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Preface

This book is a project of the Middle East Research and Information
Project, better known as MERIP. At its inception in 1970, MERIP sought to
put the question of US policy in the Middle East and support for popular
struggles there on the agenda of the broad movement opposing the US war
in Indochina. MERIP’s main project has been publishing a bi-monthly
magazine, originally called MERIP Reports but now known as Middle East
Report. Middle East Report’s editorial agenda gives priority to analyzing the
political economy and popular struggles of the contemporary Middle East
and US policy in the region. It has become one of the most respected sources
of information about the Middle East published in English and has played an
important role in reorienting both scholarship and political discourse on the
Middle East in this country. Its audience includes political activists, church
and community groups, government officials, journalists, university students
and scholars in North America, Europe and the Middle East. Subscriptions
are available from MERIP, Suite 119, 1500 Massachusetts Ave., NW,
Washington, DC 20005, and cost $20 for one year (overseas mail additional).

The enthusiastic reception of Middle East Report’s coverage of the
Palestinian intifada encouraged the editors to consider producing a book on
the subject. Several chapters of this book originally appeared as articles in
Middle East Report. Some have been revised or updated; others have been
left essentially unchanged. To the eyewitness accounts and analyses of the
uprising itself we have added historical background, a discussion of the
uprising’s impact on Israel, an analysis of organizing and activism in the US
around Palestinian-Israeli peace issues, a selection of resistance poetry by
Palestinians and Israelis, a list of the martyrs of the first year of the intifada
and other important documents. We hope that the information and analysis
contained in this book will help both the general public and activists acquire
a deeper understanding of the struggles now underway in the West Bank,
Gaza and Israel and thereby contribute to building the US movement for
peace in the Middle East.

Our first thanks must go to those whose contributions make up the text
of this book, and especially those engaged in the ongoing struggle in the
occupied territories and Israel who, despite adverse circumstances, put aside
more immediate concemns to write and/or revise their contributions. Kamal
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Boullata has given generously of his extraordinary talents by planning the
book’s graphic design and choosing the poems to be included; his efforts are
greatly appreciated. We are particularly grateful for the photographic con-
tributions of George Azar, Rick Reinhard and Tordai which enliven this book.
Thanks are also owed to our editors, Steve Chase and Todd Jailer, and their
comrades at South End Press for their flexibility, responsiveness and en-
thusiastic contribution to this partnership. Joe Stork and Martha Wenger,
editor and assistant editor respectively of Middle East Report, gave consider-
able time and energy to this project despite being already overworked by
their regular tasks in the MERIP office. The board of directors and editorial
committee of MERIP authorized this project and delegated us to carry it out.
We hope we have been faithful to their charge.

This book is dedicated to the Palestinian people struggling for national
liberation and to those Israelis who have struggled in solidarity alongside
them to build a future of peaceful coexistence, self-determination and social
justice for both peoples.

Zachary Lockman
Joel Beinin

August 1989
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Intifada

the land of Palestine shook
unti] the very stones loosened

and were gathered up by you
as other children, innocent, have picked flowers

your rocks blossomed blood-red
against a conspiracy of years

of having your every breath, heartbeat observed constrained
until you could not breathe, every gasp a battle

the way you suffocate under a veil
of teargas, chambers of death
your own homes, streets, gardens

you said you have had enough
and started an earthquake

drawing down a shower of hailstones
against a sinful nation

the occupation officers have hit a stone, been struck
by the steadfast hardness

of a people willing

to die on their feet

rather than live on their knees

you love your lives enough
to struggle
against the constraints

bound, as you have been
all your lives

you are loosening the bonds now
casting off what has kept you down
you are bound for glory

shaking, shaking until you are free.

—Peter Boullata



Chapter 1

Intifada and Independence

Edward W. Said

The Palestinian uprising (intifada) on the West Bank and Gaza is said
to have begun on December 9, 1987. A month earlier, an Arab summit
meeting in Amman had resolved the usual moral support for the cause of
Palestine, although the various kings and presidents had also indicated that
their primary interest was not Palestine but the Iran-Iraq war. This partial
demotion of Palestine was gleefully noted by commentators in the United
States, led by the usual “experts” (Daniel Pipes, Thomas Friedman et al) ever
ready to portray Yasir Arafat as a bumbling scoundrel, grinning his way from
one failure to another. What seems to have escaped “expert” and official
Israeli notice was that the occupied territories had already had twenty years
of a regime designed to suppress, humiliate and perpetually disenfranchise
Palestinians, and that the likelihood of an outside force actually improving
the situation had gradually disappeared. Instead the situation for Palestinians
had gotten worse, and their sense of embattled loneliness, even abandon-
ment, had increased. Capitulation was impossible. An intensification of
resistance therefore seemed required, and with it greater discipline, more
determination and enhanced independence of method, planning and action.

In discussing the unfolding intifada (note that this is the only Arabic
word to enter the vocabulary of twentieth-century world politics) we are in
fact talking about two dynamics, one internal to Palestinian life under Israeli
domination, the other external, in which the Palestinian exile presence has
interacted dialectically with regional and international powers. Consider first
the internal situation. Alone of the territories occupied by Israel in 1967, the
West Bank and Gaza remained in an unforgiving limbo of local repression
and frozen political process. Sinai was returned to Egypt by 1982, while the
Golan Heights and East Jerusalem were formally annexed by Israel, a change
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in status which, while hardly welcomed by the Syrians and Palestinians who
lived in those places, nonetheless at least represented a new dynamic. In the
meantime, more settlements were established in the West Bank and Gaza,
more land was expropriated. After municipal elections on the West Bank
(not in Gaza) in the spring of 1976 overwhelmingly returned pro-Palestine
Liberation Organization (PLO) candidates, the officials were summarily
dismissed. Whenever leaders emerged they were either imprisoned, killed
or maimed by Israeli Jewish terrorists, or simply expelled.

And always, the expropriations of land, the increasingly tight control
over water, the perpetual encroachments of Jewish settlements pressed
down on Palestinians in the territories, which after 1967 became known as
“administered” territories and were later renamed “Judea and Samaria.” The
Camp David accords, as interpreted by the Israelis and the United States,
opened no avenue of independence, only a series of pointless negotiations
with phantom Palestinian “inhabitants” from the occupied territories who
could never be identified or promised anything. There were occasional, and
quite unsuccessful, attempts to empower collaborationist Palestinians (e.g.
the Village Leagues) who would perhaps be more amenable to doing the
Israeli wish, but those never acquired anything like the credibility needed to
swing a critical mass of Palestinians behind them. After a time they were
dropped and forgotten.

Although it was frequently referred to as a benign occupation, the
Israeli presence on the West Bank and Gaza hurt more and more people as
time passed. Students were forced to endure the extended closing of schools
and universities. Workers who depended for their livelihood on intermittent
piecework inside Israel faced daily reminders of their subservient status: they
were paid less than Jewish workers, had no union to support them, were
required to be kept under lock and key any time they stayed overnight inside
the Green Line. Some were burmed alive as a consequence, many others
referred to themselves as “slaves.” There was a proliferation of over a
thousand laws and regulations designed not only to enforce the subaltern,
rightless position of Palestinians under Israeli jurisdiction, but also to rub their
noses in the mud, to humiliate and remind them of how they were doomed
to less-than-human status. Books by the thousands were banned. The colors
of the Palestinian flag were outlawed; even the word “Palestine” could earn
its user a jail sentence. Administrative detentions were common, as were the
dynamiting of houses, torture, collective punishments and harassments,
complete with rituals of dehumanizing behavior forced upon unarmed
Palestinians. Yet Palestinians on the West Bank and Gaza were required to
pay Israeli taxes (but had no one to represent them), to submit to the
increasingly cruel whims of settlers who did what they wanted with impunity,
to face their alienation from their own land. To plant a tree required a permit.
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To hold meetings required a permit. Entry and exit required permits. To dig
a well required a permit—one that was never given.

None of these horrific things went completely unnoticed. A fair number
of Israelis, including veteran advocates of Palestinian rights like Uri Avneri
and Matti Peled, protested them, and the Israeli press, notable for its inde-
pendence by and large, recorded them. Various groupings—the Israeli
League for Human and Civil Rights chaired by the unflagging Professor Israel
Shahak, the small bands of peace activists sometimes including Peace Now,
a handful of writers, academics, intellectuals, Knesset members—signalled
the world that outrages were taking place. But the massive political,
economic and military support of the United States enabled things to go on
as usual. The outrages continued (in fact they increased) and with them, the
powerful propaganda and justifying rhetoric of those whom Noam Chomsky
has called “the supporters of the moral degeneration and eventual destruc-
tion of Israel” went forward unabated. By the early months of the first Reagan
administration it became clear that there was nothing Israel might do, from
unmercifully punishing Palestinians under its rule to invading countries all
around it, that the United States would not support. Aid levels increased
tremendously, so that aside from the direct budgetary support that Israel
(uniquely of all the countries that receive US foreign aid) was assured of—all
delivered at the beginning of the fiscal year—in amounts that approached
one-third of the total US foreign aid budget ($3 billion in 1988), there were
other kinds of unprecedented and blanket deals made. A strategic partner-
ship was devised between the two countries; Israel was accorded favored-
nation trading status; previous debts were forgiven; a huge variety of
intelligence, military and political liaisons were established; US taxes were
waived on Israeli securities, bonds and funds. Tom Dine, the head of
American Israel Public Affairs Committee, noted in early 1987 that the United
States (and especially the Congress) had never been more pro-Israeli.

People in the United States who had made a practice of speaking up
for human rights everywhere in the world, particularly in countries within
the Soviet sphere, simply said nothing about the appalling situation created
by the Israeli occupation. Yet, in contrast to the US media’s shameless
pandering to the Israeli lobby,' the alternative sources of information con-
tinued to monitor the intemal situation. Here mention must be made of local
groups such as al-Hag/Law in the Service of Man, a group of Palestinian
lawyers; the West Bank Data Project, funded by the Ford Foundation and
directed by Meron Benvenisti; the Alternative Information Center in
Jerusalem; and Raymonda Tawil’'s Palestine Press Service. The courageous
and objective efforts of these and other groups to record and occasionally
contest human rights abuses from murder to land expropriation made it
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impossible to pretend that no one knew what was going on in the name of
democratic, freedom-loving Israel.

By the second Reagan administration a sizeable body of Israeli
revisionist historical research had exposed the much longer record of Zionist
attitudes and practices toward the Palestinians. As the truth about 1947-49
came to light—thanks to the efforts of Tom Segev, Simha Flapan, Benny
Morris, Avi Shlaim and others—the remarkable coincidence between their
research and the testimony of three generations of Palestinians became clear.
More to the point, there emerged a perceptible continuity between Zionist
theories and actions before as well as after 1967. The occupation, for all its
deliberate and programmatic humiliation of Palestinians, its bare-knuckled
attempts to rob a whole people of nationhood, identity and history, its
systematic assault on civil institutions and vulnerabilities, could be seen as
extending the logic of earlier Zionists like Herzl, Jabotinsky and Ben-Gurion
into the present. Far from revealing a defensive strategy of self-protection
against extermination and annulment, this logic instead showed a political
and state philosophy relentlessly on the offensive, spuming Arab overtures
for peace, attacking civilians undeterred by compassion or understanding,
pretending all along that Israel was engaged in a fight for its survival. In this
context, the protestations of Israel’s idealistic friends that Zionism’s early spirit
was being corrupted and betrayed by Israeli occupation methods sounded
both indecent and unconvincing.

It was the terrible force of these realities that Palestinians under
occupation resisted. The stone-throwing children of the intifada starkly
represented the very ground of the Palestinian protest: with stones and an
unbent political will standing fearlessly against the blows of well-armed
Israeli soldiers, backed up by one of the world’s mightiest defense estab-
lishments (the Israeli military procurement mission in the United States had
a yearly budget of $25 million for administration alone), bankrolled un-
flinchingly and unquestioningly by the world’s wealthiest nation, supported
faithfully and smilingly by a whole apparatus of intellectual lackeys. The
occupation had lasted for twenty years without a single change for the better.
Life was more difficult. Israelis were less interested in peace and coexistence.
The United States, the other Arabs, even putative allies like the Soviet Union
seemed paralyzed by that mixture of foregone hypocrisy and benevolent
hand wringing that always contributed to sustaining the occupation still
longer.

The time had come, therefore, to start trying to change realities from
the bottom up. On the 18th of December 1987 the well-known Syrian poet
Nizar Qabbani produced his brilliant ode to atfal al-bajara (“children of the
stones”), and in characterizing their dazzling gesture of revolt also pinned
down the cafe-haunting, nouveau-riche merchants, commission-agents,
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polygamous. princes, intellectuals and rulers whose exploits in London and
Cannes had in fact produced the jil al-kbiyana (“generation of treason”) that
surrounded and still continued to exploit the Palestinian cause.

But the intifada also has its antecedents in the external, that is exile,
situation of those dispossessed and dispersed Palestinians who were driven
from their lands in 1948 and 1967. By 1969 the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion and its constituent groups had emerged as a mobilizing force not only
for Palestinians but for a whole generation of Arabs—intellectuals, young
people, politically influential activists for whom the fall of Abdel Nasser and
his unionist style of Arab nationalism had to be replaced with a political vision
more capable of implementation and defense after the disasters of 1967. An
early motto of the Palestinian movement was the ideal of establishing a
unitary secular democratic state in all of Palestine; this attracted much
attention in the Arab world first because of its intrinsic merits as a notion that
rose above the crippling inhibitions imposed on whole populations by
Zionism on the one hand and small-scale state nationalisms in the Arabworld
on the other. Also implied in the secular democratic state concept was a
political and social program that would liberate people from the legacy of
imperialism, in which partitions, makeshift state boundaries, and top-heavy
national security states produced neither the true independence nor the
political actualities for which earlier generations had so strenuously fought.

In the period 1969-74 Palestinians had disastrous encounters with Arab
state authority in Jordan but principally in Lebanon. This revealed the
defensiveness of the existing regimes as well as the uncritical fidelity to ethnic
or resurgent religious nationalism. The secular state idea was slowly aban-
doned. At the 1974 Palestine National Council (PNC) meeting a new notion
was put forward, espoused first by the Democratic Front and then adopted
by Fatah, and Arafat in particular. Palestinian nationalism had to be
recuperated immediately by a Palestinian national authority; thus, as the PNC
resolutions began to put it, any portion of land liberated from Israeli occupa-
tion should go directly under the independent jurisdiction of a Palestinian
“national authority.” That same year Arafat came to the UN to offer his peace
plan, having earlier in the year gained an Arab summit consensus that the
PLO was “the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people.”

Thus a new trajectory was established toward the idea of partitioning
Palestine, although the word “partition” was never uttered and the program
of a two-state solution was frequently both unclear and diverted. The PLO
remained committed to “liberation” at the same time that the highest Pales-
tinian authority—the PNC—had begun to speak of political (as opposed to
“military” or “armed struggle”) measures in furtherance of its national objec-
tives; while it remained explicitly fixed on the complete liberation of Pales-
tine, the PLO seemed to indicate a preference for the political independence
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of a Palestinian state. In time the liberation idea slipped from sight except as
a historical cum rhetorical gesture; for after all, most Palestinians were not
from the territories occupied by Israel in 1967 and their loss had to find a
commemorative place somewhere in the concrete actualities of Palestinian
life. Moreover, the UN General Assembly, the non-aligned movement, the
socialistbloc, the Islamic conference and others had begun to show accelerat-
ing interest in Palestinian statehood, inalienable rights and so on. So while
the international context showed a clear improvement in the Palestinian
national status and pointed it toward a Palestinian state in a part of Palestine
alongside Israel, some Palestinians, some Arab states, Israel and the United
States engaged in furious battle in which civil war (Lebanon), invasion
(Israel’'s massive interventions in Lebanon, from the early 1970s until the great
campaign of 1982), inter-Arab imbroglios (the aftermath of Camp David, the
contest with Syria’s Hafez al-Assad from 1976 to the present) and Palestinian
insurrections (1983-85) were all aimed ultimately at curtailing and perhaps
even capturing the still potent symbol of “Palestine,” which remained the
central foreign policy issue of the Arab world. During this period, it was the
PLO, particularly Fatah and Yasir Arafat, that provided the focus for the
gradually emerging and finally unmistakable double-sided idea that Pales-
tinians had to arrive at their vision of their own future on their own, and that
this vision, while theirs, had also (and somehow) to conform to the interna-
tional consensus (or “international legality,” the phrase of choice in 1988).

Any history of the period, then, would have to concentrate on the
relentless and unevenly matched fight between Israel and its supporters on
the one hand and Palestinian nationalism and its supporters on the other. At
issue were not just the political claims to self-determination of the latter, but
the very idea of Palestine itself. The military contours of this fight had
immense scope. Thus, for example, when Israel invaded Lebanon in full
force in 1982, producing not only the horrors of the siege of Beirut but also
the massacres of Sabra and Shatila (described with oxymoronic double-
speak by the Israeli commission of inquiry as showing the “indirect respon-
sibility” of the Israeli army in charge), it was openly admitted by Israeli
spokesmen that: a) the real battle was for the West Bank and Gaza, and the
PLO had to be destroyed utterly because of its representative status; and b)
because it had become intemationally “responsible”—having observed a
UN-monitored truce on the Israeli-Lebanese border for eleven months before
June 1982—the PLO had to be attacked. Similarly, Israel’s US-supported
attacks on Tunis (October 1985) and its assassination of Abu Jihad in his home
there (April 1988) showed the almost limitless extent to which Israel would
go in combatting any independent Palestinian force.

The hard Likud line, always reinforced with astonishing complaisance
by the Reagan administration whose perennial “green light” was nevertured
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off, was challenged by some significant defections. New configurations
appeared within Israel expressing all sorts of doubts about Israeli policy in
Lebanon (the southern part of whose territory continues to be occupied as I
write), the occupied territories and the Third World generally, in which
support for discredited regimes was, it seemed, a vital order of business for
the Israeli military-industrial complex. Similarly, in Western Europe and the
United States, where support of Israel had traditionally been one of the
comerstones of postwar liberal and Jewish public opinion, a decreasingly
friendly questioning of Israeli policy proceeded apace. Important symbols
in the erosion of the wholesale approval of Israel were Arafat’s meetings with
the Pope, the slow but sure support given Palestinian positions by the
European Community and the mounting authority of Jews critical of Israeli
policy (among whom Nahum Goldmann, Pierre Mendes-France, Philip
Klutznick and Bruno Kreisky were early leaders).

However, it was the Reagan administration’s active cooperation with
Israeli intransigence and hostility to Palestinian aspirations, human rights and
life itself that characterized the environment external to Palestine. Some of
the milestones were the moral permissiveness which—from Alexander Haig
to George Shultz—the United States accorded Israel’s adventures outside its
borders; the astounding additions to the US dole to Israel after one or another
of that country’s particularly horrific exploits ($450 million added immedi-
ately after Sabra and Shatila, $180 million on the very day in December 1988
when Reagan admonished the Israelis- about the expulsion and killing of
Palestinians); the almost grotesque congruence between Israeli and US
positions on “terrorism” which became the watchword of US policy in the
second Reagan administration. Surveying all this, we can say with Chris-
topher Hitchens that the complete “Israelization” of US foreign policy had
occurred, so that by the penultimate year of Reagan’s tenure Israel had
become the main strategic ally of the United States east of the English
Channel.

The horrendous cost to Palestinian civilians—most of them refugees—
can scarcely be tallied even at this point. Over 20,000 Palestinians and
Lebanese were killed by Israeli troops in the summer of 1982 alone. How
many more in the occupied territories and elsewhere were punished by
Isracl—the reports of torture were internationally known at least since the
mid-1970s—through imprisonment, expulsion, maiming, killing, loss of
property and freedom, is difficult to say, but the inadequate figures that now
exist are awful enough. They show something like a ratio of 100 Palestinians
killed for every Israeli killed (this in the midst of an appallingly mindless
chorus led by Israel about the scourge of Palestinian “terrorism™) and,
according to Alexander Cockburn, something on the order of one out of
every sixty-six Palestinians imprisoned, roughly ten times the average for
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blacks under the South African regime. Proportional to the population, more
Palestinians have been killed by Israeli soldiers during the intifada than US
soldiers during the Korean and Vietnam wars. All of this was part of an
orchestrated campaign to exterminate Palestinians as a political presence in
Palestine. To Begin they were “two-legged vermin;” to General Eytan they
were “drugged roaches in a bottle;” to Shamir they were “grasshoppers;” to
the more polite, Palestinians were “the Arabs of Judea and Samaria;” to the
New York Timesthey were simply “Arabs.”

Even so, the Palestinian political line grew clearer and clearer. This is
a major irony. In the United States, Arafat and the PLO were remorselessly
and repeatedly attacked by a supine media and an Israeli-dominated policy
elite for terrorism, extremism, rejectionism and hostility to democracy; in the
Arab world, attacks on Arafat (culminating in a whole mutinous movement
within Fatah ranks in 1983, eagerly financed by Syria) were fueled by charges
that he was a capitulationist who had conceded too much to his enemies and
given up armed for political struggle (the distinction in the Palestinian context
was fatuous, but it had great emotional staying power nonetheless). The PNC
for its part stayed on course. In 1984 it was convened in Amman despite
enormous Syrian pressure. Once again the partitionist idea—with Jordanian
confederation—was implicitly accepted. A new alliance was forged with
Jordan in 1985 and 1986, precisely to accommodate Palestinian nationalism
to the international consensus, now unambiguously upheld by Gorbachev’s
Soviet Union. All the Arab states, with the exception of Syria and Libya, had
come around to the two-state view, although few actually said it publicly.
Then came the criminal war of the Beirut refugee camps, sponsored by Syria
between 1985 and 1988; Arafat and his forces were being constantly pres-
sured by Syria and its pocket insurgents. Threats from the United States
(which had attacked Libya in 1981 and 1986, as it was to do in 1989), the
deepening Palestinian gloom in the West Bank and Gaza, the indifference
of the Arabs, the endless Lebanese crisis, the rise of an anarchical Islamist
movement, the hemorrhaging effect of the Iran-Iraq war, the ceaseless
enterprise of the Israeli-US axis (as symbolized throughout 1986 and 1987 by
Iran-contra and the campaign against Nicaragua), the absence of reliable
Arab and strategic allies: all these took a severe toll on the Palestinian drive
led by the PLO.

It remains impressive, I think, that the Palestinian centeracquired more,
not less, authority fromits constituents. In April 1987 a PNC meeting in Algiers
stressed that an international conference and negotiations were the desired
means to end the dispute with Israel. Jordan had already defected from its
alliance with the PLO, the result (said Palestinians) of US pressure. At regular
intervals, but with sharper clarity after 1984, Arafat stated his willingness to
meet with Israelis, to negotiate a peaceful settlement and to end the
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longstanding. conflict. His remarks were either not reported or they were
scomed. Meanwhile the situation on the West Bank and Gaza kept getting
worse. Talk of “transfer” became widespread. Rabbi Kahane, with his
explicitly racist but unimpeachably frank claim that Israel couldn’t be both
Jewish and democratic, attracted attention, indeed grew more popular.
Isolated incidents (the moronically criminal hijacking of the Achille Lauroin
1985, the Rome and Vienna airport massacres) were treated as “trends,”
whereas the global assault on Palestinian rights (especially in the United
States, Lebanon and the occupied territories) was pooh-poohed. When it
finally erupted, the intifada was treated by the media (and the Israelis) as a
problem of law and order; the historical and political context was denied and
unreported.

A number of occurrences in the United States stand out as small but
noteworthy parts of the international background to the intifada. In early
1988 a group of Palestinians in Los Angeles, legal residents all, were
threatened with expulsion under the McCarran-Walters Act. Alex Odeh, a
Palestinian citizen of the United States, had been assassinated in the same
area less than three years before, yet none of his assailants were ap-
prehended. During the previous winter Congress passed the Grassley
Amendment (in effect, a bill of attainder) invidiously pointing the finger at
the PLO, alone among all the world’s organizations, as “terrorist” and closing
the Palestine Information Office in Washington while threatening the PLO’s
UN observer mission with termination. The Los Angeles deportation threat
and the Grassley Amendment were fought and ultimately defeated, but they
showed the depth of the official US hatred of the Palestinians, how far the
government was willing to go in forgiving Israel everything it did while
punishing Palestinians for their mere existence, how arrogantly the ad-
ministration dismissed the Arab position, and Arab humanity itself.

Despite all the protestations about freedom of the press, public discus-
sion of the Palestinian people remained at a remarkably low and degraded
level. Aside from “terrorism,” a notion never carefully defined or even
reflected upon, Palestinians were confined in such basically condemnatory
terms as extremists (as opposed to moderates, who never seemed in
evidence), rejectionist (Israel was routinely referred to in terms indicating
morality and flexibility), and faction-ridden (despite the fact that the over-
whelming preponderance of the PLO stood behind the centrist consensus).
Among “dovish” Zionists in the West and Israel (chief among them
Yehoshafat Harkabi, Arthur Hertzberg and Abba Eban) Palestinians were
referred to in the scandalously racistframework of “a demographic problem,”
the suggestion being that too many Palestinians were a threat to Israel’s
Jewishness (or “purity,” as the more honest of this group put it). In all such
instances I am reminded of W.E.B. Dubois’s answer to the question posed
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to blacks in this country: “How does it feel to be a problem?” It is, he says, “a
very strange experience.” For in fact the entire tenor of Zionist and Western
discourse about the Palestinians has been to reduce us to so problematic,
eccentric and unthinkable a level as to make our every effort to appear to be
human only a confirmation of our dehumanized, permanently subaltern
status. This hasbeen the conceptual coefticient of the war against Palestinians
led in the West by the supporters of Israel.

Faced with such an array of pressure, real threats and actual punish-
ment, the Palestinian national will was mobilized and, by the end of 1987,
had reached the threshold of pain it could no longer endure. The shadow
line had to be crossed; whether or not the crossing actually took place on
December 9, that quickly became the date when, as the Palestinian journalist
Makram Makhoul reported, fear was forbidden and the stones were taken
up. From now on there was to be no turning back, as the Palestinian sense
of irreversibility took hold: the occupation had toend, political independence
had to be declared, the sacrifice had to be made. After King Hussein had
withdrawn his faltering and unpopular claims to the West Bank in late July
1988, the die was cast. A PNC meeting would have to be convened, the
Palestinian claims had tobe putforward, not invague terms but in the accents
of a movement bent upon national statehood.

1

The nineteenth session of the Palestine National Council which I
attended (November 12-15, 1988), formally entitled the “intifada meeting,”
was momentous and, in many great and small ways, unprecedented. Held
in Algiers, there were fewer hangers-on, groupies and “observers” than ever
before. Security was tighter and more unpleasant than during the 1987 PNC
session, also held in Algiers; Algeria had just brutally suppressed its own
intifada, so the presence of several hundred Palestinians and at least 1,200
members of the press was not especially welcomed by the Ben Jadid
government, which paradoxically needed the event to restore some of its
tamished revolutionary lustre. This was also to be the shortest PNC meeting
ever held. Barely three and a half days long, it accomplished more by way
of debate, discussion, resolutions and announcements than any Palestinian
meeting in the post-1948 period. Above all, this PNC secured for Yasir Arafat
the certainty of his place in Palestinian and world history for, as one member
put it, “We'’re not only living through a Palestinian revolution; it’s also Abu
Ammar’s [Arafat’s nom de guerrd revolution.”
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None of the approximately 380 members came to Algiers with any
illusion that Palestinians could once again get away simply with creative
ambiguity or with solid affirmations of the need to struggle. The intifada’s
momentum and its success in creating a clear civil alternative to the Israeli
occupation regime now necessitated a definitive statement by the PNC of
support for the intifada as an end-to-occupation and relatively nonviolent
movement. This required an unambiguous claim for Palestinian sovereignty
on whatever Palestinian territories were to be vacated by the occupation.
There also had to be an equally unambiguous statement on peaceful
resolution of the conflict between Palestinian Arabs and Israeli Jews based
on UN Resolutions 181 (partition), 242 and 338. In short, the PNC was asking
of itself nothing less than emphatic transformation: from liberation move-
ment to independence movement. Jordan’s recent withdrawal of claims to
the West Bank made the need for transformation urgent and compelling.

If you live in the United States, participating in Palestinian discussions,
debates and soul-searching reappraisals is particularly poignant. Palestinians
meet rarely enough, given the widespread dispersion of our five million
people, and the fact that we have no center, no territorial sovereignty of our
own, makes our distance from most other Palestinians, in the midst of a US
society whose government’s hostility to us seems limitless, a continuously
frustrating experience. Tunis serves the role of occasional headquarters, but
since Abu Jihad’s assassination Arafat’s presence has necessarily been fitful
and erratic. Yet most of us in the PNC made at least one trip there; many
documents and drafts went via fax, express mail or the telephone. And the
date of the PNC kept getting postponed; it was definitively set by late October,
not without trepidation, since Algeria’s internal volatility remained high.

PNC members were to be quartered in bungalows adjacent to the
enormous meeting hall setin a conference-cum-vacation center built by Ben
Bella in 1965, approximately thirty miles west of Algiers. Four of us travelled
together overnight to Paris from New York, transferred from de Gaulle to
Orly airport and amrived in Algiers at 2 pm on November 11. Ibrahim
Abu-Lughod and I were driven to one bungalow, only to find it already
occupied; a second choice tumed up the same situation, so we settled for a
downtown hotel, which came to mean no hot food and hardly any sleep for
three and a half days, as we commuted back and forth at the craziest hours.
Despite jet lag, we went back to the conference center late that Friday night
to call on Arafat, who seemed involved in three concurrently running
meetings. He was confident but looked tired. Everyone knew that this was
his step first to articulate, then to persuade everyone to take, then finally to
choreograph politically. He handed me the Arabic draft of the declaration of
statehood and asked me to render it into English. It had been drafted by
committee, then rewritten by the poet Mahmoud Darwish, then, alas,
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covered with often ludicrously clumsy insertions and inexplicable deletions.
Later, Darwish told me that the phrase “collective memory” had been struck
by the Old Man because, we both opined, he took it fora poetic phrase. “Tell
him it has a serious and even scientific meaning,” Darwish implored me,
“maybe he'll listen to you.” He didn’t, and I didn't listen to Arafat when he
wanted other phrases from other contexts inserted.

Nobody was to see these texts until much later, and indeed perhaps
the oddest part of this PNC—with its obsessive postmodern rhetorical
anxieties—was how the two main documents (the declaration of statehood
and the political resolutions) were discussed in public debates for hours on
end without a piece of paper before us. After the opening ceremonies on
Saturday the PNC divided itself into two committees, the Political and the
Intifada. Arafat had the texts memorized, and Nabil Sha‘ath, adroit chairman
of the Political Committee, had them before him. All significant discussion
about what we were doing took place in the riveting atmosphere of that
committee, with speaker after speaker sounding off on what was after all the
most significant political moment in Palestinian life since 1948. Words,
commas, semicolons and paragraphs were the common talk of each recess,
as if we were attending a convention of grammarians.

The heart of the discussions occurred in the speeches given late Sunday
and mid-afternoon on Monday by George Habash and Abu Iyad (Salah
Khalaf), the first an opponent of the by-now well-known substance of the
political program, the second Arafat’s key supporter and one of the main
leaders of Fatah. Habash’s express reservations concemed the clear accep-
tance of 242 and 338, resolutions unfriendly to us not just because they treat
us only as “refugees” butalso because they contained an implicit prenegotiat-
ing recognition of Israel. This, Habash said, was going too far too soon; there
had been agreement that such tough issues as recognition, 242, borders, etc.
would be handled at the international conference. Why, Habash asked, was
it so necessary to go forward on everything before the conference? He spoke
passionately and clearly, saying without hesitation that he and the Popular
Front wished to remain within the PLO, no matter the outcome or the
disagreements. To which, ina meandering and yetalways fascinating speech,
Abu Iyad responded by saying that decisions had to be made now, not only
in the face of the discouraging realities of the Israeli elections but because
our people needed an immediate, concrete statement of our goals. What
clinched it for me as I listened to Abu Iyad was the logic of his thesis that
decisive clarity was needed from us principally for ourselves and our friends,
not because our enemies kept hectoring us to make more concessions.

Arafat remained throughout the debate, occasionally intervening, and
yet maintaining his office, so to speak, from his seat in the house; an endless
stream of secretaries, delegates, messengers and experts came to him, yet he
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seemed attuned to every phrase uttered in the hall. He had told me early on
that he had planned the proclamation of independence to occur shortly after
midnight, November 15, after a whole night’s debate on November 14. By
about 9:30 pm on Monday, November 14, the political program had been
passed by a large majority in the Political Committee, and immediately
afterwards the whole PNC was reconvened in plenary session. Habash and
his supporters fought each sentence almost word by word on the crucial
242/338 paragraph, whichwas voted on in different forms half a dozen times.
The somewhat garbled paragraph that resulted shows the effect of these
battles in its ungainly phraseology, although the actual substance remains
unmistakable. At one point Arafat stood up and recited the entire program
from memory, indicating (as the chair hadn’t done) where the clause,
sentence and paragraph breaks occurred, so that there could be no mistake
about meaning, emphasis, conclusion. For the first time in PNC history, voting
by acclamation wasn’t going to be enough; Habash insisted on precise tallies,
which emerged to his disadvantage, 253 for, 46 against, 10 abstaining. There
was a sad nostalgia to what he represented, since by voting against him we
were in effect taking leave of the past as embodied in his defiant gestures.
The declaration ceremonies that closed the meetings were jubilant, and yet
somehow melancholy.

About this break with the past there could be no doubt. Every one of
the great events in December 1988—Arafat’s meeting in Stockholm with five
leading US Jews, his speech at the UN in Geneva and the press conference
that followed, his explicit recognition of Israel, the beginning of a US-PLO
dialogue—was made possible by the PNC’s decisions and the break with the
past. To declare statehood on the basis of Resolution 181 was first of all to
say unequivocally that a Palestinian-Arab state and an Israeli state should
coexist together in a partitioned Palestine. Self-determination would there-
fore be for two peoples, not just for one. Most of us there had grown up with
the reality (lived and remembered) of Palestine as an Arab country, refusing
to concede anything more than the exigency of a Jewish state, won at our
expense in the loss of ourland, our society and literally uncountable numbers
of lives. A million and a half of our compatriots were under brutal military
occupation (as we met, the entire population of Gaza, 650,000 people, was
under total curfew), fighting tanks and fully-armed soldiers with rocks and
an unbending will. For the first time also, the declarations were implicitly
recognizing a state that offered us nothing except the empty formulas of
Camp David or the openly racist threats of population “transfer.”

The declaration of statehood spelled out principles of equality,
mutuality and social justice far in advance of anything in the region. Call them
idealistic if you will, but better that than the remorseless sectarianism and
xenophobia with which Palestinians have had to contend for these five
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decades. Then too the principle of partition was asserted, not the territories
specified in the 1947 UN resolution. All of us felt that since Israel had »never
declared its boundaries, we could not declare ours now; better to negotiate
the ‘question of boundaries with Israel and a confederal relationship with
Jordan directly with both than to spell them out fruitlessly in advance. There
was no doubt, however, that we were in fact discussing the territories
occupied in 1967.

Secondly, there was absolute clarity in speaking of a peaceful settle-
ment to the conflict. “Armed struggle” does not appear in the binding
resolutions. Central to the resolutions is a long and awkward sentence
endorsing the international peace conference based on “UN Resolutions 242
and 338.” The language surrounding acceptance of the UN resolutions is a
statement of the obvious, not a reservation about acceptance. For example,
representation by the PLO on an equal footing with other parties, the aegis
of the Security Council, the implementation of 242 and 338, the centrality of
the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people:
all these are mentioned as the context, the history, the Palestinian interpreta-
tion of what we were accepting. This was especially necessary since 242 and
338 say literally nothing about the political actualities of the Palestinian
people, which in 1967 seemed scarcely evident, except as the detritus of the
Arab-Israeli June war.

Thirdly, the rejection of terrorism in all its forms (also asseverated in
the Declaration) makes an emphatic distinction between resistance to oc-
cupation (to which Palestinians are entitled according to the UN Charter and
international law) and indiscriminate violence whose aim is to terrorize
civilians. Note that no all-purpose definition of terrorism exists today, one
that has validity and impartiality of application internationally. Yet the PNC
took a step that is unusual in its attempt to make distinctions between
legitimate resistance and a proscribed indiscriminate violence by states or by
individuals and groups. Also note that Israel has always arrogated to itself the
right to attack civilians in the name of its security. These facts highlight the
courage of what was ventured in the Palestinian statement.

Finally and most importantly, all the resolutions, however they are
read, clearly intend willingness to negotiate directly. Thereare no disclaimers
about the “Zionist entity” or about the legitimacy of Israeli representatives.
All of the relevant passages about peace, partition and statehood in the 1964
Palestinian National Covenant are flatly contradicted by the 1988 PNC
resolutions, which gives their statement added, not lesser, force. All the
refusals, attacks and insults heaped on the Council’s results, both by Israel
and the usual array of US “experts,” signify consternation,; clearly, the more
Palestinians take responsible and realistic positions, the less acceptable they
become, not just because Palestinians want peace but because official Israel
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does not know what to do when peace is offered. There is a dispiriting
continuity here between the early days of Israel's existence when Ben-Gurion
refused peace with the Arabs and the all-out rejection trundled out today by
Likud and Labor alike.

The point is not that the Council documents are perfect and complete,
but that they must be interpreted as everyone in Algiers intended—as a
beginning that signals a distinct break with the past, as an assertion of the
willingness to make sacrifices in the interests of peace, as a definitive
statement of the Palestinian acceptance of the international consensus. A few
days before the Algiers meeting, Sharon appeared on Italian television
vociferating loudly about the need to kill Arafat. That no comparable
sentiment was expressed about Israeli leaders anytime in Algiers is a fact that
fumishes its own eloquent comment on the real difference now between
Israeli and Palestinian leaders. These are dangerous times for Palestinians;
the occupation will get worse, and assassinations and full-scale political war
will intensify. For once, however, the record is unmistakable as to who is for
peace, who for bloodshed and suffering. But the Palestinian campaign for
peace must be joined, since sitting on the sidelines is no longer any excuse.

What is difficult either to understand or condone is how the US
media—quite unlike that of the rest of the world—has internalized the
rejectionism promulgated by the Israeli and US establishments. Far from
reading the texts as they were meant to be read, commentators persisted in
suggesting that whatever was said in the texts could not by definition be
enough. On November 20 a major New York Times editorial accused the
Palestinians of “gamesmanship and murkiness” in Algiers. The egregious
AM. Rosenthal ranted (November 18) about “a cynical continuation of the
Arab rejectionism of Israel” and the equally improbable George Will
(Washington Post, November 20) said that for Israel the Algiers meeting was
the equivalent of a “Final Solution.” Why is Israel itself not asked whether it
is willing to coexist with a Palestinian state, or negotiate, or accept 242, or
renounce violence, or recognize the PLO, or accept demilitarization, or allay
Palestinian fears, or stop killing civilians, or end the occupation, or answer
any questions at all? Perhaps the US media will someday break their silence,
as Palestinians and the rest of the world already have.

111

What so dramatically transpired after the Algiers PNC was also a direct
result of the intifada, which in 1989 continues bravely in its second year. But
if the political victories of the Palestinian people have been duly noted and
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even celebrated interationally, the more profound socialand moral achieve-
ments of this amazingly heroic anticolonial insurrection require fuller ac-
knowledgement.

People do not find the courage to fight continually against as powerful
an army as Israel’s without some reservoir, some deeply and already present
fund of bravery and revolutionary self-sacrifice. Palestinian history furnishes
along tradition of these, and the inhabitants of the West Bank and Gaza have
provided themselves generously from it. Yet what is new is the focused will,
the creative and voluntary nature of the people themselves. There has been
no easy resort to weapons, for example, and no exercise in noisy (f
noble-sounding) rhetoric. Instead the leaflets of the intifada have been
concise, concrete and, above all, implementable; each was a nida’ (“an
appeal”) and neither an order nor a pronouncement. Above all, what is most
impressive is the sense that the intifada demonstrated of a collectivity or
community finding its way together. The source of this is the organic
nationhood that today underlies Palestinian life. For the first time Palestinians
exposed themselves to it, allowed themselves to be guided by it directly,
offered themselves to its imperatives. Instead of individuals and private
interests, the public good and the collective will predominated. Leaders were
never identified. Personalities were submerged in the group.

