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A REPLY TO CLOVIS MAKSOUD

ON THE ISSUE OF ISRAEL AND ZIONISM

By HAL DRAPER

iIn-the last two issues of LABOR ACTION we
‘have published an article by a representative
Aliab socialist spokesman, Comrade Clovis
Maksoud, giving the -Arab socialist position on
dsrael.as he sees it. That article was, moreover,
written-at our invitation. And we -‘welcome this
opportunity for such an exchange of views.

The fact that we disagree quite vigorously with ifs
sentral thesis-on Israel does not, to us, lessen the value
pf bringing such- a-discussion out into the open.

: 7It-is easy to understand Comrade Maksoud’s resent-
ment at the treatment of this question by -most Euro-
. Ppean:and American socialists. It is not simply that the

* latter often tend to be pro-Zionist. That is a point of
wiew towhich they are entitled. But Comrade Maksoud
#writes us, and he has indicated in his article, that it
has been virtually impossible for the . Arab socialist
wiewpoint to get itself heard.in these quarters.- Their
press. has -refused: to print any articles by him or his
eomrades. The Arab. viewpoint has been dealt with by
. —#imple suppression. This .applies to -the British ‘Labor
Ppress. as .others, .he charges. :

It is no surprise to us that the press-and leadership
of the social-democracies:behave this way, for all their
talk of.‘being “tolerant” *“democratic socialists” who
bhave a:very special ‘horror of “Bolshevik” suppression
of opinion. On the contrary, it is typical. They will
often give space to minority-points of view-when these
represent . internal forces strong enough so that they
cannot- be ignored. -But -they” have no or little -concept
of the-inherent -educational value of an open counter-
position of views. -

- ~“The attitude of LABoR AcTioN and the ISL on this
matter has always been different, almost distinctiwe.

‘We have gone out of our way, when in our opinion the _
ends of political education would be furthered, to pub- *

lish-points of view with which we disagree. To be sure,
we have always stoutly defended our own position
against these; and we always will, because we are not
4 characterless “open forum” but a socialist movement;
but the openness of our columns to political dispute
and disagreement of an educational nature is a nearly
unique feature. £ C

In view of the Arab socialists’ experiences with. the
European social-democracies and laborifes of the Social-
#st International, we make the above clear iin order %o
feave no uncertainty as to why we have given, their posi-
#ion so much space, and alse why we believe it necessary
Fo criticize it.

Our Alternative to Chauvinism-

In fair-sized passages throughout his article Com-

rade Maksoud felt it necessary to devote a good deal of -

attention to the attitudes of European socialists, as he
found- them, even though these remarks did not bear
directly. on the mooted question of Israel. We quite
sympathize -with his feeling that the Socialist Inter-
" mational is shot through with opportunism, confusion,
#and unsocialist policies and practices. In our resolu-
tions we have ourselves expressed the hopes which we
have for the further progressive development of the
Asian socialists who federated at -Rango'oﬁ_, separate
and-apart from the effete reformists of Europe. We
would share the resentment which he expresses at' the
eondescendingly paternal.attitude of the Europeans to
most Asian socialists—we would call it bluntly chauvi-
nistic. Comrade Maksoud’s general remarks on such
gquestions as “practicality” (when he polemized against
~ the European socialist attitude) were in our eyes abso-.
Yutely sound and indeed elementary precepts of genuine
socialism. .
+"In Britain, where he ds now studying, Comrade Mak-
:soud has clearly gotten a heavy -dose of that thoroughly
chauvinistic ‘attitude -toward other poeples = (including

-alement in :British -LaboriSm-as in -continental reform-
ipmoand.inyether: types-of isocial-democrats,
bee o.M : tional

Athe- socialists' of other peoples) -which is so heavy an-

Thus, he is absolutely correct in_pointing with special
indignation to the pro-Zionist argument that “Arabs
were incapable of developing their areas.’ presumably
inherently, and that therefore a Jewish state was neces-
sary to “civilize” the Middle East. This is absolutely
mnothing else than a Zionist version of the notorious
white-man’s-burden- theory; and if .it was so easy for
European social-democrats to agree with the Zionists
on this, that was so_because of their common ground
in imperialistic chauvinist attitudes.

