











Two Sides of the Same Coin

On April 10 an Israeli carrying an
Uzi machine gun approached four
Palestinians on a Jerusalem street in the
old city, and opened fire at close range
without provocation. Mohamad
Shawish, 25 years old, was killed in-
stantly when he was hit with seven
bullets in the head and chest, and his
three companions were seriously
wounded.

A newly-formed Israeli Jewish ter-
rorist group calling itself Sicarii claim-
ed responsibility for the attack.

A few days later Nadir Dana,
15 years old, was shot to death by an
Israeli settler in Hebron (Al Khalil).
The killer, Ben Lulu from the nearby
Kiryat Araba settlement, was detained
for two days and then released.

A few days after that incident a
seven-year-old Palestinian boy was
kidnapped by a settler from Neve
Yaacov (located in the West Bank town
of Beit Hanina) and sexually assaulted.
The boy identified the assailant as a
man with a beard wearing a Yamaka (a
cap worn by religious Jews).

On April 13, a new massacre was
carried out by Israel adding to the long
list of massacres which began with the
formation of the terrorist Jewish
groups even before the establishment of
the state of Israel.

This time the massacre was commit-
ted against the population of Nahalin, a
village 13 kilometers west of
Bethlehem, which -incidently was the
site of a previous massacre at the hands
of the same perpetrators.

One of the victims was a 17-year-old
paraplegic boy in a wheelchair. Three
days after the Nahalin massacre, the
formation of the «rapid intervention
force» was announced by settlers in the
occupied territories,Uri Ariel,chairman
of the council of settlers in the West
Bank and Gaza, said that many units of
the force are already in existence and
more are being formed. He added that
the Israeli army «had no problem with
them.»1

According to Knesset member Yossi
Sarid, other terrorist vigilante groups

Democratic Palestine, August 1989

such as «Kulanu» (all of us) are being
formed.

The Israeli army which is itself a
conglomeration of similar terrorist
organizations which converged in 1948
to form what has become known as the
Israeli Defense Forces (IDF), cannot
but sanction the activities of these
vigilante groups, otherwise they would
deny their own heritage.

Palestinian children have not escaped
from the new wave of Israeli repres-
sion. An eight-year-old boy was shot to
death in Jabalya Camp in Gaza. During
the funeral procession, Israeli soldiers
opened fire on the mourners killing a
five-year-old boy and wounding scores
of others.

The escalation of Israeli brutality
during the month of May resulted in the
deaths of 35 Palestinians, the highest
toll in 1989.

On May 6,the first day of a three-day
Moslem holiday signifying the end of
the holy month of Ramadan, a total of
266 people were injured in Gaza alone,
most of them upon their return from
the cemetary where it is customary to
give respect to the martyrs and dead on
this holiday.

According to United Nations Relief
and Works Agency (UNWRA) figures,
the number of Palestinians injured for
the month of May in Gaza alone is
2,743,

On the backdrop of this Israeli
hysteria, Yitzhak Rabin was given yet
more powers within the «legal system»
whereby he can now detain any
Palestinian for whatever reason and
without trial for one year instead of six
months. The process of deportation has
also been shortened and expedited.

As if this is not enough, the
notorious Yitzhak Mordachai who was
formerly the military commander of the
Southern region was appointed as the
new military commander of the West
Bank.

PALESTINIAN RESPONSE

The Palestinians have held their
ground in the face of this frenzy with

even more determination to continue
the confrontation of the occupiers in
defense of their land and their own ex-
istence.

The United National Leadership
(UNL) of the intifada has finally united
with HAMAS (Islamic resistance
movement) on a program coordinating
the confrontation of the occupation,
this move led to the consolidation of
the intifada.

On May 5 Milad Antoine Shahin, a
12-year-old boy, was ordered by the
Israeli_troops to get off the streets or
else they will shoot him. Milad opened
his shirt and challenged the soldiers
refusing to obey their command. He
was shot three times in the chest and
died on the way to the hospital.

These acts of daily resistance and
sacrifice are not extraordinary. They
constitue a normal reaction by any
people under the yoke of colonization
or occupation and with the escalation
of Israeli repression and terrorism, the
Palestinian people are left with no
choice but to confront these measures.

In this context, Palestinians have
heeded the calls of the United National
Leadership of the intifada by escalating
their resistance throughout the oc-
cupied territories, which included the
destruction of Israeli military vehicles,
attacking soldiers and executing col-
laborators.

The new phase of increased Israeli
brutality began simultaneously with the
declaration of the Shamir plan, and is
part and parcel of the new «Israeli
peace initiative.»

In the words of Shamir, «We must
prove to the people of the intifada that
it is not an alternative, that we can
suppress it. we can break it.»2

The Shamir plan is in fact no more
than a camouflage of the stepped-up
brutality, it’s designed to absorb the
international criticism and condemna-
tion of its-practices, and to deflect at-
tention from the ruthlessness of the
army.

The intifada has stripped Israel of its
propaganda weapons of accusing the
Palestinians of being terrorists and >
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Ibrahim Tawil as well as the elected
mayor of Nablus, Bassam Shakaa were
targeted for assassination. Although
the mayors escaped death, they suf-
fered grave physical injury, Bassam
Shakaa lost both his legs when his
booby-trapped car exploded, eventually
the elected city councils were dissolved.

THE US POSITION

On the eve of Shamir’s visit to the US
and amidst growing international con-
demnation of Israeli violence against
Palestinians in the occupied territories,
the Bush administration was anxiously
awaiting an «Israeli peace initiative» in
order to justify its continued support
to Israel, and its veto of UN Security
Council resolutions critical of Israeli
practices, and particularly after
Sheverdnadze’s visit to the region and
the declaration of the Soviet peace in-
itiative which is viewed by the US as a
threat to its longstanding monopoly on
Middle East politics.

The Bush-Shamir meeting on April 6
resulted in agreement on the following
principles: that the present situation
should not continue, the intifada must
be halted, negotiations must begin as
soon as possible, these negotiations
could include Egypt, Jordan, Israel and
the Palestinians, and that the Palesti-
nians who will participate in these
negotiations can be either appointed or
elected from the West Bank and Gaza.

In reply to President Bush’s state-
ment in support of «Land for Peace»,
Shamir chided the idea claiming that
the territories occupied since 1967 are
essential to Israel’s security.

James Baker who according to the
International Herald Tribune has used
«the bluntest language ever used by a
senior US official» before over 1,000
members of the American Israeli Public
Affairs Committee (AIPAC), called on
Israel «to lay aside once and for all the
unrealistic vision of a greater Israel.»3

Baker went on to say that Israel
should not annex the West Bank and
Gaza, stop the settlement activity, and
allow schools to reopen.

These statements and other
statements by the Secretary of State to
the effect that Israel must be prepared
to some day negotiate with the PLO in
addition to the US-PLO dialogue and
the meeting between the US am-
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bassador in Tunis and Abu Iyad, the
second man in Fateh after Arafat, do
not indicate an intrinsic change in US
Middie East policy.

Hours before the Bush-Shamir
meeting was convened, ABC network
announced the results of a nation-wide
survey in which eight out of ten
Americans favored the inclusion of the
PLO in the negotations for a settle-
ment.

Nevertheless the US administration
remains adamantly opposed to the par-
ticipation of the PLO in the interna-
tional peace conference, and against the
national rights of the Palestinian peo-
ple.

