








~ Zionist Crime Met ‘by United

Palestinian Upsurge

Early in the morning, Sunday, May 20th, an Israeli clad in army uniform accosted a group of about
50 Palestinians who had come from the occupied Gaza Strip to Rishon Letzion to wait for work. He
demanded their ID cards and then opened fire with his US-supplied M16; seven Palestinians were
murdered on the spot and another 11 injured. The Israeli army claimed he was deranged, but the
same day Israeli soldiers were just as quick to open fire on the demonstrators protesting the massacre.
Seven more Palestinians were killed, making May 20th a day that will go on record alongside scores

of other Zionist crimes.

Palestinian fight-back after the massacre will also go on record but in more human terms, showing
the instinctive oneness of the people of Palestine, at home and in exile, and their shared determi-

nation to regain their rights.

The media described Rishon Letz-
ion as a Tel Aviv suburb, but this is a mis-
nomer both historically and currently. It
is one of the earliest Zionist settlements,
established in the 1890s, and kept alive by
the finances of French Zionist Baron
Rothschild until the Zionist movement
had gained sufficient imperialist backing
to sustain more concerted colonization.
Rishon Letzion lies where there was once
a small Palestinian village called Ain
Qara. Today it is a «slave market,» half-
way between Tel Aviv and Gaza, one of
many junctions where Palestinians wait
foraday’s workin Zionist enterprises.

The May 20th massacre was no
chance occurrence but indicative of the
double victimization to which Palesti-
nians under occupation are subject.
Forced to sell their labor power cheap to
the occupier who has deprived them of
other means of subsistence, they are also
exposed to racist attacks which are at
once systematic and arbitrary. May 20th
can only be viewed as the product of 42
years of Zionist state terror and
intitutionalized racism. For what other
reason is Palestinian life considered not
only cheap, butalso best done away with?

This massacre could have happened
anytime, anyplace in occupied Palestine,
especially in the atmosphere of right-
wing extremism fostered by Shamir’s
government which is hell-bent on block-
ing the peace process, meanwhile
encouraging the «transfer» trend for ter-
rorizing Palestinians out of their home-
land. It is indicative that the Kach move-
ment said outright that it would not con-
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demn the killings, for perhaps some of
the Palestinians who died had once
thrownstones at Jews.

The stage had been set by preceding
events. The five-month sentence handed
down to Rabbi Moshe Levinger, leader
of Gush Emunim, on May 1st for shoot-
ing dead a Hebron shopkeeper in Sep-
tember 1988, can only be understood as a
license to kill Palestinians. (He is the sec-
ond settler to be imprisoned at all for such
a crime, although at least 30 Palestinians
have been killed by settlers since the
uprising began.)

In the context of the Israeli political
crisis, rightist MKs had been deliberately
whipping up a racist atmosphere. In
April, Sharon called the Palestinian
Knesset members «Arafat’s murderers.»
Tehiya’s Guela Cohen and Likud’s
Ovadia Eli called them «agents of
Arafat» - acharge equal to high treasonin
Israeli circles. A little over a week before
the May 20th massacre, Jewish graves
were desecrated in Haifa, and an attempt
made to have it look like an act by Palesti-
nians; incidently, the same week a Pales-
tinian cultural event opened in the city.
Moledet party leader Ze’eviimmediately
advocated that Arabs who do such deeds
be expelled, although a Jewish citizen of
Israel was almost immediately ap-
prehended for the crime.

Though Israel’s friends had been
tooting the lower death tolls in the
occupied territories this year, as com-
pared to 1988-89, Zionist repression has
not let up, but continues to be tightened
in the ongoing effort to strangle the

intifada. On the other hand, the media
had busily picked up Israeli statements
about the intifada «receding,» but this
was not the case either. Though without
media attention, the masses of the
intifada have all along been steadily
engaging in their militant routine of the
past two and a half years - throwing
stones and molotovs against the occupa-
tion troops; organizing protests, strikes
and boycotts; and consolidating com-
munity organization, social services and
self-reliance.

On May 28th, the Foreign Press
Association, representing over 200
foreign correspondents working in
Israel, protested the restrictions on their
coverage of the situationin the territories
after the Rishon Letzion massacre, due
to widespread curfews and closure
orders. Infact, curfews and closures have
been the order of the day all spring. The
Gaza Strip was either declared a closed
area or totally curfewed for at least ten
days in the preceding two months. In
addition, there was a two week maritime
siege on the coast after two political pris-
onersescaped from Ansar ITinlate April;
this affected the livelihood of over 1,000
Palestinian fishermen. Beit Furik, in the
West Bank, was under curfew and/or
military siege or closure orders through-
out March and April, with the population
subject to arrests, beatings, collective
punishment, tax raids and confiscation of
property at the hands of the notorious
Golani Brigade in concert with the regu-
lar army. In the village of Anabta, along
curfew was imposed to cover the Golani












issued amemorandum chronicling Israeli
human rights violations. They reiterated
the validity of the PLO peace initiative
and reaffirmed the demand of the
intifada «for the occupied territories to
be placed under neutral international
supervision to prevent any change in its
demographic and geographic status» and
«for an end to the extreme suffering of
the unarmed Palestinian civilians» until a
comprehensive solutionis achieved.

Five days later, hours after the
Rishon Letzion massacre, Al Hagq
urgently demanded: «the immediate
withdrawal of the Israeli military forces
from all major population centers, espe-
cially from the Gaza Strip...» and
«prompt action by the international com-
munity, in line with its duties under inter-
national law, to provide effective, on-
the-ground protection for the Palestinian
civilian population.»

Also on May 20th, a group of promi-
nent Palestinians began a hungerstrike at
the ICRC office in Jerusalem, protesting
the massacre, demanding the convening
of the Security Council and an indepen-
dent investigation into the massacre and
Israeli practices in the occupied ter-
ritories. The number of hunger strikers
grew to 50 and they received many
expressions of solidarity. The most
meaningful was perhaps the decision of
Archbishop Capucci, once imprisonedin
Israel for his support to the Palestinians,
to join in the hunger strike from Rome
where he has lived since being expelled
from occupied Palestine.

In Baghdad, the Arab summit
backed up the call for an emergency Sec-
urity Council meeting, and the PLO
stressed the need for a peacekeeping
force to be sent to the territories. Thus
began the battle at the UN. The PLO
achieved a new diplomatic victory when
the Security Council convened at the UN
headquarters in Geneva on May 25th, for
the first time in 18 years, specifically so
there would be no problems for PLO
Chairman Yasir Arafat to address the
session - also afirst for the council. Arafat
emphasized the importance of dispatch-
ing a UN emergency force and deciding
sanctions against Israel for its murderous
policies. The overwhelming sentiment at
the council session was condemnation of
Israeli human rights violations but, due
to the US position, the PLO was unable
to obtain concrete protection for the
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Palestinian masses. The other 14 mem-
bers of the Security Council favored at
the minimum to send an investigative
team to the occupied territories. How-
ever, the US, after a series of contradic-
tory statements, settled down to its his-
torical position of only backing what is
acceptable to Israel. This prevented the
will of the majority from producing any
concrete results.

The Israeli position was clearly
articulated from the start: No to any Sec-
urity Council team or UN presence which
was branded as interference in internal
Israeli affairs. This clearly expresses the
Shamir government’s position that the
1967 occupied territories are Israel’s
whether officially annexed or not. This is
what the US administration de facto sup-
ports, despite its officially formulated
policy that the West Bank and Gaza Strip
are occupied territories, subject to
negotiations.

How to deal with the US, in view of
its crucial role in the Middle East conflict,
has long been a subject of debate in the
PLO and the Arab arena generally.
While the United National Leadership
has consistently upheld alucid view of the
US'’ role and responsibility for the occu-
pation, some Palestinian figures have
been willing to gamble on the possibility
of the US exerting pressure on Israel.
However, with this new evidence of the
US position, there is little room for
debate on the subject. Palestinians of all
tendencies closed ranks in the face of this
new US attack on Palestinians’ most min-
imal rights - to life and safety.

On June 1st, the Jerusalem hunger
strike ended after a number of the strik-
ers had been hospitalized. Fifty Palesti-
nian leaders in Jerusalem called for sanc-
tions against the US as well as Israel,
including use of the Arab oil weapon;
they declared that they would boycott all
contacts with US officials.

Two days previously, the Palestinian
revolution had staged its biggest attack in
several years against Israel. Naval units
of the Palestine Liberation Front
besieged the Israeli coast from Ashge-
lon, south of Tel Aviv, to Herzliyya,
north of the city. A ranged battle ensued
with the Zionist state employing ships,
aircraft and ground forces before over-
coming the commandos. The operation
intended to attack Israeli military instal-
lations in the area. The Israeli disinfor-
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mation now being spread about the intent
to kill civilians is belied by the simple fact
that the commandos, who did manage to
land on the beach, fired not one shot at
the many sun-bathers there.

The US, which thwarted even a mild
attempt to check Israeli violence against
the masses under occupation, announced
thatits dialogue with the PLO hungin the
balance due to the operation. The US
ambassador in Tunis called the PLO
delegation to four meetings in a week,
trying to illicit condemnation of the PLF
attack or expulsion of its leader, Abu
Abbas, from the PLO. After ayearof the
US dragging its feet about this dialogue,
this confirms the impression that the
Bush Administration only talks to the
PLO in hopes that it will put a lid on the
liberation struggle.

Meeting in Baghdad, the PLO
Executive Committee on June 6th,
termed the US threats to end the dialogue
«blackmail,» and a number of PLO
spokesman confirmed the Palestinians’
right to continue all forms of struggle
until obtaining their rights.

Israeli officials responded to the
attack by trying to persuade the US to cut
the dialogue with the PLO. But the more
significant part of the Israeli response
was the stress put on Libyan responsibil-
ity for supporting the operation. A
former head of Israeli military intelli-
gence, Yehoshua Saguy, proposed out-
rightthat Libyabe attacked. Such aggres-
sion cannot be ruled out, especially in
view of the Israeli crisis caused by the
intifada. Such attacks have been used
before to close Israeli ranks and try to
scare the Arabs from rendering support
to the Palestinian revolution. The stress
on Libya, moreover, fits into the Israeli
efforts to refocus on the «Arab threat» in
an attempt to divert from the intifada and
the roots of the whole conflict, i.e., the
justice of the Palestinian cause.

The greatest obstacle to this new
Israeli attempt at diversion is seen in the
continuation of the intifada - undaunted
by the tightening repression and mas-
sacres. The spontaneous, united reaction
by Palestinians in all places to the May
20th massacre is another evidence that
the intifada has wrought irreversible
changes, cementing determination and
militancy that will eventually enforce jus-
tice in the Middle East and anew, democ-
raticlife for the people of Palestine. @
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Viewpoint

For a Democratic Palestine

In May, a symposium was held in Nazareth, Palestine, entitled: «Is the State of Israel the State of
All its Citizens and Absentees?» The symposium was organized jointly by the Galilee Center for
Social Research and the Scholarship Fund for Publications on Israel. Below we print the discussion
paper which was presented by Udi Adiv, a former political prisoner in Israel. It is entitled: «For Joint
Israeli-Palestinian Action against the Occupation: Towards a Common Democratic Non-Sectarian

State.»

