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A BI-NATIONAL PALESTINE
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The fundamentgl fact§

Over 30 years the Zionist movement colonised Palestine, under
British imperialist protection. Through desls with Arab landlords
they pushed Arab peasants off the land. Through a policy of ?stabl-
ishing an autonomous Jewish economy (Jewish labour only, Jewish
produce only), they excluded the Arabs from employment.

Then in 1947-9 the Zionist settlers kicked off the British
harness, and drove out the majority of the Arabs, or panicked them
into fleeing and then prevented them returning home, Some 300,000
Arabs were made refugees. A Jewish State was established over 77%
of the land area of Palestine - a country where in 1947 Jews had
been only sbout a third of the population.

The Arabs remaining in the Jewish state - 2 sizeable minority,
nearly 20% of the state's population at first, dropping to 11% in
the early '50s with mass Jewish immigration, and then rising again
to about 16% today - have been third-class citizens. Most of theém
lived under military administration for many years after 1948,
Much, perhaps most, of their land was confiscated under various
pretexts.. Many state and guasi-state services and benefits are
reserved to Jews only: for example, 92% of the land, controlled
by the Jewish National Fund, is reserved for Jews only. Arab
murnicipalities suffer discrimination as regards public services
(electricity, water, etc.)

Militant expression of nationalism ~ i.,e. their actual major=-
ity politics -~ is forbidden to the Israeli Arabs. For example, in
October 1982, scores of /Isracli/ Palestinians who protested the
Sabra and Shatila massacres..éﬁerg7still in jails and police deten-
tion centres, one month after the wave of protests swept the Galilee
and Triangle areas. They faceéﬁ;7charges of demonstrating, inciting,
stoning military vehicles, and mupporting the PLO"™ (Al-Fajr, 29.10,
82, quoted in N.Chomsky, 'The Fateful*Triangle' p.397).

In 1956, in 1967, in 1973, and again in 1982-5 Israel went to
war against the neighbouring Arab states. In between times, Israel
purcued a policy of massive reprisals for any Palestinian action.
For example, in June 1982, a dissident Palestinizn group (which has
assassinated several PLO leaders) tried to kill the Israeli ambas-
sador in London. Israel responded by bombing refugee camps in
Lebanon, killing over 200 people. The full-scazle iavasion of Leb=-
anon socn followed.

In 1967 Israel seized those parts of Palestine which the Jewish
forces had not conquered in 1948-9, the West Bank =nd the Gaza

NOTE: In earlier periods of our debate = for exauple ot our weekend
school in iugust 1984 - I argued for what I took to be a variant of
the 'democratic, secular Palestine'! position, with a stress on the
collective rights within that of the Israeli Jews. This, I thought,
was esseatially - though not in every detail - consistent with what
we argued in the 1970s., Having been able since then to read much
more on the issues, and think them through more fully, I suspect
that the argument in this article is actually rather closer io the
'two states'! position than the traditional 'democratic, secular
Palestine. fnyway, readers will judge for themselves. See discuss-
ion below on the 'democratic, secular Palestine' and the 'two
states!'.,
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Strips Another 350,000 or so ‘rabs were made refugees, many for the
secofaid time, (Another wave of some hundreds of thousands of second=-
time~0Ver refugees has since been generated by the Israeli invasion

of Lebanon). Since 1967 those Arabs who remain in the occupied terri-

tories hove lived under Israzeli military rule, without even the
rights of the Isrseli Arcbs. Some 40% of their employed population
works in Israel proper; but they are not zllowed to stay the night
there.

Harassment and straightforward deportations have driven over
half a million Arabs out of the occupied territories since 1967,
but still some two million Palestinian israbs = out of 44 million
Palestinian Arabs altogether - live under Israeli rule as third-
clans citizons or fourth-class non-citizens.

The other 24 million are refugeces, zlmost a million of then
still living in miserable refugee camps. Even there they are at
risk from the Israeli military machine, &s in Lebanon recently.

The Israeli-Jdewish nation

—— - T — - —— -

be taken into account for any progress to be possible, They have

a mational language, a national economy, a morc-or-less defined
national territory. Despite the increasing use of Arabs as meni:l,
low=-paid labour, the Israecli Jews are a nation rather than an
exploiting caste like the whites in South Africa, Despite the
considerable power of Orthodox rabbis within the Israeli state, the
Isreceli~Jdewish identity is nationsl rather than religious (in

1963 a survey found that only 30% of Israneli Jews were strictly
religious, 24% being completely irreligious; among high-school
students, in 1968, a majority were found to be atheist or agnostic:
H.M.Sachar, 'A History of Israel'; p.599).