Despite the superficial difference
between Israel and the US administra-
tion, the bottom line is that they are
both against the recognition of the
PLO, and the establishment of a
Palestinian state.

THE PALESTINIAN
REACTION

The official Palestinian response
came from the Executive Committee of
the PLO on May 15 in a statement
which described the Shamir plan as a
«means to deceive world public opinion
and consolidate the occupation.»

The statement added that there is in-
ternational consensus that a just and
lasting peace necessitates a realistic
solution based on the recognition of the
Palestinian people’s right to self-
determination, and national in-
dependence within the framework of an
international peace conference, and
that any interim proposals should be
part of a comprehensive plan which
would lead to the achievement of a just
peace. The PLO’s representation of the
Palestinian people and the establish-
ment of an independent state are not
negotiable.

Subsequent statements by PLO of-
ficials did not rule out elections, but
stressed the need for withdrawal of
occupation troops, international
supervision and that elections be
part of a comprehensive plan which
would lead to the realization of
Palestinian national rights, before such
elections could be held, for there is a
contradiction in holding free elections
under occupation.

The United National Leadership of

the intifada (UNL) has also rejected the
Shamir plan, declaring in its calls that
«the Shamir plan is rejected by the
Palestinian people and their united
leadership... the plan is designed to
bypass the international peace con-
ference.»? A statement was signed by
83 Palestinian leading personalities re-
jecting the Shamir plan, they inciude
union leaders, political leaders, clergy,
educators and elected officials.

A group of prominent Palestinians
including Dr. Sari Nusaibeh and Ziyad
Abu Ziyad were invited to meet with
Dennis Ross in Jerusalem after his
meeting with Shamir, they chose in-
stead to send a letter to the US Council
General criticizing the plan. The letter
noted that the Shamir plan is aimed at
deceiving and misguiding the Israeli
and world public opinion, it ignores the
central issue of the Middle East con-
flict: the legitimate national rights of
the Palestinian people to self-
determination, a state, and the right to
choose their representative which is the
PLO.

The Shamir plan is a vain attempt at
reincarnating the defunct Camp David
agreements which were categorically
rejected by the PLO and the Palesti-
nians inside and outside the occupied
territories, therefore the plan was dead
from the moment it was born.

Shamir is aiming through this plan to
achieve the following: to put an end to
the intifada, find an alternative to the
PLO, ignore the national rights of the
Palestinian people, bolster the position
of Shamir within Likud, counter the
Palestinian peace initiative which has
received worldwide support with the
exception of the US, silence the
criticism of Israel especially from the
European community who are pressing
Israel to accept the international peace
conference as a framework for a com-
prehensive settlement in the region,
cover up for the escalation of repres-
sion, and to revive the Jordanian op-
tion which King Hussein himself has
annulled when he severed Jordan’s
administrative and legal ties with the
West Bank.

Israel’s leaders embarked on an in-
tensive campaign to promote the plan
which took Shamir, Rabin and Arens to
the US, Britain, Spain, Germany, Italy
and other countries only to come back | 2

11



empty handed. Moreover, the Euro-
pean Parliament meeting in Madrid put
its weight behind the Palestinian peace
initiative, by calling on Israel to put
forth a comprehensive peace plan.

Inside the US the pro-Israeli lobby
group-the American Israeli Public Af-
fairs Committee has been engaged in a
desperate attempt to salvage the
deteriorating Israeli image in America.
Their latest efforts have resulted in
recruiting 9 US senators who sent a
letter to Secretary of State James Baker
calling on the administration to give
unequivocal support to the Shamir
plan. Subsequently President Bush sent
a letter to Shamir expressing his con-
tinued support of his plan. It’s ironic
that the Shamir plan receives more
support inside the US Senate than the
Israeli Knesset.

On July 7 the Likud Central Com-
mittee held its long-awaited meeting to

discuss the Shamir plan amidst threats
by Shamir that he will resign if the
Likud bloc does not ratify his plan.

The opposition, headed by Ariel

Sharon along with Yitshak Modai and -

David Levy won the battle and changed
the plan which was approved by the
government by adding new provisions
toit.

Shamir did not resign but Labor’s
leadership bureau adopted a proposal
to the party’s central committee which
recomends the withdrawal from the
coalition government. The proposal
cites that «there is no room under these
circumstances for the continuation of
the government.»$

The proposal was introduced by the
party chairman Shimon Peres and was
passed by a vote of 45 to 2. The central
committee meeting will take place dur-
ing the month of August.

Shamir in an attempt to placate the

NS
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Labor party, said that as far as the
government is concerned there will be
no changes in his plan.

On the other hand the US ad-
ministration is worried that if in fact
Labor does withdraw from the
government it will lead to the collapse
of the Shamir plan, which would
strengthen Sharon’s position within
Likud. Sharon is on the roll, and if the
present trend continues, he will try to
push Israel into an openly fascist socie-
ty which will in turn erode any hopes
for peace and push the region on a
course of destruction. ()

1 Ha’aratz, April 10
2 Ha’aratz, April 21

3 International Herald Tribune, May 23
4 UNL Call No. 39, translated by the PFLP Cen-
tral Information Department, 1989

Associated Press, July 11
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Cooperation between the new Germany and a renewed
volkishnational Hebrium would be possible, and the
establishment of the historical Jewish state on a national and
totalitarian basis bound by a treaty with the German Reich
would be in the interest of a maintainéd and strengthened
future German position of power in the Near East. (Quoted in
Yizraeli, The Palestine Problem in German Politics 1889 - 1945
(Hebrew), Bar Ilan University, Ramat Gan, 1974)

Proceeding from these considerations LEHI offered to actively
take part in the war on the side of Germany.

In 1943 Yitzhaq Gruenbaum, head of the World Zionist
Organization/Jewish Agency rescue committee made the
following statement:

And in this time in Eretz Israel there are comments: ‘Do not
put Eretz Israel in priority in this difficult time, in time of
destruction of European Jewry’. I do not accept such a saying.
And when some asked me: ‘Can you not give money from
keren ha-yesod [the Zionist Foundation Fund designated to
fund Jewish settlement in Palestine] to save Jews in the
diaspora’ I said: ‘No’. And again I say: ‘No’... I think we have
to stand before this wave that is putting Zionist activity into the
second row... I think it is necessary to say here: Zionism is over
everything. (Gruenbaum, In the Days of Destruction and
Holocaust (Hebrew), Haverim Publishing House, Tel Aviv,
1946)

Those sections (mainstream or otherwise) of the Zionist
political leadership, who were motivated by such ideological
perspectives, were willing to compromise and betray their own
people in order to promote the totally unworthwhile political
programme of the establishment of a Zionist Jewish state in
Palestine. They were also the sections of the Zionist leadership
(both labour Zionist and revisionist Zionist) that spearheaded
the birth of the state of Israel. A leadership that was willing to
act in this way against its own people in order to secure unwor-
thy Zionist political aims would not hesitate, and, indeed, did
not hesitate to perpertrate war crimes against another people,
namely, the Palestinian Arab people, if deemed necessary to
secure these aims.