The intifada therefore accomplished a number of unprecedented
things. In my opinion, the future of the Middle East as a whole is going to be
influenced by them, and Palestine and Israel will never be the same again
because of them. In the first place, collaborators with the occupation were
encircled and gradually rendered ineffective, as the entire mass of people
under occupation came together in a bloc that opposed occupation. Even
the class of merchants and shopkeepers played a major role in this transfor-
mation. Secondly, the old social organizations that depended on notables,
on family, on traditional hierarchy—all these were largely marginalized. A
new setof institutions emerged and, in fields like health, education, food and
water supply and agriculture, these provided an alfernative social organiza-
tion to that dominated by the occupation regime. In short, the new alternative
social situation that emerged was national, independent and the first step in
the appearance of the Palestinian state announced formally in Algiers on
November 15. Thirdly, the role of women was substantially altered. The
Palestinian woman had been seen essentially as a helper, a housewife, a
secondary person in a male-dominated society, as is the case throughout the
Arab and Muslim world. During the intifada, however, women came to the
fore as equal partners in the struggle. They confronted Israeli (male) troops;
they shared in decision-making; they were no longer left at home, or given
menial tasks, but did what the men did, without fear or complexes. Perhaps
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it would be still more accurate to say that because of the intifada the role of
men was altered, from being dominant to becoming equal.

These are momentous changes and, as I said, they will surely have an
effect throughout the Middle East as the twentieth century approaches its
end. In the meantime, however, 1989 presents a more concrete challenge.
In the immense and understandable wave of euphoria that swept the
Palestinian and Arab world as the US-PLO dialogue began, a number of other
things are worthy of concem and attention. The new Israeli government is
composed of men whose hostility not just to Palestinian aspirations but to
Palestiniansas human beings is undying. Men like Rabin, Sharon, Netanyahu,
Arens and Shamirare the inheritors of a tradition of uncompromising brutality
and lying, in which all means are justified so long as the end—Israeli
ascendancy at the expense of Palestinian life itself—can be assured. Under
the influence of these men, the level of protests and of repression in the
occupied territories increased significantly during the last six weeks of 1988.
On the other hand, the media has either been banned from reporting the
facts or, as appears to be the case with the New York Times, has deliberately
chosen to downplay the ugliness of whatis taking place. To fire into a funeral
procession and kill six people, to shoot at a group of men observing a
moment of silence and kill three, to maim children, to put whole cities like
Nablus and Gaza under twenty-four hour curfew for several consecutive
days, to humiliate and beat people at random, to destroy houses—all these
are sickening examples of an Israeli policy of escalated violence against
Palestinians, with insufficient or no notice taken by the influential mainstream
Western media.

What bas captured media attention is the process of negotiation by
which, for instance, Yasir Arafat pronounced certain phrases and then
received US recognition. Since that time Palestinian spokesmen have been
on television, have been interviewed by the radio, have been quoted
extensively by newspapers. All of that discussion has been political. What
has been left out has been the paradox by which Palestinian moderation has
been met with increasing Israeli intransigence and actual violence. I myself
agree with the policy articulated and voted upon by the PNC. I am a member
and I voted enthusiastically for a realisticand above all clear policy. I certainly
do not advocate any retreat from what we decided to do politically in order
to gain the independence of the State of Palestine. But what surprises and
worries me is that those of us who live outside the occupied territories have
had to minimize a good part of the moral claim on which we stand when,
because of the limited opportunities offered us, we neglect to speak in detail
about what is happening to our people on the West Bank and Gaza, about
what is being done to them by Israel but also about what, heroically, they
are doing for themselves.
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Here is where the difficult and crucial role of detail becomes important.
The struggle for Palestine has always been, as Chaim Weizmann once said,
over one acre here, one goat there. Struggles are won by details, by inches,
by specifics, not only by big generalizations, large ideas, abstract concepts.
Most of what the world now knows about daily life during the intifada is the
result of a) what the Palestinians under occupation have experienced minute
by minute; and b) what has been reported about those experiences and
achievements, first by Palestinians and then by international agencies like the
United Nations and Amnesty International, and by concerned citizens’
groups in Israel, Europe and North America. Those of us Palestinians and
Arabs who live outside Palestine—in exile or dispersion—have not been
afforded enough time to testify to the daily details of life under occupation;
we have therefore not impressed on the awareness or the conscience of the
world what our people are suffering and how cruelly Israel has treated their
aspirations. These details are what our struggle is all about: why, for example,
should a Palestinian farmer require a permit to plant a new olive tree on his
land, whereas a Jewish settler can do what he wishes on land expropriated
from the Palestinian? This policy of persecution and discrimination is what
we have contested, and still do contest. It is more important a fact of our
political lives than negotiating with a US ambassador in Tunis.

I am deeply concemned that in the glamorous search for recognition
and negotiations we will lose the moral and cultural detail of our cause, which
is a cause after all and not just a sordid game to control images, or to say the
right phrases, or to meet and talk with the right people. The United States has
been supplying the Israeli army with the bullets that kill Palestinian men,
women and children. It is up to us—Palestinians and supporters of Pales-
tinian rights—to formulate a policy that deals directly with his United States,
as well as the other United States, represented by the many people who
support Palestinian self-determination. Neither can be neglected. Most im-
portant of all, we cannot neglect to register and attest to the suffering and the
greatness of the Palestinians under Israeli occupation, which this remarkable
collection of essays does so well. Only by pursuing these two tracks will we
become partners in the common struggle, and not onlookers or mere passive
observers. Thus will the inside and outside become one.

New York
January 9, 1989
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Those Who Pass Between Fleeting Words

O those who pass between fleeting words

Carry your names, and be gone

Rid our time of your hours, and be gone

Steal what you will from the blueness of the sea

And the sand of memory

Take what pictures you will, so that you understand
That which you never will:

How a stone from our land builds the ceiling of our sky.

O those who pass between fleeting words
From you the sword—from us the blood

From you steel and fire—from us our flesh
From you yet another tank—from us stones
From you teargas—from us rain

Above us, as above you, are sky and air

So take your share of our blood—and be gone
Go to a dancing party—and be gone

As for us, we have to water the martyrs’ flowers
As for us, we have to live as we see fit.

O those who pass between fleeting words

As bitter dust, go where you wish, but

Do not pass between us like flying insects

For we have work to do in our land:

We have wheat to grow which we water with our bodies’ dew
We have that which does not please you here:

Stones or partridges

So take the past, if you wish, to the antiquities market

And return the skeleton to the hoopoe, if you wish,

On a clay platter

We have that which does not please you: we have the future
And we have things to do in our land.



O those who pass between fleeting words

Pile your illusions in a deserted pit, and be gone
Return the hand of time to the law of the golden calf
Or to the time of the revolver’s music!

For we have that which does not please you here, so be gone
And we have what you lack

A bleeding homeland of a bleeding people

A homeland fit for oblivion or memory

O those who pass between fleeting words

It is time for you to be gone

Live wherever you like, but do not live among us
It is time for you to be gone

Die wherever you like, but do not die among us
For we have work to do in our land

We have the past here

We have the first cry of life

We have the present, the present and the future
We have this world here, and the hereafter

So leave our country

Our land, our sea

Our wheat, our salt, our wounds

Everything, and leave

The memories of memory

O those who pass between fleeting words!

—Mahmoud Darwish






Chapter 2
The West Bank Rises Up

Penny Johnson and Lee O’Brien with Joost
Hiltermann

Ramallah’s landscape this February 21, 1988 vibrates with the over-
tones of a war zone. Residents have dismantled the ancient stone wall across
the street for a series of barricades. The smoke of a burning tire rises in the
clear early afternoon air over nearby al-Am‘ari refugee camp and army flares
light the camp at night. The camp’s main entrance has been sealed by a wall
of cement-filled barrels. Helicopters chop the air overhead; sirens of am-
bulances and army jeeps pierce the air on streets that are virtually deserted
this aftenoon, ordinarily a busy time of day.

In camps and villages, even the winter nights are the scenes of sharp
confrontation. In the village of ‘Abbud, settlers from the nearby Neve Tsuf
settlement descended on the village at about 10 pm on February 27, told the
villagers in fluent Arabic to come out of their homes and not to be afraid, and
fatally shot two residents, Ahmad and Riad Barghuti.

In Ramallah, we shop between 8 and 11 am. The sounds of the shop
shutters closing signals a possible demonstration or march; otherwise, an
uneasy quiet prevails through the afternoon and evening. Marches are
launched on Friday from mosques and Sunday from the churches, Christians
and Muslims and non-believers participating in them all. These places of
worship are simply the (relatively) safest and most convenient places for
people to gather.

In early February, villages in the north like Ya‘bad, ‘Arraba and Tubas
were surrounded by row after row of self-made barricades; fora moment the
army had lost control. Such temerity and defiance of authority was quickly
punished by hundreds of soldiers who raided Ya‘bad and ‘Arraba at dawn
one day beating and detaining people, and smashing villagers’ household
possessions.

February 22, in Kafr Na‘ma, a village near Ramallah: the army stays
away as about 1000 men, women and children march through the village to
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the cemetery to mourn twenty-year-old ‘Abdulla ‘Atiya, shot dead in Ramal-
lah two days earlier. The village is decorated with scores of homemade
Palestinian flags; at the graveside, when a minute of silence is declared for
all the fallen, several family members slowly raise their arms and make the
familiar V-sign. The whole crowd repeats their gesture as hail and driving
rain whirl around them.

“Abnormal Routine”

In the occupied West Bank people walk with their eyes lowered to the
ground. This posture is not to avoid the attention of the incessant military
patrols or to avert one’s eyes from witnessing their physical violence and
harassment which are, still somehow shockingly, often carried out in full
view. (A street scene, February 12, in Ramallah: after a small demonstration,
soldiers detaina young man, cover his head with a makeshift hood, and beat
him. One red-haired soldier, with a fresh face and wire-rim glasses like a
bright college student, repeatedly returns to kick the prisoner. Soldiers shout
at people staring silently from the windows of their houses: “Goaway.” When
the watchers don't vanish quickly, soldiers hurl stones at the windows.)
Neitherdo the downcast eyes indicatea population weary after twelve weeks
of an uprising that has left over 100 dead, many hundreds injured, and
thousands detained. The collective mood is almost electrifyingly high.

Rather, people look down to spot the latest statement from the Unified
National Leadership of the Uprising, often found in the streets or tucked
under a windshield wiper or door. For the first time in many years, words
have a direct bearing on individual and collective action. People shape their
daily lives around the announcements of general strikes, demonstrations
from churches and mosques, and “assignments” to different sectors of the
population. In mid-February, people rejoiced as “Communique no. 7” came
out on schedule, despite an army raid on an ‘Issawiyya print shop suspected
of producing the statements.

Ask almost anyone in the occupied territories about this “uprising” and
they will say, “It's something new.” In fact, it is part of the complex dynamic
in the Palestinian national movement since 1982 in the occupied territories,
with characteristics both new and old.

We live and work in the West Bank, and our experiences form the basis
of this description of events there. As residents, rather than as journalists, we
have also experienced this “new life.” “Interruptions™—curfews, detentions
of neighbors and colleagues, sit-ins and merchant’s boycotts—comprise our
daily schedule. We participate in the charged atmosphere and emotions of
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this time; although this is not always conducive to critical distance, we try
here to identify main trends of the uprising.

We do not document what a delegation from the US Physicians for
Human Rights recently called an “uncontrolled epidemic of violence by the
army and police,” as the media have provided a wealth of such material. We
only note here that the scope of this brutality is hard to appreciate from the
individual accounts, as isits collective effect of erasing any protective barriers
that previously stood between the army and settlers on one hand and
Palestinians on the other.

Rather, we wish to concentrate on the movers of the uprising—the
Palestinians under occupation. From our arbitrary vantage point in Ramallah
during the last two weeks of February 1988, we view the new life of the
population after nearly three months of the uprising.

This new “abnormal routine” is a fundamental achievement of the
uprising. In the first phase, from December 9 to the end of 1987, the protests
and demonstrations in the camps of Gaza and in several camps in the West
Bank, especially Balata, moved like a paradigmatic “prairie fire,” sparked by
the rising toll of dead. Local organizers and organization were vital, but
coordinated leadership was still missing.

The first statement from the Unified National Leadership of the Uprising
appeared in the West Bank on January 8. Many date the origin of coordinated
leadership, the second phase, even earlier, pointing to the demonstrations
that arose all over East Jerusalem on December 19, 1987. Two days later, on
December 21, Palestinian leaders inside Israel called a general strike that was
completely effective in the West Bank and Gaza as well. This second stage
decisively marked the uprising as more than an upsurge in the “cycle of
violence.” Any reference here to the Israeli occupation is now marked
“Before Uprising.” No one knows what “After Uprising” will bring. The
problems are truly formidable, but there is a palpable sense, among both
Palestinians and Israelis, that things will never be the same.

Weakness Into Strength

Perhaps any popular rebellion seems inevitable after it happens. As a
Birzeit University academic puts it, “Any political scientist can write a quick
paper on the roots of the uprising: it’s all there.”

And so it is. Yet after nearly twenty-one years of military occupation,
the question remains, why now? The occupation seemed entrenched. The
notion that occupier and occupied existed in an “uneasy equilibrium,” as
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Meron Benvenisti put it, was one of the most powerful myths of the post-1982
period, one that encapsulated the mood of those bleak years.

Neither the Israeli military nor political establishment seriously con-
templated any major internal threat from the Palestinian population. For the
soldiers stationed in the occupied territories, harassment—not security—was
paramount. The chief of staff, General Dan Shomron, told Israeli defense
correspondents that the army “had been taken by surprise by the scope and
intensity of the rioting that swept through the West Bank and Gaza....”

Some of the same factors that led to the entrenchment of the status quo
contributed to its undoing. Since 1982 and the PLO withdrawal from
Lebanon, hope for an external political solution has steadily dwindled. The
Arab summit in Amman in November 1987 and the Reagan-Gorbachev
meeting in early December helped dispel any remaining illusions of progress
through summitry, Arab consensus or state visits to Washington. (On the
positive side, the reconciliation of Palestinian organizations at the April 1987
meeting of the Palestine National Council in Algiers was probably an
important factorin the unified leadership that coalesced in December.) While
the official Israeli-Palestinian “problem” remained gridlocked, a new
dynamic stemming from the grassroots began to emerge in the occupied
territories.

Minister of Economics and Finance Gad Ya‘acobi described one side
of this dynamic when he attacked the “delusion of the status quo” and frankly
noted “a creeping process of de facto annexation.” Meanwhile, the economic
downturn in the Arab world, the coming of age of the first generation born
under occupation and the “iron fist” policy launched in August 1985 all
contributed to the Palestinians’ growing militance.

A crucial linchpin of the occupation—the strategy of “normalization”™—
was beginning to weaken. Shlomo Gazit, the Coordinator of Affairs for the
Occupied Territories for the first seven years of the occupation, once wrote
that his goal was to create a situation where the Arabs “have something to
lose.” Israeli efforts in this direction—from Dayan’s 1967 “open bridges”
policy to the 1987 opening of the Cairo-Amman Bank—sought, with varying
degrees of success, to construct the appearance of normal economic, social
and community life, while enormous demographic and economic transfor-
mations took place. The intensification of settlements, confiscation and
repression since 1983 finally overwhelmed any Palestinian sense of having
something to lose.

The spark for the uprising is in itself of no special significance: a bizarre
and bloody collision on the road leading to Gaza when an Israeli truck
swerved and crashed into a car, killing four Gazans: the news spread quickly
that the collision was deliberate, revenge by a relative of an Israeli settler
stabbed in Gaza. The immediate backdrop is more relevant: an autumn of
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episodic but escalating confrontation between the Israeli army and setters
on one hand and Palestinian civilians and militants on the other.

Communities Rise Up

At a Birzeit University rally on December 20, 1987, students, many of
whom had not yet really entered the “field” of the uprising, intoned the names
of Palestinian refugee camps in the West Bank and Gaza: Balata, Jabalya,
Shati’. The new and extremely popular clandestine Voice of Jerusalem radio
station—*“a Palestinian Arab broadcast for the liberation of land and man
[sic]"—daily peppered its broadcasts (before it was jammed in early February)
with odes to places (“O, Hebron™) and dramatic readings of names of towns,
camps and villages, down to the tiniest Jerusalem suburb or remote village.
Communities—refugee camps, villages and towns—provided a strong social
base for the uprising. Part of this is Palestinian tradition and a strong local
sense of identity; part is embedded in the dynamic of the uprising, which
took its initial flavor and momentum from the explosive mixture of the special
oppression and politicization of camp residents.*

In the December phase, the uprising was primarily a war of the camps
versus the army. In Khan Yunis or Dayr al-Balah, the camp was in flames
while the adjacent town remained relatively quiet. Both town and camp
dwellers have similar socioeconomic profiles (workers in Israel, forexample)
and presumably similar nationalist sentiments. Later, the uprising moved
from community to community and, by mid-January, West Bank villages
became locales for resistance. Similarly, it spread from one strata of society
to another.

An image comes to mind: a small group of Israeli leftist women,
accompanied by a few foreigners and Palestinians from Nablus women's
organizations, enters one of the main roads to Balata on December 17,
carrying a wreath in memory of three Balata residents killed on December
11, one a teenage girl. An army jeep blocks the way but some delegates
manage to slip by the jeep and tum the comer into another world. At leasta
thousand people, primarily young men and olderwomen, are tightly pressed
together, a wooden coffin draped with the flag is raised high, other Pales-
tinian flags flutter in the wind, shouts of “Allahu akbar” [God is great] echo
in the streets. The courage of Balata residents and their organization in the
enclosed world of the camp was evident, as the army chased the
demonstrators down a narrow street to an alley to a graveyard and to the
main street again. After.the Israelis left, they imposed a curfew.
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Privilege is relative. It could be defined as living in Ramallah instead of
Balata. The roll call of deaths by army gunfire from December 9-20 included
thirteen from Gaza, four from Balata and one from Nablus. (Eleven are
seventeen years old or younger.) On December 21, the day of the first
all-Palestine general strike since 1939, the deaths of two Palestinians from
Tubas and one from Jenin foreshadowed the remarkable role of West Bank
village communities.

Ramallah and other towns, including Jerusalem, have found their own
forms of struggle, from successful commercial strikes to marches and violent
demonstrations. The dynamics of community still operate as the network of
resistance has spread. The active resistance of youth and youthful workers
has moved outwards to encompass other parts of society, although roles,
degree of participation and victimization vary.

Generations of Occupation

Two Birzeit students accompanying an NBC crew to their closed
campus in late January encountered a barricade in the road near the small
village of Abu Qash “manned” by a boy so young he had to stand on his
tiptoes to look in the car window and check out the passengers. “Go back,
go back,” he commanded imperiously, “we are all on strike.”

Stories like this abound in West Bank living rooms, as Palestinian
society reflects on the role of its youth in the current uprising. “Our generation
failed,” a dignified middle-aged woman told a visiting church delegation on
Christmas day. “It is the children now who show us how to fight.”

The international media tends to portray an undifferentiated image
with a new label, shabab (colloquial Arabic for “guys” or youths): a young
man, kaffiya masking his face, rock or flag in hand, confronting an Israeli
patrol. This collective profile of bitterness and defiance ignores this
generation’s optimism and confidence. The “generation of occupation”
stands at the center of the uprising, but it in no way stands apart from the rest
of society or from the PLO. The society itself is youthful: 46 percent of West
Bankers and 48 percent of Gazans are under age fourteen, and the number
of persons aged twenty-five to thirty in the West Bank has doubled in a
decade’

The experience of Israeli occupation, and this generation’s response
to it, has created both striking and subtle changes in society and politics.
Young people are not so much in rebellion—either against their families or
against Palestinian leadership—as they are acting as a collective dynamo.
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In the Ramallah-area village of al-Mazra‘a al-Sharqiyya at the end of
January, for example, young men of the village rather than elders greeted the
medical team from the Union of Palestinian Medical Relief Committees. They
had made arrangements to setupa temporary clinic. The young men, dressed
in jeans, sneakers and thin jackets despite the blustery day, enthusiastically
called out the names of the patients and counselled them to be at ease; they
were “responsible” and would make sure the doctors would see them. These
role reversals surface in many situations during the uprising: entering Balata
or Jalazun or even a government hospital, any visitor encounters youths who
are “responsible.”

The very momentum of defiance has undermined two decades of
assumptions and political realities. In Ramallah, a middle-aged professional
woman, after watching demonstrations on television for a month, eagerly
joins a group of young boys building a roadblock; in a Gaza hospital, a
100-year-old woman, her hand broken by soldiers, toothlessly murmurs
defiance to the applause of other beating victims in surrounding beds.

The unprecedented popular mobilization has not been contingent
upon the achievement of concrete political goals. Villagers in Yabad tell
visitors the uprising will continue “until freedom;” a shopkeeper in Ramallah,
who probably hasn't sold an appliance in months, swears he is striking “to
end the occupation.” The momentum of defiance is sustained by people’s
awareness of the new dynamics emerging on the ground, where Palestinian
action now determines the Israeli reaction in an unprecedented fashion.

Street Facts

Israeli policy toward the Palestinians has always contained a large
element of denial: denial of rights, denial of legitimacy, denial of voice. Not
surprisingly, the initial Israeli response to the uprising was to deny: 1) that it
was an uprising; 2) that “normal” measures were insufficient to control it; and
3) that it articulated the feelings of the majority of the population. On
December 15, when four people were killed in Gaza’s massive demonstra-
tions, Chief of Staff Shomron announced that “although the area is not entirely
quiet, the situation is already under control. Under no circumstances will we
allow a small minority of inciters to rule over the vast majority, which is in
general pragmatic and wants to live quietly.”

But the Israelis arrested 1,200 people in three weeks in December. The
Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) deployed more troops in the Gaza Strip alone
than it used to occupy the West Bank and Gaza in 1967.” Troops used tear
gas and rubber bullets as well as live ammunition, and Defense Minister
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Yitzhak Rabin gave his military commanders the power to deport
“troublemakers,” order administrative detentions, declare curfews and close
schools.®

A month into the uprising, despite these harsh measures, an organized
leadership emerged and protests spread to cities and villages throughout
Palestine. This stage heralded something new in Palestinian resistance. Israeli
pronouncements were suddenly acknowledging the conflict as one of
physical control of the streets and ideological control of the political agenda.
On both counts, the Israelis were having a surprisingly hard time holding
their ground. Was Rabin betraying some panic when he insisted that “Gaza
and Hebron, Ramallah and Nablus are not and will never become Beirut,
Sidon and Tyre™ “Here we shall fight,” he declared, “united and with all our
strength, and it is great, against every force that tries by violent means to
undermine our full control of Judea, Samaria and the Gaza Strip.”

Rabin’s now famous “force, power and blows” announcement came
out of this new context. “We will make it clear who is running the territories,”
said Rabin. “We are adamant that the violence shall not achieve its political
aims.” That morming scores of Israeli troops had rampaged through the
streets of Ramallah, beating shopkeepers and young men behind the “bloody
wall” and forcing stores open. TV viewers later saw Rabin standing in front
of stores in Ramallah’s main square, saying: “You have seen most of the shops
are open, so the announcements that called for strikes were not received by
part of the population.” But strikes spread throughout all the occupied
territories. Over the next month, dispirited soldiers patrolled Ramallah,
seemingly too tired from fighting demonstrators to use the heavy crowbars
they carried to open shops. By the beginning of February, patrols had given
up altogether trying to force open stores. Rabin announced the policy of
closing shops had been a mistake, and the general daily strike had become
another fact of life under occupation—but one determined by the Pales-
tinians themselves, not the occupiers. The “war of the shops,” at least this first
phase, was won.

The new dynamics of the uprising have redefined other familiar
scenarios of occupation. The curfew has become the most effective techni-
que for military control, as it generally ensures quiet while in effect. But in
Gaza curfews now signify that the IDF is unable to enter a particular camp
or area. Their efficacy is further blurred against the days of general strike,
when Palestinians willingly recreate curfew conditions.

Curfews also symbolize another major setback for the Israelis—the
participation of East Jerusalem Palestinians in the uprising and their open
insistence that East Jerusalem is occupied territory. On January 23, authorities
invoked emergency powers in East Jerusalem and imposed a curfew for the
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first time since 1967. The violent clashes since then have dispelled the myth
of a unified city.

Increased Israeli violence and collective punishment often serve to
popularize resistance, involving new sectors of Palestinian society by force.
Women and girls in the Gaza camp of al-Shati’ tell of battling troops who
come to arrest their husbands and sons. They point proudly to fourteen-year-
old Maryam, whose arm and leg were broken trying to protect her father. In
Ramallah’s Old City, women attacked a patrol with pots and pans in an
attempt to release a detained youth. Outside Ramallah prison, three different
women claimed an arrested youth, explaining, “They are all our sons.”

Shopkeepers play an important role in maintaining momentum by
their strict adherence to the daily and general strikes. Shops close at 11 am
(or 6 pmin EastJerusalem) after three hours of business, as a matter of routine.
In Ramallah, the merchants’ committee patrols the streets, checking on closed
shops in particular and the army’s activities in general. Shop owners appear
generally to have followed the call by the national leadership to desist from
paying the much-resented value-added tax (VAT); in fact, many have been
unable to pay because of their low cashflow. Civil Administration sources
report a decline in taxes collected since the beginning of the uprising. The
authorities have responded by making import and export licenses, as well
as travel permits, contingent on proof of payment of taxes.” At the same time
they lowered the amount of money that can be brought in across the bridge
from an unlimited amount to NIS 600 in an effort to undercut any outside
financial support for the strike.”

Israeli-made products are more rare in shops as the leadership’s call
fora boycott has widened. Shop owners are having difficulties paying Israeli
suppliers, but banks have hesitated to enforce debt repayment because of
the Israeli economy’s great dependence on markets in the occupied ter-
ritories. The large number of bounced checks has become a regular topic of
concern in the economic pages of Israeli newspapers.

On February 6, the Unified National Leadership called on Palestinians
collaborating with the authorities or employed in the Civil Administration,
including the appointed mayors, to resign. A news broadcaster with the
Israeli Arabic-language television program reportedly resigned after he
received threats. Four municipal council members in Ramallah, al-Bireh and
Dayr Dibwan, all appointed by the Israeli authorities in 1986, formally
resigned during the second week of February without stating their reasons.
Names of collaborators appeared on Ramallah walls in mid-February; late at
night, army patrols could be seen carefully blacking out the names.

The most dramatic case of popular vengeance against a collaborator
occurred in the village of Qabatya during the last week of February. During
a demonstration by townspeople, a small boy threw a stone at the house of
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Muhammad Ayad, an alleged informer for Shin Bet, Israel’s intemnal security
service. Ayad responded by opening fire on the crowd, killing a child.
Villagers stormed the house several times; thirteen were wounded by gunfire,
When Ayad’s ammunition was exhausted, villagers entered the house and
killed him with an ax. They dragged his body to the street, where virtually
the entire village spat on it, including his relatives. His body was then hung
on an electricity pylon, topped by two Palestinian flags. The next day, at a
gathering in the mosque, four other collaborators handed their guns over to
the mukhbtar (the village leader), and formally apologized to the village.
(Qabatya has been cordoned off ever since, and many residents seized.)

Local Leadership

From the hilly neighborhoods of Nablus, voices ring out, chanting the
names of PLO organizations, then join together in the rallying call of “Allahu
akbar”; a demonstration is underway.

The call is instructive: the leadership of the uprising rests firmly with
local supporters of PLO organizations—Fatah, the Popular Front, the
Democratic Front and the Palestine Communist Party (which unlike the
guerrilla groups operates only in the occupied territories and only recently
gained official representation in the PLO leadership). In Gaza, one must
include the Islamic Jihad, which works in coordination with the PLO. The
call of “Allahu akbar” is usually less a mark of Muslim revivalist politics than
a unifying thread in Palestinian society.

It is common knowledge, and common sense, that the clandestine
Unified Leadership consists of representatives of all the groups in the
Palestinian national movement. The PLO and its constituent organizations
have built an infrastructure of support and leadership in the occupied
territories, recruiting and mobilizing among key sectors of Palestinian society
such as students, workers, women and professionals. The pattem of
politicization in the 1980s, particularlyamong the “generation of occupation,”
has increased affiliation along organizational lines. Crystallized into the
Unified Leadership, the local PLO has coordinated and steered the uprising.

“Local” is a2 more operative word than “new.” While firmly adhering to
the slogan that the PLO is the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian
people, activists here have taken the initiative on the ground. The voice of
this leadership is communal and anonymous; clandestine leaflets have
replaced the press conferences of former days. In the process, some tradi-
tional nationalist leaders have been overwhelmed by events; “spokespeople”
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like journalist Hanna Siniora and Bethlehem Mayor Elias Freij have been
relegated to clearly marginal roles.

Local activists have learned the lesson of anonymity after twenty years
of Israeli arrests and expulsions. Their role does not call for visibility. Their
immediate aim is not to open negotiations with the Israelis but to sustain the
momentum of the uprising, to create a context in which the PLO’s demand
foran international peace conference will be heard and to help set the agenda
for any such conference.

In each leaflet, the Unified Leadership enumerates specific demands
and calls for specific actions. Distribution of the communiques is no longer
a major problem: they are now headline news in the Israeli media. Com-
munique no. 9, the Jerusalem Post dutifully reported on March 2, called for
Palestinians serving in the Civil Administrationand police to resign and urged
the overthrow of the Israeli-appointed municipal councils.

The communique gives each day of the week ahead a particular focus:
Friday and Sunday are for demonstrations after mosque and church services;
Thursday is the Day of Retum to the Land, urging people to take part in
agricultural work; Sunday is Flag Day; Tuesday (March 8) is Women’s Day;
Wednesday is Martyrs’ Day, with general protests to mark the beginning of
the fourth month of the uprising.

By meticulously observing the various calls by the Unified Leadership,
Palestinians have underscored the committee’s legitimacy. Clearly the recon-
ciliation between the various PLO factions during the April 1987 PNC in
Algiers enhanced coordination between the various blocs in the occupied
territories and boosted popular morale. A numberoflocal groups have issued
calls for mass action in conjunction with the Unified Leadership. In the village
of al-Ram, for instance, landlords called on other landlords in the area to
follow their example and not collect rents from striking shopkeepers. In
Jerusalem, merchants from Ramallah and al-Bireh held their own press
conference in January, vowing to strike until the end of occupation and
enumerating the demands stated in the Unified Leadership communiques.

The level of coordination behind the uprising and in particular its
“invisibility” clearly frightens the authorities. Military analyst Hirsh
Goodman’s alarm is typical as he imagines “the silent, shadowy figures
moving between Gaza, the West Bank and East Jerusalem, spreading fear
and hatred, forcing their children out of school to assemble at predetermined
confrontation points, giving crash courses on how to make a Molotov cocktail
and how best to bum a bus.”™
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Born of the Uprising

In a driving rain on February 17, about sixty women, three Palestinian
flags bravely raised at the fore, marched to the municipality of al-Bireh,
chanting slogans against the Israeli-appointed mayor, against army brutality,
against Israeli schemes for “autonomy.” “Let Shultz stay home with his wife,”
shouted one middle-aged matron to wide approval, referring to the US
secretary of state’s upcoming visit.

During the political turmoil of the winter and spring of 1982, the
municipalities and other nationalist institutions were the focus both of Israeli
repression and Palestinian mobilization. The nationalist mayors, dismissed
that spring, had a commanding role. Universities, though closed, were
centers of protest. Petitions circulated from professional associations and
nationalist institutions. The National Guidance Committee, banned that year,
still devised strategies.

Today, the 1982 leaders are silent or marginal, and the nationalist
institutions that were their base are grappling to find a suitable role in the
fluid environment of the uprising. While PLO leadership remains a constant,
there are important changes in the makeup of that leadership and in its
organizational expression.

Generational and even class relations are visibly shifting. Institutions
with the largest resources, like universities, are floundering, and intellectuals
and professionals to date seemingly marginal. By contrast, a bare, cold hall
in Ya‘bad is full of life, as the local popular commiittee meets with visitors in
the wake of an army raid in the early moming hours of February 7. The
popular committee—young men, chainsmoking, with faces alive and
powerful—comprises known village activists from the worker’s union and
youth groups in particular, but it is nonetheless a new formation, born of the
uprising.

A general strike marked the three-month anniversary of the uprising
on March 9, designated the Day of the Martyrs. The events of that day are
telling because they are not extraordinary: two more young men killed by
army gunfire in the villages of Silwad and Turmus ‘Ayya. The day before was
International Women'’s Day. Village women marched together with Ramallah
matrons, teenagers with their grandmothers, 500 strong, through the streets
of Ramallah in an impressive silent march. Looking down the side streets, we
saw women running to join the procession, which was eventually dispersed
by tear gas and rubber bullets when it reached the center of town. The
women had decided that no stones would be thrown; the youths adhered
to their direction during the march, another sign that this uprising rests on
the self-organization of an entire society.
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On March 9, 1988 no workers went to their jobs in Israel. The success
of labor boycotts, including the total boycott in Gaza during the first month
of the uprising, contrasts sharply with the failure of Palestinian nationalists in
the early years of the occupation to stop the flow of Palestinian labor to Israel.
It is another of the “reversals” that characterize the uprising.

These reversals are a partial answer to the important question “What
can the uprising achieve?” Looking at an uncertain future, we can only say
that the ground has decisively shifted. The uprising is not an “event” with an
endpoint, but a new stage in the relations between occupier and occupied.






Chapter 3
Uprising in Gaza

Anita Vitullo

One year before the Palestinian mass uprising began, the writing was
on the walls—the grey cement walls of refugee camp houses in Gaza, where
you could read the anguish Gaza camp residents felt at the spectacle of the
Amal militia bombarding Palestinians in the camps in Lebanon. These attacks
forged a real unity among Palestinian factions there and carried Palestinians
here into street demonstrations—as much against Amal’s assault as against
Israel’s “iron fist.”

Israeli military authorities must have sensed then that resistance was
about to escalate; when demonstrations became irritatingly frequent, they
increased punitive measures and violence against Gaza Strip residents,
particularly against boys between thirteen and twenty years old.

On December 4, 1986, the Israeli army shot dead two Birzeit University
students on campus. Both young men happened to live in the Gaza Strip,
and their deaths set off demonstrations that grew from their home towns to
encompass most of the camps and schools in Gaza in the days that followed.

Israeli authorities tried to contain the protests by arresting hundreds of
boys and young men, picking them up off the streets, from their schoolyards
and classrooms and homes, and taking them to police stations, military
headquarters and the central prison in Gaza. When the demonstrations still
continued, a second wave of arrests targeted ex-prisoners and known
activists. An army camp on the edge of Gaza City was hastily converted to
hold the overflow of young detainees. By the end of December 1986,
authorities had detained more than 250 men of all ages in the four room-sized
cells inside the army camp.

Palestinians in Gaza quickly dubbed the camp “Ansar II,” after the
notorious POW camp Israel had set up in south Lebanon. The Hebrew press
reported widely on the inhuman conditions, regular beatings and sadistic
treatment by soldiers, disregard for prison rules and regulations, arbitrary
arrests and releases, and lack of legal rights. Gaza lawyers and popular
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organizations regularly appealed for better conditions, and detainees went
on hunger strike several times.

Ansar II became an institutional symbol of Israeli policy toward youth
inthe Gaza Strip. Israel’s now-famous beating policy began here, quietly and
out of sight, within the barbed wire perimeter of AnsarII. There soldiers and
military police practiced clubbing young Palestinians already handcuffed and
underarrest. As the first year of Ansar I wore on, the kinds of injuries suffered
by the detainees became more serious; by October and November, teenaged
boys had to be hospitalized, and several of them underwent surgery to repair
injuries caused by soldiers’ guns, clubs and boots.

How effective was this Israeli policy in curbing stone-throwing and
strike organizers? Dr. Haydar ‘Abd al-Shafi‘, who directs the Red Crescent
here, pointed at the writing on the wall: “The kids are drawing different
conclusions. They are becoming more daring, and they are not running
away.”

Turning Up the Heat

In late January 1987, military authorities decided to use deportation to
intimidate activists. Muhammad Dahlan, twenty-six, accused of leading a
pro-Fatah youth organization, Shabiba, was expelled to Jordan and then to
Egypt, where he was immediately arrested.

Demonstrations and school strikes nevertheless persisted in February,
March and April. In a demonstration in Khan Yunis, a fifteen-year-old boy,
his school bag still strapped to his back, was shot and killed by an Israeli
soldier as he fled, terrified from soldiers chasing him in an army jeep. An
Israeli army investigation called the shooting “per standing orders.” Gaza’s
rage grew even more fierce.

Ona hot summer day in August 1987, someone walked up to an Israeli
army jeep stuck in traffic on Gaza’s main street and shot twice at point-blank
range, killing Lieutenant Ron Tal. He was commander of military police in
Gaza, in charge of guarding detainees inside Ansar Il and to and from military
courts.

In response, Israeli authorities imposed unprecedented collective
punishment measures on Gaza’s half-million residents: for three days no one
was permitted to enter or leave the Strip; Gaza City residents could not even
go outside their homes, and the area where the incident took place was
sealed off forone week. The Palestinians were simmering, especially because
the harsh travel ban came during the major Muslim feast of al-Adha.
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Israeli military authorities attributed the assassination to the Islamic
Jihad. This growing Muslim revivalist organization had turned from attacking
“communist” Palestinian nationalists to joining with nationalists against the
Israelis.

In two separate but similar incidents on October 1 and 6, Israeli forces
ambushed and killed seven men from Gaza, reported to be members or close
associates of the Islamic Jihad. Three had escaped from Gaza prison in May
and had remained in hiding in the Strip.

In the first attack, a well-known Gaza businessman and a local en-
gineer, both unarmed, were shot on the spot when they attempted to pass
through a roadblock. The two were apparently gunned down by accident,
perhaps because they happened into an ambush set up for escaped prisoner
Misbah al-Suri. Ten days later, Israeli officials said al-Suri had also died in the
shooting. The long delay in disclosing this led to speculation that al-Suri had
only been injured in the attack and was killed after being interrogated about
his fellow escapees.

In the second incident, four Palestinians and a high-ranking Israeli
prison official were killed in a shootout in a residential area of Gaza City. A
small cache of weapons was found in the cars of the four men, which
authorities said were to be used in a military operation against an Israeli target.

Late that night, military authorities descended on the homes of the
families of those kiiled. Without informing them of their sons’ deaths, they
carried out searches and arrested family members. Three weeks later, Israeli
authorities bulldozed their homes.

The ambush slayings sparked demonstrations throughout the ter-
ritories beginning at the Islamic University, where two of the men had
studied, and spreading to many towns and camps. General strikes and
demonstrations shut down Gaza and the West Bank for more than a week.
Al-Ittihad, the Israeli Communist Party’s Arabic-language newspaper, used
the word “insurrection” to describe the popular response. One Palestinian
was killed and more than forty injured in a week of protest.

The size and scope of the demonstrations indicate how the popular
reputation of the Islamic Jihad had grown in the last year, with the group
claiming responsibility for several daring military operations against Israeli
soldiers and settlers.

Israel attributed the Jihad’s growth to Shaykh ‘Abd al-‘Aziz ‘Awad, a
popular teacher at Gaza’s Islamic University who had spent time in Israeli
and Egyptian prisons. Shaykh ‘Awad was arrested on November 15 and
ordered deported on the ground that he was the “spiritual leader” of the
Islamic Jihad and responsible for its new cooperation with Fatah.

The tragedy of the shootouts was followed shortly by another killing.
This time a seventeen-year-old girl was shot by a settler in her schoolyard in



46 INTIFADA

Dayr al-Balah. Settlers said the girls had been throwing stones, but Intisar
al-‘Attar, wearing the scarf and long coat of Islamic dress, was running away
when she was shot in the back. The settlers did not stop to aid the girl, and
continued on their way without even reporting the shooting. A ballistics test
of Israeli settler weapons resulted in the arrest of a schoolteacher for the
shooting, but an Israeli judge released him after several days of intense
campaigning by settlers.

With no protection from vigilante settlers, Palestinians fell to their own
devices to make Gaza off-limits to Israelis: youths threw stones at cars with
yellow Israeli license plates, and on December 7 an Israeli merchant from
Tel Aviv was stabbed to death in Gaza’s main square. Although Palestinians
rushed to aid the man, no one cooperated with military interrogators, who
arrested scores of people and clamped a curfew on the area.

Twenty-four hours later, on December 8, an Israeli army tank
transporter drove into a line of cars of Arab workers who had just passed the
Erez military checkpoint at the northern entrance to the Gaza Strip. Four
workers were crushed to death and seven were seriously injured in the
accident, witnessed by hundreds of laborers returning from jobs in Israel.
Three of the dead men were from nearby Jabalya refugee camp. Their
funerals that night turmed into a huge demonstration of 10,000 camp resi-
dents, who charged that the accident was a retaliation for the murder of the
Israeli merchant the day before.

