























transport services strengthened and additional funds for hos-
pitalization provided. Physiotherapy clinics were opened to
help the wounded regain the use of their limbs. UNRWA
has also provided local hospitals with specialized medical
equipment to treat severe fractures and eye injuries.

Perhaps the most significant response has been the for-
mation of a new organization called The Association of
Israeli and Palestinian Physicians (AIPP). The association
was formed in March 1988 «in response to deteriorating
medical conditions and violations of human rights in the
West Bank and Gaza Strip,» according to an official state-
ment released by the group. The association’s founding con-
ference was attended by over 100 Israeli and dozens of
Palestinian physicians. The AIPP focuses on assisting Pales-
tinian medical personnel who have been subject to harass-
ment, administrative detention and expulsion, fighting cut-
backs in medical care to the occupied territories, collectng
funds for medical care and medication and monitoring and
documenting medical care and rights violations in Israel and
the occupied territories. The group’s advocacy work is based
on the fact that the occupation authorities have been imped-
ing medical care as a tool of political pressure, and as a
means of individual and collective punishment. The political
stand of the AIPP supports a two-state solution. Such
efforts, if developed in the correct political direction, can
have a positive impact beyond health care in the occupied
territories.

Despite these efforts, the Israeli authorities have done
what they can to keep international organizations from
addressing the health needs of the occupied population. This
is part of their wider policy of isolating the territories from
world view to have a free hand, and keeping the population
dependent on the occupation infrastructure. Thus, for exam-
ple, funding to medical organizations is restricted to «ap-
proved» sources, training courses by international medical
experts have been forbidden, medical professionals have
been prohibited from attending international conferences
and, perhaps most significantly, the authorities have yet to
allow a World Health Organization (WHO) delegation into
the occupied territories to investigate health conditions. In
addition, the US, encouraged by Israel, has blocked the
State of Palestine from being admitted to the WHO.

The Palestinian response

The right to health care and who controls it has always
been part of the Palestinian struggle. For a displaced
refugee population or a community for whom every aspect
of life is controlled by a military occupier, health care takes
on a significance far beyond maintaining pliysical well-being:
it becomes an arena for mobilization to achieve radical
social and political change. In recognition of this fact, prog-
ressive forces in the occupied territories began forming med-
ical committees in the 1980s to serve Palestinian com-
munities. These committees have concentrated their efforts
in villages and refugee camps in order to serve the poorer
sector of the occupied territories. The grass-roots nature of
this movement and the popular response to it certainly influ-
enced the way the population was mobilized during the
intifada. In turn, the mass-based character of the uprising
has served as an impetus for further development of these
popular health care committees as they strive to respond to
the great medical needs of the population, as well as create
and strengthen independent Palestinian structures in the
field of health care.

The work of the two main committees operating in the
territories - the Union of Palestinian Medical Relief Com-
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mittees and the Popular Committees for Health Services -
was originally concentrated in preventive, curative and
health education programs. First operating from mobile
clinics, the committees later began establishing permanent
clinics in addition. Notably, women have had leading roles
in these committees, both as medical professionals volun-
teering their skills, and as part of the grass-roots women’s
committees who help organize the health education prog-
rams and mobile clinics.

Since the outbreak of the intifada, the committees have
revised their work to deal with the emergency and trauma
care demands of the Palestinian population, while continu-
ing to build an autonomous health care structure. For exam-
ple, after witnessing hundreds of people flock to hospitals to
donate blood on days when there were heavy gunshot
injuries, the committees organized blood typing and screen-
ing projects to facilitate long-term blood donation. As well,
first aid instructions in dealing with fractures, the effects of
tear gas and controlling bleeding have been added to the
health education syllabus.

Predictably, the occupation authorities have continu-
ously attempted to thwart the committees’ work, especially
during the intifada. Although the committees are legally
established organizations, the authorities’ stance towards
them does not reflect this. Medical professionals working
with these committees have been put in administrative
detention, had travel restrictions imposed on them and had
their private clinics closed down with a warning to cease all
voluntary work. Clearly, these attacks are part of the
authorities’ attempts to crush the intifada and force depen-
dency on the occupation, thereby controlling the population.
They are well aware that the committees are an important
part of the Palestinians taking control of their own lives and
building the infrastructure of their state.

Eyewitness to popular health care

At the beginning of the intifada, I had the opportunity
to observe one of the mobile clinics of the Popular Commit-
tees for Health Services in the West Bank. A several-days-
long curfew on Jalazon refugee camp near Ramallah had
just been lifted, and the five-person medical team would be
providing the first health care services in the camp for days.
As we approached the camp in the late February afternoon,
everyone in the car tensed as we spotted an army roadblock
near the surrounding Jewish settlement. If they searched the
car and found the «contraband» we were carrying - the
trunk-load of medical supplies - how would they react? Luc-
kily, after a cursory identity card check, the soldier waved
us through. As the car winded through the narrow streets of
the camp, more and more people appeared in doorways and
on the street, obviously curious as to who the carload of
strangers were. As we got out of the car and began unload-
ing the supplies, someone announced over the loudspeaker
of the camp’s mosque that the medical committee had
arrived, and anyone wishing medical attention should go to
a certain house.

We were led into a small camp dwelling and served
sweet warm tea by a woman with an equally warm smile.
Soon the small children of the household began peeping
around corners, checking out the unexpected guests and
giggling when we caught their eye. The doctor heading the
medical team disappeared with a young man, and upon his
return we were taken to another house whose two main
rooms had been emptied, except for a few tables and chairs
and a bed. The entry room would be the «reception area»
and the adjoining one would serve as the examination and P>
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Interview with Raja Aghbariya

«We must fight - we have no choice.»