In our present discussion of -(and argument against)
the Arab-sacialist view, the whole basis .of the question
will, 1 think, be quite different from that .which.Comrade
Maksoud and his comrades are accustomed to meet and
deal with. _

As we see it, for one thing, ours is an attempt to
develop a position from a Marxist internationalist
standpoint. And above all, we approach the problem as
opponents of Zionism .and.of Zionist ideology and
polities.

As I read Comrade Maksoud’s article, my feeling is
that he has not appreciated the full force and potenti-
alities of -a socialist, anti-Zionist position like ours, per-
haps.because of its unfamiliarity; and- we will have to
devote some space to presenting it as an alternative to
the Arab socialists’ grievous mistake in calling for the
overthrow of the state of Israel. S

That is what is in question here, and nothing else;
although of course there is a long list of related ideas
in dispute that lie behind such a conclusion.

Theirs Is No Solufion At All

Comrade Maksoud’s conclusion. is. to..demand “the
emasculation of Israel’s sovereignty,” to do away with
-this state’s “sovereign, separate; isolated .and indepen-
dent .existence.” Instead, the Palestinian Jews are -to
be given merely “cultural autonomy.” B

Plainly, it would be simpler to make clear .that. the
state of Israel is to be conquered and crushed, by force
of arms in a war, annexed to some Arab state or group
of states, and thus wiped out. This is the “solution” to
the Israel question of which Maksoud speaks.

We will argue that it is no "solution” at all, since it

will solve nothing and mean merely -the continuation of
the present impasse in a different form. That ‘it cannot

bring the peace of which Maksoud speaks. That it will -

not save the Arab peoples from being pawns of imperial-
ism. That it will not be the key to unlock the revolution-
ary energies of the Arabs, as Maksoud thinks.

- In fact, we have here, I think, a typical -exkample of
bisymmetric mistakes. Maksoud has this in common
with the Zionist ideology: the insistence that the fate
of Israel as a state is inseparable from the fate of
Zionism. His insistence that Israel must be forcibly
everthrown is the “other side of the coin” of the Zion-

of persecuting the Arab minority. _

_At any rate, that’s the way we see it, and so will we
argue. This bisymmetri¢ pattern has certain inevitable
consequences. It is well-nigh-inevitable that we.will be
denounced by Zionists for even printing Maksoud’s
article. And I'm afraid, under the circumstances, that
it was just as inevitable that Maksoud should wind up
by charging that we are not really anti-Zionist (because
we won’t go for the overthrow of Israel); that we may
be against Zionist “excesses” but.aecept “basic Zionist
theory.”

Thus Maksoud hurls into the same (Zionist) camp
all those who would .oppose his “solution” of war
against Israel.

That is not an advisable thing for him to do.

~ If the Arab socialists insist that pro-Zionism is the

only alternative to their call for war against Israel, they
will surely help to convince a great many waverers that
:the Zionists are-the preferable side.

Thus bisymmetric mistakes always feed on each
-other. -(It-works the other way too.-When-the Arab so-
-.cialists meet only chauvinistic arguments against them,

they.are reinfq in’theiz-mistake.) « - oo o

ist-chauvinist concept of the “Jewish state” and policy -

We draw a firm line between (1) fighting Zionism, its
ideology and politics; fichting against the Zionist poli-
tics which are the official policies of the state of Israel,
and against the Zionist leadership which is the official
government of the state of Israel; and (2) fighting
to overthrow the state of Israel as such.

Now, this distinction is simple .as ABC. 1# may be
wrong in Maksoud's eyes. .It may .be a mistake in his
opinion. He has a right to argue #hat we should be
against both, both Zionism and the state of Israel as such.
But he should not close his eyes to the fact that this dis-
tinction must be made.

Yet he insists on dbing so. On June 7 last, we had
explained the difference by referring to an analogy
with Stalinist Russia. We stressed that there was a
big difference between being anti-Stalinist and anti-
Russian. (Or being anti-Nazi and anti-German). So
also, we. .said, one must not mix up anti-Zionist and
anti-Israel, in exactly the same sense.

In each case, it is plain, you have a political move-
ment (with its- accompanying didéology, :philosophy, pro-
gram, institutions, “organizational formulas,” economic
theories, ete.) and at a given time this political move-
ment (Stalinism, Nazism, Zionism) is in control of a
state—to the disadvantage of the.people of that state.

