to ask for arms and aircraft. The Soviet Union was 
not prepared to supply any military equipment to Egypt, as Leonid Brezhnev feared an 
escalation of violence in the Middle East that might bring the Soviets into conflict with the 
USA. Eventually Nasser threatened to resign and guarantee that any new Egyptian president 
would turn away from the Soviet Union and open the way for the USA to support Egypt. 
Nasser told Brezhnev: ‘I’m a leader who is bombed every day in his own country, whose 
army is exposed and whose people are naked. I have the courage to tell our people the 
unfortunate truth, that whether they like it or not, the Americans are masters of the world. 
I am not going to be the one who surrenders to the Americans. Someone else will come in 
my place and have to do it.’

As Nasser had thought, the Soviet Union was not willing to lose its ally in the Middle 
East and Brezhnev promised to provide Egypt with surface-to-air missiles (SAM-3 type), 

U Thant
Burmese diplomat and 
the third Secretary-
General of the United 
Nations, from 1961 to 
1971. He was critical of 
American involvement 
in the Vietnam War and 
was heavily criticized by 
both Israel and the USA 
for agreeing to Nasser’s 
request to remove UNEF 
from the Sinai Peninsula 
in 1967. U Thant made an 
unsuccessful attempt to 
persuade Nasser not to 
go to war with Israel by 
intervening personally. 

Gunnar Jarring
Jarring was a Swedish 
diplomat. After the 1967 
Arab-Israeli War and the 
adoption of UN Security 
Council Resolution 242, 
Jarring was appointed by 
the UN Secretary-General 
as a special envoy for the 
Middle East peace process, 
the so-called Jarring 
Mission. 

Attrition
The act of weakening or 
exhausting an enemy by 
constant harassment or 
attack.

Leonid Brezhnev
Leonid Brezhnev was 
General Secretary of the 
Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union (and thus 
political leader of the 
USSR) from 1964 to 1982, 
serving in that position 
longer than anyone other 
than Joseph Stalin.
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technicians and aircraft. In exchange for these shipments, Nasser allowed the Soviets access 
to Egyptian air and naval facilities, giving them a base in the region and even allowing them 
to establish a massive military presence in Egypt.

The new Soviet presence in Egypt alarmed the USA, which was afraid that the continuation 
of Israeli air strikes on Egypt might bring the US into direct conflict with the Soviet Union. 
Washington began to put pressure on Golda Meir to stop the raids and threatened to cut 
off financial and military supplies to Israel. The US Secretary of State William Rogers 
proposed a ceasefire, which was supported by the Soviet Union. On 8 August, under 
considerable US pressure, Israel agreed to stop the bombing of Egypt and Nasser agreed to 
halt artillery bombardments. This ceasefire was also supported by King Hussein of Jordan. 
The War of Attrition was over, although the agreement signed between Nasser, Arafat and 
Golda Meir was to have serious consequences for the region later on.

Arabism and Zionism; emergence of the PLO
Soon after the Six-Day War, the PLO began to reorganize itself into a more coherent group 
with broadly unified aims. The Palestinian issue had regained momentum as a result of 
the war. There were about one million Palestinians living in the Gaza Strip and the West 
Bank in the Occupied Territories, and a huge refugee population living in the countries 
that neighboured Israel. The Palestinians, who had been under Jordanian and Egyptian 
control before June 1967, now found themselves under Israeli occupation. If Israel were to 
follow the terms of Resolution 242, which called for their withdrawal from Gaza and the 
West Bank, the Palestinians saw the chance of becoming a more unified group with clear 
objectives. 

Before June 1967, the PLO had been perceived as a fragmented group under weak 
leadership, and Fatah’s regular attacks on Israel seemed, to many Palestinians, to be the 
direction to take in the future. In December 1967, several members of the PLO’s executive 
committee demanded that Shukhairy resign as its leader. He rejected their demands and 
the PLO began to lose financial support. Shukhairy asked Nasser for help, but he refused 
and Shukhairy was forced to resign. An interim leader was selected but, more importantly, 
several of the military sub-groups, including Fatah, were merged into the PLO. Yasser 
Arafat was to become the leader of the PLO in February 1969 as Fatah gradually assumed 
control of the majority of seats in the Palestine National Council, holding 33 of the 57 seats 
allocated to the paramilitary groups. Arafat’s main aim was to shape the PLO into a unified 
political and military organization, which he hoped would find support from the Arab 
states.

One of the factors that helped Arafat to assume the leadership of the PLO was the battle 
at Karameh. In March 1968, Israel attacked the Jordanian town of Karameh in retaliation 
for an attack on an Israeli bus, which was blown up by a mine. Karameh was the site of 
a Palestinian refugee camp and was also the headquarters of Fatah. An intense battle 
took place, and although Fatah was finally defeated Israel suffered many casualties. The 
Palestinians had been joined by the Jordanian Army at Karameh and its defence became a 
rallying point for Arab nationalists, with the result that thousands of Arabs joined Fatah 
and the fedayeen. Karameh had another important consequence for the PLO, as it led to 
direct cooperation between Egypt and Fatah. This connection was to bring Arafat into 
contact with the Soviet Union, and he joined Nasser in a visit to Moscow in July 1968. By 
October 1968, as a consequence of Soviet military support, the Egyptian Army was already 
larger and better equipped than it was at the beginning of the June war. The Egyptians now 
began equipping and training the Palestinian fighters of Fatah.

William Rogers
William Rogers served as 
Secretary of State under 
President Nixon from  
1969 to 1973, and initiated 
efforts at a lasting peace 
in the Arab-Israeli conflict 
through the so-called 
Rogers Plan.
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A revision of the PLO Charter in 1968 indicated the future direction of PLO actions when 
it stated that ‘Armed struggle is the only way to liberate Palestine.’ This was later to be 
reaffirmed in 1974 when the PLO made the following statement concerning Resolution 242: 
‘The Liberation Organization will struggle against any proposal for a Palestinian entity the 
price of which is recognition, peace, secure frontiers, renunciation of national rights, and 
the deprival of our people of their right to return and their right to self-determination on 
the soil of their homeland.’

The PLO and Jordan
The August 1970 agreement proposed by Secretary Rogers, and signed by Hussein, Nasser 
and Golda Meir, brought the War of Attrition to a temporary halt, but was greeted with 
shock and horror by the PLO. They considered that the Palestinian cause had been betrayed 
by Egypt and Jordan. They were determined that this ceasefire must be broken as quickly 
as possible and that the best way to do so would be to overthrow King Hussein. The PLO 
had almost created a ‘state within a state’ in Jordan, and Palestinian–Jordanian relations had 
been deteriorating rapidly throughout 1970. 

Two assassination attempts on Hussein failed in September, but the catalyst for the eventual 
breakdown of relations between the PLO and the Jordanians was the hijacking of four 
aircraft by a PLO-affiliated group. Three of them were forced to land at Dawson Field, an 
airstrip approximately 50km from Amman. The group demanded the release of fedayeen 
from prisons in Britain, Germany and Switzerland, but they were told that no prisoners 
would be released until the passengers were freed. The hijackers responded by blowing up 
the planes (the passengers were taken off first), but received no concessions. King Hussein 
decided to take action against the PLO and on 17 September ordered the Jordanian Army 
to attack PLO positions in Jordan. Syria had invaded Jordan with tanks in support of 
the PLO. Washington requested that Moscow put pressure on its ally to withdraw and 
Israel seemed ready to intervene in the Golan Heights. Syria withdrew and Hussein was 
condemned by other Arab states. The conflict finally ended on 22 September with more 
than 3000 Palestinians killed and 11,000 wounded. This incident became known as ‘Black 
September’ by the PLO and was to lead to the formation of a similarly named radical group 
of Palestinians, with disastrous consequences for the future. The PLO was forced to leave 
Jordan in 1971 and established itself in Lebanon, making it the centre of PLO operations 
against Israel. In the middle of negotiations on 28 September, Nasser collapsed and died of 
a heart attack. He was succeeded by Anwar Sadat, who had been his deputy. 

