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ABSTRACT
THE PROLETARIANIZATION OF PALESTINTIANS IN ISRAEL:

A STUDY OF DEVELOPMENT AND CLASS FORMATION

by

Najwa Hanna Makhoul

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Febru-
ary, 1978.

This thesis examines the emergence of a Palestinian proletariat in
Israel in light of a historically-held commitment by the Zionist movement
to an exclusive Jewish proletariat in Palestine. This commitment derives
from socialist Zionism, identified here as the ideological/theoretical
foundation and plan of action underlying the capitalist settler-colonial
social formation that Israel represents.

The study involves identifying the causes underlying the current
proletarianization of Palestinians by Israeli capital and the implica-
tions this process may have on the class struggle. It hypothesizes that
this process creates an objective basis for potential proletarian alli-
ance between Palestinian-Arabs and Israeli-Jews.

The theoretical background for this analysis is the law of uneven de-
velopment and the method is dialectical materialism.

The starting point of this thesis is the view that development is
the outcome of the contradictory unity of the forces of production and
the relations of production in which the latter predominates. This unity
involves interaction between objective forces (material conditions) and
subjective forces (theory, social consciousness, etc.).

The relations of production which predominate the development pro-
cess are class relations. They are thus relations to economic, political
and ideological apparatuses by which the boundaries of social classes are
defined.

In Israel today, the proletarianization of Palestinians is an aspect
of class formation which was prohibited under the historical domination
of socialist Zionist relations of production. It, therefore, involves
transformation of these relations in the three spheres (economic, politi-
cal and ideological). Evidence from this study suggests that this as-
pect of class formation represents the synthesis of qualitative change
in the relations of production and quantitative change in the degree of
development of the productive forces characterizing Israel in the after-
math of the 1967 War.



Expressing themselves in the integration and subordination of Pales-
tinian labor to Israeli capital, these changes represent the subordina-
tion of the sectarian "laws'" of unevenness inherent in the exclusivist
nature of Zionism to the secular laws of unevenness inherent in capital-
ist accumulation on a world scale.

It is concluded that these changes provide an objective basis for
Israeli-Palestinian joint class struggle.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION:

RESEARCH PROBLEM AND DESIGN



Introductibn

Since the late sixties, the presence of Palestinian-Arab labor in
Jewish work places has become a prominent feature in Israel. The mas-
sive penetration of male and female Palestinian workers from Arab vil-
lages in Israel and from the West Bank and the Gaza Strip into the Is-
raeli labor market is a quite new phenomenon, even with regard to Pales-
tinian-Arabs who are citizens of Israel. 1In 1974, 84 percent of the ac-
tive citizen Palestinian labor force were wage earners, compared with
only 39 percent in 1963.1 The size of Palestinian-Arab employees in
Jewish work places almost doubles when workers from the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip are :‘anluded.2

Another related and a more strikingly new phenomenon is the pene-
tration of Israeli-Jewish capital itself (including kibbutz capital) into
Palestinian-Arab villages and towns seeking employment of cheaper labor,
specifically females., This spatial mobility of Jewish capital into Arab
residential places contrasted with the daily commuting of Arab labor into
Jewish work places is a more recent feature distinctive of the post-1973
period of persistent economic and political crisis.

These two phenomena defy a long history of the "boycott of Arab
labor" advocated and practiced by the Zionist movement in Palestine. The
"boycott of Arab labor" has been historically rationalized by an explicit
commitment to the creation of an exclusive Jewish working class in Pales-
tine. Accordingly, Jewish settlers were to refrain from employing native
Palestinian-Arab labor and employ only Jewish labor. 1In this sense,

7ionist settler—colonialism in Palestine (unlike the typical settler-

13
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colonial experiences elsewhere in the world) is characterized by the
urge not to exploit the native producers but rather replace them,

This commitment to an exclusive Jewish proletariat derives from
Labor-Zionism, the hegemonic ideological foundation underlying Jewish
colonial settlement in Palestine., Labor-Zionism, specifically socialist
or proletarian Zionism as formulated by Ber Borochov, has identified
the imperative of exclusive Jewish proletarianization by Jewish capital
and hence, the emergence of Jewish class struggle for the actualization
of Zionism ~- the foundation of a Jewish nation State.”

The massive integration of Palestinian labor into Israeli employ-
ment may signify Palestinian proletarianization,* Palestinian-Arabs
penetrating into the Israeli labor market are most likely to occupy pro-
letarian class locations, and therefore increase the number of Jews and
Arabs jointly belonging to the working class and sharing a common class
interest. If that is the case, Palestinian employment by Israeli-Jewish
capital may provide an objective basis for a potential cross-national
proletarian alliance among Israeli-Jews and Palestinian-Arabs.

A history of boycott and replacement of Arab labor by Jewish set-
tlers in Palestine makes the current merger of Israeli-Jewish and Pales-

tinian—-Arab labor force a first historical opportunity for the potential

*Proletarianization refers here to the transformation of pre-capi-
talist producers into a class of modern wage-workers. This involves
the separation of producers from the means of production and their inte-
gration into productive, manual, non-supervisory capitalis employment.
Proletarianization refers also to the potential development of revolu-
tionary consciousness and hence, the creation of contradictions in the
dominant mode of accumulation in the struggle for a socialist alterna-
tive, This concept is discussed further in Chapter III,
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of joint struggle on class lines to supercede conflicting national as-
pirations. It is a first opportunity in the sense that joint class strug-
gle among Jewish and Arab toilers in Palestine has been practically im-
possible owing to the simple fact that their class interests were utter-
ly counterposed under the historical hegemony of proletarian Zionism.
Only this phase in Palestinian-Israeli history seems to allow for a grow-
ing Arab-Jewish proletariat which has the potential for becoming the
leading class (ruling class) in a socialist transformation of the rela-
tions of production currently prevalent in "Greater Israel".

In light of the historical commitment to exclusive Jewish proletar-
ianization, the hiring of Palestinian-Arabs by Israeli-Jews confuses the
Israeli public., It appears contradictory with the Labor-Zionist ideals
they have internalized, and is also believed to seriously endanger the
political security of the Jewish State they immigrated from the world
over to create and support. The proletarianization of Palestinians in
Israel is, therefore, paradoxical.

In this paradoxical context, the question is: What is it that has
recently compelled the Israeli ruling class (against its Labor-Ziomnist
ideology and what it historically believed to be a political security
risk) to finally remove previously established obstacles and allow for
the massive inflow of Palestinian labor into Jewish work places, even
inside the kibbutz and the moshav, the strongholds of Labor-Zionism?

One way of treating this question is to simply point out the pool
of cheap Palestinian labor made available to the Israeli ruling class
in the aftermath of the 1967 war as an explanation for the integration

of Palestinians into production organized by Israeli capital,
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This interpretation, in fact, coincides with the position expressed
by the doves in the Labor Party who therefore advocate the returning of
the populated occupied territories, as well as with the Israeli public
opinion, as will be demonstrated by this study. A historical review of
Palestinian proletarianization since the early years of Jewish settle~
ment in Palestine (Chapter III) illustrates the fact that the non-pro-
letarianization of Palestinians in the past (when the Zionist slogan,
"boycott of Arab labor", was fanatically practiced) was associated pre-
cisely with the abundance of cheaper native Palestinian labor. Even
after the 1948 war, when the majority of Palestinian producers were ex-—
pelled from what was to become Israel, cheap Arab labor remained abun-
dantly available inside Israel, The Zionist "conquest of land" through
purchase and/or expropriation for Jewish settlement before and after the
establishment of the Jewish State was constantly associated with the dis-
placementbof peasants, creating Palestinian labor surplus.

When West Galilee and the Small Triangle were annexed in 1949, Is-
rael imposed Martial Law and activated the Emergency Regulations to regu-
late the mobility of Palestinian-Arab populations of these two regions
and prevent their employment in Israeli-Jewish work places. These ob-
stacles were only removed in the early sixties during the construction
boom. This reservoir of Arab labor was then temporarily, yet massively
mobilized into Israeli production.5

By contrast, the persisting integration of Palestinians on a mas-
sive scale into employment by Israeli-Jewish capital challenges the pre-
vious interpretation as too simplistic. It also urges our inquiry to be

more directed towards the demand side and less towards the supply side of
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Palestinian participation in the Israeli labor market. It is the demand
for, not the supply of, Palestinian labor that presents a new yet an am-
biguous fact.

A challenge posed by this ambiguity thus far is to identify the
major causes underlying the emerging demand for Palestinian labor in
Israel, a demand that has become most prominent since the 1967 war. We
emphasize, in particular, causes that involve structural changes; i.e.,
transformation in the relations of production., This emphasis derives
from the conviction that changes in the relations of market-exchange,
that is, in the sphere of distribution, are determined by changes in the
sphere of production, In addition, the emphasis on structural transfor-
mation, as opposed to factor analysis, is determined also by the practi-
cal objective of this study. This involves the assessment of possible
implications of the massive participation of Palestinians in the Israeli
labor market on long-term political development,

Focussing on the relations of production may reveal the extent to
which the emerging demand for Paleséinian labor in Israel today is struc-
tural or merely conjunctural. If Palestinian labor in Israel represents
merely a transitory labor, it makes no sense to talk about long-term
political implications, TIn this sense, our research problem is neces-

sarily two-fold: practical and explanmatory. And although distinct,

these two aspects of the study are essentially complementary. Their
theoretical methodological treatment tends also to overlap, as illus-

trated below.
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IT. Practical Aspects of the Study

A. Rationale

This aspect focuses on the effects Palestinian labor penetrating
Israel's labor market may have on objective conditions favoring and op-
posing the potential for cross-national proletarian alliances among Is-
raeli-Jews and Palestinian-Arabs,

The current controversy within the Palestine liberation movement,
the Israeli public, and the international community concerning a Pales-
tinian State in the West Bank and Gaza highlights the relevance of the
question posed above, No State or a State and what kind of State will
substantially, yet differently, affect the participation of Palestinians
in Israel's labor market and the terms of exchange involved. This gives
a sense of urgency to this study before the present conditions are ser-
iously altered. Findings may be of some use to political strategy and
positions.

A class analysis of Palestinian participation in Israel's labor
market may help in identifying criteria for the assessment of whether or
not the establishment of a Palestinian State in this conjuncture is a
progressive step. The criteria can thus be the extent to which the es-
tablishment of a Palestinian State is likely to promote or retard the
possibility of Jewish-Arab proletarian alliance as a basis for genuine
solution of the Israeli-Palestinian problem.

Our research question is thus political in character. The challenge
is how to answer it scientifically, We do not pretend to know how, yet
we feel urged to try because most important questions faced in life are

political, and avoiding them is ignoring the real world.
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Political question, however, can be adequately treated only through
the integration of theory and practice. Therefore, our study can only be
an attempt to systematize an approach to this kind of question but not to
seek an adequate answer, Another serious limitation of this work lies in
the fact that it is arbitrarily confined to examining only objective con-
ditions of cross~national proletarian alliances, This leaves out subjec-
tive conditions that are indispensable for the actualization of such al-
liances.

B. Objective Conditions for Cross—national Proletarian Alliances

Class alliance is the opposite of class polarization. Both concepts
are related to political class positions within society or between classes
of different societies. Class society is usually polarized into dominant
and dominated classes. Classes within one pole usually form alliances
against classes in the other pole. Alliance among the dominant classes
is often referred to as the "power bloc" and among the dominated classes

6
as the "people". Classes are often divided into class-fractions.

Fractions of the same class coincide with important economic differ-
entiations and can, therefore, take important and distinct roles as social
forces.7 Alliances can, thus, develop between the fractions of different
classes, including the dominant and dominated. When such alliances oc-
cur, these classes and fractions do not dissolve into one another.

Classes and fractions in alliance do not dissolve into one another
because their boundaries (class locations) are structurally determined
by the objective place in the production process and the social formation
as a whole. This involves political-ideological domination/subordination,

Class alliance denotes political class position which is specific to the
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conjuncture; that is, not structurally and objectively determined.

Class position is thus distinguished from the structurally deter-
mined class location by which class interest is defined and hence, fixing
the horizon of the class" struggle.9 The class' position and interest
may or may not coincide. Class alliance, which is a political class posi-
tion, may or may not be based on shared class locations and hence, com-
monality of class interests,

Unlike the objective determination of class interest, class position

is subjectively determined by the state of consciousness. Class conscious-

ness depends greatly on political practices of social classes through the
ideological and repressive apparatuses of the State. It refers to the
ideology guiding classes in their political practices. The class' con-
sciousness is false when it does not correspond with its interest. Al-
liances between classes may occur on the basis of false consciousness.

It is the dominated class that is likely to be exposed to false con-
sciousness through the ideology of the dominant class, because (using
Marx's words):

"...the ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the

ruling ideas, i,e., the class which is the ruling material

force for society is at the same time its ruling intellectual

force. The class which has the means of material production

at its disposal has control at the same time over the means
of mental production." 10

This is articulated in the relation of ideological-political domina-
tion/subordination materialized particularly in the State apparatuses,
Moreover, the ruling class is constantly compelled to ideologically ap-
peal to the producing class in an attempt to postpone the imposition of

an alternative to the prevailing order,
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Once it touches the masses, false or genuine ideology itself be-
comes a mobilizing material force and as such it may alter the objective
conditions determining the class' location and hence, interest. In this
study, Zionism is a case in point. It is conceived as a form of sectar-
ian bourgeois nationalism, class consciousness that corresponds to the
class interests of the Jewish bourgeoisie, Once it touched the Jewish,
predominantly petty bourgeois masses, it became a mobilizing material
force transforming large numbers of them into pioneer settlers for cre-
ating new material conditions capable of altering, and not merely re-
storing, the class origins of those who were mobilized by it,

Even as a false ideology, Zionism (specifically its proletarian
postulate, formulated precisely to appeal to the petty bourgeois masses
under the displacement effects of monopoly formation) mobilized these
masses to act on behalf of the bourgeoisie and create the material foun-
dations of the bourgeois Jewish State.

The alliance between the Jewish bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie
was by no means based on commonality of class interests, It‘was, rather,
the outcome of the specific conjuncture: material conditions of Jewish
life in the metropolis, peculiar to a transitional phase. The transition
from competitive capitalism to the age of monopoly capital, characterized
rather by monopolistic competition.

Under the conditions specific to the time and place, Jewish big capi-
tal needed a State of its own to intervene on its behalf in the face of
monopolistic competition, and Jewish petty capital needed security against
the displacement effects of monopoly formation., Zionism, as the ideo~

logical expression of the Jewish bourgeoisie for a bourgeois nation State,
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happened then to be in coincidence with the needs of the Jewish petty
bourgeoisie., This coincidence, however, must not be taken to signify
commonality of class interests. As a matter of fact, the interests of
the two classes were contradictory: the class interest of the Jewish
bourgeoisie lay in monopoly formation, while the very survival of the
Jewish petty bourgeoisie as a social class threatened to extinction by
the formation of monopoly capital. This argument is the subject of
Chapter II.

Two points are to be concluded from Zionism: first, that a class
alliance which belongs to the sphere of conjunctural class positions can
transform the class location which is structurally determined and hence
affect the class interest. This seems to contradict a point made earlier
regarding the undissolving of class or class fraction into one another
through alliance. It may be a feature peculiar to settler-colonialism.
This point, however, may be taken to highlight the dialectics of the sub-
jective and the objective forces in the development process: how speci-
fic material conditions give rise to particular forms of consciousness
and how consciousness can then become a mobilizing material force and
transform the initial material conditions from which it arises.

Second, that alliances between classes that do not share common
class interests are necessarily conjunctural, as they do not resolve ob-
jective contradictions inherent in their distinct class interests which
fix the horizon of the class' struggle, given that classes exist only in
class struggle.

In other words, alliances of classes that share no commonality of

class interests represents necessarily a contradictory unity. The objec~




tively determined contradictions involved in this unity tend to ultimate~
ly assert themselves and hence, defy the essentially conjunctural allian-
ces.11

The present study seeks to examine objective conditions related to
class alliance in a peculiar context: not between different classes of
the same nationality but rather between classes of different nationali-
ties with contradictory national aspirations who may share common class
interests as the exploited classes., It seeks to examine objective condi-
tions for potential cross-national alliance on proletarian class lines
between Israeli-Jewish and Palestinian-Arab producers who are subjected
to direct exploitation by one and the same nationally ruling class.

It is a question of alliance between classes from different social
formations characterized not only by a relation of domination/subordina-

tion, but also by deformation and replacement of one by the other.

Examining the objective conditions for potential cross-national pro-

letarian alliance among Israeli-Jews and Palestinian-Arabs refers, in

this study, merely to the terrain of class location. These are distin-

guished here from the subjective condition indispensable for actual pro-

letarian alliance which rather refers to the terrain of class position

and the conjuncture.13

Concretely, examining the objective conditions for proletarian al-
liances in this context is examining the formation of a Palestinian work-
ing class by Israeli-Jewish capital, assuming the existence of a Jewish
working class exploited by the same ruling class,

Formulated more precisely, Palestinian-Arabs penetrating the Israeli

labor market promote the objective conditions for cross-national prole-

23
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tarian alliance if they are actually entering proletariat class locations
and are predominantly joining, not replacing, Jews in the social division
of labor. Expressed differently, if they represent an increase in the
number of Arabs and Jews who jointly belong to the working class and
hence, share common class interests, This is examining the possibility
of a developing commonality of class interest.

This question may sound irrelevant under other conditions. The whole
notion of proletarian internationalism is based on the assumption of com-
monality of proletarian class interests across national boundaries, This
notion is increasingly reinforced by the essential internationalization
of capital, including the international socialization of the labor pro—.
cess and the productive forces (the international firm).

Under the concrete and specific conditions of Palestine, the rele-
vance and rationale for the question formulated as such derives from the
fact that the class interests of the native Palestinian-Arab producers
and Jewish producers have been utterly counterposed under Zionist settler
colonialism and more specifically under the hegemony of its proletarian
ideology: the commitment for the formation of exclusively Jewish producing
classes in Palestine, which in practice meant the deformation and replace-
ment of the native producing classes.

Since the 1920s, much left-Zionist and Communist efforts have been
invested in the direction of creating an alliance between Arab and Jewish
toilers in Palestine, Not only that these efforts have not materialized
in any expressions of actual class solidarity, but also that they could
have at best developed class alliance between the two groupings only

in the sense of contradictory class unity, Objectively contradictory
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class interests do not simply dissolve without structural changes in the

social relations of production. It is our basic thesis that such changes
have occurred in the 1967 war.

If it is found that the new material conditions characteristic of
the post-1967 war are, in fact, giving rise to commonality of class in-
terest among a substantial number of Palestinian-Arab and Israeli-Jewish
producers, we then have a solid objective base for politicization in the
direction of cross-national proletarian alliance in the sense of class
unity.

It is on this basic thesis that the link between the practical pur-
pose of this research and the imperative of employing dialectical mater-
ialism as the method of investigation lies. This link derives from the
view that class locations are structurally determined by places in the
production process and by ideological-political relations in the social
formation at large.

Since this study involves merely the formation of a Palestinian work-
ing class and not class formation in general and the objective conditions
for proletarian, but not other class, alliance, it is only necessary to
identify the criteria for proletarian class locations, defining the boun-
daries of the working class.

C. Determination of Proletarian Class Locations: The Boundaries
of the Working Class

From an historical materialist perspective, identifying the boundar-
ies of social classes is crucial for interpreting the world and for chan-

ging it. Social classes are not mere analytical abstractions or empty
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categories, The concept '"social class" corresponds to real social for-
ces with distinct interests and thus historical missions, Classes emerge
as social forces in the class struggle inherent in the social organiza-
tion of production, Social classes exist only in class struggle and it
is class struggle that makes history. It matters, therefore, a great
deal how classes are conceptualized and what social positions are placed
within the boundaries of a particular class.

Answering the question posed as such, social classes are groupings
of social agents defined principally but not exclusively by their place
in the production process, which embraces the labor process, the produc-
tive forces and the relations of production. Social class is defined by
its place in the social division of labor as a whole. This includes
political and ideological relations. Class locations are thus structur-
ally determined by the objective place in the social division of labor;
and class interest is defined by the class determination which fixes the
horizon of the class' struggle.1

The question of who belongs to which class involves identifying cri-
teria defining the boundaries of social classes, The more division of
labor there is, the more vague and controversial these boundaries become}5
The controversy gets especially heated when the proletariat class loca-
tions are concerned, Some argue that although not all proletarians are
wage-workers, all wage-workers are proletarians.l6 This position derives
from the view that it is essentially the separation from the means of pro-
duction that defines the proletariat.

Others argue that virtually all wage-laborers should be considered

members of the working class.17 Underlying this position is the premise
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that it is essentially the coersive "freedom" to sell one's own labor
power that defines the proletariat., Accordingly, wage labor is the de-
termining criterion of proletarian class locations,

In contrast with both arguments, still others argue that although
all proletarians are wage-workers, not all wage-workers are proletarians%8
Implicit in this view is that the separation from the means of production
and wage-labor are necessary but not sufficient criteria for defining
proletarian class locations. Accordingly, the proletariat is defined by
specific form(s) of wage-labor. What forms of wage-labor are proletarian
is also controversial. Some Marxists argue that only productive (produces
surplus value directly) labor is proletarian;19 other Marxists argue that
not only productive labor is proletarian.zo

Before entering the controversy regarding what wage-labor is prole-
tarian, let us first conclude the initial debate on the more general cri-
teria.

Of course, the three different arguments have different implications
on the size of the proletariat. The proletariat is the largest by the
first criteria, as it includes all non-owners regardless of whether they
perform wage-labor or not. There is a good reason for this criteria in
the Third World, where the majority of the population is displaced peas-
antry with no access to employment, and is maintained this way precisely
subject to the logic of capitalist accumulation. They are dispossessed
and made free of property relation but not "free" to sell their labor
power, This can be more appropriate a criterion in defining proletarian
class position than in defining proletarian class location, which is ob-

s

jectively determined by the class antagonism inherent in the very creation
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of surplus value,

Moreover, it follows from this argument that the great majority of
the Palestinian population has become proletarian since its expulsion
from Palestine and that the Palestinian refugee camps have been proletar-
ian communities, The proletariat, however, is the exploited class under
capitalist relations. The class exploited within particular dominant re-
lations of production is the class which, under these relations of produc-
tion, performs what is defined to be productive labor. Under pre-capital-
ist relations, the performers of productive labor can be owners. Under
capitalist relations, however, only non-owners can perform productive la-
bor; all non-owners are not thereby proletarian. Furthermore, exploitation
under capitalist relations is the appropriation of surplus labor in the
form of surplus value; proletarians are, therefore, only those engaged di-
rectly in the production of surplus value, and only by wage-labor can sur-
plus value be created. All wage-earners do not thereby produce surplus
value.

Thus far, we identified theoretical reasons against the first and sec-
ond arguments and in support of the third. According to the third criteria,
however, the size of the proletariat shrinks substantially depending on the
specificity of the form(s) of wage-labor that defines the working class.

At this level, the controversy regarding the defining criteria of proletar-
ian class locations gets more tense.

All Marxists agree that manual workers directly engaged in the produc-
tion of physical commodities for private capital fall into the working
class.21 There is no such agreement about any other category of wage-earn-

ers, Some Marxists argue that only productive manual workers belong to the
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. 22 . .

proletariat. Others, like A. Szymanski, argue that the proletariat in-
cludes low-level, routinized white collar employees as well.23 Harry
Braverman, the advocate of the proletarian location of clerical labor,
maintains that "while the working class in production is the result of
several centuries of capitalist development, clerical labor is largely
the product of the period of monopoly capitalism.??. Clerical work as a
capitalist labor process and clerical worker as proletariat in new form.25

At this point, the controversy enters another level of complexity,
focusing mainly on why productive labor? What labor is productive? Whe~
ther or not the new wage-earning groupings who belong to the mushrooming
service sector belong also to the proletariat.

As summed up by Jan Gough:

"In his theories of surplus-value, Marx defined productive

labor under capitalism as labor which produces commodity value

and hence surplus value for capital; this excludes all labor

which is not exchanged against capital, self~employed propri-

etors—farmers, artisans, handicraftsmen, tradesmen, profes-

sionals, all other self-employed —- are according to this defi~

nition not productive workers because their labor is not ex-

changed for capital and does not contribute directly to the

increase of capital. Even more, they fall outside of the dis-

tinction between productive and unproductive labor, because
they are outside the capitalist mode of production." 26

This is, in fact, a distinction between capitalist productive labor and
non-capitalist productive labor. This is inadequate. For our purpose, it
is equally important to draw the line between productive and unproductive
labor under capitalist relationms.

Poulantzas argues that in Marx's analysis, the working class is de-
fined not by wage-labor (purchase and sale of labor power) but by produc-
tive-labor (which, under capitalism, means labor that directly produces

surplus-value), Therefore, it is only those earners who depend on produc-
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tive capital that produces surplus-value, Wage-earners who depend on the
sphere of the circulation and realization of surplus-value do not form part
of the working class, since these forms of capital and the laborer who de-
pends on them do not produce surplus-—value.27

For Poulantzas, the working class is defined by the fundamental class

antagonism within capitalism between direct producers, who are separated

from the means of production and produce the social surplus product in the
form of surplus-value, and the bourgeoisie, who own the means of produc-
tion and appropriate surplus-value. Accordingly, unproductive wage-earners
while clearly not members of the bourgeoisie, do not contribute to the
production of surplus-value, Thus, they are not directly exploited in the
form of dominant capitalist relation of exploitation and so, Poulantzas
argues, cannot be included in the working class.

The arguments with regard to the boundaries of the working class
have focused, thus far, on economic criteria. But social classes are de-
fined not only by economic, but also by political and ideological criteria
as well. It is in Poulantzas' analysis that this point is most seriously
considered. Perhaps the most distinctive premise underlying Poulantzas'
analysis is that classes are structurally determined, not only at the eco-
nomic level, but at the political and ideological levels as well. While
it is true that the eocnomic place of the social agents has a principal
role in determining social classes, their position in ideological and poli~-
tical relations of domination and subordination may be equally important.
Based on all these theoretical considerations, Poulantzas' basic conclusion
is that only manual, non-supervisory workers who produce surplus-value di-

. . . .29
rectly (productive labor) should be included in the proletariat,
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Productive, manual, and non~supervisory labor categories are the cri-
teria by which Poulantzas defines proletarian locations only in the pro-
duction process. Agreeing with him, however, classes are determined prin-
cipally but not exclusively in the production process.30 Relations of
ideological-political domination/subordination outside the production pro-
cess are included in the objective determination of class location.

In Poulantzas' words:

"The determination of classes involves political and ideological

relations....Political and ideological relations are material-

ized and embodied as material practices in the State apparatuses

....The analysis of social classes can only be undertaken in

terms of their relationship with the apparatuses, and with the

State apparatuses in particular." 31
This emphasis on the ideological-political relations of domination/subordi-
nation in the objective determination of class location is an important
innovation in Marxist theory, attributed to the Althosgerian Structuralist
school from which Poulantzas comes. The significance of this innovation
(the structural criteria of the determining of class location) lies in
transcending the controversial "class-in-itself"/"class-for-itself™ dichot-
omy, a dichotomy that, although it is often erroneously attributed to
Lucas, in fact originated in Marx's writing.32 Although it contradicts
the class struggle paradigm, that classes exist only in class struggle, it
is class struggle that makes history.

Despite the importance of this innovation, and in contrast with his
criteria of proletarian locations where he is very definite and specific
about the labor categories that are and are not proletarian, his structural
criteria regarding the political and ideological relations of domination/

subordination remains vague and unspecified.

It is not clear, for example, what Poulantzas means by the social
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division of labor, how he distinguishes it from the production process,
and whether he equates it with the social formation, the site of class
struggle and formation.

Can it possibly mean that relations to the ideological-political ap-
paratus, outside the production process, may in some cases predominate?
More concretely, is it likely that productive, manual, non-supervisory
employees may belong to different social classes because one segment is
ideologically and/or politically dominant and the other segment is subor-
dinate by virtue of their differential relations to the State apparatus?
This question remains also unanswered by Poulantzas. It brings to mind the
notion of "contradictory class location" developed by Erik Olin Wright; and
denoting that social agents can belong simultaneously to different class
location. We reject this notion on the basis that it negates the concept

of social classes as social forces with distinct interests that are objec—-

tively determined by the location and which fixes the horizon of the class'
struggle. Classes can take contradictory class positions but contradictory
class locations undermine the concept of class and class struggle.

To answer the question posed above, it is our position that the struc-
tural criteria (ideological-political relations to the State apparatus)
do not affect the objective determination of class location -~ the boundar-
ies of social classes as such. It rather affects intra-class differentia-
tion, meaning here the objective determination of class fractions. Further-
more, Poulantzas does not specify what kind of relation to the State appar-
atuses or degree of political-ideological domination/subordination defines
the boundaries of different social classes, specifically the proletariat.

Moreover, he does not specify the relation between the objective determina-
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tion of proletarian class location in the production process (the economic
criteria), on the one hand, and the objective determination of proletarian
class location in the social division of labor (the structural criteria),
on the other.

What does it concretely mean that classes are determined principally

but not exclusively in the production process? The structural criteria of

the objective determination of class location is especially significant for
studying the formation of a Palestinian working class in Israel. Specifi-
cally in determining the class location of Arab and Jewish productive,
manual, non-supervisory employees. It is crucial for defining and assess-
ing the development of commonality of class interests as an objective con-
dition for potential cross-national proletarian alliances. This criteria

is so important to our analysis precisely for reasons inherent in the pecul-

iar context of this class formation, namely, settler—-colonialism. A form

of capitalist-foreign domination settler-colonialism involves the trans-
plantation of a dominant social formation in the heart of a dominated one.
In this particular case, it involves even the deformation, replacement, and
then reintegration of the latter by means of military occupation. Moreover,
this is an essentially sectarian settler-colonial social formation, in
which the State is Jewish and so are even the economic apparatuses (the
Jewish Agency, the Jewish National Fund, and the Histadrut - General Feder-
ation of Hebrew wOrkers).33
Initially, these apparatuses came to exist precisely in order to cre-
ate the economic/material "base" for the Jewish State "superstructure".