Israeli-Jewish national consciousness is generally an oppressor-
nation consciousness, usually chauvinist, and often shot through
with open racism. (. poll in the early '70s found 67% of Israeli
Jews saying that /Lrabs were 'inferior' to Jews, 74% that Jews were
'more intelligent' than /Lrabs: W.Hollstein, 'Kein Frieden um
Isrcel!, p.254%. lLccording to many reports, the Israeli atrocities

‘ein Lebanon, while generating a protest demonstration of 400,000 -
equivalent to five million in Britain - zlso evoked openly racist
spprovel in large sections of the population),.* )

However, these facts do not do away with the reality of the
nation. i majority of Israeli Jews - 57% as of December 31 1981 -
were born there. 4 majority of adults - 66% of over-20s - are
gsettlers born clsewhere., But most of them came fleeing perszcution
-~ including the persecution under which the Nazis systematically

- murdered perhaps onc-third of sll the world's Jews. Most of them
individually have, and certainly the community as a whole has, no
other homeland.

- The argument about whether the Isrzeli Jews are a nation may
seem like quibbling over words. &ctually;it;%ggqgiﬁe-impqrtaqg.
which expresses

One way of summing up the Palestine question, 1

important aspects of it if not the whole, is this: two nations

* Tt is wrong simply to label this Israeli chanvinism 'Zionisn'.
'Talking Zionism' is rcported to be a phrase used by Isracli-Jewish
youth to connote pompous waffle; and the high school students'
survey cited above found that a majority felt no special identity
with or responsibility for non=Israeli Jewry.
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aim the same land. The majority on each side refuses to see the

other group as a nation, and proposes to make the land its own
‘nation~statc with individual minority rights for the other group.
"But the Jewish state actually fails to give adequate individual
rights, even, to the irabs: and the fundamental reason for that is
that the Palestinian Arabs are in fact a nation. in Arab state with
promised individusl rights for Jews would have the mirror-image
problen.

The Lrabs

f2 .

Before 1947 the Palestinian .rabs were, in their great majority,
peasants. Like peasants elsewhere they were not able to create their
own autonomous politicsl leadership. They fell under the leadership
of the reactionary srab landlords and money-men. This gave their
resistance to Zionist colonisation the form of wild outbursts of
peasant fury, topped by chauvinist rhetoric and stained by anti-
Jewish atrocities.

Lfter their desperate and bitter rebellion in 1936-9 was
suppressed by British and Jewish force, the Palestinian ..rabs
were politically exhausted for nearly 30 years.

Between 1947 and the late 160s the .rab states spoke in their
names In 1948-9 they talked bloodthirsty chauvinism - fzzam Pasha,
general secretary of the .rab League, proclaimed: 'This will become
a war of extermination and an enormous massacre'! - while actually
fighting to see which state could grab most of .rab Palestine for
itself. In 1967, again, the frab leaders proclaimed thot they would
'drive the Jews into the sea'.

Meanwhile these .rab states were mistreating and discrimina-
ting against the Palcstinian refugees in their territory, sometimes
carrying out or sponsoring massacres of them (Jordan 1970, Syria/
Lebanon 1976).

nIf T was not a Palestinian when I left Haifa as a child", wri-
tes Fawaz Turki ('The Disinherited!, P.8),"I am one now. Living
in Beirut as a stateless person for most of my growing=-up years,
many of them in a refugee camp, I did not feel I was living among
my 'Lrab brothers'. I did not feel I was an /rab, & Lebanese, oOr,
as some wretchedly pious writers claimed, a 'southern Syrian', I
was a Palestinian', , ¢

Out of this experience the Palestinians emerged as an auto-q
nomous political force, with Fateh's takeover of the PLO in 1953-9,

The social composition of the Palestinians had changed dramsti-
cally, and there was a new leadership.

#In the relatively short time it took them to show the world
where they stood, the Palestinians demonstrated that theirs was
a liberation movement that would transcend the irab rhetoric and
the ..rab aims of yore. Freed of bitterness and despair, the New
Palestinians were learning who the rcal cnemy was. They refused
to fall into the trzp of racism and blind hate in which both
Zionists and .rabs werc caught. . firm distinction was made be-
tween the Jew and the Zionist, between returning to Palestine
and annihilating Isracl, between liberation and persecution...’
(Turki, p.116).

But the new leadership was and is a bourgeois leadership,
attuned to manoeuvring with ireb states and imperialist powers
rather than to any endeavour to unite ‘rabs and Jews from belova
Its guerilla attacks frequently hit civilian targets in Isracl,



National self-determination?

