





Editorial

Anti-Zionist Israelis are Allies

On June 11th, there was a meeting between a PLO delega-
tion and an Israeli delegation in Budapest, Hungary. This
meeting led to controversy within the Palestinian movement,
which necessitates an explanation of the different viewpoints
concerning relations with Jewish forces in ‘Israel’.

THE NIHILISTS

The first viewpoint is a nihilistic one. The advocates of this
viewpoint oppose any relations with Israelis. They do not see
the necessity of having relations with democratic, anti-Zionist,
Jewish forces in ‘Israel’, even if these people are supportive of
the Palestinian struggle and legitimate rights, and opposed to
the repressive Israeli policies against the Palestinian masses.
The nihilists say that any meeting with any Israeli means
outright recognition of the state of ‘Israel’. Concurrently, they
reject the idea of making use of inter-Israeli contradictions as
being wishful thinking.

THE RIGHTISTS

In contrast to the first viewpoint, the rightists go as far as
meeting any Israeli, whether Zionist or not, provided that the
Israeli concerned claims to be a supporter of the PLO. The
rightists believe that such contacts ‘will lead to Israeli and US
recognition of the PLO. It is clear that the advocates of this
viewpoint put more emphasis on the diplomatic work. They do
not see the importance of changing the balance of forces in the
region as a prerequisite for forcing ‘Israel’ and the USA to
concede to Palestinian demands and recognize the Palesti-
nians’ legitimate, inalienable, national rights. Many times in
the past, spokespersons of the Palestinian right wing have
declared this or that year as the year of liberation, after listen-
ing to this or that US official speak about the importance of
solving the Palestinian problem. These rightists were spelling
out their ideology which is an idealist one.

THE REVOLUTIONARIES

The third viewpoint neither minimizes nor overestimates the
importance of relations with Jewish forces. The advocates of
this viewpoint clearly see that relations with democratic and
progressive Jews are important. They put only one condition to
such relations, namely, that the Jewish forces involved should
first of all be anti-Zionist. Secondly, the advocates of this
viewpoint recognize the importance of gaining support for the
PLO and Palestinian national rights. Revolutionaries within
the Palestinian national movement realize that Zionism, in
theory and practice, means the negation of the Palestinian
people’s right to Palestine. In theory and practice, it means the
implantation of an alien canton in the Middle East, a canton
opposed to national liberation, democracy and progress,
whose main function is promoting imperialist interests. For
this reason, Palestinian revolutionaries think that the thesis
about a Jewish nation being in formation in ‘Israel’ is irrele-

vant. Such a thesis merely serves as an excuse for the im-
perialists and colonialists to market their merchandise in the
Middle East via the state of ‘Israel’.

In the last PNC session, held in Algeria in April, the PFLP
objected to a resolution on this issue, which was adopted by the
council. This resolution (see text of the PNC resolutions in this
issue) did not state the condition mentioned above.

ASSESSING THE BUDAPEST MEETING

In Budapest, Abu Mazen and Abdel Razaq Yahya of the
PLO Executive Committee met an Israeli delegation headed by
Charlie Biton of the Democratic Front for Peace and Equality.
The delegation included members of Mapam which is a Zionist
party. The policy of engaging in such meetings is harmful to
the Palestinian struggle, for a number of reasons:

First: For the PLO to meet a delegation that includes avowed
Zionists tends to blur the distinction between Zionism and
anti-Zionism. Such a policy weakens the struggle of the PLO
and its allies against Zionism and the state of ‘Israel’. At pre-
sent, the Palestinian movement is fighting an important battle
to defend UN resolution no0.3379 which equates Zionism with
racism. For their part, ‘Israel’ and the US government are at-
tempting to reverse this resolution, which would never have
seen the light of day had it not been for the Palestinian armed
struggle and the support the PLO enjoys from the friends of
the Palestinian people all over the world. The resolution would
not have seen the light of day had it not been for greater
awareness of the atrocities of the Zionist state, among peace-
loving people all over the world. Still, the rightists contend that

their policy is correct, although it blurs these realities.
Second: The Budapest meeting occurs at a time when the

Zionist Prime Minister Shamir is promoting relations with
‘Israel’ on the African continent. Without a doubt he is mak-
ing use of the fact that some Arab regimes - and even the PLO
-have contacts with Israelis, asking African leaders, «why
shouldn’t you too?» Here one should ask what the difference is
between meeting the Zionist, Shamir, and meeting a member
of the Zionist party, Mapam.

Third: the Budapest meeting occurs at a time when the US,
‘Israel’ and the reactionary Arab states are very active in their
efforts to reach a capitulationist settlement for the Arab-Israeli
conflict, based on unilateral solutions and bilateral negotia-
tions. The prelude to such a settlement is the liquidation of the
PLO and Palestinian national rights. There is no doubt that the
reactionary Arab regimes will utilize the PLO’s contacts with
Zionist elements to justify their own negotiations with the
Zionist enemy and recognition of the Zionist state. It is for this
reason that Butros Ghali, Egyptian minister of state for
foreign affairs, praised the meeting in Budapest, terming it a
positive step.

In conclusion, we would like to stress the importance of
contacting the democratic and progressive, anti-Zionist forces
who support the PLO and Palestinian national rights, while
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positive effect on the results of the PNC. He participated
seriously in the discussion held between the six Palestinian
organizations that agreed on the Tripoli document (see
Democratic Palestine no. 24 for text). This was one of the main
documents discussed at the dialogue which preceded the PNC.
On this basis, Libya welcomed the delegation from the
Palestinian leadership after the PNC ended. Libya was also
enthusiastic about the political results of the PNC, as was duly
expressed by Libyan officials and the media. Libya is to reopen
the PLO office as was agreed after Qaddafi’s meeting with
Abu Jihad (of Fatah’s Central Committee).

While on this topic, we must also point to the efforts of
other parties such as Algeria whose efforts complemented
those of Libya and Democratic Yemen, and the efforts of our
friends in the socialist countries, especially the Soviet Union.
In short there were concerted Arab, progressive and interna-
tional efforts which had a great effect on the results achieved
during the PNC.

What repercussions will the PNC’s resolutions have
on the Lebanese arena, especially in terms of
organizing Palestinian and Lebanese nationalist
relations?

This matter was dealt with in the PNC. There was a special
clause on the subject in the final political communique.
Palestinian and Lebanese nationalist relations have passed
through different phases. This requires that we deal with this
matter in depth in order to learn from the lessons of the past.

In the phase before 1969, the national presence of the
Palestinians residing in Lebanon was suppressed. They were
oppressed by the Lebanese authorities more than anyone can
imagine. The Lebanese authorities tried to enact the reac-
tionary program for suppressing any Palestinian nationalist
activity, even verbal political expression. This was an
abominable stage unacceptable to any Palestinian or Lebanese
nationalist.

In the second phase, the armed struggle against Israeli oc-
cupation began. This merged with the civil war which was ig-
nited by the fascist, isolationist forces against the Lebanese
nationalist forces and masses and the Palestinian revolution.
There is no doubt that the patriotic Lebanese masses offered
many sacrifices in defense of their nationalist position and the
Palestinian revolution. This phase ended with the Israeli inva-
sion of 1982. This phase was marked by faults. However, these
faults do not negate the positive value of the patriotic trend
that prevailed due to the presence of the Palestinian revolution
and the joint Palestinian-Lebanese national resistance.