The next day, several leaders of popular and professional institutions
in Gaza held a press conference in West Jerusalem with the Israel League for
Human Rights to discuss the deteriorating economic and security situation.
While they were speaking, reports came in of more demonstrationsin Jabalya
camp and the shooting death of a twenty-year-old man, the first martyr on
what was the first day of the Palestinian mass uprising—an explosion that
came as a surprise to everyone but the Palestinians under occupation.

“Everyone here
has a demonstration inside his heart”

The uprising might have started any place, but it began in Gaza’s
Jabalya refugee camp—whose 50,000 residents now proudly refer to their
home as mu ‘askar al-thawra (“camp of the revolution”).

Gaza Strip residents fueled the uprising with demonstrations that
sometimes numbered in the tens of thousands, waving flags and carrying
symbolic coffins, chanting every variety of nationalist slogan and vowing to
revenge the latest martyr. Youths controlled whole neighborhoods in the
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cities and closed off the entrances to their camps with stone barricades,
garbage and buming tires. When soldiers entered, residents pelted them with
stones, debris and, occasionally, petrol bombs. Local shopkeepers closed
down and laborers who worked in Israel refused to go to their jobs. Israeli
officials refer to the demonstrations as “riots” and defend their repression as
necessary to preserve “law and order.” To the contrary, the protests showed
restraint and rationality, which stemmed from a Gaza Strip-wide sense of
community and of purposeful resistance. Demonstrations were not “peace-
ful” but neither did they turn Palestinians into mindless mobs. Youths
stripped one Israeli down to his underwear in front of Shifa Hospital, but
then let him run back to his fellow soldiers. A young Palestinian took another
soldier’s rifle away from him, broke it in two, then handed it back.

The power of Palestinians came from their sheer numbers and open
defiance of Israeli authority. “We were waiting to do such an uprising,” said
one young resident. From another: “Everyone here has a demonstration
inside his heart.”

Demonstrators chose targets carefully, setting afire military vehicles
and Israeli buses, attacking police stations, smashing Israeli bank windows
and even storming an Israeli army outpost in the middle of Jabalya. On days
of total strike, when transportation was also supposed to halt, even cars
bearing Gaza’s distinctive grey license plates might come under a hail of
stones. Yet there were no attacks on any of a dozen Israeli resort settlements
and no Israeli fatalities or even serious injuries from the several million stones
that must have been tossed.

On some days Gaza was so “hot” that the sky was black with the smoke
of burning tires and tear gas wafted in all directions. Experienced eyes often
compared the street fighting and the air of anarchy apparent in Gaza to Beirut,
a vision West Bankers saw only on television news clips. The scenes of the
lopsided war in the sandy Strip and, at least for one brief moment, victory
over the hated occupiers, left many observers breathless and asking, “Have
you been to Gaza?”

Travel was limited to crews of foreign TV networks who plastered their
cars with Arabic and English “Press” signs, and to military vehicles buzzing
about pretending to have some control over a population they thought they
knew so well. Even veteran Palestinian taxi drivers who had driven the
Jerusalem-Gaza route for twenty years refused to enter the Strip on total strike
days.

Gaza’s Palestinians, the majority of whom have lived in refugee camps
for forty years, knew there would be a terrible price to pay for their open
defiance of Israeli rule. Authorities tried to confront every protest with live
ammunition, then found there were too many people and too many incidents
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to deal with. Troops were doubled, then tripled and eventually increased to
five times the usual number, including the crack Givati and Golani brigades.

In the first six weeks, the death toll was highest in Gaza: twenty-seven
Palestinians representing every camp and city in this tiny area were killed,
and at least 200 suffered gunshot injuries. Five boys, aged thirteen to sixteen,
were among those killed. Families of two of the victims said they were killed
at close range after they had been wounded. Many deaths were from head
wounds, although Israeli soldiers were equipped with a new sniper gun
which made killing avoidable. In the second six weeks, only two Gazans
died from bullet wounds, one from month-old injuries, but fourteen died
from tear gas and three boys, all age fifteen, were beaten to death by soldiers
in separate incidents in February.

By mid-January tents were set up in Ansar II detention camp in Gaza
City to hold 800 detainees; another 400 youths were sent north into Israel, to
Adlit military prison, where conditions were equally appalling. Still more were
held in police stations and military headquarters.

Gaza lawyers could not speak to their clients, sometimes they could
not even locate them before their court appearances. They could not bring
defense witnesses or even make a line of argument in their favor. There was
no possibility of refuting the testimony of soldiers. Release on bail was never
granted. All Gaza lawyers declared a strike in mid-December, saying they
could not defend their clients until the beatings in prison stopped and
conditions improved and until some minimum standards were introduced
into the trial procedures. (West Bank lawyers joined their strike two weeks
later.) The Israeli kangaroo court system proceeded undeterred. Trials went
on without the presence of defense attomeys, resulting in high fines and
sentences of four to five months for demonstrating and three to five years for
throwing petrol bombs.

The focus of the Palestinian uprising remained on the Gaza Strip unil
mid-January 1988, when the authorities imposed long curfews on all eight
Gaza Strip refugee camps. No one was allowed outside; food and water
shortages added to the people’s misery. Soldiers fired tear gas into homes
and dropped tear gas into courtyards by helicopter.

Soldiers were stationed at the entrances and patrolled inside the vast
camps at night, marking their way by painting four-foot-high Hebrew letters
on the walls for “school,” “mosque” and the names of neighborhoods. All
the while they made arrests, searched houses and beat residents, young and
old, using gunbutts, clubs and boots. One day in Jabalya camp, 100 people
used their precious hour-long break in the curfew to seek medical treatment
in the camp’s United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA) clinic for
injuries inflicted when soldiers broke into their homes and beat them.
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Reports of food and medicine shortages during the long curfews on
Gaza camps brought a tremendous outpouring of emergency relief from
Palestinian institutions inside Israel and the West Bank. Trucks of food, milk
and clothing came from the Galilee and the Golan, and from women’s groups
and other charitable organizations in the West Bank. Israel’s attempt to starve
out an already poor and very young refugee population reminded Pales-
tinians of blockades on Beirut and the camps in Lebanon.

According to Israeli journalist Yehuda Litani, Israelis think of Gaza as
a “horror,” which is why Foreign Minister Shimon Peres could suggest a
staged Israeli withdrawal early in December. The “Gaza First” idea has been
tossed around by Israeli officials for the last ten years, as they ponder what
to do with 600,000 landless Palestinians. People in Gaza reject the notion of
partitioning Gaza from the West Bank. As in the West Bank, popular
committees evolved and brought a measure of local government to neigh-
borhoods and camps—organizing strike schedules for shopkeepers, assist-
ing with the injured and directing demonstrations. Developments in Gaza,
such as the lawyers’ strike, became models for the more sophisticated West
Bank. Gaza health and professional associations sent a petition reminding
the International Committee of the Red Cross of its duty to be “more
outspoken” against the “unbridled savagery” Gaza's population was witness-
ing.

In December underground leaflets from both the Islamic Jihad and the
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine called for continued mass action.
Then the major PLO factions together with the Islamic Jihad issued what
became an extremely successful series of leaflets giving a semblance of
leadership to the uprising. The older Islamic fundamentalist movement, the
Muslim Brothers, periodically issued their own statements—for example,
calling for strike action to commemorate Gaza'’s first occupation by Israel in
1956. But the Brothers lost favor with Gazans during the uprising. (See
Chapter Twelve.)

Palestinians in Gaza hear the latest weekly communiques of the
Unified Leadership broadcast by outside radio stations—Monte Carlo and
al-Quds (until it was jammed by Israel)—making actual distribution of the
leaflets unnecessary. Gaza residents often observed spontaneous general
strikes for days at a time in response to local incidents. Huge demonstrations
of 10,000 throughout Gaza greeted the news of a raid by three Palestinian
commandos near Israel’s Dimona nuclear reactor. And thousands of Gazan
women with young children jammed Palestine Square in the center of Gaza
City celebrating International Women’s Day for the first time.

A surreptitious “National Information Committee” published daily
press releases in English providing details of neighborhood incidents and
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political commentary and delivered them to Gaza’s only hotel, which served
as the headquarters for foreign correspondents.

Israel closed down the main press office in Gaza for one year and a
second office for one month. Three Gaza journalists were arrested and their
press equipment confiscated, a human rights worker was summoned for
interrogation and another, ‘Adli al-Yazuri, whose younger brother Basil was
murdered by soldiers in December, was sentenced to six months detention
without trial. The telephones of lawyers and physicians, the main source of
information for people outside of Gaza, were also mysteriously cut for weeks
ata time. And two leading lawyers were imprisoned.

By early March, it seemed as if the barbed wire around the notorious
Ansar II prison camp had been extended to encompass all of the Gaza Strip
in one giant prison. Despite the repressive measures dished out by the Israeli
military authorities, though, the Gaza Strip today is filled with a sense of hope,
confidence and visible unity.

Update: November 1988

The assassination in Tunis of Khalil al-Wazir (Abu Jihad), Fatah’s
second-in-command—by all accounts the work of an Israeli terror squad that
infiltrated the PLO compound by using the identity cards of Lebanese
fishermen kidnapped at sea—sent a wave of deep grief throughout the
occupied territories. Official Israeli reports claimed that Abu Jihad was the
remote-control “main organizer” of the Palestinian uprising; no doubt it was
believed his murder would break the spirit of the people under occupation.
Residents of Gaza, where Abu Jihad had once lived, regarded him with
special affection. They were in the streets of one neighborhood or another
almost non-stop for days after his death was announced.

Demonstrations ranged from the silent raising of Palestinian and black
flags to burning tires in the street to marches by tens of thousands carrying
funeral wreaths and pictures of the popular leader. The Gaza home of the
Wazir family became a central organizing spot for street protests. A public
call was made to change the name of Gaza’s main street, al-Wahda, to Abu
Jihad Street.

Israel's reaction to the renewed mass protests was unrestrained: sol-
diers shot freely at people in the streets, causing the bloodiest three-day
period of the uprising. The mouming for Abu Jihad coincided with the
beginning of the Muslim holy month of Ramadan, and mosques became a
focus for Israeli military attention. In Gaza and Dayr al-Balah, two main
mosques were attacked by soldiers on the second day of mourning and
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worshippers were beaten and teargassed. A sixty-three-year-old man lost an
eye when a rubber bullet hit him in the face.

Besides the free use of gunfire and the siege of mosques, military
authorities also began breaking other “rules,” by arresting public figures and
women, who had been considered off-limits up until then, and interfering
with the merchants’ strike. In an effort to break the Gaza lawyers’ strike which
had been going on since December, Israel announced unilaterally that the
strike was over and then, to drive the point home, detained the deputy head
of the Gaza Lawyers’ Association and subjected him to ninety-six hours of
interrogation. When he refused to call off the strike, his detention was
extended without trial to six months. The head of the Gaza Medical Associa-
tion, forty-five-year-old Dr. Zakariya al-Agha, was subjected to similar forms
of intimidation: he was arrested for ninety-six hours and then held in
detention for six months. Other prominent Gaza figures, including Red
Crescent director Dr. Haydar ‘Abd al-Shafi’ and Yusra al-Barbari, the seven-
ty-year-old head of the Gaza Women’s Association, were summoned for
interrogation. In another ploy to break the commercial strike, the military told
Gaza shopkeepers that they had to pay a series of heavy taxes—a value-
added tax, income tax, municipal taxes and various fines—if they wanted to
open their businesses during the busy shopping month of Ramadan. Just
seven days later, in a typical turnabout, the authorities announced that all
Gaza shops were free to open without restrictions until the end of Ramadan
in mid-May.

The Muslim Brothers called for a total protest strike in Gaza the
following day. Almost simultaneously, Israeli authorities announced that
new identity cards would be issued to Gaza residents, and that everyone over
the age of sixteen would be required to participate in a personal “interview”
with Israeli soldiers. The new ID cards, bright orange and color-coded by
area of residence, were issued only to those who had paid the taxes and fines
that were imposed during the intifada. The order was part of an elaborate
plan to re-impose the Israeli civil administration on the Palestinians and thus
end their boycott of its authority. At first, the Unified National Leadership
urged the people not to apply for the new cards. But when soldiers began
imposing curfews street by street and pulling people out of their houses to
confiscate their old ID cards, most Gaza residents were forced to comply with
the authorities.

Israel punished Burayj camp for boycotting the payment of electricity
bills by imposing a twenty-day curfew and cutting off electricity and water
supplies. As a further insult, an Israeli officer was appointed to rule over
Burayj residents.

During Ramadan; when Muslims fast from dawn to dusk, Israeli forces
placed many Gaza camps under curfew for weeks at a time, making it
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impossible for residents to buy even the barest essentials. Shati’, Jabalya and
Burayj were subjected to saturation tear-gas bombing by tanks and helicop-
ters, raising to sixteen the number of residents of these camps who died after
exposure to tear gas (usually in their own homes) during the first year of the
intifada.

"~ In an unprecedented action, Israeli troops arrested four women,
including a mother of nine children, for six months’ detention without trial.,
This was the first time that administrative detention had been used against
women in Gaza. The four women had been active in the Women’s Work
Committees; three were kindergarten teachers in Shati’ camp and the fourth,
Tahani Abu Dagga, operated a small cookie factory in ‘Abasan. Tahani, four
months pregnant at the time of her arrest, suffered a miscarriage in prison
and received no medical attention. Several weeks later her lawyer succeeded
in getting her released on medical grounds. A few months later a fifth woman
from Shati’ was also sentenced to six months’ detention without trial. The fact
that Shati’ camp women were subject to arbitrary arrest along with men was
seen as an attack on this camp in particular and on organized protest by by
Palestinian women in general.

An independent team of Israeli physicians that visited Gaza medical
facilities in May released a report on June 9 which provided further evidence
of Israeli human rights violations. The team, sponsored by the Israeli Citizens’
Rights Movement (CRM), documented cases of women who had suffered
spontaneous abortions after being teargassed, of people with serious
wounds from rubber bullets, of physical torture during interrogations and of
arrested hospital patients who were denied emergency surgery. This was the
first investigation of human rights abuses in the occupied territories by Israeli
physicians. Shortly after the report was released, two infants in Jabalya camp
each lost an eye after being hit by rubber bullets in separate incidents.

The Israeli physicians’ report eventually led to new orders threatening
disciplinary action against Israeli soldiers who fired tear gas into enclosed
areas like houses and schools. But Palestinians reported no decrease either
in the use of tear gas in general or in the practice of firing it into houses. No
Israeli soldier was ever reported to have been disciplined for violating the
new regulations.

Despite the high level of violence to which Palestinians had grown
accustomed during the uprising, especially brutal acts could still bring people
into the streets in protest. In August a series of catastrophes raised the level
of tension and anger in Gaza to a new peak. On August 10, three Gaza
workers were bumed to death while locked in their hut, next to the
construction site where they worked in the Israeli town of Or Yehuda, near
Tel Aviv. Two Israeli Jews were subsequently arrested for arson but few
Israeli government officials joined the town’s mayor in strongly condemning
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the murders. In at least two other Israeli neighborhoods, racist thugs beat up
garbage collectors and other workers from Gaza, along with their Jewish
employers. Two months later a forty-seven-year-old Gazan worker was
beaten to death by Jews at a construction site in Lydda.

Like the incident which marked the beginning of the uprising in
December 1987—the death of four Gaza workers killed when an Israeli truck
crushed their car—the arson attack provoked an immediate popular
response. This time, after heavy gunfire and curfews on camps failed to
dissuade Palestinians from three days of intense street protests, the Israeli
military authorities imposed a curfew on the entire Strip and barred journalists
from the area. This was the second total curfew imposed on Gaza in eight
months, a method which was to be employed repeatedly during the
remainder of 1988. During the curfew Israeli soldiers carried outan unprece-
dented physical assault on Gaza homes, sending scores of men, women and
children to the hospital, some with loss of eyesight and use of limbs. In some
communities, all men aged twelve to forty-five were ordered out of their
homes at 2 am and beaten, armrested or assigned the degrading task of
removing stones and tires from the streets.

Among the dead in Gaza during these three days were a fifty-two-year-
old man shot by soldiers for allegedly throwing stones at them, a twenty-
year-old who died after multiple beatings, and a twenty-eight-year-old man
who was reportedly writing graffiti on a wall. Two days later the army
demolished his family’s home in Mughazi camp, the first time a family had
been punished in this way after a son had been killed.

Israel utilized the curfew to deport four Gaza residents to South
Lebanon. The four men—a physician who had been in prison since 1986
and three former prisoners who had been released in the 1985 prisoner
exchange—had been under expulsion orders since July 8 foralleged political
activity. Like the Gazans expelled two weeks earlier, these men were also
denied last visits with their families.

Almost immediately, Israel announced plans to expel another twenty-
five people, the largest group ever to be banished from their homeland by
military order. Ten of the men were Gaza residents, including a journalist,
university lecturers and a fifty-four-year-old former political prisoner who is
the oldest person that has been threatened with deportation in recent years.
A few months later, an Israeli army review committee recommended that
two of the men, a farmer and a fruit seller, not be expelled because the
evidence against them was “insufficient.” But General Yitzhak Mordechai,
chief of the southern command which includes the Gaza Strip, rejected the
recommendation.

The use of live ammunition against unarmed prisoners in a large new
internment camp in the Negev desert, dubbed Ansar III, deeply shocked
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Palestinians. The incident began when detainees refused orders to clean
soldiers’” quarters, insisting that such work violated the Geneva Conventions.
As punishment, the prisoners were forced tosit in the hotdesert sun for hours,
and when they returned to their tents without permission they were attacked.
Two detainees were shot dead at close range by the commander of the
army-run prison camp—one of them was a Gaza resident who had bared
his chest to the commandant in defiance—and more than seventy were
injured by tear gas. Israeli human rights groups demanded an investigation
but the army condoned its actions in Ansar IIf as “necessary.”

In late August, in what General Mordechai described as an effort to
“crush the popular committees,” the Israeli army launched a massive wave
of arrests in the Gaza Strip. With the banning of the popular committees, a
grassroots network of community organizations and relief committees that
had developed in the course of the uprising, activists became subject to arrest,
lengthy prison terms and even deportation. Several hundred people from
Gaza city, Shati’ and Jabalya whom the Israclis claimed were active in
thirty-seven popular committees were arrested. In Jabalya, schoolboys under
ten years of age were reportedly beaten and interrogated by soldiers
demanding the names of members of a pro-Fatah youth group in the camp.
More than a hundred young men from Jabalya were arrested in house-to-
house searches. Dozens of Palestinians were wounded by gunfire during
demonstrations provoked by the army sweeps.

Previous waves of arrests in Gaza had little effect on the strength of the
uprising. This wave, widely publicized on Israeli television, seemed to be
designed at least in part to reassure an Israeli public facing general elections
that the uprising could be contained. In what Palestinians interpreted as an
Israeli effort to split their ranks and weaken the PLO, in this period the Israeli
authorities and media also began to focus on Hamas, the Arabic acronym of
the Islamic Resistance Movement.

In early September, Israeli soldiers added to their armaments a
lightweight but lethal new plastic bullet and a freer shoot-to-punish policy.
Suddenly Gaza’s hospitals were filled with residents, including small
children, wounded by the new ammunition. Injury rates retumed to the high
levels characteristic of the first two months of the uprising, when demonstra-
tions had been massive, intense and widespread, in contrast to the more
sporadic (though persistent) street protests of the months that followed.
According to UNRWA, a thousand Gazans were wounded by gunfire in
October and November alone, and double that number from beatings and
tear gas despite the relatively small number of demonstrations.

The massive repression in Gaza was in large part responsible for the
decline in the number of street protests in late autumn. Jabalya and Shati’
camps have been under curfew for almost half a year. As a “reward” for their
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compliance, preparatory schools were re-opened in Gaza, butIsraeli security
forces have regularly opened fire on schoolchildren throwing stones on their
way home from classes (at least three children have been killed in such
incidents in recent months). In October, a three-year-old child was shot in
front of his home in a Gaza City slum, the youngest Palestinian to die from
Israeli gunfire during the entire occupation. From Ansar II detention camp
in Gaza City, where 1200 detainees are held, prisoners have been taken to
hospital with serious head injuries, and even a broken back, as a result of
soldiers’ clubbings.

During the mid-November Palestine National Council meeting in
Algiers, all refugee camps in the entire Gaza Strip were put under curfew for
a week, the borders were sealed, journalists were barred, electricity and
telephone lines were cut, and the night-time curfew imposed in all of Gaza
since the spring continued to be in effect. But with the irrepressibility for
which Gaza has become known and admired since the intifada began,
residents from the Egyptian border in the south to the northernmost town
celebrated the declaration of an independent Palestinian state by chanting
from theirhomes, in a community chorus, the slogan of Palestinian defiance:
“Allahu Akbar!” On that day, high-flying fireworks could be seen erupting
from Jabalya camp, the place where the intifada had begun in December
1987. A statement issued in the name of the “Popular Organizations and
Independent Personalities in the Gaza Strip” expressed approval for the
PNC'’s decisions. Among the Gaza community leaders who signed the
statement were many who had been repeatedly summoned for interrogation
or detained without trial over the previous year. Israel’s brutal repression had
not been able to crush the intifada.






Chapter 4
Gaza Diary

Melissa Baumann

February 7, 1988

Morning

“Welcome to Gaza” the sign reads, but the streets are not inviting. The
long road into town is nearly deserted, its shops and shanties locked shut;
only a few men gather sporadically for coffee or a cigarette. Beyond, the
camps stretch toward the sea like a giant junkyard, people and goods cast
off on this spit of land.

At the start of a two-day general strike, it's unwise to be on the street.
Soldiers are everywhere, visible and not.

A small contingent guards the gate to Shifa Hospital. Hundreds of
casualties have passed through its wards; soldiers have teargassed and
abducted its patients. Soon, a young man running from the army will tum to
face a soldier, bare his chest and say “shoot me.” The soldier will comply.
Everyone will talk about it.

“You are journalists,” Madame ‘Aliya says from behind the desk at
Marna House, an edifice that is walled in with poinsettia and orange trees.
She smiles and shuffles a stack of media business cards. “I have them all. You
must sign in. I have to turn in three copies to the military every morning.”

The forbidden but ubiquitous cracked map of Palestine hangs on the
wall. In the office cupboard are a few rubber bullets and tear gas canisters—
souvenirs of current history. The fine print on the canisters reads “Made in
Pennsylvania, USA, January 1988.”

‘Aliya is anxious to tell stories. She descends from one of Palestine’s
wealthiest landowners; now a widow, she runs this guest house, and her son
nearby runs a supermarket.

57
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“Do not feel sorry for us,” she says, waving her cigarette in the air. “We
are not starving people. We do not want your food. And we are not afraid.
No one is afraid of their guns anymore.”

She is reminded of the beatings that ostensibly displaced bullets. “Yes,
with a bullet one can die and it’s finished. But to be humiliated like this—it’s
horrible.”

A phone call informs us there is shooting on ‘Umar al-Mukhtar, one of
Gaza’s main streets. The grapevine is astounding; word travels at lightning
speed. Another phone call summons Dr. Agha, head of the local Arab Medical
Association. He runs through the litany of medical needs in Gaza’s eight
camps: emergency supplies and equipment as well as antidotes for chronic
malnutrition, gastroenteritis, and respiratory and stress diseases. Duty over
momentarily, he contemplates what violence—physical and structural—is
doing to his child.

“Imagine—every house always has someone in prison. The other day
my five-year-old daughter was drawing. I went over to see what it was. She
was drawing wheels of fire, and blocked streets empty of people.”

W., our guide and a human rights field worker, appears and we drive
out onto the street, which smells of burning tires. The sea is not far off, a
simple but grand surprise of nature beyond Gaza’s clutter. We have come
for a view of Ansar II, the detention center. It crouches on the shore, nearly
hidden among the dunes, with several watchtowers, barbed wire fences and
a conspicuous heavily guarded gate. Outside the gate, across the road from
the soldiers, sit small circles of families vigilant for their sons, brothers, fathers
among the 1,200 crammed inside.

Between Ansar II and the sea, scores of fishing boats lie scattered
aimlessly, their upended hulls cracked and peeling. W. tells us that since the
uprising began on December 9, 25,000 fishermen’s families have been
banned from their livelihood. The reason: security. All the same, men saw
and hammer the skeleton of a boat, repairing it for a new season.

On a concrete jetty, children watch waves crash into geysers. We drive
near them and are immediately swarmed by ten-year-olds flashing the “V”
sign and smiling. Far down the beach a circle of horses gallop gracefully.
Their riders wear helmets.

Back at the hotel we pick up L.—a studentleader at Birzeit, under town
arrest in Gaza these last two months—and R., a French journalist. Next stop:
‘Ali ‘Arab Hospital, a routine check on the latest casualties. On the way talk
tumns to the PLO, to political Islam. In recent months, all agree, Islamic Jihad
has satisfactorily toed the nationalist line; the Muslim Brothers has not.

“We don't judge according to religion,” says W. “We judge according
to the value of your nationalism, which you can show in many ways. You
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can lower the price of your vegetables, give help to the injured—or you can
carry a gun.”

In the halls of ‘Ali ‘Arab, a private church hospital of seventy beds,
medical staff press toward us urgently. “What are we to do?” asks the
diminutive nurse matron, leading us to the intensive care ward to view one
of the worst cases. A young man lies on an operating table, naked to the
waist, a bandage swathed around his head. His body is bloated, stamped
with giant purple bruises. An uncle, an elegant blue-eyed man with a silver
mustache, Arab headdress and British Mandate English, steps forward.

“The soldiers put him in a hole and beat him,” he said. “Can you believe
the savagery?”

Before we can answer we are rushed out to the parking lot, where an
ambulance has just shrieked to a halt. Two stretchers are unloaded: boys
clubbed on the head this moming. One of them will die. As we watch,
stunned, the old man—once a farmer, now living in Jabalya, Gaza’s largest
camp—comes toward us. He invites us to his home tomorrow moming—to
hear another piece of history.

“If you gave me $1 million,” he says, “ora big building in Egypt, Iwould
say ‘no.’ I want to look at a Palestinian sky, to breathe the air of my home, to
eat the greens from my land.”

Evening

At dusk, W.’s friend H. drives us along the shore road toward Jabalya,
still under curfew. Across a rough but verdant pasture we reach H.’s home,
a small farm set like a boulder in the middle of this field, stopping just short
of the sea. We pull up in a courtyard full of goats, and a tin door swings open,
revealing H.’s mother in traditional dress, agitated. She steps toward her son,
who is halfway out of the car, and waves her hands in the air. As we leave
she tells him, “Come home soon.”

Night has fallen when we reach the camp and have been handed over
to H.’s cousin, a Jabalya resident. We follow him through the maze—60,000
people in a few square kilometers, alleyways strewn with cans, old shoes,
spent refrigerators and tea kettles, many paths lined with an open sewer
trench. Street lights are rare, so the houses—cement, wood and tin—glow
from the inside, if at all. There is no sound—aside from an occasional baby’s
cry or dog's bark.

Atthe UNRWA clinic, havoc rules. The army may amrive atany moment,
perhaps to raid its patients. It has been a heavy day for beatings: thirty-five
casualties treated here and fourteen passed on to Shifa.
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“Because they cut our phone lines we have a new system to call for
help,” says Dr. Samir Badri. “People shout from rooftop to rooftop, and
eventually the cry reaches us.”

The army is late. We don’t wait for them, and instead follow our guide
toward his home in Block 2. This happens to be the block of someone we
are seeking: Fathi Ghabin, an artist once imprisoned for painting the Pales-
tinian flag. We are determined to find him. But we get no farther than our
guide’s home; there is a quick exchange by the lighted doorway between
him and his family while we wait in the shadows. H. has fled with the car;
the army got dangerously close. As we set off into the blackness again, our
failure to find Fathi makes his presence in our memories even more painful
to us.

Our guide walks on the opposite side of the street from us; he has
brought his small boy along for cover, the ruse of an evening stroll, as absurd
as that is under these conditions. We are left on a deserted comer, under a
street lamp, assured that a car will come for us soon. Arriving first is a group
of men who, disceming our predicament, wait with us till we flag down
someone leaving the camp. I wonder what will become of the people we
leave behind.

At Shifa, the soldiers are gone, so we are snuck in. A surgeon, K., leads
us through the wards to survey “the accidents.” We reach a room full of young
men, and the doctor ticks off three patients—one comatose, another with
broken wrists, a third with trampled knees but smiling triumphantly. “As-
saulted by the army, all of them,” the doctor says—no accidents, these.

In a women’s ward a fifteen-year-old girl in a red spring dress and
lavender scatf sits up to speak. Her scarf carries the scent of tear gas. She tears
at the sheet as she tells how soldiers invaded her home while she was
cooking, beat her, and then tried to force her to sign a statement saying she
had stabbed one of them. She refused, so they dragged her behind a jeep to
a place where dozens of boys were being beaten. The soldiers said they
would stop the beatings if she signed. She did not.

Upstairs a 102-year-old man from Jabalya sits upright, with hoary
whiskers, missing teeth, and a womn gold prayer cap, energy belying his age.
With an unsteady hand he offers everyone a cigarette.

The soldiers tried to bring a buming tire into his house, he says, and
his family resisted. They were all beaten. He is not sure where they are.
Raising his hands to God, he bursts into tears. Someone touches him on the
shoulder, and we leave.

The night ends in the doctor’s living room: an overstuffed velour sofa
set, a coffee table and side tables with decorative china, the ancestral
photograph (K.’s father, owner of a 7-Up factory, one of Gaza’s few industrial
plants) on the wall.
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Dr. K. does his best to welcome us, but he is conspicuously uneasy in
his own home. His outpouring is only a little startling—*In Gaza you just
touch a person and he will talk for days,” the doctor affirms. “I am sorry for
my English,” he continues. “We are prevented from speaking with people.
There was an Arab doctors’ conference in Cairo—we couldn’t go. And the
government limits the number of Palestinian doctors here.”

He pauses slightly, seeming to dredge for the ultimate affront. “I once
said to an Israeli soldier, ‘It is better to die than to live in this situation.” And
the Israeli soldier said: “What situation?’ ”

February 8
Morning

The morming’s task: to find the old man from Jabalya in the orange
groves, near the main entrance to the camp. We drive slowly, searching, but
the neat rows of trees yield nothing. We circle and retrace our tracks several
times. Still nothing, and no one to ask.

It is still quiet: only a few stragglers in the street, an occasional family
propped against a wall, laundry drying on scruffy bushes.

Quickly lost, we run into a gang of boys who crowd around when the
car stops. Aftera brief interrogation, they assign the smallest one in their midst
to accompany us to the clinic, a reference point in this labyrinth. About ten
years old, he climbs into the back seat and points his finger to the east.

We don’t get far. An army jeep rounds the bend ahead, and lumbers
towards us. About twenty feet away it stops, we stop. A soldier comes to the
carwindow, about nineteen, solemn and dutiful, careful not to reveal a crack
of doubt about his mission. “You must leave,” he says. “This is a closed
military zone.”

“Since when?” we ask.

“This is a closed military zone. You must get permission from the
military commander’s office if you want to be here.”

Two jeeps—one in front, one behind—escort us out of the camp.
When we pass a throng of young children on the road, we discharge our
young guide, by now discemably anxious, and hope the army does not
identify him.

Back at the hotel, W. meets us, ready to take us wherever we can go
without getting evicted. We decide on UNRWA headquarters. There we find
Dr. Ayyub, deputy field health officer, a man clearly juggling his work as a
health official and his mission as a patriot.
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“We are hungry for peace and land,” he says, in an office plastered with
matemal and child health care diagrams. “All the time I make lists for new
first aid equipment, but why, when I don’t accept this place as it is—to be a
ghetto?

P “We don'’t need better housing, better this, better that—we need land,”
he continues. “We have no guns, no aircraft, but by our solidarity we can do
something, and the PLO should follow us on the inside.

“I grew up in a tent and I don’t mind living in one again. My village is
Masmiya, near Jaffa. I am against any solution that will not return me to this
village.”

We agree to reunite this afternoon for a trip to Burayj, the camp where
Dr. Ayyub grew up and his family still lives.

Most of the Gaza Lawyers’ Association has assembled to meet us, to
brief us on chronic and recent human rights violations. We meet in the law
library, where the association’s ten members spend a lot of time lately; they
have been on strike since mid-December, protesting the charades of both
civil and military courts.

“By striking, we’re calling attention to these illegal trials going on,” says
Sharabil al-Za‘im, group spokesman, a contemplative man dressed for court
in lawyer’s greys. “And we’re calling for the release of all detainees in Gaza
and the West Bank.”

The lawyers have a host of complaints to file against the territories’ legal
system,; grievances are solicited around the table.

They can’t appear in any civil court inside the Green Line. In Gaza’s
courtsystem, they cannot see their clients until a confession is extracted, often
twenty days after arrest. During the trial, the prosecutor’s files are withheld
from them. At any time the military government can declare a lawyer a
security threat and ban him or her from court.

And the success rate of a Palestinian defense attorney? The lawyers
confer. “About three cases in 20 years. Reduced sentences.”

Afternoon

On the way to Burayj, Dr. Ayyub driving, we pass a boy grazing goats
in a pasture littered with rusted-out cars. Across the street are the well-ir-
rigated fields and cubist white residences of an Israeli settlement, part of a
land grab that has already eaten up more than 30 percent of Gaza.

The doctor takes us past legions of soldiers at Burayj’s gate; their
encampment is just down the road. Soon we meet another barrier: stones,
smoldering tires and barbed wire strung across the street—residents’ strategy
to “liberate” their camp, keep soldiers out. We are allowed to pass; two boys
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clear stones and peel back the wire. We leave the car at the UNRWA clinic,
and follow the doctor further into the camp.

We go into a home for an affidavit of sorts, another dum-dum bullet
case. The room where they seat us is covered with colorful straw mats and
floral cushions—a set-up for quick disassembly. On cue, the wounded young
man lifts his shirt to reveal a scar on his abdomen and starts his recitation—
performances staged again and again until enough people hear them. “He
was helping a ten-year-old boy to the clinic in December,” Dr. Ayyub
translates, “and was shot once, through the back.”

Coffee and chocolates arrive; the story continues. Suddenly people stir
at the doorway, and rush outside in response to an ominous drone on a
megaphone. Curfew. We must be out of the camp in fifiteen minutes; all
others must be inside.

People walk quickly: parents seek their children, a young girl rushes
to buy food. No one knows how long the curfew will last.

At a cross street we see a pending showdown. To our left, distant
behind a thick veil of smoke, the shabab ready themselves with stones; to
our right, soldiers cradle their guns. We take a detour, and find ourselves
amid a crowd of people bringing chairs from the street into a courtyard. There
has been a funeral, we learn, fora sixteen-year-old boy whose battered body
was found tossed in the camp cemetery. Funerals are forbidden in Gaza.

In ten minutes the camp is nearly dead. We stop briefly outside one
house painted with blue hands to ward off evil. The doctor disappears down
the street with the shopkeeper who lives here. He retumns in five minutes
with a sack of frozen fish; the shopkeeper, with half his shop’s merchandise
on his back, is laughing.

One more stop: a rescue mission. We go to the home of the doctor’s
parents: a tiny courtyard full of orange peels, a dank living room where his
mother, in white veil and embroidered dress, sits on a pile of old quilts. From
another room appears an elfin boy in early adolescence, docile but anxious.
“My nephew doesn’'t want to stay here tonight,” the doctor says. “We'll take
him to Gaza.”

On the way back by the sea we get a brief glimpse of peace: a family
circle on the beach, a boy stretched out on the sand.

The doctor takes us to his garden, an urban Eden. Almond, lemon,
henna, fig, mango and banana trees grow in abundance. The doctor leads
us through the greenery to his prize plant: a cactus transplanted from his
village. As we sit down to coffee, Samar, his feisty three-year-old, pulls up
marigolds.

The doctor has four children and two wives, one of whom wants
thirteen children. He confides his approval, in spite of UNRWA's efforts at
birth control.
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“We will sacrifice one or two kids to the struggle—every family,” he
says. “What can we do? This is a generation of struggle.”

\February 9

W. calls us from his home, apologizing for not being able to accompany
us today. “I have a 1 pm appointment at the military office,” he says. “They
want to discuss my work.” He tells us, of course, there is nothing we can do;
he will see us when he can.

Madame ‘Aliya is even less reassuring: “They will take him to Ansar I,
give him several beatings, and release him after a while.”

More bad news—the Information Committee’s press release, dated
yesterday, reads:

All men aged 14-60 were summoned by the military authorities from
Block 2 in Jabalya and were systematically beaten without excep-
tion. Many required medical attention and were taken either to the
local clinic or to the hospitals in Gaza.

We fear for Fathi, the artist, and the old man we never found among
the orange trees.

So we try a different tack, and visit Yusra al-Barbari, founder of the
Palestine Women’s Union. Since 1964 this white-haired firebrand-samaritan
has run literacy programs, sewing and knitting workshops, nurseries and
kindergartens, and health projects in the Strip. She also pays home visits to
women whose men have been killed, detained or deported. She has been
especially busy lately.

“This is not all that new,” she says. “Palestine has revolted since 1917,
since the Balfour Declaration. I remember when I was four years old—my
father owned a sesame oil factory here—there had been riots in Nazareth
against the British. Palestinian women in Gaza held a meeting to gather
donations, and gave me a wooden box to collect them.

“In primary school we submitted a petition, ‘Down with Balfour.” I
wasn't sure what it meant. And in 19306, I remember, all Palestinians went on
strike for six months.

“The British,” she continues, “imposed curfews, demolished homes,
killed many. I remember in the old city of Gaza the army used to come knock
on doors—Indian and Australian soldiers of empire—just like the Israelis.
Once when an Israeli military governor came here to see us,” she recalls, “he
said he wanted to bring presents for our girls. I told him, ‘The best present
would be if you were the last military governor of this district.” ”
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An older woman shepherds us off down the street where tea is served.
We sit silently for several minutes, with the shades drawn.

“Tam Arafat’s cousin,” the woman says finally, her face wan and tired.
“Ilive here with just my sister. Our mother died this last year; they would not
let her out to see her three sons. Now we are locked in, no permission to
come or go.”

She realizes there is little we can do. “I am sorry to make you sad,” she
says quietly.

There is nowhere to go, or so it seems. Jabalya, Burayj and the Beach
Camp are closed off; someone made it into Khan Yunis this morming, but
who knows what will become of them. We decide to try Nusayrat, the camp
opposite Burayj.

The long road into camp looks deserted; a family picnics ina field near
the orange groves. We stop by a sign saying “Town Council;” in front of the
sign, a group of men huddles together. We ask about the army—where are
they, who has been hurt? “No trouble today,” they tell us, “but who knows—
at any moment....”

We drive farther into the camp, zigzagging around gaping holes.
Everywhere we go people stare, and children begin to follow the car, slowed
asitis by the construction. “PLO! Israel no!” they shout, or “We give ourblood
to Palestine!” Soon, fifty or more are in ourwake, laughing, skipping, running.
I wonder if ten years from now, five, three, or one, they will find such an
audience—or if they will need one.






Chapter 5

The Significance of Stones: Notes
from the Seventh Month

Joe Stork

Visitors to the West Bank and Gaza geta very immediate, sensory grasp
of the significance of stones. In the West Bank, the main cities and towns and
many larger villages lie along the ridge of hills and plateaus running north to
south and forming a sort of geological spine between the Mediterranean
coastal plains and the Jordan rift valley. It is a land made in equal measure
of stone and soil. The inhabitants and their ancestors have used the stone to
hold the soil to the hillsides in order to provide rooting ground for their olive
and fruit trees. The hill country of the West Bank is a subtly sculptured
landscape of terraces that testify to uncounted generations of unobtrusive
settlement, rows of rough stones piled patiently and mended every several
seasons.

The occupiers of the last twenty-one years have quarried the same
stone to build their fortress suburbs that stand over this land. These construc-
tions do not blend; they dominate. They are no more a part of this landscape
than the many tent encampments set up outside towns and large villages to
garrison the tens of thousands of troops now needed to confront the stones.

It is fitting that this uprising has reclaimed these stones to sling at the
army, and to barricade the roads against their armored vehicles. The road
winding up to the small village of Kafr Na‘ma, west of Ramallah, the day we
visited, is broken for about thirty yards with rocks, some the size of small
boulders. Our perspective staring out of the dusty windshield straight ahead
gives a sharp, three-dimensional intensity and separateness to each stone. In
the late moming light each rugged chunk has its own specific gravity,
balancing one another as if this were a belt of asteroids separating us from
them, visitors from inhabitants, city folk from country and, at crucial times,
army from people.

