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IN PURSUIT OF PEACE 

here can hardly be a better person to record and analyze the 

history of Israel’s peace movement than Mordechai Bar-On, who 

combines a rigorous academic discipline with first-hand experience 

and knowledge of the movement from the inside. This is a grand tour- 

de-force and a first rate analysis of the movement. His treatment of 

the subject is well documented, comprehensive, engaging, and lucid— 

the best resource on the subject so far. 

—Shulamit Aloni, 

Israeli minister of culture, science and communication 

n an engaging and simple style, Bar-On relates the trials and tribula- 

tions of the “peaceniks” of Israel, who struggled against many odds 

and reached out to their counterparts among the Palestinians, who 

were ready to stand up and hold hands together. This study is a conclu- 

sive and creative analysis of the Israelis peace forces; it certainly invites 

the recording of the parallel forces of the Palestinian side. 

—Faisal Husseini, 

Palestinian leader in charge of the Jerusalem portfolio 

he endeavors of the Israeli peace movement, their collisions and 

collusions, are the main theme of this brilliant book. The fact that 

they were proven right is the more reason to have their arduous and 

persistent exertions documented—for which difficult task none is 

more competent and better equipped than the learned and distin- 

guished author. 

—Chaim Cohen, 

retired Israeli Supreme Court justice 

B ar-On’s book is full of fascinating, little-known details, enriching a 

sweeping historical synthesis of the whole course of the Israeli- 

Arab conflict since the 1930s. Bar-On has a unique way of looking at 

the history through the eyes of peace pioneers and activists, without 

overstating their roles. An extraordinarily balanced treatment of the 

subject. 

—Samuel W. Lewis, 

former U.S. ambassador to Israel 
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Foreword 

The title of this book neatly encapsulates its twofold aim: to cover the 

history of the Israeli peace movement, and to demonstrate that it is very 

much a work in progress—the pursuit of a peace that is by no means 

assured. i 

In this fascinating work, Mordechai Bar-On traces the evolution of the Is- 

raeli peace movement over a period of no less than forty-five years, from the 

birth of the Jewish state to the signing of the Declaration of Principles by the 

Israeli prime minister and PLO chairman in 1993. While the first two decades 

of this period were relatively quiet in terms of peace activism, thereafter an 

increasing number and variety of groups appeared on the Israeli political scene 

urging their fellow countrymen and women to come to some peaceful ac- 

commodation with the Palestinians and neighboring Arab states. Bar-On, him- 

self a prominent activist as well as a former senior army officer and member 

of the Knesset, presents intimate portraits of the impressively diverse range of 

groups and individuals involved in this peace movement: soldiers, statesmen, 

professors, poets, diplomats, journalists. 

This volume is much more than a narrowly focused examination of a pro- 

test movement, however. Bar-On’s chief objective, to be sure, is to detail and 

explore the dynamics, character, and development of the Israeli peace groups, 

and he fulfills this objective masterfully, providing the most readable and best- 

researched account of the Israeli peace movement available in English. But 

he accomplishes much more than this. With an even-handedness remarkable 

for one so deeply enmeshed in public debate on peace and security issues, 

Bar-On portrays the sweep of Israel's shifting ethnic, ideological, and political 

tides, which at times buoyed up the peace activists, but at other times threat- 

ened to overwhelm them. 
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Furthermore, he presents an impressive historical synthesis of the entire course 

of the Israeli-Arab conflict. Capturing the way in which diplomatic and political 

developments influenced the agendas and activities of the peace groups, the 

action switches back and forth between street politics and high diplomacy, be- 

tween mass demonstrations in Tel Aviv and maneuvering and negotiations in 

Washington, Cairo, Amman, New York, Tunis, and Oslo. The galvanizing shock 

of war, terrorism, and civil unrest is likewise conveyed, with fascinating analy- 

ses given of the course and consequences of the Six Day War, the October War, 

the Lebanon war, and the Intifada. The fate of the territories occupied in 1967 

and of the Palestinian people—the issue that most preoccupied and animated 

the peace activists—appropriately receives much attention. 

This work is certainly a history, but the issues it discusses are very much 

alive today. In the conclusion, written after the assassination of Prime Minis- 

ter Yitzhak Rabin in November 1995 and before the bombings of February and 

March 1996, Bar-On notes that the story of the Israeli peace movement, like 

that of the Middle East peace process, is far from complete. In part because of 

the efforts of groups such as Peace Now, Yesh Gvul, and the Women in Black, 

Israelis and Palestinians are edging toward implementation of an agreement 

that would have been almost unimaginable only a few years ago. But contin- 

ued progress in the peace process is by no means assured, and Israeli society 

is deeply riven with disagreement on how best to assure the country’s secu- 

rity. This awareness of the uncertain future of the process begun in Madrid 

and Oslo—and, indeed, of the fact that peace can never be secured once and 

for all, and must instead be cultivated constantly—prompted our choice of 

title, that of a quest as yet unfulfilled. 

The wide purview of this study covers many themes of continuing interest 

to the United States Institute of Peace: conflict and reconciliation in the Middle 

East; the ability of nongovernmental organizations to build support for nonvio- 

lent solutions to long-standing disputes; the role of track-two diplomacy in 

bringing longtime political adversaries into dialogue; the interrelationships 

among domestic, regional, and international actors and events; and the les- 

sons of successful efforts to manage conflicts. Among its other achievements, 

this work stands as an impressive case study of the strengths and limitations of 

nongovernmental organizations in effecting some degree of reconciliation in 

highly charged national and regional climates, and in helping to bring about 

remarkable shifts in the attitudes of political leaders and the conduct of na- 

tional policy. 
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The Institute of Peace has long had an interest in Middle East issues, and 

has addressed them through numerous grants, fellowships, workshops, and 

publications. Notable among the latter are Making Peace Among Arabs and 

Israelis: Lessons from Fifty Years of Negotiating Experience, by Kenneth W. Stein 

and Samuel W. Lewis; Arms Control and Confidence Building in the Middle East, 

edited by Alan Platt; and Palestinians, Refugees, and the Middle East Peace Pro- 

cess, by Don Peretz. 

A former Institute peace fellow and grantee, Mordechai Bar-On has writ- 

ten a book that advances the Institute's congressionally mandated task of 

furthering knowledge about peacemaking and conflict resolution. Jn Pursuit 

of Peace may be read for its account of the struggles of a diverse and deter- 

mined cast of Israeli peace activists; for its insights into the dynamics of pro- 

test groups and democratic processes; for its exploration of half a century of 

Israeli-Arab conflict; for its analysis of the interrelationships among national, 

regional, and international politics; and for the sheer enjoyment of reading a 

dramatic and meaningful tale well told. For whatever reason, it OBONES tobe 

read, and we are pleased to publish it. 

Richard H. Solomon, President 

United States Institute of Peace 
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Introduction 

The Focus 

In the Six Day War of June 1967, Israeli forces defeated the combined 

armies of Egypt, Syria, and Jordan, in the process conquering substan- 

tial areas and doubling the size of the territory under Israel's control. In 

the lyrics of a Hebrew folk song that became popular during the war, a 

soldier returning from the battle tells his young daughter, “I promise 

you, my little girl, that this will be the last war.” This expressed the sen- 

timent shared by many Israelis during the euphoric weeks that followed 

the stunning victory of 1967. However, this was not to be the last war. 

Over the course of almost thirty years since, Israel has fought three more 

major wars, suffered scores of guerrilla attacks, and confronted in the 

occupied territories a popular uprising known as the Intifada.! 

During the decade that followed the 1967 war, Israel was governed by par- 

liamentary coalitions dominated by the Labor Party. In principle Labor sup- 

ported the “Land for Peace” formula as incorporated in United Nations Secu- 

rity Council Resolution 242, which refers to an Israeli withdrawal from “terri- 

tories occupied in the war” in exchange for peace. This famous resolution 

became the departure point for subsequent negotiations. 

During this same period a strong grass-roots peace movement appeared 

in Israel, and a dialogue with Israel's enemies gradually became part of the 

political landscape. A peace treaty between Israel and Egypt was achieved by 

the government of Menachem Begin in 1979, dramatically altering the terms 

of the Arab-Israeli conflict. The psychological barriers to peace began to erode 

XV 
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as the treaty demonstrated that peace could, in fact, be achieved between 

bitter adversaries on terms acceptable to both. In the short term, however, the 

Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty did little to alter the core conflict between the 

Palestinians and Israelis and failed to induce any of the other Arab states to 

end their belligerency toward Israel. 

Twenty-seven years after the Six Day War a cautious experiment in Israeli- 

Palestinian reconciliation began. On September 13, 1993, the Israeli prime min- 

ister and the chairman of the Palestine Liberation Organization signed a Decla- 

ration of Principles, and Israeli troops began to withdraw from Gaza and Jericho. 

After numerous delays, serious negotiations began between Israel and its Arab 

neighbors. In a festive ceremony near Aqaba in October 1994, Israel and Jordan 

signed a peace treaty and ended the state of war that had existed between them 

since 1948. Although yet to bear fruit, negotiations between Israel and another 

neighbor, Syria, are continuing. Meanwhile, despite bloody opposition and po- 

litical uncertainty, the Israeli-Palestinian experiment moves forward, with nego- 

tiations on an ultimate settlement scheduled to begin in May 1996. 

Asone watches old adversaries take these long-overdue steps toward peace, 

a difficult question presents itself: Could reconciliation have been achieved 

earlier? Why did it take more than a quarter century after the Six Day War, and 

tremendous costs in human and economic terms on all sides, before the par- 

ties began to talk seriously about peace? 

Obviously, numerous factors contributed to the success or failure of the 

various peace initiatives undertaken over the years. For many years the Pales- 

tinian national movement adhered to radical positions, insisting on the elimi- 

nation of Zionism and the Jewish state. Over time the views of many Palestine 

Liberation Organization leaders moderated as they recognized that although 

it may have been satisfying to speak of Israel’s destruction through Palestinian 

armed struggle, this strategy was unlikely to prove successful. The United 

States was involved in the peace process, but not always with the necessary 

resolve and consistency. Superpower rivalry in the Middle East made Israel 

and the Arab states valuable Cold War clients, but at times it was the clients 

who guided the regional policies of their patrons rather than the converse. 

The Arab states, especially Egypt, had to restore their national dignity follow- 

ing the 1967 defeat before they could feel confident enough to begin the pro- 

cess of reconciliation. From 1977 to 1992 successive Israeli governments were 

either headed by or included the Likud party. Many within the Likud were 

committed to maintaining Israel's control over the occupied territories, which 

they viewed as parts of the historical Greater Land of Israel. Finally, the Pales- 

tinians needed the psychological and moral victory provided by the Intifada. 
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The object of this book is not to pass judgment on who was most or least 

responsible for blocking the road to peace, nor is it to present a history of the 

conflict or to describe the evolving peace process. The subject of this study is 

more limited, and centers on an examination of what is generically referred to as 

Israel's peace movement, its development, and the role it played in Israel's pur- 

suit of peace. Domestic, regional, and international factors and events are incor- 

porated into the study only as they relate to the efforts and reactions of the peace 

movement. Such events are examined from the perspective of the political and 

psychological environment within which the peace movement operated. 

This does not mean that the conditions that developed were created exclu- 

sively by the individuals and groups mentioned in this study. The history of 

Israeli peace politics and diplomacy is primarily a story of governmental and 

parliamentary decision making, and this requires a separate study. However, 

as we try to demonstrate, the peace movement constituted a salient factor 

that influenced the political process. 

The reader will recognize two constants that were present throughout the 

history of the peace movement: differences of opinion, and organizational frag- 

mentation. This study describes a variety of peace groups and their leaders, 

who at times held divergent and even conflicting opinions and sometimes pur- 

sued very different strategies. However, focusing on the controversies that fre- 

quently occurred within the movement may distort the broader picture. Despite 

the debates that sometimes divided the movement, a unity of purpose and 

vision of acommon goal prevailed. This study attempts to describe and explain 

these dynamics. 

Bias and Objectivity 

This book was written by an Israeli who was personally involved in many 

of the events described in it. In 1968, after serving for twenty years in the 

Israeli Defense Forces, I was elected to head the Youth Department of the 

World Zionist Organization. In this position my responsibilities included 

working with Jewish youth who subscribed to a very broad range of politi- 

cal and ideological perspectives. This responsibility demanded objectivity 

in my decision making and required that (as also during my years of mili- 

tary service) I restrain the public expression of my personal political views. 

When I retired in 1978 and began to pursue academic interests, I felt free to 

express my own political and ideological convictions. My two eldest daugh- 

ters, Einat and Tal, were already active in Peace Now, having joined the rela- 

tively new but large and influential peace group at its inception. I soon joined 
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them and have been an active member ever since. When I entered the move- 

ment I was considerably older than the average activist. Although I did not 

participate in its day-to-day activities, I regularly attended the street demon- 

strations and accepted special assignments the movement's leaders asked 

me to undertake. Consequently, I was present at many of the events described 

in this study and occasionally played a leading role in them. I was also one of 

the founders of the International Center for Peace in the Middle East and par- 

ticipated in many dialogues with Palestinian leaders. Throughout this period I 

actively engaged in the seemingly endless political and ideological debates 

within Israeli society and within the peace movement itself. 

As an insider who participated in many of the events described in this study, 

I recognize the potential dangers of bias and subjectivity. However, these must 

be weighed against the advantages of intimate knowledge and understanding 

of the issues here addressed. In approaching this study I recognized that I could 

not—and therefore did not attempt to—anesthetize my sympathies with those 

individuals and groups who like myself sought to promote peace between Ar- 

abs (especially the Palestinians) and Israelis. However, I have tried to be fair to 

all parties and to describe personalities and events as objectively as possible. 

The reader may judge whether I have succeeded. One bias that I freely admit is 

my devout belief that it is a vital national interest—and a moral obligation—for 

Israel to resolve the hundred-year conflict with its Arab neighbors. 

Clearly, this study is one-sided in another way too. It tells the story primarily 

from the Israeli perspective. To tell the story in its entirety, another study is 

necessary, one that will describe and analyze the pursuit of peace inside the 

Palestinian national movement. Such a study, I believe, will be better under- 

taken by a Palestinian. The story I tell here, though it occasionally touches on 

the “other side,” concentrates on the Israeli side and thus remains incomplete. 

Some Methodological Considerations 

The organization of this book is mainly chronological. The first chapter is 

dedicated to a few “peaceniks” who were active in the 1950s and 1960s 

and examines why no significant peace movement existed in the first two 

decades of Israeli statehood. The story becomes more detailed after the 

1967 war. The flow of the narrative is interrupted at times to discuss spe- 

cific factors in Israeli politics and society that influenced the peace move- 

ment. The study ends on September 13, 1993, with the signing of the 

Declaration of Principles on the White House lawn. This ceremony was 
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followed by negotiations between Israel and the Palestine Liberation Or- 

ganization concerning Israel's withdrawal from the Gaza Strip and Jeri- 

cho, and the transfer of authority over parts of the West Bank to Palestin- 

ian self-rule. However, though the peace movement certainly did not cease 

its activities in September 1993, these events are beyond the scope of this 

study, and I offer only a few tentative reflections on the future of the peace 

process and peace movement in conclusion. 

The account given here of the activities of the peace movement is (as the 

endnotes testify) based heavily on primary sources. The movement conducted 

itself with little secrecy. In fact, with its leaders always eager to attract media 

attention, the movement considered transparency to be a great advantage. | 

had full access to the archives and personal files of groups and individuals 

associated with the movement. Additionally, | conducted many interviews, 

which provided me with valuable information and insight. (Details are given 

in the bibliography.) 

Those parts of the narrative that deal with international developments are 

based chiefly on press reports, memoirs, and various secondary sources. Most of 

these events have been discussed and analyzed at length elsewhere; for the pur- 

poses of this study these developments are relevant only in terms of how they 

were perceived and acted on by Israeli peace activists. 

Many of the commentaries available on the peace movement are in the 

form of newspaper and magazine reports and articles. Only a small amount of 

academic research has been undertaken and published so far.” I hope the origi- 

nal contribution of this study is to be found in its scope, in terms of both the time 

frame and the number of groups examined. Perhaps the descriptions, explana- 

tions, and analysis offered here will provide the reader with a better under- 

standing of the forces that shaped public opinion and eventually made it pos- 

sible for leaders such as Begin, Rabin, and Peres to travel the road to peace. 

* * * 

This is essentially the story of how a limited number of Israelis over the past 

three decades perceived their situation and its effects on the future of their 

state and how, despite the prevailing consensus to the contrary, they unequivo- 

cally advocated political and territorial compromise in pursuit of peace. They 

took upon themselves the task of persuading their fellow Israelis to accept 

their perceptions and prescriptions. This study recounts how a group of dedi- 

cated men and women tried to construct peace in the minds of many. 









Zero-Sum 
The First Two Decades 

During the first two decades after the birth of the State of Israel, many 

attempts were made at mediation between the Arab states and Israel. 

How and when peace might be achieved were much debated by Israelis, 

Arabs, and the international community. From time to time certain po- 

litical forces within Israel challenged governmental policy regarding the 

Arab-Israeli conflict. Some initiatives were suggested and undertaken 

by parliamentary factions, others by private and extraparliamentary 

groups. In this chapter three initiatives are discussed in some detail. In 

two cases, journalists used their publications to argue for the possibility 

of a peaceful solution to the conflict. Another initiative was begun by an 

employee of the World Jewish Congress, who tried to make use of his 

special contacts with Arabs around the Mediterranean. 

However, despite the growing tensions between Israel and its neigh- 

bors, what one might generically refer to as “peace forces” were neither 

significant in scope nor influential in results in the Israeli body politic at 

the time. The price Israel was asked to pay for peace was viewed by 

most Israelis as too high to be seriously considered, and the bellicose 

rhetoric that emanated from Arab capitals made peace sound unattain- 

able to most Israelis. In short, subjective and objective barriers made 
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conciliation between Jews and Arabs impossible. In the Middle East of 

the 1950s and 1960s, belligerency prevailed. 

The Painful Legacy of the 1948 War 

From the Jewish perspective, the Arab-Israeli war of 1948 was undeni- 

ably a war of expansion. The newly created State of Israel had two ob- 

jectives in this war: first, to defend itself and the Jewish community in 

Palestine against the attempts of the Palestinian Arabs (and later the 

regular armies of neighboring Arab states) to prevent the establishment 

of the Jewish state; and second, to expand the territorial area of Jewish 

sovereignty in which future immigrants would be settled. For their part, 

the Arabs attempted not only to undo the United Nations General As- 

sembly resolution of November 29, 1947 (which partitioned Palestine into 

two separate states, one Jewish and one Arab), but also to erase the 

events of the previous five decades during which the Zionists had suc- 

ceeded in building a formidable national existence.' A day after the UN 

resolution was adopted, Palestinian irregular forces tried to stifle its imple- 

mentation by launching an intensive guerrilla campaign. Although helped 

by volunteers from the neighboring Arab states, the Palestinians were 

unable to stop the establishment of the Jewish state, which was declared 

in Tel Aviv on May 15, 1948. An invasion by the regular armies of five 

Arab states followed shortly thereafter, but did not fare much better.? 

During the fall and early winter of 1948 the new Israeli army launched 

a number of military counteroffensives and managed to further expand 

the territorial base of the Jewish state. In addition to the 5,600 square 

miles allocated to it by the UN partition resolution, Israel gained control 

over an additional 2,500 square miles of territory that would have been 

part of the Arab state proposed by the resolution.* Toward the end of the 

war Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion concluded that the conquest of too 

much land could become a liability for Israel. He believed that if Israel 

overreached itself and tried to hold on to too large a part of Palestine, 

especially if that land was inhabited by many Arabs, the resulting back- 

lash could endanger Israeli control of the territories already acquired. 

Consequently, toward the end of the war he restrained his generals and 

ordered the ?etreat of advanced forces in a few battle zones, thus sacrific- 

ing additional territorial gains.4 “Israel needs now more people, not more 

land,” was a theme often sounded by Ben-Gurion in those days.® 

Ben-Gurion rose through the ranks of the Jewish labor movement in 

Palestine during the period of British rule (1918-48) and by the late 1940s 
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had become the uncontested leader of the Zionist movement. Since late 

1946 he had been responsible for the security and defense of the Jewish 

community and settlements in Palestine, and was the chief architect of 

Israel's political and military victory in its 1948 War of Independence. He 

was the natural choice to be the first prime minister of the State of Is- 

rael. Except for a brief hiatus in 1954, Ben-Gurion also held the defense 

portfolio until his final retirement in June 1963. In these capacities he, 

more than anyone, shaped Israel’s defense and foreign policies, which 

were proactive and even aggressive for much of the period. However, 

by late 1949 it seemed to Ben-Gurion and a majority of the Israeli public 

that the armistice agreements concluded under UN mediation earlier in 

the year had established the practical and permanent borders of the 

state, as well as the peace necessary for the state to begin to grow.® 

The absorption of hundreds of thousands of Jewish immigrants during 

the early 1950s, the need for rapid economic development, and the es- 

tablishment of modern public services became Israel's priorities. 

When in the fall of 1949 Ben-Gurion presented his government to the 

first Knesset for approval, he declared that the pursuit of peace was one 

of his primary goals.’ Moshe Sharett, Israel’s first minister for foreign 

affairs, remembered the prevailing mood in those early days: “We, all of 

us, lived with the hope that peace was around the corner. We believed 

that the Arab world accepted the verdict [of the war]. We all thought 

that peace would be established and crystallized more and more.”® 

In December 1948 the UN General Assembly nominated the Palestine 

Conciliation Commission in the hope of translating the armistice agree- 

ments into stable and lasting peace treaties. Abba Eban, the Israeli rep- 

resentative to the United Nations, told the Security Council that “there is 

an organic link between these armistice agreements and the peace settle- 

ment which is now being sought under the auspices of the General 

Assembly through its Conciliation Commission . . . the armistice is 

envisaged not as an end in itself but as a transition to permanent peace.”? 

However, it quickly became apparent that this hope was to be shat- 

tered by the complex realities of the Arab-Israeli conflict. The Arabs would 

not accept the outcome of the war; in fact, they were unwilling to soften 

their resolve to try again to undo the creation of Israel, which they viewed 

as a blatant historical injustice. They were adamant in their determina- 

tion to keep their belligerence against the “Zionist invasion” alive and 

active. It was also clear that Israel was not prepared to pay the price for 

peace that would have been required at that time, even by the most 
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moderate Arabs. Israel was ready neither to give up significant portions 

of the territories it had gained in the war, nor to allow a significant num- 

ber of Palestinian refugees to return to their homes in what was now the 

State of Israel. For the Arabs, the presence of close to three-quarters of a 

million Palestinian refugees in shanty camps throughout the neighboring 

countries served as not only a permanent reminder of their military and 

political failure but also a symbol of injustice and evil.!° 

During the 1950s and 1960s several diplomatic and semiofficial ef- 

forts at mediation were made between Israel and Arab states.'! These 

efforts produced few if any results. Some observers accused Israel of 

intransigence and aggressiveness during that period, while others blamed 

the Arabs for clinging to their desire to destroy Israel as soon as they 

were militarily able to do so.!* Nevertheless, while opportunities were 

missed by both sides,!? the accumulated experience of the nineteen years 

between 1948 and 1967 suggests that underlying political and strategic 

conditions made reconciliation impossible during this period.'4 

The Arabs had little incentive to make peace with Israel because they 

had little reason to abandon the hope that in time they would be able to 

defeat Israel militarily. The 1948 defeat was rationalized, particularly in 

Egypt, as another symptom of the corruption of the old regimes. Re- 

peated pronouncements from Arab capitals suggested the intention to 

resume the armed conflict as soon as the military and political circum- 

stances were ripe. To be sure, no evidence has been found to date that 

would indicate that a “second round” was in the immediate plans of the 

Arab leaders. By the same token, there were certainly no Arab leaders 

who seriously recommended making peace with what they considered 

to be the criminal Zionist intrusion in their midst. 

President Gamal Abdul Nasser often claimed that the Israeli raid on 

an Egyptian army post in the Gaza Strip on February 28, 1955, made him 

painfully aware of the danger that Israel posed to his country and the 

Arab world at large.'° In his perception of his role as the most promi- 
nent Arab leader, Nasser elevated the confrontation with Israel to be- 

come a main theme of his leadership. Speaking before the Egyptian 

People’s Council on the occasion of the fifth anniversary of his revolu- 

tion, Nasser outlined his desire “to build in Egypt a great nation” in or- 

der to “prohtbit Israel from fixing its foundations on the holy and pure 

land it has torn away from us.”!® 

Robert Anderson, a special envoy of President Eisenhower, was sent 

to the Middle East on a secret mission early in 1956 to mediate between 
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Nasser and Ben-Gurion. When Anderson pressed the Egyptian leader to 

meet Israeli leaders face-to-face, Nasser recalled the fate of King Abdullah 

of Jordan, who had been assassinated five years earlier, apparently as 

punishment for his decision to enter into negotiations with Israel. The 

Egyptian leader said that he feared for his life, and argued that the Arab 

world was not ready for such direct negotiations.!’ This was certainly 

true, and Nasser himself had little incentive to risk his populist leader- 

ship position, not least because Israel did not seem to him to be capable 

of seriously threatening Egypt's national interests. 

For its part, Israel equivocated on the subject of serious negotiations. 

During the discussions held by the Palestine Conciliation Commission 

in Lausanne in 1949 it became clear to the Israeli representatives that if 

the Arabs were ready for a deal, their minimal conditions would be the 

return of most Palestinian refugees to territories held by Israel and the 

return of all Israeli-occupied territories not allotted to the Jews by the 

1947 UN Partition Resolution.!® Meeting these terms would have meant 

that Israel, with close to 1 million Jews at the time, would have had to 

absorb nearly 750,000 Palestinian Arabs, who could soon become the 

majority in the state, thus ending the Zionist enterprise. During the 1950s 

and 1960s the main territorial demands of the Arabs focused on the 

Negev, the arid area south of Be’er Sheva stretching down to Eilat on 

the Gulf of Agaba. Israel was not prepared to cede control of the Negev, 

as to have done so would have cut Israel’s access to the Red Sea, Asia, 

and Africa and taken away much of its land reserves.!? 

There was agreement in principle on this position even between Ben- 

Gurion and Sharett. As we shall see later, Foreign Minister Sharett was 

sometimes inclined to take more moderate positions than his prime min- 

ister. But during the Lausanne discussions, when the heavy price Israel 

was required to pay for peace became apparent, Sharett said in a staff 

briefing, “Formal peace with the Arab States is not a vital necessity for 

us,” later adding that “of course we want peace, but we cannot run, we 

must walk slowly.’”° The perception of the overwhelming majority of Is- 

raelis during the first two decades was that a second round of war with 

the Arabs was inevitable. This unshakable popular conviction was based 

not only on the political logic of the situation, but also on the flood of 

bellicose declarations by Arab leaders that seemed entirely to rule out 

Israel's ever reaching true conciliation with them. Arab rhetoric was the 

more convincing because of the repeated infiltrations and attacks of Arab 

guerrillas, often with the acquiescence and blessing of Arab governments. 
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Consequently, resources that were not consumed by Israel's efforts to- 

ward economic development and the absorption of immigrants were dedi- 

cated to defense. Discussions of peace and reconciliation during this period 

were considered by most Israelis to be idle chatter.! 

Early Parliamentary Peace Alternatives 

In such an atmosphere it was highly unlikely that a serious peace move- 

ment could develop. Nevertheless, the hope for peace and the efforts to 

keep this hope politically alive continued among small factions in Israeli 

politics. The small Israeli Communist Party was certainly the most out- 

spoken of these groups. This party was still committed to its traditional 

anti-Zionist stand and was loyal to Soviet ideology and political strategy, 

which from the last days of Stalin (and more so under Khrushchev after 

the watershed Czech-Egyptian arms sale of 1955) became outspokenly 

pro-Arab in its orientation.’* By this time Israel had already cast its lot 

with the West, as evidenced by its support in 1950 for the Western posi- 

tion regarding UN resolutions on Korea.?? The Soviets worsened their 

standing in Israeli public opinion when, in the Security Council, they sup- 

ported the closing of the Suez Canal to Israeli navigation and endorsed 

the Syrian demand that Israel refrain from diverting water from the Jor- 

dan River in 1953 and 1954.74 The Soviets also consistently supported the 

Arab demand that Israel retreat to the UN partition lines and allow all 

Palestinian refugees who so desired to return to their homes. The posi- 

tions taken by the Israeli communists reflected these views and therefore 

had no impact on Israeli public opinion beyond the party's own constitu- 

ency. Adhering to Marxist-Leninist doctrine, the Israeli communists in- 

sisted on an antinationalist posture, hailing “people's fraternity” and de- 

claring themselves an Arab-Jewish party, but managed to attract very few 

Jews to their ranks. Their constituency mainly came from Israel's Arab 

minority, which saw this party more as a means of expressing their na- 

tional aspirations and grievances than of promoting world revolution. 

For all practical purposes the Israeli Communist Party evolved during these 

years into being the most significant political expression and representa- 

tion of the Palestinian Arab minority of Israel. % 

The United Labor Party (Mapam) was by contrast avowedly Zionist. 

Indeed, it was originally a Zionist-socialist movement based primarily on 

two of the most successful kibbutz groups, Hakibbutz Ha’artzi and 

Hakibbutz Hameuchad, that combined socialist ideology with an ardent 
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belief in the gathering of all Jews in their ancestral land and the achieve- 

ment of a just society through collective farms and industries. Before the 

creation of the State of Israel, some of the political groups that later formed 

Mapam had advocated a binational state in which Jews and Arabs would 

live side by side. Although it tried to attract Israeli Arabs to its ranks, 

Mapam was primarily a Jewish party. As such it was fundamentally loyal 

to the Zionist project. However, it continued to maintain a dovish posture 

toward the Arab-Israeli conflict and advocated compromise and recon- 

ciliation. This tendency was especially marked after the secession in 1952 

of Achdut Ha’avodah (The Union of Labor), which was based primarily 

on the Hakibbutz Hameuchad and adopted a hard line on security issues. 

Mapam joined the government coalition in November 1955, but often 

voted in the minority against taking aggressive action toward the Arab 

states. For example, Mapam was the only coalition party that voted 

against the launching of the Sinai campaign in October 1956. This cam- 

paign came as a result of growing tensions with Egypt during 1955 and 

1956 and the massive arms deal Nasser concluded with the Soviet Union, 

which threatened to undermine Israel’s deterrent posture.2° Ben-Gurion 

eventually decided on this military adventure after a secret agreement 

was made that coordinated an Israeli attack with British and French 

plans to invade Egypt, destroy Nasser, and resume international control 

over the Suez Canal.2© Mapam’s leadership objected to this campaign 

for two reasons: they did not believe that a military initiative would solve 

the security problems facing Israel, and they did not wish Israel to be 

involved in a colonialist plot. Nevertheless, instead of resigning they 

decided to remain in the government because the nation was at war. 

The party announced that it would share the collective responsibility for 

the government's decisions along with all other coalition members.?7 

Late in 1949, leaders of Mapam and the Israeli Communist Party, to- 

gether with some independent intellectuals, formed the Israeli Peace Com- 

mittee (IPC). The IPC was officially a branch of the World Peace Council, a 

seemingly neutral but actually pro-Soviet and anti-American international 

front founded in Paris in the fall of 1949. Although the IPC was constituted 

as an independent, nonpartisan movement based on personal affiliation, 

it remained in essence a coalition of its two founding parties.28 
In the first few years of its existence, the IPC scored some impressive 

achievements. Three times it circulated public petitions, which as many 

as 30 to 40 percent of Israeli adults signed.?? A number of public gather- 

ings were well attended. These successes, however, owed much to the 
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IPC’s avoidance of the thorny issues of the Arab-Israeli conflict. Instead, 

the IPC operated on the basis of messages formulated by the World Peace 

Council that addressed broad international topics (such as the banning 

of nuclear weapons, opposition to the rearming of Germany, and calls 

for neutrality in the Cold War) that were less controversial in Israel. 