THE MAIN LESSON

One cannot but extract an important lesson from this phase.
In our opinion the most important lesson is that the Palestinian
revolution should not act in a way that undermines Lebanese
nationalist decision-making, or try to dominate it. We have
always struggled to establish correct Palestinian-Lebanese na-
tionalist relations. It is our opinion that regarding Lebanese
affairs, everyone must abide by the Lebanese nationalist deci-
sions. Regarding Palestinian nationalist affairs, there is the
decision of the PLO. In addition, there are joint issues, since
one cannot mechanically separate the Palestinian national fac-
tor from the Lebanese national factor and the joint struggle
against the common enemy. For such issues, there must be a
basis regulating relations. This was missing during the seven-
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ties and up till the beginning of the eighties. This should not,
however, prevent us from making a critical review of this
phase.

POST — INVASION STAGE

The third phase is that after 1982, which was characterized
by a positive escalation of Palestinian and Lebanese national
resistance against the Israeli occupation. There were many at-
tempts to distort this struggle, especially during the camp wars
waged against the Palestinian armed presence under a range of
pretexts and slogans such as ‘No return to the pre-1982 situa-
tion.” This is to insinuate that everything that existed before
1982 was wrong. Such demagogy is intended to strike at the
Palestinian nationalist armed presence and the Lebanese na-
tional resistance as well. It also aims to misrepresent the major
role played by the democratic and progressive forces and par-
ties, especially the Lebanese Communist Party (LCP). The
LCP’s heroic, militant contributions are known to the
Lebanese people and all Arab progressive forces who followed
the events in Lebanon. The post-1982 phase witnessed a rise in
Palestinian-Lebanese resistance, supported by Syria. This
resulted in the abrogation of the May 17th accord; it defeated
the US forces and ousted the Zionist enemy from vast areas of
Lebanon.

In the light of reviewing these three phases, we must derive
the formula for joint militant, nationalist relations. The new
formula must emphasize the role of the Lebanese nationalist
movement and support its program for democratic reform,
which underscores Lebanon’s Arab identity, unity and in-
dependence. The new formula must also stress confrontation
of the Zionist occupation and of the fascist, isolationist forces
that are tied to the Israeli-US project. It must underscore the
right of the Palestinians in Lebanon to nationalist armed
struggle, and guarantee their social rights in this period. Our
people do not aspire to more than being guests of the Lebanese
people. They do not seek a substitute homeland or permanent
residence in Lebanon as some claim in order to misrepresent
Palestinian nationalism.

When relations have been established on this comprehensive
basis, giving priority to the Lebanese nationalist tasks and to
continuing the Palestinian national struggle, I believe that this
will advance the process of benefitting from the positive
aspects of the previous stages. It will suppress the negative
factors which enemy forces tried to exploit to harm the
Lebanese national movement and the Palestinian revolution. If
we wish for a more thorough regulation of relations, then the
Lebanese-Palestinian-Syrian alliance must be revitalized.

How do you view the escalation of Israeli aggres-
sion against South Lebanon and the Palestinian
camps?

As efforts to restore the PLO’s unity intensified, we noticed
an escalation of the reactionary-US-Zionist aggression against
the PLO and the bases of the Palestinian revolution, especially
in Lebanon. The Israeli belligerence which we experience daily
in Lebanon... is also being applied against the popular uprising
in occupied Palestine. This uprising has spread throughout
-Ramallah, Nazareth, Al Khalil, Gaza and Jenin - leaving the
Zionists disconcerted. The Israeli officials have expressed their
worry by tightening the iron fist. We are aware that the
enemy’s worries stem from the anticipated future rise in the
struggle. This popular, militant, political movement in the oc-















20 Years After the June 1967 Defeat

Twenty Junes ago, the Zionist army occupied the West Bank, Gaza Strip, Golan Heights and Sinai,
defeating the Arab regimes’ armies and dispossessing thousands of Palestinians and Arabs. The less than
six-day war of 1967 marked a sharp defeat for the Arab rightist and bourgeois leaders and regimes. It ex-
posed the failure of the policies espoused by the classes and leadership in power. On the other hand, the
1967 defeat demonstrated with irrefutable logic that the aspirations of the Arab masses and the Palesti-
nian people for liberation and social progress could only be realized by a revolutionary alternative to these

classes.

The 1967 defeat was the prelude to a
new stage in the region - a stage
characterized by official Arab decline
and the emergence of the Palestinian
revolution as a direct, popular response
to the June defeat. Undoubtedly, the
1967 war was a Zionist victory on the
one hand. On the other hand, it was a
political victory for the reactionary
Arab regimes that capitalized on the
setback inflicted on the organizations
and regimes of the Arab national
liberation movement. Under the impact
of the 1967 defeat, the reactionary
regimes were later able to assume the
decisive role in drawing up official
Arab policies. This was particularly
true after the oil boom and its negative
effects on the class structure in the
region.

Twenty years later, the region is still
affected by that defeat. The decline of
the official Arab policies has continued
- a sorrowful fact that could be seen in
one simple example: the silence con-
cerning Peres’ public visit to Morocco
last year. In this article, we will ex-
amine what has become of the official
Arab policies, the Israeli policies and
the Palestinian policies, twenty years
after the June 5, 1967 occupation.

1967-1987:
DECLINE

A look at the official Arab situation
today can only prompt a description
like that of Marcellus in Shakespeare’s
Hamlet: «Something is rotten in the
state of Denmark.»

It is known that since the establish-
ment of the parasitic Zionist state, a
prime goal for imperialism and
Zionism was attaining the Arab
government’s recognition of that state.
The Zionists and imperialists realized
that this goal could only be achieved
through military force, to create facts
in the region to their advantage.

POLICIES 1IN

The 1967 aggression came during a
historical period that was not conducive
to Arab recognition of ‘Israel’. On the
Israeli level, a socioeconomic crisis
threatened the fragile structure of the
Zionist entity. On the Palestinian level,
armed struggle was escalating, and the
PLO and Palestine Liberation Army
were formed by the Arab League. On
the Arab level, Egypt, the major
front-line state, had enacted a radical
socioeconomic program that would
establish it as a firm, anti-imperialist,
anti-Zionist, anti-reactionary force. In
Syria, several progressive changes were
taking place.

Thus, the 1967 aggression was a
necessity for the Zionist-imperialist
alliance in order to attain hegemony in
the region and establish a base an-
tagonistic to the socialist system and
revolutionary forces around the world.
These aims were obvious in all the
Israeli and US plans for solving the
Middle East crisis since 1967: UN
Security Council resolution 242, the
Johnson plan, Rogers plan, Allon plan,
Jarring mission, the Israeli Labor Par-
ty’s plans, Camp David and, finally,
the Reagan plan issued after the
Palestinian forces’ withdrawal from
Beirut in 1982. The common aim of all
these plans was ending the state of war
between ‘Israel’ and the Arabs in a way
that would consolidate the Zionist state
while subjugating the Arab nationalist
regimes. To this end, all these plans
emphasized recognizing the right of ex-
istence and sovereignty of all states in
the area. What is actually meant by that
is ‘Israel’, since all the Arab states are

recognized.

