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Fiffeen Years After the Re-Emergence of the Palestinian
Movement

Fifteen years ago this month, on January 1, 1965, to be exact,
the Palestinian national independence movement re-emerged
after 17 years of quiescence to assert its presence in the Middle
East and etch its reality on the consciousness of the world.

The re-emergence of the Palestinians, particularly in the years
following the June War of 1967, will probably be looked upon by
future historians as one of the most eloquent statements about
survival in the 20th century.

In 1948, the Palestinians faced the most awesome challenge that
any people could face: loss of patrimony, a loss that implied the
severance of a people from its physical link to the land that it
needed to complement its national being. The Palestinians were
placed, for the most part, in refugee camps or in other equally
devastating situations of exile. They were denied the right to
national self-expression, self-determination and even geographical
mobility—including the right to hold a passport. They lived for
many years with their heads pushed against the whetstone of
economic, social and political persecution. They inhabited
disparate geographical locales ostensibly geared to dissipate and
segment their identity and national origin. Then as now, prisons
were full with Palestinian patriots. Then as now, acts of savagery
and violence were committed against them. And the world,
meanwhile, had believed that, by force of time or social attrition,
Palestinian society will lose its cohesiveness, Palestinians will lose
their commitments and the whole problem will disappear.

Yet the Palestinians survived all of that.
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And in this case, survival—which has been transformed by the
Palestinians over the years into a national art form—represents
more than the question of a people remaining intact as a nation
after facing the harrowing challenges of destruction. And it
represents more than a mere heroic expression of endurance by a
people relegated to a world of non-being in refugee camps, in exile
and under occupation.

Rather, the survival of the Palestinians, as a people and as a
nation, represents a more meaningful statement than that. It is a
historic challenge to Zionism itself, and indeed a defeat of it. For so
long as the Palestinian people are around, their presence must
bring into question the legitimacy of Israel itself, and the right of
Israel to continue its colonial policy of total control in Palestine.

And this is precisely the reason why Israel refuses to be involved
in any meaningful negotiations that include the problem of the
Palestinians. Israel knows that these negotiations must ultimately
lead to the question: And where did the Palestinians come from in
the first place, and how long had they lived there?

Not wanting, at any cost, to deal with this and other seminal
questions related to conlflict in Palestine, Zionist leaders have
resorted to the now hackneyed slogans about “terrorism” and
“the Palestinian National Charter.” [It is uncanny, however, that
no one in the Western world, the only place left where Israel
retains a measure of sympathy, has bothered to ask who it was
that had made terrorism fashionable in Palestine and whether the
governing Herut Party, along with other Zionist parties, have
renounced their own national charter calling for, not only the
annexation of the whole of Palestine as a Jewish state but also for
the whole of Jordan as well.]
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The continued survival of the Palestinian people, then, and the
re-emergence of their national independence movement exactly
15 years ago, represents a major defeat to Israel as a Zionist
experiment in Palestine.

Israel, whether as an “established state” or an occupying power,
can not know peace, can not have security, can not flee from
political reality and the doubts about its legitimacy, so long as there
are Palestinians around defining themselves as Palestinians and
telling the world where they, and their grandparents and great-
grand parents came from: Haifa, Jenin, Ramleh, Lydda, Nablus,
Jaffa, Jerusalem and other cities and towns and villages in
Palestine, the land from whence Palestinians had derived the
essential repertoire of their national consciousness and historical
self-definitions.

But the Palestinians, as they celebrate this month the 15th
anniversary of the re-emergence of their struggle for freedom,
have done more, much more, than survive. They have been able to
transcend the awesome doses of oppression meted out to them by
Zionism and its allies, and to write a long chapter in the history
books about the ability of a people to endure, to struggle, to
achieve self-actualization and to regain its national self-worth.

This is one of the historical facts of the Middle East that the
megalomaniacal Israeli leadership and its supporters would do well
not to abstain from acknowledging.

