





Editorial

- ]
For Palestinian Independence

After the July 31st declaration of the Jordanian regime’s
decision to end legal and administrative ties with the West
Bank, attention focused on the anticipated Palestinian
response: Would the PLO bow to US and Israeli demands, in
line with the wishes of Arab reaction? Or would it utilize the
new situation to make a step forward towards the achievement
of Palestinian self-determination and an independent state?

The PLO and the Palestinian people welcomed the Jorda-
nian move, despite King Hussein’s motives, for they con-
sidered it the most important victory of the Palestinian upris-
ing in the occupied territories to date. The PLO has accepted
the challenge and engaged in intense internal dialogue in order
to reach consensus on decisions that could have historical
import.

Ending legal and administrative ties with Jordan does not
mean that the West Bank will be in limbo. Far from it, the
Palestinian people in the course of the current uprising have
'shown themselves more than capable of running their own lives
and civil affairs. The popular committees, an offshoot of the
uprising, have proven this irrevocably, organizing the people’s
lives without a trace of the corruption of the Jordanian ad-
ministration and in diametrical opposition to the fascism of
Israeli military rule. The popular committees’ truly democratic
mode of functioning is perhaps the real reason they were
outlawed by the occupation authorities, for they represent a
threat not only to the occupation but to the very heart of the
racist Zionist ideology.

DIALOGUE FOR CONSENSUS

The Palestinian Central Council was meeting in Baghdad at
the time King Hussein announced the new Jordanian move. It
thus became the first Palestinian body to discuss the implica-
tions of this step. The Central Council debated the issue
thoroughly and confirmed the PLO’s readiness to shoulder its
responsibilities towards the Palestinian people, and to do
whateve. ..as needed in the new situation, in accordance with
previous PNC decisions. The Central Council formed a
puntical/legal cormittee to study all options open to the PLO
and present its findings 1c the Executive Committee.

Another meeting among Palestinian organizations was
hosted by Libyan leader Qaddafi, in an effort to‘bring back
into the PLO those organizations which have remained outside
its framework. However, these organizations set conditions
that could not be fulfilled. Thus, the discussion on how to res-
pond to the new situation continued among those organiza-
tions who are in the PLO. A series of Palestinian leadership
meetings in August and September resulted in the crystalliza-
tion of two trends:

The first trend is represented by some sectors of the Palesti-
nian bourgeoisie outside the occupied territories, who lean
towards accomodation of US and Israeli demands, i.e., un-
conditional recognition of ‘Israel’ and a~ceptance of UN
Security Council resolutions 242 and 338. In addition, they feel
that the PLO should seek to revive the Amman accord with the

Jordanian regime and negotiate directly with ‘Israel’ through a
Jordanian-Palestinian delegation. The representatives of this
trend find their support in the reactionary Arab regimes who
stand doubly exposed in the face of the Palestinian uprising.
Their efforts to impede the uprising are futile; they have no
mass support in the occupied territories or outside, and their
influence within the PLO itself is very limited.

The second trend is represented by the mainstream of the
PLO which examined the various options for responding to the
new situation in the context of safeguarding the historic
achievements and unity of the PLO, and advancing the upris-
ing. The opinions expressed by this mainstream prevailed in the
discussions, resulting in agreement on the following as viable
options to be presented to the PNC for ratification: (1) Making
a Palestinian Declaration of Independence at the upcoming
PNC meeting, based on the principles outlined in the UN
Charter concerning the right of all people to self-
determination, freedom and independence; (2) calling for
temporary UN supervision in the 1967 occupied territories, to
be followed by Israeli withdrawal and the convening of an in-
ternational peace conference, attended by the permanent
members of the UN Security Council and all parties to the
conflict, including the PLO on an equal footing with others;
and (3) forming a provisional government at a future date
when this would be beneficial as a step for realizing Palestinian
rights.

The idea of UN troops in the occupied territories has its
origin in the interim demands put forward by the United Na-
tional Leadership of the Uprising in the spring. At that time, it
was proposed as a way of protecting the masses from the un-
bridled brutality of the Israeli occupation troops. Adopting
this position, and combining it with the other points listed
above at the proper juncture, would substantially strengthen
the PLO’s position. It would provide concrete guidelines for
combining the mass and militant struggle for a just peace in the
region. It would accentuate that it is the Palestinian cause that
stands at the core of the Middle East conflict, while
simultaneously providing a simple and straightforward plat-
form on which the Palestinian people’s allies can base their
support.

In the same vein, declaring an independent Palestinian state,
to be recognized by friendly coutries around the world, would
errect a legal barricade against any future attempt by the Jor-
danian regime to reusurp the West Bank, and against Israeli
annexationist ambitions in the 1967 occupied territories. This
state would be born occupied, so to speak, which is all the
more reason for the deployment of UN troops, to supervise the
withdrawal of the occupation troops.

This set of options is based on the twin priorities of national
unity and advancing the uprising. Historically, Palestinian na-
tional unity and mass struggle have proven to be the PLO’s
most valuable assets, and the reason behind its achievements.
This has never been more clear than today when the ten-
month-old uprising in the occupied territories has opened new
horizons for the Palestinian liberation struggle. The upcoming
PNC is expected to make decisions that will reinforce these
priorities, especially the uprising, at this historical juncture.
The challenge delivered by King Hussein is being turned into an
opportunity for qualitatively advancing the Palestinian cause. @

3



Press Conference

On August 8th, Dr. George Habash, General Secretary of the PFLP,
held a press conference in Damascus. The following is his response to
journalists’ questions concerning the Jordanian regime’s measures.

What is the PFLP’s stand towards the latest Jor-
danian measures and towards a Palestinian
government-in-exile?

These measures are welcome; in fact, we consider them as a
positive result of the uprising and a victory. The uprising has
cancelled the Jordanian option, but we should ask ourselves:
What is the aim of the Jordanian regime in taking such
measures? Is the regime’s aim really an affirmation of the
decisive victory which the uprising has achieved?

We must answer this question in the light of our historical
experience with the Jordanian regime and its policies against
the Palestinian cause, revolution and the PLO - the policies of
annexation and the attempts to cancel the Palestinian role. In
this light, we think that the Jordanian regime’s aim with these
measures is to cast new responsibilities on the PLO, so that it
will sink under their weight. Accordingly, the PLO will be
forced to return to the regime in order to seek a form of part-
nership with it in all things related to the Palestinian question.

We therefore demand that the PLO accept this challenge and
take all the steps needed to respond to it, on the basis of the
uprising’s goal of freedom, independence and an independent
Palestinian state.

We believe that the PLO can face the challenge, based on the
potentials of the Palestinian masses in the homeland, the
PLO’s own capacity including its material resources, and sup-
port from the PLO’s Arab and international allies, and also the
UN institutions. Based on this, the PLO can say to the Jorda-
nian regime: These measures are welcome and we are capable
of responding to all the demands of this step.

Concerning a Palestinian national government, undoubtedly
you remember the PFLP’s stand when this question was raised
in the first month of the uprising. We said then that we are not
thinking of a government-in-exile, because we are not at the
gates of victory, but at the gates of a new stage which requires
hard and long struggle to change the balance of forces in a way
which will facilitate a Palestinian state. We therefore rejected
the establishment of a Palestinian government. However, the
PFLP takes changes into consideration.

We cannot consider the establishment of a Palestinian
government on the basis that we are at the gates of victory,
because we still need a long stage to achieve victory. However,
the Jordanian measures dissolved all legal and administrative
relations with the Palestinian West Bank. Therefore, some
Israeli circles demanded annexation of the Palestinian ter-
ritories, and subjugating them to Israeli law, due to the legal
vacuum which resulted from the latest step of the Jordanian
regime.

What laws now govern our people’s life in the Palestinian
West Bank and Gaza Strip?
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There is a new basis for thinking of a Palestinian govern-
ment; it doesn’t mean that we are at the gates of victory, but it
is necessary to find laws to govern our people’s life in the West
Bank and Gaza Strip. In the light of this, in the last meeting of
the Central Council held in Baghdad, the PLO decided to form
a political-legal committee to answer the question: Who will
fill the vacuum and how? A meeting of the PLO’s leaders will
be held at the end of this month to respond to this question.
The PFLP will be ready to deal with all possibilities. Our in-
terest is to succeed in responding to the present challenge. If we
find that forming a Palestinian government is necessary to
succeed in facing the challenge, we will not hesitate.

Of course, forming a government-in-exile is not the sole
response to the measures of the Jordanian regime. Shortly, in
the next meeting of the Palcstinian leaders, we will discuss the
subject of the presence of UN troops for an interim period, as a
stage of transition which would enable us to convene an inter-
national conference in order to facilitate the establishment of
an independent Palestinian state. This has been adopted a few
months ago by the PLO’s institutions.- Our Arab and interna-
tionalist friends had questioned us about how we think to im-
plement our concept of establishing a Palestinian state, and
about the uprising’s ability to achieve the slogan of freedom
and independence. Our response was the following: The upris-
ing continues in order to defeat the occupation; meanwhile, we
demand the presence of UN troops; then, there will be a UN
presence connected with the subject of an international con-
ference, in which we see the mechanism to achieve the interim
aim of the PLO.

The PFLP’s response to this question is not enough. The
response of the Palestinian leadership is required. We will be
intent, in the next meeting, to attain a united response from the
PLO’s bodies concerning this subject. A Palestinian national
government is not the sole possibility; there are others as well. I
want to affirm that taking such a step requires a discussion
with the Arab and internationalist forces who are supporting
the Palestinians’ national rights.

In the case of establishing a Palestinian national
government-in-exile, will it take the place of the
PLO?

The PLO will remain existent with its covenant and interim

program. The PLO is the sole, legitimate representative of the

Palestinian people. If there is a government, it will be one of
the PLO’s instruments.

What reaction do you expect from the Arab and
non-aligned states to the establishment of a
Palestinian government-in-exile?

Concerning the first part of the question, and based on the



summit which was held in Algeria, I am justified in saying that
all Arab regimes must accept the PLO’s move related to this
issue. Concerning the non-aligned countries, we expect full
support to what the PLO decides, because they have been
essential supporters of our struggle for achieving a Palestinian
state.

Does what you said about a government-in-exile
mean that you accept its establishment to fill the
legal vacuum in the occupied territories caused by
the Jordanian decision?

The vacuum should not again be filled by Jordan. If a
Palestinian government-in-exile is the sole option to fill the
vacuum, we will be ready to accept this option, but we know
that it is not the sole option. As I mentioned, a meeting of the

Palestinian leaders will be held at the end of this month to
answer this question. There should be a united Palestinian
answer, and not only the PFLP’s answer.

Are you going to participate in the PNC meeting to
be held in Baghdad?

The place for convening the PNC has not been decided yet.
What happened in Baghdad is that the Palestinian Central
Council recommended to the PLO Executive Committee that
the PNC be convened as soon as possible, in order to support
the uprising. Naturally, the PFLP will participate in the PNC,
supporting and being loyal to the uprising and its martyrs. We
will participate in order to answer all questions which the
uprising and the Palestinian national struggle are facing at this
stage of the revolution. ®

Did King Hussein Set
the West Bank Free?

King Hussein’s July 31st announcement that Jordan will end legal and administrative relations with the
Israeli-occupied West Bank is perhaps one of the most important moves in the history of the monarchy. It
is surely one of the most decisive political developments elicited by the Palestinian uprising. Still, there are
reasons to doubt that this is such a decisive break as the king presents it to be. It is rather the latest tactic in
his historical endeavor to undermine the Palestinian people’s adherence to the PLO and their right to an

independent state.

For the first time ever, the Jordanian
monarchy has publicly and officially
conceded its claim to the West Bank.
This means abrogation of the results of
the 1950 Jericho conference where a
small group of pro-Jordanian notables
rubber-stamped the monarchy’s claim,
whereafter the Jordanian parliament
legislated the annexation of the West
Bank. On this background, the Arab
League «entrusted» the West Bank to
the Jordanian kingdom until its libera-
tion. What followed, of course, was
instead the Israeli occupation of 1967.

This occurred before the definitive
rise of Arab nationalism and in the
absence of the organized Palestinian
national liberation movement. The
status quo has since been irreversibly
challenged by the rise of the Palestinian
armed resistance and the PLO. The
onset of the current Palestinian upris-
ing in the occupied territories shattered
the so-called Jordanian option for
resolving the Palestinian question. The
action and slogans of the masses, while
primarily directed against Israeli oc-

cupation, have made it unavoidably
clear that they will accept neither
alternatives to the PLO nor Jordanian
moves to contain their struggle for ge-
nuine freedom and independence. In
the climate of the uprising, pro-
Jordanian figures in the West Bank
have retreated, exposing the
monarchy’s isolation as never before.