67
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Gaza'sterrain is flat and sandy. Here the youngsters find their weapons
in the cinderblocks that their parents have used for forty years to build their
shelters in the camps. The word intifada has a connotation of “throwing off”
which the translation “uprising” only partially captures and which perfectly
suits the militant form the Palestinian youth have chosen for their war of
independence. The chief target for this “throwing off” is the Israeli military
occupation. In the process, though, the youth have also thrown off the
Palestinian leadership embodied in the older generation of “personalities”
and notables. They have thrown off the unequal relations that had charac-
terized the role of the outside PLO leadership. They have thrown off the
condescension and complacency of King Hussein and other rulers
throughout the region.

Changing Gears

“How long can this go on?” is the question not just outsiders but people
here in the West Bank and Gaza ask. And the response they are finding within
themselves suggests that it could be for a very long time. The dynamic of
resistance and rebellion has spread to include almost all sectors and genera-
tions of Palestinian society. As this insurrection has spread, so has it changed.

Any impression that it is waning seems decidedly mistaken. True,
Israeli military tactics and large-scale arrests have helped diminish the
spectacular confrontations of early 1988. Western media coverage has
diminished as well, its short attention span further discouraged by Israel’s
campaign to choke off major media access to Palestinian views and experien-
ces. Butthe uprising, Palestinians here insist, is a whole spectrum of activities.
Only part of it is militant demonstrations and Molotov ambushes of military
patrols. It is the impressive discipline of the merchants’ strike, now more than
half a year old. Itis the agricultural self-help committees, the day-care centers
and the “alternative schools” that the women’s committees and other long-
standing mass organizations have set up. The present stage of the uprising
reminded us of an engine: after ignition and the loud energy of transforming
a state of rest into a state of motion, it has now passed into a higher, quieter
gear.

This quiet side of the uprising gets stated forcefully each day at noon
as the metal shop shutters come down and the bustling streets suddenly
empty and fall eerily silent. Street confrontations, some of them, have taken
on an almost ritualistic quality. At a Ramallah intersection shortly after noon
we see schoolgirls, most not yet teenagers, quickly throw up a barricade of
stones and buming tires on their way home from school. Just a long block
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away, in the center of town, teams of three or four Israeli paratroopers (red
berets) were patrolling the main market area, and on the roof of the tallest
building military spotters with binoculars and radios scanned the streets.

The girls are not quiet; they shout their sing-song PLO rhymes. Some
older boys join their brigade. After they're sure they've attracted the soldiers’
attention, they move up a side-street hill and pull more rocks into the road,
between them and where they expect the soldiers to come from. We move
up with them. Even we had already leared to distinguish the loud pop of
tear gas and rubber bullet canisters from the sharp crack of “live” ammunition;
soon the air starts to irritate our eyes and lungs. Within a few minutes we've
run between some houses and gardens to circle back down and around
behind the soldiers who are now commandeering male passers-by to pull
the barricade down and douse the burning tires. Some schoolgirls in their
uniforms nonchalantly walk by. We're sure we recognize some who had just
been building the barricade not ten minutes earlier.

Another day we are walking through one of the narrow streets of the
casbah of Nablus, where the intifada hours of business are 8 to 11 am rather
the usual 9 to 12. It is about 10:30, and the small shops and passageways are
crammed with shoppers and sellers. We stop at a small shop to meet Abu
Farid. (See the profile of Abu Farid in Chapter Ten.) Suddenly we hear
nationalist chants accompanied by some small makeshift percussion instru-
ments. Down the narrow street comes a team of seven young men, their
heads completely wrapped with kaffiyas except for small eye-slits. One in
front camries a very large Palestinian flag hung from a long pole. He and
another lad are carrying small hatchets which they brandish theatrically. Abu
Faris identifies them, with a smile, as “Fatah’s strike force.” The Israeli military
spokesmen say the “strike forces” are thugs, enforcing the strikes and other
Palestinian actions on a reluctant populace, but this was not the sense we
got. All are draped in black tunics, in some cases a plastic trash bag with arm
and head holes. They are reminding the merchants of the approaching hour
of closing. After they pass, vendors bellow out prices to sell off their produce:
“Two-and-a-half shekels before the cannon fires.”

Just after 11, all the shops now shut, we wander out to a street on the
perimeter of the old city, and into half a dozen soldiers. After inspecting our
press credentials, the ranking officer tells us we are not allowed back in the
old city. We circle around to another entrance. All but one of the back streets
leading out of the old city has been sealed with concrete-filled tin drums
stacked three high across the road, just like the entrances to the refugee
camps. Inside, by the Great Mosque, what bustled noisily twenty minutes
earlier is now very still. A jeep patrol this time finds us and orders us out of
what is now a closed military area. Not five minutes later, the same jeep
commander finds us still walking away, apparently not fast enough, and now
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orders us out of Nablus altogether. When we observe that these restrictions
don’t speak well of the democracy Israel claims it practices, Captain Eli
replies, “Yes, but this is not my country. Not yet, anyway.”

Balata, just outside Nablus, is the largest refugee camp on the West
Bank. Here, with its crowded, congested alleysand confined rage, was where
the uprising happened first in the West Bank, the day after it had started in
Gaza. Our escort, Hamid, a nineteen-year-old in nondescript jeans and
tee-shirt, rattles off the names of the seventeen neighborhoods of the camp:
Haifa, Sabra, Damur....The streets have been renamed for Balata residents
killed by the Israelis. There have been quite a few of these since the
December 10 and 11 demonstrations that started the uprising in the West
Bank and left four dead. Hamid refers to the alley-wise kids of Balata as
“geniuses” for their ability to stay out of the clutches of the Israelis and the
Palestinian informers who work for them. The uprising has not been good
for some collaborators. Hamid tells us a story which may be apocryphal but
captures the mythic stature that the particulars of this uprising have taken on.
The head collaborator of the camp, the mukhtar, had outlived many assas-
sination attempts over the past several years. Recently, while he was away
in Amman, some young men managed to break into his well-fortified home
and in the bathroom they hung a portrait of Arafat and a noose. When he
returned home and entered his bathroom, he had a heart attack and died on
the spot.

Jalazun, a large camp of 6,000 north of Ramallah, was under curfew
for five solid weeks in March and April. Kamal tells us how the collaborators
used to function there. He estimates that they were once about twenty in
number. In retum for informing on political activities and activists in the
camp, they would be allowed to extort “fees” for securing permits, licenses
and the like. To go to Egypt last year, Muhammad had to pay almost $600 in
permit fees, including some $120 to the Palestinian collaborators.

In many camps and villages, collaborators have gone to the mosque
to turn in their sidearms and renounce their traitorous behavior. Those who
haven’t, we are told, remain isolated and fearful. “Now they just sit in their
houses all day doing nothing,” we heard in the village of Idna. In other cases
they have left for the relative anonymity of Jerusalem. Even in the case of
collaborators, it seems that people have largely counted on unspoken—cer-
tainly unenforced—moral suasion to get such people to rupture their ties
with the military regime. This seems to be especially the case in those villages,
like Idna, where nearly everyone is related in some close or far degree to
every one else. “Now is not the time to have wars between ourselves,” one
villager in Idna told us. “The intifada is more important.”




The Significance of Stones: Notes from the Seventh Month 71

Not Spontaneous

People in villages, camps and neighborhoods have been helping one
another, especially those victimized by the army—a house destroyed, a
husband or father seized and arrested. Most of the Palestinian casualties of
this uprising, those shot dead, severely beaten, incarcerated without charge
or trial, come from the camps and the poorer neighborhoods of towns and
villages. We sat in many of their homes, we spoke with their mothers and
sisters, their husbands and children. Our most difficult moment, probably,
was in the Gaza hospital where we visited Huda Munir, the nine-month-old
girl from Jabalya camp whose left eye had been destroyed by a rubber bullet.
Her grandmother could not contain her anger at us; for her we were part of
that world that allows Israel to get away with such outrages.

We also spoke with doctors, engineers, other professionals, people of
property—people who tend to find some conservative accommodation with
authority. They, too, now found themselves in a posture of confrontation
with the military regime. Some are now doing their first prison stints—six
months, renewable, without charges—in the sweltering desert concentration
camp of Ansar III. We spoke with lawyers and human rights activists who
are fighting as best they can the arbitrary rule of the occupying army. The
army has imprisoned some 10,000 Palestinians since December, mostly for
“thought crimes.”

People have set up local committees to handle distribution of
foodstuffs in curfew and siege conditions, to organize guard duty in villages,
to promote local agricultural projects. Women working in one Ramallah
neighborhood committee told us that one of their first steps was to conduct
a house-to-house survey to leam special needs—elderly or infirm, number
of school-age children, professional and manual skills that might be needed.
One project was to compile people’s blood types; this proved immensely
useful as casualties mounted in the spring. They also collected donations to
build up a fund for community needs.

Many of these projects, like the intifada gardens that are everywhere,
are brand new, emblems of the uprising’s scope and breadth. But their rapid
appearance owes to the last dozen years of “training” in student organizing
efforts. This is what one Popular Front cadre meant when he described the
uprising as “not planned, but not spontaneous.”

There is, of course, a strong streak of competition that characterizes
relations among the four major political organizations—Fatah, the Popular
Front, the Democratic Front and the Palestine Communist Party. Each has its
“grassroots” organizations. Only in the case of the women’s organizations
has there been a serious effort at unifying or at least coordinating activities.
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The women’s committees and the Medical Relief Committee have nearly a
decade of organizational experience. Medical Relief, for instance, was started
by five doctors in 1979. Today it has a membership of some 800 health
professionals, according to founder Mustafa Barghuti, including 315
physicians. In 1982, its mobile clinics saw 2,000 patients; in 1987 the figure
was 50,000, and 28,000 during the first five months of the uprising,

The rivalry between the organizations to enlist new recruits seems
muted, at least by contrast with the situation in the trade union movement a
fewyears ago. The main competition for recruits, we were told, is in the dense
refugee camps. Some of the fiercest rivalry, apparently, occurred in the first
few months of the uprising. Perhaps not surprisingly the Communists and
the Democratic Front, whose platforms and ideologies are very close and
who therefore compete most directly for the same constituency, were most
heatedly at odds. The situation seems to have improved, largely by popular
demand, though many here worry that rivalry may again reach destructive
proportions. “It is our national disease,” one young university teacher said.

By some accounts, the main competition in the current phase comes
chiefly from Fatah, whose broad street support has in the past seemed to
exempt it from the need to work through such grassroots organizing. Now,
in the new conditions created by the uprising, some activists affiliated with
the other organizations say Fatah is trying to muscle in with its greater material
resources and its weight of popularity without doing the hard, slogging
organizing work that the others have put so much time and effort into. On
the other hand, Fatah has very impressively mobilized youth and students
through its Shabiba organization. Fatah thus provides a focus and channel
for popular energies that otherwise might go untapped, or that would be
under the diffuse direction of the Muslim Brothers or other “Islamist” (Muslim
fundamentalist) elements.

Leadership Composition

This is the scene in the West Bank, as we could discem it. In Gaza, the
left groups and Islamic Jihad, along with Fatah, comprise a regional Unified
Leadership. In Gaza both the Communists and the Islamists have more
militant reputations for confronting the Israelis in the streets than their
counterparts in the West Bank. The impression we got was that the Islamists
were going off on their own a bit in places where they were particularly
strong, such as Khan Yunis, calling demonstrations and the like. On the West
Bank the Islamist current seems more diffuse and lacking cohesion and
organizational competence.
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Related to the dynamics between the various organizations and ten-
dencies is the unevenness of the mobilization process. The neighborhood
and village committees tend to be concentrated in the central part of the West
Bank (Ramallah-Jerusalem-Bethlehem and the camps and villages in these
districts) and in Gaza. In Balata and Nablus, for instance, local organizers told
us that the frequency and duration of curfews and sieges and the constant
threat of army attacks had kept them occupied with more pressing duties.
One young activist in Balata even used the word “luxury” to refer to the
committees that had so impressed us further south. The disparity, though,
may also reflect the relative strength and organizing history of the left
organizations in the central region and in Gaza, and the prominence of Fatah
in the north. The most organized villages seemed to be those where at least
two, and often all four, of the major organizations have a presence, in just
about every case going back several years before the uprising.

The structure of the uprising’s leadership is not publicly known or
widely discussed, and secrecy has doubtless been one factor behind its
success. The Unified National Leadership appears to be located physically in
the Jerusalem/Ramallah area, if several seizures of freshly printed leaflets are
any indication. All that is known is that each of the four major organizations
is represented, probably by one delegate each who rotate frequently. This is
one reason the military regime has resorted to indiscriminate, mass arrests.
One military raid came to the home of a Gaza man who had died two years
ago. These roundups—one human rights lawyer characterized the tactic as
“trolling™—have probably nabbed a few high-level cadres, but have clearty
failed to put the Unified Leadership out of business.

In the cities, camps and villages the cadres of the major organizations
are responsible for interpreting and implementing the bayanat (communi-
ques) of the Unified Leadership. The composition of this local leadership
thus reflects the balance of political forces in that area. In Gaza, the Islamic
Jihad is represented; in Nablus, it seems, the higher committee consists
essentially of the local Fatah leadership. Both in Nablus and Gaza there have
been instances where the local leadership has issued its own directives
elaborating the instructions of the Unified Leadership for local conditions.
This local leadership appears to be fairly unstructured. We encountered one
village where local Communist Party cadre said there was a village “higher”
committee consisting of one representative from each of the major organiza-
tions. From what we could ascertain, though, this local leadership generally
functions more informally.

This means that the left organizations have almost equal weight with
Fatah at the key juncture of the Unified Leadership. Their weight on the
ground is variously distributed, though generally speaking it is greatest in the
central Ramallah-Jerusalem-Bethlehem area. The uprising has provided
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opportunities for these groups to extend their influence. One undisputed
achievement of the past seven months has been the quantum extension of
mass organizing. Yet the uprising has also engaged massive numbers of
people who remain politically unorganized. The Palestinian street by and
large belongs to Fatah. One of the most interesting questions today is how
the insights and organizational experience of the left groups will influence
the street in any long-lasting way, and reciprocally how the weight of Fatah
(and the Islamists) in the street will inform the decisions of the Unified
Leadership.

Dual Power

Although there have been occasional lapses (reflected in the simul-
taneous appearance of more than one “genuine” communique), the require-
ments of consensus decision-making have kept the leadership’s demands
realistic, things that people can accomplish. It is unrealistic to demand that
all Palestinians stop working in Israel immediately. Instead, there are total
strike days, once or twice a week, when people should not travel to Israel to
work. This enables the Palestinians to retain the initiative.

The clandestine Unified Leadership represents legitimate political
authority today in the West Bank and Gaza. It is precisely this protracted
condition of dual power which constitutes the uprising’s main achievement,
and the main target of the Israeli military regime. This dual power is manifest
everywhere—the merchants’ strikes, the tax resistance, the local organizing.
The existing Palestinian police force is no more than a vestigial attachment
to the regime. The Israelis have literally had to reconquer villages, often more
than once, using hundreds and in some cases many hundreds of troops. In
May, when Maj. Gen. Amram Mitzna, the commander in the West Bank, was
asked if there were “still any so-called liberated villages,” he replied that there
were still “a few villages, which I would not call liberated, but places that we
enter more infrequently.”

Perhaps the most impressive evidence of the authority of the Unified
Leadership has been the widespread unity and discipline around methods
and tactics, and in particular the decision not to take up arms. In the first six
months, anyway, the Palestinians have largely maintained the political
initiative. The military regime was unable to force its will on the merchants,
and has given up this front. There is now talk of abandoning the different
color license plates marking off Gaza and West Bank vehicles, so as to make
it less easy for the young stonethrowers to discriminate against Israeli ones.
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Of course, this would remove one small tool the occupiers had invented to
establish such discrimination for their own purposes.

The military can command that the schools open or close, but they
cannot determine which serves their purpose: when open, they provide
points of assembly for demonstrations and the like; when closed, the children
take up subversive subjects such as Palestinian history and geography in the
classes setup by the local commiittees. Likewise, the prisons have long served
as schools for militants who are more skilled and organized when they leave
than when they entered. So the tactic of mass arrests also has a “downside”
from an Israeli point of view. Not that it is a “mistake.” Rather, it illustrates the
dilemma Israel faces in trying to impose its rule on a thoroughly hostile
population.

The Israeli military regime sees as its main task to beat down these
efforts at establishing a parallel, competing political authority. This is why the
soldiers shut down the agricultural committee in Bayt Sahur and arrested the
local agronomist and civil engineer who had helped organize it. This is why
the military regime closed down the Society for the Preservation of the Family
in Ramallah. This is why military patrols shoot to shreds makeshift Palestinian
flags that youths hang from utility wires. This is a struggle for political control,
not matters of military security. Avishai Margalit has accurately translated the
military regime’s commitment “to restore law and order” as a determination
“to erase the smile from the face of Palestinian youth.”

The Israelis still enjoy an enormous capacity to enforce their rule, of
course. The Unified Leadership had declared Sunday, June 19, as a day to
boycott totally the military administration: no permits, no licenses, no paying
taxes, no contact at all. That day outside the Ramallah district headquarters
there were exceptionally long lines of Palestinians. Israel Radio crowed about
how this showed the limits of the Unified Leadership’s authority. It did, but
it also showed the limits of Israeli authority. For several days before, military
checkpoints in the Ramallah area stopped cars and liberally confiscated
licenses and IDs, and told their owners they would have to appear that
Sunday to reclaim them. In such ways the military regime drives home what
all Palestinians are well aware of: that they are not yet capable of throwing
off the control that the IDs represent.

The Israelis set up the same sort of contest when they decreed that all
Gaza residents would have to get new IDs of a different color. The Unified
Leadership fell into the political trap by calling on Gazans to boycott this
order. When we visited Gaza, Palestinian friends told us that most Gaza City
residents had gotten the new IDs; those who did not were mainly people
who were wanted for questioning anyway. It was now the tum of Jabalya
camp. On Sunday, June 12, we walked over to the Gaza military administra-
tion headquarters around 6:30 am. An enormous line of men, five to eight
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wide, stretched back up the road and then around the comer for several more
blocks—perhaps two to three thousand. Back at the comer there were
clusters of men around makeshift street comer photo studios, getting their
Polaroid portraits, and others around men with old typewriters perched on
stools or chairs filling out requisite forms. Some of the men in line told us the
soldiers had brought them in buses a few hours earlier from Jabalya. Most of
them faced a long day in the sun, and even at this early hour it was clear that
tempers were short. There were surges forward that moved down the line
like a wave. As the crowd spilled out into the roadway, a military jeep would
roar up the road along the edge to force them back into some semblance of
a line. When the soldiers saw us, this became a “closed military area.” We
moved around for a while longer, and eventually left. After we got a few
blocks away, out of sight, we heard the loud pop of rifles firing tear gas and
rubber bullet canisters. We later leamed that there were a number of injuries,
but no fatalities. Again, the Israelis had imposed their military and administra-
tive will, but had they convinced these thousands of men that their future lay
with the occupation and its new, red identity cards?

The Gaza ID issue nevertheless points up a real problem for the
uprising leadership. “You cannot ask people to do things they cannot do,”
said one activist who was critical on this matter. “Now the people read the
bayanat. They do the things they can do and they leave the rest. But if you
accumulate ten or a dozen setbacks like this, you will lose the people.”

Virtually everyone we spoke with saw the present phase as one of
consolidation of the achievements of the first six months, a transition to a
new phase of struggle. All characterized the coming period as one of “civil
disobedience,” meaning the severance of all links to the military authority
and the Israeli economy. At issue, though, is how complete the rupture
should be, and in what time frame. Popular Front cadres argue that
groundwork has been laid, that key sectors of the population are ready to
make a radical break. It would be an error of historic proportions, they say,
to remain in this transition stage for very long and risk wasting the enthusiasm
and determination that the uprising embodies.

Most other cadres feel that much more patient, low-profile organizing
needs to be done, that the Palestinians need to choose carefully the time and
circumstances for the next upsurge of activity. The Palestinian leadership and
organizations cannot provide the material support for a campaign of total
civil disobedience at this time. Such a step now would be irresponsible. The
Popular Front people argue that this errs on the side of caution, that the only
way to establish the conditions for a total break with the military regime is to
precipitate situations that build up people’s capacity to endure and to do
without. Others respond that people’s limits are already being tested, espe-
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cially in the villages and camps where days and weeks of curfews, sieges and
beatings take a steady toll while feeding resistance.

Declaring Independence

Most Palestinians will not hesitate a minute if you ask what they think
they have achieved. In the first place, they say, it has had a profound impact
on their own lives, on the way they see the world, on the way they relate as
individuals to one another. The uprising has done a lot to bring Palestinians
together, to close the gap of experience between Gaza and the West Bank.

There is enthusiasm for breaking down the patterns of consumption
that has helped make the occupied territories such a large market for Israeli
manufactures, an enthusiasm for doing without and for sharing. There is a
kind of euphoria that tends to minimize the problems and difficulties they
face, that exaggerates the effectiveness of their popular authority against
Israeli repression. But it seems undeniably true that the uprising has com-
pletely marginalized pro-Hashemite elements, leaving absolutely no basis
for the “Jordanian option” favored by Washington and the Labor party.

Besides their own Palestinian society, they see the greatest impact on
their adversary, Israel. The uprising has deepened the crisis of the occupation
and raised its costs across the board. We encountered some very creative
efforts by Palestinian leftists to link up with Israeli opponents of the occupa-
tion—for instance, having weekly tours for Israelis to different West Bank
villages or camps, and encouraging Israeli groups to “adopt a village” or camp
and be responsible for providing material aid when needed and for protest-
ing army sieges, curfews and the like. In the immediate aftermath of the Beita
incident in early April (see Chapter Six), a joint Palestinian-Israeli Committee
for Beita was formed to head off the campaign of the Israeli right and the
settlers’ movement to raze the village and expel all its inhabitants. “Beita was
a very close thing,” one of the Palestinian organizers told us. “[The settlers}
came very close to precipitating an atrocity that would have had a very bad
effect.” Palestinian morale would have suffered greatly, and the intifada might
have degenerated into violent outbursts that would have led to more
atrocities and more mass expulsions. The function of the joint committees
and the programs bringing Israelis into contact with the Palestinians is not
only protective; it is also part of a strategy to combat Palestinian anti-Jewish
chauvinism, and to force Israelis to confront the settler movement and isolate
it.

We found a surprising degree of unity among people from all tenden-
cies regarding Palestinian demands. The Unified Leadership has lately issued



78 INTIFADA

several specific lists of immediate demands, such as release of prisoners and
pulling troops out of populated areas. We heard no criticism of those
demands from the Palestinian side; the Israeli government rejects them out
of hand.

With respect to more ultimate goals, we also found remarkable Pales-
tinian unanimity around the two-state formula. Even before the now-famous
memorandum of PLO spokesperson Bassam Abu Sharif surfaced in mid-
June, when we asked what would be the most important contribution the
PLO leadership outside could make to the uprising, the most frequent
response we heard was this: to state unambiguously that the PLO accepts a
two-state arrangement, Palestinian and Israeli, as the basis for a political
resolution of the fundamental conflict. The one organizational demurral, not
surprisingly, comes from Popular Front cadres, who somewhat tepidly
endorse thisas an “interim” solution. “Interim to what?” we heard others scoff,
who saw this reluctant endorsement as an important step in the Popular
Front’s move away from its rejectionist position.

Most of the people we spoke with endorsed the contents, and certainly
the gist, of the Abu Sharif document, though they were critical of its clumsy
debut. “T want them to say it very clearly, not in the manner of Arafat,” said
Birzeit University teacher Azmy Bishara. “Not because this will change Israeli
policy any time soon,” Bishara continued, “but for one reason: because it's a
golden opportunity for saying to the Arab world and the rest of the world
that this is what we Palestinians want: no more, but no less. Not what Jordan
wants, not what Syria wants, but what the Palestinians want. The Palestinians
of the West Bank and Gaza have given the PLO leaders another opportunity
to change their strategy, to stand apart from Syria, from Jordan, from the rest.
Itis a chance for the Palestinians to declare their independence from the Arab
states as well as from Israel.”

Since we left in late June, 1988, the confrontations and casualties have
escalated again. To complement Defense Minister Rabin’s policy of “force,
might and beatings,” Israel’s military regime has embarked on a widespread
campaign of sieges, curfews and economic restrictions—collective punish-
ments outlawed by the Geneva Conventions—to try to smother the uprising.

Bayt ‘Umar, a village south of Jerusalem, was chosen for “model”
treatment: the military command summoned some fifty farmers and told
them they would not get the usual permits to market their produce—mainly
plums, now ready to harvest—in Gaza, Tel Aviv and Jordan. The mukbtar
(village leader) says this will cost Bayt ‘Umar about $5 million, or 90 percent
of its annual income. “Bayt ‘Umar looks harsh,” says Clinton Bailey, an
Israeli-American “expert” on Arab affairs at Tel Aviv University who advises
the defense ministry, “but when you are confronted with an overall uprising
and a challenge to government, you have to decide how to deal withit.” For
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Bailey, options are limited: “Your choice is to either club them over the head
or get the society itself to come to some kind of modus vivendi.”

Israeli and US commentators lament that “the quality of life” has
become hostage to the uprising, at the insistence, of course, of the Pales-
tinians. For most Palestinians “quality of life” is not something that can be
measured exclusively by indices of purchasing power. Even General Amram
Mitzna, the West Bank commander, acknowledged in June that there has
been an “irreversible” rise in political self-confidence. Yet in practically the
same breath Mitzna asserted that “we want the Palestinians not just to fear
when they see an Israeli soldier, but to respect an Israeli soldier.”

We found the observation of one Palestinian activist to provide the best
summary of the present stage. “The main question,” he said, “is now this:
how much violence can the Israelis deploy, and how much can the Pales-
tinians endure? If the Israelis could use all the means of violence at their
disposal, they could surely wipe out the uprising. If the Palestinians could
endure any level of violence it would just be a matter of time before they
won their independence. There is an equilibrium here we must work to
preserve, and to change in the Palestinians’ favor, by limiting the Israeli
recourse to violence and providing support that will enable the Palestinians
to survive.”






Chapter 6
Beita

Ellen Cantarow

Before April 6, 1988, Beita (pronounced BAY’tah, pop. 7,500) was
known, when it was known at all, for its fine olive crops and its beauty. It is
a white, stony little place whose narrow, unpaved streets twist and turn
precipitously up terraced hills that burgeon with olive trees. The rusty
hiccoughing of donkeys, the muezzin’s call to prayer from the little stone
mosque at the village’s summit and the occasional drone of a tractor are about
the only sounds you hear on warm days like the ones of my visit here in
September 1988. Like most of the northern West Bank, Beita is Fatah territory.
But even after April 6, 1988, journalists didn’t discuss its politics. “Militant”
and “fiery” were used about villages like the Communist Party stronghold
Salfit, to Beita’s south, or Qabatya to its north, where, in February of 1988, a
collaborator was axed to death. Of Beita they wrote “lost in the hills” and
“sleepy.”

With its women carrying jerrycans of water on their heads and its little
storefront where men sit fingering their worry beads and sipping coffee, Beita
looked to me at first like one of Giovanni Verga’s villages. The only thing that
struck a very different note—a sign of the nine-month-old intifada (literally,
“the shaking-off” or “shuddering”—was the wall-writing I saw everywhere:
“The cruelty and violence of the army will only increase our struggle,” signed,
“Fatah.” “Yes to national unity underthe leadership of the PLO. No toattempts
at division,” signed, “Unified National Leadership.” “Yes to civil dis-
obedience.” “Strike the 17th and 26th.” And my favorite: “We salute you,
castle of steadfastness,” also signed Unified National Leadership.

My borrowed Peugeot with its blue plates—blue is for Arabs; yellow
is for Israelis; to drive with yellow plates into a village like Beita in the heat
of the intifada is to court stoning by the children—struggled up narrow, stony
paths past a dog sleeping in the dust and under two tattered Palestinian flags
hanging from electricity wires. I counted three demolished houses before my
attention was diverted by an inspection detail of small, rough boys who
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pulled up on either side of me on donkeys. I stopped, explained through my
translator where I wanted to go, and got escorted at a canter to a high point
in the village near the mosque.

The Salih house in Beita was like dozens I've visited in the West Bank
over the past nine years—a little, iron, painted gate, a tiny courtyard, a goat
tied in an alcove beside cement stairs that mounted steeply to a scrubbed but
barren set of small rooms on the first floor. I came with Hafiz Barghuti, a
journalist from a large and important family near Ramallah, an hour and a
half to the south. There are trade-unionist Barghutis and medical Barghutis;
during the days of clan rule in Palestine the family members were effendis—
landowners.’

The Mother’s Story

This particular Barghuti had lived several years in Italy. His Italian was
better than his English, my Italian was adequate, so we hobbled along with
each other in that language, which made our hostesses and the children
believe, firmly and approvingly, that I was Italian. (I didn't disabuse them:
being from the United States doesn’t get you high marks in these parts.) A
child brought me a chair; instead I chose the little, lean cot by the window
and instantly regretted it. The sun beat down on my shoulders, my pants
were damp against my thighs and sweat trickled down my sides. Iwondered
how the three women sitting opposite me—Munira Salih’s two sisters and
her mother—could stand the September heat wave in their long, heavy
dresses.

An unwritten rule of Israeli occupation in the territories seems to be:
those who are punished will be punished for their punishment. This was the
case, for example, in the southern town of Halhul where I did my first West
Bank reporting in 1979. In the course of a high-school students’ demonstra-
tion against the Camp David accords in April of that year, two of Halhul's
teenagers were murdered either by a soldier or by a settler from nearby Kiryat
Arba (it was never established which; there was no conviction) and a
twenty-three-hour-a-day thirty-day curfew was levied on the hapless town.

The Salih’s story was this: a settler from Elon Moreh had shot and killed
twenty-one-year-old Musa, the son of the oldest woman and the brother of
the two younger ones. Of the countless settler depredations in the region,
this one was the most dramatic. Musa’s sister, Munira, was shown her
brother’s body in the presence of his murderer. In her grief and rage she
picked up a rock and struck and severely injured him. For this act Munira,
wife of Taysir Da’ud, mother of three and four months pregnant with her
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fourth, was jailed, convicted of “aggravated assault” and sentenced to seven
months in prison. After Munira’s arrest the army came into the village and
demolished the house Taysir'’s father had built for the couple six years earlier.

Munira’s mother is a tall, spare, dark woman in her sixties. She has a
hawklike nose and a pale, vertical line of blue tattooing in the middle of her
lower lip, a traditional decoration of older countrywomen here. Her two
other daughters have her dark, aquiline leanness and so, their mother told
me, does Munira.

“Munira’s youngest is sick because he misses his mother. And the
next-littlest keeps crying, ‘I want my mother,” she said. Munira would get
out of prison in three months, by which time her child would be born. Every
two weeks the mother went to visit the daughter; the prison authorities
allowed her the usual half-hour conversation through bars. When I asked
about Musa she began a long lamentation: “I raised him all by myself; his
father died when he was seven months old. He was always the best in his
class; he was in his second year at Najah University. He played the flute. If
he wasa moment late coming home from university, I'd be going in the streets
asking about him.” At any sign of “trouble” in the village—demonstrations
or clashes with the army-—she would take Musa to the neighboring village
where she was bom. “I dreamed of seeing him walking hand and hand with
his wife through the streets of this village,” wept his mother, “but now he’s
lying in his grave! If your house has been demolished, you might rebuild it.
If you lose your money, you might regain it. But if you lose your son....”

A child clinging to his grandmother’s legs burst out crying. “Shhh!” said
Barghut. The child cried even harder when Barghuti shushed him again.
“Ma ‘alisb—never mind!” I said. This journalism business was a super-added
tax on a family already visited with Biblical punishments. I said I would do
what I could to publicize the family’s case; I would try to return. “Ablan wa
sablan—welcome,” said Munira’s mother in a hollow voice. “Your daughters
have your eyes,” I said as I was turning to leave. She kissed me then on both
cheeks: “You are a nice person.” “Ciao! Ciao...” called one of the older
children enthusiastically as we walked down the road.

Someone had thrown orange drink at the windshield and side window
of the Peugeot. No doubt one of the little boys from earlier. American
freelance filmmakers staying at my East Jerusalem hotel said they had literally
been disarmed by Beita children, a tough lot. “It was, like, creepy, man,” said
the group’s producer. “They were outta control when they saw our cameras.
They started throwing stones. The adults couldn’t do anything about them,
it was like Lord of the Flies.” I poured water over the windshield and wiped
off the orange drink. A vast assortment of journalists, writers and filmmakers
from all over Western Europe and the United States had pounced on Beita
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immediately afterits April tragedy. Little, if any, material aid had resulted from
all the voyeurism.

Breakfast in the Grass

In the dozens of US news accounts about Beita, the name of the
Palestinian Antigone, Munira Da’ud, was never mentioned. Instead, the
media lit on a Jewish girl, fifteen-year-old Tirza Porat, accidentally killed April
6 by the same man who had killed Musa Salih. Ovemnight, Tirza became an
international martyr. She was from a Jewish settlement, Elon Moreh, located
near the West Bank’s largest city, Nablus. Elon Moreh is a stronghold of Gush
Emunim—Bloc of the Faithful—the religious-nationalist spearhead of settle-
ments since 1967. On April 6, with other Elon Moreh teenagers, she had gone
picnicking in the Palestinian hills. This seemed a rash thing to do at the height
of the intifada, but then these children believe in manifest destiny: all of Eretz
Yisra’el, from the ocean to the river Jordan, for the Jews.

The teenagers settled down for breakfast at a spring near Beita. With
the group were two armed bodyguards, one of them twenty-six-year-old
Roman Aldubi. This was a man, as it would happen, of such extremism and
violent tendencies that the Israeli army had banned him the year before from
entering Nablus, where he had been a party to the killing of a Palestinian
child, ‘Aysha Bahash, in her father’s bakery.

From a distance, some farmers who had been tending their land saw
the teenagers and the armed men and became alarmed. They sent one of
their number running into Beita a kilometer away, and very soon after word
of the settlers went out over the village mosque’s loudspeaker. More villagers,
among them Musa Salih, rushed to the aid cf their neighbors near the spring.
At some point the villagers threw stones at the settler-teenagers to drive them
away. Instead of running away with his group, Aldubibegan running towards
the farmers. He fired his gun, hitting Musa Salih in the head.

Accounts vary about what happened next, but several facts seem clear.
During the course of the next hour or so, the group, surrounded by Beitans,
moved from the spring to the village itself. Villagersand some of the teenagers
tried to keep Aldubi from shooting again. Nevertheless, he killed another
villager and critically wounded a third. And he killed Tirza Porat.

The first Israeli reports screamed that Tirza Porat had been stoned to
death by bloodthirsty Arabs. These reports were echoed in the U.S. press. A
united front of the Right attended the girl’s funeral—former Defense Minister
and current Trade Minister Ariel Sharon; Rabbi Meir Kahane, founder of the
Jewish Defense League and head of the racial supremacist Kach (Thus) party;
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and Rabbi Chaim Druckman, of the National Religious Party, who declared
that Beita “should be wiped off the face of the earth.” “The heart of the entire
nation is boiling,” intoned Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir. “God will avenge
her blood.”

The real story came to light very soon after. By then irreparable damage
was in progress. Bowing to the settlers’ pressure, the army moved in and
destroyed fifteen houses, including the Da’uds’. Fifteen other houses, includ-
ing Munira’s mother’s, were damaged accidentally because of the force of
the other explosions. Some of that damage was extensive. All the demolitions
took place before the inhabitants had been accused of any malfeasance. One
of the houses belonged toa family thathad tried to protect the settler-children.
Some belonged to people who hadn’t even been in Beita at the time of the
incident.

In the terrible days that followed, another Beitan was shot and killed
while fleeing from the army: after April 6 the military authorities dragnetted
the village, arresting successive waves of villagers before they settled on a
final nineteen to be brought to trial. Finally, six Beitans were deported. The
other Palestinians exiled over the past twenty-one years have all been
accused of being leaders of political revolts. These were the first men ever
exiled for that most daily and banal of resistance activities, stone-throwing,

At the Store

Someone gave me the name of Munira’s husband, Taysir Da’'ud, and
a phone number where he could presumably be reached in Nablus. For a
futile week I kept calling Nablus, only to be told by a cautious female voice
that Da’'ud’s whereabouts were unknown. That was when Barghuti and I
went to Beita on our own initiative and found Munira’s mother.

Making connections at this point in the intifada wasn't easy. The
uprising had become a sort of natural condition like the weather, ever-
present, ever-honored, changing the whole rhythm of life. The universal
merchants’ strike had collapsed the working day into a scanty three hours.
At nine every morning, all stores in East Jerusalem, the West Bank and Gaza
opened promptly and at noon the metal shutters slammed down over
everything except designated pharmacies. If you didn’t get all your business
done during that time, you were stuck until the next day. There was also the
constant violence. Mass arrests took place in the northern West Bank the first
week of my stay, and all during my visit there was fresh weekly news of
deaths and injuries—the army by now was routinely using live ammunition
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against the population. In the atmosphere of continual crisis tracking people
down could therefore take several times as long as it would have ordinarily.

And then, the paranoia: it wasn’t that people weren’t wary in February,
when I had made an earlier visit. It was just that they were warier now, and
for good reason: by Septemberover ten thousand Palestinians were in prison.
These days, one was even more likely than during the time of my earlier visit
to be imprisoned for anything the military authorities decided was an
“Incitement,” which, of course, included being known as a press contact. The
press itself had also fallen into some disrepute. This was because the Shin
Bet (Israel’s FBI) had posed as journalists—how often it was impossible to
tell, but the result was that Palestinians were now suspicious of any journalist
who didn't come personally recommended by someone they knew and
trusted.

“Ahlan wa sahlan,” Da’ud greeted me without surprise when 1 was
finally brought to him. “I was busy with my case,” he said. He sat in a dusty
little cave of a store—one of those ubiquitous Third World places that sells
everything from Royal Crown Cola to plastic sandals. On top of a battered
refrigerator that stood by the door were boxes of the latter. I took note of the
wares on a rickety red and green table towards the back—boxes of eggs;
plastic, dusty bags of sunflower seeds; some colored boxes containing
bubble gum. Outside, the sun shimmered hotly and from somewhere in the
olive groves a donkey kept braying.

Da’ud has a B.A. in sociology and psychology from Najah University.
“All the people are Muslims here,” he said, twirling his worry beads. “More
than two thousand of us have emigrated from Beita abroad. That began even
before *67 but it increased greatly after.” This is typical of the region, where
twenty years of Israeli occupation have roadblocked development and
self-sufficiency. Young Palestinian men have had to choose either menial
work in Israel or emigration to ensure their families’ survival. According to
Da’ud, thirty Beitans with B.A.s are employed as teachers. Seventy others
work as hotel cleaners and in other menial service jobs in Israel because of
unemployment. The village’s revenue has suffered a 30 percent cut since the
beginning of the intifada. “We had 600 workers going to Israel before the
intifada. Now there are only 150. Many of them were hitand beaten by Jewish
persons in the cities because it was known they were from Beita, so most of
them are afraid to work in Israel now. And others don’t want to work in Israel
because of the intifada.”

Da'ud was to go to the United States for graduate work but “the
Incident” brought his plans to a halt, he said. There is no other employment,
so he works here in his father’s store. Or rather, a poor substitute for his
father’s original store, which was “accidentally” demolished by the force of
the explosion that destroyed the Da'uds’ house adjacenttoit. The earlier store
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dated from 1948, when, along with thousands of others, Taysir Da'ud’s father
was forced to flee Haifa by the invading Jewish army.

The Da'ud family is like countless others in the West Bank and Gaza,
rich in stories about the disinherited past and riven with present hardship.
The particular hardships attending “the Incident” included the army roundup
of wave upon wave of villagers who got herded into the village schoolyard,
Da’ud among them. “The first day alone they arrested maybe one hundred
people. They put them in the school courtyard, they beat them with sticks,
with their hands, with guns. All that night, from seven o'clock until four in
the moming, they put a big projector with a searchlight on our eyes.” The
soldiers wouldn't let their captives move, go to the toilet, or smoke, even
though they themselves demanded cigarettes from the people. The next
moming Da’ud was released with many others. “This continued from April
6 to April 9, taking, freeing, taking, freeing. The settlers claimed the people
used a gun or a bomb, they claimed we were terrorists. But there was much
time for the villagers to kill all of them [the settler teenagers], and the villagers
killed no one. It was Aldubi who killed Musa and another Taysir, who had
only wanted to talk to him.”

