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Paper and the Mandate, and brought freedom to the young Jewish
nation in Palestine.

Under the White Paper Jewish immigration was to be limited
to 75,000 during the next five years, after which it was to end com-
pletely unless the Arabs of Palestine were willing to permit more to
enter. It was no longer only a question of how this would affect
the Yishuv. At stake was the fate of hundreds of thousands, fleeing
bestial torture and annihilation, and seeking refuge in the land
many of them regarded as their own. This lent a new dimension
to the heroism of those Palestinian men and women who defied the
White Paper to bring in illegal refugee ships, who parachuted
behind the Nazi lines to organize resistance and rescue, and who in
the postwar years harried the British with bomb and bullet.

But at first resistance in Palestine, as had been the case in the
American colonies, had limited aims, seeking only the annulment
of the White Paper. As the movement developed, however, re-
sistance was transformed into a fight for independence.

The national struggle unleashed by the White Paper also
became an arena of class struggle. The issue of resistance or sur-
render to imperialism tended to reflect class alignments. It was
from the workers and co-operative farmers that the main impetus
in the fight for freedom came, and they carried with them a con-
siderable section of the urban lower middle class. A limited and
inconsistent impulse in this direction also came from the industrial-
ists—often in the extreme chauvinist form represented by the reac-
tionary Revisionist Party and its offspring, the Irgun Tsvai Leumi.
But the industrialists were not a factor independent of the com-
mercial and financial bourgeoisie—or from the British and Ameri-
can investors in Palestine industry. In general the capitalist interests,
bound by a thousand threads to their counterparts in the “mother”
country, resisted any move which might weaken that profitable
relationship. On the other hand, the Revisionists reflected to some
extent American capitalist influence, which was not averse to loosen-
ing the British grip on Palestine in favor of the American.

The class struggle within the national liberation movement also
forced a temporary rift in the marriage of the bourgeoisie and
Social-Democracy, symbolized in the long-standing alliance of Dr.
Chaim Weizmann, president of the World Zionist Organization,
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and David Ben Gurion, head of the Palestine Labor Party (Mapai).
From that time till after the establishment of the Jewish state the
leadership of the Labor Party vacillated under pressure from both
the Right and the Left. At the twenty-first Zionist Congress, which
met three months after the issuance of the White Paper and on the’
eve of the new world war, Ben Gurion, who became the spokesman
of the “activist” group in Mapai, urged a departure from the Weiz-
mann policy, though not a clean break with it. But Weizmann
continued to sing the old tune. “Our quarrel is not with Great
Britain,” he said in his opening address to the congress, “but with
those responsible for her present Palestine policy.” And he went on:
“Qur policy has not failed. It is others who have failed us. We
trusted Great Britain. We relied upon her good faith. We still
desire to do so. Is it our fault if some of her representatives for
some reason find it expedient to abuse that trust?” He urged that
the Jewish people rely on educating public opinion and meanwhile
work within the framework of the White Paper
Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver, one of the leaders of the American.
Zionist delegation, supported Weizmann and warned against “ex-
tremist measures.” Flowever, moOst Zionist leaders found it necessary
to swim at least partway with the stream while secking to prevent

it from becoming 2 flood that would sweep away the pillars of -

British power.
Within the Zionist movement organized mass initiative against

the White Paper came from the Left wing of the Palestine Labor
Party. This Left wing, which also demanded a more militant policy
on internal labor issues, broke with Mapai in 1944 and formed a
party of its oW, Hatnua Leachdut Haavoda (Movement for the
Unity of Labor), known too as Achdut Haavoda. (It is now part
of the United Workers Party.) Achdut Haavoda was also beset
with many confusions and shied away from demanding inde-
pendence, but it became a dynamic force in the Hagana and was
largely responsible for creating the Palmach, the Hagana’s assault
troops, which later played a decisive role in Tsrael’s liberation war.