The central question facing the Palestinian people and
the democratic and progressive movements in Israel today is
the question of the struggle against the occupation. The
focus of this struggle is the intifada of the Palestinian people
in the occupied territories. The intifada is today the central
factor for the Palestinian national movement under the
leadership of the PLO and for the movements in Israel
struggling against the occupation and in support of the
national rights of the Palestinian people.

The purpose of this paper, however, is to draw an out-
line for discussion on the possibilities for establishing com-
mon Palestinian-Israeli frameworks both in order to act a-
gainst the Israeli occupation and for a common future in a
common state. Our view is based on the possible unity of
the Palestinian people and those Israeli democratic and
progressive individuals and movements who rebel against
the Israeli occupation and the continued repression and
exploitation of the Palestinian people. This unity is in our
view the correct basis for the struggle against the Israeli
occupation and for a common non-sectarian state.

Sections of the peace movement and the left in Israel
assume and advocate an Israeli nationalism based on Jewish
ethnicity, whose political expression is Israeli citizenship by
force of the Law of Return. These sections support the
Palestinian national struggle as a means to secure Palestinian
recognition of their Zionist Israeli national identity. They
wish to preserve their segregated existence - not to struggle
for a common future. We submit that this assumption of a
separate Zionist Israeli national identity is a barrier to a sol-
ution of the conflict and is a primary obstacle to a joint
struggle against the occupation and for a common state
based on equality and democracy.

We who initiate this paper know from the experience of
our own life and our own struggle over many years that a
joint struggle for a common goal on the basis of equality
and unity of Palestinians and Israelis is the only possible
alternative to continued Israeli occupation and repression.

The PLO was the first political organization to put for-
ward the vision of a democratic state for all of its inhabit-
ants: Muslims, Jews and Christians on the basis of separa-
tion of religion from the state. Yet, since its establishment
in 1964 the PLO carried out its struggle as the organization
of the Palestinian Arab people only and did not act consis-

sntly to create frameworks for common action with the de-
mocratic and progressive public in Israel.

In the past ten years, and in particular after the decla-
ration of independence and the establishment of the state of
Palestine, the PLO has recognized the state of Israel on a
de facto basis. Following the Palestinian declaration of inde-
pendence, various political perspectives developed. One
important argument says that only the embracing of a polit-
ical (not ethnic) Palestinian (not Palestinian Arab) perspec-
tive as the political foundation for a common democratic
citizenship in a common state will make possible the integ-
ration of the Israeli democratic and progressive individuals
and movements in the Palestinian national struggle. In addi-
tion, the argument says that the Palestinian national move-
ment under the leadership of the PLO, the sole legitimate
representative of the Palestinian people, must continue and
promote its clear emphasis that its struggle against the
Israeli occupation is fundamentally political: Palestinian
against occupation regime, and not primarily ethnic
(qawmi): Arab against Jew. On the basis of this continuing
political democratic struggle, Palestinians and Israelis will be
able to transcend their antagonistic ethnic-national identities
and struggle together in a common organization for the
same political goal of independence and liberation for all,
based on cultural pluralism on the one hand and a democ-
ratic political national (watani) identity of common citizen-
ship of a common state without distinction of language, cul-
ture, religion, ethnic nationality and gender on the other.

We make a sharp distinction between cultural identity
and citizenship. In democratic states where there are more
than one cultural identity, there obtains necessarily a clear
separation between the distinct ethnic-national identities
(cultures) and the common political-national identity
(citizenship) uniting all the residents in the framework of the
state as equal human beings under the law. It is only in the
framework of such common democratic citizenship that the
welcomed and enriching pluralism of cultural identities can
flourish and blossom without collapsing into sectarian con-
flict and strife.

It is necessary therefore to distinguish clearly between
Arab vs. Jewish ethnic nationalism (cultural identity) on the
one hand, and political nationalism (citizenship) on the

other. The expression of this latter political nationalism is»
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the struggle against Israeli occupation and colonial policies
and for a new democratic order: a common state which will
realize and express the freedom, self-determination and
common life of all the inhabitants of the country (residents
and refugees) - regardless of their language, culture, relig-
ion, ethnic nationality or gender - as equal citizens.

We wish to emphasize that this call is consistent and
compatible with the demand of the PLO for the establish-
ment of an independent state of Palestine. We consider the
establishment of an independent Palestinian state in Pales-
tine as an important step in our struggle, Israelis and Pal-
estinians inside and outside Israel against the Israeli rule of
apartheid and segregation and for a common life based on
equal rights for all the inhabitants of the unified country and
its Palestinian refugees.

Israeli citizenship by force of the Law of Return ne-
gates the modern concepts of citizenship as defined and
created by the American constitution and the French revolu-
tion some two hundred years ago. Against Israeli Jewish
ethnic nationalism whose legal expression is Israeli citizen-
ship by force of the Law of Return, we call for a common
democratic non-sectarian state based on a common political
nationalism for all the inhabitants of the country: Palesti-
nians (the residents of the occupied territories, the refugees,
and the Palestinian citizens of the state of Israel) and the
Israelis (the immigrant society and their descendants, citi-
zens of the state of Israel by force of the Law of Return)
whose legal expression will be one democratic citizenship
like American citizenship or British citizenship.

The construction of the common political nationalism
which is not based on historical past, ethnicity, language or
religion, but on common existence and common struggle for
a life together and for a common citizenship is the only pos-
sible solution to the contradiction that has been posited bet-
ween the Israelis and the Palestinians. Essential to the con-
stitution of common political nationalism is the abolition of
all legal structures of discrimination (e.g. Law of Return
1950, Israeli Nationality Law 1952, Jewish National Fund
Law 1953, Israel Lands Law 1960).

We make a sharp distinction between Judaism and
Zionism. The Zionist movement, regardless of the good
intentions of many Jews who worked within its framework
and those whose lives were saved, was not, and has never
been the national movement of the Jewish people. The
founders of the Zionist movement came out of a minority of
assimilated Jews who aimed to take advantage of the plight
of the persecuted Jewish masses in Europe in order to pro-
mote their political aims: to build in Palestine under the
auspices of the imperial powers an allegedly Jewish settler-
colonial state as a claimed solution to the problem of anti-
Semitism in Europe. The Zionist movement and the state of
Israel which it established in 1948 have not offered a solu-
tion to the problem of anti-Semitism. But they did offer,
however, the opportunity for this minority of European
Jews, who were excluded from the ruling elites in Europe,
an opportunity to lead a settler-colonial project based on the
expulsion of the Palestinian people from their homeland and
their replacement with immigrants defined by the state as
Jews. Instead of leading Jewish communities to struggle
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against anti-Semitism in their own countries, the Zionist
leadership shrank away from confrontation against anti-
Semitism. Unlike the Jewish Bund and other socialist and
democratic parties who led the struggle of the Jewish masses
against anti-Semitism, the Zionist movement accepted the
basic assumptions of anti-Semitism, and a part of its leader-
ship also collaborated with the anti-Semitic forces to prom-
ote the transfer of Jewish communities out of their home-
land countries to Palestine and subsequently to the state of
Israel. Opponents of Zionism, e.g., the orthodox Jewish
Neturei Karta, the Jewish Bund as well as Jewish liberals
and socialists, have been correct in their analysis and their
rejection of Zionism. The Zionist movement has always
been a settler-colonial movement which destroys the human-
ity of its adherents and places the masses of Jews in
unnecessary and unjustified danger. Contrary to Zionist
claims, the Zionist political program of mass concentration
of Jews in Palestine did not save the Jewish community in
Palestine prior to 1945 from the Nazi Holocaust. The truth
is that the Jewish community in Palestine was saved from
annihilation under the prospective Nazi German occupation
of Palestine thanks not to Zionism, but because of the vic-
tories of the Red Army in Stalingrad and of the British army
in El Alamein. The historical lesson from the Holocaust is
not that of an ‘essential’ or ‘eternal’ anti-Semitism on the
one hand, and a ‘chosen’ Jewish people on the other. The
historical lesson from the Holocaust is that the only solution
to the problem of anti-Semitism is the defense of democracy
against fascism wherever it occurs in the world; not the
Zionist solution of collaboration with anti-Semitism to pro-
mote Jewish transfer.

The state of Israel was established in the 1948-49 war as
the creation of the Zionist movement (World Zionist
Organization/Jewish Agency). The Zionist community in
Palestine (Yishuv) fought and occupied approximately 75%
of the territory of Palestine in order to establish the state of
Israel, claiming to do so in the name of the Jewish people.
In the first two decades following its establishment, the gov-
ernment of the state of Israel worked to consolidate the dis-
possession of the Palestinian people in the territories that
came under its sovereignty following the 1948-49 war. Most
prominently, the resettlement and concentration of the
Palestinian population in the south (the Nagab/Negev) in
reservation areas and the massive dispossession of their
lands and the policy officially known as the ‘Judaization of
the Galilee’ directed to further alienate the remaining Pal-
estinian population in the north from the remnants of their
lands.

The war of 1967 and the occupation of the West Bank,
Gaza Strip and Golan Heights are the continuation of the
war of 1948-49 and represent fundamental Zionist colonial
policies aiming to occupy and dispossess the Palestinian
people. The Palestinian national struggle against the occupa-
tion on the one hand, and the Israeli policies of settlement
and colonization on the other hand, are therefore not a sym-
metrical struggle between two peoples on the same territory,
but the continuation of the historical struggle between the
colonial Zionist movement and the state of Israel on the one
hand, and the colonized, dispossessed and opressed Palesti-






The «Greater Israel» Government

On June 11th, the Knesset voted confidence in Prime Minister
Shamir’s newly formed rightist coalition. The stated priorities of
the new government are to «uproot» the Palestinian intifada and
to «absorb» the new waves of Soviet Jewish immigration. The for-
mation of this government signals a new stage of Zionist coloniza-
tion and efforts to drive the Palestinian people from their home-

land.

by Farida Al Asmar

Government spokesman  Yossi
Olmert described the new coalition as
a «nationalistic right-wing government
but one dedicated to pursue the peace
process,» but this only aims to throw
dust in the face of the international
community. The government is more
like a new declaration of war on the
Palestinian people and their rights. Its
platform pledges to «enhance, expand
and develop» settlements in «all the
land of Israel» (read: especially in the
West Bank and the Gaza Strip and
whole Jerusalem district). Such settle-
ment-building is considered «the right
of the Jewish people» and «an insepar-
able part of our (Israeli) national sec-
urity» (International Herald Tribune,
June 9-10th).

The new platform reaffirms the
basics of the previous government such
a$ the Camp David accords and the
Shamir plan, ruling out negotiations on
Jerusalem’s final status as well as any
direct or indirect contacts with the
PLO. The Shamir plan has been bul-
warked against any possible liberal
interpretations. In early May, Likud
ministers Meridor and Nissin drew up
guidelines for the coming government
that  specifically excluded East
Jerusalem from any peace talks as well
as from the autonomy plan; it also
excluded the 140,000 Palestinians of
Jerusalem from voting in the
envisioned West Bank elections. The
Cairo meeting proposed to lead to a
Palestinian-Israeli dialogue was simply
not mentioned in the new platform.
Instead, the parts of the Shamir plan
dealing with talks with the Arab gov-
ernments and the «rehabilitation of the
refugee camps» were reasserted.
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Surely this is a government for
«Greater Israel,» signalling new politi-
cal and physical attacks on the Pales-
tinians, more violent military repres-
sion in the occupied territories, the
definitive resurgence of state-organized
settler terrorism and intensified settle-
ment-building. The «Greater Israel»
coalition aims to end once and for all
any Palestinian claims to Palestine, or
even a part of it.