I was curious about Munira. “Just a housewife,” her husband said. “She
was never active. The day of the Incident she was getting clothes with her
mother for a woman who had just given birth in Beita.” The authorities had
offered her favors in return for her cooperation; she refused.

As Da'ud spoke, a small group of men collected at the entrance of the
store and swapped prison stories. “In jail,” said one, “I met a person from
al-‘Ayn refugee camp who had been in jail before. The day he was released
fromjail, he got home at three-thirty and at eight the same evening they came
and arrested him; they accused him of throwing stones on a day when he
was in jail the first time. He is in jail still...”

Thank You For Your Cooperation

Two other men, absent from Beita during the Incident, volunteered
that the army had destroyed their houses as well as Da’ud’s. Muhammad ‘Ali,
an unemployed land surveyor with a degree in engineering, laughed after
telling me he was thirty-eight. “I look older, don’t ?” The ruins of his house
were on the outskirts of the village, a mess of rubble and slabs of crumpled
walls against a background of olive trees. ‘Ali said he had nine children—five
boys, four gitls, ranging from fourteen and a half years to eight months—and
one on the way. Sure enough, seven of the nine, playing under the trees,
came running to meet us. They kissed ‘Ali’s hand and bowed their foreheads
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to it four or five times in the traditional, strict Muslim way and then stood
wriggling their bare toes in the red earth while their father told me about the
demolition of his house.

~ Hewas in Ramallah on April 6 and the next day, when curfew hushed
the village. The day of the curfew, settlers came to the ‘Ali house and banged
for a long time on the doors. ‘Ali’s wife hid with the children in one of the
bedrooms, covering the mouth of one crying baby with her hand. After what
seemed a very long time, the settlers left the house and the mother and
children crept out, making their way through the trees up the hillside into the
heart of the village. They had to run for awhile when the settlers spotted them
and fired some shots. When ‘Ali returned from Ramallah, the couple decided
not to retum to their house, but to stay the night with relatives. The next day
villagers rushed to tell them that soldiers had surrounded their house and
were probably about to demolish it. Running down the road the ‘Alis
encountered an army checkpoint. ‘Ali offered the soldiers his keys, pleading
that they should search the house; there was no reason for them to demolish
it. The soldiers ignored ‘Ali’s pleas and gave the couple five minutes to retrieve
what possessions they could from their house. Entering, they found most of
their furniture broken, food strewn on the floor, doors and windows
damaged. Then bulldozers destroyed the house and most of the family’s
belongings. They also damaged the well and water cistern. ‘Ali is not
permitted to rebuild on his land until the Israeli High Court issues a permit
for him to do so (this is an ordinary Israeli military proceeding and the
rebuilding permit can take years to be issued). He is also forbidden to clear
up the rubble or clean out his water cistern, which was filled with bricks and
dirt by the explosion. The family was never told why their house was
demolished.

Since ‘Ali is an expert (“I have fourteen years of experience in my
profession,” he told me), the villagers chose him to be their spokesman in
the unlikely event that the military authorities decided to compensate the
village for its losses. He had made blueprints of all the destroyed properties
and invited me to see them.

The ‘Alis’ temporary house was a moldering three-room stone affair
from the Turkish period. The pantry and makeshift privy were two small,
musty basement rooms with old-fashioned vaulted ceilings. The upstairs
room, about twelve by fifteen feet, contained a battered refrigerator, a small
double bed, a little drafting table, a metal cabinet and mattresses stacked in
the Arab fashion in shelves recessed in one wall.

I found my eyes fixing abstractedly on the purplish-gray bloom of the
drafting sheets ‘Ali handed to me. An elegant tracery of black lines delineated
on this pretty paper what had once been rooms in Beita’s demolished
buildings. A child brought glasses and a large container of the Palestinian-
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produced, salty-sweet Royal Crown everyone was drinking at the time (the
Unified National Leadership had urged a boycott of Israeli goods).

“Itis nothing,” ‘Ali smiled and bowed slightly when I praised the quality
and fastidiousness of his work. “I do it because it is my duty.” It was hard to
concentrate on what he was saying because of the heavy silence emanating
from his wife. At the roadblock, she had told the soldiers she wanted the
children to witness the demolition “so as to tell everyone about it until
Doomsday.” When portly ‘Ali smiled and laughed, her face remained grim.
In her ninth month of pregnancy, she was as small and thin as ‘Ali was stout,
her wrists and neck like sparrow bones at the sleeves and collar of her long
dress. I got up to leave as soon as it was decently possible, saying that I would
try to do what I could to publicize the village’s tragedy. “Thank you,” said ‘Ali
in his formal English, smiling and bowing again. “Thank you for your
cooperation.” The children lined up on the staircase for a photograph. When
I flashed the camera, nine hands lifted, and nine index and third fingers all
made the intifada victory sign.

Liberty or Death

Several Palestinian acquaintances said they felt Beita wasn't repre-
sentative. “Too much,” was one judgement. “Overdone by the press,”
another. According to Hafiz Barghuti, Beita was a monochrome study in
suffering and victimization. Other villages were more militant. Hafiz offered
to take me to fiery Qabatya where the collaborator had been killed after he
had maddened a crowd of demonstrators by firing on them and killing a
four-year-old with his Israeli-donated Uzi. In Qabatya, promised Hafiz, he
could introduce me to a man whose hand had been permanently damaged
by soldiers in a savage beating; to people whose crops had been destroyed
by the army.

I took Barghuti up on his Qabatya offer several days later, but I was
hardly prepared to abandon Beita. When I asked Taysir Da’'ud whether Beita
had been a traditionally “quiet” village before the Incident, he said with some
irony, “We can say every village in Palestine was quiet. But what happens
throughout Palestine influences us. There are writings on the walls, there are
flags. The soldiers come every two or three weeks and order people to clean
the walls.” Beita was, in short, a West Bank Everyplace. In Da’'ud’s mind its
tragedy didn’t make it an exception, but a stunning example of intifada-
period martyrdom. “The people here believe they are a symbol of Palestine,”
he said.



90 INTIFADA
1936

Not far from Taysir Da’ud’s mother-in-law’s house is the house of an
old peasant who claims his forebears established Beita 300 years ago. The
hajj—a respectful term for a Muslim who has performed the pilgrimage to
Mecca; the feminine form is hajja—turned out to be a thin, well-preserved
old man with bright, shrewd brown eyes and a tanned face as deeply
furrowed as a freshly-tilled field. He sat beside me on a mattress on the floor
in a large, sunny, stone-floored room and described his experience of the
thawra—the great revolt that began in 1936 and was finally crushed by the
British three years later.

Beita was self-sufficient until the British Mandate, said the hajj, when
young men began going to Haifa to work. They would stay away fora month
or more, transport being so difficult at that time. There was only one family
in Nablus with a car, and it traveled the road between Nablus and Hawwara,
the village next to Beita. Everyone else before World War IT used horses and
donkeys to get around. That was the sort of place Beita had been at the time
of the revolt.

The thawra, unlike the intifada, was an armed revolt. “We fought the
British in the streets, in the mountains...” His eyes lit up with youthful fervor
as he spoke, and the twenty-five men who collected in the room to hear the
interview smiled with him in his enthusiasm. The tactic in those days was “hit
and hide”—strike at the British, then retreat to caves in the hillsides or to
hiding places in the villages. Was he willing to name people he had fought
with? “That was a long time ago,” said someone, laughing, “there’s no danger
in giving their names.” As vividly as if he were recalling yesterday’s events,
the old man listed seven of his fallen comrades.

The general strike that began the thawra was different from the current
strike: businesses were continuously closed. The people either sneaked food
in or lived on stored goods like oil, bread, beans and lentils. “Generally, we
are not like Westerners. We can live on very little, even on grass and wild
plants.” The British instituted a policy like Yitzhak Rabin’s “Iron Fist,” killing
many leaders and crushing the revolt. Some of the old local leadership
remained in 1948, but by then the thawra had long since become a memory.
The next period of resistance in Beita, as in the West Bank generally, was the
nationalist upsurge after Camp David. Arrests and imprisonments also ended
this briefer period of militancy.

“Inshallab (God willing) this intifada won’t be stopped,” said a hefty
younger man who sat next to the hajj. He was a programmer who had studied
computer science in Amman and was only one course shy of his master’s
degree. He had worked for an American company in Dubai, but when he
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returned to live in Beita he could get work in Israel only as a cleaner in a
hotel. “Because of such things,” he said, “the intifada continues.”

Return to the Land

Beita’s first contribution to the uprising was the burning, at four in the
morning on January 20, 1988, of the bus that had customarily taken Beita
workers to their Israeli jobs. Soon after the bus was destroyed soldiers
stormed into Beita, seized a group of men including Taysir Da’ud, took them
to a crossroads, and beat them. After the bus-burming and before “the
Incident” there were periodic confrontations with the army—the usual
stone-throwing, the usual retaliatory chasings, beatings and jailings.

Like other villages I had visited since 1979, Beita was the kind of place
where, after “incidents,” people used to shrug and sigh, “But what can we
do? This is our fate.” The intifada put an end to that fatalism. Between my
February and September visits to the West Bank, the character of the uprising
had also changed. Ithad become a permanence in which history was divided
into two parts: before the intifada and during. No one talked about “after.”
There was an in-it-for-the-long-haul, present-oriented pragmatism that
precluded predictions. The intifada’s continuous present had a less dramatic
butmore pervasive character than in February, when, for instance, T had seen
barricades, or remnants of old barricades—piles of stones, rusty stove doors,
anything that might stop the army’s passage—everywhere. Now I didn't see
very many barricades; clashes between the army and demonstrators didn’t
seem to be a daily occurrence, but took place mainly on the strike days called
by the national leadership.

But another, invisible barricade had gone up between the people and
Israel: a whole new grassroots civic government had displaced the Israeli
military administration wherever possible. As far as I could tell, the “popular
committees” were soviets that dealt with all areas of life, from trash disposal
and public safety to health and education. By the time I arrived in September
the committees had been banned by Israel and people weren't talking about
them. But their existence could still be divined indirectly. During the inter-
view with the old peasant, for instance, someone volunteered that people in
Beita who had money donated it to people who didn’t, adding that this was
typical of the West Bank where people had been taking up collections for
victims of military brutality. Popular committees had also been responsible
for media work, including producing the wall posters announcing various
points of the Unified National Leadership’s program for any given period.
The number and character of Beita’s graffiti moved me to feel that their
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posting was organized rather than spontaneous. Whose idea, moreover, had
it been to make the life-sized doll representing the guerrilla fighter? Without
some organization, he wouldn't have existed. He hung against an electricity
pylon near Taysir Da’'ud’s store, now a tattered remnant of his former self.
Before Israeli soldiers had disfigured him, he had been a complete resistance
fighter with kaffiya, shoes, a full outfit of clothing and a Palestinian flag.

Other signs of the organized intifada in Beita: the chickens, which
scurried and pecked freely everywhere. “Free-running chickens,” joked a
man who had been in the crowd at the old peasant’s house, and then he
explained: “They’re healthier that way.” The Unified National Leadership had
urged the population to become self-sufficient in food production, and the
process seemed well underway in Beita. “Before the intifada,” said the
organic poultry advocate, “I used to buy eggs. But now I have my own
chickens, and I even sell eggs.” In a hay-strewn shed near the hajj’s house
was the new farmer’s wealth: several victory goats, a victory cow and the
omnipresent victory chickens. The organic farmer was actually a former
accountant. “The shaking off” has also meant a shaking-up of Palestinian
society in which members of the professional elites have been forced by
necessity back to the land and into daily contact with the peasantry and
manual laborers. “Photograph?” the ex-accountant volunteered, posing
under the cow and pretending to pull at its udders. Then he posed next to
one of the goats, both arms affectionately around its neck, his head pressed
against its muzzle. Amidst general laughterand a showing of V-signs I flashed
a photograph, this time not of Beita’s sorrow, but of its triumph.

The Happiest Couple in the Village

Hafiz had other journalistic fish to fry besides the ones he could catch
while translating for me. On his departure I found Nadia, a twenty-five-year-
old British-educated Palestinian with a charming Cockney accent who was
working as a part-time reporter for Agence France Presse. I had purposely
looked for a woman to be my interpreter: introduced by a man, one has
access only to men, since women won't talk intimately in men’s presence.

Women were on my mind throughout my visits to Beita and its more
militant northern neighbor, Qabatya. A friend had jubilantly announced to
me before my trips to the two villages that the intifada had started women'’s
liberation in the West Bank. Women, he said, were heading popular com-
mittees. SO many thousands of men had been imprisoned that the com-
munities now looked to women for real leadership that went far beyond the
usual matermnal, sororal and filial acts of courage.
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Maybe this liberation was taking effect in refugee camps and towns,
butas faras I could tell the great “shaking off” hadn’t shaken up the situation
of women in the northern Muslim villages atall. Staying with a Qabatya family
of nine brothers and their wives and mother, I was, as usual, an honorary
man—as was Nadia, who got asked several times if she was truly “an Arab
like us.” We were waited on by the brothers’ mother and their wives, who
retreated to the kitchen when we took our meals with the men. At night one
of the wives and her sister crept in to talk with us. “How old are you?” they
asked me. “Are you married? Do you have children?” There was a silence,
then a chorus of “What a shame! What a shame!” when I said  had a husband
butno children. And still they were fascinated by Nadia and me: how strange
to travel by oneself! And how wonderful, even if frightening... “Poor thing,”
murmured Nadia about the sister after the women had left. “She is twenty-
nine but still not married. She will stay here the rest of her life looking after
her nieces and nephews.”

I kept thinking about those women, and also about Munira. How
would she emerge from her time in prison? “Just a housewife” before, it was
certain she would come out with far more political sophistication. And then...?
In February I had been in a women'’s demonstration in a village to Beita’s
south, with peasant women like Munira. In a hard, freezing rain they marched
through pools of icy water chanting slogans and singing nationalist songs.
With women like them in the larger town, el-Bireh, I had taken shelter in an
apartment after the army closed in on their demonstration: “And if the army
breaks in here what'’s the worst they can do to us?” shrugged one woman
after hugging me to calm my fears. She lit a cigarette nonchalantly: “Perhaps
they beat us, then they leave...”

In Beita I had also met Maryam, the village kindergarten teacher. She
lived in a little stone house near the Beita Charitable Society, which housed
the kindergarten as well as a tiny clinic and rooms for classes in literacy,
maternal health and child health. There is a garden in front of Maryam’s
house; the privy is out back. Against the garden’s front wall is the rusted-out
hulk of a Volkswagen Beetle, where a small flock of victory chickens clucks
and mutters. Pots of flowers cluster on the low balustrades of the little porch.
On the walls of a tiny living room are the usual glories: a diploma and a
photograph of the graduate, Maryam’s husband, Walid. And then, posters
featuring soccer players—Walid used to head a Beita sports society—and a
round straw tray woven in the colors of the Palestinian flag. Inside a frame
that looks like cardboard covered with tinfoil are photographs of Maryam
and Walid at their wedding, with a smaller oval photograph of their four-
year-old son, Bashir, when he was an infant. There is also a large colored
Keane-like poster featuring a greeneyed woman with streaming, platinum-
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blond hairand exaggeratedly slanting blue eyes, holding a blue-eyed Persian
cat.

Maryam herself has big, dark eyes: a quiet little twenty-seven-year-old
woman with a round face and olive skin. Bashir looks like her. She wore the
conventional long skirt, long-sleeved, high-necked blouse, high heels and
wimple-like scarf, though her hair turned out to be short when she took the
scarf off in the house. She cooked lunch and then she talked. “We believe,
as a younger generation, that women have our role to play in the intifada.
But most of the women here don't participate. There is a lot of pressure from
our families.” Maryam’s sister-in-law, Jinan, kept getting up to chase after her
own toddler and called back to me over her shoulder, “Some families prefer
the women to be in the kitchen instead of getting educated, and this is
wrong.” When she sat down she said that with a year to go toward her high
school diploma, she had married, vowing to finish her studies. But she and
her husband moved into a single room in a house with fifteen people. After
three days of trying to study in that chaos, Jinan gave up. Sixteen-year-old
Mikhaya, Jinan’s sister, sat quietly throughout most of the conversation. She
was tall and dark-haired, with very pale skin, hazel eyes and a serious
expression. Maryam told me proudly that Mikhaya was first in her class. So
would she go on to university? “I only wish...” murmured Mikhaya. “But I
don’t think my family...” “They won't let you?” “You see, the high school is
mixed, boys and girls, and they are against that. So I might not even finish
high school. And then there are my brothers to consider. Their education
comes first.”

“We talk about thisa lot,” Maryam told me. Then she turned to Mikhaya:
“It’s your fault. You let them get used to governing you. Now, at your age,
you have to start from zero. With me it didn’t start from zero. I started refusing
whatthey wanted when I'was very young, and I succeeded. I wenton hunger
strike.” “How long?” I asked in amazement. Maryam shrugged: “Until they
saw it was serjous. I would starve if they didn’t give in. And they did.”

At an early age, the rebel Maryam was promised in marriage to her
cousin. She rejected that destiny as well. Because she didn’t love the cousin,
she said she would never marry him. Her father relented, knowing from her
earlier revolt that she meant business. He suggested a number of alternate
candidates, among them the handsome head of Beita’s sport club, the serious
young Walid. “I don’t mind,” said Maryam diffidently when her father lighted
on him. The couple married a year later: Maryam took out the wedding
announcements shyly and showed them to me and Nadia. One day, six
months after the wedding, the men from Israeli security came for Walid.
“We'll return him to you today,” the security men assured Maryam, who was
pregnant at the time. Instead, Walid was jailed, put on trial for membership
in one of the illegal Palestinian organizations and sentenced to fourteen years
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in prison. The framed wedding and baby photographs are his work: the
tinfoil tumed out to be the insides of toothpaste tubes, some of the only art
material available to Walid in Nafha prison near Beersheba. The belt woven
out of the outsides of coffee bags, a present for Maryam, is also his creation.
She modeled the belt for us, and then started weeping silently. “We were the
happiest couple in the village,” she said, tears coursing down her cheeks.

In intifada weddings, the men don’t do the dabka, the line dance
adopted as the hora by Jewish immigrants to Palestine. Neither do the women
shimmy for hours as they do in normal times, vying with each other for
sensuality and grace. There are no drums, there is no oud, no singing, no
clapping. The intifada wedding is a silent affair because this is a time of
mourning for the hundreds of martyrs who have died at the hands of the
Israeli army.

Nadia and I were invited to the beginning of such a wedding in the
village, the part where the bride sits on her dais surrounded by all the village
women. The Beita bride was dressed in white tulle, a veil over her face. She
clutched a corsage of red camations and sat very still while the village women
sat around in front of her on wood chairs, fanning themselves. A few little
flower girls with their rouged cheeks and eyes ringed with kohl mingled with
other children who came up to Nadia and me, touching our notebooks
wonderingly. After a while the grandfather came in—none other than the
old hajj. With other male relatives, he gave the customary pre-wedding
money to the bride. Because she is to be torn from her father’s family and
enter her husband’s, a Palestinian bride is supposed to cry before her
wedding. This particular bride had been stifling yawns and embarrassed
smiles, and now she dabbed dutifully at dry eyes. In a hot press of female
bodies we were carried down the narrow stone stairs of the house and out
into the bright sunlight where cars waited to transport the bridal party to the
groom’s village. An old woman with a tattooed lip grabbed my elbow and
steered me to the front of the first car: “Photograph!” she commanded, so I
took the bride from several angles.

Had the marriage been arranged? Had it been a love match? There was
no time to ask such questions, and in any case the love-match question was
a forbidden one: love before marriage is frowned on in villages like Beita.
The mere knowledge that a couple has fallen in love before the wedding is
enough, one village woman told me, to ruin a woman's reputation forever.

I drove one last time to the village’s high point. Some boys were
throwing stones across a steep drop just beyond the mosque where the fateful
announcement about the settlers had issued on April 6. They were calling
out something about the jaysh, the army. “Where is the army?” I asked
playfully, the way adults do when they want to enter into a children’s game.
A barefoot thirteen-year-old with tawny, dusty hair and blue eyes looked at
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me pityingly. “There is noarmy,” he replied, “we’re just training. We stockpile
stones. Then we throw them.” I thought of a boy the same age I had seen in
a hospital in February. He had been dark, with glossy crow’s-wing black hair,
and a big bandage around his middle. He, too, had been throwing stones in
the West Bank refugee camp of Shu‘fat and had been shot in the back. The
bullet fragmented, spraying his small intestines with shrapnel. He had been
in a demonstration, one of the barricade-builders: “We didn’t want the
soldiers to follow us,” he told me. “When they did, we started throwing
stones.” Then he made a slingshot gesture and grinned. “Are you afraid?” I
asked him. “No,” he replied, “they are human, like me.”

“Are you afraid of the soldiers?” I now asked. The Beita trainee tossed
back his head dismissively. He had seen his first soldier at four; at six he had
begun training. “But from the beginning of the intifada, I really began
throwing stones,” he explained. If schools had been open he would just be
entering junior high. “All the people in this village are heroes,” volunteered
another, smaller boy. How long would the intifada last? “God knows! Until
liberation!” answered the blond boy in a grown-up voice in which I heard
both resignation and defiance.
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Children Bearing Rocks

With stones in their hands,

they defy the world

and come to us like good tidings.

They burst with anger and love, and they fall
while we remain a herd of polar bears:

a body armored against weather.

Like mussels we sit in cafes,

one hunts for a business venture

one for another billion

and a fourth wife

and breasts polished by civilization.
One stalks London for a lofty mansion
one traffics in arms

one seeks revenge in nightclubs

one plots fora throne, a private army,
and a princedom.

Ah, generation of betrayal,

of surrogate and indecent men,
generation of leftovers,

we'll be swept away—

never mind the slow pace of history—
by children bearing rocks.

—Nizar Qabbani



Chapter 7

Palestine and the Arab-Israeli
Conflict for Beginners

Lisa Hajjar, Mouin Rabbani and Joel Beinin

After World War I, the League of Nations (controlled by the leading
colonial powers of the time, Britain and France) carved up the territories of
the defeated Ottoman Empire. The territory now comprising Israel, the West
Bank, the Gaza Strip and Jordan was granted to Great Britain as a “mandate”
(a quasi-colonial form of administration). In 1922, Britain established the
principality of Transjordan (east of the Jordan River), still part of its mandate
but administratively distinct from Palestine.

When Britain assumed control of Palestine, over 90 percent of its
population was Arab. A small indigenous Jewish population had lived there
for generations, and a newer, politicized community linked to the Zionist
movement had begun to immigrate to Palestine in the 1880s.

During World War I, Britain had made promises to Arab leaders foran
independent Arab state that would include Palestine (the Hussein-McMahon
correspondence), and to the Zionists for the establishment of a Jewish
national home in Palestine (the Balfour Declaration). These commitments
conflicted with each other as well as with Britain's intent to retain control over
Palestine.

European Jewish immigration increased dramatically after Hitler’s rise
to power in 1933, leading to accelerated land purchases and new Jewish
settlements. Palestinian resistance to British control and Zionist settlement
climaxed with the Arab revolt of 1936-39, which was suppressed by the
British army with the help of Zionist militias and the complicity of the Arab
regimes.

Following World War II, Britain was unable to maintain control over
Palestine and turned the problem over to the United Nations. The United
Nations decided that the only means of resolving the escalating conflict
between Jews and Arabs was to partition the land into two states. Although
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Jews constituted only one-third of the population and owned less than 7
percent of the land, the UN partition plan assigned 55 percent of Palestine’s
territory to the Jewish state. The Palestinian leadership rejected partition as
unjust and illegitimate, and civil war broke out between Arabs and Jews. By
the time the British withdrawal had been completed, Palestinian resistance
had been largely broken. British evacuation and the proclamation by Zionist
leaders of the State of Israel on May 15, 1948 prompted military intervention
by the neighboring Arab states, precipitating the first Arab-Israeli war.

As a result of the war, historic Palestine was divided into three parts.
The 1949 armistice agreements gave Israel control over 77 percent of the
territory of mandate Palestine. Jordan occupied and annexed East Jerusalem
and the hill country of central Palestine, henceforth known as the “West
Bank” of the Jordan River. (The Jordanian government issued a decree in
1950 which made it illegal to use the term “Palestine” to refer to this area.
When Israel conquered this territory in 1967, it stopped using the term West
Bank and instead refers to the area by its Biblical names, “Judea” and
“Samaria.”) Egypt took “temporary” control of the coastal plain around the
city of Gaza,which has come to be known as the Gaza Strip. The Palestinian
Arab state provided for in the UN partition plan was never established.

About 700,000 Palestinians—about one-half of the Arab inhabitants of
Palestine—were displaced from their homes as a result of the 194849 war.
During and after the fighting, Israel destroyed over 350 Arab villages inside
the “Green Line” (Israel’s borders from 1949 until 1967) and refused to allow
Palestinian refugees to return to their homes.

Zionism

Zionism is a modem political movement based on the proposition that
Jews all over the world constitute a single nationality and that the only
solution to anti-Semitism is the concentration of as many Jews as possible in
Palestine and the establishment of a Jewish state there. Zionism gained
adherents among Jews and support from Western public opinion as a
consequence of the murderous anti-Semitic pogroms of Eastern Europe and
later the Nazi holocaust. Not all Jews are Zionists, although today Zionism in
one form or another is embraced by a large majority of Jews. Zionism drew
on traditional Jewish religious attachment to Jerusalem and parts of Palestine
(traditionally referred to as Eretz Yisra’el, or the Land of Israel) but is in
essence a modem political ideology, influenced by the nationalist move-
ments of Eastern Europe and by nineteenth-century colonial attitudes.




Palestine and the Arab-Israeli Conflict for Beginners 103
The Land

The ongoing dispute in the Middle East between Jews and Arabs—
more accurately, between Israel and the Palestinians—is not a religious
conflict; it is essentially a struggle over land. For the Palestinians, this is their
historic homeland, where they have lived for centuries. The Zionists base
their claim to Palestine on the Biblical promise to Abraham and his descen-
dants (Genesis 17:8), on the historic connection between the Land of Israel
and the Jewish people, and/or on the desperate need for a Jewish homeland
as a haven from European anti-Semitism.

Palestine is a small territory—approximately 10,000 square miles,
about the size of Maryland. The competing claims to it are not reconcilable
if one or the other party exercises complete sovereignty over the total
territory. Partition of the land has therefore been one proposal for resolving
the issue. Although few Palestinians accept the justice of the Zionist claim in
principle, many now accept the existence of Israel. But they insist that an
independent Palestinian state be created alongside Israel, in the West Bank
and Gaza, in which they can exercise their right to self-determination. Israeli
Jews are divided over the fate of the West Bank and Gaza, the Palestinian
territories which Israel occupied in 1967. Some favor annexation, while
others would be willing to relinquish control over some or all of those
territories. At the present time, only a minority of Israeli Jews would agree to
an independent Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza.

The June 1967 War

In June 1967 Israel decisively and quickly defeated the Egyptian, Syrian
and Jordanian armies. By the end of the war, Israel had captured the
remainder of mandate Palestine, as well as the Sinai Peninsula from Egypt
and the Golan Heights from Syria. The newly captured parts of former
mandate Palestine, known since 1948 as the West Bank and the Gaza Strip,
have since 1967 often been referred to as “the occupied territories.” The war
established Israel as the dominant regional military power. The defeat
discredited the Arab regimes, especially the radical Arab nationalism repre-
sented by Egyptian President Nasser and the Ba‘th parties of Syria and Iraq.
By contrast, the Palestinian national movement, which had been relatively
quiescent in the post-1948 period, emerged as a major political factor after
1967 in the form of the political and guerilla groups that make up the
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO).



104 INTIFADA

The Occupied Territories

Prior to 1948, neither the West Bank nor the Gaza Strip had constituted
separate geographical units. Their distinctness developed as a result of the
pattition of Palestine that led to the creation of a Jewish state. Since the 1967
walr, Israel has continued to occupy the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. Israel
withdrew from the Sinai during 1979-82, as required by its peace treaty with
Egypt, but annexed the Golan Heights in 1981. In violation of international
law, Israel has confiscated over 52 percent of the land in West Bank and 30
percent of the Gaza Strip for military use or for settlement by Jewish civilians.

The Israeli government and various Zionist institutions have spent
more than $1.5 billion to settle Jews in the occupied territories. There are
today about 65,000 Jewish settlers in some 120 settlements in the West Bank,
and a similar number of Jews living in new Jewish neighborhoods in and
around East Jerusalem. There are some 2,500 Jewish settlers in Gaza, 0.4
percent of the total Gaza population. These Jewish settlers consume nineteen
times more water per capita than the Palestinians in Gaza. The settler-to-land
ratio in Gaza averages 2.6 acres of land per capita, as compared to .006 acres
per capita for Palestinians. The Gaza Strip, an area just twenty-eight miles
long andfive miles wide, hasa population density of 3,754 people persquare
mile, among the highest in the world.

Israel spent $240 million on services and development projects for
Palestinians in the occupied territories in 1987 but collected $393 million in
taxes. In the twenty years of Israeli rule from 1967-87, residents paid Israel a
net “occupation tax” of $800 million, two and a half times as much as the
entire Israeli government investment directed at Palestinians in the territories
over that period.

Before the intifada, some 100,000 Palestinians from the occupied
territories worked in Israel, mostly in menial, low-paying jobs. Industrial
production in all the occupied territories totaled some $85 million—less than
that of one medium-sized Israeli firm.

Jerusalem

According to the UN partition plan, Jerusalem and its environs were to
become an international zone, independent of both the proposed Jewish
state and the Palestinian Arab state. In the 1948-49 war, Israel took control of
the western part of Jerusalem, while Jordan held the eastern part, including
the old walled city containing important Jewish, Muslim and Christian
religious sites. The 1949 armistice line cut the city in two. In June 1967 Israel
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captured East Jerusalem and immediately annexed it. Israel reaffirmed its
annexation of East Jerusalem in 1981.

Israel regards Jerusalem as its capital and rejects any negotiations over
its political future. Arabs consider East Jerusalem part of occupied Palestinian
territory and regard its future as an essential component of any negotiated
settlement.

Palestinians

This term today refers to the Arabs, both Christian and Muslim, who
have lived in Palestine for centuries. The creation of Israel entailed the
destruction of Palestinian Arab society, dispersing hundreds of thousands of
Palestinians to lives of exile. Today there are over five million Palestinians
worldwide. About 40 percent of them—nearly 2.2 million Palestinians—still
live within historic Palestine, under Israeli control. About 650,000 of them are
citizens of Israel, living inside its pre-1967 borders; about 960,000 live in the
West Bank (including 125,000 in East Jerusalem) and 550,000 in the Gaza
Strip. The Israeli government expects the number of Palestinians in the West
Bank and Gaza Strip to reach two million within fifteen years.

Only 15 percent of the West Bank Palestinians are refugees; even fewer
live in refugee camps. In contrast, refugees into the Gaza Strip outnumbered
inhabitants by three to one in 1948. Almost 70 percent of Gaza'’s inhabitants
have been living in refugee camps ever since.

The largest Palestinian diaspora community, approximately 1.3 mil-
lion, is in Jordan. Lebanon, Syria and Kuwait also have large Palestinian
populations. Jordan is the only Arab state to have granted the Palestinians
citizenship. Palestinians living in the other Arab states generally do not have
the same rights as the citizens of those states.

Although many Palestinians still live in refugee camps and slums,
others have become economically successful. Palestinians now have the
highest per capita rate of university graduates in the Arab world. Their
diaspora experience has contributed to a high level of politicization among
Palestinians, from the camps to the universities.

Since 1948, Israel has consistently refused to acknowledge Palestinian
national rights orto accept the Palestinians as an equal and independent party
in any negotiations to end the conflict. It unequivocally rejects negotiations
with the recognized leadership of the Palestinian people, the PLO, insisting
instead on dealing only with Jordan and other Arab states, and rejects outright
the establishment of an independent Palestinian state.
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Palestine Liberation Organization

The PLO was established in 1964 by the Arab League in an effort to
pre-empt the emergence of an independent Palestinian movement and
control Palestinian action. The Arab defeat in the 1967 war enabled the
Palestinians to take over the PLO and gain some independence from the Arab
regimes.

The PLO is an umbrella organization that includes different political
and guerrilla organizations with varying ideological orientations. Yasir Arafat
heads Fatah, the largest group, and has been PLO chairman since 1969. The
other major PLO groups are the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine
(PFLP), the Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine (DFLP) and, in
the occupied temitories, the Palestine Communist Party (PCP). Despite
continuing rifts between the various components of the PLO, the overwhelm-
ing majority of Palestinians regard the PLO as their sole legitimate repre-
sentative.

Resolution 242

After the conclusion of the 1967 war, the UN Security Council adopted
Resolution 242, which calls for Israeli withdrawal from the territories seized
in the war and the right of all states in the area to peaceful existence within
secure and recognized boundaries. There is a difference in the grammatical
construction of the French and English texts of Resolution 242, both of which
are official according to the United Nations. The French version calls onIsrael
to withdraw “from the territories” occupied in the 1967 war, whereas the
English version says “from territories,” which Israel (backed by the United
States) interprets to mean somebut not all territories. Hard-line Israelis argue
that Israeli withdrawal from the Sinai has already satisfied the stipulation of
withdrawal “from territories” and that no further territorial concessions are
therefore necessary.

For many years the Palestinians rejected Resolution 242 because it lacks
any recognition of the Palestinians’ right to self-determination or of their right
to retum to their homeland. The only reference w the Palestinians is the call
for “a just setdement of the refugee problem.” Because it calls for the
recognition of “every state in the area,” the resolution would entail unilateral
Palestinian recognition of Israel without a reciprocal recognition of Pales-
tinian national rights.

Today the leadership of the PLO is clearly prepared to recognize Israel
and negotiate with it. As the political weight of Palestinians on the “inside”
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has grown, especially since the intifada, Palestinian unity around this key
point has corfespondingly increased. This was reflected in the declaration of
independence and the political statement of the November 1988 session of
the Palestine National Council, which formally endorsed Resolution 242
while affirming Palestinian national rights, as well as in PLO chairman Yasir
Arafat’s address to the UN General Assembly in Geneva in December 1988.
The PLO has thereby accepted the “two-state solution” to the Palestine
question, that is, the partition of Palestine between Israel and an independent
Palestinian state.

The October 1973 War

After coming to power in late 1970, President Anwar Sadat of Egypt
indicated to the United States that he was willing to negotiate with Israel to
resolve the conflictin exchange for Egyptian territory lostin 1967. When these
overtures were ignored by Washington and Tel Aviv, Egypt and Syria
launched a coordinated attack in October 1973 against Israeli forces occupy-
ing the Sinai and the Golan Heights. The crisis prompted US political
intervention, along with sharply increased military aid to Israel. US Secretary
of State Henry Kissinger's shuttle diplomacy brought about limited dis-
engagementagreements in the Sinaiand Golan. Butby late 1975 these efforts
had exhausted their potential, and no comprehensive settlement was in sight.

Due to stalled efforts to convene an international peace conference to
which all parties to the dispute would be invited, Sadat decided in late 1977
that Egypt should break the stalemate by dealing separately with Israel under
US auspices. His visit to Jerusalem on November 19, 1977 began what came
to be known as the “Camp David process.”

Camp David

In September 1978 President Jimmy Carter invited Sadat and Israeli
Prime Minister Menachem Begin to the Camp David presidential retreat. They
worked out two agreements: a framework for peace between Egypt and
Israel, and a general framework for resolution of the Middle East conflict—
ie., the Palestinian question. This latter agreement proposed to grant
autonomy to the Palestinians in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, to install
alocal administration for a five-yearinterim period, and to decide the ultimate
status of the territories after that period.
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Only the Egyptian-Israeli part of the Camp David agreement was ever
implemented. The Palestinians and other Arab states rejected the autonomy
concept as contrary to self-determination, and Israel immediately sabotaged
negotiations by continuing to confiscate Palestinian lands and build new
settlements.

~ As a result of Camp David, Egypt became estranged from the other
Arab nations. Only after Sadat’s assassination did Egypt begin gradually to
resume ties with the other Arab states. Egypt’s separate peace enabled Israel
to invade Lebanon in 1982 without fear of Egyptian intervention.

Oppression and Resistance

From 1967 to 1982, Israel’s military government demolished 1,338
Palestinian homes on the West Bank. Over this period, more than 300,000
Palestinians were detained without trial for various periods by Israeli security
forces. Between 1968 and 1983, according to Israeli government figures,
Israeli forces killed ninety-two Palestinians in the West Bank, while West
Bank Palestinians killed twenty-two Israeli soldiers and fourteen Israeli
civilians. Armed attacks by West Bank Palestinians killed two Israelis be-
tween April 1986 and May 1987. During that period, Israeli forces killed
twenty-two Palestinians.

In the occupied territories it is illegal to fly the Palestinian flag, publish
or possess “subversive” literature, or hold a press conference without per-
mission. One Israeli military order in the West Bank makes it illegal for
Palestinians to pick and sell wild thyme, to protect an Israeli family’s
monopoly over the herb’s production.

Although the intifada is unprecedented in scope, duration and inten-
sity, Palestinian resistance to Israeli occupation has been a constant feature
of political life in the West Bank and Gaza Strip since 1967. The number of
Palestinian protests in the territories averaged 500 per year during 1977-82.
Since 1982, protests have averaged between 3,000 and 4,400 a year. Among
the milestones in the development of the Palestinian struggle inside the
occupied territories are:

—The National Charter of the West Bank for the Current Phase,
October 4, 1967. This document issued by 129 prominent West Bank
residents rejected the occupation, particularly the annexation of East
Jerusalem, and demanded a return to Arab sovereignty.

—General Strike of June 5, 1969. This strike was held on the second
anniversary of the June 1967 war and observed throughout the West Bank;
Israel deported nine strike leaders.
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—Gaza, 1968-71. Armed with weapons left behind by retreating
Egyptian troops in 1967, Palestinian guerrilla cells attacked Israeli forces
almost daily and controlled the refugee camps by night. General Ariel
Sharon’s pacification campaign removed thousands of suspects’ families to
detention camps in the Sinai, deported additional hundreds to Jordan,
imposed week-long curfews during house-to-house searches, and
demolished entire sections of refugee camps to allow easy access for Israeli
armored vehicles.

—Gaza, September-November 1972. Riots in Shati’ (Beach) Camp
spread throughout the Gaza Strip and continued sporadically throughout the
fall.

—Palestine National Front, 1973-78. Formed in August 1973, this
clandestine umbrella organization coordinated political activity in its role as
an autonomous West Bank and Gaza affiliate of the PLO. Between the end
of the 1973 October war and the 1976 West Bank municipal elections, the
PNF organized a series of strikes and demonstrations, often around events
such as Yasir Arafat's 1974 UN appearance. These engulfed the entire West
Bank and Gaza Strip for weeks at a time, sometimes spilling across the Green
Line into Israel and acquiring many characteristics of the current uprising.
Then Prime Minister Rabin and Defense Minister Peres resorted to harsh
repression: shootings (thirty dead and hundreds wounded in the first six
months of 1976 alone), deportations, administrative detentions, house
demolitions, extended curfews and other forms of collective punishment.
The PNF also led the fight against Jordanian and Israeli influence in West
Bank and Gaza politics during the PLO’s bid for diplomatic recognition in
the mid-1970s. By the time it was declared illegal in October 1978, the PNF
had largely been absorbed into the National Guidance Committee (NGC).

—ILand Day, March 30, 1976. Tens of thousands of Palestinian citizens
of Israel took to the streets during a general strike to protest continuing land
confiscations. Israeli forces shot and killed six demonstrators. Land Day has
since been commemorated annually by Palestinians in Israel and the oc-
cupied territories.

—Municipal Elections, April 1976. Counting on a nationalist boycott to
help install a counterweight to the PLO, Prime Minister Rabin called for
municipal elections in the West Bank on April 12, 1976. The PNF fielded
candidates in every locality and won a resounding victory. Despite
widespread Israeli interference, including the deportation of some nationalist
candidates, PNF slates captured eighteen of the twenty-four city councils,
most by overwhelming margins, and won in almost all the larger cities. Over
the next few years the military govemment deposed and/or deported the
nationalist mayors one after another, put some under town arrest, and
dissolved PNF-dominated city councils. On June 2, 1980, bomb attacks by
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Jewish extremists maimed Nablus Mayor Bassam Shak‘a and Ramallah Mayor
Karim Khalaf.