Although the Zionist-imperialist
goals have not materialized after twenty
years, this alliance cannot be totally
dissatisfied with what has been achiev-
ed over these two decades. In addition
to the ‘peace’ and normal relations
established between the Zionist entity

and the most important Arab country,
Egypt, there is a de facto acceptance of
the Zionist entity by the vast majority
of Arab states. This is witnessed in
several facts: First is the Arab states’
firm, wunilateral adherence to the
ceasefire resolutions, and their accep-
tance of the new Israeli borders after
1967. An exception to this was the 1973
war which proved to be only an attempt
to pave the way for a settlement; in the
case of Egypt, it led to outright sur-
render. Second is the total, forcible
prohibition of Palestinian armed ac-
tivity in the Arab states, particularly in
the front-line states or across their
borders. Third is the establishment of
covert and even overt relations with the
Zionist entity, namely by Morocco,
Jordan and Numeiri’s Sudan. Fourth is
the complete neglect of the Israeli
atrocities against the Palestinian peo-
ple, whether in occupied Palestine or
elsewhere. It took almost three months
of siege of Beirut for the Arab states to
convene a summit, and they did so only
after the Palestinian withdrawal. Ag-
gression against the Arab masses and
territory is treated with the same at-
titude (the Israeli air raid against the
Iraqi nuclear reactor and the bombing
of the PLO’s headquarters in Tunisia).
Fifth is neglect and non-adherence to
the resolutions boycotting the Camp
David regime in Egypt. Sixth is the
establishment of strong ties with the
imperialist states, the strategic allies of
‘Israel’ and the supporters of its ag-
gression, paving the way for the US in
particular to consolidate its influence in
the region. On the other hand, all ef-
forts were exerted to weaken the role of
the Arabs’ friends and allies, par-
ticularly the Soviet Union.

Egypt’s acceptance of UN Security
Council resolution 242 was an initial
indication of the Arab governments’
willingness to recognize ‘Israel’,
without consideration of the Palesti-’
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the brightest landmarks of the last two
decades. The emergence of the Palesti-
nian revolution represented the popular
response to the 1967 defeat. The
Palestinian resistance represented a
contradiction not only to the Zionist
project, but to the Arab reactionary
project as well. In practice, the
Palestinian revolution has become the
vanguard of the Arab liberation
movement.

Having disappointed the calculations
of the Zionist-imperialist-reactionary
alliance, the Palestinian revolution has
been the prime target for this alliance.
In fact, the PLO’s major task during
the past twenty years has been to con-
front the enemy alliance’s political and
military conspiracies.

On the military level, there were the
1970 Black September massacres in
Jordan; the 1975 Israeli-backed,
Phalangist war against the Palestinians
and the Lebanese national movement,
and the 1976 Tel Al Zatar massacre; the
1978 and 1982 invasions of Lebanon,
and the Sabra-Shatila massacre; the
1985-87 war on the camps waged by the
sectarian Amal movement; and the
continuous Israeli raids on Palestinian
camps, especially in South Lebanon.

On the political level, liquidationist
solutions have_never stopped pouring
in, among them: resolution 242, the
Rogers plan (1970), King Hussein’s
United Kingdom plan (1972), Saudi
Prince Fahd’s plan (1980), the Reagan
plan (1982) and last, but not least, the
cancellation of the Cairo accord
regulating Palestinian civilian and
armed presence in Lebanon.

Yet like the phoenix, the Palestinian
revolution rose up again and survived
all the military and political con-
spiracies. Moreover, the PLO has
grown to be a well-known, respected
and recognized political body, as the
sole, legitimate representative of the
Palestinian people. Over 150 countries
recognize the PLO. The principle of
self-determination and the right to an
independent Palestinian state are now
accepted on the international level.
Only those who hide their heads in the
ground, like the ostrich, refuse to
recognize these rights. Their rejection is
translated into daily, US— backed,
Zionist aggression against the Palesti-
nian people inside and outside occupied
Palestine.

Unfortunately though, the con-
tinuous blows dealt to the PLO during
these twenty years have yielded some
results. Unlike the Israeli tenats, the
14

Palestinian tenats have been shaken
during the past few years, due to some
Palestinian forces’ betting on US solu-
tions and harboring illusions about the
results to be gained. This policy
resulted in the Amman accord, but it
proved to be futile, and this failure
paved the way for restoring the PLO’s
unity at the PNC session in Algeria this
April. This unification session
rehabilitated the Palestinian tenats
which are as follows:

1. rejecting resolution 242 because it
does not constitute a solution for the
Palestinian problem; rejecting the
Camp David accords, the Reagan plan,
and all capitulationist plans and
unilateral solutions;

2. adhering to the Palestinian people’s
right to self-determination, return and
establishing an independent Palestinian
state;

3. adhering to the Palestinian people’s
historical rights in Palestine;

4. adhering to the PLO as the sole
legitimate representative of the
Palestinian people.

These tenats are totally contradictory
to the Zionist tenats, and this explains
the failure of all the attempts to arrive
at a solution to the Middle East con-
flict. Such solutions have consistently
ignored the nature of the conflict and
the Palestinian people’s rights. For
twenty years, political activities in the
region have focused only on attempts to
find a solution for the 1967 territories,
ignoring the original occupation of
Palestine.

‘Israel’ and its allies offer one of two

‘solutions’: either ‘autonomy’ or a
confederation with Jordan. The PLO
and its allies, on the other hand, offer a
just solution based on the necessity of
recognizing the legitimate rights of the
Palestinian people. The Arab reac-
tionaries look for a middle solution,
one that includes Israeli withdrawal
from most of the occupied territories in
return for peace, recognition and coex-
istence with ‘Israel’. Such a solution is
undoubtedly at the expense of the
Palestinian people’s legitimate rights.
There are even two understandings of
the proposed international conference.
That of Shimon Peres is an international
umbrella under which all the parties
concerned, except the PLO, would
negotiate directly. To the PLO and its
allies, an international conference
means one where all parties concerned
participate under UN auspices, with the
PLO participating on an independent
and equal footing.

It is true that the PLO’s just solution
will take a long time and much struggle.
However, it is equally true that the
proposed Zionist solution will continue
to be in crisis, despite whatever tem-
porary successes may be achieved.

WHOSE DEFEAT WASIT
ANYWAY?

Despite the gloomy outlook in the
region during the last twenty years,
there is one fact that should never be
overlooked. The Arab masses’
capabilities have been suppressed, but
this situation cannot last long. The
most encouraging example is Lebanon.
In 1982, the Zionists intended to
reenact their successful June blitzkrieg,
like in 1967, but the Israeli expectations
of a 72-hour victory over the Palesti-
nian and Lebanese fighters vanished in
thin air only a few hours after the start
of the invasion. Unlike the 1967 ag-
gression, the 1982 invasion of Lebanon
did not yield a quick Israeli victory. The
Israeli army failed to conquer Beirut
despite nearly eighty days of siege and a
barbaric military assault. The Lebanese
people’s heroic resistance, led by the
Lebanese National Resistance Front
and supported by Palestinian forces
and Syria, succeeded in driving the
Israeli occupiers out of most of
Lebanon. The invasion of Lebanon was
the most costly aggression ever staged
by the Zionists.