I am an anti-Zionist Israeli Jew. My position vis-a-vis the main
body of Israeli Jewish society is analogous to the position of a
white citizen of the Republic of South Africa who is a public
opponent of apartheid. The Palestinian peace initiative at-
tempts to reach for a peaceful solution of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict through the establishment of an indepen-
dent state of Palestine alongside the state of Israel, where there
will be Arab citizens of the state of Israel and Jewish citizens of
the state of Palestine, subject to UN Charter and all UN
resolutions. By every standard, moral and political, I regard
the Palestine Liberation Organization to be a superior
organization to the World Zionist Organization. And I regard
Yasir Arafat to be a better President of the Arab and Jewish
citizens of the state of Palestine than Haim Herzog as Presi-
dent of the Jewish and Arab citizens of the state of Israel.

The PLO peace initiative will rightly expose you as Prime
Minister and your government for what you are: staunch op-
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ponents of the rights of the Palestinian people as endorsed in-
ternationally since 1947 in all UN resolutions, including the
resolutions that give legitimacy to the establishement of the
state of Israel alongside the state of Palestine. You and your
government refuse to concede to the Palestinian people any of
their internationally sanctioned rights to national territory in-
dependence and sovereignty. Your visit to the UK aims to
make sure that the PLO peace initiative comes to nothing.

It remains for anti-Zionist Israeli and non Israeli Jews like
myself to raise their voice and tell the truth loud and clear:
Given the continued occupation by Israel of the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip since 1967, and, given your policies as Prime
Minister of the government of the state of Israel, war against
your government, like war against the government of the
Republic of South Africa, is justified. It may be the only
realistic means to force the state of Israel to submit to the
norms of justice and universal humanity as embodies in inter-
national law and codified in UN Charter and resolutions.

How sad.

Uri Davis (Dr)

1 A Highbury Grove Court

Highbury Grove

London N5 2NG

Dr Uri Davis is Honorary Research Fellow in Palestine Studies
at the Department of Politics, University of Exeter; an ex-
patriate Israeli Jewish academic and anti-Zionist activist of
dual Israeli and UK citizenship; author and associate author on
the question of Palestine (eg Israel: An Apartheid State and,
The Jewish National Fund). His forthcoming book The State
of Palestine will be published by Mansell.
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The Arab Summit

The agenda of the extaordinary Arab
summit held in Casablanca, Morocco
on May 23-26, 1989, centered on three
main issues: the Palestinian question,
the Lebanese crisis and the Irag-Iran
dispute. The most prominent event in
the summit, however, was the official
return of Egypt to the Arab league
which took place even before the
summit assembled when Egyptian
Foreign Minister Ismat Abdul Majid
joined a foreign ministry meeting one
day prior to the opening night. The last
time Egypt was present in an Arab
foreign ministers’ meeting was in
February, 1979 in Kuwait which was
convened due to the break out of
fighting between the two Yemens.

All efforts to agree on who would
represent Lebanon in the summit fail-
ed. For the first time since the first
Arab summit in 1964, Lebanon’s seat
remained vacant despite the fact that
Lebanon’s file was being reopened for
the first time since 1982,

CASABLANCA: EGYPT’S
SUMMIT

In his opening speech, King Hasan II
of Morocco particularly welcomed the
return of Egypt to the Arab League and
neglected any mention of the Palesti-
nian uprising in the occupied ter-
ritories. After his short speech, King
Hasan II called on President Mubarak
to address the summit. Although there
was much discussion about whether
Egypt should even attend the opening
session, Mubarak insisted upon
delivering a speech. Mubarak com-
menced his long speech by saying,
«... in the past years, Egypt was the
present absentee, due to your con-
tinuous efforts and sincere nationalist
feelings which was clear through the
exchange of uninterrupted visits and
contacts!» Mubarak also called on the
Arab leaders to agree on a joint peace
plan based on the Fez plan approved in
1982. He emphasized that all Arab
states should be committed to the prin-
ciple of non-interference in the internal
affairs of each other. In the major part
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of his speech, however, Mubarak con-
centrated on issues of peace, prosperi-
ty, development and scientific
technology, in addition to the threats of
natural catastrophies. Meanwhile, he
ignored addressing the confrontation
with the Zionist enemy and Israel’s
colonialist schemes in the area.

Concerning the Palestinian question,
Mubarak confined his speech with
reiterating support of the Palestinian
people’s right to resist the occupation
and to choose the suitable path to
achieve their goal, without any mention
of the Palestinian uprising.

As far as his position vis-a-vis the
Lebanese crisis, Mubarak said that he
allies with the Lebanese people of all
sects and confirmed the necessity of the
withdrawal of all «foreign troops»
from Lebanon, and to enable the con-
stitutional institutions to fully practice
their legal powers.

Egypt’s unconditional official com-
eback to the Arab League was not a
surprise and was not even subject to
discussion in the summit. Today, the
Arab states discovered that the decision
they had taken 11 years ago in Baghdad
to boycott Egypt was the wroiig deci-
sion. In 1978, this decision was con-
sidered the minimum platform for
Arab consensus in confronting the most
dangerous turning point in the history
of the Arab-Zionist conflict since the
1967 defeat. Yesterday’s minimum
platform has become extremism today,
and Egypt-still entangled with the
Camp David Agreements officially
comes back to assume its place in the
Arab League. We say «officially»
because Mubarak made it clear in his
speech that the Baghdad summit
resolution was never implemented in
reality. Needless to say that the best
Arab summit resolutions were those

that were never implemented. One ex-
ample is the resolution of the first Arab
summit in 1964 concerning the forma-
tion of a united Arab front in order to
confront Israel’s plan to detour the
Jordan River. A better example is the
decision taken in the last Arab Summit

(Algeria, 1988) that mandates that the
Arab states provide all needed finan-
cial, political and media support to the
Palestinian uprising.

Egypt’s official comeback is not
astonishing since the 1987 Amman
Summit took a decision allowing
bilateral relations between any Arab
state and Egypt. Sure enough, most
Arab states rushed to resume their
relations with Egypt after the above-
mentioned summit. Of course this is
not to say that these relations did not
exist before the decision. Many Arab
capitals have had covert political and
economic relations with Cairo even
during Sadat’s regime and some
became overt after his assasination.

Egypt’s comeback was precedented
by an earlier one, also in Casablanca, in
January 1984 when the Islamic Sum-
mit, also headed by King Hasan II, re-
awarded Egypt its membership in the
Islamic Conference Organization. This
is to note the role of King Hasan II-
the sponsor of the Camp David regime
in the area-in orchestrating the scenario
we are witnessing today.

Clearly, Egypt’s official return to the
Arab League is an indication of many
things. Firstly, the level of deterioration
in the Arab officialdom in the past
decade, compared to the threat of the
Camp David Agreements not only to
Egypt but to the Palestinian cause, the
Arab world as a whole and the future of
the Arab-Zionist conflict. Secondly,
this return sets a precedent for allowing
future violations of invariable prin-
ciples such as violating Arab consensus,
particularly when detrimental issues are
involved. As well as, the transforma-
tion of a national struggle to a
political or a border struggle between
Israel and each Arab state and
therefore giving the right of each state
to seek its own suitable solution.
Thirdly, there is no doubt that Egypt’s
return was a diplomatic victory for the
US and Israel. Israel can now cross over
the Egyptian bridge to the entire Arab
world.

If one is in doubt about how some P
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confirmed the Arab resolutions in
regards to Pan-Arab solidarity in order
to aid Lebanon to resolve its dilemma,
and to end the long suffering, achieve
national reconciliation among all par-
ties and support the Lebanese
legitimacy based on reconciliation.