—National Guidance Committee, 1978-82. This successor organization
to the PNF grew out of a series of October 1978 public meetings to devise
strategies for confronting the Camp David Accords. Headed by a committee
of twenty-two leaders of unions and professional associations and municipal
officials, the NGC spearheaded Palestinian resistance to Camp David and
coordinated opposition to the Israeli-controlled “Village Leagues” and the
“Civil Administration” set up during the Begin years. The NGC'’s role was
predominantly a public one, supporting PLO participation in an eventual
peace settlement. Israel responded with deportations, arrests and heavy press
censorship. The expulsion of the mayors of Hebron and Halhul in May 1980,
along with the bomb attacks against the other mayors one month later, dealt
a severe blow to the Committee. When the NGC was outlawed in May 1982,
it had already lost much of its effectiveness.

—Revolt against the Civil Administration, 1981-82. An intense round
of strikes and protests broke out in November 1981 against the Begin/Sharon
Civil Administration. After a brief lull, they erupted anew in the spring of 1982
with similar ferocity. Schools and university campuses were key bat-
tlegrounds; many students were killed or seriously wounded by army
gunfire. This intense repression, which included large numbers of arrests,
beatings and house demolitions, partly accounts for the relative quiet in the
occupied territories that attended the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon.

—Resistance to the “Iron Fist,” 1985-87. A new round of protest in late
1984 featured spontaneous individual attacks on Israeli soldiers and settlers,
especially in Gaza, Hebron and Nablus. Israeli mobs lynched several Pales-
tinians on both sides of the Green Line. On August 4, 1985, Rabin announced
the “iron fist” policy. In the next month alone, Israeli forces put sixty-two
Palestinians under administrative detention (imprisonment without charges
or trial), deported at least a dozen more and killed five. Several newspapers
were permanently closed. Over the next two years, the military regime issued
hundreds of administrative detention orders, demolished well over 100
homes, and repeatedly closed schools and universities. More than twenty
Palestinians were killed and many more wounded in demonstrations, which
were frequent and particularly intense during late 1986 and the spring of
1987. Once again university campuses and large towns became the focus of
an escalating spiral of resistance culminating in the uprising, which began in
December 1987.
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Future Prospects

With the intifada, Palestinians in the occupied territories have gone
beyond a situation in which political directives came from the Palestinian
leadership in exile. A new leadership has emerged, aligned with the PLO but
reflecting the experiences and outlook of a new generation of Palestinians
who have grown up under Israeli occupation. This shift was reflected in the
decisions of the November 1988 Palestine National Council meeting in
Algiers, which clearly stated the Palestinian national movement's acceptance
of the two-state solution. This in turn opened the way for the establishment
of US contacts with the PLO and signals the opening of a new period of efforts
to achieve a political settlement.

The ability of the Palestinians in the occupied territories to sustain a
state of insurrection while developing new forms of mobilization and or-
ganization has demolished the status quo. While the intifada has varied in
intensity and gone through different stages during its first year, it has
demonstrated that the Palestinians are united, determined and capable of
continuing their struggle until they achieve their national rights.






Chapter 8

The Palestinian People:
Twenty-two Years After 1967

Rashid Khalidi

However difficult the current situation of the Palestinian people may
appear, it is revealing to compare it with the situation that prevailed in the
wake of the June War. For while many of the problems the Palestinians face
today have remained more or less constant since then, others were un-
dreamed of in 1967. In the interim, there have been a number of fundamental
changes whose significance gives us a proper perspective on these twenty-
two years. It is, moreover, possible in this light to appraise both the achieve-
ments and the setbacks of the Palestinian national movement headed by the
PLO.

Many basic problems the Palestinian people face today are essentially
similar to those of 1967. The dominant element of the Israeli establishment
still rejects the proposition that the Palestinians are a people who have the
inalienable right of self-determination in their own homeland and the right
to retum to it. This rejection is still sustained by the support of the United
States, which was limited but significant in 1967 and since then has grown
lavish and unstinting. The Palestinians still have major difficulties with their
Arab environment also. These difficulties involve both the unwillingness of
most Arab regimes to make support for the Palestinians a central element in
their relations with the United States and Israel, and bilateral issues having to
do with the affairs of the Palestinian diaspora.

The new problems are legion. They include those growing from the
1967 occupation of the remainder of Palestine and the expulsion of additional
thousands of Palestinians from their homeland. In a sense, once these
territories had been occupied by Israel in 1967 and their former Jordanian
and Egyptian administrations thereby terminated, their fate and that of their
inhabitants became the responsibility of the Palestinians themselves. This
new reality was formally consecrated when Jordan acquiesced in the 1974
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Rabat summit’s recognition of the PLO as sole legitimate representative of
the Palestinian people. It was solidified in practice when the Palestinian
uprising finally settled the question of Palestinian representation decisively
in favor of the PLO and imposed upon King Hussein the decision to sever
links between Jordan and the West Bank in July 1988.

- Other new problems, particularly those with Jordan, Lebanon, Syria
and Egypt, have been largely a function of the PLO’s actions in the years after
1967 and the resulting contradictions with the strategies of these states. Before
1974 the PLO paid a price in inter-Arab terms for its opposition to proposals
(like the Rogers Plan) which were based on UN Security Council Resolution
242 and its insistence on the total liberation of all of Palestine. After 1974 it
paid for its insistence on an independent Palestinian voice in the process of
negotiating a settlement and for its willingness to compromise on ultimate
Palestinian goals by accepting a Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip. Frequently opposed before 1974 by Egypt and Jordan, the PLO
alienated Syria, Iraq and Libya with its new more moderate line after 1974.

Given the existence of these and other problems, what major changes
have taken place over the last twenty-two years, and how do they help us to
understand the PLO’s record during that time? Tempting though it would be
to concentrate on the important political changes which have taken place
over these two decades, they have been examined elsewhere,' and so the
main focus will instead be on less well-known structural changes which have
affected the Palestinians during this period.

If we look at the core countries of the Middle East, perhaps the most
important transformation to be noted is that which has affected the Pales-
tinian people. Today that term sounds normal and natural, and the existence
of the Palestinian people is contested only by a lunatic fringe. In 1967,
however, it was arguably the case that the adjective Palestinian, if used at all,
was utilized primarily as a modifier for “refugees,” and that this was the
context in which the Palestinians were best known. The importance of this
semantic point, and the extent of the change since that time, can be illustrated
by Golda Meir's now-infamous 1968 statement that “there are no Pales-
tinians,” which set the tone for two decades of ideological warfare against
the Palestinian people.

It is not only in daily usage and in the media that the Palestinians have
established themselves. In the fields of diplomacy and international law,
there now exist alternate views of the core of the problem, and other
prescriptions for dealing with it than those consecrated in Resolution 242.
This document, which refers to the Palestinians only in terms of “a just
resolution of the refugee problem,” reflects the balance of power in 1967.
Since that time there have been several UN General Assembly resolutions,
notably GA 3236, and statements by other multilateral bodies, such as the
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European Community’s 1982 Venice Declaration, which treat the Palestinians
as a people with a legitimate right to national self-determination.

This shift in intemnational attitudes was positively affected by the
evolution of Palestinian goals since 1967. These changed from the 1969 aim
of a “secular democratic state” in all of Palestine, clearly implying the
dissolution of Israel, to the 1974 provisional program’s call for a “national
authority” in part of Palestine, implying a Palestinian state alongside Israel,
to the explicit goal of a Palestinian state alongside Israel emerging from
negotiations on the basis of Security Council resolutions 242 and 338,
embraced by the nineteenth Palestine National Council (PNC) meeting in
Algiers in November 1988. Although the two states with the most power to
affect regional outcomes, the United States and Israel, stubbomly refuse to
accept the reality and the significance of such shifts, it is nevertheless
noteworthy that while in the wake of the 1967 war they were able to muster
widespread international support for their position, they are now almost
entirely isolated on this issue.

A precondition for any achievements on the levels of intemational
legality and world public opinion was that the Palestinians themselves
change the universally held image of them as refugees. And for this image
to change, it was necessary not just for the Palestinians to act but also to
mobilize their people and to change their view of themselves. While in the
self-contained world of the official US position—as reflected in Shultz’s
reasoning for his refusal to allow Yasir Arafat to address the UN General
Assembly in November 1988—the Palestinians have only exchanged the
pitiful image of the refugee for the sinister one of the “terrorist,” there has in
fact been a wholesale mobilization of Palestinians and a radical change in
the Palestinian self-view over the past two decades. In the wake of the
uprising which began in December 1987, it appears that this new self-image
is beginning to be reflected in the US media.

This transformation of the Palestinian self-view may be the most
important change in the contours of the Palestine question since 1967. The
only other change in that period with the same fundamental implications for
the nature of the conflict has taken place within Israel itself, where profound
and sustained questioning of some of the basic ideological tenets of the
Zionist enterprise has been growing in intensity, particularly since the 1982
invasion of Lebanon. This has manifested itself in a growing number of
Israelis refusing to serve in the occupied territories and in Lebanon, the
publication by Israelis of revisionist scholarship which has shattered some of
the sanctified myths of Israeli history,” and the persistent criticism by
respected figures of the policy of holding on to the occupied territories. The
changes among the Palestinians have been more far-reaching, however, both
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because they have been going on for longer and because they have been
rooted in a remarkable set of socioeconomic transformations.

One reason the Palestinians have stopped being identified as refugees
is that in a technical sense most of them no longer are. Today less than one
in five lives in refugee camps, as against more than half in the decades from
1948 to 1967. This is the case even though a large majority of Palestinians still
fall into the existential category of exiles, best explored by Edward Said’s
After the Last Sky. This category applies to about two-thirds of the four to five
million Palestinians: those in exile from their homeland and those in a sort
of “internal exile” from their native homes and villages, living in camps and
towns within their homeland. This demographic shift over the past two
decades, whereby most Palestinians have ceased to live in refugee camps,
has gone largely unnoticed. According to 1986 UNRW A figures, only 800,000
Palestinians, under 20 percent of the total, live in camps (nearly half in the
occupied territories and the rest in the diaspora), although many others
benefit from educational and other programs run by UNRWA. The rest live
outside the camps, in cities, suburbs, towns and villages.

This shift is a function of many things, notably the oil-induced regional
economic prosperity of the 1970s which enabled many Palestinians, par-
ticularly in Lebanon and Jordan, to move out of the camps. Itis alsoa function
of a powerful drive forupward mobility linked toa thirst for education, which
has tumed the Palestinians into one of the most literate and highly educated
of Arab peoples, on a par with the Lebanese. This in turn has enabled them
to play a key role in the vast migration of skilled labor which has transformed
the Arab world in recent years.

These transformations go back in time well beyond the past two
decades. They are rooted in developments of earlier years, such as the
expansion of education in Mandatory Palestine: by 1946, 45 percent of the
Palestinian Arab school-age population was in school. A furtherimpetus was
provided by the spread of universal compulsory education after 1949, thanks
in large measure to the free schooling provided by UNRWA, resulting in
near-universal literacy.

Another unnoticed process has helped to make these changes more
widespread than might otherwise have been expected. This is what might
be described as the melting pot effect, whereby Palestinians from the many
lands of the diaspora and the different zones of occupation within Palestine,
each with its highly disparate conditions, have met and worked or studied
together, and often intermarried, in areas a great distance from their
homeland. These include workplaces in the oil-producing, labor-importing
states of the Gulf and North Africa, the educational centers of Europe, North
America, Cairo, the Gulf and (before 1982) Beirut, and the scattered political,
administrative, cultural, financial and military institutions of the PLO, its
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constituent groups, and the many private Palestinian bodies which have
grown up over the past two decades.

The result has been a breakdown of many of the traditional barriers
between region and region, village and village, city and countryside, and
often between classes and religions. Newer distinctions, such as those which
had grown up since 1948 as a result of the different conditions and experien-
ces of Palestinians from different countries of the diaspora and regions of
occupation, have been eroded as well. There has not by any means been a
homogenization of the Palestinians: Jerusalem or Hebron or Gaza accents
still retain their distinctiveness, and vast class differences remain and may
even be growing. But it can be argued that something of a unified political
culture has been made possible by these processes, which were in a certain
sense organic, natural, uncontrolled and unintended. Thus while Palestinians
in the diaspora were naturally drawn to one another by their shared ex-
perience of dispossession, exile and statelessness, the troubles they faced in
their strange and often somewhat hostile new environments and the fact that
they had many important things in common further reinforced the existing
bonds between them.

These processes, already underway in the 1950s and the 1960s but
greatly accelerated by the oil boom of the 1970s and the greater mobility it
introduced into the whole region, made it possible for the edifice of Pales-
tinian nationalism to be so swiftly and so successfully reconstructed over the
past two decades by the Palestinian politico-military groups which in 1968
took over the PLO and have dominated the Palestinian national movement
ever since.

Here we enter into a discussion of another set of underlying changes
which have taken place since 1967 but which have perhaps been obscured
by day-to-day developments. These are changes relating to the form and
content of Palestinian nationalism. Unlike the socioeconomic and
demographic transformations just described, these changes were very much
subjectively determined, and were by and large the result of active organiza-
tional and mobilization efforts by Palestinian leaders and groups. The results
can best be appreciated by a comparison of the current situation of the
Palestinians on the ideological level with that of 1967.

It can be argued that the Palestinians have never been more at one in
terms of their self-view than they are today. It is true that there exist persistent
physical divisions among different groups of Palestinians, disparate condi-
tions in each different country of the diaspora, in the West Bank, Gaza Strip
and inside Israel, along with the political differences which sundered the PLO
for several years after the 1982 war, some of which still persist. In spite of
these facts, there exists today a strong sense of national unity, of loyalty to a
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unified set of symbols and concepts, and of mutual interdependence,
sentiments which were lacking in 1967.

Palestinian patriotism was certainly widespread at that time; indeed,
the resistance of this powerful current had already aroused the fears of the
Arab regimes, provoking them into the formation of the PLO in 1964 as a
means of pre-empting, channelling and ultimately controlling the destabiliz-
ing and radical force of Palestinian irredentism. But this current was not only
underground but also deeply divided, with many Palestinians still involved
in the transnational movements in which they had engaged themselves in
the wake of the catastrophe of 1948 as the best means of reversing its results.
Thus Palestinians were active in the Ba‘th, Communist, and Syrian Social
Nationalist parties, in the Arab Nationalist Movement and other Nasirist
bodies, in the Muslim Brothers, Islamic Liberation Party and other Islamist
groupings, and in other radical, anti-regime formations. All these groups had
held out to the Palestinians the promise of revolutionizing the rotten Arab
structure which had failed to prevent the defeat of 1948. In time, however,
many Palestinians held against the Arab regimes the fact that they either had
not tried, or had failed, to reverse the results of that defeat.

In 1967, although Palestinian patriotism was undoubtedly the motivat-
ing force of most Palestinian political activists, only a minority of them were
involved in purely Palestinian nationalist organizations. This was already
changing, as was symbolized by the success of Fatah even before 1967, a
success out of all proportion to its numbers or real strength. It was to change
even more radically afterwards as Palestinians flocked to small Palestinian
nationalist organizations like Fatah in reaction to the devastating 1967 defeat
of Arab regimes which had espoused some of the transnational ideologies
many Palestinians had been counting on to achieve their national objectives
of liberation and return.

But the greatest change came well after 1967. A people who had been
powerless, divided and disorganized for decades, who had been the victims
of forces far greater than themselves, and who before 1948 had been badly
led by an autocratic and traditional elite, had to be convinced that they could
affect their situation, that they could take their future into their hands, and
that they could not depend on President Nasser or the Arab armies or some
other deus ex machina to solve their problems. Moreover, they had to
develop an entirely new image of themselves, discarding that of the refugee
and replacing it with a more dynamic and positive one.

The first step on the long road to a new self-image was the estab-
lishment of a measure of self-rule for the Palestinian camp populations in
Lebanon, Syria and Jordan after 1967. Although this process was reversed in
Jordan in 1970-71 as a result of Black September and was severely limited in
Syria following the November 1970 coup there, it had already had an impact,



The Palestinian People: Twenty-two Years After 1967 119

further intensified by the fact that this self-rule continued in Lebanon. There
the issue of the autonomy of the camps continues to be at the core of the
ongoing conflict involving the Palestinians. Moreover, the effects of this
autonomy, even after it was ended or limited in some places, provided
Palestinians for the first time in decades with a sometimes vicarious sense of
empowerment and autonomy. Even Palestinians living at a distance from
Lebanon were deeply affected as they saw the Palestinian flag, Palestinian
fighters and Palestinian institutions resisting overwhelming odds in Lebanon
from the early 1970s until the present.

Taking up arms against the Israeli occupation gave a further impetus
to these same processes of empowerment and autonomy. In fact, from the
perspective of over twenty years, armed struggle can be seen to have had far
more impact on the Palestinians themselves than on itsintended target, Israel,
where the effect has been at best mixed. At an early stage, armed struggle
turned the Palestinians nearly overnight into the vanguard of the post-1967
Arab struggle against Israel. It thus helped restore a sense of dignity to a
people whose self-respect had been cruelly eroded by their expulsion by
Israel and subsequent suppression by the Arab regimes. The heady impact
of this change often bred a certain arrogance, for which Palestinians were to
pay dearly in Jordan and Lebanon. Nevertheless, a transformation had been
effected, in spite of some of its negative side-effects.

Having said this, there has undoubtedly been some exaggeration of
the impact of the gun, the symbol of the resistance, and of the empowerment
which it was seen as making possible. Important though it has been (and still
is in the Hobbesian situation of Lebanon, where only force can hold back
the encroaching jungle), the gun is less important in the complex situation
of today, whether symbolically or in real terms, than it was in the years after
1967. Moreover, asthe uprising has shown, for Palestinians under occupation
steadfastness, organization, and ways of enabling people to remain on the
land and run their own lives in their villages, towns and cities, free of the
occupation, have become the priority. The various forms of resistance, from
nonviolent protests to violent demonstrations, are still crucial weapons in the
Palestinian arsenal against the powerful occupier and its routine daily
violence and brutality. But the practice of resistance in 1967-70, when armed
attacks were far more frequent, contrasts strikingly with the situation in
1987-88, where they have been virtually excluded from the arsenal of
weapons used against the occupation by the leadership of the uprising.

In real terms, the gun now has primarily symbolic importance for
Palestinians in exile, with the important exception of Lebanon. In practice it
is only there, in spite of the fearsome restraints on them, that Palestinians can
and do carry weapons freely. In the rest of the diaspora this is not possible,
and it is primarily political organization and mobilization, the building and
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strengthening of cultural bonds, the maintenance of a social and health care
safety net, and tireless diplomatic maneuvering among the treacherous
shoals of the various Arab regimes which enable Palestinians in exile to
maintain and increase their autonomy and the bonds between them and
those under occupation. These bonds were reflected in the outcome of the
nineteenth PNC, where under the impact of the new sense of self-respect
resulting from the uprising, the PLO was able to downplay both the Palestine
National Covenant and the old slogan of “armed struggle,” neither of which
is mentioned in the PNC'’s political statement.

However, the exception of Lebanon deserves attention, for what goes
on in Lebanon has an impact far beyond its effect on the 400,000 or more
Palestinians living there, important though that is. Lebanon is significant in
the broader arena of Palestinian politics because the center of the modemn
Palestinian national movement was located there for twelve of the last
twenty-two years, and because the names Sabra and Shatila, like Tal al-Za‘tar
before it, have acquired a powerful resonance in the Palestinian, and indeed
the Arab, political vocabulary. No leadership which aspires to direct the
fortunes of the Palestinian people can afford to ignore what happens to the
Palestinians in Lebanon for this reason alone. The briefest perusal of the
covers, editorials and lead articles of the three main Palestinian political
weeklies, Filastin al-Thawra, al-Hadafand al-Hurriyya(representing Fatah,
the PFLP and the DFLP respectively), as well as others like al-Yawm al-Sabi'
or al-Bayadir al-Siyasi, during the siege of the camps in Lebanon gives
evidence of this. The impact of events in Lebanon on the entire Palestinian
national movement is concretely reinforced by the fact that the families and
relatives of so many of the leaders, cadres, office workers, bureaucrats and
combatants who make up the PLO are still living in Lebanon in the camps
and districts which are daily in the headlines as the scenes of continued
barbarity aimed at their inhabitants.

The significance of this fact can be gauged from the rapid demise since
1982 of the political challenge posed by the small Palestinian factions
controlled by Syria, such as Saiqa, the PFLP-GC and the Abu Nidal group, in
spite of the collapse during the same period of the “Jordanian option” to
which the PLO leadership committed itself from 1982 to 1986. That demise
is arguably a function of the perception among most Palestinians that these
factions’ alignment with the Syrian regime has proven harmful to the Pales-
tinian population of the camps in Lebanon, besieged as they are by Syrian
allies and proxies. Even the obstacles facing the diplomatic approach fol-
lowed by the PLO leadership since 1982 has not increased the popularity
among Palestinians of the leadership’s rivals based in Damascus. Seen in this
perspective, the “war of the camps” of 1985-87 has an overarching impor-
tance, overshadowing the bitter wrangling over the leadership’s “Jordanian
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option” and the resulting 1985 Amman accord, and the Damascus-based
groups’ “Syrian option.” Indeed, it has had the effect of forcing the main PLO
factions—Fatah, the PFLP and the DFLP—towards national unity in spite of
their differences.

The impact of events in Lebanon on the entire Palestinian political
arena can also be seen in the effect of the PLO’s defense of the besieged
camps during the winter of 1986-87. This gave a powerful boost to Palestinian
nationalism in the occupied territories, which during this period witnessed
intense nationalist agitation in solidarity with the Palestinians in the camps
of Lebanon. Similarly, the steadfastness of the Palestinian camps in Lebanon
marginally improved the PLO’s situation in the Arab world. It had an impact
on the successful negotiations in the spring of 1987 between the PLO and
the Kuwaiti government on conditions of residence for Palestinians in
Kuwait, on the United Arab Emirates agreeing to host the headquarters of
the Palestine National Fund, and on the improvement of the PLO’s relations
with Tunisia, Libya and Algeria in 1987.

Lebanon is also important because it is the last “front” in the hot war
with Israel, aside from the occupied territories themselves. However, since
1982 the war on that front has been waged primarily by Lebanese whose
main aim is the final elimination of the Israeli occupation of Lebanese
territory, embodied in the so-called “security zone.” It is questionable
whether this resistance to Israeli occupation of Lebanese soil, which so far
has been remarkably successful, can be seen as more than a tactical ally of
Palestinian resistance to Israeli occupation in the West Bank and Gaza Strip.
This is particularly the case since many of the most active elements of the
Lebanese resistance, such as Hizbullah, are committed at least rhetorically to
the liberation of all Palestine and not just the West Bank and Gaza, which
have been the PLO's focus since the 1974 provisional program.

The resolution of the issue of South Lebanon has exceedingly impor-
tant implications, on the Lebanese and regional levels as well as for the
Palestinians. In Lebanese terms, it will have an impact on the struggle for
supremacy within the Shi‘i community, as well as on the conflict over the
future nature and orientation of Lebanon. On the regional level it will help
to determine many of the actions of Syria and Israel. On the Palestinian level
it will strongly influence not only the nature and course of the PLO’s
leadership but also the extent to which armed struggle remains central to the
Palestinian national movement. It is noteworthy that in addition to omitting
any reference to “armed struggle,” the Political Statement of the nineteenth
PNC refrained for the first time in over a decade from calling for freedom of
commando action from Lebanon, instead stressing the “right of Palestinian
citizens in Lebanon to practice political and informational activities and to
enjoy security and protection.”
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In any case, debate among Palestinians, whether about Lebanon or the
uprising, will take place in a much different context than existed in 1967. It
will be resolved in forums like the Palestine National Council, and the various
unions, such as the influential General Union of Palestinian Writers and
Joumnalists, whose February 1987 general conference in Algiers brought
together writers from all the main Palestinian factions and was a prelude to
the reunification of the PLO at the eighteenth PNC in Algiers two months
later. It will be debated in the Palestinian press, whether that under occupa-
tion or in the diaspora, whether in PLO-run media or in newspapers
published in the Gulf which carry columns written by Palestinians. It will be
addressed in literature and in literary magazines, whether published in Paris
or Jerusalem or the Gulf or elsewhere. And it will be discussed in research
institutes, scholarly organizations and professional associations formed by
Palestinians both under occupation and in the diaspora.

All these forums enable political debate to take place on the level of
the entire Palestinian people, with the same themes, ideas and problems
being addressed in spite of the barriers of diaspora, occupation, physical
separation and great distance. Thus newspapers under occupation, student
groups in Kuwaiti universities, Palestinian-American bodies in the United
States and the conferences of organizations like the General Union of
Palestinian Writers and Journalists all debate the same issues and are moved
by the same crises, whether in the camps in Lebanon or in the occupied
territories. That such a thing can take place—something which could not
happen on anything like the same scale or with the same universality in
1967—in itself constitutes a remarkable change.

Moreover, the process of extending and strengthening this web of
linkages tying the Palestinians together as a people suffered only a slight
interruption as a result of the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon, which was
intended above all else to permanently disrupt those linkages. The break in
the continuity of PLO institutions as a result of the defeat and expulsion of
1982, which was accentuated by the split in the movement which followed,
can now be seen as no more than a hiatus in their development. In spite of
their manifold failings, their inefficiency, corruption and bureaucratic nature,
these institutions have survived dispersion and still function, providing
services to Palestinians throughout the region, supporting both the steadfast-
ness of those in the camps in Lebanon and the uprising against the occupa-
tion, and playing a sometimes vital coordinating role.

If these have all been achievements of the past two decades, most of
them growing naturally out of the socioeconomic, demographic, profes-
sional and educational transformations of the Palestinian people and their
developing national consciousness, what have been the accompanying
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failures? And in which direction can the Palestinian national movement be
expected to go in the future?

The clearest failure is embodied in the fact that no part of Palestine has
been liberated yet in spite of more than two decades of efforts and the
sacrifice of tens of thousands of lives. Moreover, the Palestinian national
movement has become deeply embroiled in distracting conflicts with parties
other than Israel, whether Lebanese factions or Arab regimes. While these
failures are easy to see, it is somewhat harder to see precisely how they could
have been avoided, given the iron intransigence of Israel regarding evacua-
tion of occupied Palestinian territory and Palestinian self-determination, the
descent into decadence of the Arab world over the past decade and a half,
and the relative immaturity of the modern Palestinian national movement,
particularly during its Jordanian and Lebanese phases.

A less obvious but perhaps more avoidable failure has been the PLO’s
inability to decide on the basic strategy for changing the unfavorable balance
of forces it confronts. Is this to be done by diplomatic maneuvering, by
waiting or working for another war or a change in the Arab environment, or
by attempting to affect the situation within Israel and the occupied territories?
And if the situation inside Israel is to be changed, is this to be accomplished
by conciliation, pressure or a combination of the two? While all of these have
at different times been perceived as possible avenues to liberation, it is hard
to see which is the primary avenue chosen by the PLO to achieve its
objectives.

While diplomacy is always necessary and sometimes vital, it cannot by
itself change an unfavorable balance of forces. Yet this was the means relied
upon by the PLO leadership after the 1982 war when, from a relatively weak
position, it entered into the now-defunct understanding with Jordan aimed
at involving the PLO in the process of achieving a settlement. And while a
change in the Arab world is devoutly to be wished for by Palestinians and
others, their ability to accelerate such a change is limited at best. Even the
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine, which in the 1960s used to
preach Arab revolution as the means of liberating Palestine, seems grudgingly
reconciled to the stability of the Arab status quo, as evidenced by George
Habash'’s successful 1987 tour of several Gulf states, where he met with their
rulers and was generally treated as an honored guest.

This question has in fact become moot since December 1987, when
the uprising in effect determined that Israel and the occupied territories
would be the primary arena for Palestinian action and in some measure
imposed on the entire Palestinian national movement a strategy of pressure
on the occupier combined with a conciliatory political stance. This was
reflected in the resolutions of the nineteenth PNC.
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To some extent the Palestinians have achieved a limited form of one
of their objectives, self-determination, in that in some places, albeit subject
to brutal restraint and often at fearful cost, they have managed to make
themselves masters of their own fate. But this has either occurred outside
their own homeland, creating the kind of difficulties engendered by the PLO’s
“state withina state” in Lebanon, or else takes place within the stifling confines
of the repression, racism and hostility of the Israeli occupation. The uprising
shows both the extent and the limitations of this form of auto-emancipation.
Moreover, other objectives such as the return to Palestine of Palestinians in
the diaspora and the establishment of an independent Palestinian state in
even a fraction of Palestine still seem far off.

Given this situation, the future is likely to see a continuation of the
processes of reuniting the divided segments of the Palestinian people and
further efforts to strengthen the position of those living under occupation and
protect them against the threat of expulsion, whether gradual and partial, or
sudden and massive. These processes will continue irrespective of whatever
strategy is adopted by the Palestinian national movement, or who leads it, or
even whether a clear strategy is adopted or not. If such a strategy is in fact
articulated, it will be determined mainly by two unpredictable factors. The
first is a takeover of the leadership by a new generation, which has already
begun to happen in the occupied territories. This same process can happen
in the diaspora, which for the foreseeable future will continue to be the locus
of leadership of the Palestinian national movement, only when a new
generation is in place and can offer a new approach, and when the Arab
circumstances from which the current leaders emerged and to which they
are mostadept at responding disappear. This in turn will be a function of the
second unpredictable factor: major changes in the Arab world. This would
have to be on the orderof the two earthquakes which changed the Palestinian
and Arab political maps in modern times. The first, that of 1948, shattered the
traditional Palestinian leadership finally and irrevocably, while starting the
old Arab ruling classes down the slope to their overthrow. The second, that
of 1967, crippled and delegitimized the radical Arab nationalist regimes and
seemed to vindicate Palestinian nationalism, providing the opportunity for
the current generation of Palestinian leaders to dominate Palestinian politics.
Any major change in the Arab world, even if not quite so dramatic as these,
would probably stimulate similarly major shifts in Palestinian politics.

Part of any new generation of Palestinian leadership which does
emerge will probably come from occupied Palestine, where new forms of
organization are already appearing. It will be more sensitive to potential allies
within Israeli society and to the vulnerabilities and strengths of a foe it knows
at first hand, and it can thus be expected to be more subtle in its approach
and strategy. Indeed, some of this subtlety has already been reflected in the
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tactics and strategy of the uprising. In this sense it will be unlike the current
leadership, which is located entirely in exile and knows its enemy primarily
from being on the receiving end of Israeli bombing raids and assassination
attempts. It should be noted that Israel has the capacity to retard this process
by continuing to expel prominent Palestinian figures in the occupied ter-
ritories, as if trying to ensure that the entire leadership of the Palestinian
national movement will remain in exile. And the difficulties of carrying on
freely under occupation with some of the key political, organizational and
diplomatic tasks necessary for management of this movement will ensure
that most of them will continue to be done by leaders in exile. Nevertheless,
the growth of the relative importance of Palestinians under occupation in the
national movement as a whole, already underway, is probably inexorable
and has the potential for introducing qualitative changes into Palestinian
politics.

In spite of the medium- and long-term benefits to be expected from
such changes, there remain grave short-term problems for the current
generation of leaders and their successors. These include the prickly task of
coordinating the sometimes disparate agendas of different segments of the
Palestinian people, under occupation and in the diaspora, in the camps and
in the cities, from the working class and the big bourgeoisie; changing the
grossly unfavorable balance of forces, notably as regards the intransigence
of Israel and the United States but also insofar as many of the Arab “brethren”
are concerned; ensuring that the Palestinians are not dealt out of any new
round of the negotiating process, and that their basic national desiderata are
taken into account; and imparting a new sense of direction to a movement
which has suffered from drift for many years. Even a simple enumeration
such as this shows how daunting these issues are.

In any case, it is clear that the processes which have already trans-
formed the Palestinians since 1967 will have an even greater effect in the
future, in spite of the setbacks of the movement and its occasional failure to
learn from some of the mistakes of the past. The reason for this is that some
of these transformations have simply been the natural result of the develop-
ment of Palestinian society, which has gone from being comprised mainly
of poor, rural, illiterate refugees in 1949 to today’s much more complex and
advanced social, economic, demographic and educational profile. Other
transformations which have already occurred, however, have been the fruit
of the efforts of a now greying generation of Palestinian leaders, some of
them prominent and others less so. Their prime is surely past, but their
contributions over this period in the face of what were always daunting odds
should not be forgotten after they have been superseded by the new
generation.
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Even now the leaders of tomorrow are waiting quietly in the wings, in
the ranks of the militias in the camps of Lebanon, led by twenty-five-year-old
veterans with fifteen years of combat experience; among the young intellec-
tuals and white-collar workers in Kuwait and the Gulf who have never seen
their homeland; and in the student bodies of the universities and among the
inmates of the Israeli prisons in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, who have
known nothing but occupation for their entire lives.



Chapter 9

What the Uprising Means

Salim Tamari

This chapter is adapted from a talk Salim Tamari gave at the Jobns Hopkins
School of Advanced International Studies in Washington, DC on February 25, 1988.

1988 is the end of the second decade of Israeli occupation of the West
Bank and Gaza. It’s also the fortieth anniversary of the establishment of the
State of Israel. This means we have two generations who grew up under
Israeli control inside the Green Line and one generation which grew up under
occupation in the West Bank and Gaza. Demographically, roughly 60 percent
of the people of the West Bank and Gaza are today under seventeen years
of age. These are the core of the people you watch every day confronting
Israeli soldiers. Age is significant here: it suggests the context in which young
people begin to lose fear in facing death or mutilation of their bodies.

When Israel entered the occupied territories after defeating the armies
of Jordan, Syria and Egypt in June 1967, it was not very clear what it wanted
to do with the territories. There was a vigorous debate between the two
branches of the National Unity Government of that time, very similar to the
unity government that ruled Israel from 1984 to 1988. Then it comprised the
rightwing Gahal bloc made up of the Herut and Liberal Parties, the core of
today’s Likud, and the Labor-led Alignment. In that period the perspective of
former Defense Minister Moshe Dayan determined Israeli strategy. Perhaps
the best way to summarize Dayan’s perspective is that Israeli rule should be
felt but not seen. Arabs should be able to administer their own affairs and go
through the cycle of life—birth registration, marriage, school, receiving
services—without having to encounter Israeli officials. At the same time,
Israel should keep a firm grip on all matters relating to security and the
resources of the region.

The contesting perspective was expressed recently by Prime Minister
Yitzhak Shamir: that Israel should establish a fear of the Jews in the hearts of
the Arabs. It was Dayan’s strategy of control through indirect means that
triumphed. Dayan cleverly charted the integration of the occupied territories
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into the body of Israel through three institutional mechanisms—infrastruc-
ture, labor and markets. These three central control mechanisms were the
foundation on which Israel constructed its political hegemony over the
region, undergirded of course by Israel's monopoly of coercive force and a
pervasive intelligence network.

~ In terms of physical infrastructure, Israel began a substantial process
of restructuring the transport and communications network of the West Bank
and Gaza, relinking them with Israel. It became much easier for a Jewish
settlement in a place like Ariel, or Qiryat Arba in the Hebron district, to
connect with Tel Aviv and Jerusalem than it was for the Jewish settlements
in the West Bank to interact with the Arab villages there. There is a security
function here, i.e., it allows Jewish settlers to move freely without going
through Arab concentrations of population, but the original intention was to
create a network that would physically integrate the occupied territories with
the State of Israel.

In the same manner, the water and electricity grids and the whole
system of land zoning were integrated with Israel in such a way that for water
and electricity supplies the Arabs had to depend on Mekorot, the Israeli water
company, and on Israeli utilities. The net result was to create forms of
dependence by the Arab municipal organizations on Israel and its economy.

More important than this integration of infrastructure was the manner
in which Dayan’s policies opened Israeli markets for the movement of Arab
labor. In the early 1970s, Israel began to absorb very large numbers of Arab
workers into Israeli construction, services, agriculture and, later on, the
industrial sector. These workers were absorbed at the bottom of the occupa-
tional pyramid: they did what is known as “black labor’—some Israelis call
it “Arab labor.” It's a phrase which replaced the idiom “Kurdish labor,”
because ethnically the bottom of the heap in the Jewish pecking order were
the Jewish Kurds who had come from Iraq and Iran. But now the Palestinians
from the villages and camps of the West Bank and Gaza began to occupy
those arenas of work which were regarded as undesirable by the Jewish work
force. This was especially true of the catering and service sector, and in
construction as that sector evolved into a de-skilled sector of the Israeli
economy.

The purpose of this integration of Arab labor was dual. On the one
hand, it defused social pressures that would accrue from a high level of
unemployment among the Arab population, especially given the fact that
Israel now erected immense obstacles in the growth and development of
local industries, both in terms of investment and in terms of markets for
Palestinian products. It also allowed Israel to develop capital intensive
industry to absorb the Jewish work force released from menial jobs by the
influx of Arab laborers from the occupied territories. As a result, before the
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uprising about 100,000 workers commuted daily from camps, villages, and
urban centers in the West Bank and Gaza to Israel, most of them returning
to their villages in the evening. Roughly half of these workers were involved
in the construction sector. This group constituted one-third of the total labor
force in the West Bank and half the labor force in Gaza.

The third mechanism of integration was markets. The West Bank and
Gaza became the most significant market for Israeli commodities, perhaps
second only to the United States if we exclude armaments and diamonds.
Nearly 90 percent of all goods imported into the occupied territories—some
$780 million worth in 1986—come from Israel. This makes up more than 11
percent of Israel’s total exports. The West Bank and Gaza market is tariff-free.
Israel has easy access to it because of its proximity, and of course it is highly
non-competitive. The Israelis do not allow Arab commodities to move into
the Israeli sector, and at the same time they have thwarted the development
of the local industrial manufacturing sector for the Arabs. So the Arabs are
very much a captive market for Israeli processed foods which they keep in
Israeli-made refrigerators and so forth.

These three mechanisms—infrastructure, labor and markets—must be
seen as the institutional building blocks for Israel’s political control of the
territories. But they are not themselves the cement of this control. Ultimately,
Israel’'s control over the territories is political and military, and not socio-
economic. The bonding force behind the political control is the process of
land confiscation and settler colonialism which began in 1968. In the first
phase, the Labor Party was in control. The idea was to establish Jewish
settlements acting as a human belt between Jordan and the West Bank. Israel
first established a number of Jewish settlements along the Jordan valley
corridor, with an outlet from Jericho to Jordan. The idea was to be able to
barter the territories with Jordan against a peace treaty. This was the essence
of the plan associated with the name of Yigal Allon, who was deputy prime
minister in the early 1970s.

The Likud came to power in the 1977 elections and completely
sabotaged the whole perspective of bartering land for peace. In order to
preemptany possibility of returning the territories to any form of Arab control,
the Likud began a phase of intensive settlement in the densely populated
area of central Palestine, the Ramallah-Nablus-Hebron-Jerusalem area. Any
attempt to negotiate a territorial deal with any Arab authority—Palestinian or
an Arab state—would henceforth trigger a communal conflict within Israel.
This was the period when the Likud backed the Gush Emunim, the move-
ment of extreme religious groups associated with the settlement movement,
in order to settle Arab-inhabited areas.' If you look at a map and you
color-code the settlements—there are about 120 now in the West Bank and
Gaza—you will see that Labor settlements are dotted around the western
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Jordan Valley, while Likud-sponsored settlements tend to be in the central
highland, in the middle of Arab-populated areas.

These settlements involved extensive land confiscation. It was neces-
sary to take over land from private Arab owners, as well as state or public
land, which now reverted to the Jewish National Fund. About 55 percent of
the total land area in the West Bank and 30 percent of the total land in Gaza
are now in Jewish hands. I say Jewish hands and not Israeli hands intention-
ally. There is an extra-territorial definition of public land in Israel so that it
belongs to the Jews in totality and not to the Israeli Jews in the State of Israel.
Israeli citizens who are non-Jews have no access to this land, but Jews who
are not Israeli do have access. Many of the settlers in the West Bank and Gaza
today are Jews who have just arrived from the Soviet Union, from North
America, and to some extent from Latin America. These Soviet and US citizens
have finally found peaceful coexistence in the hills of the West Bank and on
the beaches of Gaza.

Before 1977 the ideological nature of the settlers and the physical
location of settlements were such that they were controllable. They could be
isolated in terms of future political settlements. This is exactly what happened
in Sinai, when the settlers were ready to give up the land for significant
amounts of compensation. The ideological commitment of the present
Jewish settler movement in the West Bank is such that these people are likely
to fight against any territorial deal. The Likud knows they are likely to fight,
and intentionally backs up their intransigence so that in any negotiations they
can say, “Look, we'd like to have peace, but we have our constituency, a
large number of our citizens now who consider this to be more their land
than Tel Aviv or Haifa, certainly much more than Brooklyn.”