REASONS FOR THE
JORDANIAN MOVE

The impact of the uprising was the
main factor, but there were other
reasons which contributed to the king’s
decision. Not least among these were
the decisions of the Algiers Summit in
June, which reasserted the PLO’s
representation of the Palestinian people
and official Arab support to their
rights, including the establishment of
an independent state. The summit also
asserted that Arab aid should be chan-
neled via the PLO and relevant inter-
national organizations, not through
Jordan. This marked a big defeat for
the Jordanian regime, overturning the

results of the 1987 Amman summit
which King Hussein had engineered to
eclipse the PLO’s role and the Palesti-
nian dimension of the Arab—Zionist
conflict altogether.

Another factor which drove the king
to his fateful decision was fear of the
Likud’s position. Not only does the
Likud reject the very idea of territorial
compromise needed to enact the Jor-
danian option; it goes farther, terming
Jordan «a Palestinian state» and thus
evoking the historic Zionist option of
«population transfer», i.e., driving
Palestinians en masse into Jordan. For
this reason, the speech in which King
Hussein announced his intention to
sever ties with the West Bank was
replete with statements such as: «Jor-
dan is not Palestine. The Palestinian
state should be established on Palesti-
nian land.»

The king’s decision was also the
culmination of a string of failures for
his various plans to foster the Jorda-
nian option. These aimed either to

reabsorb the West Bank or to share in p»
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its administration alongside the Israeli
occupation. Above all, they aimed at
promoting the Jordanian kingdom as
the lynchpin for any solution to the
Middle East crisis. The failure of the
king’s plans applies both to those aim-
ing to create an alternative to the PLO
and those aiming at coopting the PLO
into a false partnership, as with the ill-
fated Amman accord of 1985 which
was eventually cancelled by the PLO.
The uprising served to accentuate the
Palestinian people’s abhorence ot the
aims behind the Jordanian regime’s
five-year development plan and joint
administration of the West Bank.
On the other hand, the Laoor Party

has showed itself unwilling and/or

unable to forge an Israeli consensus
for settling the Palestinian issue via a

«land for peace» exchange involving
Jordan. The US, for its part, has done
very little to help King Hussein make
the Jordanian option a reality.

Added to these larger reasons is a
trend within the Jordanian regime itself
which has always advocated washing
their hands of the Palestinians. This
trend gains weight in times when Arab
officialdom, for whatever reason, ap-
pears to side with the Palestinian option
rather than the Jordanian one. For ex-
ample, after the 1974 Rabat Summit
which recognized the PLO as the sole,
legitimate representative of the
Palestinian people, the regime began
pursuing a «Jordanization» policy
whereby many state departments,
ministries and especially the security
services were virtually closed to
Palestinians. Today very few Palesti-
nians are heads of labor or professional
unions, despite the fact that Palesti-
nians constitute somewhat over half of
the population in Jordan. Recently, a
decision was also taken to limit
Palestinians’ admission to Jordanian
universities so that they would not
constitute more than 15% of the stu-
dent body. In several major
newspapers, Palestinian editors have
been replaced by Jordanians.

THE CHALLENGE

On this background, the king
cancelled the five-year development
plan, abandoned claims to the West
Bank, and dissolved the lower house of
the parliament where half the seats are
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occupied by Palestinians from the West
Bank. The Ministry for the Affairs of
the Occupied Territories was subsumed
under the Foreign Ministry. Less than a
week later, the regime announced that
it would halt salaries to West Bank civil
servants, health care personnel,
teachers and policemen as of August
16th, while giving them severance pay
and maintaining their right to pension.
While the PLO and Palestinian peo-
ple welcomed the regime’s acknow-
ledgement of their independence, it is
also clear that the real intention was to
entrap the PLO and make the masses
despair. The Jordanian regime tried to
create a vacuum in the West Bank, bet-
ting on the PLO’s inability to see that
people have basic health, educational,
legal and administrative structures to
sustain everyday life - and especially the
needs of continuing the uprising.
Besides depriving over 20,000
Palestinians of half or all of their in-
come, the Jordanian move intended to
make every West Banker, and many
other Palestinians as well, fear for their
passports. Originally, Jordanian In-
terior Minister Dajani stated that
90,000 Palestinians in the West Bank,
holders of Jordanian passports, had
lost Jordanian citizenship as of July
31st, and that they would henceforth
hold only Jordanian travel documents.
However, after a PLO delegation’s
August 13th visit to Jordan, it was
decided that West Bankers would hold

temporary passports to be renewed
every two years instead of every five
years, as has been the case. As of July
31st, no Palestinian will be granted
Jordanian citizenship. Also visiting
permits for West Bank Palestinians
coming to Jordan were restricted to one
month, as opposed to the previous
three.

With all these measures, the Jorda-
nian regime planned to preoccupy the
PLO with endless discussions on how to
solve the material problems that arose
for West Bankers, and how to respond
to the political challenge contained in
the Jordanian decision. This would be
at the expense of work to further the
uprising, and optimally the king hoped
to elicit divergences among Palestinian
leaders as to how to face the challenges,
possibly leading to new splits. Concur-
rently, the Jordanian measures were an

assault on the uprising on two fronts -
that of daily survival of the masses and
that of political unity. The grand finale
of the king’s scenario would have the
PLO, much weakened and possibly
divided, begging the monarch to
resume its interference in Palestinian
affairs.

There are other indications that the
king’s real intentions are divisive.
Despite claims that these measures aim
to accentuate the Palestinian identity,
in essence the regime aims to partition
the Palestinian people according to
where they now reside. In his speech,
the king said that Palestinians in Jor-
dan are Jordanians. This is meant to
provide a model for resettling Palesti-
nians in the countries where they
presently live. As a result, the PLO
would in the end represent only those
Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip.

PRELUDE TO MORE
REPRESSION

The king also warned that no party
would be allowed to interfere in Jor-
dan’s internal affairs. This is most
likely the prelude to new attacks on the
national movement in Jordan. Lists are
already being drawn up of PLO cadres
present in Jordan; they would be re-
quired to declare whether their loyalty
is to the monarchy or to the PLO; those
who choose the latter would be expelled
on the principle of «love it or leave it.»
In the same vein, everyone working
with the PLO and carrying a Jordanian
passport would be considered a spy.

The «Jordanization» policy may be
escalated to limit Palestinians’ access to
education and jobs. Palestinians from
the West Bank who work in the public
sector in Jordan, where they reside on
the basis of travel permits, may have
their contracts terminated; they would
be treated like other Arabs working in
Jordan, i.e., required to obtain
residence permits. In this light, the
Jordanian moves appear as a way of
taking revenge on the Palestinians for
having charted their own course of
struggle.

IS THE KING BOWING OUT?

There are many reasons to doubt that
this move means the Jordanian



monarchy’s final withdrawal from the
West Bank and Palestinian affairs.
From the political angle, this regime
was originally created by British col-
onialism to help in controlling the mass
movement in the area and protecting
the Zionist state-to-be. King Hussein
has loyally fulfilled his role in coor-
dination with US imperialism, British
colonialism’s successor. Over the years,
the regime has worked to absorb and
oppress the Palestinians who have been
expelled from their homeland, covering
over their true national identity and
preventing their organization and
resistance to the Zionist occupation.
The most notable example was the
1970-71 massacres where the regime’s
forces Kkilled thousands of Palestinians
and drove the Palestinian resistance out
of Jordan.

King Hussein has always posed as a
key player in any Middle East settle-
ment on the basis of being crucial in
resolving the Palestinian dimension of
the conflict. Without this dimension,
he would have difficulty being con-
sidered an important actor on the
regional and international scene. Also
in demographic and economic terms,
the Jordanian kingdom, without the
West Bank and the Palestinian dimen-
sion, would not have a much greater
status than any other emirate.
Economically, the Palestinian question
has always been the goose that laid the
golden egg. Besides US aid to Jordan
for controlling the Palestinians, the
monarchy has lived off Arab financial
support given on the basis of Jordan
being a «confrontation» state, plus
money channeled to the Palestinians
under occupation.

In fact, the king did leave a legalistic
loophole for resuming his role. Since
the Jordanian parliament passed the
resolution annexing the West Bank in
1950, it remains the body which can
constitutionally annul this resolution.
Therefore, when the king made the
declaration himself, he was leaving the
door open for resumption of the
Palestinian-Jordanian relationship if
this becomes advantageous in the
future.

All these facts indicate that the Jor-
danian move is not a hasty reaction, but
a calculated step aiming to extract the
kingdom from the dilemma posed by

the uprising, at the same time leaving
loopholes for reversing the new tactical
position. Some observers have
speculated that King Hussein’s moves
were intended to prod the US and
‘Israel’ into concrete moves towards a
settlement before it is «too late.»
However, in view of King Hussein’s
strategic coordination with US ad-
ministrations, it seems inconceivable
that this step was not coordinated with
the US. The US reaction serves to
substantiate this; US officials tended to
downplay King Hussein’s moves, em-
phasizing that he still has a role to play.
Some did concede that this meant the
end of the Shultz plan, but this was on-
ly acknowledgement of a well-known
fact created by the uprising.

THE ISRAELI REACTION

The Jordanian regime’s step had a
big impact on the Zionist state where
the question of how to deal with the
uprising in relation to the upcoming
elections was already the main subject
of debate. The overall reaction was
negative as expressed by Yossi Ben
Aharon, director-general of the prime
ministry: «It is not a positive step...»
while the foreign ministry was quick to
issue a statement that «Israel won’t let
the PLO pay the Jordanian salaries»
(International Herald Tribune, August
5th).

The Jordanian step created a crisis
for the Israeli Labor Party since its
political platform views Jordan as a

partner in any political settlement, and
it had made the Jordanian option a
focal point in its election campaign. In-
itially, the Labor Party was caught
between two tendencies - whether to ad-
here to the «Jordanian option» or move
towards dealing directly with the
Palestinians. On the external level,
Labor was caught between another set
of conflicting pressures: On the one
hand, the party was eager to appear
flexible in front of the international
community, to counter the PLO’s
diplomatic offensive; on the other
hand, in ‘Israel’, it had to answer the
far right’s accusations that it was too
«soft» on matters of vital interest to the
Zionist state.

The juggling act which Labor
engaged in was expressed in Prime Min-
ister Peres’ statements in Paris, on his

way to meet US President Reagan and
Egyptian Foreign Minister Meguid. He
said that if elected, he would meet with
«every Palestinian leader who re-
nounces terror and violence» and ac-
cepts UN Security Council resolution
242. He even hinted that this didn’t ex-
clude PLO leaders, saying: «We are not
going to look into his (the Palestinian
leader’s) past and his biography... We
are going to look at his positions» (i.e.,
meeting the Israeli demands for con-
cessions-editor’s note). At the same
time, Peres left the door open for a
return to the Jordanian option, saying
that a Labor government would be
willing to negotiate with either a Jor-
danian or a Palestinian delegation or a
combined delegation (International
Herald Tribune, September 26th).

The Likud’s position was more
united. All its leaders basically con-
firmed the coalition’s usual policy that
the maximum to be offered to the
Palestinians is ‘autonomy’ as specified
in the Camp David accords, while rul-
ing out territorial compromise or
negotiations with the PLO. Likud took
the opportunity to attack the Labor
Party for setting its hopes on the Jor-
danian option, and itself interpreted the
king’s step as meaning that Jordan has
desisted from calling for Israeli
withdrawal from the 1967 occupied
territories. The Likud extremists
renewed their calls for annexation of
the West Bank, while Sharon reiterated
his position that there is a Palestinian
state and it is Jordan; therefore,
there should not be another one.Sharon
also proposed closing the bridges to
Jordan and cancelling travel permits to
prevent Palestinians from «smuggling»
PLO money into the territories.
Shamir, as head of state and of Likud,
opposed the calls for annexation on the
formal grounds that this would violate
the Camp David accords, and more
pertinently on the basis of his often
repeated position that «you cannot an-
nex what is already yours.»

The final outcome on these issues will
be determined in line with the results of
the upcoming Israeli elections. In the
meantime, the two Zionist blocs in
government, while rivaling each other
in proposed solutions, continue to unite
in all-out efforts to repress the uprising
before the election date. o
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ficers)...» As reported by AP, July
12th, Rabin estimated the Israeli
military’s expenses as a result of the
uprising at 160 million dollars. Rabin
also announced that the cost of com-
batting the uprising might hinder the
current armament program of the army
and military research, by imposing
budget restrictions.

Equally significant was the worry
expressed by Reserve General
Menachem Meron, former director
general of the Defense Ministry, that
the Israeli army «will turn into experts
at riot control at the expense of combat
readiness» (AP, July 12th). As one ex-
ample of this, the elite Givati Brigade
had planned exercises in December, but
these were ,ostponed when the entire
brigaue was 2. ... "1 against the upris-
ing in the Gaza Strip. They finally held
their exercises in July. In addition, by
late June, 30 Israeli soldiers had been
imprisoned for refusing to serve in the
occupied territories.