The appeal of the IPC began to fade in 1953 and diminished signifi- 

cantly in the wake of the Soviet Union’s adoption of an unmistakably 

pro-Arab position after the death of Stalin. As the World Peace Council 

and many of its branches around the world embraced anti-Israeli posi- 

tions after the 1956 Suez War, the IPC splintered. Its activities dwindled 

to the occasional publication of proclamations that met with public and 

media indifference and the half-hearted participation of a nucleus of 

semiprofessional members who remained active in international gath- 

erings—gatherings that increasingly tended to end in harsh criticism of 

Israel and Zionism. 

The IPC can hardly be considered a genuine Israeli peace movement 

because most of its activities concerned issues with little relevance to the 

problems that preoccupied Israelis. Whenever the committee did deal with 

local issues, its own internecine controversies undermined the impact of 

its messages on the larger public, which by and large considered the IPC 

to be little more than a poorly disguised tool of the Soviet Union. 

Mapam was not the only party that sometimes felt ill at ease with the 

aggressive policies of Ben-Gurion. The small Progressive Liberal Party, 

as well as some members of the National Religious Party, voted against 

Ben-Gurion’s proposals at times. However, neither Mapam nor the other 

parties could offer serious alternatives for peace during those years. None 

was prepared to recommend concessions on the issues of territory or 

refugees—both of which were regarded by the Arabs as prerequisites 

for negotiation. Their differences with Ben-Gurion were chiefly tactical 

and did not amount to an alternative policy direction on the outstand- 

ing issues between Israel and its enemies.°° 

Ben-Gurion versus Sharett 

Ben-Gurion’s main challenger on foreign policy matters during the early 

1950s came from within the ranks of the ruling Labor Party.3! Moshe 

Sharett, who not only served as foreign minister but also replaced Ben- 

Gurion as prime minister during the latter’s yearlong temporary retirement 
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in 1954, deeply disagreed with Ben-Gurion on the management of the 

Arab-Israeli conflict. Whereas Ben-Gurion believed that Israel would have 

to encounter another round of wars and would occasionally have to dem- 

onstrate its power for the purposes of deterrence, Sharett believed that 

moderation and restraint could de-escalate the conflict and possibly bring 

about similar restraint on the Arab side.°2 
But the gap between these two leaders was not as wide as it seemed at 

the time. There were many indications that Ben-Gurion did not believe he 

could resolve the conflict by imposing a solution on the Arabs. In Decem- 

ber 1955, in front of the officers of Israel’s High Command, Ben-Gurion 

defended his government's decision not to launch a preemptive attack on 

the Egyptian forces in the Sinai. This idea was widely supported among the 

Israeli security establishment in the fall of 1955, particularly after the an- 

nouncement of the Egyptian-Soviet arms deal. “No war can end all wars,” 

Ben-Gurion told his officers, arguing that even if a preemptive strike suc- 

ceeded, Israel would still have to encounter more wars in the future.°° 

On the issue of territories and refugees Sharett was as adamant as 

Ben-Gurion. For example, he told the Labor Party's Political Committee, 

“We are obliged to make it clear to the [U.S.] administration that no 

territorial change can be spoken of, no violation of our sovereignty, no 

return of refugees.”°4 On many occasions Sharett made clear his 

conviction that peace between the Arab states and Israel could be con- 

cluded only between “the Arab states as they are and Israel as it is.”5° 

To be sure, Sharett was often disturbed by Ben-Gurion’s security poli- 

cies. For instance, after a long consultation on the preparations required 

to confront an expected Egyptian attack in April 1956, he wrote, “All those 

cumbersome preparations for the big catastrophe are unfounded, and 

will vanish like smoke when no war will erupt.” He felt himself “caught up 

by the feeling of irreality of the entire discussion.’”°° Perhaps many of 

these misgivings were little more than matters of style and temperament. 

Neither Ben-Gurion nor Sharett believed that peace was attainable under 

the existing circumstances, and both considered that the conflict must 

therefore be managed as well as possible. Sharett, Mapam, and the other 

moderates could at most present a pious conviction that by refraining 

from aggravating the conflict through aggressive initiatives, Israel might 

lay the foundation for reconciliation sometime in the remote and unfore- 

seeable future. However, since no progress toward peace could be dem- 

onstrated, Sharett was unable to generate much political support for his 
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views. There was little opposition when Ben-Gurion decided to dispense 

with Sharett’s services in June 1956.97 

The Palestinian Factor 

In the years between 1949 and 1967 the Middle East conflict was consid- 

ered by most observers to be primarily a struggle between Israel and its 

neighboring Arab states. During much of this period the Palestinians were 

not present as an independent political force. Nevertheless, as they had 

before the War of Independence, some Israelis continued to view the clash 

between Zionism and the nascent Palestinian national movement as the 

main cause of the bitter strife. The first Zionist leader who realized that 

the Zionist venture in Palestine would inevitably lead to a head-on colli- 

sion with the national movement of the Palestinian Arabs was Ze’ev 

Jabotinsky, the leader of the extreme right-wing Revisionist Party.°® 

Jabotinsky had recognized the idiosyncrasies of Palestinian identity early 

on. In a July 1921 speech at the Zionist General Council, and later in two 

articles he published in the Russian-language Zionist magazine Rasswiet 

in 1923 and 1924, he discussed his belief that the Palestinian Arabs are 

not a part of the larger Arab world but a people with a particular identity, 

collective memory, and intrinsic connection to the land of Palestine. “They 

look upon Palestine with the same instinctive love and true fervor that 

any Aztec looked upon Mexico or any Sioux looked upon his prairie,” he 

wrote. Therefore, even if the Zionists were able to convince the Arabs of 

Baghdad and Mecca that Palestine is a territory of marginal significance, 

“Palestine will still remain for the Palestinians not a borderland, but their 

birthplace, the center and basis of their own national existence.”°9 

Jabotinsky concluded that two possible options existed: “Zionist colo- 

nization, even the most restricted, must either be terminated or carried 

out in defiance of the will of the native population. This colonization 

can, therefore, continue and develop only under the protection of a force 

independent of the local population.” Choosing the latter option, he ad- 

vocated the creation of an “Iron Wall” behind which the Zionist project 

would proceed until the time arrived when the Palestinians realized the 

irreversibility of this venture and ended their struggle.4° 

This idea was vehemently rejected at the time (and for another two 

decades) by all mainstream Zionists. It was difficult for most Zionists to 

accept that the fulfillment of the Zionist dream could be achieved only 

by force. The recognition of the Palestinians as a unique national entity 
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could not be reconciled with the belief that the Jews have the right to 

exercise sovereignty in the land of Palestine. The solution to this di- 

lemma was to view the Palestinians as part of the larger Arab nation, 

which had room enough to accommodate Palestinian national aspira- 

tions. The Zionist establishment, led by David Ben-Gurion and Chaim 

Weizmann, criticized Jabotinsky for exacerbating tensions and endan- 

gering the support of Great Britain. The studiously ambivalent (and 

perhaps hypocritical) mainstream Zionist strategy proved to be more 

successful than Jabotinsky’s realpolitik. By blurring the intrinsic contra- 

diction between Jewish and Arab interests, the mainstream Zionists 

gained time and managed to increase the Jewish population in Pales- 

tine from 100,000 in 1923 to 650,000 in 1948. 

In the 1920s, and especially the 1930s, anti-Zionist consciousness 

rapidly grew among the Palestinian Arabs under the leadership of the 

mufti of Jerusalem, al-Hajj Amin al-Husayni, though strong pan-Arab 

undercurrents at the time helped delay the development of a proactive 

Palestinian nationalist movement.*! The collaboration of al-Husayni with 

Hitler’s Germany during World War II, coupled with his virulent anti- 

British posture, damaged the Palestinian cause. This also led to the col- 

lusion between Great Britain, Abdullah (the emir of Transjordan), and 

the Jewish Agency to bring about the creation of the Hashemite King- 

dom of Jordan, which was to control the West Bank from 1948 to 1967.42 

The presence of the Kingdom of Jordan on both sides of the Jordan River 

relieved the Israeli leadership of the need to confront the fact that Zion- 

ism clashed not only with the local segment of the Arab nation but also 

with the growing reality of a specifically Palestinian national movement.4% 

For a brief time during 1948 Sharett and his colleagues in the Israeli 

foreign ministry considered the potential advantages of helping the Pal- 

estinians create their own state in accordance with UN Resolution 181, 

thus abandoning the “Hashemite Option.’”44 However, the absolute re- 

fusal of the Palestinian leadership to make any compromise with the 

Zionists made this “Palestinian Option” unrealistic. The consequences 

of the 1948 war, when local Palestinian forces were decimated by the 

new Israeli army, and hundreds of thousands of Palestinians fled their 

homes and became refugees, further hardened Palestinian resolve 

against a negotiated settlement with the Zionists. This, combined with 

the military conquest of the West Bank by Jordanian forces, crippled 

Palestinian national aspirations for nearly two decades. The Hashemite 

king, a ruler most Palestinians considered a foreigner, now spoke for 
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them in the absence of a genuine representative of their own. In des- 

peration they turned to the pan-Arab ideals represented by Nasser.*® 

Between 1949 and 1967 few Middle East observers, and few even 

among the Arabs themselves, saw the Palestinian issue as particularly 

salient. Many saw the Palestinian entity and the refugee problem prima- 

rily as propaganda tools used by the Arab states in their struggles with 

Israel and one another. For their part, the Palestinians were split be- 

tween supporting the Hashemite regime or Nasser’s pan-Arab national- 

ism. In most international forums the Palestinian problem was presented 

more as a humanitarian issue of refugees than as a political question 

involving national rights, and ‘many Palestinian groups were often viewed 

as little more than pawns in the intra-Arab “cold war.’4¢ 

Despite occasional incidents along the armistice frontiers, Israel was 

satisfied with the status quo on its eastern front and wanted to see the 

regime of the young King Hussein continue along with his control over 

most of the Palestinians. In August 1958 Golda Meir, then minister of 

foreign affairs, told her British counterpart Selwyn Lloyd, “We all pray 

three times a day for King Hussein’s safety and success.”47 

Uri Avneri and the Semitic Action 

Considering this state of affairs it was rather odd to hear an outspoken 

Israeli voice calling for greater attention to the Palestinians. Such a voice 

belonged to Uri Avneri, for many years the controversial owner and edi- 

tor of Ha’olam Ha’zeh (This World), a weekly magazine that offered a 

strange combination of radical political editorials, socialite gossip, and 

mild pornography. After 1948 Avneri was perhaps the first to articulate 

the need to recognize the Palestinian Arabs as a unique people and to 

cooperate with them. He defined his political philosophy in simple terms: 

“I believe the Palestinian people have the same rights as I have. I have 

the right to live in a state of my own, under my own flag, to hold my own 

passport, to elect my own government, good, bad, or very bad. The Pal- 

estinians must have the right to live in their own state, under their own 

flag, to hold their own passport, to elect their own government—hope- 

fully a good one.”“® Earlier than most, Avneri recognized the rights of 

the Palestinians to self-determination and realized that they were the 

people with whom Israel would eventually have to make peace. 

Born in Vienna, Avneri emigrated to Palestine with his parents in the 

late 1930s to escape Nazi persecution. As a teenager he joined the Irgun 
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(a right-wing underground military organization influenced by 

Jabotinsky’s doctrine) to fight against the British in Palestine. Like many 

other Jews at the time he adamantly opposed the partition plan. Unlike 

others who opposed it out of territorial and strategic considerations, 

Avneri opposed it for demographic and moral reasons. While the main 

Zionist opposition to the partition plan came from the maximalists who 

did not want anything less than all of Palestine for the Jewish state, 

Avneri wanted to share the land with the Palestinians. 

In October 1947, shortly before the United Nations passed the partition 

plan, Avneri formed a short-lived group that he named the Young Pales- 

tine Association. The group called on the Zionist leadership to adopt a 

policy that would aspire to create “the unity of the Semitic Sphere.’”4? 

Avneri was initially influenced by the Hebrew poet Yonatan Ratosh and 

his “Young Hebrews,” who were later referred to as the “Canaanites.” 

Ratosh envisioned an alliance of all minorities of the Middle East aimed 

at resisting Sunni Arab hegemony, and advocated a strong Jewish state 

on both sides of the Jordan River.®° Avneri, however, came to believe that 

the “Hebrew Nation” that was evolving in Palestine would be able to per- 

suade the predominantly Sunni Arab Palestinian nation to jointly create a 

bilingual and bicultural state. This union, he predicted, could then form 

the nucleus of a progressive “Semitic Alliance” that would control the 

Fertile Crescent from the Euphrates River to the Suez Canal in a federal 

arrangement modeled on the United States or Soviet Union. In later years 

Avneri admitted that he “believed in the importance of nationalism in the 

life of people, but also believed in transnationalism.”°! In retrospect his 

“Semitic Action,” as he called it, was naive and inappropriate for the times. 

What remains important is that his approach was based not only on the 

recognition of a Palestinian Arab entity, but also on legitimization of their 

national rights. Avneri’s views were based on the assumption that the 

Jews and Arabs of Palestine were destined to coexist on the same land 

whether they liked it or not. 

Avneri also regularly criticized the aggressive defense policies of Ben- 

Gurion. He maintained that the prime minister did not believe in peace and 

thus led Israel down avenues where peace was unattainable. “Everybody 

knows that the management of war requires precise military planning and 

the mobilization of all forces in an overall military effort,” Avneri wrote in 

1954, “but most people think that peace manages itself, and there is no 

need to do anything for it, no planning, no mobilization of forces. Nothing 
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is further away from the truth—peace must be prepared with the same 

amount of imagination and momentum as wars are managed.”°2 

Shortly after the 1948 war, in which he fought the Egyptians as a 

noncommissioned officer in the famous Givati brigade, Avneri bought a 

defunct small weekly magazine, Tesha Ba’Erev. After renaming it Ha’olam 

Ha’zeh, he used the magazine to propagate his political ideas and to 

criticize the Israeli establishment. For example, in the wake of the De- 

cember 1955 anti-Western riots in Jordan, in which the Palestinians 

played an important part, Avneri published a number of editorials in 

which he supported the “Palestinian Liberation Movement.” Avneri be- 

lieved this movement would eventually cooperate with Israel in the es- 

tablishment of a common homeland for Jews and Arabs.* 

After the Sinai Campaign of 1956 Avneri joined forces with Nathan 

Yellin-Mor, the leader of the Stern Gang during the 1940s.54 Yellin-Mor, 

who had resurfaced in Israeli politics on the far left, worked with Avneri 

to reestablish his Semitic Action. Avneri called for the establishment of 

the “Union of Jordan’—a federation of the Jewish state and the state to 

be created with the help of Israel by the “free efforts of the Palestinians 

who will take into their hands their own fate and . . . eject the foreign 

and despised [Hashemite] ruler.”°° 

Many of Avneri’s articles of that period reflected a deep sense of frus- 

tration at the partitioning of “Eretz Yisrael” (The Land of Israel). The 

land was “destined by historical heritage, feelings, culture, geographical 

realities, economic necessities, and military conditions to be the home- 

land of the Hebrew people,” he wrote in the mid-1950s. “We want the 

integrity of the land, the dressing of the bleeding wounds in the body of 

our homeland.”°° This may be a reflection of the indoctrination he re- 

ceived in his early days in the Irgun, which was commanded at the time 

by Menachem Begin and was under the spiritual influence of Jabotinsky. 

However, while Avneri often used the same language employed by ad- 

vocates of “Eretz Yisrael Ha’shleima” (Greater Israel—the territorially 

maximalist version of Eretz Yisrael, according to which the Jewish state 

should encompass the entire historical land of Israel), he never thought 

in terms of dispossessing the Palestinian Arabs. On the contrary, for him 

the integrity of the land required recognition of, and cooperation with, 

the other rtation that inhabited the land. : 

Avneri possessed at the time a rather naive and paternalistic outlook 

vis-a-vis the Palestinians. “Hebrew Israel,” he wrote, “will be inevitably 

the senior sister [in the Union of Jordan]. The million residents of its 
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Arab part, who still live on a much lower level, will be good partners.” 

His vision of the future included “an Arab regime which will sympathize 

with Israel, a progressive anti-feudal regime.”°’ In later years this naiveté 

disappeared from his views. What remained was his steadfast recogni- 

tion of the Palestinians as a distinct nation. His efforts to orient Israel's 

conceptions of peace toward a cooperative venture with the Arab resi- 

dents of the land, coupled with his support for the political rights of the 

Palestinian community, established his credibility with many Palestin- 

ian nationalists and helped him, after the 1967 war, to formulate a more 

realistic approach to a negotiated settlement. Avneri, however, did not 

enjoy similar acceptance among Israeli Jews. Prior to the 1967 war his 

voice remained solitary and most Israelis did not take his pleas seri- 

ously. A party he formed in the 1960s managed to win two Knesset seats 

in the 1965 elections, but most observers attributed this success to his 

popularity as an outspoken critic of the political establishment rather 

than as support for his Semitic crusade. 

New Outlook 

Unlike Avneri, Simcha Flapan was not a lone wolf. He was a second-tier 

leader of Mapam and well established in the kibbutz movement. Al- 

though he identified with the left wing of his party, especially in regard 

to the Arab-Israeli conflict, he enjoyed the full support of his colleagues 

and served in a number of formal roles within the party. Like his col- 

leagues he strongly opposed the 1947 partition plan and preferred the 

establishment of a binational state in the whole of Palestine. But unlike 

many others, he never abandoned this idea. He believed that such a 

state could have been established had it not been for Ben-Gurion’s mis- 

guided decisions in 1948.58 
Flapan dedicated most of his energies to reaching out to moderate 

and leftist leaders from the intellectual elites of the Arab states and Is- 

raeli Arabs.°? In undertaking this task he saw himself as continuing the 

legacy of Martin Buber, the world-renowned philosopher and theolo- 

gian who came to Palestine at the end of the 1930s to become a profes- 

sor at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem and join Brit Shalom (Peace 

Alliance), a group that, in the 1920s and 1930s, advocated restraint of 

the Zionist project and full cooperation with the Arabs.°° 

Buber, along with a dozen or so of his colleagues, remained active 

throughout the first decade of the State of Israel’s existence. Most members 
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of the group that was reconstituted in 1943 as Ihud (Union—a reference 

to the hope for unity between Jews and Arabs) were veteran professors of 

the Hebrew University who had immigrated to Palestine in the 1920s and 

1930s, bringing with them from Europe (and from Germany in particular) 

more or less pacifist philosophies. During the 1950s, the group congre- 

gated around a highly intellectual magazine called Ner (Candle).°! But 

the group, which during the 1948 war actively opposed the creation of a 

Jewish state, had almost no following and was considered by the public 

at large to be a clique of theoreticians detached from society and reality. 

Even Mapam and the younger generation around Avneri distanced them- 

selves from Thud. 

Flapan was part of a group that went to see the octogenarian Buber 

in 1958. The old sage told them: “We have to start a dialogue with the 

Arabs. For a dialogue two persons are required, but sometimes one is 

enough, if only the other is ready to listen. . . . the time has come for the 

people of the Middle East to acquire a new outlook.”©? Encouraged by 

the hope that the “other side will listen,” Flapan and his colleagues 

founded a monthly journal that they called New Outlook. The magazine 

was published in English to reach the widest possible audience and was 

dedicated to the “clarification of problems concerning peace and coop- 

eration among all the peoples of the Middle East . . . to reflect those 

aspirations and accomplishments . . . that are common to all the peoples 

and countries of the area and could, given the elimination of friction 

and animosities, flourish and produce ever greater abundance of well- 

being and happiness.”®? 
New Outlook soon reached Arab capitals, and through it wide circles 

of Arab intellectuals were exposed to a voice of peace and conciliation 

coming from behind “enemy lines.” Flapan, the chief editor, viewed the 

journal as a potential catalyst for further dialogue between Arabs and 

Israelis. Its readership extended beyond the Middle East and included 

left-wing political circles in Europe and the United States. 

Over the years Flapan managed to develop a vast network of contacts 

with European communists and other left-wing anticolonial activists. Henri 

Curiel was an Egyptian communist, a Jew who escaped persecution in 

Egypt and settled in Paris after World War II, where he associated with 

many Thirds World revolutionaries.°* Through Curiel, Flapan was able to 

communicate with many Arab leaders, especially those on the left. Flapan 

tried to nurture these contacts as best he could, primarily through fre- 

quent meetings in Europe. Most of these radicals were either in exile or in 
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opposition to the regimes of their native countries, and the meetings rarely 

led to more meaningful contacts with the Arab mainstream. 

Flapan enjoyed greater success among Israeli Arabs. In January 1963 

he convened a conference in (jewish) Tel Aviv and (Arab) Nazareth called 

“New Paths to Peace.” Most of the participants were Israeli Arabs and 

left-wing Jews. Flapan managed to secure the attendance of a few promi- 

nent Americans and Europeans, as well as a few individuals from Israel's 

political center and right.®> Shortly before the Six Day War Flapan orga- 

nized a tour in Egypt and Israel for Jean-Paul Sartre and Simone de 

Beauvoir in cooperation with the Egyptian progressive journal El Talia. 

After his visit to the Middle East, Sartre prodded both sides on the pos- 

sibility of initiating a direct dialogue. Unfortunately, the outbreak of the 

1967 war reinforced the popular belief that the protagonists were not 

yet ready for reconciliation.® 

La Pira and the Florence Conferences 

Flapan also participated in the only public conferences that involved 

face-to-face encounters between prominent Arab leaders and Israeli 

Officials. In 1958, 1960, and 1961 Giorgio La Pira, the mayor of Florence, 

convened seemingly innocuous conferences called “Congrés Médi- 

terranéen de la Culture” (Congress on Mediterranean Culture). The 

behind-the-scenes initiator of these meetings was Joseph Goldin, an Is- 

raeli who later became better known as Joe Golan. At the time Golan 

had joined the staff of the World Jewish Congress at the request of its 

president Nahum Goldmann.°®? Golan was fluent in Arabic and had lived 

for many years in Damascus and Alexandria, and was well acquainted 

with Middle Eastern affairs. Goldmann asked Golan to create a Middle 

East desk at the World Jewish Congress to deal primarily with the wel- 

fare of Jews who still remained in Arab countries and with their emigra- 

tion to Israel and elsewhere. 

While a student in Paris, Golan had made useful contacts with North 

African émigrés who were leading the struggle against French colonial- 

ism in the region. These contacts were important for the World Jewish 

Congress because hundreds of thousands of Jews still lived in Morocco, 

Algeria, and Tunisia. In 1955 Golan also secretly visited the Egyptian em- 

bassy in Paris and met with Colonel Sarwat Okasha, who was a colleague 

of Nasser and a member of the Officer’s Revolutionary Council that had 

staged the Cairo coup in July 1952. They discussed the question of whether 
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Goldmann, who was at the time also the president of the World Zionist 

Organization, should be invited to visit Cairo to meet with Egyptian lead- 

ers. The idea was eventually shelved because of the international storm 

caused by Nasser’s nationalization of the Suez Canal in July 1956. For its 

part, the Israeli government did not support the proposed trip for two 

reasons: a lack of confidence in Goldmann and concern that Nasser might 

try to use him to drive a wedge between Israel and world Jewry. 

Golan continued to cultivate his North African contacts. By the end of 

the 1950s such key figures from the recently liberated Morocco as Alal 

Alfassi and Mehdi Ben Barka were frequent guests at Golan’s home, which 

he moved to Rome to escape the scrutiny of the French security services. 

In 1957 Golan approached Giorgio La Pira, the mayor of Florence and 

an internationally renowned progressive Catholic leader, and encour- 

aged him to convene a conference to deal with the “Culture of the Medi- 

terranean.”©? It soon became obvious that despite its seemingly neutral 

title the conference had strong political undercurrents and would not 

limit itself to cultural affairs. This broader character accorded with Golan’s 

objective of increasing the involvement of Israel and world Jewry in the 

unfolding independence of Mediterranean and African nations. He hoped 

this would help safeguard the Jewish populations and interests in these 

countries while also helping to pave the way for Israel’s integration into 

the region. 

The first conference met in September 1958 and was attended by sev- 

eral prominent figures from the Arab world as well as a few representa- 

tives of the Israeli establishment. Egypt approved the participation of a 

few intellectuals, with only “one limitation . . . the avoidance of any po- 

litical debate.”’° Israel’s representatives included members of leftist 

groups, nonpartisan academics, and a few notable officials including 

Maurice Fisher (Israel's ambassador to Italy) and Reuven Barakat (a mem- 

ber of the Knesset and head of the Department for International Affairs of 

the general union of workers, the Histadrut). The most prominent Israeli 

in attendance was Reuven Shiloah, a senior member of the Israeli for- 

eign service and the founder of Israel’s central intelligence agency, Mossad. 

The conference, held in the Palazzo Vecchio in Florence, was some- 

what overshadowed by the recent rise to power of Charles de Gaulle 

and the efferts of the French army to quell the revolt in Algeria. North 

African politics seemed to take precedence over other Mediterranean 

issues, and even the Egyptian and Lebanese delegates were more inter- 

ested in discussing the politics of Algeria than those of Palestine. 
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Rustum Bastuni, an Israeli Arab, was the only Palestinian invited to attend 

‘the conference. No Palestinians came from either Jordan or the Palestinian 

diaspora,’! chiefly because there were no serious and credible Palestinian 

organizations at that time. Yasser Arafat's Palestinian armed struggle move- 

ment (Fatah) began to take shape in 1957 but did not become a coherent 

and active body until the next decade; and Ahmad Shugairi’s Palestinian 

Liberation Organization was not created until 1964. Nevertheless, for the 

Israelis this was a rare opportunity to meet Arab leaders and intellectu- 

als.’ New Outlook viewed the conference as offering hope: “At this stage 

in Middle East affairs, this represents progress in comparison with the boy- 

cotts of the past, and indicates the line to be taken in the future.””° 

Israeli officials did not attend the second conference, which took place 

in the summer of 1960. The venerable Martin Buber attended, however, 

and the Israeli government announced that the philosopher should be 

viewed as the official delegate of the State of Israel. He quickly became 

the center of attention and, as a result of his imposing presence, the 

Arab-Israeli issue became much more prominent. Buber spoke of Pales- 

tine as a land of two nations and called for coexistence and a serious 

attempt to overcome mutual hatred.’4 

The second Florence conference was a great success in terms of its 

intellectual level and the conciliatory atmosphere it engendered. But “in 

order to avoid past difficulties, general topics and philosophical-cultural- 

economic questions were chosen, Keeping as far away from politics as 

possible.””° One of the conference's significant results was that the Is- 

raeli press reported widely on the fraternization between the Egyptian 

and Israeli delegates.”© Ben-Gurion sent Mayor La Pira a personal note 

and assured him that the “desire most cherished in Israel is peace.””” 

Israel's Ministry of Foreign Affairs was becoming increasingly concerned 

with Joe Golan’s independent activities. Shortly after the third (and last) 

Florence conference Golan had to terminate his activities on behalf of the 

World Jewish Congress and as secretary-general of the Congres 

Méditerranéen.’® Secret talks between Algerian rebels (led by the Front 

de Libération National—FLN) and French plenipotentiaries were well un- 

der way by that time, and with Algerian independence on the horizon, 

the fate of the Jewish community in Algeria became a growing concer. 

At Goldmann’s direction, Golan went to FLN headquarters in Tunisia to 

meet some of his old contacts and to lobby them to recognize the Jews as 

if they were French nationals, even though Jews lived in Algeria centuries 

before the arrival of the French. Such a recognition would enable Jews to 
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choose either to remain in the country and receive the new state's citi- 

zenship or to leave and retain their French papers. The FLN leaders re- 

sponded by discreetly recommending to Golan that the Jews hasten to 

leave the country due to the potential for widespread anti-Jewish riots.’? 

In March 1962 Golan sent an urgent message (using an FLN courier) to 

the chief rabbi of Algeria, and the exodus of Algeria’s Jews began. Golan 

was expelled from France when the French secret service caught wind of 

his actions. When he returned to Tel Aviv, his Israeli passport was confis- 

cated under the orders of Golda Meir. A brief public storm erupted that 

attracted the attention of the Knesset and media, and Golan was allowed 

to retrieve his papers.®° Frustrated and embittered, Golan eventually re- 

directed his energies toward business and never returned to political life. 

The lron Wall—Peace Impossible 

Avneri, Flapan, and Golan were not the only Israelis who dreamed of peace 

and tried to promote it, but they represented the most consistent and sus- 

tained efforts to actually achieve peace during the first two decades of the 

State of Israel’s existence. Their frustrated attempts to reach out to the 

other side exemplified the underlying alienation between Arabs and Israe- 

lis. The perception on both sides was that peace required extremely painful 

concessions that would yield few gains. Furthermore, the prevailing condi- 

tion of “no war, no peace” that resulted from the 1949 armistice agree- 

ments did not seem to be an unbearable price for either side to pay.®! 

In a conflict in which vital interests are at stake, as in the Arab-Israeli 

conflict, the transformation of a zero-sum game into a positive outcome 

occurs only when both sides recognize that the costs of continued con- 

flict are greater than the price each will pay for a settlement. During the 

1950s and 1960s, both Arabs and Israelis were far from this recognition, 

and the political, strategic, and psychological environments were not 

conducive to such a change in perception. The price the Arabs would 

have had to pay was recognition and acceptance of the Jewish state and 

agreement that at least some of the territories Israel had gained in the 

1948 war would remain in Israeli hands. Consequently, some of the Pal- 

estinian refugees would have had to be absorbed in neighboring Arab 

states. All‘these requirements were unacceptable. 

Furthermore, the Arabs did not consider the costs of another war too 

high a price in pursuit of their objectives and in defense of their dignity. 
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The defeats of 1948 were rationalized and the new revolutionary regimes 

in Egypt, Syria, and (somewhat later) Iraq had no reason to believe that 

they would not eventually be able to translate their overwhelming demo- 

graphic and economic advantages over Israel into military superiority.®2 

Moreover, the condition of “no war, no peace” did not exact a heavy price 

from Egypt and Syria. Most of the border skirmishes took place far from 

Egypt's population centers (in the Gaza Strip and the desert borders of the 

Sinai Peninsula), and did not significantly threaten Egyptian interests. 

Despite the conquest of the Sinai by Israeli forces in 1956, Nasser por- 

trayed the Sinai-Suez War as a great victory for himself, with Egypt hav- 

ing survived invasion by the armies of France and Great Britain.®? Syria 

felt safe behind its reinforced fortifications on the Golan Heights, literally 

looking down at Israeli settlements in the valley below. Jordan and Leba- 

non were more vulnerable but were too weak politically either to influ- 

ence regional Arab politics or to pursue independent courses. 

Prospects for peace were further hampered because of the Arab na- 

tions’ shared sense of wounded pride after the Zionist victory in Pales- 

tine. Arab humiliation was aggravated by Israeli military retaliations along 

the armistice frontiers throughout this period. In May 1967, when Nasser 

ordered the UN Emergency Force (UNEF) out of Egypt, closed the Straits 

of Agaba to Israeli navigation, banned Israeli overflights, and deployed 

his army in the northern Sinai, he described these actions as the first 

steps to eradicating the “shame of 1956” and promised soon thereafter 

to eradicate the “shame of 1948.”84 
For its part, Israel likewise did not consider peace its highest priority 

and certainly was not ready to pay the price even the most moderate 

Arabs required. For the overwhelming majority of Israeli Jews, relin- 

quishing the Negev or allowing hundreds of thousands of Palestinian 

refugees to return seemed tantamount to suicide and was viewed as 

totally unacceptable. In addition, Israelis were treated to daily litanies of 

hatred and indignation on Arab radio and were all too aware of deadly 

incursions by Arab guerrillas. In this context, the conciliation efforts of 

Flapan, Golan, and others did not seem to offer Israelis serious pros- 

pects of a genuine and lasting peace. 

During the first two decades of their state’s existence, Israelis regarded 

peace as desirable but beyond reach. Jabotinsky’s perception of Israel's 

relationship with its neighbors accurately described Israel’s situation in the 

Middle East after 1948. His Iron Wall prophecy was to a large extent realized 
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through Israeli policies in the 1950s and 1960s, as Ben-Gurion focused the 

state’s resources on developing the ability to defend the new political, de- 

mographic, and territorial circumstances created by the 1948 war. 