There was one group in the Yishuv which over the years had
rejected Zionism and Zionist policy. This group, the Communist
Party, had consistently opposed imperialism and fought for inde-
pendence and Jewish-Arab co-operation. The Communists, how-
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times their acts, like the Irgun’s bombing of the King David Hotel
in Jerusalem, served no useful purpose and brought unnecessary
reprisals against the Yishuv. Moreover, reared in the Revisionist
tradition, they were socially reactionary and anti-labor. And their
extreme anti-Arab chauvinism served to strengthen Britain’s grip
on Palestine by fomenting strife between its two peoples. Thus,
whatever the Irgun’s contribution to the underground battle against
Britain, this no more altered its basically reactionary character than
did the resistance of the Metaxas government in Greece to the

4o alter its basically fascist character.

Italian invasion in 19
At the same time it is also true that Hagana’s activity suffered
And the

from its subordination to the dominant Zionist policy:
frequent condemnations of the Irgun and the Stern group on the
part of Hagana and the Zionist leadership reflected in part their
reluctance to break completely with the British oppressor and launch
the national revolutionary struggle for independence. '

The military actions of all the underground organizations need
to be viewed in proper perspective. In the United States highly
inflated claims have been made concerning the Irgun’s role; it has
even been said that because of its “valiant fight . . - the whole
structure of the British regime collapsed, making possible . . -
establishment of the state of Israel.”® The fact is that nothing like
warfare of even the guerrilla type took place. Without minimizing
the courage and skill of the rank and file of all three underground
groups, their combined forces and operations were t00 limited to
have caused the British lion to more than flick his tail.

The military actions did, however, have an important political
and moral effect, especially among 2 people reared for years in
corrosive collaborationism. Coming in the midst of mounting

litical struggle, which found expression not only in mass resistance
to the White Paper, but in joint Jewish-Arab strikes against British
enterprises, they contributed to sharpening the conflict with the
mandatory power and raising the fighting spirit of the Yishuv.
They speeded the process by which the Jewish community Was
transformed from an instrument of British policy into its opposite.
They also helped arouse support abroad which acted as a deterrent
to the larger and more ruthless suppressions which the British
would have launched had they not hesitated to defy world opinion.
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Zionist leaders too—had completely failed to understand the main-
springs of Soviet policy. They did not comprehend that Soviet
hostility to Zionism did not mean hostility to the Jewish national
struggle in Palestine, any more than Soviet sympathy for Arab
national aspirations meant support of the reactionary Arab leaders.
Soviet policy, guided by Leninist-Stalinist principles, had always
opposed imperialism in the Middle East, as elsewhere, and had
always sympathized with any people fighting to free itself from
alien misrule. When, as a result of developments in Palestine and
internationally, the relations between the Yishuv and the mandatory
power changed and the Jewish community moved against Britain
and toward independence, the Soviet Union necessarily lent its
support to the national aspirations of bots Palestinian peoples.

Moreover, this was not a policy based on ephemeral tactical con-

siderations. Throughout the difficult trials that followed the U.N.

decision the U.S.S.R. alone among the great powers demonstrated
genuine friendship for Israel and fidelity to the partition resolution.
This was because only 7zs policy was based on that consistent anti-
imperialism and defense of the right of national self-determination
which characterize the whole of Soviet foreign policy.

The historic speech of the Soviet representative, Andrei Gro-
myko, before the United Nations General Assembly on May 14,
1947, ignited the imagination and the hope of mankind. He alone
among the spokesmen of the great powers recalled the sufferings
the Jewish people had undergone at the hands of the fascist hang-
men. Rejecting rival nationalist demands for Jewish or Arab
dominance in all of Palestine, Gromyko declared that “the lawful
interests both of the Jewish and of the Arab peoples of Palestine
can be defended in a proper manner only by the creation of one
dual, democratic Arab-Jewish state.” However, if the special U.N.
investigating committee found that “the deterioration of relations
between Jews and Arabs” made this impossible, Palestine would
have to be divided into two independent states.®