Compounding the problems in the
military field is the fact that the
damages inflicted on the Israeli
economy by the uprising are beginning
to show their long-term impact. In
June, the governor of the Israeli Cen-
tral Bank admitted that the uprising is
hitting the Israeli economy hard;
growth in business may fall by 40% this
year, cutting the 1987 growth rate of
6.9% to 4% or less (New Worker, June
24). Economy Minister Gad Yaacobi
estimated that the uprising has cost
‘Israel’ over 600 million dollars, in-
cluding losses in tourism, export and
production revenues (AP, July 12th).
On September 9th, Israeli radio
reported that Prime Minister Shamir
supported the Treasury Ministry’s
recommendations of major budget
cuts, due to the added costs of the
uprising.

Still, sectors of the Israeli political
leadership feigned ignorance of the
reality because it doesn’t match their
strategic expectations, as when Shamir
termed the uprising a «bother» rather
than a threat to the Israeli occupation.
On July 12, Housing Minister David
Levy inaugurated a new settlement in
the West Bank, and vowed more would
be built depite the uprising. On the
other hand, Yoshe Beilin, director
general for political affairs in the
Foreign Ministry and Labor-oriented,
admitted in mid-July that there is no
military solution for the uprising. He
added that nonetheless the methods of

force will continue to be applied as long
as there is unrest, demonstrating
Zionist unity of action against the
uprising.

A political furor was created by the
statements of Maj. Gen. Avraham
Tamir, director-general of the Israeli
Foreign Ministry; while in Washington,
he said: «Everybody knows that the
PLO is, for the Palestinians, for the
Palestinian people, their national
organization... So the question is not
how to replace the PLO, but how to
change it» (International Herald
Tribune, September 3-4th). Tamir also
said that ‘Israel’ would not negotiate
with the PLO, and that he opposed a
Palestinian state. Still, his
acknowledgement of the PLO was
enough to prompt Shamir to call for his
dismissal.

At the same time, the Likud and
other extreme rightist forces were call-
ing for a change in the rules so that
Israeli soldiers and civilians (settlers)
could shoot to kill at stonethrowers. A
battalion of 170 armored corps
soldiers, ending reserve duty in the
West Bank, signed a petition urging the
army to allow soldiers to shoot more
freely at demonstrators. The tank
commander Gad Shlafkin said, «That
way we won’t come to the point where
soldiers are humiliated in front of the
rioters» (AP, September 2nd).

In any case, the upsurge in militant
demonstrations in mid-July was vastly
disconcerting for both wings of the
Israeli government. This upsurge was in
part the culmination of the battle of the
schools.

THE BATTLE OF THE
SCHOOLS

Since the first days of the uprising,
the battle for education has been an in-
tegral part of this round of struggle,
against the occupation. Depriving
Palestinians of a meaningful education
has always been a main thrust of Israeli
occupation policy, and on the other
hand, students have always been in the
forefront of the mass struggle. Palesti-
nian universities have repeatedly been
closed for extended periods, while other
schools suffered intermittent closures
following protests. With the onset of
the uprising and the entire Palestinian
population’s involvement in this, Israeli
repression against educational institu-
tions became more severe and
systematic than ever. Virtually all West
Bank schools were shut for the dura-

tion, while those in the Gaza Strip
operated only off and on; 475,000
students were deprived of daily educa-
tion.

Meanwhile, with the uprising’s thrust
towards Palestinians organizing their
own affairs, steps were taken tc¢
organize popular education on the locai
level. The United National Leadership
called for the formation of educational
committees and for actions to protest
the occupiers’ use of schools as bar-
racks for their soldiers.

Finally, with the school semester
anyway nearing an end, the occupation
authorities decided to open the schools
in stages from mid-May, starting witl
East Jerusalem and kindergartens, and
moving up and out. By June 6th, high
schools in both the West Bank and
Gaza Strip were opened, but univer-
sities remained closed. The occupation
authorities hoped to use the opening as
a device for ‘normalizing’ the situation.
At the same time, they reasserted their
intention to interfere in Palestinian
educational affairs as evidenced by the
statement of Brig. Gen. Shaike Erez,
head of the West Bank military
government, that «teachers who are
connected with the rioting are not
teachers anymore» (International
Herald Tribune, May 24th).

The United National Leadership
called for children to return to school,
and Palestinians en masse asserted their
right to education, while teachers
worked to have the school year extend-
ed through the summer to make up for
lost classes. But as could be expected,
there was no normalization. Many
students returned to schools which had
been heavily damaged by the occupa-
tion troops; in one El Bireh school
alone, 77 windows had been broken by
the occupation troops stationed there.
In addition, soldiers remained deployed
in the vicinity of the schools.

The uprising having become a way of
life, school pupils continued to par-
ticipate in demonstrations and other
activities, as on June 1st when
thousands marched in protest of the
occupation on the International Day of
the Child. Within a week, the
authorities were threatening to close the
schools again. At the same time, they
released 120 detainees of school age, a
de facto admission that they had been
arresting children, despite their denials.
In the same period, the Hebrew press
had printed several exposes about the
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mine Palestinian subsistence. West
Bank agricultural villages continue to
be besieged and deprived of their water
supply. In July, a series of villages
south of Jerusalem were prohibited
from selling their fruit crops. Accor-
ding to one resident, their fruit was
rotting, for while 20% of the village
produce could be marketed locally,
80% was usually exported through
Jordan. The village was thus robbed of
90% of its annual income.

Suspension of services has been
another Israeli economic weapon to
threaten the population into stopping
civil disobedience. On June I1st, the
Israeli authorities announced the
suspension of public services in the ter-
ritories, due to the fall in tax revenues.
Free treatment was abolished at
government hospitals, a measure that
hits everybody, but especially the in-
jured of the uprising. Some specialized
care is only available in Israeli
hospitals, but the occupation
authorities also closed this valve by re-
quiring that Palestinians from the ter-
ritories pay $150 for admission to
Israeli hospitals. Palestinian doctors,
however, immediately said that they
will disregard this new ruling, marking
a new phase in the struggle for medical
care.

In addition, the civil administration
announced the dismissal of 1,000 of its
17,000 Palestinian employees, implying
a cutback in both services, however
minimal they may be, and in Palesti-
nian incomes. In mid-July, the military
authorities announced that Gazans will
have to change the licenses on their
vehicles and pay a new car tax, amoun-
ting to $200-265 - about half an average
worker’s monthly wage

WHO’S IN CONTROL

The question of who’s in control has
also been underscored by an increase in
planned attacks on Israeli targets and
collaborators. Starting in May,
widespread fires brought the uprising
into the heart of the Zionist enemy. By
early June, the fire brigade in Upper
Nazareth (Israeli setlement in the
Galilee) had already expended its an-
nual budget fighting fires set by
Palestinian nationalists to burn the
forests and other economic interests
reserved for exclusive Jewish use. Later
in the month, the Israeli police and
military were on full alert, including air
patrols, for the June 24th Day of Fire
proclaimed by the United National
Leadership. The many fires that day
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included two in Israeli factories. In
May and June as a whole, there were
well over 400 fires, damaging over
40,000 acres, seven times the extent of
destruction from fire in ‘Israel’ in the
years 1974 to 1986.

The impact of the uprising has
been brought home to the Israeli
population in other ways as well.
Within ten days in June, there was a
firecbomb attack on Tel Aviv’s main
mall; an explosion at Hertzalia settle-
ment, which injured a number of
Zionist settlers; and an explosion in Bir
Sheba, which injured three, while an
Israeli settler was killed with a knife
within the ‘green line’. In early July,
Israeli Police Commissioner Krauss
reported that there had been over 1,000
protests in the preceding three months
in what he considers ‘Israel’ - including
730 in the Jerusalem area, in addition
to 51 firebomb attacks. He blamed
Palestinian nationalists for the majori-
ty of fires plaguing the Zionist state,
and reported the arrest of 900, 55 of
them for arson.

The trend continued with the July
14th bomb explosion near Tel Aviv
University, and the August 19th
grenade attack that wounded 25 Israelis
in Haifa. On August 21, Israeli radio
reported a marked increase in tension in
the Tel Aviv area, after three Palesti-
nian workers were burned to death; in
the ensuing days, there were a series of
stonethrowing and petrolbomb attacks
and attacks on settlers.

In mid-June, Defense Minister Rabin
acknowledged the increase in violent
protests. Firebomb attacks on Israeli
soldiers had become a near daily
phenomenon in the occupied territories,
occurring even in West Jerusalem.
Other methods were employed by the
militants of the uprising, such as the
mid-August sabotage of the water lines
to a Zionist settlement in the Al Khalil
(Hebron) area. Daring acts by the
masses also posed the question of who
controls the territories. One such inci-
dent occurred in East Jerusalem in
mid-July when thirty Palestinians at-
tacked six policemen with sharp objects
in the courthouse, in an attempt to free
a detainee. Similar daring was exhibited
by a Palestinian while visiting a de-
tained relative in the Gaza City prison;
he drew a knife and stabbed and
wounded an Israeli soldier. In late
June, an Israeli settler was stabbed in
the Hebron market. On August 12th, a
group of Palestinians confronted an

Israeli patrol in the Gaza Strip with
axes, chains and clubs.

The increase in armed attacks on the
occupation troops was continuously
bolstered by the ongoing mass action.
Despite all the Zionists’ repression, the
people have continued to demonstrate
and confront the occupation troops in
the streets. To give an example from
just one period, the English language
weekly in the occupied territories,
Facts, reported 114 major clashes in 62
locations in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip, between July 4th and 9th. While
general strikes averaged six to seven per
month in the preceding period, there
were nine in August, after the United
National Leadership called four strikes
in the last week of the month in
solidarity with the expelled and those
killed in the Tel Aviv fire and by the
Israeli troops shooting on hunger
strikers in Ketziot prison.

The masses’ daring and creativity is
being exhibited daily. Here we can only
name some examples such as on July
4th, when over 100 masked, uniformed
Palestinian youth, armed with knives
and iron bars and carrying Palestinian
flags staged a 15 minute march in
Nablus. In mid-August, the Gaza
masses were faced with round-the-clock
curfew and total sealing off of the Strip
for the third time since the uprising
began. They responded by repeatedly
breaking the curfew to demonstrate,
shouting: «We want a state.»

At the same time, the militant masses
of the uprising continued to besiege all
those who collaborate with the enemy.
The June 7th attack on Hassan Al
Tawil, appointed mayor of Al Bireh,
showed the seriousness of the leader-
ship’s call for such officials to resign.
In late August, five collaborators were
attacked in three days in the Gaza Strip
and West Bank; one of them was killed.

Call no. 24 issued by the United Na-
tional Leadership on August 23rd urged
more attacks to drive out the occupa-
tion troops, and more severe measures
against those who don’t heed the will of
the masses. Most important, the call
defied the Israeli ban on the popular
committees by calling for redoubled
efforts to build even more of them.
«The people are the popular commit-
tees and will not abandon them,» said
the leaflet. This in a nutshell, explains
the success of the uprising so far and
the reason it cannot be crushed, despite
the Israeli terrorism against the masses
and their leadership. o












New US—Israeli
Memo of Understanding

In the last week of June, Israeli Defense Minister Rabin visited
Washington D.C., in an attempt to confront the Palestinian uprising
from the safe heights of increased military cooperation with US im-

perialism.

While in Washington D.C., Rabin
met with top US officials, including
President Reagan and Secretary of
State Shultz. Two topics featured most
prominently on his agenda. The first
was convincing US public opinion of
the legitimacy of the brutal methods
being used by the Israeli state in its at-
tempt to suppress the Palestinian
uprising. The second was to draw at-
tention to the supposed ‘threat’ posed
by the missiles China is selling to
Saudi Arabia and Syria, as well as the
Soviet missiles in Syria, Libya and Iraq.
Rabin worked to persuade Reagan in
particular that this phenomenon posed
a threat to US as well as Israeli interests
in the region.

Despite all appearances, this second
point is also intimately connected with
the uprising in that ‘Israel’ desperately
needs to draw attention to an issue
outside Palestine, and far removed
from what is going on there, specifical-
ly Israeli inability to deal with the
Palestinian uprising.

Judging from US officials’
statements during and after Rabin’s
visit, Rabin did not succeed in getting
the Reagan Administration to publicly
endorse the fascist measures being used
against unarmed Palestinians.
However, he did succeed in obtaining a
new memorandum of understanding
which provides for more and
qualitatively advanced US-Israeli
military cooperation. This shows that
US verbal criticism of Israeli human
rights violations is little more than
crocodile tears, designed as a cover-up
for consistent US support to Israeli ag-
gression. Even if the US begins to take
this issue more seriously in order to
polish up the Israelis’ image, the
strategic advantages of military
cooperation with ‘Israel’ remain the
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overriding concern of the US ad-
ministration. The Reagan Administra-
tion had prefaced Rabin’s visit by veto-
ing the Security Council resolution
raised in mid-April, condemning Israeli
handling of the uprising.