The summit confirmed the formation
of a committee composed of King
Hasan II of Morocco, King Fahed of
Saudia Arabia, and President Shadli
Ben Jadid of Algeria. This committee
has complete authority to achieve the
goals approved by the summit for solv-
ing the Lebanese problem. The com-
mittee will make the necessary contacts
and take the suitable steps in order to
create the proper atmosphere for call-
ing the MP’s to discuss the political
reforms document, hold presidential
elections, and form a national recon-
ciliation government. This should be
completed within six months max-
imum. The summit expressed will-
ingness to convene after this period if
there is a need to review what has been
achieved, and put forth further steps.
The summit also decided to support the
Lebanese efforts on the international
level for ending the Israeli occupation
in South Lebanon in addition to sup-
porting the Lebanese state’s total
sovereignty over all Lebanese soil, in
order to maintain its security and
stability using its.own forces.

The summit denounced the Israeli
occupation of Lebanese lands and
condemned the continuous Israeli ag-
gression in Lebanon against its
sovereignty and people. The summit
urged the UN Security Council to im-
plement resolutions 425,508, and 509
that call for an immediate uncondi-
tional, total withdrawal of the Israeli
occupation forces
lands.

The summit discussed the latest
development between Iraq and Iran
since the previous summit in Algeria.
The summit expressed its deep relief at
the halt of fighting, and the beginning
of negotiations sponsored by the UN
Secretary General for the purpose of
reaching a comprehensive, just and
lasting solution to this dispute.

Based on the summit’s conviction
that the cease-fire should be a laun-
ching point for establishing a com-
prehensive, just and lasting peace bet-
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from Lebanese:

ween Iraq and Iran, and for stabilizing
security and peace in the area, the.
summit wished to accelerate the process
of moving from the stage of cease-fire
to the stage of establishing peace,
security and stability. The summit call-
ed for exerting all efforts on the
regional, and international levels in
order to activate direct negotiations
under the auspices of the UN Secretary
General, based on Security Council
resolution 598. This resolution is con-
sidered a peace plan which guarantees
Iraq’s sovereignty over its land and
water, non-interference in the internal
affairs [of any country], the security of
the Arab Gulf and freedom of naviga-
tion in international waters and
through Hurmoz Strait for all ships
without any hindrances and according
to the sea treaty reached in the UN.

The summit confirmed its total
support to Iraq’s right to maintain the
unity and security of its lands. The
summit also confirmed its support to
Iraq’s historical rights to sovereignty
over Shat Al Arab. The summit sup-
ported delegating responsibility to the
UN to purge Shat Al Arab and to
maintain the safety of navigation
through it.

The summit viewed with concern the
tragedy of the prisoners of war that
were not released and exchanged
despite the end of military operations
since August 20th, 1988. This is a
violation of the articles contained in
UN resolution 598 of 1987, and the
third Geneva convention of 1948 per-
taining to POW’s. The summit called
upon the UN and all international
organizations and bodies to take all
possible measures for releasing POW’s
and sending them back to their
homelands and end their families’ suf-
fering immediately.

The summit praised the efforts of
the UN Secretary General, and declared
their support of these efforts that aim
at acheiving a comprehensive, just and
lasting settlement to the conflict. This
settlement will lead to stabilizing peace
and security in the Arab Gulf.

The summit paid much attention and
care to the issue of relieving Arab ten-
sion. It reiterated its conviction of the
necessity of solidarity among Arab
countries and disgarding all dif-
ferences. The summit confirmed that

collective Arab work is the only means
to confront the threats and challenges
that face the Arab nation. The summit
welcomed the establishment of the
Arab Cooperation Council and the
Arab Maghreb Union along with the
Gulf Cooperation Council. The summit
sees these regional front-like gatherings
as achieving the dreams of the past
generations, and to aid the future
generations in the struggle for
development and prosperity.

The summit confirmed the member
states’ adherence to the institutional
framework of the Arab League for col-
lective Arab work. The Arab states will
always adhere to the charter and goals
of the League. The summit expressed
confidence that the League and these
gatherings will consolidate each other
and that any gathering should be a
motive for further collective work and
for adapting the developments in the
Arab world. The summit feels that
there is a necessity to develop the ad-
ministrative and structural components
of the League, and to consider amen-
ding the charter. The amended charter
should open new horizons and include a
more comprehensive and enhanced role
for the League in collective Arab work.
The summit confirmed the necessity for
all Arab media to be committed to
ethical and national criteria and refrain
from revilement and aggravating dif-
ferences which is in accordance with the
Arab Charter of Media Honor.

The summit reiteratea its resolution
to condemn US aggression against
Libya, and to support Libya against the
continuous threats to its security.

The summit expressed relief over the
Namibian people’s victory and the
beginning of this march towards
achieving national independence.

The summit confirmed its total sup-
port with the people of South Africa
and condemned apartheid and the
alliance between the Zionist entity and
the racist Pretoria regime.

The summit reiterated its denouncia-
tion of all forms of terrorism, and con-
firmed the necessity to depend on legal
means that were approved by interna-
tional conventions. The summit con-
firmed adhering to the priciples of
justice and international legitimacy, for
defending national interests and
achieving all noble aims.
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Lebanon’s D

ilemma

The political developments in
Lebanon have pushed the conflict to a
dangerous level. This issue has created
a very complicated political situation,
forcing the last Arab summit to take
steps towards resolving the Lebanese
crisis.

Despite intense efforts by the six-man
Arab committee, which was entrusted
by the Arab foreign ministers who met
on January 12th, in Tunis, to bring
about an end to the mad war in
Lebanon, the political and military
escalation has remained in the same
cycle of violence and threatening the
country with total destruction. Aoun’s
practices and deliberate military
escalation caused the lack of progress in
the efforts of the Arab League com-
mittee that was working to resolve the
Lebanese crisis or at least to halt the
bloodletting which has swept Lebanon
since March 8, 1989. In an effort to
revive a collapsed truce that was called
on April 28, the committee arranged a
ceasefire on May 11 after more than
two months of relentless duels across
Beirut. But the truce has been violated
constantly, causing great frustration to
all .those who are looking toward
rebuilding Lebanon on a non-sectarian
basis.

The 14-year-old Lebanese civil war
moved again to the forefront of the
Arab attention when fighting broke out
on March 8 between Aoun’s troops and
the nationalist forces. For the first time
in the League’s history, Lebanon’s seat
remained vacant after an Arab
summit’s meeting of foreign ministers
failed to agree on who should represent
that country in the summit. Arab
leaders believe that inviting both Aoun
and Hoss would only accentuate the
sectarian split in Lebanon. However, a
six-man committee headed by Kuwaiti
Foreign Minister Sheikh Sabah Al
Ahmed Al Sabah had agreed to invite
them to Casablanca to present their
cases at the summit.

Lebanon’s crisis was subject of a
heated debate which threatened to
wreck the extraordinary Arab summit
held in Casablanca, Morocco on May
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23-26, 1989, and further fragment the
Arab world. Underscoring frustration
over the lack of progress in the debate,
Kuwait resigned from its chairmanship
of the six-man committee on Lebanon.
A bitter confrontation between Syria
and Iraq caused scenes of chaos over
two days of the summit.

