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LETTERS FROM ABROAD 

BEVIN’S PALESTINE PLAN AND UN 

HE fuel crisis in a shivering and 
freezing Britain has tended to remove 

the Palestine issue from the front pages of 
the newspapers. Nevertheless, the unset- 
tled future of Palestine and the serious- 
ness of the problem is still reflected in the 
press. 
A typical example is a private con- 

ference on the government’s foreign policy 
attended by about five hundred delegates 
of the London Labor Party held on Feb. 
15, 1947 at the Kingsway Hall, London. 
It was addressed by Bevin and, according 
to the report in Reynolds News of Feb. 
16, “the discussion ranged largely around 

"+ the government’s policy in Palestine and 
the position of the Arabs and the Jews.” 

One thing is clear. The decision of the 
government after the fiasco of the St. 
James Palace talks to refer the whole 
problem to the General Assembly of the 
UN which meets in six months, bears out 
the opinion that Bevin is “playing for 
time,” deliberately delaying any real at- 
tempt to find a solution, in order to keep 
the situation as “fluid” and as “unsettled” 
as possible, so that Britain’s hold- could 
be tightened still further on the country. 

Should anyone think that the British 
government, by deciding to bring the 
whole matter before the UN, has become 

highminded, then the following press 
observations will shatter this illusion: 
“The problem is far from being solved by 
the decision to submit it to the United 
Nations. The government announcement 
does not make clear under what circum- 
stances Britain is going to stay on in Pales- 
tine.” (Manchester Guardian, Feb. 15) 
This liberal paper is realistic enough to 
say that this reference to UN is merely a 
question of the “circumstances” under 
which “Britain is going to stay on in 
Palestine.” 

The diplomatic correspondent of the 
conservative Sunday Times was more 
explicit on Feb. 15: “It is generally be- 
lieved that Britain will not formally re- 
nounce the Mandate. It is expected the 
government will submit positive proposals 
for dealing with the future administra- 
tion of Palestine, and seek the guidance 
of the United Nations as to the plan best 
suited for a long term settlement. It will 
solicit advice and if necessary help, and 
only in the last resort would there be a 
question of British withdrawal.” (My 
emphasis—I. R.) 
To announce that the matter will go be- 

fore the UN, without a word about sur- 
rendering the trusteeship to the United 
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Nations, and the withdrawal of troops; 
and to submit it to the mgeting of the 
General Assembly which is due in Sep- 
tember and not forthwith to the Security 
Council—these indicate clearly the real 
purpose of the gesture. The more re- 
sponsible papers have made clear that 
they did not think the Bevin scheme was 
meant to be a serious attempt to seek a 
final solution. 

“In no sense was it intended to be 
final,” said the conservative Times on Feb. 
11. “It was by no means certain that the 
government has taken a final decision in 
Palestine,” declared the Manchester Guard- 
ian on Feb. 10. “British policy has hardly 
risen to the occasion and no final decision 
has been found.” 

From the mass of rumors and stories 
which filled the papers on the Bevin plan, 
a number of statements have, more or 

less, corresponded with the facts. The di- 
vision inside the Cabinet is undoubtedly 
true. The Colonial Secretary’s plan which 
envisaged ,two self-governing: states in 
Palestine after a five year transition period 
under a so called central government did, 
according to the left-wing journal Tribune, 
make every allowance “for the continued 
use of Palestine as a British base.” This 
“moderation” and “reasonableness” of the 
“Zionist-inclined” Colonial Secretary, ap- 
pear to be confirmed by the New States- 
man and Nation which said that he, and 

the High Commissioner, were continually 
urging “that a final decision must be an- 
nounced before the Jewish Agency can be 
expected to cooperate against the ter- 
rorists.” 

This plan, which still assured Britain’s 
strategic position, was not to the liking of 
the generals and the power politicians. 
They feared Palestine Arab opposition to 
partition might shatter their @verall Mid- 
dle East plan to build a mighty power 
bloc, stretching from the eastern Medi- 
terranean to the Persian Gulf, against the 
democratic upsurge. in this area and, in 
the last resort, against the USSR. They 
opposed the limited measure of self-gov- 
ernment envisaged in a partioned Pales- 
tine. Even the Morrison plan, in which 
the British grip on Palestine was doubly 
assured, appeared “dangerous,” and was 
subsequently whittled down to the Bevin 
proposals. 
The Morrison plan envisaged a semi- 

autonomous Arab province and a similar 
Jewish province; whereas Bevin proposed 

a number of scattered Jewish and Arab 
zones, isolated from each other with no 

prospect of the. Jewish areas eventually 
linking together. The Morrison plan pro- 
posed one year in which 100,000 Jewish 
immigrants would enter Palestine; Bevin’s 
plan spreads this number over two years 
While the Morrison scheme placed real 
power in the hands of the High Commis- 
sioner heading a so-called general govern- 
ment, it did set up a whole mechanism of 
provincial governments, legislative cham- 
bers and a central executive. But in the 
Bevin plan even this facade of self-govern- 
ment has been scrubbed out and instead 
there are vague references to local coun- 
cils and a central advisory council headed 
by the High Commissioner. 