NEW MISSILES FOR
‘ISRAEL’ — NEW INPUT
FOR SDI

Meeting with Rabin, Reagan con-
curred on the question of the «Arab
missile threat.» On June 28th, he issued
a statement that he was troubled by the
«ominous new military developments in
the area» - referring to missiles and
chemical weapons. This set the stage
for the signing of an agreement for col-
laboration on the development of a new
surface-to-air, antiballistic missile - the
Arrow - for ‘Israel’ with the US fun-
ding 80% of the development costs.
The agreement was signed by David
Ivry, director of the Israeli Defense
Ministry and Lt. Gen. James
Abrahamson, director of the US
Strategic Defense Initiative Organiza-
tion (Star Wars). US Secretary of
Defense Carlucci stated that the Arrow
missile would «make a contribution to
our SDI program, and has applications
as well in other areas.» The connection
between the new Israeli missile and the
SDI program is another evidence that
this program is not simply a crazy idea
or a matter of research alone. Rather it
is a framework for developing new
types of offensive weapons for the US
and its allies. There is, in fact, no
reason to think that ‘Israel’ wants the
new missile for its deterrent value
alone. In June, Israeli Chief-of-Staff
Lt. Gen. Dan Shomron publicly stated
that ‘Israel’ would strike Syrian missile
sites if the surface-to-surface missiles
Damascus is reportedly buying from
China, are deployed.

In view of the bolstered US—Israeli

military cooperation, Reagan’s
hypocrisy is doubly obvious when he
calls for international efforts to stop
the spread of arms and nuclear arms.
Meanwhile, the US obstructed the UN’s
third session which was dedicated to
disarmament and to examining the ex-
tent of the Zionist nuclear arsenal. Also
Shultz, who brags about his ‘peace’ in-
itiative in the Middle East, was quick to
term the new US—Israeli military
agreement an essential contribution to
deterring war, adding, «If you are sit-
ting in Israel and surrounded by short-
range ballistic missiles, you will realize
the great importance of learning how to
defend yourself...» In fact it was ap-
parent that Shultz’s greatest worry on
his last visit to the Zionist state was how
to rescue the Israelis from the dilemma
caused by the Palestinian uprising.

MORE US AID

Less than two weeks after Rabin left
the USA, the Senate adopted the fiscal
year 1989 foreign aid bill that main-
tained ‘Israel’ as the main recipient of
US aid worldwide, to the tune of 1.2
billion dollars in economic aid and 1.8
billion in military assistance. At the
same time, the first publicly announ-
ced, full-scale US-Israeli navy
maneuvers began with the arrival of the
6th Fleet’s USS Eisenhower in Haifa
port. The exercise included mock com-
bat and the refueling of this aircraft
carrier by Israeli naval vessels. On
August 23rd, the Israeli navy an-
nounced plans for a 1.2 billion dollar,
US-financed program to build a new
generation of missile boats and two
submarines, adding to the current
Israeli fleet of 28 missile-carrying
boats. Everything points to the con-
tinuation of Israeli state terrorism on
land, air and sea, even as the Palesti-
nian uprising challenges the viability of
this prime US base in the Middle East. @









grounded in the theory of the strong chain, rather than on
that of the central link. According to the first, the chain is
never stronger than its weakest link. Hence, ‘Israel’ tries to
consolidate all the links of the chain, instead of concentrating
on a single strong link in a chain of weak links. According to
this theory, the Israeli concept of strength has been the full
expression of force in all spheres: economic, human, social,
scientific, technological and military. The Israeli concept takes
into account all probabilities in its relationship with the im-
perialist center, and tries to convert borrowed force into its
own force on the assumption that the enemy -«the Arabs»-
would make full use of their actual and potential resources. It
is highly probable that the secret of the enemy’s success in at-
taining the status of a great regional power lies in this point.
This is the modern expression of the biblical «Greater Israel»,
not in its well-known geographical sense, though this has not
been cancelled from the comprehensive Zionist strategies, but
in the modern sense of power.

On the other hand, how has the situation of the Arab side
been in the intense struggle that has been going on since the
begining of the 20th century?

I am not going to talk much about the helplessness and
treason of the reactionary forces; the history of the region is
full of dismal records. I’ll point out only the most outstanding
instances, from the reactionaries’ conspiratorial attitude
towards the 1936 six-month general strike in Palestine, and the
same attitude towards the 1939 revolt, to their helplessness and
conspiration in the 1948 war.

ABSENCE OF AN ARAB STRATEGY

What I'd like to point out in this essay is precisely the at-
litude and strategic policy of the Arab nationalist side over the
last four decades of confrontation. Was there any well-
defined, comprehensive strategy adopted by and providing
guidance to the Arab side? The answer is a definite No. A lot
can be said about the reasons for the lack of such a strategy.
However, the fact to be emphasized is that the Arab national
bourgeoisie, which assumed the leadership of the Arab na-
tional liberation movement in the second half of the century,
was not capable of formulating such a strategy because of its
backward and impotent character. This leadership became
locked in an impasse, but neither have the revolutionary alter-
native forces, the class alternative to this leadership, been
capable of drawing up such a strategy. How then can we im-
agine the existence of a comprehensive common strategy of
confrontation, uniting and organizing the efforts and energies
of the different detachments of the Arab national liberation
movement?

The plan of the late Egyptian president, Gamal Abdul
Nasser, whatever can be said about it, did for the first time
provide the Arab national liberation movement with the
chance to take the initiative. Yet it was not based on a com-
prehensive strategy as was admitted by Nasser himself.

In such a situation, how could any Arab victory be possible?
How seriously can one view the plan of confrontation pro-
pounded by many successive forces throughout the last forty
years? I am raising these questions in the conviction that time
means more bloodshed, and we don’t have the right to play at
trial and error. We call upon all forces as well as intellectuals,
to give the deserved attention to this vital problem. We pose
these questions without any illusions that our answers will
contain the full solutions; rather we consider them a modest
contribution to the process of materializing the comprehensive

strategy for confronting the Zionist, imperialist and reac-
tionary assault.

As noted above, the proper starting point is clear identifica-
tion of the enemies we face. What do they want? What are
their assets and liabilities? Where have we erred and what did
we manage to do well through experience? How can we
mobilize and organize all our resources and forces in this fierce
battle?

HOW TO UNDERSTAND THE ENEMY

The starting point of any comprehensive strategy is the
identification of the enemy. We must acquire a scientific,
developed and interrelated understanding of the enemy. I say
scientific, because many of the conceptions we have about
‘Israel’ are characterized by mysticism and preconcieved,
superficial notions.Here I include the idea of dividing the
world into two camps, absolutely good or absolutely evil,
respectively, thus blurring the nuances in between; and the
recurring ideas about the impasse of the enemy, its over-
whelming crisis and being lost and troubled. Deliberately or
otherwise, such ideas create the illusion that the collapse of the
enemy is but a question of time.

I say developed, up-to-date understanding, because we are
facing an enemy which is continuously changing. We must not
be satisfied with preconceived attitudes, limiting our informa-
tion within their confines. ‘Israle’ today is not the ‘Israel’ of
1948. We have to follow its development and prevent our in-
tentions, desires and illusions from becoming theoretical theses
which violate the facts.

I say an interrelated understanding because we are not facing
an enemy of about three million people. The root of the pro-
blem lies in the fact that the Zionist project is closely linked
with two centers which should be taken into consideration in
any research: The first is the world Zionist movement which
provides ‘Israel’ with the very essence of its life on the human,
material and spiritual levels. The second is the imperialist
center. Without considering this link, it is impossible to
understand the laws that govern the development of this entity,
or to probe into the basis of its strategic perspectives.

Needless to say, the importance of examining these two links
does not negate the importance of studying the subject in con-
junction with the development of Arab reaction which con-
siders this entity a useful instrument for blocking any pro-
gressive change in the area - a guarantee for themselves to re-
main in power.

The first step in our attempt to outline a realistic picture of
the Zionist entity must be based on recognition that the ‘Israel’
of 1988 is not at all the ‘Israel’ of 1948, by any socioeconomic,
military or human standard. Over the last four decades,
qualitative developments have taken place, placing this entity
in the category of a great regional power. This not only has
consequences locally-in ‘Israel’ itself, but affects its relations
with the world Zionist movement and the imperialist center; it
also affects the Israeli concept of the parameters of the
regional and international role assigned to it. For the sake of
clarification, we shall examine the most significant tendencies
in the internal socioeconomic and political development of
‘Israel’, and the development of its position on the higher
strategic-international level.

A. THE REAL ECONOMIC SITUATION IN
THE ZIONIST ENTITY

Before analyzing the most significant economic indices in | 2
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‘Israel’, it is worthwhile to look at the general strategic
framework in which a series of economic developments took
place. We should also examine the most outstanding of the ex-
ceptionally favorable factors which made the economic growth
of ‘Israel’ proceed at a pace unknown in any other society.)
‘Israel’ is a rapidly changing entity in accordance with the par-
ticular circumstances in which it exists. Hence we see the ab-
solute invalidity of preconceived, mystical or rigid concepts in
grasping the current reality of ‘Israel’; these are often
misleading, dragging the holders of such views into the worst
consequences.

In accordance with its development, ‘Israel’ has managed
to reformulate its relationship with the imperialist center into
that of a partner-instrument, instead of a lackey-instrument.
Thus it is no longer possible to talk about an ‘Israel’ which is a
burden; rather ‘Israel’ has become a strategic asset and a pro-
fitable partner for world imperialism. The 1967 war played a
special role in developing this formula for the relationship
between the Zionist and imperialist projects respectively,
whereby the former has acquired a more obvious and specific
status within the framework of the latter. The war also brought
a fundamental change in the Zionist state’s view of itself and
its role, which has been accentuated after the 1973 war. This
change is noticeable in the statements of some Israeli strategists
who have called for a strategic security-political concept in-
volving a great deal of originality at the level of supreme na-
tional strategy and security, to enable a quantitatively small
and weak state as Israel to be as strong as a great mighty
state... This is to be realized not only through available combat
potential, but through the whole chain of which military
potential is only one link. Hence the call to strengthen the
whole chain, because «the chain is never stronger than its
weakest link».

The essential thing in such statements is that ‘Israel’ is no
longer a military institution which has a state, but a state which
has its military institution. If the latter was the strongest link,
then it has become necessary to raise the economic, social,
scientific and human links of the chain to the same level. It is
this very notion that has governed the economic programs of
‘Israel’ as well as its relationship with both the Zionist move-
ment and the imperialist center whose economic support has
acquired a strategic value no less than that of their military
support. This is contrary to the usual relations between the
states of the imperialist center and those in the third world. In
this strategic scope, all natural, financial, human, economic,
marketing resources, etc., have been utilized to serve the plan
for ‘Israel’ being the regional great power. How has this been
done? What is the outcome of the past forty years?

In the case of ‘Israel’ it is impossible to ignore the decisive
role of the external factor which has guaranteed the necessary
quota of: (1) human resources, especially highly skilled; (2)
constant capital influx, leading to a high level of capitalization
which would be impossible through internal accumulation;
(3) marketing facilities, leading to the semi-integration of
‘Israel’ into the world imperialist market under extremely
favorable conditions, confirming that ‘Israel’ has been dealt
with as if it were part of the imperialist center, not a peripheral
state.

No one argues against these facts. Yet the question has not,
so far, received the deserved amount of attention. Besides, it
continues to create confusion among many of those who are
concerned about how ‘Israel’ has made use of these resources,
and how it has invested this aid in the service of its own project
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which is linked to and in harmony with the general imperialist
project.

1. FINANCIAL RESOURCES

Between 1950 and 1984, ‘Israel’ was flooded with financial
resources estimated at 92,000 million dollars at 1980 prices;
more than two-thirds of this was from the USA, followed by
Federal Germany and the World Zionist Organization, and
finally aid, grants and credits from various imperialist states.
In the same period, a sum of 94,000 million dollars, also at
1980 prices, was invested locally. This shows that the influx of
money from abroad was not wasted on consumption or non-
productive activities, but went towards capital accumulation.
This capital investment amounts to one-fourth of the gross na-
tional product, which is one of the highest ratios in the world.
Thus we reach the important conclusion that increased security
burdens have not prevented ‘Israel’ from building a developed
economic base, according a fourth of its national product for
the purpose.

Going further into the details of how these huge sums have
been used, we discover that 64,000 million dollars, two-thirds
of the total, have been invested in fields which are characteriz-
ed by productivity, mechanization and the like, while the social
sector - individual possessions and housing - has not taken
more than one-third of capital accumulation. This led to a high
degree of capitalization in the various productive sectors.

- In agriculture for example, 18% of the land was irrigated in
1949, rising to 50% by 1984. There were 1300 agricultural
machines in 1949, but 29,900 in 1984. The amount of water
consumed by each Israeli is 260 liters per day, compared with
60 in the West Bank.

- Electricity production rose from 464 million kilowatts in 1950
to 129,000 million in 1984, more than one-third of this being
used in industry.

- In the industrial sector, 15,000 million dollars were invested
from 1950 to 1984; 11,000 million dollars of this went for
modern technology. The ratio of investment in technology to
overall capital investment rose from 13% to 15% in the sixties,
and to 21.3% in the eighties. The concentration of investment
in technology reached a record high; an estimated average of
50,000 dollars is invested per worker.