And they continued to operate as exclusively Jewish economic apparatuses

after the creation of the State of Israel.
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Poulantzas' emphasis on the structural determination of class loca-
tion in terms of political and ideological relations which only exist inso-
far as they are materialized in such apparatuses, is thus most appropriate
for this context and indispensable for the class analysis undertaken. This
is only one of two reasons underlying our choice of Poulantzas' criteria of
the determination of proletarian class location to be employed in this
study.

The second reason derives, not from the specificity of the concrete
contextual conditions, as in the case in the former reason. It rather de-
rives from the nature of our research question. Given that a main objec-
tive of this study is to examine the extent to which Palestinian workers
penetrating the Israeli labor market improve the objective conditions in
terms of entering proletarian locations and representing an increase in
shared proletarian class locations, then it is our research strategy to
use the criteria likely to give the most conservative estimates. The valid-
ity of our conclusions is greater in the case of underestimation than over-
estimation of the actual size of shared locatioms.

Poulantzas' criteria, defining the boundaries of the working class
even exclusively in terms of place in the production process, is the most
narrow and it is seriously criticized by Marxists, for it substantially
reduces the size of the working class.34 If by this criteria our findings
indicate a tendency towards the improvement of the objective conditions
for potential proletarian alliances, then findings by any other criteria
are likely only to reinforce the validity of this conclusion.

In the case that findings by this criteria prove to the contrary,

that Palestinian labor penetrating the Israeli labor market does not repre-



sent an increase in the number of shared proletarian class locations, then
the question of what is the most correct criteria becomes imperative,

To summarize, in this study we use Poulantzas' criteria of proletarian
class location: only productive, manual, non-supervisory labor categories

in the productive process, considering also political and ideological re-

lations.

We do not agree with his conceptualization and use of the relationship
between the production process and the social division of labor. We view
the division of labor as an outcome, not a determinant, of class struggle
and class formation, The production process is more comprehensive than,
and is the reproduction site of, the social division of labor. The produc-
tion process is the unity of the productive forces, the relations of pro-
duction and the labor process. The labor process refers to the technical
division of labor which is, in turn, reproduced in the social division of
labor, subject to the interaction between the forces and relations of pro-
duction. Locations in the social and technical divisions of labor (i.e.,
in the productive process) are affected by differential locations in the
social formation, the site of class struggle, and hence, class formation.
In the production process —-- the social organization of production, the
relations of production predominate. In a sense, the production process
depends on the dominant mode or production of social relations of produc-
tion in the social formation. We employ the structural criteria for ex-
amining not class location, but rather the class segmentation into class-
fractions subject to differential locations in the social formation as a
whole, specifically with regard to ideological-political domination/sub-

ordination. This is speaking of the internal structure of the working



36
class.

D. Hypotheses and Further Specifications of the Question

As far as the practical aspects of this study, five hypotheses are
examined:

(1) The majority of Palestinian-Arabs penetrating into the Israeli
labor market in the post~1967 era enter predominantly proletarian class
locations. That is, they are employed in productive, manual, non-super-
visory labor categories.

(2) The Palestinian-Arabs penetrating into the Israeli labor market
tend to predominantly replace Jews in the technical division of labor (the
occupational/industrial structures of employment)..

(3) In the social division of labor (the production process), Pales-
tinian-Arabs penetrating the Israeli labor market tend to predominantly
join Jews in proletarian class location (a promoting tendency).

(4) Some segments of the proletarian employees in Israel tend to
benefit indirectly from surplus-value created by other segments (an impend-
ing tendency).

(5) The more Palestinian-Arabs occupy proletarian locations in Is-
rael's social division of labor, the more favorable become the objective
conditions for potential cross-national proletarian alliances, This hypo-
thesis is based on the assumption that there is a Jewish working class in
Israel and on the fact that the size of the Palestinian labor force em-
ployed in Israel is relatively small (in 1974, only 15 percent of total).35

For examining these hypotheses, we need to find out where the Pales-
tinians penetrating the Israeli labor market are placed in the production

process ~~ this includes their place in the technical and the social divi-



sions of labor simultaneously; that is, the concrete as well as the social
forms of labor they perform: if the trend is predominantly that of Pales-
tinian-Arab labor filling in vacancies in the manual, non-supervisory pro-
ductive positions, from which Jewish labor is moving upward into mental,
supervisory unproductive positions in the same industries and/or economic
sectors; also, if Arab labor is replacing Jewish labor, moving horizontally
from less into more economically and/or politically strategic sectors and
industries; and especially if the less strategic sectors contribute direct-
ly to capital accumulation in the more strategic ones. Then, it would be
concluded that the absorption of Palestinian labor in Israel promises no
possibility for cross-national proletariat alliances,

On the other hand, if the predominant trend is that of joining, or a

combination of joining and replacing, it is likely that the more Palestin-

ian labor is absorbed in the Israeli labor market, the greater will be the

number of Israelis and Palestinians inside Greater Israel who share prole-

tariat class positions; and thus, the better are the prospects for cross-

national class alliances.

The content of our hypotheses can be expressed more concretely in the
following empirical questions:
First, through their penetration into the Israeli labor market, are

Palestinian-Arab workers joining or replacing Israeli-Jewish workers in the

Israeli social division of labor? 1In other words, is the pattern predomi-—

nantly that of concentration of Arab wage-earners in manual, non-supervisory
productive (produce surplus-value directly) labor categories, and of Jewish
wage~earners moving out into non~-productive, supervisory, mental labor cate-

gories? It is what position in the social division of labor they occupy



rather than in what occupations within what industries or sectors they are
absorbed that is the crucial empirical question we seek to answer. This
is especially correct in the absence of indirect economic exploitation
through inter-industry linkages,

Second: 1is the penetration of Palestinians into the Israeli labor
market associated with a horizontal mobility of Jewish labor across indus-
tries? If so, what are the directions of this mobility? Are Palestinian
workers predominantly filling vacancies created by Jewish labor mobility
or predominantly joining Jewish labor in the same industries? This ques-
tion must be examined both in periods of economic boom as well as crisis.
In what industries do Palestinians seem to concentrate? In mixed indus-
tries, where Arabs and Jews are employed, do Arabs and Jews tend to occupy
different concrete and social forms of labor? Are there industries that
are closed to Palestinian labor? For example, the arms industry is most
likely (if for nothing more than security considerations) to prohibit the
employment of Arab labor. How does that affect the size of shared prole-
tarian class locations?

Third: it is important to identify the source and forms of capital
that employ Arabs. It is not s&fficient to examine to what labor category
within mixed sectors and industries Arab labor belongs and in which indus-
tries it is concentrated and from which it is excluded. It is further im-
portant to examine the nature of the linkages prevalent among industries
in which Arab labor is absorbed and those closed for Arabs and open for
Jews alone. Do Jewish workers in closed sectors benefit directly from

surplus-value created by Arab workers in other industries?

38



It would not be sufficient to find that in the production process
Palestinians seem to occupy proletarian places and represent an increase
in the size of proletarian locations in the production process that are
shared by Jews and Arabs, It is necessary to examine the extent to which
these shared locations are internally segmented and by what criteria.

For this purpose, we try to identify by what source of capital each popu-
lation group tends to be employed, and where they are located in relation
to ideological-political domination/subordination.

By answering these five questions posed above, we illustrate the for-
mation of a Palestinian working class in Israel, Unless the forces under-
lying this process are identified, it remains unclear whether what appears
to be class formation is, in fact, a structural change and therefore per-

manent, not temporary.

ITI. Explanatory Aspects of the Study

A, Theory and Method:

As a study of development and class formation, dialectical materialism
is the most appropriate theoretical/methodological frame of analysis. Dia-
lectical materialism is the method which identifies the laws of motion as
ones that lay in the unity of materially-contradictory tendencies inherent
in the essence of phenomenon, both social and natural.3>

From this perspective, development is conceived to be not a linear
process, but rather as the successive disclosure of objective (not logical)
contradictions. Dialectical materialism, thus, rejects both the notion of

linearity and the notion of equilibrium,

Class formation may denote reproduction, expansion, liquidation, or
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ascendency of class or class fraction, Class formation takes place in
class struggle, the motor force of history. Class formation, therefore,
necessarily involves change in both quantitative and qualitative terms.
It involves quantitative change in the degree of development of the pro-
ductive forces at the disposal of society, and qualitative change in the
relations of production dominant in society. The interaction between the
forces of production and the relations of production is thus the context
in which class formation occurs. This interaction represents necessarily
a contradictory unity of materially opposing tendencies in which the rela-
tions of production predominate. The formation of classes as social for-
ces in class struggle signifies a new balance of forces, the emergence of
new historical phases.

The development of a new historical phase means change in the condi-
tions of the material life of a social formation ("society'"). These con-
ditions are essentially determined by the way people go about procuring
their means of subsistence (food, clothing, housing, and instruments of
production, etc.), i.e., by the method used for maintaining and reprodu-

cing their existence; that is, the dominant mode of production. Each
successive historical phase is characterized by the dominance of a new
form in the existing mode of production, or of a new mode. A mode of pro-
duction consists of two components: the productive forces (labor, instru-
ments of labor, skill, technology, etc.) and relations of production (the
way in which people and things are related (as expressed in the patterns
of ownership and the division of labor, etc.). Expressed in these terms,
development can be said to be the byproduct of the interaction of the pro-

ductive forces and relations of production. For social formation to re-

40
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produce itself, it is imperative that its productive forces constantly
grow. But the self~reproduction of a social formation is essentially the
reproduction of the existing relations of production characterizing the
prevailing social order. An essential incompatability, therefore, emerges
between the state of development and the requirements of society's produc—
tive forces, on the one hand, and on the other, its existing relations of
production., It follows that in the necessary course of production and
class struggle, the relations of production and the state of development
of the productive forces change, culminating in the emergence of new
epochs, Put differently, in G, Arrighi's words:
"It is by focussing on relations of production and the degree

of development of the productive forces that we can show the
differentia gpecifica of different epochs.'" 36

It is our central thesis that the year 1967 represents the beginning
of a new epoch in terms of transformation in the relations of production
and the state of development of Israel's productive forces. The emer-
gence of this new epoch denotes class formation of which the proletarian-
ization of Palestinians in Israel is only an aspect. It is in this con-
text that we place the subject of our analysis.

To elaborate, in Israel, the 1965 recession, lasting until the eve
of the 1967 war, represents the point beyond which Israel's productive
forces could no longer develop within the constraint of the existing re-
lationships of production governed by the rules of Labor-Zionism, rules
designed to lead towards competitive capitalism based on Jewish capital
and labor, and hence to appeal to the Jewish petty bourgeoisie as van-
guards of Zionism. This period represented a deep structural crisis

in the relations of production. Along with the development of the State
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and by virtue of relations to its apparatuses' new bourgeois, class frac-
tions were emerging, yet fettered by the fact that Israel could no longer
provide for capital accumulation and reproduction of the newly dominant
relations of production within the constraints of her existing material
base. The fetter had to burst out, Israel had to integrate and subordi-
nate less developed forms of production, pre-capitalist economic forma-
tions., The Six Day War represented the unfettering of the fetter: it
gave a progressive outlet to an absolutely ripened contradiction. This
outlet was progressive in the sense of transforming the relations of
production, promising further development of the productive forces and
hence, the emergence of a new epoch. The 1967 war was thus the expres-
sion of interaction between the relations and the forces of production
in the transition into a new historical phase. The emerging phase was
new in terms of the change in the relation of production and the quanti-
tative change in the degree of development of the productive forces it
embodied. The higher degree of development of the productive forces
which were at the disposal of Israel's ruling classes in the aftermath

of only a six-day war was in territorial expansion (embracing commodity
and capital market as well as a reservoir of cheap labor); accumulation
of high level technological know-how, specifically in military-related
research and development; massive inflow of investment capital accompanied
by massive inflow of scientifically-trained Jewish immigrants. It is
the very requirements for further development of these productive for-
ces under the transformed relations of production that can explain the
proletarianization of Palestinians in Israel. It is not accidental,

therefore, that the proletarianization of Palestinians historically
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cross-wound by Zionist practices in Palestine, unwinds precisely follow-
ing the 1967 war. It is neither accidental that the war itself had also
occurred in that particular conjuncture. The association between the
1967 war and the unfolding of Palestinian proletarianization by Israeli
capital is not one of cause and effect. This association rather denotes
that the causes underlying both the burst of the war and the proletarian-
ization of Palestinians lie in ghe specificity of the relationship of

the productive forces and the relations of production in that particular
time and space.

An explanation of the proletarianization of Palestinians in Israel
today requires that forces underlying the emerging demand for Palestin-
ian labor in the Israeli economy be identified and examined against
forces that seem to have had historically impeded this process.

Such an explanation is sought in the logic of capitalist accumula-
tion, specifically the essentially uneven development of capitalism in-

herent in the fundamental tendency of the organic composition of capital

to rise.37 The rising tendency of the organic composition of capital in-
volves the intrinsically contradictory relationship between capital and
labor. It also denotes the contradictory unity of the forces and the
relations of production under capitalism and clearly presents capital as
essentially a relation, not a thing. It is this tendency, accompanied
by the necessary competition involved in capitalist accumulation that
explains why capitalist development is intrinsically uneven: leads to-
wards concentration and centralization, speeds up class formation, and
requires the integration of less developed economic formations and their

subordination to more developed ones, which the essential international-
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ization of capital is all about.38

B. Labor-Zionism

This is one postulate in Zionism which embodies the rationale for
prohibiting the employment of Palestinian-Arab labor by Jewish capital in
times past.39 This rationale being an explicit ideological commitment to
self-labor and exclusive Jewish proletarianization by Jewish capital in
Palestine.

Labor-Zionism was also the guiding ideological/theoretical founda-
tion of Jewish settlement in Palestine, as expressed in the actual his-
torical practices of the Zionist movement; its slogans, specifically the
"conquest of Hebrew labor" and the "boycott of Arab labor"; the consti-
tutions of its institutions, specifically the Histadrut and the Jewish
National Fund. The Labor-Zionist ideology also became hegemonic after
the establishment of the State, embodied in the ruling Labor Party and
remained hegemonic until post-1967, reflecting itself in deepening crisis
—— an internal "dovish"/"hawkish" polarization over the controversy 6f
integrating the occupied territories and Palestinian labor. A polariza-
tion that finally culminated in the descendancy of the Labor Party from
the power bloc and the ascendancy of the annexationist Likud Party.4

Labor-Zionism is thus of immense relevance to our study of the
present proletarianization of Palestinians by Israeli-Jewish capital.

To be more precise, it was Ber Borochov who pointed out the impera-
tive of exclusive Jewish proletarianization or colonization through
class struggle in Palestine for the actualization of Zionism, Borochov~

ism is known in the Zionist tradition as the Marxist theory of Zionismj
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it is referred to as the socialist or the proletarian left of Labor-

Zionism. As put by Arthur Hertzberg: "A theory of Zionism that was ex-
pressed solely in terms of dialectical materialism was still lacking,
and it was provided by Ber Borochov."41 We argue that this is quite ac-
curate as far as the strategy Borochov formulates.

Viewed as such, uneven development becomes the unifying theme in the

study of the proletarianization of Palestinians in Israel. It involves
not only the forces underlying the present demand for Palestinian labor
in Israel, but also the forces underlying the "boycott of Arab labor",
hence the non-proletarianization of Palestinians in the past, namely,
Labor-Zionism. This is one postulate of Zionism that emphasizes the
imperative of self-labor for the implementation of Zionism: the founda-
tion of a bourgeois nation-state, and that it is precisely this strategy
that constitutes the yeast of what is culminating today, among other
things, in the proletarianization of Palestinians.

In this study, Borochovism is analyzed in the context of uneven de-
velopment: as a consciousness or theory arising from material conditions
subject to the uneven development of capitalism, on the one hand, and on
the other, as a development strategy implementable only on uneven capi-

talist development lines, because Borochovism is bourgeois in character.

Tt is a development strategy aimed at the formation of Jewish social
classes and, hence, Jewish class struggle, i.e., Jewish relations of
production as a material "base" for a bourgeois Jewish State "superstruc-
ture". In this sense, Borochovism is perhaps the most comprehensive
development plan in history, Furthermore, it incorporates dialectical

materialism in the formulation of an objectively capitalist development
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strategy. This reinterpretation of Borochovism is the subject of the fol-
lowing chapter. We outline it here only to point out the methodological
rationale. Underlying our choice of the Borochovist Labor-Zionist formula-
tion are the following:

(1) We wish to argue that Labor-Zionism is essentially bourgeois
and implementable only or capitalist development lines, and it is our re-
search strategy, therefore, to show that Borochovism, the very extreme left,
which in fact incorporates dialectical materialist methods, is itself bour-
geois in character.

(2) This way, we try to expose the apparent and misleading logical
contradiction that the proletarianization of Palestinians in Israel against
the historically ideological commitment for exclusive Jewish proletariani-
zation presents to the Israeli public and other observers of this process.

We try to expose it as an objective contradiction emerging precisely from

the implementation of Borochovism. That is, treating from a dialectical
materialist perspective the classical development planning question: the

question of disparities between planning objectives and consequences. In

planning theory, this question is treated mechanically, in terms either of
logical contradiction (inconsistency in the theory and/or‘plan), or of
implementation error. At best, explanations are sought in incongruities
between the theory and the environmental world in which the theory was
practiced.42 The possibility of objective contradiction emerging from the
unity of materially opposing tendencies suggested by the dialectical mater-
ialist method is not subject ot consideration.

Our analysis of Borochovism focuses precisely on identifying the

materially contradictory tendencies, the unity of which it objectively
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embodies. The objective materially contradictory tendencies inherent in
socialist Zionism (Borochovism) lie in its simultaneously capitalist and
sectarian character, that it embodies capitalist relations of production
which are also exclusively Jewish. This is quite different from the radical
critique of Borochovism, which points out inconsistencies between theory
and reality and, at best, the logical contradiction and objective infeasi-
bility of the essential unity of Zionism and socialism, which it is claimed
to embody.43 We argue that the underlined, however, are not the materially
contradictory tendencies objectively embodied in socialist Zionism; no
socialist element or tendency is embodied in "socialist" Zionism. Social-
ist Zionism is objectively bourgeois.

This is to indicate the methodological value for development theory
that can be derived from the analysis of Borochovism in this study: this
is applying the dialectical materialist method to a case study of a de-
velopment plan (or theory of action) which, itself, incorporates the dia-
lectical materialist method.

(3) Furthermore, this is also an exercise in class-analysis of the

content of development plans/theories independently of the planner's inten-
tion.

(4) Borochovism is an appropriate case for illustrating the rota-
tion and unity of the economic, the political, and the ideological in the
development process, or, using Engel's words, that:

", ..political, religious, philosophical, etc., development is
based on economic development. But all these interact upon
one another and also upon the economic bases. It is not that
the economic situation is cause solely active, while every-
thing else is only passive effect, there is rather interac-
tion on the basis of economic necessity, which ultimately
always asserts itself," 44
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(5) Finally, the analysis of Borochovism in the context of this

study clearly exposes the relations between objective forces and subjective

forces in the development process: how specific material conditions give
rise to a particular form of consciousness, in turn affects material condi-
tions. Concretely, this will illustrate how the inevitable consolidation
of capitalism on a world-scale gives birth to Labor-Zionism in Diaspora,
and in Israel puts an end to it. From illustrating the latter, it would
follow that the story of the proletarianization of Palestinians in Israel
and the story of the rise and decline of Labor-Zionism are two faces of
the same coin,

All the points mentioned above as the underlying methodological ration-
ale for the choice of Borochovism are imperative for comprehending causes

and implications of the proletarianization of Palestinians in Israel today.

IV. The Limits of the Study

A. Limits of Subject

Transplanted as a sectarian settler-colonial formation in Palestine,
Israel represents a unique capitalist development case. Development liter-
ature based on the analysis of concrete development processes in Third
World countries, advanced capitalist countries, or socialist countries,
has, if any, very little relevance to the Israeli case. The uniqueness
of Israel's development, in turn, limits the extent to which generaliza-
tions can be validly made from this study. This problem, however, is
offset by the essentially practical purpose of the study., Any practical
use that this study may have depends largely on the extent to which it

captures the specificity of the concrete conditions involved.
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In advance, we emphasize that as a study of only one aspect of class
formation, namely, the formation of a Palestinian working class, this re~
search, despite its practical orientation, is of little value to political
practice unless complemented by an up~to-date analysis of other aspects of
class formation in Israel and of the class distribution of Palestinians

in Israel and exile,45

B. Limits of method

The theoretical background for this study is dialectical materialism,
a paradigm which is universally applicable. Despite this, our task pre-
sents a methodological problem, namely, the theoretical concepts available
in relevant literature have not been developed in analysis of the novel
settler—-colonial formation which Israel represents, Therefore, these con-
cepts must be reworked for the concrete case being studied. While this is
necessary in any concrete case, the settler—colonial social formation is
not one which has been analyzed elsewhere.

Tn the literature developed in the analysis of the Palestinian-Israeli
context we are unaware of an adequate treatment of this problem and the at-
tempt to provide more appropriate concepts. The fact that this study is,
itself, done abroad in a context alien to its content, does not allow for
development of such concepts.

These limits of method may, yet, involve a positive effect in the
sense that only in the context of the general or universal can the specific
be more adequately comprehended. Further, it is only when the specific is
analyzed in terms of generalizable concepts that it may become of value to

general theory.
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C. Limits of Data

Along with the previous methodological problems is one associated with
the empirical task necessarily undertaken. Namely, that the available data
is not gathered and organized under the guidance of Marxist theory. Its
content and structure is bourgeois-empiricist. Therefore, principles of
selection must be generated, limits of data for the purpose of argument
must be defined througout this study, and methodological adaptations to
these limits may be invented.

The first empirical task that flows from this question is to locate
the sites of class transformation involved and to identify the populations
moving into and out of these sites.

Of the usually-available empiricist data, most appropriate for this
task are detailed cross-tabulations of population groups and an industry-
by-occupation matrix for years before and after 1967. This data item is
not available in Israeli statistical sources.46 We thus try to compemnsate
for this item by using a variety of less appropriate employment figures
and reliance on qualitiative analysis.

The fact that information on the military industry is by-and-large
classified imposes a serious limitation on the analysis of the most influ-
ential sector of the economy, which is expected to have special, although
indirect, bearing on the proletarianization of Palestinians in Israel.

Because of the limitations of the empirical data, we have to be inno-
vative in reconstructing it so that it reveals information relevant to
class analysis, An example is z scale system (Chapter VI) that reveals
the internal structure of the working class. This is also a method of

identifying the possibility of indirect economic exploitation among prcle-



tarian workers, It is developed precisely for the Israeli context and on
the basis of its specificity incorporating, however, aspects of the general

Marxist theory.
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V. Organization of the Study

Chapter II:

Introduces the reader to the rise of Labor-Zionism in the context of
settler-colonialism in general, in response to the development of capitalism.
We examine the socialist Zionist theory as conceptualized by Ber Borochov,
exposing the bourgeois objective of its '"proletarian' face and identifying
the instrumentality of labor in furthering the aspirations of a faction of
the Jewish petty bourgeoisie to become, itself, a national bourgeoisie.

The point of this chapter is to demonstrate that Borochovist socialist Zion-
ism is essentially a theoretical model for the formation of Jewish class, not

classless, society in Palestine. Specifically, Jewish class struggle, which

theoretically provides for the Jewish definition of the State and for its
emergence as an organic manifestation of this class struggle.

The essence of this chapter is, therefore, to outline the ideological
and political peculiarity of the context in which Palestinian proletarianiza-

tion, the subject of this study, is occurring.

Chapter III:

As the first chapter sheds light on Labor-Zionism in theory, this chap-
ter sheds light on Labor-Zionism in practice, providing an historical over-
view of three phases of Palestinian proletarianization since the beginning
of Jewish colonial settlement in Palestine.

In the first and second phases, Palestinian proletarianization is im-
peded mainly by ideological and political mechanisms, respectively. In
phase three, Palestinian proletarianization unfolds, subject to uneven de~

velopment, defying previous ideological and political considerations,
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Chapters IV, V, VI, and VII are the core chapters of the thesis. Each, in

a different way, carries forward the analysis at its explanatory level (iden-
tifying the forces generating demand for Palestinian labor) and simultaneous-
ly, at its practical level (assessing the objective conditions promoting and

impeding cross-national proletarian alliance).

Chapter 1IV:

Characterizes the nature of Israel's labor force, its sources, ethnic
composition, sites of reproduction of its labor power, how the different
segments affect the development of the productive forces and transform the
relations of production.

Central to this chapter is an account of the merging of the military
and civilian and the shift into high technology production. We describe how
the overdevelopment of the military productive forces in 1967 resulted in
the militarization of the entire economy; how productivity requirements and
effects increased the division of labor, and the urge for intensive exploita-
tion (relative rate of surplus value); and how the shift into arms industry
was determined by the type of labor in supply and how it was, in turn, to
determine the type of labor in demand. We also describe the relation
between militarization and the growing demand for Arab labor in the manual,
non-supervisory, productive labor categories. Attention is also given to
the growing contradictions; the conflicting investment versus Aliyah incen-
tives; and how these contradictions, in effect, promote and impede common-

ality of class interest among Jews and Palestinian-Arabs in Israel.

Chapter V:

Examines the differential location of the various segments of Israel's
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labor force in the technical and the social divisions of labor, with the
objective of determining their class locations; the extent to which Pales-
tinian employees in Israel are actually entering proletarian class locations
jointly with, or replacing, Jewish proletariat; how they respond to economic
crisis and boom and the extent to which their current locations in Israel's
employment and class structures are transitory or permanent; and finally,
the extent to which the number of Palestinian-Arabs and Israeli-Jews sharing
proletarian class location is increasing in the last decade, hence increas-
ing the prospects for cross-national ethnic alliance.

As we examine the dynamics of the employment structure of the wvarious
segments of the labor force in different periods of time, specifically be-
fore and after the 1967 War, and prior to and after the 1973 War, we get a
sense of what has affected the growth and decline of demand for Palestinian

labor in Israel.

Chapter VI:

A tentative rough model of the social organization of production, con-
sumption, and reproduction peculiar to Israel. This chapter, therefore,
focuses on the structural determination of class location beyond the social
division of labor (as seen in the previous chapter) in the social formation
as a whole. Here, we are examining the internal segmentation of the working
class, subject to differential locations in the social formation. This
chapter points out objective conditions that, in the present conjuncture,
retard and reduce the prospects for cross-national ethnic proletarian al-

liance.

Chapter VII:

This chapter points out transformations in the relation of production



55

in response to th essential internationalization of capital and concomitant
with the penetration of Palestinian labor. It focuses on the concentration
of industrial capital and transformations in the rural frontiers. These
transformations are likely to offset the effect of proletariat segmentation
with regard to the material prerequisites for proletarian alliance. They
signify secularization of the relations of production were dictated by the
sectarian Labor-Zionist ideology. Secularization can only affect more
favorably the material prerequisites for cross-national proletarian alli-

ance.

Chapter VIII:

Conclusions of thesis. What was and was not achieved of the objectives
we set for ourselves in this study. The findings regarding the determinants
of the current proletarianization of Palestinians in Israel, and the objec-
tive conditions promoting and impeding cross-national proletarian alliance.

Emerging questions for future research.
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FOOTNOTES

Chapter I

The significance of these figures gets more exposed when we consider
the following:

(a) That 1963 was the peak of the construction boom during which Arab
citizens were mobilized for the first time into productive employment
and on a massive scale.

(b) That in 1974, only 39.5 percent of the Arab citizens belonged to
the labor force, owing to high birth rates which kept the population
young, as well as to the relatively low rates of female participation.
This may indicate potential surplus labor.

(¢) We must also take note of the fact that Arabs do not control their
sources of employment. They are almost invariably dependent on em-
ployment by Jewish capital. The growing size of Palestinian-Arab
employees in Israel is, therefore, an expression of growing demand

for Arab labor among Jewish employers.

78,400 citizen Palestinian wage earners computed by subtracting Jew-
ish employees from total employees, as appears in Statistical Abstract
of Israel, 1975. And 68,000 non-citizen Palestinian wage-earners in
Israel. This figure includes only the officially registered workers.
Tt excludes illegally smuggled labor totalling around 15,000, as docu-
mented in Chapters III and V. :

Kibbutz and private captial in Arab villages in Israel are analyzed
in Chapter VII.

For confirming the penetration of Israeli investment capital into the
occupied territories, see, for example, a recent study by Brian Van
Arkadie, Benefits and Burdens: A Report on the West Bank and Gaza
Strip Economies Since 1967, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
Washington, 1977.

This is my own interpretation of the Borochovist formulation of Zion-
ism, fully explicated in Chapter II.

For references, see, for example:

. Yoram Ben-Porath, The Arab Labor Force in Israel, Jerusalem, 1960.

. Sabri Jiryi, The Arabs in Israel, Monthly Review Press, 1976.

. Henry Rosenfeld, Hiam Hayoo Falahim, 1964.

Nicos Poulantzas, Classes in Contemporary Capitalism, N.L.B., London,
1975, p. 24. 1In Marx's and Engel's political analysis, the concept
of "power bloc" indicates the particular contradictory unity of the
politically dominant classes or fractions of classes as related to a
particular form of the capitalist state (from N. Poulantzas, Politi-
cal Power and Social Classes, 1975, p. 234.).
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N. Poulantzas, "On Social Classes," New Left Review, No. 78, 1973,
p. 38.

Poulantzas, Classes,.. op.cit., p. 24.

Ibid.

Karl Marx, "The German Ideology," in Selected Works, Vol. 1, London,
Lawrence and Wishart, 1962, p. 47. Quoted from Vicente Navarro, The
Political Economy of Social Security and Medical Care in the USSR,
Unpublished Manuscript, 1975.