This interview with Raja Aghbariya, secretary-general of Abna Al Balad, was conducted in June by
DP staff member Itimad Musa in London, where he was participating in the Return group’s confer-
ence(see DP no. 39). In it, Mr. Aghbariya speaks honestly about the failures and achievements of
Abna Al Balad, its conflicts with the PLO, the intifada and the future of his organization and the

Palestinians inside the 1948 occupied territories.

.\
\/\

Whenwas Abna Al Balad founded and why?

Some youths from Um Al Fahm and two or three persons
that came from Al Ard movement, which had been banned in
1965, began to try to do something after the 1967 war. All the
Arabs were shocked. All the time they had been waiting for the
Arab countries to liberate them from the Israelis and Zionism.
Then in six days something terrible had happened: all the Pales-
tinian land, all the Palestinian people were under occupation.
The Palestinians inside Israel had lived under an Israeli military
regime until 1965, and two years after that the authorities trans-
ferred all the occupation infrastructure to the West Bank and
Gaza Strip. So these youth - some Arab nationalists, some
Trotskyists, some from the Communist Party - were looking for
a new way to express their Palestinian identity and their rejec-
tion of the new situation. They knew very well the experience of
Al Ard movement - which was a Nasserite Arab nationalist
organization that had been banned by the Israelis because it
didn’t recognize the Israeli state. So they began to think of how
to create a local organization in Um Al Fahm. Actually, they
called it Abna Al Balad because the name has two meanings. On
the one hand, it means «the sons of the village,» but the real
translation is «the sons of the country.» They played with the
name because they were afraid of what the authorities’ reaction
might be to anything other than alocal organization.

They began by putting forth a list of candidates in the 1972
focal council elections. They succeeded in winning one seat in
1972, and many people began joining at that time because it was
a local organization. They raised two slogans:the one against
the clan system of representationin the local council, where can-
didate lists represented families and not political organizations,
and the other against the parties that were active in Um Al
Fahm. Abna Al Balad did not want to operate as a political
party. They opened a club after their success in the council and
began giving lectures, publishing platforms and leaflets about
every subject, slowly beginning to speak about politics.
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When the PLO began to say that it represented all the
Palestinian people, uniting them politically, this affected the
situation inside the green line. Later in 1975, Abna Al Balad
began saying that the Palestinians inside the green line are an
integral part of the Palestinian people and not an integral part of
the Israeli people, which is what the Communist Party and all
the other Zionist parties had been saying. So this stand is what
set Abna Al Balad apart at the beginning. Abna Al Balad began
moving into other villages and the universities, and became very
strong after Land Day in 1976 - the first big strike by all Arabs
inside the green line. I was a member of Abna Al Balad by then,
having been active in university and joining the movement in
1975. We published our first national leaflet about Land Day in
1976. 1 think that was the day Abna Al Balad changed from a
iocal to a national movement. After that, the PLO and the
Palestinian revolution began to be strong, and all the Palestinian
people became infused with a national soul. Abna Al Balad was
also affected by this and became an organization that rep-
resented this soul.

We worked without a political program until 1978. Until
then we had positions, but no ideological program. We began to
think about a program in 1978 after we succeeded in three out of
four universities in winning the leadership of the majority of
Arab students. But at that time Abna Al Balad wasn’t really
united and organized. Everybody thought that if you are a
Palestinian and believe the PLO represents you, then you are
Abna Al Balad. When we began to discuss this, we discovered
tragic differences between the various positions, especially in
Um Al Fahm because that’s where Abna Al Balad was founded.
We succeededin 1978 to write a primary program, but the differ-
ences remained as to whether or not we wanted to form a party
and participate in the Israeli elections to the Knesset, and if we
are an integral part of the Palestinian-Arab national arena
against Zionism. We split in 1983 in Um Al Fahm, because that
is where the biggest branch was. The split was over whether or
not to take partin Knesset elections, with the other side support-
ing the Progressive List for Peace (PLP).

Why did Abna Al Balad oppose participating in
Knesset elections?

We don’t think that we can solve the class and national
question from the Knesset. We know that this is a difficult posi-
tion to explain to the people who have regularly participated in
elections. Arabs have, in the past, voted in larger numbers than
Jews in Knesset elections. The position of the PLO has also
encouraged more people to vote. But what has happened in the
past two months with Peres validated our long-held position that
this state is racist. As this is a Jewish and Zionist state, we are
not, we cannot and they don’t want us to be considered as part of
the regime in Israel. The last two months Peres hasn’t succeeded P
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The ironic thing 1s that 1t you ask almost anybody what he
believes, he will essentially respond with our program. Maybe
he’s not a socialist, but he wants all Palestine, he wants the
refugees to return and he won’t say he’s against the Jews.
Research conducted by a professor at Haifa University con-
cluded that between 30 and 40 percent of the Palestinians inside
Israel support the program of Abna Al Balad. As well, more
than 60 percent of the Arab population inside the green line is
under 18yearsold. Thisis relected in Abna Al Balad, the major-
ity of whose members are youths. The future is ours. There have
been no immediate results from our program, but if you look to
the future you have to be very optimistic. But in the meantime
something has happened: the position of the PLO changed. In
the past we have supported the PLO’s position, but now we’re
facing political problems with the PLO also, not only with the
authorities and other forces inside Israel.

What, then, is Abna Al Balad’s view of the last PNC,
at which the PLO accepted UN resolutions 242 and
338 and recognized Israel’s right to exist?

