7 ’ " abs : ‘they ‘are, in the’iast analyals
pa o feeimgs, scarceiy “the product of “moral” ideas.

R the basis of reason. This is the prime cause The scene in Palestine shifts so rapidly that it may
which fill the world. For  seem 1mposslble to say dn} thmg about it Whlch mll




THE ZIONIST

pel another nation to act contrary to its own will,
or contrary to the wishes of the mujority of its peo-
ple, is “aggression.” It is contrary to the principles
of justice, democracy, and sclf-determination in their
exiernal or international application. That a minor-
itv within a nation should foreibly impose its will
on the majority — this is likewise ageression, but is
sencrally ealled *tyranny.” It is the negation of the
principles of justice, democracy, and self-determina-
tion in their internal or domestic application. This is
the only “abstract” or “morul™ principle which is
needed for the adjudication of the Pulestine con-
troversy. And no changes in the local scene, nothing
in the kaleidoscope of shiftine events, will ulter it, It
will not be outdated a year from now or in fifly veuars.
How does it apply to the controversy between Jews
audd Arabs?

4
roe
Lup Arab case is, In essence, this. The Arabs con-
stitute a large majority of the inhabitants of Pales-
tine. This is not only true now, but it has been true
since somewhere near the beginning of the Christian
cra — that is to say, for nearly two thousand years.
The Arabs in Palestine are opposed, rightly or
wrongly, to any mass immigration of Jews. There-
forc the majority of the inhabitants of Palestine are
opposed to such a mass immigration. But according
to the principle of self-determination, which is the
accepted principle of international justice, the af-
fairs of a country must be governed by the wishes of
the majority of its inhabitants, and any attempt of
an outside eountry to override by foree the wishes
of such a majority is “ageression.” Therefore the
actions of Zienists, of Great Britain, and of America,
in seeking to foree on Palestine a mass immigration
of Jews contrary to the wishes of the Arab majority,
constitute acts of azgression and are contrary to the
principles of international justice, self-determina-
t'on, and democracy.

It will not do to answer that the Arab majority in
Palestine is acting “wrongly ™ in objecting to Jewish
immigration, or that, owing to the sufferings of the
dewish people, the Arabs “ought” to welcome them.
For according to the principle of justice quoted, it is
the majority of the people of Palestine themselves
who are entiiled to decide what they ought to do.
That is the essence of the principle. Our attempt to
tell them what they ought to do, and to impose our
opinion in the matter by force or threats, constitutes
aggression.

We cun see this principle more clearly if we apply
it in a case nearer home. The majority of the inhab-
itants of the United States object to the mass immi-
gration of non-Caucasian peoples, and they exclude
such peoples by law. Suppose some outside nation
were sufficiently powerful to try to force the United
States to admit non-Caucasian immigrants in hun-
dreds of thousands against our will. We should
certainly regard this as an act of aggression, not-
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withstanding that a good case might be made out
for saying that our objection to non-Caucasian peo-
ples is “wrong.” We must therefore allow to the
majority of the immhabitants of Palestine the same
right of determining such questions of right and
wrong for themselves as we claim for the majority of
the inhabitants of the United States.,

it might be argued that although the democratic
doctrine of mujority rule applies very well to a coun-
try with a reasonably homogencous population, like
England or the United States, it eannot be applied in
a couniry in which a permanent rcligious or racial
minority is {aced by a hostile and permanent racial
or relizious mujority, as is the case in Pulestine, and
also in India. It is truc that such a situation creates
grave diiiicultics for democratic government. It may
be used as an argument for partition or for what has

RTINSV T arsunad veprosentaiion,
It shows that in applsing denweratic prineiples to
such a country some special arrangement must be
devised to protect the minority from oppression.
But I do not see how these considerations, though
they may prove the necessity of special constitutional
devices, can affect the question before us. It cannot
be argued that since majority rule is difficult in the
absence of a homogeneous population, therefore mi-
nority rule ought to be allowed to apply, at any rate
in some particular cases such as immigration laws.
And this is what the argument we are considering
would amount to. This objection to the Arab case
must therefore be dismissed.

Thus it will be seen that the Arab case rests
squarely on the admitted principles of international
Jjustice. It is a direct application of them to Pales-
tine. And the logic of the argurent appears on the
face of it conclusive and unanswerable. Let us see,
however, what case the Zionists can make against it,

B3 prieten =T
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THE Zionist case rests upon five main arguments,
They are not usually tabulated and kept distinct.
They are, like most arguments on most subjects,
often presented to the public mixed together in a
confused heap. But if they are to be properly ana-
lyzed and assessed, they must be kept separate and
taken up for consideration one by one. Any other
procedure can only result in muddled thinking.

The first argument is that Palestine was a Jewish
land in ancient times. It was for long ages the na-
tional land and home of the Jews. It may reasonably
be said to have “belonged” to the Jews. Moreover,
they did not leave it of their own free will. They were
forcibly dispossessed. And this gives them a claim
to re-enter it now and to make of it again a national
home.