Everybody knows how easy iti:has been for reac-
tionary varieties of “anti-Communism” to pass -over
into anti-Russian fulminations. It was easy for anti-
Nazism to mask a chauvinistic.anti-Germanism, and it
does so to this-day all over Britain and France and in
the British Labor Party. If-was -gasy for reactionaries,
in the U. 8. after Pearl Harbar, to.whip up lynch senti-
ment against -all Japanese -people, -even against Japa-
nese-Americans, with filthy. phrases Jike “yellow mon-
keys.” .

In the case under discussion; we also-have a relation-
ship between a state and a political movement which
dominates, and controls “its: government today. As we
said, this political movement: @ionism (like the analogy
of Stalinism) has -its own :distinctive ““philosophy,”
program, ete. -

Basic Distinction
Maksoud rejects the.compazison. I confess that I can-

not even follow his reasoning. at that point. With re-
gard to Communism (Stélinism),-he agrees tHat—

“. . . the opponents of this: system must distin—
guish between the - structural, sinstitutional and
methodological featuzes of Communism, or for that
matter any other system, and the ppepple who live
under that system.” 4

But it is “different” for Zionism, he argues—

“Zionism is not an institutional or organizational
formula. It.is not a theory.of how-a istatei ought to
“be run or the econemy organized; It is a movement
to create a state for a ‘Jewish nation.’” .

But Stalinism is not an “institutional or organization
formula” either—not simply, and not even mainly. To
be sure, it has:its.characteristic “institutions” (like the
MVD) and its charaecteristic “organizati&rgal formulas”
—but -Zionism' has its characteristic institutions, etc.,
also. ’

_Above all, _Stalinism arose as a.pelitical movement,
with a certain . political “philosophy,” which captured

.a state, It proceeded to “create” a new. state in its own

image.

Of course, there :are several thousand differences be-
tween Stalinism and Zionism which could be mentioned
to confuse the analogy; but none of them are relevant
to the very, very simple point:

It is possible to be .onti-Stalinist -without being anti-
Russidn. It is possible' to be anti-Nazi without being
anti-German. It is passible to be anti-Zionist without
being anti-Israel,

When_ Con:zrade ‘Maksoud denies .this, then we feel
that he is failing to see. the very problem, let alone the
correct socialist solution to it.

_If he denies that it'is even possible to be anti-Zionist
without being for the overthrow of Israel, then it is in-
deed difficult for him to grapple with the issues as they
present themselves to the minds of most socialists, and
not only those with a pro-Zionist bias.* ’

In our view, this distinetion between being anti-
Zionist and anti-Israel is the nub; but we must still

*In fact, one could raise a question about what Mak-
soud means by Zionism. In his article in L4 for June 7,
he wrote: “Zionism is 2 movement which seeks to make
religion the rallying factor of a nation. As such it is
self-contained, mystical and intolerant of other reli-
%mn:l ;;E,races {cf. the treatment of Arab minorities in
srael).” - :

It is just not true that Zionism makes relicion th
“ra]lyu}g factor.” Surely Maksoud must know %hat fog
the majority of Zionists it is a secular movement; many.
if not most Zionist leaders have even been atheists or
agnostics, or at least quite unreligious; ete.. Here Mak-
soud misses the whole point about the Zionist mystigue
and the Zionist form of Jewish nationalism: the Zion-,
ist looks .on Jewry as being united not by their religion
(lfd att;ls_r) but b;r thelilr Jinher(-n'n: Jewish “nationality,”
an 18 goes for all Jews everywhere by vir
birth and “tribal” blood. v 4 e

And Zionism' is not neecessarily intolerant of “other
religions or races.” ‘Within Israel it does not advocate
discrimination .against Christians, for example. The
one religion of .which it is most intolerant is—reform-
Judaism (and not Islam)! and that basically for rea-
sons of state and not theology. Its disgraceful _and
cru_n{nal ‘persecution of the Arab minority is based on
political reasons; it is a political..and social persecu-
tion; not:a religious persecution.