We are against these positions, but the masses began to ask
us: Are you nore patriotic than Arafat? Before we’ve rep-
resented the positions of the PLO; now we are against them so
we have a problem with the masses. When the people see that
we’re militant - raising the Palestinian flag in every demonstra-
tion, etc. - and that the other forces aren’t doing anything, they
appreciate our sacrifices and continue to respect our position.
But they’re still afraid to join us because we’re suffering attacks
from the authorities, firstly, but also because the masses see
Abu Ammar as a symbol. They’ve criticized this position of
ours. When the splits occurred in Fatah and the PLO after 1982,
and after we strongly criticized Arafat for the Amman agree-
ment (with the Jordanian regime), we lost mass support because
people saw us as being against Arafat. But now we’re con-
solidating our mass support in a clear political program. We are
not afraid of what is going to happen now. We look towards the
future.

The «interim solution» holds nothing for us, nor do the slo-
gans of the intifada - liberation and independence. They speak
of liberation and independence for the Palestinians on the West
Bank and Gaza Strip, and we’re not an integral part of the
intifada there. Not because they don’t want us, but because
objectively speaking we are not part of the intifada. So this kind
of independence and liberation does not include us. Neverthe-
less, we are preparing ourselves for the future when the masses
will discover that our position is the correct one. Anyway, a
Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gazais now a dream after
the formation in Israel of the right-wing government. Shamir
and Sharon will agree to a Palestinian state? The whole situation
now has changed and every organization must rethink its posi-
tions. Our program is the correct one until now, but that doesn’t
mean the people will join as members. We have organizational
problems. Until now we’ve able to organize all the people who
agree with our program. We haven’t cadres who can do this kind
of organizing. As well, our financial situationis very bad.

What repressive measures have the authorities
taken against you personally and Abna Al Balad in
general?

I was under house arrest for a period amounting to four
years during the years 1980 to 1987. I was put underadministra-
tive detention at the beginning of the intifada after the big
«peace day» strike. Every year, after everything we did -
demonstrations, raising flags, writing slogans on the walls - they
would come to arrest me and some other comrades for some
days. These short arrests - 15 days, 8 days, etc. - have become
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part of our lives. Also, I lost my job as a teacher which I had held
for 14 years. I was fired by military order while still in prison
under administrative detention. It was a gift they presented to:
meon Land Day 1988.

Why haven’t they just banned Abna Al Balad?
Branches of Abna Al Balad have been banned, like the one
at Hebrew University. They took a decision in the Knesset to
ban it and gave the defense minister the responsibility of carry-
ing it out, but then the government collapsed and he couldn’t.
Now I guess they’ll carry out the banning order. They threaten
us all the time with this. I think they learned from the Al Ard
experience that banning us will not help them. I told them in
court that if you ban us, hundreds of youths from our organiza-
tion will go underground with their activities, which will make
them stronger. They don’t want this. They want us to continue
operating in the openso they can control us. Anyway, the objec-
tive situation is not ready for underground struggle. Until now,
our only option s to remain legal. This is a balance that has been
struck between us and them. Maybe eventually they will doiit.

What are the achievements of Abna Al Balad?

Until now, our biggest achievement has probably been con-
solidating our program and fighting the authorities and paying
the price to make Abna Al Balad legal. Don’t think that it is an
easy thing to say that we want a democratic secular state in Pales-
tine. The authorities interpret this to mean that we want to
destroy Israel. Our main achievement, I think, is represented by
our statements and positions and the Palestinian flag we raise all
the time in every strike and demonstration. We represent some-
thing different from all the other forces. We’re swimming
against the tide: we’re against the majority inside the green line,
the majority in the PLO, the authorities and Zionism. We’re a
small organization; don’t think that we’re thousands of com-
rades. But we’re active like a big party, like the CP. Every place
they’re fighting we’re fighting. We’re represented in all the
Arab committees inside the greenline. We’re anintegral part of
the leadership of the Arabs, and we’re the opposition to all the
forces there. We’re continuing to struggle while waiting for bet-
ter times. We have an interest in the establishment of a Palesti-
nian state in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. We want to see if
this state will help or be a big prison for all the Palestinian left.

So you do support the establishment of a Palestinian
state on the West Bank and Gaza Strip.

We think that this stage will then pass and other stages will
begin. National and political achievements are connected to the
refugees. What will happen with them? What will the leadership
of the Palestinian people do with them? How will it solve their
problem? If one million return to live inside the green line,
imagine what will happen. We will immediately become two
million inside Israel, and this will open other avenues of strug-
gle. I believe in this;if 1didn’t, I wouldn’tstruggle. Why should I
be pessimistic? But it is difficult. Nobody imagined this big
Jewish immigration from the Soviet Union, not even the Israeli
authorities. Everything has changed now.

In the last local council elections, Islamic forces
were successful. How did this happen?

There are many reasons for it happening. First, there is an
increase in the power of Islamic forces not only inside the green
line, but also in the West Bank and Gaza. Sometimes Hamas has
an equal balance of power with all the PLO factions in calling
strikes. Also in Jordan, Egypt, Algeria and Iran they’ve gained
strength. We’re not alone, not exceptions in this; it’s happened
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all over the world. People are disillusioned. Look at
what happened in the socialist countries; the situation has
regressed much and there is no longer socialism in Eastern
Europe. In the Soviet Union, thousands of people are turning to
the Quran and the Church - turning to God. As for our Islamic
forces, the Israelis dealt with them in the same way they dealt
with Hamas - they turned a blind eye and let them receive money
from Germany, America, Saudi Arabia, Jordan and even from
the West Bank. They’ve built 13 mosquesin Um Al Fahmin the
last ten years. We are only 26,000 persons, but we have 13 mos-
ques. One of them is four stories high, with each story being 500
meters square. Itis a big center for sports, it has alibrary, health
facilities and the mosque itself. We haven’t areal clubin Um Al
Fahm, only abasement apartment thatserves as one.