The Munich Massacre (1972)
Between 1971 and 1973, terrorist groups carried out a number of 
international attacks. In November 1971, four members of Black 
September assassinated the Jordanian Prime Minister in Cairo as revenge 
for Jordan’s expulsion of the PLO. In September 1972, the group turned 
its attention to the Munich Olympics. In 1972 the XXth Olympic Games 
were held in Munich, Germany. On 5 September 1972 eight members 
of Black September managed to infiltrate themselves into the Olympic 
village where the athletes were being housed. They took control of one 
of the buildings after killing two Israeli team members and took another 
nine Israeli athletes hostage. The terrorists then demanded an exchange of 
prisoners, requesting the release and safe passage of over 200 Palestinians 
and non-Arabs in Israeli prisons, along with the release of Andreas Baader 

One of the Black September 
terrorists, seen at the Munich 
Olympics.
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and Ulrike Meinhof, the founders of the German Red Army Faction, who were imprisoned 
in Germany. It became clear that neither Israel nor Germany would agree to these demands 
and the Black September members requested transport to an airport and a plane to take 
them to Cairo. A bus was provided which took the terrorists and their captives to two 
helicopters, waiting to take them to a NATO airbase. The German government organised a 
rescue attempt at the airport, although they had no specially trained hostage rescue force. 
The Germans also underestimated the number of terrorists, believing that there were only 
two or three of them, rather than the real number – eight. The rescue attempt failed. In 
the fighting five Black September members were killed and the remaining three were taken 
prisoner. All nine of the Israeli athletes were killed along with one German policeman.

s o u r c e  m

After hours of tense negotiations, the Palestinians, who it was later learned belonged to a PLO 
faction called Black September, agreed to a plan whereby they were to be taken by helicopter to 
the NATO air base at Fürstenfeldbruck where they would be given an airplane to fly them and 
their hostages to Cairo. The Israelis were then taken by bus to the helicopters and flown to the 
airfield. In the course of the transfer, the Germans discovered that there were eight terrorists 
instead of the five they expected and realized that they had not assigned enough marksmen 
to carry out the plan to kill the terrorists at the airport. After the helicopters landed at the air 
base around 10:30 p.m., the German sharpshooters attempted to kill the terrorists and a bloody 
firefight ensued. At 11, the media was mistakenly informed that the hostages had been saved and 
the news was announced to a relieved Israeli public. Almost an hour later, however, new fighting 
broke out and one of the helicopters holding the Israelis was blown up by a terrorist grenade. 
The remaining nine hostages in the second helicopter were shot to death by one of the surviving 
terrorists. Five of the terrorists were killed along with one policeman, and three were captured.

From Mitchell Bard, The Munich Massacre, http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/Terrorism/
munich.html

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

According to its origin and purpose, what are the values and limitations of 
Source M to historians studying the Munich Massacre of 1972?

Following Munich, other terrorist groups began to form, which began to copy Black 
September’s tactics. Attacks were made on the international airports at Rome and Athens. 
The result was a loss of support for Arafat and the PLO – Saudi Arabia even withdrew 
funding – and Arafat tried to redirect the actions of some of these extremist groups by 
stating that the target of any terrorist attacks should be Israel.

S e c t i o n  I I :

October War of 1973: causes, course and 
consequences

Background information
President Sadat had broadly the same political aims as his predecessor Nasser – to regain 
the Sinai Peninsula and re-establish control over the Suez Canal. However, Sadat had more 
far-reaching economic goals. Egypt was in a disastrous state economically. The costs of 
both the 1967 war and the War of Attrition had left the country almost bankrupt. Nasser’s 
policy of state capitalism had also resulted in a stagnant economy. Sadat was convinced that 

 Examiner’s hint
By looking at the tone of 
language and the use of the 
words in Source M, can you 
find more than one purpose?
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by moving closer to the USA and by negotiating with Israel he might be able to break the 
deadlock and start Egypt on the road to economic recovery. Sadat attempted to break the 
deadlock over the ‘Three No’s of Khartoum’, and during a speech to the Egyptian National 
Assembly on 4 February 1971 promised the following:

s o u r c e  a

We add to all the efforts aimed at solving the crisis a new Egyptian initiative as a basis 
according to which any work will be considered the true yardstick of the desire to implement the 
Security Council Resolution. 
We demand that during this period of withholding fire a partial withdrawal of the Israeli 
troops on the eastern bank of the Suez Canal will be realized as a first step in a timetable to 
be laid down with a view to implementing the rest of the provisions of the Security Council 
Resolution. 
If this is realized during this period, we are ready to start at once in clearing the course of the 
Suez Canal in order to reopen it for international navigation and to serve world economy.

From Anwar Sadat, speech to Egyptian National Assembly, 4 February 1971

Sadat also promised to restore diplomatic relations with the USA and to sign a peace 
agreement with Israel.

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

Some observers have commented that this initiative was a real opportunity to 
move forward with the peace process. Do you think this is true? Why do you 
think that Israel ignored Sadat’s proposals?

Following Israel’s rejection of this proposal, Sadat decided to pursue a rather different line 
of action. One of the first moves that he made was to break away from the Soviet Union. He 
knew that Washington considered this as a prerequisite for moving forward with the peace 
process. On 8 July Sadat notified Moscow that all 15,000 of its advisors and technicians were 
to leave Egypt within a week. This change in policy was intended to satisfy the USA without 
unduly upsetting the USSR. It also responded to demands from his own military leaders 
that they be allowed to have direct control over the entire Egyptian military force rather 
than being under Soviet control. The expulsion of the Soviet advisors had the unexpected 
result of speeding up arms shipments, and Sadat received a new delivery of SAM missiles 
from the Soviet Union to bolster Egypt’s defensive position along the Suez Canal. 

Sadat also began to build bridges with the other Arab states. With the help of President 
Assad of Syria, he helped to resolve the dispute between Syria and Jordan over Hussein’s 
treatment of the PLO in 1970. In private, Assad and Sadat began to prepare for a war with 
Israel. Sadat was annoyed with Israel’s refusal to entertain any notion of compromise and 
decided that the only way to make the Israelis start peace negotiations was to go to war – a 
war that he knew he could not win. By taking direct action against Israel, Sadat also hoped 
to gain territory and prestige within the region and his own country. He wanted to take 
back the Suez Canal and the Sinai Peninsula, which were still under Israeli occupation. 

President Assad had similar aims to those of Sadat. His position as President of Syria was 
still rather uncertain and he wanted to regain the Golan Heights, which were lost to Israel 
in the 1967 war. A conference in Cairo in 1973 led to the resolution of the quarrel between 
Jordan and Syria over the PLO, creating a tripartite agreement between Egypt, Jordan 
and Syria. Assad and Sadat realized that events in the USA, such as the Vietnam War and 
Watergate, meant that Israel’s ally was distracted and they decided to attack Israel, hoping 
that the USA and the USSR would intervene before either side could claim victory. 

President Assad
Hafez al-Assad was the 
President of Syria for 
30 years. Assad’s rule 
stabilized and consolidated 
the power of the country’s 
central government after 
decades of coups and 
counter-coups. He was 
succeeded by his son and 
current president Bashar 
al-Assad in 2000.