In addition to the Lebanese example,
one should never forget the heroic
uprisings of the masses in occupied
Palestine and the Golan Heights. The
Palestinian masses’ continuous upris-
ings in the occupied territories affirm
the dialectical relationship between our
masses’ struggle, whether inside or
outside occupied Palestine. Since 1967,
250,000 Palestinians have been im-
prisoned in Israeli jails; 1,215 have
been deported or expelled; and 1,300
homes have been demolished by the
Israeli authorities. These are Israeli
statistics and therefore modest estima-
tions, but they give an idea of the scope
of mass involvement in the struggle.

The latest example of the capabilities
of the Arab masses was the 1985 upris-
ing in Sudan, that overthrew the
Numeiri dictatorship. So whose defeat
was it in 19677 It was the defeat of the
Arab regimes, not the masses. An Arab
poet once said that the chains will be
broken, and the darkness will fade
away. Undoubtedly, the darkness will
fade away.



Occupied Palestine
Military Operations

In April, there was a marked escalation of military operations
against Zionist targets in occupied Palestine, parallel to the rise in
mass resistance. Spurred on by the restoration of the PLO’s unity
and national program, this militant trend continued throughout May
and into June, stressing our masses’ continued will to resist, 39 years
after the original occupation of Palestine and 20 years after the oc-

cupation of the West Bank and Gaza Strip.

APRIL
In the last issue of Democratic
Palestine, we noted some of the

military operations in the first part of
April. Here we present a summary of
the entire month. All in all, Palestinian
revolutionaries carried out 33 military
operations in the occupied homeland,
in addition to more than 27 attacks on
Zionist targets using stones. As a result,
five Israelis were killed and 21 wound-
ed, according to the admissions of
Israeli sources. Moreover, damage was
inflicted on a number of Israeli vehicles
and establishments.

Operations occurred in all parts of
Palestine, and employed a variety of
methods and weapons ranging from
stones, fire bombs and explosives to
machine guns and heavy rockets. An
Israeli army spokesman acknowledged
that police stations, military buses and
soldiers were attacked 23 times with
molotov cocktails. Zionist vehicles were
increasingly targeted by stones,
resulting in the injury of 12 Israeli
soldiers and settlers, and damage to
many vehicles. Israeli police centers
were attacked in the occupied Gaza
Strip and in Tobas in the occupied West
Bank. Fire bombs were repeatedly
thrown at the same target, as in the
Gaza Strip when an Israeli patrol was
successively hit by fire bombs while
trying to clear away the street barriers
set up by the people.

In mid-April, Palestinian comman-
dos succeeded in kidnapping a Zionist
soldier, David Shoham. He disap-
peared on April 24th, and Israeli radio
reported in early May that he had been
found dead, though it claimed that in-
itial investigations indicated suicide.

Perhaps most upsetting to the Zionist
leadership was the brave attack of April
18th, when Palestinian revolutionaries
penetrated the Zionists’ security wall
and crossed into northern Palestine, to
attack Al Manara settlement. A clash
ensued, and before being martyred, the
revolutionaries managed to kill several
Israeli soldiers. The Israelis admitted
the death of two soldiers, one of them
an officer, but Palestinian sources
estimated the enemy losses to be as
many as ten. This heroic operation
underscored the failure of the Zionists
to achieve their goals in the 1982 inva-
sion of Lebanon, and the inability of
their ‘security zone’ and Lahd’s army
to insure Zionist security. Two days
later, the same point was driven home
when rockets launched from South
Lebanon landed in northern occupied
Palestine.

MAY

The month of May witnessed a great
increase in the number of military
operations against the Zionist occupa-
tion, its military forces, intelligence
agents and settler gangs. There were 44
military operations, averaging 1.5 dai-
ly. Palestinian freedom fighters hit
Zionist targets in all areas of occupied
Palestine. According to Zionist admis-
sions, five Israelis were killed and 74
wounded. The operations also caused
heavy financial losses to Zionist in-
stitutions.

Five operations occurred in occupied
Jerusalem where four Israeli vehicles
were destroyed and many Zionist
soldiers killed or wounded, although
the Israeli spokesmen deliberately
neglected to announce these casualties.

In the occupied West Bank, there
were 20 operations. An Israeli
spokesman admitted that seven Zionists
were wounded and eight vehicles
destroyed. In the occupied Gaza Strip,
there were ten operations - in Gaza city,
Khan Younis, Rafah and Jabalia camp.
According to Israeli admissions, two
Zionists were killed and seven others
wounded. In addition, six Israeli
vehicles were destroyed. In Rafah, the
Israeli Hapoalim Bank was blown up.
Also in the Strip, a Palestinian citizen
was martyred in Khan Younis. He was
shot by the Israeli occupation forces
who claimed that he was carrying ex-
plosives and refused their orders to
halt.

In the part. of Palestine occupied
since 1948, there were nine operations.
Israeli sources admitted that three
Israelis were killed and sixty others
wounded; two Israeli vehicles were
destroyed, as was a shop. The
Telmoudi Institute was burned as was a
store selling tires. These operations oc-
curred in Tel Aviv, Haifa, Khadeira
and other places.

In May, there was a marked increase
in the use of molotov cocktails. Twenty
out of 45 operations were carried out
using this weapon, about half of all
operations. This weapon has become
common among the Palestinians under
occupation, because it is easy to make
and use. There was also a noticeable
rise in attacks using knives. Four
operations were carried out using this
weapon, killing one Zionist and woun-
ding three. There was also an increase
in the use of firearms in confronting
Israeli soldiers and intelligence agents.
Five operations were carried out using
firearms. Israeli soldiers were attacked
with guns; others were abducted and
then shot, as happened on Al Khadeira
road in Tel Aviv on May 17th. Also in
May, there was a remote-control ex-
plosion. This method was used last
year, and it will probably be developed
if materials and know-how are
available. Moreover, there is a
noticeable increase in self-reliance in
producing weapons locally. This is seen
in the increased use of molotovs and the
creation of explosives by filling sacks
with burning material to be thrown at
Israeli vehicles and establishments.
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Zionist Terror and Iron Fist Policy

April was characterized by extensive,
arbitrary arrests in the occupied ter-
ritories in an attempt to suppress the
ongoing mass uprising. An Israeli army
spokesman announced that more than
71 Palestinians had been arrested in the
carly days of April. On April 15th,
Defense Minister Rabin announced that
the Zionist forces had arrested more
than 100 people in the Gaza Strip in the
two preceding days. At least ten were
imprisoned in Ansar Il detention camp,
without charges being brought against
them. Students were among those
targeted by the arrest campaign. At Beit
Sahour high school in the West Bank,
fifty students were arrested, while seven
were arrested from Hebron University.
On April 13th, twenty Bir Zeit Univer-
sity students were detained. Of these,
nine were placed under administrative
detention for six months. Added to the
nine Palestinians administratively de-
tained in late March, this brings the
total of such detainees to over sixty.

The Zionist courts handed out
sentences to 134 Palestinians during
April, ranging from fines to life im-
prisonment. Moreover, at least five
residents -of the West Bank and Gaza
Strip were placed under house arrest,
while five residents of Duheisheh camp
were served with deportation orders.

Arrests continued to rise in May with
the Zionists’ failure to halt the mass
resistance. In the early part of May, 250
students were arrested in Dur, near
Hebron; four citizens were arrested in
Nazareth; five in Jenin; thirty from
Qalgqilia, and sixty from Duheisheh. In
mid-May, the Zionist forces arrested
300 students of the Islamic University
in Gaza, and 30 of them were sent to
Ansar II. Arrests continued in the
camps, villages and towns of the oc-
cupied territories after the large May
15th demonstrations.