Also, we made very big mistakes in Um Al Fahm under the
leadership of the Democratic Front for Peace and Equality
(DFPE). The man who had been mayor since 1972 belonged to
the DFPE, and they made very many mistakes. As well, Abna
Al Balad, during the past five years, was in a position that
obliged us to support a coalition with the Communists. This was
terrible; they didn’t do anything in Um Al Fahm. We criticized
them but the people didn’t differentiate between us and them
and they punished all of us. We failedin Um AlFahm. Thiswasa
very big problem within Abna Al Balad that I discovered only
after the election, Imust say. They took 75 percent of the votes -
it was a revolution. Fifty percent of the people who voted for the
Islamic forces had supported the national and democratic forces
- Abna Al Balad, Ansar, the CP, et. al. All of them shifted their
support. They punished us because we made many mistakes.

What were these mistakes?

We didn’t do anything as a council. We didn’t have pro-
jects. There was open sewage flowing through the streets all the
time. The high schools were closed for three months by strikes
because the teachers weren’t being paid. The 15 primary schools
didn’t even have chalk. The situation was very bad. And the
Islamic movement was giving money to the schools before they
entered the council. They succeeded in controlling all the
parents’ committees in the schools. They were the leadership
before the election; the election only formalized their position.
But besides Um Al Fahm, they only succeeded in the small vil-
lages in the Triangle because there all of the population is
Islamic and it is a very traditional society. In the Galilee, they
succeeded to win six out of 18 seats in Nazareth. They didn’t suc-
ceed in Kufr Kana or other places in the Galilee because there it
is a mixed Christian-Muslim population, and they are less tradi-
tional than the Triangle.

What are you doing in response to this?

We’re not doing much locally, but they are making many
mistakes. They promised the people everything - not to collect
taxes, for example, and they must. They also promised not to
collect interest on loans because this is forbidden by Islam, but
the law obliges them to do so. It is very easy to be outside the
council and to speak, then everything you say is correct. But
when you are the regime, it is different. Now the people are
beginning toreconsider, but they’re stillstrong, I must say. They
are new and the people understand this. They say tous: Youdid
not do anything for ten years, so how can you criticize them so
much, they’ve only been in power for one and a half years - wait.
This leadership change has a strong connection with what hap-
pened and what will happen in the West Bank and Gaza. If there
isnosolution, noindependent state and we stop struggling, then
Hamas will be the major powerin the West Bank and Gaza. And
it will be a black day if this happens.
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How does Abna Al Balad view the importance of the
intifada and how do you supportit?

Our analysis is that an intifada only in the West Bank and
Gaza will not succeed without support from Palestinians living
inside the green line, in Jordan and all the Arab world. But our
situation is not objectively ready to make an intifada. This is a
fact. But this doesn’t mean people don’t want to support the
intifada politically. The strikes that we have organized show that
the people are ready to do everything that the leadership of the
Arabs inside Israel call for. When we asked the people tostrike,
they did and more. When the official leadership called for a
peaceful strike, the people faced and fought Israeli police and
soldiers on «peace day,» Land Day and during the last strike. It
was like the intifada: people with their faces covered with
kufiyehs throwing stones and raising flags. The people are wil-
ling, but they can’t make an intifada because politically and
economically we are not ready. We don’thave a unified national
leadership. We don’t have a strong organization that wants to
struggle more. We are pushing all the time for more struggle.

So you don’t think that the intifada has crossed the
greenline.

There is not anintifada going on there; it is the beginning of
what’s going to happen in the future, no more. That doesn’t
mean I don’t want it to happen - I really want this. But we don’t
have an organization that wants to do this, except Abna Al
Balad, and we alone can’t make an intifada; no group alone can
make an intifada. Even if the CP wanted to, they couldn’t do it
alone. The people are always looking for unity; psychologically
and politically it’s correct, but we haven’t the organizations that
have the desire and are planning for this.

As well, the new government in Israel is an example of how
the Jewish community in Israel is moving to the right. And the
right wing is strong and very clear in its designs: they want to
annex the West Bank and Gaza Strip to make a «big Israel.»
And the so-called left wing - the left Zionist parties - are hesitant
and afraid of the right wing, and they don’t state clearly that they
support self-determination for the Palestinians - a Palestinian
state. Only about 25 Knesset members have agreed to speak
with Arafat and support the idea of a Palestinian state. So you
have about 95 members who are against the establishment of
such a state and against negotiations with the PLO. With the
new government, the coming days and months will be very dark.
It’s a very dangerous time. I think that now the Israeli govern-
ment will increase its racist behavior against the Palestinians in
Israel. Then you will not find left and right; you will not find
Abna Al Balad on one side, and the head of the Local Arab
Councils on the other. All of us must struggle together for our
national rights against this racism. The Israelis are very stupid -
they push us to struggle. The worse things get, the more people
will struggle. For this reason, I feel optimistic about the future in
thelongterm.