Watergate
‘Watergate’ refers to 
a series of American 
political scandals during 
the presidency of Richard 
Nixon, which resulted 
in the indictment of 
several of Nixon’s closest 
advisors, and ultimately his 
resignation on 9 August 
1974.
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The Israeli position seemed secure. Israeli inflexibility was bolstered by its perception of 
Egyptian weakness. Egypt seemed to have broken with the Soviet Union, and was perceived 
as being militarily weak after the events of 1967 and the War of Attrition. On the other 
hand, Israel was confident of strong US political and military support and, following the 
Munich massacre of 11 Israeli athletes in September 1972 by the radical Black September 
group, was certain of international sympathy. Israeli intelligence observers dismissed the 
warning signs, not realizing until too late that an attack was close.

The 1973 war
At 2:00pm on 6 October 1973, Egypt and Syria launched Operation Badr, attacking Israeli 
forces in the Sinai and Golan Heights simultaneously. It was the day of a Jewish religious 
celebration, Yom Kippur, one of the holiest days in the Jewish calendar. Although many 
Israeli soldiers were not in their bases, and the main Israeli radio station was closed, it was 
relatively easy for the Israelis rapidly to mobilize their forces. The Egyptian and Syrian 
forces were well supplied with Soviet weapons. Surface-to-air missiles and hand-held anti-
tank missiles resulted in heavy Israeli losses of aircraft and tanks. 

The first week of fighting brought success to the Arab states, forcing Israel to retreat from 
some of its military positions. Israel appealed to Washington for weapons and, following 
a massive Soviet shipment to Egypt, the USA agreed to airlift military supplies to Israel. 
Israel counterattacked against Syria, pushing back the Syrian Army, and was soon closing 
in on the Syrian capital, Damascus. The Israeli Army was also having success in the Sinai 
Peninsula, driving back the Egyptian forces. In response to the US support of Israel, the 
Arab members of Organization of Petroleum Producing Countries (OPEC) stopped 
oil shipments to the USA and any European nations that were helping Israel. OPEC 
reduced its oil exports by 25 per cent globally, creating a world shortage. A new weapon 
had been discovered in the Middle East – the use of oil as a means of creating pressure 
internationally.

s o u r c e  b

Yom Kippur
Yom Kippur is one of 
the most solemn and 
important of the Jewish 
holidays. Its central 
themes are atonement 
and repentance. Jews 
traditionally observe this 
holy day with a 25-hour 
period of fasting and 
intensive prayer, often 
spending most of the day 
in synagogue services.

OPEC
The Organization of 
Petroleum Exporting 
Countries (OPEC) is a 
cartel of 12 countries 
made up of Algeria, 
Angola, Ecuador, Iran, Iraq, 
Kuwait, Libya, Nigeria, 
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, the 
United Arab Emirates and 
Venezuela.

A cartoon by Yaakov  
Kirschen, an Israeli cartoonist, 
16 October 1973.
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STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

a)  What is the message portrayed by the cartoon? 

Interestingly, my students found this very hard to identify. Can you work out what it is saying? 
See the Examiner’s hint for the answer.

q u e s t i o n

b) What are the value and limitations of this cartoon as a historical source?

It was at this point, during the third week of October, that the superpowers decided to get 
involved. Henry Kissinger, the American Secretary of State, was invited to go to Moscow, 
where he drafted a plan for ending the war with the Soviet leader, Leonid Brezhnev, 
whereby the Security Council of the UN would mediate. Israel and the Arab states initially 
rejected any proposals for a ceasefire, until the USA and the Soviet Union threatened to 
intervene directly in the conflict. A ceasefire was agreed on 22 October 1973, although 
fighting continued until 24 October.

s o u r c e  c

October 22, 1973
The Security Council
1.  Calls upon all parties to the present fighting to cease all firing and terminate all military 

activity immediately, no later than 12 hours after the moment of the adoption of this 
decision, in the positions they now occupy;

2.  Calls upon the parties concerned to start immediately after the cease fire the implementation 
of Security Council resolution 242 (1967) in all of its parts;

3.  Decides that, immediately and concurrently with the cease fire, negotiations start between 
the parties concerned under appropriate auspices aimed at establishing a just and durable 
peace in the Middle East;

From United Nations Security Council Resolution 338

This resolution was passed unanimously, with China abstaining.

s o u r c e  d

	Examiner’s hint
The cartoon is by an Israeli 
cartoonist. Its message is 
that the Arab states need to 
galvanize their members into 
war by music and calls to go 
to war, whereas for the Israelis 
the protection of their children 
and families is sufficient 
motivation to fight.

Question (b) is the type of 
question you can expect to 
see on Paper 1.

Henry Kissinger
Henry Kissinger was US 
National Security Advisor 
(1969–75) and Secretary of 
State (1973–77). In 1973, 
Kissinger negotiated the 
end to the Yom Kippur 
War, during which the US 
military conducted one of 
the largest military airlifts 
in history.

Cartoon produced from 
‘Cartooning for Peace’, an 
initiative born on 16 October 
2006 at the UN headquarters 
in New York. Twelve of the 
most renowned political 
cartoonists from all over 
the world participated in a 
two-day conference to help 
us ‘Unlearn intolerance’. The 
artist, Baha Boukhari, is a 
Palestinian cartoonist.
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STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n s

a)  Read through Source C carefully. Make a list of any terms that you think 
would be unacceptable to the Israelis. Make another list of any terms you 
think would be unacceptable to the Arab states. Finally, make a list of any 
terms that you think would be unacceptable to the PLO. Do you think that 
Resolution 338 is a realistic basis for peace in the Middle East? Explain your 
answer.

b) What is the message portrayed in the cartoon? 

Here are three student answers to Question (b).

Student Answer A – Peter

The traditional peace dove slightly wounded is depicted in a UN soldier’s outfit. Bullets 
are flying around it but still it is running to try to establish peace. The message 
conveyed by this cartoon is that the peace troops of the UN were in support of the 
Arab nations and tried to solve the conflict in their favour.

Student Answer B – Susan

This cartoon from 1967 shows the Palestinian point of view regarding the war. A white 
dove carrying an olive branch in its beak – a common symbol for peace world wide – is shown 
wearing body armor and a helmet. The artist has clearly voiced his opinion regarding the 
Israelis and how the rest of the world has reacted to their attack. The dove is fleeing for its 
life away from speeding bullets – this shows both the arrogance and carelessness of the 
opposing sides of the war towards the ultimate institution of world peace and cooperation, 
the United Nations. It is also apparent, however, that the UN is not up to the challenge and 
not willing to take real measures against the violence in the Middle East of the time. 

Student Answer C – Midori

The cartoon shows a bird with an olive branch in its beak. The white bird symbolizes 
peace. It also represents the United Nations. The bird is wearing a bullet-proof vest 
and a helmet to protect itself from the bullets that are being shot at it from all sides. 
The United Nations is trying to mediate between the nations at war and to come to a 
peaceful agreement. The countries, however, do not want to stop fighting and the UN 
will be hurt, too, if it does not get out of their way. Alternatively, the UN could also be 
the target of the fighting countries.

Examiner’s comments 

Peter has understood part of the cartoon, but has mistaken the message. There is no evidence 
to support his assertion that the UN troops were supporting the Arab nations. Susan has 
described the content of the cartoon. She has also assumed that the bullets are Israeli as the 
cartoonist is Palestinian. She also makes a claim about the UN that is not entirely supported 
by the cartoon. She says that it is fleeing for its life from the bullets. The point is that the UN 
(Dove) is caught in a crossfire between the bullets and is not running away from them. Susan 
also has an incorrect date for the cartoon. Midori’s answer is the best of the three. This would 
be a very clear 2 mark maximum. Notice that it is shorter than Susan’s answer.