Palestinian resistance to this policy of intransigence has been well
documented. It took various forms, it was persistent, it was protracted, it was
occasionally violent. Here I want to contrast two different phases in Pales-
tinian resistance to the policy of integration/annexation. One I call the phase
of liberation, and the other the phase of independence. Until the mid-1970s,
the Palestinian nationalist movement, in both rhetoric and program, had as
its goal the establishment of a secular state in all of Palestine. The means for
achieving this goal was armed struggle and protracted people’s war. The
Vietnamese/Chinese model was predominant, not only in the minds of the
leftist segment of the movement but also in the mainstream Fatah branch.

Since the mid-1970s, and to a large extent as a consequence of the
October 1973 War in which for the first time there was a stalemate between
the military might of Israel and that of the Arab world, a significant shift
occurred in the formulation of Palestinian nationalist objectives. Palestinians
now called for Israeli withdrawal from the occupied territories and the
establishment of a Palestinian state in those areas from which Israel would
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withdraw. In other words, the Palestine national movement signalled its
willingness to establish a state coexisting with the State of Israel, given certain
conditions—among which is the right of Palestinians either to return to those
areas in which Israel will remain in full control or to be compensated for their
losses.

One consequence of this strategy is that it distinguishes the nature of
struggle for Palestinians living in Israel, whose main objective would be
equality with Jews, from those living in the West Bank and Gaza, where the
focus has become separation and independence. One attribute of this shift
is that the language of secular politics is less used than the language of
independence and sovereignty. Secularism is still the ideology of the Pales-
tinian national movement, but the movement no longer sees the people of
Palestine as belonging to confessions—Muslims, Christians, Jews. Rather, it
sees the conflict as basically a national struggle between Arabs and Jews.

In this period, the PLO developed a strategy of building embryonic
institutions of power in the occupied territories. First, there was the issue in
1976 of contesting municipal elections against slates of Israeli collaborators.
It also meant the development of local institutions like workers’ unions,
professional associations, municipalities and especially universities to serve
as institutional components of future power, so that when a Palestinian state
arrives it will not amrive in a vacuum. It will already have an infrastructure of
political and civic institutions to support it.

One aspect of this strategy of institution-building was also the notion
of survival: until the Israelis withdraw, and they're going to be here fora long
time, we need both the political will and the institutional fabric to help us
survive these years of land confiscation, repression and deportation. This
strategy of informal resistance, if you like, or institutional resistance, was
actually far more successful than even its own designers envisioned. By the
late 1970s, it had established the complete political hegemony of Palestinian
nationalism and the PLO as the single articulator of Palestinian aspirations.
And it was in response to this that the Likud introduced the “iron fist” policy
in 1981 when it installed Menachem Milson, professor of Arabic literature at
Hebrew University, to “administer” the West Bank.

Milson thought that Moshe Dayan had left the Arabs alone too long,
and had allowed Palestinian nationalism to fester. He proposed a policy of
positive interference. Israel should punish the nationalists and support the
Palestinians who think “positively,” meaning people who are willing to
collaborate. This was part of a general policy which the Likud adopted in the
early 1980s, in which the main objective was to smash the bases of PLO power
both militarily and politically. The Lebanon campaign was its most violent
aspect. A corollary was the political repression of nationalist institutions in
the occupied territories. Israel disbanded the municipal councils which had
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been democratically elected in 1976. The military regime, behind the mask
of a “civiladministration,” began a wave of arrests, detention without charges,
deportations and house demolitions, and set up armmed militias of col-
laborators known as the Village Leagues.

The accumulation of these acts of repression, coupled with the in-
creased confiscation of land after 1981, was the prelude to the present
uprising. A second phase of the “iron fist” came in 1985, after Yitzhak Rabin
became defense minister. Palestinians had successfully defeated Israeli ef-
forts to establish the Village Leagues as a counterweight to the nationalist
forces. The economic downtum in the oil-producing Gulf states had closed
off an important pressure release valve for young Palestinian job seekers.
The PLO and Jordan had engaged in competitive funding and organizing
among various sectors. Incidents of confrontation multiplied. Under Rabin,
Israel qualitatively intensified its repressive measures, to which the defense
minister himself applied the term “iron fist.”

Theacts of civil disobedience and confrontation with the military forces
that we see today are not radically different from what was happening from
1981 to 1987, certainly since 1985. There were daily, weekly, monthly
occurrences, but the dispersed nature of these confrontations made them
containable. The Israelis were able to isolate them and, they thought,
maintain a pacified population. It was a manageable insurrection.

What is new about the present uprising is both its scale and character.
By scale I mean the involvement of large numbers of people who have not
participated before—women, children, many workers who used to go to
work in Israel, professionals and shopkeepers who are the lifeline of the
economic sectors in the main urban centers.

It’s interesting here to recall Rabin’s remark at the beginning of the
uprising, that this was a movement instigated by outside agitators. “We have
good people, good Arabs,” Rabin was saying in effect. “There are a few
hotheads being roused by phone calls from Abu Jihad in Tunis.” Two weeks
later, the scale of the uprising had taken everybody by surprise—including
the Palestinians, by the way. Rabin was in trouble. If indeed the PLO was
instigating this, then the PLO was capable of mobilizing the whole popula-
tion. And so Rabin, very embarrassed, reversed his position. Now we have
intelligence reports, he said, which show that this uprising is spontaneous,
the work of long years of frustration and festering wounds of unresolved
Palestinian nationalism. But Rabin was still in trouble: either way it was a
crisis the Israelis were not able to handle. Rabin and the Israeli defense
establishment decided that it's better to deal with the spontaneity of the
masses rather than the clout of the PLO.
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Rabin’s dilemma points to the major significance of the uprising: its
scale and durability has created an unprecedented challenge to Israeli
control. Israel can no longer govern “the territories.”

This important point is occasionally obscured by the media’s attention
to questions of riot control technique: which combination of live ammuni-
tion, beatings, tear gas and rubber bullets will bring the Palestinian popula-
tion to heel? The latest device, introduced in mid-March, is a “Catapulter”:
manifesting a creative synthesis between Palestinian ecology and Israeli
know-how, the machine is composed of a large rock basket and a revolving
turret which can spit hundreds of medium-sized stones with high velocity at
troublemakers. The problem, of course, is that the harder the Israelis try, the
more pathetic their attempts look. The image of the valiant encircled David
has been shattered beyond repair. To add insult to injury, his slingshot has
been appropriated—and very skillfully—by the children of Nablus and
Hebron and the hundreds of villages of the West Bank and Gaza.

What it boils down to, ultimately, is that the greatest military power in
the Mediterranean can no longer subdue the spontaneous defiance of a
civilian population whose only armament is street stones and lack of fear.

Secondly, the uprising signifies a shift in the center of gravity of
Palestinian politics, from the Palestinian diaspora communities in Lebanon,
Syria and Jordan to the territories occupied by Israel in 1967. This shift began
in the mid-1970s. Its landmarks were the 1974 Palestine National Council
resolution calling for an independent state in the West Bank and Gaza, the
contestation of the municipal election of 1976, and the institution-building
strategy I described earlier. Where the external PLO leadership once led the
internal movement under occupation, today the internal movement sets the
tone for the formulation of Palestinian politics outside.

Thirdly, the uprising is significant also because it involved not only the
West Bank and Gaza but, for the first time, full participation of Israel’s Arab
citizens in the Galilee and elsewhere. There have been instances of Pales-
tinian solidarity across the Green Line before, but not on this scale and not
inthis manner. The general strike on December 21, 1987 was unprecedented.
It was a signal to the Israelis that if they continue along this road, then they
will have to deal not only with the Arabs of the territories but with “their”
Arabs as well.

A fourth and very important consequence of the insurrection is that it
created an instrument of political unification for all the various Palestinian
factions that have so far been divided. There’s something now called the
Unified National Leadership of the Uprising, which has been issuing direc-
tives. The population has actually responded to and followed these directives
in terms of strikes, confrontations, and civil disobedience. Furthermore, the
revolutionary rhetoric of the current uprising is matched by an intensely
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pragmatic grasp of what the masses can and cannot do. It sets the limits of
popular participation but also assumes that its scope will move in ever-
widening circles. Thus one would hope thatthe present movement will avoid
the pitfalls of the 1936 revolt which, by 1938, had fallen into brigandage.

Finally, at the political level, I think the uprising has defeated the notion
that the physical, economic, infrastructural integration of the West Bank and
Gaza into the body of the State of Israel creates irreversible facts. This has
been the position of the school of thought associated with Meron Benvenisti,
and on the Palestinian side with people like Sari Nusaibeh. Integration has
proceeded too far, they said. The best we can hope for now is a fight for civic
equality, for enfranchisement. It is quite remarkable that it took Palestinian
children just a few days of street rage to demolish this bizarre argument of
structural determinism in its entirety. I think it's clear, from both the Pales-
tinian and Israeli perspectives, that separation is the only way, and separation
along the lines of Palestinian sovereignty is becoming a very clear-cut option
for the future.

Discussion

Q: You seem to agree with Rabin’s second diagnosis, that the uprisings
are the result of accumulated frustration and grievances.

A: I cited Rabin to give you a clue what Israeli strategists are thinking,
not because I agree with his assessment. I think the word frustration is not
the rightone. Frustration is what you feel when yourbeloved has not retumed
your amorous overtures. What we have here is repression. It's not a
psychological state of mind, but a political response to a physical state of
affairs. The word frustration obfuscates the relationship between Israel and
the occupied territories. One, because it obscures the hierarchical form of
control. Two, because it misconstrues the nature of the response, which is
not a mindless volcanic eruption but a politically motivated act, spontaneous
but with clear political objectives: we want independence, we don’t want
you to be here, we wantyou to get out! The fact that it uses crude instruments
of warfare, like stones, should not detract from the clarity of the political
message behind it.

Q: You say it was spontaneous, not directed from outside?

A: Spontaneity and direction from outside are not necessarily exclusive
categories. There is no question that in the initial phase of the uprising, the
element of spontaneity was predominant, and it involved young street gangs
who were not necessarily part and parcel of the national movement. It also
involved a fundamentalist current in Gaza which was outside the domain of
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the PLO. However, by the second week, it was clear that the political currents
were involved. And the manifestoes issued by the Unified Leadership made
it clear that they consider themselves part and parcel of the PLO. It’s not a
question of PLO or not PLO, but two dimensions of the Palestinian national
movement. There is a high degree of coordination between them, but they
are not the same, because of physical dislocation and because of the
differential weight of these components of the PLO. It’s clear, for example,
that the weight of the Muslim fundamentalist groups is much higher inside
than outside, in Gaza than in the West Bank. In summary, I would say that
the element of spontaneity took the movement unaware, butitsoon gathered
its momentum. Today I think there’s no question that the uprising is being
directed—not from the outside but from the inside. The outside has become
aware of the political weight of the inside.

Ultimately your question is this: what exactly is the organic link
between Fatah and the Popular Front and the Democratic Front, etc., as far
as their internal cadres are concerned, with the external leadership? This is
something I cannot answer.

Q: Why is the PLO directing Palestinians not to talk to Shultz?

A: Shultz’s visit is in the great American tradition of refusing to deal with
the Palestinian question realistically. The United States so far has been
backing the most extreme interpretation of Israel’s future rule over the
territories, and has not considered negotiating a territorial settlement with the
Palestinians themselves. It is Shultz who refuses to meet with the Palestinians.
Shultz in the past has met with Palestinians, with a small “p” if you like, the
kind of Palestinians who in his eyes are willing to circumvent the leadership
chosen by the Palestinian people to represent them. Why don’t the Pales-
tinians meet with Shultz and tell him that? I think the problem is that Shultz
knows the situation. They know that he knows that. And he knows why they
would meet with him if he changes the conditions of the encounter.

It's clear that many Palestinians today are willing to contemplate interim
solutions to the Palestinian problem, including forms of autonomy, provided
that these interim solutions are negotiated with the Palestinian leadership,
and not with Palestinian collaborators. It's now clear that the Palestinian
leadership is willing to contemplate a solution which accepts a sovereign
State of Israel side by side with a State of Palestine. But sovereignty must be
the object of these negotiations, not “autonomy” under Israeli hegemony.

Q: How do you evaluate the role of settler intransigence in arriving at
some kind of settlement?

A: This is the situation we’re facing now: if Israel remains in control of
the territories, by the year 2010 Arabs and Jews may achieve demographic
parity in Palestine—there might be as many Arabs as there are Jews. 1987
was the first year since 1948 in which there were as many Arab babies born
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as Jewish babies in the Holy Land, which was Golda Meir’s nightmare. What
do you do about these demographics? Labor thinks that the sooner they get
rid of the territories, the better. At least the dovish wing of the Labor Party.
This is the preoccupation of—let’s call it the left of the Israeli political
establishment. The right wants to have its cake and eat it at the same
time—they want the land, and they want Jewish sovereignty, and they don’t
want to treat the Palestinians as citizens. Now the extreme right, of course
wants the land without the people, and the extreme right is gaining ground
in Israel. But it’s false to see Israel as a place in which only right extremism
is gaining. Significant sectors of the Jewish public and the Jewish political
parties are taking more courageous steps in the direction of negotiation with
the Palestinians. It's unfortunate that part of the motivation for peace is racist
fears of demographic parity. But this is something that works in our favor
and we should thank the Lord for these small mercies. The uprising has been
the latest phase in making this dent in the collective Israeli consciousness:
one, you cannot continue like this; and two, the West Bank and Gaza have
become ungovernable. The sooner we come to a solution, the better for
everybody.

Q: What are the prospects for sustaining the uprising?

A:It’s hard to tell. Already it has gone beyond the wildest expectations
of most people, Israelis and Arabs. Part of itis youthful enthusiasm. But what's
critical is that all people are participating with the same enthusiasm of these
young people. They will have to devise mechanisms of durability in the
coming months. Otherwise it’s impossible to imagine how a shopkeeper
economy can sustain an uprising of this sort. Already they have been very
imaginative about it. For example, confrontation and sabotage is being
coordinated in such a way that it does not put too much pressure on any one
area or sector. The problem is going to be with the workers who work in
Israel. We're talking about 100,000 people, roughly one-third of the total labor
force, who live from the daily wages they receive in Israel. Unless the rest of
the population can share their resources with these people, the uprising is
bound to take different forms of political opposition.

Q: What can you say about the role of the Muslim fundamentalists,
particularly given the unified command that’s been set up?

A: Within the Palestinian national movement, the Muslim currents
always were very hostile to the PLO because the PLO was a secular
movement which was also colored by leftism. The whole idiom and vision
of a future Palestinian society put forth by the PLO was distasteful to the
Muslim currents. I see this clearly because one of the ideological bat-
tlegrounds has been the university campuses. Recently, around 1983-84, the
Muslim Brothers and perhaps other less radical wings began to find accom-
modation with the national movement. In return, the price paid by the
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national movement was to begin to consider the Islamist currents as
legitimate strands of opposition within Palestinian society. Until then rela-
tions between these two currents were quite tense and sometimes violent.
In fact, the national movement always considered the Muslim currents to be
almost treasonous. There were cases where we know that the Israeli security
establishment collaborated with the Muslim currents. For example, in Umm
al-Fahm in the Triangle in the 1970s, Israel did supply amms to the Muslim
groups. Some of these groups passed on the guns, or sold them, we're not
sure, to members of Fatah. When it was exposed, the whole thing created a
scandal in the defense establishment. I'm not saying that the Muslim Brothers
in Umm al-Fahm were agents of the Israeli state, but certainly there was a
level of manipulation.

In Gaza, the security establishment allowed the Muslim Brothers to
attack the Red Crescent Society and the Communists without interference.
On two occasions they bumed liquor stores in Gaza, and the security
establishment did nothing. So it's clear that the Israelis saw the Muslim
currents as an asset in the battle against Palestinian nationalism. By 1983-84
this picture changed and two things happened. In Gaza, the Muslim currents
began to gain ground, both organizationally and in terms of sympathy from
the population. Also, and perhaps these two are related, they began to talk
politics. For example, in the platforms of contesting university elections they
don’t have an ideological platform, they have what you might call a service
platform: we will fight to reduce fees, we will talk with the administration
about improving the food in the cafeteria, things which were always in the
platform of the secular blocs. So there was, if you like, a certain degree of
moderation in their politics which had a return on this investment in terms
of increased adherence to their bloc.

There is also within Fatah, which is the biggest movement in the
underground in the West Bank, a certain sympathy with the Muslim currents.
Fatah itself is a mixture of several ideological currents. A certain wing of it is
very sympathetic to the religious branch. So I think what we're seeing now
is a form of symbiosis that has its positive and negative consequences. It’s
good because the maximum amount of unity is necessary. Its negative
aspects draw from the fact that the Palestinians have always prided them-
selves on being a secular society and a secular movement, and today they
are being infested by Khomeinism.

Q: How do you see Palestinians obtaining their political demands?

A: We can say the stones are the building blocks of the future mode of
struggle. The stones will not become guns, because Palestinians in the
territories do not have access to arms. The boys in the streets have proved to
be more effective in using forms of civil disobedience than those with guns.
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Butthis has tobe translated into political terms, which are the following:
that we are willing to negotiate, and we have the power to negotiate. We can
veto any political option that does not meet our minimum. This is what they
are saying. We are willing to negotiate if you come halfway in our direction.
Halfway means that we will discuss interim solutions for solving the Pales-
tinian problem, including autonomy, if we know that autonomy will evolve
into sovereignty. For that to occur, two things are necessary: for Israel to
disabuse itself of the notion that it can negotiate with everybody except the
Palestinians—and this is very necessary—and for Washington to ally itself
with this new position that Israel will have to arrive at. One would hope the
US Congress would be affected by the current political mood both in Israel
and in the world at large, so as to make a more realistic assessment of what
the Palestinians want and therefore bring the Palestinians themselves to a
more realistic formulation of their demands. I think these shifts are likely to
happen dramatically—for example, new elections, a single incident, or
maybe a dramatic gesture can push things very suddenly in a new direction.
I think the atmosphere is very fertile for this at the moment.












A Song for Childhood

The moon rose
over childhood

~ And childhood was hills

gathering sparrows and flowers
in baskets under the moon

I'll pursue it, weeping and
falling on jagged stones.

It is a confiscated childhood.

From books and oil lamps, sometimes,
to prison and release, sometimes,
sometimes my life is counterfeit

Inside a city besieged by guards.

The moon rose

over childhood

And childhood was a pine tree
leaning across the shore of a sea

and twinkling above it, in dreams,

a star with many a mystery

I'll spend a sleepless night in that tree
in the dew

and light for it

an oil lamp.

This is a confiscated childhood

From books and oil lamps, sometimes,
to prison and release, sometimes,
sometimes my life is counterfeit

Inside a city besieged...

—Hussein Barghouti



Chapter 10

Family and Politics in Salfit

Beshara Doumani

Early December 1987

Driving to Salfit through the villages of Yasuf and Iskaka on a sunny
fall day is an exhilarating experience. The asphalt road winds like a snake
through hill after hill dotted by olive trees whose clusters of tiny, pastel green
leaves quiver and shimmer in the light breeze. Rich brown earth, freshly
turned, is strewn with stones and contoured by terraces. Closer to the road,
thomy shrubs, grasses and the lazy, bleached branches of fig trees leisurely
soak in the sun, anticipating the impending winter.

Salfit, a town of over 5,000 inhabitants, is tucked among the rolling hills
of the West Bank about thirty kilometers southwestof Nablus. Since Ottoman
times it has served as the hub of the cluster of villages in that area, but is now
in the backyard of Ariel, the largest Israeli settlement in the West Bank. The
old part of Salfit, where the large, meter-thick stone houses of the ‘Afana and
Zir hamulas (clans) still stand, lies astride a knobby protrusion on a plateau.
On one side is a deep valley; larger hills surround the town and block the
view to the coast.

Overthe past thirty years, Salfithas spread eastward from the old square
that still dominates the social life of its inhabitants, and Abu Farid’s house,
not yet finished, is on the very edge. From his roof, one can see the last row
of Swiss chateau-type houses of Arel, but not the long line of Israeli
settlements that stretch along the trans-Samaria road all the way to Ras al-‘Ayn
(Rosh Ha‘ayin) near the coast. On this fall day, one also can see three army
lorries driving out of the center of town towards Ariel, the middle one filled
with poorly clad young Palestinian men, some of them handcuffed and bent
over.

Though it is almost 11 am, Abu Farid and his two younger sons, ‘Agil
and Riyad, are still asleep. Only Farid, who lives with his wife and three
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children in the newly-built downstairs annex to the house, has been hard at
work since the early morming hours. Farid’s stepmother, Umm Sambhan, lets
me in to the family’s diwan (sitting room), and is soon back with large cups
of Turkish coffee. This week, it turns out, Abu Farid and Riyad, his youngest
son, are working second shift, and their ride to the factory is not due until 1
pm:

‘Aqil, the first to walk in, plunks on a chair, lights a cigarette and sips
his coffee. He slept late for a different reason: the ordeal of a three-day
detention without charge in Tulkarm prison. ‘Aqil, like scores of other young
people thought to be politically active by the Israeli military authorities, was
detained in advance of national occasions. In this case, it was November 29,
the anniversary of the United Nations partition of Palestine and now
celebrated as the International Day of Solidarity with the Palestinian People.

Even if he had not been detained, ‘Aqil would probably still have slept
late, for that has been his habit ever since he decided to stop working about
eighteen months ago, much to the constemation of his family. Unlike his
father and brothers, none of whom finished high school, ‘Aqil is a graduate
of Birzeit University, where he majored in political science. Consequently,
he has long enjoyed privileged status within the family. But with the very
high rate of unemployment for college graduates in the occupied West Bank,
he was forced to work for many years as a manual laborer in the construction
industry in Israel, that is, until he could no longer bear the contradiction
between the very high expectations held both by him and his family on the
one hand, and the reality of working-class life on the other.

Abu Farid, silver-haired but vigorous, also lights a cigarette as soon as
he sits down. He is a confident man, essentially at peace with himself, but
with deep undercurrents of bitterness, often directed against ‘Agil. Born in
1928 to a family of landless peasants, Abu Farid has been working hard all
his life just to survive, and he has little sympathy for ‘Aqil’s predicament.

At age thirteen, looking for work, he trekked to the Galilee, far from
home. For seven years, he delivered messages on a bicycle from one English
office to another. Cut off by the 1948 war, he was unemployed and “hanging
around in the streets” of Salfit when Fu'ad Nassar, Fahmi ‘Awad and ‘Arabi
‘Awad, all central committee members of the Palestinian National Liberation
League (which became the Communist Party of Jordan in 1951) took refuge
there. Abu Farid, along with dozens of others, joined the party, and in the
1950s Salfit became a major stronghold of Palestinian communists and a battle
front against the Jordanian occupation. To this day the identification of Salfit
with both communism and anti-Jordanian activities persists, at least in the
minds of the older generation. A few years ago, when the assassin of a
Jordanian diplomat in Turkey was identified as a resident of Salfit, the town
sent a delegation to Jordan to mend fences.
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“If the Ba‘th had come first, perhaps we would have all been Ba'thists,”
Abu Farid recalls in a detached manner. “We were ready to accept any party
which would deliver us from the tyranny of the Jordanian regime.” Arrested,
beaten and jailed in 1952, 1954 and 1956, he was finally exiled into Ma‘n,
Jordan, where ‘Agil was bom. The charges ranged from distribution of
subversive literature to participating in illegal demonstrations against the
annexation of the West Bank to Jordan. “The majority really did not know
what communism is, and after the 1956-57 crackdown a large number quit
the party. But,” he added, in reference to himself, “it is impossible fora person
to forego his principles if he formed them consciously.”

Until he was allowed to travel in 1962, Abu Farid and his family lived
in abject poverty. “Like cats on the streets,” he says. “That is how most of the
people in the villages around here lived, day to day.” He immediately went
to Kuwait where he worked for four years as an unskilled laborer in an
engineering firm. Back in his hometown for a visit, the 1967 war, like the one
preceding it, cut him off from work and restricted him once again. “There
was no war in Salfit,” he notes, “not a single rifle was ever allowed by the
Jordanians, who were long gone before the Israeli army came. The people
were very afraid. Many thought that there would be massacres and they ran
away. But the Israeli soldiers did not even walk about. They simply occupied
the police headquarters and called on a loudspeaker for the people to deliver
any weapons they might have.”

The first two years after the 1967 war were ones of hard times and
uncertainty formostworking class Palestinians. Asa son of a landless peasant,
Abu Farid was a member of the social group that was hit hardest during the
Jordanian occupation. King Hussein’s economic policy siphoned off the
West Bank’s surplus for the development of the East Bank, especially its
capital, Amman. Large landowners and big city merchants prospered, while
most Palestinian villagers suffered high unemployment. “There was a severe
economic recession until the end of 1969,” Abu Farid recalls. “In Salfit the
land is mountainous and all we have are olive trees. Two-thirds of the people
were unemployed and, as soon as the Israeli labor market opened, many left
school and began to work.”

Farid, his oldest son, was one of the thousands of Palestinians who
braved an alien world in order to make a living. He dropped out of school
to work for an Israeli contractor as a plasterer and painter in 1970, and has
branched out on his own since then. A skilled, honest and extremely hard
worker, he has managed to make more money than most employees and
college teachers. “I have a good name in Petah Tikva (the nearest Israeli city
to Salfit). I do good work, I do it fast, and for much less than Israeli contractors
charge.” He has since left the Israeli labor market and is working full-time in
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his hometown, riding the construction boom that has overtaken many
Palestinian villages since the seventies.

Farid’s life goal, from the very beginning, was simple and traditional:
to build his own home, marry and have children. To his great satisfaction,
this goal was realized. It took him ten years to save enough money to build
a large annex to the original family house. Soon after, his father married him
off, and now he has three children. The house’s interior, from the modem
interchangeable double windows to the kitchen where the sink is made of
smooth marble-like stone, were designed and installed by him. His latest
acquisition is a brand new video cassette recorder, at a cost of $1,300.

Farid is a product of that early period when job opportunities in Israel,
no matter how menial or degrading, represented a release from a life of
extreme poverty for Palestinian villagers cum city workers. Consequently,
Farid inherited none of his father's political commitment, and little of his
profound alienation and bitterness from work in Israel. In recalling his
experiences, he mentions incidents which to the listener might seem racist
and humiliating, but on him they leave no visible mark whatsoever. What
impresses Farid is the fact that his Israeli employers usually paid on time and
in full—unlike many of his current Arab customers, as he is always quick to
point out.

The youngest son, Riyad, with his modemn haircut, fashionable clothes
and wrist paraphernalia walks in as Umm Samhan prepares the table for a
late breakfast. Bom in 1967, reality for him is his job at the textile factory in
Petah Tikva, his friends and Western music. The impoverished days of the
Jordanian occupation, and his father’s political trials and tribulations are
remote abstractions. He is a sensitive, sincere young man and is embarrassed
when asked why he dropped out of school. “I was just stupid, I guess,” he
answers looking at his feet. ‘Aqil immediately interjects that the real reason
was Riyad’s desire to be with his friends, most of whom are fellow workers
at the factory. “But,” he adds reprovingly, “unlike them, he did not have to
leave school in order to provide for his family. He simply couldn’t wait.” Riyad
silently concurs, but rules out going back to school again. “Many of my friends
in the factory are college graduates,” he points out, “and they don’t get paid
any more than I do. Besides, ‘Aqgil has finished college and is doing absolutely
nothing.”

Riyad speaks earnestly about his work experiences. “I have been
working in the textile factory for two years now. There are close to fifty
workers from Salfit and we all know each other well. I can work all the
machines, but my main job is with the ‘flare’ which separates the balls of
cotton, polyester and acrylic into many little strings. Father has the hardest
job. He works at the first stage of the assembly line moving the bales of cotton
from the belt onto little carts. If he stops, everything stops.”
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Umm Samhan reappears with the usual breakfast items: olives, za‘tar
(thyme), jibna (white cheese), hummus and scrambled eggs. After a brief
silence, Riyad continues in a sober voice. “T'wo months ago, a new manage-
ment came in and they fired forty-five of the 195 workers in the factory. All
the ones dismissed were Jews who, believe me, just sat around. None of us
Arabs really knew what they were supposed to be doing, though they made
twice as much as we did. But they lowered our wages too. Now, we get paid
less for overtime, and the minimum piece-work quota was raised over 15
percent. Since then, we work harder but make less money.”

Abu Farid, who has been working the same job for seven years, has a
different set of complaints. “The most important difference,” he points out,
“is not the wages. They [Jewish workers] get twenty-two to twenty-three days
a year paid vacation. For us, any vacation time is unpaid. They also receive
gifts on holidays, health insurance, sick leave, pensions and trips to Eilat at
the factory’s expense. We get none of these things, but they deduct their cost
out of our wages.” Riyad continues as Abu Farid walks out of the room to get
a copy of his paycheck. “Recently the Histadrut and the factory management
wanted us to elect two Arabs to be our representatives. Until then, two Jews
represented us, and we were notallowed to vote. Most of the workers wanted
to take up this offer, but the internal regulations of the Workers’ Unity Bloc
state clearly that West Bank laborers who work in Israel should be repre-
sented by their own independent labor unions. After much discussion, the
workers agreed not to elect representatives to the Histadrut.”

Back at the table, Abu Farid’s face expresses his displeasure at these
comments. He has little faith in the Palestinian workers’ unions, and is not
enthused about Riyad’s growing involvement. “They just talk. They can do
nothing for those who work in Israel.” ‘Aqil, who has been a coordinator for
the Salfit branch of the Workers’ Unity Bloc for some years now, reminds him
of the health insurance program, and the fact that the unions are still
struggling for the right to represent the workers. But Abu Farid is not
convinced. In fact, he is cynical about most sacred cows of the Palestinian
national movement. “We are surrounded,” Abu Farid declared during a
heated exchange with ‘Aqil after breakfast. “If an ant crosses the border they
know about it. The future is dark. All the Arab regimes are just like Israel—
they are tied to America. They are even more scared than Israel when they
hear talk of an independent Palestinian state. The occupation is here to stay
as long as Israel gets American support and the people here don't rise up to
their responsibilities. All we can do is shout our opposition to the occupation.
The old generation was better. Now there are drugs and immorality. We have
been sucked into Israel and our blood is there. If Israel goes, where shall we
go? Here, there are no factories. Amman helps the merchants, the contractors,
the engineers and the government employees, many of whom get double
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salaries. But they could care less for the workers. The PLO is in Tunis, Iraq
and Yemen, paralyzed. Sure they are the sole legitimate representative, but
how can they get to us when Jordan and Syria are off limits to them?”

Abu Farid’s cynicism does not emanate solely from the political abyss
in which most Palestinians find themselves. Much of it flows from a different,
more personal, source symbolized by the harsh events of 1979 when he lost
his wife, his job and, in many ways, his son ‘Aqil. Until then, Abu Farid held
a job he enjoyed tremendously. He was steadily raising himself from the
clutches of poverty. Ironically, though it locked him out from Kuwait after
1967, the Israeli occupation reunited him with the Galilee where he had
previously worked. As a Jordanian citizen, he was in a position to provide
an outlet to the Arab world for his Galilee friends who hired him to look up
their surviving relatives in the camps of Lebanon, Jordan and Syria. For eight
years he was his own boss and travelled to Baq‘a, Yarmuk, Rashidiyya, Tal
al-Za‘atar, Sabra, Shatila and other places where Palestinians congregated,
making contacts and arranging visits.

‘Aqil’s arrest changed all that. In the winter of that year, while a student
at Birzeit University, ‘Agil was charged with membership in an “illegal
organization.” On the day of the trial, his mother, whom Abu Farid loved
deeply, died on the way to the court when the car she was in crashed against
a wall. That same day, not only was ‘Aqil convicted and sent to prison but
his father lost his job when the Israeli authorities, in a typical brush stroke of
collective punishment, forbade him to leave the West Bank. With Farid about
to get married and the downstairs annexunder construction, Abu Farid, much
to his chagrin, was forced to work in an Israeli orange juice factory for over
two years until he found the better paying job at the textile factory. “Imagine
the irony of it all,” he once told me. “When I was poor and raising my family,
I managed to avoid working in Israel. But when my children became
educated and old enough to produce, I had to work there. After ‘Aqil’s arrest,
I had the most difficult times of my life.”

With a honk of its hom, the factory bus sweeps the men away to Petah
Tikva. The family’s diwan, a large bare room lined on all four sides with
skinny metal chairs, is suddenly lifeless and eerie. It reminds the visitor that
there is little that gives this segmented household a sense of “home.” Every
one seems to have a social environment of his own, and differing work
schedules rarely allow them to sit together for family rituals. Each has
developed a world view much different from, and often in conflict with, the
others. Partly, this is due to the fact that the men were exposed to distinctly
different sets of realities arising from the successive and profound changes
that have overwhelmed Palestinian society over the past forty years. But in
this particular household there is yet another, more fundamental, reason for
the fragile family ties and the lack of a common sense of purpose. As the
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spartan furnishings and the dormitory atmosphere suggest, there is an
absence of a strong female presence. Unlike most village households, there
is no matriarch here to bond the family, and to function as a nexus around
which the domestic economy, in all its cultural and social aspects, revolves.

Umm Samhan, Abu Farid’s second wife, comes into the diwan for a
brief rest. Married at a relatively late age to a widower with three grown sons,
she never really had the opportunity to fulfill this crucial role. Energetic yet
calm and collected, reserved yet always smiling and helpful, she is rarely
intimidated, nor does she behave as an outsider. Yet it is clear that she is in
no position to exercise any influence over Farid, ‘Aqil and Riyad. They refer
to her as “my father’s wife” with a detached tone of respect, even though
Umm Samhan takes care of their daily needs as any mother would.

After finishing her domestic chores and putting her two little children
to sleep, Umm Samhan often sits in front of the television set until broadcast-
ing ends at midnight. Aside from weekly visits to her family and occasional
conversations with the neighbors, this is her favorite activity and she is quite
excited at the new video. “What else is there to do?” she smiles. “In the past,”
she continues, referring to previous generations, “there were no water lines
or electricity. Women worked day and night carrying water, gathering wood,
planting tomatoes, harvesting wheat and feeding animals. Now, it is con-
sidered shameful for women to work the land. After all, Salfit is no longer a
village, and city women don’t work. Well, perhaps it is not shameful, but
except for the olive picking season only the older women still work on the
land. What is truly shameful is for women to work in Israel. Only the ones
who live in the border villages do.”

Late in the afternoon, Farid walks into the family diwan. He is covered
with dust, plaster and paint, and his hands are even rougher than his father’s,
not a common phenomenon in the West Bank. Farid takes me to his old
room to show me a huge oil painting he did before dropping out of school.
It depicts a young courageous man crucified on 2 hammer and sickle with a
harsh, barren landscape for background. “I wanted to portray how people
are oppressed because of their ideals,” he says, sincerely and without a trace
of irony though the very theme of the painting contradicts Farid’s own
self-image. Farid is a staunchly anti-political person. “The difference between
‘Aqil and 1 is like that between the earth and the sky,” he is fond of saying.
“The mukbabarat (Israeli intelligence) has not detained me once, while ‘Aqil
is always in trouble.” Once, in a bitingly sarcastic mood, ‘Aqil reminded Farid
that he was severely beaten by soldiers several times in the past few years,
yet still ignores the relevance of politics. “True, I was beaten,” exclaims Farid,
totally missing the point, “but it wasn’t because I did anything wrong. The
soldiers just did it because I was an Arab.”
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‘Aqil can only shrug. He is alienated from his family, and is tired of
being used as a measuring stick for failure. He constantly moves around from
town to town because he does not feel at home anywhere. Like the
overwhelming majority of young, educated but unemployed Palestinians in
the occupied West Bank, he has thought seriously about leaving, but resisted
joining the ranks of the hundreds that do emigrate.

‘Aqil does not talk about his relationship with the family, but it is very
clear that they resent his idleness, and the troubles he caused them as a result
of his political activities. Umm Samhan angrily recalls the weekly raids by
Israeli soldiers on the house after ‘Aqil's imprisonment. “They knew that we
had nothing hidden, but they wanted to harass us so that we would pressure
‘Aqil to quit his political work.” Abu Farid, in moments of anger, has been
known to accuse his son of being responsible for his wife’s death. But in
more thoughtful moments, he stakes out a considered position: ‘I don’t
blame him really, but we did not have the same opportunities. There was no
one to give us money. We did not have any colleges. There was no one
responsible for us. One must not despair. ‘Aqil cannot walk two roads at the
same time. He must either face his situation or go backwards.”

It seems ironic that ‘Aqil, who inherited the political mantle from his
father, should find himself rebelling against him and his brothers who are as
working class as West Bank Palestinians can get. Then again, his father has
long ago given up political activities, and his brothers, especially Farid, are
concemed first and foremost with consolidating the family’s rise out of
poverty. Abu Farid and Riyad, compared to many otherworkers, have a good
thing going. They work in a large, modern factory, are registered in the Israeli
employment office, and receive regular paychecks. True, unlike Jewish
workers they get no return from the taxes they pay, have to change shifts
every week, do not receive full benefits, and work harder for less money.
But their lot is much better than the 40,000 or more ‘“illegal” Palestinian
workers who flood the “slave labor” market early every morning. Such a
worker has to leave his village at 4 am and hope that some Israeli contractor,
when he rolls down his car window at dawn, will pick him from among the
dozens vying for attention. These workers are hired on a daily basis, have to
pay for transportation and are usually not back until the late evening.

For Abu Farid, the Israeli occupation, despite its ruthlessness and
minute control over every aspect of his and his children’s lives, has offered
more than the Jordanian occupation. At least there was a rise in his standard
of living, and he was able to put ‘Aqil through college, a seemingly impossible
dream for a man of landless peasant stock. Farid has made his twin goal of
home and family come true through hard work and a healthy appreciation
for humility. Riyad, faced with a choice between education and an uncertain
future, or a steady job, chose the latter. He is much more politically active
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than Farid and his father, but atleast he has made peace with the world. Only
‘Aqil refuses to accept his situation. Until something drastic changes, he, like
the over 12,000 unemployed college graduates in the occupied territories,
has only two harsh choices: become a wage laborer in Israel, or leave the
country.

Postscript: November 1988

Since the time of writing, the occupied territories, in pregnant anticipa-
tion during the previous year, have been swept by an uprising that continues
unabated. The people of Salfit have given their share of blood and tears, if
not more. I drove into town in January 1988, soon after the lifting of the
second major curfew, which hadlasted for six consecutive days. Almost every
street was littered with the remains of barricades and bumt tires. Farid’s old
car, recently overhauled, was filled with little children rummaging through
its scorched shell. During a demonstration, the young protesters needed a
large object to cut off the quickly advancing soldiers. Farid offered his car
which was turned over and torched.

Upstairs in the diwan, all were present except one. A week before, on
January 12, two dozen Israeli soldiers stormed into the house just before
midnight, grabbed ‘Aqil, put him in a lorry and beat him severely in full view
of family and neighbors. The cycle of resistance and repression had already
galvanized the family and infused it with one mind and one spirit, an almost
complete reversal of the pre-intifada period. Abu Farid broke the curfew
twice in order to find out where ‘Aqgil was being detained, and to give his
name to the Red Cross. Umm Samhan, who had screamed and pulled at the
soldiers during ‘Aqil’s arrest, tearfully recounted how blood dripped from his
face after a soldier smashed his glasses with a stick. Even apolitical Farid was
filled with anger and hatred. Riyad, wanted by the mukhabarat, rarely stays
home at night. As I left, three helicopters circled above. They were looking
~ for the many young men who escaped into the surrounding hills, the same
hills in which Abu Farid took refuge thirty years ago while being pursued by
the Jordanian intelligence services.

Of my many subsequent visits, the two during the last week of March
are unforgettable. On Sunday, March 27, I escorted a bus load of academics
from the United States and Europe on a day trip to the northern region of the
West Bank. On a brilliant sunny day we made our way to Salfit along the
winding Yasuf-Iskaka road. This time, it was punctuated by stone barricades
every half mile or so. After negotiating with the young men in these two
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villages, the bus proceeded slowly as rocks were moved and then put back
into place.

In Salfit, we were warmly welcomed and taken on a tour of the old
part of the city. The town, like the road, was full of Palestinian flags. Portrayed
in the Israeli press as a prime example of a community in which an effective
alternative structure of local control had emerged, Salfit had been “liberated”
since February 1, 1988. On that winter day, the Leadership Committee of the
Intifada in Salfit (LCIS), comprising the various underground political fac-
tions, released its first communique, and staffed local guard outposts that
effectively kept the army out of town. The official municipal structure had
long since collapsed, and the LCIS established new procedures regulating
daily life.