- ——— - - -

Thus the "bitterness and despair" - and, on the other side, the
spiralling chauvinism of Israeli-Jewish society = have not been
ended.

The general Marxist formula for national conflicts is the right
of nations to self-determination, Here, however, two nations claim
more or less the same homeland, 'Self-determination! for one means
the subordination of the other.

So the formula solves nothing, We must look at the basic Marxist
principles underlying the formula.

"The working class supports the bourgeoisie only in order to
secure national peace (which the bourgeoisie cannot bring about
completely and which can be achieved only with complete democracy),
in order to secure equal rights and to create the best conditions
for the class struggle... We fight against the privileges and
violence of the oppressing nation and do not in any way condone the
strivings for privileges on the part of an oppressed nation" (Lenin,
'The Right of Nations to Self-Determination'),

ghe demands of consistent democracz

B e ek et P o e Bt Nk Gt S . o o ) -

Lenin also stresses: "against the practicalness of the bour-
geoisie, the proletarians advance their principles in the national
question..."

_ What principles do we have to uphold in Palestine?

The Palestinian Arabs have a right to return to their homeland
as equals. Both as a national right and as an individual right, this
is no more than elementary democracy.

They have no right to oppress the Israeli Jews. But the right
to return as equals is not a demand to oppress. The fact that
it is seen by Israeli Jews as threatening them with oppression can-
not be a warrant for denying rights to the Palestinian Arabs.
Nor can an estimate by us that the Palestinians' return might lead
to oppression of the Israeli Jews. Our job is not to devise some
balanced system of arrangements to restrain different nationalisms
- as if we were decree-makers of history - but to champion clearly
the democratic element in every national movement, so as to create
and educate the material force which alone can realise consistent
democracy.

Palestinian Arabs' individual claims to particular patches of
land and houses c¢an be legilin~tely denied (givén compensation) on
grounds of 30-40 years' occupation by Jews., But the overall right
of a refugee people to return to its homeland is a different matter.
Especially so when the refugees see all new land, houses etc in
Israel reserved for Jews with no prior connection with Palestine,
and whose immigration is deliberately and expeunsively organised; or
when they see new projects carefully sited so as to break up any
remaining concentrations of Arab population,

The Israeli Jews have a right to remain in what is now their
homeland, too. They have a right to a life as a nation, They have
a right to negotiate with the Palestinian Arabs about arrangements
for coexistence, They do not have a right to maintain an exclusive
Jewish state in another nation's homeland.

In principle a case can be made for a Jewish state. Trotsky
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was in favour of one, though only within a world socialist federation*.
But the given Jewish state is sectarian and anti-democratic because

it is in the homeland of =2nother nation which was driven out and sub-
jugated by force.

"The Arabs", comments Maxime Rodinson ('Isracl and the Arabs',
De232) "could... be asked to accept the fait accompli... At the same
time, it is quite certain that no-one is so pure as to have the
right to demand acceptance and condemn the /irabs in the name of uni-
versal morality if they continue to refuse'’. :

. Indeed, a demand for acceptance and a condemnation of refusal
in the name of the Israeli Jews would deserve the response that
Engels made on another question in relation to Ireland.

MIf members of a conguering nation called upon the nation they
had conquered and continued to hold down to forget their specific

‘nationality and position, to 'sink national differences' and so forth,

that was not Internationalism, it was nothing else but preaching to

them submission to the yoke, and attempting to justify and to perpe-
tuate the dominion of the conquerer under the cloak of Internation=-

alism". (Marx and Engels on Ireland, p.303).

Summarising the principles of democracy

The only overall perspective into which these demands of demo=
cracy can be fitted, as far as I can see, is some sort of federal
Palestine.

This might take shape as a federation of one Arab province and °
one Jewish province (see further on the 'two states' policy, below),
or in some more complicated way. The essential idea is to have
the right for the Palestinians to returns enough separation of the
two nations to enable each to live as a nationj enough integration

to secure individual rights and to protect minorities.

Pzlestinian vs. sarab

- -

The above is posed in terms of dealing with the national conflict
between Isracli Jews and Pelestinian wrabs - not between Israeli Jews
and Arabs in general.

The presumption is that the Palestinians are a distinct nation,
not mereiy a sub-section of one pan-/irab nation. It would be possible
to puzzle over this question at length, discussing point by point
Marxist dcfinitions of a nation; but, as Trotsky put ity "An
abstract criterion is not decisive in this question; far more deci-
sive is the historical consciousness of a group, their feelings,
their impulses' (Trotsky on Black Nationalism, p.28). On that
basis the Palestinian irabs clearly are a distinct nation.