In May, 202 Palestinians were
sentenced to prison terms ranging from
a few months to forty years. Heavy
fines were also imposed. Thirteen
citizens were arrested without charges
being specified, and house arrest was
imposed on ten Palestinians.

Also in May, two prominent student
activists were expelled from occupied
Palestine by the Zionist authorities.
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One of them was Marwan Barghouti,
chairman of Bir Zeit University Student
Council. The other was Khalil Ashour,
resident of Askar camp, who was a
student leader at Al Najah University.

Reports from occupied Palestine in
May also told of a new form of Zionist
atrocity. Palestinian prisoners in
Nablus prison have been used for
testing the elements of germ weapons.
The prison authorities exposed them to
the effects of drugs which can change
human genetic characteristics. This is
reminiscent of the kind of experiments
made in Nazi concentration camps in
the time of World War I1.

HALTING PALESTINIAN
EDUCATION

In a form of collective punishment,
the Zionist authorities have closed a
number of universities and high
schools, hoping to deter students from
participation in demonstrations and
other nationalist activities. As of late
April, Al Najah University had been
closed a total of 102 days during this
academic year. Students at Bethlehem
University had lost 39 teaching days. In
mid-April, Bir Zeit University was
ordered closed for four months. All
universities and many high schools of
the occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip
were closed for periods ranging from a
few days to two weeks during April.

DEMOLISHING HOMES

In April, the last remaining house
owned by a Palestinian Arab in the
southeast part of Jabalia quarter of
Jaffa was demolished by the Israeli
police. Ismael Dabbagh had inherited
his house from his father, and his
grandfather had lived there before him.
Though the house was very small in size
and surrounded by Jewish-owned
houses on all sides, the Israeli
authorities had issued an order for its
demolition because it had been distur-
bing the Zionists for 39 years, i.e., since
the 1948 occupation of this part of
Palestine. Ismael Dabbagh had fought
a long legal battle to save his family’s
home, but in the end, all his appeals
were rejected, though he possessed
ownership papers on the house. The

family home was demolished as part of
the Zionists’ long - standing policy of
Judaization, to deprive Palestinians of
living quarters in their homeland, while
bringing in new Zionist settlers to
replace them. In line with the same
policy, the Israeli authorities moved to
evacuate the Palestinian citizen,
Rashad Subhi Al Karaki from his home
in Akaba Al Khaldieh quarter of
Jerusalem, claiming that it belonged to
Jews.

In Um Al Fahem, in the Galilee, the
Zionist authorities destroyed sixty
houses, claiming they were built on
agricultural land. In the Nagab
(Negev), forty houses in the Bir Sabe
area were destroyed on various
pretexts. In the occupied West Bank, a
number of houses were demolished by
the bulldozers of the ‘civil’ administra-
tion department, on the pretext that
they were built without a license.

In Jerusalem, three Palestinian
homes were ordered sealed. They
belong to Hussein Alian, Isam Jandal
and Abdul Nasir Al Huleisa, all accus-
ed of staging the 1986 attack on the
recruitment ceremony for the Gevati
Brigade (special Israeli army unit) in
Jerusalem, where the Zionists suffered
seventy casualties.

SETTLER TERROR

The Zionist settlers have played a
prominent role this spring, com-
plementing the Zionist state’s terror
tactics against the Palestinians under
occupation. The failure of the Zionist
security forces to stop Palestinian
commando attacks led the armed settler
movement to demand that the state
impose an even harsher iron fist policy.
After a settler was killed near Qalgilia,
Zionist settlers demanded that the state
take new emergency measures such
as:(1) closing all Palestinian
newspapers;(2) destroying three rows of
houses in the Palestinian camps, adja-
cent to main roads;(3) imposing a
minimum five-year sentence on all
stone throwers; and (4)stepping up
settlement-building. The Council of
Settlers established a working leader-
ship to act against Palestinian national
institutions and to map new strategies
for creating new settlements prior to



gaining official permission.

There were a series of terror attacks
on Palestinian citizens in April, carried
out by Zionist settler gangs in concert
with the official Zionist forces. The
Israeli newspaper Hadashot reported
that settlers blocked traffic on the
Jerusalem-Hebron road near Halhoul
and threw stones at Palestinian-owned
cars. The fascist KACH movement of
Kahana announced that it had
established a special unit for ‘protecting
traffic’ to and from the settlements.
Near the village of Al Tayaseer, a group
of Zionists threw a hand grenade at five
Palestinian children, seriously injuring
them. In Gaza, a nine-year old Palesti-
nian child was kidnapped by three. set-
tlers who drove away with him in a car.
Fortunately, the child was able to jump
out of the car and escape.

The settlers’ activities reached a peak
in mid-April when gangs attacked
Qalgilia, destroying. Palestinian pro-
perty. Other settlers invaded Ramallah,
threatening the residents with their
guns. Settlers also lodged themselves in
Al Aqgsa mosque and harassed and
humiliated Palestinians who came to
pray. In mid-April, the Episcopalian
Church in Jerusalem and the Middle
East published a report about the burn-
ing of one of its churches in Akka. The
church demanded an investigation to
determine who had carried out this at-
tack. On the walls of the burned church
had been left slogans like: «Kahana the
Great», «Get out, Christians and
Moslems» and «Death to you, death to
the Pope.»

Settler terror continued into May. On
May 18th, terrorists stabbed to death a
Palestinian child less than eight years
old in Jerusalem. On May 3rd, another
Palestinian had been found dead in the
same city. Two citizens of Gaza were
reported missing, most probably kid-
napped by settlers. The body of Jebril
Abraham Hussein Al Darawish from
Dora was found burned to death in his
car.

Settlers of the Gush Emunim
movement demonstrated in Jerusalem,
and blocked the entrances to Nablus on
May 9th. They invaded Qalqilia, while
it was surrounded by Israeli troops, and
damaged Palestinian-owned cars and
other property. On May 22nd, settler
gangs stormed the village of Masha,
near Nablus.

In the Gaza Strip, settlers of the
KACH movement attacked the citizens
of Rafah, injuring many of them.

These same gangsters attacked a
Palestinian factory in Gaza, but the
workers fought them off while Israeli
troops looked on. KACH also tried to
storm Gaza city and Khan Younis, but
the citizens stood up to them, and they
were not able to enter. On May 30th,
five young Palestinians were assaulted
by settlers simply because they were in
the area of Ramat Ashoul settlement in
Jerusalem. A Palestinian guarding a
building in Kfar Saba was assassinated
by Zionists.

The Zionist authorities demonstrated
*heir support to the terrorist gangs by
releasing two Jews, British citizens,
who had shot two Palestinians in
Jerusalem, injuring one of them. Ac-
cording to Al Hamishmar newspaper,
the two British citizens have been
working as engineers in the Israeli
military industry for three years.

The most massive fascist plan was
aborted when a Palestinian boy
discovered a strange object buried near
Al Agsa Mosque in Jerusalem. It ap-
peared to be a time bomb, one of four
found in different parts of the mosque
at a time when thousands were gather-
ing for prayers at the end of the
Ramadan fast. The bombs were timed
to explode successively at two-minute
intervals. There have been many
Zionist attempts to destroy Al Agsa
before, but this was perhaps the most
horrible because the intent was to kill
thousands of Palestinians as well. For-
tunately, however, the charges were
discovered and people were warned.