Can anyone think that the British gov- 
ernment was really serious in its inten- 
tions when it put this plan forward to the 
Zionists, who had categorically rejected 
the Morrison plan; and to the Arabs, 

when these proposals are even further 
away from their extremist demand for an 
independent Arab Palestine? 

Almost eight years ago a similar con- 
ference in St. James Palace ended with the 
White Paper. This was British imperial- 
ism’s “reward” to the Weizmann-Ben 
Gurion-Shertok fraction in the Zionist 
movement for their faithful services to 
their British imperialist overlords. Much 
has happened since that period—and yet 
those Zionists have learned nothing. 

The Basle Congress resolution against 
participation in the London talks, which 
was a narrow victory of the pro-American 
imperialist faction over the pro-Weizmann 
faction in the Zionist movement, was 

brushed aside. Instead, six members of the 

Zionist executive negotiated with the gov- 
ernment. In effect, instead of entering St. 
James Palace by the front gate officially, 
as they did eight years ago, to negotiate 
with the government (at no time then did 

Palestine Arabs and Zionist leaders ever 
negotiate directly), they went this time 
to the Colonial Office instead. There, Mr. 

Bevin told’ them that he had no less than 
five partition plans in the Colonial Office 
files. None, he said, was acceptable to 
him because each had a large Arab 
minority in the proposed Jewish state. 

One well informed political corre- 
spondent reported that the most striking 
part of their meetings with Bevin was 
when David Ben Gurion complained that 
the Bevin scheme was vague and a mass 
of generalities and that the government 
had not even troubled to provide a map 
of the proposed Arab and Jewish areas. 
Mr. Bevin, somewhat taken aback, said he 
would oblige and so at the next meeting a 
map was already there. Three non-con- 
tiguous areas were marked as the Jewish 
areas, totaling less than the proposed 
single zone in the Morrision plan (which, 
incidentally, was smaller than the pro 
posed partitioned Jewish ‘area in the Peel 



Plan). What stung the Zionist leaders was 
to see the whole of the Negev included in 
the Arab zone. 

After all the exhortations made by these 
leaders at the recent annual conference of 
the British Zionist Federation to keep faith 
with Britain, not to expect too much from 
America, etc.; after Nahum Goldman’s 
vicious attack on the UN which lined him 
up with the most pro-fascist anti-demo- 
cratic elements, Britain once again meted 
out its “reward” for services rendered, the 
Bevin Plan. 

If however, these so-called “moderate” 
Zionists did not swallow Bevin’s bait, 
there are other poor fish in the Jewish 
community here who have. Both the 
Agudah and the Anglo-Jewish Association 
received from the government copies of 
the Bevin scheme and were invited to send 
delegates to the Colonial Office to discuss 
it. The former, an anti-Zionist clerical or- 
ganization, and the latter, representing 
the upper class Yahudim who oppose the 
official Jewish state policy of the Zionist 
movement, had previously favored parti- 
cipation in the St. James Palace talks. 
Now that the Zionists had participated 

—through the’ back door—it was to be 
expected that these bodies also wanted to 
have their say. So, in order to show some 
kind of “united front,” a meeting was 

called of the Jewish Agency, the’ Zionist 
dominated Board of Deputies, the Agudah 
and the Anglo-Jewish Association. Noth- 
ing, however, came of this meeting. 

But the Agudah, after its delegates had 
consulted with Mr. Bevin, came out in 
favor of the Bevin Plan. Mr. H. Goodman, 
on behalf of the Agudah, declared, “that 
the Bevin Plan should not be rejected out- 
right and that an effort should be made 
to reach agreement.” He stressed that “the 
promise of a monthly quota of 4,000 immi- 
grants over two years was of the utmost 
importance . . . nothing should be done 
to lose it.” 

The attitude of the Anglo-Jewish Asso- 
ciation, which also sent a delegation, is 
not yet known. This body in the past 
always supported the government and was 
the first to go on record for participation 
in the London talks, and elected two dele- 
gates to “stand by” in case the Jewish 
Agency would officially participate. 