If they were not - if the matter had to be considered as
just Israeli Jews vs irabs = then T cannot see that it would be

*+ WThere is no such thing on our planet as the idea that one -has
more claim to land than another. The establishment of a territorial
pase for Jewry in Palestine or any other country is conceimable only
with the migrations of large humsn masses. Only a triumphant social-
ism can take upon itself such tasks...™ (19%32-3). "The very same
methods of solving the Jewish question which under decaying capit-~
alism have a utopian and reactionary character (Zionism), will,
under the regime of a socialist federation, take on a real and
salutary meaning" (February 1937), (Both in 'Leon Trotsky on the
Jewish Question').
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other than chauvinist for the /irabs to deny this little corner of
their vast territories to the Israeli Jews, The problem for the
refugees would not be return to their homeland - they would still
be in their homeland - but material compensation.

It could be argued that the Palestinians! suffering since 1947
has been inflicted as much by the Arab states as by Israel, and
that a solution to that suffering could be gained with far less
complications by a soecizl revolution directed against the arabd
states than by national struggle directed against Israel. ind it
is true as far as it goes. But we start from the world as it is,
not as we would like it to be., The Palestinians are not content
simply to merge into the sociel struggles of the other Lrab states.
They feel themselves a nation; they want to return to their home-~
land and recover their dignity and autonomy, /ind they have a right
to do so0.

Could a federsl Pslestine be realised? If so, how?

In a lot of pro-Palestinian literature the implicit assumption
is that the agency to restore the Palestinians' rights will be the
irab states. (There seems to be a streak of such thinking in our
attitude to the 1973 war, though I recall that in internal discus-
sions at the time we said that if the Arab armies looked like over-
running Israel we would shift to defence of the Jews),

There is a grain of truth in this idea, Defeat in war could
shake up and radicalise Israeli Jewish politics, while at present
the rise of chauvinism scems unstoppable. '

But neither the Palestinians nor the Jews would be safe, let
alone able to wdérk out any democratic arrangements between them,
under the heel of the Arab armies! The /irab states cannot gain
legitimacy for their wars from the plight of the Palestinians,.*

This conclusion, of course, has implications for our attitude
to the actual wars that have taken place., In 1948~9 the Trotskyists
stood for the defeat of both sides anyway. In 1956 and 1967, it
‘seems to me, there were reasonably clear reasons for supporting the
irab states against Israel: Israel was acting ag an auxiliary of
imperialism, and as a sub-imperialist force itself, against the
colonial revolution. iLbout 1973 I'm not sure.

5o then how can a democratic prograﬁme be realised? Or can it
be realised at all? What about the role of military actions by the
Palestinians?

Wrong and even criminal though some of those actions have been,
the PLO's guerilla campnign has been at times rationsl from a Pale-
stinian point of view, ".lthough the movement lacked... the potent-
ial to pose any serious military threat to Israel, and although
the cruelty and freguent ineptitude of its temorist practice earnecd
it little sympathy in the world, it nevertheless succeeded in
establishing the imoge of its cause as. the quest of a victimised
people for naticnal self-determination, rather than a neglected
refugee problem as it had hitherto been widely regarded™ (Noah
Lucas, 'The Modern History of Israel', p.437).

It is difficult to sece how a guerilla campaign could possibly
achieve more than that. So the central element of zny struggle
for a democratic solution has to be the mobilisation of the Pale-
* Besides, in the foreseeable future there is no chance of the /rab
states defeating Israel in a war. Isracl is the 3rd or L4th greatest
military power in the world.
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were 2 Palestinian state they could fight to affiliateto it"
(Weinstock, p.xiii).

In principle he favours a2 two-state solution, but not neces=-

1 sarily on the 1967 borders. The problem, he says, can only be re=-

golved within a socialist Middle East.*

Whgboyould ol Swasntatost Cops.dgenl

I am not quite clear what Machover mecans by the Israeli lLrabs
"pffiliating'’ to a Palestinian state, There arc some areas within
Israel which in 1948 were almost entirely irab and which are still
heavily iArab today: but for alumost LO years the Israeli state has
pursued a ruthless policy of breaking them up, and encircling them
at the state boundaries, with Jewish settlements. Secession scems
inprobable.

If 'affiliating' just means recnouncing Israeli citizenship in
favour of citizenship in the new Palestinian state, then it would
seem to be a quick route Bo the Israeli .rabs losing even those
minimal rights they have today.

But some possibilities would be opened by 2 'two states' deal.
Conditions for class struggle within the Palestinian nation would
improve. Lt present:

"In Gaza, unions scarcely exist. In the West Bank, where there
is a General Federation of Workers Zﬁhich is banned from operating
in Israe;7, the dominance of nationalist over class sentiments
also means that its members seldom take militant action against
exploitative Palestinian employers' (MERIP, June 1983).