BALATA BESIEGED, BUT
STILL RESISTING

Balata camp near Nablus was
curfewed and besieged by the Zionist
forces several times during May. On
May 30th, the Zionist authorities
declared the camp, which houses 15,000
people, as a closed area. The Israeli
forces made house to house searches,
arresting more than sixty residents,
aimed to prevent their participation in
the ongoing mass uprising. General
Yahuda Barak, deputy chief of staff,
declared that Balata is one of the main
points of tension and ‘provocation’.
Besides those arrested, 150 citizens were
interrogated by the Zionist forces ac-
cording to Barak who stated that many
weapons had been found during the
search, including knives and locally
produced guns.

For a year and a half, Balata has
been repeatedly besieged. Most of the

Hands off Duheisheh and Balata!

young men of the camp have been de-
tained in Al Faraa youth detention
camp or other Zionist prisons. Despite
all this repression, however, the camp
residents are on the frontlines of the
anti-occupation struggle.

On May 31st, a curfew was imposed

on Balata after an Israeli military vehi-
cle was attacked with a molotov
cocktail. The Israelis used tear gas to
disperse the women of the camp who
defied the Zionists by throwing stones
and demonstrating to protest the
repression. All residents of the camp
over sixteen years of age (about 2,000
people) were gathered in the school
yard and interrogated by the occupa-
tion forces. Sixty were arrested. The
curfew was extended, yet the people of
Balata demonstrated again on June
2nd. Several of them were injured as
the Zionists shot rubber bullets. The
Zionists blockaded the camp, cutting it
off from other parts of the occupied
West Bank. Still another demonstration
broke out on June 3rd. Camp residents
confronted the occupation forces with
stones and managed to break through
the lines of siege. Several Palestinians
were injured by the Zionists’ gunfire.

In late May, the Zionist authorities
issued deportation orders for two
Palestinian freedom fighters, Jihad
Abdullah of Balata and Abdul Fattah
Naser, chairman of the youth union of
Khan Younis in the occupied Gaza
Strip. They are accused of organizing
anti-occupation demonstrations. )
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May 26th, a street of the town was
sealed off, after the throwing of a fire
bomb against the Zionist forces. Also
on May 26th, there were violent clashes
in Gaza and Khan Younis, between
Palestinian citizens and the Zionist
KACH gangs. There was also a
demonstration in Nazareth, protesting
Zionist practices and in support of the
people of the West Bank and Gaza
Strip. At a Nablus demonstration, a
Palestinian was killed by the Zionist
troops’ indiscriminate firing.

A highlight of the resistance struggle
in May was the escape of six Palestinian
prisoners from Gaza Central Prison.
The Zionist forces were unable to catch
them, despite imposing a lengthy siege
on the area and conducting a relentless
search. All roads in the area were closed
and the siege continued. Palestinian
fishermen were prevented from taking
their boats out to fish, in an attempt to
prevent the prisoners from escaping by
sea.

PROTESTING 20 YEARS OF
OCCUPATION

The first week of June, massive
demonstrations erupted throughout the
occupied territories on the occasion of
the 1967 Zionist aggression and oc-
cupation. Thousands participated in
the protests despite the Zionists’ exten-
sive preemptive arrests whereby hun-
dreds of Palestinians were rounded up
in the last days of May. From the first
days of June the Zionist authorities
reinforced their military units in the
West Bank, Gaza Strip and Golan
Heights, in anticipation of demonstra-
tions on June Sth, the start of the 1967
war.

On June 4th, the Palestinian
shopkeepers in occupied Jerusalem
began the strike protesting twenty years
of occupation, while youth distributed
leaflets calling on all to join the strike.
Shopkeepers in Ramallah and Al Bireh
also closed, while citizens began street
demonstrations. The Zionist forces
surrounded the Old City of Jerusalem,
and other towns and camps, increasing
street patrols and checkpoints. Citizens
from other parts of Palestine were
prevented from entering Jerusalem by

car.
On June 5th, there were demonstra-

tions throughout the towns and villages
20

of the occupied territories, as the
general strike went into effect. Palesti-
nian flags were raised high in many
places. The Zionist forces were on high
alert. In Nablus, they fired straight into
a large demonstration, killing fifteen-
year-old Azam Arandi, and injuring
another Palestinian. There were many
acts of resistance,and the Zionists call-
ed in more reinforcements.An Israeli
bus was struck by a grenade,and in
Hebron a Zionist patrol was attacked
with a molotov cocktail. Curfew was
imposed on the city after the people
forcibly prevented the Zionists from
entering the Ibrahimi mosque, leading
to a large clash. Stones were thrown at
an Israeli bus at nearby Al Zahirieh
camp.

Demonstrations continued on June
6th. In Jerusalem, the Zionist forces
opened fire on science faculty students
at Abu Dis, near Jerusalem, who were
demonstrating and throwing stones at
Israeli soldiers and vehicles. Two
students were injured and Abu Dis
College was closed for two weeks.This
event sparked more demonstrations in
the West Bank, as in Hebron, where
Islamic College students threw stones at
a military patrol. A curfew was impos-
ed on Nablus and other towns and
camps, and arbitrary arrests continued.
At least six Palestinian citizens were
placed under administrative detention
for three months.

On June 6th, settlers from Kiryat
Arba and Hebron broke into Duheisheh
camp, near Bethlehem, after a settler
was injured by stones thrown at the
vehicle she was riding in near the camp.
Although the camp was surrounded by
Israeli soldiers, the settlers broke
through their lines and entered
Duheisheh, firing wildly about and
damaging property. The women of the
camp organized a demonstration pro-
testing the settlers’ attack.

A few days later, a Palestinian youth
was stabbed in the Bethlehem area. In
the night of June 9th, the Israeli forces
raided Duheisheh and were met by
gunfire, although no injuries occurred.
This is the first time the residents of the
camp are reported to have used guns
against the Israeli security forces. A
curfew was imposed on the camp and
scores of Palestinians were arrested.
The Israeli forces searched for those
who fired the shots, but they were faced

by strong resistance. Israeli soldiers
were hit by stones and fired upon. The
Israeli daily Yediot Aharonat carried
the comments of the Israeli who led the
search party into the camp. He said that
the roads had been blockaded by the
residents, with stones stored behind the
barricades to be used against Israeli'
troops.

PROTESTING
DISCRIMINATION

In early June, the students of Al
Ozeir Rummaneh elementary school, in
the part of Palestine occupied in 1948,
went on strike, protesting the failure to
finish the building of a new school. The
students warned the Israeli Education
Ministry that their strike would con-
tinue until the building is finished. Last
year, the people of this village an-
nounced a four month strike protesting
the lack of classrooms in the school.
The school has not been connected to
the electricity or water network, and
lacks playground space.

On June 12th, there were three
demonstrations in the 1948 occupied
land-in Nazareth, the western Galilee
and the Triangle, protesting
discrimination against Arab citizens in
the Zionist state. Thousands par-
ticipated in these demonstrations which
were led by the Heads of Arab Councils
and the Committee to Defend the Land.
A number of Palestinians were arrested
in Nazareth by the Israeli police,
charged with possessing weapons stolen
from the Israeli army, to be used in the
resistance struggle.