They will kill more Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip, but I don’t think our people there will stop the intifada -
they will fight more. Previous to this crime in Rishon Letzion,
the intifada was slowing down; but afterwards all of Israel said:
Oh, the intifada has begun all over again. More killing only
means more struggle against the occupation. I'm not afraid of
people dying; we must pay the necessary price. We must fight -
we have no choice. ®

Correction

In DP no. 39 we mistakenly identified the village of Um Al
Fahm as being in the Galilee. It is actually located in the
Triangle. We regret this error.
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US-PLO Dialogue Suspended

The US decision on June 20th, to suspend the dialogue with the
PLO, was expected and inevitable in view of Washington’s arrog-
ant stance from the beginning of the talks in December 1988. Still
one should ask: Why did the US administration agree to talk to
the PLO in the first place, and then suspend the dialogue after 18
months of unproductive meetings? To answer this question objec-
tively it is not enough to listen to US officials’ statements. Rather
one must understand their practice which reveals their real inten-

tions.

by Ahmad Halaweh

It is a fact that the intifada in the
1967 occupied territories had single-
handedly restored the Palestinian
cause to the top of the Middle East
agenda. Its far-reaching achievements
had enforced positive changes in inter-
national public opinion in favor of the
Palestinian people and their legitimate
struggle for their rights. It created a
new situation on the Palestinian, Arab
and international levels. The most
important international victory for the
intifada was imposing isolation on the
position of both the Reagan Administ-
ration and Israel, in particular after
PLO Chairman Yasir Arafat’s historic
speech at the special UN General
Assembly session in 1988, which was
convened in Geneva after the US
denied him a visa to attend the session
in New York. A few days later, the US
administration backtracked: It decided
to embark on a «substantive dialogue»
with the PLO, having been forced into
this decision by the worldwide support
of the Palestinian peace initiative. The
US found itself in a situation where it
had no choice but to give up, at least
temporarily, its previous refusal to talk
‘to the PLO. The US ambassador to
Tunisia, Robert Pelletreau, was
entrusted to begin the talks.

Clearly, the decision to start the
dialogue was made as a form of dam-
age control, attempting to refurbish
the US’s image as a «peace broker» in
the Middle East. It was basically a
maneuver to avoid further isolation,
allowing the US to embark on a new
tactic for diverting international pres-
sure away from itself and towards the
PLO instead.

Thus, the talks were opened at a
particular time to serve certain aims.
Nonetheless, the US move was mista-
kenly viewed in diplomatic circles as
paving the way for a breakthrough in
the political deadlock in the Middle
East. Such faulty views were based on
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the belief that the US administration is
serious about seeking a just solution to
the crisis in the area, even though the
US Secretary of State at the time,
George Schultz, made it clear that
talking to the PLO did not mean US
recognition of the Palestinian right to
an independent state which, in the US
view, remained out of the question.
The course of the talks served to con-
firm the US’s hostile policy vis-a-vis
the Palestinian people. It became obvi-
ous that the US was not serious in its
intentions. Reviewing the dialogue
from the first meeting in 1988 to the
fourth and last one in 1989, a set of
points emerges which, taken together,
spell out the US’s real intentions.
These points can be summarized as fol-
lows:

1. The US administration dealt
with the dialogue as a forum for pre-
senting its own point of view concern-
ing how the Middle East conflict
should be settled, rather than engaging
in dialogue in the real sense of the
word. Accordingly, it was not
interested in upgrading these talks
above the ambassadorial level, but
rather kept them in a framework that
could not yield positive results. Mean-
while, Washington was pressuring the
PLO via the Egyptian regime, using it
as a mediator between the US and the
PLO.

2. The US stand, as indicated by
Ambassador Pelletreau, is that the
Shamir plan is the only vehicle for
resolving the Palestinian-Israeli con-
flict. To attain progress in the «peace
process,» the PLO was called upon to
be more «pragmatic,» allegedly in
order to convince the Israeli public
that it was worthy of being a negotiat-
ing partner; otherwise Israel would not
deal with the PLO at all. The US
insisted on the PLO facing up to this
«fact,» maintaining that- it would not
pursue any other than the Shamir plan.

3. The US’s mechanism for
achieving a settlement in the-Middle

East is direct, bilateral negotiations,
but on its own terms. Namely, the US
and Israel must essentially hand-pick
the Palestinian «negotiators,» refusing
anyone named by the PLO. It views an
international peace conference, at
best, as no more than an introduction
to direct negotiations between the
Israeli government and selected Pales-
tinians from the West Bank and Gaza
Strip. The PLO should take this into
consideration and not be an «obstacle»
to the so-called peace process.

4. Meetings between Palestinians
in the occupied territories and Israeli
officials were considered by the US as
being important for restoring «order
and peace» in the area. Yet, many of
these meetings took place because
Palestinians were «invited» to them by
military government officials, whose
invitation was delivered by armed sol-
diers «requesting» their attendance.

The last demand presented by the
US ambassador in the final meeting
was that the PLO should agree to the
above-mentioned points in order not to
jeopardize the dialogue.

The US objectives

From the above, it should be obvi-
cus that the Tunis meetings tailed to
touch on the heart of the matter,
namely the right of the Palestinian
people to self-determination and inde-
pendence. The fact is that the US can-
not accept the Palestinian right to self-
determination simply because this
would mean an independent Palesti-
nian state - rejected by Washington
and Tel Aviv. Since opposition to
Palestinian national rights is essential
to the US’s Middle East policy, why,
then, did the administration continue
the dialogue with the PLO for 18
months and what were its objectives?
The answer is found in Pelletreau’s
statement after the second round of
talks in Tunis, saying that the discus-
sions focused on practical steps which
could be taken to ease tension in the
occupied territories and pave the way
for direct negotiations. His statement
confirmed that foremost among the US
aims in the dialogue was pressuring the
PLO to halt the intifada.