Maksoud here seunds as.if he
religious.fanatics ‘or zealots! N
from ‘the mark, g
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ﬂielr (all for War on Israel Is a Grievous Error...

go on to discuss Comrade Maksoud s positive reasons
for being in favor of wiping out Israel as a state. The
first of these is bound up with his argument'that Israel
had no right to existence in the first place.

At this point Comrade Maksoud’s article presented
a rebutgal to the ISL resolutions, which we had sent
him for his information. But his presentatwn of our
position was both maccurate and inadequate, we think.
In any case, it will be useful to sketch our point of
view in at this stage of the argument. As we see it,
Maksoud’s error will be most apparent when it is seen
on the background of our own approach to the question.

Zionism and Imperialism

We have always been opposed to the Zionist program
of setting up a “Jewish state” by carving it out of an-
other people’s country (Palestine) against the will of
the latter. .

During. most of the history of Ziemsm. it has sougM to
become the willing tool of some imperialist exploiter who
would: foist the Zionist aim upon Palestine for its own
imperialist reasons. Zionism began in the 19th century
by. offering itself to Turkey in that role. After the Balfour
Declaration it willingly prostituted itself to British im-
'perialism, in the hope that the lion would set up its
"Jewish state” as a foriress for the emplre.

During most of its histéry, what it had to aim at was
the setting up of a rule by a Jewish minority over an
Arab majority, the Jewish minority-coming into power

and staying in power as the tool of an outside imperial- .

ist force.

Therefore our resolution spoke of “the criminal
policy of Zionism toward the Arabs, a policy which was
based on-the aim of minority rule by the Jews in Pales-
tine under the wing of British imperialism.”

- This political character of Zionism was not changed
by the events of-the last two decades; but at the side of
the Zionists’ reactionary aspirations there also dewel-
oped:a different, a new, an accompanying factor which
did not owe its motive force and impact to Zionism,

Our comrade Maksoud sees only the impact of Zionism.
We would like to call his attention to this other explosive
development.

This was the exterminationist fate which loomed before
a whole people in Europe, the Jewish people.

The Fate of a People

First, there was the wholesale persecution of the
Jeéws: before the war. During the war there took place
an event never before seen in the world—at least not in
our civilized days=—the unprecedented physical extermi-
nation of 6 million Jews. This was the Nazi “solution”
of the Jewish problem. Not only Germany became un-
teriable: mass ahti-Seéniitic persecution was spreading
to Italy and to France under the Nazi occupation.
Then after the war, a* new wave of anti-Jewish perse-
cution arose in and engulfed the Stalinist empire, the
satellites  as well as Russia itseif:

A whole people was being murdered and driven out
of Europe. Driven—where? Where could‘they go? Even
fleeing for their lives; where could they flee?

Wy to Paléstine? asks Comrade Maksoud in effect.
This is a problem for the whole world, not just our
responsibility. Whiy. should we have to bea'r the burden
alone?

He is ubdoln‘l’bly correct. s

The one country that was indicated in the first place
as a' haven’ was not Palestinie but’ the United States;
not the Arabs’ land but ours. Any socidlist, any half-
decent democrat, who failed to cry this out—Open the
doors of the U. S. to the Jewish refugees !—was a
fraud. Our resolution said:

“The elementary democratic demand of free emi-
gration and immigration,. long part of every genu-
inely democratic .pmgzaztf,..must be most vigorously
fought for in the specific case of the European
Jews. All barriers to immigration to the countries
of their choice must be broken down. For socialists
in the U. 8., the richest country in the world and
the one capable of absorbing the largest population,
this means the struggle against the exclusion of
the Jews from-this ecountry. For this reason, inde-
pendent socialists raised and continue to raise the
slogan ‘Open the doors of the U. S.I"”

Socialist Position on Immigration

We should like Comrade: Maksoud: to note that it has
always been the elementary democratic duty of every.
genumine socialist to fight for this untrammeled right of
free emigration and immigration, by anyone to "the coun-
#ry of his choice.” It has been called into question in the
socialist movement, historically, only by the exireme
chauvinist wing. )

The American socialist movement has gone through
this. Before World war I, to its everlasting shame and
disgrace, the American Socialist Party took the posi-
tion of supporting the Oriental-exclusion laws, The
same socialist leaders who led in this move were those
who betrayed socialism in the later war, and who be-
trayed socialism daily in their reformist politics. They
were chauvinists.