Tn the event of a revolution in Jordan, a West Bank/Gaza strip
state might merge with Jordan, to create a Palestinian state which
would be much less of a labour-reservation/Bantustan than the West
Bank and Goza alone. Jordan's population is at present about one=
third Palestinian, and a Jordan-West-Bank-Gaza state would be about
one half Palestinian, or more, depending on how many refugees from
elsewhere entered it,

Such a Jordanian=Palestinian statc might, over time, come to
satisfy the Palcstinians' aspirations for a homeland and an indepen=
dent national life,

But for the moment that is. hypothetical. .ind it would be a
rotten evasion to propose as a snswer to the Isracli-Palestinian
conflict that the Palestinians should instead work for 2 political
revolution in Jordan.

Meanwhile, a two-states set-up would contain many less pleasant
possibilities.

The West Bank and the Gaza Strip are not, by any reckoning, a
national territory. They are simply the bits of Palestine which
the Isrseli armes did not manage to seize in 1948-9. Moshe
Machover makes the point that socinlists should not fetishise
geographical units, Our problem is to find a solution for two
nations of people, not for one area of land. True enough: but
in Palestine any partition line would be highly arbitrary.

In fact, a2 Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza would

* This is essentially the USFI majority position: see belows.
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have 20% of the land of Palestine, and that generally the most
barren, Its territory would conprise two disconnected parts, and

it would be dependent on Israel's grace andfavour for communica-
tions between them, Its economic life would be dominated by Israel,
Even supposing that it was able to obtain substantial funds (in
reparations/compensation from Isracl, or from elsewhere), it vould
hardly be able to accommodate most of the 2% million Palestinians
outside Palestine if they wished to return, as most would.

True, it is utopian to demand economic equality of nations
within a market system: but in the actual case the extreme ccon=
omic subordination of the Palestinian state would follow not
from general economic laws, but from the massively inequitable
political. character of the partition.

Rather than being an autonomous national territory, the West
Bank and Gaza Strip are essentially fringe areas of the Israeli
state., Thus the interlocking between the West Bank and Gaza areas,
and pre-1967 Israel, is rather closer than the bare figures -~
83% Jewish in Israel, 90%-plus irab in the West Bank and Gaza -
would indicate. » :

Just over half all the land in the West Bank is now Israeli-
owned (Guardian, ’pril 1 1985). issume that land is given up as
part of a settlement (though its extent is an index of just how
difficult it will be to force Israel even to concede a West Bank/
Gaza state).

Still, 40% of the workforce in the West Bank and Gaza works
in Isrzel,

The /Lrabs in Israel are more than a marginal untidiness in
the situztion. They arc one-third of all the Palestinian -.rabs in
Palestine, Within Israel they form onc-sixth of the population =
a similar proportion, for example, to the Tamils in Sri Lanka.

The esta?lishment of a Palestinian state in the West Bank and
G?za, alongside Israel, would not, therefore, be a democratic solu-
tion even in the most minimal sense.,

For the Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza it would remove
the Qppression they suffer from the Israeli uilitary occupation.
BuF 1? would leave them, not with an autonomous national life, but
existing as a glorified labour reservation or bsntustan for Isrecl.

@ few of t?e.E% million Palestinians who are at present refugees
outside Palestine might be able to return, But most would not.*

The /rabs within Israel would be no bettep ‘ 074~
poll 2?%_0f them said they would definitely mov:fio inw:s:’§3n£
P?lestlnlan state if it were established, and another 38% said they
might move, Plenty of Isracli Jews would be keen to give thém a
push,.though whether the Palestinian mini-state could accommodate
th?m 1s another question. Those who remained would be suspected
(rlghtly) of allegiance to a foreign state, and would probably
suffer even worse discrimination within Israel than they do now,

Logically, the justice in principle of a West Bank/Gaza state

* For a}l to return, the West Bank & Gaza would have to truble their
popu%atlon. In 1948-51 Israel about doubled its Jewish population,
But it had massive funds from abroad, and a large stock of houses

and cultivated land left by the 800,000 ..rabs who had been driven out,
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is separable from the question of an iti i

) y conditions that might be
imposed on that gta?e by Isrsel and the US: you could support the
settl?ment n prlnc}ple while opposing those conditions, But the
fact is that very tight conditions would probably be imposed -

demilitarisation of the state, and/or subordination of it to
Jordan., ' :