The settlement-transfer junta
Ariel Sharon, responsible for the
Sabra-Shatila massacre, wanted the
post of defense minister, but it is no
less dangerous that he received the
housing and construction portfolio. He
also heads a special committee for
absorbing new immigrants. Since there
is already an Absorption Ministry per
se, and since Jerusalem falls under the
jurisdiction of the Housing Ministry,
placing Sharon in this post indicates
that the new government wants to fill
Jerusalem with the new Soviet Jewish
immigrants. The attack on Palestinian
presence in Jerusalem’s Old City and
surrounding districts, already escalated
under Shamir’s caretaker government,
will be waged with new vengeance.
The appointment of Rafael Eitan
of the Tzomet Party as Agriculture
Minister also echoes Zionist crimes of
the past. In Lebanon, in 1982, he was
army chief-of-staff and teamed up with
Sharon, then Defense Minister, in the
effort to annihilate the PLO, with the
ultimate aim of enabling Israeli anne-
xation of the 1967 occupied territories.
The Agricultural Ministry is pivotal in
gaining access to funds for promoting
settlements. Sharon and Eitan failed in
Lebanon, but they can now team up
again for a new colonial invasion, this

time attacking the occupied State of
Palestine and its capital, Jerusalem.

Meanwhile, the US-educated ve-
teran of the Israeli arms industry,
former Foreign Minister Moshe Arens,
resumes the post of defense minister
which he held in 1983-4, with the spe-
cial task of supervising a new Israeli
effort to crush the uprising.

In view of the slim majority which
Shamir’s new government commands
in the Knesset, many have questioned
how long it can last and how much it
can accomplish. But there should be
no doubt that it is a landmark in the
ongoing shift to the right on the Israeli
political scene. The Palestinian intifada
has created new polarization in the
Israeli polity. Though more Israelis
began to see the need for coming to
terms with the reality of the Palesti-
nian cause, the stronger tendency in
this polarization was towards the right
- for more repression and fascism. The
new government symbolizes this
increased right-wing tendency and will
at the same time serve to reinforce it
through more aggressive wielding of
state power.

The danger of efforts to imple-
ment the «transfer» option - mass ex-
pulsion of Palestinians - has thus in-
creased. Shamir had, in fact, planned
to appoint Rehavan Ze’evi, leader of
Moledet, the party which openly advo-
cates transfer, as police minister. This
would have given Ze’evi a chance to
carry out his promise of «liquidating
the intifada» in the Jerusalem area. In
the end, Moledet did not join the new
government, because its position is e-
ven more openly extreme than that of
Likud; it rejects Camp David and the
autonomy plan as giving too many con-
cessions to the Palestinians. However,
those favoring «transfer» are a trend
much broader than this one party;
they are well represented in the new
government which will give much more
space to work for this goal. A poll
published in Israel on May 29th con-
firms polls of the last few years con-
cerning the strength of the transfer
option: it showed that one-half of Is-
raeli teenagers (tomorrow’s soldiers
and politicians) are for expulsion of



Palestinians from the West Bank and
Gaza Strip, and less rights for «Arab
Israelis» than those accorded to Jew-
ish citizens. This shows that the new
government is not so much a throw-
back to the past, but a model of the
Israel of the future, ever more reac-
tionary and racist.

Simmering crisis

The extended period needed to
form the new government, coupled
with the events of that period, confirm
that the stalemate was symptomatic of
a deeper crisis in the Israeli political
system that has yet to be resolved. In
the last analysis, this crisis stems from
the Israeli society’s failure to come to
terms with the reality of the Palesti-
nian cause as expressed by the
.intifada. The Zionist state has been
unable to crush the intifada and
equally unwilling to make any real
political overtures in relation to its
demands. In the context of this stale-
mate, a myriad of other issues became
the object of broad public protest on
the one hand, and intense political
maneuvering, backroom deals and
squabbling among politicians on the
other.

Susan Rolaf, editor of the Labor
Party’s monthly, Spectrum, wrote
about the question of electoral reform
in the Jerusalem Post, contending that
reform would not change the influence
of the small religious parties, because
Labor and Likud leaders would still
seek the rabbis’ blessings before elec-
tions. She concluded: «...only when
the tie between the two major blocs is
broken - when there will be a majority
either for Greater Israel or for talks
with the Palestinians and territorial
compromise - will the power of the
religious parties return to its natural
proportions, which in absolute terms is
no greater today than it was in the
early days of the state (today the
religious parties have 18 Knesset seats
- 40 years ago they had 16).» Rolaf
explained the apparent impotence of
the Israeli political system as follows:
«the mainstreams in both political
blocs are afraid of the possible con-
sequences of the solution which they
advocate to resolve the fundamental
existential problems facing the state.
That is why the Likud mainstream

never seriously considered annexing
the territories. And despite all the
talk, the Labor Party - even if it could
- would be very wary about embarking
on any process leading to the trading
of territories for peace without a very
extensive  intermediate  adjustment
period» (reprinted in The Middle East
Clipboard, April 5-11th).

On this background, we can
analyze the most salient aspects of the
internal Israeli political crisis: the mass
movement for electoral reform, the
credibility gap between the public and
the politicians, and the power struggle
between and within the Labor and the
Likud.

Electoral reform

The movement for electoral
reform blossomed in April and May,
exhibiting an unprecedented public
consensus on internal political mat-
ters. The movement spanned the Zion-
ist political spectrum from Shinui (to
the left of the Labor Party) to Tzomet
(right of Likud), grouping elements
from all political trends except for the
religious parties and their ultraor-
thodox followers. It thus expressed the
tension between religious and non-
religious Zionists, and the majority of
Israelis’ resentment that the religious
institutions consume large proportions
of the state budget, while the orthodox
can exempt themselves from army ser-
vice on religious grounds. It is typical
that the movement began with a
hunger strike of army veterans outside
the Knesset in late March.

A poll conducted by the Dahaf
Institute showed that 80% of Israelis
preferred changing the electoral law to
replace proportional representation
(which allows small parties to exert
unproportional influence) with the per-
sonal constituency system: a 78 to 11
margin supported direct election of the
prime minister, also basec on the need
to limit the influence of the small par-
ties (Yediot Ahronot, April 9th). A
petition for such reform was presented
to Israeli President Hertzog, signed by
500,000 - 22% of the electorate. By
mid-May the Knesset had begun debat-
ing bills for electoral reform, sup-
ported by both Labor and Likud. The
fate of these bills is uncertain however,
as both the major blocs have dealt

with the issue of electoral reform in
terms of their own partisan interests.
For example, Shamir presented himself
as responsive to the movement’s
demands during the period he was try-
ing to form a government, but it was
actually Likud that blocked the efforts
last summer to enact electoral reform.
Obviously, the two major blocs will
continue to relate to the public
demand for reform in an opportunistic
manner. In view of the failure of either
to gain a clear majority in the past two
elections, both need the small parties
to form a government.

There are other reservations about
electoral reforms. A number of
mainstream Israelis, mainly intellectu-
als with Labor Party sympathies, have
expressed fear that making the prime
minister less dependent on Knesset
support could lead to the rise of a
«strongman.» Seventeen university
professors issued a warning in late
March that reform would unwittingly
serve to strengthen the undemocratic
right and divert from the main con-
cerns of peace and immigrant absorp-
tion.

The more basic problem however,
is that the reform movement is after all
for making the existing political system
more efficient. It has not questioned
any of the fundamental premises of
Israeli politics, nor addressed the con-
tradiction of maintaining a democratic
system in a settler-colonial state. It is
telling that another Dahaf poll
revealed that 80% of Israelis, the same
percentage who want electoral reform,
think that the army is doing a good job
in the occupied territories. This is an
accurate gage of democratic thinking
among the Israeli public.

Credibility gap

On April 8th, when 100,000
Israelis demonstrated in Tel Aviv for
electoral reform, slogans were raised
such as: «All politicians are thieves
and whores.» Throughout the bargain-
ing for forming a new government,
there were displays of public disrespect
for the politicians. According to polls
throughout this period, most Israelis
preferred new elections or a national
unity government to one formed either
by Shamir or Peres. The public was

more concerned about electoral re-p>
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form and the organization of immig-
rant absorption than about many of
the intricacies of the political bargain-
ing going on between various parties.
In particular, the public was disgusted
by practices engaged in by Peres and
Shamir, literally buying defectors from
each other’s camps, and the readiness
of various factions to be bought.

On April 6th, the Israeli daily
Maariv wrote: «The mountains of dirt
amassed over the past few weeks have
made the public sick... People are in a
state of despair.» The credibility gap
was not healed by the formation of the
government, as was apparent from the
‘happening’ organized by the Move-
ment for Political Change as MKs
entered the Knesset to endorse the
new cabinet. The building was sur-
rounded by dogs, running in every
direction and each adorned with a sign
bearing the name of one of the new
ministers.

However, as in the case of the
electoral reform movement, public dis-
gust with the politicians did not lead to
any significant soulsearching about the
deeper reasons for the political corrup-
tion. In the space provided by the cre-
dibility gap, Shamir’s caretaker gov-
ernment pushed forward quite success-
fully, laying the foundations for a new
right-wing offensive and rampant set-
tlement drive. Fascist tendencies were
apparent, not only directed against
Palestinians but aimed at impacting on
internal Israen policy. The most obvi-
ous case was when Sicarii, the secret
Israeli terror group that specializes in
attacking «dovish» Jews, threatened
President Hertzog and his family after
he had prolonged Peres’ mandate to
form a cabinet (reported in Jerusalem
Post, April 15th).

Internal power struggles

Internal conflict appeared to
wrack both the Labor and Likud blocs
prior to the formation of the new gov-
ernment. This conflict reflected shades
of difference in political positions, as
well as the quest of certain individuals
for more power.

Ultimately Peres could not form a
government because he failed on two
counts. He could neither unite Labor’s
own ranks under his leadership, nor
attract factions from both the left and
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the right of Labor, relatively speaking,
at the same time. Throughout the bar-

gaining, there were well-founded
rumors that Rabin would either break
ranks to join a Likud-led government
or try to replace Peres as Labor’s
leader in order to form a new national
unity government. Not by chance, an
internal Labor document was leaked in
May, blaming Peres for the party’s fai-
lure in the November 1988 elections,
and indicating that he had ignored
polls showing that Rabin had been
more popular among floating voters.
Some polls this spring also showed
Rabin to be more popular than either
Peres or Shamir.

On the other hand, a wing of
Labor led by MK Uzi Baram formed a
lobby against any new partnership in
government with the Likud. In addi-
tion to the Knesset deputies of the
Democratic Front for Peace and
Equality, Citizens’ Rights Movement,
Mapam, Shinui and the Arab Democ-
ratic Party, there are an estimated 15
Labor Party MKs for talking to the
PLO under certain conditions (that the
PLO has actually met). But the Labor
leadership is not ready for any such
departure from its traditional Zionist
principles. Instead, Peres pandered to
the religious right - and got slapped in
the face. He failed to muster a major-
ity in late April because two Agudat
Israel deputies defected: Mizrachi went
to the Likud because he opposed any
compromise on the West Bank and
Gaza Strip, reportedly on the advice of
a US rabbi; while Verdiger pulled out
rather than vote for a government that
would have had the support of Arab
MKs. Shinui, on the other hand, had
already declined to join any coalition
based on what it termed defectors (a
reference to the Liberal faction that
broke with Likud and was negotiating
with Peres) and religious coercion (the
religious legislation favored by the
orthodox parties).