High spirits and obvious pride glowed in the faces of the men, women
and children who gathered around. Soon many little groups formed, and
Riyad approached me and recounted the events of the past few weeks. He
and his father no longer work at the factory. They made that decision soon
after ‘Aqil’s arrest. What excited Riyad, however, was not the act of leaving,
but the collective action taken by the Arab workers before quitting. “First,”
he said, “we refused to go beyond the minimum production quota assigned
to each person. Then, we began a slowdown strike and only produced about
60 percent of the piece-work required. Finally, we began sabotaging
machines. You know, no one understands the machine better than the
worker who labors on it all day. We found ways of causing them to
malfunction so often that the factory was finally forced to close.”

Most likely, there were other reasons for the shut-down. The textile
sector, and others such as construction, tourism and furniture making, have
been hit hard by the double blow of the intifada and the increasing financial
difficulties of the industrial enterprises operating under the Histadrut umbrel-
la. Nevertheless, whatever their actual effectiveness, Riyad and his fellow
workers believe they were responsible, an attitude typical of the feeling of
empowerment which the intifada has engendered in people’s minds.

The conversation with Riyad came to an abrupt end when shouts of
“army,” “army,” rang out from rooftops. Within seconds, the town square
stood hauntingly empty. We quickly boarded the bus and made our way
towards Ariel and the main road, but our bus was soon stopped by an army
command jeep and lorry. After half an hour of questioning—during which
the soldiers established our identity, where we came from and were going,
and the fact that this was a Birzeit University bus—we were escorted to the
trans-Samaria road. During this half hour one of our passengers, a Hebrew
speaker, listened to the commander relay this information to his superior.

On our way to Bidya, where three houses had been demolished the
week before as punishment for an attack on the village mukhtar, a notorious
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collaborator and land dealer, we saw a long convoy of cars, vans, pickups
and jeeps with their headlights on racing the opposite way. A few hours later,
when we stopped in Nablus, we heard a rumor that a young man in Salfit
had been shot dead. Qur shock only deepened that evening when we heard
the Israeli television and radio broadcasts announce that the army had shot
dead two young men in Salfit while “rescuing a bus of tourists that was
hijacked by an Arab mob and atacked with stones, glass bottles and iron
bars.” That same evening, the bus passengers quickly drafted a statement
denying this version of events and contacted the media, but the next moming
the Israeli newspapers carried the official story on the front page. In response
the passengers held a press conference, and by the following day the army
was forced to change its story.

On Land Day, March 30, the West Bank was in state of siege, and traffic
between towns and villages was choked to a trickle. Nevertheless, five of us
carrying a personal letter signed by the bus passengers and addressed to the
people of Salfit went in a taxi to visit the families of the deceased. We were
stopped and turned back often, but four hours and many dirt roads later we
finally arrived. Our letier was copied and posted on trees and the father of
one of the martyrs recounted how his son was shot by a sniper wearing 2
white T-shirt and kneeling down among budding stalks of wheat. The boy’s
body was carried by his comrades to a nearby hill, laid down under an olive
tree and covered with grass. It has become an intifada tradition to claim the
dead before the army does. Otherwise, the body is sent to an Israeli morgue
at Abu Kabir, autopsied and then returned to the family under the condition
that no one but immediate relatives be allowed at the bural, usually a
midnight affair.

The young men who carried his bleeding body to the thick olive
groves, leaving only his mother at its side, explained to us that this was
necessary because the army’s method goes against Islamic law, costs the
family hundreds of dinars in fees and, most importantly, deprives the maryr
of a proper nationalist funeral. In this case they were successful. An army
helicopter gave up the search after an hour and then the entire town tumed
out for a mass march to the cemetery.

Despite the high cost, the quick defensive action was successful and
the atmy withdrew beyond Salfit’s borders. The town remained “liberated”
until, on the moonless night of April 14, the army re-established its presence
on a daily basis by executing a massive military operation: eighty youths who
played a leading role in the town’s struggle against the occupation were
detained. Luckily, Riyad made it out safely. But the mukhabarat had a long
list of wanted youths already prepared, and the parents of those not found
were served with written orders demanding that they bring in their sons the
next day. Abu Farid sent messages out to Riyad that same night and the next
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day escorted him to the Tulkarm military headquarters. “What else can I do?”
he exclaimed, “The military commander made it clear that if T don’t show up
with Riyad, they were going to come the next day and smash everything in
the house.” Riyad was one of the fortunate few released eighteen days later.

~ ‘Aqil, who some believe was instrumental in founding the LCIS, is still
under administrative detention (imprisonment without charge or trial) at the
notorious Ansar III prison in the Negev. He and his family, indeed the entire
town of Salfit, have been rejuvenated and marked, once again, by the long
and bloody struggle for national liberation.



Chapter 11

Palestinian Women: Building
Barricades and Breaking Barriers

Rita Giacaman and Penny Johnson

Umm ‘Uthman (the mother of ‘Uthman) is forty-six years old. A
member of the black community of the Jericho area, she is tall, fine-boned,
almost Ethiopian in appearance. She lives in ‘Ayn Duyuk, a small community
of about 1,000 persons, where the race divide of black and white still
dominates economic and social relations, a rarity in Palestinian society. Umm
‘Uthman is to us Umm Ruqayya, because we came to know her through her
radical and activist daughter.

Rugayya, twenty-six years old, is a worker at one of the sewing
sweatshops in nearby Jericho. She is reputed to be one of the main figures
fuelling the activism of the local chapter of the Seamstresses’ Union. As her
friends and family put it: “She has driven the owner and administration of the
workshop mad with her clever strategies and plans for improving work
conditions.” Rugayya is also well-educated, modern and “cultured”
(muthagqafa). She reads regularly, writes well, argues points beautifully and,
in sum, represents the best characteristics of a new generation of progressive
women political activists.

With innate characteristics not so unlike her daughter’s, but without
having had the chance to grow up in an era where these characteristics could
develop, Umm ‘Uthman is haggard, very tall and very thin, except for that
pouch of a belly, the nagging evidence of many pregnancies, twenty-two in
all. About half were lost before birth or early in childhood. Twelve children
remain, with the oldest aged twenty-eight and the youngest a mere six
months old. She has no regrets about having had so many children because
children, she says, “are needed, especially in these days of strife, when every
Palestinian counts.” Umm ‘Uthman’s sense of responsibility toward family
and community is embodied in her awareness of her important role as a
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mother, a role enhanced in her mind and the community’s by the current
uprising.

We went to visit her on November 6, 1988, when we heard that the
family house had been demolished by the Israeli army. Hers was one of more
than 100 houses destroyed in the northem Jordan valley, leaving about 1,000
persons homeless and devastated. The army’s rationale was collective
punishment of these remote communities for allegedly having hidden in their
midstsomeone who had thrown a molotov cocktail atan Israeli bus, resulting
in the deaths of an Israeli mother and her three young children. In fact, the
Israeli army had apparently been intending to empty that particular area, a
sensitive security zone, of its inhabitants.

We found Umm ‘Uthman seated on the floor, clutching her breastfeed-
ing infant with one hand and a cigarette that she puffed deliberately and
systematically with the other. Chairs were quickly brought to seat the guests
and Umm ‘Uthman began to recount her story :

It was on the night of October 30 that our lives were pulled upside
down. That evening, just a day or two after the bus incident, we
heard helicopters flying in the sky. They came down towards our
village at the same time as soldiers began to move in. We immedi-
ately closed our door, put out the lights and went to bed, wondering
to whose neighbor’s house they were heading. So you can imagine
our shock when they began to ferociously bang at our door. They
came in and began to break everything they had in front of them.
They took away my five sons and informed me that I had ten
minutes to pack my belongings because they were going to
demolish the house. But there was no one to help me pack because
they had kept away all the villagers and had succeeded in isolating
us and our house. I was alone with my youngest child. I was hardly
able to carry some clothes for my baby with me whenI was pushed,
shoved and forced out of the house, and the house with everything
in it and all our belongings were dynamited.

Of all the members of this community, it was Rugayya who mobilized
immediately in response to the destruction of her house, three more in the
village and many others in the valley, as well as the arrest of her five brothers.
When we amrived Ruqayya had already left for Jerusalem to talk to lawyers,
the Red Cross and any other institution or agency capable of assisting the
family and the community in these hard times. Within a day, she had
singlehandedly “moved mountains,” utilizing her skills and contacts
developed through her activism in the local women’s committee and her
Seamstresses’ union.

Ruqayya’s activism and her education thus gave her a considerable
amount of power not only within the world of women, but at the level of her
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entire village. Although a woman, Rugayya was indispensable to her com-
munity during this crisis. She could serve her community in areas where no
one else could, so why bother about the fact of her womanhood? To the
community, what mattered most was survival in these times when the formal
networks of support were breaking down and when conditons were
creating new and pressing needs. Survival dictated a changing attitude
towards the activism of women in general and to Rugayya's full participation
in political life in particular.

Rugayya is one of many women forging a new chapter in the history
of the Palestinian women’s movement. She is the antithesis to the image of
obedient wife and mother, of the silent woman who executes the wishes of
husband and kin without a word uttered. Tum bila lisan (a mouth without
a tongue) is how traditional society usually characterizes “good” women.
Rugayya exemplifies an emerging new consciousness regarding the status
of women in Palestinian society and their participation in political life.
Ruqayya is the daughter of the uprising, having risen to the status of a
community leader of both men and women just during the past several
months.

Observers of the intifada have tended to focus on its impact on the
Palestinian political agenda, as exemplified in the decisions of the November
1988 meeting of the Palestine National Council in Algiers. But equally
important for the lives of the Palestinian people, and in particular women,
are the transformations the uprising has wrought in the forms of struggle.
Mass insurgency and collective defiance in the context of a popular revolt
have become the new comerstones of political action, a change from the
previous emphasis on armed struggle, shuttle diplomacy and limited mass
action. The development of the popular and neighborhood committees, and
a partial shift in the locus of authority and action from formal institutions and
networks of political action to the streets, have also had far-reaching social
ramifications. In the framework of the new informal and popular networks
of community support and action, important shifts in women's participation
in political life have taken place.

On the basis of interviews with women activists, particularly leaders
and activists in the women’'s committees, as well as the authors’ own
observations and conversations with women in camps, towns and villages
during the course of the uprising, we have tried to explore how the dramatic
political changes outlined above have affected the position of Palestinian
women in the world of politics, both formal and informal. We wanted to
delineate the various roles women have played in the uprising: in confron-
tations, in political organizations and political decisionmaking, in community
survival and in community organization. We have only tentative answers for
some of our questions, including the all-important question of whether
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women’s political role in the uprising will lead to permanent changes in
women'’s participation and status in the society of the future. That question
remains to be asked—and ultimately answered—by Palestinian women
themselves.

The Palestinian Women’s Movement

From its inception in the 1920s, the women'’s movement in Palestine
was the product of the economic and social changes set into motion by the
opposing forces of colonialism and nationalism. Women as a group began
to be involved in political action in the context of the national struggle.' In
other words, women were propelled by their nationalist sentiments—and in
many instances encouraged by society—to deviate from their traditional roles
by protesting and even establishing their own organizations. This develop-
ment was not, however, necessarily accompanied by autonomy for the new
women’s organizations.”

After 1967 Palestinian women responded to the nationalist movement
and to the new conditions generated by occupation. Structural economic
changes, particularly the employment of Palestinians inside Israel, also
affected women, whether directly as women workers or as the wives,
mothers or sisters of male workers. Another important development, not
directly related to the occupation, was a dramatic increase in the education
of women, including higher education.

Women were politically active from the very beginning of the occupa-
tion. As early as February 1968, for example, several hundred women
demonstrated in Jerusalem against land confiscation and deportation. A few
even joined the armed groups that formed in that period. However, the major
framework forwomen’s organization and activity were the over one hundred
traditional charitable societies located in the towns. Among the most success-
ful of these were In‘ash al-Usra (Family Rehabilitation Society),” which grew
from two rooms in 1965 to a large modern building with over 100 employees,
an orphanage and a wide variety of programs, and the Arab Women'’s Union
in Nablus, which runs a hospital. These societies were motivated by
nationalist as well as charitable sentiments and were led largely by urban
middle-class women, although in some cases these women were actually
major-domos for male leaders. While these societies were very active in
serving the rural and refugee poor, they did so largely without their participa-
tion.

In the late 1970s, a new generation of young activists launched a
number of grassroots committees and movements in the West Bank, and to
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a lesser extent Gaza, including the volunteer work committees (begun as a
voluntary work movement in 1971-72), trade and student unions, youth
movements and a grassroots health movement. A new generation of women,
many of whom had been politicized in the student movements at Palestinian
universities, founded grassroots women’s committees that, in contrast to the
charitable society network of women'’s organizations, sought to involve the
majority of women in the West Bank wholived in villages, along with women
in camps, the urban poor and women workers as well as intellectuals and
urban middle-class women, in a united women’s movement. Reflecting the
leftist ideas current in student circles and political organizations, the first two
committees—the Women’s Work Committee and the Working Women’s
Committee—began by focusing on the conditions of women factory
workers. The first project of the nascent Women’s Work Committee, for
example, was a 1978 survey of women textile workers in the Ramallah area.
These committees, joined in 1982 by the Palestinian Women’s Committee and
in 1984 by the Women’s Committee for Social Work, launched a series of
projects serving women: literacy, small-scale production training, nurseries
and kindergartens, and health education. These projects were animated by
the desire to mobilize women and raise their nationalist consciousness. Three
of the committees articulated a program of improving women’s status in
society, although national liberation remained the overriding concern. The
four committees reflected the four main political streams in the nationalist
movement, a factionalism which created competition and occasionally
hampered their attempts to respond to local conditions and women’s needs.
By the eve of the uprising, the women’s committees had developed to
include seasoned women leaders and a base with firm roots in towns, villages
and camps. While not the generators of women’s mass participation in the
uprising, the committees played a major role in shaping that participation.

From Home to Community: Women’s
Expanded Role During the Uprising

“We told the shabab (young men), stay home and sleep, today we're
in charge.”

These words were spoken by a smiling young woman from the
Ramallah-area village of Kafr Na‘ma as she described a march by several
hundred women from the village in celebration of International Women'’s
Day, March 8, almost three months into the uprising. It was Kafr Na‘ma'’s first
local celebration of International Women'’s Day. In previous years women
activists from the village might have travelled to celebrations held by the
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women’s committees in Jerusalem, but this year women from the village
actually demonstrated twice, going in the moming to Ramallah to join ranks
with urban women teachers, grandmothers in peasant dress, and blue-jeaned
teenagers for an impressive march through the center of town.

. ByMarch 8,a qualitative change had taken place in women’s participa-
tion in public and political life, although whether this change was (or is)
obvious to the largely male leadership of the uprising remains a question.
Images of daily life in this period attested to this change: a middle-aged
woman in Ramallah helps young men build a barricade, a woman in Aida
camp fights and even bites a soldier who is trying to take her son, women in
Gaza carry trays full of rocks on their heads to supply demonstrators, women
in camps under extended curfew defy the military to smuggle food and fuel
into the camp. Even women’s language, as one activist noted, had begun to
change:

Women now sit together and talk about the uprising, about politics:
who was detained, what the latest communique says, strike days,
curfews. They no longer chat about petty concerns.

Urban women organized their own protest activities, for example
sit-ins at the International Red Cross to protest mass detentions and prison
conditions. However, many of the political actions that engaged masses of
women—particularly informal actions —were not the province of the urban
women who have traditionally been the most 4ctive in women’s organiza-
tions, or even necessarily of students, who have often carried the banner of
political mobilization in the occupied territories. Women in refugee camps
and villages have in fact been more active than women in towns, reflecting
the uprising’s focus on the central role of these communities. This constitutes
a historic reversal in the orientation of the women’s movement in Palestine,
although it is not yet reflected in women’s leadership since decision making
still remains largely in the hands of urban middle-class women.

In the widespread participation of women some have discerned an
emerging new role for women in society. For example, Birzeit University
Dean of Arts Dr. Hanan Mikhail-Ashrawi argues that women’s activity in the
uprising “has removed the basis of authority of the male. Traditional hierar-
chies are challenged by new hierarchies.” Some have gone even further.
Israeli journalist Ehud Ya‘ar, for example, has described the uprising as a
gender rebellion, “an internal revolution of children against fathers, women
against husbands, pooragainst rich, refugees against the propertied classes.™

Careful scrutiny of the kinds of actions women have most frequently
taken during the course of the uprising suggests another hypothesis, though
Ashrawi’s point about new hierarchies is provocative and important. Al-
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though it is often asserted that women’s traditional domestic role in the family
is an obstacle to public political action, that the world of the home and the
world of the polity are sealed off from one another,’ these barriers seem to
have become permeable for Palestinian women during the uprising.
Women, and particularly those not already organizationally identified with
a political movement or group, have enlarged or extended their traditional
role rather than adopting a completely new role. Many of their forms of
political participation are based on aspects of this role, particularly defense
of family, nurturing and assisting family members, and mutual aid between
kin. These aspects of women’s role have become a source of resistance
because women have transformed their family responsibilities to encompass
the entire community. In a real sense, particularly in villages and refugee
camps where the community is closely bound together, the community has
become the family in this time of sustained crisis.

A clearexample is offered by the myriad accounts of women struggling
with soldiers to reclaim young men whom soldiers have seized to beat or
detain. The common refrain, echoed by a multitude of women as they
attempt to snatch a youth from the clutches of the army, has been, “He’s my
son!” Initially a spontaneous response, some women have made it a “profes-
sion,” in the sense that they are on the streets ready to confront the army. In
Ramallah, Akram, the son of Jamila, was detained near the mosque on
January 29 after Friday prayers. Jamila, a youthful middle-class woman and
a US citizen, struggled in vain to free her son who was surrounded by a group
of soldiers who were kicking him with their boots and pounding him with
their rifle butts. Then, one elderly woman in peasant dress got hold of Akram
and smothered him in a huge embrace while soldiers try to beat him back.

“He’s my son!” she cries, “don’t you touch him!”

“Liar,” says a soldier, barely out of his teens, “how can you be his
mother?”

“They are all my children, not like you motherless lot!”

Another women’s activity that clearly derives from their traditional role
is visiting the sick and wounded, which is now not restricted to relatives or
immediate neighbors and can even become an organized activity of a
women’s organization, such as a visit to a village that has been attacked by
the army. Attending funerals of martyrs—the equivalent of a demonstra-
tion—is the most politicized version of this activity.

Confronting soldiers during army raids (usually at night) when they
come to detain youths is yet another activity of women that has been
extended from the family to the community, to the extent that women call
each other to confront the army as it enters a camp or village. Women have
also been involved in smuggling food and other provisions into refugee
camps under curfew, a major contribution to sustaining the uprising.
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The courage of women confronting soldiers in the most difficult of
conditions—unprotected, late at night, in remote villages and curfewed
refugee camps—is uncontestable. Three different women in the northern
West Bank village of Ya‘bad told us of an older woman, Umm Kamal, who
during a massive army raid against the village in February tried to block the
soldiers’ entrance into her house and was clubbed and teargassed. A younger
married woman, Umm Mahmud, alone with her children and her elderdy
father, gave a lively account of soldiers invading her house in the same dawn
raid: they smashed her solar heater and the concrete steps leading to her
house, dumped her household possessions outside, and pushed her with
clubs. Her answer was simply: “I am not afraid.” A teenager, her hand
bandaged, described with some relish an irritated soldier, stick poised to beat
her because of her defiant behavior (she had thrown a brick from the roof),
angrily saying: “What's this? You are trying to defeat the occupation all by
yourself?”

This kind of women’s activism is not reflected in the gloomy statistics
of deaths, woundings and detentions. Of 204 Palestinians killed in the West
Bank (excluding Gaza) by soldiers or settlers and documented by al-Hagq,
the Ramallah-based affiliate of the International Commission of Jurists, fifteen
were women or girls. An estimated 300 women have been detained for
longer than a day or so in the course of the uprising, compared to about
20,000 males. Al-Haq recently reported that thirteen Palestinian women were
placed under administrative detention (imprisonment without trial, usually
for six months), in contrast to 34,000 men.® Since these indicators are also
used by Palestinian society to measure activism, it is unclear how visible or
valued women’s activities are in the collective assessment of society.

The assessment of the family, of course, is often the individual woman’s
most important measure. Women’s movement from family to community
has broken one major barrier for manywomen: the barrier of shame, of family
restrictions on the movement of women. This critical transformation is
evidenced by the participation (and even leadership) of unmarried women
in mixed settings, whether demonstrations or neighborhood committees.
Such participation is made easier when the community is close-knit, as in
villages. Still, although some women find that their families (and especially
their fathers) are proud of their new political activism, others still face conflict
with their parents over political participation.

Demonstrations are perhaps the clearest of political actions, and the
least tied to traditional women’s roles. Demonstrations of women in towns
reached their peak in February and March when marches from mosques on
Fridays and especially churches on Sundays drew the widespread participa-
tion of women not necessarily bound by religion. In Ramallah, for example,
many women attended both Friday and Sunday marches. Other protests,
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particularly at the village and camp level, drew strength from communal and
family roots. During a visit in late October to the Nablus-area village of Kafr
Thuluth, ‘Aziza, a youthful married woman, barefoot in a bright blue dress
accented in red and black, confidently discussed the complicated political
situation of her village while her husband served cola and occasionally
chimed in. She is a new activist in the Women’s Work Committee and has
apparently developed by leaps and bounds in the course of the uprising.
When she calls women to demonstrate against soldiers, she begins with her
sister, aunt and cousin—a sort of family demonstration unit. As a Birzeit
University faculty member put it, “The extended family has been put to use.”

For Palestinian women under occupation, the conditions of the past
twenty-one years have consistently thrust them into politicized situations,
and their roles, and perhaps the functions of the family itself, have stretched
accordingly.” In the absence of a state and in the presence of an implacably
hostile authority, the family’s role as protector, arbiter and social authority
has undoubtedly been important, and this has made it more resistant to other
social forces undermining its authority. Women’s role has “stretched” to
include numerous encounters with the army, military courts, prisons and
police as women have, for example, taken on the responsibility of caring for
imprisoned family members. As attorney Lea Tsemel notes in a recent book:

I often see women because during the years of occupation they
have become the most active ones over the everyday problems of
detention. They go to the police, they ask for permits—it’s not
traditional, but they have become very active. They're more stub-
born than the men.®

The politicization of women has resulted from both the repression of
males and the new consciousness engendered mainly by the new generation
of educated women, which includes young women in camps and villages
since under occupation higher education expanded far beyond the middle
class. It has led to women taking on greater political responsibilities. With so
many men under detention, women have been propelled into new political
roles and have often replaced the lost cadre. The case of Ruqayya cited in
our introduction is one example of female community leadership in a
situation of crisis. To what extent this leadership exists at formal rather than
informal levels is another question.
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Women as Political Leaders

. In the town of Ramallah last April, a middle-class music teacher, joined
by other women in the neighborhood, worked tirelessly to set up a full
alternative curriculum for children and high school students in her neighbor-
hood, because all schools in the West Bank were closed by military order on
February 2, 1988. Her tasks ranged from calling and chairing meetings of the
newly- founded neighborhood committee to hauling blackboards and find-
ing school supplies. A neighborhood away, an older women summoned the
other women nearby to a sex-segregated neighborhood committee to plan
classes and plant a community garden. In the next street, a Birzeit University
student became the acknowledged dynamo of her “coed” neighborhood
committee and was appointed to the committee that guards the neighbor-
hood at night, a previously unheard-of role for a single woman.

Women have been prominent, and sometimes leaders, in the neigh-
borhood committees which sprang up in many locations in the occupied
territories in March 1988, parallelling the establishment of the more political
popular committees.” The community-service functions of the neighborhood
committees and their all-inclusive and democratic form encouraged the
participation of women. While many of the activities of these committees,
for example teaching and home gardening, are not explicitly political, the
self-organization of the community and the philosophy behind it—to dis-
engage from existing Israeli structures and to build Palestinian alternatives—
make the neighborhood committees political instruments in a broad sense,
as their banning by the military authorities on August 18, 1988 attests.

It is not only the extension of the family role to the community that
explains women'’s heightened activity in these committees and other forms
of public action. Paradoxically, it is precisely women’s inferior social status
which gives them greater flexibility to respond swiftly to new situations and
new needs, even when the action is foreign or “beneath” them. For example,
women seem to have done the bulk of the altemative teaching, although
professional teaching in Palestinian society is the domain of both women
and men. On the other hand, the rigidity of men’s role in society clearly made
it harder for adult men—as opposed to the youth confronting the army—to
adapt to new roles, for example community service functions.

Neighborhood committees are the clearest example of how the new
forms of authority born of the uprising include a greater role for women than
do the more traditional structures of power, including the nationalist institu-
tions. It is difficult, however, to gauge the real extent of women’s empower-
ment or how this new empowerment affects the older structures of inequality
and domination. Palestinian women in the occupied territories are after all
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clearly not in possession of instruments of power, such as wealth, control of
institutions, or legal authority. To a lesser extent, despite the dramatic rise in
education among women, many of the necessary political and professional
skills remain in the male domain.” Thus, women are still many steps behind
men: even their institutions are in part miniature versions of those of men,
and they are still struggling to formulate an altemnative agenda that defines
gender (and class) as legitimate issues along with the national cause.

Despite these handicaps, women have taken on political tasks that
require a substantial amount of authority—usually associated with males—
such as distributing clandestine leaflets or telling shopkeepers to close their
shops during a strike, although single women are more active in these more
organized roles than married women. Whether even highly politicized
women in political organizations have leadership roles or remain implemen-
tors of male decisions is less clear. Some activists assert that women should
play a greater role in decision making, while others point out that, as one put
it, “in any case men in the West Bank and Gaza Strip do not make decisions
either. The decisions are made outside and we inside... we execute.” This
comment underlines how the understanding of political dynamics, in this
case what is called in Palestinian politics the relationship between “inside
and outside,” has a direct bearing on women.

Neighborhood committees are the only semivisible new structures of
organization where women'’s role can be gauged, because the popular
committees and the other local middle-Jevel formations that guide the
uprising are clandestine. At this level, and in the more flexible grassroots
formations like student and union groups and the health movement, women
seem to be playing increasingly important roles. But there is no evidence that
women have an increasingly important role in established nationalist institu-
tions like the universities and the press. Nor (with significant exceptions) do
activists from the women’s committees believe that women are represented
in the Unified Leadership of the Uprising. Indeed, women have been barely
mentioned in the almost thirty clandestine communiques from the Unified
Leadership, despite repeated appeals and commendations to other sectors
of society—merchants, prisoners, workers, students. An exception is Com-
munique no. 29, the “Call of Celebration of the Independent State,” which
offers

congratulations to the mother of the martyr, for she has celebrated
only twice: when she gave her son and when the state was declared.

The “mother of the martyr,” a heroic role enshrined in Palestinian
history and the Palestinian present, has the qualities of stoical courage but
not necessarily of active resistance. In the Declaration of Independence,



166 INTIFADA

which affirms equality between men and women, women are praised but
nonetheless portrayed in a static role:

We render special tribute to that brave Palestinian woman, guardian
of sustenance and life, keeper of our people’s perennial flame.

The prevalence of these two images in nationalist consciousness
suggests that women’s current role has not been adequately assessed and
may not be sufficient to improve her status in the future.

The pattern of women’s mobilization during national liberation and
backsliding after liberation is well-known: Algeria is the example best known
among Palestinian women. The form of mobilization itself may well inhibit
further development. Examining the role of Palestinian women in Lebanon,
Rosemary Sayigh noted “how crisis continually recommits women to strug-
gle, how its form prevents them from consolidating or ‘feminizing’ their
struggle, with national priorities forcing it to remain spontaneous, auxiliary.™

Many women activists in the occupied territories are well aware that
the role of women in a Palestinian state will be determined before, not after,
liberation. As one remarked:

I feel that if we do not raise the issues relevant to women now we
will never raise them, for now is the time. I am afraid that if we do
not raise the social issues now during national liberation, women'’s
position will regress after liberation.

Toward a Women’s Liberation
Strategy for the Nascent State

The conditions and consequences of the uprising have already had a
considerable influence on the women’s committees’ short- and long-term
strategies for women’s and national liberation. Women'’s political action has
passed through roughly three phases, parallel with the stages of the uprising
itself. From January through March/April, women’s political action was
primarily, although not solely, characterized by direct and immediate con-
frontations with the Israeli army at the level of the street. Women were at the
barricades, organizing sit-ins at the doorsteps of humanitarian and human
rights organizations, and staging demonstrations which grew in size and
impact, reaching a peak on March 8, 1988, when demonstrations were held
in most of the major towns and localities of the West Bank and Gaza Strip.

The second phase lasted until around September and was dominated
by the building and consolidation of the network of neighborhood and
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popular committees. Slogans such as “Expanding and Strengthening the
Popular Commiittees in All Areas” and “Neighborhood Commiittees: Organiz-
ing for Self-Reliance” reflected the core strategy of the women’s committees
in the arena of politics. As a result, by August 1988, women probably formed
the organizational core of the neighborhood committees. On August 18, 1988,
the popular and neighborhood committees were declared illegal by the
Israeli military, and membership in, assistance to or even contact with them
could bring a sentence of up to ten years in prison.” This considerably
curtailed the visible activities of neighborhood committees and, consequent-
ly, dampened women’s commiittees’ efforts to continue building and con-
solidating them.

By November 1988, a new phase began, in which political and social
action was being evaluated in terms of future state structures. Some leaders
of the women'’s committees now began a serious examination of the ways
in which the women's movement could consolidate the gains of the uprising
to achieve permanent changes in the social and political status of women.
As one leader of the women’s movement put it, “What is needed now is to
unite all women to keep the gains once statehood is achieved.”

The Palestinian women’s movement today faces at least two strategic
problems that might make unity difficult to achieve and could therefore not
only hold the whole women'’s movement back but also limit the possibilities
of radical change in the position of women in all spheres of life. First, there
is the divergence of perceptions and therefore strategy and tasks among the
different women’s organizations. While the three committees on the left
clearly stress the need for action to achieve social change and call for an
agenda for women'’s liberation that is separate from national aspirations, the
fourth committee is characterized by “mainstream” views and equates na-
tional liberation with female liberation ina mechanistic way. As one Women's
Committee for Social Work activist asserted, “with liberation we should be
able to antain all of our rights as women as well, so there is no need for
feminism.”

The other problem is structural: the fact that the women’s movement
was conceived and born as part of a nationalist struggle may make it difficult
for it to develop a balanced feminist agenda. This dilemma surfaced in the
first few months of the uprising, when service provision to women—up to
that point the main focus of the women’s commiittees’ activities—declined
considerably because of the avalanche of national political work that women
activists had to take on. As one committee activist noted:

We even closed down some of our kindergartens and nursery
schools, temporarily of course, because we could not succeed in
combining the new political work that fell on our shoulders and
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our previous activities. Now we are beginning to be aware of the

need to work on both types of work together, but this is very
difficult.

1t is of course understandable that the women'’s committees opted for
national-political over feminist work when they were no longer able to cope
with everything at once. Women could not have easily forsaken the new
political role that they were suddenly able to play for the more ordinary work
of providing services. Indeed, such service work was not at the center of most
women’s concerns during this period, especially in view of the increasing
awareness that effective long term change in the status of women must be
preceded by women'’s taking over important political positions. On the other
hand, nursery schools and kindergartens form the framework for mobilizing
the potential constituencies of the women’s committees in the villages,
refugee camps and towns to participate in political and social action. To
suggest that both types of activities are needed is obvious. Less obvious is
how to reconcile the two when resources are limited.

A purely radical feminist agenda for the women’s movement is also
problematicin the Palestinian context, as it in other settings. As Michele Barret
notes:

In posing women’s oppression simply as the effect of male domina-
tion, it refuses to take into account the widely differing structures
and experiences of that oppression in different societies, periods
of history and social classes.”

A brand of feminism that reduces everything to equality between men
and women, without taking sufficient note of the fact of power relations and
structures, not only fails to serve the national political struggle which
dominates the lives of Palestinian women but is bound to fail because it does
not take into consideration what can realistically be achieved. This leaves us,
once again, with the problem of reconciling national, class and genderissues
in a new synthesis that could guide the women’s movement and inform its
strategy. The task ahead is a difficult one.

In the Palestinian setting, a radical change in economic relationships
may be difficult to achieve in the immediate future. However, the basis of
authority of men over women can nonetheless be challenged by demanding
transformations in law and education, through the struggle for civil law and
equality as sanctioned by law, the right of equal inheritance, the right to own,
the right to travel and the right to vote, to name only a few pressing demands.
This is why activists and leaders from three of the four women’s committees
cite the legal status of women and the replacement of the shari‘a (Islamic
law) with civil legislation as a critical area. The problem of the gender-based
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division of labor in the home, in childcare and housework, can also be
addressed by calling on the new state to provide state-subsidized nurseries,
bakeries, restaurants, and launddes. Equal opportunity in work is another
demand voiced by some women activists.

Guided by the Declaration of Independence, which proclaims the new
Palestinian state to be based on the principles of “equality and non-dis-
crimination” between men and women, the women'’s movement could now
embark on the path of providing the mainstream and progressive nationalist
camps with a critique of the flaws in their conceptions of the status of women,
making it clear that the removal of national oppression alone will not solve
the problems of women. Radical change in the status of women in Palestinian
society is also linked to broader changes in society, especially at the level of
the economy. A strategy must therefore be formulated to foster the building
of autonomous women’s organizations that participate in the national and
class struggles.

In this respect the story of Ruqayya is telling. Ruqayya, the daughter of
the uprising, develops and struggles in the contexts of home, community and
workplace. Both the national battle against occupation and the desire for
economic and personal rights mobilize her, while the grassroots organization
she belongs to—her women’s committee and her trade union—provide a
forum for action. She and the many other women like her, the breakers of
barriers and the builders of barricades, have emerged as political actors. Their
rights in the future will rest on their ability to consolidate this new position
in the form of permanent and far-reaching changes in the position of women
in Palestinian society.
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Chapter 12

The Islamic Resistance Movement
in the Palestinian Uprising

Lisa Taraki

By the beginning of the first week of October 1988, as the Palestinian
uprising moved into its eleventh month, the Islamic Resistance Movement
(Harakat al-Muqawama al-Islamiyya, known by its Arabic acronym
Hamas) had issued its thirtieth communique. Hamas appears to be engaged
in a competitive race with the Unified National Leadership of the Uprising
for direction of the daily struggle of the people of the occupied territories.
Yet despite the fact that Hamas is six communiques ahead of the Unified
Leadership, it is another matter altogether whether it can command the kind
of legitimacy and influence required to direct the Palestinian struggle against
occupation.

Israeli and foreign journalists reporting from the territories have been
preoccupied of late with this new political force on the Palestinian political
scene, devoting much copy to those occasions on which Hamas managed
to call a general strike in the West Bank and Gaza. The media are rife with
predictions about Hamas’ ability to make inroads into the Palestinian body
politic. Israel Television’s Arabic service has studiously avoided interviewing
or giving prominence to Palestinian nationalist figures since the beginning
of the uprising. Yet in early September 1988, it broadcast a wide-ranging
interview with Shaykh Ahmad Yasin, the head of the Islamic Center in Gaza,
describing him as the “spiritual leader” of the Islamic movement in the
occupied territories. A week later followed another interview with Shaykh
Bassam Jarrar, a charismatic young teacherand Muslimintellectual associated
for the past few years with the Islamic movement, mainly in the West Bank.
Neither interview revealed anything of note conceming the aims of Hamas,
nor did these personalities acknowledge that they were in fact associated
with it. The only message, and indeed the aim of the exercise, was to herald
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the emergence of a serious rival to the Palestinian national movement in the
occupied territories.

At about the same time, Israeli and foreign media took the lead in
publicizing the distribution of the Charter of the Islamic Resistance Move-
ment, a forty-page booklet setting forth in thirty-six articles Hamas’ program
and views on resolving the Palestine conflict. This document, and the
increasingly aggressive policy of Hamas in declaring and enforcing general
strikes, provided yet another opportunity for the Israeli pundits to warm of
the consolidation of a real alternative to the Palestinian Liberation Organiza-
tion and the impending fragmentation of the collective national effort repre-
sented by the uprising.

A more sober consideration of the fortunes of Hamas would raise some
questions here. What is the recent history of the organization? What does it
offer Palestinians who have suffered under the yoke of Israeli occupation for
twenty-one years? How seriously should we take it?

Chain of Jihad

Hamas emerged on the scene during the early months of the uprising,
firstin Gaza and then in the West Bank. Its traces its origins back to the 1930s,
when the influence of the Society of the Muslim Brothers—the earliest and
largest Islamist movement in the Arab East—began to spread from its
birthplace in Egypt to surrounding areas in the Middle East. Hamas considers
itself a “wing” of the Muslim Brothers in Palestine, the most recent link in the
“chain of jibad ” (“struggle”) beginning with the revolt of Shaykh 'Izz al-Din
al-Qassamand his comrades in the 1930s through the jihad of the Palestinians
in 1948 and the operations of the Muslim Brothers since 1968.

Hamas’ claim of direct descent from and identity with the Brothers
draws our attention to the recent history of the Brothers in the occupied
territories. After a period of relative inactivity during the first decade of the
occupation, they renewed their political and educational work in the late
1970s.! This effort was centered around mosques, schools and universities,
and aimed at inculcating youth with a religious education as well as forming
the basis for a political alternative to the secular mainstream of the Palestinian
national movement and what the Brothers viewed as the “bankrupt”
ideologies of PLO’s component groups.

The most successful effort of the Muslim Brothers was the mobilization
of hundreds, perhaps thousands of youths to join Islamist student and youth
groups. This drive coincided with the rise and proliferation of mass organiza-
tions affiliated with the national movement, particularly student blocs at
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schools, two-year colleges and universities. The Muslim Brothers, along with
other Islamist groups, established “Islamic blocs” at educational institutions
in the West Bank and Gaza, and joined the student movement with great zeal
and energy.

Relations with the nationalist student blocs were fraught with tension
and conflict throughout this period, especially in the mid-1980s. Several
violent conflicts between nationalist and Islamist students erupted on cam-
puses, sometimes spilling over into the community and requiring great
conciliation efforts. Editorials in newspapers associated with the national
movement, and public statements issued by nationalist figures and institu-
tions, denounced the violent methods of the Islamic blocs, particularly at
Birzeit and Najah universities, and at the Islamic University in Gaza.

The consolidation of a large and organized social base for the Pales-
tinian national movement represented by the PLO during the 1980s increas-
ingly marginalized the Muslim Brothers, who chose to remain outside the
nationalist consensus by rejecting the PLO as the embodiment of the Pales-
tinian national will. Any legitimacy they had in the early years was rapidly
dissipating. This was exacerbated by the fact that their political program was
never clearly spelled out, aside from references to the necessity of estab-
lishing an Islamic state in Palestine.

Social Movement, Moral Order

Infact, the Muslim Brothers' work among the youth and the community
prioritized creating the preconditions for an Islamic moral order rather than
active struggle for an Islamic state. Their publications and teaching em-
phasized the importance of remolding the Muslim individual and the neces-
sity of combatting the corrupting influences of the secularand godless society
in which Muslims were forced to live. On university campuses they jealously
guarded their reputation as hardworking, disciplined, serious individuals,
and rarely participated in political activities organized by the nationalist
groups. They also eschewed “frivolous” student activities such as folk
dancing, theater and excursions, and concentrated instead on organizing
study circles and communal prayers, and commemorating religious oc-
casions in public events and rallies.

On the community level, the mosque and a number of charitable
societies founded by the Brothers served as foci for their educational and
social efforts. They were particularly successful in bringing a significant
number of young refugee camp and urban women out of their homes and
into the mosque and other groupings, largely under the influence of a
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number of charismatic women leaders in the main towns in the West Bank
and Gaza. Increasing numbers of young women and even giris adopted the
“uniform” of the Islamist movement—the distinctive head covering and coat.
Such manifestations attested to the Islamists’ success in fashioning a religious
consciousness and identity different from the religious consciousness of most
Palestinian Muslims.

Still, the success of any social movement depends on its ability to put
forth a political and social agenda responsive to the real needs and aspirations
of its constituency. This agenda must also appear to be capable of implemen-
tation, and must take into account the configuration of prevailing social and
political forces. What do the Muslim Brothers—and by extension Hamas—
have to offer the people of the occupied territories?

Itis notdifficult to understand why the Muslim Brothers chose toadopt
a new name when they entered the political arena during the uprising. Their
history of conflict with the national forces, coupled with their absence from
anti-occupation activities throughout the preceding two decades, had
seriously compromised their standing as a credible political force. The new
name, denoting a more militant stance, was meant to rehabilitate the Bro