2. HUMAN RESOURCES AND SKILLED
LABOR

Parallel to the intensified capitalization of the Israeli
economy, available labor power has been used extremely effi-
ciently. This applies both to new immigrants, mostly highly
skilled, and to the use of science to raise the standards of the
local labor force. It has entailed the creation of new fields and
new ways to benefit from female labor as much as possible,as
well as employing Palestinians to do low-paid, unskilled jobs,
which the Israeli laborer refuses to do; the latter tries to be
employed in fields requiring skills and expertise.

In the period of 1948 - 1984, there were 1.75 million im-
migrants; 1.4 million of them settled in ‘Israel’. In the years
1974-1984, 25-31% of immigrants of working age had high
qualifications. According to available information, some
49-65,000 people with high qualifications arrived in ‘Israel’
from 1955 to 1984. Out of these, 18-26,000 were engineers, and
10-13,800 were physicians. The years 1972-1984 witnessed the
greatest influx of highly qualified immigrants. While the
number of immigrants in the years 1972-84 was 35% of all
1955-84 immigrants, they accounted for 70% of all the



engineers and physicians who immigrated to ‘Israel’ from 1955
to 1984. These figures simply meant a total gratuitous revolu-
tion in the structure of labor power in ‘Israel’ with great effects
on the formulation of Israeli perspectives in both economics
and supreme strategy.

Moreover, Israeli educational institutions were continuously
being expanded and developed, turning out thousands of
graduates annually. Among those over 14 years of age, those
with 16 years or more of education were 3.6% in 1961, 4.1% in
1970, 7% in 1975, 8.5% in 1980, and 9.8 % in 1984. This means
that scientific potential increased threefold at least.

One of the most important results of both educational
development and the internal population structure is the in-
crease of the labor force which reached 37% of the total
population. (The comparable figure was 22% in Palestine in
1948). This is a high percentage, having been pushed up by ex-
tensive employment of women: 67.5 women per 100 men in
1984, as opposed to 52 in 1972, while among Palestinian Arabs
the comparable figure was 17.5 in 1984. One of the most
significant effects of greater employment of women is the
transfer of 112,200 persons from non-productive consumption
to productive areas. This also compensates for the great
amount of labor unproductively employed for security pur-
poses. This number is nearly equal to the number of imported
Palestinian Arab laborers. In 1984, 125,000 Palestinians from
the territories occupied in 1967 were employed in ‘Israel’. This
enabled Israeli planners to redistribute labor among the dif-
ferent economic branches, directing Israeli laborors towards
higher-level production, while absorbing the Palestinians at the
bottom of the production scale.

3. MARKETING FACILITIES

Having managed to guarantee the influx of financial and
human resources, and employ them according to a scientific
plan that aimed at supreme strategic objectives, how has
‘Israel’ succeeded in solving the problem of marketing? Three
methods are apparent:

First is expansion of the home market through natural
population increase as well as immigration. The increased rate
of capitalization and employment contributed to increasing the
demand for goods and services, activating the economic cycle.
Moreover, ‘Israel’ resorted to the familiar method of inflation
to change the population’s tendency to save into another type
of social behavior - that of converting their income into stable
goods. ‘Israel’ has dealt with the consequences of stagnation
through inflationary policies which are well-known in the
capitalist economies.

Second is expansion of the market by colonial means,
through occupation. It has become known that ‘Israel’, on the
eve of the 1967 war, was facing its first serious structural
economic crisis - the crisis of overproduction, having just
completed a comprehensive industrialization program carried
out with the reparations paid by Federal Germany. The ter-
ritories occupied in 1967 constitute one-fourth to one-third of
the Israeli market itself. They are secure markets, almost
monopolized by ‘Israel’ which dominates 90% of their imports
(amounting to 637.5 million dollars in 1984, while only 50.9
million dollars in 1968). The trade deficit between ‘Israel’ and
the 1967 occupied territories has grown from 36.7 million
dollars in 1968, to 442.1 million in 1984, in favor of ‘Israel’.
This covered 17.5% of the total Israeli trade deficit in 1984.
The territories occupied in 1967 are the biggest single importer
from °‘Israel’ after the USA. Their economic value, in this

sense, ¢an be compared to that of the main world trade blocs,
because they absorbed 33% and 39% of what was absorbed by
the EEC and the USA, respectively, in 1984.

Third is Israeli integration into the imperialist market.
‘Israel’ has managed to enter international markets under the
most favorable conditions and at a pace which matched the
development of its economic structure. The imperialist states
treated ‘Israel’ as part of the center. As a result of the excep-
tional facilities granted, the Israeli economy made additional
leaps. From 1974 to 1984, the value of Israeli exports to the
EEC increased from 698 million dollars to 1890 million
dollars, i.e., a 170% increase, while its imports increased by
only 73. The facilities provided by the USA contributed to the
increase of Israeli exports to the US market by 445% in
1974-1984, while its imports from the USA increased only
135%.

Simple calculation shows that the practical results of the
agreements between ‘Israel’ and the imperialist world were
further increases in Israeli exports amounting to 1614.5 million
dollars. Of this, 932 million dollars worth was through US
facilities, while 682.5 million dollars worth was through
European facilities. This total figure amounts to one-fourth of
Israeli exports to all parts of the world. It is 253% of total
Israeli exports to the territories occupied in 1967, i.e., the
Israeli agreements with the EEC and USA have had the same
importance as the 1967 war, as far as Israeli exports were con-
cerned.

We can conclude that ‘Israel’ has managed, during the last
decades, to make the utmost use of the abundant influx of
financial and human resources from abroad, and to benefit
maximally from the marketing facilities afforded. ‘Israel’
remoulded its supreme strategy accordingly, not only in the
military sphere, but in the comprehensive framework of the
power concept, which is based on economy, technology,
science, etc. This reformulation led to revision of the priorities
of the internal economic structure whereby industry occupies a
leading position, and electric and electronic industries have in-
creasing importance in total industrial output (17.2% in 1982,
instead of 4.3% in 1965). In addition there was intense con-
centration of labor; 1.5% of industrial firms employ 45.3% of
the industrial labor force. Labor productivity more than tri-
pled from 1950 to 1984.

All this will lead to the reemergence of the marketing pro-
blem in the Israeli economy which is already approaching the
limits of available outlets. This reinforces the belief that
‘Israel’ will force a normalization of relations on its Arab
neighbors, peacefully or by aggression, or by a combination of
the two.

Having seen the extent of modernization and development in
the Israeli economy, are we exaggerating when we say that the
theory of the strong chain has already been applied in ‘Israel’?
Does anyone of us still doubt that the enemy’s concept of
power has long ago surpassed the military field to include all
the economic, social, scientific and technological spheres. Are
we going to take all these aspects into consideration when
outlining our supreme strategy, whether protracted people’s
war or the plan for strategic balance? Or will we remain
prisoners of outdated conceptions about the enemy? Careful
consideration of the significance of the above-cited figures,
about the real economic situation in ‘Israel’, renders it
necessary to think deeply about the enemy, as well as about our
strategy of comprehensive confrontation against its supreme
strategy and plans. | 2
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four decades of state terror, massacres, murder, displacement,
annihilation, etc.

The above-mentioned socioeconomic and strategic
achievements of the enemy provided the basis for important
changes at the political level. Great changes took place in the
political thinking, and more important changes took place in
the weight of the different Israeli political forces. Although the
concept of «Greater Israel» is repeatedly referred to as a prac-
tical possibility by the Zionist leaders, the first goal of further
expansion remains to be the full absorption of the territories
occupied in 1967. The difference between the two poles of the
Israeli political spectrum - Likud and the Labor Alignment - on
this point is only differing evaluations of Israeli capability to
enact this absorption, its capability to convert ideology into
policy and actually apply this policy. All this occurs in an in-
ternal political atmosphere which is shifting towards the ex-
treme right, and of actual policies for gradual realization of

«Greater Israel» by building formidable power and fully ab-.

sorbing the Palestinian and Arab territories occupied in 1967.

This leads us to comment briefly on the most salient features
of the current political life in ‘Israel’ and their relation to the
changes that have taken place in the structure of this entity:

First: Splits and mergers have been historical phenomena in
the Israeli political parties. The new thing is that splits occur in
the ranks of the ‘left’ in favor of the right, as seen in the last
electoral lists for the Knesset.

Second: The game of ‘doves’ and ‘hawks’ in the Israeli par-
ties is an old one. The new element is that key positions steadily
shift to the ‘hawks’ at the expense of the ‘doves’.

Third: Political life is imcreasingly concentrated in the big
blocs; two of the fifteen party lists in the present Knesset oc-
cupy more than two-thirds of the seats. The situation has been
almost the same since 1969.

Fourth: The settler population increasingly takes part in the
elections; 80% of registered Jewish voters voted in the last
elections.

Fifth: The political weight of the right has increased. In the
first years after the establishment of the Israeli state, the right
was weak in comparison to the Zionist ‘left’. Then the gap
began to diminish, reaching equlibrium, and in 1977, the right
won over the ‘left’. In 1984, equilibrium was restored. In spite
of the present equilibrium, the trend is still in favor of the
right, because there is a large reserve of right-wing parties and
extremist religious groups to resort to in times of crisis, as
Shamir has repeatedly threatened to do.

Sixth: The electoral weight of the non-Zionist forces among
Israeli Jews is very small. In the last elections, the Communist
Party (Rakah), which draws the bulk of its votes from Palesti-
nians, got only 5,800 Jewish votes, i.e., 0.3% as against 36%,
34.7% and 1.3% for the Labor Alignment, Likud and Rabbi
Kahana, respectively.

Seventh: The vote for the religious parties rose until reaching
a peak in 1961; then it stabilized in the last two rounds at 11%
of the Jewish vote.

Eighth: The weight of the Oriental Jews in the Knesset has
steadily increased to 31 seats, as compared to eight in 1961.
Two-thirds of the Oriental Jewish members of the Knesset were
on the lists of the Labor Alignment or Likud, not the explicitly
Oriental lists, such as Tami which got only 1.5% of the votes.

Ninth: The representation of Palestinian Arabs is weak,
compared to their real numbers. They constitute 10.5% of the
population but occupy only 5.8% of the Knesset seats, a
percentage which had not increased since 1965.
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Tenth: In the last five years, the phenomenon of the «peace
camp» has emerged in ‘Israel’ in a noteworthy way, due to the
criminal policies of the Zionist enemy in Lebanon and the oc-
cupied territories, in addition to a number of internal and ex-
ternal factors which cannot be discussed here. Although this
phenomenon is important, it is not a decisive break with the
foundation which governs Israeli policies. At least at present, it
can by no means be considered a solid attitude to be depended
on.

Reviewing the political life of ‘Israel’ shows that the changes
that have occurred go parallel to a series of socioeconomic and
strategic developments. Parallel changes have taken place in
the demographic situation. The separate immigrant groups
which constitute the population have progressively shifted
away from their respective small entities to be integrated in a
broader social entity. This development is due to material fac-
tors provided by the policy of controlling the social and educa-
tional gaps, etc., that separated the different groups of the
Jewish population of ‘Israel’.

The most significant feature of Israeli political life remains
to be the expansion of the social base of the right, in contrast to
that of the Zionist ‘left’ which kept receding. Needless to say,
the terms ‘right’ and °‘left’ in Israeli politics have the same
ideological content. The main difference between them con-
cerns Israeli capacity to convert the ideological slogan into a
political one, and whether to publicly proclaim their real goals.
Long experience has shown how essentially identical the op-
posing poles in Israeli political life are in terms of the strategy
and ultimate aims of the Zionist project. It has also proved that
differences were confined to the immediate political
framework and only concerned the means to be adopted for
achieving common objectives. The typical example which
proves this is that there is a consensus on the invariables of
remaining opposed to Palestine - the name, the people, the
cause, the revolution, the organization (the PLO), the
legitimate rights, etc. This is very clear in the program of the
basic Zionist parties, where Palestine appears as the total
negation of the Zionist concept.

This point is even clearer in the respective foreign policies
pursued by the main poles of Israeli political life against the
forces of liberation, progress, peace and socialism on both the
Arab and international levels. These policies arc extensions of
their internal policies which remain based on Zionism in theory
and practice, fitting in with world imperialism in general, and
the latter’s most reactionary and aggressive circles in par-
ticular.

*x * *

We have presented a brief picture of the most salient
tendencies and changes in the Zionist entity over the last forty
years. We have tried to point out the more important ones. We
by no means pretend to have covered them all. We have tried to
pay special attention to the sources of strength at the disposal
of this entity, since our intent is to contribute to refutation of
the simplistic, superficial attitude whereby various qualities
and descriptions are attributed to ‘Israel’ with no attempt at
scientific understanding. In our view, refutation of such an at-
titude constitutes the first condition and the prelude to building
a comprehensive Palestinian-Arab-international strategy of
confrontation. o






Algiers in 1987. PLO officials were
quick to attribute the document to the
personal initiative of Bassam Abu
Sharif, leaving an air of unclarity
around the PLO’s position in interna-
tional circles, and disturbing Palesti-
nian national unity.