The consequences of the 1973 war for the Arab 
states and Israel
It is generally agreed that, despite the military setbacks, the Arab states and Sadat were 
the victors of the Yom Kippur War. Although they had begun to suffer military reverses, 
the Arab armies were not defeated for the first time since 1948. The Arab states had also 

	Examiner’s hint
Question (b): Try to work 
out why all the images are 
included, but do not start your 
answer by simply listing them.
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succeeded in overcoming their many differences and emerged from the war more united 
than they had been for years. This new-found unity was to give the Arabs a fresh weapon 
in their attempt to influence events in the Middle East – that of oil. The oil embargo, as 
we have seen, had started in 1973 and continued until January 1974. Yet the price of oil, 
which had increased by as much as 70 per cent in October 1973, did not come down after 
the embargo was lifted, and OPEC began to use its control of oil supplies as an economic 
bargaining tool. One effect of this new policy was a statement from the European 
Economic Community (EEC) which, in 1973, affirmed that the rights of Palestinians must 
be considered in any settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

Sadat had become the ‘new Nasser’ and had emerged as an international statesman of 
some renown, something that Nasser had always wanted but never managed to achieve. 
In fact, Sadat managed to accomplish his goal of giving Egypt a more visible presence in 
international affairs. Despite suffering military reversals in the war, Egypt managed to attain 
increased political status in the region.

s o u r c e  e

Following the wars of 1967 and 1973 the two superpowers realized the wisdom and necessity 
of détente, having very nearly come into direct nuclear confrontation via their local protégés 
during the 1973 hostilities. Yet the Soviet Union was still willing to maintain its influence 
with its allies – taking Egypt’s side during the conflict in Yemen. During this period the Soviets 
enjoyed a fairly strong relationship with the ‘progressive’ or ‘radical’ Arab states (Egypt, Syria, 
and Iraq), but it was already clear that they were mainly reacting to developments that they did 
not really control…

From Beverley Milton-Edwards and Peter Hinchcliffe, Conflicts in the Middle East Since 1945, 2004

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

What does Source E say about superpower policies after 1973?

Here are two answers to the same question. Which is better and why?

Student Answer A – Sophie

After being at the brink of direct nuclear confrontation in 1973, both superpowers 
realized the necessity for a relaxation. They were both moving towards disarmament. 
The Soviet Union did not stop fighting in the Cold War altogether, but were reactive 
rather than proactive and simply supported their allies such as Egypt, Syria and Iraq 
in conflicts. 

Student Answer B – David

Both superpowers (US and USSR) reacted to the wars with the same realization. They 
both believed that a relaxation of tension was necessary in the Middle East, especially 
because the conflict of 1973 almost resulted in a nuclear escalation between the 
two superpowers. The Soviet Union, however, remained involved in its allies’ conflicts. 
The Soviet Union stood on Egypt’s side in the conflict with Yemen and enjoyed good 
relationships with the radical Islamic states of Egypt, Syria and Iraq.

Examiner’s comments

Although David’s response seems better on first reading, he is only making two points. There 
is some repetition in the last two sentences. Sophie, on the other hand, has three clear points 
– the third one being that the Soviet Union only reacted to developments. Both students 
have paraphrased the source quite well and have not just copied, word for word, what the 
source says.

European Economic 
Community (EEC)
The European Economic 
Community, also referred 
to as the ‘European 
Community’, or the 
‘Common Market’, was an 
international organization 
created in 1957 to 
bring about economic 
integration between 
Belgium, France, Germany, 
Italy, Luxembourg and 
the Netherlands. It was 
enlarged in the 1970s and 
1980s with six other states, 
and since the creation of 
the European Union in 
1993 it grew to include 
another 15 countries by 
2007.

	Examiner’s hint
A question that is worth 3 
marks will probably require a 
three-sentence answer. 
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In technical terms Israel had won the war, but only with huge US military support. Public 
confidence in the government was shaken and an internal political quarrel followed, which 
was ultimately to force the Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir and Defense Minister Moshe 
Dayan to resign in April 1974. Yitzhak Rabin took over the leadership of the government. 
For the first time in the Middle East, Israeli soldiers were taken as prisoners of war. Almost 
3000 Israeli troops were killed and 8000 wounded (comparable figures for the Arab states 
were 8500 killed and 20,000 wounded). In Israel the public reaction to these figures was to 
lead to the establishment of a movement towards peace within the country.

The role of the United States, the PLO and the 
United Nations
Attempts by the international community to resolve the tensions in the region came to 
nothing. The Geneva Conference held in December 1973 failed to make any progress. A 

new, key figure was soon to emerge, the American Secretary of 
State Henry Kissinger. He knew that Sadat was willing to work 
with the Israelis, who had rejected any attempts he had made 
to open negotiations. Kissinger was also concerned about 
any potential action by OPEC to reduce or even cut off oil 
supplies. So he undertook a series of visits to the Middle East 
in an attempt to persuade Israel to withdraw some of its forces 
from the Occupied Territories. At the same time, Kissinger 
suggested to the Palestinians that any partial withdrawal of 
Israel might lead to a more comprehensive withdrawal in the 
future. This ‘shuttle diplomacy’, which lasted almost two years, 
was eventually to succeed as the Israelis gradually withdrew 
from the Suez Canal, part of the Golan Heights and parts of 
the Sinai. By 1982, following the 1978 Camp David Agreement, 
Israel was to withdraw further from its 1967 gains, leaving the 
Gaza Strip, the West Bank and the Golan Heights to be the 
only territories still under Israeli occupation. 

Another group to gain from the 1973 war was the PLO. 
Arafat had begun to believe in the possibility of the existence 
of a separate Palestinian state and a separate Israeli state. 
This Palestinian state would be comprised of the West Bank 
and the Gaza Strip. At the Arab League meeting in Rabat in 
October 1974, the PLO was declared ‘the sole and legitimate 
representative of the Palestinian people’, who had ‘the right to 
establish the independent state of Palestine on any liberated 
territory’. 

King Hussein also agreed to give up claims to the West Bank 
and the parts of Jerusalem that Jordan had gained in 1948, 
but which were seized by Israel in 1967. The UN Security 
Council decided to hold a debate on the Palestinian question 
and invited Arafat to speak to the UN on behalf of the PLO. 
This seemed to be something of an about-turn by the UN, 
which had supported the Partition Plan in 1947 in favour of 
Israel. The Israelis were furious. Wearing an empty holster on 
his hip, Arafat spoke to the General Assembly thus, receiving a 
standing ovation:

Yitzhak Rabin
Yitzhak Rabin was an 
Israeli politician and 
general. He was the fifth 
Prime Minister of Israel, 
serving two terms in 
office, 1974–77 and 1992 
until his assassination in 
1995. In 1994, Rabin won 
the Nobel Peace Prize 
together with Shimon 
Peres and Yasser Arafat.

Map 13
Occupied Territories (in 
green), 1982
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s o u r c e  f

In my formal capacity as Chairman of the Palestine Liberation Organization and leader of 
the Palestinian revolution I appeal to you to accompany Our people in its struggle to attain 
its right to self-determination. This right is consecrated in the United Nations Charter and 
has been repeatedly confirmed in resolutions adopted by this august body since the drafting 
of the Charter. I appeal to you, further, to aid Our people’s return to its homeland from an 
involuntary exile imposed upon it by force of arms, by tyranny, by oppression, so that we 
may regain Our property, Our land, and thereafter live in Our national homeland, free 
and sovereign, enjoying all the privileges of nationhood. Only then can we pour all our 
resources into the mainstream of human civilization. Only then can Palestinian creativity be 
concentrated on the service of humanity. Only then will Our Jerusalem resume its historic role 
as a peaceful shrine for all religions.