The Sinai Campaign of October 1956 brought about a respite in Arab 

belligerency toward Israel, at the same time increasing Arab resentment 

of Israel's aggressive posture. Nasser’s decision on October 31, 1956, to 

redeploy his army from Sinai to Egypt's heartland to counter the French 

and British invasion forestalled a full-scale confrontation between the 

Egyptian and Israeli forces and left him with little reason to suspect the 

Israeli military was more than a match for his own. With his prestige 

boosted by the political victory salvaged from the military defeat of that 

war, Nasser used the following decade to champion his vision of Arab 

unity but was careful not to provoke Israel before he was sure he was 

ready for another round. 

Despite Nasser’s self-restraint, the Arab-Israeli conflict heated up again 

after a series of incidents in 1964 and 1965. The first such incident sur- 

rounded Israel’s plan to build a National Water Carrier to channel water 

from the Sea of Galilee in the north to irrigate the arid south. A Syrian 

attempt to divert the headwaters of the Jordan River from flowing into 

the Sea of Galilee was checked by an Israeli military response. 

Tensions were further heightened by another development. On Janu- 

ary 4, 1965, Arafat’s Fatah launched its first guerrilla incursion into Is- 

rael. The National Water Carrier was the target of a mine placed not far 

from the Sea of Galilee. The explosion caused minimal damage, but the 

attack carried significant symbolic value. It marked the beginning of the 

“armed struggle” against Israel.85 Between 1965 and 1966 Palestinian 

guerrillas infiltrated Israel seventy-six times, causing thirty deaths.8° 

While these operations were not significant from a military point of view, 

they exacted a psychological toll on Israel by demonstrating that their 

Iron Wall was not impenetrable. Fatah’s actions also represented the 

emergence of the Palestinians as an independent factor in the region’s 

political and strategic calculus. Because most of these attacks were 

launched from Syria and Lebanon and were committed with the bless- 

ing and support of the Syrian regime, they also contributed to the spiral 

of conflict that led to the next Arab-Israeli war. The 1967 Six Day War, 

and its military and political results, contributed to a renewed pursuit of 

peace and the recognition by growing numbers of Israelis that peace 

must be viewed as a national priority.®7 



The Debate over Peace 
Options in the Labor Party, 
1967-70 

From Anxiety to Euphoria 

The June 1967 war resulted in the defeat of three major Arab armies by 

Israeli forces in less then one hundred hours, and the conquest of the West 

Bank from Jordan, the Golan Heights from Syria, and the Gaza Strip and 

Sinai Peninsula from Egypt. This dramatically changed the terms of the 

Arab-Israeli conflict.! In the wake of the victory the entire nation was swept 

by exhilaration and a genuine sense of salvation. But as odd as it may seem 

in light of the enormity of the victory, during the three weeks just before the 

war (a time that came to be known as the “waiting period”) Israelis had 

become acutely fearful for the survival of the Jewish state. Many viewed 

Israel's situation in catastrophic terms not unlike the Holocaust. 

After the war a group of young kibbutz members recorded a series of 

revealing interviews and discussions about the war, later published as a 

book titled Chats of Combatants. In one interview two brothers, both 

combat battalion commanders, spoke of their war experience with their 

25 
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father, Matityahu Shelem, a prominent figure in the field of Hebrew folk 

culture. The father spoke of his feelings and thoughts during the waiting 

period. “I used to think a lot about the concentration camps, about what 

might happen, about almost anything that a sick imagination could de- 

vise, and about all the things I’d seen down through the years: the [Arab] 

riots in 1929, and the riots in 1936... . | went backwards in my thoughts, 

to the time before I came to Palestine, way back to my childhood. . . . I 

often had the occasion to discuss the gas chambers.”” 

Moshe Shamir, a famous Israeli novelist, wrote in his diary of fear 

and doomsday expectations at the time: “The air around is not assured 

for us. We have to secure it every day anew. This is true only for our 

people, of all people on the surface of the earth.” 

Three factors help explain this widespread fear among Israelis. First, 

the enduring national trauma of the Holocaust, which thousands of Is- 

raelis personally experienced, has always played a central role in the 

political, cultural, and psychological socialization of all Israeli Jews. The 

main lesson most Jews derive from the Holocaust was that because such 

an event happened once it could happen again.* The second factor was 

the enormity of weaponry and forces amassed during the later part of 

May 1967 along three of Israel’s borders, coupled with the pronounce- 

ments by Arab leaders of the Jewish state's imminent destruction.® Third, 

there was a widespread sense of political isolation, which grew out of 

the failure of the United Nations and U.S. President Lyndon Johnson to 

soften Egypt’s aggressive posture. 

It was therefore understandable that the nation breathed a collective 

sigh of relief when the news arrived on the morning of June 6 that the 

Egyptian air force was destroyed. By the end of the six days the com- 

bined forces of Egypt, Jordan, and Syria had been decimated. Israelis by 

the hundreds of thousands began to swarm into the newly conquered 

territories to see the stunning victory for themselves. Their fears of just 

a week earlier turned into national euphoria.® 

But beyond this collective sense of relief and salvation, two seem- 

ingly contradictory emotions engulfed the nation. The first was joy at 

the return to “Eretz Ha’avot” (The Land of Our Fathers).’? The second 

was a sense of hope and expectation that an end to the Arab-Israeli 

conflict wassnear. An illustration of this contradiction took place on June 

9 when two men, friends and officers on active duty, met by coincidence 

at the Tomb of Rachel near Bethlehem shortly after the Israeli Defense 

Forces (IDF) entered the Arab town. They embraced with great emotion 
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and kissed each other's cheeks, which were flushed with tears of joy. 

One of these men was Moshe Shamir, who later became a founder and 

leader of the Movement for Greater Israel and the right-wing Techiya 

party. The other, the author of this book, was at the time the chief edu- 

cation officer of the IDF and later became a leading activist of Peace 

Now and the left-wing Movement for Citizens’ Rights and Peace (known 

as Ratz). In their younger years they were both members of a Marxist 

kibbutz movement. Later they were both members of the Knesset, though 

on opposite sides of the political spectrum. But on this June morning, at 

the grave of the most beloved of the ancestral Israelite mothers, they 

were unified by a sense of joy. The Tomb of Rachel symbolized for both 

the renewed connection with the part of the land from which they had 

been barred for nineteen years by Jordanian rule. More than the coastal 

plain, the hills of Samaria and Judea preserved the memories of the Bible 

and embodied much of Jewish identity and history. Yet at the same time 

their embrace expressed their intense desire and hope that “this will be 

the last war,” and that peace would soon come.® 

A few days after the war an Israeli folk singer recorded a song with 

the refrain, “O Mother Rachel, we shall never go away again from the 

fields of Bethlehem!” These words, and their historical significance, 

touched the hearts even of those who were ready from the outset to 

relinquish those fields if they could be traded for peace. And whereas 

others, such as Moshe Shamir, believed from the outset that Israel must 

keep the territories, they also believed in the urgency and possibility of 

peace. In late June 1967 Shamir wrote in his diary, “Just as the military 

victory was this time greater than any preceding victory, likewise will be 

our dedication to peace . . . you may speak of retreat as much as you 

want, from a full and total peace there will be no retreat this time.”? 

For Israel, the conquest of the new territories seemed to present new 

possibilities for peace. The results of the war significantly improved 

Israel's bargaining position with regard to a “territory for peace” settle- 

ment. But it also awakened dormant aspirations among many Israelis 

for the acquisition of the entire area of historic Eretz Yisrael. Mean- 

while, the new territories afforded the Israeli defense establishment the 

illusion of greatly enhanced security through the new lines of defense, 

which were farther from Israel’s population centers. For the first time, 

Israeli military planners were able to reconsider the previous strategic 

doctrine of preemption and to develop a national defense strategy based 

on relative territorial depth and the containment of enemy initiatives.!° 
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Within two weeks of the stunning victory the government of Israel 

passed two significant resolutions concerning the newly conquered ter- 

ritories. At first these resolutions seemed to lead in contrary directions. 

However, it soon became clear that both (one by design, the other by 

default) led to the same political conclusion—the establishment of a new 

status quo in the Middle East with Israel in control of the entire area that 

the Jews refer to as Eretz Yisrael and the Arabs call Palestine. 

On June 27, 1967, by a unanimous vote in the cabinet and a near-unani- 

mous Knesset vote, the government of Israel annexed Arab East Jerusa- 

lem, which had been controlled by Jordan since 1948. The holy city (with 

expanded boundaries) was unified as the “eternal capital of the State of 

Israel.”!! This unilateral act was violently rejected by the Arab world and to 

this day has not been recognized by any other government.!? The over- 

whelming majority of Israeli and diaspora Jews viewed the unification of 

Jerusalem under Jewish sovereignty as a divine act of historic justice and 

the answer to the prayers of their fathers and forefathers, who for more 

than two millennia had prayed three times every day, “And to Jerusalem, 

thy city, return in mercy, and dwell therein as thou hast spoken.”!$ 

The second resolution had been adopted a week earlier, far away 

from the public eye. On June 19 the government of Israel decided by a 

majority vote to send a message to the United States, to be passed on to 

the relevant Arab governments, in which Israel expressed its readiness 

to return the entire Sinai Peninsula to Egypt and the Golan Heights to 

Syria. In return these states were expected to conclude a formal peace 

treaty with Israel, assure freedom of passage to Israeli navigation through 

the Suez Canal and the Straits of Tiran, and allow the unimpeded flow 

of water from the Jordan River sources. The Gaza Strip and the West 

Bank were not specifically mentioned in the diplomatic note, but it was 

understood that these areas, excluding Jerusalem, were negotiable.!4 

Israel was ruled at this time by a Government of National Unity, which 

had been formed a few days before the outbreak of hostilities in expec- 

tation of the approaching national emergency. For the first time the gov- 

ernment of Israel included Menachem Begin and his right-wing Gahal 

party.'® Begin voted against the decision concerning the return of terri- 

tories but did not resign from the government. On June 27 Prime Minis- 

ter Levi Eshkol made a formal declaration to the press, saying, “Our 

hand is extended in peace to all who are ready for peace.”!© No territo- 

rial conditions were mentioned. The only conditions Israel demanded 

were direct and unmediated negotiations, no return to the armistice 
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regime, full and unequivocal peace, and a solution to the refugee prob- 

lem. The operative part of the declaration, however, was that “so long 

as Our neighbors . . . persist in their policy of belligerence . . . we will not 

relinquish the areas that are now under our control.”!7 

At this point the Arab-Israeli conflict was far from being “ripe for reso- 

lution.”'§ Nevertheless, the majority of cabinet ministers (and a clear 

majority of the public) believed that peace was around the corner.!? 

During the summer of 1967 the leadership of the dominant Labor Party, 

especially Prime Minister Eshkol, Minister of Treasury Pinhas Sapir, and 

Minister of Foreign Affairs Abba Eban, were ready to explore the possi- 

bilities of trading peace for territory.2? Even Moshe Dayan, the military 

hero and political hard-liner, was said to have remarked that he was 

“waiting for a telephone call from King Hussein” to discuss the modali- 

ties of peace.*! But the telephone did not ring and soon the euphoria 

faded to a sober realization that peace was far down the road. Worse, 

what lay ahead was another war. 

Attrition—War Once More 

The cease-fire along the Suez Canal lasted less than three weeks. By th 

beginning of July there were skirmishes in the northern section near the 

town of Port Fouad, and during the rest of July and early August the 

canal frontline increasingly turned into a battle zone.”2 At the interven- 

tion of the UN Security Council another temporary cease-fire was 

achieved. Despite this the fighting resumed on October 21 when Egyp- 

tian boats carrying Soviet missiles sank the Israeli destroyer Eilat. In 

retaliation Israel destroyed oil refineries and other installations in the 

town of Suez at the southern tip of the canal. This led to the evacuation 

of the Egyptian residents of the towns and villages along the Suez Ca- 

nal, which by this time had fully become a war zone.?* 

The War of Attrition lasted intermittently for almost three years.*4 

The war was part of a strategy in which President Nasser, who had risen 

like a phoenix from the ashes of his military defeat, used a belligerent 

posture against Israel to support his continued claim to leadership of 

the Arabs. Nasser could not accept the Israeli proposal of June 19, which 

offered the return of Sinai in exchange for his acquiescence on the Pal- 

estinian issue and which allowed Israel to hold on to Jerusalem and 

parts of the West Bank and Gaza, without losing all claim to leadership 

in the Arab world.7° In his view, the only path open for him was to launch 
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a war of attrition in which he hoped to wear down Israel politically, 

economically, and psychologically.2° Although he recognized that his 

army could not match Israel's, and despite Soviet advice to the contrary, 

he believed that he must resume the fighting (albeit in a limited way) as 

soon as his generals were ready.2’ He adopted the plans devised by the 

new minister of war, General Mahmoud Fawzi, to conduct the war in 

three consecutive phases: the defensive phase of “steady resistance,” 

the phase of “active deterrence,” and lastly the phase of “liberation.””° 

This strategy led to the declaration at the Khartoum summit meeting 

of Arab leaders on September 1, which affirmed the Arab world’s com- 

mitment to the “three noes”: no peace with Israel, no recognition of Is- 

rael, and no negotiation with the Jewish state. The declaration also spoke 

of “upholding of the rights of the Palestinian people to their land.”7? 
Mohamed Heikal, editor of the Cairo daily al-Ahram and a close confidant 

of Nasser, summarized this intransigent posture succinctly: “No peaceful 

solution exists. Most probably it never existed in the past. . . . In the Arab- 

Israeli conflict the two sides cannot even sit together at the negotiating 

table, and cannot sign a common document. There are many reasons for 

that and the first is that any negotiation held while Israel occupies Arab 

land will amount to dictation of conditions; every document which may 

be arrived at in this way will amount to total surrender.’*° 

A congruent development, though under very different conditions, 

took place on the East Bank of the Jordan. After an aborted attempt to 

raise a popular armed uprising inside the West Bank and Gaza Strip 

during the summer and fall of 1967, Fatah and other Palestinian groups 

established themselves in Jordan and South Lebanon and initiated their 

own war of attrition.?! From makeshift bases on the hills east of the 

Jordan, Palestinian guerrillas frequently attempted to cross the river and 

pass through the West Bank en route to their targets in Israel. They of- 

ten made use of the many caves along the eastern slopes of the West 

Bank to hide and store weapons. More sporadic (but often more suc- 

cessful and painful for the Israelis) were the attacks perpetrated by clan- 

destine groups within Israel that survived the massive “mopping up” 

operation conducted by the IDF and the Shin Bet (a Hebrew acronym for 

Sherut Bitachon, the Security Service) during the early months of the 

occupation. These groups planted delayed-action bombs in Jewish caf- 

eterias, supermarkets, bus stops, and other public places. Mortar and 

Katyusha rockets were also lobbed from across the Jordan onto Israeli 

towns and villages situated close to the cease-fire lines. 
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Israel launched a massive campaign to seal off the routes used by the 

Palestinians to cross the river and to track down guerrilla fighters who 

managed to infiltrate Israel. The IDF responded to the attacks with artil- 

lery and aerial bombardments of Jordanian and Palestinian targets on 

the East Bank. Occasionally the IDF crossed the river in ground assaults 

on the guerrilla bases. An important episode took place on March 21, 

1968, when an Israeli commando brigade supported by armor, artillery, 

and aircraft attacked Fatah’s command post at Karameh. The Palestin- 

ians put up a gallant fight but were overwhelmed by the Israeli forces. 

They surrendered their base after some 120 of their fighters were killed. 

The battle of Karameh became an important symbol of Palestinian re- 

sistance. Despite overwhelming Israeli military superiority, the Palestin- 

ian fighters stood up to the Israeli Goliath. Many observers view this battle 

as Fatah’s greatest moment of glory.°° In his memoirs Abu lyad remarks 

that the name “Karameh” means “honor” in Arabic, and that in the eyes 

of the Palestinians their fighters in Karameh successfully defended the 

honor of their nation.*4 In the aftermath of Karameh, Fatah recruitment 

stations and training bases swelled with thousands of new recruits.*° By 

the spring of 1968 the Jordanian border from the Sea of Galilee in the 

north to the Dead Sea in the south became an active battleground. 

Politically and ideologically the Palestinian national movement un- 

derwent a process of radicalization after 1967. During the nineteen years 

(1948-67) of Jordanian rule over the majority of the Palestinians on both 

sides of the Jordan, loyalty to and an interest in the preservation of the 

Hashemite Kingdom developed, especially among the upper and middle 

classes. After the Six Day War, however, it became increasingly clear 

that King Hussein could not be relied upon to save the Palestinians from 

Israeli occupation. The Palestinian guerrillas represented a new sense 

of defiance and gradually gained the loyalty of their people. Moreover, 

Egypt's humiliating defeat in the 1967 war disabused Palestinians of the 

previously widely held notion that their liberation was tied to Nasser’s 

pan-Arabist vision. The ideological soil was now fertile for the new brand 

of Palestinian nationalism espoused by Yasser Arafat and his colleagues 

in Fatah. Even the diehard pan-Arabist marxist George Habash and his 

colleagues from the pan-Arab Nationalist Party (Qawmiyyun al-Arab) 

felt obliged to reconsider their exclusive involvement in pan-Arab poli- 

tics and joined the Palestinian armed struggle.*° 

Israel's shocking victory in the June 1967 war brought about a sober 

realization among many Arabs that Israel could not be destroyed by 
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conventional military means.?’ But for the Palestinians, Israel's conquest 

of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip meant that the entire land of Pales- 

tine, along with an additional one and a half million Palestinians, had 

been brought under Israeli control. This led them to view their struggle 

not only in terms of the destruction of Israel, but also as a war of libera- 

tion from a colonial occupation (though whether an occupation of the 

West Bank and Gaza only or of the entire land of Palestine remained 

unspecified). The popular concept of a Palestinian nation now included 

those who lived in the territory west of the Jordan River and refugees 

who lived elsewhere but aspired to return. This undermined the claim 

of the Hashemite regime to represent the entire Palestinian people and 

led to a growing acceptance in the Arab world as well as the interna- 

tional community of the Palestinian demand for political self-determi- 

nation.?® For the Palestinians the Six Day War brought more suffering 

but also a decisive stimulus to take their fate into their own hands. After 

the defeat they could no longer rely on the Arab states for their salva- 

tion, and their armed struggle gained a new and more credible status.°? 

The new prominence of the Palestinian guerrillas, and of Fatah in 

particular, inexorably led to the takeover of the Palestine Liberation Or- 

ganization (PLO) by Yasser Arafat in the late 1960s. The PLO, which 

since its establishment in 1964 had largely functioned to serve the inter- 

ests of the Arab states—and of Nasser’s Egypt in particular—became 

under Arafat's leadership an independent body that gathered together 

within its framework a great variety of Palestinian groups. The PLO came 

to represent the collective will of the Palestinian people to pursue their 

national struggle for independence and retrieval of their homeland.4° 

A public expression of the new radical trend of the PLO was the revi- 

sion of the Palestine National Charter, which was originally drafted in 

1965 by the PLO’s first chairman, Ahmad Shuqairi.*! Advocates of armed 

struggle successfully pressed for the inclusion in the charter of such phrases 

as “armed struggle is the only way to liberate Palestine,” “the Palestine 

Arab people assert . . . their right to normal life in Palestine, and to exer- 

cise their right to self-determination and sovereignty over it,” and “[the 

PLO] aims at the liquidation of Zionism in Palestine.” These changes made 

it clear that no compromise could be reached with what the Arabs re- 

ferred to as the “Zionist Entity.” The question of the refurn of territories 

occupied in the war was made moot by demands for an end to Israel's 

existence and the establishment of the State of Palestine in its place.42 

To underline their extreme ideological posture, Palestinian guerrillas 

began a series of indiscriminate attacks against Israeli and Jewish targets 
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around the world, with aircraft traveling to and from Israel being par- 

ticularly hard hit.4° In retrospect, this phase of belligerency seems to 

have been vital to the development of Palestinian nationalism and its 

unique identity. The emergence of the Palestinians as independent ac- 

tors in the Middle East political arena required a period in which a new 

leadership, a sense of dignity and defiance, and new institutions of self- 

governance had to emerge. The élan necessary for the mobilization of 

the masses, and the cohesion necessary under the adverse circumstances 

of the Israeli occupation, international skepticism, and the duplicity of 

the Arab states, could be achieved only by dramatic acts of self-asser- 

tion and a radical, uncompromising ideology. From the Israeli perspec- 

tive this helped to undermine any belief in the feasibility of a negotiated 

settlement in the wake of the Six Day War. In light of growing Palestin- 

ian belligerence and intransigence, the demands of Israeli peaceniks for 

a conciliatory and concessionary policy on the part of their government 

sounded naive to most other Israelis. 

Israel’s Shifting Policy 

Facing Arab intransigence and renewed violence, Israel began in the 

fall of 1967 to move away from its earlier attitude of “waiting for a tele- 

phone call.” Peace seemed now more remote than ever, and Israel found 

itself stuck with the territories. The optimism and diplomatic flexibility 

of the early months evolved into a firm resolve not to relinquish the 

spoils of the war. And, as was often remarked between 1968 and 1970, 

even if Israel were to try to open a dialogue with the Arabs, “there is 

nobody to talk to anyhow.” 

The hardening of Israeli attitudes was noticeable in the changing tenor 

of the prime minister’s position. Eshkol sought to resist political pres- 

sures in three areas: a unilateral withdrawal by Israel, the return to the 

conditions that prevailed before the 1967 war, and UN interference. The 

prime minister stated Israel's refusal to discuss details of a possible settle- 

ment before direct negotiations were agreed upon. Responding to the 

Khartoum resolutions, Eshkol declared that “in view of this [intransi- 

gent] posture of the Arab states, Israel will continue to fully maintain 

the situation which prevailed under the cease-fire agreements [of June 

12] and will fortify its hold according to the vital needs of its security 

and development.’“4 In the realities of the Middle East at the end of 
1967, these words signaled a deadlock. 

At first the attention of Israeli leaders was focused primarily on the 

demand for a basic change in the overall attitude of the Arabs toward 
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Israel. A formal peace treaty was a sine qua non for any Israeli retreat 

from conquered territories. Remembering the tremendous pressure ex- 

erted on Israel to withdraw from the territories occupied during the Sinai 

Campaign of 1956, the Israeli government assumed initially that neither 

the United Nations nor even the United States would indefinitely toler- 

ate Israel’s occupation of the territories. However, it gradually became 

clear that international conditions had changed since 1956 and that no 

effective pressure was forthcoming. Whatever formulations the Ameri- 

can administration suggested, it would not repeat its demands of 1957 

and pressure Israel to withdraw unilaterally from any territory unless 

the Arabs were ready to significantly rethink their attitudes. This virtu- 

ally amounted to a mandate from the United States for Israel to keep the 

territories as long as the Arabs maintained an inflexible posture.*® 

On June 19, 1967, the same day that the government of Israel agreed 

to trade most of the occupied territories for peace, President Johnson 

outlined U.S. policy on the Arab-Israeli conflict. The policy was based 

on five principles. It required that each nation in the area accept the 

right of others to exist, and that each respect the political independence 

and territorial integrity of other nations. Further, it said that justice must 

be accorded the refugees, that the parties must agree upon limitations 

to their arms race, and that they respect one another's maritime rights.*® 

There was no demand for unilateral Israeli withdrawal. To the contrary, 

the president clearly stated that “a return to the situation of June 4, 1967, 

will not bring peace,” and although “boundaries cannot and should not 

reflect the weight of conquest . . . there must be secure and there must 

be recognized borders.” “Certainly troops must be withdrawn,” Johnson 

added, but he clearly regarded such a withdrawal as linked to the ac- 

ceptance of the other five principles. 

Israel's leaders must have been relieved by the U.S. president's posi- 

tion. This sense of relief grew on November 22, 1967, when the UN Secu- 

rity Council adopted the famous Resolution 242. This resolution declared 

the “inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by war’ and provided for 

the “withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in the 

recent conflict.” But it linked these provisions with “the need to work for 

a just and lasting peace,” and required the “termination of all claims or 

states of belligerency and respect for and acknowledgement of the sover- 

eignty, territorial integrity and political independence of every State in the 

area and their right to live in peace within secure and recognized bound- 

aries free of threats or acts of force.’47 
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Much has been written about this resolution. Most interpretations have 

failed to recognize the simple fact that in view of the reluctance of the Arab 

States to cease their belligerency and conclude a peace agreement with 

Israel, the net effect of this resolution was that Israel was permitted to hold 

on to the occupied territories. By its own terms, the resolution precluded 

any effective UN pressure to bring about the end to the occupation. Oddly, 

Menachem Begin and his colleagues on the right rejected the resolution 

and eventually resigned from the unity government to protest the 

government's acceptance of its terms. Begin failed to understand that the 

principles incorporated in this resolution in effect sanctioned the continu- 

ation of the Israeli occupation, rather than requiring withdrawal.48 Together 

with Arab rejectionism, U.S. policies and UN resolutions in the fall of 1967 

facilitated the hardening of Israel’s diplomatic posture. They also rendered 

the resolution of the Israeli government of June 19 obsolete. 

Nonetheless, the rigidity that started to prevail in Israel’s policies in 

the fall of 1967 can be explained only partially by Arab intransigence 

and the absence of international pressure. It should be recalled that Is- 

rael was governed during this period by a Government of National Unity 

that included Begin’s Gahal party. Begin, the ideological disciple of 

Jabotinsky, was uncompromisingly committed to an Eretz Yisrael that 

stretched from the desert to the sea. While in the National Unity Gov- 

ernment he was constantly vigilant against any territorial compromise 

and opposed even the conditional and tentative use of the term “with- 

drawal.” Although the Labor-dominated unity government was not de- 

pendent on Begin and his colleagues to survive a vote of no confidence 

in the Knesset, the government managed to last for more than three 

years because there were no compelling challenges to the new status 

quo and because it was thought desirable to leave the government in- 

tact for as long as possible. As long as the Arabs were not ready for a 

compromise, Israel “decided not to decide.” This was a safe way to fa- 

cilitate the continuation of the National Unity Government. 

But this too is only a partial explanation. Within the Labor Party itself 

factions existed that supported the decision not to decide, mainly because 

they could not agree on a policy. But the decision “not to decide” did not 

mean “not to act.” In the meantime those within the government who fa- 

vored Jewish settlement of the territories devoted themselves to creating 

“facts on the ground” that would entrench Israel's presence in the territories. 

Creating facts on the ground was very much part of the Zionist tradi- 

tion. The creation of an impressive demographic and economic Jewish 



36 / IN Pursuit oF PEACE 

presence in Palestine and the survival of the Jewish state since 1948 both 

reflected and encouraged a belief that dreams could be realized only by 

constant activity. Collective human will—more particularly, collective Zi- 

onist will—was regarded as irresistible. As expressed in one of Theodor 

Herzl’s most popular sayings—one that every Israeli child still learns— 

Wenn ihr wollt ist es-kein Maerchen (If you want it, it is not a fairy tale). This 

mind-set gave to Israeli political culture a clear preference for action over 

inaction and infused Israeli politics with an overriding sense of activism. 

Furthermore, the thought that Zionism might have already achieved 

its maximum attainable goals was foreign to most Israelis, from both the 

right and the left. Indeed, loyalty to the full realization of Zionism’s goals 

had become a measurement of loyalty to the entire Zionist project. Those 

who doubted the validity of the maximalist interpretation of the Zionist 

idea—especially in terms of immigration of Jews to Israel and of settle- 

ment of the land (‘the blooming of the desert’)—were regarded not merely 

as wrong but as nonbelievers. The Six Day War was hardly over before 

new settlements were established in the occupied territories. 

The War of Attrition caused the Israeli army to construct reinforced bun- 

kers, electrified barbed wire fences, and wide mine fields along the Suez 

Canal and other fronts. Quasi-civilian rural settlements were constructed 

in these areas, based on the popular but outdated assumption that the 

presence of civilian settlements bolstered local security. Thus began the 

Israeli settlement of the Golan Heights, the Jordan Valley, and in the Etzion 

area on the hills of Judea. To emphasize their historic rights to the land of 

their forefathers, Israelis introduced a word previously unused in the Zion- 

ist vocabulary. The Hebrew term hityashvut (settlement) was replaced by 

the word hitnachalut, which was used in the Old Testament to designate 

the settling of the Israelite tribes in the land promised to them by God in the 

time of Joshua and the Judges. With every new settlement the path toward 

compromise and a solution to the conflict became more difficult. 

Galili and Dayan—Competition in Intransigence 

It is impossible to assert with certainty if a more consistent and active 

peace policy by Israel in the months after the war could have brought 

about a change in the course of events in the Arab-Israeli conflict. Nev- 

ertheless, it is important to explain why the Labor Party (which ruled the 

country for a decade after the war and repeatedly declared its willing- 

ness to trade territory for peace) did not pursue peace more vigorously. 
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The hardening of Israel’s position was a departure from the tradi- 

tional policies pursued by the veteran Labor Party elite and was con- 

trary to the convictions of such influential leaders as Pinhas Sapir, Abba 

Eban, Pinhas Lavon, and Zalman Aran. These four, and some younger 

ministers, shared dovish tendencies. Sapir, who was considered the most 

powerful political figure in his party and in the country, was convinced 

that continued Israeli control over the Palestinians would be a disas- 

ter,49 and predicted that the occupation would inevitably lead to the 

annexation of the occupied territories. “This is madness,” argued Sapir. 

“We shall entangle ourselves in a morass with no exit... . Why do we 

need another piece of a mountain on which Arabs sit and look upon us 

with envy and hatred?’°° Somewhat later Sapir said, “If we continue to 

hold the territories, at the end they will hold us.”°! And on another occa- 

sion he remarked, “We should not be like a child who ties himself to a 

tree and then cries that the tree does not let him go.”°2 
By the end of 1967 these veteran leaders, led by Sapir, exercised full 

control over the party and held the most important positions in the gov- 

ernment. Why then did they fail to impose their political will on it? Why 

did they allow an uncompromising policy to gain the upper hand in the 

party they effectively controlled? 

Arab rejectionism was certainly part of the answer, but so were the 

complex political dynamics of the Labor Party. By the fall of 1967 this 

veteran group of leaders was confronted by two new political factions 

within the party and by a younger generation of leaders who did not 

share the veterans’ ideological convictions. 

Back in 1965 Ben-Gurion had seceded from the Labor Party and formed 

a new party known as Rafi (its full name was Rishimat Poalei Yisrael—the 

Israel Workers’ List). He succeeded in attracting some of the activist lead- 

ers of the younger generation, including Shimon Peres and Moshe Dayan, 

who at the time advocated a hard line in foreign policy and security af- 

fairs. To counter this loss Eshkol and Sapir decided to facilitate the return 

of Achdut Ha’avodah, which had seceded from the Labor Party in the 

1940s. Achdut Ha’avodah was led by Itzhak Tabenkin, an old colleague 

and foe of Ben-Gurion, who had long been committed to the collective 

and agricultural settlement of the land, both as a way to create a new 

society and as a way to establish the civilian infrastructure for defense. 

In 1965 the aging Tabenkin was still the main source of ideological 

inspiration for Achdut Ha’avodah, but the political operative of this group 

was his longtime confidant and successor Yisrael Galili, who had served 
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as the political head of the Haganah (the underground military organi- 

zation of the Jewish Agency) prior to the creation of the state. General 

Yigal Allon was another follower of Tabenkin and like Galili held an 

important government position in 1967. These two relatively young per- 

sonalities, and some lesser figures of this faction, were seen by the vet- 

eran Labor leadership in the mid-1960s as a counterforce against those 

who had defected with Ben-Gurion. 

However, in May 1967 during the tense waiting period before the war 

broke out, Prime Minister Eshkol was persuaded to form the Govern- 

ment of National Unity. Under heavy popular pressure he was compelled 

to appoint General Moshe Dayan of the Rafi faction as minister of de- 

fense. This paved the way for the return of most Rafi members to the 

Labor Party. A year after the war the Labor Party reunited and included 

both former secessionist groups.°° 

As a result of these developments within the party, Eshkol found him- 

self in an unenviable position in the months after the Six Day War. He 

was confronted with a rejectionist Arab posture on the one side and, on 

the other, by members of his own party who advocated a hard line vis-a- 

vis the Arabs and an expansionist policy in the new territories.** By tradi- 

tion, voting in the Israeli cabinet is secret, so it is impossible to know with 

certainty who voted on June 19 in favor of the decision to offer Egypt and 

Syria the Sinai and Golan respectively. It is very likely that the ideological 

maximalist Galili and the pessimistic pragmatist Dayan could not support 

such an offer, and certainly Begin vigorously opposed it. 