The PLO Central Council, meeting
in Baghdad from July 31st to August
3rd, alleviated this situation by adop-
ting a resolution against any statements
that do not reflect the official PLO
position.

DISTORTING REALITY

Aside from compromising basic
Palestinian principles and the unity
among the organizations in the PLO,
this document distorted the facts before
international public opinion which it
purported to address. The most basic
distortion was equating ‘Israel’ with the
Palestinians, thus blurring the distinc-
tion between the oppressors and the
oppressed. If Palestinian and Israeli
interests in peace are equivalent, why
then has ‘Israel’ initiated four major
wars in addition to innumerable bomb-
ing raids and mini-invasions, while the
Palestinian liberation movement’s
employment of violence has been aimed
at addressing the wrongs inflicted by
Israeli aggression and expansion in
these wars? These are not just realities
of the past. Rather, the ever augmented
militarization of the Israeli economy
makes aggression a structural im-
perative of the state, as are arms sales
to reactionary forces around the globe,
participation in the US’s Star Wars
program, etc.

If the document attempts to make a
separation between the average Israeli
and the government, it still misses the
mark. Opinion polls over the years and
today show a rather solid public con-
sensus for the state’s aggressive acts.
The first notable exception occurred
during the war in Lebanon; it occurred
because of unprecedented Israeli losses
in the face of the resistance of the
Palestinian and Lebanese masses and
fighting forces. Today, the majority of
Israelis concur with the army’s heavy-
handed tactics for beating down the
popular uprising in the occupied ter-
ritories, despite the broad international
outcry against the army’s policy of
shooting to kill, breaking bones and
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tear-gassing to death. Some cracks in
the consensus have occurred. Most
significant is the conclusion that the
occupation of the West Bank and Gaza
Strip is counterproductive, reached by
over 250 reserve officers grouped in the
Council for Peace and Security, led by
General Aharon Yariv, former head of
military intelligence. This group reach-
ed this conclusion after half a year of
uninterrupted Palestinian uprising.
Clearly, experience shows that cracks in
the Israeli concensus are made by
struggle, not by offering unwarranted
concessions, based on illusory
premises.

The document toys with reality on
two other basic points. The first of
these is the distinction between Judaism
and Jews on the one hand, and Zionism
and ‘Israel’ on the other. (In fact, only
20% of Jews in the world live in
‘Israel’.) Making this distinction has
always been crucial for creating
broader understanding of the nature of
the Middle East conflict and the
Palestinian cause. The PLO has, for its
part, defined itself as a mnational
movement, i.e., it represents the
Palestinians regardless of their faith. In
the early seventies, the PLO launched
the concept of a democratic, secular
state in Palestine, devoid of
discrimination on religious or racial
grounds. Yet with its ramblings about
«the Jewish people», this document
returns the discourse to the Middle
Ages, before the separation of religion
and statehood, which is now standard
in democratic societies all over the
world. This is a major concession to
Zionism which has worked to equate
Judaism with nationality, in the in-
terests of its colonial project.

The other crucial truth toyed with by
the document is the oneness of the
Palestinian people and their cause. By
failing to mention the Palestinians’
right to repatriation, the document ig-
nores those Palestinians who have been
forced into exile by the repeated waves
of Zionist aggression, beginning in 1948.
A concurrent fault of the document is
that the referendum it proposes would
be conducted only among Palestinians
present in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip, again shunting aside over half the
Palestinian people. This is in addition
to the fact that such a referendum is at

best superfluous, since the PLO is
recognized as the Palestinian people’s
sole legitimate representative; even
among forces antagonistic to our cause,
this is widely acknowledged, if only off
the record.

The Palestinian liberation movement
- and democratic Israelis - would be
better served by a realistic assessment
of what must be done to bring peace to
the Middle East. In fact, the PLO is in
possession of a realistic peace proposal
as was clearly specified in the resolu-
tions of the 18th PNC, held in Algeria,
in April 1987:

«8. To support the convening of an
international conference with full
authority under the auspices of the UN
and on the basis of its resolutions
related to the Palestinian cause. This
conference is to be held in order to deal
with the Arab-Zionist conflict and its
core, the Palestinian cause. The con-
ference shall be attended by the five
permanent members of the Security
Council. The PLO shall participate as a
full, independent party, on an equal
footing with the other parties, because
the PLO is the sole legitimate represen-
tative of the Palestinian people, as
stated in the Arab summits’ resolu-
tions. To uphold this form of interna-
tional conference.»

OLD—NEW TACTIC

Bassam Abu Sharif and whoever else
may have formulated this document are
well-aware of these issues. Careful
reading reveals that the document in
reality addresses neither international
public opinion nor the Israeli citizenry,
but rather the US administration. Why
else does it take pains to concur with
the US view of an international con-
ference as an umbrella for direct talks
between ‘Israel’ and the Palestinians?
Again, the document veils actual Israeli
policy in illusions, saying that the
Palestinians agree that no outside party
should impose a settlement. Do the
authors of the document really not
know that the reason the Israeli leaders
object to a fully empowered interna-
tional conference is that they don’t
want to be confronted with the PLO
and the legitimacy of Palestinian na-
tional rights which are recognized by
the majority of countries in the world,
as evidenced at the UN.






the occupied territories, Palestinian and
Lebanese revolutionaries had escalated
their armed struggle. By early May,
eight attacks had been launched against
the Zionist state from South Lebanon,
in contrast to ten such attacks in the
whole of 1987.

‘Israel’ was quick to react to the new
prospects for the liberation struggle.
The first week of May, it launched a
major new attack on South Lebanon,
sending 2,500 troops, backed by tanks
and helicopters out of the ‘security
zone’ to engage in clashes with
Lebanese patriots, especially around
Maidun. The Israeli troops came within
a few miles of Syrian army positions in
the southern Bekaa Valley. Obviously,
the real intent of the operation was to
send a signal to Lebanon and Syria,
that ‘Israel’ would not tolerate an in-
crease in nationalist struggle.

‘Israel’ escalated its aggression on
Lebanon with a double purpose: Ho-
ping to pacify its nothern front in order
to concentrate its military might on
crushing the Palestinian uprising,
meanwhile pressuring Lebanon to opt
for a president who would not hamper
Zionist aims. By late August, ‘Israel’
had staged fifteen major bombing at-
tacks, most targetting Palestinian
presence in the Sidon area, but also
hitting Lebanese villages. Pressure was
accentuated with the reinforcement of
Zionist troop strength in the occupied
border zone, and almost daily shelling
of Lebanese southern villages by the
Israeli army and their allies, the South
Lebanese Army.

SOUTH BEIRUT

Meanwhile, the conflict between the
two militias, Amal and Hezbollah, over
control of the southern districts of
Beirut was resolved. Unable to main-
tain its positions, Amal evacuated its
forces to South Lebanon in an agree-
ment whereby Syrian troops were
deployed to maintain order in southern
Beirut. This was a further move
towards pacification of West Beirut,
i.e., removing the militias from the
streets, in preparations for the an-
ticipated elections. It was intended as
part of the effort to enforce a similar
situation in East Beirut, whereby the
Lebanese Army would replace the
Lebanese Forces’ control.
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Of course, the part of this plan con-
cerning East Beirut never materialized.
Instead, the settlement in the southern
districts set a precedent which could be
implemented in a different spirit in the
Palestinian camps, depriving Palesti-
nians of their right to self-defense and
to participate in the liberation struggle.
The inter - Palestinian fighting in the
Beirut camps provided a golden oppor-
tunity to those forces envisioning such
moves to end Palestinian revolutionary
presence in Lebanon.

A PALESTINIAN WAR?

The initial fighting between the Fatah
Central Committee and Provisional
Leadership forces had ended with the
expulsion of the latter from the Beirut
camps. The other Palestinian
organizations, in coordination with
their Lebanese nationalist allies, stood
against this fighting from the beginn-
ing. They formed a follow-up commit-
tee to work for a ceasefire and for
resolving the conflict through
democratic means. The ceasefire ar-
ranged by this committee provided for
the Fatah Provisional Leadership to
veturn to its offices in the camps.
However, this option was not heeded
by the Provisional Leadership which
began shelling the camps from posi-
tions outside. This finally forced the
evacuation of Fatah Central Committee
loyalists to Ain Al Hilweh camp, near
Sidon. On this basis, the Provisional
Leadership re-entered Shatila and Burj
Al Barajneh camps, but without a shred
of popular support for this dirty war.
On the contrary, Shatila was left almost
totally destroyed, and Burj Al Barajneh
heavily damaged, with most residents
of both tamps having fled the shelling.

The physical darnage only tells half
the story. Most serious is the political
implications of this round of fighting.
While the uprising in the occupied ter-
ritories had opened a new phase for the
Palestinian national struggle, new
chances for internal unity and for joint
Palestinian-Lebanese struggle, this
camp war preoccupied the Palestinian
revolution, detracting from its efforts
to take advantage of the new oppor-
tunities. In Call no. 21, the United Na-
tional Leadership of the Uprising ac-
cused the Fatah Provisional Leadership
of betraying the Palestinian cause and

stabbing the uprising in the back.
Already, the shelling of the camps had
been broadly condemned. The PFLP
and DFLP issued a joint communique
holding the Provisional Leadership
responsible for the destruction of
Shatila.

Unfortunately, this war did not end
with the end of the shelling. The Fatah
Provisional Leadership continues to try
and impose its hegemony on the camps,
including the formation of a joint
security force under its own leadership.
However, all but two Palestinian
organizations have refused to par-
ticipate in this. The PFLP, DFLP,
Palestinian Liberation Front, Popular
Struggle Front and Palestinian Com-
munist Party are in agreement that all
organizations be allowed to operate in
the camps. The Fatah Provisional
Leadership, however, has not heeded
this consensus. On the contrary, in
early August, they attacked four offices
of the PFLP in Burj Al Barajneh,
evoking a mass demonstration against
this act.

Despite these setbacks, the follow-up
committee continues to work for the
formation of a security force represen-
ting all Palestinian nationalist
organizations, that could stabilize the
situation, ensure the right of all to work
among the masses and reconstruct the
camps as soon as possible. Finding a
democratic inter-Palestinian solution is
important not only to salvage the
situation in Shatila and Burj Al Baraj-
neh, but to ward off the repetition of
this tragic war in Ain Al Hilweh or
other camps. It is also necessary to
ward off the attempts of antagonistic
forces trying once again to attack the
camps, as already began happening
when Amal resumed harassing Palesti-
nians in the camps of the Tyre area in
early August.

Putting a decisive stop to inter-
Palestinian fighting is only the first step
to rebuilding the Syrian-Palestinian-
Lebanese nationalist alliance needed
for escalating the battle against the
Zionist occupation. It is likewise a
prerequisite for the Palestinian revolu-
tion to play its role as a main base of
Palestinian struggle, to complement the
vanguard role currently being played by
the Palestinian masses under occupa-

tion. ()












Moscow

From September 6th to 9th, a PFLP delegation paid an official visit
to Moscow on the invitation of the Central Committee of the CPSU
and the Afro-Asian Solidarity Committee.

The PFLP delegation was headed by
Comrade George Habash, general
secretary; Abu Maher Yamani, Polit-
bureau member and head of the
political relations department; and
Omar Shahada, Central Committee
member. The delegation held a series of
meetings with Comrade Korninka,
member of the CPSU Central Com-
mittee and first deputy of the interna-
tional relations department of the Cen-
tral Committee; Comrade Bulyakov,
head of the Mideast department of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs; and Com-
rade Kapita, head of the Afro-Asian
Solidarity Committee.

The talks focused on the most pro-
minent issues on the Palestinian, Arab
and international levels, in particular
the important developments in the
Palestinian national struggle led by the
PLO. Both parties expressed great ap-
preciation of the heroism of the
Palestinian people, their steadfastness
against all the Zionists’ repressive
measures and their determination to

continue the uprising until the
achievement of their goals.

Both parties condemned the policy of
repression and terrorism being practic-
ed by the occupation authorities against
the Palestinian masses. In this light, the
PFLP delegation confirmed the
necessity of international protection for
the Palestinian people in the occupied
territories. Such international protec-
tion would be supervised by UN troops
for an interim period, in preparation
for convening a fully empowered in-
ternational conference.

The Soviets confirmed their support
for the heroic and just struggle of the
Palestinian people, their uprising and
their national goals of self-
determination and the establishment of
an independent state under the leader-
ship of the PLO, their sole, legitimate
representative. The PFLP delegation
expressed deep gratitude to the Soviet
leadership and people for their support
to the struggle of the Palestinian people
and the uprising

On September 8th, Comrade George
Habash held a press conference at the
Moscow headquarters of the Afro-
Asian Solidarity Committee, which was
attended by many Soviet and foreign
journalists. The journalists’ questions
concentrated on the uprising and the
Palestinian options after the Jordanian
regime’s measures. Concerning how the
PLO will face the new situation, Com-
rade George Habash said that the Ex-
ecutive Committee of the PLO has held
a series of meetings and will hold more
in order to define its response towards
the recent situation. The Executive
Committee’s proposal will be presented
at the coming session of the PNC. He
explained the options open to the PLO.