In these two alternatives Gromyko outlined what in essence
became the minority and majority reports of the UN. special com-
mittee. His speech and the subsequent active support of the major-
ity’s partition plan by the US.S.R. and the people’s democracies
provided ‘a rallying point for democratic public opinion in all
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countries, including the United States. As Lillie Schultz pointed:’
out in The Nation, the Russians “were the only big power to dis-
lay firmness and morality. . . . They alone among the major
delegations dared to challenge the role, the record, and the participa-
tion of the Mufti and his Arab Higher Committee. And it was the
Russians who at every point tried to prevent the attrition of the
majority report and to secure for the Jews their just demands.”*
Meanwhile the American government for months sat on the
fence. Because of its own conflict with Britain in the Middle East,
as well as domestic political considerations, it did not wish directly
to oppose the Soviet position or the UN. committee’s majority
report. Soviet initiative and Washington’s marking time provided
an opportunity for certain countries to venture away from Washing-
ton’s apron strings. A particularly honorable role was played by
Guatemala and Uruguay. Finally, on October 11, five months and
thirteen days after the opening of the special U.N. Assembly session,
and thirty-eight days after the report of the United Nations Special
Committee on Palestine, the American delegation made known its

stand. Formal support of partition, however, could not entirely -

conceal the active efforts of the powerful oil lobby, together with the
State and War Departments, {0 frustrate any democratic solution
of the Palestine problem. “Far from supporting the U.N. report
vigorously, the US. delegation permitted its indifference to become
known to the states under American influence,” wrote L. F. Stone.'’
President Truman, under pressure from millions of American sup-
porters of partition, made only feeble gestures at halting this sabo-
tage. Nevertheless, on November 29, 1947, the groundswell for
partition won the necessary two-thirds vote in the General Assem-
bly: 33-13 with ten abstentions.

The U.N. proposed, but Anglo-American imperialism attempted
to dispose after its own fashion despite the fact that the United
States had participated in this solemn international decision. While
Britain cynically set about to obstruct partition, create chaos, and
incite bloody Arab assaults on the Jews, the American government’s
more oblique sabotage grew bolder. On December 6, one week
after the partition VvOte, the United States imposed an embargo on
arms shipments to the Middle East. This not only placed the
aggressors on an equal footing with the victim of aggression, but
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17 By that time the Arab states had
amassed large stocks of arms, while the Jewish equipment was 2
joke. A Soviet amendment to the resolution that would have
ordered the “immediate withdrawal of all armed groups which have
invaded Palestine from the outside,” was defeated® Thus the
United States succeeded in making the United Nations a party to
abetting aggressive war, in violation of its own decision.

In the special Assembly session the American trusteeship plan,
which sought to place Palestine under the rule of a governor gen-
eral responsible to the Trusteeship Council—in which the USS.R.
was at that time not rcprcscnttd——bngged down in endless discus-
sion. Conflicting forces operated to create 2 stalemate. With the
Presidential election only a few months off, Washington was unwill-
ing to take the onus of introducing a formal resolution for trustee-
ship and instead presented its proposal as a working paper. Most
countries usually in the American bloc were, however, reluctant to
sponsor this unsavory scheme. The Soviet Union, her allies, and a -
few others fought hard to save partition. And the Zionist General
Council, responding to the mood of Palestine Jewry, rejected all
foreign control and announced its determination to set up an
independent state}® Thus the eve of May 15, the date when the
British were abandoning the Mandate, came with the Assembly

still wrangling over what to do or not to do.

countries involved in hostilities.