Tabenkin and his followers had vehemently opposed the partition of 

Palestine in 1947 and tried to push Ben-Gurion to conquer the entire land 

during the 1948 war.°° The outcome of that war did not satisfy them. In the 

1950s Tabenkin recommended expanding the territory under Israeli con- 

trol. In 1951 he prophesied that “the land will eventually be unified and 

completed since partition is not tenable and presents a continuous danger 

to the very existence and practical independence of the country.’®© 

Sixteen years later Tabenkin felt that his predictions had been proven 

accurate. He maintained his expansionist sentiments. “The aim of the 

entire Zionist endeavor was and remains the entire Land of Israel, with 

its natural and ancient boundaries—from the Mediterranean to the desert, 

from Mount Lebanon to the Red Sea—this is the renewed patrimony of 

the majority of the Jewish people.”’ 

Yisrael Galili had a more cautious style but was no less dedicated to his 

teacher's doctrine. In response to a critical letter the prominent Israeli 
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historian Jacob Talmon published in 1969, Galili wrote that “the Arabs of 

Palestine neither crystallized nor defined themselves as a separate na- 

tional unit . . . and do not constitute a subject for a separate state.” He 

continued, “We have never acquiesced morally to the closure of parts of 

our land to Jewish settlement . . . our new settlements were planted on the 

ground by permission of a title we received from God many years ago.”®° 

Moshe Dayan was less sentimental, more sophisticated, and uncon- 

ventional by nature. As minister of defense he was in charge of the ad- 

ministration of the occupied territories and was responsible for translat- 

ing policy into the day-to-day practice of government. This involved the 

administration of more than a million and a half Palestinians living under 

Israeli jurisdiction. Unlike Tabenkin and Galili, who had only little experi- 

ence with Arabs, Dayan had grown up on a farm alongside Arab and 

Bedouin farmers with whom he alternately socialized and fought. Dayan 

spoke Arabic fluently and possessed a good understanding of Arab aspi- 

rations and thought, and he felt a genuine compassion for the Palestin- 

ians and their plight. At the annual convention of the Israeli Student Union 

held in Tel Aviv on October 16, 1968, Dayan told his audience: “We must 

make a supreme effort to listen to the inhabitants of the [occupied] terri- 

tories. We must listen to them, get close to them, meet with them, and 

create with them a human touch.” To illustrate his point he read a moving 

nationalist poem written by a Palestinian poet, Fadwa Tugan. In the poem 

Tugan refers to Israel as “the bird of sin, which flew in and defiled Jerusa- 

lem; a diabolic bird, cursed and hated even by the devil himself.”°? 

Defying loud public criticism Dayan invited Tugan to his home. To 

those who criticized him, he responded, “[Tugan] is now a national po- 

etess of the Arab-Palestinian public, and | think that it is incumbent 

upon us to try to find out what this public thinks, what they feel, with 

what they can live, and against what they will fight.”©° “I know well,” he 

said, “that in this stage the contact will be one-sided. But even if the 

understanding will be unilateral we have to continue listening to them, 

hoping that one day they will listen to us too.”°! Interestingly, these words 

are similar to those that Martin Buber had used when he spoke to the 

founders of New Outlook ten years earlier. 

Despite these compassionate sentiments Dayan was a staunch pro- 

tagonist of territorial expansion. “I do not think that our destiny, the 

destiny of our generation, is to leave the Arabs open options,” he said. “I 

think that the task put on us in this generation is to find proper solutions 

for the future of the Land of Israel.”©* In one of Dayan’s most revealing 
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lectures, he alluded to his own thoughts on the current political situa- 

tion through a review of the ideological development of Arthur Rupin, a 

relatively obscure Zionist leader during the 1920s and 1930s.®? In the 

mid-1930s, Rupin, who had earlier favored the establishment of a bi- 

national state in Palestine, abandoned his belief in the possibility of per- 

suading the Arabs.to cooperate with Zionism, yet refused to give up his 

Zionist convictions. He concluded therefore that “we are destined to 

live in a situation of permanent war with the Arabs, and cannot escape 

the necessity of blood sacrifices . . . if we want to continue our work in 

the Land of Israel, in contradiction to the Arab will.” This was written in 

1936, in the early stages of the Great Palestinian Revolt. Thirteen years 

after Jabotinsky wrote of the need to erect an Iron Wall, Rupin came to a 

similar conclusion. Peace will be possible, argued Rupin, only when the 

Arabs are forced to realize that “they are not called upon to grant us 

something we do not already have, but to recognize reality as it is. Only 

the weight of the facts will eventually bring about the relaxation of the 

tensions.” More than thirty years later Dayan acknowledged that the 

facts created by Zionism over three generations had not resulted in a 

relaxation of tensions; Dayan had to agree with Rupin and Jabotinsky 

that his generation, and perhaps generations to come, were destined to 

live in a continuous war with the Arabs. 

Dayan’s attitudes in the years after the Six Day War were influenced 

by two factors: his pessimism as to the readiness of the Arabs to com- 

promise with Israel and end the conflict, and his strong attachment to 

the land of the Bible. In a eulogy to the forty-eight defenders of the 

Jewish Quarter of Old Jerusalem, who died in battle in 1948 and were 

reburied in August 1967 in a state ceremony, he said: “We did not betray 

your dream, nor did we forget your legacy. We returned to the moun- 

tains, the cradle of our people, to our patrimony, the land of the Judges, 

to the fortress of David's Kingdom, we returned to Hebron and Shchem, 

to Beit Lehem, to Anatot [the village of the prophet Jeremiah], to Jericho 

and the passages of the Jordan River.” He added, “We know that to give 

life to Jerusalem we have to place our soldiers and armor on the hills of 

Shchem and at the entrances to the bridges of the Jordan.”6° 

Dayan’s strange mixture of pragmatic realism and poetic nostalgia 

resulted inxpolicies that were often inconsistent and contradictory but in 

fact helped entrench Israeli control over the occupied territories and 

impeded efforts to test new peace opportunities. It is difficult to discern 

what solution Dayan envisioned from the many formulations he offered 
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during his almost seven years as minister of defense. The general im- 

pression one gets is that Dayan did not believe that any solution was 

possible in the first place.©” Dayan adopted a strategy of “maximum co- 

existence within a conflict.”°8 This meant that Israel would brandish a 

stick over the heads of the terrorists and hold out a carrot for those who 

were ready to live peacefully under Israeli rule.°? 

Dayan’s day-to-day policies in the occupied territories’? were on the 

whole open-minded and humane. He tried to allow the Palestinians 

maximum freedom of movement, public expression, and uninhibited 

contacts with the Arab world and with other Palestinians in Jordan and 

elsewhere. The “open bridges” policy was not only a technical decision 

to allow the flow of merchandise and people across the Jordan, but also 

an all-encompassing attitude on his part. As General Shlomo Gazit, who 

coordinated Israeli government administration of the occupied territo- 

ries from 1967 to 1974, has noted, Dayan hated quislings and preferred 

to deal with genuine Palestinian representatives without regard to their 

political and emotional dispositions.”! 

The most notable element of this policy was the permission given to 

Palestinians who lived outside the territories to visit their relatives and 

friends in the territories. This led, in the summer of 1968 (during the War 

of Attrition along the Jordan River), to visits by 12,500 people. This num- 

ber grew consistently and eventually reached more than 150,000 per 

year. The policy was criticized by some at the time as compromising 

Israel’s security. Dayan argued that the Palestinians in the territories 

“are an integral part of the Arab world and are connected to the Arab 

people around us. . . . I do not believe that we can create a national 

separation between them and the other Arabs.”/2 

The net result of these attitudes was that no meaningful peace initia- 

tive could be undertaken by the Labor-led governments between 1967 

and 1973. Whatever the motivation of their colleagues from Rafi and 

Achdut Ha’avodah, Eshkol, Sapir, and the other veterans of Mapai found 

themselves squeezed by Tabenkin’s Zionist maximalism on the one side 

and the ambivalent pragmatism of Dayan on the other. 

Allon—Spurious Compromise 

Quite early in the debate over the future of the territories another dis- 

ciple of Tabenkin tried his hand at what he considered to be a fair com- 

promise. Yigal Allon was a war hero in 1948 and was considered by 



42 / In Pursuit oF PEACE 

many an important military strategist.’* He was a candidate for the post 

of minister of defense in May 1967, but lost to Dayan. Nevertheless, in 

1967 he was an important member of the cabinet. Allon strongly be- 

lieved in the Jews’ claim to the entire land of their forefathers. He was 

an advocate of rural settlement as the chief means of creating facts on 

the ground and-as an important component of national defense. Like 

Dayan he was raised alongside the Arabs, spoke their language, and 

was familiar with their ways. After the end of the war Allon advocated a 

territorial compromise but insisted that this should be done not on the 

basis of “giving up our historical claims to these territories, but despite 

our right to hold on to them. It should be done in order to achieve an- 

other historic achievement, not less important—peace.”74 

There was one important difference between Allon and the other 

members of the government. Allon was opposed to the decision not to 

decide. “The fact that the Israeli government does not take a position,” 

he argued, “does not mean that positions are not taken in other power 

centers, both friendly to Israel and not friendly.””° He wanted to pre- 

empt the formulation of other plans that might be dangerous from the 

Israeli perspective. Allon felt that an explicit Israeli peace plan would 

help abate Arab suspicions that Israel wanted not peace, but the annex- 

ation of all the territories. Allon also argued that a clear plan with re- 

gard to the territories would allow Israel to start a rational settlement 

program in those areas that would eventually remain part of Israel. 

To delineate “what kind of peace [Israel] desires, and in which ways 

it must and can be achieved,” Allon presented a plan to the government 

on July 26, 1967. The plan, which became known as the Allon Plan, was 

never formally adopted but became a de facto guideline for future Labor 

Party policy. It is symbolized today by a road that bears his name and 

runs parallel to the Jordan along the eastern slopes of the West Bank 

mountain ridge.’”© The Allon Plan proposed to annex a ten- to fifteen- 

kilometer-wide belt along the Jordan with a connecting corridor from 

the northern tip of the Dead Sea to Jerusalem, the entire unpopulated 

Judean desert east of Hebron, and the Gaza Strip. He also suggested 

settling these areas intensively and undertaking massive construction 

in East Jerusalem.’’ He proposed allowing the Palestinians in the rest of 

the area to establish an “Autonomous Arab Region” td be connected to 

Israel economically, culturally, technologically, and militarily. Allon later 

included in his proposal a plan for the resettlement of the Palestinian 

refugees under Israeli control in the West Bank and Sinai. He also 
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included in the areas to be annexed Sharm al-Sheikh (at the southern- 

most tip of the Sinai), a bulge into the Sinai just south of the Gaza Strip 

(known later as “Pitchat Rafiah’—the Rafah Wedge), and a strip of land 

along the Gulf of Eilat to connect the two enclaves. 

Allon left the future of the areas in which the Palestinians would have 

autonomy open-ended. He was ready to consider the possibility of re- 

uniting this region with Jordan, but also did not exclude the possibility of 

gradually developing it into a Palestinian state.”8 In 1972 Allon explained 

that “the future map is based on the following: the moral basis—-the his- 

toric rights of the people of Israel [meaning the Jews] to the land of Israel; 

the geostrategic basis—defensible borders; the national basis—demo- 

graphically a Jewish state, including an Arab minority which will enjoy 

full civil rights.””? Allon, somewhat naively, believed that the Palestin- 

ians, and perhaps Jordan, would accept his plan. He was surprised that 

both totally rejected it, though at the time he was not overly concerned 

because he advocated unilateral implementation. From 1967 to 1973 the 

Allon Plan served as a blueprint for substantial settlement activities on 

the Golan, along the Jordan River, and in the Rafah Wedge. During their 

tenures as chairmen of the powerful ministerial committee on settlement, 

both Allon and Galili attempted de facto implementation of the Allon Plan. 

Shortly before he died in February 1969, Prime Minister Eshkol gave an 

interview in which he offered a view of an acceptable settlement that was 

much harder than the one he had given eighteen months earlier. He said 

that Israel would never give up the Golan Heights and would demand a 

physical presence in the Straits of Tiran. Despite this, some of his other 

formulations reflected his moderate nature and the mood of the more flex- 

ible wing of the Labor government. “I can pledge my word to Nasser,” Eshkol 

declared, “that greater Israel never has been and never will be our policy. 

We are flexible on everything . . . we don’t want any part of the West Bank 

which is settled by the Arabs.”®° This interview caused considerable public 

uproar among the hawkish elements within his own party and in the ranks 

of Likud, which was still a member of the National Unity Government. 

Despite the hawks’ protests, the fact remains that Eshkol, like the 

nation as a whole, had hardened his stance since 1967. Hopes for peace 

had given way to the sober realization that peace was still far away. 

Views of what compromises Israel should be willing to make had nar- 

rowed. New peace initiatives failed to materialize and the desire to keep 

the territories became more popular. Golda Meir, who succeeded Eshkol, 

remembered the disillusionment in her memoirs. “The so-called fruits 
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of victory turned into ashes before they could ripen, and the lovely dream 

of immediate peace faded away.”®! 
When Eshkol died on February 26, 1969, Sapir (the king-maker of his 

party) wanted to avoid a succession struggle between Dayan and Allon. 

He also sought to keep the power in the hands of the older guard of 

Labor leaders. He called on the ailing seventy-year-old Golda Meir (who 

had retired a few months earlier) to accept the premiership.®* She agreed, 

but to his dismay she proved to be no less hawkish than both Galili and 

Dayan. Golda (in Israel, she was always referred to by her first name) 

remained faithful to the basic formulation of her party that “the price 

[for withdrawal] would be peace, permanent peace, peace by treaty based 

on agreed and secure borders.”®? Golda’s implementation of this policy 

meant not only taking no initiatives but also refusing to try any other 

formulation—as she herself remarked in her memoirs, “intransigence 

was to become my middle name.”** 



Professors for Peace 

Lova Eliav Discovers the Palestinians 

The Labor Party’s decision not to decide anything with regard to the 

occupied territories invited pressure from both hawks and doves. The 

expansionists on the right heard Labor's leaders saying that they were 

ready to trade territories for peace if the Arabs were ready to end the 

conflict, thus raising the possibility that some accommodation might be 

reached that would imperil the hope of establishing Greater Israel. The 

doves on the Israeli left, ready for a compromise, accused the govern- 

ment of failing to undertake genuine initiatives to encourage the Arabs 

to change their belligerent posture. They also asked the government to 

avoid any measures that might make a future settlement more difficult. 

For the hawks the decision not to decide appeared as wavering from the 

eventual annexation of the territories occupied in 1967, while for the 

doves it sounded like a covert plan for creeping annexation. 

It was natural that the peace activists, who even before the 1967 war 

saw the Arab-Israeli conflict in a very different light than most Israelis, 

viewed the conquest of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip as presenting 

a new opportunity for seeking peace. They tried to reach out to the Pal- 

estinians who had come under Israeli rule, and proposed bargaining the 

45 
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territories in exchange for peace. On June 9, before the end of the war, 

Uri Avneri wrote to Prime Minister Eshkol and pleaded with him to es- 

tablish a Palestinian state in the recently occupied territories and to con- 

clude a peace treaty with it: “In order to make peace with the Arabs 

Israel must take one step back. It means to give up assets acquired in 

the last round.”!.A few days later Avneri again pressed his argument: 

“Now, Mr. Prime Minister, all our thoughts must be dedicated to the 

achievement of permanent peace, which will assure the State of Israel 

independence, security, and development for generations to come. Wis- 

dom of statesmen is now required to reap the harvest of the seeds which 

were sown by the blood of, the soldiers.’ But most Israelis equated the 

notion of a Palestinian nation with little more than occasional acts of 

terror perpetrated at the behest of various Arab states and a refugee 

problem manipulated for utmost pathos by Arab states seeking to pro- 

mote their own intra-Arab rivalries and embarrass Israel. 

An outspoken and dissenting voice from within the Labor Party itself 

belonged to Arie Eliav. Known by his Russian nickname “Lova,” Eliav 

was a member of the Knesset (MK) and a deputy to the minister of trade 

and industry at the time of the Six Day War. In the latter capacity he was 

responsible for economic programs in Israel's development towns, which 

had been established to accommodate the Jewish immigrants who 

flooded the country in the 1950s and 1960s. Despite his relative youth, 

Eliav had already built a colorful and impressive career. 

After serving in the British army during World War II, Eliav served in 

the Haganah, commanding a ship that transported illegal immigrants 

and broke the British naval blockade of Palestine. During the 1948 war 

he served as a lieutenant colonel in the Israeli navy, and in the 1956 

Sinai campaign he commanded the operation that rescued the Jewish 

community of Port Said. During the 1950s he coordinated the construc- 

tion of Arad (a new town overlooking the Dead Sea) and the Lachish 

project (a regional settlement plan for new immigrants established 

around the new town of Kiryat Gat). In the late 1950s Eliav served as a 

diplomat in the Soviet Union, where he maintained contacts with many 

of the Soviet Jewish communities struggling for survival under commu- 

nism. In the early 1960s he headed a special Israeli mission to Iran. The 

mission’s,purpose was to assist in the reconstruction of the Kazvin prov- 

ince, which had been devastated by an earthquake. In 1966 he was sent 

on a secret mission to Kurdistan in northern Iraq to represent Israel in 

talks with Mustafa Barazani, the Kurdish rebel leader who was fighting 
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the Iraqis and had asked Israel for technical assistance and military ex- 

pertise. His adroit execution of these missions gave Eliav the reputation 

of an effective operative who could be called upon for intricate and of- 

ten dangerous assignments. This reputation helped pave his way to the 

senior ranks of the Labor Party. 

Soon after the 1967 war Eliav resigned his post as deputy minister and 

received the permission of Eshkol and Dayan to spend half a year explor- 

ing the new territories with the explicit intention of “learning the prob- 

lems of the Arabs of the territories.”* At the end of the six months, in a 

meeting with Eshkol, Eliav reported that he had “discovered in the territo- 

ries an evolving Palestinian nation with all the trappings which make for 

a national movement and a people.” This national evolution, he added, 

constitutes “the main problem of our own life and existence as Zionists 

and as Jews, and we must consider how to solve this problem.” He rec- 

ommended undertaking a massive economic development plan as part 

of a broad effort to reduce the plight of the Palestinian refugees who now 

lived under Israeli rule. Citing the expertise he had acquired in Arad, 

Lachish, and Kazvin, Eliav asked to be appointed to head such a project.® 

Eshkol sent Eliav to discuss his ideas with Dayan, who as minister of 

defense was in charge of the territories, and Golda Meir, then party sec- 

retary. Dayan was lukewarm toward the plan and did not encourage 

Eliav. Golda was openly negative: “What Palestinian people? Where is 

there an evolving nation? What are you talking about?” As for Eliav’s 

plans for economic development for the Palestinian refugees, she quoted 

a biblical passage: “The poor of your own town must have precedence. 

We have enough troubles within ourselves.”® 

A discouraged Eliav agreed, for the time being, to accept Eshkol’s sug- 

gestion to drop the matter. However, Eliav did not give up entirely. In No- 

vember 1968 he published a booklet in Hebrew in which he reviewed basic 

Zionist ideals in light of the struggle with the Arabs. “During the struggle,” 

he wrote, “the nucleus of a Palestinian Arab nation, a twin to the Jewish 

people in the Land of Israel, started to appear. It may well be that such a 

nation did not exist fifty, thirty, or even twenty years ago . . . but it is the 

ironic paradox of fate and history that Zionism itself contributed to the 

creation of this Palestinian nation. We have to view the existence of a Pal- 

estinian nation as an evolving fact.’” Eliav proposed that Israel unequivo- 

cally declare that if the Arabs were ready for peace, Israel would be ready 

to relinquish territory. “The Arab people must know that we shall never 

suppress the right of the Palestinians for self-determination.”® 
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A few thousand copies of Eliav’s brochure were distributed. Golda, 

who became prime minister after Eshkol’s death in February 1969, must 

have overlooked this publication or dismissed it as insignificant, for she 

did not object to Eliav’s election to succeed her as party secretary in 

January 1970. Eliav remained committed to his ideas and refused to be 

coopted by his new status. The position of secretary general of the La- 

bor Party was a senior post in the Israeli power elite, and Eliav used this 

podium to fight for his agenda. Soon after his election he said in an 

interview with Time that “the first thing we have to do . . . is to recognize 

that the Palestinian Arabs exist as an infant nation . . . the sooner we do 

it the better it will be for us, for them, and for eventual peace. . . . The 

solution has to be that two states can live equally together.’? These ideas 

were incompatible with the position taken by the prime minister, who 

refused to accept that there existed a distinct Palestinian people and 

nationality separate from the broader Arab world. Eliav found himself 

isolated in several Labor debates over the future of the occupied territo- 

ries. Leaders such as Pinhas Sapir and other colleagues who were known 

generally to share Eliav’s views rarely voiced their support for his out- 

look in public. “I started to move away from the heart of the party con- 

sensus to which I had belonged all my adult life,” Eliav later commented.!° 

Eliav came to doubt whether Golda, who still felt more comfortable 

in English than in Hebrew, read his brochure. However, he had no doubt 

that the interview in Time had caught her attention. Within a few days of 

its publication Golda suggested to Eliav that he disclaim the controver- 

sial statements. Eliav’s adamant refusal ended their long-standing 

friendly relationship. Eliav promised to run the party’s affairs through 

the difficult period of internal elections and a planned party convention 

without inappropriately advocating his views. He resigned immediately 

after the end of the convention in May 1971.!! 

The Rehovot Group 

Labor's decision not to decide and Golda’s reluctance to pursue any peace 

initiatives stifled even plans that were much less ambitious than those 

advocated by Eliav. During 1968 a group of scientists from the Weizmann 

Institute in Rehovot met with a small group of goverhment officials to 

discuss the human and economic dimensions of the occupation. On July 

13, 1968, they presented to the government an informal document that 

became known as the Rehovot Group Plan.'* The paper cautiously 
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refrained from discussing the political future of the territories, and fo- 

cused instead on a proposal to launch a massive development program 

aimed at elevating the standard of living of the Palestinians now under 

Israeli control. The group believed that the implementation of the plan 

not only would ease tensions and reduce the problem of unemployment 

but also might “turn the territories into a model of a progressive and or- 

derly regime, and . . . lead to a positive meeting point based on peaceful 

and constructive relations between Israel and its neighbors.” It was as- 

sumed that funding for the plan could come from international monetary 

sources, private investors, and the Israeli authorities.!4 

The Rehovot Plan was shelved and was never seriously discussed by 

the Israeli government, which shared the public’s growing disbelief in 

the possibility of reaching a peaceful settlement. Whereas in the sum- 

mer of 1967 close to 50 percent of Israelis believed that the Arabs were 

interested in peace, by the end of that year fewer than 15 percent did so. 

The number continued to dwindle, reaching its lowest level of 8 percent 

in the summer of 1970.!4 

The Movement for the Greater Land of Israel 

Whether for strategic reasons or because of their emotional attachment 

to the idea of Greater Israel, hawks without and within the Labor Party 

quickly organized a lobby against withdrawal from the territories. Nathan 

Alterman, a prominent poet, and Moshe Shamir, the novelist, led this 

effort.!° They held preliminary discussions with a few veteran leaders 

from the Israeli right, the most prominent of whom were Uri Zvi 

Greenberg, a flamboyant poet, and Israel Eldad, a publicist. Both 

Greenberg and Eldad had been leaders of the Stern Gang before the 

establishment of the state and were longtime advocates of Zionist 

maximalism. Many of the participants in this new initiative were mem- 

bers of the Labor Party and followers of Itzhak Tabenkin, who called for 

the settlement of an additional two million Jews “from the mountains of 

Lebanon to Sinai, from the sea unto the desert.”!¢ 

On October 31, 1967, in a festive public meeting held in Tel Aviv, the 

Movement for the Greater Land of Israel was officially founded.'” Confer- 

ence chairman Alterman delivered the opening remarks: “The territories 

are a natural part of the continuous essence of the Jewish past and its 

future. . . . We must create a counterpressure which is still lacking, the 

pressure of the Jewish people who say that they will never give up, who 
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say that it is impossible to tear this land from them.” Shamir added, “Now 

I met again my real Land of Israel, the correct Land of Israel, the land with 

its natural and obvious borders.” He called for “a full and resolute struggle 

to make the present borders into the unavoidable and permanent bor- 

ders of the State of Israel.”!8 A few hours earlier Israeli newspapers had 

appeared containing a manifesto in which the new movement declared, 

“We do not have the license to give up the Land of Israel any more than to 

give up the State of Israel.” The manifesto was signed by fifty-seven promi- 

nent Israelis, including military figures, members of the business com- 

munity, rabbis, writers, and academics. The group included some dis- 

ciples of Jabotinsky and leaders of the National Religious Party, but most 

came from the ranks of the Labor Party.!? 

Professors on the Alert—Peace and Security 

In the summer of 1967 Jacob Talmon, a prominent historian of eigh- 

teenth- and nineteenth-century European ideas, was engaged in a heated 

public debate with Albert Hourani, a well-known Oxford historian of the 

Middle East.2° Hourani presented the Arab interpretation of the conflict, 

which in his opinion was rooted in the expansionist nature of Zionism. 

Hourani supported the “moderate” Arab demands for the return of the 

Palestinian refugees to their homes and the retreat of Israel to the 1947 

UN partition plan lines. 

Talmon defended Israel’s decision to preempt an Arab attack by 

launching the Six Day War. He presented a harsh critique of the Arabs 

whose “sense of grievance blinded them to the historic rights, the back- 

ground of tragedy behind the Jewish aspirations, the ardor and idealism 

motivating them, and the constructive achievements resulting from 

them.”*! However, in articles intended more for the Israeli public he 

also stated that “it does not behoove the victor to mock the vanquished 

and to trample under his feet the fallen foe.” Talmon defined the Arab- 

Israeli conflict as “a clash of rights,” and supported the government's 

position, which demanded an end to the “state of half peace, half war,” 

arguing that “in view of the permanent danger of erupting into total 

war, there is no alternative to total peace.” This formulation still echoed 

the established Israeli line, which opposed any interim measures.22 Six- 
teen months later Talmon published a letter to Yisrael Galili, then minis- 

ter of information. Talmon harshly criticized official policies and called 

on Golda’s government “to recognize the right of the neighboring people 
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[the Palestinians] to live their own life, and to remain a separate unit or 

rejoin Jordan.” He urged the government to stop waiting and take the 

initiative, especially with regard to the Palestinian issue.?? 

Another historian, Yehoshua Arieli, joined in the debate and published a 

series of articles in Davar (the official newspaper of the Labor movement) 

in which he warned against the corrupting effect the occupation would 

have on the democratic fiber of Israeli society.24 Unlike Talmon, Arieli was 

a veteran of public struggles and sought to sustain the public debate.2° 

Some months earlier Gadi Yatziv, a sociologist from the Hebrew Uni- 

versity, was about to end his military reserve duty and used his last days 

of service to initiate contacts with Palestinians in the West Bank. Upon 

returning to Jerusalem, Yatziv met with some like-minded colleagues 

and issued a bold public statement: “Security—Yes! Peace—yYes! An- 

nexation—No!” “We were not pacifists,” Yatziv later explained, “nor was 

it a continuation of the moralistic Zionist minimalism of Martin Buber. 

We were seriously concerned about the future security of Israel.”2° 

These academics and others tried at this point to organize in response 

to the establishment of the Movement for the Greater Land of Israel, 

which had managed to recruit an impressive roster of intellectuals.?7 

The mood of the country seemed to be sliding to the right and the pro- 

fessors felt an obligation to try to stem the tide.?® A further impetus was 

provided during the Passover holiday on April 12, 1968, when a group of 

extreme right-wing orthodox activists squatted in a hotel in the midst of 

the Arab town of al-Khalil (known to Jews as Hebron), with the declared 

intention of reestablishing the Jewish community of this ancient holy 

site. (The Jewish patriarchs are buried in Hebron, and a Jewish commu- 

nity had existed for centuries there until massacred by Palestinian na- 

tionalists in 1929.) The leader of the settlers, Rabbi Moshe Levinger, a 

staunch advocate of Greater Israel, demanded permission from the gov- 

ernment to establish a yeshiva in Hebron. 

The government was divided on the issue. Dayan feared an increase of 

tensions in the area and opposed the request. Allon supported it on the 

grounds that the Allon Plan did not exclude Jewish settlement anywhere in 

the land and had advocated the annexation of the Judean desert just east of 

Hebron. With the government unable to decide on a coherent policy, no 

decision to remove the squatters was made and they remained on the site.?? 

These developments spurred the dovish academics to take action. 

At a July 1, 1968, conference in Tel Aviv, they established the Movement 

for Peace and Security. The movement's charter demanded that the 



52 / IN Pursuit oF PEACE 

government “declare unequivocally that the State of Israel does not in- 

tend to annex territories, and adopts the principle of evacuating admin- 

istered territories as a result of a peace agreement based upon agreed 

and secure boundaries.”*° 
Much of the early activity of the Movement for Peace and Security 

involved publishing opinions and analyses.*! The movement had two 

main branches, one in Jerusalem, which was more philosophical in ori- 

entation, and one in Tel Aviv, which was more political. Some Mapam 

leaders joined and New Outlook offered its pages to the movement for 

the purpose of distributing its ideas abroad.°* However, the intensifica- 

tion of the War of Attrition at the beginning of 1969 presented the group 

with mounting difficulties in their attempt to gain support. In light of the 

Arabs’ refusal to negotiate with Israel, the members of the movement 

found it difficult to convince broader sections of the public that the en- 

actment of their recommendations would make any noticeable differ- 

ence to Israeli-Arab relations. 

Most of the movement's activists were politically and ideologically part 

of the Israeli mainstream, not radicals or leftists who could be easily dis- 

regarded as being beyond the pale of Israeli society. Many of them were 

members of mainstream parties and were seen as loyal Zionists, and they 

hoped to attract other mainstream Israelis and to have some influence 

with the Labor Party’s elite. They constantly feared suffering the same 

kind of marginalization that befell Buber, Avneri, Flapan, and Golan in 

the 1950s and 1960s. However, the absence of a serious response from 

the Arab side frustrated the movement's best efforts well into the 1970s. 

Yigal Eilam, a historian of Zionism and one of the movement's founders, 

expressed his reservations to a colleague: “It is clear that the principle of 

negotiations [with the Arabs] cannot be the key to the solution, simply 

since the situation is that the Arab states are not ready to enter any nego- 

tiations. This turns the entire discourse and the expectations for negotia- 

tions unrealistic and may jet us out of the picture.”34 
For the next two decades Israeli peaceniks constantly had to remind 

the public that they were as concerned about Israeli security as were their 

rivals on the right, and that they were fully aware of the evils perpetrated 

by Israel's enemies and sensitive to the suffering of their victims. The very 

name “Peace and Security” was meant to serve as a reminder that one 

aspiration need not necessarily come at the expense of the other. Almost 

every public declaration that the movement issued during the War of At- 

trition and the years of intensive Palestinian terrorism tried to underline 
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the point. A 1969 declaration, for instance, said plainly, “We firmly de- 

nounce the violation of the cease-fire agreement by the military forces of 

the Arab states and the activities of the terrorist organizations.”*4 

Most of Peace and Security’s positions were critical of the National 

Unity Government, and in particular its decision not to decide.*° The 

movement argued that the attempt to maintain the facade of national 

unity “prohibits the government from issuing clear initiatives for a dia- 

logue with the Arabs, and does not permit the assertion of a clear politi- 

cal line.”5° For its part, the movement presented five main demands: 

that the Israeli government clearly declare that it would not try to annex 

any of the territories, keeping them only against the time they might be 

traded for a genuine peace; that the government refrain from allowing 

any civilian settlement of the territories; that it create and implement 

initiatives to resolve the problem of Palestinian refugees; that it state its 

readiness to allow Arab inhabitants of the territories to participate in 

the peace process; and, not least, that it initiate the development of an 

honest and consistent peace plan and vigorously pursue its goals.?7 

Yehoshua Arieli, who was the most active academic in the group, 

summarized its positions in a June 1969 speech: “We must seek peace in 

every possible way and refrain from taking roads which may prevent us 

from achieving peace. Continued occupation creates a situation which 

must inevitably corrupt the image of the society which gave meaning to 

our entire life.”9° 
Between March 27 and 30, 1969, New Outlook in cooperation with Peace 

and Security convened an international symposium called “Inevitable War 

or Initiatives for Peace.” Most of the Israeli participants were movement 

activists, but an impressive group of foreign intellectuals also attended.*? 