Another major US objective
apparent from Pelletreau’s statement is
the attempt to create an alternative
Palestinian leadership in the occupied
territories, which the US and Israel
could recognize in place of the PLO.
This explains the US’s insistence on
the resumption of meetings between
Palestinians in the occupied territories #
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The Co ncept stof «Transfer»

by Maher Salameh

Transfer - a euphemism for the
expulsion of the indigenous Palestinian
Arabs from Palestine, has been an
inherent component of Zionist ideol-
ogy from its inception until today.
Since the two primary goals of the
Zionist movement have been the
ingathering of world Jewry and the
creation of an exclusive Jewish state in
Palestine, transfer emerged not as a
fleeting phenomenon, nor as an aber-
ration in the history of the Zionist
movement, but rather as a contrived
and calculated scheme. Transfer is the
embodiment of the national
chauvinism which claims that Jews are
a superior race and calls for the estab-
lishment of a «pure» Jewish state,
necessitating the expulsion of the
Palestinian Arabs from the country in
which they have been living for
thousands of years.

The transfer of the Palestinians to
other countries has preoccupied the
thinking of Zionist leaders since the
inception of the Zionist movement, as
evidenced in their writings and
strategy. Theodore Herzl, the founding
father of political Zionism who was
influenced by Cecil Rhodes and the
ethos of the age of European col-
onialism throughout the developing
world, warned of the danger of col-
onizing Palestine along with its indi-
genous inhabitants. His plan was to
«spirit the penniless population across
the border by procuring employment
for it in the transit countries, while
denying it employment in our
own»(Theodore Herzl, The Complete
Diaries, Vol. 1, p. 88).

Yosef Weitz, director of the
Jewish National Fund, the organ of the
World Zionist Organization with the
task of land acquisition in Palestine,
expressed the sentiment of his fellow
Zionists very clearly: «Among ourse-
lves it must be clear that there is no
room for both peoples in this small
country...The only solution is the Land
of Israel(Greater Israel), or at least the
Western Land of Israel(Palestine),
without Arabs. There is no room for
compromise on this point!...and there
is no way besides transferring the
Arabs from here to the neighboring
countries, to transfer them all...And
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only with such a transfer will the coun-
try be able to absorb millions of our
brothers»(1lan Halevi, A History of the
Jews, p. 186).

Ironically, the Zionist movement
introduced the slogan «Palestine, a
country without a people, for a people
without a country,» and tried concur-
rently to expel the Palestinian Arabs
from their country. Israel Zangwill, the
author of this infamous phrase and one
of Herzl’s close aids, declared in a
speech in New York city in 1904 that
the Palestinians must be expelled from
Palestine «through the power of the
sword»(quoted in Haaretz, September
23, 1988).

Zangwill was not alone in promul-
gating this myth. Chaim Weizmann,
who served as the head of the World
Zionist Organization and was Israel’s
first president, also claimed that «there
is a country without a people, and on
the other hand, there exists the Jewish
people who have no country»(Halevi,
op. cit., p. 170).

Even after the expulsion of
750,000 Palestinians from their country
in the aftermath of the creation of the
state of Israel, the American-born
Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir still
had the chutzpah to perpetuate this
myth.

The Zionist logic justifies such
concepts in the same manner in which
Israel’s  former Prime  Minister
Menachem Begin described the mas-
sacre of over 250 Palestinians in Deir
Yasin in 1948 as justified, and as a vic-
tory! Jewish terrorist organizations,
whose two most well-known leaders
are the present and former prime
ministers of the Zionist state, carried
out such acts specifically for the pur-
pose of terrorizing the Palestinian
Arabs in order to expedite their mass
expulsion.

In defending Jewish terrorism,
Yitzhak Shamir said, «Neither Jewish
ethics nor Jewish tradition can disqual-
ify terrorism...Terrorism is for us a
part of the political battle being con-
ducted under the present cir-
cumstances and it has a great part to
play»(quoted in Al Hamishmar,
December 24, 1987).

Begin and Shamir’s terrorist
organizations, the Irgun and LEHI(the
Stern Gang), along with other Jewish

terrorist groups were responsible for
destroying over 400 Palestinian villages
in their drive for an exclusively Jewish
state, «as Jewish as England is
English»(Chaim Weizmann, Trial and
Error, p. 244). This frenzy, along with
countless massacres, culminated in the
uprooting and disenfranchisement of
half the Palestinian population, in what
is referred to by Palestinians as the
nakbeh, or catastrophe. It was the
Palestinian nakbeh which facilitated
aliyah, i.e., Jewish immigration to
Palestine and the creation of Israel.

Jewish terrorism and «transfer»
The exodus of half the Palestinian
nation in 1948 represents a watershed
in Palestinian history and in the history
of the Palestinian-Zionist struggle.
Israeli apologists have always main-
tained that the root cause of this
exodus was the call by Arab leaders
for the Palestinians to leave their coun-
try. Although Palestinian historians,
including  Walid  Khalidi, Elias
Shoufani and others have dispelled
these fabrications as part of a con-
certed Israeli disinformation campaign,
new Israeli primary sources have
recently become available which
irrevocably dispel the long-standing
official  Israeli  version. Michael
Palumbo’s The Palestinian Catastrophe,
Tom Segev’s 1949: The First Israelis,
Simha Flapan’s The Birth of Israel and
Benny Morris’ The Birth of the Pales-
tinian Refugee Problem 1947-49 are
among the more recent books written
by Israelis and Americans who have
utilized the archival material recently
made available by the Israel State Arc-
hives and the Central Zionist Archives.
Despite the shortcomings of these
works, the apologetic tone of some of
them and the careful selection of the
information made available by the
Israeli  government, they have,
nevertheless, shed some light on the
crucial period during the years 1947-48
when the Zionist movement was clear-
ing Palestine of as many Palestinians as
possible in preparation for the estab-
lishment of their exclusive state.
Of particular significance is the role
the Haganah, which was the
mainstream paramilitary Zionist group
and the military arm of the Mapai
party(which became the Labor party in
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Zionist Immlgratlon