FIGHT FOR LIFE

But the Jews of Palestine were implementing p
selves—with their blood. Fighting the assault, first, of the Mufti’s
bands, then of the «yolunteers” from other Arab countries, and
finally of the invasion armies of five Arab states, the Jewish people
were waging a magnificent war of national liberation. Before the
irreversible achievements and grandeur of that struggle, supported
by Russia and her allies and by ordinary folk in all countries, the
machinations of the world’s two mightiest imperialist powers proved

of no avail.
Those of us who were in Palestine shortly before the proclama-

tion of the Jewish state will never forget our first view of that fight
for freedom. Haifa had just been liberated from the Mufti’s bands
that for nearly five months had terrorized the city. The streets were

artition them-
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personal airplane, the Sacred Cow, was offered to members of the
Jewish Agency Executive then in the United States to fly them to
Jerusalem, if they would agree to take up with their colleagues
there the possible postponement of a proclamation of independ-
ence.”®

Behind the conspiracy against Israel has lain a larger objective.
Wrote The Nation: “With the aim of isolating the Russians in the
United Nations and bending every policy to the single end of
preparing for war against the Soviet Union, this military clique
[dominating American foreign policy] has decided upon, and is

carrying through, the appeasement of the Arab states, is pushing .

China and even France to support its position, and is urging the
British to remain in Palestine on the score of securing bases for
common action against the Soviet Union.”?® In other words, the
Palestine policy was the evil fruit of the Truman Doctrine and the
Marshall Plan.

With the creation of the Jewish state, the old guard of imperial-

ism did not surrender. There opened a new sordid chapter, called

United Nations mediation and conciliation, though a more accurate
name would be Anglo-American strangulation. It is usually for-
gotten that U.N. mediation in Palestine was the offspring of the
Washington-London efforts to kill partition and prevent the birth
of the Jewish state. In a last-minute attempt to salvage a new
betrayal out of the stalemate on the trusteeship plan, the American
delegation introduced a draft resolution in the Assembly, calling
on Jews and Arabs to take no political action and appointing a
UN. commissioner to negotiate between them. Supporters of
partition succeeded in climinating all reference to suspending
political action and changed “commissioner” to “mediator,” who
was authorized to “promote a peaceful adjustment of the situation
in Palestine.”**

This “peaceful adjustment” took the form of the Bernadotte
Plan, of which a preview was presented on July 4, 1948, and a final,
somewhat modified version on September 20. The report of the
U.N. Mediator, Count Folke Bernadotte, proposed: (1) to reward
the aggressors by depriving Isracl of the Negev, thus reducing its
territory to about two-fifths of what was projected in the partition
plan; (2) joining the Negev to Britain's puppet state of Trans-
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jordan (now known as Jordan); (3) converting Haifa into a free
port and the Lydda airport, the best in Palestine, into a free airport,
in effect handing them over to foreign interests; (4) placing
Jerusalem under United Nations control (in the first version of his
plan Bernadotte proposed giving it to Jordan); (5) returning the
Arab refugees who had fled from Jewish territory; (6) setting up a
United Nations conciliation commission.?

The Bernadotte Plan, it was charged by an American journalist
with excellent contacts in official quarters, “was written by repre-
sentatives of the State Department and the British Foreign Office
in collaboration with the late United Nations mediator and thé
present acting mediator, Ralph Bunche.”?® (The latter is a former
State Department official.)

At the session of the UN, General Assembly, which opened in
Paris the day after the publication of the Bernadotte report, Sec-
retary of State Marshall and Foreign Minister Bevin formally
endorsed it. In Tel Aviv an Israeli government spokesman virtually
accepted the Bernadotte Plan as a basis for negotiations, mildly
seeking to differentiate between its “good” and “bad” features*'
With hostilities in Palestine halted by the U.N. before a decisive
defeat had been dealt to any of the Arab states, and with the truce
and mediation machinery controlled by Americans operating under
the United Nations flag, it seemed to the faint-hearted, as well as
to the evil-hearted, that Israel’s goose was cooked.