Unless thbse conditions were so ti

C y ght as completely to beat
down the Pglestinlans and shatter their nation2l spirit, conflict
would-contlguef Communications between the West Bank and Gaza*j;
treatment within Israel of commuting workers from the West Bank

and G~zaj the position of the Israeli /rabs = all would be causes
of conflict. ' 4 ;

Sa@d Hammami's picture of the West Bank/Gaza state "drawing
the poison of hatred" is by no meons the most probable outcome.
The Palestinians would still be resentful (and rightly). Probably
the resentment of Palestinians living cheek-by~jowl with the
Isrneli state, in an impoverished erzatz homeland, would be
even more bitter than that of refugees for whom Israel is a
rather distant eneny. lMeanwhile, many liberal -Israelis who at
present support a West Bank/Gaza state would probably recoil
when they saw that the Palestinians were still surly and vppity
and hostile to Israel. : . :

Nogm'Chomsky's assessmont (in an article in 1Tersel and the
Palestinians!, ed. Davis, Macl, Yuval-Davis, Ithaca Press 1975)
scems closer to the mark:

"Pwo states in cis-Jordan, one Jcwish, one Palestinian: that
would be n possible outcome of the conflict of claims to the same
toerritoryess [ﬁut it can be achieved only by imperial force. Lndi7
/. Palestinien state will be subordinated to Israel and Jordan,
which will be allied to ensure that it has linited scope Ior
development or independencee..

"The West Bank and Gaza Strip might continue to provide
Israel with a reservoir of cheap 1abour, as has been, the case
since 1967, It is likely that a Palestinian state will be a
mirror-image of Israel: an /rab state, based on discriminztory
principles much like those of -its counterpart... The sceds of
conflict will remain...” (pe376)-

.

: The syumetry is somewhat overdonec, While the /rabs in Israel
are the long-time population of the area, the Jews in the West

Bank and Gaza are recent settlers. /nd ‘they are not peoplc exer=
cising an individual right of free movements they are particip~
nts in the Israeli state's project to colonisc the area. Israel
has no claim to the West Bank and Gaza except on frankly impcr-
jalist arguments. The Palestinian /pabs have at the very least

some claim to an interest in Israel.

But the giet of Chomsky's argument seems right. He conti-
nues:

it is difficult to sce how Israel and the Palestinians
ean extricate themselves from the dynamicsS... leading either to
* The Palestinian mini-state might of course pe the West Bank
only, not Gaza. But then either the 500,000 Lrabs in Gaza would
remain under ocsupationy or they would be incorporated into Israel,
riiging its frab minority to 25%; or they would be driven out.
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domination of most of the occupied

N hits ie conziiuzir12§1;§; threatening, OF to a two;sgzt;OiOiﬁ
tgrr1?or1§s:J2rdan imposed by imperial force. But thado E s ek
s the Ctie Israeli and Palestinian lefteso should ? aﬁ S = e
e Zih;y should instead argu§7 to move towar i ol
p?OEramme-..two states, first through some federal struc ® 5
ol or later including Jordan as well), and %atezional
2;gsgi232;rof tprust and mutual interest, towards a bi-na

arpangementese” * (pe392).

17wo states' in_ggiggig}g

: a ral
Matzpen, as noted above, advocates two statijgas asfizgz.
formula without endorsing the specific West Ban aza sch

‘general 1evel\of-principle; this makes s?ise. ?i;h :

nation would have its own 1ife, Given an adiguitietizzlrggit .

s - - = . 3 wou a

the Palestinian state, the Palestinlans : o
i i the Israeli Jews, but 1 g

turn. The scheme glves rights t? : ¥

Ziso be preferable for the Palestinianssi aft?r.all, 1n13n% cgimon

Tsraeli-Jewish/Palestinian state, the Pa}sstlnlans wou e a

greater risk of suffering subordination.™” ,

On-a very

i 1ised? There
But how could such a scheme conceivably be rea
is no natural partition line. Inside a federal:aft-upzronelcould
imagine some heavily=-irab areas of pre-196? ;srael being ceded
to the srab part of_tpé”fedgratinn; also, it would matter less

o L

that the irab territory wae smaller and less compact. But who,
what force, is going to chop up pre-1967 Israel and allocate
chunks to a completely separate state? It could only be done by
alsolutely overwhelming external force., But what external force
of such power would want, or could be trusted to, carry th?ough
such a partition? It could be carried through only by massive
population movements and against bitter hostility on all sides.
lo doubt it would be accompanied by atrocities against those =
Jews or Arabs, but mainly [Lrabs = found on the 'wrong' side of
the line. That does not look like a democratic solution.