I appeal to you to enable Our people to establish national independent sovereignty over its own 
land.

Today I have come bearing an olive branch and a freedom fighter’s gun. Do not let the olive 
branch fall from my hand. I repeat: do not let the olive branch fall from my hand.

From Arafat Speech to UN, 13 November 1974

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

What do you think would be: a) international reaction to Arafat’s speech; b) the 
reaction of Israel; c) the reaction of the Arab states?

In his response to Arafat’s speech the Israeli ambassador to the UN, Yosef Tekoah, summed 
up his nation’s feelings as follows:

s o u r c e  g

On 14 October the UN hung out a sign reading ‘Murderers of children are welcome here.’ Today 
these murderers have come to the General Assembly, certain that it would do their bidding. 
Today this rostrum was defiled by their chieftain, who proclaimed that the shedding of Jewish 
blood would only end when the murderers’ demands had been accepted and their objectives 
achieved.

From Charles Smith, Palestine and the Arab-Israeli Conflict, 2007

Despite Israel’s opposition to the PLO invitation, the General Assembly proceeded to 
pass two resolutions. The first, Resolution 3236 on 22 November 1974, spelt out the UN’s 
intentions:

s o u r c e  h

The General Assembly
Recalling its relevant resolutions which affirm the right of the Palestinian people to self-
determination, 
1. Reaffirms the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people in Palestine, including: 
 (a) The right to self-determination without external interference; 
 (b) The right to national independence and sovereignty; 

From UN Resolution 3236
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This was followed on the same day by Resolution 3237:

s o u r c e  i

The General Assembly
1.  Invites the Palestine Liberation Organization to participate in the sessions and the work of 

the General Assembly in the capacity of observer; 
2.  Invites the Palestine Liberation Organization to participate in the sessions and the work of 

all international conferences convened under the auspices of the General Assembly in the 
capacity of observer; 

From UN Resolution 3237

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

What do you think would be a) international reaction to the UN resolutions; 
b) the reaction of Israel; c) the reaction of the Arab states?

The PLO and Arafat’s presence had been legitimized by the UN. Israel was furious, but 
could do nothing about it. The PLO was now the official representative of the Palestinian 
people and had received international recognition. The Palestinian question was firmly 
back on the international agenda, and it was here to stay. Palestinians began to believe in the 
reality of a Palestinian state for the first time since 1948.

Camp David and the Egyptian-Israeli peace 
agreement
Rabin’s government in Israel was the first Likud government to be elected to power since 
1948. Its Prime Minister, Menachem Begin, was considered by the Arab states to be a 
hardliner who was unlikely to make any concessions towards the Palestinians. There was 
also domestic discontent, because many Sephardic Jews were beginning to express their 
discontent at their treatment by the Ashkenazim. The election was seen by many in the 
region as a clear change of policy in Israel. It was feared that any possibility of a dialogue 
between Israel and the Arab states would be impossible. Likud’s ideological background 
indicated that any giving up of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip to the Palestinians would 
be a betrayal of Israel’s sovereignty over the territory. Begin’s election was seen as a setback 
to any peace initiatives in the region.

In the meantime, Jimmy Carter had replaced Gerald Ford as President in the USA. Carter 
had the intention of reaching a ‘comprehensive’ settlement in the Middle East. By this he 
meant a single, one time, settlement that would resolve the disputes over the Occupied 
Territories and create a national home for the Palestinians. After his inauguration in 
January 1977, he travelled to Syria to test the waters for himself. He was surprised to find 
that President Assad did not support the idea of an independent Palestinian state, but 
wanted a Syrian-controlled, PLO-supported state in the region that would be a rival to 
Egypt. Carter’s aims for a simple settlement seemed to be shattered when Begin publicly 
supported the idea of the establishment of more Israeli settlements in the West Bank. 
Begin even compared Arafat with Adolf Hitler. However, Begin’s public statements were 
contradicted by his secret approaches to the USA, indicating that there might be the 
possibility of a reopening of peace negotiations. 

In November 1977, President Sadat suddenly announced to the Egyptian National 
Assembly that he was willing to be the first Arab leader to travel to Israel and address the 
Knesset. He told the government that:

Jimmy Carter
Jimmy Carter served 
as the President of the 
United States from 1977 
to 1981 and was the 
recipient of the 2002 
Nobel Peace Prize in 
foreign affairs. Carter 
pursued the Camp 
David Accords and he 
negotiated a peace treaty 
between Israel and Egypt 
in 1979.

Gerald Ford
Gerald Ford was President 
of the United States from 
1974 to 1977. He became 
President upon Richard 
Nixon’s resignation on 9 
August 1974.
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s o u r c e  j

I am ready to go to the ends of the earth if this will prevent a soldier or an officer of my sons 
from being wounded – not being killed, but wounded. Israel will be astonished when it hears 
me saying now before you that I am ready to go to their house, to the Knesset itself and to talk 
to them. 

This announcement was greeted with shock by extremists on both sides. Sadat was 
denounced by some Arab states and the PLO as being a traitor to the Palestinian cause. 
The USA treated the announcement with some scepticism believing that without an 
intermediary nothing would break the deadlock between the Arab states and Israel. On 
19 November 1977, Sadat travelled to Jerusalem as a guest of the Israeli government. The 
following day Sadat addressed the Knesset, inviting the Israelis ‘to shape a new life and to 
establish peace’ and suggesting that both sides could achieve a ‘durable and just peace’ . 

Sadat’s proposal was not based on any bilateral agreements between Egypt and Israel, but 
was to include a solution to the Palestinian issue. The talks did not create the breakthrough 
that Sadat had hoped for. He wanted an Israeli withdrawal from the lands occupied in 
1967 as well as some guarantee for the Palestinians. Begin’s reaction to Sadat’s proposal was 
noncommittal. Begin wanted a bilateral agreement that would allow for a withdrawal from 
the Sinai, but not give up control over the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Thus something of an 
impasse was reached.

The major impact of the meeting was simply the fact that an Egyptian leader had gone 
to Israel, which some observers saw as groundbreaking. To Syria and the PLO, Sadat was 
a traitor to the Arab cause. The visit certainly led to increased US pressure on Egypt and 
Israel to arrive at an agreement. In March 1978, 35 civilians were killed by Palestinians in 
two bus attacks, resulting in a retaliatory strike by Israel into Lebanon. It seemed as if the 
movements towards peace had broken down. President Carter, desperate to revive talks 
between Egypt and Israel, invited both Begin and Sadat to Camp David in Maryland. This 
was a real attempt by the USA to restart the peace process, and the leaders travelled there in 
September 1978. 

The conference was a bad-tempered affair 
with frequent clashes between Begin and 
Sadat. It appeared as if nothing would be 
achieved, but suddenly, on 15 September, 
after Sadat had threatened to return to Egypt, 
the two leaders began to find some common 
ground. The result was the signing of the 
Camp David Accords on 17 September 1978. 
The first called for Israel, Egypt, Jordan 
and the Palestinian people to resolve issues 
relating to the West Bank and the Gaza Strip 
over a period of five years. The second was 
a proposal for a peace treaty whereby Israel 
would withdraw from the Sinai in exchange 
for free passage of Israeli ships through 
the Gulf of Suez and the Suez Canal. These 
accords were finally ratified in March 1979, 
with the signing of a ‘Treaty of Peace between 
the Arab Republic of Egypt and the State of 
Israel’ at a White House ceremony.