Even after failing to form a gov-
ernment, and Rabin’s call for Peres to
resign on May 11th, the latter stuck to
his rightist positions. He suffered an
extreme embarrassment when he at-
tended the Socialist International
meeting held in Cairo, at the same
time the May 20th Rishon Letzion
massacre  occurred. The meeting

adopted a resolution for Palestinian
self-determination and statehood. In
Jerusalem, the Labor Party quickly
issued a statement, saying that: «Peres
refused to support the decision draft in
its adopted version regarding the right
to self-determination and territorial
issues linked to the PLO» (Associated
Press, May 24th). About a week later,
the Labor Party student organization’s
convention came out against a national
unity government with the Likud and
for talks with the PLO (Israeli Radio,
June 2nd).

Likud also suffered internal prob-
lems, as Sharon and other ultraright-
ists challenged Shamir’s leadership and
pressured him to form a so-called
Jewish national government, rather
than reforge the coalition with Labor.
It is, however, indicative that the
Likud succeeded at last in crystallizing
a coherent rightist government. The
most reactionary Zionist tendencies
are clearly on the ascent, and it is not
logical to expect that Labor, from its
new position in the opposition, can or
will mount a real counteroffensive.

It should be obvious that the
internal Zionist contradictions that
have been described above are far
from being of the sort that could be
exploited to Palestinian advantage, and
certainly not in the immediate political
conjuncture. There are moreover
two more basic elements that have
been shaping Israeli strategic thinking
during this spring of “political stale-
mate. They are even more unequivoc-
ally mitigating against Israeli moves to
meet the Palestinians even a fourth of
the way, and they will be major ele-
ments in shaping the Israeli political
scene in the future. These two issues
are the waves of Soviet Jewish immig-
rants arriving in Israel and the boost
this gives to Zionist colonization; and
the parallel attempt to shift attention
away from the Palestinian intifada in
favoring of addressing the Arab
regimes.

Does Saddam Hussein
scare Israel?
Shifting the focus

The partial realignment in the
Arab world, induced to a great extent
by the intifada and Israel’s aggressive,
intransigent policy, has begun influenc-



ing Israeli policy thinking. The most
distinct elements in the new regional
situation are: united Arab concern a-
bout the consequences of Soviet Jew-
ish immigration; the democratization
in Jordan, which opens new channels
for support to the intifada; and the
stated intention of Saddam Hussein to
fight fire with fire in the case Iraq
would be attacked by Israel. This is
not exactly an unreasonable expecta-
tion on the Iraqi president’s part in
view of the 1981 Israeli air strike on
the Iraqi nuclear plant (whereby, inci-
dently, Begin ensured his 1981 reelec-
tion). Israel has often sought to over-
come its own crises by launching a
spectacular first strike or even a major
war (1967).

Only recently, Israeli chief-of-staff
Shomron said that quick strikes re-
main among Israel’s options. Speaking
at a reunion of soldiers who parti-
cipated in the 1976 raid on Entebbe
airport, which he led, Shomron said:
«...the IDF can do it again even today
...maybe even better,» citing improved
equipment (Associated Press, May
10th). After a Palestinian naval attack
on Israel a few weeks later, Israeli
leaders spoke of hitting Libya that was
accused of supporting the attack logis-
tically.

Saddam Hussein’s vow to inflict
major damage on Israel if attacked
spurred an expected Zionist media
campaign trying to resurrect the image
of «poor little» Israel beleaguered by
the Arabs - the very image that Israel
itself smashed by sustained brutality
against the unarmed masses of the
intifada. But although Israeli officials
and strategists took the Iraqi «threat»
seriously, few seemed to think Iraq
would really attack. According to
Deputy Chief of General Staff Ehud
Barak, Saddam Hussein «will think
twice and more before using chemical
weapons against Israel’s home front.
He has good reasons to do so, and he
knows these reasons better than most
Israeli citizens» (Jerusalem Post Inter-
national, April 21st).

Writing in Jerusalem Post Interna-
tional, April 14th, Harry J. Lipkin
wrote that the Iraqi president’s «saber-
rattling» could even be a prelude to
«peace,» noting that Egypt, as the
strongest Arab state, had been the first

to make peace with Israel. It is
noteworthy that Lipkin is a member of
the Department of Nuclear Physics at
the Weizmann Institute - the cradle of
Israel’s nuclear bomb. In the last
analysis, this is why Israeli leaders can
take the new Iraqi militancy with rela-
tive calm, for it is Israel that has the
undisputed edge in the balance of ter-
ror in the Middle East.

Israeli experts have set about
thinking how to turn the new Iraqi
militancy to their own advantage. They
are reshuffling the cards in the Israeli
«security» doctrine in a new effort to
divert from the Palestinian intifada and
the PLO’s peace initiative, using
strategic arguments to augment
Shamir’s simple obstinancy. Typical of
this trend is Dore Gold, director of the
US Foreign and Defense Policy Project
at Tel Aviv University’s Jaffee Center
for Strategic Studies. Writing in
Jerusalem Post International, April
14th, he chides the US for having
focused on the Cairo dialogue (with
the Palestinians) rather than on thz
part of the Shamir plan that addresses
the Arab states. Gold’s argument goes
as follows: «Should Iraq eventually
replace Syria as the primary threat to
Israel, such a development could have
an enormous impact on the peace pro-
cess. The greater readiness of many in
Israel to make territorial concessions in
Judea and Samaria (sic) but not on the
Golan Heights has been partly a func-
tion of the perception of a more
immediate threat in the north and a
more remote threat to the east. Jor-
dan’s increasing security dependence
on Iraq, combined with the latter’s
recent declaration of intentions, will
require a revision of the calculations of
the risks Israel faces on its eastern
front. Certainly Israel’s early warning
stations looking eastward from the hill-
tops of Judea and Samaria, as well as
its air defense deployments there, will
become more critical. Defensive posi-
tions against Iraqi ground forces that
could cross Jordan in 48 hours will
become more salient. Israel’s strategic
flexibility in negotiations over the ter-
ritories could be altered.»

The Jerusalem Post editoralized in
a similar vein on «The lessons of
Iraq,» saying that: «The priorities of
the peace process must be re-exa-

mined... without such progress (in
curbing the Middle East arms race and
moving towards accomodation bet-
ween Israel, Iraq and Syria), conces-
sions to the Palestinians would be at
best futile.»

On Israeli television, then Foreign
Minister Arens said, «I think that
something is perhaps understood to-
day that was not understood before
Saddam Hussein spoke, that the Pal-
estinian part of the Arab-Israeli con-
flict is only one of the parts and not
the most important one...» Brigadier
General Nachman Shai, army spokes-
man, echoed the same thought, saying:
«...the argument is not now on the
West Bank... You cannot settle the
Nablus riots (sic) and be happy...»
(Associated Press, May 3rd).

A parallel thrust is using the
«Iraqi danger» as rationale for con-
tinued US military and economic aid
when, for the first time in history, seri-
ous questions have been put concern-
ing the amount of this aid by influen-
tial  congressional representatives.
Israeli military personnel have spoken
of the need for buying US Patriot mis-
siles, which were previously considered
too expensive, until the Arrow missile
system is completed. This merges with
the discussion among Israeli strategists
about how to fit their interests into the
post-Cold War situation. Ostensibly,
the new US-Soviet relations removed
part of the rationale for massive aid to
the Zionist state. On the other hand,
the Bush Administration’s list of possi-
ble forthcoming foreign arms sales
totals $30 billion - almost half of which
could go to the Middle East. Many of
the US tanks now in western Europe
are being sold to Egypt. Israeli experts
are concerned about the possibility of
increased arms sales to Arab countries,
and will surely seek yet more aid to
maintain their strategic edge in the
new situation.

Back into the future
Renewed settlement drive

With the opportunities presented
by massive Soviet Jewish immigration,
Shamir’s caretaker government had
already been attempting a return to
the settlement drive of the late 70s-
early 80s, aiming to ensure the Zionist
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The Baghdad Summit

Interpreting the Significance of the Time,
the Place and the Discourse

by Imad Rahaima
Baghdad, June 1st

The emergency Arab summit in
Baghdad is over, but its effects are
not, for the summit was exceptional
not only in terms of the Arab League’s
rules, but also due to other factors
which are related to the time and place
it was held, and its packed agenda. It
was also unusual by virtue of the
debate and clamor that accompanied
and preceded it. In fact, the very con-
vening of this summit was in question
right down to when the plenary session
actually opened. It was uncertain
whether or not a quorum could be
achieved, due to Syrian objections to
the site of the summit. The question of
where a summit was to be held has
never had so many political connota-
tions as was the case with this one.
The shift in the leadership of the Arab
world, implied by holding the summit
in Baghdad, was far from satisfactory
to a number of regional and interna-
tional forces.

The significance of the place
«Why in Baghdad?» and «Why
not in Baghdad?» - this dual question
sums up all the inter-Arab contradic-
tions that accompanied and preceded
the summit. On the one hand, it sym-
bolizes the differences between the two
political currents which dominated the
summit. On the other hand, it reveals
the depth and seriousness of the sup-
posedly secondary Arab contradictions
which the intensive mediation efforts
of recent months could not dispell.
Those who supported the conven-
ing of the summit in Baghdad view this
city as a symbol of Arab steadfastness
and victory in the Gulf war. They
believe that Iraqi power enables the
Arabs to formulate a comprehensive
confrontation strategy that does not
exclude the military option. They
argued that the summit had to be con-
vened in Baghdad to show solidarity
with Iraq in the face of the US-Israeli-
British campaign, to show that Iraq

was not alone, but that the Arabs were
backing its right to possess developed
technology for peaceful and defensive
purposes.

The opponents and semi-oppo-
nents of convening this summit in
Baghdad had a different point of de-
parture. They have different views, dif-
ferent considerations and different
interests. First of all, there is Damas-
cus that from the beginning expressed
its rejection of the place of the sum-
mit, publicly and clearly. The Syrian
leadership added that the preparations
were not sufficient for this summit, so
the results would not meet the chal-
lenges facing the Arab world. Syria’s
absence revealed the depth of the so-
called secondary contradictions bet-
ween Damascus and Baghdad.

Almost all observers were sure in
advance that Syria would not attend;
yet hope remained that the Syrian
leadership would change its mind at
the last minute. This hope lingered
even in the first half hour of the open-
ing session, for Colonel Qaddafi of
Libya was in Damascus, and had dis-
patched a special envoy to Baghdad
the night before. Rumois spread about
Syria joining the summit; pictures of
President Assad were put up in
Baghdad, and there was a commotion
in the suite of Al Rashid hotel where
the Syrian delegation was to stay.
Though it was known for sure that
President Assad would not attend,
there was still a small hope that Syria
would be represented, for how else
would it be possible to discuss the
issues of pan-Arab security, the Arab-
Israeli conflict and Lebanon? Even
those with the most reservations con-
sider Damascus to be a major player in
all these fields.