Historical facts, which are an immutable and constant facet of
the geopolitical equation of any region, have a way of rebounding
on the heads of those who continuously seek to evade them,
mutilate them and replace them with messianic fabrications.
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Zionism: The Next Decade

Israeli Defense Minister Ezer Weizman
closed a decade that has seen over 13 billion
dollars of U.S. aid transferred to Israel by
arriving in Washington in late December
with a request for 3.45 billion dollars in
economic and military aid in 1980. This
staggering sum is almost double the 1.785
billion already promised to Israel by the U.S.
Congress for 1980 (a figure which, like
Weizman’s, does not include the 3 billion
promised to Israel over three years by the
“peace package”). The seventies have
witnessed an astronomical leap in aid to the
Zionist state: by 1978, according to
economist Ann Crittenden in her article
‘Israel’s Economic Plight” in the Summer
1979 Foreign Affairs, one fourth of all U.S.
assistance was given to Israel.

Weizman'’s request amply demonstrates
that in the 1980’s Israel’s dependence on
U.S. aid will only increase. Both the request
and the response - a pledge by President
Carter for a loan of an additional 200 million
dollars - say much about the crisis facing
Zionism and the Zionist state in the 1980s
and point to possible impending strains in
U.S.- Israeli relations in the coming decade.

Zionism has long projected Israel as a
nation of self-sufficient pioneers working in
the “promised” land to fulfill an age-old
dream. Leaving aside the obvious
contradiction that Zionism, a settler-
colonial movement, claimed a land already
inhabited, a look at present-day Israel, in
which combined aid from official and private
sources in the U.S. amounts to $1000 per
person, a little less than half of the per capita
income of $2100in 1978, quickly belies other
elements of this myth. Indeed, Zionism only
developed, and could only survive, in the
shadow of the imperial powers, first Britain
and then the United States. In the 1980s,
Israel’s growing economic crisis, alongside
regional developments that are rapidly
changing the political map of the Middle East
and the determined resistance of the
Palestinian people, brings the
contradictions in Zionism in sharp focus.

Israel’s Economic Crisis

Begin and his Likud coalition government
have already been challenged by the public
over their failure to make good on election
promises to solve Israel’s growing economic
problems, chief among them an inflation rate
that hit 100% in late 1979. Government
measures, which have included cuts in basic
subsidies for food and fuel, have infuriated
the Israeli public (leading, for example, to a
two hour work stoppage last August that
was observed by 90 percent of the country’s

work force), but have refused to deal at all
with the most obvious cause of Israel’s
lopsided economy: a military budget which
is about one-third of Israel’s Gross National
Product. (The U.S., whose own military
budaget is certainly swollen, uses about 6% of
its GNP for military spending). Among the
expenses deemed essential by the Israeli
government, and thus paid for by the U.S.,
are the costs of maintaining the Military
Government in the West Bank and Gaza
and instituting an ever-escalating
settlements program, in direct opposition to
U.S. policy on settlements and in violation of
Article_49 of the Geneva Convention.

The International Economic and Social
Commission of the World Jewish Congress,
chaired by Baron Guy de Rothschild,
issued, in a November 19, 1979 statement,
an urgent “call to action” to confront Israel’s
“virulent and accelerated inflation, the huge
and widening balance of payments gap and
the enormous public debt and external debt
service burden.” The Commission’s
outlook was deeply pessimistic: if present
trends continue, they prophesied, “The
entire financial structure based on external
support would collapse. The very economic
foundations of the country would be
seriously threatened.” The Commission’s
recommendations, however, which focus
on goals like “sharp reductions in excess
employment and payrolls in the public
services,” and other measures designed to
place the burden on the working people, just
as resolutely steers away from the political
roots of Israel’s crisis as does the present
Begin government.

Even the right-wing Begin government,
however, has been restrained in actually
implementing more conservative policies
like wage freezes and cuts, employment
reductions and public service cuts. Due to
the need to attract and keep immigrants, the
Zionist state has always had to provide a
relatively high standard of living and a range
of public services to its Jewish citizens. To
date, the words of an Israeli banker,
Ephraim Rainer, quoted by Ann Crittenden,
ring true: “the public here doesn’t pay
the price of inflation. The United
States and the Jewish people around the
world do that.” Whether they will continue
to do so in such a massive fashion is a
question plaguing Israeli policymakers as
they look to the coming decade.