Left to right: President Sadat 
of Egypt, President Carter of 
the USA and Prime Minister 
Begin of Israel.

Camp David
Camp David is the 
mountain retreat of the 
President of the United 
States in Maryland.
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s o u r c e  k

The historic initiative of President Sadat in visiting Jerusalem and the reception accorded 
to him by the parliament, government and people of Israel, and the reciprocal visit of Prime 
Minister Begin to Ismailia, the peace proposals made by both leaders, as well as the warm 
reception of these missions by the peoples of both countries, have created an unprecedented 
opportunity for peace which must not be lost if this generation and future generations are to be 
spared the tragedies of war… 

Framework 

Taking these factors into account, the parties are determined to reach a just, comprehensive, 
and durable settlement of the Middle East conflict through the conclusion of peace treaties 
based on Security Council resolutions 242 and 338 in all their parts. Their purpose is to achieve 
peace and good neighborly relations. They recognize that for peace to endure, it must involve 
all those who have been most deeply affected by the conflict. They therefore agree that this 
framework, as appropriate, is intended by them to constitute a basis for peace not only between 
Egypt and Israel, but also between Israel and each of its other neighbors which is prepared to 
negotiate peace with Israel on this basis.

From the Camp David Accords, 17 September 1978

The following matters are agreed between the parties: 
1.  the full exercise of Egyptian sovereignty up to the internationally recognized border between 

Egypt and mandated Palestine; 
2.  the withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from the Sinai…
4. t he right of free passage by ships of Israel through the Gulf of Suez and the Suez Canal on the 

basis of the Constantinople Convention of 1888 applying to all nations; the Strait of Tiran 
and Gulf of Aqaba are international waterways to be open to all nations for unimpeded 
and nonsuspendable freedom of navigation and overflight…

From a Framework for the Conclusion of a Peace Treaty between Egypt and Israel 

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

What do you consider to be the key terms of these two documents? Make a list 
of them. 

Despite the apparent settling of long-term grievances, these accords would not, in reality, 
lead to the desired consequences implied by the Treaty of Peace. It is true that Camp 
David brought peace between Egypt and Israel, which has lasted over 30 years. But the 
key issues of the Occupied Territories were unresolved and no progress was made on the 
question of the autonomy of the West Bank. The Gaza Strip, the West Bank, the Golan 
Heights and East Jerusalem remained under Israeli control and, in fact, the number of 
Israeli settlers in some of these areas increased significantly. The other Arab states had to 
decide what their own position was going to be regarding the bilateral agreement. Most 
of them refused to become involved, primarily because of the neglect of the Palestinian 
question in the Accords. Sadat was severely condemned by the Arab world as a traitor with 
the result that, in October 1981, he was assassinated by his own soldiers when attending 
a parade commemorating the crossing of the Suez Canal. Both the Arab League and the 
PLO suspended diplomatic relations with Egypt. The League went so far as to impose 
an economic boycott on all Egyptian goods. Egypt was no longer seen as the leader of 
the Arab world and the PLO began to gain in membership and support. In 1982, Time 
magazine held a poll indicating that 98 per cent of the inhabitants of the Occupied 
Territories wanted an autonomous state, and 86 per cent thought that this should be 
governed by the PLO (Time, 24 May 1982).

Empirical
Knowledge based on 
experimentation and 
observation rather than 
pure theory.
Autonomy
Independent self-rule.

ToK Time
‘Where Does History 
Come From’? Alun 
Munslow

History Today, Vol 52, Issue 
3 (March 2002) pp.18–20

Where does history come 
from? This may seem like 
an odd question. Surely 
history comes from the 
traces of the past that 
historians find in their 
sources? However, we 
might get a different 
answer if we put the 
question in another 
way. What happens 
if we choose to view 
history as what, from 
one perspective at least, 
it plainly is: a narrative 
written about the past 
constructed by the 
historian in the present? 
This is clearly not the way 
history is conventionally 
defined. To be technical 
for a moment, it is more 
usually described as an 
empirical and analytical 
undertaking – a source-
based and inferential 
activity concerned with 
the study of change over 
time. I am posing this 
question – Where does 
history come from? – 
because I think historians 
still tend to ignore the role 
of narrative in studying 
history. 

What do you think? What 
is the role of the historian 
and how does that affect 
historical knowledge?
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The year 1979 was to prove a difficult one in the Middle East. Already in February the Shah 
of Iran, Mohammad Reza Pahlevi, was overthrown by the Ayatollah Khomeini in the 
Iranian Revolution and an Islamic republic was proclaimed in Iran. Iran became more and 
more anti-American with the result that, on 4 November 1979, the US Embassy in Tehran 
was invaded and 68 Americans were taken hostage. This hostage crisis was to last 444 days, 
and included a disastrous US hostage rescue mission. Finally, in December, the Soviet 
Union invaded Afghanistan. The USA turned away from the Arab-Israeli question to resolve 
its own domestic and foreign concerns. President Carter was soundly defeated in the 1980 
US presidential election, winning only six states (and Washington D.C.) and was replaced 
by Ronald Reagan.

Palestinians and Israelis 1979–2009
The IB History programme for the Arab-Israeli Prescribed Subject has 1979 as its end date. 
However, to understand what has happened in the region and to see if any progress has 
been made between the two sides, a brief overview of events up to 2009 is needed. 

Following the defeat of the PLO in Lebanon, it was forced to move its headquarters from 
Beirut to Tunis in Tunisia. On 8 December 1987, an Israeli Army vehicle crashed into a 
lorry in Gaza, killing four Palestinian workers and wounding seven. The funerals turned 
into a protest against Israel and the IDF fired on the protesters, killing one of them. The 
‘shaking off ’ (Intifada) of the Israeli presence had begun. Youths threw stones, leaflets were 
distributed, roads were blocked and tyres were set on fire. 

Despite military superiority, the Israelis were unable to control the Intifada. Radical 
Islamic groups such as Hamas and Islamic Jihad were formed, whose aims included the 
establishment of an Islamic state in Palestine through Jihad. The Intifada was to continue 
until 1993 and its lasting effect was to strengthen Palestinian claims for autonomy in the 
West Bank and the Gaza Strip. 

s o u r c e  l

Article 13
Initiatives, the so-called peaceful solutions, and the international conferences to resolve the 
Palestinian problem, are all contrary to the beliefs of the Islamic Resistance Movement. For 
renouncing any part of Palestine means renouncing part of the religion; the nationalism of the 
Islamic Resistance Movement is part of its faith, the movement educates its members to adhere 
to its principles and to raise the banner of Allah over their homeland as they fight their Jihad...
There is no solution to the Palestinian problem except by Jihad.

From Hamas Charter, August 1988

STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n

What reaction do you think Israel would have to the Hamas Charter? Explain 
your answer.

The ending of the Cold War in 1990 led to a change of attitude and policy in the Middle 
East, and by 1993 relations had even begun to improve between Israel and the PLO. A 
meeting was held in Norway in January 1993, which resulted in the 1993 Declaration of 
Principles (more commonly known as the Oslo Accord). This was not a peace treaty, but 
it did allow Israel and the PLO to negotiate together. This agreement was signed at the 
White House on 13 September 1993 by the Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin and PLO 
Chairman Yasser Arafat.  

Mohammad Reza Pahlevi
Mohammad Reza Shah 
Pahlevi, Shah of Iran, was 
the monarch of Iran from 
16 September 1941, until 
his overthrow during the 
Iranian Revolution on 11 
February 1979.