Democratic opinion here has not shown 
any surprise at the most recent “solution” 
put forward by Bevin and has condemned 
it outrightly, exposing it as another im- 
perialist maneuver which will not bring 
the long desired settlement of this burning 
problem any nearer. 
London I. RENNAP 

DOCUMENTS 
MEMO TO UN ON PALESTINE 

CCORDING to the Charter of the 
United Nations Organization the 

former Mandated Territories of the League 
of Nations have to be placed under the 
trusteeship of the United Nations and to 
be administered by the Trusteeship Coun- 
cil to be set up by UNO. 

The principles governing these terri- 
tories should, therefore, be applied also to 
Palestine, “to encourage respect for human 
rights and for fundamental freedom for all 
without distinction as to race, sex, lan- 
guage, or religion. . . .”; and to promote 
the progressive development of the inhabi- 
tants of Palestine “towards self-govern- 
ment or independence, as may be appro- 
priate to the particular circumstances . . . 
and the freely expressed wishes of the peo- 
ples concerned.” 

The British government as Mandatory 
Power has failed to submit a trusteeship 
agreement in regard to Palestine. " 

This default is not only a violation of 
the UNO Charter. The continuation of 
British rule in Palestine endangers peace 
and is contrary to the interests of the in- 
habitants of Palestine. 
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A. DANGER TO PEACE 
1. Danger to Peace in Palestine 

The situation in Palestine, resulting 
from the colonial regime and policy of the 
British government, is characterized by 
successive phases of: bloodshed and dis- 
turbances of the peace. According to the 
Survey of Palestine, submitted by govern- 
ment to the Anglo-American Commission 
of Enquiry, “since the British occupation 
there have been but few intervals when 
the problem of internal security has not 
been a major preoccupation of the admin- 
istration.” 

British police and military rule in Pal- 
estine has not been instrumental in pre- 
serving peace, but on the contrary has pro- 
duced a state of tension between Arabs and 
Jews and the constant danger of bloody 
disturbances. 

Military and police forces in Palestine 
have been increased to such an extent that 
there is now one soldier or policeman to 
every 18 civilians; yet with the increase of 
“security measures” insecurity has in- 
creased. 

Far from serving the peace of Palestine, ; 
military and police forces have inaugurated 
‘a regime of terror in the country (vide: 
Memorandum of the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of Palestine on 
“Outrages Committed by the British Army 
and Police Against the Population of, Pal- 
estine,” submitted to the United Nations 
Organization on Nov. 26, 1946). 

The Budget of the government of Pal- 
estine for the financial year 1946-47 pro- 
vides for an expenditure of £6.4 million, 
i.e., over 30 per cent of the total budget 
on Police and Prisons. According to off- 
cial government figures, expenditure on 
the “maintenance of law and order” for 
the period 1920 to 1945 amounted to 
£ 43,352,000, while expenditure on all 
other services totalled £ 96,268,000, includ- 
ing £22,252,000 expenditure on special 
measures arising out of the war. 
The police and military rule in Palestine 

is expressed not only by the magnitude 
of police and prison establishments, but 
also by the orders and regulatibns giving 
every policeman and soldier nearly un- 
limited power over every citizen. The De- 
fense (Emergency) Regulations, 1945, 
published in the Supplement to the Official 
Gazette of Sept. 27, 1945, have abolished 
the last remnants of personal freedom, 

freedom of conscience, speech, press and 
assembly. 
Any person may be placed under police 

supervision, banished to a certain resi- 
dence, detained or deported from the coun- 
try. Youths may be whipped, in addition 
to or without imposing any other punish- 
ment. 

Requests for Habeas Corpus have been 
rejected by the Palestine judiciary stating 
“that the District Commissioner’s powers 
under the Regulations are absolute and 
that he is not obliged to give any reasons 
when, he acts under the Regulations.” 

In order to facilitate its rule of oppres- 
sion, the British Government has applied 
its well-known policy of “divide and rule” 
producing antagonism between Arabs and 
Jews by encouraging and assisting reac- 
tionary elements among Arabs on the one 
hand, and reactionary Jewish elements on 
the other. In order to divert the attention 
of the Arab and Jewish masses from their 
common national and social struggle, the 
British government places the most chau- 
vinistic demands of Arab and Jewish re- 
actionaries into the center of agitation and 
discussion. 

Government reaps its poltical fruits from 
the policy of divide and rule and its sup- 
port of the reactionary forces among both 
Arabs and Jews in that it has not to face a 
united struggle of the Arabs and Jews in | 
Palestine for the abolition of colonial rule, 
independencé and democratization of the 
country; instead, government has succeeded 
in fomenting hostilities on national lines 
around such problems as immigration, fear 
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