This is the conclusion of the study we printed in Democratic Palestine no. 38, entitled «Zionist Immig-

ration in Historical Perspective.»

by Ahmad Halaweh

Due to the liberalization of Soviet emigration rules and
the US decision to close the door to Jews arriving from the
USSR, hundreds of thousands of Soviet Jewish immigrants
are expected to arrive in occupied Palestine over the next
few years. This mass influx has increased Israel’s hostile pos-
ition towards the Palestinian people inside and outside the
occupied territories. In addition to threatening the future of
the Palestinians, it also paves the way for many successive
wars which could change the political, geographic apd
demographic map of the whole region. Immigration on this
scale means, effectively, the elimination of the Palestinian
people and everything non-Jewish about the Israeli state, as
indicated by Theodor Herzl in his book The Jewish State: «If
we, one day, capture Jerusalem, and I am still alive and cap-
able of doing anything, then I will destroy everything in it
not sacred to the Jews»(quoted by The Arab League, Israeli
Settlements in the Occupied Arab Territories, 1985, p.170).

Immigration and Israel’s racist policy

Much has been said about immigration and the dangers
it poses to the region in general and the Palestinian people
in particular, stemming from the idea of a «Greater Israel.»
«We took an Arab country and made it a Jewish one,» thus
Moshe Dayan summarized the meaning of the whole Zionist
enterprise in 1970, adding, «<Do not say, the journey is over!
It is still long...»(quoted by Ilan Halevi, A History of the
Jews: Ancient and Modern, 1987, p.233). The Zionist enter-
prise, then, has no end. For the Zionists, the road is long,
and immigration opens the door to their endless dreams. It
was not enough that Palestine was dismantled and its people
dispersed. They hope to see all the Palestinians leave the
West Bank and Gaza Strip, and Jewish settlers come from
all over the world. This objective remains an essential part
of Zionism’s plan to transform Palestine into «Greater
Israel,» although the rulers of Israel know in their hearts
that they have no historical rights to Palestine.

Aiming to fulfill their racist aim of a «state of all the
Jews of the world,» the Zionists, from the day Zionism
came into being, pursued a dual program of «ingathering all
Jews» and expelling the Palestinians for the simple reason
that they are not Jews. The modern day embodiment of this
goal is effectively forcing Soviet Jews to go to Israel against
their preference, while Palestinians are denied the right to
return to their own homeland. The purpose of this discrimi-
nation, of course, is to disposess the Palestinians of their
national identity. From then to the present day, racism has
been the dominant characteristic of Zionism’s theory and
practice. This is evident in Israel, where Zionism is the offi-
cial ideology shaping the political practice of the ruling par-
ties. Zionism’s racist essence is manifested in the treatment
of the Palestinians; Arabs are humiliated in the economic,
political, cultural and social spheres. Such Israeli practices
and many others forced the UN General Assembly on Nov.
10, 1975 to regard Zionism as a form of racism.
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When Israel was established in 1948, it was founded
upon a lie. Its founding declaration contained the pledge
that the «State of Israel will ensure complete equality of
social and political rights to all its inhabitants irrespective of
religion, race or sex» and appealed to «the Arab inhabitants
of the State of Israel to...participate in upbuilding the State
on the basis of full and equal citizenship...»(quoted by T.G.
Fraser, The Middle East, 1914-1979, 1980, pp.67-68). This
declaration should mean that Palestinians and Jews are
equal in the eyes of the law. But this is neither the case
in theory or practice, as revealed bv Israel’s policies in
occupied Palestine.

To prepare the way for expelling the Palestinian popu-
lation and confiscating their property, Israel passed a series
of administrative measures and laws. It opened the door for
new immigration by passing the «Law of Return» in 1950,
which gave any Jew, wherever he might live, the right to
immigrate to Israel, settle there and acquire Israeli citizen-
ship. Jews, of whatever nationality, have the automatic right
to become citizens, while Palestinians, the rightful owners of
the land on which the Zionists settle, are denied the same
right. Palestinians in Israel have to fulfill many conditions to
qualify for Israeli citizenship in accordance with the «Na-
tionality Law» of 1952, whereas these conditions are
automatically waived for Jews. In this regard, Alfred M.
Lilienthal wrote: «While the Arab born in Palestine is thus
deprived of equality of citizenship, the American Jew, or
the Jew from any other country residing in Israel is automat-
ically endowed with Israeli citizenship regardless of whether
or not he renounced his original citizenship»(What Price
Israel?, 1969, p.205).

Israel renamed the Palestinians who remained in 1948
occupied Palestine «Israeli Arabs,» attempting to subvert
their Palestinian identity. Those Palestinians who were
expelled or forced to flee during the 1948 war, or again in
the war of 1967, lost any chance to establish a claim for per-
manent residency. Israel has consistently prevented Palesti-
nian refugees from returning to their homeland in spite of
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tant and decisive role that immigration could play in per-
petuating the Zionist occupation and giving it some form of
legitimization. Based on this awareness, they proceed to
issue statements that immigrants are free to settle anywhere,
even in the occupied territories, thereby ignoring the tension
and dangers this issue represents to the whole region.

A corollary to this is the policy of «creeping transfer»
that is now being enacted. This entails the immigration of
many Palestinians to the West or other Arab countries;
being unable to bear the harsh living conditions under occu-
pation, they «choose» to emigrate to seek a better life for
themselves and their children. Another aspect of this policy
targets women and children and involves deporting them to
Jordan on the pretext that they were in Palestine «illegally,»
although many have been born there. In this way hundreds
of families have been separated in the past year alone.