Ayatollah Khomeini
Ayatollah Khomeini is 
usually known as ‘Imam 
Khomeini’ (‘Iman’ denotes 
an Islamic leader) inside Iran 
and ‘Ayatollah Khomeini’ 
outside of Iran. He installed 
a theocratic political state 
in Iran.

Intifada
Intifada is an Arabic word 
for ‘shaking off’, though 
it is generally translated 
into English as rebellion or 
uprising. It is the term given 
to the Palestinian uprising 
against the Israelis which 
began on 9 December 
1987 and was followed by 
a second Intifada on 28 
September 2000.

Hamas
Hamas is an Islamic 
Palestinian political and 
social organization that 
includes a paramilitary 
wing. Hamas was created 
in 1987 at the beginning of 
the First Intifada. Since June 
2007, Hamas has governed 
the Gaza Strip. 

Islamic Jihad
The Islamic Jihad 
Movement in Palestine is a 
militant organization whose 
goal is the destruction 
of the State of Israel and 
its replacement with a 
Palestinian state. This 
group defines jihad as 
acts of war against Israelis. 
Palestinian Islamic Jihad also 
opposes many other Arab 
governments, whom they 
see as being insufficiently 
Islamic and too Western. 

Jihad
Arabic for ‘struggle’. Often 
translated as a ‘Holy 
War’ against any foreign 
occupation or unjust rule.
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The Oslo Accord was an historic landmark in Middle East relations and, for most observers, 
seemed to point to a resolution of many of the issues that had remained unresolved since 
1948. It was later followed by the Cairo Agreement, in May 1994, which allowed for Israeli 
withdrawal from the West Bank and the Gaza Strip and an increase in the role of the 
Palestinian National Authority (PNA). As a result of these agreements, in December 1994 
Rabin, Arafat and Israeli Foreign Minister Shimon Peres were awarded the Nobel Peace 
Prize for their work to achieve peace in the region.

In September 1995, Oslo II was signed at the White House. It created three zones in the 
West Bank and proposed how these were to be controlled. It was also agreed that elections 
would be held in January 1996 for what became known as the Palestinian Authority, 
creating a form of autonomous state for the Palestinian people.

The radicals on both sides, however, were furious with the national leaders. Palestinian 
suicide bombings increased (between April 1994 and January 1995, 65 Israelis were killed), 
and on 4 November 1995, at a peace rally in Tel Aviv, Rabin was assassinated by Yigal Amir, 
an Israeli law student and a devout follower of the Torah. Shimon Peres became the new 
Prime Minister and immediately began implementing the terms of Oslo II. Israeli forces 
withdrew from parts of the West Bank by the end of 1995. 

In January 1996, the promised Palestinian elections were held. Arafat received more than 88 
per cent of the votes cast and a Palestinian Authority legislature was created. It seemed as if 
an embryonic Palestinian state was in the process of being created. The apparent optimism 
on the Palestinian side, however, was soon to be destroyed by events. Israel assassinated 
Yahya Ayyaash, an expert Hamas bomb-maker. In retaliation, suicide bombings increased 
and in turn Peres launched Operation Grapes of Wrath in April 1996, attacking Hezbollah 
camps and Lebanese roads and power stations. 

In the Israeli elections that followed, Peres was defeated by Benjamin Netanyahu, who 
condemned the Oslo agreements and decided to allow Israeli settlers to occupy land in 
the West Bank. He vowed that he would not allow the Palestinians to regain any more land 

Hezbollah
Hizbollah or Hezbollah is 
an Islamic political and 
paramilitary organization 
based in Lebanon. It was 
founded in 1982.

Shimon Peres
Shimon Peres became 
President of the State 
of Israel in 2007, having 
served twice as Prime 
Minister. Peres was 
elected to the Knesset 
in November 1959 and, 
except for a three-month 
period in early 2006, 
served continuously until 
2007, when he became 
Prime Minister.

Benjamin Netanyahu
An Israeli politician who 
has been the Prime 
Minister of Israel since 
March 2009. He previously 
held the same position 
from June 1996 to July 
1999 and is currently the 
Chairman of the Likud 
Party. Netanyahu’s policies 
towards the Palestinian 
question have varied. As 
Prime Minister he has 
supported the policy of 
settlements in the West 
Bank, rejected US peace 
talks, has negotiated with 
Yasser Arafat, rejected 
withdrawal from the 
Golan Heights and most 
recently, on 14 June 
2009 in a speech to the 
Knesset, supported the 
idea of a Palestinian state 
co-existing with an Israeli 
state.

Arafat, Peres and Rabin after 
receiving the Nobel Peace 
Prize.



161

PRESCRIBED SUBJECT 2

and would not negotiate with Arafat. A stalemate ensued, but eventually some common 
ground was found with the signing of the Hebron Agreement in 1997, in which both sides 
agreed that Israel would withdraw from the territory in exchange for a Palestinian promise 
to reduce terrorist acts. This was followed by the Wye River Memorandum in 1998, which 
continued to implement some of the Oslo proposals. Netanyahu’s position in the Knesset, 
and internationally, became more and more difficult and in the May 1999 elections he was 
replaced as Prime Minister by Ehud Barak. With the defeat of Netanyahu, the possibility 
of the opening of the peace process seemed bright. This was ultimately confirmed by the 
meeting of Barak and Arafat with President Clinton at Camp David in July 2000. Hopes 
of further progress were dashed by Arafat’s inflexibility, which resulted in the failure of the 
summit.

The Middle East exploded in September 2000. Likud leader Ariel Sharon insisted on 
visiting the Temple Mount in Jerusalem, one of the holiest sites in Islam. Protesters 
attempted to block his access and the IDF opened fire, killing four protesters. The al-Aqsa 
or Second Intifada broke out with extreme violence. Between late September and December, 
365 people were killed and almost 1100 were wounded. Arafat’s decision to support the 
Intifada was ultimately to lead to a rejection of the Oslo process. 

Ariel Sharon became Israeli Prime Minister in February 2001 and adopted a hardline 
approach to the peace process. He wanted a new basis for discussion and a fresh proposal 
was put forward by the USA, Russia, the UN and the European Union, which became 
known as the ‘roadmap’. This was intended to provide the basis for an end to violence and a 
territorial settlement that both sides would accept. The Palestinian Authority and Israel did 
accept the basic terms of the roadmap, although Israel had several reservations. Neither side 
fully implemented the proposals. Although the roadmap was initially supported by Sharon, 
he had other goals as well. These included the weakening of Arafat and the targeting of 
radical Palestinian groups through the assassination of their leaders. Sharon also wanted 
to build a wall between the West Bank and Israel to separate the two territories. Work was 
started in 2002 on the wall, which would be more than 700km long and, at the time of 
writing (June 2009), is not yet fully completed.

Arafat was unable to control the extremist elements among the Palestinians. Hamas, in 
particular, received more and more support, which resulted in a direct clash with Fatah. 
The Palestinian Authority was seen as being less and less effective, as it was unable to do 
anything about the continued Israeli occupation of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. 
Arafat died in November 2004, but his successor Mahmoud Abbas was also unable to 
provide the Palestinian Authority with sound leadership. The Second Intifada had created 
one positive achievement for the Palestinians, however. It brought about the evacuation 
of the Gaza Strip by Israel, although it was no surprise that in the elections of January 
2006 Hamas gained control of the Palestinian Authority, winning 74 seats out of 132. This 
Hamas victory strengthened Israel’s determination not to surrender land, and Fatah would 
not accept the result of the election. 