Sunmary

-

! This bring us to the following conclusions, which should
stand as an amended version of my statement in IB 1A

1. Israel ié a settleor~ colonizl state, founded on the evie-
tion and dispossession of the Palestinians.

2. The Israeli Jews, however, now form a nation with a home=-
land in Israel.

—— i ——— - S o

** There are 3% million Israeli Jews ~ 4} Palestinians, but not all
would return. The Jews are wealthier, more educated, etc, The ..rab
states might, up to a point, weigh on the side of the Palestinians,
but the Israeli Jews also have powerful external allies.

* By 'bi-national' Chomsly means a scheme of the sort advocaoted
by left and liberal Zionists in the '30s az2nd '40s. It meant essen=
tially parsllel Jeyish and Arab parliaments, each with a veto. Even
if come Zionists meant it sincerely as a scheme for reconcili ation,
in practice it was an arrangement for giving the Zionist minority
enough power t, c¢ontinue colonisation until it became a majority,
-nd could form n Jewish state. Today it would have all the disad-
vantages of 'confessional'~type systems. T've used the term binat-
jonal in.the title of this article to underline the issue of two

VAR

nations rather than detailed constitutionsl schemes.
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3o Israel
S it ho;ds gggieizes'the wrabs in Israel as second=-class citi
tary force, and uses :h;gazs Zf the occupied territories by milif-
R - reservoir of chea :
iﬁémllllon.Palestinlans remain in forced exile golibour. HesRBa
efugees with a precarious'existencé, ' st of them

a
L]

homeiéng?eiﬁggrggvzhz iit;itiniani ?ave a right to return to their
: / o a life as a nation. 'THe™ 15 Jews
also have a right to a life as a nation. i ‘Tﬁé TR

6. In line with thes incipl | R sepl

in Israel for equality; iegizzizgteiywihzuggzztsthi ﬂribst struggle

; 1all £ : tates to imperial=-

;;F'?: sqb-imper1a1}st attacks byIsrael;.selfpdeterminatioi :brf
he urgbs‘in‘the.Oﬁcupieq‘tergitprigs. ﬂ@§§3?ﬂ8¥“ﬁ§%%@§§r{i§ ¥

g%gport the irab states in every conflict with Isrzel; we do not
vocate that Israﬁlfﬁé”&é%f?d?%d"bj'fhose states. '

.In general we support the Palestinians, as the oppressecd,
against Israel as the Oppressor. ; :

7. L8 an immediate denand, and in line with the rights of the

population of the occupied territories, wg_supporpwggggeli with=

drawal from those territories and the creation of an independent
palestinian state there. uch a mOve, however, would not be a

consistently democratic solution to the conflicts it could not
satisfy the justified demnnds of the Palestinians.

> 8 “In principle, a different 1 guomstates! partition of
Paleatine might provide a vasis for a democratic solution. In
reality such a scheme could be enforced only by overwhelming
external force: it is difficult to see how it could be part of a
programme OI which to build a united Jewish-Palestinian workers"

partye.

9. Ve therefore advocate, as a, general formula, & federal
‘state in Palestine, giving the right for the Palestinians to
roturn; enough sep jation of the two nations to enable each O
Jive as a nationgtenougd integration to secure individual rights.
and to protect minoritics.. : ;

“"fhe details of this (how close or loose the federation? the
poundarics of the provinces? measures to guard against subordina=
tion of the Palostinians within the state?) remein to pe worked

out.

10. ' The objective of z11l our policies is to work out 2 pro-
grammatic pasis for @ united Jewish-Palestinian workers' party!
which will participate in the struggle for 2 socislist federation

of the Viddle East.

Doubts and gucries

o i o S -

ot entirely catisfied with this

out the problems as 1 see
olve thef.

iaybe it is sbvious that I amn

It may be useful to spell :
ussion can redefine them or S

ational claims. If you start from the

Isracli Jews’ national claims = rejecting,gnly the obviously
jmperialist ¢laim to the occupied territories = then you are left
with the West Bank/Gaza_state - with 211 the prgb}ems as d%scussed
above. Lf you start exclusively from the Palestlnlans'_natlonal
claims, then you are Jeft either with hopelessncss (pecause they

~re not strong enough) or with = programnne of the irab states

conclusion. :
thems naybe then the disc

There are competing 1



16

conquering Israecl and holding down the Jews in much the same way
as the whites in the Southern States of the US2 were held down
in the years immediately after the Civil Wer,

Now in principle our approach as Marxists to national
conflicts should be not to align ourself with any nationalism,
but consistently to champion the democratic elements in every
national movement.