Examples from history are abundant. A classical example is the alli-
ance between the Kuo Ming Tang, representing feudalism, and the peas-
ant and proletariat in the early stages of China's Revolution.

"A social formation is dominated and dependent when the articulation
of its specific economic, political, and ideological structure eX-
presses constitutive and asymmetrical relationships with one or more
other social formations which enjoy a position of power over it."
Manuel Castells, La Question Urbane, Paris, 1972, pp. 62 ff. Quoted
by Poulantzas, op.cit., p. 43.

The subjective conditions for actual proletarian alliances involves
revolutionary proletarian consciousness (ideology) and an autonomous
party of class struggle,

Poulantzas, op.cit., p. 24.

This problematique is very concretely illustrated in a study of the
boundaries of social classes in the United States by Erik Olin Wright,
"Class Boundaries in Advanced Capitalist Societies," in New Left Re-
view, No. 98, August, pp. 3-42.

For an example, see Jomo Sundaram, Class Formation in Malaya: Capi-
tal, the State and Uneven Development (Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis,
Harvard University, Department of Sociology, December, 1977).

For example, Francesca Freedman, "The Internal Structure of the Pro-
letariat," Socialist Revolution, No. 26.

Poulantzas, Classes...op.cit., and "On Social Classes," op.cit.

Tbid.

Harry Braverman, (3) Labor and Monopoly Capital - the Degregation of
Work in the Twentieth Century, Monthly Review Press, New York, 1974.

Based on the review of the various Marxist positions by Wright, op.
cit.
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Poulantzas, op.cit.

For example, A,L, Szymanski, "Trends in the American Working Class,"
Socialist Revolution, No, 10,

Braverman, op.cit., p. 348.
Ibid., p. 355.

Ian Gough, "Marx's Theory of Productive and Unproductive Labor," in
New Left Review, No, 76, November-December, 1977. Quoted in Braver-
man, ibid., p. 411.

Poulantzas, op.cit., p. 9.
Ibid.

Ibid., p. 14.

Ibid., p. 25.

Ibid.

In Marx's words:

"Economic conditions had at first transformed the mass
of the people of the country into workers, The combina-
tion of capital has created for this mass a common situ-
ation, common interests, This mass is thus already a
class as against capital, but not yet for itself. In
the struggle, of which we have noted only a few phases,
this mass becomes united, and constitutes itself as a
class for itself. The interests it defends become class
interests. But the struggle of class against class is

a political struggle.,"

From Karl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, quoted by Poulantzas,
Political Power...op.cit., p. 59.

In 1959, Arab citizens were allowed access to membership in the His-
tadrut, mainly for access to Kupat Holim (Sik Fund), the nation-
wide health care system over which the Histadrut exercises full mono-
poly. Arabs, however, are nmot likely to become partners in the His-
tadrut as capital.

One example of a serious opponent is given in Wright, op.cit.

For a reference, see, for example, Henry Lefebvre, Dialectical Mater-
ialism,




36.

37.

38.

39.

40,

G. Arrighi, "The Relationship between the Colonial and the Class
Structures: A Critique of A,G., Frank's Theory of the Development
of Underdevelopment" (U,N, African Institute for Economic Develop-
ment and Planning, Dakar, Senegal: Mimeograph, 1971). Quoted by
Sundaram, op.cit., p. 365,

In neo-classical economic theory the rising tendency of the organic
composition of capital is referred to as increase in the ratio of
constant to variable capital, C . This is further elaborated in the
following chapter. v

Concentration, centralization, and internationalization of capital
as manifestation of the essential uneveness of capitalist develop-
ment are treated in Chapter VII and thesis conclusions,

Other postulates of Zionism are known as spiritual or religious Zion-
ism, represented in Chaim N, Bialik poetry and in Achad Ha'am,
"Shalosh Matanot" story, etc, Tt is interesting that only this part
of Zionism was included in the curriculum of Arab schooling in Is~
rael. Probably the explicitly political postulates of Zionism were
avoided by the Israeli Ministry of Education and/or the Minorities
Department of the Ministry of Interior, in order not to raise the
question of teaching modern Palestinian history, which was absolute-
ly prohibited, hoping that the "Israeli-Arabs" would soon forget and
become 'good" citizens,

Other postulates of Zionism are referred to as bourgeois Zionism
(Herzl) to distinguish them from Labor-Zionism. For a reference
on the various postulates, see for an example, Arthur Hertzberg,
ed,, The Zionist Idea: A Historical Analysis and Reader, Atheneum,
New York, 1971.

The concept of "hegemony" was introduced by Gramsci to account for
the political practices of dominant classes in developed capitalist
formations. The field of this concept is the political class strug-
gle in a capitalist formation. Thus, in locating the relation of
the capitalist state to the politically dominant classes, we can say
that it is a state with a hegemonic class leadership (direzione).
The concept of hegemony can be applied to one class or to a fraction
of a class within the power bloc; this hegemonic class or fraction
is, in fact, the dominant element of the contradictory unity of the
politically "dominant" classes or fractions forming the power bloc.
When Marx speaks of the "exclusively dominant" fraction, while at
the same time admitting the political domination of several frac-
tions, he precisely attempts to isolate within the power bloc the
hegemonic fraction.

As it applies to the political practices of the dominant classes,
the concept of hegemony further indicates how, in their relations to
the capitalist state, the political interests of these classes are
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42,

43.

44,

45,

46.
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constituted as representatives of the 'general interest" of the body
politic, i.e., the people/nation, which is based on the effect of
isolation on the economic. (Based on Poulantzas, ibid., pp. 137,
140, 141, 237.)

Hertzberg, op.cit., p. 353.

This is how I was exposed to the treatment of this question during
my training in development planning in the Department of Urban
Studies and Planning at MIT. Especially so in the Ph,D. Seminar on
Research and Methodology (1974-1975).

An example of the radical critique I am referring to is Arie Bober,
The Other Israel: The Radical Case Against Zionism, New York, 1972,
pp. 148-149; 154-155.

Letters from F. Engels to J. Bloch, 21 September, 1890, in Karl
Marx and Frederick Engel's Selected Correspondence, Moscow, 1963,
p. 498, quoted from Navarro, op.cit.

H. Hanegbi, M. Machover, and A. Orr, "The Class Nature of Israel,"
in Bober, op.cit., is a good beginning, raising an issue of great
importance but as it stands is an extremely inadequate analysis of
class formation in Israel.

Except for an aggregate industry-by-occupation matrix in Labor Force
Survey (1972 and 1974) but even this is not cross-tabulated by popu-
lation groups,
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LABOR-ZIONISM/SETTLER-COLONIALISM
AND

THE UNEVEN DEVELOPMENT OF CAPITALISM
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Introduction

In this chapter we wish to argue that Zionism is a Jewish conscious-
ness arising from material conditions of Jewish life in Diaspora subject to
uneven development of capitalism. This consciousness corresponds to the
class interest and aspirations of the Jewish bourgeoisie in the transition-
al phase of capitalism in the metropolis froa its stage of competition to
the stage of monopoly: the need for a Jewish State to intervene on its
behalf in rthe face of monopclistic competition.

The ris# of Zionism coincides with the rise of capitalist settler-

colonialism that emerged from the process of monopoly formation in the
late nineteenth century, specifically from the displacement effects of
capital combination, swallowing small capital and hence, undermining the
material conditions of the petty bourgeoisie as a social class,

Capitalist settler-colonialism, as in the case of Rhodesia, for exam-
ple, is distinguished here from pre-capitalist settler and non-settler
colonialism during mercantilism (as was the case in white settler America
and Australia). Capitalist settler colonialism is seen as one of three
forms of foreign domination that emerged subject to the logic of capitalist
accumulation on a world scale, The other forms are colonialism, featuring
the age of competitive capitalism and neo-colonialism, featuring the age
of monopoly. Settler-colonialism is a form featuring the transitional
phase in-between the two stages of capitalism.

That Israel constitutes a settler-colonial social formation is not
the subject of our debate but its starting point. This essentially set~

tler-colonial character is the necessary context for understanding Zionism
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as a territorial solution to the Jewish question defined in terms of land~
lessness. The essentially settler—colonial character of Zionism was ex-
plicitly identified even by Ber Borochov, the founding father of "socialist"

Zionism., From Borochov's Selected Writings:

"The Jewish problem migrates with the Jews....Emigration alomne
does not solve the Jewish problem....For that reason, Jewish
immigration and any other national immigration tend towards
compact settlements,...,The Jewish petty bourgeoisie and working
masses are confronted by two needs., The impossibility of pene~-
trating into higher levels of production creates the need for
concentrated immigration into undeveloped country, Instead of
being limited to the final levels of production, as is the case
in all other countries, the Jews could, in a short time, assume
the leading positions in the economy of the new land. Jewish
migration must be transformed from immigration into coloniza-
tion. This means a territorial solution of the Jewish problem."
(emphasis mine)

Moreover, indicating the imperative of colonial settlement for the
realization of Zionism, Borochov adds:

"From a political point of view, propaganda is less productive
than action. Create facts and more facts -- that is the corner-
stone of political strategy....The practical colonization work
in Palestine...has created those facts which have paved the road
for our present status., No matter how small and weak the Jewish
colonies might be, no matter how great the shortcomings in their
system of colonization -- they did more towards enlightening the
Jewish nation than a thousand beautifully-worded programs and
diplomatic negotiations. A fallen shomer plays a greater role
in the realization of Zionism than all declaration." 1

The review of settler-colonialism in this chapter is thus not to demon-
strate Israel's settler—colonial character, but rather to put Israel as a
settler—colonial phenomenon in the proper and more general historical con-
text of uneven development of capitalism on a world scale. Placing the
theoretical/ideological foundation of Israel in the context of monopoly
formation as a manifestation of uneven development, of the rising tendency

of the organic composition of capital, is also identifying the material



64
conditions under which Zionism becomes a mobilizing material force capable

of creating new material conditions, the transplantation of Israel in Pales~
tine.

We argue, however, that only one postulate of Zionism that proved to
become a mobilizing material force, namely Labor-Zionism, became so only in
the Borochovist formulation, (Recall from the previous chapter our metho-
dological rationale for selecting Borochovism out of all other postulates.
of Zionism.)

It is our purpose in this chapter to identify the reasons that made
Borochovism a mobilizing material force: the material conditions from which
it rose, the materialist approach it embodied and the material conditions
it was formulated to create, In this kind of analysis we intend to illus-
trate and highlight the interaction between objective forces (material con-
ditions) and subjective forces (theory, ideology) in the development of
Borochovism and, accordingly, Israel,

Before entering the analysis of Borochovism itself, let us make a few
points:

(a) That Zionism in all its postulates is essentially political.

The distinction between spiritual/religious Zionism versus political Zion-
ism is a false distinction. From its inception, the Zionist idea was the
idea of a Jewish State. This point is best documented by Maxime Rodinson,

Israel: A Colonial Settler State? The distinction between political and

religious Zionism is a tactical and pragmatic one, regarding what appeals
more to the Jewish masses who were to be mobilized for actualizing the
idea.

(b) That Zionism in all its postulates is essentially bourgeois con-
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sciousness; the idea of a bourgeois Jewish State. 1In this sense, the
distinction between bourgeois Zionism and Labor, socialist or proletarian
Zionism is false also. The difference between the socialist/proletarian
Zionism and other formulas is a strategic one, concerning the implementa-
tion strategy by which the Zionist idea - bourgeois Jewish State - can be
actualized.

We also try to demonstrate that the distinction between left-wing and
right-wing Labor-Zionism is irrelevant in the semnse that Borochovism, the
extreme left of Labor-Zionism, is objectively bourgeois.

(¢) We argue further that the only development strategy for the im-
plementation of the Zionist idea was Borochovism. There were proposals re-
garding the territory in which the Jewish State was to be established
(Herzl) but none other than Borochov provided a theory of action, a develop-
ment strategy based on a systematic understanding of the material prerequi-
sities for the existence of a State which is essentially bourgeois and Jew-
ish.

(d) That the Borochovist strategy was bourgeois in character, it can
lead only to development on capitalist lines. This can be so independently
of its architect's intention and for that matter of his class origin and
position subject to class struggle, not to metaphysical determinants.

Further, it can be so independently of the paradigm to which it ex-
plicitly adheres. Also, independently of the terminology and methodology
incorporated in its formulation. It can also be bourgeois independently
of the fact that it had a petty bourgeois appearance and thus appealed to
and mobilized the petty bourgeoisie, not the bourgeoisie. By the latter,

we mean that the Jewish petty bourgeoisie had falsely adopted Zionism and
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internalized it as its own consciousness or ideological "sub-ensemble'.
Zionism does not represent the genuine consciousness of the petty bour-
geoisie, Borochovism, however, is a formulation of a bourgeois strategy
in terms that appeal to the petty bourgeois tendencies and class interest,
specifically reproduction of the past or bourgeois transformation of its
petty bourgeois origins.

In The Jewish Question; A Marxist Interpretation, Abram Leon makes

a strong case for Zionism as being the class consciousness of the Jewish
petty bourgeoisie,.

Although agreeing with him in the past, now after completing the
analysis of Borochovism in the preceding chapter, we come to realize that
this view is imprecise. It is hard not to be misled by Borochov that his
represents the class interests of the "proletarizing'" Jewish petty bour-
geois masses, although it is much easier to realize that it is not prole-
tarian. It helps to clarify here some confusion awaiting the reader in
our argument on this point: although Zionism in all its forms originates
in the class consciousness of the bourgeoisie, in all its postulates it
appeals to the fraction of the petty bourgeoisie aspiring to become bour—‘
geois. However, the Borochovist formula coincides with and appeals to
the aspiration of a wider range of the petty bourgeoisie, including those
aspiring to restore their class origins or simply to seek secure prole-
tarian employment.

The novel interpretation of Borochovism that is to be presented here
identifies the role of self-labor in his strategy for actualizing the
Jewish State. We see the essence of Borochovism and its distinctive fea-

ture as being the imperative of Jewish proletarianization by Jewish capi-
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tal, namely, Jewish capitalist relations of production; i.e,, Jewish
class struggle, specifically Jewish antagonism between a Jewish prole-
tariat and a Jewish bourgeoisie as the material prerequisites for a State
which is Jewish and bourgeois, It is for this emphasis on exclusive Jew—
ish proletarianization and class struggle that it is often interpreted

as proletarian in character, and we argue that it is precisely for these
reasons that it is bourgeois in character.

We further argue that it is precisely in this task that it is pre-
cisely this strategy that derives from dialectical materialism. From the
formal structure of the Marxist conception of the rise of the bourgeois
State, but transposed to utterly different conditions from those depicted
in the historical materialist account of the rise of the bourgeois social
formation. 1In effect, Borochov was seeking to simulate a process of de-
velopment using insights of a dialectical materialist kind.

This analysis of Borochov's socialist or proletarian Zionism provides
for a different interpretation of the emphasis on replacing, as opposed
to exploiting, the indigenous labor force which is said to distinguish
Jewish colonial settlement in Palestine from other cases of settler-
colonialism (say, South Africa), and which has special bearing on the pro-
letarianization of Palestinians in the past., It also sheds a new light on
the underlying causes of Palestinian proletarianization in the present.

In the following, we try to show how Borochovism constitutes a development
plan for Israel's sectarian settler-colonial social formation, as a neces-
sary background for identifying current formations that are related to the

proletarianization of Palestinians in Israel today.
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II. Settler Colonialism and the Uneven Development of Capitalism

In the classical and recent Marxist theoretical writings on the de-
velopment of capitalism and modern colonial policy there is very little ex-
plicit reference to settler colonialism. These writings focus mainly on
two other capitalist forms of foreign domination, specifically, colonialism
and neo—colonialism.1

In Lenin's Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism, one finds only

indirect hints to the settler colonial phenomenon as peculiar to a transi-
tional phase in the development of capitalism.2 It is probably owing to
its transitionality that this phenomenon is given very little attention in
the Marxist theoretical literature. These indirect hints, however, provide
sufficient guidance for constructing a theory of settler colonialism.

As in the cases of modern colonial and neo-colonial policy, the histori-
cal material origins of settler colonialism lie in contradictions generated
by the internal laws of capitalist accumulation. Put differently, is to
say that the denominator of all three forms of modern colonialism mentioned
above is the essentially uneven development of capitalism; this is by no
means to say that colonialism is a phenomenon peculiar to the capitalist
mode of production. As Lenin puts it in 1919:

"Colonial policy and imperialism existed before this latest

stage of capitalism and even before capitalism. Rome, founded

on slavery, pursued a colonial policy and achieved imperialism...

Even the colonial policy of capitalism in previous stages is

essentially different from the colonial policy of finance

capital." 3

This is to emphasize the specificity, not only of capitalist colonial-

ism, but also of the colonial form peculiar to each stage in the develop-

ment of capitalism. Both the colonial phenomenon as well as the stages
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(periodization) of capitalism are viewed here as manifestations of the es-
sential unevenness of capitalist development: In its early competitive
stage following the Industrial Revolution, capitalism gave rise to classi-
cal colonialism, characterized by the actual presence of colonial adminis-
tration; an extension of the capitalist state apparatus in the metropolis.
The colonial state in the colony as strictly administrative, its top posi-
tions being monopolized by metropolitan colonial administrators, both civil-
ian and military, relying on indigenous semi-feudal and tribal leaders as
collaborators in the pursuit of raw material and surplus-value extraction
in behalf of the metropolitan bourgeoisie.

Competitive struggle among capitalists becomes, itself, an agent of
concentration; "free" competition thus leads into monopoly formation, its

very opposite. The emergence of monopoly capitalism represents a differ-

ent stage in the development of capitalism, said to be the highest.

In its highest stage, the stage of monopoly, capitalism gave rise to
a new form of foreign domination concomitant with or following decoloni-
zation. To distinguish it from capitalist colonialism in the previous
stage, it is called neo-colonialism. This is capitalist, as opposed to pre-
capitalist, imperialism. It is characterized precisely by the absence of
colonial state superstructure. Political, economic, and ideological domi-
nation/subordination exercised directly through the alliance between clas-
ses formed by earlier colonialism in pre-capitalist social formations and
the internmational bourgeoisie. Neo-colonialism, thus, operates under the
very guise of political independence in the post-colonial nation-states,
subordinating them to its ultimate objective, the internationalization of

capital.
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It is precisely this transition (from capitalism of competition to
capitalism of monopoly) that provided the objective and subjective condi-

tions for the rise of settler colonialism. The three forms of modern

colonial policy thus correspond to three different periods in the develop-
ment of capitalism; settler colonialism, however, unlike classical colonial-
ism and neo-colonialism, corresponds to a period which is essentially tran-
sitional. Does it, therefore, follow that the actual settler colonial
formations in Africa and the Middle East, for example, are necessarily
transitional phenomena? In other words, does this transitional origin put
in question the long-term viability of settler colonialism? Are the cur-
rent transformations in the balance of forces within white settler colonial
regimes in Africa and in the class nature of Israel indicative of transen-—
dance of settler colonialism, as it is becoming historically superfluous
and potentially an impediment to the restoration of the international
hegemony of U.S. monopoly capital, shaken in the seventies?

For examining any of these questions, it is imperative to have a
closer look at the specific aspects of uneven development that gave rise
precisely to this settler colonial form, and more importantly, the essence

of unevenness in capitalist development and specificity of cases.

A. Capitalist Uneven Development

The unevenness of capitalist development is rooted in two fundamental
tendencies inherent in the logic of capitalist accumulation:
(a) the rising tendency of the organic composition of capital;
(b) the falling tendency of the rate of profit.

The two tendencies are seen by Marx as inversely related, hence con-
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stituting what he calls the Theory of the Law, said to explain the intrin-
sically uneven development of capitalism.

This Theory of Law can be summed up in the following:

The value of any commodity produced under capitalist conditions can
be broken down into three component parts: constant capital (C), variable
capital (V), and surplus value (S).

C+ V + S = Total Value
From this basic formula, three ratios are derived:
First, the rate of surplus value defined as the ratio of surplus

value to variable capital and is denoted by S':

<|wnn

= 8' = Rate of Surplus Value
The rate of surplus value is the capitalist form of what Marx calls the
rate of exploitation, that is to say, the ratio of surplus labor to neces-
sary labor.

Second, a measure of the relation of constant to variable capital in
the total capital used in production. Marx calls this relation the organic
composition of capital. This relation can be indicated most conveniently

by the ratio of constant capital to total capital (Q):

o Q = Organic Composition of Capital

Third, the rate of profit defined as the ratio of surplus value to

total capital outlay (P):
= P = Rate of Profit

For the capitalist, the crucial ratio is the rate of profit. 1In
mathematical language, the rate of profit is a function of the rate of

surplus value and the organic composition of capital. Remembering the
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definitions above, S = S/V, Q = C/(C+V), and P = S/(C+V), it follows, by
simple manipulation, that

P=35' (1-Q)

From this, it follows that if we assume the rate of surplus value (S')
to be constant, the rate of profit (P) varies inversely with the organic
composition of capital. Since Q displays a rising trend in the course of
capitalist development, there must be at least a tendency for P to fall.
This, very briefly, is the substance of what Marx calls the Theory of the
Law (Vol. III, Chapter XIII). He enumerates, however, six 'counteracting
causes' which 'thwart and annul' the general law of the falling rate of pro-
fit, leaving to it merely the character of a tendency.5

This "Theory of the Law," although reduced into a mere tendency, is
still very controversial among Marxists. One of the most profound argu-
ments against it is Sweezy's theoretical and empirical demonstration that
changes in the rate of surplus value may compensate, or even overcompensate,
for the effects of the rising organic composition of capital, hence the
possible undermining of the falling tendency of the rate of profit.6 As

Antipode states: '"In Monopoly and Capital, Baran and Sweezy have tried to

revise Marxism by substituting a "tendency for the surplus to rise" for
the classical 'falling tendency of the rate of profit."

Despite the controversy (surrounding more the falling tendency of the
rate of profit and less the rising tendency of the organic composition of
capital) this "law'" remains to be the key for understanding the essentially
uneven capitalist development. Unevenness takes the form of class struggle
between capital and labor that emerges gradually and inevitably from the

rising tendency of the organic composition of capital, without which accumu-
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lation does not occur. Also, of competitive struggle among capitalists
which in turn increases the socialization of production that culminates in
the multi-national firm and an international division of labor. Stimulated
by these two simultaneous tendencies, this competitive struggle leads to
capital combination, hence the displacement of small capitalists. It is
less the Law, per se, and more the '"counteracting causes" that reduce it
into mere tendency that concerns our analysis.

Marx points out the cheapening of‘elements of constant capital, inten-
sity of exploitation, depression of wages below their value, relative over-
population, and foreign trade. Lenin emphasizes the export of capital and
the formation of monopoly; others emphasize state intervention and trade
unions, etc. Knowing how these actually operate exposes not only the es-
sence of modern colonial policy in its three various forms, but also the
periodization, or stage development, of capitalism.

Two of these counteracting causes, i.e., monopoly formation and the

growth of relative overpopulation are of special significance for explain-

ing specifically the rise of settler colonialism.

B. The Transition from Competitive Capitalism to the Imperialist Stage

This transitional phase, lasting from the end of the 19th century up
to the inner-war period, is, according to Lenin, characterized by "unstable
equilibrium between competitive capitalism and monopoly capitalism." One
of the prominent features in the passage between these two stages in the

development of capitalism is the displacement of the small capitalist and

the petty bourgeoisie from their previously strategic positions in the
social division of labor, resulting in the growth of '"relative overpopula-

tion." This growth of "surplus" population (superfluous to the newly domi-
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nant mode of accumulation), precisely through monopoly formation, becomes
the foremost steering factor for secessionist settler colonialism. Seces-
sionist settler colonialism, therefore, conforms both with the struggle of
the petty bourgeoisie and small capitalist against extinction, and the im-
perative of political stability for metropolitan big bourgeoisie in the
face of increased intensity of internal contradictions in monopoly capital.
Hence comes the urge to export this potentially risky "'surplus" population
to settle new lands. To substantiate the latter, it is best to quote Cecil
Rhodes (after whom white settler colonial Rhodesia is named), expressing
his imperialist ideas in 1885:

"I was in the East End of London yesterday and attended a
meeting of the unemployed. I listened to the wild speeches,
which were just a cry for 'bread', 'bread', 'bread', and on
my way home I pondered over the scene and I became more than
ever convinced of the importance of imperialism....My cher-
ished idea is a solution for the social problem, i.e., in
order to save the 40,000,000 inhabitants of the United Kingdom
from a bloody civil war, we colonial statesmen must acquire
new lands to settle the surplus population, to provide new
markets for the goods produced by them in the factories and
mines..." 7

A French bourgeois writer, developing and supplementing these ideas of
Cecil Rhodes, writes that social causes should be added to the economic
causes of modern colonial policy:

"Owing to the growing difficulties of life which weigh not
only on the masses of the workers, but also on the middle
classes, impatience, irritation and hatred are accumulating

in all the countries of the old civilisation and are becoming
a menace to public order; employment must become for the
energy which is being hurled out of the definite class channel;
it must be given an outlet abroad in order to avert an explo-
sion at home." 8

The quotations above do clearly express the vested interest of the

metropolitan bourgeoisie in secessionist-settler colonialism. This, however,
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goes counter to the prevalent view of white settlers' secession as the re-
sult of antagonistic struggle between the settlers and their mother metro-
politan countries. In his article, "White Settler Colonialism and the
Myth of Investment Imperialism," Arghiri Emmanuel provides an example of
this view. Emmanuel emphasizes '"the antagonism between the white settlers
and imperialism" as an alternative to the Marxist theories of modern colo-
nial policy. He points out the latter's "failure to recognize a third fac-
tor that intervenes between imperialists and colonies, the colonialists

themselves,"

implying the emerging of the settlers' colonialism indepen-
dently of monopoly formation, and counter to the interests of imperialism.

He therefore asserts, "whatever the motivating forces behind this adventure,

the advanced capitalist world did not receive any supplementary benefit

from the direct administration of these new territories.'" Emmanuel attri-
butes settler colonial secession to the mere aspirations of the settlers:
"This motive force proper to colonialism is none other than the colonials
themselves." Otherwise, "why was imperialism so bitterly opposed to the
white settlers' secession?" he asks. Providing a concrete example, he
writes: '"'Israel is a secessionist colonial state. Its foundation was the
object of a long and bloody struggle with England."9

Not only does Emmanuel miss the point in emphasizing the secession
of the settlers over and above the colonial settlement itself, but he also
presents an argument which is historically inaccurate, as will be seen
later. He errs in taking the settler community as the starting point of
his analysis, trying to relate it to financial imperialism versus imperial-

ism of trade.
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That is why the starting
point of his theory of settler colonialism becomes the aspirations of the
settler community in the colony, not the contradictions arising in the
metropolitan country; and giving rise to the settler community in the
first place. Stated in his words: "The settler community could not come
to terms with anything: neither with the trusts nor with the metropolitan
country....It could be saved only by secession from the metropolis, and by
setting up an independent 'white' state. The settlers did not fail to ap-
preciate that this was the case, and soon gave it the concrete form of an
explicit demand."10 Indeed, none more than the case of Israel, which he
used to support his argument, refutes this very argument.

As put very well by Fawwaz Trabulsi,

"At its inception, the Zionist movement set up a State-

superstructure [the Zionist Congress]...the Zionist aim

was to find the territory and people for this 'State-

superstructure' to rule....In fact, the whole process of

Zionist colonization is one in which this 'State-super-

structure' acquired its economic 'base' in Palestime." 11

Secession from the metropolis and setting up an independent Jewish
State was never the expression of the settlers' conditions and aspirations.
The Zionist idea of an independent Jewish State existed prior to the Yishuv
(the Jewish settler community in Palestine). That the Zionist idea was
always meant to be a colonial settler state is thoroughly documented by
one of the foremost Mideast scholars, Maxime Rodinson.12

Putting colonial settlers' secession in the context of an essential

antagonism between the settler community and the metropolis, and therefore

equating it with the liberation struggle, is a falsification of history.
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This claim, however, is very instrumental, given that colonial set-
tlers' secession took place precisely during the period of decolonization
through a genuinely progressive struggle for national independence in the
colonies. Entertaining the notion of a "bloody struggle' with the mother
country is, thus, a mere manipulation of the sentiments of the time, to
give a progressive flavor of the hour to colonial settlers' secession; hence,
the mobilization of sympathy and recognition.

Emmanuel correctly de~emphasizes the direct economic benefits that im-
perialist capitalism was to gain from settler colonialism, and rightly em-
phasizes the trade element to supercede the financial capital market objec-
tive in the case of settler colonial policy following decolonization. He
errs, however, in viewing settler colonialism as detrimental to the objec-
tives of monopoly capitalism: '"On the economic plane, the settler community
constituted a dead weight--if not a parasitic and harmful element..."13

The servitude of imperialist capitalism is not restricted to directly
economic and immediate gains as the extraction of raw material and high sur-
plus value prevalent in the earlier capitalist colonialism.

In what ways does settler colonialism serve the objectives of monopoly
capitalism? And why does the metropolitan bourgeoisie actually sponsor the
takeover of new lands although they are directly unprofitable enterprises?
Paul Sweezy (speaking of British settler colonialism in Africa) eloquently
answers:

"Though English capitalists may have little to gain through

annexation by their own country, they may have much to lose

through annexation by [others]....As soon as rivals appear on

the scene, each country must make every effort to protect its

position against the incursions of others, The result may be

a net loss....What is important is not the loss or gain com-

pared to the pre-existent situation, but rather the loss or
gain compared to the situation which would have prevailed had
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a rival succeeded in stepping in ahead....This is a prin-

ciple of wide application in the economics of monopoly...

may appropriately be referred to as the principle of pro-

tective annexation. Closely related...is the urge to annex

territories...of little or no present value, nevertheless

may become valuable in the future. This may be called the

principle of anticipatory annexation. Protective and anti-

cipatory annexations played a very important part in the

late nineteenth century scramble for still unclaimed parts

of the earth's surface. Finally, we must not forget consi-

derations of strategic nature...the need for well-placed

land and sea bases, lines of communication..." 14

Complementing Lenin's argument, which attributes these annexationist
"transitional forms of national dependence or informal imperialism" to the
antagonistic struggle between the fractions of metropolitan bourgeoisie and
to the competitive struggle among monopolies themselves, all stemming from
the internal logic of capitalist accumulation. Sweezy's argument highlights
an inseparable dimension, i.e., the strategic geographic locations of these
settler colonial enterprises in relation to existing and/or potential inter-
national undertakings. For example, British takeover of South Africa and
Rhodesia to guarantee a route for East India's company. In the case of

Zionist colonial settlement and its strategic location regarding British

imperialism, the point is very well put by Emile Touma in The Roots of the

Palestine Problem,15 and by many other historians.