As the Libyan leader arrived in
Baghdad, rumors spread that he had
brought a Syrian delegation headed by
Foreign Minister Shara, but the rumors
faded and the Syrian se€at remained
vacant.

Lebanon was the second opponent
of convening the summit in Baghdad.

Of course, nobody at the summit really
cared what the Lebanese officials said
to justify their absence. Still, Leba-
non’s official absence did not prevent
the Lebanese issue from being discus-
sed. Resolutions were adopted which
were welcomed by Lebanon’s Presi-
dent Hrawi, Prime Minister Hoss and
Speaker of Parliament Husseini.

Three other Arab heads of state
did not attend, but sent high-ranking
deputies in their place. The first of
these was King Hassan II, who hates
to attend any summit that he does not
host himself (7 out of 19 past Arab
summits were held in Morocco). The
second of the absentees was Sultan
Qabus of Oman, who dislikes by
nature to attend such events. The third
absentee was President Shadli Ben
Jedid of Algeria. His absence left a
significant moral void in view of his
and Algeria’s outstanding role in past
efforts to achieve Arab solidarity and
reconcile inter-Arab disputes. The
unconvincing reasons given for Ben
Jedid’s absence also had an influence
on the summit; many questions were
raised about the real motivation for
the Algerian decision.

Among those staies that had
reservations about the site of the sum-
mit, and expressed their dissatisfaction
ambiguously, the most prominent were
Egypt and Saudi Arabia that most
probably share the same reasons for
their attitude. Neither are willing to
recognize Iraq’s growing role in the
region. Both fear that Iraq’s military,
scientific, economic and human
resources will come to outweigh their
own particular political functions.
Saudi Arabia, for its part, is accus-
tomed to dominating the Arab scene
especially in the 70s and the 80s.
Egypt, newly readmitted to the Arab
League, is trying to restore the role it
lost during the years of its enforced
absence following Sadat’s visit to
occupied Jerusalem and the signing of
the Camp David accords.

These two states have their own
political line and style which differ >
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from those of Baghdad. It is not sur-
prising that they expressed reserva-
tions, and refrained from expressing

unconditional ~ support to Iraq.
Moreover, due to their regional con-
siderations and interests, neither Egypt
nor Saudi Arabia was eager to provoke
the Syrian government or to cut lines
of communication with it. In relation
to the international scene, both prefer
to avoid any confrontation with the
US, which would have been inevitable
if they had joined in the wholehearted
support to Iraq.

For all these reasons, Cairo and
Riyadh tried to resolve the dilemma of
where to hold the summit, and exert-
ed direct and indirect efforts to me-
diate between Baghdad and Damascus.
Meanwhile, they postponed announc-
ing their intentions to attend the sum-
mit. However, in the end these reasons
were insufficient to keep them away.
They were forced to attend the sum-
mit, choosing to bypass the obstacle of
the place and its connotations in favor
of fighting the political battle at the
summit.

The political discourse

The summit was dominated by
two major political currents. The first,
the current of «moderation,» was led
by Egypt and supported by the Guif
states and other traditionally moderate
Arab governments. Iraq headed the
other current, the «hardline» one, with
strong support from the PLO and
Libya.

The moderates regurgitated the
usual political positions; the speech of
Husni Mubarak encompassed all the
positions of this group. It stressed the
«strategy of peace» which, according to
him, stems from «our values, heritage
and concern about our interests. In
brief, it is the option that conforms
with our principles and truly expresses
our masses’ aspirations... Arab tradi-
tions, especially after Islam, have been
based on applying reason before taking
up the sword... The Arabs have sur-
passed the world community in this
domain.»

Up to this point Mubarak’s speech
might have seemed okay. But as he
continued, the fine line which sepa-
rates peace from surrender was bro-
ken. So was the fine line which sepa-

18

rates upholding the legitimate, natural
rights of the Arab nation with dignity,
from stooping to accept any solution
and the humiliation of carving out a
place for oneself at the price of aban-
doning all these rights.

The moderates began to shiver
and shake from the mere possibility of
having to resort to the sword if the
resort to reason failed. They began
giving advice about how the Arab dis-
course should be «human and reason-
able» in accordance with the values of
the times. But they had no answer as
to what should be done in the case
when pursuing the course of reason
only leads to more Israeli intransigence
and expansion, more expulsion of
Palestinians, further absorption of new
immigrants and threats to attack Iraq,
and Pakistan if need be, as has been
the Israeli response to peace overtures.
What should be done if such logic only
results in the US administration’s con-
tinued massive support to the Shamir
government? What if the fears of Jor-
dan become a reality, and Israel does
occupy more Arab territory, specifi-
cally that from the Jordan River and
possibly extending to Amman? What if
Israel tries to attain what it considers
to be its natural borders? These bor-
ders are engraved on an Israeli coin
showing a Jewish state including all of
Palestine, all of Jordan and parts of
Lebanon, Syria, Iraq and even Saudi
Arabia. What would happen if Israel
were to achieve these things, or at
least begin working on them? How
then would the Arabs deal with this
situation? Are we to wait until it is too
late and all is lost?

These questions and more were
asked by the «hardliners,» but there
was no answer because those who have
dropped the military option from their
calculations, and considered the 1973
war as the last one, are committed
only to «peace» and do not want the
Arab discourse to include any mention
of force. True, the «hardliners» did
not pose the military option as the pre-
ferable one. True, our experience with
Arab summits and their rhetoric is not
encouraging, and the Palestinians have
paid the price for this in the loss of
their land and rights. Yet it is also true
that, due to US-Israeli intransigence,
the advocates of «moderation» have

nothing to show for all their modera-
tion, in order to convince others of its
usefulness. This is especially true in
the current situation which is full of
tension and even signs of war.

King Hussein’s speech at the sum-
mit shed light on the reality of the situ-
ation. He tolled a bell of warning and
pointed to the possibility that Jordan
would become the target of an Israeli
attack, the battlefield of the coming
Arab-Israeli war and the destination
chosen by the Israelis for the Palesti-
nians who are to be «transferred.» This
option is becoming more and more
possible as Shamir seeks to form an
ultraright government wherein he him-
self would appear as a «dove» in con-
trast to hawks like Sharon, Eitan, etc.

Some Arab leaders viewed the
king’s speech as willful exaggeration
aimed at obtaining more financial sup-
port to Jordan which is suffering a seri-
ous economic crisis. But the majority
were convinced by the speech and con-
scious of the pending dangers.

Amidst this atmosphere which was
not at all pleasing to Cairo, Mubarak’s
speech sounded like an old,worn-out
tune.He had two choices -either to
retreat and accept a secondary role,
letting the «hardliners» set the pace; or
try to force the summit to adopt the
direction of recent summits which have
marked the decline of official Arab
policy. Mubarak yearns for Egypt to
regain the leading role it enjoyed in
the 50s and the 60s, by virtue of its
pan-Arab nationalist line, but this time
on the basis of being the leader of
«moderation,» moving in the sphere of
the Camp David accords and the
Baker plan. Realizing his intentions
required putting a brake on the line of
escalation under consideration in
Baghdad.

In this context, it is worth noting
the recent cooling-off in the PLO-
Egyptian relations, due to Mubarak’s
insistence on maintaining a super-mod-
erate line. The Egyptian regime’s
ambitions to lead the Arab world can
only be realized when moderation pre-
vails or rather when the Arabs offi-
cially adopt a policy of surrender.
Egypt wants to maintain a strong reg-
ional role for this would give it weight
in the international arena. Here it is
relevant to note that the US administ-
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ration had addressed a 16-page
memorandum to the Arab foreign
ministers who met in Baghdad prior to
the summit, urging them to avoid
rhetoric, to focus on direct negotia-
tions (rather than an international con-
ference), to abstain from denouncing
the Soviet Jewish immigration and
from linking Iraq’s possession of chem-
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ical weapons with the nuclear weapons
issue (i.e.Israel’s nuclear arsenal).
Indeed Mubarak’s positions at the
summit were in compliance with this
unwarranted US attempt at interven-
tion in Arab decision-making.
Mubarak does not seem to object
to promoting Egypt’s regional and
international status by working to

overcome the «Palestinian obstacle»
even if that is to be obtained at the
expense of the Palestinian people and
their legitimate rights. Going down the
one-way street paved by Washington
D.C. and Tel Aviv cannot be done
halfway; imperialism and Zionism
demand that all their conditions be
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met, and Mubarak seems willing to
oblige even if that means colliding with
the PLO and pressuring it.The Egyp-
tian regime seems intent on conti-
nuing down this one-way street,head-
ing towards a solution, any solution, if
only this would ensure its prominent
role and justify the policy it adopted
almost two decades ago.

To serve these ends, it was
required that the military option be
dropped from the final communique of
the summit. It was also required to
drop the PLO’s call for boycott and
economic sanctions, letting the US off
the hook for its unconditional support
to Israel’s aggressive policies. In short,
it was required to advance the same
old line of decline in the official Arab
position.

On the other hand, it must be
recorded in favor of the Baghdad Sum-
mit that there was another political
line represented. Its positions can be
characterized by two major aspects:

One: Calling for reserving the
right to use force when the logic of
reason proves futile, and working to
attain the capacity to do so. This
attitude was expressed by the Iraqi
president in his opening speech and in
his comments to the speeches of
others. It was also expressed by the
president of the State of Palestine,
PLO Chairman Yasir Arafat, in his
decisive words against the US
administration and Israel, in his call
for economic sanctions against states
which facilitate Jewish immigration to
occupied Palestine, and those which
support continued Israeli aggression
against the Arab nation. In a similar
vein, Arafat called for convening the
joint Arab defense council; he stressed
the military option and signalled that
the patience of the Palestinian leader-
ship is running out because neither the
US nor Israel have made any approp-
riate response to the PLO’s peace
initiative.

Two: The political discourse of
those espousing this line was logical
and reasonable and in compliance with
the concepts of the present stage. For
perhaps the first time, the expression
of this political line has made the link
between the logic of force and the
force of logic, and herein lies its
strength.
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The outcome

After prolonged debate in the
assembly hall and behind the scenes,
the Baghdad Summit arrived at joint
results which to a great extent were in
favor of the «hardliners,» but without
irritating or embarrassing the «moder-
ates» whose weight at the summit was
greater. A glance at the balance of
gains and losses allows us to assess the
summit’s results.

Iraq gained from this summit first
of all simply because it was held in
Baghdad, and a considerable number
of the Arab leaders attended. More-
over, this summit took decisions which
support Iraq’s course on the eastern
front in its war and peace with Iran,
and in its confrontation of the cam-
paign launched against it by the US,
Israel and other parties.

The PLO came out victorious,
first of all because the summit was
convened in response to 1ts call.
Moreover, the summit took decisions
that were supportive of the Palestinian
peace initiative; it pledged financial aid
and promoted Arab solidarity which
has not excluded the military option
and which stands by the Palestinian
people and intifada.

King Hussein got more out of this
summit than he expected. It was gen-
erally agreed that he succeeded in
illuminating the situation in Jordan and
why it needs support in the face of
external threats.

Egypt and Saudi Arabia came out
neither winners nor losers. They lost
«the war of words» since the final com-
munique condemned the US administ-
ration. But each state got something in
return. Egypt repossessed the Arab
League, and Cairo was again made the
site of its permanent headquarters.
Saudi Arabia obtained broad support,
including from the PLO and Iraq, for
its policy vis-a-vis Lebanon and the
activities of the tripartite Arab com-
mittee in which Riyadh plays a main
role.