But again a constellation of the same international factors, plus
the action of Israel’s gallant people, decided otherwise. And thanks
to the Soviet stand and the lack of support for the Bernadotte Plan
among other delegations, the attitude of the Isracli government
stiffened. In the midst of the discussion the people of Israel, unable
to tolerate any longer the repeated violations of the truce by the
Arab states, took matters into their own hands: in mid-October the
army of Israel struck in the Negev and in rapid thrusts drove the
Egyptians out of important positions and captured Beersheba.
Apart from its military results, this action caused the enemies of
Israel in the United Nations to turn their attention temporarily
away from the Bernadotte Plan and concentrate on efforts to compel
the Israeli army to withdraw to its former positions. Attempts of
Britain’s Sir Alexander Cadogan, discreetly abetted by America’s
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Senator Austin, to impose U.N. sanctions against Israel were
repeatedly frustrated by Gromyko’s successor, Yakov A. Malik—
“Israel’s best friend on the Security Council,” as the correspondent
of the New York Herald Tribune called him.2®

But immediately after the American election the United States
struck hard, forcing through the Security Council, over Russian
and Ukrainian objections, a resolution carrying the threat of tough
sanctions against Israel. “With the American elections out of the
way,” wrote John G. Rogers in the Herald Tribune of November s,
1948, “the United States delegation switched its position again and
not only supported the proposal, but also sponsored a successful
amendment which, in a sense, went to even more extreme measures
than were proposed by Great Britain, the original author of the
sanctions resolution.”

In the General Assembly the Washington-London axis suc-
ceeded in putting through a resolution creating a conciliation
commission of three states.”® But they were forced to abandon their
demagogic proposal to have this commission function on the dual
basis of the Bernadotte Plan and the original U.N. partition resolu-
tion. Earlier a Russian resolution had been introduced, providing
for “the immediate withdrawal of all foreign troops and foreign
military personnel from the territory of the Jewish and Arab states
in Palestine.”®° It died a-borning.

Though the Bernadotte report was thus officially shelved, the
designs of its real authors were not. Washington handpicked the
Conciliation Commission, its membership consisting of the United
States and two of its semi-dependencies, Turkey and France. But
before the commission could begin its work the people of Israel
again took matters into their own hands, their army exploding a
new offensive in the last week of December, 1948, that drove the
Egyptians out of all of Palestine except for a coastal strip in the
South. The Israeli government, under American and British pres-
sure, cut short the campaign and yielded vital points in the subse-
quent armistice agreement with Egypt. Both actions were sharply
criticized in Israel.

Throughout 1949 the United States continued to squeeze Israel,
utilizing the Conciliation Commission as well as more direct means
in an effort to exact territorial and other concessions. In July, 1949,
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Britain announced that it would resume arms shipments to the Arab

* states, thus ignoring the UN. embargo. In August the United

States, in response to a recommendation by Ralph Bunche, pressured
the Security Council, over the protests of Israel, into lifting its arms
ban.8! At the time this action was taken Britain had increased its
annual military subsidy to Transjordan from $ro million to $14
million; Syrian military expenditures had been raised so that they
constituted more than half the budget; Egypt had announced the
largest military appropriations in its history; Lebanon had for the
first time introduced compulsory military service and greatly in-
creased its arms budget. And Israel, which had been denied arms
when it desperately needed them—with the United States taking
the lead in that denial—was being told its respite from aggression
must be converted into a frenzied effort to match the military
preparations of the Arab states, even though this would mean, as
the Tel Aviv correspondent of the New York Times, Gene Cur-
rivan, put it, “diverting funds earmarked for resettlement and
economic rehabilitation to defensive requirements.”*® And the
entire Middle East was being plunged into an armaments race that
could lead only to economic exhaustion and war.

At the second anniversary of the partition decision the United
Nations, meeting again at Lake Success, had before it a new plan
for extending the Anglo-American domain in Palestine: the pro-
posal of the Conciliation Commission, which Washington held in
the hollow of its hand, to “internationalize” Jerusalem under the
authority of the UN. This proposal would in effect have recog-
nized and legalized the seizure of most of the Arab part of
Palestine, including the Old City of Jerusalem, by the British
puppet, King Abdullah of Jordan. And it would have placed
Jerusalem under a U.N. commissioner responsible to the General
Assembly where Washington was in a position to dictate policy.
The United States pressed for the adoption of its plan, rejecting the
pleas of Israel's government that only the Holy Places be inter-
nationalized and that the New City of Jerusalem, which had been
so heroically defended by Jewish arms, be assigned to Isracl.