As a result, the summit continued for
four days, longer than any previous
summit in the Arab League’s 44-year
history. After intense efforts by Arab
leaders, the summit named Morocco’s
King Hassan II, Saudi Arabia’s King
Fahed and Algerian President Chadli
Ben Jedid to work out a settlement to
the Lebanese crisis. The committee was
given six months to work out a solution
after the previous committee failed.
The summit also expressed its will-
ingness to convene after that to
evaluate the situation and, if necessary,
decide on the next steps.

THE TRIPARTITE
COMMITTEE

Hassan’s three-man committee was
charged with taking the measures it sees
fit with all concerned parties to invite
the members of the Lebanese parlia-
ment to meet, if necessary outside
Lebanon, in order to prepare a political
reform document. This document
would form the basis for national
reconciliation. To ratify the political
reform document, the Lebanese
parliament would meet in Beirut as
soon as possible. Following this
ratification, the parliament would elect
a president who would then form a
government of national reconciliation.
The committee would support the
Lebanese national reconciliation
government measures it deemed
necessary to exercise full sovereignty
over all Lebanese territory.

In its first meeting in Rabat, Moroc-
co on June 4, the committee appealed,
in a statement released by the Lebanese
daily Al Safir on June 6, for a halt to
«measures which increase inter-
Lebanese divisions and make the daily
life of Lebanese citizens even more
painful.» The statement said that the

three leaders would aim «to help the
Lebanese people restore life to all their
constitutional institutions and in-
troduce reforms in the Lebanese socie-
ty... the necessary political reforms that
would permit the Lebanese state to rally
its people in a free, democratic and just
framework.» They would try to
«restore Arab Lebanon in its national
unity, its independence, its full ter-
ritorial integrity and to restore its
authority over the whole of its national
territory by its own forces «added the
statement.

The second meeting in Wahran,
Algeria on June 27, was devoted to
evaluating the first round of contacts
and consultations of the three foreign
ministers and the Arab League’s envoy
who had been dispatched in a tour of
Syria, Iraq and Lebanon in addition to
the five permenant member states of
the UN Security Council to solicit sup-
port for efforts aimed at solving the
Lebanese crisis. In addition to reaffir-
ming the previous points contained in
the statement of their first meeting,
they expressed their «deep appreciation
to the support and high readiness to
help» which they «received on the Arab
and international levels.» In light of the
«second decisive round» of the foreign
ministers, «the members of the
Lebanese parliament would be invited
to meet outside Lebanon and in any
place they would choose to discuss and
prepare a document of the national
reconciliation. ... cease-fire, lifting all
blockades and re-opening the crossings
linking East and West Beirut would be
necessitated «before the meeting of the
MP’s outside Lebanon which will be an
«introduction for the Lebanese
parliament to meet in Lebanon,» said
Wahran’s statement. (Lebanese daily,
Al Nida, June 29)

OBSTACLES FACING THE
ARAB COMMITTEE

Following the political developments
since the emergence of the three-man
committee the Lebanese crisis has been
provided with intense Arab care, more
than any other time. It is noticeable
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gone further in escalating the situation
militarily and politically, if it had not
been for the encouragement he received
from some Arab and non-Arab circles.
The confrontation between Syria and
Iraq is another obstacle added to those

facing the Arab committee. Iraqi
Foreign Minister Tarik Aziz told
reporters after a five-hour session in the
summit: «We are still looking at the
options. The main one is for total
Syrian withdrawal. If that is not
achieved there cannot be a solution.»
(AP, May 26). After the Wahran
meeting, the Iragi News Agency
reported that a statement delivered by
Iraqi foreign ministry’s spokesman said
«if cutting off arms. deliveries to
Lebanon could help the three-man
committee, Iraq would declare its full
adherence to that.» However he
stipulated «not to exploit these cir-
cumstances by the Syrian government
and its allies... the committee has to
move quickly to ensure a cease-fire,
reopening crossings and lifting
blockades.» The committee also has
«to be firm towards any party impeding
the steps needed to achieve peace and
security in Lebanon, or trying to
sabotage national reconciliation,» ad-
ded the spokesman. (Al Nahar, July 3)

US ROLE

In a meeting with Saudi Arabia’s
Foreign Minister Prince Saud Al Faisal,
US President George Bush stated that
the committee was «met with strong,
enthusiastic support from the United
States, as it tries to be helpful in bring-
ing peace to Lebanon. That’s
something we’re very much concerned
about.» (AP, June 15)

The US government has now found it
useful to pretend that it is very much
concerned about the unsettled Lebanese
crisis, and has declared that peace in
Lebanon is a vital goal of US foreign
policy. Hovever, the falseness of US
claims is revealed by the words and
deeds of many US officials.

The advertised «strong, enthusiastic
support» manifests itself in the recent
statements of US ambassador to
Lebanon John McCarthy saying that
President Bush’s administration was
«discouraged by Syria’s failure to enter
into a dialogue with Aoun. The
Syrians and certainly the Lebanese
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Moslems should be holding dialogues
with the general rather than criticizing
him. One of our positions towards the
Syrians has been that General Aoun
certainly represents an important cur-
rent of public opinion and political in-
fluence in Lebanon.» (AP, May 31)

It seems that the US administration
has been disappointed by the outcome
of the Arab summit, since the US hoped
it would be an Arab siege aiming to
isolate and weaken Syria and the na-
tionalist forces. This dissatisfaction
emerges as a result of the Arab em-
phasis on the priorities of reform, elec-
tions and withdrawals, and the necessi-
ty of the Israeli withdrawal as a
precondition to resolving the Lebanese
crisis. So directly or indirectly the US
government encourages Aoun and the
isolationst forces in escalating the
situation and torpedoing the efforts of
the three-man committee to resolve the
crisis.

Pursuing its line in respect to Israel,
the US government overlooks that
it is thereby giving Tel Aviv a chance to
continue its aggression and consolidate
its hold on the occupied Lebanese ter-
ritory. Washington apparently follows
the traditional principle of its Middle
East policy: What is good for Israel, is
bound to be good for the United States.
It is a continuation of the old policy
based on the desire for Arab surrender
and to protect the interests of Israel.
From the US point-of-view, it is
necessary to bring the Arab countries to
their knees and to force them to accept
a settlement on Israel’s terms. Accor-
dingly, Lebanon is a proper arena to
achieve such an aim.

THE ISRAELI DESTRUC-
TIVE ROLE

Much has been said about the inter-
nal factors that led to the armed clashes
in Lebanon. It is obvious that no matter
how such internal contradictions exist
in this Arab country, and not even the
Syrian presence could lead to such
tragic consequences, if there were not
foreign forces that stood behind the
Lebanese crisis, ‘primarily Israel which
is very concerned with escalating con-
flicts between factions in Lebanon.

The ruling circles in Israel were the
biggest winners from the bloodshed in
Lebanon. The facts that prove Israel’s

fear of normalizing the situation in
Lebanon are numerous.