The biggest winner at the summit
was the concept of Arab solidarity
based on upholding Arab rights and
confronting challenges to the Arab
nation. The Arab summit as an institu-
tion was a winner, for it regained its
importance with this summit. To make
a long story short, the Baghdad Sum-

mit put a halt to the line of decline
that had characterized the preceding
summits. This was expressed by Co-
lonel Qaddafi in the final session when
he said that the previous Arab summits
came to nothing, while the Baghdad
Summit amounted to something.

It is true that the summit was not
completely equal to the challenge cur-
rently posed to the Palestinian people
and the Arab nation as a whole. It fail-
ed to adopt many needed decisions,
but at least it was an important step in
the right direction. A number of fac-
tors contributed to the summit’s suc-
cess, especially the following three:

1.All the Arab leaders seemed to
be aware that the conditions generated
by the new international situation will
not be to their interest unless they
adapt to the changes and impose their
positions as a major independent
power bloc.

2.There was also broad awareness
of the intensification of the aggressive,
expansionist Zionist policy, its oppres-
sion of the Palestinian people, and the
potential dangers it poses to Jordan,
Iraq, Libya and other countries. The
shadow of the Rishon Letzion mas-
sacre hung over the summit, as did the
dangers posed by the unprecedented
tide of new immigrants to Israel.
Meanwhile, the Bush Administration
seems just as close to Israel as were
previous administrations, refraining
from exerting any real pressure on it as
some Arab regimes had expected.
These factors weakened the line of sur-
render, and supported the logic of
those who called for defending Palesti-
nian and Arab rights by all means.

3.With the convening of the sum-
mit in Baghdad, the Iraqi leadership
spared no effort to make it produce
outstanding results that would conform
to the regional role Iraq seeks to play.
In this regard, the prevailing good
relations between the PLO and Iraq
were quite useful.

Real evaluation of the summit can
only come in connection with the
implementation of its decisions. This
final judgement must wait for a time.
In the interim, we are encouraged by
the fact that the promised financial aid
was extended to the PLO and Jordan
only few days after the summit con-
cluded. o



-—Tilrkey Ten Years After

Renewed Repression and Revolutionary Upsurge

Ten years have passed since the fascist military coup of September
12, 1980 took place in Turkey. Recently, developments bearing
highly significant consequences in terms of their dimensions and
range of influence have been taking place in the domestic and
foreign arenas of Turkey’s political affairs. A brief look at the
period extending from the September 12th fascist coup to the pre-
sent day, will be helpful in clarifying the actual course of these
dynamics and the role of certain events within this process.

by Filiz Cetin

The September 12th coup arrived
with a program comprising the following
issues: (a)to overcome the political crisis,
(b)to overcome the economic crisis, (c)to
eradicate the revolutionary struggle, and
(d)to restructure the Turkish economy.
The political crisis had drained any possi-
bility of a parliamentary solution: The
parliament had not been able to elect a
president of the state for over a year.
With all the deputies moving from one
party to the other, in exchange for per-
sonal benefits, and widespread corrup-
tion, no one had any respect for the
institution. The government, withitsina-
bility to put an end to the daily killings
and attacks, had lost all credibility. The
economic crisis had paralyzed the
bourgeoisie. There was a great shortage
of hard currency; investments had stop-
ped; the country could not pay its debts;
lack of hard currency threatened
imports; high unemployment and infla-
tion had decreased the buying power of
the population; and there were wide-
spreadstrikes.

The revolutionary struggle was win-
ning ever wider recognition each day in
the face of the deteriorating living condi-
tions of the masses and their increasing
dissatisfaction. This had to be suppressed
in order for the austerity measures pre-
scribed by the IMF and World Bank to be
carried out to the letter without any
opposition from the masses who would
bear the brunt of these measures. The
brutal nature of these measures would
surely contribute to the development of
even closer organic links between the

revolutionary forces and the masses. The
bourgeoisie was aware of the potential
threat such a situation would pose to the
regime.

The division of labor within the
imperialist hierarchy had assigned Tur-
key the new role of opening upits domes-
tic market to foreign competition and
adopting the Friedman model as used in
Chile. To achieve this transformation of
an economic structure where industry
was basically oriented toward the domes-
tic market into an export-oriented
economy which opens its domestic mar-
ket to foreign business, finance capital
needed to have complete control over all
resources. This in turn demanded total
submission and silence on the part of the
masses who would be suffering under the
pressure of soaring prices, fixed wages,
increasing unemployment, and official
and non-official plunder sanctified under
the slogan of activating all inert
resources.

Within the framework of this prog-
ram, all mass organizations were banned,
and campaigns of arrest and manhunt
were carried out. An atmosphere of
pacification, depolitization and de-
featism was imposed on the popula-
tion. Repression was exerted against
all centers of influence that could
cause the regime problems in its drive
to reorganize the country. The nascent
armed struggle in Kurdistan got its
share of the repression too. By ban-
ning all parties and blocking even any
bourgeois opposition, the regime tried
to monopolize the political life. All
this was realized through the employ-
ment of systematic state terrorism, tor-

ture and massacres which were to keep
Turkey constantly on the black lists of
Amnesty International and other
human rights organizations. Policies
were implemented aiming to create
new generations in total compliance
with the system, and to strengthen
religious and fascist trends among the
masses. The goal was to freeze class
struggle and to provide the atmosphere
allowing the regime to go its own way
without any second thoughts.

What do we see as the tenth
year ends?

—The working class has gone out
on the streets in various forms of pro-
test and demonstrations. Tens of
thousands are on strike, with the
number planned to rise to over a
hundred thousand in September. An
explosion in late January, killing 67
workers in a coal mine, evoked wide-
spread protests all over the country, in
factories and in universities. Mine
workers, their families and the
townspeople refused to allow a state
ceremony to be held at the funeral and
booed the representatives of the
bourgeois parties and the government.

—Peasants, especially the tobacco
and tea growers, are very desperate.
Ten thousand tobacco producers de-
monstrated for over a week in the
Aegean region in February, protesting
the very low prices set by the govern-
ment. They attacked local offices of
the ruling Motherland Party (ANAP),
destroyed the shops of tobacco mer-
chants and blocked highways. Whole
villages went on hunger strike, protest-
ing the ever deepening poverty.

—In universities and high schools,
the youth’s democratic struggle is rising
against the depoliticizing, reactionary
education system, against the presence of
police forces at educational institutions,
and for the right to establish student
unions. Progressive youth are waging a
difficult struggle to break open the shell
of silence and fear imposed on young
minds during the reign of state terror.

—Over a thousand political prison-
ers are currently on hunger strike in nine | 2
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against the state itself. The basis of all
measures is to be victorious in the field
of arms against arms...» (April 9th,
speaking before the meeting where the
decree was adopted). Thus the govern-
ment with the collaboration of the two
main opposition parties, imposed a leg-
ally sanctioned regime of terror, cen-
sure, exile and repression - not only in
Kurdistan, as it is designed to look,
but throughout the whole of Turkey,
as has been seen in practice.

Since the decree, most student
unions have been closed and their
leading activists arrested; several
strikes involving tens of thousands of
workers have been banned; editors-in-
chief of 17 revolutionary magazines
were arrested in mid-May; they have
been on hunger strike since then;
revolutionary magazines face great dif-
ficulty in finding printing houses to
print their issues; May 1st demonstra-
tions were attacked; journalists have
been brutally harassed by the security
forces; prisoners striking in protest of
increased repression are under con-
stant attack; a case has been filed
against the newly founded United
Communist Party in mid-June; 26 staff
members of the 17 revolutionary
magazines were arrested as they
attempted to travel to Ankara to pre-
sent the 500,000 signatures they had
collected to the prime minister in pro-
test of the situation.

Now that the opposition has
quickly grown into one of unpredicted
dimensions, all indications of resis-
tance and struggle are fiercely attacked
whereas all signs of trying to coexist
with the regime or of repentance are
rewarded. These developments indi-
cate that after years of torture and rep-
ression, the peoples of Turkey and
Kurdistan and their revolutionary
forces are raising their heads once
again. Struggle is advancing as
revolutionaries at the same time con-
tinue to heal the wounds of the defeat
and repression they have suffered.
Revolutionary forces are now proceed-
ing, putting to use the lessons of past
struggle and defeats. The trends of
unity are gaining in strength. Those
forces putting their stakes in legal and
parliamentary struggle have grouped
together. There is also a new coalition
of those forces who are determined to
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achieve a coordination of the struggles
of the peoples of Kurdistan and Tur-
key, and to radicalize the struggle of
the masses in order to create revolu-
tionary alternatives and overthrow the
rule of the bourgeoisie. They have
formed the Revolutionary Unity Plat-
form.

New regional role

Turkey has always been depen-
dent on foreign economic and military
aid, with this dependence increasing in
leaps and bounds over the years. Its
foreign debts totalling around $15 bill-
ion in 1980, have climbed to over $40
billion in 1989. Turkey ranks third
after Israel and Egypt among US milit-
ary aid recipients, with $550 million in
1989. «From the Truman Doctrine of
the late 40s to the Carter and Reagan
doctrines of the 80s, Turkey has been
part of every strategic doctrine devised
by Washington» (MERIP, September-
October 1989). As a NATO member
constituting NATO’s  southeastern
flank, Turkey has always coordinated
its foreign policy with the overall
policies of the imperialist system.

As the socialist bloc in Eastern
Europe has collapsed and ceased to be
regarded as a threat, NATO’s focus on
the Middle East has increased. This
has given new strength to the standing
US argument that NATO’s sphere of
involvement should include not only
the territories of its member countries,
but also those regions having direct
influence on their interests, and espe-
cially the Middle East. This had been
part of NATO rhetoric since 1982, but
the West European countries had been
reluctant to actually implement it. In
line with this shift in focus, there has
recently been much high-level US and
NATO traffic to and from Turkey.
The Turkish government has been
informed that with the «Soviet threat»
receding as a result of the recent inter-
national developments, Turkey must
agree to play a more active role in the
Middle East if it wants to keep its
military aid at the present level.

This «more active role» evidently
implies increased military and political
activity, as Turkey’s economic activity
in the region is already quite high.

Turkey is expected to enter into
firmer alliances with the reactionary

states of the region, and especially
Israel, and has taken steps to fulfill
those expectations. An agreement has
been concluded whereby Turkey will
sell water to Israel, which as Jerusalem
Post reports, will greatly contribute to
solving one of the Zionists’ most vital
problems: shortage of water resources.
The Jerusalem Post also notes the coin-
cidence between the deterioration of
Syrian-Turkish relations and the
development of the Israeli-Turkish
relations. Discussions are being held to
resume the full diplomatic relations
that had been dropped to a lower level
in 1981 (as part of an oil deal sought
with the Saudis). The Israeli lobby in
the US has recently cooperated closely
with the Turkish government to under-
mine the discussions held in the US
Congress on the 1915 Armenian mas-
sacre.