US. Aid: Will the Well Run Dry?

Judging at least by the pledges of
U.S.Presidential candidates, U.S. aid to
Israel is in no danger of drying up, or even

being conditioned by any provisions that
Israel abide by international law in relation
to the occupied territories or South
Lebanon. Yet there are real strains on the
Israeli-American relationship, as Carter’s
reluctance to pledge additional funds
shows.

The strains come from two major areas:
Israel’s intransigence in implementing
“autonomy” under the Camp David
accords, and the rapid changes in the region,
especially in the wake of the Iranian
revolution, that have left the U.S. in a
desperate scramble to find policy
alternatives to keep its control over Middle
East oil and the vital Gulf area, called by
George Ball in his article “The Coming
Crisis in Israeli-American Relations” in
Winter 1979-80 Foreign Affairs, the
“strategic heart of the world.”

Ball's article, in fact, provides an
important indictment of Israeli
intransigence vis a vis the U.S., as seen by
one sector of the U.S. foreign policy
establishment (Ball served as
Undersecretary of State from 1961 to 1966
and as U.S. Representative to the U.N. in
1968 and continues to be an influential voice
in policy matters). Calling the current Israeli
relation to the U.S. “dependence without
responsibility,” Ball noted that “Israel is
more dependent on the United States than
ever and yet feels itself free to take hard-line
positions at variance with American views
without fear of anything worse than verbal
admonitions from Washington.” One such
hard-line position is the Begin definition of
“autonomy” which Ball describes as “little
more than a proposal to regroup occupation
forces, with a sweetener of local self-
government.”

Ball affirms that the “only answer” to the
Palestine problem is ‘unqualified
acceptance of ultimate self-determination”
for the Palestinian people, far from a
mainstream position in U.S. policy circles.
President Carter’s most recent statement
on the matter was a declaration that he had
never favored an independent Palestinian
state, which would not be “helpful” for the
area. Ball himself is not particularly moved
by the justice of the Palestinian cause but
rather by this more pragmatic assessment:
“as long as Israel holds on to the occupied
territories, and especially so long as it seems
to be seeking to consolidate its hold on the
West Bank for the long term, its impact on
the stability of the Middle East will be wholly
negative.” “Stability,” it should be noted, in

(continued on p. 10)
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Amnesty International: “Serious Human Rights Violations”

The following is the section of Amnesty
International’s 1979 report dealing with
Israel and the occupied territories.

“Although a clear distinction must be
drawn between Israel itself where a
parliamentary system operates, and the
Occupied Territories, to which military rule
is applied, Amnesty International is
concerned that serious human rights
violations are occuring in both regions, both
to residents of the territories and to Israeli
citizens. These violations fall under each of
Amnesty International’s statute provisions
and include the arrest and conviction of
prisoners of conscience, the denial of fair
trials to a number of prisoners, and the lack
of effective safeguards to ensure that
the basic rights of those in custody are
protected.

But Security offences cover a wide range of
acts, such as membership of a hostile or illegal
organization (Defence Emergency
Regulations of 1945 (DER), article 85),
incitement and hostile propaganda
(Security Order 101, 1968) and training in
weapons (DER article 63 and Security
Order 284, 1967), which might in certain
instances place the prisoner outside
Amnesty International’s concerns.
However, in a number of cases, and
particularly in those involving the charge of
membership, this legislation has been
interpreted very broadly by military courts
so that individuals have been sentenced to
prison terms for acts which are of a purely
political nature.

Amnesty International is also concerned
that, in convicting individuals for security
offences, Israeli military tribunals often rely
for evidence on nothing more than
accused’s confession (although the
technical requirement exists that
independent supporting evidence be
adduced for a confession to be ruled
admissable). In Amnesty International’s
experience, exclusive reliance on
confessions tends to encourage improper
interrogation procedures.