At that time the Socialist International repudiated
the American SP position and called for the genuine
socialist position. We stick with this socialist position.

We had another reason for raising the demand “Open
the doors of the U. 8.” Not only because the U. 8. is
the richest country: but also because it happens to be
the country we live in. Every decent socialist m (say)
Britai Id b equally duty-bound to demand “Open

the doors of Britain,” even though Britain is-not as
rich as the U. S. The same goes for every soclahst in
the world, bar none,.

It is no argument to prove that the influx of such
immigration might harm the standards or otherwise
impair the situation of native labor. That was the
rationale of the American SP chauvinists (mentioned
above) and they were right up to a certain point.’ They
were chauvinists nonetheless. If such immigration did
not creéate such problems, then anyone (and not only
socialist-internationalists) could easily come out for a
humane and internationalist.position,

We trust, then, that Comrade Maksoud now under-
stands what we (at least) mean by the right of the Jews
to go to "the country of their choice.” It is a right we
would fight for, for anyone, anytime. How much more so
in view of the explosive situation we have barely sketch-
ed, the extermination of q people?

The Post-War Dynamic

" In this writer's opinion (though it can be mooted)
by far the greatest portion of Europe’s persecuted Jews
would have preferred to come to the U. S. and not to
Palestine, given free choice. The influx of Jews to
Palestine was not primarily due to a sudden increase
in the pro-Zionist sentiments of Jews, out of love for
Zionism. But the U. S. banged its doors shut, while
pretending to express its horror at the anti-Jewish
crimes of others. Other countries banged the door. A

steel ring of national boundaries encircled the Jews, .

while, for many of them, the need for sheer survival
forced them or seemed to force them outward.

Something had to give.

International reaction forced the fleeing Jews into
the bag set up by.the Zionists. Here was one direction
in which they could go with some outside help—the help
and machinery set up by the Zionist movement. It was
the path of least resistance for them, and the pressure
could: relieve itself (partly) only in this direction.

This is -what: set up- the: dynamic push- behind’ the: posi-
war influx of Jewish immigrants to Palestine.

It is in this connection that-we come to the passage in
our resolution part of which Maksoud quoted, with
obvious misunderstanding. The part which Maksoud
quoted is italicized:

“The post-war influx of European Jews into
Palestine greatly. exacerbated Arab-Jewish  rela-
tions in the eountry: The Zionist leaders looked

. upon this-influx of refugees as'a means-of imposing
all-Jewish. rule: upon the-whole_country. The Arab
effendis demanded that the Jewish people, hound-
ed in Europe, be deprived- of the right to found a

new life in the country of their choice.”

It shpuld be clear to Comrade Maksoud now that what
we are talking about is the right o free immigration.
Just as. we raised the demand "Open the doors of the
U. S." so also we believe- it was tlie duty of socialists’
to support the right of Jews o immigrate to Palestine,

For Arab-Jewish Unity

In our view, as in Maksoud’s, it was a misfortune
that the Jewish exodus was channelized into. Paléstine
to the «xtent it was. That is one of the crimes for
thch- World: capitalism.and imperialism ought to an-
swer some day. But it was a fcwt and not a. Zionist
plot.

The Zionists were able to take advantage of this
anti-Semitic windfall—in general; Zionism has always
fed on anti-Semitism—but the problem that was cre-
ated had to be faced by socialists- and everyone else. It
could- not be faced merely by yelling against Zionism.

We had a program. I+ was a proposal for a revelu-
tionary solution. I+ was what we counterposed to the
Zionist solution, on the one: hand, and to the: Arab states'
policy on the other.

As concisely summarized in our resolution (directly
following the last quotation given), it was:

“The Marxlst ﬁrmly opposed to both, mdvocated
a policy which would bring together the Arab and
Jewish peoples in a joint fight against British im-
perialism in the first place, and, necessarily bound
up with this, against Jewish capital and Arab

landlordism, for a Palestine freed from all foreign

rule and governed by a democratic Constituent
Assembly based upon equal and universal suffrage.