While efforts are being exerted
towards achieving stability in Lebanon,
Israel starts to bombard Lebanese
towns and Palestinian refugee camps in
order to further escalate tensions and
bring this country back to the tragic
and sad situation that has prevailed
since 1975. It is not mere chance that
the constant Israeli attacks.on June 1st
and 2nd, against Lebanese and
Palestinians in Lebanon coincide with
the convening of the Arab summit and
later taking decisions related to resolv-
ing the Lebanese crisis. Undoubtedly,
Israel wants to dispatch a direct
message in the form of Israeli planes,
gun-boats- and explosions of mortar
fire. Then Israel will not permit the
three-man committee to normalize the
Lebanon situation without taking its
(Israel’s) interests into consideration.
So it will carry on its ugly practices un-
til the Arabs define two things. The
first is connected with guaranteeing the
security of «its nothern borders» with
Lebanon, the second is to force the
Arab summit to recognize «Israel’s
vital interests» in Lebanon and to
create an Arab conception which op-
poses total domination of nationalist
and progressive forces because they will
threaten its security.

«Syria knows our positions... it is
also fully aware that we have legitimate
interests in Lebanon,» said Israeli
Deputy Foreign Minister Benjamin
Natanyahu. (Al Safir, June 3) This
statement is one of many examples
which shows the destructive role which
Israel plays not only in Lebanon, but in
the Middle East as a whole.

The role of Israel in the Lebanese
events is quite clear. Therefore, what
has to be done to stabilize the Lebanese
situation and resolve its crisis is to put
an end to the Israeli occupation which
is a central problem due to the Arab-
Israeli conflict and its essence the
Palestinian cause. This complication
has created an impression about the
incapability of the Arab League to
resolve the Lebanese crisis, since the
three-man committee doesn’t have the
ability to force Israel to withdraw its
forces from Lebanon, although it does
represent the maximum that the Arab
League can do. o
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US Intervention in Panama

The US is once again flexing its
muscles in Central America with a
military beef-up of US troops in
Panama. On May 11th President Bush
announced that he was sending about
2,000 additional combat troops to
Panama under the pretext of protecting
American lives, after the US-backed
opposition candidates Guillermo En-
dara, Guillermo Ricardo Ford and
Arias Calderon failed to assume power
after the May 7th national elections.

The elections were annulled by
General Noriega on May 10th due to
«the obstruction by foreigners and the
lack of tally sheets» which resulted in
the non-election of a president, two

vice-presidents and the national
assembly.
ELECTION INTERFERENCE

The US interfered in the sovereign
elections in Panama using various
means to ensure the election of the
«right» slate. Firstly, President Bush
instructed the CIA to fund the opposi-
tion candidates to the tune of $10
million. Then, Bush sent a 13-member
uninvited delegation of elected officials
to Panama to «supervise.» After the
elections the state department was
referring to the opposition candidate,
Guillermo Endara, as the president-
elect of Panama.

WHY THE US WANTS
NORIEGA OUT

There are two inter-related reasons
why the US wants Noriega out and
therefore beefed up its troops to ap-
proximately 12,000 in Panama. The
first reason is because Noriega and the
15,000-strong national defense force he
heads, challenge US imperialist in-
terests concerning the Panama canal.
Noriega has called for the over 10,000
US troops stationed in the canal zone to
go and the implementation of the
September 1977 Treaty Concerning the
Permanent Neutrality and Operation of
the Panama Canal. These two treaties,
which were signed by President Carter
and General Omar Torrijos of Panama
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and took effect in October 1979, main-
tain that Panama alone shall operate
the canal and maintain military forces
in Panama after 1999.

Additionally, until the year 2,000,
the US will operate the canal through
an independent federal agency ap-
pointed by the US president consisting
of five Americans and four Panama-
nians. Presently, the administrator is an
American and his deputy is a Panama-
nian but in January 1990 this will be
reversed. This treaty also states that the
only permissible purpose of US in-
tervention is to keep the canal «open,
secure and accessible» and that such
intervention «shall never be directed
against the territorial integrity or
political independence of Panama.»

Reaganites objected to Carter’s
agreement with Torrijos thinking that
the canal belongs to the US. Recently,
Republican leader Newt Gingrich
reiterated Reagan’s line that the US
would never cede the canal to Panama.
Therfore, for over 18 months the US
has embarked upon a campaign-overtly
and covertly-to oust Noriega and put in
his place someone who will ultimately
be willing to change the terms of the
canal treaties, since Noriega has been
the key figure favoring the return of the
canal to under its country’s control.
This waterway is extremely important
to US interests because not only does it
facilitate commercial shipping but more
importantly it enables the US Navy to
move its ships freely between the
Atlantic and Pacific oceans.

The second reason why the US wants
Noriega out is because it needs a client
government in place there to continue
to operate freely their Southern Com-
mand base which is in charge of most
US military operations in Central and
South America and is headquartered
there. This Command is imperialism’s
main military outpost in Central
America and is essential to continue
US-backed counter insurgency ac-
tivities in El Salvador and elsewhere in
the area. Therefore, with Noriega in
power, the US sees the future of this
base threatened.

SANCTIONS AGAINST
PANAMA

The US over the past year and a half
has implemented various sanctions
against this country of 2,2 million in an
effort to destabilize the country and
oust Noriega. Among these efforts in-
clude economic sanctions which have
been in place since late 1987. These
sanctions include a freeze on the
Panama canal revenues and on
Panamanian assets in the US. As a
result, Panama has suffered an
economic crisis which has reduced
output by 25%. Meanwhile, the US is
also threatening to seize the General’s
assets in the US and Europe or impose
additional sanctions like prohibiting
trade between the US and Panama
thereby squeezing the noose on
Panama’s economy and deepening
Panama’s economic crisis.

The US has also recalled its am-
bassador to Panama, Arthur Davis who
left on May 15th. At the same time, it
ordered all US citizens to move on to
the US military bases. Last year, US
courts indicted Noriega on drug traf-
ficing charges in a Florida court trying
to discredit him morally on the inter-
national level.

Other maneuvers include Bush’s of-
fering the carrot to the Panamanian
people by saying that if Noriega were to
step down from office then the rela-
tions with the US world improve
dramatically and instantly.

The US has even gone so far as to
give the green light to the Panamanian
Defense Forces to overthrow Noriega.
Bush said, «I would love to see them
(PDF) get him out. He’s one man and
they have a well-trained force.» (Inter-
national Herald-Tribune, May 18)

MILITARY BUILD—UP

Since unilateral sanctions have not
worked, the US resorted to the military
option. The over 10,000 US troops in
Panama were put on a very high state

of alert following the elections. Addi- P>

23









Committees (in the occupied
territories); and Meir Amor, an Israeli
of Moroccan origin who, under the
impact of serving in the Israeli army in
Lebanon in 1982, joined Yesh Gvul
(There is a Limit), and subsequently
refused to serve in the occupied ter-
ritories in 1988. All three of these per-
sons are involved in the field of educa-
tion.

The second panel’s topic was entitl-
ed: Convening the International Peace
Conference in Accordance with UN
General Assembly Resolution 43/176:
Implications for Israel and the US of
the Proclamation of the State of
Palestine, the Palestinian Peace In-
itiative and the Intifada. The panelists
were Mahdi Abdul Hadi, founder of
the Arab Though Forum in Jerusalem;
Margaret McCormack, political con-
sultant and former congressional aide;
and Mattityhu Peled, chairman of the
Israeli Council for Israeli-Palestinian
Peace.