What foree, if any, is there in this contention? The
question can only be answered after we have first
decided what are the grounds of right by which any
nation can claim the country which it occupies,
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his own opinions have been based on an impartial
analysis of the twosides to the case. And if heasks how
he can be expected to be impartial in a matter in which
he and his own people are concerned as in a matter
of life and death, one must answer with what is no
doubt a hard saying: impartality as between one-
sclf and another, as between one’s own claims and
those of another, is the essence of justice and moral-
ity, is the only way in which one can act justly to-
wards others in this world.

But the unhappy condition of the Jews in Europe
gives them, as we have scen, an equal claim on all
the civilized nations of the world. Hence the true
solution of the problem stares one in e face. All
the underpopulated countries in the world — Aus-
tralia, Canada, parts of the United States, Palestine
itself, and others — ought to amend their immigra-
tion policies so as to take, each one, its proper share,
according to available empty space, of those who
need asylum. This is obviously the only solution
which is just to all parties, which no one can say is a
violation of their rigchts. Why then is this solution not
being adopted by the statesmen of the world? Why,
though the obligation of all countries to take in the
refugces if they have empty spaces is recognized in
the recent Anglo-American report, is it soft-pedaled
there and the immigration of Jews into Palestine
played up? Why has it received almost no attention
and no discussion?

It is true that President Truman expressed his
intention to ask the Congress to increase the immi-
cration quota for refugees, including Jews. But this
is not accompanied by any recognition that along
these lines alone lies the only just solution of the
Jewish problem. It is not accompanied by an aban-
donment of the policy of injustice in Palestine. It
does not fundamentally alter the situation. And we
have to repeat our quesiion why, though we give
this grudging and doubtful recognition to the claims
of the just solutivn, we ihrow all cur weizht on the
side of the unjust solution. If we find the true answer

s emesiion, we put car Enger on wnat 1s roiten

i e workd todus, oo what is certeinly destined to
make the fuiure of the world a nizhunare of war,
on what makes nonsense of all our peace efforts. The
answer is that we, the inhabitants of the United
States, of Canada, of Australia, of Great Britain, of
the rest of the eountries concerned, do not want to
admit our own plain moral oblizations in the matter.
We do not want to take our fair share of the burden.
We have found a small country, Palestine, and a
remote and defenseless peonle, the Arabs, on whom
we can unjustly shove the burden of our duties.

It is often said that the Jews themselves hunger
to go to Palestine and do not want, most of them,
10 go to cther countrics. True enough. But we must
ot suppose that this is any argument for the justice
of the Zionist claim. Since when has it become a
prineiple of ivefice that in a dispute regarding prop-
criy or anyt, strove desire of one of the
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parties to have whatever is in dispute gives him a
claim to it? What people want proves only that
they want it, not that they are in justice entitled to
have it. And if the nations concerned make it plain
that Palestine will be asked to take only its proper
share of refugees, along with the other nations of the
world, and stand firmly by this decizion, the Jews in
Europe will go gladly enough to America, Canada,
or any other country that will treat them decently,
And if these countries give the passionate wish of
the Jews to go to Palestine as a reason for not lower-
ing their own immigration barriers, this is no more
than a hypocritical excuse.

The real cause of the reluctance of these countries
to lower their immigration barriers lies elsewhere,
When Mr. Bevin said that America was pressing
Britain to allow more Jews into Palestine because
we do not want to allow them into America, his
remark was greeted with a howl of execration. Nat-
urally,” since the truth hit home and exposed our
wickedness and hypocrisy! But his observation is
just as true of the British Empire as it is of the
United States. We have to face the plain truth,
however unpleasant it may be, — however shameful
if you like, — that none of the great nations want
these refugees, and they are thercfore attempting to
thrust them on a little Arab country. And the rea-
son why America in particular tries to force the pace,
while Britain hangs back, is simply that the Jewish
vote is powerful in America while Arab influence
is important to the British Empire.

But this whole line of thought, it will be said, is
not practical politics. It is not “‘realistic.” The
United States and the British Empire refuse to
lower their barriers sufliciently to solve the prob-
lem and it is not of the least use trying to persuade
them to do so or to adopt the solution of the Jew-
ish problem here recommended. Therefore the only
solution left is Palestine. It may beso. The practical
politicians ought to know. But what T want to point
out is that their “practical” and “‘realistic” kind of
polities is what Jeads to war and what will inevitaliv
Jead 1o wear amain, not only m Padestne but throo -
out the world.

Do we want peace or don’t we? If we do, then
there is only one way to get it. We have to coase
deciding international issues by considerations of
vote-catching, sclf-interest, power, greed, prejudice,
passion, and more or less base emotions disguised
under the name of patriotism. We have to begin
to decide them impartially by reason and the prin-
ciples of justice.

This is the real lesson of Palestine. It is not an
isolated issue. It touches the future of the whole
world. Just as Guernica was a good testing ground for
German and Italian methods of war, so Palestine
is the testing ground of our peace policies. Our
methods there, our whole emotional and irrational
approach to the problem, expose the hollowness and
futility of our protestations about peace.