Concerning the Soviet stand on these
options, Comrade George Habash said,
«We had the feeling that the Soviet
comrades are thinking and trying to
evaluate with us the positive and
negative points of each of these op-
tions... They are interested in maximal
unity of the Palestinian and Arab
stand... Through our historic relations
with the Soviet comrades, we feel that
they are leaving the final decision to
us... They know that our cause is just;
in spite of the disagreement with their
viewpoints, they are supporting us.» @

Romania

In response to an official invitation from the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of Romania, a PFLP delegation visited
Bucharest from June 28th until July 5th.

The PFLP delegation was headed by
General Secretary George Habash, and
included Politbureau member Abu
Maher Yamani and Central Committee
members Taysir Qubaa and Tareq
Hussein. The delegation had a series of
important talks with Romanian party
and state officials, covering issues of
mutual interest on the Palestinian,
Arab and international levels. Also
discussed were ways to consolidate the
bilateral relations between the Roma-
nian Communist Party and the PFLP.

MEETING WITH
PRESIDENT CEAUSESCU

The delegation’s most important
meeting was that with President
Ceausescu, which was also attended by
comrade Jon Stiwan, member of the
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Political Executive Committee of the
Romanian Communist Party, respon-
sible for foreign relations. President
Ceausescu warmly welcomed the PFLP
delegation and expressed his readiness
to hear their opinions. Dr. Habash then
expressed appreciation of Romania’s
support to the Palestinian cause. He
went on to analyze the causes and aims
of the current uprising in occupied
Palestine, and the ways of maximizing
its political results. He confirmed that
the uprising, while raising the banner of
independence and freedom, aims at the
withdrawal of the occupation forces
and securing the presence of interna-
tional forces in the occupied territories,
as a step towards achieving the
legitimate rights of the Palestinian
people to repatriation, self-

determination and an independent
state. Dr. Habash stressed that a just
solution can be found through a fully
empowered international conference.
For his part, President Ceausescu
showed great interest in the question of
maximizing the political effects of the
uprising. He welcomed the results of
the Algiers Summit and asserted the
necessity of convening an international
conference and the establishment of a
Palestinian state. In his view, the main
conclusion to be drawn from the upris-
ing is that the Palestinian people want
to rid themselves of the occupation as
soon as possible. He stressed the im-
portance of the PLO’s unity, as the sole
legitimate representative of the
Palestinian people, and reiterated
Romania’s support to the Palestinian
cause. In conclusion, the two parties
expressed satisfaction with the.
development of their bilateral relations
and their desire to further consolidate
them.
o



Solidarity Conferences

.
Benghazi, Libya

EMERGENCY WORLD CONFERENCE IN SOLIDARITY WITH THE PALESTINIAN POPULAR

UPRISING IN THE OCCUPIED TERRITORIES — BENGHAZI, LIBYA

The Benghazi Emergency World Conference «appeals to all democratic national and international

organizations, solidarity and peace movements, eminent personalities and world public opinion to give a

new, fresh, more powerful impulse to all forms of assistance to the Palestinian Popular Uprising in the
occupied territories under the leadership of the PLO - so as to bring them relief and thus respond ade-

quately to their sacrifices, determination and confidence in final victory» (final declaration).

On June 14th, 250 delegates from 60
countries, among them Christian
Democrats, members of socialist and
communist parties, as well as solidarity
committees from all Western Europe,
adopted a 10-point program in
solidarity with the uprising of the
Palestinian people in the Israeli oc-
cupied West Bank and Gaza Strip.

The program of action stressed the
inalienable rights of the Palestinian
people to national independence, and
demanded the convening of an interna-
tional Middle East conference under
the auspices of the UN, with the par-
ticipation of the PLO, the sole
legitimate representative of the

Palestinian people. It stressed the
urgency of developing coordinated na-
tional and international campaigns. It
demanded that governments and in-
ternational institutions exert concrete,
effective pressure on ‘Israel’ for the
immediate release of all political
prisoners, an immediate stop to torture,
expulsions and the destruction of
Palestinian homes. The program of ac-
tion called for the adoption of sanc-
tions and boycott measures against
‘Israel’ in the economic, cultural and
tourism spheres, until it agrees to abide
by the UN resolutions concerning the
treatment of the civilian population. It
demanded that the Western powers,

especially the US, stop supplying
‘Israel’ with offensive weapons and
nuclear equipment. The conference
took upon itself the task of providing
material aid in the form of food,
clothes and medical supplies, 0 the
Palestinian population of the occupied
territories. Sending an international
solidarity ship with humanitarian aid
was proposed.

The two-day conference gave the
delegates the opportunity for intensive
discussions and exchange of experience,
as well as contacts with a high-ranking
PLO delegation, headed by Yassir
Arafat. ®

AAPSO, Nicosia

The International Meeting in Support
of the Palestinian Uprising sponsored
by AAPSO was held in Nicosia, from
28-30 June, 1988. Delegations from
Asia, Africa, Europe and Socialist
countries, as well as international and
regional organizations, and the
representatives of the U.N. Committee
on the Exercise of the Inalienable
Rights of the Palestinian People,
eyewitnesses from the occupied ter-
ritories, Israel and the AAPSO fact -
finding mission to the occupied ter-
ritories (which was harrassed and
maltreated by the Israeli authorities)
took part in the meeting.

The President of the Republic of
Cyprus gave an audience to all the par-
ticipants in the meeting.

The participants discussed the dif-
ferent aspects of the unbearable condi-
tions of the Palestinian people in the

occupied territories. They extend their
full support to the valiant uprising
against the Israeli occupation forces.

The participants express their con-
viction that the crux of the Middle East
problem lies in the solution of the
Palestinian problem - recognition of
their right to self - determination and
independent statehood. They demand
the complete withdrawal of the Israeli
forces from the illegally occupied
Arab-territories.

They condemn the consistent viola-
tion of the Israeli Zionist rulers of all
wnternational norms and their rejection
of all the peace initiatives made by the
United Nations and the international
community.

The participants examined the
documents and facts presented at the
meeting by the eyewitnesses who had
visited the occupied territories. They
condemn the indiscriminate firing at
the defenceless civilian people. They

were shocked to hear testimonies about
the methods of torture pursued by the
Israeli armed forces and police against
the Palestinian people. Hundreds of
Palestinians were killed, thousands
wounded and mutilated and scores of
thousands detained in concentration
camps under horrible conditions where
they are subjected to all kinds of tor-
ture. Several are buried alive and a
large number of children as well as
young and old people are subjected to
«bone-breaking». Collective punish-
ment is applied on entire towns and
villages while places of worship,
hospitals, and educational centres are
stormed. The Israeli forces and police
also use gas to kill scores of women and
children. They close down all press in-
stitutions in the occupied territories,
detain scores of journalists, demolish
hundreds of houses and expel a large
number of citizens from their country
and homes. All this is being carried out P
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according to a systematic policy which
is no less repugnant than the notorious
Nazi practices.

The crimes of the Israeli authorities
rose to the peak with the assassination
of the prominent Palestinian leader,
Abu Jihad, in Tunisia at the hands of
the Israeli gang - in violation of the
sovereignty of an independent state - on
the direct orders of the Israeli govern-
ment.

Crimes are also being perpetrated
against the Palestinians in Lebanon.
The villages in southern Lebanon and
the Palestinian refugee camps are the
target of repeated Israeli shelling.
Scores of members of the National
Lebanese Movement and Palestimans
in Lebanon are under detention. The
meeting expressed solidarity with the
Lebanese National Resistance Front in
its struggle against Israeli occupation,
and with the Lebanese people in their
struggle for a full and unconditional
withdrawal of the Israeli forces from
the occupied Lebanese territories in
accordance with the U.N. Security
Council Resolutions No. 425, 508 and
509.

The meeting condemns all attemps to
divide the Palestinian people as this
only serves the Zionist enemy. The
meeting calls for working by all means
and ways to safeguard the Palestinian
refugee camps in Beirut and southern
Lebanon.

The participants express their strong
condemnation and most vehement

anger at such brutal practices and ap-
paling crimes. They believe that such
acts are directed against humanity at
large and represent a flagrant violation
of human rights. They demand that the
criminal act must be denounced and the
criminals must be severely punished.

They deplore that the US Govern-
ment condones the persistent occupa-
tion as well as the acts of violence and
repression perpetrated in the region by
Israel, and provides Israel with all
forms of material, moral, military and
political support. They denounce the
strategic alliance between Israel and the
USA.

The participants affirmed that a just
and lasting peace in the region, would
only be realized if Israel withdraws
completely from all the occupied Arab
territories, and if the legitimate rights
of the Palestinian people-including
their right to self-determination,
repatriation, and the establishment of
an independent Palestinian state on
their soil-were recognized. This would
have to be realized through an interna-
tional peace conference which would be
convened under the auspices of the UN
and in which all concerned parties - in-
cluding the PLO, the sole and
legitimate representative of the
Palestinian people - would participate
on a basis of equality.

The participants affirmed that all
people under custody or arrest as well
as all prisoners - who stood up against
the Occupation and all Israeli Nazi

practices in the Occupied Territories -
must be released. They salute all forces
and individuals who are struggling in-
side Israel against the Occupation.
They call for an end to all arbitrary ac-
tion and brutal practices perpetrated
against the Palestinian people, and ap-
peal to all people -in Israel (who love
freedom, democracy and peace) to
vigorously endeavour to end the
massacre of the Palestinian people
(which has reached the level of genocide
and constituted a serious violation of
all international laws and norms) and to
enlighten young people in Israel on the
serious implications of military service
in the Occupied Territories.

They appeal to all peace and justice
loving peoples, governments and forces
to vigorously denounce and condemn
the brutal Israeli practices perpetrated
against the Palestinian people. They
demand that all kinds of material,
moral and political support be offered
to the Palestinian people and their
valiant uprising, and that it should be
channelea through the PLO - thereby
enabling the Palestinian people to
steadfastly resist the Zionist expan-
sionist thrust and realize the goal of
their struggle, namely, freedom and
independent state of Palestine.

The participants express their sincere
thanks and gratitude to the people and
government of Cyprus for their warm
hospitality. They express their full
solidarity with the struggle of the
Cypriot people.

Sanaa, North Yemen

From June 11th to 14th, one hundred Arab intellectuals, writers and
artists gathered in Sanaa, North Yemen, for «The Meeting of
Thought and Art to Support the Popular Revolution in Palestine.»

One participant commented that it
felt like a reunion: «Suddenly we felt
that we were capable of regaining our
language.» He was referring to the fact
that the conference assembled a group
of people who had met and discussed
daily in Beirut prior to 1982, only to be
dispersed into new exiles after the
Israeli invasion, and their cultural ties
disrupted.

This reunion was created by the
uprising which demonstrated the
necessity of starting cultural and in-

36

tellectual work of a new kind, because
the Arab culture had suffered a setback
after the experience of Beirut, being
absorbed to a great extent into the
framework of the Arab regimes.

The conference concentrated on four
issues:

1. The necessity of reestablishing the
revolutionary atmosphere which was
generated in the Palestinian arena after
the 1967 defeat, but then besieged after
the catastrophe of Beirut. With the

uprising, this atmosphere has been
renewed.

2. Understanding fully the lessons of
the uprising, especially its dimensions
of democracy and national unity. The
United National Leadership of the
Uprising is a genuine national front
grouping all around a single defined
aim.

3. Giving new meaning to cultural work
as a practical experience in line with the
movement of history.

4. Discovering the full dimensions of
the long Palestinian struggle against the
Israeli occupation. The successive
stages of this struggle bear evidence
that it will continue and remain the
main issue in the Arab world.






An End to Regional Conflicts?

The effects of the disarmament talks between the Soviet Union and
the US are not confined to the northern hemisphere. Rather the new
atmosphere of detente is making itself felt around the world,
involving national liberation movements and newly independent

countries to a crucial degree.

Less than one year after the signing
of the INF treaty in Washington, the
progress made in the US—USSR
dialogue and disarmament process is
having a positive impact on the resolu-
tion of regional conflicts. A prime ex-
ample is the Geneva accords between
Afghanistan, Pakistan, the Soviet
Union and the US. A new element was
introduced into the attempts to resolve
the conflict in Central America with the
ceasefire and talks between the revolu-
tionary Sandinista government and the
contras.

The latest advance towards peace has
been made in Southern Africa, where
negotiations between Angola, Cuba,
South Africa and the US resulted in an
agreement for South African
withdrawal from Namibia, and Cuban
withdrawal from Angola. SWAPO’s
president, Sam Nujoma, termed this
the most important stage for Namibia’s
independence. However, subsequent
talks have shown that South Africa is
looking for excuses to delay its
withdrawal, while the US refuses to
stop funding UNITA’s dirty war
against Angola.