It must be further remembered that the transformation from capitalism
to capitalist imperialism is not only economic; it has also political and
ideological dimensions.

Agreeing with Kemp, the economic conflict between the big combines only
becomes comprehensible when seen in relation to the struggle between states:

"The epoch of the newest capitalism shows us that certain

relations are being established between capitalist combines,

based on the economic division of the world, while parallel

with this and in connection with it, certain relations are

being established between political alliances, between states,
on the basis of the territorial division of the world, of the
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struggle for colonies, of the struggle for economic terri-
tory." 16

Further, as Lenin puts it: '"The non-economic superstructure set up on
the basis of finance capital, its politics and its ideology, stimulates the
striving for colonial conquest," He quotes Hilferding, saying: "Finance
capital does not want liberty, it wants domination."17

On the basis of findings by the American writer, Henry Morris, in The

History of Colonization, Lenin concludes:

"...that it is precisely after that period [of the enormous
expansion of colonial conquests, 1860-1880] that the boom

in colonial annexations begins, and that the struggle for

the territorial division of the world becomes extraordinarily
keen. It is beyond doubt, therefore, that capitalism's
transition to the stage of monopoly capitalism, to finance
capital, is bound up with the intensification of the struggle
for the partition of the worlid." 18

International competition between monopolies urged the curving out of
colonial possessions as exclusive reserves. Territories were being acquired
not only for their actual, but also for potential, use, as we mentioned
earlier. This competitive struggle, with its economic roots, was intensified
by the non-economic superstructure which grows up on the basis of finance
capital, its politics and its ideology, stimulating the striving for colonial
conquest.

Distinctive of this phase are other transitional or contradictory de-
velopments, referred to by Lenin as the "semi-colonial states' and considered
by him as transitional forms, typical examples of the "middle stage'. Also,
countries that are officially and politically independent, but which are, in
fact, enmeshed in the net of financial and diplomatic dependence.20

Lenin correctly emphasizes the ideological influences that went with

imperialism: mnationalism, racialism, political reaction, etc., which were
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transmitted into the labor movement itself by its right-wing leaders, justly
called "social imperialists', "socialists in words and imperialists in

deeds."21

In his book, The Territorial Development of the European Colonies, A.

Supan states

"...that the colonial policy of the capitalist countries
has completed the seizure of the unoccupied territories

on our planet. For the first time, the world is completely
divided up, so that in the future only redivision is pos-
sible; territories can only pass from one "owner" to
another, instead of passing as unowned territory to an
"owner". 22

Supan's analysis applies perfectly to the handing of Palestine by the
British colonial powers to the Zionist colonial settlers. It applies most
accurately, despite the systematic effort by leaders of the Zionist movement
to distort this fact, popularizing the slogan: "Palestine, a land without
people, for the Jews, a people without 1and."23

Integrating and complementing the above, our theory

views settler colonialism as the historical byproduct of the uneven develop-

ment of capitalism in the passage from the competitive stage to the stage of

monopoly capital; an expression of transitionally coinciding aspirations of

the petty bourgeoisie and the big bourgeoisie. The coincidence of these as-

pirations abroad viewed precisely as the result of their essentially antago-

nisitic class interests at home, in the beginning of capital combination

within metropolitan boundaries.

It is the petty bourgeoisie's struggle against extinction in the face

of monopoly formation, and the monopolies' vested interest in political sta-

bility at home, plus their competitive struggle abroad for control of stra-

tegic routes to international undertakings, goods/capital markets, and spheres

of influence in the pursuit of capitalism's extended reproduction, that under-
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ly the competability of these conflicting class interests in relation to set-

tler colonial enterprises.

Formulated as such, we explain settler colonialism (including secession
from mother countries) in the context of alliance, not antagonism, between
the settler community and the metropolitan bourgeoisie. It points out expli-
citly the crucial role of settler colonialism (so strategically located), at
least tranmsitionally, in furthering the internationalization of capital; in
the self-reproduction of capitalism as a world order. Put this way, colonial
settlement is conceived simultaneously as a result of, and as an instrument
for, capitalism's imperative to externalize the effects of its main contradic-
tions; to transfer them from the "center" to the "periphery'". That is why,
in order to accumulate, capitalism necessarily needs a periphery.24

Correcting Marx, Rosa Luxemburg emphasizes primitive accumulation to be
not only a prior stage of capitalist accumulation, but as something needful
throughout its maturity.25 This conceptualization also highlights more than
any previous reference the centrality of the class determination of the petty
bourgeoisie in the rise of settler colonial phenomena.

The latter point carries special significance in the analysis of Jewish
settler colonialism in Palestine (given the class locations of Diaspora Jewry),
as demonstrated later on. In order to clarify this further, it seems necessary

to identify the nature of class struggle in the transitional phase.

Monopoly formation involves two simultaneous processes:
(1) Concentration of capital refers to the increase in the quantity of
capital under each one's control; this in turn makes possible an

enlarged scale of production and is necessarily the result of accumu-
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lation. '"Concentration of production in ever-larger enterprises,"
says Lenin, ''represents one of the most characteristic features of
capitalism....Concentration of production, however, is much more
intense than the concentration of workers, since labour in the
large enterprises is much more productive."26
The latter point is very important for understanding the underlying
causes of displacement and growth of '"relative' overpopulation in
the transition from competition to monopoly.

(2) Centralization of capital refers to the combining of capital al-
ready in existence. This process differs from the former in that

it only presupposes a change in the distribution of capital already

at hand and functioning; its conglomeration in fewer and fewer hands,
following the law of the sea, "the big fish eating the little." As
Marx puts it, "Capital grows in one place to a huge mass in a single
hand because it has in another place been lost by many."27 This is
centralization proper, as distinct from accumulation and concentra-
tion.

Some contemporary economists distinguish between these two processes as
"capital-widening" and "capital--deepening".28 Classical writers refer to both
processes of monopoly formation as "capital—combination".29

"Combined production," defines Lenin, is "the grouping in a single enter-
prise of different branches of industry, which either represent the consecu-
tive stages in the working up of raw materials...or are auxiliary to one ano-
30

ther."

According to Lenin, the increase of concentration of production and of

capital to the extent that it leads to monopoly, the merging or coalescence of
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banking with industry--this is the history of the rise of finance capital and
what gives the term "finance capital' its content. The precise time for this
transformation is the beginning of the twentieth century. Quoting Jeidels,

"It was the crisis [of 1900] that enormously accelerated and intensified the
process of concentration of industry and banking, consolidated that process,
for the first time transformed the connection with industry into the monopoly
of big banks, and made this connection much closer and more active."31 This

is how bank capital, i.e., capital in money, is transformed into industrial
capital, i.e., finance capital, controlled by banks and employed by industrial-
ists.

The transformation in the role of the banks is an essential feature in
monopoly formation. The original function of banks is to serve as intermedi-
ary in the making of payments, transforming inactive money capital into active
capital that produces profit.

The "affiliated" bank is one of the important features of modern capital-
ist concentration. Large-scale enterprises not only completely absorb small
ones, but also "join" them to themselves, subordinate them, bring them into
their "own" group or concern by having "holdings" in their capital or by con-
trolling them through a system of credit, etc.32

Interpreting Marx and Engels, Kemp sums up the dynamics of transition
from capitalism of competition to capitalism of monopoly in the following
words:

"From competitive struggle itself, and the process of centrali-

zation and concentration of capital which accompanied and flowed

from the compelling forces of the laws of accumulation, a few

large capitals would tend to replace many small ones. The tech-

nical innovations which the capitalists in the course of compe-

titive struggle were forced to make, by increasing outlays of

fixed capital, tended in the same direction and meant the exclu-
sion of small capitals altogether from some fields." 33



The emergence of monopoly was further facilitated by changes in the
structure of ownership associated with the joint stock company and the finan-
cing of industry through the stock exchange and the credit system. The ac-
tual rate and character of the transition to the new type of capitalism
varied in the different countries. In Germany, the pace and extent of combi-
nation and cartelization were especially remarkable. In Britain, as Lenin
admitted, monopoly tendencies were slower in showing themselves, partly owing
to the fact that the priority of British industrial development meant that
competitive structures and habits were deeply rooted, while in later develop-
ing Germany, large-scale industry grew up in close association with monopolis-
tic practices. Nevertheless, if the development was slower in Britain, it was
by no means absent. In fact, there were no exceptions. Throughout the conti~
nent, including Russia, as well as in the rapidly growing economy of the
United States, there was a great increase in the number of cartels, combina-
tions and trusts towards the end of the nineteenth century. Free competition
was driven from one field to another. Despite the continued existence of
"free" competition in many sectors, it had lost, and lost irrevocably, the
virtually undisputed sway which it had once exercised.3

' says Lenin, '"it

"When monopoly appears in some branches of industry,'
increases and intensifies the stage of chaos inherent in capitalist production
as a whole..."35 "Capitalism arrives at the threshold of the widest sociali-
zation of production....The process of technical invention and improvement,
in particular, is becoming socialised."36 This leads us into the importance
of the bourgeois nation-state intervention on behalf of the bourgeoisie,
hence the rise of nationalism as bourgeois ideology and the counteracting

utopian ideologies in the pursuit of restoring the old-style capitalism based

on the small producer and owner-entrepreneur. The latter was strongly criti-

84
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cized by Lenin, not only as utopian, but also as it ran directly contrary to
the "socializing'" tendencies of modern monopoly capitalism and was conse-
quently "reactionary".

In his own words, "

...The immense progress of humanity, which achieved
this socialization, goes to benefit the speculators....On these grounds, re-
actionary petty bourgeois critics of capitalist imperialism dream of going
back to "free", '"peaceful", and "honest" competition."37

Changes in the banking system, ''the transformation of numerous modest
intermediaries into a handful of monopolists, represents one of the funda-
mental processes in the transformation of capitalism into capitalist imperial-
ism."38 In Germany, in particular, emphasizes Kemp, on the basis of Lenin's
analysis, the big banks promoted industrial enterprises and their nominees
occupied supervisory or controlling positions in many firms. By concentra-
ting in their hands the bulk of money capital of capitalists, farmers, small
businessmen and others, the banks inevitably tended to become no longer the
servants of industry but its masters. In Germany, the banks carried out
functions which had formerly been performed by the stock exchange by dealing
directly in company shares. The era of "“finance capital" had begun, in which
control lies increasingly with men whose special powers derive from specifi-
cally financial control and manipulation--particularly control of money capi-
tal placed at their disposal by rentier shareholders. The rise of finance
capital to do away with the role of money capital sheds light on the dis-
placement of the petty bourgeois money lenders from their positions in the
social division of labor, with the emergence of monopolies

The latter threatening with equal ruthlessness the small

capitalists. Monopoly formation, therefore, represents not only struggle

within the bourgeoisie in the process of their class fractionalization (into
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the commercial bourgeoisie, the industrial bourgeoisie and the fimancial
bourgeoisie), but also class struggle (between capital and labor) in the
forms of embourgeoisement/proletarianization, displacement of workers by
machines for higher concentration of production, and struggle between the
capitalists and the pre-capitalist-petty bourgeoisie, threatened with ex-
tinction in the form of proletarianization or marginalization--forceful
joining of the "surplus'" population--explains the interest of the petty
bourgeoisie to undertake the actual implementation of the secessionist
colonial settlement as an immunization against proletarianization, hence
the reproduction of its class-location, and/or opportunity for embourgeoise-
ment of the settlers through proletarianization of the native population in
the annexed territories.

Now that we have constructed a theoretical frame for analyzing settler
colonialism in general as it emerges from the uneven development of capital-
ism, we are ready to examine the specificity of settler colonialism in Pales-

tine.

III. Settler Colonialism in Palestine

It is said that Jewish colonial settlement in Palestine differs essen-
tially from the typical settler and non-settler colonial forms in that it

aims not to exploit, but rather to replace native labor. This difference

is often pointed out to highlight the progressive character of settler
colonialism in Palestine, and is attributed to its underlying Labor-Zionist
ideology.

Labor-Zionism, known as the "socialist" or ''proletarian" blend in
Zionism, represents the culmination of all previous proposed territorialist

solutions to the Jewish question. Using Don Schon's planning terminology,
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Labor-Zionism constitutes the '"theory-of-action" for Jewish settlement in
Palestine.39

We argue that Labor-Zionism does neither in theory nor in practice con-
stitute a proletarian socialist alternative. It is sufficient to examine
Labor-Zionism in the context of settler colonialism elsewhere in order for
its proletarian mythology to be exposed.

In his Marxist interpretation of the Jewish question, Abram Leon does

argue and document the petty bourgeois character
of Zionism in general.40 We go one step further to emphasize that Labor-
Zionism, in particular, represents the ideological sub-ensemble of the Jewish
petty bourgeoisie threatened with extinction in the transition of capitalism
from its competitive stage to the stage of monopoly. This essentially petty
bourgeois ideology does, at least transitionally, coincide with the objec-
tives of the combining Jewish and non-Jewish big capital in metropolitan
countries. The primary objective of which is the essential internationali-
zation of capital.

Once we demonstrate the Labor-Zionist-based Jewish settlement in Pales-
tine as a petty bourgeois alternative, we focus on the characteristics
that distinguish it from other settler colonial cases. For that matter, we
in fact reinforce the popular argument whcih attributes the peculiarity of
Zionist settler colonialism to its labor ideology.

Contrary to this argument, however, we maintain that settler colonial-
ism in Palestine, distinguished by its labor ideology, differs from other
settler colonial forms (Rhodesia, South Africa, etc.) not in its socialist,
compared with the other's capitalist, orientation; the real difference lies

rather in the unsecularity of the Zionist settler colonial project (its
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Jewish sectarianism), and in its intended evolutionary character.

This study departs from other conventional and Marxist interpretations
of Labor-Zionism in that it takes very seriously the notion of evolution
as compared with merely a settler enterprise.

We argue that it is the labor blend in Zionism that gives Jewish set-
tler colonialism its evolutionary, hence peculiar, character, and the State
of Israel its Jewish definition. Without the principle and practice of

"self-labor", interpreted often as ""Hebrew-work', a Jewish State can never

emerge. Given that, by definition, the State is a relation of struggling

social classes.41 To be Jewish, there has to be Jewish class-struggle,

hence the existence of Jewish class society, i.e., Jewish social formation,

the site for Jewish classes to be formed and reproduced in class-struggle.
Not realizing the evolutionary element in the Labor-Zionist model of
settler colonialism is, indeed, belittling the Borochovist genius. It is

interpreting Labor-Zionism at this comprehensive level of social formation,

ultimately, after the proletarianization of Palestinians in Israel today is
documented, that the impediment of Palestinian proletarianization in the
past, and the implications of its occurrence in the present, can be compre-
hended.

The centrality of this evolutionary notion implicit in Labor-Zionism,
which gives Jewish settler colonialism in Palestine a peculiar character,
exposes also the significance of foreign capital penetration into post-1967
Israel. It unravels the real implications of this simultaneous large-scale
penetration of foreign subsidiaries and Palestinian labor, on the

viability of the State of Israel as a Jewish State.

For a fuller development of this argument, we examine three issues:
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(a) How Borochov defines the Jewish question and what he proposes for a solu-

tion; (b) the class interest to which the Borochovist solution corresponds;

(¢) the instrumentality of labor in socialist-Zionism.

A. The Borochovist Conception of the Jewish Question (1900)

According to Borochov:

"Jewish production was characterized by the predominance of

the element of human labor over the element of nature, and

of mental over physical labor. It was basically invested in

the production of variable not constant capital (i.e., in

consumer goods). Historically, the greatest concentration

of traditional occupations of the Jews is in the category of

final level of production (needle-trade, baking, printing),

and secondly, in the tertiary-middle level of production

(chemical, leather, paper industries), but rarely in primary

level of production and in basic industry....The prevailing

law in Jewish economics is that the concentration of Jewish

labor in any occupation varies directly with the remoteness

of that occupation from nature." 42

On the basis of the above characterization of the Jewish employment
structure in Diaspora, Borochov concludes that the Jews were '"abnormal" peo-

. . . b
ple, for their class structure resembled an "inverted pyramid" 3 marked by
two anomalies: the absence of a working class and .the absence of a territory
of their own. The solution is, therefore, building a Jewish working class
on a Jewish land, Palestine.

Central to his analysis of the Jewish question are the problems of
"displacement'" and "proletariatizing masses", concomitant with disintegrating
feudalism in East Europe and decaying competitive capitalism in the West.

It becomes more evident throughout his analysis that his basic concern lies
more in the displacement of Jewish masses from their traditional petty bour-
geois positions threatened by proletarianization, and less in the displace-

ment of Jewish proletariat by more competitive labor or owing to anti-semi-

tism.
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Most characteristic of the Borochovistic socialism is establishing the
peculiarity of the position of the Jewish proletariat and the proletarizing
masses in the face of capitalist displacement effects. In this regard, he
sees Jewish masses more vulnerable than others, as they suffer also from iso-
lation resulting from their ex-territorialization. Their displacement, there-
fore, is likely to continue with the further development of capitalism, reach-
ing even more acute measures.

In the final analysis, Borochov explains the displacement of Jewish

masses under capitalism as one emerging from the interaction between the

"conditions of production'" and the "forces of production', thus formulating

in these terms his theory of national conflict, said to derive from a mater-

ialist conception of history. And it is in these terms that he defines the
Jewish question as a national not a social one, arguing:

"The character of the relations of production depends on
the state of the forces of production and their development
is primarily dependent on the natural conditions which man
must face in his struggle for existence of the above-men-
tioned conditions of production, the natural non-social
factors predominated firstly." 44

Considering his theory of the national question as a parallel to Marx's theory
of the social question, Borochov argues:

"As the class struggle assumes the character of a social
problem wherever the development of the forces of produc-
tion disturbs the constitution of the relations of produc-
tion...the same is true of the national struggle...the
national problem therefore arises when the development of
the forces of production of a nationality conflicts with
the state of conditions of production...the most vital of
the material conditions of production is the territory.
The territory is furthermore the foundation on which rise
all other conditions of production." 45

He goes one step further to assert that, owing to this national con-

flict resulting from the "abnormal conditions of productien' the Jews in the

Diaspora cannot take part in class struggle as their continuous displacement
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makes impossible their proletarianization and as their national consciousness
obscures class consciousness. His "doctrine" of nationalism and class strug-
gle reaches its culmination in identifying a kind of antagonism between the

class consciousness and the national consciousness of a given group, asserting:

"...under normal conditions of production the class antagonisms become more

acute, whereas under abnormal conditions of production, they abate somewhat."

Given the Jews' abnormal conditions of production,
""...the capitalist system [Borochov continues] engendered

the national question not merely for the bourgeoisie alone,
but also for all other classes of society, since each class

in one way or another was affected by this internmational
competition. Fundamentally, the territory is of value to
them all as the base of the conditions of production...The
proletariat and the proletarizing masses have no direct in-
fluence on international politics. The only means of ex-
panding the work-sphere is the peaceful emigration to foreign
lands....The proletarizing masses...are interested even more
than the proletariat in retaining the integrity of their
national work-place....The abnormal conditions of production
tend to harmonize the interests of all members of a nation...
but they also hinder the development of the relations of
production and the class struggle, because the normal develop-
ment of the mode of production is hampered." 46

In concluding the Borochovist conception of the Jewish question, we
must pause here to identify his mistake and illustrate the deficiencies
of his putative historical-materialist perspective.

All existing critics of Borochovism focus by-and-large on the incongru-—
ities between his Marxist theory and the way in which it was practised. We
argue that nothing is Marxist about Borochov's formulation of the Jewish
question except for the terminology.

In his own words, quoted above, Borochov makes explicit that the Jewish
displacement problem, as well as the malformed socio-economic structure, are

predetermined by factors and not social forces and even by natural, non-

social factors,” that is, remoteness from nature. This remoteness predomi-
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nates firstly, deforming the conditions of production, hence the resulting
incompatability with the state of the production forces.

All these factors operate, in Borochov's conception, independently from
the relations of production; the latter has relevance only to the class con-
flict, which is in turn obscured by the absence of territory.

Although Borochov's characterization of the Jewish socio-economic struc-
ture and the peculiar effects of capitalist development on the Jewish masses
are accurate indeed, his analysis of these characteristics is the inverse
of historical materialism. The "conditions of production" concept that Boro-
chov claims to invent is a distored version of the Marxist concept of "condi-
tions of material life of society", i.e., the social being from which men's
consciousness arises. Although initially influenced by natural environment,
these conditions are explicitly viewed in historical and dialectical material-
ism to be determined by the method of procuring the material means of subsis-
tence that is the mode of production of material values indispensible for the
existence and reproduction of society. The mode of production corresponds to
a state of social productive forces at the disposal of society and the rela-
tions of production in a given historical conjuncture. This is to say, social
productive forces are not a function of these conditions but their very de-
terminants.47 He employs not the materialist conception of history but,

rather, the theory of factors "which dismembers the activity of social man

and pictures its various aspects and manifestations as distinct forces that
supposedly determine the historical movement of society."48 Borochov com-
mits a profound mistake in claiming that his conception of the Jewish ques-

tion derives from historical materialism while reducing the materialist con-
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ception of history to mere "economic materialism' or, more appropriately,
"territorial materialism", according to which an economic or, say, territorial
factor "operates of its own accord, without the intervention of man'', negating
the role of the social relations forgetting that economic relations are them-
selves "a function of the social productive forces."  Borochov
denies the Jews their very history; the history of class struggle, the Jewish
modes of social relations they have entered in the process of procuring their
means of subsistence for centuries, and the developmental effects of this pro-
cess. He therefore implicitly suggests that the social being of Jews has
historically remained constant, determined merely by a single factor--ex-ter-
ritorialization, indicating not the slightest comprehension of dialectical
materialism. This richness of Jewish history, scientifically documented in
Leon's Marxist interpretation of the Jewish question, points to the limita-
tions of Borochov's utterly undialectical materialist conception of history.
By way of contrast with him, Leon interprets the Jewish question and the rise
of Zionism by going much deeper into Jewish history to explain why the Jewish
masses are overwhelmingly petty bourgeois, that is, how the inverted pyramid-
like structure emerged, a point that Borochov starts with but never explains.

To give an example of how Jewish history can be accurately analyzed,
let us examine Leon's study as summed up by Nathan Weinstock:

"Proceeding from Marx's comments on the fact that the secret

of Jewish survival resides in Jewish history, Leon developed

his concept of the people-class as the key to Jewish history.

It is the role fulfilled by the Jews during their history

which provides the explanation of their survival as a dis-

tinct community. Analyzing the successive economic functions
assumed by the Jews in the pre-capitalist era, under manufac-
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turing and industrial capitalism and finally under imperialism,
the author succeeds in unravelling the various Jewish modes
of existence corresponding to those stages in social history
....He leads us through the intricate maze of the Jewish saga,
describing the growth of modern anti-semitism generated by
the incapacity of crisis~ridden capitalism to integrate the
Jewish masses from Eastern Europe who had been evicted from
their traditional occupations by the disintegration of feudal
economy." 49
Unlike Leon, Borochov provides us with rationalizations for his territor-

ialist solution, but not with an explanation of the Jewish question.

As stated in the Communist Manifesto, it is the essence of the
Marxist materialist conception of history that "the history of all hither-
to existing society is the history of class struggle."51 Denying this
social force in explaining the displacement of the Jewish masses under
capitalism, or at best, reducing it to economic manifestation, is in-
deed a fundamental distortion of historical materialism, despite his
consistent adherence to this paradigm. Moreover, in relation to the
displacement problem, Borochov loudly points out "excess energy' as
the "tragedy of the Jewish people" under capitalism. He does not ex-
plain this phenomenon but, again, uses it to justify the need for
transferring the excess energy (surplus population) to new lands; a
notion that forces us to recall Cecil Rhodes' rationale for settler-
colonialism, expressed earlier in this chapter. He simply raises

anti-capitalist slogans for furthering capitalist causes.
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A genuine materialist conception of history otherwise explains the ex-
cess energy phenomenon in terms of the state of productive forces at the dis-
posal of society and the nature of the dominant relations of production; reach-
ing an entirely different conclusion regarding a remedy.

Starting with Leon's theory of the People class and the historical ten-
dency of Jewish concentration in petty bourgeois class-locations, specifically
trade professions,sz'then recall Marx provides a partial explanation in his
law of development, which states: '"The degree of development of merchants'
capital is inversely proportional to the degree of development in industrial
capital."53 Marx is even more explicitly to the point in his following re-
marks:

"Historically, the form of industrial profit arises only

after capital no longer appears alongside the independent

worker...the trading peoples of antiquity, like the gods

of Epicurus in the spaces between the worlds, or rather

like the Jews in the pores of Polish society. Most of the

independent trading peoples or cities attained the magnifi-

cent development of their independence through the carrying

trade [author's emphasis] which rested on the barbarity of

the producing peoples between whom they played the role of

money (the mediators). In the preliminary stages of bour-

geolis society, trade dominates industry; in modern society,

the opposite...capital arises only.where trade has seized

possession of production itself and where the merchant be-

comes producer, or the producer mere merchant.'" 54
In these observations from economic history is a powerful explanation of
Jewish displacement and of the "excess-energy tragedy" concomitant with the
very rise of capitalism. In fact, both Marx and Engels had already explicitly
stressed the tendency of this traditional petty bourgeoisie to be undermined
with the establishment of the dominance of the capitalist mode of production

and its reproduction.

In his theory of imperialism, Lenin demonstrates the intensification of
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this tendency in the transition from that stage of competition to imperialist
capitalism. We have already discussed the effects of concentration and cen-
tralization of capital in the process of monopoly formation on small capital-
ists and the petty bourgeoisie, more specifically, how the new role of banking
in the age of finance capital erases the role of money lender and displaces
money capitalists.

Finally, the explanation of this tendency culminates in the observation
expressed by Leon Trotsky, where he says:

"Capitalism has ruined the petty bourgeoisie at a much

faster rate than it has proletarianized it. Furthermore,

the bourgeois state has long directed its comscious policy

toward the artificial maintenance of petty bourgeois strata.

At the opposite pole, the growth of technology and the

rationalization of large-scale industry engenders chronic

unemployment and obstructs the proletarianization of the

petty bourgeoisie....However, the artificial preservation

of antiquated petty bourgeois strata no-wise mitigates the

social contradictions, but on the contrary, invests them

with an especial malignancy and together with the permanent

army of the unemployed, constitutes the most malevolent ex-

pression of the decay of capitalism." 55
The latter quote explains not only the excess-—energy problem but also what
Borochov defines as the "utter impossibility of Jewish proletarianization"
in Diaspora.

All the above observations and theories have in common their reference
to the state of social productive forces and the capitalist relations of pro-
duction as the forces underlying the displacement problem facing the petty
bourgeoisie in general, and the Jewish masses in particular.

Providing this explanation, these analyses lead to the conclusion that
the roots of the Jewish question lie in the very laws of capitalist accumula-
tion, not in landlessness, as Borochov tries hard to lead us to believe.

“he genuine materialist conception of history leads us to the

conclusion that a lasting solution to the Jewish question lies essentially
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in the transcendence of the dominant mode of accumulation, as the case is for

the emancipation of humanity at large. The Borochovist conception of the
Jewish question leads to the conclusion that the only solution to the Jewish
question lies in re-establishing the bond with land from which Jews have been
liberated, through class struggle, much earlier than other people; advancing
the essentially social nature of the problem and its fundamental solution;
a point in the transformation of humanity's problem, expected to be reached
through capitalism as its ultimately progressive contribution to history.

For Borochov, however, the only remedy was Zionism, as a territorialist
solution to the national and class questions of landless people; that is, set-
tler-colonialism "through class struggle". "Socialism," he says, "is our
goal but Zionism is our immediate need....Class struggle is the road to both."

Negated in his interpretation of the peculiarities of Jewish society,
class struggle becomes central to his strategy for:changing those peculiari-
ties, as demonstrated in the last section. In the following section, however,
we try to demonstrate the petty bourgeois, non-proletarian class origin of

socialist~Zionism.

B. The Class Interest to Which Borochovism Corresponds:

Having sketched the decline of East European Jewry from the nineteenth
century onwards, as we noted in the previous section, Abram Leon "explains
the development of the Zionist utopia as an ideological reflection on the
problems of the declassed Jewish petty bourgeoisie, supplanted in the economy
by the rising indigenous middle class and deprived of all prospects in the
framework of decadent capitalism."56 We argue that nothing in the Borocho-
vist theory of socialist Zionism disproves Leon's identification of the petty

bourgeois class origin of Zionism in general. This is to say, in other words,
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that proletarian or socialist Zionism by no means correspond to the class
interest of the Jewish proletariat, as it is misinterpreted to do, but rather
to that of the Jewish bourgeoisie and, in effect, the bourgeoisie itself.
Before we develop this argument, it will help to point out the following:

First, that one's class interest is determined by one's class-location,

that is, by one's objective place in the relations of production and reproduc-
tion of society's material values. Class interest is to be distinguished
from class position, that is, one's actual political commitment, determined
rather by one's sugjective consciousness. One's actual class position may
not correspond to one's real class interest owing to false ideology. (See
Chapter III for further discussion on this issue.)