Also in mid-June, a Palestinian flag
was found to have been raised over the
Meir paint factory in Petah Tikva, to
the surprise of the management.
Twenty-five Palestinians are employed
at this factory, mainly citizens from the
Triangle. Israeli police began an in-
vestigation into the matter. In the same
period, the Palestinian flag was public-
ly raised in East Jersualem by Palesti-
nian youth who had burned the Israeli
flag.

Palestinian prisoners in Nablus old
prison resumed their strike in mid-June
after it became apparent that the
Zionist prison authorities were not go-
ing to fulfill the pledges they had made
after the hunger strike in March.



Lebanon

Cancellation of the Cairo Agreement

On May 21st, the Lebanese parlia-
ment ‘unanimously’ passed a resolution
calling for cancellation of the Cairo
agreement signed by the Lebanese
government and the PLO in 1969,
under the auspices of Egypt. However,
a few notes about the nature of this
parliament are in order. Elections were
last held in 1972. Of the 100 deputies
elected at that time, only 85 are still liv-
ing. Of these, only 44 were present at
the session. Together with the speaker
of the house, Hussein Husseini, they
barely constituted the quorum
necessary to pass any resolution. Along
with cancelling the Cairo agreement,
the parliament passed a resolution
cancelling the authorization granted to
the Lebanese government in 1983 to
conclude the May 17th agreement with
‘Israel’.

The very fact that the parliament,
which otherwise so seldom meets, could
convene at this particular time makes it
apparent that a deal had been struck
whereby the two agreements would be
cancelled at the same session. This deal
aimed to equate the Cairo agreement
with the infamous May 17th agreement
of capitulation to ‘Israel’. Equating the
two was an attempt by the ‘humble’
chamber of deputies to indicate that the
price for Lebanese patriots having
abrogated the May 17th agreemernt was
cancellation of the Cairo agreement.

The Cairo agreement was signed on
November 3, 1969, between the
Lebanese Army’s commander, Emil
Boustani, and the PLO’s chairman,
Yasir Arafat. It was intended to
regulate the Palestinian people’s
military and civilian presence in
Lebanon. The first clause stipulated the
«right of the Palestinians living in
Lebanon to work, residence and
relocation.» The second article stated
that «local committees formed by the
Palestinians in the camps would be
established to safeguard the interests of
these Palestinians, in cooperation with
the local authorities in the domain of
Lebanese sovereignty.» The other
aspect of the accord concerns military
presence, regulating Palestinian
military activities in the camps and in
the South, in cooperation with the

Lebanese authorities. Given the condi-
tions of the civil war in Lebanon,
where Palestinian camps have been
repeatedly attacked by ‘Israel’, the
Lebanese fascists and more recently
other sectarian forces, the civilian
aspect of the accord has no meaning
whatsoever without the military aspect.

REACTIONS

Before discussing the why’s of the
Cairo agreement’s cancellation, a quick
review of the reactions to this may
provide an initial understanding of the
reasons for the cancellation. The
deputies who took it upon themselves to
cancel the Cairo agreement represent
two main trends. The first is the trend
supportive of the Amal movement. The
second is supportive of the Phalangist
Party and Lebanese Forces militia. The
cancellation is thus one result of the
undeclared alliance between these two
trends, based on sectarianism and an-
tagonism to any Palestinian presence
in Lebanon.

The fascist forces were quick to
welcome the ‘historical’ resolution of
the parliament. Phalangist Party
President George Saadeh viewed the
cancellation as a «materialization of the
true Lebanese people’s will...» In turn,
Amal’s reaction was an extension of
their policies and role. Amal President
Nabih Berri justified the parliament’s
decision as «self-defense»! Other Amal
officials voiced their approval of the
decision as a step towards ending
Lebanon’s calamities!

In contrast, the Lebanese patriotic
and progressive forces voiced their op-
position to this decision, in line with
their nationalist policies. The parlia-
ment’s decision came as a shock to
Lebanese patriotic circles. Walid
Jumblatt, president of the Progressive
Socialist Party, said that «cancelling
the Cairo agreement means telling the
Palestinians to throw down their guns
and submit to massacres.» Other na-
tionalist forces responded in a similar
vein, considering the cancellation as a
conspiracy against the Palestinian
people. The Lebanese Communist Par-
ty termed the cancellation a «free gift to
the internal and external enemies who

are betting on the US-Zionist projects
and new Israeli aggression to tip the
balance of forces in their favor.»

WHAT THE
CANCELLATION MEANS

The sectarian alliance that succeeded
in cancelling the agreement had a
number of interrelated motives: First,
they aimed at achieving a political vic-
tory to make up for the consistent
military defeats they have suffered.
This political victory is intended to lay
the groundwork - now a legal ground-
work - for fighting the Palestinian
presence in Lebanon, military and
civilian alike.

Second, by cancelling the accord, the
sectarian alliance hopes to eliminate an
obstacle to a sectarian solution in
Lebanon. The Palestinians are con-
sidered an obstacle because of their
alliance with the Lebanese nationalist
and progressive forces, and their
history of participation in the struggle
in Lebanon against the fascist forces,
imperialist domination and Zionist oc-
cupation. At the same time, the
cancellation would pave the way for a
deal on the regional level, that would
grant the Zionist enemy the security ar-
rangements it desires.

Third, in view of the possibility of
the convening of an international con-
ference on the Middle East, the sec-
tarian forces aim to cut the PLO’s in-
fluence down to size, to prevent it from
attaining an independent and special
role in such a conference. The PLO’s
presence in South Lebanon gives it
military and political weight considered
undesirable by other parties promoting
the conference, i.e., the US, ‘Israel’ and
Arab reaction.

Fourth, the cancellation is a gratuity
offered to the US and ‘Israel’ in an at-
tempt to stop the pressure which the
imperialist-Zionist alliance exerts on
Lebanon to stop the growth of the
Lebanese national resistance in the
South, and the return of greater
numbers of Palestinian fighters who
participate in this resistance struggle.

Fifth, and possibly the main issue, is
that it is not simply an agreement that
has been cancelled. Rather the intent is
to cancel the entire phase that produced
it, namely the phase of the rise of the
Arab national liberation movement in
the region as a whole.

The cancellation of the Cairo
agreement occurred a few weeks after
the unifying Palestinian National
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(28%). Karak province, on the other
hand, contains 4% of the population
but is allotted 12% of the seats. This
distribution is intended to deprive the
democratic and nationalist forces of the
power they have in urbanized areas,
while giving more weight to backward
forces

No date has yet been set for elections,
but they will be held under the martial
and emergency laws enacted in 1967, on
the pretext that Jordan is in a state of
war with ‘Israel’, whereas these laws
are actually used to suppress opposition
to the regime. The Jordanian
authorities have already started
preparing a ‘democratic, honest at-
mosphere’ for the elections, waging a
broad campaign of arrests against
patriotic and progressive figures. The
latest preparation was closing down the
offices of the well-known Jordanian
Writers’ League.

TOWARDS FREE AND
DEMOCRATIC ELECTIONS

Given the fact that the Jordanian
regime sees the upcoming elections as
an opportunity to impose its ‘represen-
tation’ of the Palestinian people, the
PLO Executive Committee issued a
condemnation of holding elections in
the Palestinian camps in Jordan and for
the West Bank. Meeting in Tunis in
May, the PLO Executive Committee
termed such elections an infringement
on the PLO’s sole right of representa-
tion. All the organizations of the
Palestinian revolution have determined
to boycott the elections in the camps.