“Such a fight was desired least of all by the
Jewish and Arab upper classes. In the course of a
joint struggle from below,. cemented by common
national-revolutionary aims and common social in-
terests, Marxists aimed for a free and independent
state of Palestine, based on the coexistence of two
equal peoples, with national and cultural rights
and autonomy safeguarded for both. This ‘was the
only progressive solution of the Palestine question,
It looked not only to revolutionary struggles in
Palestine but to the upsurge of anti-imperialist.,
and revolutionary strivings in the whole Near
East, on the road to a Near East Federation of so-
clahst republics.”

This is highly compressed, and we shall have to come
back to some points, but certain things should be imme-
diately clear.

-

Against a "Jewish State"

In the first place, it should be plain that we oppose,
above all, the basic idea of Zionism of building a "Jewish
state." The idea, the concept-aim of a "Jewish state”

.and all that it implies is central to the Zionist ideology.

As long as the people-and governme

of Israel,- follow-'

ing the Zionist road. continue to try to build Israel as u

. "Jewish state,” there can be no peace between Jew and ™ °

Arab. So we believe.

For this period when Palestine’s imperialist con-
troller was still Britain, which stood over both Jew and
Arab, the class-oriented revolutionary proposal which
we made was one which would have necessitated free:
ing the Jewish workers from the bonds of the Zionist
ideology as well as mobilizing the Arab masses free
from Arab landlordism.

There was an Arab majority in Palestine. A demo-
cratic Palestine ruled under universal suffrage meant
a Palestine whose Arab majority would decide. This wasi
anathema to every Zionist, and exactly what he would
never accept. But on the other hand, it could be ac-

cepted by the Jewish masses only in the context of an .

entirely different relatmnc;hlp between the two peoples.
Both sides would have to view the new independent
state as the home of two peoples in which both were
free. .

As we saw 1t such a development could come about
only through the rise of revolutionary class-conscious-
ness from below. As Maksoud well says in his ownr
article, it is in times of revolutionary stress and uplift
that men begin to thlnk differently, and then everything;
is possible.

Of course, we did not have any illusions about the:
immediate “practicality” of this program. We knew very
well' that- on both sides the minds of the people were
stuffed with chauvinist antagonisms. 1t was long plain
that some reactionary “solution” was more in the cards,
and not a revolutionary solution that could have been
possible only with- the existence of advanced revolution-
ary-socialist movements in the region. %

Affer Paﬂiﬁon i W

The “so]utlon” that was pushed through was partli
tion.

We were against the partition as a “solution.” Our
resolution said on this point:

“For the Marxists, the partition was and is ne
solution for either the basic problem of Jewishs
Arab relations in Palestine, or, still less; for the
Jewish problem in the world. As against partitiong
we adVocated: a different course . . .” (as already
drscussed above), :

. As compared- with the program we advos
cated, partltlon represented- a' setback on the road
to greater: understanding and‘ cooperation between
the Jewish and Arab peoples: it did indeed: lead te
a bloody fratricidal war in which ahd“after which
national feelings were inflamed even more and

state-boundary walls were set up between the two
peoples.”

And we were right, we heheve, in. our view that the
partition was no solution. Time has shown that: But
then our.resolution proceeds -to rhake a point whlch we
cannot emphasize too strongly to Maksoud.

“But, if partition and the subsequent setting up
and consolidation of the new state of Israel did niok
and could not solve ‘the bdsic problem, or -advancé
its solution, it did pose entirely new conditions
under which ‘that solution had: to be sought.” =

From my point of view, I would repeat that to Maks
soud a thousand times:

Partition was no solutien. The setting. up-of Israel was
no solution. '{m!r program to destroy Isrpel.wo&ld.bn ne
solution: The problem is how to bring together the Jewisls
and Arab peoples on a revolutionary democratic basis;
and this problem has fo be dealt with on the basis of the
conditions that' exist: Israel is a fact. Nothing will bel
gained by an Ardb-Jewish war against it, whether it wing
or loses. There is d way. o bring.peace and a umited Ilfo
to the Near East, but it is not as.simple a way as the
mere proposal, "war against Israel.”

We have outlined. the point of view of our resoiutlon
as a background for taking up Comrade Maksoud’s

arguments for war, and as the background for counter—-'
poamF this other solutwn of which we speak.

[Ceontinued next week)
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