Unfortunately the Isracli government’s proposal had an un-
official and unexpressed appendix: Tel Aviv was engaged in secret
negotiations with Jordan, widely reported in the press, for an
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agreement which would recognize Abdullah’s right to retain the
Old City and the other fruits of his brutal aggression against Israel.
This meant agreeing to British scizure of a slice of Palestine.
Neither before nor during the U.N. session did Israel’s government
raise the demand that Abdullah’s British guns, which were men-
acing Israel, be removed from the Old City and from the rest of
Arab Palestine. Under the circumstances both the Washington-
dictated Conciliation Commission plan and the government of
Israel plan (in its actual form) would have resulted in strengthening
imperialist positions to the detriment of Jews and Arabs.

The Israeli government’s proposal proved to have little support
in the United Nations. The debate centered around the kind of
internationalization to be adopted. An alternative proposal by
Australia provided for a more complete internationalization that
conformed to the Vatican’s ideas, while leaving Jerusalem’s fate in
the hands of the American-controlled Conciliation Commission.
Some type of reactionary “internationalization” seemed certain of
adoption when the Soviet Union stepped in and by drastic amend-
ments to the Australian plan changed its character. The amend-
ments eliminated the Conciliation Commission from the proposal
(though the U.S.S.R. did not succeed in abolishing the commission
entirely), placed the international regime under the supervision of
the UN. Trusteeship Council, in which the Soviet Union has an
important voice, provided for greater democratization of the
Jerusalem setup, and in general brought the plan into harmony
with what had been projected for the Holy City in the original
partition resolution. The Australian-Soviet proposal passed by 38
to 14, with 7 abstentions, the United States and Britain, as well as
Israel, voting against it. Once more, thanks to the US.S.R. and its
allies, imperialism had suffered a rebuff in Palestine.

For Israel all this should underline the experience of two
turbulent, glorious and inglorious years: there is no sanctuary in
imperialism; there is no refuge among those whose business is
tyranny and war.

34

III. Cockpit of Empire

In Israel you are conscious more of Europe than of Asia. It is
a Europe torn out of Poland, Rumania, Hungary, Germany,
twisted and seared by the Hitler horror. Yet somehow all this that
is so terribly alive already belongs to the past. Europe recedes. And
America for these people exists only as a gargantuan political and
financial enigma that smiles or frowns on Israel. Chiefly and almost
exclusively you are conscious of Israel. This national self-preoccupa-
tion shuts out for most Israclis not only the thunder of approaching
global storms, but even the lightning of the immediate neighbor-
hood. Who would guess, from reading Zionist literature, that Israel
is situated not on an elysian island, but in the vortex of the Middle
East? Who would know, from the lyrical books and pamphlets,
that Zionism chose to solve—after its fashion—the Jewish problem
in the very spot where giant powers and trusts had chosen to solve—
after their fashion—problems of their own?

The flight from Europe has intensified the mood of immersion
in Isracl. Yet the Yishuv’s own experiences in the last few years
have certainly dented and cracked the isolationist shell and thrust
the rude realities of world politics and economics into the conscious-
ness of large numbers of its citizens. But it would be an exaggera-
tion to say that the majority have already shed illusions and the
tendency to discount the explosive milieu that surrounds them.

One does not have to go far to encounter a striking physical
expression of the Middle East reality. Squatting against the Haifa
skyline are the yellow, funnel-shaped turrets of the British-owned
oil refineries: a reminder that Israel’s problems would be relatively
simple, that it would not have had to fight a war in the very act
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