The other aspect of the planned elec-
tions is aimed against the Jordanian
masses and democratic forces. It is an
attempt to falsify the masses’ will. In
the face of this, the patriotic and pro-
gressive forces in Jordan should unite
to make these elections a mass political
struggle against the reactionary election
law and the regime’s policies. Entering
this battle under the current conditions
requires the broadest popular and na-
tionalist work to end the state of
emergency and martial law. It requires
unified efforts by the masses in Jordan,
Palestinian as well as Jordanian, to
struggle for democracy while
safeguarding the PLO and the Palesti-
nian people’s legitimate rights. PY

Committee for Democratic Freedoms:

Release Abu Mashour!

On May 17th, the Committee for the
Defense of Democratic Freedoms in
Jordan issued a communique to the ef-
fect that the prominent militant Ahmed
Saleh Musleh, otherwise known as Abu
Mashour, is still being detained by the
Jordanian General Intelligence in
Amman, two months after his arrest on
March 17th. Abu Mashour is a member
of the Palestinian National Council.

This is not the first time Abu
Mashour has been jailed. In 1967, he
was arrested by the Zionist occupation
authorities and imprisoned for nine
years. After his release, he was
deported to Jordan in 1976. In April
1980, the Jordanian authorities arrested
him and detained him until July 18,
1980. He was rearrested on November

17, 1981, and detained until late 1983.
All told, Abu Mashour has spent about
eleven years of his life in Zionist and
Jordanian prisons. Still, in March, the
Jordanian regime arrested him for the
third time, without specifying charges.
He remains in jail, deprived of the
minimal human conditions.

The Committee for the Defense of
Democratic Freedoms in Jordan
strongly condemns Abu Mashour’s
detention. It calls on all Arab and in-
ternational humanitarian and juridical
organizations to work for his im-

mediate release, and for the release of
all political prisoners in Jordan. These
organizations are called on to work to
put a stop to the overall human rights
violations of the Jordanian authorities.









The Israeli Role in the Middle East

Nuclear Blackmail

The emergence of ‘Israel’ as the first,and to date the only,Middle East state to possess nuclear weaponry is
the logical extension of Zionism’s drive for unchallenged regional supremacy. As we pointed out in the
first installment of this study (Democratic Palestine no. 24), this drive for power has led to five major
Arab-Zionist wars. Today it threatens the people of the area with a potential nuclear holocaust.

On October 5, 1986, the London Sunday Times broke the
story that ‘Israel’ is the world’s sixth-ranking nuclear power,
confirming what has long been assumed by experts. Mordechai
Vanunu, the Israeli nuclear technician who was fired and then
defected after working nine years at a secret nuclear plant at
Dimona, gave information indicating that ‘Israel’ had built
100-200 nuclear weapons over the past twenty years. These
range from high-efficiency, light warheads to the components
of thermoiuclear (hydrogen) bombs able to destroy whole
cities. His revelations also indicated that the Israeli arsenal
contains weapons more destructive than those used in World
War I1.

INTRODUCING THE BOMB INTO THE
MIDDLE EAST

Though the Zionist state injected itself into a nuclear-free
area, it began efforts to acquire the bomb within a year of its
foundation. Mineral surveys were conducted, revealing the
presence of phosphates with uranium in the Negev (Nagab-
South Palestine). Along with their robbery of Palestinian land,
the Zionists plundered this resource as well, as a military asset
in the quest for regional supremacy. Young Israeli scientists
were sent abroad for training in the nuclear field, notably to
the US and France. By 1949, the Weizmann Institute near Tel
Aviv had set up a department for isotope research, where the
US subsequently funded nuclear research. These early efforts
were conducted exclusively under the auspices of the Defense
Ministry and kept top secret, indicating that nuclear power for
military purposes was the aim from the start. Due to the par-
ticular structure of the Zionist state, with almost total overlap
of political and military functions and power, David Ben-
Gurion was both defense and prime minister in the early years.
This fact assisted in keeping the essence of the Israeli nuclear
program secret. Even after Ben-Gurion’s time, a very small
group of oificials have traditionally been responsible for deci-
sions in such strategic fields.

The Israeli Atomic Energy Commission (IAEC) was found-
ed in 1952, and the Zionist state embarked on a double-track
course: ostensibly developing atomic power for peaceful pur-
poses, and in the process acquiring the materials and know-
how to make nuclear weapons. The latter occurred via secret
cooperation with imperialist powers, and later fellow pariah
states like South Africa and Taiwan, augmented by scientific
espionage, including outright theft and fraud - acts deemed
permissible when the culprit is ‘Israel’. France and the US have
been the main benefactors of the Israeli nuclear program, in
accordance with their interests in having ‘Israel’ as an instru-
ment for imposing imperialist policy in a strategic region.
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Israeli secrecy around the nuclear program has always been a
convenience for the imperialist states. They can support the
Israeli military build-up, including its nuclear aspect, and reap
the benefits of Israeli aggression on the Arab liberation
movement, yet still publicly distance themselves from illegal
Israeli acts. Professor Francis Perrin, France’s high commis-
sioner for atomic energy (1951-1970), substantiated this point
in an interview with the Sunday Times (October 12, 1986): «We
considered we could give the secrets... connected with work on
nuclear weapons... to Israel, provided they kept it a secret
themselves.»

The Zionist leadership has understood full well how to
operate within the leeway provided by imperialist hypocrisy. In
this context, one can note an entry in the diary of Yitzhak
Rabin, today Israeli Defense Minister, from the time when he
was ambassador to Washington (1968-73): «Some sources in-
form me that our military operations are the most encouraging
breath of fresh air the American administration has enjoyed
recently... There is a growing likelihood that the US would be
interested in an escalation of our military activity with the aim
of undermining Nasser’s standing... Thus the willingness to
supply us with additional arms depends more on stepping up
our military activities against Egypt than on reducing it.»

The fact that imperialist support for conventional aggression
could be transposed into a green light for the development of
nuclear weaponry was not lost on the Zionist leadership. After
all, the Dimona plant, the single most important advance in the
Israeli nuclear program, was supplied by France in 1957, in ef-
fect a reward for Israeli services in the 1956 tripartite attack on
Egypt. Moreover, in its attempts to be imperialism’s major
partner in the Middle East, ‘Israel’ was patterning itself after
the US’s global strategy and performance. In the years when
the Zionist state was in the making, the US had used
Hiroshima and Nagasaki as the testing ground for its own
bombs. Although World War Il was essentially won by the
Allies, the US was sending a signal to the world that its leader-
ship and conditions must be accepted. Meanwhile, destruction
was wreaked on Japan so that it could be rebuilt in the US im-
age, as a reliable ally in Asia. Israeli possession of nuclear
weapons sends a similar ultimatum to the Arab people and
states - submit or else.

SHIMON PERES—
MR. NUCLEAR BOMB

In the early fifties, Ben-Gurion asked France for technical
assistance in the nuclear field. In 1957, France agreed to supply
a nuclear reactor and plant eventually capable of producing 40
kilograms of weaponry-grade uranium a year - enough for up





