In spring 2007, the Hamas government collapsed and Abbas began to meet again with the 
Israeli government. Both sides have endorsed the roadmap, but little concrete progress 
has been made towards its implementation. The continued firing of rockets by Hamas 
into Israel in 2008 and the suspected smuggling of weapons from Egypt to Gaza through 
specially built tunnels prompted Israel to invade Gaza in January 2009, killing more than 
1000 Palestinians. As ever, the situation remains tense. But, can we look forward to any 
major changes in the attitudes of the two sides in the future? Both Israelis and Palestinians 
seem sceptical of a peaceful resolution of the issues.

Israeli settlers
This issue of Jewish 
settlers in the West Bank 
was to become one of 
the thorniest problems 
between the Israelis and 
the Palestinians. Even 
today this is unresolved.

Ariel Sharon
Ariel Sharon is a former 
Israeli Prime Minister and 
military leader. Sharon 
served as Prime Minister 
from March 2001 until 
April 2006, but suffered 
a disabling stroke on 4 
January 2006.

al-Aqsa
The Temple Mount in 
Jerusalem is also the site of 
the al-Aqsa Mosque, from 
which the uprising takes its 
name after Ariel Sharon’s 
visit in 2000.

Mahmoud Abbas
Mahmoud Abbas was 
named the first Prime 
Minister of the Palestinian 
Authority in March 2003. 
He resigned as Prime 
Minister on 6 September 
2003. Following the 
death of Yasser Arafat, 
the Palestinian Authority 
held an election for his 
successor, an election won 
by Abbas.
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REVIEW SECTION

This section has dealt with the causes and consequences of the 1967 and 1973 
wars between the Arabs and the Israelis. Answer the following questions briefly 
using information from the text, the sources and your own knowledge.

1 

2 

3

Review questions

Draw up a table to compare the 1967 and 1973 wars. Use the following headings: causes, 
course and consequences. 

Why, do you think, has there been no major war between the Arab states and Israel since 
1973?

Do you think there has been any significant progress in the relationship between the 
Palestinians and the Israelis?

Sample exam for Prescribed Subject 2:  
The Arab-Israeli Conflict 1945–79

s o u r c e  a

From a Telegram from Valeriu Georgescu, Extraordinary Envoy and Plenipotentiary Minister of 
Romania in Tel Aviv, to Petru Burlacu, Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Socialist Republic of 
Romania, 20 June 1967

S. Mikunis replied [to the Soviet Ambassador] that the war was the result of actions undertaken 
by Nasser for the evacuation of the UN troops, the closing of the Tiran Straits, troop movements 
at the Israeli border, and war-like declarations by Egyptian leaders. 
Israel had to mobilize its entire military force to defend its right to exist. 
The Israeli Government made declarations in favor of an immediate cessation of combat 
actions, in favor of negotiations between the sides involved in the conflict, against territorial 
annexations, without naming an aggressor. Israel carried out the war to defend the very 
existence of the state, a war imposed by the Arab Nations. The Soviet Union, instead of 
adopting a constructive position to prevent the war and maintain peace, [instead of] having an 
essential role in this direction, was the catalytic factor which instigated Egypt against Israel.

s o u r c e  b 
From Sandy Tolan, ‘New Lessons from the Six-Day War’, 11 June 2006. Sandy Tolan is director of the 
Project for International Reporting at the Graduate School of Journalism at the University of California, 
Berkeley. This is adapted from his book The Lemon Tree: An Arab, A Jew, and the Heart of the Middle 
East, 2007

That same day [26 May 1967], however, Israel sent urgent word to Secretary of State Dean 
Rusk, indicating imminent attack from Egypt and Syria. ‘Our intelligence,’ Rusk reiterated, 
‘does not confirm this Israeli estimate.’ During this time, Nasser was reiterating to Westerners 
his reluctance to engage Israel – despite his heated rhetoric for the Arab masses. On May 31 in 
Cairo, he told former American Treasury Secretary Robert Anderson, a longtime acquaintance, 
that he would not ‘begin any fight.’ The two men discussed the possibility of a visit to Cairo by 
Vice President Hubert Humphrey, and laid the groundwork for a secret visit to Washington 
by Egyptian Vice President Zakariya Moheiddine. On June 2, Nasser told the British MP, 
Christopher Mayhew, that Egypt had ‘no intention of attacking Israel.’ The Soviets, meanwhile, 
continued to urge Nasser away from war; at one point, the Soviet ambassador to Cairo made a 
personal visit to Nasser’s residence at 3 a.m., underscoring Moscow’s concern.

s o u r c e  c

From ‘Why Diplomacy Failed to Avert the Six Day War’, a speech by Moshe Raviv to The Washington 
Institute’s symposium marking the 40th anniversary of the 1967 war between Israel and its Arab 
neighbours, 4 June 2007. Moshe Raviv served as an aide to Israeli Foreign Minister Abba Eban in 1967.
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We now embarked on the crucial visit to Washington. When we landed in Washington on 
May 25, the assessment in Jerusalem was that the Egyptian deployment was offensive and 
an attack on Israel was imminent. Eban was instructed by the prime minister to request 
urgently an American declaration that an attack on Israel is equivalent to an attack on 
the U.S. The hope was that such a declaration would deter Nasser from attacking. Within 
hours Eban was received by the secretary and transmitted the request. Rusk said that the 
foreign minister had raised questions that involved constitutional decisions. He promised 
to transmit the request to the president and cautioned against Israel being the first to open 
hostilities. The U.S. initiated a comprehensive intelligence assessment of the situation and 
the Egyptian ambassador was invited to the State Department and given a stern warning 
against attacking Israel. 

s o u r c e  d 
From a US government memorandum, National Archives and Records Administration, RG 59, Central 
Files 1967–69, POL UAR-US, 26 May 1967

At 4:10 p.m. today, Friday, May 26, 1967, Mr. James E. Birdsall telephoned the following 
message. This is the message from Nasser: ‘Now is the time when all Arab people are waiting to 
see an act of friendship on the part of the USA.’ His urgent request is that the U.S. undertake 
no direct military action in the form of landings, shifting of naval fleet, or otherwise. Nasser 
assured Siddiqui [a personal friend of Nasser] that the UAR [United Arab Republic of Egypt 
and Syria] had no intention of fighting. What they are doing is returning to the 1956 frontier. 
He assured Siddiqui that this matter would soon be terminated without any fighting. He 
informed Siddiqui that his current actions were intended only to prove to the Arab world that 
Saudi Arabia and Jordan are false friends. And the Arabs should follow Nasser who is their 
friend. He also wishes to prove that President Johnson is impartial as between the Arabs and 
Israel and that he will not take any sides in the present war of nerves. If President Johnson can 
grant Nasser’s request, he can be assured that Nasser will place his entire services at President 
Johnson’s disposal.

s o u r c e  e 
Cartoon by Zapiro in the Mail and Guardian, a South African newspaper, June 2007.
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STUDENT STUDY SECTION

q u e s t i o n s

1a) What does Source C say about the USA’s response to Eban’s visit? (3 marks)
1b) What is the message portrayed in Source E?
2)  Compare and contrast the explanation given in Sources A and D about the 

reasons for the outbreak of war.
3)  According to their origin and purpose what are the value and limitations of 

Source B and Source C to an historian studying the causes of the 1967 war? 
4)  Using the sources and your own knowledge, to what extent do you agree 

that ‘Israel carried out the war [1967 Six-Day War] to defend the very 
existence of the state’? (Source A)

ToK Time
Gary Latuff is a Brazilian 
cartoonist
What is the message 
of this cartoon? Why is 
it so difficult to find an 
objective cartoon on the 
Arab-Israeli crisis? Is it 
ever possible to find an 
objective cartoon? Explain 
your answer.

Latuff on Gaza: Western Logic, 
11 March 2008.


	HistoryPaperOneChapter1
	HistoryPaperOneChapter5