One of the issues addressed was the political character of the Palestinian 

problem. For the first time mainstream Israelis identified the clash be- 

tween the Jewish and Arab peoples of Palestine as “the very heart of the 

conflict.” As the introduction to the published proceedings of the sympo- 

sium states, “The continued anomaly of the Palestinians as a politically 

homeless people breeds the desperation and the terrorism leading to an 

ever more dangerous escalation of the Israeli-Arab conflict and present- 

ing a permanent threat to peace.” Despite these pronouncements the con- 

ference was limited in its impact because the Arab side was not present 

and much of the talk amounted to a series of monologues. The hope was 

expressed that “the time will not be too far when we can hold another 

symposium of this kind in which all the parties involved will participate.”4° 
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It was, however, to be a very long time before that hope was realized. 

Eighteen years later, in collaboration with the Palestinian journal al-Fajr, 

New Outlook convened another symposium, this time with the participa- 

tion of many Palestinians, including official delegates of the PLO.4! 

Stepping Up Activities 

By the end of 1969 internal as well as external developments caused Peace 

and Security to step up its activities. During the summer of 1969 the Labor 

Party was preparing for the Knesset elections scheduled for the end of 

October. A heated controversy erupted when Moshe Dayan threatened to 

quit and form a new party if Labor did not adopt a hard-line stance on the 

territories. Given Dayan’s popularity, his departure could have spelled 

defeat for Labor and led to the forging of a coalition between him and 

Menachem Begin.42 
Dayan demanded that the terms “territorial compromise” and “retreat” 

not be mentioned in the party's platform and that there be no reference to 

UN Resolution 242. A compromise formula was adopted that stated that 

it was not yet time to identify the final borders. But in an “Oral Doctrine” 

(Torah Shebealpeh) that was formally agreed upon, it was unofficially an- 

nounced that the Labor government would insist that even if peace were 

achieved Israel would not relinquish the Golan Heights, the Gaza Strip, 

Sharm al-Sheikh, and a strip of land leading to it along the Gulf of Eilat. 

Furthermore, the Jordan River should remain the “security border” of Is- 

rael. The precise meaning of “security border’ was intentionally left vague. 

It also was decided that Israel would unilaterally implement a plan to 

settle those areas that were ultimately to be included in Israel. This Oral 

Doctrine was formulated by Yisrael Galili and Dayan with the consent of 

Golda Meir. It signaled a hardening of the party's line. 

At the same time the War of Attrition was causing hundreds of casu- 

alties and eroding public morale. Growing public disillusionment with 

the Labor leadership was reflected in the 1969 Knesset elections, which 

resulted in an overall loss of seven seats in the parliamentary represen- 

tation of the Labor bloc. Most of the votes lost by the Labor Party went 

to smaller parties, mainly on the right.*8 In light of the mounting inter- 

national pressure on Israel to retreat from the territories, Golda felt 

obliged to form another Government of National Unity with Likud and 

Menachem Begin, thereby ensuring that the new government would be 

adamant in its opposition to territorial compromise.44 
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One of the first decisions the new government made was to reject the 

Rogers Plan. Basing his plan on Israel's decision of June 19, 1967, Will- 

iam Rogers, the U.S. secretary of state, proposed a full Israeli retreat to 

the prewar borders in the Sinai and Golan and a minor adjustment of 

the border with Jordan. Jerusalem would remain unified but controlled 

jointly by Israel and Jordan. Also, in consideration of Israel’s security 

concerns, some demilitarized areas would be created on all sides. In 

line with UN Resolution 242 all these arrangements would be contin- 

gent on the agreement of the Arab states to conclude peace with Is- 

rael.45 This plan was to be negotiated by Gunnar Jarring, a Swedish dip- 

lomat whom UN Secretary-General U Thant enlisted to serve as a special 

diplomatic envoy and mediate on behalf of the UN Security Council. On 

December 22 Israel announced publicly that it would not enter into ne- 

gotiations on the basis of the Rogers Plan.*® 
In the run-up to and aftermath of the elections the Movement for 

Peace and Security issued critical appraisals of the government’s poli- 

cies. At the end of September 1969 the movement published a critique 

of the Oral Doctrine, calling it “an indication that Israel's leadership [has 

removed] itself from the pursuit of peace.” The critique continued: “The 

transfer from a state of war to a state of peace is often dependent on the 

initiative of one side, his power of persuasion, and his persistence in 

looking for ways which will allay the tension and pave the way to con- 

ciliation and negotiations. . . . We must undertake such an initiative and 

make peace our highest priority.”47 
The movement denounced the National Unity Government for mov- 

ing “the State of Israel further away from the ability to offer solutions to 

the crisis in which we find ourselves.” Although Peace and Security, like 

the government, viewed the Rogers Plan as too risky for Israel, the move- 

ment criticized the government's unqualified rejection of the plan and 

called on the government “to declare its unequivocal readiness to ac- 

cept [Resolution 242] in its entirety as a basis for a peace settlement.’48 

As before, however, Peace and Security had little impact beyond the 

few thousand Israelis sympathetic to its aims. 

In the spring of 1970 a political storm arose around the question of 

the future of the Jewish settlement in Hebron. Rabbi Levinger and his 

settlers, who had remained in temporary lodgings within the confines 

of a military base during the previous two years, were pushing for gov- 

ernmental approval to build permanent residences for themselves and 

future settlers. Deputy Prime Minister Allon favored the proposal and 
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advised the settlers to build the new Jewish town of Kiryat Arba (the 

biblical name of Hebron) on a hill at the eastern approaches to the Arab 

town. This way they could be included in the Jewish territory outlined in 

his Allon Plan. On March 9, 1970, Allon announced in the Knesset that 

the government would decide on the matter within two weeks.*? 

The Labor alliance was divided on the issue. The Movement for Peace 

and Security mobilized about 150 prominent academics, artists, busi- 

nessmen, and politicians to publish yet another appeal. It called on the 

government to reject Allon’s proposal because such a move “would be 

interpreted by all as a step towards the annexation of the administered 

territories . . . and would create facts which would block the road to 

conciliation.”®° Once again, this protest was in vain. The pro-settlement 

forces were exercising increasing political influence, and the tenacity of 

Levinger and his associates proved insurmountable. Kiryat Arba became 

a fact and within a few years its population grew to 5,000 settlers. 

For many in the peace camp this again demonstrated that the decision 

not to decide was untenable and that in practice it amounted to expan- 

sionism because little was being done to impede further settlement. On 

the issue of settlement the government was clearly ambivalent, but this 

ambivalence served well the interests of the right wingers, who were 

actively pursuing their agenda. Peace advocates demanded that the gov- 

ernment adopt a policy that would prohibit settlement activity. But the 

decision not to decide was in fact a decision not to take such initiatives. 

A month later another crisis erupted. Through intermediaries, includ- 

ing a special envoy he sent to Paris, Nasser explored the idea of extend- 

ing an invitation to Nahum Goldmann (still president of the World Zion- 

ist Organization and the World Jewish Congress) to come to Egypt and 

present his ideas on the possibility for reconciliation.S! Egypt's one con- 

dition was that the mission be authorized by the Israeli government. 

Golda, who never trusted Goldmann, suspected that Nasser's gambit 

was intended to drive a wedge between Israel and world Jewry by hav- 

ing Goldmann convey or even endorse proposals that the Israeli gov- 

ernment would inevitably turn down. She brought the issue to the cabi- 

net, which refused to endorse the trip, justifying its decision with the 

argument that Nasser’s proposal was an attempt to circumvent Israel’s 

demand for direct, unmediated negotiations. ‘ 

The Goldmann affair occurred at the height of the War of Attrition when 

Israeli newspapers carried daily pictures of casualties and the general 

mood of the country was somber.°? That mood became yet darker when 
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fifty-eight high school seniors who were about to begin their military ser- 

vice wrote an open letter to the prime minister in which they questioned 

the decision not to sanction Goldmann’s mission. “Until now we believed 

that we must serve three years and be ready to fight because there is no 

other choice,” the seniors wrote. “This affair has proven that when there 

is a choice, even a slight one, it is ignored. We and many others are there- 

fore wondering how can we fight in a permanent, futureless war, while 

our government's policy is to ignore any chance for peace.”®4 

This letter was unprecedented and alarming because it touched on a 

highly sensitive nerve in Israeli society. Israelis had long assumed that 

their young people were motivated to serve in the military from the con- 

viction that Israel had no alternative but to defend itself in a hostile envi- 

ronment. This readiness to bear arms was considered an important na- 

tional asset, one that now seemed to be endangered. Amid the national 

debate stirred by the letter and the refusal to authorize Goldmann’s trip, 

the Movement for Peace and Security was emboldened to take more dra- 

matic steps. Instead of relying, as usual, on the publication of analyses 

and appeals, the movement placed prominent advertisements in the me- 

dia exclaiming, “Enough! Enough with the excuses! There is an opportu- 

nity for contact with the enemy! Let Goldmann try! The government's 

refusal is a betrayal of the chance for peace!”° For the advocates of an 

aggressive peace policy the Goldmann affair served as a litmus test, not 

because they were convinced that Goldmann would be able to bring peace, 

but because it represented an opportunity with no security risks. No real 

damage would have been caused if Goldmann had been allowed to try. 

But the refusal of Golda’s cabinet was clear proof in the activists’ eyes 

that peace was not the highest priority for Israel’s political leadership. 

This episode was followed by a mass protest in front of the prime 

minister's office in Jerusalem on April 8, 1970. At the end of the demon- 

stration some of the more extreme participants clashed with the police, 

much to the dismay of the more cautious and law-abiding leaders of the 

movement.°® The issue of what tactics the protesters should employ 

was to become a perennial source of tension within Israel’s peace move- 

ment. Occasionally, in order to present a broader front, the mainstream 

Zionist majority in the peace movement was tempted to cooperate with 

non-Zionist elements on the Israeli left. For their part, the leftist groups 

often tried to piggyback on mainstream demonstrations even when not 

specifically invited to participate. The confrontational tactics that the 

radical left employed embarrassed the moderates and enabled the 
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adversaries of the peace movement to label the entire movement anti- 

Zionist and radical. 
The April demonstration near the prime minister’s office had been 

planned to include all factions opposed to the unity government and its 

policies. It included members of the New Communist List (Rakach—a 

group that had seceded from the Israeli Communist Party and had pri- 

marily an Arab constituency), as well as a few members of Matzpen (a 

small, ultra-left group that advocated the abandonment of Zionism in 

favor of a “socialist republic of all its citizens”).°’ These radical groups 

tried their best to make their participation known to the public in an 

effort to gain exposure. But the mainstream members of the peace move- 

ment hurried to divest themselves of these embarrassing partners and 

publicly denounced the clashes with the police.°® 

End of Attrition 

During the winter of 1970 Israel’s casualties along the Suez Canal 

mounted and the government decided to escalate its reprisals with bomb- 

ing raids deep inside Egypt, penetrating as far as the outskirts of Cairo. 

In response Nasser called on the Soviets to increase their military in- 

volvement. The Soviets provided Egypt with the latest surface-to-air 

missiles (SAMs) operated by Soviet technicians and dispatched Soviet 

pilots to fly Egyptian MiG-21 combat aircraft on defensive missions over 

Egyptian airspace.*? In response to the Soviet intervention and growing 

concern at the possibility of further escalation, the United States renewed 

its efforts to achieve a cease-fire. In cooperation with the Soviet ambas- 

sador to Washington, Secretary Rogers issued a new initiative—the 

Rogers Plan Il—on June 16. This initiative called on the parties to de- 

clare a cease-fire for ninety days in order to allow Ambassador Jarring 

to renew his mediation efforts.°° 
The Soviet SAMs significantly limited the effectiveness of the Israeli 

air force along the canal and caused a higher rate of aircraft attrition. 

Despite a dramatic encounter that ended in the downing of five Soviet 

pilots (flying Egyptian MiGs) with no casualties to the Israelis, the IDF 

high command and the majority in the Israeli government realized that 

the War of Attrition could not be won. Added to this ‘recognition was 

concern over potential further entanglement with the Soviets. The Egyp- 

tians were eager to capitalize on the relative advantage they had gained 

through Soviet intervention, notwithstanding some opposition from 
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within Egypt and the rest of the Arab world. On July 23 Nasser announced 

Egypt's acceptance of the latest Rogers initiative.°! 

Despite opposition from Likud, Golda announced Israel's acceptance of 

the Rogers Plan II on July 31.6% The American initiative provided for a cease- 

fire and a standstill agreement, which required both sides to maintain the 

military status quo. The Egyptians took immediate advantage of the cease- 

fire, violating the standstill agreement (which came into effect at midnight 

August 7) by advancing their ground-to-air missiles to positions closer to 

the Suez Canal. This extended their air defense umbrella twenty kilome- 

ters further to the east of the canal. This was a significant alteration of the 

status quo at Israel's expense. The Israeli defense establishment immedi- 

ately recognized the strategic and tactical implications of the Egyptian move. 

Defense minister Dayan declared in the Knesset that Israel “ought not to, 

and cannot . . . ignore the fact that . . . this moving forward of these [mis- 

sile] sites [has] considerable military significance.”©* In response to this 

violation Israel suspended its participation in the Jarring talks.4 

In the following weeks two unconnected events led to a significant 

reconfiguration of the Arab-Israeli conflict. In the second half of Sep- 

tember full-scale conflict broke out between the Palestinian guerrillas 

in Jordan and the Jordanian military, with the Palestinians suffering major 

losses and, eventually, being ejected from the Hashemite Kingdom.® 

Then, on September 27, 1970, a day after he had brokered a cease-fire 

between King Hussein and Yasser Arafat, President Nasser died of a 

sudden heart attack. He was replaced by his vice president, Anwar Sadat, 

who was initially viewed as a transitional figure. 

During the summer of 1970 the Movement for Peace and Security 

was engaged in trying to push the Israeli government to accept the Ameri- 

can peace proposal or to propose a peace initiative of its own. The move- 

ment continued to publish newspaper advertisements warning of the 

danger of a settlement imposed by outside powers, and maintaining 

that “the negation of initiatives which cannot be accepted is not enough. 

[The government] must clearly articulate counter-proposals based on 

Security Council Resolution 242... . An effort must be made to renew 

the mediation mission of Dr. Gunnar Jarring, and to enable the imple- 

mentation of a limited and well-supervised cease-fire agreement which 

will not be exploited by the Egyptians to the detriment of Israel.”©° 
This cautious formulation was characteristic of the group. Such lead- 

ers of Peace and Security such as Arieli and Yatziv were close enough to 

governmental circles to appreciate the complicated considerations 
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confronting Israeli decision makers. Thus they were fully aware of the 

disadvantages of the Rogers initiatives to Israel’s vital interests. They 

were also aware of the dangers of Egypt's exploitation of the cease-fire 

agreement to improve its military deployment along the canal. Their 

efforts were primarily directed at what they perceived to be the 

government's lethargy regarding new peace initiatives. 

The Movement for Peace and Security defined its role on three levels: 

as a counterforce to the growing extraparliamentary activities of the Israeli 

right; as a direct lobby to try to influence the government's policies; and 

as an educational and informational tool to influence public opinion. With 

the bitter experience of the thousand days of the War of Attrition leading 

many Israelis toward acceptance of arguments for retaining all the tern- 

tories, the movement tried to shift public opinion in the opposite direc- 

tion: “If we had followed the advice [of those who opposed the cease-fire 

agreement] we would have not only missed yet another opportunity for a 

peace settlement, but would also have found ourselves in a direct mili- 

tary confrontation with the Soviet Union; losing vital sources of military 

and economic aid from the United States . . . and strengthening the hands 

of the terrorists.”°’ Despite their avoidance of moral appeals and their 

focus on specific security concerns, these arguments had little or no ef- 

fect beyond the circle of believers. Attempts to persuade the government 

did not fare much better. The deadlock over the territories that froze the 

Labor Party in the late 1960s did not provide many opportunities for cre- 

ative solutions. As for the prime minister, Golda was too resolute in her 

views to be susceptible to persuasion. 

By the end of 1970, under heavy U.S. pressure, Israel agreed to resume 

its participation in the Jarring talks.°8 During February 1971 Jarring ques- 

tioned Egyptian leaders to see if they were prepared to enter into a peace 

agreement with Israel and to terminate the state of belligerency. At the 

same time Jarring asked Israel if it was ready to withdraw its forces from 

occupied Egyptian territory to the former international boundary, provided 

arrangements were made to create demilitarized zones in the Sinai, and 

freedom of navigation in the Straits of Tiran and Suez Canal was assured. 

The Egyptian response, while essentially positive, was unsatisfactory. 

Although Egypt was ready to terminate the state of belligerency and satisfy 

all of the mediator's substantive demands, it agreed to énter into a peace 

agreement with Israel only if the Palestinian question was resolved and 

Israel withdrew from all occupied territories. On its side, Israel was ready to 

negotiate a bilateral agreement with Egypt without giving any assurances 
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with respect to other aspects of the mediator’s questions. Furthermore, Israel 

did not agree to declare its readiness to withdraw from all of Sinai, and 

certainly did not agree to retreat from the Gaza Strip. Instead, the govern- 

ment restated its readiness to retreat to “secure and recognized borders.”©? 

Partial and Interim Agreements 

The cease-fire agreement along the Suez Canal introduced a new approach 

to the negotiations. For the first time the possibility of an interim settle- 

ment was proposed and was seriously entertained by Israel, Egypt, and the 

United States. Labor MK Gad Ya’acobi proposed to stabilize the Israeli- 

Egyptian standoff along the canal by a partial retreat of Israeli forces in the 

Sinai, the establishment of a demilitarized zone along both sides of the 

canal, opening the canal for international navigation, and the return of the 

Egyptian refugees to the canal zone followed by economic redevelopment.’° 

From the end of the Six Day War, Israeli policy had been based on a 

rigid demand that any settlement that included Israeli retreat from oc- 

cupied territories be part of an explicit, comprehensive, and final peace 

settlement. Israel's previous experiences with partial and inexplicit ar- 

rangements—for example, the 1949 armistice agreements and the “un- 

derstandings” after the Sinai Campaign of 1956—had created a deep 

sense of distrust of any settlement short of a full, public, and formal 

peace treaty. The disappointments that Golda Meir experienced at the 

United Nations as Israel’s minister for foreign affairs back in May 1957 

had left a lasting impression on her. Israeli policy was guided by a deter- 

mination not to repeat the mistakes of 1949—armistice agreements with- 

out peace—or the mistakes of 1957—some hocus-pocus in the United 

Nations and a nebulous undertaking by the United States without as 

much as a piece of paper. “This time, after the third war, Israel was 

stubborn in her resolve not to agree to any arrangement which fell short 

of full peace and was not based on formal peace treaties.”7! 

After June 1967 the American administration too had supported the 

idea that a settlement must be comprehensive. By the end of 1970 the 

likelihood of a comprehensive settlement seemed remote, however. 

Meanwhile, the danger of renewed violence was real enough to war- 

rant a new attempt at stabilizing the situation along the cease-fire lines, 

even if only through partial and interim agreements. 

During a private visit to the United States during September 1970, 

Ya’acobi held discussions with senior State Department officials and with 
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Henry Kissinger (at the time President Nixon’s national security adviser) 

regarding stabilizing the situation along the Suez by opening the canal to 

navigation.’2 Initially the State Department was cool to the idea, and the 

Pentagon was adamantly opposed on the grounds that opening the canal 

would serve Soviet interests by shortening Soviet lines of communica- 

tions to the Far East. Golda also rebuffed Ya’acobi's private initiative in a 

meeting of the Political Committee of the Labor Alliance. Yitzhak Rabin, 

then Israel's ambassador to Washington, too expressed some misgivings.’ 

Despite this opposition, by October Moshe Dayan had begun to speak 

about a new proposal to replace the Rogers formula and the Jarring talks, 

which were bogged down.’4, Sadat ultimately took the initiative and an- 

nounced his willingness to open the canal to international navigation in 

return for a partial retreat of Israeli forces in the Sinai.’° 

During much of 1971 American officials undertook intensive diplomatic 

efforts to reach an interim agreement based on Dayan’s and Sadat’s open- 

ings. But the gap between the parties was too wide and the efforts failed.’° 

The details of these tedious negotiations generally remained secret. Those 

that leaked to the press, and the pieces of information reported to the 

Knesset by the prime minister or other senior cabinet members, were of- 

ten intricate and confusing. Uncertain of what, if any, progress was being 

made, the peace movement found it difficult to critique government ac- 

tion. Even when they felt the negotiations were not producing results, the 

peace activists could only claim that “we live today with the feeling that 

the government of Israel did not yet exhaust all options open to her to 

start negotiations with Egypt and prevent the danger of a renewed war.’’/ 

On December 25, 1971, an independent group of prominent lawyers 

and academics close to the Peace and Security circles wrote a letter to the 

prime minister in which they called on the government to “check once 

more its declared positions and come up with proposals which without 

risking the security of Israel may provide a realistic basis for negotiations 

with Egypt.’’8 In her characteristic response Golda adamantly denied the 

allegation that Israel had not explored all political avenues that might 

lead to negotiations with Egypt and asserted that her government had 

“indeed come up with proposals, which . . . could have served as a basis 

for such negotiations.””? This exchange attracted considerable media at- 

tention, particularly after Golda, with much fanfare, received a delegation 

from the Movement for the Greater Land of Israel. This gesture stood in 

stark contrast to Golda’s refusal to meet with the “peace professors.” A 

spokesman for the peace movement expressed his frustration to the media: 
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“It seems that those who agree with the government's policy are listened 

to, while those who do not agree are ignored.”8° 

The Road to Another War 

An important factor that contributed to the inability to move toward an 

interim settlement was the sense of complacency and self-assuredness 

that characterized the mood of Israel's public and its leadership during 

1972 and 1973. Occasionally Dayan and others warned of the possibility 

of another war,®! but on the whole the defense establishment consid- 

ered the probability of renewed fighting as fairly low. Notwithstanding 

his own forebodings, Dayan, like many others, was convinced that Is- 

raeli forces could repel an Arab attack without much difficulty,82 and 

projected—with his tone as much as his words—a sense of security and 

great confidence. In a speech at the annual gathering of paratrooper 

veterans he said, “Until recently I was not sure, but now I believe that 

we have arrived at the zenith of the return to Zion.”®? 

Egyptian president Anwar Sadat announced in 1971 that this would 

be the “Year of Decision,” alluding to the threat of another war. Yet noth- 

ing of the sort happened—despite a similar announcement the next year. 

To the contrary, in July 1972 Sadat expelled thousands of Soviet techni- 

cians and military advisers. This action appeared to confirm Israel's be- 

lief that a war was unlikely; after all, few Israelis thought the Egyptian 

army could sustain a serious military effort without the help of the Sovi- 

ets.84 Yet Sadat continued to rattle his sword, declaring that he was 

ready to sacrifice two million Egyptians to retrieve his nation’s dignity. 

Israel's political and military leadership did not take him seriously. “We 

are convinced,” Golda stated, “that an offensive initiative by the Egyp- 

tians will bring them defeat and deep disappointment.”®° And in a more 

pugnacious mood she declared: “The Egyptians know well that war will 

not bring them any advantage. If Sadat speaks of sacrificing one million 

or two or three, this may indeed happen!”®¢ 

Dayan’s primary motive for supporting the interim agreement along 

the Suez Canal was to further reduce the probability of war. However, he 

was not prepared to fight for his opinions. He often said, “If Golda does 

not support my position, I don’t either.’”®” Apparently Dayan did not per- 

ceive another war as a major danger for Israel and felt secure behind the 

heavy fortifications along the Bar-Lev Line (named after the chief of staff 

under whose command the line was designed) and under the umbrella of 
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the Israeli air force. Moreover, in the summer of 1973 Dayan plunged into 

a heated campaign in which he wanted to make sure that the “return to 

Zion” materialized through an aggressive settlement policy. 

Elections for the Ninth Knesset were scheduled for October 1973. 

During the summer the Labor Party was busy preparing its political plat- 

form once more. Dayan demanded that Labor adopt an ambitious settle- 

ment plan in the occupied territories, especially on the Golan, in the 

Jordan Valley, and in particular in the Rafah Wedge southwest of the 

Gaza Strip. He envisaged the construction of a deep-water harbor and a 

large town in Yamit, on the shores of the Mediterranean halfway be- 

tween the Gaza Strip and the Egyptian town of El Arish. Characteristi- 

cally, the main objection to Dayan’s plans came from Minister of Fi- 

nance Pinhas Sapir, who objected on economic rather than political 

grounds. But once again Galili worked out a compromise document that 

carried his name and mollified Dayan for the time being.® 

The Seagull—Eliav’s Solitary Crusade 

Back in 1969, while Lova Eliav was still party secretary, a new “circle” 

had been organized within the party by a group of young intellectuals 

who wanted to strengthen Eliav’s hand. In the late 1950s, the writer and 

historian Yigal Eilam had led a nonpartisan student list at the Hebrew 

University in Jerusalem that won a majority in the student council elec- 

tions. “We had an acute political awareness but no particular partisan 

loyalty,” explained Dan Bitan, Eilam’s colleague during the university 

years. “We wanted to cut off student life from party interests.”8? They 

created a Students’ Parliament for public debates and founded a stu- 

dent magazine, The Ass’s Mouth, which Eilam edited.%° 

In 1966 Eilam together with Tzvi Kesse, a former kibbutz member 

whom Eilam met during the struggles against Ben-Gurion in the 1960s, 

and other young intellectuals began to organize an independent think 

tank that sought to reformulate Zionist ideology. They dreamed of build- 

ing a Jewish senate in which Israelis and diaspora Jews would jointly 

discuss issues of common interest to world Jewry.?! The group planned 

a founding convention for July 1967. However, the Six Day War split the 

group between a right-wing faction, which joined the Movement for the 

Greater Land of Israel, and the leftists who viewed Eliav as their leader. 

To help Eliav in his struggles within the Labor Party, Eilam and his 

colleagues joined the party and with Eliav's blessing formed the Circle 
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for the Study of Social and Political Affairs (Hachug Lelibung). They were 

immediately recognized as the Peace and Security branch within the 

party, because they advocated withdrawal from the occupied territories. 

The group distributed pamphlets, lobbied party leaders, and conducted 

debates in party branches throughout the country. But in the early 1970s 

after Eliav left the secretariat they felt increasingly alienated from the 

party’s mainstream and gradually distanced themselves. 

After resigning in May 1971 as party secretary, Eliav spent a year in 

seclusion writing his magnum opus. As if in a trance he worked day and 

night.?? “It was like fire in my bones,” Eliav remembered. “I felt with all 

my fibers the compulsion to tell the public that which was in my heart.” 

The result was a political and ideological credo, Eretz Ha’tzvi (The Land 

of the Hart).?° The term “Land of the Hart” had long been used in Jewish 

tradition as a poetic name for the Land of Israel. “This was indeed the 

way I wanted to see my land,” explained Eliav.% 

The book was perhaps overambitious in its scope and at times naive, 

but its position with regard to the Arab-Israeli conflict was courageous. 

It clearly opposed the majority perspective within the Labor Party. 

The Palestinian aspect of the problem is the most delicate, the most tragic, 
and the gloomiest of all. It appears to be insoluble but it also carries the 
greatest potential for peace. The question of our relations with the Pales- 
tinian Arabs occupies first place in the broad question of our relations with 
the Arab world as a whole. Therein lies the key to the resolution of the 
struggle over the land. 

Responding to his own rhetorical question as to the right of the Pal- 

estinian people to define themselves as a unique nation, Eliav wrote: 

We [Zionists] struggled for the right of self-determination of Jews and suc- 
ceeded. How can we deny this right to others then, to people who wish to 
see themselves as a nation? The Palestinian nation has a history of its 
own, special memories of its own, wars, sacrifices, sufferings, and heroes 

of its own, poetic and literary expression of its own. The Six Day War in- 
tensified the Palestinian Arab identity.” 

Eliav's prescription was clear. Israel must unequivocally declare its 

readiness to return most of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip in order to 

allow the Palestinians to create an independent and sovereign state of 

their own on both sides of the Jordan River. “There is room in the land of 

the Twelve Tribes for the State of Israel and a Palestinian-Jordanian state. 

In exchange for a full and permanent peace we will waive implement- 

ing part of our historical rights in this Arab state.’° 
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The book, published in the summer of 1972, was met with enthusi- 

asm by some and ridicule by many. Golda Meir asked, “What happened 

to Lova? Maybe he needs medical treatment?” while pointing to her head 

as if to suggest he was out of his mind.?’ But Eliav, who remained a 

member of the Labor Party until the middle of 1974, did not give up 

easily. He sought. to propagate his ideas through a nationwide lecture 

tour. But his sense of isolation from the party was now complete. “The 

complacency, self-righteousness and the overwhelming conviction that 

‘we are right in everything’ were like plaster which sealed off every open- 

ing for new thoughts.”78 
When the Galili Document was debated in the party, Eliav distributed 

an alternative platform to the general public in the form of a petition. 

This was an unprecedented act and one which was considered inappro- 

priate by the party leadership. When the Galili Document came to a vote 

in the party Secretariat (a body much smaller than the Central Commit- 

tee and with less statutory power), Eliav accused the leadership of 

steamrolling the decision. In a brief speech he claimed that members of 

the Secretariat were frightened to voice their honest opinions and de- 

manded that the decision be transferred to the Central Committee: “Many 

in this room, and across the party, in its chapters, in the towns and 

villages, are now sitting and secretly crying over this document.” As a 

voice for all these secret opponents he proclaimed, “Never, for any price 

and in any forum shall I vote for this document.” It was a courageous 

gesture but had little effect. When it came to the vote Eliav’s was the 

only hand raised in opposition; all other seventy-nine members approved 

the document. “I remained in glorious isolation,” remembered Eliav.?? 

A few days before the 1973 war, Eliav wrote a poem in which he 

imagined himself a seagull hovering above a ship that is heading to- 

ward a cliff. The seagull tries unsuccessfully to arouse the attention of 

the ship's navigator and captain who are blind to the oncoming danger 

because they “are drunk with the wine of their glory, and the liquor of 

their greatness, self-assured in their position.” Night falls on the ship 

and “the seagull circles around crying into the night.”! 

* * * 

The Movement for Peace and Security continued to operate during 1972 

and 1973, but much of the wind was taken out of its sails. The center of its 

activities moved to Tel Aviv and came under the heavy-handed influence 

of politicians from the left wing of Mapam who were better able to dedicate 
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the time and energy needed to orchestrate the movement's operations 

than were the professors from the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. The 

group’s activities soon became routine and lost their initial momentum. 

Despite occasional conferences and publications, the movement faded 

gradually into the background of the political landscape. 