Second, that all ideologies are class ideologies. The ideology of a
particular social group is determined by its place in the class determina-
tion within a particular formation (feudalist, capitalist, or other).

Third, the peculiarities of the class determination and ideological
characteristics of the petty bourgeoisie as they are central to the point of

this chapter. 1In Classes in Contemporary Capitalism, Nicos Poulantzas charac-

terizes the class determination of the petty bourgeoisie as follows:

"In the relations of production, the place of the tradi-
tional petty bourgeoisie includes both small-scale produc-
tion and small-scale ownership. Small-scale production
essentially consists of forms of artisan production, or
small family business, where the same agent is both owner
and possessor of his means of production, as well as the
direct producer. There is here no economic exploitation
properly so-called, in so far as these forms of production
do not employ wage-labour, or at least only do so very oc-
casionally. Labour is chiefly provided by the actual
owner or by the members of his family, who are not remun-
erated in the form of a wage. This small-scale production
draws profit from the sale of its goods and through the
overall redistribution of surplus-value, but it does not
directly extort surplus value. Small-scale ownership
chiefly involves retail trade in the circulation sphere
where the owner of the trading stock, helped by his family,
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provides the labour, and again only occasionally employs
wage-labour.

"In the commonplace of these two groupings of the traditional

petty bourgeoisie in the relations of production lies the

fact that the direct producer is in each case himself the

owner of the means of labour; i.e., in the combination of

ownership with the absence of direct exploitation of wage-

labour. This petty bourgeoisie does not belong to the capi-

talist mode of production but to the simple commodity from

which was historically the form of transition from the feudal

to the capitalist mode." 57

As far as ideology is concerned, given its place in the class determina-
tion of a capitalist formation, the petty bourgeoisie has, in the long run,
no autonomous class position; no ideology of its own. As the two basic clas-
ses are the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, the only real class ideologies
are, therefore, those of these two basic classes, which are in fundamental
political opposition; that is, the only ideological ensembles with a specific
coherence and that are relatively systematic are those of the dominant bour-
geois ideology and the ideology connected to the working class.58

As far as the petty bourgeoisie is concerned, we simply speak merely of
what Poulantzas refers to as a petty bourgeois ideological "sub-ensemble"
formed by the effects of the (dominant) bourgeois ideology on the specific
aspirations of the petty-bourgeois agents that are the function of their spe-
cific class determination. In Poulantzas' words:

"The petty bourgeois sub-ensemble is, in other words, a

terrain of struggle and a particular battlefield between

bourgeois ideology and working class ideology, though with

the specific intervention of peculiarly petty bourgeois

elements. This terrain is in no way a vacant site, but is

encircled right from the start by bourgeois ideology and by

petty bourgeois ideological elements.! 59

These characterizations of the petty bourgeois ideological sub-ensemble

and its formation leave very little doubt in our minds as regards the petty

bourgeois character of Borochovism, as it simultaneously adheres, both to
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proletarian and bourgeois ideologies. This, indeed, culminates most accurately

in Borochov's assertion of the '

'organic unity of socialism and Zionism" as the
essence of his doctrine; the attempt to unite the two fundamentally opposite
aspirations: proletarian internationalism (socialism) and sectarian bourgeois
nation-statism (Zionism).

Moreover, "even when the petty-bourgeois sectors adopt working-class
positions," says Poulantzas, 'they often do so by investing them with their
own ideological practices."60 This explains, on the level of political arti-
culation, why left-wing socialist-Zionist political parties, specifically
Hashomer Hatsair prior to Statehood, and MAPAM in Israel, have sometimes
adopted a working-class position to invest in their own ideological practices;
especially for the purpose of promoting aliyah, hence the realization of Zion-
ism. This is to say that the conjunctural adoption of proletariat positions

by political formations of Borochovism (left-Zionist parties) may not imply
that these formations essentially articulate the class interest of the prole-

tariat; this is even more true when such positions were taken inconsistently

as the case with left-Zionist parties.
Poulantzas indicates further

"...that certain ideological elements specific to the
petty bourgeoisie may themselves have their effects on
the working class' ideology, and because of the particu-
lar class determination of the petty bourgeoisie. This
happens in a manner different to that im which bourgeois
ideology acts, This is even the main danger that permanent-
ly threatens the working-class. It may take the form of
convergence and a malformation of these elements with
working-class ideology, particularly the form of petty-
bourgeois socialism, but also...the forms of anarcho-syn-
dicalism and revolutionary syndicalism, which can all af-
fect the working-class." 61

Such petty bourgeois socialism and anarcho-syndicalism can be said, in the

case of socialist-Zionism, to be configurated in the forms of the collective
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kibbutz, the co-operative moshav and the trade union federation (Histadrut).
It is again to be emphasized that such forms are not necessarily to promote
the proletarian cause. It is simply wrong to infer from the socialist appear-
ance and image of the kibbutz, a socialist essence. It is a well-documented
fact that these so-called socialist institutional arrangements were primarily
instruments of colonization serving the interest of the petty bourgeoisie,
not the revolutionary Jewish proletariat. For example, it was clearly indi-
cated already in 1920 by the statement of the program adopted in the first
convention of Histadruth Ha'ovdim (General Federation of Jewish Labor):

"In the first instance, the Histadruth considers its duty

to create a new type of Jewish worker, and to see to it that

while colonization is developing, the Jewish worker who came

into being as a result of this very colonizing process, shall

be assured the place he deserves. The Histadruth includes

all toilers who live by their own labor without exploiting

others; it regulates all matters concerning the working class

in the fields of trade union activities, colonization and

education with the aim of building a Jewish workers' commun-

ity in Palestine." 62

This statement makes it explicit that from its very inception, the
Histadruth was never meant to foster a socialist alternative in Palestine.
This statement testifies to the acceptance of a capitalist society within
which the Histadruth provides labor; "building a Jewish workers' community
in Palestine' does not negate the existence of a capitalist class; it may
precisely provide for the very condition of capital,as the existence of wage
labor is the very condition for capital. 1In this sense, the Histadruth is
primarily to foster the embourgeoisement of a fraction of the de-classed
Jewish petty bourgeoisie, as well as the restoration of other fractions, as
it does not negate self-labor. Most important , as regards wage-labor, is

the explicit emphasis of the Histadruth program to foster the creation of a

Jewish labor aristocracy: 'to see to it that the Jewish worker shall be as-
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sured the place he deserves." This is a very strategic component in settler

colonialism. In this sense, one of the Histadruth roles is to impede the de-
velopment of a revolutionary labor movement in Palestine, to pacify the his-

torical role of the Jewish working class, reducing it from a social force in-
to a sterile "workers' community".

It is interesting to know that the Histadruth defines "worker" in terms
of eligibility to Histadruth membership, the principal qualification for which
is "the ideological belief in non-exploitation of labor."63’ Nothing is more
characteristic of the petty bourgeois utopia than such a slogan; this defini-
tion of the worker, as opposed to the worker defined in terms of the class
struggle, is most indicative of the petty bourgeois socialism.

To substantiate the predominance of petty bourgeois elements in the
Histadruth, it helps to mention that the 1943 distribution of Histadruth
membership by industry or occupation shows that Histadruth members as percent
of total employment is the largest among the self-employed; for example, 89.4%
of the total employed in agricultural (kibbutz and moshav) labor settlements,
as compared to 66.7Z among hired agricultural laborers; 80% of the self-em-—
ployed farmers on privately-owned farms, compared to 53% of clerical employees,
etc.64

Tt is of significance also to notice the emphasis on the belief, not
the practice. This way, the Histadruth can be both the trade union symboli-
zing the belief in the non-exploitation of labor, and simultaneously the sec-
ond largest employer (i.e., exploiter of wage labor) in the country.65

More discussion regarding the truth about the Histadruth and the kib-
butz and moshav will follow later in the present chapter and the coming one.
For unravelling the petty bourgeois character of these Labor-Zionist configur-

ations and exposing the mythology of their proletarianism, it is best to make
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the comparison between the Labor-Zionist program and the Gotha program of
the German Labor Party, strongly criticized by Marx as a petty bourgeois non-
proletarian program. Not unlike the Labor-Zionist movement,

"...the German Workers' Party, in order to pave the way

to the solution of the social question, demands the estab-

lishment of producers' co-operative societies with state

aid under the democratic control of the toiling people.

The producers' co-operative societies are to be called into

being for industry and agriculture in such dimensions that

the socialist organization of the total labor will arise

from them." 66

Moreover, in retrospect we see that it is mainly in the Jewish
petty bourgeoisie, that was in effect mobilized by Labor-Zionism, neither the
proletariat nor the bourgeoisie have chosen to immigrate into Israel as the
class ‘interests of both classes, despite and because of their essential antago-
nism, have in common their cosmopolitanism. This fact has been recently docu-
mented by, among others, Allon Gal, one of the strongest believers in Borocho-
vism.

By now, we have established that socialist-Zionism has all the features
of the universal petty bourgeois ideological sub-ensemble. To sum up the
characterization of this ideological sub-ensemble is to point out that they
are essentially a function of the petty commodity form, as they (small shop-
keepers, artisans, etc.) are at the economic level simultaneously distinguished
from, and have points in common with, both the bourgeoisie and the proletariat
(they do not belong to capital as such, yet they are strongly attached to
their property, and they are owners of their means of production, yet are
themselves direct producers). This polarization often has effects at the
ideological level, specifically in Poulantzas' words,

1

'...an ideological aspect that is anti-capitalist but in
the 'status quo' fashion. This is against 'the rich', but
the traditional petty bourgeoisie are often afraid of revo-
lutionary transformation of society, since this grouping
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fiercely holds onto its (small) property and is afraid of

being proletarianized. It makes sharp demands against the

monopolies, since it is gradually itself being ruined and

eliminated by monopoly capitalism, but these often aim at

restoring 'equal opportunity' and 'fair competition', which

is how the fantasies of the petty bourgeoisie pictures the

past stage of competitive capitalism. What this petty bour-

geoisie often seeks is change without the system changing....

Afraid of proletarianization below, attracted toward the

bourgeois above, these petty bourgeois agents also aspire to

become bourgeois..." 68

All these features are indeed distinctive of Borochovist Labor-Zionism
arising in 1900, precisely in the transition from capitalism of competition
to capitalism of monopoly; essentially seeking refuge for the Jewish petty
bourgeoisie from extinction through proletarianization in the face of monopoly
formation. The proletarizing Jewish masses are central to Borochov's concern.
"The proletarizing masses...are interested even more than the proletariat in
retaining the integrity of their national work—place."69

Now that we identified what it is that in socialist Zionism, despite
its proletarian mask, is essentially a.petty bourgeois ideological feature,
it helps to identify what is essentially not proletarian about Labor-
Zionism. What are the essential characterizations of a genuinely proletarian
ideology that are absent in Borochovism as theory and program?

One way of answering this question is to compare the Borochovist solu-
tion to the Jewish question with that of the cosmopolitan school of Jewish
socialism led by Ahron Lieberman. As Borochovism is said by S. Levenberg, a
leading socialist-Zionist, to be "a spiritual revolt aginst [among other
- . . a4 70
things] the imitation of the cosmopolitan school of Jewish socialism."

Expressed in the Record of the Society of the Hebrew Socialists of Lon-
don in 1876, the solution to the Jewish question is conceived as follows:

"We are convinced that the present order, which holds

sway everywhere, is ruthless and unjust. The capitalists,

rulers and clergy, have taken unto themselves all human
rights and property and have enslaved the working masses
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through the power of their money....The liberation of humanity
can be achieved only through a basic change in the political,
economic, and social relations—-by uprooting the existing
order and constructing in its place a new society based on
socialism which will abolish injustice and domination of capi-
tal....We Jews are an integral part of humanity and cannot

be liberated except through the liberation of all humanity.
The liberation of humanity from misery and slavery can be
achieved by the workers only if they unite in a struggle
against their despoilers, destroy the existing order, and
replace it by the reign of labour, justice, freedom, and the
fraternity of mankind. The workers of Europe and America have
united in various societies to achieve their aim and are pre-
paring for a revolution, for the establishment of the reign

of labour socialism. Therefore, we, the Children of Israel,
have decided to affiliate ourselves with this noble Alliance
of Labour." 71

For the Lieberman's Cosmopolitan School of Jewish Socialism, the solu-
tion, thus, lies in the radical transformation of the dominant mode of accumu-
lation, and the establishment of a world socialist order; that is, the dis-
truction of the reign of capital and its replacement by the reign of labor.
Contrary to it, Borochovist proletarian-Zionism assumes the capitalist order
to remain intact, in the heart of which Zionist petty bourgeois socialism is
to be transplanted and nurtured.

Finally and most importantly, while Lieberman's proletarian socialism
assumes the dictatorship of the proletariat, Borochov's proletarian-Zionism
assumes instead, and aspires for, the establishment of a democratic republican
order. Statehood, therefore, must not be viewed as an external variable
undermining the Borochovist socialist order (kibbutz order) as the apologetics
of Borochovism argue. The establishment of a Jewish Republic, a Jewish State,
was the very objective of socialist-Zionism as well. It was advocated by
Borochov himself where he explicitly says:

"The World War is progressing from its imperialist phase to

its revolutionary phase....It is most certain that England

will conquer Palestine, Mesopotamia, and Syria....If so, a

Jewish Republic in Palestine is destined to come."72 (my emphasis)

One cannot, therefore, attribute Statehood to revisionist Zionism and
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blame Statehood for undermining the genuinely socialist Jewish order in
Palestine, as proponents of Borochovism often argue,

As Poulantzas indicates: '"The traditional petty bourgeoisie has often
been a pillar of the 'democratic republican' order and essential component of
left-wing Jacobinism or even petty bourgeois socialism..."73

In his critique of the Gotha Programme (in 1875) of the Socialist Demo-
cratic Working Party of Germany, founded by Lassalle, and of French Proudhon-
ism, Marx points out the petty bourgeois, non-proletarian character of these
programs, as they have no mention of the dictatorship of the proletariat; that
is, the political transition period from State to no—State.74

With this position in mind, how can one then consider Borochovism a pro-
letarian ideology and program when it was nothing but a development model for
guaranteeing the evolutionary emergence and reproducibility of a bourgeois
Jewish State by means of Jewish labor. While proletarian socialism aspires
precisely for the withering-away of the state, proletarian Zionism is precise-

ly the very strategy for realizing the idea of a bourgeois state, even with

a sectarian character.

C. The Instrumentality of Labor in Zionism

The essence of this essay is to point out the Borochovist genius in
recognizing the imperative of labor, hence class struggle, for the realization
of Zionism. We recognize the fact that this labor strategy for implementing
the Zionist idea, the State, is truly derived from a materialist conception
of history. We emphasize it is neither Borochov's definition of the Jewish
question nor his territorialist solution to it that derive from a genuine

materialist conception of history; it is only his implementation strategy



107

of labor that derives from the paradigm of class struggle; and it is precise-
ly on this level that Borochovism differs from other Zionist postulates, and
even from other settler-colonial "planners" and petty-bourgeois socialist
"programmers".

Borochov seems to have comprehended the Marxist

conception of the State as a relation of struggling social classes and not

as a thing; an enterprise. He, in other words, seems to grasp the relation
between political class struggle and the State superstructure. Ironically,
however, he then uses this historical materialist conception of the State in
the pursuit of creating conditions for the Jewish State to emerge in a more
historical manner, yet through managerial manipulations.

Metaphorically, Borochov conducted a backward simulation of the forces
that historically give rise to the State, from which he derives a dynamic
managerial model for the development of a Jewish State in Palestine; that is,
transplanting Jewish social formation by means of Jewish labor, from which
the Jewish State was to arise.

We must remember that the Jewish State in Palestine is the configuration
of an idea, the Zionist idea, translated in material conditions other than
those which, in the first place, gave birth to the Zionist idea. It is,
therefore, very different from the historical state which emerges from mater-
ial forces within the particular society in which the State is a regulating
factor.

Borochov's contribution to Zionism lies in the attempt to give an his-
torical character to an essentially ahistorical state, and most importantly,
in assuring, by virtue of regulating Jewish class struggle in a Jewish social

formation, that it is historically predetermined to be a Jewish State.
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To proceed more systematically, we start with the Marxist theory of
the State, specifically, the bourgeois State; then we show how Borochov mani-

pulates this theory for formulating a bourgeois, not a proletarian, strategy.

(a) The Marxist Conception of the Statel

On the origins of the State, Frederick Engels says:

"It [the State] is a product of society at a certain stage of
development; it is the admission that this society has become
entangled in an insoluble contradiction with itself, that it

has split into irreconcilable antagonisms which it is power-
less to dispel. But in order that these antagonisms and clas-—
ses with conflicting economic interests might not consume them-—
selves and society in a fruitless struggle, it became necessary
to have a power seemingly standing above society that would
alleviate the conflict, and keep it within the bounds of "order";
and this power, arisen out of society but placing itself above
it, and alienating itself more and more from it, is the State.'" 75

As quoted above, Engels points out the existence of a relation between
the State and political class domination and the political class struggle.
He also shows that the relation of the State to political class domination
reflects the ensemble of the contradictions of society.

The term society seems to refer here to the concept of social formation

defined by Poulantzas as:
"...a complex unity of instances [the economic, political and
ideological]....A social formation which is historically deter-
mined consists of an overlapping of several modes of production,
one which holds the dominant role, and it therefore presents
more classes than the pure mode of production....Social forma-
tions are in actual fact the sites of the reproduction process;
they are the nodes of uneven development of the relationship of
modes and forms of production within the class struggle." 76

In this sense, the State as defined by Engels is related to the contra-
dictions peculiar to the various levels of a formation, but only in so far as
it represents the place where the articulation of these levels is reflected

and where their contradictions are condensed. It is the admission of "the



contradiction of society with itself."

The State as Marx puts it is "the official resume of society."77 For

him, "the political State, within the limits of its form, expresses sub spe-

. . . . . . 78
cie rie publicae all the social conflicts, needs and interests.”

Not unlike Engels and Marx, Lenin also characterizes the political (in-

1

cluding the State and political class struggle) as "a concentrated expression
of economics." The State, for him, appears to be the place in which we can
decipher the unity of structures and from which we can derive our knowledge
of this unity:
"The only field in which this knowledge can be gained is that
consituted by the relation of all the classes and strata of

the population to the State and the government; i.e., the
field constituted by the relation of all classes to each other.

nl/9
In this sense, the State is the "official representative" of society,
as Engler calls it. Representative, here, is interpreted by Poulantzas in

the sense of the place where the unity of a formation is deciphered; still in

this sense, the State is also "the place where the ruptural situation (situa-

80

tion de rupture) of this unity can be deciphered."”

It is in this sense that the State is a relation, not a thing; more pre-
cisely, a condensed relation. This relation between the State and the articu-
lation which specifies a formation originates, according to Poulantzas, pre-—
cisely in the fact that the State has a function of "order" in political class
conflicts, and also of global order as the cohesive factor of unity. The
State prevents the political class conflict from breaking out in so far as

this conflict reflects the unity of a formation; the State, in other words,
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prevents classes and "society" from consuming themselves. That is, it prevents

the social formation from bursting apart.

Viewed dialectically, the relation of the ''base" to the "superstructure"
y ’
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according to Poulantzas, emphasizes the formulation of the State as ''the

organization of maintaining both the conditions of production and the condi-
tions for the existence and functioning both of the unity of a mode of pro-
duction and of a formation."81 Poulantzas, here, is not different from Buk-

harin who, in his Theory of Historical Materialism formulates the conception

of a social formation as "a system of unstable equilibrium inside which the

State plays the role of regulator.”82

The global function of the State as the cohesive factor in a formation's
unity (common to the various Marxist conceptions of the State quoted above)
takes on different forms depending on the mode of production and social for-
mation under consideration.

According to Poulantzas,

"This function of the State, becoming a specific function,
specifies the State as such in the formations dominated by the
CMP [Capitalist Mode of Production] characterized by the speci-
fic autonomy of instances [the political, economic, and ideolo-
gical] and by the particular place which is then allotted to
the region of the State. This characteristic autonomy is the
basis of the specificity of the political: it determines the
particular function of the State as the cohesive factor of the
levels which have gained autonomy." 83

It is to be emphasized that despite this relative autonomy, the State
continues to be a relation and does not become a thing in itself. In fact,
the function of the State as the cohesive factor in a formation's unity, which
makes it the place in which the contradictions of the instances are condensed,
becomes still clearer when we consider that an historically determined social
formation is characterized by an overlapping of several modes of production,
specifically during a period of transition from the dominance of one mode to

the dominance of another. We are then in the presence of "a true relation of

forces'" between the various modes of production present and the permanent



dislocation of formation's instances. The role of the State, the cohesive
factor of this complex overlapping of various modes of production, is deci-
sive here. The State's specific efficacity, understood precisely as the
general cohesive function of a formation's unity, exists permanently in
every formation where different modes of production overlap. This is parti-

cularly important in the capitalist formation, where the dominant CMP stamps

the domination of its structure on the various modes of production present,
and in particular, stamps on them relative autonomy of instances, resulting

in a clearer separation between the spheres of economic, ideological and poli-
tical.%

This analysis of the relation of social formation's overlapping modes
of production to the function of the State, and of the relative autonomy of
the instances (including the political, i.e., the State) becomes essential
for comprehending the role of Labor-Zionism, specifically the practices of
self-labor and Hebrew work, in the creation of Jewish social formation with
more than one mode of production for the emergence of the Jewish State as a
cohesive factor of the newly transplanted social formation. Furthermore,
Poulantzas' analysis explains why it was necessary to create a capitalist
Jewish social formation in order for the Jewish State to exercise relative
autonomy, a necessary guarantee for the State to serve world Jewry, specifi-
cally the metropolitan bourgeoisie, and not only the class interest of the
becoming national bourgeoisie.

Before we go to examine the strategy of the State in socialist-Zionism
in light of the Marxist conception of the State, it is necessary to bring up
a final point about the latter, which is of special relevance to our conclu-

sion; this is the relation of the State and revolution.
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Lenin demonstrates that the double power characteristic of State struc-
tures (as a factor of cohesion in formation's unity and as the place in which
the ruptural situation of this unity, or in which contradictions of instances
are condensed) constitutes one of the essential elements of the revolutionary
situation. That is why he considers the basic problem of every revolution to
be that of State power. In this case, the objective of political practice is
the State as a factor maintaining the cohesion of the unity of tha formation.
Political practice produces transformations, the objective of which is the
State as the nodal structure in which this unity breaks, in so far as it is
a cohesive factor. It is in this sense that the State can be viewed as a fac-
tor for producing new unity and new relations of production; that is, a new
historical phase.

It is only through dialectical materialism that the State can be compre-
hended this way: simultaneously, a factor of cohesion of -a formation's unity

and the place in which the contradictions of the various levels of a formation

are condensed; and therefore, the place in which we can break the unity and
articulation of a formation's structures.
As Poulantzas precisely puts it:

"It is from this relation between the State as a cohesive factor
of a formation's unity and the State as the place in which the
various contradictions of the instances are condensed, that we
can decipher the problem of the relation between politics and
history. This relation designates the structure of the politi-
cal both as the specific level [instance] of a formation and as
the place in which its transformations occur: it.designates the
political struggle as 'motive power of history' having as its
objective the State, the place in which contradictions of in-
stances...are condensed."” 85

Inside the structure of several levels dislocated by uneven

development, the State has the particular function of constituting the factor
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of cohesion between the levels of a social formation. This is precisely the
Marxist conception of the State as a factor of 'order' or 'organizational
principle' of a formation, and as the "regulating factor of its global disequi-~

librium as a system,"

not the passive instrument in the hand of a class or
fraction.

It is in this sense that the State is not a thing but a relation, more

exactly, the condensation of a balance of forces.

Unlike the instrumentalist conception of the State as a subject or a
thing, in both cases of which the relationship of the State to the classes is
seen as a relation of externality and the relative autonomy of the State as
something absolute. In the Marxist conception of the State as a relation, the
relative autonomy of the State is inscribed in its very structure, in so far
as it is a function of the class struggle and class contradictions as they are

expressed and concentrated, in a specific manner, within the State itself.

(b) Jewish Labor as a Strategy for a Jewish State:

According to Nachman Syrkin, a leading writer in socialist Zionist
thought, '"Borochov was the first to apply a socialist ideology to Labour-Zion-
ism. Labour-Zionists thus become socialist Zionists."86

In this statement one can easily replace the word "ideology' with the
word "terminology" without any major distortion of content. Tt is Borochov's
emphasis on "class struggle" that makes his Zionism mistaken for socialism*

Syrkin's state-
ment also makes explicit that Labor-Zionism is not identical with socialist
Zionism; Borochovism. The latter is accurate; all political postulates of
Zionism emphasized the notion of Jewish labor. A.0. Gordon, for example, a
revisionist who rejects socialist principles that seem contrary to the Zionist

objective, is also the very person known to develop into creed the idea of
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self-labor. In his words:

"...a people that has become accustomed to every mode of life
save the national one -- the life of self-conscious and self-
supporting labour -- such a people will never become a living,
natural, labouring people unless it strains every fiber of its
willpower to attain this goal. Labour is not merely the factor
which establishes man's contact with land and his claim to the
land; it is also the principal force in the building of a na-
tional civilization. We have to make labour...the foundation
on which our whole undertaking is based. Only when we raise
labour as such to the height of an ideal...shall we be healed....
We need fanatics of labour, in the most exalted sense of the
word." 87

In these words, Gordon points mainly to the claim of the land as the

motive underlying the ideal of self-labor, which he seems to derive from the
"land to the tiller" rationale. He also emphasizes the link between the notion
of labor and the building of a national civilization. Obviously, Gordon's re-

ference is to the realization of a territorial base.

Similarly, in 1912, evaluating the colonization efforts in the preceding
thirty years, and criticizing "the lovers of Zion" approach to colonization,
based on the use of indigenous Palestinian labor, Achad Ha'am, a leading Zionist
writer, says:

"...the basis of my state is the rural masses —— the workers

and the poor farmers who live by cultivating the fields whether
it is their own small lots or the large tracts of the 'superior'
class. The rural masses of Eretz Israel are not our own at
present....It is well known that at present the work in the set-
tlements is done mostly by the Arabs of the neighboring villages....
One hope, however, is left for us —- those young workers who came
ready to give their life for the national ideal, to acquire posi-
tions of work and to create in our existing settlements of the
future those Jewish country masses which are not there as yet.
Not for nothing do we find lately that the problem of the work-
ers is practically the central problem of the Jewish community.
All feel that it is not merely a workers' problem, but also a
problem concerned with the aims of Zionism as a whole. If the
workers do not succeed in solving this problem, it will be a
sign that the national ideal is incapable of creating those

inner powers so necessary for our cause....We shall have to make
peace with the idea, then, that our country-population in Eretz
Israel...will forever remain a ‘superior' cultural minority
whose power will lie in its brain and capital, and with the idea
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that the large country-masses whose strength lies in the work

of their hands will not be our own even then. And this would

completely change the nature and aims of Zionism...." 88

In these words, Achad Ha'am, like Gordon, also expresses the impor-
tance of the Jews' return to the soil, to manual labor, regardless of being
wage—earners or self-employed. He is indifferent to the question of exploi-
tation of Jewish labor, as long as there are Jewish rural masses as a basis
for the Jewish State; Jewish workers who cultivate the land, and therefore
acquire the right to it. Unlike Gordon's mechanical view of the role of
Jewish labor in Zionism, Achad Ha'am views this role in a more historical
way. Without productively laboring Jewish workers, ''the national ideal is

incapable of creating those inner powers so necessary for our cause...."

This is a much more dynamic conception of the labor strategy in Zionism.
Achad Ha'am, however, leaves unclear why and how this is a condition for the
cause of Zionism. The only thing that is made absolutely clear in both
Gordon's and Achad Ha'am's ideas is the role of Jewish labor in the realiza-
tion of Zionism through acquiring the right to land by working the land.

In Borochovism, the notion of labor in the Zionist strategy is a much

more profound one. In The Role of the Proletariat in the Realization of Ter-

ritorialism,89 Borochov refers not merely to territorial gains, and speaks
not only of self-labor, but also of productive labor under capitalism, that
is, he speaks specifically of the role of the proletariat, of exploited mod-

ern wage workers in the realization of territorialism, that is, the Zionist

solution to the Jewish question within a bourgeois nation-state. This is
different from the emphasis on self-labor (non-exploitation of other labor)
merely for claiming the land. The difference between Borochov's and the
latter is, indeed, the difference between the two Zionist slogans: "The Con-

quest of Jewish Land" (Kibbush Hakark'a, or Ha'adamah) and "The Conquest of
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Hebrew Labor' (Kibbush Ha'avobah Ha'evrit).

For Borochov, not by labor and land alone the Zionist aim, i.e., the

Jewish State, is realizable, but also necessarily by Jewish class struggle.

It is, perhaps, precisely this notion in Borochovism that misleads Syrkin to

conclude that Borochov applies socialist ideology to Labor-Zionism, thus con-

verting Labor-Zionists into socialist Zionists. Borochov emphasizes not only
self-labor but essentially Jewish proletarianization in Palestine, and Jewish

proletarianization by means of Jewish capital; this is how Jewish class strug-

gle can develop. Unlike Achad Ha'am's emphasis on the necessity to have Jew-
ish workers toiling the land as self-employed farmers, or as wage employees
éven by Arab landlords, Borochov is very specific about his own notion of labor
in Zionism; his main concern is Jewish proletarianization by Jewish capital,
and not by Gentiles in Diaspora or by the indigenous inhabitants of the colony.
This is one of the reasons why he strongly rejected the idea of Jewish coloni-
zaiton in any country ruled by an advanced capitalist power.