Amnesty International also expressed its
concern in several letters addressed to
Attorney General Yitshak Zamir, at the
treatment accorded to conscientious
objectors under Israeli law, and referred
particularly to Jehovah’s Witnesses and
Druze who were refusing to serve in the
Israeli Defence Forces. In a reply on 20
December 1978, the Attorney General
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stated that Jehovah’s Witnesses are given
renewable one-year deferments, but that all
Druze are still bounid by a decision, taken by
the Druze community leaders over 20 years
ago, that male Druze who are of age would
serve in the Israeli Defence Forces.
Resistance to the draft among the Druze
(often leading to imprisonment) has reached
substantial numbers.

In February 1979, Amnesty International
started work on behalf of six Israeli Arab
students at the Hebrew University in
Jerusalem who were confined by an
administrative order to their home villages
for a period of three months, because of
their part in producing a document which
supported the Palestinian Liberation
Organization as the sole representative of
the Palestinian people. This punishment
was in accord with the rarely used DER
article 110. It also protested against the
threatened deportation under DER article
112 of another student also suspected of
producing the same document.

Amnesty International continued to work
on behalf of all individuals under
administrative detention (any person
specified by a region’s military command
may be detained for renewable six-month
periods without ever being formally charged
or brought to trial). This practice is in clear
violation of articles 9 and 10 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights.

The original legal basis for administrative
detention is in DER article 111, but this has
now been replaced for the Occupied
Territories by article 87 of the 1967 Security
Provisions Order and for Israel proper by a
new law passed by the Knesset in March
1979. Although the new law introduces the
principle of judicial and ministerial controls
on the practice of administrative detention,
it is not yet clear how effective this control
will be in practice. Also, the new law does
not apply to the Occupied Territories,
where all cases of administrative detention
in recent years have occurred.

During the past year Amnesty
International worked for 48 administrative
detainees, of whom 22 are still in prison. The
48 included a group of 14 people captured in
an Israeli raid into Lebanon in March 1978
and held in detention in Israeli prisons until
February1979. In February 1979, they were
released and returned to Lebanon under the
auspices of the International Committee of
the Red Cross. The longest held administra-

tive detainee is Ali Awwad Jamal, who has
been detained since May 1975. . .

Amnesty International is also concerned
by the ways in which the system.of military
justice deviates from fair trial practices. In
particular, there are no rights of juidicial
appeal for those tried before military
tribunals in the West Bank, although a
military appeals court exists for residents of
East Jerusalem and Israel proper.
Furthermore, although appeal to the
Supreme Court is in principle possible for
residents of both Israel and the Occupied
Territories, many suspects from the
Territories are represented by West Bank
lawyers who are not members of the Israeli
Bar and who are thus not able to appeal
cases to the Supreme Court.

Allegations of ill-treatment of prisoners
continued to reach Amnesty International,
both directly through former prisoners and
through published reports. The most
serious public accusations were those
made in early 1979 by Alexandra Johnson, a
former United States consular official in
Jerusalem, who, on the basis of interviews
with 29 Palestinian former prisoners
applying for visas to the United States,
concluded that ill-treatment of prisoners
was not limited to the practice of a few over-
zealous officials, but was systematic and
required at least the tacit approval of higher
authorities. Credible testimony recently
received by Amnesty International from
other former prisoners is consistent with
Alexandra Johnson’s conclusions.

In January 1979, Amnesty International
launched urgent actions on behalf of two
prisoners, Nader Fayiz el-Afouri and
Youssef el Jou’beh, who were reported to
have suffered ill-treatment while in prison in
Israel. In March 1979, Amnesty
International received letters from the
Attorney General denying that any ill-
treatment had occurred.

In addition to the alleged ill-treatment of
Palestinian prisoners, there is disturbing
evidence that similar practices are
occurring within Israel proper, to both
Israeli Arabs and Jews. A number of reports
to this effect have appeared in Israeli
newspapers such as Yediot Ahronot,
Haolam Hazeh, Zu Haderech and Ma’ariv.
These reports include evidence of ill-
treatment under interrogation and of
brutality committed by the Border Guards,
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