UN—sponsored peace processes are
also underway concerning the Western

Sahara, Cambodia, Cyprus, and the
Irag-Iran war. Added to this are the
Soviet-Chinese talks which, although
they have a different character, are also
related to this process, especially con-
cerning Cambodia.

Each of these conflicts has its own
character and specific features which
must be taken into account if a truly
just solution is to be found. However,
there are also common features among
a number of these conflicts. The com-
monality is most apparent in the cases
of Angola, Nicaragua, Afghanistan
and Cambodia, where US-imperialism
and other reactionary powers have
sponsored counterrevolutionary forces
to fight new progressive governments.
In each of these cases, it is the pro-
gressive government in question which
initiated and sustained the peace drive.
The other impetus for peace came from
socialist countries offering to withdraw
the troops they had sent to support new
progressive governments. In the interest
of peace, the Soviets are withdrawing
from Afghanistan; Cuba has agreed to
withdraw from Angola in line with the
peace agreement; and Vietnam has of-
fered to do likewise in relation to
Cambodia.
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In all these cases, it is US imperialism
and its local allies who are blocking
progress as seen in continued US
military aid to the Afghani rebels, and
US encouragement of the contras’
sabotage of the first round of talks with
the Sandinistas. Nonetheless, despite
local differences, obstacles and set-
backs, a new process is underway,
primarily related to the new interna-
tional atmosphere generated by the
Soviet peace offensive. This has forced
the Reagan Administration into a posi-
tion of detente.

Since the Reagan-Gorbachev summit
in Moscow, progress in the direction of
negotiated settlement has been most
obvious in places where the Soviet
Union or one of its allies plays an im-
portant role. This confirms the impres-
sion that the USA’s new and partial
readiness to resolve regional conflicts is
to a great extent related to the new at-
mosphere of detente prevailing on the
international scene. Concerning
regional conflicts, the Reagan Ad-
ministration has behaved in basically
the same way as it does on disarmament
questions: The Soviet Union and other
progressive forces take initiative, while
the Reagan Administration has to be
dragged along. The US has shown new
readiness to agree on bilateral
disengagement and stand as guarantor
for agreements, but this applies to con-
flicts where the contra-war it is suppor-
ting cannot be expected to achieve
decisive victory, and where it does not
have to relinguish interests defined as
vital. What the US administration has
been forced to give up in those cases is
the possibility of causing more harm to
the other side.

In the Gulf, Middle East and Central
America, where the USA has staked out
so-called vital interests, the same






European front or other fronts.

It was these extreme dangers which
the Soviet peace offensive set out to
counter, and under its impact, some
changes in US policy can be detected as
referred to earlier in this article. At the
same time, there is still reason to doubt
Washington’s intentions. As noted by
Ricardo Ribera of the FMLN/
FDR — El Salvador, «It has to
show itself whether the US is ready to
make steps in this direction (of solving
regional conflicts). It is possible that
the US will try to reduce detente to
relations between them and the Soviet
Union,while increasing their aggression
against the revolutionary countries and
liberation movements in the so-called
third world. Declarations of the Pen-
tagon, announcing higher spending for
conventional weapons as well as the in-
tensification of the dirty war - called
today the ‘strategy of low intensity
conflicts’, make us fear that this is the

course taken by US imperialism.»

Similar reservations were expressed
by Nicaragua’s president, Daniel
Ortega, at the end of June, about the
fate of Sapoa,the provisory ceasefire
agreement between the Nicaraguan
government and the contras, signed on
March 23rd: «Sapod has been declared
dead by the US. Shultz’s trip to Central
America at the end of June was meant
to create new conditions to continue the
military aggression against Nicaragua.
A direct intervention by US troops is
still among the options.»

A report issued in Washington on
January 18th, entitled Discriminate
Deterrence, adds credence to such
fears. It was written by the commission
on integrated long-term strategy,
chaired by former secretary for defense
policy, Fred Ikle, a well-known super
militarist. The report recommends a
shift in focus from Europe to «US
security interests» in Asia, Africa and

Latin America. Forecasting that the
‘third world’ will play a greater role in
the US war strategy, the commission
recommends increased mobility for US
intervention forces and more extensive
and flexible US engagement in areas of
crisis. It also recommends increased
«security aid» for pro-US regimes and
contras trying to destabilize revolu-
tionary governments. Published five
weeks after the signing of the INF trea-
ty, the report also contains a broadside
attack on arms control and disarma-
ment.

Right now, the proposals of this
commission do not fit into the political
landscape, because of the strong public
opinion for disarmament in Europe and
partially in the USA. However, it is
conceivable that this proposed strategy
will influence the foreign policy of the
coming president, and it is obviously
more likely to influence Bush than
Dukakis. o

Ceasefire in the Gulf

The beginning of direct talks between Iraq- and Iran at the UN’s
Geneva headquarters on August 25th, five days after a ceasefire went
into effect in the Gulf, raised hopes for ending the grueling, eight-
year war. It also heralded the possibility of a new stage in the struggle
against Zionist and imperialist aggression in the Middle East.

Iran’s July 18th announcement that
it would abide by the UN ceasefire
resolution no. 598 was mainly due to
the military losses incurred by its forces
over the preceding year. It was also a
reflection of the new tendency in the
Iranian government to be more con-
scious of the need for bettering rela-
tions with other countries. Iran hopes
to use improved regional and interna-
tional relations in the negotiations to
counterbalance its disadvantages in the
military outcome of the fighting.

As of this writing, it is impossible to
predict the outcome of the Geneva
talks. There is every reason to an-
ticipate that they will be protracted with
issues of contention ranging from the
international border between the two
countries and control over the Shatt Al
Arab waterway, to political prisoners.
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It is not our purpose here to go into the
details of the issues to be negotiated.
However, progressive forces
everywhere must have a general posi-
tion that questions which involve com-
pensation between the two countries
should not be resolved in a way that in-
flicts more hardship on the population
of either Iraq or Iran. The two peoples
have already suffered enough for their
respective governments’ decisions to
begin and then to pursue this war.

One can, however, discuss the im-
plications of the ending of this war in
terms of how this will impact on the US
military presence in the area on the one
hand, and on the Arab-Zionist conflict
on the other.

‘ISRAEL’ OPPOSES PEACE

‘Israel’ stood alone in all the world,

being the only state to express mainly
negativ: reactions to the possibility of
ending the Gulf war. The Israeli foreign
ministry did issue a prefunctory state-
ment on August 10th, welcoming the
ceasefire. However, the Zionists’ real
position was more accurately reflected
in Israeli radio broadcasts and the
press, quoting officials who expressed
worry about what an end to the war
would mean, especially the possibility
of Iraq rejoining the Arab confronta-
tion front. As AP reported on July
22nd, «Israeli defense officials on
Wednesday stepped up warnings about
the potential threat of an Iragi army
left idle by a ceasefire in the Gulf war...
‘If there is an eastern front of Syria,
Iraq and Jordan, with the assistance of
Saudi Arabia, the armored force facing
Israel would be equal to the number of
tanks of all NATO countries,” Defense
Minister Yitzhak Rabin said in Israeli
radio.»

This was a typical Zionist appeal for
more military aid, trying to restore the
image of ‘Israel’ as besieged by over-
whelming enemy forces, a myth that
has been irrevocably destroyed by the
Israeli response to the Palestinian
popular uprising. Intense debates in the
Israeli cabinet and Knesset followed the
Iranian decision for a ceasefire, and



there is no wonder that the Israeli
leadership is disturbed by the prospects
of peace in the Gulf. Not only does the
Zionist state stand to lose an outlet for
its arms industry; it loses a primary
device for deflecting both attention and
resources away from the battle against
its own illegal existence, occupation
and aggression. As the most prominent
Israeli military commentator, Zeev
Schiff, remarked, «If the Iraq-Iran war
stops, this means the end of eight fat
years for Israel.»

US MANEUVERING

The US welcomed the end of the war,
but this does not mean that its real
position contradicts that of its Israeli
ally. Rather, the US has broader in-
terests to pursue in the region and is
following a different set of tactics in the
diplomatic arena. Under the impact of
the Soviet global peace offensive and its
own scandals, the Reagan Administra-
tion has found it opportune for the UN
to have a role vis-a-vis the Irag-Iran
conflict. So, to preface its diplomatic
maneuvering, the State Department
responded to the ceasefire by terming it
«a major triumph for the president’s
foreign policy,» while other US of-
ficials credited the US war fleet with
having had a decisive impact on the
Iranian decision.

In fact, the US position is double-
edged for the possible end of the war
has both pro’s and con’s from the im-
perialist vantage point. On the one
hand, the US had reason to rejoice that
the war will probably end with a «no
winner - no loser» stalemate. The two
combatant countries have been ravag-
ed, leaving no dominant regional power
1o challenge strategic US control of the
oil fields. The end of the war might also
lead to the stabilization of the
Egyptian-Saudi-Jordanian-Iraqi
alliance in a way which would bolster 8
reactionary status quo in the region.

On the other hand, the end of the war
would remove the rationale for exten-
sive US military presence in the area,
and the administration will have to find
new excuses. Still, there are signs that a
partial scale-down is deemed better
anyway to avoid disasters that might
lead to public pressure for bringing the
troops home. US imperialism surely

prefers to use the situation to try and
reassert its old alliance with Iran, by
working to change the Iranian leader-
ship or encouraging so-called moderate
elements within the present govern-
ment. The Israeli leadership, inciden-
tally, has similar intentions.

Significantly, the Iranian decision
followed close on the heels of the big-
gest single US crime committed in the
Gulf to date - the July 3rd shooting
down of the Iranian civilian airliner by
the USS Vincennes, killing all 290
passengers. In retrospect, it appears as
a classical example of gunboat
diplomacy with the US trying to scare
Iran into submission. In this connec-
tion, one should view the article in
Newsweek, July 18th, by Henry Kiss-
inger, the notorious former US
Secretary of State:

Citing US goals of «freedom of
navigation» in the Gulf, preventing
«Soviet domination» and preserving
«the territorial integrity of friendly
states,» Kissinger noted: «Fundamen-
tally, there are few nations in the world
with less reason to quarrel and more
compatible interests than Iran and the
United States. Though the shah came to
symbolize the friendship between the
two countries in the 1970s, those in-
terests did not depend on him. They
reflected political and strategic realities
that continue today. This unfortunate
accident may provide the occasion to
reopen a dialogue with Teheran. As
part of the process, the United States
could agree to pay compensation to the
families of the airline victims - but put
the money into escrow until there is a
ceasefire in the Iran-Iraq war and
American hostages in Lebanon are
released.»

When Iran was on the offensive, the
US entered into an alliance with Iraq;
now it is planning how to put both
countries in a new form of dependency.
In this light, one can evaluate the State
Department’s condemnation of Iraqi
use of chemical gas as «totally un-
justified and abhorent,» just before the
US Congress approved economic sanc-
tions against Iraq for the same reason.
While the use of chemical weapons
against the Kurdish people - or anyone -
merits only condemnation, one cannot
but doubt US intentions in view of its
selective imposition of sanctions

whereby pro-US regimes committing
comparable crimes are often shielded.
The US measures are less due to con-
cern for the Kurdish people than a
threat to Iraq not to rejoin the con-
frontation front against ‘Israel’.

AN OPPORTUNITY

The possibility of ending the Irag-
Iran war creates new objective condi-
tions in the area, which could influence
the course of the Arab-Zionist conflict
and the regional balance of forces. It is
indisputably to the advantage of the
Palestinian and Arab national cause,
and in line with long-standing calls
from progressive nationalist forces for
mobilizing all resources against the
main enemy. It has removed all excuses
for diverting attention from the main
struggle or from the main current
question of supporting the Palestinian
uprising.

Taking full advantage of the new
possibilities requires a political decision
on the part of the two combatants in the
war, and on the part of all the regimes
that have aligned themselves in accor-
dance with this war rather than the
struggle against Zionist aggression. The
pivotal point here is whether the Arab
nationalist regimes can seize the chance
to make a strong, new nationalist front
which would limit Israeli aggression
and US maneuvers in the area. Forming
such a front would entail resolving the
conflict between Iraq and Syria, and an
Iraqi decision to rejoin the Arab con-
frontation front. Unfortunately, until
now, the Iraqi regime has capitalized on
the ceasefire with Iran to launch an in-
tense attack on the Kurdish people.

The prospect of ending the war also
raises the question of democracy with
new urgency. Whereas the war provid-
ed an excuse for internal oppression in
both Iran and Iraq, and in a number of
neighboring countries, its end will give
new space for raising the popular
demands for democracy and economic
justice.

All peoples of the area welcomed the
end of the war. The stand taken by each
government as to what to do in the
aftermath will provide a yardstick for
assessing their commitment to the Arab
national cause and its core, the
Palestinian question, and the struggle
to end Zionist occupation. ]
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