As "necessary requirements" characterizing the territory where the Jewish
social formation to be restored, Borochov emphasizes '"'the state owning the
territory must be of an undeveloped capitalist economy...that in the country
there will already be a Hebrew settlement there for some time and ready for

proletarianization;"

and among the "desired requirements'" that "it will not
have gold and precious stones; the local population will be cultureless to that
degree as to be influénced by our culture, yet also sufficiently cultured,
namely conservative, that it would not "jump" too fast into a capitalist econ-
omy."90 It is not Jewish proletarianization per se that Borochov argues is

"utterly impossible" in Diaspora, but more specifically Jewish proletarianiza-

tion by Jewish capital; with the rising of the organic composition of capital,

manifested in the introduction of new machinery, technical innovation, the
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Jewish capitalist tends to lay-off Jewish workers and replace them with Gen-
tiles, a tendency which Borochov condemns as "Jewish anti-Semitism" of the
assimilationist Jewish bourgeoisie. In his words:

"...The Jewish manufacturer who is about to become a big
capitalist wants to sever, as soon as possible, his relations
with the Jewish community from which he emerged. He does it
for two reasons. He wants to conquer the Gentile market and
be on the same footing with the Gentile manufacturer. His
Jewishness is in this respect a disadvantage, since his com-
petitors refuse to recognize him as equal. He is, therefore,
eager to display his goyish (non-Jewish) patriotism...He is
anxious to employ Gentile workers and managers, to as great

an extent as possible, restrict his commercial intercourse

to Gentiles because he wants to identify himself with his
Gentile competitor and rid himself of Jewish public control....
The Jewish employer, upon introducing steam power into his fac-
tory (the symbol of large-scale production), substitutes the
Gentile for the Jewish worker." 91

In these words, Borochov is emphasizing the impossibility of the develop-
ment of Jewish capitalist/proletariat class relations in Diaspora; and there-
fore of political class struggle in Jewish life of the Galut, Jewish class
struggle remains "economic class struggle'. He is not, however, denying Jewish
proletarianization by Gentile capital. As a matter of fact, Borochov cannot
deny the latter, as he explicitly asserts that his Zionism expresses the objec-
tive movement and interests of an already existing Jewish working class, and
not that of a potential one, and it is from this very "starting point" that he
claims his is a proletarian Zionism. This assertion, as Bober points out,
“occupies such a central position in Borochovist theory that without it the
theory loses even its formal claim as proletarian Zionism and becomes ordinary
Zionism."92

Defending this point, Borochov explicitly states:

"If it were the case that the interests of the Jewish bour-

geoisie and of the masses standing on the verge of proletarian-

ization led them to territorialism, while the interests of the

Jewish proletariat were not connected with territorialism,

then there would be no grounds for saying that the future of
the entire Jewish people is also the future of the Jewish prole-
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tariat. One should not take as the starting point the general,

national future and deduce the future of the proletariat from

it. On the contrary, one should start with the interests of

the proletariat, and from this arrive at the future of the

nation as a whole....From the starting point of the interests

of the militant Jewish proletariat and from our view of it as

the Vanguard of the Jewish Future, we deduce territorialism for

the Jewish people as a whole." 93

This is not the place to assess the extent to which Borochov's assertion
that his Zionism represents and derives from the interest of the Jewish prole-
tariat is reliable or that he is simply giving a progressive rationalization
and excuse for an essentially reactionary territorialist solution. What con-
cerns us here is merely the fact that he recognizes the existence of a Jewish
proletariat in Diaspora. This in turn refutes his previous assertion as regards

"the utter impossibility of Jewish proletarianization in Diaspora.'" It is so,

unless what he really means is, again, the utter impossibility of Jewish prole-

tarianization by Jewish capital, emphasized in a previous quote. In that case,A

our interpretation of Borochov is reinforced; that he recognizes the imperative
of having a Jewish proletariat and a Jewish bourgeoisie rélation if a bourgeois
Jewish State is to be realized. And, given the impossibility of Jewish prole-
tarianization by Jewish capital in Diaspora, he concludes the inconceivability
of an emerging Jewish State in Diaspora, hence, the conviction for territorial-
ism.

Borochov seems to realize, in light of the Marxist conception of the
State, the need for a purely Jewish class struggle as necessary material condi-
tions for such a State to emerge, and that in Diaspora Jewish life, such condi-
tions are non-existent and cannot develop. In light of historical materialism,
he concludes also that the condition of a purely Jewish class antagonism is a

Jewish social formation, as a site for Jewish classes co-existing in irrecon-

cialable antagonisms and condensed contradictions, and the Jewish State, fol-
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lowing Engels' conception of the State, as a product of Jewish society at a
certain stage of development. Borochov realized that a Jewish State can emerge
only as a product of Jewish society, in the sense of social formation consis-
ting of an overlapping of several modes of production, the site of the repro-
duction process of Jewish social classes and contradictions, the nodes of un-
even development of the relationship of modes and forms of production within

the class struggle. %he conditions for a bourgeois Jewish State is a

Jewish social formation in which the capitalist mode of production has a domi-

nant role.

It is by virtue of his scientific Marxist conception of the State (as a
relation of struggling social classes, as a cohesive factor of formation's
unity and as the place in which the various contradictions of the formation's
levels are condensed) that Borochov presumably recognizes the imperative of

territorialism and its essential identity with Zionism. A Jewish territory is

correctly identified as a condition for Jewish society; that is, a Jewish so-
cial formation, the thing that the Jewish community in Diaspora was not (except,
maybe, for the Jewish ghettos). This is precisely what made the Jews in Dias-
pora unlike the British in Britain and the French in France. However, the Jew-
ish bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie, with the development of monopoly, needed
a State to intervene on behalf of their capital, yet uncombined; they needed a
State which is Jewish, as France is French and Britain is British. These aspir-
ations do necessarily require "starting from scratch", the acquiring of a Jew-
ish territory on which a Jewish social formation can form so that a Jewish

State will "organically" rise from its very contradictions. The purely Jewish

class struggle is, therefore, imperative in Borochov's vision of Zionism. The

notion of class struggle is, in Borochovism, identified as a socialist con-

cept, and instead of saying that Jewish class struggle is the condition for an



organic rise of a Jewish State, Borochov misleadingly asserts the "organic
unity of Zionism and socialism." It is, therefore, not surprising that cen-
tral to his theory of nationalism and class struggle is the need of the Jewish
proletariat for a territory of its own in order to be able to wage political
Jewish class struggle; otherwise, the Jewish proletariat in Diaspora can only
participate in political class struggle which is not purely Jewish, and under
such conditions the energy of the Jewish proletariat is diverted from the Jew-
ish cause, from giving rise to a Jewish State; and can contribute only to cos-
mopolitan socialism against which Borochovism is a revolt.

To make the point clearer, is to emphasize that Borochov's territorial-

ism is distinguished from territorialism in other postulates of Zionism. His
is a much more profound concept, referring to the creation of an historical
context, from which the Jewish State is to emerge, as if organically, not
merely national territory on which to establish Jewish State apparatuses.
Borochov's territorialism refers to a specific territory with the potential of

restoring the lost Jewish social formation in a modern form, where the Zionist

enterprise will definitely transform into national evolution, providing for an

evolutionary rise of, and a basis of continuity for, the Jewish State. So that

the Jewish State would be an organically rooted one and not mere enterprise,

he therefore rejects territory in which a Jewish social formation cannot be re-

stored or developed (such as advanced capitalism, where Jewish capital is like-
ly to employ Gentile labor, and Jewish labor is likely to be either self-em-
ployed or the employee of Gentile capital). Similarly, he rejects the idealist
territorialist solution represented in the "lovers of Zion'" movement, led by
Levanda and Lilienblum, who advocate the transformation of '"the Galut middle-

men into a people of farmers in Palestine,”" a territorialist postulate adopted

later by the Jewish bourgeoisie, as expressed in Pinsker's Auto-emancipation

120
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and Herzl's The Jewish State. Borochov rejects such a "sterile' colonization,

as it is not based on class struggle. The notion of evolution is central to
Borochovism and distinctive of it. It is directly linked to the organic rise
of the Jewish State from a Jewish social formation formed precisely through
colonization by class struggle; that is, colonization aiming at classed, not
classless, society. This is to say, the "yishuv" (the Jewish settlers' com-
munity in Palestine prior to the establishment of the State) has to be segmen-
ted by classes, Jewish classes, if it is to give rise to a State which is Jew-
ish. Borochov condemns the earlier settlement schemes, not for their exploi-
tation of labor but for exploiting non~Jewish labor, as that will not allow
for Jewish classes to form, and more precisely, for the class struggle in
Palestine to be Jewish; in that case, Zionism will remain an enterprise and the
Jewish State will never become an evolutionary product of Jewish society.

Territorialism, thus, in Borochov's Zionism is essentially nothing but
an evolutionary rise to a Jewish State. In his words:

"...In the course of time, Zionism will transform itself

from an enterprise of a group of idealists to a national

undertaking....At that time, the inner historical necessity

of Zionism will be centered no more on the external forces

but on the internal forces of the people. For a long time

the Zionist movement will have the character of an enterprise

[referring to early settlement of Hovevi Zion], but in the

future it will become an evolutionary movement. This will

only occur if our people are settled on their land and are

able to shape their own destiny. When our movement ceases

to be an enterprise and becomes the evolution of a renais-

cent Judaism, Zionism as we know it will complete its present

development." 94
Notice the emphasis on restoring the past, the desire to turn back the wheels
of history, most characteristic of the petty bourgeois ideological sub-ensemble.
We notice also the emphasis on class struggle in a double-fold meaning, simul-

taneously adhering to the aspirations of both the bourgeoisie and the proletar-

iat, most expressive of the vacillation of the petty bourgeoisie.
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Since class struggle occupies such a centrality in Borochovism and dis-
tinguishes it from all other postulates of Zionism, and gives Borochovism its
socialist mask, it is imperative for our analysis to re-examine and unravel

the real context of the class struggle that Borochov attaches to his Zionism.

(a) The Borochovist Notion of Class Struggle:

Correctly identifying class struggle as the means to achieve both Zion-
ism and socialism, Borochov incorrectly concludes the essential unity of the
latter. There is an essential difference in the content of class struggle
peculiar to each of the two contexts. The difference is not merely between
an engineered class struggle proposed for the realization of Zionism, for
giving rise to a bourgeois State, and an historical class struggle emerging
from an already existing social formation, not from a potential one yet to be
established. The main difference is, indeed, between class struggle in the
pursuit of a bourgeois State, as in Borochov's Zionism, and class struggle in
the pursuit of a proletarian alternative, that is, for imposing the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, culminating in the withering away of the State.

The notion of class struggle claimed to distinguish Borochovism as a

socialist Zionism is precisely the notion that, in actuality, distinguishes

Borochovism as capitalist Zionism, and more accurately, as scientific capital-
ist Zionism, that derives precisely from historical materialism. Yes, Boro-

chovism is the scientific approach to the development of a bourgeois Jewish

State, the key to which is Jewish class struggle which can only exist in a
Jewish social formation dominated by a capitalist mode of production. Boro-
chovism is invertedly derived from historical materialism; specifically, from
the Marxist theory of the State. It provides the prescription which guaran-

tees the definitional viability of the State-to-be as Jewish and as bourgeois,



simultaneously. None other than Borochovist Zionism does, indeed, guarantee
the emergence of a State which is, scientifically, both bourgeois and Jewish.
In a real, historical sense, the Jewishness of the State depends on

the extent to which it constitutes the condensation of Jewish class antago-

nisms, that is, a condensed relation of struggling Jewish social classes;
the extent to which it is the "official representative" of a Jewish classed
society, the place in which the "ruptural situation" of a Jewish formation's
unity lies; a true relation of Jewish social forces, a regulator of disequi-
libriums, inherent in a Jewish social formation. Without all these material
conditions, no Jewish State can emerge, and no established State apparatus
can be said to be essentially, and by definition, Jewish; even if the State
apparatus itself is staffed exclusively with Jews. That would be merely a
Jewish State apparatus, i.e., a Jewish administration imposed on, and organi-
cally linked to, a non-Jewish base, with the constant presence of a non-
Jewish potential State ready to emerge from the contradictions of the non-
Jewish base and to easily overthrow the Jewish colonial administration.
This is precisely how the post-colonial State emerged from under classical
colonial administration, expressing the irreconcilable contradictions and
antagonisms within the dominated indigenous social formations (specifically,
as colonialism steered up class formation in the colonies) and forcing the
withering away of colonial State apparatuses: decolonialization.

Similarly, white settler-colonialism in South Africa, Rhodesia, etc.
resulted in a white settler-colonial rule and hegemony, but not a white
settler-colonial State, regardless of the fact that the State apparatus is

mainly staffed by white settlers, as the State is not a thing but a relation.

The principal contradictions and antagonism in South Africa's social forma-
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tion, whose unity and condensation the State represent are not merely those
internal to the white settlers' community but, on the contrary, mainly inter-
nal to the mixed social formation. The existence of the white settler commun-
ity with that social formation becomes part of the irreconcilable contradic-
tions giving rise to an historical State, the product of the society at this
stage, and which is now about to overthrow the settler-colonial "'superstruc-
ture", as it is becoming increasingly incompatible with the current develop-
ment of the "base'", increasingly linked to international capital.

Borochov, therefore, tries to foresee an evolutionary approach to Zion-
ism, that is, the realization of the Jewish State as if historically emerged,
a Jewish State that has historical roots, that can be evolutionarily Jewish,
and whose historical material definitional conditions are Jewish and repro-
ducible over time; that is, one based on an historical site, a social forma-
tion, within which Jewish classes form and reproduce themselves in class
struggle, and the Jewish State is then continuously reproduced as a factor
of cohesion of the formation's unity and the place in which the contradic-
tions of various levels (economic, ideological, etc.) within a Jewish social
formation are condensed.

The Borochovist notion of Jewish class struggle as a prerequisite ma-
terial force for the emergence of a Jewish State is undoubtedly deduced from
a correct comprehension of the Marxist theory of the State. This comprehen-
sion is most articulated in his emphasis on the need for political class
struggle in Jewish life, not feasible in Diaspora. He realizes the State's

function of "

order" in political class struggle, preventing the political
class conflict from breaking out in so far as this conflict reflects the

unity of a formation.95 He explicitly points out the inavailability of the

historical material prerequisites for a Jewish State, in Jewish life, which
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is, indeed, a testimony for the arbitrariness of Zionism, specifically,
"socialist" Zionism, whose essence is precisely and ironically the engineer-

ing of historical material conditions necessary for such a State to emerge

and be organically sustained on an ongoing basis. To substantiate our expo-
sition of the instrumentality of class struggle in this Zionism, in the reali-

zation of a bourgeois Jewish State, let us quote Borochov himself:

"Among other nations, the alliances usually proceed along class
lines. The ruling classes unite and build one reactionary
bloc, whereas the suppressed classes unite and build a revo-
lutionary bloc. Among the Jewish people, however, the grouping
does not occur on a class basis....Within Jewry the chief
contradiction is not between the proletariat and the bour-
geoisie, or between the urban and agrarian populations, but
between Zionists and Galut champions of all classes. The con-
centration of anti-Zionist forces usually precedes Zionist
consolidation. This does not mean to imply that there is no
class struggle within Jewry...but the class struggle in Jew-
ish life has meagre social content...its historical horizons
are limited. The class struggle of the Jews is primarily on
the economic front. We lack, however, the political class
struggle; for the Jewish people is now divorced from State
functions and political rule as a unit. Under the prevailing
conditions in the Galut, it is really impossible to engage in
this struggle. Instead, each class, guided by its own inter-
ests, participates in the political struggle of the people
among whom its members reside. Although in its struggle
against the general bourgeoisie, the Jewish proletariat can-
not avoid a clash with the Jewish bourgeoisie, that struggle
is not for a dominance within Jewish life, for there is no
one to divest of or invest with power. In Jewish life, only
the economic [author's emphasis] class antagonisms find full
play; the political conflicts go off at a tangent....Within
Jewry there does not exist the class struggle in its usual
forms. True, the Jewish people does not have a very strong
material tradition....the Jewish community must fortify it-
self and become rooted in the surrounding environment, tying
itself organically to the soil of the neighbouring people.

A whole people cannot live as if in a hostelry. A neglect

of this truth caused the inner contradiction of general
Zionism." 96

It is important to keep in mind that a social formation consists of
several overlapping modes of production among which one mode plays the role

of dominance. In Borochovism, the capitalist mode is to play the role of
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dominance, as the capitalist proletariat Jewish class struggle that occupies

centrality in his strategy for the realization of Zionism. His main concern
lies in Jewish proletarianization and Jewish capitalization in Palestine; it
is not so much focusing on the creating of a self-laboring class, i.e., the
restoration of petty bourgeois class-locations undermined by the advancement
of capitalism in Diaspora. This concern is even a determining criteria of
the specificity of the territory to be acquired. Put differently, his con-
cern, as far as a material condition for a bourgeois Jewish State, is the
creation of a capitalist Jewish social formation by the Jewish petty bour-
geoisie, but which necessarily serves the interests of the Jewish metropoli-
tan bourgeoisie. Under the title, "The Jewish Interests and the Zionist
Enterprise," Borochov writes: '"We must understand, finally, that the real
interests of the Jewish people are here in the countries of the Diaspora, in
the civilized and industrialized countries, but that the aims of Zionism are
9
there.” /

In his discussion, "On the Question of Zion and Territory," Borochov
makes this link between the rationale for the bourgeois character of the
State, the capitalist nature of the Jewish social formation, and the domi-
nance of the Jewish bourgeois/proletariat class antagonisms much clearer as
he points out the two-fold significance of territory for Judaism:

"Its economic importance could be in that the new Jewish

society, which will be created in the territory, will serve

as a refuge and a work place for the oppressed Diaspora Jews.

For that purpose, it is necessary that the Jewish immigrants

could, in that territory, reach normal capitalization and

proletarianization and that the competition from the local

bourgeoisie and local proletariat will not push them outside

of the market. Such importance cannot be ascribed, as we

have seen above, to a territory located in the neighborhood

of a cultured society....The territory could also be of inter-

national importance to Judaism, but for that purpose it is

necessary, first of all, that the overriding influence in
the territory be exercised by Jews, and secondly, that our
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society be a sovereign subject of international law. We

have already proven that the first condition is not capable

of being fulfilled in a territory close to a cultured capi-

talist society. Also, the fulfillment of the second condi-

tion is not possible..." 98

It is very clear from the previous quote that Borochov's territorialism
is, indeed, the creation of comptetive Jewish capitalism as disassociated
from monopoly capital as possible, so that from this Jewish competitive capi-
talist base a Jewish State of a bourgeois character emerges, and it is only
by virtue of the latter that it acquires international importance and recog-
nition; that is, only as bourgeois and not proletarian can the Jewish State
contribute to the internationalization of capital, both Jewish and Gentile.
This is to reinforce the point that Borochovism expresses primarily the inter-
ests of the Jewish middle-bourgeoisie and that fraction of the petty bourgeois-—
ie aspiring to become a national bourgeoisie, which, in turn, coincides with
the interest of big Jewish and Gentile capital: imperialism. It represents
only secondarily the interests of that fraction of the petty bourgeoisie as-
piring to restore their petty bourgeois class-location and for immunization
against proletarianization. The latter applies mainly to members of kibbutz
and moshav movements. Borochovism does, by no means, represent the interest
of the Jewish proletariat, but rather eXpresses the imperative of Jewish pro-
letarianization if the interests of the becoming and existing Jewish bourgeois-
ie are to be, in the long run, well served. The proletarianization impera-
tive represents the most prominent feature in Borochovism. It is reflected

most clearly in the following phrase, written and underlined by Borochov him-

self: "...and we repeat and say: We are not afraid of foreign capitaliza-

tion in the territory, and even not from foreign immigration per se, but only

and solely from foreign proletarization."99

Jewish proletarianization is seen by Borochov as the condition for
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capitalization of petty Jewish capital and, more importantly, for the well-
rootedness of the bourgeois Jewish State.

"...We ask [Borochov writes] what economic value could there
be for the Jewish question in a territory of well-rooted
population? And we answer: It is valueless. And further,
we ask what international value could this territory be for
the purpose of guarding and defending Jewish interests in
countries of the Diaspora...and our answer is...no value
whatsoever.

"The territories will belong, in the future, not to the
powers dominating them today, and not to immigrants...but
only to the section of the population which produces the
wealth of that particular territory and sustains in it its
industrial and agricultural proletariat. Uganda does not
belong to England, but to the black population within it...
rooted in it to such a great measure that no force of immi-
grants can annihilate it. Eretz Israel does not belong to
the British but only to the population working there....

More important than the question of mere majority is the
question of the normal industrial and agricultural proletar-
iat. Because any majority today which will not be able to
reach, naturally, proletarianization, or the way of prole-
tarianization is barred for it, will be increasingly expelled
from its position to the point of death....The most important
question is, where could the Jews reach normal proletariani-
zation? ...Where is the country wherein we shall not have to
fear...not only foreign immigration and capitalization, but
mainly foreign proletarianization...? We know only one such
territory that can satisfy all these requirements and that is:
Wadi El-Arish (reference to Israel). It is a difficult dis-
tance from capitalist developed states, located near the sea,
its population is nomad and can always migrate east, and the
country has a hot subtropical climate which would make accli-
mation more difficult for a European than for a Jew.'" 100

In light of this statement, it becomes easier to comprehend the func-
tion, not only of proletarianization in the realization of Borochovist terri-
torialism, but also of the twin slogans, '"Boycott Arab Labor," and '"Conquer
Hebrew Work". The latter seems to be directly linked to the view of Jewish
proletarianization and the proletarianization of the native inhabitants of

the territory, as mutually exclusive processes. This mutual exlusiveness

lies, economically, in the state of the productive forces based on middle

and petty Jewish capital and restricted to forms of capitalist accumulation



ranging from the primitive to the competitive, but not politically into mono-
poly. However, this mutual exclusiveness liés in the material requirements
for the emergence of a nation-state which is bourgeois and Jewish. The twin
slogans mentioned above are derivatives of the proletarian Zionist ideology.
The ideological seems the most explicit and occupies the place of dominance
(over the political and economic) in Borochovism. It is always the economic
that determines which of the three instances to be dominant in a particular
conjuncture. Here we see clearly how it is not at all accidental that the
ideological is dominant even in theory (and not only in practice, as demon-
strated in the following chapter) during the pre-Statehood phase of Jewish
colonial settlement in Palestine. The dominance of the economic or the poli-
tical would have inevitably exposed the proletarian mythology and unravelled
the bourgeois aspirations inherent in Borochovism. Mobilization on the basis
of "proletarian" ideology seems even theoretically essential for the realiza-
tion of the economic and the political of a truly bourgeois program.

Borochov is very conscious of the perfect conditions for the capitali-
zation of middle and petty Jewish capital; Jewish proletarianization is seen
as one of the conditions for, and consequences of, such forms of capitaliza-
tion: '"Jewish immigration is slowly tending to direct itself to a country
where petty Jewish capital and labor may be utilized in such forms of produc-
tion as will serve a transition from an urban to an agricultural economy and
from production of consumer goods to more basic forms of industry.” 101

Implicitly, Borochov advocates for the first phase a balanced capital-
ist development scale, which guarantees the capitalization of petty Jewish
capital, on the one hand, yet within the boundaries of Jewish sectarianism,

on the other; a development model which is uneven enough to steer-up class

struggle and give rise to a bourgeois state, yet, even enough to guarantee
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the Jewishness of the economy, of the class struggle, so that it gives rise
to a Jewish State. Put differently, what Borochov advocates is simply Jewish
capitalism. This is true at least for the first run. As far as the '"second
run" is concerned, Borochov leaves it to be determined by history. Jewish
capitalism (as opposed to cosmopolitan socialism and capitalism) is, for him,
the only guarantee for Judaism, for preserving Jewish particularism. Boro-
chov, however, fails to recognize the contradiction inherent in his develop-
ment model; that is, the unity of two opposite tendencies: captialist secu-
larization versus Jewish sectarianism.

For him, at least in the first run,

"...The emancipation of the Jewish people either will be

brought about by Jewish labour, or it will not be attained

at all. But the labour movement has only one weapon at its

command: the class struggle. The class struggle must as-—

sume a political character if it is to lead to a better

future. Proletarian Zionism is possible only if its aims can

be achieved through the class struggle; Zionism can be real-

ized only if proletarian Zionism can be realized..." 102

This is the strategy of Jewish labor for the realization of the Jewish
State. Borochovist Zionism is proletarian not in the sense of representing
the interest of the Jewish proletariat, but as a theory-of-action which sees
the realization of Zionism necessarily conditioned by Jewish proletarianiza-
tion. Borochovism is, therefore, not a proletarian program for abolishing
social classes. Quite the contrary, it is a theory and a plan of sectarian
class formation as a means for a sectarian bourgeois State. More precisely,

it is a methodology for developing a sectarian bourgeois State in the con-

text of settler-colonialism.
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Conclusions

Uneven capitalist development is a necessary outcome of and condition
for Jewish class formation and struggle.

Borochovism is thus a theory aimed at the creation of a class society,
not of a classless society. A classless society is incompatible with Zion-
ism, as the State is nothing but an outcome, object, and a unifier of
class struggle, a condensed relation of struggling social classes: Boro-
chov's is necessarily one of class formation, not abolishment, of social
classes. Borochovism is, therefore, objectively a capitalist development
strategy. The "socialist" ideology and Utopian forms of production that
derive from Borochovism can be only used to promote capitalist development
to its present stage where it serves to obscure the actual dynamic of the
present transformation of the social formation.

In Levenberg's Selected Studies in Labor-Zionism, Nachman Syrkin

writes: '"'Borochov was one of the staunchest supporters of the cooperative

[our emphasis] colonization movement, although at first he believed it was

a negation of the class struggle." [our emphasis] The underlined, if

documented, confirms our point regarding the imperative of uneven develop~
ment for class struggle and regarding the role of cooperative colonization
(the kibbutz and moshav models) in promoting capitalist development in the
context of essentially sectarian relations of production. This point will
be demonstrated in the following chapter in the analysis of the applica-
tion of Labor-Zionism.

The strength of the Borochovist strategy lies precisely in his cor-
rect understanding of the material conditions of Jewish 1life in Diaspora

and the material prerequisites for the emergence of the Jewish State,
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and further, in identifying the very segment of the Jewish masses who are
under material conditions that make them the most fit to become the van-
guards of Zionism; these were the "proletarianizing masses™ who had nothing
to lose in Diaspora. Implicit in his development strategy which is essen-
tially for a Jewish social formation in which the capitalist mode of pro-
duction is dominant are three possibilities for proletarianizing the
masses:

(1) to become a national bourgeoisie;

(2) to restore their petty bourgeois locations;

(3) to become proletariat in secure employment and for a cause,

the actualization of Zionism.

The shortcoming in the Borochovist strategy lies in not foreseeing
the post-monopoly nation-State. His strategy derives from a Marxist con-
ception of the pre-monopoly state. Therefore, as will be seen in a later
chapter, the sectarian bourgeois state based on Jewish capitalist relation
conflicts with the essential internationalization of capital as the pri-
mary function of the nation-State in the age of monopoly capitalism.

In the transition from this chapter on the development of the Boro-
chovist theory into the following one on the practice of Borochovism, we
hope to shed light on the links between theory and reality for interpre-

ting the world and theory and reality for changing the world.
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from bursting apart. This is very relevant to the case of Israel;

wars with neighboring countries have played a significant role in the
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intervention of the State, the internal contradictions of the Israeli-
Jewish social formation are intensified which, on the one hand, consoli-
dates the Jewishness of the State, as it becomes the culmination of
contradictions within Jewish life. Simultaneously, however, this

makes the State of Israel less Jewish and more secular as it becomes
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"...[The required territory's] economic impor-
tance could be in that the new Jewish society
which will be created in the territory will serve
as a refuge and a work place for the oppressed
Diaspora Jews. For that purpose it is necessary
that the Jewish immigrants could, in that terri-
tory, reach normal capitalization and proletarian-
ization and that the competition from the local
bourgeoisie and local proletariat will not push
them outside of the market.

"...More important than the question of mere
majority is the question of normal industrial and
agricultural proletariat, because any majority to-
day which will not be able to reach naturally pro-
letarianization, or that proletarianization is
barred from it, will be increasingly expelled of
its position to the point of death.* Therefore,
the most important question...is: where could the
Jews reach normal proletarianization?...where is
the country wherein we shall not have to fear, just
as other countries do not fear, not only foreign
immigration and capitalization, but mainly foreign
proletarianization...

"...The best and essential advantage of Eretz Is-—

rael is that it is not completely savage and not a
country of culture. Therefore, its transition to
higher forms of economy will be slow enough and
gradual and we shall not require these to start
with great beginning investments like in a "terri-
tory" and in the first period we shall be satisfied
with Jewish proletariat. Over time, of course, the
process of proletarianization of the peasants which
will flow into the factories will begin."

Ber Borochov, Selected Writings
Translated from Hebrew by Z.
Rubashov (Shazar) (unpublished
manuscript), pp. 8, 32, 35.

%
My emphasis
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I. 1Introduction

This chapter is a historical review of Palestinian proletarianization
in the context of Jewish colonial settlement in Palestine.

Proletarianization is often defined as the separation of producers from
their means of production, specifically, land. If so, then one would ex-
pect that land colonization by Jewish settlers and the proletarianization
of the native Palestinian population went hand-in-hand. This definition of
proletarianization is, however, inadequate and such correlation between set-
tlers' colonization and natives' proletarianization has not been the case in
Palestine, probably owing to peculiar objective and subjective conditions
that this chapter will deal with.

It is not only the expropriation of producers from their land that con-
stitutes the proletarianization process; but it is only in the context of
capitalist relations that expropriation from the land constitutes an aspect
of proletarianization.

The imperative of separating the producers from their own land and/or
other means of subsistence is peculiar to capitalist relations. As Karl
Marx and Frederick Engels write:

"In the Middle Ages it was not the expropriation of the

people from, but on the contrary, their appropriation to

the land which became the source of feudal oppression....