Recently, on the issue of the
«giant Iraqi cannon,» Turkey has not
hesitated to act in coordination with
the imperialist states, confiscating and
returning to Britain some iron pipes
destinated for Iraq. Moreover, the
Turkish prime minister declared that
the acquisition of sophisticated military
technology by Iraq is a security threat
for Turkey. The fact that Iraqi oil
pipes pass through Turkey gives the
Turkish regime a weapon that could
always be used. Incidently, Iraq is Tur-
key’s biggest trade partner in the Mid-
dle East.

Water has been a weapon fre-
quently used as a threat against Syria.
Ozal has declared on several occasions
that Turkey can always stop the flow
of water to Syria if it continues to pro-
vide facilities for Turkish and Kurdish
revolutionaries - an accusation categor-
ically denied by Syria. It is a widely
known fact that Turkey assists the
Muslim  Brotherhood organization.
Starting in February and March, the
possibility of cross-border operations
into Syria and, for the first time, Leba-
non have been publicly discussed in
the Turkish press by ministers and
military officers. There have been
proposals to bomb bases in Lebanon;
the responsible of the Special Forces
has declared that with a 10-man team,
they can easily carry out an operation
in Lebanon and kill PKK’s leader. As of
this writing in mid-June, a Syrian delega-



tion is in Turkey. Discussions seem to be
at a stalemate with Turkey pushing on
border security matters, and Syria
demanding more water and a greater say
over the flow of the Euphrates River.

A Turkish government delegation
headed by the prime minister recently
visited Iraq to discuss the issues of
economic cooperation, across-the-bor-
der operations versus Kurds, and
water. An agreement was reached
whereby Turkey will give two credit
packages of $40 million each to Iraq,
help reconstruct some factories, and
provide technical training for Iraqi per-
sonnel. But Turkey has rejected Iraqi
demands to increase the supply of
water being released from newly con-
structed giant dams. As opposed to
Iraqi and Syrian arguments that the
Tigris and Euphrates Rivers are inter-
national waterways like the Danube in
Europe, the Turkish government holds
that they are Turkey’s territorial water-
ways and that Turkey is the sole deci-
sion-maker as to how they are to be
utilized. In response, Iraq refused to
renew the cross-border operations
agreement which expired in 1989. With
its oil pipelines and water sources
within Turkish boundaries, Iraq is
obviously at a greater disadvantage in
this bargain.

At this juncture, with Turkey
aspiring to play a more active role in
the Middle East and in line with its
national interests, Turkey would not
risk breaking relations with the Arab
countries. However, with the strategic
control it has over vital water sources,
Turkey will have a considerable lever-
age for pressuring Iraq and Syria. A
more active military role for Turkey
implies the use of the close to 30 US
military facilities in Turkey for direct
intervention in Middle Eastern affairs
in compliance with the old-new NATO
approach to the scope of its activities.
These bases, which were directly used
by the US in its 1958 invasion of Leba-
non, and in connection with Black
September 1970 in Jordan, are now
allegedly used solely for NATO pur-
poses. There is also a discussion of
replacing the older Turkish weapon
systems with weapons to be removed
from Europe, in keeping with the new
disarmament treaties. The Turkish
regime’s claims that its southern

neighbors have become hotbeds of
hostile activities against it ominously
complement the NATO attempt to
expand its sphere of involvement. This
was shown when Turkey took the mat-
ter of the intifada in Kurdistan to
NATO, as a foreign threat against
Turkish territory; NATO and the US
expressed deep concern over the
developments. It is clear that an
aggressive reactionary Israeli-Turkish
axis is in the making discreetly, though
it will need the participation of an
Arab state to become an overt force in
the Middle Eastern arena.

Broader implications of the
revolutionary upsurge

Turkish and Kurdish revo-
lutionaries are proceeding against the
tide in view of the retreat of socialism in
the international arena. The general
strengthening of world reaction and
imperialism certainly has adverse effects
on the struggle of the peoples of Turkey
and Kurdistan. Itis afact that Turkeyand
the Middle East, like Latin America, are
not among those areas where tension will
be reduced.

Especially with the new mission
given to Turkey with NATO shifting its
emphasis from Europe to the Middle
East, the revolutionary developments in
Turkey and Kurdistan are of greatimpor-
tance for the oppressed peoples of the
Middle East.

Turkey is a country with a relatively
developed capitalist structure, class
struggle and working class, and a
strategic bastion of the imperialist system
in the region. Thus, the advance of the
revolutionary struggle in Turkey and
Kurdistan would affect the balance of
forces in the Middle Eastern arena in
favor of the forces of national and social
emancipation. Such a change has the
potential to throw the imperialist system
into a turmoil. It could activate dynamics
that would give a new impetus to the
world revolutionary process. The fascist
Turkish regime and imperialism are
aware of the broad potentials of the
revolutionary upsurge in Turkey. While
engaging in new massacres and terror to
block the progress of this struggle, they
are censuring all related news, while
highlighting some so-called democratic
practices to mislead world public opin-
ion.

The Palestinian intifada has found
its echo in Kurdistan. Castro’s cry of
«Socialism or Death» has found its echo
in the struggle of the Turkish and Kurdish
revolutionaries swimming against the
tideinspite of all setbacks. The revolutio-
nary struggles of our region have com-
piled a wealth of experiences that should
be shared by all. There has always been
mutual interaction between revolutio-
nary struggles in various parts of the reg-
ion. Now, in the face of the coming
imperialist attack, consolidation of such
cooperation and solidarity is a must.

To conclude this article, we will
quote part of a call addressed to the prog-
ressive international public opinion by
the Turkish and Kurdish organizations
constituting the Revolutionary Unity
Platform:

«Just as the peoples of Turkey and
Kurdistan were pulling themselves out of
the swamp of the fascist September 12th
junta, they are being forced back into the
abyss of a new «Decree of Silence.» The
rights and positions won by revolution-
ary forces through struggle are now
being wiped out by the all-out attacks of
the fascist regime in the form of special
warfare. The ruling classes consider this
to be a question of «to be or not to be» and
have launched an all-out attack against
even the smallest crums of freedom...
Our peoples will take action in self-
defence in the face of these brazen viola-
tions of their right to live in Turkey and
Kurdistan. The brutal methods
employed by the ruling classes motivate
our peoples to engage in broad armed
resistance... Today there is a stark
human problem in Turkey and Kurdis-
tan. This deserves the attention of all
progressive humanity and requires a sen-
sitive approach on their part. No demag-
ogy can conceal the fact that the initiators
and propagators of terror are not the
revolutionary forces. On the contrary,
these forces are acting in righteous self-
defence in the face of state-sponsored
massacres and attacks directed against
themselves and our toiling peoples.
There can be nothing more natural and
more necessary than the resistance of our
people by all means against this period of
inquisition. This is the duty of those who
claim to be modern and democratic
people. We call on progressive humanity
toshoulder its responsibilities.»
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by Itimad Musa

What is the practical significance
of the Palestinian right to return? This
was the theme of the Return group’s
conference held in London on June
9th. The Return group is an indepen-
dent forum of anti-Zionist Jews and
non-Jews whose aim is to promote a
critical discussion of Zionism in theory
and practice. The conference, entitled
«The Palestinian Right to Return:
Dream or Practical Politics?,» brought
together a variety of discussants who
shed light on the many important
aspects of the Palestinian right to
return.

The long arm of the Zionist «sec-
urity» apparatus also made itself felt at
the conference. Chairman Don Betz
pointed out in his opening remarks
that it was necessary to have two sepa-
rate tables for the discussants to pro-
tect the Israeli citizens participating in
the panels from the Israeli «anti-ter-
ror» law which makes it illegal for
them to share a forum with a member
of the PLO. There were other more
severe restrictions from the Israeli
authorities affecting the conference.
Maha Nassar, director of the Palesti-
nian Women’s Committees, was not
granted a laissez-passe by the occupa-
tion authorities, preventing her from
traveling to London to participate in
the conference. Ms. Nassar’s absence
was doubly noticable as she was the
only woman scheduled to formally par-
ticipate in the conference. Michel
Warschawsky, director of  the
Jerusalem based Alternative Informa-
tion Center, was also unable to attend
as the appeal to his conviction of pro-
viding typesetting services to an illegal
organization is still pending (see DP
no.38).

Mr. Betz, who is also chairman of
the International Coordinating Com-
mittee of the UN Non-Governmental
L]
Editor’s Note: In the last issue of
Democratic  Palestine we mistakenly
reported that Michel Warshawsky is a
political prisoner in Israel. In fact, the
appeal of his conviction is still pend-
ing. We regret this error.
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Organizations on the Question of
Palestine (ICCP), also addressed the
issue of his participation in the confer-
ence, as there were unnamed parties
who opposed it. In this regard, Mr.
Betz stated that although the ICCP
advocates a two-state solution to the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, its work is
guided by UN resolutions, including
the one providing for the Palestinian
right to return. In addition, he expres-
sed his belief in the importance of
forums such as the Return conference
where people with differing views on
the conflict and its resolution can
engage in dialogue.

The first speaker was the rep-
resentative from the PLO office in
London responsible for foreign rela-
tions, Bassim Al Jamal, who relayed
greetings to the conference from the
PLO. Mr. Al Jamal emphasized the
centrality of the right of the Palestinian
people to return to their homeland, for
without this right independence, free-
dom and democracy are empty words
and meaningless ideas. He also pointed
out the significance of the conference
being held «under the shadow of
Soviet Jewish immigration» to Pales-
tine, which he characterized not as
people freely choosing to live in a cer-
tain country, but rather a compulsory
migration entailing replacing the Pales-
tinian population with Soviet Jewish
immigrants. «Such a strategy is no less
than a blatant attack on our very exis-
tence as a Palestinian people, and can-
not fail to inflame tension and hatred
between the two sides,» he said. He
ended by saying that without ensuring
the Palestinian right to return there
can be no peace in Palestine, and on
this basis affirmed the need to struggle
together to achieve peace.

Introductory remarks were made
by Roland Rance, editor of Return
magazine. Mr. Rance read out the
Return group’s platform which states:

—the Palestinian people, at whose
expense the state of Israel was estab-
lished and continues to exist, have the
right to return, to self-determination
and to their independent state on
Palestinian soil;

—the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation is the sole legitimate representa-
tive of the Palestinian people;

—the state of Israel does not rep-
resent all Jewish people, neither leg-
ally, morally, nor in any other way;

—the Zionist structure of the state
of Israel is at the heart of the racism
and oppression against the Palestinian
people, and should be dismantled.
He then explained that this was the
second conference the Return group
has organized, the first one having
been held in 1988 under the title, «The
Case against Zionism: Zionism and
Jewish Identity.» That conference
covered one part of the Return equa-
tion, dealing with Zionism as it relates
to Jews and Jewish identity. This con-
ference was meant to cover the other
part of the Return equation, dealing
with the effects of Zionism on Palesti-
nians.

Picking up on the point made by
Don Betz concerning ICCP’s support
for the conference, Mr. Rance pointed
out that although the Return group
does not necessarily favor a two-state
solution, such a solution does not
necessarily conflict with the right to
return. And it is ending the injustice
done to the Palestinians, particularly
those refugees in the diaspora and the
occupied territories, which will put an
end to the conflict. To illustrate this
point, Mr. Rance mentioned a letter
received by the Return group from a
liberal rabbi in Israel who supports a
two-state solution. His letter expressed
dismay at the Israeli left for ignoring
the issue of the right to return, which
they mistakenly view as in conflict with
their advocacy of a two-state solution.
This only serves the purpose of the
extreme right-wing in Israel by denying
a major injustice.