Peace and Security was the first peace group in Israel worthy of the 

term “movement,” because it managed to mobilize people outside the 

small circle of activists who had pursued peace during the 1950s and 

1960s. Though still led by a handful of prominent intellectuals, Peace 

and Security did represent a significant minority of Israelis who were 

deeply disturbed by the government's policies and the entrenchment of 

the Israeli occupation. Its failure to make a greater impact was not due 

to any lack of clarity, courage, or energy on the part of its leaders, but to 

the prevailing political environment. The raging controversies within 

the ruling party, the continuation of warfare along the new border, the 

rising tide of Palestinian terrorism, and, most especially, the profound 

complacency that swamped large sections of the Israeli public and lead- 

ership effectively drowned out the warnings that the peace movement 

tried to sound throughout the Israeli body politic. 
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The October War 

and the End of Labor 

Supremacy, 1973-77 

The October War—A Defeat in Victory 

The tranquility of the Israeli public was abruptly shattered on October 6, 

1973. It was Yom Kippur (the Day of Atonement), the holiest day of the 

year for Jews, spent by most Israelis in prayer and reflection at daylong 

religious services. At 2:00 p.m. air raid sirens disrupted the solemnity of 

the day. Soon military trucks hurried through the empty streets, trans- 

porting reserve soldiers to their preassigned assembly points—particularly 

strange because traditionally on Yom Kippur there is little or no vehicular 

traffic. The sight and sounds of cars and trucks racing through the streets 

left no doubt in the mind of the astounded public that Israel was at war 

for the fifth time in its twenty-five-year existence. Israelis immediately 

turned to their radios for information—again a departure from the norm, 

because radio transmissions are normally suspended on Yom Kippur. What 

they heard was the military spokesman announcing, “Today, at about 

69 



70 / In Pursuit oF PEACE 

1400 hours, Egyptian and Syrian forces opened an attack in the Sinai and 

the Golan Heights.”! 
The attack came as a surprise to the Israeli defense establishment. 

Although Egyptian and Syrian plans for such an attack had been known 

to Israeli military intelligence for some time, nobody took them very 

seriously. When: threatening signals were detected a few days before 

the attack, the Intelligence Branch of the IDF disregarded them as indi- 

cating only a “low probability’ of a limited attack. Less than twelve hours 

before the attack Israeli intelligence received definitive indications of 

the impending attack. “My greatest surprise in this war,” General Yitzhak 

Hofi, the commander of the Northern Command, admitted later, “was 

the fact that it actually erupted.” 
The failure of Israeli intelligence to provide adequate warning was 

not the only obstacle that had to be overcome; two other strategic set- 

backs awaited Israel. The IDF launched a counteroffensive along the 

Suez Canal on October 9 as soon as enough reserve armor units were 

deployed at the front. However, Israeli forces were unable to dislodge 

the two Egyptian armies that had crossed the canal two days earlier 

from their hold on the east bank. The IDF commanders had taken into 

consideration the possibility of an Egyptian attempt to cross the canal 

but were confident that they could repel such an invasion within forty- 

eight hours. They were unprepared for the combined effect of heavy 

artillery barrages and the dense deployment of Soviet ground-to-air 

missiles along the canal. Other tactical problems for Israel included the 

effective use of thousands of antiarmor missiles by the Egyptian infan- 

try and the sheer number of forces that participated in the crossing. 

The worst surprise, however, became apparent only much later, and 

to many Israelis it remains a puzzle. The October War demonstrated 

that Israel could lose a war even when it prevailed militarily. The sur- 

prises and setbacks the Israeli forces had to cope with during the first 

days of the war cast a shadow of doubt and disappointment among 

civilians and soldiers alike. The loss of more than 3,000 Israeli soldiers, 

four times the losses of the Six Day War, shocked and profoundly dis- 

turbed Israelis. This psychological earthquake was felt not only in the 

military, but throughout Israeli society. While some argue that the Octo- 

ber War ended in a draw, a purely operational analysis shows the Israeli 

military won more battles than did their Egyptian—and certainly their 

Syrian—counterparts. On the Suez front Israel was unable to dislodge 

the Egyptians from the east side of the canal but managed to cross west- 
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ward and reach a point only sixty miles east of Cairo, encircling and 

besieging the Egyptian Third Army. On the Golan Heights, Israel reversed 

all of Syria’s initial gains and advanced to a point forty miles west of 

Damascus. Egyptian and Syrian losses in terms of men and materiel 

were far heavier than the losses suffered by Israel. 

Nevertheless, the prevailing mood in Israel at the end of the war was 

that of a defeated nation. The deep penetration west of the canal by the 

Israeli forces could be heralded as an operational victory but could not be 

seen as a decisive strategic victory or translated into political gains. On the 

contrary, the fact that the Egyptians remained entrenched on the east side 

of the canal, albeit only with the assistance of the great powers,4 demon- 

strated to Israel that its heavy losses had produced no real gains. The Egyp- 

tians were the beneficiaries, not only strategically but also politically. If 

Sadat's objective was to alter the military and political status quo that had 

prevailed since 1967, his tactical defeat was a strategic victory. 

A Delayed Reaction—The December 1973 Elections 

The gradual decline of the predominance of the center-left bloc in Is- 

raeli politics had already begun before the 1967 war. It initially arose 

from the schism that divided the Labor Party in the early 1960s and caused 

a steep decline in its electoral appeal. From a peak of 51.4 percent of the 

popular vote in the 1959 Knesset elections, the Labor coalition gained 

only 43.3 percent in 1965. It recovered only slightly to 46.2 percent in 

1969 in the wake of the victory in the Six Day War. The reunification of 

the Labor Party with its secessionist partners and a new alignment with 

Mapam did not help matters much. 

The growing popular disillusionment with the Labor government and 

its ineffective response to the problems confronting the nation became 

evident in the period preceding the October War. Whereas 92 percent of 

Jewish respondents agreed with government policies in June 1967, only 

54 percent did so in October and November 1972. By March 1974 the 

figure was just 27 percent.° 
It is difficult to say with certainty whether the electorate’s growing 

dissatisfaction with the Labor Party was primarily due to the security 

and foreign policies it adopted prior to the October War. Other factors 

such as a growing aversion toward the party's bureaucratic style of gov- 

erning and its internal power struggles likely had some effect as well.° 

Most observers believe that at least a partial explanation may be found 
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in the measurable shift of public opinion to the right and the general 

toughening of the attitude of a majority of Israelis toward the Arabs.’ 

The further decline in support for Labor at the end of 1973 was unques- 

tionably influenced by the trauma of the October War.® 

Until about 1973 most of Israel's lively, at times very intense, political 

participation had been party-affiliated. Political initiatives by individuals 

outside of the established parties rarely occurred during Israel’s first two 

decades.? After the disasters of the October War, and the public percep- 

tion of the failure of the government and military establishment to fore- 

see the dangers and respond appropriately, Israeli public desire for change 

gave rise to new initiatives in the form of political movements outside the 

channels of party politics. In a survey conducted a month before the war, 

47 percent of the respondents expressed a desire to influence govern- 

ment policies. In response to the same question in a survey taken two 

months later, the positive response jumped to 65 percent.!° 

The Knesset elections held at the end of December 1973, however, 

came too soon after the trauma to fully reflect this change. The 1973 

elections had originally been scheduled for the end of October, but the 

war forced a postponement until December. Despite considerable de- 

bate the parties’ lists of candidates, which had been sealed (as required 

by law) before the war, were not permitted to be reopened to allow the 

addition of new candidates.!! It was too early for the public to fully di- 

gest the war's trauma, particularly because the fighting did not fully stop 

during the disengagement negotiations and many of the reserve sol- 

diers had not yet returned home.'? A portion of the electorate was ready 

to express its loss of faith in Labor's ability to govern, but many voters 

apparently hesitated to change horses before the crisis was resolved. 

Labor's representation in the Knesset declined from fifty-six to fifty-one 

seats—a decline from 46.2 percent to 39.6 percent of the popular vote. 

Menachem Begin and the right-wing opposition received 31 percent of 

the vote and for the first time posed a serious challenge to Labor's domi- 

nance.'> But for the time being Labor remained the only party that could 

form a coalition.'* Golda Meir and Moshe Dayan remained the prime 

minister and minister of defense respectively.!® 

Frustrated and angry, some segments of the public resorted to inde- 

pendent and dramatic ways to express their disdain for the business- 

as-usual approach of the Labor-led government. With the customary 

channels of party politics, especially within the Labor Party, seeming to 

be blocked, the accumulated anger and energy sought out new means 
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of expression. During the winter of 1974 Israel witnessed its first large- 

scale antigovernment street protests focused entirely on security issues 

and foreign affairs. The brunt of the public's outrage was directed against 

Moshe Dayan. More than anyone, he epitomized the spirit of overconfi- 

dence and complacency that had prevailed in the country during the 

early 1970s.!© Where once his charismatic image and reassuring pres- 

ence had inspired a near-blind confidence in his leadership, now he 

seemed like a hero who had fallen from grace.!7 

“Our Israel”—Street Protests, Winter and Spring 1974 

Soon after he was released from reserve duties on February 1, 1974, 

Motti Ashkenazi, an unassuming reserve officer in his early thirties who 

had gallantly commanded the defense of the only fortified position along 

the Suez Canal that did not fall into Egyptian hands during the war, 

began a solitary protest vigil in front of the prime minister's office in 

Jerusalem. He demanded Dayan’s resignation and the establishment of 

an inquiry to examine the military mismanagement of the war. Soon 

other people joined Ashkenazi’s vigil, and within a few days various 

groups began protesting in other locations. The protestors and the me- 

dia spoke in terms of the “Great Blunder.”'® By the end of the first week 

more than 5,000 sympathizers had signed a petition demanding the dis- 

missal of Dayan on the grounds that he was “the person who undertook 

this responsibility as a political mandate and must discharge it.”!? The 

issue was not one of personal guilt but of ministerial responsibility. 

The rapid growth of the protest movement fed on a deep malaise that 

the war and the unresolved political and security problems fueled among 

many Israelis. Polls indicated a sharp decline in almost every indicator of 

public morale. For example, the number of people who said that their mood 

was “almost always good” or “mostly good” declined from an average of 

45 percent before the war to an all-time low of 16 percent by November 

1973.20 Many Israelis who said that they were “almost never or never" 
worried also lost their composure for a while, their numbers dropping from 

60 percent to below 30 percent shortly after the Yom Kippur War.?! 

Street demonstrations were not a new feature on the Israeli political 

landscape. During the 1950s members of the Israeli Communist Party, 

Mapam, and other left-wing and pro-Soviet groups had occasionally dem- 

onstrated in the streets against the pro-Western orientation of Ben-Gurion’s 

government.”* Early in that same decade ultra-orthodox religious groups 
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had led violent demonstrations in Jerusalem and elsewhere to protest the 

violation of religious laws, such as the strict observance of the Sabbath 

and the prohibition of mixed gender bathing in public swimming pools.”° 

In July 1959 violent protests occurred when the police shot and wounded 

a young immigrant from Morocco in the economically depressed Wadi 

Salib quarter in Haifa. These demonstrations expressed a strong dissatis- 

faction on the part of new immigrants from Middle Eastern countries with 

the government's and society's apparent lack of concern for their socio- 

economic plight.24 The imbalance in the distribution of economic and 

social resources between the Ashkenazi and Mizrachi communities was 

a constant source of unrest in the 1960s, erupting into violent demonstra- 

tions and other illegal actions in the spring of 1971 when a group of young 

Moroccan residents of Musrara, a slum area of Jerusalem, organized them- 

selves under the name “Black Panthers.’° 

Although some of these events tested the limits of legality, none came 

so close to challenging the system itself as did the demonstrations initi- 

ated by Motti Ashkenazi in February 1974.2 Observers interpreted 

Ashkenazi’s demonstrations as reflecting a desire on the part of many 

Israelis to “reconstruct their own worldview by recharting the norma- 

tive and cognitive chaos which the war inflicted on them.”27 

During the winter and spring of 1974 Golda and Dayan tried to hold on 

to their positions while the number and size of the demonstrations con- 

tinued to grow. Entire reserve units reported to the tent Motti Ashkenazi 

erected in front of the prime minister's office. On February 27 a large 

group of paratroopers who had been the first to cross the Suez Canal 

during the war demonstrated silently before the Knesset under a banner 

that read “We Are Here!’?8 A number of large demonstrations were orga- 

nized in Tel Aviv, Haifa, and Jerusalem, attended by crowds that num- 

bered in the thousands. Some agitated parents of soldiers killed in the 

war pelted Dayan with tomatoes, spat at him, and called him a murderer.?? 

Ashkenazi’s movement named itself “Yisrael Shelanu—Hatnua 

Letmura” (Our Israel—The Movement for Change). This name was cho- 

sen because it signified the unwavering patriotism of the members de- 

spite their bitter criticism of the government, and to point out that their 

primary motivation was their love for the state and their desire to guard 

it against torruption.°° As he came out from a meeting with Dayan, 
Ashkenazi said to a journalist, “It seems that in the State of Israel there 

is ‘they’ and ‘we.’ ‘We’ are the people who underwent a traumatic expe- 

rience and feel that we cannot continue to live in the way we used to 
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live in the past, while ‘they’ live on a different planet and manage [the 

state's] affairs as if it was their private estate.”>! 

The movement's goals soon broadened to include reforming the elec- 

toral system, abolishing the nominating committees for political positions, 

requiring internal party elections, limiting the terms of political positions, 

and strengthening public control over the bureaucracy.** As Ashkenazi put 

it, “We are trying to break the walls of the Israeli bureaucracy and cause a 

small crack in the self-defense edifice the Israeli leaders have erected around 

themselves.’”°° By mid-March 1974 the movement had reached its peak; 

more than 25 percent of persons polled answered that they would vote for 

a unified list of all protest groups if new elections were held.*4 

Although the movement advocated sweeping reforms in the political 

structure, it was not a revolutionary movement per se.*° Throughout its 

brief existence Our Israel insisted on legal behavior, and every demon- 

stration ended with the singing of the national anthem.*° The activists 

regarded participation in the movement as representing steadfast loyalty 

to the original goals of Zionism.%’ Despite its extraparliamentary nature, 

its tactics sought to influence and reform the power structure rather than 

replace it with an alternative system based on a different ideology.°° Per- 

haps this can be explained at least partially by the fact that most protesters 

were upper-middle-class and well-educated people with a substantial stake 

in the existing society. Of the core leadership of the 1974 movement, 84 

percent held at least one academic degree; all were of Ashkenazi origin.*? 

An Official inquiry commission, headed by Supreme Court Chief Justice 

Shimon Agranat, was established on November 18, 1973, to investigate 

the intelligence failures and poor military preparedness for the war. It 

submitted its preliminary report on April 2, 1974. Unclassified parts of the 

report, including the commission's specific recommendations with re- 

gard to personal responsibilities, were immediately made public. The chief 

of the General Staff, General David Elazar; the chief of military intelli- 

gence, General Eli Zeira; the commander of the Southern Command, Gen- 

eral Shmuel Gonen (better known as Gorodish, which was his name until 

he Hebraized it); and a few other officers of lesser rank were harshly 

censured and summarily relieved of their duties. As to ministerial respon- 

sibility, the commission interpreted its mandate narrowly and decided to 

pass judgment only on those directly responsible. The report stated, “We 

did not consider it our duty to pass judgment on what may be implied by 

the parliamentary responsibility [of ministers],” so Dayan and Golda es- 

caped the commission’s scrutiny and censure.*° 
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The conclusions of the Agranat Commission further enraged the public 

and triggered new and intensified protests. After all, it was precisely the 

acknowledgment of ministerial responsibility that Motti Ashkenazi and 

his colleagues had demanded of Dayan from the outset. During April 

more demonstrations and assemblies took place throughout the coun- 

try. Representatives of the different groups convened to coordinate their 

tactics and planned a major demonstration to take place in Jerusalem 

on Independence Day.*! 
Golda preempted the protests. On April 10, only one month after she 

had formed her new cabinet, she told the party leadership, “It is beyond 

my strength to continue to carry this burden.” She begged her colleagues 

not to try to dissuade her from resigning. “It will not help,” she said. “My 

political career is over.’*? 
According to Israeli law the resignation of the prime minister entails the 

resignation of the entire cabinet. It was clear that the career of Moshe Dayan 

as minister of defense was also over. During the war, and immediately 

thereafter, Dayan had offered Golda his resignation three times; she did 

not accept. Out of concern for the integrity of the party she had decided to 

renominate Dayan as minister of defense when she formed the new coali- 

tion. The party was weakened to such a degree that Dayan, even with his 

own political problems, could have rallied those within the party who re- 

mained loyal to him and toppled the government. Golda also felt a sense of 

gratitude to Dayan, who throughout her tenure had remained unwaveringly 

loyal to her. She probably also felt that they shared much of the responsi- 

bility for what had happened and that she could not simply dump him with- 

out eventually being held accountable as well. However, now she was no 

longer at the helm and no longer capable of defending Dayan.*% 

The protest movement that Motti Ashkenazi started proved ephem- 

eral. AS soon as Golda’s and Dayan’s resignations were made public, 

the momentum of the demonstrations subsided. During April 1974 the 

group focused on a critique of the Agranat Commission's report, but by 

May the number of active members had declined substantially. 

The October War formally ended on May 31 when Syria and Israel 

signed a disengagement agreement that included a stipulation provid- 

ing for an unlimited cease-fire agreement.*4 By then Israel had a new 

Labor govérnment. Yitzhak Rabin took over from Golda, Shimon Peres 

replaced Dayan as minister of defense, and Mordechai Gur was named 

chief of the General Staff. With the war finally over, the reserve soldiers 

returned home and a tired citizenry was eager to resume some normalcy 
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after seven months of internal and external turmoil. The protest move- 

ment soon found it difficult to organize vigils and other activities. Fewer 

than fifty people attended the convention to officially charter Our Israel. 

As one observer pointed out, “The founding convention . . . [was] the 

funeral ceremony of the protest movement.’”45 

The Protest Legacy 

Our Israel was not a peace movement and, unlike such movements, 

refrained from taking a position on substantive issues pertaining to se- 

curity and foreign affairs. As such it managed to attract a larger follow- 

ing, including not only those who felt the blunders of the Yom Kippur 

War were primarily connected with the government's failure to pursue 

peace more vigorously, but also those who attributed those blunders to 

the mishandling of the national defense.*6 According to Dayan’s recol- 

lection of his only encounter with Motti Ashkenazi, the young captain 

preached to him only about the strategic mismanagement of the Six 

Day War. Ashkenazi argued that the war had been a failure because the 

IDF had failed to penetrate deeper into Syrian territory and remain per- 

manently in the Druze Mountains, “thereby denying territorial contigu- 

ity between Jordan and Syria.” Ashkenazi also argued that on the south- 

ern front Israel should have crossed the canal and “compelled [Egypt] to 

sign a peace treaty with us’4”—hardly a dovish point of view. 

Very few of the leaders of the 1974 protest movement surfaced again 

three years later among the different peace groups that were established 

after President Sadat’s visit to Israel in 1977. For the most part they faded 

from the political landscape. Nevertheless, Motti Ashkenazi and his col- 

leagues left an important legacy to the Israeli peace movement. The sense 

that politics is too serious a business to leave entirely to politicians; the 

recognition that single-issue groups can influence the system; the belief 

in the value and influence of public demonstrations: all became guiding 

principles in the activities of the peace groups that followed later. 

A study conducted in 1982 reported a dramatic rise in the number of 

extraparliamentary political activities from a low of 23 events per year 

in 1957 to a high of 241 in 1979. Mass protests became almost endemic 

in Israeli political culture after the October War.*® Clearly, the demon- 

strations of 1974 acted as a catalyst for this phenomenon, born of dis- 

satisfaction with the incumbent leadership and frustration at the inabil- 

ity either to reform or to replace it from within. 
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No less frustrating was the impression conveyed by the leadership 

that it had not learned anything from the traumatic experience. Ten days 

after the drama along the Golan and Suez, the Knesset went into a mara- 

thon session in which almost all members voiced their opinions on the 

recent events. These sessions were broadcast live on Israeli television. 

The scene in the: Knesset resembled a farce in which everyone argued 

that if only his advice had been followed, disaster could have been 

averted. It was commonly said that “we all are to be blamed,” but it 

seemed that if in fact all were responsible, no single individual was will- 

ing to be held accountable.*? 
In an emergency meeting of the Central Committee of the Labor Party 

held before the elections in early December, Prime Minister Golda Meir 

said that the entire government and primarily the prime minister should be 

held responsible for successes as well as failures. She said she was pro- 

foundly affected by Israel's human and materiel losses in the war and vowed 

that such a surprise would never recur.°° However, while she apparently 

was honestly and deeply upset by the debacle, her attitude toward the con- 

flict in general remained unchanged. In her remarks before the Central 

Committee she explained that she “did not believe that . . . our policy has to 

be blamed for the fact that we did not arrive at peace. . . . If we are to do 

justice in our judgment we must state that we were ready for all compro- 

mise proposals, while the Arabs rejected them.” She restated her adamant 

denial of the rights of the Palestinians. “Don’t they really have another place?” 

she asked, and refused to rescind the Galili Document.*! 

The public, however, was less wedded to the policies of the past. Grow- 

ing disenchantment with the government and its policies was fueled by 

the Israeli media, the members of which felt themselves partly respon- 

sible for contributing to the national sense of complacency before the 

war. It seemed that most journalists now seized every opportunity to criti- 

cize the government and provide coverage to every opposition group 

within Israeli society. The protest groups soon discovered how hungry 

the media, especially the electronic media, were for visual images of po- 

litical controversy and opposition—indeed, the efficient use of the media 

was another important lesson that the later peace activists (as well as 

their opponents on the right) learned and successfully applied. 

On the*issue of peace and how to achieve it, the 1974 protest move- 

ment did not take a unified position. But the public began to understand 

that the decision not to decide taken after the 1967 war was the worst of 

all possible paths. Some argued for active reconciliation with the Arabs 



THE OcTOBER WaR / 79 

while others moved in the opposite direction—outright annexation of 

the territories through intensive Jewish settlement of the land. 

Gush Emunim and the Advent of Messianic Nationalism 

In February 1974, while Our Israel was still fully active, a small group of 

young members of the National Religious Party (NRP) convened a meet- 

ing in Kibbutz Kfar Etzion.5? The outcome of this meeting was the forma- 
tion within the NRP of a new faction, which later seceded and became an 

independent settlement movement. The founders called the new organi- 

zation “Gush Emunim” (Bloc of the Faithful).°° This seemingly modest 

initiative had an immediate effect on the political landscape in Israel.54 

Most observers trace Gush Emunim’s origins to the struggle that the 

Zionist sections of the orthodox religious community had to wage si- 

multaneously on two fronts. On the one side they had to confront the 

old anti-Zionist ultra-orthodoxy, against whose criticism the Zionists 

had to rationalize their collaboration with the secular majority in the 

Zionist mainstream. On the other side they had to assert their unique 

identity as a religious movement within the broader Zionist enterprise, 

in which for many years they had played only a marginal role. Their 

constant advocacy of observant Judaism to the secular majority caused 

them to maintain a rather defensive posture during Israel's early years.5° 

The tension between the Zionist religious orthodoxy and the anti- 

Zionist ultra-orthodoxy gave birth in the 1920s and 1930s to the mysti- 

cal doctrine of Rabbi Avraham Hacohen Kook. Kook was a disciple of 

the Maimonidean teachings that messianic redemption would come not 

through supernatural events but through human acts. According to this 

doctrine, Zionist activity, whether performed by believers or unwittingly 

by secular pioneers, is the indication of what Kook called atchalta de 

geula (the beginning of redemption). Consequently, it is incumbent upon 

the faithful to take an active part in the materialization of the Zionist 

dream, shoulder to shoulder with the secular Zionists.°¢ 

The venerable rabbi died in 1935 and his legacy included a small reli- 

gious school named after him, Yeshivat Merkaz Ha’rav. After his death the 

yeshiva suffered a long period of decline but was eventually revived in the 

1950s by his son, Rabbi Tzvi Yehuda Hacohen Kook. Kook continued his 

father's educational mission with less sophistication and spiritual depth but 

with greater zeal. He taught that the establishment of Israel, and the suc- 

cesses of the Israeli army in 1948 and 1956, were proof that the Messianic 
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Era had already begun. This conferred holiness on the state and its army, as 

well as upon everyone who was contributing to the success of this messi- 

anic project. Kook the son maintained that the holiness of Eretz Yisrael, 

including the parts that were not yet under Jewish sovereignty, derived from 

a divine promise from which people could not disassociate themselves. The 

conquest of the unredeemed parts must eventually be accomplished. 

During the 1950s and 1960s a generation of well-educated people 

graduated from the elite network of schools that the Zionist orthodox 

religious community had developed over the years. Most of these mod- 

ern yet devout youngsters were also graduates of Bnei Akiva, the reli- 

gious youth movement that combined religious devotion with a pioneer- 

ing zeal characteristic of all Zionist youth movements at the time. The 

male members of the modern orthodox Zionist group wore knitted skull- 

caps, which became their identifying symbol, distinguishing them as it 

did from secular Israeli men who do not cover their heads at all, as well 

as from the anti-Zionist ultra-orthodox—the “Black Hats’—who cover their 

black skullcaps with black hats.°? 

Unlike their anti-Zionist ultra-orthodox counterparts, the “Knitted Skull- 

caps” served in the military, but often in separate units that combined 

military service with religious studies.°* The women from this group fre- 

quently claimed an exemption from military service on religious grounds 

but undertook another form of civilian national service. When the option 

of fulfilling their Zionist mission by joining a religious kibbutz became 

less attractive during the 1960s, these young religious Zionists found a 

new mentor in Rabbi Tzvi Yehuda.°? Many opted to spend more years in 

the Yeshivat Merkaz Ha’Rav to study Torah and listen to the rabbi’s ser- 

mons, which inculcated a strong sense of mission and purpose. 

To these devout students the victory of June 1967 and the conquest of the 

entire Land of Israel west of the Jordan River were clear signs of divine inter- 

vention and proof that the Messianic Era had arrived.©° Rabbi Tzvi Yehuda 

told his students, “We are already in the middle of redemption . . . the King- 

dom of Israel is being built again . . . this is the revelation of the heavenly 

kingdom.”°! Shortly after the war he issued a religious edict that has be- 

come known as the “Lo Taguru” (Do Not Be Afraid) Declaration. In it, the 

rabbi asserted unequivocally, “This entire land is definitely ours, and no part 

of it can be handed to others; it is a legacy we inherited from our Fathers.”2 

To preserve this inheritance the Jews, like the Israelites in biblical times, 

had to inherit the land physically through the act of settlement. It was not 

surprising that the first attempts at settling Judea and Samaria were 
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undertaken by two disciples of Rabbi Tzvi Yehuda: Rabbi Moshe Levinger 

in Hebron and Hannan Porat in Kfar Etzion. Before the October War the 

Labor government supported settlement in the occupied territories only 

on a selective basis. Roughly along the lines of the Allon Plan, new settle- 

ments were initiated and approved on the Golan Heights, along the Jor- 

dan River, and in the Rafah Wedge. The heartland of the West Bank was 

to be held in escrow and eventually exchanged for peace. Permission to 

settle the Gush Etzion area was given, albeit reluctantly, because of the 

sentimental value attached to the Jewish settlements that had been de- 

stroyed in 1948. Permission to settle Hebron was slow to come and was 

eventually granted only for the eastern slopes of the Arab town, which 

could be added to the land reserved for Israel by the Allon Plan. 

During the first few years after the Six Day War, Rabbi Tzvi Yehuda and 

his followers were dissatisfied with this selective settlement policy but 

were not yet ready to challenge the government. When the October War 

broke out, a group of Rabbi Levinger's students from Hebron were already 

talking about the need to settle in or near Nablus, the largest Arab town in 

the West Bank. They gave their group the biblical name “Elon Moreh.” 

The students of Merkaz Ha’Rav did not see the results of the Yom Kip- 

pur War as a setback to their messianic expectations. To the contrary, the 

war provided additional proof of their just mission. In Jewish eschatology 

the advent of the Messiah must be preceded by a period of great agony 

and a major war against the enemies of the Messiah. The agony of Yom 

Kippur was interpreted as ominous—the ultimate sign that the redemp- 

tion was at hand.® The malaise that was so apparent among the secular 

public; the discrediting of the Labor government; the pressure exerted on 

Israel by Henry Kissinger to make territorial concessions along the Suez 

and in the Golan; and the general weakness of the government during 

these negotiations: all these elements combined to alarm the youthful 

disciples of Rabbi Tzvi Yehuda but also to stiffen their resolve to take 

unilateral action to reverse the mood of defeatism. 

The immediate question for the young Zionist orthodox was whether 

and under what conditions the NRP should join the new coalition that 

Golda Meir tried to form after the December 1973 elections. The old guard 

of the NRP saw a golden opportunity to extract further concessions with 

regard to religious affairs legislation from the weakened Labor Party. But 

the younger members of the NRP, whose agenda now extended far be- 

yond religious affairs, were disturbed by this bargaining and argued that 

their party should not join the new government unless Begin’s Likud party 
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also joined, thus ensuring—so they believed—aggressive settlement poli- 

cies. The NRP’s decision to join the coalition led Gush Emunim to conclude 

that its activities should not be limited to the framework of the coalition 

agreements. The members of Gush Emunim announced that their move- 

ment was nonpartisan and that its leaders were now free to be active in 

various parties and parliamentary factions. 
On June 6, 1974, the aging Rabbi Tzvi Yehuda Kook joined his stu- 

dents in their first symbolic settlement. They tried to set up tents in 

Havara, an Arab village south of Nablus, but were repelled and dispersed 

by the Israeli army. Although they did not succeed in establishing a last- 

ing settlement on this occasion, they successfully used the media to 

raise awareness that a new and important political phenomenon had 

entered the Israeli political scene. 

The period from spring 1974 to fall 1977 was a heady one for Gush 

Emunim, which disengaged itself from the NRP in early 1974 and launched 

its own independent settlement effort. During this period three new settle- 

ments were established: Ofra, to the north of Ramallah; Maale Adumin, 

on the road from Jerusalem to Jericho; and Kaddum, near Nablus.®’ It was 

soon apparent that the few hundred zealots of Gush Emunim had the 

courage, dedication, stamina, and skill to act not only symbolically but 

also in a fashion that would have a permanent impact on Israel's demo- 

graphic and political landscape. In the past two decades the settlement 

effort begun by Gush Emunim has brought the Jewish population of the 

West Bank to well over 120,000. 

During the spring of 1974 U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger was 

shuttling between Jerusalem and Damascus in an effort to conclude a 

disengagement agreement on the Golan Heights. This was to include the 

return of Qunaitra, the central town in the Golan, to Syrian control. On 

May 12 a small group of settlers squatted in a military bunker at the out- 

skirts of the ruined Syrian town and pronounced the creation of a new 

settlement, which they called “Keshet” (Arrow) after the Hebrew transla- 

tion of Qunaitra’s Arabic root. Initially, this amounted to little more than a 

symbolic and apparently short-lived gesture against the return of the town 

to the Syrians. But Gush Emunim soon came to the assistance of the 

original group, and after some hesitation the Rabin government recog- 

nized and relocated the new settlement to a spot not far from the original 

bunker. While the settlers could not prevent the return of Qunaitra to 

Syrian hands, they were able to achieve their objective of establishing a 

new settlement very close to the new demarcation lines.® 
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Gush Emunim sought to exploit personal and ideological rifts within 

the Labor Party. The Elon Moreh group made five attempts to settle around 

Nablus without government authorization. Each time the army dispersed 

them. However, their media exposure and popular support grew from 

one event to the next, as did the number of supporters who joined in the 

demonstrations and squatting activities. The forcible removal of the set- 

tlers by soldiers became increasingly embarrassing. A prolonged demon- 

stration near the Roman ruins of Sebastia, north of Nablus, ended on 

December 7, 1975, during the Jewish holiday of Hanukkah, when Prime 

Minister Rabin succumbed to the pressure and authorized the establish- 

ment of Kaddum, ostensibly a new military base but in effect a Gush 

Emunim settlement.©? Its members’ deep ideological conviction and readi- 

ness for personal sacrifice made Gush Emunim popular among wide circles 

and even earned the admiration of its political opponents. At the time it 

seemed that these young and devoted Knitted Skullcaps were the only 

ones who knew exactly what they wanted and that they were ready to do 

everything in their power to achieve it. 