It was only at the dawn of modern times, towards the end

of the fifteenth century, that the expropriation of the

peasantry on a large scale laid the foundation of the mod-

ern class of wage-workers who possess nothing but their

labor power and can live only by selling that labor power

to others. But if the expropriation from the land brought

this class into existence, it was the development of capi-

talist production, of modern industry and agriculture on

a large scale which perpetrated it, increased it and shaped

it into a distinct class with distinct interests and a dis-

tinct historical mission." 2

It is this transformation of pre-capitalist producers into a modern
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class of wage-workers which is what we mean by proletarianization. Prole-
tarianization, therefore, goes beyond the separation of producers from their
means of subsistence. It further involves the separation of laborers from
their own labor power, the exchange of that labor power against capital, re-
sulting in class formation and struggle. This involves the emergence of a
bourgeoisie and a proletariat as distinct social forces with distinct class
interests that are intrinsically antagonistic. Such class formation is in-
dispensable to capitalist accumulation, and its outcome.

As Marx explains, for capitalist accumulation to work two different
kinds of commodity possessors must come face to face: on the one hand, own-
ers of money, means of production, who are eager to increase their capital
by buying other people's labor; on the other hand, "free" laborers, the sel-
lers of their ability to work, their labor power. Free laborers in the sense
of being neither part and parcel of the means of property as in the case of
slaves, nor owning or possessing any means of production as the source of
their exploitation, as in the case of the peasant proprietor. They are there-
fore "free" and unencumbered by any means of production of their own. This
"freedom", however, is coercive. Generally, the emergence of "free" laborers
has been the outcome of a cruel and violent process throughout the history of
capitalism.3 Historically, free labor constituted one of the prerequisites
for wage labor, which is, in turn, the condition for capital. As Marx states

in his Pre-capitalist Economic Formations:

"One of the prerequisites of wage labor and one of the histori-
cal conditions for capital is free labor and the exchange of
free labor against money....Another prerequisite is the separa-
tion of free labor from the objective conditions of its reali-
zation - from the means and material of labor. This means above
all that the worker must be separated from the land, which func-
tions as his natural laboratory...." 4

In this sense, wage-labor implies freedom to own, and also freedom to
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sell, one's own labor power. Proletarianization is, therefore, a two-fold
process that presupposes the availability of both sellers and buyers of la-
bor power, simultaneously. It can be said to have a supply side and a de-
mand side to it: the creation of labor surplus, and the absorption of

this surplus in commodity production as a commodity. It is one of the
peculiarities of capitalism that labor power becomes, itself, a commodity
and can produce value only as a commodity that has an exchange value. Marx's
statement, ''the expropriation of people from the soil forms the basis of the
capitalist mode of production...the prelude to the history of capital",5 im-
plies, therefore, that wage-labor (conditioned by free labor, which is, in
turn, the result of separation from means of production) is, itself, a con-
dition for capital in its productive form. The latter is important. It
means that proletarianization is linked to capital in production only, but
not to capital in circulation. It is, thus, a feature of capitalist accumu-
lation in the sphere of production, as distinguished from capital activity
in the sphere of circulation.

That proletarianization is peculiar only to one form of capital, namely
productive capital, simultaneously as an effect of it and the condition for
it, is strongly emphasized in the Marxist theory:

"One of the most obvious peculiarities of the movement in

the circuits of industrial capital, and therefore of capi-

talist production, is the fact that on the one hand the com-

ponent elements of productive Capital are derived from the

commodity market and must be continually renewed out of it,

though, as commodities and that on the other hand the pro-

duct of the labor-process emerges from it as a commodity and

must be continually sold anew as a commodity. Therefore,

Capitalist production cannot reach its full scope until the

direct agricultural producer becomes a wage-laborer; the

money relation between the buyer and the seller becomes a

relation inherent in production; but has its foundation in

the social character of production, not in the mode of ex-
change." 6 (emphasis added)
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In this sense, labor is proletarianized once it is engaged in commodity
production and in the creation of surplus value, i.e., as long as it is ex-
changed against capital within the sphere of production in the form of vari-
able capital which is inversely related to constant capital. This is to say,
as it becomes the condition for increasing the organic composition of capi-
tal at the expense of itself, as it faces capital antagonistically; in other
words, as class struggle begins.

It is in this sense that proletarianization is essentially a process of
class formation: as social classes only exist in class struggle, they are
formed and are defined in class struggle. Social classes do not emerge and
then enter class struggle; rather, they emerge through class struggle itself
as distinct social forces with distinct interests, and therefore with "an
historical mission'. The proletariat is the opponent of the bourgeoisie;
these are the two principal classes of the capitalist mode of production.
Both classes are defined in the class struggle inherent in capitalist accumu-
lation, in the fundamental tendency for the organic composition of capital
to rise. Proletarianization and embourgeoisement constitute the dual aspects
of the capitalist accumulation process. Capitalist relations, as a condi-
tion necessary to the initiation of the proletarianization process, may be
destroyed by the process itself. This leads into a finer treatment of the

"a class

proletarianization concept; with regard to formation not only of
in itself", but also of "a class for itself”.7 This refers to the develop-
ment by the proletariat of consciousness of its own class interest, defined
by its objective location in production, and ultimately of the necessity to

act upon this consciousness by creating contradictions in the dominant mode

of accumulation. This is fulfilling its historical mission as a class for
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itself, as a class fit for self-emancipation from exploitation as the cre-
ator of surplus value for the capitalist class. Proletarianization, there-
fore, signifies the possible development of a revolutionary potential among
the producers of society's material values. This may clarify for us why
Borochov's emphasis on the necessity of Jewish proletarianization and Jewish

— capitalization for the Jewish political class struggle to emerge was trans-
lated into the slogan of "Conquest of Hebrew Labor", as will be seen in the
following chapter. It may also shed light on the rationale underlying the
deliberate Zionist policy to prohibit the proletarianization of the native
Palestinian population, as demonstrated below.

Before we enter into the specifics of proletarianization in Palestine,
it is necessary to develop and keep in mind an additional theoretical point:
the process that transforms the social means of production into capital and
the immediate producers into wage-labor often expresses a relationship be-
tween a population becoming proletarianized and a developing or expanding
or concentrating bourgeoisie. Proletarianization is not just a separation
of producers from the means of production but also a concentration of these
means in the hands of another class. The alienation of the workers from
the means of production, including their own labor power, and the access
to, and control over these means by the capitalists, are two aspects of the
same process. The creation of surplus value by some segments of the popula-
tion implies the existence of a non-laboring class subsisting and expanding
its capital from the extraction of this surplus value.

These dual aspects of capital accumulation, proletarianization and
embourgeoisement, manifest the essential unevenness of capitalist develop-

ment. Although in theory it is not inaccurate to abstract proletarianiza-
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tion and embourgeoisement as the dual social aspects of the capitalist ac-
cumulation process, in reality proletarianization is not accompanied by em-
bourgeoisement within all social formations (a local proletariat co-existing
with a correlative local bourgeoisie), and it does not always involve the

entire mass of immediate producers. This depends on the historical specifi-

—— eity of the particutar social formation and its relation to the internation-
ally hegemonic capital. It also depends on the extent to which proletarian-
ization results merely from the penetration of capital or also from the
generalization of the capitalist relations of production. Put differently,
proletarianization does necessarily presuppose capitalist relations of pro-
duction, but it is not peculiar to capitalist social formationms.

The development of capitalism in metropolitan countries, for example,
resulted in the liquidization of the peasantry as a social class, and the
proletarianization of almost the entire mass of immediate producers (except
for some petty commodity producers who, being threatened by proletarianiza-
tion, immigrated to settle "new'" lands: the United States, Australia,

South Africa, Palestine, etc.). Because accumulation of capital in the
metropolis occurred under the generalization of the capitalist mode of pro-
duction, effecting the polarization of society into capitalists and modern
wage-workers as the principal classes and social forces within those social
formations, they became capitalist social formations. A capitalist social
formation exists when capitalist relations are generalized in the form of
local proletariat and bourgeoisie. After colonialism, the reproduction of
these relations, in turn, urges the integration and subordination of pre-
capitalist social formation. A feature of monopoly capitalism, this inte-

gration distorts the previously dominant relations in the latter, and their
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boundaries as distinct social formations.

Under colonialism, proletarianization, for the most part, preceded the
emergence of a local bourgeoisie. The introduction of commercialized agri-
culture and plantation economy was imposed by colonial powers through the

penetration of capital; distorting the traditional relations of production,

—— with-a eonscious—effort not to allow for the generalization of the capital-

ist relations within the colony (classic examples are Malaysia, the Carib-
beans and East Africa, where the British imported Chinese and Indian labor
to be proletarianized in the rubber and other plantations, keeping intact
the local social structure). Colonial powers are not interested in develop-—
ing a competitor local industrial bourgeoisie, but rather in maintaining

the colony as a market for their own manufactured goods, and as a pool of
cheap resources.

Under neo-colonialism, distinguished by the drive for a capital market,
local industrialization and the emergence of a dependent bourgeoisie become
indispensable for the extended reproduction of capitalism on a world scale.
Proletarianization occurs directly through foreign capital penetration, or
through a local bourgeoisie, whose very existence is dependent on the inter-
national bourgeoisie. 1In this case, capitalist relations predominate, sub-
ject to the logic of capitalist accumulation on a world scale. It does not
culminate, however, in the generalization of capitalist relations to the
entire mass of immediate producers.8 On the contrary, an underdeveloped
Y“traditional" sector is deliberately maintained and distorted to provide
for the development of the "modern" sectors. The largest proportion of
immediate producers is linked indirectly to the capitalist accumulation

process, and hence, impoverished without proletarianization: they are
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forced to join the army of the unemployed labor surplus and indirectly re-
duce the bargaining power and subsistence cost of the employed labor force,
thus enabling capital to reap super profits.

In settler-colonialism, foreign settlers with capital are usually brought

in to settle the land, not only extract value. They are expected to find

their workers among the indigenous population. This was the case, for exam-
ple, when the English appeared in the Cape Colony of South Africa in 1906.
They came as potential capitalists in need of a class of laborers to be ex-
ploited.

According to Bernard Magubane, from the beginning of white settler
colonization in South Africa, and in the process of harnessing the indige~
nous labor, a policy of conquest was begun that would not destroy the popu-
lation but that would rather deprive it of its land and subsistence and
thus reduce it, in effect, to a mere instrument in the process of capital-
ist prosperity. The Africans were subjected to both expropriation and ap-
propriation. That was the secret both of the conquest and the setting up
of reservations in which it was difficult for the Africans to maintain inde-
pendent subsistence. Hence, they become wage-workers, reproduced cheaply
over and over again.

In this case, using Archie Mafeje's expression, the logic of predatory
capitalism has not been replacement of the old social formation by a new
one but rather establishment of a "hybrid" social formation.lO Although
Mafeje uses the creation and perpetuation of hybrid forms to describe the
objectives of West European capitalism in the colonies in general, I find
this idea more uniquely applicable to settler colonial social formations,

specifically in Africa, with the co-existence of an alien bourgeoisie with



an indigenous proletariat.

The case of white settler-colonialism in the United States was somewhat
different. It represented a pre-capitalist settler-colonialism where set-—
tlers with merchant capital, by instituting slavery, made their capital pro~
ductive; then, by abolishing slavery (the Civil War), created a pool of
"free" wage-labor. Capitalist relations were then generalized only to the
non-indigenous population. The native Indians, however, were subjected to
extermination, not proletarianization.

In Palestine, settler-colonialism was quite different from the above,
in that it involved more than simply settlers with capital in search of em-
bourgeoisement. Jewish settlers were brought to Palestine as the vanguard
of Zionism, being the movement that represented the aspirations of the Jew-
ish bourgeoisie for a State of their own. These Jewish settlers were mainly
small capitalists and petty bourgeoisie who had internalized this form of
consciousness (as it coincided with their own class aspirations) and were
entrusted with the "historical” mission of creating a Jewish bourgeois State
in Palestine to act on behalf of the Jewish bourgeoisie in Diaspora. For
the sake of this mission they were to refrain from conquering native labor;
instead, they mobilized immigrant Jewish labor, to be conquered by the set~
tlers' Jewish capital. It is similar in this respect to the U.S. experi-
ence.

Unlike the case in white settler-colonial South Africa, where the pro-
letarianization of the natives was the function of generalizing the capi-
talist mode of production in a "hybrid" social formation, under Jewish set-
tler-colonialism, forming a hybrid social formation was in direct contra-

diction with the objectives of Zionism. A pure Jewish social formation

150
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that replaces the indigenous one was to be developed in order to give rise
to the Jewish State. For this reason, the Jewish settlers were prohibited
from exploiting the indigenous labor. Immigrant Jewish labor was ﬁobilized
to replace the native. The 'conquest of Hebrew labor" became the incentive
for Jewish proletarianization, equivalent in some ways to the "work ethic"
in the United States settler-colonialism. Jewish proletarianization was
also the result of generalizing the capitalist relations of production on
the Jewish immigrant population alone, becoming both bourgeoisie and pro-
letariat; but not on the native Palestinians, who were excluded even from
proletarianization. The Palestinians were not meant exactly to be annihil-
ated, as in the case of the American Indians; they were only to be denied
the possibility of wage-earning. Emphasizing the imperative of exclusive
Jewish proletarianization in Palestine, Borochov said: "...any majority
today which will not be able to reach naturally proletarianization, or

that proletarianization is barred from it, will be increasingly expelled

of its position to the point of death."11 Does this imply that underlying
the commitment to proletarian Zionism there was an a priori awareness of
the detrimental repercussions it was to necessarily inflict on the native
Palestinian producers? This question is to be kept in mind for a later
discussion.

The central theme of this chapter is to illustrate how Jewish colonial
settlement in Palestine, while implementing Labor-Zionism (hence, the
generalization of the capitalist relations with regard to Jews alone in
the form of exclusive Jewish proletarianization and capitalization), had
blocked the proletarianization of the native Palestinians.

To this end, we identify three historical phases in Jewish colonial
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settlement in Palestine: (1) the Yishuv phase, distinguished by the domi-
nance of the ideological; (2) the nation-building phase, distinguished by
the dominance of the political; and (3) the post-1967 phase, distinguished
by the dominance of the economic.

We try to demonstrate that during all three phases Jewish settlement
is positively correlated only with the creation of Palestinian labor sur-
pluses, but that only in the current phase does Palestinian proletarianiza-
tion, per se, become a correlative of Jewish colonial settlement (currently
known as "Judiazation" schemes).

To sum up, unlike the previous chapter, which focuses on aspects of
the historical material determinants and nature of Labor-Zionism in theory,
the present chapter reviews aspects of the historical practices under the

hegemony of Labor-Zionism.

IT. Jewish Settlement and Palestinian Proletarianization During the Yishuv:

1882-1948

The Yishuv represents Israel's social formation in its embryonic stage.
It is the first phase of colonization by pioneer Jewish settlers prior to
the establishment of the Jewish State in Palestine. This is the period in
which Jewish class formation began by means of institutional arrangements
(the Jewish Agency, the Jewish National Fund and the Histadrut), often re-
garded as the formative elements of the State. It is in the practice of
these institutions that proletarian Zionism seems to be embedded; and it is
through these institutional arrangements that Jewish labor, capital and
land were to be acquired and regulated for exclusive Jewish use and control,
as prerequisite for the emergence of Jewish class society and political

class struggle, and for the replacement of the indigenous Palestinian society.



As recalled from the preceding chapter, this period is also one of
major transformations in world history in general and, correspondingly, in
the history of the Jewish people and of Palestine in particular. The dis-
integration of East-European feudalism, the transition of capitalism from
its competitive stage to the stage of imperialism, the beginning of monopoly

formation and the rise of finance capital. Development along these lines in-

flicted displacement and even threatened liquidation of the petty bourgeoisie

as a social class. As predominantly petty bourgeoisie, the Jewish masses

were severely injured by these processes. It is not surprising, therefore,
that the pioneering ideals of Hovevi Zion and, later on, Labor-Zionism, ap-
pealed to the Jewish masses and mobilized them for the construction of uto-
pian forms of colonialism.

During this period, Palestine was the battleground for struggle among
various historical forces: decadent Ottoman imperialism; modern British
colonialism; a recently emerging feudalism; an established merchant class;
and an embryonic industrial bourgeoisie on the verge of emerging in the strug-
gle among all these forces.

In the midst of this complexity it is difficult to establish accurately
the relationship between Jewish colonial settlement in Palestine and the
proletarianization of the native population. It may be helpful, therefore,

to specify four interrelated subissues:

A. Characterization of the Palestine social formation: the
nature of its class structure, the state of development of
the productive forces at the disposal of the native Pales-
tinian population, as they have special bearing on the pro-

letarianization process with and without Zionist colonialization.

153
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B. Characterization of Jewish settlement under the hegemony of
proletarian Zionism: examination of the Borochovist strategy
in practice.

C. The dispossession of Palestinian peasantry

D. The boycott of Palestinian labor.

A. Characterization of the Palestine Social Formation

Up until World War I, Palestine constituted an integral part of the
Levant, i.e., Syria, Lebanon, and Palestine, a unity prior to colonial par-
tition. The mercantilist class was the unifying force among these three
differentiated societies. This is unlike Egypt, for example, where the uni-
fying force lay in the land-holding class. The Levant was in the process of
forming a socioceconomic unity, and probably of becoming a social formation.

The indigenous landed class was not strongly connected across the boun-
daries of these three regions of the Levant as was the case with the commer-
cial bourgeoisie. The indigenous merchant bourgeoisie was the natural op-
ponent of Ottoman feudal imperialism. It was under the yoke of an Ottoman
imperialism, on the verge of collapse, that an Arab land-holding class was
forming, precisely from commercial capital. From the same source of capital
indigenous manufacture was beginning to develop, faced, however, with strong
resistance on the part of Ottoman imperialism, on the one hand, and modern
colonialism, on the other. This was manufacture based on the petty commod-
ity form in which accumulation femains confined to the sphere of circula-
tion.

On the eve of British occupation in 1920, and the imposition of British

Mandatory Rule on Palestine, the bulk of the Palestinian-Arab population
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(430,000 of a total 757,182) were peasants and the large majority of land-
owners were feudal lords.

Prior to World War I, 250 feudal landlords owned 4,143,000 donams (1
donam = 1,000 square meters), which equalled all peasant-owned land. 29
percent of Palestinian peasants were landless. The development of a mone-
tary economy and commodity production allowed for further concentration of
property, mainly land. Consequently, the latifundia structure was formed.
This, in turn, reinforced the imposition of higher taxation on the small
peasant and, in effect, forced the peasant to "free" himself from property
relations, resulting in greater concentration of property and in class
polarization: land-holders, on the one hand, and the bulk of peasants be-
coming seasonal sharecroppers or tenants, on the other. It is worth stress-
ing here that concentration of land in the context of private property took
place upon the distintegration of the original communal ownership of land,
which used to be held collectively in '"Masha'a" tenure.

The disintegration of the Masha'a communal land tenure system in order
to provide for more effective taxation was one of the objects of the Ottoman -
Land Code of 1858. Under the yoke of immense rural indebtedness, the indi-
vidual cultivators were, in effect. forced to sell their small holdings to
wealthy merchants and become share-tenants. This is how the land-holding
class emerged from merchant capital, and how the existing subsistence economy
was caught in a process of disintegration as a result of the gradual absorp-
tion of the Turkish Empire into the capitalist orbit.13

Industrial production remained retarded. It was only in the 1890s that
the first industrial projects were established in the country; a silk manu-

facturing plant and a raisins-and-spices processing factory in Tantura, fol-
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lowed by soap and food industries, textiles in Gaza, leather industry in

Jerusalem, olive and sesame o0il processing factories in Nablus, Jaffa, Jeru-
salem and Haifa. Haifa had, in addition, a manufacturing project for irri-
gation machines. In the aftermath of the First World War, Palestine's in-
dustry consisted merely of small-scale units of production (both factories
and guilds) employing between 6-10 workers.14

When the British Mandate was first imposed on Palestine, however, there
was only the beginning of a wage-earning grouping under non-capitalist re-
lations of production, as in citrus plantations. Capital remained predomi-
nantly merchant also in manufacture under the predominance of the guild sys-
tem of production. The majority of the small-town dwellers were engaged in
agriculture, specifically orchards (citrus plantations). City dwellers con-
sisted mainly of professionals, handlers, stonecutters, builders and un-
skilled rural immigrant workers.15

The penetration of British capital into Palestine did not transform the
guild and stimulate modern production. On the contrary, it crippled the
guild system and probably blocked the development of modern industry. Even
in production, indigenous capital remained money capital.16

Until the eighteenth century, goods manufactured under the guild system
were exported to Europe. Following the Industrial Revolution, however,
these goods were forcefully removed even from Palestine's local market to
provide a marketplace for imported European commodities.17

Concessions obtained by Western powers, on the one hand, and the intensi-
fication of feudal plunder, on the other, resulted in crippling both local

trade and industry, and eliminating the possibility for the development of

a modern national bourgeoisie. As Frederick Engels explains, in the face of
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such acute plunder on the part of the oppressive rulers, accumulation of
surplus value was by no means guaranteed as one of the basic conditions
for entrepreneurship, i.e., the protection of the merchants' identity and
property was denied.18

As is the case in almost all other colonies, in Palestine also British
colonialism fostered neither the development of local industry (except for
the extractive industries) nor the formation of a Palestinian bourgeoisie.
Unlike the case in other colonies, however, British colonialism in Pales-
tine did not foster even the development of a momey capitalist class, or an
intellectual ruling elite organically linked with British colonialism as its
indigenous ally, as was the case in India, Egypt, etc., since it had found
a better local ally among the Western Jewish colonial settlers.

Following Ottoman feudal plunder, British-Zionist colonial collaboration
had obstructed the development of a genuinely independent Palestinian ruling
class of any kind. The emerging Palestinian dominant class itself sought an
ally in British powers against both Ottoman oppression and Zionist invasion;
and by so doing, it promoted Zionism itself, and played an insignificant and
rather misleading role in leading the struggle of the Palestinian masses in
the economic, political and ideological spheres for decolonization.

Also unlike the typical case, in Palestine British colonialism was not
primarily to extract raw materials, but rather to control and use the stra-
tegic location of Palestine: strategic for its international trade and in-
dustrial undertakings. British capital was therefore invested primarily in
infrastructural projects: construction of roads, ports, railways, oil
pipelines, etc., and only secondarily in agricultural production, specifi-

cally citrus plantations.
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British Mandatory authorities, on the other hand, provided a constant
support to Jewish industry and trade at the expense of the Arab. They pro-
vided Jewish capital with both political and economic protection and privi-
leges (e.g., the exclusive concession to exploit the Dead Sea in 1929, pro-
tection from tariffs imposed on Arab trade, and the privileged tax deduction
subsidized by the heavy taxation of Arab industry).19

British oppressive policy, the competitiveness of the more technologi-
cally advanced Jewish industry, and the enforcement of the Zionist slogan:
"Boycott Arab Produce', inflicted detrimental effects on Arab industry. Be-
tween 1930-1935 the total export of the Arab "shell" industry declined from
11,533 to 3,777 pounds, the number of soap factories in Jaffa alone dwindled
from 12 in 1929 to 4 in 1935. The latter should not be mistaken for concen-
tration of capital, as total production in the soap industry (one of'the
basic Arab industries in Palestine) declined between 1931-1934 from 119,941
to 71,532 pounds.20

It is only natural that such decline occurred in Arab industry in the
face of two more competitive manufacture systems (British and Jewish) and
the imposition of unfavorable terms of trade. Moreover, the gap between the
indigenous industry and the settlers' only widened as the British authorities
in Palestine granted 90 percent of the foreign privileges to Jewish indus-
trialists at the expense of the natives.21

The figures in Table Y are indicative of the uneven development and
distribution of means of production and reproduction in Arab versus Jewish
industry, and how unevenness was perpetuated by British privileges and pro-

tection policy.

It was only during the Second World War, when the British army in Pales-
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tine was required to be economically self-sufficient, that there was an im-
petus to invest in local industrial and agricultural production. In 1945,
therefore, Arab and Jewish citrus production had, for the first time, level-
led up.22

Arab industry, however, continued to lag behind, and even at a moment

of economic boom it was not transformed into large-scale modern forms of

production.

Table Y. Uneven Jewish Versus Arab Industry in Palestine During the Yishuv

Jewish Industry| Arab Industry| Foreign Industry

Employed Labor Force 13,678 4,117 2,619
Total Production 6,046 1,545 1,215
Net Production 2,445 313 1,106
Fixed Capital 4,391 703 5,799

(capital investment,

by thousand pounds)
Machine Power 40,644 3,914 133,128

(by horses)
Wages and Salaries 1,008 122 274

Source: Government of Palestine, A Survey of Palestine, Vol. I, p. 499.
Copied from Yassin, op. cit., p. 163. Date of Survey unknown.

In 1942, Palestine's Arab industry considted of 1,558 establishments
engaging 8,804 persons; an establishment/employee ratio that is indicative
of the predominance of small-scale commodity form,23 amounting to only 10
percent of total industrial produce in Palestine.24

These figures express

the persistence of a structural weakness in the Arab industry from earlier
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stages and a widening gap with regard to Jewish industry. 1In 1935, Arab
industrial produce amounted to EP 1,545,000, as compared with &P 6,046,000
of Jewish industrial produce, i.e., 20 percent of total industrial produce.25
Moreover, in 1945 there were 1,558 Arab establishments employing EP 2 mil-
lion capital input, producing EP 5.6 million, as compared with 1,907 Jewish
establishments employing P 12 million capital input and producing EP 29
millions.26 The latter figures are even more indicative than the former of
the relative structural weakness of Arab in comparison with Jewish industry,
as they point out major disparities in the organic composition of capital,
as between the Jewish and Palestinian economies.

Having roughly characterized the indigenous social formation during the

first phase of Jewish settlement in Palestine, we identify two features
with special bearing on promoting the creation of native labor surplus, and
on its absorption in modern production:

(a) concentration of land ownership, feudal plunder, resulting in
peasant dispossession and landlessness.

(b) the underdevelopment of Palestinian-Arab trade by colonial poli-
cies, depleting possible savings and thus impeding the develop-
ment of modern Palestinian industry.27

The latter point becomes more important if it proves to be responsible

for the nonemergence of a progressive Palestinian bourgeoisie capable of
revolutionizing the productive forces at the disposal of the native popula-
tion, and hence, offsetting the effects of the Zionist boycott of Arab labor,
discussed in a following section.

One cannot simply attribute the nonemergence of a Palestinian indus-

trial bourgeoisie to Zionism. This point requires a special study, to inves-
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tigate carefully the underlying causes, as in Syria and Lebanon as well,
industrial capital was and still is crippled simply by the predominance of
the merchant class.

The absence of a Palestinian industrial bourgeoisie, however, must not
obscure the emergence of a Palestinian proletariat, subject to the logic of
capitalist accumulation on a world scale; this will be the subject of dis-
cussion in an ensuing section. In the following section we demonstrate
that as the commercial fraction of the ruling class was crushed by British
colonialism, it was the feudal fraction of the ruling class that was liqui-
dated by Zionist land acquisition policy and, correspondingly, the peasantry
itself. The following also highlights the contradictory effects of Zionism

‘as far as unifying/dividing Palestine from the Levant. How land purchases
resulted in the very liquidation of the Palestinian and absentee feudal
classes, transforming same into merchant capitalists who were, in 1948, re-

integrated into the unifying class of the Levant.

B. Characterizations of Jewish Settlement Under the Hegemony of Proletarian

Zionism

It was not until the second Aliyah* (1904-1914) that the historical
practices of Labor-Zionism began. The first Aliyah, beginning in 1882 and
led by the Hovevi Zion (the Lovers of Zion) movement, was not guided by
socialist Zionist ideals; rather, by the pioneering ethos and the return-

to-the-soil slogan. European-Jewish settlers with capital were brought in

2 * .
’ "Aliyah" is a Hebrew word meaning ascent, refers to "Jewish immigra-
tion to Palestine", and is distinguished from "Yiridah", meaning descent,
which refers to "Jewish emigration from Israel." The first, second, third,
fourth, and fifth Aliyahs refer to the major waves of Jewish immigration
to Palestine before Statehood.

i

'
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to develop Jewish agriculture and industry (financially sponsored by mil-
lionaire Baron Rotchilde) and were to capitalize by exploiting native labor.
Not significantly different from settler-colonial initiatives elsewhere in
the world except for being vanguards of a political movement (Zionism)
aiming at a specific objective, the creation of a Jewish State in Pales-
tine.28 The conquest of land was, in their conception, the only basic pre-
requisite for such an enterprise. Unlike the first, the second Aliyah,
guided by the socialist Zionist movement, was to operate in the context of
a well-defined strategy, "colonization through Jewish class struggle" and
a clear strategic objective: the creation of an exclusively Jewish prole-
tariat, this in order to '"mormalize" the "inverted pyramid" of Diaspora
Jewish socioeconomic structure. This strategy was translated into two
principles: the "conquest of land" (kibbush hakarka'a) was coupled with
the "conquest of labor" (kibbush ha'avodah) as the dual aspects of Zionist
policy. In practice, these twin principles were specified further in the
twin slogan of exclusive "Hebrew work', expressed in the boycott of Arab
labor; and "Jewish produce", expressed in the boycott of Arab produce.
Those were the cornerstones of "economic separateness" motivated by the
urge to suppress the competition of the increasingly abundant, and there-
fore cheap, native labor, so that an exclusive Jewish proletarianization
by Jewish capital (recall the Borochovist strategy) could be actualized.
Several objective contradictions seem to be inherent in the Labor-
Zionist strategy which (as demonstrated in the previous chapter) is the
theoretically consistent approach to the realization of Zionism in the
form of a bourgeoisie Jewish State. These contradictions lie in the very

requirements for exclusive Jewish proletarianization in Palestine. On the
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one hand, it requires a capitalist economy, as proletarianization necessari-
ly presupposes capitalist relations of production. This proletarianization
is to take place in the context of settler-colonialism, hence the 'conquest
of land" prerequisite. The conquest of Palestinian land implies necessari-
ly the displacement of Palestinian peasantry, the dispossession of the in-
digenous immediate producers, and an abundance of native labor surplus;
thus, cheap labor conducive to the extraction of super profits.