Discussions on these topics were
supplemented by concrete, action-
oriented workshops. The first day’s
workshops were on the overall theme of
mobilizing public awareness in North
America, addressing specific concerns
such as:

- mobilizing support for Palestinian
children as they are the particular vic-
tims of the Israeli occupation, both in
terms of physical abuse and deprivation
of education; this workshop stressed
the need to work for permanent
reopening of the schools;

- mobilizing support for Palestinian
health services as one way of suppor-
ting the development of a Palestinian
infrastructure leading to a future in-
dependent state:

- mobilizing support for victims of
punitive violations of the 4th Geneva
Convention, i.e., those who have suf-
fered as a result of the Israeli policies of
expulsion, house demolition, summary
punishment, killing, etc; this workshop
also focused on the situation of
prisoners, torture and the unjust taxes
levied on Palestinians under occupa-
tion;

- mobilizing concern for Palestinian
workers and their conditions of work;
this workshop emphasized the impor-
tance of establishing firmer relations
between Palestinian and North
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American union movements, interven-
ing when Palestinian workers’ rights
are violated; it issued a condemnation
of the Histadrut’s discriminatory
policies.

The above-mentioned workshops
benefited from presentations by
Palestinians involved in labor organiz-
ing and in the field of health in the oc-
cupied territories, namely Hani Mohd
of the Progressive Trade Union Labor
Front, and Dr. Umayeh Kamash of the
Medical Relief Committees.

A special resolution was adopted at
the symposium on the Israeli violation
of the labor rights of Palestinians under
occupation. Special note was taken of
the policy recently introduced by Israeli
Defense Minister Rabin, ‘banning
Palestinians from the West Bank and
Gaza from entering Israel without ob-
taining a special identity card which is
refused to anyone with a record of
political activity against the occupa-
tion, for this in effect denies the right to
work in Israel to the majority of the
West Bank and Gaza population. The
resolution also noted the dehumaniza-
tion involved in the Petah Tikva
municipality’s building of a fenced
compound on the edge of Tel Aviv for
confining Palestinian laborers who are
seeking work.

The workshops on the second day of
the symposium addressed questions
related to coordinating action in North
America for the purpose of organizing
people-to-people campaigns, twinning
projects and other means of increasing
public awareness of the situation in the
occupied territories.

CUT BACK US DOLLARS TO
ISRAEL

On the background of these panels
and workshops, the symposium ratified
a declaration and plan of action which
affirmed «the inalienable rights of the
Palestinian people in conformity with
all relevant UN resolutions, including
the right to self-determination without
external interference, the right to
establish an independent state under the
leadership of the PLO, and the right of
return,» and calling for an immediate
end to the occupation. While affirming
support to the intifada, the declaration
called for an extraordinary session of
the UN General Assembly to discuss

«the protection of the Palestinian peo-
ple in the occupied territory... and
dispatch an interim international
peacekeeping force to replace the Israeli
occupying forces in order to provide
protection and ensure respect for the
human and political rights of the
Palestinian people of the West Bank
and Gaza.» The resolution expressed
special concern about «the role that
racism, both de facto and de jure, plays
in the situation and treatment of
Palestinians inside and outside the 1967
occupied territory. We are particularly
alarmed at the recently uncovered
Israeli Ministry of Interior document
directing the implementation of the
1986 (Markowitz) government com-
mission report which calls for the
eradication of tens of so-called
‘unregistered’ Palestinian villages
within the green line.»

Two political campaigns stand out
from among the various forms of ac-
tion decided upon by the NGOs. The
first is entitled Peace in Palestine and
Israel in 1989. It involves gathering a
quarter of a million signatures to be
presented to the US Congress and
White House on November 15th, call-
ing on the US to recognize the PLO and
the State of Palestine, the convention of
an international peace conference and
immediate steps to end the occupation.

The second campaign is by its nature
more long-term. It is a project aimed at
having the US government reduce aid
to Israel by an amount equal to the sum
expended by Israel to:

- maintain the belligerent occupation of
the West Bank and Gaza, including
East Jerusalem;

- maintain and expand settlements;

- violate Palestinians’ human rights;

- maintain Ansar III;

- develop and stockpile an unmonitored
nuclear arsenal; and

- provide military and financial aid to
anti-democratic states, specifically
South Africa, Chile, Haiti, Guatemala.

The idea of this campaign is first to
embark on research and education that
makes it clear to the US public how the
US funds the occupation and also the
link between US foreign aid and the
decreased funding to domestic social
programs. Subsequently, Congress will
be lobbied to reduce aid to Israel in ac-
cordance with the above-listed criteria @

Democratic Palestine, August 1989






organizations created by the resistance outside Palestine, in the
same language?

While searching for an answer, we will briefly refer to a few
points: Firstly, the general condition of life has pushed the
Palestinian woman from her traditional position into a new
one. Secondly, the Palestinian resistance in exile established a
series of women’s organizations, but administrative measures
and overly general slogans did not invariably lead women to
more advanced positions. This is aside from the fact that the
bureaucracy, in accordance with its mentality, has often
hindered women’s initiative and impeded their progress. In this
sense, the active process of both Palestinian women and men
was too large for the bureaucratic limits of the existing
organizations, with the exception of some attempts made by
the left wing.

Due to their particularity and the varied forms of the
Palestinian political organizations’ struggle, the women’s
struggles in the occupied territories were more fruitful and
thorough. This enabled women tc be more obviously present in
the overall national struggle and to take effective initiatives.
The difference between the status of women in occupied
Palestine and those in exile confronts them with a new issue:
fighting for a moral and political reform in the PLO institu-
tions in order to overcome the conditions which prevent them
from undertaking their real role, and to obtain representation
equal to their practical contribution to the overall national
struggle.

Developing the women’s status in the overall national
struggle requires two forms of struggle: firstly, against the oc-
cupying enemy, uniting the struggle for the emancipation of
the land and the woman; secondly, against the traditional view
of the woman as weak and only suited for simple tasks and
evening pastimes. This struggle is necessary because no view
which is void of full respect form women will ever find the path
to the homeland.

COUNTERING OCCUPATION

Before the June 1967 war, women were engaged in the
establishment of charitable societies. This activity remained a
social privilege connected to high social status and some liberal
well-to-do circles, rather than leading to active social in-
volvement. The meaning of working in such societies was close
to what we can term «social aesthetics,» with each husband
boasting of his kind wife, or the wife boasting of her famous
husband.

With the June defeat, the meaning of the welfare society
changed radically. Women’s activities no longer remained
within the limits of pretension and prestige. They became acts
of resistance against occupation. Occupation itself raised a new
question: If the gentle woman of welfare work was to continue
her activity under occupation, she should of necessity alter her
attitude to this activity - not by her will alone, but in the sense
of objectively meeting the requirements of the new situation,
where any social action is a rejection of occupation. If not, the
welfare lady should give up her place to others who do not care
about «social aesthetics» and instead concentrate on the
struggle for the national cause. In this sense, occupation and
resistance to it have been reformulating the structures of social
action, as well as the intellectual state of the forces involved.

28

The consciousness which evolves in the comprehensive daily
conflict between the Palestinians and Zionists affects the
society as a whole, including women and their societies. Before
occupation, these societies, in their traditional form, carried
out a series of welfare, cultural and educational activities.
Under occupation, however, the political element became the
dominant factor in all women’s activities. It is essential to
stress that the replacement of the moral by the political was not
the result of any voluntary or organizational action, but rather
an objective reflection of the new situation. Based on the new
situation, women began to play a significant if not leading role
in the national arena.