In demographic terms, however, all these events did not amount to 

much during the first three years after the October War. By the begin- 

ning of 1977 fewer then 4,000 Jews lived in the West Bank (excluding 

East Jerusalem) in four settlements.’° Nevertheless, the symbolic and 

psychological effects of their presence were remarkable. These were 

days of confusion and frustration in Israeli society.”! Kissinger had forced 

Israel to retreat not only from the additional territories it had conquered 

west of the Suez Canal and east of Qunaitra during the October War, but 

also from some of the land it had captured in 1967. This was exacted 

without any tangible reciprocal concessions on the part of the Arabs 

beyond their agreement to maintain stable cease-fire arrangements.’ 
Yitzhak Rabin, the hero of the 1967 war, was not personally tainted by 

the October War and the Agranat Commission's report, because he had not 

held any formal position after completing his assignment as Israel's ambas- 

sador to Washington shortly before the war. This qualified him to replace 

Golda Meir as prime minister in April 1974. However, it soon became clear 

that his leadership within the Labor Party, as well as his image among the 

general public, suffered greatly from the internecine fights among Labor's 

leadership. The long-standing rivalry between Rabin and Shimon Peres (who 

served as minister of defense after he lost his bid for the party leadership by 

a narrow margin) was well known and continued to damage both their 

images. Also, the new government seemed incapable of effective leadership, 
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and accusations of improper and even criminal misconduct by Labor offi- 

cials further eroded the public's confidence in the party and its leaders.’ 

Fighting from Within: Stifled Partisan and Parliamentary Peace Efforts 

Not all of Labor's electoral losses in the 1973 elections went to the right. 

Shulamit Aloni, until this point a little-known lawyer who quarreled with 

Golda Meir on civil rights, women’s status, and the application of reli- 

gious laws, defected from the Labor Party before the war and formed a 

new party, formally called the Movement for Citizens’ Rights but better 

known by its nickname “Ratz.” To the surprise of many, her party won 

three seats in the Eighth Knesset. Ratz was not initially outspoken on 

peace issues and at that time was centrist-liberal in character.’4 

Uri Avneri lost his Knesset seat after an eight-year tenure, but Moked, 

a small party clearly to the left of Labor both on social and peace issues, 

won one seat.’°> Moked was an odd mixture of old-time communists who 

had become disillusioned with the Soviet Union and young activists who 

were influenced by the New Left in the West.’ This group tended to be 

critical of both Western capitalism and Soviet communism. They resented 

the fact that Mapam, which otherwise would have served as their politi- 

cal home, had joined the Labor Party in a parliamentary bloc. What uni- 

fied these groups more than anything else was their belief that there was 

an urgent need and a real opportunity to make peace with the Arabs. 

Israeli Arabs were also experiencing a political transformation, with 

traditional family and clan loyalties giving way to a growing sense of 

Palestinian national identity. In the 1950s and 1960s the Labor Party had 

been able to capitalize on traditional clan loyalties by placing docile Arab 

notables on Labor-backed election lists. After they were elected to the 

Knesset their loyalty to the Labor Party was maintained by the distribu- 

tion of government resources through the patronage system. However, 

these old methods were becoming outdated and ineffective. The young 

Arab generation was growing more politically aware and active, and re- 

newed contacts with the Palestinians in the occupied territories contrib- 

uted to a growing sense of national identification. The New Communist 

List (Rakach) was the political embodiment of this new identification. 

Rakach won close to 50 percent of the Arab vote in 1973, occupied four 

seats in the Knesset, and became the main voice of Israeli Arabs.’7 

The fragmentation of the peace forces reduced their potential electoral 

strength, especially given the nature of the Israeli electoral system, which 
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apportions Knesset seats according to the number of votes received by 

each party that wins at least 1 percent of the votes cast. The peace vote 

was split among a large number of parties on the left, many of which 

narrowly failed to reach the numerical threshold of votes for a Knesset 

seat. Many votes were thus in effect wasted.’ Even including Aloni’s 

party as part of the evolving parliamentary peace caucus, the entire group 

totaled only four members of Knesset, plus the four communists. 

Another disappointment to the Israeli peace camp was that the Labor 

Party itself did not produce any significant peace faction within its ranks 

despite the lessons that should have been learned from the Yom Kippur 

War.’? Pinhas Sapir resigned from the Knesset, and thus the cabinet, 

and assumed the less prominent role of chairman of the Jewish Agency 

until his death a short time later. Avraham Ofer, minister of housing and 

a dove on security matters, was implicated in criminal activities and 

committed suicide. Lova Eliav was reelected to the Knesset on the La- 

bor list, but soon became disgusted with his party's policies and de- 

fected from its parliamentary caucus and established his own faction. 

A Failed Attempt at Unity 

The electoral weakness the peace movement experienced as a result of 

its fragmentation and its inability to break out of its marginality led many 

activists to attempt to unify the forces.8° For a while it seemed as if they 
might succeed. Lova Eliav, Shulamit Aloni, and a few members of the 

Study Circle who left the Labor Party and continued their activities inde- 

pendently, along with some veterans from Our Israel, formed a new, though 

short-lived, coalition called “Ya’ad” (Destiny). “Ya’ad began on the left 

foot,” recalled Danny Yakobson, one of the founders of the Study Circle 

and later a professor of labor studies at Tel Aviv University. A clash of 

personalities and differences in political attitudes hampered the group. 

Although both Aloni and Eliav originally came from the Labor Party, Aloni 

was more interested in civil rights issues, while Eliav focused more on 

the Palestinian issue. Also, both had strong personalities and found it 

difficult to work with each other. Both could have gained prominence in 

the Labor Party if they had been willing to compromise their values and 

ideas. If they were unprepared to make compromises for the Labor Party, 

they felt even less inclined to make such compromises for each other. 

Ya’ad disbanded after only eight months, the final crisis involving an ini- 

tiative undertaken by Eliav without adequate consultation. 
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In December 1975 Lova Eliav, Uri Avneri, Simcha Flapan, and other 

peace activists from Mapam and Moked founded the Israeli Council for 

Israel-Palestine Peace.®! Early in 1976 the council published a charter 

that stated: 

This country is the home of two peoples—the people of Israel and the Pales- 
tinian people. The historic conflict between these two peoples over this land, 
which is dear to both, lies at the bottom of the Arab-Jewish conflict. The only 

road to peace is in the coexistence of two sovereign states, each one with a 

distinct national identity: the State of Israel for the Jewish people and a state 
for the Arab-Palestinian people which will serve as an expression of their 
right of self-determination in the political framework of their choosing.® 

Shulamit Aloni and her colleagues from Ratz were not so keen on the 

Palestinian orientation. Most preferred the “Jordanian Option,” the offi- 

cial Labor position, which offered to return territories to the Hashemite 

Kingdom from which they had been taken, rather than to the Palestin- 

ians. According to this perspective Jordan represented a more reliable 

and stable partner for peace. Aloni thus disagreed with the Council for 

Israel-Palestine Peace in principle and was subsequently excluded from 

its deliberations. 

Lova Eliav moved further to the left and along with Uri Avneri formed 

a new party named “Sheli” (a Hebrew acronym meaning Peace for Israel), 

which campaigned in the 1977 Knesset elections. Sheli adopted, by and 

large, the position of the Council for Israel-Palestine Peace, which viewed 

the Palestinian problem as the heart of the Arab-Israeli conflict and con- 

tended that Israel could achieve a genuine reconciliation only by granting 

the Palestinians self-determination in a Palestinian state alongside Israel. 

Neither Sheli nor the Council for Israel-Palestine Peace had a significant 

impact at the time. The Palestinian flag, which was included in the council’s 

emblem, was perceived by almost all Jews as the flag of the terrorist PLO. 

For Israelis it symbolized the indiscriminate terror perpetrated against Is- 

raeli and Jewish targets around the world by groups such as Black Septem- 

ber, the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) led by George 

Habash, and the Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine (DFLP) 

led by Nayif Hawatmeh. Spectacular terrorist acts included the attack on 

civilians at Lod Airport in Tel Aviv in May 1972 by members of the Japanese 

Red Army Faction operating on behalf of the Palestinians, and Black 

September's massacre of Israeli athletes at the Munich Olympic Games in 

September 1972. On April 11, 1974, a squad of the PFLP assaulted an apart- 

ment building in the northern town of Kiryat Shmonah and killed eighteen 
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civilians, including eight children, before they themselves were killed.8> A 

month later, on May 15, a band of DFLP guerrillas occupied a school in 

Ma’alot and killed twenty-one children during an IDF rescue attempt.* At 

the end of March 1975 a Fatah squad landed on the beach at Tel Aviv and 

occupied a hotel in the center of the city, holding a number of hostages for 

two days. When Israeli paratroopers stormed the hotel all the guerrillas 

were killed, as were three Israeli soldiers (including the commanding colo- 

nel) and three hostages.®° These were only some of the more spectacular 

attacks. Dozens of other attacks also took place between 1974 and 1977. 

The growing recognition accorded the PLO by the United Nations in- 

creased Israeli anger and resentment toward the world body. On Novem- 

ber 10, 1975, the UN General Assembly accorded the PLO observer status 

as “the representative of the Palestinian people to participate in all ef- 

forts, deliberations and conferences on the Middle East,” and to “secure 

the invitation of the PLO to participate in all other efforts for peace.”® The 

General Assembly also recognized the “inalienable rights [of the Palestin- 

ian people], including the right of self-determination, and their inalien- 

able right to return to their homes and property from which they have 

been displaced and uprooted.”’’ The resolution that followed incensed 

Israelis even more. The UN General Assembly reiterated its condemna- 

tion of “the unholy alliance between South African racism and Zionism” 

and called for the “elimination of colonialism and neocolonialism, for- 

eign occupation, Zionism, Apartheid and racial discrimination in all its 

forms.”®° A defiant speech to the General Assembly by Israel's ambassa- 

dor, Chaim Herzog, expressed Israeli outrage toward the United Nations 

and the PLO, which manipulated the organization through its relation- 

ships with the Arab states, Soviet client states, and the rest of the Third 

World. Israelis strongly supported Herzog’s statement that “the issue is 

not Israel or Zionism. The issue is the continued existence of the organi- 

zation [the United Nations] which has been dragged to its lowest point of 

discredit by a coalition of despotism and racists.”8? 
In so heated an atmosphere, few Israelis noticed that Fatah’s leadership 

was actually beginning to move, albeit slowly and ambivalently, toward a 

political compromise with Israel. That the Twelfth Palestine National Coun- 

cil in July 1974 declared its intention to establish an “independent and fighting 

sovereignty . . . on every part of Palestinian land to be liberated” did not 

sound any better to Israeli ears than the previous doctrine espoused by 

PLO leaders, which favored the establishment of a “secular democratic 

state” in the entire land of Palestine. Only a handful of Arabists specializing 
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in the Palestinian national movement were able to interpret the new for- 

mulations as implying an initial agreement on the part of Arafat and his 

colleagues to the establishment of a Palestinian state alongside Israel, not 

instead of it. 
Time and again peace activists had publicly to denounce Palestinian 

acts of terror, while also reminding their Israeli audience that peace has to 

be made between enemies rather than friends—and that therefore, de- 

spite the atrocities, Israel had no choice but to recognize the Palestinians 

and their political representative, the PLO. But the peaceniks’ denuncia- 

tions of terror, as well as their recommendations, usually fell on the deaf 

ears of angry Israelis who were unable to conceive of a compromise with, 

or recognition of, the terrorist PLO. Members of Sheli and the Council for 

Israel-Palestine Peace were branded as traitors, defeatists, or at best na- 

ive. As the country’s mood shifted noticeably to the right, the already weak 

peace forces appeared more and more to be unrealistic dreamers. 

Emda 

Yael Yishai, a professor at Haifa University, has referred to the years from 

1973 to 1977 in the history of the Israeli peace movement as the “long 

hibernation.” “The peace option was once again promoted by the char- 

acteristic though hardly effective strategy of sending open letters to the 

press and regular publications.’?! However, one of the impressive achieve- 

ments of the peace activists during those lean years was the publication 

of a monthly magazine called Emda (this word has a double meaning in 

Hebrew; a trench and a position or an attitude).9? The first issue was 

published in October 1974 and was edited by Menachem Brinker, a teacher 

at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and Niva Lanir, one of the founders 

of Siah (the Israeli New Left).?° Brinker did not take part in the activities 

of the Israel-Palestine Council. “I did not oppose it, but I thought it was 

premature and too presumptuous,” he explained. “The main effort, I be- 

lieved, was to be invested in educating the Israeli public.”?* His belief 

that a magazine would educate the Israeli public might have been pre- 

sumptuous too, because Emda primarily preached to the converted. But 

it had a substantial impact inside the peace movement in terms of policy 

articulation, value clarification, and contribution to the broader national 

intellectual discourse.?° 

At its peak the magazine regularly sold 3,500 copies—not an insig- 

nificant number for this type of publication in Israel. It avoided being 

identified with one particular party or group, its high quality attracting 
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writers and intellectuals from the Israeli left, the center of the Labor 

Party, and even Rakach. “We were convinced that the ‘dovish space’ 

was wider than the parliamentary deployment indicated,” Brinker re- 

called. “Our magazine served as a forum for this entire space. With us it 

could express itself without any partisan constraints.’© Emda expressed 

a spectrum of opinions but emphasized the unifying elements within 

the peace movement. It also served as a tool for nurturing contacts with 

intellectuals abroad, including Palestinians.”’ The first reports of hu- 

man rights abuses in the occupied territories also appeared in a special 

section edited by Ruth Gabison, a professor of law in Jerusalem and one 

of the founders of the Association of Civil Rights in Israel.?® Perhaps the 

most important function of Emda in that era of hibernation was to serve 

as a reminder that the peace option was not dead. 

The End of Labor Rule 

When Yitzhak Rabin presented his cabinet for Knesset approval on June 

3, 1974, Henry Kissinger’s “step-by-step” diplomacy was well under way. 

The outgoing government, still headed by Golda Meir, signed 

disengagement agreements with Egypt and Syria after hard bargaining. 

Israeli forces retreated to a line fifteen miles east of the Suez Canal and 

returned some narrow slices of the Golan Heights, including the ruins of 

Qunaitra, to the Syrians.” 

Most of the diplomatic activities in the Middle East during 1974-77 

occurred under the umbrella of the so-called Geneva Conference. UN 

Security Council Resolutions 338 and 339 ordered a cease-fire and the 

beginning of peace negotiations at the end of the October War. In addi- 

tion to ordering an end to the fighting, Resolution 338 (adopted on 

October 22, 1973) called on the parties “to start immediately the imple- 

mentation of Security Council Resolution 242 and start negotiations .. . 

under appropriate auspices aimed at establishing a just and durable peace 

in the Middle East.”!° To facilitate these negotiations, Kissinger and his 

Soviet counterparts agreed to convene an international conference in 

Geneva, to serve as a permanent forum for multilateral meetings under 

UN auspices. This forum was intended to “provide the symbolic um- 

brella under which various diplomatic moves might be made.”!°! 

On December 21, 1973, the first session of the conference was con- 

vened, cochaired by Kissinger and the Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs 

Andrei Gromyko. In attendance were the foreign ministers of Egypt, Jordan, 
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and Israel.!°2 The conference provided an opportunity for public state- 

ments, but Kissinger preferred to continue the practical negotiations 

through bilateral talks under the auspices of his own shuttle diplomacy. 

The Israeli government disliked the Geneva formula, fearing that the 

Arab states would gang up and be supported by the Soviets, which could 

isolate Israel, particularly if the United States employed an “even-handed” 

approach. Consequently, Israel demanded unmediated face-to-face ne- 

gotiations with each of the Arab states. Ultimately, the conference was 

never reconvened because the disengagement agreements were con- 

cluded in direct talks mediated by Kissinger. Reconvening the confer- 

ence remained a possibility for the next three years, however, and be- 

came a regular threat used by the superpowers, and especially the United 

States, against Israel whenever it was accused of “intransigence.” This 

caused many Israelis to take a negative view of the credibility of the 

peace process overall. 

Kissinger viewed the first two disengagement agreements as first steps 

on the road to a general settlement. He did not give Rabin much of a 

respite, and at the beginning of 1975 began to push for a second disen- 

gagement agreement with Egypt. He supported the Egyptians’ demand 

for Israel to retreat behind the Mitla and Gidi passes (some thirty miles 

further east of existing lines) and to return the oil wells of Abu Rudeis.!% 

Rabin initially resisted the Egyptian demands and insisted that the quid 

pro quo be a formal end of belligerency. Following a threat by President 

Ford and Secretary Kissinger to conduct a “reassessment” of U.S.-Israeli 

relations, Rabin was compelled to agree to the withdrawal without re- 

ceiving a commitment by Egypt to disavow its claim to a state of war with 

Israel.!°4 Egypt agreed only to allow the passage of goods destined for 

Israel through the Suez Canal.!°° Reluctantly, on September 1, 1975, Rabin 

signed the agreement and ordered the retreat of Israeli forces from the 

Sinai passes.!°° To induce Israel to accept the deal Kissinger had had to 

make certain commitments on behalf of the United States, most signifi- 

cantly a promise “not to recognize or negotiate with the Palestine Libera- 

tion Organization as long as the PLO does not recognize Israel's right to 

exist and does not accept Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338.’107 
Kissinger was less successful with regard to a disengagement agree- 

ment with Jordan.!°% In the summer of 1974 King Hussein conducted a 

rearguard operation against the growing influence of the PLO inside the 

occupied territories as well as in the Arab world at large. Fearing that the 

PLO would receive a mandate to exclusively represent the Palestinians in 
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the upcoming Arab summit in Rabat, the king sought to preempt this 

possibility by securing some initial territorial concessions from Israel.!°? 

Israel, however, refused to make such concessions because they either 

contradicted the essence of the Allon Plan, which remained Rabin’s blue- 

print for an eventual Israeli retreat,!!° or imperiled his promise to the NRP 

not to agree to any withdrawal from the West Bank without first holding 

Knesset elections or at least bringing the issue to a referendum. Rabin’s 

coalition majority was narrow, and he was unwilling to rely on Arab votes 

in the Knesset for his government's survival. Consequently, he felt that he 

did not have a mandate to accept the king’s overtures.!!! 
Rabin’s courtship of the NRP was unsuccessful, and its nearly thirty- 

year coalition with the Labor Party soon came to an end. Under the influ- 

ence of Gush Emunim, the NRP, which until 1967 adhered to a moderate 

line on security and foreign policy issues, had become ideologically closer 

to Likud. As the 1977 elections approached, the NRP looked for ways to 

demonstrate its independence from Labor. The opportunity presented it- 

self on a Friday afternoon in December 1976. The Israeli Air Force had 

invited government officials and other dignitaries to a ceremony at an air 

base in the south of the country, on the occasion of the arrival of the first 

F-15 fighter planes procured from the United States. The planes arrived 

later than expected and many of the participants had to travel back to 

their homes after sundown, thus violating religious law. Consequently, 

the NRP proposed a Knesset vote of no confidence in the government. 

The government withstood the no confidence vote, but Rabin fired the 

rebellious NRP ministers and resigned soon after to pave the way for new 

elections, which were advanced to May from the scheduled date of Octo- 

ber. After thirty years in opposition, Menachem Begin emerged as the 

winner in this election. His Likud party would remain in power for the 

fifteen years that followed. 
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Shalom Achshav— 

Peace Now 

Peace Feelers 

Menachem Begin’s first days in office confirmed the peace activists’ worst 

fears. On his return from the president's house, where he had received the 

mandate to form the new government, Begin went to the home of Rabbi 

Tzvi Yehuda Kook to receive his blessing.' Shortly after his coalition was 

confirmed by the Knesset, Begin visited the Gush Emunim settlers in Kaddum, 

the Jewish settlement west of Nablus, whose unauthorized establishment 

in 1976 had led to a prolonged struggle with the previous Labor govern- 

ment.? He was accompanied by Ariel Sharon (popularly known as Arik), 

whom Begin had just nominated minister of agriculture. Sharon was a gen- 

eral with a splendid military record—among his other achievements he had 

commanded the crossing of the Suez Canal in the 1973 war—and extremely 

hawkish temperament and convictions. Begin declared with pride and de- 

termination that under his government there would be “many more Elon 

Morehs”? and that “Samaria and Judea are an inalienable part of Israel.’4 

These gestures were not surprising. They reflected the ideology Begin 

had espoused for decades and the political platform he had promised to 

O35 
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implement if his party won the elections. “Whoever is ready to hand over 

Judea and Samaria to foreign rule,” he cautioned, “will lay the founda- 

tions for a Palestinian state... . The borders between Israel and Egypt 

should be delineated inside Sinai, and the border with Syria should be 

drawn on the Golan Heights.”° 
The nomination of Moshe Dayan as minister of foreign affairs was a 

significant and surprising move by the new prime minister. Dayan had 

been reelected to the Knesset on the Labor list and then defected and 

joined the Likud government. While defections from parliamentary fac- 

tions were not unknown, a jump from the senior ranks of Labor to a 

senior position in Likud was unprecedented. Leaders of the Labor Party 

were furious and vented their indignation in a heated parliamentary 

debate. Dayan did not participate in the debate because he was already 

abroad, secretly negotiating with top Egyptian officials. Within less than 

two years these negotiations would lead Begin to conclude a peace treaty 

with the strongest and most populous Arab state.® 

Despite his aggressive image, Begin’s main concern from the time he 

became prime minister was avoiding another war,’ and even though 

tensions with Egypt and Syria had been significantly reduced by the two 

disengagement agreements between them and Israel, it was clear that 

the Arabs would not accept these arrangements as permanent. Unless 

progress were made on the road to peace another bloody war might 

prove inevitable.® 

Probes were sent in different directions and resulted in a secret meet- 

ing in early September 1977 between Moshe Dayan and Muhamed Hasan 

al-Tuhami, the deputy to the Egyptian prime minister. Although Dayan 

and al-Tuhami parted not much closer to bridging the divide between 

Israeli and Egyptian positions, President Anwar Sadat decided to take 

matters into his own hands. Sadat, who had gained respect and prestige 

among his people by what they perceived as a daring and successful 

defiance of Israel along the Suez Canal in 1973, was aware of Begin’s 

desire to meet him face-to-face and discuss the possibility of reconcili- 

ation.? Al-Tuhami may well have told Sadat that Israel seemed prepared 

to agree to return the entire Sinai in exchange for full peace.'!° Whatever 

the case, Sadat clearly felt that a dramatic gesture was required to cre- 

ate a sense of urgency in the minds of all the parties involved. He also 

became concerned upon receiving the news that President Jimmy Carter 

was seeking to revive the U.S.- and Soviet-sponsored Geneva Confer- 

ence, while Sadat’s Arab partners (especially Syria and the PLO) dragged 
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their feet and confused the process with all kinds of preconditions. Wary 

of a renewed Soviet role, Sadat sought to block this route.!! 

On November 9, 1977, Sadat surprised everybody when he departed 

from a prepared speech he was delivering in the Egyptian National As- 

sembly and said that he was prepared “to go to the end of the world if it 

would prevent the killing or even wounding of one of my soldiers or 

officers. Israel will probably be surprised to hear me saying now, | shall 

be ready to visit them, in their home, in their Knesset, in order to argue 

with them. I do not have time to waste.”!2 
Begin was surprised indeed. Despite earlier invitations he had sent to 

President Sadat to come to Israel, Begin spent four days considering 

Sadat’s bold move. On November 13 he extended a formal invitation to 

the Egyptian president “to come to Jerusalem in order to hold discus- 

sions about a permanent peace between Israel and Egypt.”!$ 

The Impact of Sadat’s Visit 

Sadat landed at Lod Airport on the evening of November 19.!4 He spent 

three days in Israel, but during that time only a limited amount of nego- 

tiation took place. The centerpiece of the visit was Sadat’s speech to the 

Knesset,!° in which he repeated his unqualified demand that Israel re- 
treat from all the territories it had conquered in 1967 and grant the Pales- 

tinians the right of self-determination.!® He believed that his gesture of 

visiting Jerusalem was in itself a big sacrifice entailing considerable risks, 

and he looked to Israel to reciprocate by relinquishing the territories. 

When Begin rose to respond to Sadat’s speech he reiterated Israel's 

requirements for “secure borders’—a well-known euphemism for rejec- 

tion of retreat to the pre-1967 borders. He also clearly rejected the cre- 

ation of a Palestinian state. Perhaps in their private meetings Begin con- 

firmed Sadat’s earlier impression that Israel was ready to return the Sinai 

Peninsula to Egypt in exchange for full peace. But the exact meaning 

and details of full peace, as well as the disposition of Israeli settlements 

and air bases in Sinai, apparently were not discussed in any detail.!” 

In Dayan’s pessimistic opinion it was clear that the Israeli and Egyptian 

positions were still far apart.!® Nevertheless, the overall mood in Israel 

was one of exhilaration. Sadat’s festive declaration of “No more war! No 

more bloodshed!” resounded in Israeli ears. Tens of thousands of Israelis 

came out to greet Sadat when his motorcade passed through the streets of 

Jerusalem and Tel Aviv.!? In the minds of many it seemed that Israel would 
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never be the same again. “There could be no retreat from the track Sadat 

and Begin started to pave in this glamorous encounter.””° Sadat’s visit to 

Jerusalem was not only a revolution in Middle Eastern politics but also an 

upheaval in the consciousness of Israelis. Thirty years of bitter strife and 

animosity had left deep doubts among many Israelis as to whether peace 

was a genuine possibility. The sight of the most prominent Arab leader 

addressing the Knesset and announcing his keen desire for peace chal- 

lenged the long-held convictions of most Israelis about Arab intransigence. 

Simply stated, Sadat created the belief that peace was possible. 

But the only practical result of the Jerusalem discussions was an agree- 

ment to continue to explore avenues toward a possible peace agreement in 

further meetings at the ministerial level and through committees of experts. 

And Sadat soon came under heavy attack from all quarters of the Arab 

world, not least because of their suspicions that he had negotiated a sepa- 

rate peace treaty for Egypt. He urged Israel to speed up the negotiations in 

order to dispel this impression among his neighbors—but this was precisely 

what the Israeli leadership wanted to avoid. For their part, the Israeli lead- 

ers were concerned that linking Israeli-Egyptian negotiations to those with 

other Arab states and the Palestinians would permanently stall the progress 

that was actually being made, without opening up hope for more. 

At first the lingering excitement over the Jerusalem visit concealed this 

stumbling block. Only Dayan remained openly skeptical, telling Egyptian 

foreign minister Boutros Boutros-Ghali that Egyptian insistence on linkage 

to a solution for the Palestinian problem would lead the whole venture to a 

dead end.2! And indeed, it was only a few weeks later that these obstacles 

seriously threatened the process that Sadat’s trip had launched. 

The Peace Process Goes Sour 

Although Sadat and Begin agreed to continue the process that had be- 

gun in Jerusalem, no specific format was established. Sadat wanted to 

capitalize on the momentum he had gained by his visit to Israel. En- 

couraged by the enthusiastic welcome he received on his return to Egypt, 

he convened a conference in Cairo to which he invited Israel, the United 

States, the United Nations, and the Arab states.2? In the event, however, 

none of the other Arab states attended, and the discussions only reiter- 

ated the areas of disagreement. 

In the meantime Begin rushed to Washington to deliver a detailed 

Israeli peace plan to the American president. His plan included the idea 



SHALOM ACHSHAV—PEAcE Now / 97 

of granting autonomy to the Palestinians—an idea never before advanced 

by the Israeli leader.> President Carter was impressed, and, though he 

did not endorse it, he considered the plan constructive and a good basis 

for further discussions. Carter telephoned Sadat and recommended that 

he invite Begin to Egypt to listen to the prime minister’s new plan.24 

Sadat met Begin (who was accompanied by Dayan, among others) at 

Isma‘iliyya on the Suez Canal on December 25, 1977. This meeting did 

not yield any breakthrough, however, and the only decision reached was 

the establishment of two committees—one political, one military—to work 

out the details of an agreement. On matters of substance the two leaders 

could not go beyond the now customary expressions of their honest de- 

sire for peace and mutual lectures about each nation’s history and unique 

situation. The only novelty of Begin’s proposals was his suggestion to 

postpone the negotiations on the ultimate solution to the Palestinian prob- 

lem while providing the Palestinians with an interim arrangement for lim- 

ited self-rule. Sadat had no use for a complicated and detailed plan and 

sought instead a general statement of principles that would signal to the 

Palestinians, and the rest of the Arab world, that his initiative was not 

conceived as a separate Egyptian peace with Israel. 

Dayan’s grim face upon his return from Isma’‘iliyya conveyed the sense 

of a deadlock. The euphoria of November gave way to a growing suspi- 

cion that Begin and his hawkish cabinet were unable to rise to the op- 

portunity and might let the chance for peace slip away. This impression 

was strengthened in mid-January when the Cairo meeting of the mili- 

tary committee produced no tangible results.2° The political committee, 

which convened in Jerusalem on January 15 in the presence of U.S. Sec- 

retary of State Cyrus Vance, quickly fell into a crisis. Israeli lawyers and 

American diplomats were in the midst of an attempt to reach an accept- 

able compromise formula when President Sadat, apparently angered by 

Ariel Sharon’s decision to order preparations for the establishment of 

new settlements in the Sinai, instructed his mission to return to Cairo 

immediately.26 This dramatic and surprising move was seen by many as 

the end of Sadat’s initiative and the failure of the peace talks. 

A Letter from the Officers 

A grim mood cast a pall on the streets of Israel. Some veterans of the 1973 

protest movement and other peace activists met with a number of reserve 

officers who had fought in the October War, and asked themselves how 
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they could help save the peace process from being extinguished. Some of 

them had previously been involved with a group of Jerusalem students 

who called themselves “Hatnua Le Tzionut Aheret” (the Movement for a 

Different Zionism), but had been unable to spark a real movement. (A 

similar group had also been meeting in Tel Aviv.) Anxiety that the opportu- 

nity for peace might be squandered united these different groups. 

Begin was preparing to depart on yet another trip to Washington in an 

attempt to salvage his relations with President Carter, who now seemed to 

lean to the Egyptian side.2” The group of young reserve officers decided to 

dispatch an urgent letter to the prime minister, expressing their deep con- 

viction that he should explore all possibilities for compromise.7° This group 

initially included a number of women, but it was decided that to achieve 

the maximum effect they would present themselves as “combat veterans.” 

Yuval Neria, an armor commander who had earned the highest Medal 

of Valor for his bravery during the 1973 war, explained, “We decided that 

the Prime Minister would find it hard to ignore a letter written by combat 

officers who had proven their worth in action and had already made a 

contribution to Israeli society.’”? Within a few hours of the letter’s comple- 

tion, 348 reserve officers and noncommissioned officers signed it and 

forwarded it to the prime minister on March 7, 1978. Widely published in 

the daily newspapers, the letter read: 

This letter is sent to you by Israeli citizens who serve as soldiers and officers 
in reserve units. We write the following sentences to you with a heavy heart, 
but in these days, when for the first time new horizons of peace and coopera- 
tion in the region are opening before us, we consider it our duty to call on you 
to avoid taking steps which may be deplored by the coming generations. 

We write to you with profound anxiety. A government that prefers the 
establishment of the State of Israel in the borders of a Greater Israel above 
the establishment of peace through good neighborly relations, instills in us 
many doubts. A government that prefers the establishment of settlements 
beyond the ‘Green Line’ [the pre-1967 borders] to the elimination of the 
historical quarrel and the establishment of normal relations in our region, 
will awaken in us questions as to the justice of our cause. A government 
policy which will continue the domination over millions of Arabs may dam- 
age the democratic and Jewish character of the state and make it difficult 
for us to identify with the path taken by the State of Israel. We are aware of 
the security requirements of the State of Israel and of the difficulties facing 
the road to peace, but we know that true security will be achieved only 

when peace will come. The strength of the Israeli Deferise Forces lies in 
the identification of its citizen-soldiers with the posture of the state. 

We call on you to choose the road of peace and strengthen thereby our 
belief in the justice of our path.%° 
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That so many young combat officers publicly questioned the “justice of 

our cause” was a serious matter for Begin and his government. Until then 

the assumption was that, notwithstanding the political debates that raged 

in the country, no one doubted that the army was a vital defense force in 

which Israelis should willingly serve in the common defense effort. The 

letter sent by the high school seniors to Golda Meir in 1970 had used 

similar language, but these were youngsters who had not yet served their 

couniry in the military.?! For more than three hundred reserve soldiers 

who had fought in the bloody Yom Kippur War, many of whom were still 

serving as reserve soldiers in elite fighting units, to write such a letter was 

something quite different. 