Under these conditions, and subject to the logic of capitalist accu-
mulation (given that capital is a secular relation abiding by no religion
but profitability), Palestinian labor was more competitive than Jewish. To
create an exclusive Jewish proletariat it was therefore necessary that the
capitalist economy of the Jewish settlers be 'closed", closed to nonJews,
specifically native labor, the rationale for the main Zionist slogan,
"Hebrew labor'", prohibiting the employment of Arab labor in Jewish agricul-
ture and industry. But a capitalist economy cannot develop as a closed sys-
tem; capitalist accumulation and the extended reproduction of capital has
been historically conditioned by subordinating and subjecting less-develop-
ed pre-capitalist social formations as the sites for its reproduction. How
did the Labor-Zionist movement accommodate this contradiction? The answer
to this seems to lie in molding the "conquest of labor'" principle in the
ambiguous slogan, ''self-labor". That the settlers' economy be a closed
economy in the sense of labor self-sufficiency was explained away as a
negation of the typical colonial practices, which are based on the exploi-
tation of native labor.

The “self-labor" slogan provided for a flexible interpretation:

firstly, reliance on one's own labor, negating the notion of hired labor,
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specifically wage-labor, that is, the negation of the capitalist relations
of production; secondly, the reliance on Hebrew work only (Avoda'h Ivrit),
negating not wage-labor per se, but rather the employment of nonJewish wage-
labor, i.e., specifically Arab labor; the latter was made very explicit in
the "Boycott Arab Labor" and "Boycott Arab Produce'" slogans and practices.
It advocated the capitalist mode of production to be generalized, but for
Jews only.

It is this dual meaning and practice of "self-labor'" that provided for
the accommodation of the contradiction mentioned above. It did so by re-
storing for a segment of the Jewish settlers their petty bourgeois class-
location, by consolidating a sector of the Jewish economy based on self-
employment, on petty commodity forms of production; that is, on pre-capi-
talist relations and/or primitive accumulation. Concretely, the "self-
labor" sector, specifically the co-operative moshav, based precisely on
petty commodity form of production for exchange, as well as the kibbutz at
its stage of primitive capitalist accumulation, constituted the equivalent
of the "traditional sector'", a pre-capitalist periphery indispensable for
the essential unevenness of capitalist accumulation in the country-at-
large.

The pre-capitalist sector (the co-operative sector, including the
moshav and the kibbutz) is thus maintained as functionally equivalent to
the so—-called “traditional sector" co-existing with, and providing for, the
extended reproduction of the "modern capitalist sector" which is the urban
sector, including the coastal citrus plantations based entirely on a lais-
sez-faire pattern of development.29 This way, the Jewish capitalist econ-

omy can have self-sustained growth as a "closed" economy, closed in the
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sectarian sense, closed to the nonJewish native population.

The point is to realize the imperative of self-labor in the sense of
petty commodity forms of production (i.e., the rule of the co-operative
sector, often referred to as the "labor" sector) for actualizing the strate-
gic objective of exclusive Jewish proletarianization; that is, for consoli-

dating Jewish capitalism in Palestine; for sustaining the Yishuv as a dis-

tinct social formation which is Jewish, and which consists. of overlapping
capitalist and pre-capitalist relatioms.

The labor sector, based on self-labor, as a negation of wage-labor,
was indeed a prerequisite for the implementing of the policy of "Hebrew
wage-labor only" in the capitalist sector of the Yishuv, given the abundance
of "free" native labor created by the other twin principle of Zionist
colonization, namely, "conquest of land".

"Self-labor'" in the sense of petty commodity form resolves another
contradiction inherent in the Labor-Zionist strategy, as an essentially ter-—
ritorialist strategy: the conquest of land.

Although indispensable for creating a Jewish social formation, the
site for Jewish class formation and class struggle, the conquest of land,

on another level, stands in contradiction with Jewish proletarianization as

a strategic objective and a prerequisite for Jewish class struggle, and
hence, the emergence of a bourgeois State.

This is really the contradiction inherent in "colonization through
class struggle', the Borochovist strategy for implementing the Zionist
jidea; a basic contradiction in socialist Zionism. A conquest of the land

implies an access on the part of Jewish settlers to the natives' means of

production. This, in turn, undermines the conditions for Jewish proletar-
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ianization, as Jewish wage-labor requires "free" Jewish labor, utterly
separated from the means of subsistence, specifically land. The conquest
of land eliminates the condition for Jewish proletarianization, for Jewish
wage-labor, namely free labor, as we explained earlier. It also increases
the competitiveness of the native labor for capitalist exploitation.

Self-labor-based co-operatives again reduce the inténsity of this
contradiction. Land can be conquered collectively to house the 'labor sec-
tor" alone, but not the mass of modern wage workers. This, in turn, pro-
motes the development of utopian forms of living (kibbutz, moshav) as in-
centives for Aliyah, furthering Jewish settlement.

The contradictions inherent in the strategic objectives of Labor-
Zionism are thus accommodated through its imner tactical consistency and
flexibility. Perhaps it is precisely in this tactical flexibility, inher-
ent in the nature of the strategy itself, that the secret for the mobiliz-
ing force of Borochovist Labor-Zionist strategy lies; it provided the dis-
placed Jewish petty bourgeoisie, threatened by extinction as a class (on
the verge of proletarianization or marginalization), with three alterna-
tives: (1) embourgeoisement by assuring Jewish wage-labor; (2) restoration
of their petty bourgeois class-location by assuring the possibility of
land and self-labor; (3) secure proletarianization by Jewish capital by
eliminating the threat of a more competitive labor, and above all, prole-
tarianization for a cause, Zionism.

These premises, implicit in the Borochovist formulation of the labor
strategy for the actualization of Zionism, are very insightfully derived
from the material conditions of the Jewish petty bourgeoisie in Diaspora

and from the conditions in the "“territory'" of Palestine. It is, perhaps,



this compatibility of the strategy with the tactics and the material condi-
tion that made the Borochovist blend of the Zionist ideology appeal to the
masses and, therefore, become a material force, the basis for Jewish set-
tlement later on, and the hegemonic ideology during the Yishuv phase and
thereafter.

Moreover, the attempt to maintain two separate economies in Palestine
during the Yishuv, with a closed modern Jewish economy in the midst of the
indigenous, is often interpreted as an attempt to establish economic dual-
ism; a dual economy as a material base for bi-nationalism. This interpre-
tation is inaccurate, as the development pattern which actually took place,
an essentially capitalist economyvtransplanted into the heart of an under-
developed one, meant, in fact, the 'replacement" of, not co-existence with,

the indigenous social formation. Simply put, there can be no overlapping

social formations in the same place and time (as, for example, the over-

lapping of patterns of relations of production, of modes within a social
formation). When and where Labor-Zionism was implemented it necessarily
meant, in effect, the uprooting or distorting of the indigenous social for-
mation. That is why we tend to assert that socialist bi-nationalism advo-
cated then by left-wing Zionism, specifically Hashomer Hatzair, was an
empty slogan. This does not necessarily imply hypocrisy or insincerity

on the part of its advocatés, but perhaps failure to identify the material
prerequisites for such a solution and some ignorance of the actual effects
inflicted by the historical practices of socialist Zionism on the social
being of the Palestinian people. For Jewish settlers to strike roots in
Palestine (possible only by creating a social formation, or a reproduction

site) under capitalist relations, it was eventually imperative to uproot
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the indigenous pre-capitalist social formation. If Zionist settler-—colonial-
ism was, like white settler-colonialism in Africa, merely the export of set-
tlers with capital, and of capitalist relations of production, it could have
been not only unnecessary to uproot the indigenous social formation, but to
do so would have been economically detrimental for a planter Jewish aristo-
cracy's ability to prosper and survive.

But this was not the case with Jewish settlers in Palestine, as they
were the vanguards of socialist Zionism, committed to Jewish class formation
and struggle; their socialist Zionist ideals come in contradiction with the
Palestinian reality, with the Palestinian social formation. In order to be-
come a normal society, they had to deform and replace the indigenous.

Having, in the previous chapter, determined the bourgeois essence of
Borochovism, specifically the bourgeois aim of the Borochovist socialist
Zionist strategy of labor in the theoretical sphere, we divert our attention
in reviewing the practices of Zionist colonization to examine the extent to
which Borochovism was actually implemented.

Furthermore, in the proceeding we must keep in mind that Jewish settle-
ment was never a squatting phenomenon, a spontaneous takeover of land in
Palestine. It was rather an implementation of a pre-planned political pro-
gram, guided by a clear commitment, a specific strategy, aiming at a well-
defined goal: a bourgeois Jewish State.

Jewish settlement in Palestine is, therefore, to be conceived as the
implementation of a most comprehensive development plan; development at the
level of social formation. Only if we grasp the complexity and contradic-
tions inherent in this intricate colonization program, may we comprehend

the dynamics of its implementation process (Jewish settlement itself) and
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the effects it inflicted on the native population.

In his testimony before the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry on
Palestine, David Ben-Gurion, one of the foremost socialist Zionist thinkers
and practitioners, expresses in concrete terms the comprehensiveness of this
political program, as follows:

"When we say 'Jewish independence' or a 'Jewish State', we mean

Jewish labour, we mean Jewish economy, Jewish agriculture, Jew-

ish industry, Jewish sea. We mean Jewish safety, security, inde-

pendence, complete independence, as for any other free people." 30

It is in this sense that Jewish settlement is the creation of a complex
system, an entire society, a social formation; and it is in this context
that our inquiry regarding the proletarianization of Palestine must be
placed.

Most relevant to our inquiry are the twin principles, 'conquest of land"
and '"Hebrew work", which together constitute the cornmerstone of this compre-
hensive plan. These two principles are the main determinants of the dis-
placement of Palestinian producers; included here, also, are the institution-
al arrangements which embodied these policies.

Although they appear and are practiced as separate slogans, the conquest
of land and the Hebrew labor policies constitute a functional unity, even in
the bourgeois postulates of Zionism, as expressed in the following words by
Teodore Herzel:

"The private lands in the territories granted to us we must grad-

ually take out of the hands of the owners. The poorer amongst

the population we try to transfer quietly outside our borders

by providing them with work in the transit countries, but in our

country we deny them all work. Those with property will join

us. The transfer of land and the displacement of the poor must

be done gently and carefully. Let the landowners believe that

they are exploiting us by getting over-valued prices. But no
lands shall be sold back to their owners." 31



One cannot help but sense the bourgeois flavor in Herzel's concern for
the gentle performance of violence in terms of denying the native Palestin-
ians access to both land and work; the alternatives of subsistence. The
latter discriminatory practice was, according to Noam Chomsky, condemned
from the left within the Palestinian Yishuv, specifically by Y.T. Kolton,
according to whom the '"conquest of land" gave the Zionist movement a stake
in the feudal system (made explicit in Herzel's statement).32 Similarly,
Kolton shows how the policy of "conquest of labor'" led even the labor move-
ment to stand in the way of the development of the Arab labor movement.

Although the statement above is precisely an expression of the leader
of bourgeois-Zionism, and condemned, probably sincerely, from left circles,
we argue that the conquest of labor and land is not only consistent with,
but even indispensable for, the socialist strategy of Zionism. If histori-
cal practices of Labor-Zionism support this argument, our theoretically-
based argument in the previous chapter, regarding the bourgeois essence of
Borochovism, will be also reinforced. Let us now examine these twin Zionist

practices.
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(a) The Congquest of Land and the Dispossession of the Palestinian
Peasantry

The dispossession of the Palestinian peasant is a function of the inter-
locking relationship between Arab feudal plunder, British colonialism, and
Zionist land acquisition. The latter, however, played the major and most
systematic role in this process.

Under the heavy yoke of rural indebtedness many peasants were forced
to "free" themselves by turning over their small holdings to the landlords
and becoming share tenants. Similar was the effect of taxation imposed by
the British authorities, in turn transferring State-controlled land to Zion-
ist settlement institutions. Purchase of land was the predominant method
of land acquisition by the Zionist movement in the Yishuv. Land was pur-
chased mainly from feudal lords, specifically absentee landlords, resulting
in tenant eviction. As Christopher Sykes puts it:

"The land problem of Palestine came primarily from...the sales,

often of very large tracts of country, by absentee landlords to

Zionist individuals and syndicates. A usual condition of such

sales was that the tenants should be evicted, for of what interest

to Zionist was the possession of Arab-tenanted land? The wret-

ched people who had earned a living, sometimes for many genera-

tions, on the land in question, found themselves forced out of

their homes and deprived without compensation of their only means

of earning bread....Evicted tenants, the real sufferers by Jewish

immigration, were the essence of the Palestine problem." 34

Regardless of the method and form of Zionist land acquisition for Jew-
ish settlement, it was inevitably at the expense of the Palestinian small
peasant and tenant. This fact was recognized even by Arthur Ruppin, the
Jewish Agency's expert on agriculture and settlement, in a secret memorandum
to the Jewish Agency (in 1930), stating:

"Land is the most necessary thing for our establishing roots in

Palestine. Since there are hardly any more arable unsettled lands

in Palestine, we are bound in each case of purchase of land and

its settlement to remove the peasants who cultivated the land
thus far, both owners of the land and tenants...." 35
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It is not only that land was transferred to Jewish settlers at the ex-
pense of the Palestinian peasant, but also that it was transferred away ir-
revocably.

This essential irrevocability of Zionist land acquisition was institu-
tionalized in the Keren Kayemeth Leisrael (Jewish National Fund) established
by the Zionist movement in 1901 as ''the first instrument for the practical
implementation of the idea of Jewish renaissance'" dedicated to the acquisi-
tion and development of land in "Eretz Israel".36 The title to the land
purchased by the JNF was to be held in perpetuity as the 'inalienable pro-
perty of the Jewish people."37 Under no circumstances is the JNF allowed
to transfer ownership of land once it is acquired.38 The JNF was estab-
lished "for the purpose of settling Jews on such lands" as were acquired,
"to make any donations...likely to promote the interests of the Jews", "to
make advances to any Jews in the prescribed region', to use funds in ways
which "shall, in the opinion of the organization, be directly or indirectly
beneficial to persons of Jewish religion, race, or origin".39 The irrevoca-
bility of the displacement of Palestinian producers from land transferred
for Zionist colonization practically culminates in Article 23 of the stan-
dard JNF Lease Form, stipulating, inter alia: 'The lessee undertakes to
execute all works connected with the cultivation of the holding only with
Jewish labour."40

This basic restriction, written into the lease which the JNF contracted
with the Zionist settlers chosen for immigration and put upon JNF lands to
cultivate them, shows not only the institutional irreversibility of the
displacement of the Palestinian producer from the means of subsistence, but

also the inseparability of the ''conquest of land" and the "conquest of la-
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bor" (Jewish labor) in the Zionist proletarian strategy. This inseparabil-
ity represents the contradiction mentioned earlier regarding exclusive Jew-
ish access to land versus exclusive Jewish proletarianization.

The boycott of Arab labor is embodied even in the Zionist land acqui-
sition policy responsible for "freeing' Palestinian labor, for creating the
native labor surplus. Here lies, also, the other aspect of the contradic-
tion, the regulation of labor policy through land policy increases the com-
petitiveness of the native Arab labor vis-a-vis Jewish labor, in the con-
text of capitalist relations of production.

The JNF¥ purchased land from the Turks, the British, Western Churches,
and Arab owners, mainly absentees, and sometimes from small peasants, pres-
sured by the yoke of indebtedness and taxation. Between 1882 and 1914, Jew-
ish-owned land increased from 25,000 to 420,000 donams.41 Jewish holdings
purchased by JNF and other Zionist private or public agencies amounted to

42

594,000 in 1922, 1,058,500 in 1939, and 1,604,800 in 1941. "The number

of landless agricultural workers was estimated at 30,000 families, or 22
percent of the total 120,000 families dependent on agriculture."43
According to the Statistical Department of the Jewish Agency, as of

1936, 41.3 percent of the acreage purchased by the JNF had been acquired
from large landowners: of this, 52.61 percent was from large absentee land-
owners; 24.91 percent from large resident landowners; and 13.41 percent from
various sources such as the Turkish government, Churches, and foreign com-
panies. Only 9.41 percent was purchased from Palestinian peasants, 40.1
percent of which was acquired during 1891-1900, i.e., prior to the estab-
lishment of the JNF.44

It is interesting that no mention is made with regard to land pur-
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chases from the British Administration in Palestine. This is probably be-
cause the British, by virtue of their political power and means, had assisted
Zionist land acquisition in a rather indirect, but more effective, way. In
1922, for example, Shmoel, the British Mandatory High Commissioner to Pales-
tine (el-Mandoub es-sami), imposed a law prohibiting the export of oils and
grains (the main indigenous crops and the basis of the country's wealth) so
that, in effect, peasants failed to pay taxes and repay agricultural loans
and, therefore, were forced to sell their land to Jewish settlers. Shmoel
went even further: he eliminated the Ottoman Agricultural Bank and demanded
the immediate repayment of loans, leaving the Palestinian peasants with no
other alternative but to sell their plots of land and to become landless with
nothing but their labor power.45
On July 24 of the same year, a mandate was issued by the British facili-
tating Jewish immigration and providing the Zionist movement with the right
to el-Amiri and el-Mowat lands (the commons), usually controlled by the poli-
tical authorities, the "State”.46
Moreover, the Mandatory authorities provided the Zionist companies with
the exclusive privilege, accompanied by political and economic protection, to
develop the Lake Houlah region, which alone constitutes one-third of Pales-
tine's arable land.47
In the late 1920s, the British authorities granted Zionist companies
82,000 donams of agricultural land, in addition to lands provided for indus-
trial development by Zionist monopolistic companies.
This is to give only a few examples of the role of the British colonial
authorities in the dispossession of the Palestinian peasantry, and the en-

hancement of Jewish settlement.

As far as the creation of labor surplus is concerned, the worst effects
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were those inflicted on the Palestinian peasantry by the collaboration be-
tween Arab feudal lords and the Zionist movement. By 1928, most of the Jew-
ish land holdings (90 percent) had been purchased from absentee landlords,
leaving 30 percent of the Palestinian peasants landless. Between 1921-1925,
the Sarsaq land-holding family, for example, had sold 200,000 donams on
which had existed twenty-two Arab villages with 8,780 inhabitants, all of
whom were evicted, becoming wanderers all around the country.49 With the
help of absentee Arab landlords, Arab villages were removed, to be replaced
by Jewish settlements. By 1900, there were already nineteen Jewish settle-
ments erected in Palestine, reaching thirty in the summer of 1912 and occupy-
ing 280,000 donams of land. On the eve of World War I, the number of Jewish
settlements reached fifty-nine, inhabited by 12,000 settlers, while 70,000
dwelled in existing urban centers; and already in 1927, there were ninety-
six new settlements.50 Later on, between 1933-1936, 62.7 percent of the
land purchased by Jewish capital was from Palestinian feudal lords, as com-
pared with only 14.9 percent from absentee land-holders, and 22.5 percent
from Palestinian small peasants.

Ghassan Kanafani indicates that during the August, 1929, and the 1936
mass insurrections in Palestine many small peasants sold their land to Pales-
tinian feudal lords in order to buy with cash weapons for waging their armed
struggle against British and Zionist colonialism, and often these landlords,
in turn, sold the purchased land to the Zionist movement.52

The latter is most indicative of the reactionary role played by Pales-
tine's big land-holding class with regard to the Palestinian masses. If
Zionism had only crushed this class, it would have played a crucially pro-

gressive role in Palestinian history, but the very lust for land gave the
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Zionist movement a stake in the feudal system, as mentioned previously. It
is interesting how Zionist "conquest of land" coincided with the interests
of the feudal class in Palestine, resulting in its liquidation as a social
force. The feudal class was by and large transformed into a free money capi-
talist class. Their money capital, however, was never transformed into pro-
ductive industrial capital.

Owing to the collaboration of the dominant Palestinian class (the "ef-
fendis'" who emerged as an indigenous social force by virtue of their rela-
tion to the Ottoman feudal aristocracy), the Zionist movement was able to
"Arabize" the "conquest of land" and effectively employ treachery. In the
"Selected Memories'" from his life involvement in the JNF activities, Musa
Goldenberg acknowledges several examples:

"One of the methods was to register the purchased land in the

name of Arab mediators, hired and entrusted to perform this

task on the condition that later on, through intricate legal

procedures, that land will be transferred back to us..." 53

The apparent alliance between the Zionist movement and the Palestinian
feudal class was not for joint development projects, but for a more effec-
tive plunder. Owing to the genuine alliance with the British authorities,
the Zionist movement acquired access to and control over much of the coun-
try's vital resources, specifically water. Water use and control policy
has been very instrumental in discouraging Arab agriculture and depressing
land prices.54

The collaboration of Arab feudal lords must not obscure the constant
resistance of the Palestinian masses, specifically the dispossessed peas-
antry and the boycotted proletariat, who had absolutely nothing to lose and

everything to gain by resisting Jewish colonial settlement based on the

"conquest of land" and "only Hebrew labor".
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Faced with the cruelty of Zionist colonization policy, the Palestinian
peasantry was made into a ''revolutionary" class: however, under the most
vulnerable conditions and in the absence of a leadership. Under the Labor-
Zionist practices, the Palestinian peasantry and proletariat had every rea-
son for alliance. Peasants and proletariat were the vanguards of the Ezzidin
el-Qassam movement; of the August, 1929 insurrection; and the 1936-1939 re-
volt.55

In the Yishuv phase, the conquest of land was implemented through ''gen-
tle" market exchange (although for the Palestinian peasant this was a violent
dispossession). For the objectives of the Zionist movement, this, however,
was a slow and unsatisfactory process. By 1947, the total Jewish holdings
comprised only about 9-12 percent of arable 1and.56

The transfer of Palestinians across the boundaries of their social for-
mation in the aftermath of the 1948 War meant that extensive plots of land
were automatically transferred into the control of the Jewish State. As 250
Arab villages were destroyed upon the expulsion of their inhabitants, much
urban land was also acquired from Arab owners who were expelled or fled from
the larger towns. Extensive land acquisition operations took place then,
using the army of the newly-born State to drive Arabs over the Armistice
lines. Kibbutzim and other agricultural colonies then played a crucial role
in acquiring land from remaining Arab villages within the 1948 lines by sur-
rounding them with barbed wire fences and taking final and absolute posses-
sion of any obtainable land.57

The 1948 War represented a transition from the Yishuv to the nation-

building phase. This transitional period was the most critical time in

terms of large-scale acquisition of land. According to Chomsky, by the
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Armistice agreements of 1948-1949, Israel was in control of 77.4 percent of
arable land and exceeded 80 percent by 1950; it was estimated that more than
770,000 Palestinians became refugees.58 This massive separation of Pales-
tinian producers from their means of subsistence in response to the Zionist
conquest of land was thus conducted not through the "gentle and careful mo-
dels" prescribed by Herzl, but rather through violent expulsion, resulting
in the refugee camps persisting as ''native labor reserves', doomed to be un-
productive, and marginalized as "surplus'" population. This is precisely in
contrast with white settler-colonialism in Africa, where the expulsion of
African producers from their subsistence forms of life, and the consolida-
tion of the "native labor reserves' was precisely to create a system of
59

forced labor; but Zionism then needed only Arab land, but not Arab labor.

The physical displacement of Palestinians and their transfer across
the borders in the aftermath of the 1948 War was not an accident; neither
was the war itself. It was proposed and discussed by leaders of the Zionist

%

movement already in 1940. Joseph Weitz commented in September, 1967, that
twenty-~seven years ago he had written the following in his diary:

"Among ourselves it must be clear that there is no place in the

country for both peoples together....With the Arabs, we shall

not achieve our aim of being independent people in this country.

The only solution is Eretz-Israel, at least the west part of

Eretz-Israel without Arabs...and there is no other way but to

transfer the Arabs from here to the neighboring countries,

transfer all of them, not one village or tribe shall remain,

and the transfer must aim at Iraq, Syria, and even Transjordan.

For this purpose, money will be found, much money; and only

with this transfer could the country absorb millions of our
brothers. There is no alternative....'" 60

*Joseph,Weitz was Deputy Chairman of the Board of Directors of the Jew-
ish National Fund (1951-1973), Head of Plant and Afforestation Department of
the JNF (1918-1932), Director of the Land Development Division of JNF (1932-
1959), Chairman of the Israel Land Development Authority.
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Then, this time speaking in the aftermath of the 1967 War, he added:

"From that point of view, the 'transfer' solution was discussed

at the time, and it was supported by B. Katzenelson, J. Vulkani,

and M. Ussishkin,* and some preliminary preparations were made

to translate this theory into practice. Years later, when the

U.N. passed the resolution to partition Palestine into two States,

the War of Independence broke out, to our great fortune. In

this war, a two-fold miracle occurred: territorial victory and

the flight of the Arabs...." 61

In support of the "transfer" proposal, Berel Katzenelson wrote in 1945:

"Situations are possible in which the transfer of population will

become advisable....We do not assume the right to force anybody

out. This is a basic Zionist assumption....But was not kibbutz

Merhavia built on a transfer? Without many such transfers, Hasho-

mer Hatzair** would not today be setting in kibbutz Merhavia, nor

in kibbutz Mishmav Ha'emeck, nor in any other places...." 62

It is obvious from these three statements that the transfer of the
Palestinian population outside their social formation was indirectly sugges-
ted, explicitly proposed, and in fact debated among the leaders of the Zion-
ist movement as a solution to the problems facing the implementation of
Zionism in Palestine.

The advocacy of the transfer solution is often attributed (specifically
by the proponents of left-wing Zionism and its bi-national program) to right-
wing Zionism. We recall, however, from the previous chapter that it was
Borochov who had much earlier suggested that the territory's ''population is
nomad and can always migrate east."

Through the "conquest of land'" the indigenous population was made in-

deed '"nomadic", free money capitalists capable of fleeing, and 'free' labor-

*
B. Katzenelson was the founder and leading ideologue of Mapai, the

- hard-core political nucleus of the ruling Labor Party; Y. Vulkani and M.

. Ussishkin were two key leaders of the Zionist movement; and the Jewish

} National Fund Board of Directors, whose chairmanship rested formally in
. Ussishkin's hands from 1923-1941.

Fok
The youth movement of Mapam, the extreme left-wing of Zionism.
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ers, possessing nothing but their threatening labor power which had to be
transferred away.

Moreover, it seems in retrospect, that the transfer of the Palestinian
population across the borders of their own country was indispensable for the
implementation of Zionism in general and its socialist or proletarian stra-
tegy in particular. It provided not only for the possibility of Jewish demo-
graphic superiority and a large territorial base required for a sovereign
Jewish State. It provided also for the possibility of exclusive Jewish pro-
letarianization by transferring the contradiction generated by the actual
practices of Labor-Zionism, namely, the more competitive "free'" mative labor
force.

This point becomes clearer as we review the process and effects of the
"conquest of labor'", the essence of the Labor-Zionist strategy. In the fol-
lowing discussion we therefore try to demonstrate the consistency of this
transfer with requirements of proletarian Zionism. In light of the contra-
dictions generated by the "socialist' Zionist practices in the concrete con-
ditions of Palestine, we argue that the transfer solution was indispensable

to the realization of proletarian Zionism.

(b) The "Conquest of Labor' and the '"Boycott of Arab Labor"

The necessity to normalize the "inverted pyramid" used by Borochov to
rationalize his formula for the realization of Zionism, creating a Jewish
working class on a Jewish land, was in practice translated into the policy
of employing only Jewish labor in Jewish factories and farms. This is the
judaization of production, articulated in the slogan '"Tozeret Haaretz"
(Popularize Palestine Products) which, "in the guise of promoting native

products resulted in a boycott of Arab goods."63 This, then, was explicitly
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maintained in the slogan, "boycott Arab produce". So daring and so deter-
mined to replace, not exploit, the natives, the Zionist movement tried to
mask their alien presence with the nativeness of the uprooted natives; they
wanted not to exploit the natives but rather to deny them that nativeness
and become, themselves, the natives of that land. The image, 'native pro-
duct", was made applicable exclusively to the products of Jewish labor and
Jewish land, while the native produce was to be boycotted and made to dis-
appear. This attitude with regard to denying the nativeness of the native
was most articulately expressed by the Zionist leader, Menahen Ussishkin,
in his testimony before the Jewish Agency Committee on Jewish—Arab relations
in March, 1940, where he stated:

"T favor 100% Hebrew work and Hebrew products; I favor this,

because I oppose the strengthening of the Arabs; I am against

enabling them to establish roots in the country." 64

The "boycott Arab labor" slogan was to apply not only to the "free"
laborers emerging from the Zionist "conquest of land", but also to an al-
ready proletarianized or semi-proletarianized Arab labor force. The only
Hebrew labor policy was, in effect, not only to impede the proletarianiza-
tion of the landless peasantry, to deny the mass of "free' laborers a mar-
ket for their labor power, but also to result in the deproletarianization of
the native proletariat.

An Arab proletariat in Palestine began to form with the penetration of
British foreign capital, invested mainly in public works-related construction
and in citrus plantations. Since then, citri-culture was fostered by Arab
merchant capitalists employing Arab laborers but not exactly in the frame-

work of capitalist relations of production, as their capital remained un-
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productive. The seasonal employees in such cases were only semi-proletar-
ianized. Semi-proletarianization applies also to the workers employed in
the small-scale Arab industries, as both of these agricultural and indus-
trial enterprises were generally characterized by the petty commodity form

of production; primitive accumulation.

The "boycott of Arab produce" under the ""Tozeret Haaretz' slogan, in
addition to the discouraging policy of the British Mandate, discussed ear-
lier in this chapter, blocked the modernization of Arab production, hence
its capacity to absorb labor power as a commodity and increase the organic
composition of capital. As the boycott of Arab produce eliminated the<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>