There is no doubt that the Palestinian women’s movement
was formed within the same historical context as the Palesti-
nian national movement. The two are inseparably interlinked.
The trends in the Palestinian women’s movement were formed
within the trends and conflicts of the Palestinian national
movement. Palestinian women never started their women’s
activities in order to afterwards join a particular political cur-
rent; not did they join a particular political organization in
order to later go over to the field of women’s activities. They
would rather make their choice and approach the political
organization which expressed their interests in its daily strug-
gle.

In this sense, the political choice of women was not only
subject to class interests and general ideological attitudes, but
also to their own aims as women, their quest for emancipation
and open recognition that they are equal human beings capable
of independent, creative activity. This is what renders the
Palestinian women’s movement, theoretically and perhaps also
in practice, too big for the existing political organizations,
because women do not aspire to an organization that speaks of
women’s liberation in general. Rather, they aspire to an at-
titude that is cognizant of the particularity of the woman’s
situation in society. It is this which motivates the Palestinian
women’s movement both. within and outside the organizations
simultaneously. It is in them because of unity of action and
national aims. It is out of them because it does not see any
correct solution for its problems in the programs and practice
of these organizations. Therefore, it is no wonder that women
are usually organizationally active between 18 and 25 years of
age. Thereafter, their role recedes and is consequently reduced
to their personal and family lives. This reduction, to whatever
degree, is not solely due to the ordinary problems of marriage,
family, traditions, etc. It is also due to the absence of correct
and comprehensive programs dealing with the status of
women.

In this connection, the researcher faces a simple or com-
pound paradox with two aspects: First, finding a formula that
satisfies the needs of women is extremely difficult; second,
Palestinian women do play a leading role in the national
struggle. This role is not dependent on the role of the
organizations, but is essentially due to the state of occupation.
It is as if this occupation, being organized, multi-faceted
repression, has without any desire on its part solved a
theoretical problem and created for women ideal conditions
for discovering their capacities. In this way, they have pro-
ceeded from being a plaything, cook, «tender unequal half,»
the mother of kids, etc., to being women confronting occupa-
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tion, deriding imprisonment, carrying arms, getting involved
in underground activities, etc. Paradoxically, occupation,
which is evil rather than good, has enabled women to emerge
from secluded chambers into the streets of struggle and con-
frontation. It is no wonder that in 1976, there were more than
38 women’s societies in the West Bank alone. Certainly, the
role of these societies was not to struggle only for women’s
rights, but to preserve the unity of the society and restore its
weak links.

The woman’s role was seen in many fields, such as medical
care, fostering orphans, fighting illiteracy, helping poor
families, safeguarding traditions, assisting prisoners’ families,
together with militant action in the direct sense. This multi-
dimensional activity played an essential role in preventing the
Israeli attempts to undermine the Palestinian social and
cultural structure. One particular association, the Society for
the Preservation of the Family in El Bireh, which was
established before the 1967 occupation and continued
thereafter, should be referred to here. This society concen-
trated on providing opportunities for women to work, to
enable them to become self-reliant. While maintaining the
vestiges of the past, such societies acquired new qualities
through the state of occupation. Out of their interaction, a
number of progressive women’s institutions have emerged
since 1978, pointing to the establishment of mass organizations
oriented towards a radical solution for both the national and
women’s questions. The first activity of these institutions was
to study the situation of women factory workers.

The Women’s Work Committee, founded in Ramallah in
1978, was different in both structure and ideology from the
previous welfare societies. It relied on direct effectiveness
rather than on formal frameworks; hence the absence of both a
center and a traditional membership. It was, moreover, op-
posed to the concepts of center and bureaucratic organization,
instead releasing the freedom of initiative in action throughout
the villages, camps and factories. Thanks to the advantages of
self-initiative, the membership of the women’s committees
multiplied and spread to different places. Moreover, the
absence of a formal framework helped to avoid direct Israeli
censorship. Yet the essential factor in these bodies’ success lay
in their realistic policies which were based on the daily needs
of the people. They were not bound by central directives, but
respected the attitudes and wishes of the masses. Because of
a high sense of responsibility and a democratic spirit, the in-
fluence of these committees went beyond class boundaries,
reaching different types and groups of people.

While the previous women’s organizations proceeded from
voluntarism and abstract notions, the Palestinian Women’s
Committees, formed in 1980, worked to involve people via
their daily interests which are inseparable from their national
aspirations; this lent a high degree of credibility to their
slogans. It should be stressed here that the use of such methods
was only possible thanks to the positive qualities of the leader-
ship of these committees, who possessed an advanced con-
sciousness and a high scientific and cultural level, and were in
touch with the ordinary people.

These committees formulated their national and ideological
aims based on real knowledge of reality. The situation of
Palestinian women has clearly been affected by the differing
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conditions in the occupied homeland on the one hand, and in
the various places of exile on the other. While the resistance
movement, with its policies and ideology, defined the status of
women in pre-determined parameters, the conditions under
occupation provided women with a broad scope and a greater
perspective in terms of united national action. This was also
due to the absence of irresponsible organizational rivalry.
Conditions under occupation accentuated the fact that there
was a clear battle between a militant people and an aggressive
occupation.

Another essential consideration is that occupation has led to
the destruction of a great portion of the original social and
economic structure of the Palestinian people. Previously,
agriculture was the main economic field, while industry was
limited. The occupation came to destroy the Palestinian
agriculture, confiscating land and crops. Rural Palestinian
women were obliged to go to the cities where the Israeli fac-
tories were ready to absorb them. Women thus entered the
factory as «black labor» to suffer from multi-dimensional
oppression: national oppression, capitalist exploitation and
racial discrimination. Today, it is possible to speak of ‘the
Palestinian woman worker. In this connection, the category of
labor acquires great significance; its meaning is not reduced to
the relationship between product, surplus value and employer.
It is manifest in the restructuring of consciousness and of per-
sonality. This takes women away from the traditional sphere,
language and standards, to throw them into an arena of
significance.

Here women were obliged to unite the economic and na-
tional aspects of their struggle. Gradually they freed
themselves from their narrow consciousness which focused on
a few abstract notions, such as honor, chastity, etc. They ad-
vanced towards a comprehensive struggle, entitled to refor-
mulate their personalities as militant women and experienced
workers. A new stage began where political organization
merges with trade union activity. Male workers no longer left
their wives behind at home; they began to see them at both
work and strikes, as well as in confronting oppression and ex-
ploitation. Ancient consciousness was collapsing, giving way
to a new consciousness without which the intifada would not
have been possible.

RESISTANCE, EXILE AND WOMEN

Throwing water in the faces of Palestinian women, the
resistance woke them from their slumber; they moved from a
negative state to a situation which retained the negative fac-
tors, but with some positive modifications. When noting this
awakening, we see the bright side, but it did not lead to real
emancipation. It by no means enabled women to act rather
than merely react. In the gap between the two levels, we see the
negative side of this issue. At the beginning things looked easy.
The very emergence of the resistance movement with all the
battles it fought, its victories as well as its tragic failures,
brought the revival of the Palestinian national identity, a very
great achievement in which women share.

As we move on, the picture is less clear. Doing research on
the status of women in the Palestinian national struggle means
looking into the totality of the political and ideological prac-
tices through which it has been waged. Consequently, we move | 4
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