In view of these developments, it is no mistake to
regard immigration as a war on the Palestinians and their
basic rights. More Israeli settlements and fortifications are
being constructed at a very rapid rate. More land is being
confiscated from its rightful owners to make room for
Jewish immigrants. In addition to perpetuating the Israeli
military occupation, this immigration war is intended as an
assertion of Israeli sovereignty over the occupied lands and
is, therefore, an attack on Palestinian sovereignty and their
right to a homeland. Jewish immigration is a threat to the
legal and civil rights of the Palestinians, in as much as the
real possibility exists that the territories will be annexed and
their inhabitants expelled.

There can be no peace without the recognition that the
land the Palestinians inhabit belongs to them; but Israel
refuses to accept such a peace. Its refusal is derived from
Zionist ideology which is based on racism and expansionism.
Israel has not only refused to withdraw from the occupied
territories, but has even rejected American efforts aimed at
starting a dialogue between Palestinians and Israeli officials.
Although these proposals are far from recognizing Palesti-
nian national rights, Tel Aviv’s rejection of even this
minimalist effort only underscores its intransigence regard-
ing the peace process. For their part, the «peace» plans
drawn up by Israeli leaders don’t take into consideration the
elements necessary for true peace, namely the end of
Israel’s occupation of Arab lands and the restoration of
Palestinian rights to self-determination and the establish-
ment of an independent Palestinian state on the soil of
Palestine. It is evident that any settlement of the Middle
East problem promoted by Israel is, in fact, a mere man-
euver aimed at diverting the world’s attention from the new
Israeli expansionist plan.

It is clear that Israel is not a peace-loving state, and
does not work for or want peace. The aggressive wars of
expansion it started in 1948, 1956, 1967 and 1982, the offi-
cial declarations made by those in power about annexing the
occupied territories and its refusal to carry out UN resolu-
tions 242 and 338 prove that Israel does not want peace but
is bent on aggression and expansion. Its objective is to use
the immigration issue as a means of foiling any political sol-
ution that does not concede full Israeli sovereignty over the
occupied territories. Israel is saying through its immigration
policy, in effect, that it will accept nothing less than Pales-
tinian surrender, even though it insists on calling this surren-
der «peace.»

The US role
The US decision to close its doors to Jews arriving from
the USSR may seem unusual; but a careful study of rela-
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tions between Israel and the US since the establishment of
the Zionist state shows that the US government has consis-
tently helped Israel, in spite of the fact that Israel has fol-
lowed a policy of expansion and aggression. The US
response to Shamir’s remarks about «Greater Israel» that
they were «not helpful» had no effect on the generous
American economic and military aid Israel receives which
finances such expansionist plans. Instead of showing good
intentions to the Palestinians and exerting some form of
pressure on Israel to take a more moderate attitude,
America has repeatedly engaged in a double-faced policy of
preaching one thing and practicing another. «Our position is
clear,» State Department Spokeswoman Margaret Tutwiler
stated on January 17th, «we do not think that building set-
tlements or putting more settlers in the (occupied) territories
promotes the cause of peace» (Al Fajr, Jan. 22nd). Months
before this statement, the US government had called on the
Israeli government to rid itself of the dream of «Greater
Israel.» Yet, in spite of their fully realizing Israel’s intention
to settle the new immigrants in the occupied territories, the
US severely restricted the quota for immigrants coming from
the Soviet Union, forcing the Jewish immigrants to go to
Israel instead. In addition, the US continues to apply pres-
sure on the Soviet Union to allow direct flights between
Moscow and Tel Aviv.

Delving into what has been said historically about the
US-Israeli relationship confirms that the US is a full partner
in the occupation of Arab lands as the main supporter of
Israel, providing it with the means to tighten its grip on
these territories. A description of this relationship was given
by former US President Jimmy Carter in Jerusalem in 1979:
«Seven presidents have believed and demonstrated that
America’s relationship with Israel is more than just a special
relationship. It has been and it is a unique relationship. And
it is a relationship that is indestructible, because it is rooted
in the consciousness and the morals and the religion and the
beliefs of the American people themselves...Israel and the
United States were shaped by pioneers - my nation is also
a nation of immigrants and refugees - by peoples gathered
in both nations from many lands...We share the heritage of
the Bible...» (quoted by The Arab League, op.cit., pp.357-
58). Before he became president, Ronald Reagan pointed
out that the US position «would be weaker without the
political and military assets Israel provides,» adding that
Israel’s value, after the fall of the Shah of Iran, had
increased «as perhaps the only remaining strategic asset in
the region on which the United States can truly rely» (In-
ternational Herald Tribune, Aug.17, 1979).

Calling for providing Israel with additional funds to
help settle Soviet Jews, US Senator Arlen Specter of
Pennsylvania said, «We are cutting off the opportunities to
come to the United States, so if Israel is willing to take
these immigrants, it is something which is very helpful to US
policy» (Associated Press, Jan.18th).

In the final analysis, without US pressure to change its
hardline stand, Israel will not make any moves towards a
just and lasting peace. The result of this is more time for
Israel to crush the intifada. In other words, America and
Israel are opening another front against the Palestinians and
the Arabs at large in response to the intifada. In Shamir’s
words, «They [the Palestinians] feel defeated, because they
see that the uprising...is powerless to stop the great, authen-
tic, natural flow of people of Israel to their land...That is
what they are trying to prevent» (Associated Press, Jan.

16th). °
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