That should give us some third course, independent of the
two narrow nationalist alternatives. But then the question is:
is what I've outlined above really that third course, or is it
an attempt to square the circle?ghniartificially 'balanced' con=-
coction of shreds of the different nationalisms? I'm not sure,
Marxism and Ealesting

In conclusion, it may be useful to summarise very briefly -
as 2 check on our discussion = the historical positions of our
movement on Palestine,

In the 1920s and '30s, Marxists argued for the abandonment
of the Zionist colonisation project in Palestine = calling it a
reactionary utopia - and for the Jews already in Palestine to
unite with the Arabs and fight against British imperialism,

In 1947 the small Palestinian Trotskyist group issued the
following slogans:

"Down with the partition of Palestine. For a united and inde-
pendent irab Palestine, with full national minority rights for the
Jewish community.*

"Down with imperialist intervention in Palestine...

"Down with the irab League, instrument of imperialism. Down
with the corrupt kings and the exploiting feudelists. Long iive the
ir=b socialist revolution in the Middle East'!.

They opposed 2ll the military forces involved - Zionists, Irab
states, Lrab gucrillas - and concluded that the situation forced
on them '"the necessity of temporarily falling back on the mocest
tasks of maintaining contact between Jewish and /Arab comrades and
strengthening cadres’ for future struggles (see N.Weinstock, 'Zion-
ism, false messiah’, P.258-9).

It should be recelled that at the time Zionism was an extreme=-
1y popular causc on the broad left, and indeed a substantial sec-
tion of the French Trotskyist movement, at lecast, was more or
léss pro-Zionist. "Regardless of the political terrain on which
the Irgun ploces its struggle", wrote La Verite on 25.4.47, "we
salute in Gruncr Zgn Irgun martxg7 a determined fighiter for Pale-
stinian independence’’, Org ""the action of the Irgun, at the pre=-
sent stage, is objectively anti-imperialist™ (21.3.47).

The creation of the Isrceli stote, and its consolidation
through mass Jewish immigretion in 1948-51, changed the situation,
There was no Palestinian national movement. But from about 1952
a wave of anti-imperialist struggles swept the irab countries.

In 1959 Michel Pablo, then a central leader of the would-oe
Trotskyist mainstream, wrote: "The only fair solution for Z?he
* ;. federal Palestine was proposed in 1947 by the minority on the
UN committee - India, Iran, Yugoslavia, Both /irab and Jewish
leaders rejected it,
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Palestinian refugee§7‘ painful and explosive, problem is their re-
installation in Palestine... the present state of Israel being
absorbed as a national minority enjoying a regime of self-govern-
ment and full cultural freedoms within a United /irab Republic of
the Middle East" (!'The 4irab Revolution', p.37).

Similar formulas - such as 'self-determination for the Israeli
Jews within a socialist feder=ztion of the Middle East' ~ were
widely used among Trotskyists, for example by us in 1967. Workers!
Eight no.1 (0ct,.1967) rccomnended "breaking from racialist Zionism
su’ thz role of imperialist stooge, and turning to friendly coop=-
eration with the Lrab states against imperialism., The precondition
for.such a change is n end to the exclusively Jewish (Xionist)
nature of the State of Israel, bringing to an end the oppression of
the irab minority. Israel must withdraw from the sccupied terri-
tories and pay for reinstating and compensating a2ll the refugees =
from '67 and '48",

In the late 1960s and early 1970s the situation changed in
two ways. ..n autonomous Palestinian movement developed (from the
late 1960s), and proposed the 'democratic, secular state' formula,
From about 1973 it became ¢lear that the '.rab revolution' had
essentially run its course, and that US imperialism was shifting
from its almost-exclusive reliance on Israel (in the 1960s) to a
policy of seeking to work through both the irab states and Israel.

Many Trotskyists, including us, took up the democratic, secu=-
lar state formula. Others didn't., Lutte Ouvriere remained with the
old formula; so did the USFI majority. The USFI majority, however,
tended to transform it into a riddle-me=-ri: self-determination for
the Israeli Jews after the socialist revolution in the Middle East
and after the destruction of Zionism and the Isracli state. This
means they have no democratic programme now, before the socialist
revolution; also they have a strange scenario of destroying the
Isrneli Jews' present state and then giving them another, supposed=-

1y guaranteed free of Zionist coloration.

We had a debate in 1977 on the 'West bank state'! proposal,
(See Workers ..ction nos.54, 55). The view of the majority was
that while we might not oppose the Palestinians taking such a
mini-state as the best possible in the circumstances, objectively
it could be asscssed as nothing better than a defeat for the
Palestinian cause: "a 'way forward'... only into an ./rab reserva=
tion or Bantustan...™

-~