In addition to the discussion
panels, a small collection of anti-
Zionist publications was exhibited at
the conference. The collection, includ-
ing articles from Israel Imperial News,
Matzpen, Khamsin -and ISRAC, was a
miniature catalogue of the history of
anti-occupation and of anti-Zionist
thought in Israel dating from 1967. As



the commentary accompanying the
exhibit pointed out, history has proven
their critique of Zionism correct.

The first panel speaker was Mar-
wan Darweish, a Ph.D. candidate in
the School of Peace Studies at the Uni-
versity of Bradford. Mr. Darweish, a
native of Um Al Fahm in the Galilee,
spoke about the effects of settler col-
onialism on Palestinians, particularly
those inside the green line. Clarifying
that the term settler colonialism
applies equally to recent Soviet Jewish
immigrants as it did to the various
waves of immigrants before and
immediately after the founding of
Israel, he outlined the ongoing trans-
formation of the Palestinian economic,
political and social structure. Beyond
further land confiscation and pro-
letarianization of Palestinian peasants,
the asymmetrical relationship between
settlers and Palestinians in their sepa-
rate economic, residential and educa-
tional spheres will be further
entrenched by the recent settlement
drive. In addition, Soviet immigrants
will inevitably become part of the state
security apparatus used to oppress
Palestinians.

This colonization process is creat-
ing new areas of hinterland by immig-
rants who settle in and around Palesti-
nian communities and who exploit the
human and other resources available to
them. As a result, the Arab villages
inside the green line will become
dependent on these hinterland settle-
ments for medical care, employment
and access to government offices.

Another aspect of the settlement
drive is the accompanying dehumaniza-
tion of Palestinians in an attempt to
justify their displacement. Slogans of
the past such as «a land without a
people for a people without a land»
are likely to reappear, in effect making
Palestinians invisible.

The internal effects on Israeli soc-
iety are manifested in increased daily
incidents of racism, creating a situation
in which there is no safety for Palesti-
nians. This situation has created an
atmosphere in which the concept of
transfer is now legitimate, Israelis in
general having lost their sense of out-
rage about it. Underpinning all of this
is Israeli state policy which feeds this
phenomenon, as do vaguely disguised

threats made against Palestinians by
various Israeli officials across the polit-
ical spectrum.

In his closing words, Mr. Dar-
weish gave a chilling account of the
disappointment expressed by neighbors
of the man responsible for the Rishon
Letzion massacre that he only man-
aged to kill seven Palestinians as one
indication of the growing racist attitude
of Israelis. This in the context of the
judicial system which sentenced Rabbi
Levinger to five months in prison for
killing a Palestinian, while he would
risk one year imprisonment for sitting
at the same table with the PLO.

The next speaker was Michael
Palumbo, an independent researcher
and author of The Palestinian Catas-
trophe. Mr. Palumbo discussed the
nature of Zionism and the Zionist
movement before 1948 as being based
on expulsion to accomodate new
Jewish immigrants. These realities
form the historical precedents for pre-
sent day immigration and disposses-
sion, which serve the same purpose as
they did over 40 years ago.

Continuing his discussion of the
Palestinian dispossession, he criticized
the apologists for Zionism who main-
tain that because there was never a
formal blueprint for the expulsion of
the Palestinians, Zionism is therefore
not guilty of committing an historical
injustice. He pointed out that rarely in
history does injustice occur in such a
mechanical way, yet this by no means
exonerates the perpetrators from
«sin.»

Turning to the war between the
Arab states and Israel in 1948, Mr.
Palumbo touched on some of the
myths surrounding it. For example, the
alleged Arab radio broadcasts which
were said ta have encouraged Palesti-
nians to leave their homes were actu-
ally propaganda tactics employed by
the Haganah. In fact, Arab states were
threatening Palestinians not to flee. He
also discussed the use of terror by
Zionists to «encourage» Palestinians to
leave, and made the case that concen-
trating on the few known cases, such
as the Deir Yassin massacre, misrepre-
sents the reality of what was happening
at the time. That the world knows of
only a few villages where massacres
occurred gives the false impression that

they were isolated incidents when, in
fact, they were frequent.

Ending his remarks, Mr. Palumbo
reiterated the historic continuity to the
present day threat of transfer, and
expressed his pessimism about the
future of Palestine.

The afternoon panel was led off
by Dr. Uri Davis, director of the
Jerusalem and Peace Service consul-
tancy office and one of the founders of
the Return group. In his remarks, Dr.
Davis discussed the meaning of return,
emphasizing that it is fundamental to
any discussion of the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. He maintained that resistance
to the Palestinian right to return is
rooted in entrenched racism and the
knowledge that Israel can’t accomo-
date the economic restructuring Pales-
tinian return would necessitate, as the
state was constructed to benefit Jews
only. In addition, speaking from a
purely moral aspect, it is untenable to
advocate democracy and then accord
rights only to Jews.

As the right to return would entail
radical changes in many spheres, its
meaning needs to be clearly under-
stood in order to make it a viable real-
ity. What the right to return does not
mean, according to Dr. Davis, is that
the original Palestinian inhabitants of a
destroyed village would displace the
present day inhabitants. What it does
mean is that the former inhabitants
would have equal access to present
facilities and receive compensation for
lost property, as provided for under
international law. Clarifying the mean-
ing of return is essential to dispel the
false polarity that victory and return
for the Palestinians means Jewish
expulsion and misery. In a truly free
democratic Palestinian society, Jews
could find a political home.

In ending, Dr. Davis criticized
those who advocate a two-state solu-
tion as a final settlement as
accomodators of Zionism, interested in
protecting a racist system of separa-
tion. Joint struggle is based on joint
values to achieve victory, he said.

Raja Aghbariya, secretary general
of the Abna Al Balad movement,
made the next presentation, focusing
on return and the Palestinians inside
Israel. Mr. Aghbariya criticized some
elements in the PLO leadership forp>
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backing down from their position con-
cerning the right to return to clear the
way for proposed US-sponsored
«peace talks» with Israel. Although
promoted as «realistic,» this position is
anything but that, ignoring as it does
the plight of exiles and refugees who
have played a crucial role in the Pales-
tinian revolution.

Moving to the issue of Palestinians
inside the green line, he emphasized
that all Palestinians - refugees, exiles,
residents of the 1967 occupied ter-
ritories - «belong to one nation and
one homeland», and have a linked
political destiny. In turn, their destiny
is linked with that of Jews in Israel. It
is on this basis that Abna Al Balad
calls for the building of a democratic
secular state in all of Palestine for both
Arabs and Jews.

Although prevented from attend-
ing the conference by the occupation
authorities, Maha Nassar’s speech was
read by Les Levidow, a member of the
Return group. Ms. Nassar’s speech put
forth the right to return as a consensus
in the Palestinian community, and
emphasized the unity of Palestinians
inside and outside their homeland
through the intifada. One of the goals
of the intifada is the right to return,
the acute necessity of which is experi-
enced particularly by the refugees, who
bear the brunt of Israeli repression.

Ms. Nassar criticized the Israeli
democratic forces whose position on
the Palestinian state and the right to
return is unclear. She outlined Palesti-
nian rights as the right to return, self-
determination and the establishment of
an independent state. These rights
necessitate  increased international
pressure on Israel to achieve them.

As two of the scheduled speakers
were not in attendance, a few mem-
bers of the audience were asked to
make short presentations. The first of
these was Prof. Norton Mozvinsky of
North Connecticut University. Prof.
Mozvinsky addressed the issue of
religious fanaticism and the need to
criticize ultraorthodox racism. He
pointed out that recent comments by
various religious authorities in Israel
that the lives of non-Jews are less val-
uable than Jewish lives should be vie-
wed as a clear political position. These
statements underlie others issued by
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ultraorthodox leaders that Israel
should return part of the 1967
occupied territories. Although cheered
by some for their seemingly liberal
bent, these statements are based on
the view that the failure of the Israeli
army to crush the intifada endangers
Jewish lives, and it is only because of
this that Israel should withdraw.
Clearly racist in nature, these state-
ments should be recognized and con-
demned as such.

Mohammad Hawari of Matzpen
took the floor next, his words focusing
on the process of political change now
going on in Palestine. He reiterated
the point made by others that an inde-
pendent state in the West Bank and
Gaza Strip would not meet the aspira-
tions of the refugees, nor would it
accomodate them physically. In con-
nection with this, he said that the
question of return is alive in the hearts
and minds of Palestinians inside the
green line too. And although they
reject the idea, even Jewish Israelis
know the importance of return to
Palestinians. Given this, he outlined
the need to present Israelis with an
alternative political framework so they
can accept the idea of return. This
would entail raising the consciousness
of more Israelis, especially young ones,
about the contradiction between the
idea of a Jewish state and a democratic
one. Mr. Hawari emphasized the need
to bring the abstract concept of return
into specific reality in political praxis.
To do this he proposed activists taking
up the cases of specific villages whose
indigenous inhabitants were driven
out, and discussing how they can prac-
tically return to or be compensated for
their land.

The last of these speakers was Udi
Adiv, a former Israeli political pris-
oner. Mr. Adiv also drew a fundamen-
tal link between the Palestinian right
to return and solving the conflict. He
criticized the Israeli left for failing to
deal with this issue, and asserted the
need for what he termed «Palestinian
democracy,» free of the constraints of
both Jewish and Arab nationalism. In
his view, nationalism of these sorts
work in opposition to democracy, and
relinquishing them would trigger a
metamorphis leading to a democratic
state in Palestine.

Concluding remarks were made by
Mohammad Al Khalil speaking on
behalf of Abu Ali Mustafa, member of
the PLO Executive Committee and
head of the Department for the Affairs
of the Returnees. In his remarks, Mr.
Al Khalil reviewed the historical
experience of Palestinians under
Zionism, emphasizing its racist, settler
colonialist nature. Citing the failed his-
tory of settler colonialism in this cen-
tury, he noted that this does not bode
well for the two remaining bastions of
this phenomenon: Israel and South
Africa.

Touching on the historical falsity
perpetrated by Zionists that they
purchased 78% of the land gained in
Palestine, in actuality the purchase
figure was only 6%, with the rest being
gained through aggression. Racist iso-
lation, expulsion and massacres were
employed against the indigenous
inhabitants to remove them to accomo-
date Jewish immigrants. A corollary to
this tactic was aggression of various
sorts against Jews in other countries to
«encourage» them to immigrate to
Israel.

The present day reality descended
from this history is one defined by
seemingly endless concessions
extracted from Palestinians, including
the demand that the oppressed recog-
nize their oppressors. But the question
put on a strategic level cedes the con-
clusion that the present situation -is
untenable, and the only kind of inde-
pendent state feasible is a secular,
democratic one for both Jews and
Arabs.

Obviously, the PLO has a central
role to play in achieving this goal. One
of the aims of this national liberation
movement is to secure the right to
return, for without this no comprehen-
sive peace can be attained. This not
only entails securing this right for
Palestinians, but taking steps to curtail
the threat Soviet Jewish immigration
poses to the goal of peace and sec-
urity. For it is clear that one group
cannot enjoy human rights at the
expense of another.

In defining the second PLO aim of
self-determination, Mr. Al Khali!
pointed out that many accept this
notion on a theoretical level, but in
practice they reject it. What this means