A Movement Is Born 

The letter struck a raw nerve. A significant part of Israeli society already 

had doubts concerning the government's handling of the peace talks. This 

anxiety needed only a spark to be ignited into widespread demonstra- 

tions. “They lit a match which ignited a huge flame. Despondence met 

with despondence and was turned into a large wave of energy.”%* Within 

a few hours of the letter’s publication, the newspapers, the Broadcasting 

Authority, and the homes of the letter’s signatories were flooded with 

telephone calls. Hundreds of people wanted to add their names to the 

letter and asked what they could do to help. The young and inexperi- 

enced reserve officers were both surprised and overwhelmed. Most shied 

away from public attention, and when they were asked to send a spokes- 

person to appear in a television news program nobody volunteered. They 

eventually selected one and imposed the mission on him “because he 

was a handsome combat pilot.”2> At this point the new movement's core 

of activists numbered only a few dozen young men and women. They 

had not planned anything except writing the letter. Now they were en- 

couraged by the letter’s enthusiastic reception and sought to capitalize 

on the momentum they had unwittingly created. As they considered their 

next move they discovered that other groups in Tel Aviv, Haifa, and some 

of the kibbutzim were already holding meetings and considering political 

demonstrations. They began to coordinate their activities to mobilize fur- 

ther support for the “Officers’ Letter.” Within a week they collected a few 

thousand new signatures. The officers were surprised to find themselves 

at the center of a rapidly growing protest movement—a movement that 

was soon to evolve into Peace Now.*4 
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The new movement did not possess a clearly defined and permanent 

group of leaders. There were, however, some personalities who played 

prominent roles. It is impossible to give details of all those men and women, 

numbering perhaps a few dozen, who formed the core of the new group, 

but a few examples may help to suggest their backgrounds and talents. 

Naftali Raz, an energetic professional youth worker from Jerusalem, 

was more a manager than an ideologue. He had a keen ability to attract 

the media's attention and a creative approach to public relations, and 

his military experience helped him in coordinating the movement's 

projects.?° 
Orly Lubin, at the time a:communications student at Tel Aviv Univer- 

sity, was an eloquent debater with radical convictions who had been 

raised in an intellectual, upper-middle-class household. Lubin became 

one of the pillars of the Tel Aviv forum and often served as the voice of 

the left wing within the movement. 

Avshalom (Abu) Vilan, a second-generation kibbutznik from Negba in 

the south, became the liaison between Peace Now and the kibbutz move- 

ment. This connection was very important because kibbutzim provided 

the movement not only with many volunteers, but also with equipment 

and other material assistance. Vilan’s greatest attribute was his fiery sense 

of conviction; he was often asked to speak at demonstrations. 

Janet Aviad, though she joined the movement somewhat later, became 

a central figure. An American-born sociologist, she taught at the Hebrew 

University and wrote on religion in Israel and in particular on the ideo- 

logical roots of Gush Emunim. Aviad’s devotion, insight, trustworthiness, 

and organizational skills made her indispensable and she soon held the 

position of treasurer, one of the two official positions in the movement. 

Yossi Ben-Artzi was a young teacher of social and historical geogra- 

phy of the Land of Israel at the University of Haifa. He was a veteran of the 

1973 protest movement and one of the founders of the centrist party Shinui 

(Change). In many ways Ben-Artzi played the role of the movement's 

right-wing guidepost, often cautioning against excessive radicalism. 

Shulamit Hareven, a prominent novelist and essayist, was somewhat 

older than most of the activists. She provided not only her personal pres- 

tige but also her pen, coining many of the movement's slogans and catch- 

words, as*well as writing numerous articles over the years articulating 

the movement's positions.°° 

Tzali Reshef, then a young lawyer in Jerusalem, occupied the second 

official position as the movement's spokesperson. His legal training was 
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also beneficial whenever litigation proved necessary. His ability to clearly 

articulate ideas made him a leading voice in the movement's decision 

making, and his charismatic personality made him a natural speaker at 

many of the movement's public events. If one person came to epitomize 

Peace Now, it was Tzali Reshef.3’ 

Throughout March and April the informal leadership of the nascent 

movement began preparations for its first demonstration. Events, how- 

ever, conspired to delay this public debut. On the afternoon of March 

11, eleven PLO guerrillas landed on an isolated beach between Haifa 

and Tel Aviv. They killed an American woman who was photographing 

seabirds and then proceeded to the main coastal highway, where they 

hijacked a bus full of Israeli families returning from vacation. A second 

bus was hijacked and its passengers crammed into the first vehicle, which 

then headed south. When the police managed to stop the bus a few 

miles north of Tel Aviv a massacre ensued. Most of the hijackers were 

killed, but not before they managed to set fire to the bus and kill thirty- 

five Israelis. Seventy-one others were wounded.°® Minister of Defense 

Ezer Weizman, who hurried back from meetings in Washington, wrote, 

“The peace process, which was anyhow hanging between life and death, 

was now perishing in the flames of the burning bus.”%? 

The “officers” reaction to this event reflected a feature that became a 

permanent characteristic of the movement. They tried to be sensitive to 

variations in the public’s mood. They did not believe that the bloody 

attack on the highway should lessen their dedication to the advance- 

ment of the peace process. On the contrary, it served as a grim reminder 

why peace should become the nation’s highest priority. Nevertheless, 

they did not feel that their demonstration was appropriate at the mo- 

ment when so many people were bereaved and while the nation was 

engulfed by anger and frustration. They decided to postpone their dem- 

onstration until a more stable atmosphere prevailed. 

A few days later Israel launched a major counteroffensive against Pal- 

estinian strongholds in southern Lebanon. Israeli forces conquered the 

southern part of that country up to the Litani River, excluding the town of 

Tyre. The IDF held this area for a few days and then retreated after dis- 

mantling several Palestinian military strongholds. The Palestinian guer- 

rillas suffered some losses, but most managed to escape to the north.4° 

The UN Security Council established UNIFIL (United Nations Interim Forces 

in Lebanon), a new peacekeeping force, which was installed in south 

Lebanon to act as a buffer between the warring parties.*! 
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Operation Litani, and the passage of time, assuaged Israeli outrage at 

the coastal highway attack. Begin and Dayan went to Washington once 

more to meet with Carter and his team. The apparent failure of this 

encounter reminded Israelis of the impasse that had provoked the Offic- 

ers’ Letter.42 When the founders of the new movement felt that the pur- 

suit of peace had returned to the center of public interest, they resumed 

their preparations for a major demonstration. By the end of March more 

than 10,000 people had signed the Officers’ Letter, and on March 30, 

1978, a small rehearsal demonstration took place in front of the prime 

minister’s residence in Jerusalem. This became a standard technique for 

the peace movement: heat ‘the atmosphere with a number of small ac- 

tivities, arouse public interest, and mobilize sympathizers for the big 

act. In preparing for the larger demonstration, scores of volunteers spent 

nights in makeshift offices painting on cardboard and linens the slogans 

to be hoisted. This was not just a question of physical labor; it was an 

opportunity to express in brief phrases the ideas and convictions of the 

nascent movement. “Peace Is Better than Another Piece of Land!”, “The 

Lives of Sons Are Better than the Graves of Fathers!”, and “Mr. Begin, 

We Are Worried!” were among those that were used.*9 

David Tartakover, a commercial artist, printed in bold letters the simple 

slogan “Peace Now.” These words conveyed in the most direct way the 

overwhelming sense of urgency much of the general public felt at that 

time. The media henceforth referred to this group as the “Peace Now 

Movement.” The activists liked the name and adopted Tartakover’s 

graphic design as their permanent logo.*4 
Peace Now’s first large-scale demonstration took place on April 1, 

1978, in front of the Tel Aviv Town Hall. The participation of some 40,000 

demonstrators was unexpected and made it one of Israel's largest po- 

litical demonstrations to that point. Ten Knesset members attended, in- 

cluding some from the Labor Party. A letter of encouragement from Saul 

Bellow, signed by thirty-seven Jewish-American intellectuals, was read 

from the stage. Encouraged by this success, the organizers announced 

the founding of a nonpartisan movement dedicated to pressuring the 

government to proceed vigorously toward peace.*® 

‘ 

An Unstructured Structure 

The main innovation Peace Now introduced to Israel's political landscape 

was that, without creating a permanent machinery, and despite having 
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no paid staff, it succeeded for many years in maintaining its identity and 

sustaining a significant political presence.4° Peace Now never tried to 
become a registered membership organization, yet at various times it 

measured its popular strength by asking participants in its activities to 

register on a presence list or sign a petition. The mailing list that was 

developed as a result was the only “membership list.” At the movement's 

peak of strength, more than 200,000 people expressed their identification 

with its goals.4” The largest demonstrations Peace Now organized at- 

tracted more than 100,000 participants.*8 
Yet these figures do not properly convey the nature and size of the 

constituency. Peace Now was made up of three concentric circles. The 

inner circle was comprised of “activists” who participated and planned 

the group’s activities. During the movement's formative years (1978-83) 

this group numbered some 500, mostly well-educated middle- and upper- 

middle-class Israelis, in their mid- to late twenties, born to parents of 

European or American origin. The second circle was made up of “loyal 

participants” who attended all Peace Now demonstrations. This circle 

often included between 5,000 and 6,000 people, and while due to its 

size it was naturally more heterogeneous, it shared a similar profile to 

the inner circle. The third and largest circle was made up of “sympathiz- 

ers”—people who occasionally joined demonstrations or signed peti- 

tions. The number of this group varied, largely depending on the pre- 

vailing political and psychological environment and the level of public 

energy generated.4? This concentric circle structure was not deliberately 

planned and remained fluid, expanding and contracting with the tides 

of public opinion. The boundaries between the concentric circles were 

vague, and people moved from one level of activity to another as their 

interest and circumstances warranted. 

The number of participants also depended greatly on the different 

types of activities the movement undertook. Small vigils, parlor meet- 

ings, or meetings in public halls with limited seating capacity needed 

only a few hundred protesters.°° These activities usually drew on the 
inner circle of activists. Street demonstrations in the confined spaces of 

Jerusalem's squares, in the occupied territories, or along major intercity 

roads would be considered a failure if fewer than 2,000 to 3,000 people 

participated. These required the mobilization of most of the loyal par- 

ticipants. The major demonstrations, which customarily took place in 

the large squares of Tel Aviv, required at least 15,000 to 20,000 partici- 

pants to convey an impression of success. Such demonstrations would 
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be undertaken only when the movement was convinced that there was 

enough support among the sympathizers. While small- and medium- 

sized activities were usually advertised by a well-organized telephone 

network, the larger demonstrations required expensive advertisements 

in the newspapers. 

Often many months passed during which, whether by design or ne- 

glect, no major demonstrations took place. But the inner circle always 

continued to be active in other ways. The most active group was in 

Jerusalem. There were also strong groups of activists in Tel Aviv, Haifa, 

and Beer Sheva, and the kibbutz movement could always be relied upon 

to provide material and financial assistance as well as a few busloads of 

participants. In the main chapters of the movement, meetings were held 

every two or three weeks to consult, plan, or prepare activities. A na- 

tional steering committee known as the “Upper Forum” (Forum-AI in 

Hebrew) held consultations at least once a month. This committee formed 

the practical leadership of the movement, but no extensive formal lead- 

ership was recognized. Though necessity required the services of a trea- 

surer and a spokesperson (the latter was the only person authorized to 

make statements on behalf of the movement), anyone could participate 

in a steering committee meeting and influence its decisions. 

This also explains why decisions were never made by a formal vote. 

In most cases the group acted only on the basis of consensus. Most of 

the movement's activities required both the support of the loyal partici- 

pants and considerable organizational effort by volunteers, and such 

people could be mobilized only if they were keenly enthusiastic and 

convinced of the advisability and potential effectiveness of a particular 

activity. A simple majority vote could not achieve this. Lengthy debates 

and negotiations to reach consensus and fine-tune plans of action were 

needed to generate the energy and conviction necessary for each activ- 

ity. Significant minorities could prevent the movement from taking an 

action they strongly opposed. 

Occasionally a gathering of a few hundred activists would be convened 

for a full day of deliberations; however, no decisions were made on these 

occasions. They were meant only to get a sense of the prevailing mood 

and to facilitate an exchange of views on the movement's general direc- 

tion. These large meetings usually took place at the Ga’ash kibbutz north 

of Tel Aviv and were known in the movement as the “Ga’ash Meetings.” 

The grass-roots membership was able to significantly influence deci- 

sions taken by the movement as a whole. Ideas generated by one or more 
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participants were taken up and discussed by groups of activists in the 

main chapter meetings, and, if they gained support, referred to the Upper 

Forum for further consideration. Sometimes a specific proposal or issue 

would be referred back to the chapters for further deliberation. When 

consensus was reached in support of a proposal, a committee would be 

formed or assigned to begin detailed planning for implementation. 

A number of permanent committees were established, including the 

Operations Committee, which was responsible for planning all public 

actions, and the Committee on Public Affairs, which was charged with 

formulating the movement's public statements.°! The process of deci- 

sion making was facilitated by access to good, up-to-date information. 

With many of its activists involved in national politics, employed in gov- 

ernmental institutions, or otherwise well connected politically, and with 

many young journalists sympathetic to the movement, Peace Now did 

not lack for expertise in national and international affairs. 

A Movement of Slogans 

From the outset Peace Now was a conglomeration of people with differ- 

ent, sometimes contradictory, opinions on various issues other than the 

issue of peace. Some were ardent socialists; others were free market capi- 

talists. Some were religious, but most were secular. Some believed that 

only a radical change in the electoral system could save Israeli democracy, 

while many disagreed. In light of such diversity the unity within the move- 

ment was maintained by keeping Peace Now a single-issue movement. 

The activists always resisted the temptation to become another political 

party, which would necessarily have had to address a wide range of issues. 

A divergence of opinion existed even on matters concerning the Arab- 

Israeli conflict. Some activists believed that only by negotiating with the 

Palestinians could a solution be found, while others advocated the Jorda- 

nian Option. Some were convinced that peace could be achieved only by 

a retreat from all the territories, including Jerusalem, whereas others con- 

tended that a territorial compromise could be achieved with Jerusalem 

remaining in Israeli hands. Some were convinced that the PLO was a 

terrorist organization that had to be fought, others that Israel should rec- 

ognize the PLO as the only legitimate representatives of the Palestinians. 

The only way to avoid intramovement conflict was to base Peace 

Now's activity on a limited set of tenets to which all supporters could 

subscribe. These included the following: 
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e Peace is the highest priority facing Israel and Zionism today. 

e The security of Israel depends on peace, not on territories. 

¢ The government should reach peace with Egypt based on the prin- 

ciple of “territories for peace” as determined by UN Resolution 242. 

e Israel should stop all settlements in the occupied territories. Settle- 

ments are an impediment to peace and push the Arabs away from 

the negotiating table. 

e Israel and Zionism cannot be based on the domination and suppres- 

sion of another nation. The occupation corrupts the occupier.°? 

Attempts to go into greater detail on specific policies would have caused 

unnecessary friction and dissent. This was undesirable because the 

movement's main goal was to reach the media and influence public opin- 

ion to believe in peace in principle, not to elaborate the precise outlines 

of a peace settlement. This was perhaps one of the important differences 

between Peace Now and its predecessor, the Movement for Peace and 

Security. Peace and Security was directed, at least at the beginning, by 

professors who articulated their positions through lengthy and sophisti- 

cated essays. In comparison, Peace Now devoted many of its meetings to 

devising clever short phrases and slogans appropriate for a specific occa- 

sion. These slogans reflected the inclusive, nonideological, and pragmatic 

direction of the movement. Peace Now was essentially a movement of 

slogans, but this was the way the activists, otherwise sophisticated people, 

preferred it. This was perhaps also the main secret of its success.*° 

One activist described the movement as “a slow-moving train allow- 

ing people to get off at different ideological stops,”°4 and indeed one of 

its strengths was that it allowed people to join or rejoin at different points. 

This facilitated the coexistence of people from different political, ideo- 

logical, economic, and religious backgrounds. 

The movement's leaders were skillful in maintaining the group's le- 

gitimacy within the Israeli body politic. Attempts by the extreme right to 

brand Peace Now as traitors and beyond the pale failed; the movement's 

image as a group of loyal Zionists and patriotic Israelis was left untar- 

nished.®° At worst Peace Now could be criticized as naive, mistaken, or 

misled, but never as disloyal. The activists made sure that numerous 

Israeli flags were present at all events and that they always concluded 

with the singing of the national anthem.®® Some radical ideologues could 

be found within the movement, but as veterans of other protest activi- 

ties they knew that while an uncompromising position might make them 
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feel good, it would inevitably marginalize the movement to the fringes 

of Israeli politics. They had learned the important lesson that in politics 

it is not enough to be right; one must also be influential. 

On the Road 

On April 21, 1978, representatives of Peace Now held a meeting with Prime 

Minister Begin at their request. The results of the meeting were disap- 

pointing. The group urged Begin to freeze the settlements in the occupied 

territories and to show maximum flexibility in negotiations with the Egyp- 

tians. The prime minister listened to them with fatherly patience but was 

unmoved. “It was a dialogue of the deaf,” said Tzali Reshef.°’ But that such 

a meeting had taken place at all was indicative of the nonpartisan attitude 

the movement adopted during the first phase of its development. It was 

clear at this juncture that peace with Egypt could be concluded only by 

Begin; any hope for a change of government was futile. Therefore, Peace 

Now, later labeled anti-Begin and anti-Likud, tried to avoid unduly attack- 

ing the government. Though publicly critical of Begin’s handling of the 

negotiations, Peace Now still hoped to lobby and influence Begin himself. 

The movement viewed itself as a pressure group, and lobbying was 

an important feature of its activities. During the spring and summer of 

1978 activists met with senior politicians in the government and the 

opposition, including Deputy Prime Minister Yigal Yadin (the retired- 

general-turned-archaeologist who led the short-lived political party 

Dash). They even went to see the aging Golda Meir, who did not express 

great enthusiasm for their message. The only significant leader who 

refused to meet with them was Moshe Dayan, who never had much 

patience for peaceniks. 

Many Peace Now activists had a good sense for public relations. They 

always sought media coverage, primarily television reporting. Protests 

in Israel are noticed largely to the degree that their message is carried 

on the nine o'clock news, which 2 million Israelis faithfully watch every 

evening. Peace Now’s Operations Committee was responsible for in- 

venting all kinds of media gimmicks. For example, less than a month 

after the first big demonstration in Tel Aviv, the movement organized a 

human chain along the road that passes through the Judean Hills on the 

way to Jerusalem. More than 60,000 people had signed the Officers’ Let- 

ter by this time, and a copy was passed from hand to hand all the way to 

the prime minister's office. This time Begin refused to accept it.°® 
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The human chain highlighted another characteristic of the movement. 

Most participants came out with their children and were able to exchange 

joyful greetings with friends who passed in their cars on their way to or 

from Jerusalem. Even the occasional encounter with individuals who 

stopped their cars to argue was handled in a friendly manner. The entire 

event looked more like a picnic or a festival than an angry protest. In later 

years political animosity cast a shadow on Peace Now demonstrations, 

and it became increasingly difficult to maintain the friendly, peaceful, and 

often joyous atmosphere that had characterized its earlier activities. 

Deadlock 

During April and May 1978 Begin’s government grappled with growing 

pressure from President Carter, who had become convinced that the 

Israelis were procrastinating and who had little liking for the Israeli prime 

minister.°? In an understatement Carter remembered that “at that time 

.. . relations with Israel were not very good.”©° 

The next meeting between Israelis and Egyptians took place on July 

18, 1978, at Leeds Castle, England. The Israeli delegation was headed 

by Moshe Dayan. Ibrahim Kamel, who had replaced Ismail Fahmy as 

Egypt's foreign minister after the latter resigned in protest at Sadat’s 

peace initiative, was the senior Egyptian representative. The American 

delegation was led by Secretary of State Cyrus Vance.°! 

The Egyptians were prepared to drop their demand for a preliminary 

joint statement of principle, and started to discuss details and modalities 

of a solution to the impasse. Nevertheless, the gap was still very wide, 

and neither Dayan nor Kamel had the authority to go beyond his specific 

instructions.°* In a memorandum handed to Secretary Vance, Dayan reit- 

erated that Israel would not agree to withdraw to the pre-1967 borders in 

Judea, Samaria, and Gaza, and would object to the establishment of any 

Arab sovereignty in these territories. However, Israel was ready to con- 

sider some kind of territorial compromise, perhaps along the lines of the 

Allon Plan, if the Arabs offered one. It seems that Begin had agreed to this 

formula in order to reduce international pressure on Israel, and perhaps 

because he was convinced that the Arabs would not make the offer.®° 

At about the same time, under heavy pressure from almost all Arab 

countries, Sadat announced that no further negotiations would take 

place. He demanded that the Israeli military delegation, which had been 

stationed in Cairo since the meeting in Isma‘iliyya eight months earlier, 
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retum to Israel. This was a disappointing development, because for many 

Israelis the permanent presence of this delegation in Cairo had symbol- 

ized a thread of hope.™ During this time Ezer Weizman managed to 

gain Sadat’s personal friendship. Weizman believed that President Sadat 

was genuine in his desire for peace, and publicly advocated a more flex- 

ible attitude on Israel’s part. However, most of the other cabinet mem- 

bers did not take Weizman seriously, which frustrated and angered him. 

On one occasion he saw a poster in the prime minister's office that ap- 

plauded the imminent peace. Angrily, Weizman tore the poster off the 

wall and exclaimed, “I am not so sure that the government really wants 

peace!” This incident strengthened the suspicions and skepticism of the 

Israeli peace movernent. It soon became clear that only another face- 

to-face meeting between the heads of state could overcome the stale- 

mate. At the beginning of August Secretary Vance traveled to the Middle 

East once again. His mission was to invite Begin and Sadat to Camp 

David, the U.S. president's retreat in Maryland, in early September. 

A Dovecote in Samaria 

Peace Now continued its activities throughout the summer of 1978. By 

the end of May the number of signatures on the Officers’ Letter sur- 

passed 100,000. The movement held eight large town hall meetings 

across the country in which the activists explained their approach in 

greater detail than was possible through demonstrations, posters, or 

newspaper headlines. 

On Saturday, June 10, 1978, three hundred booths were erected at 

highway junctions and beaches and other recreation centers across the 

country. Pamphlets were distributed and more signatures secured. In 

several places structures made of straw blocks and empty barrels were 

erected, with large posters attached to them to attract the attention of 

passing cars and the media. The message of peace reached hundreds of 

thousands of Israelis who went out for a day in the sun. Some were 

angered by this display, but many others easily identified with the spirit 

of the message. The success of this operation—called “Shabbat Sha- 

lom” (Sabbath of Peace)—was indicative of the large constituency the 

movement had built during the few weeks of its existence. 

The Israeli media in general, and television news in particular, liked the 

new phenomenon because it provided them with arresting visual images. 

The Operations Committee was adept at manipulating this media interest. 
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For example, when Dayan reported to the Knesset on his negotiations at 

Leeds Castle, a few dozen activists occupied the Knesset’s visitor galler- 

ies. During the proceedings they simultaneously exposed Peace Now shirts. 

They had quietly notified Israeli television of their intended display, which 

ensured they would receive media coverage before being escorted out of 

the hall for violating Knesset regulations.®” On June 26, 5,000 demonstra- 

tors encircled the prime minister's office in a human chain with hundreds 

of signs that read, “Begin! Compromise or Resign!” Typically, the Hebrew 

version was a play on words— “Begin! Hitpasher o Hitpater!” 

The Struggle over Settlements 

Begin’s supporters and the more extreme right wing did not completely 

surrender the street initiatives to groups on the left. Likud operatives 

tried to organize a grass-roots countermovement, which did stage a 

few demonstrations, but its partisan origin was quickly exposed and it 

soon dissolved. Gush Emunim was also active in the streets, but mainly 

focused its propaganda against the concessions members suspected 

Begin was prepared to make. In December 1978 Gush Emunim, along 

with members of the Movement for Greater Israel, demonstrated against 

Begin’s autonomy plan.®8 Zvi Shiloah, who had defected from Labor in 

the late 1960s and joined the Likud Central Committee, resigned in pro- 

test and organized a vigil outside the prime minister's office.°? 

The main challenge to the peace process came from inside the gov- 

ernment. Sharon took Begin’s promise to build “many more Elon Morehs” 

literally. Soon after taking office as minister of agriculture Sharon ap- 

proved a Gush Emunim plan to create twelve new settlements in the 

West Bank near or around deserted Jordanian military camps.’° 

Begin initially hesitated, and wary of American protests, dragged his 

feet for a while. But he could not long oppose a plan that his own party 

had promised to implement if elected. Under heavy pressure from Sharon, 

he finally approved the secret establishment of five new settlements. At 

the beginning of August 1978, Peace Now received news of the immi- 

nent operation from sympathetic journalists, who were barred from pub- 

lishing the information by the military censor. There was little doubt 

that such a move, undertaken with the acquiescence of the government, 

would torpedo the already fragile peace process. Peace Now decided to 

expose the plot. During the night of August 5, activists placed large 
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posters with the names and locations of the planned settlements on the 

streets of Israeli cities and towns. This move forced the government to 

take action and the settlement operation was called off.7! 

A few days later the movement undertook another symbolic demon- 

stration against the settlers. Yet another settlement had been created, 

this one disguised as an “archaeological expedition” to excavate Shiloh, 

the site of the Israelite Tabernacle in the days of the Judges. Peace Now 

decided to expose this fiction in a colorful manner. Igal Tumarkin, a 

noted Israeli sculptor, designed a dovecote and, under the guise of in- 

stalling electrical devices, activists built and erected the symbolic monu- 

ment at the entrance to the settlement. Peace Now was pleased by this 

successful gesture. They managed to fool the settlers, attract media at- 

tention, and force the government to accept responsibility for its ac- 

tions. However, the dovecote at Shiloh exposed an inherent weakness 

of Peace Now. Within two days the demonstration was over, but the 

settlement remained. Fifteen years later Shiloh is a flourishing village, 

while the dovecote is nothing more than a memory in the minds of a 

handful of activists who enjoyed the few hours they spent staging a 

clever protest in Samaria. 

By their very nature Peace Now activities were transient phenomena, 

whereas Gush Emunim created permanent facts on the ground. With re- 

gard to the settlements Peace Now advocated a negative policy of what 

not to do, whereas Gush Emunim undertook positive activities and cre- 

ated new concrete realities. Members of Gush Emunim were engaged in 

a project that involved their entire lives. Their objective was not a tempo- 

rary protest but a total commitment to an ideology of divine redemption 

that called upon them to change the reality in and on the land in Judea 

and Samaria. In contrast, members of Peace Now, by the very nature of 

their purpose, came and went largely depending on the issue and envi- 

ronment of the moment, and at the end of the day they all returned home. 

Hence, in terms of the personal conviction and commitment of its mem- 

bers, Peace Now was the weaker party. 

In the summer of 1978, however, Peace Now was conscious chiefly of 

its growing strength. Indeed, the movement reached its first political peak 

toward the end of that summer. Begin’s aides were aware that, though 

the movement worked hard to preserve its nonpartisan nature, it had 

subversive potential, and they sought to discredit it in the public mind. 

For example, MK Roni Milo, a senior supporter of Begin, floated a rumor 
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that he had received from reliable sources information that Peace Now 

was subsidized by the CIA./4 

Camp David 

In his remarks to advisers in preparation for the meeting with Begin and 

Sadat at Camp David, U.S. President Jimmy Carter observed, “Compro- 

mises will be mandatory. Without them, no progress can be expected. 

Flexibility will be the essence of our hope.””? What might come out of the 

Camp David Summit and the parameters of the negotiations were un- 

clear even to members of the Israeli delegation, let alone the Israeli pub- 

lic.74 Therefore, Peace Now attempted to soften Menachem Begin’s heart 

as much as possible, and to push him to make whatever concessions 

were necessary to ensure that this dramatic effort would not fail. While 

the Peace Now plea lacked specifics it conveyed a strong desire to see 

him bring back a peace agreement. 

On September 2, 1978, the day before the Israeli delegation departed 

for Washington, Peace Now organized a farewell demonstration in Tel 

Aviv. The public mood was conducive to such an event. There was little 

controversy over the gathering’s intent, which implied support for Begin 

not only as Israel’s prime minister but also as Israel’s best hope for suc- 

cessfully concluding the negotiations. Over 100,000 citizens marched in 

a procession from the Tel Aviv Museum to the Kings of Israel Square in 

front of the town hall. Posters read, “Mr. Begin, Go in Peace and Return 

with Peace!” Delegations from the Jewish diaspora participated, calling 

on Begin “to utter one great word, Yes!’’° In a letter Begin sent to the 

prominent Israeli author Amos Oz months later, Begin remarked that 

while at Camp David he could not stop thinking of the 100,000 citizens 

who had beseeched him to return home with a peace agreement. Moshe 

Arens, a confidant of Begin who later served as Israel's ambassador to 

Washington and minister of defense, and who opposed the Camp David 

Accords and subsequent peace treaty, blamed Peace Now for pushing 

Begin to make unnecessary concessions.’® Whatever the impact of this 

huge demonstration on subsequent events, it certainly surpassed the 

expectations of the organizers and placed Peace Now, for a brief period, 

at the cénter of the national consensus. 

The details of the negotiations at Camp David have been adequately 

recorded by others.’’ It will suffice here to make two general comments. 
First, notwithstanding the rationalizations Sadat and Begin later made, 
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one thing stands out. They each made one painful concession that had 

previously been unthinkable and had blocked the negotiations up to 

that point. Begin accepted the withdrawal of Israel from the entire Sinai 

Peninsula. This “up-to-the-last-inch” concession required relinquishing 

the airfields that Israel had built, as well as the dismantling of the town 

of Yamit and a dozen other villages in Sinai. For his part, Sadat with- 

drew his demand for a simultaneous solution to the Palestinian ques- 

tion. Despite his continued commitment to the rights of the Palestin- 

ians, Sadat in essence concluded a separate peace with Israel.’® 

Second, it seems certain that both Sadat and Begin made these pain- 

ful concessions at least in part due to a misconception. Both believed 

that future progress would be guided by the precise wording of the Camp 

David agreement. Sadat believed that Israel's commitment to recognize 

“the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people and their just require- 

ments” included the creation of a transitional regime in the West Bank 

and Gaza based on “full autonomy,” which would lead to open negotia- 

tions “to determine the final status of the West Bank and Gaza.”’? He 
thus honestly believed that these accords fulfilled his obligation to the 

Palestinians and paved the way for their deliverance from Israeli occu- 

pation. For his part, Begin had the illusion that by establishing a formal 

veto power concerning the fate of the territories he could assure future 

Israeli control over them for the long run. Both Sadat’s and Begin’s be- 

liefs proved unfounded. Both thought they had achieved their objectives 

without paying in Palestinian currency; both turned out to be wrong. 

The Camp David Accords and the subsequent peace treaty created a 

paradox for the peace movement. After ten years of struggle the peace 

movement watched with amazement as the prime minister it most vo- 

ciferously opposed achieved the first dramatic breakthrough in the Arab- 

Israeli conflict, and concluded peace with the strongest and most popu- 

lous Arab nation.° 

Flowers for a Victor 

This was indeed the great achievement of Menachem Begin, and Peace 

Now gladly acknowledged it. On September 22 Begin was welcomed at 

Lod Airport and at the entrance to Jerusalem by members of Peace Now 

with thousands of flowers and signs reading, “We Are All with You on the 

Road to Peace!” Many in the movement thought that their role had ended, 

but within a few weeks it became clear that their relief was premature. 
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The Camp David Accords provided only a “Framework for an Agree- 

ment,” the details of which remained to be worked out by the parties. 

General Avraham Tamir, who led. the Israeli military team, observed that 

the Palestinian issue left many unanswered questions, “since the basis 

which was put to it [in the Accords] was thin and nebulous.’®! When the 

Israeli and Egyptian delegations met at Blair House in Washington on 

October 12 to work out the details, many of the problems that had tor- 

mented the negotiators before Camp David reappeared, and by the be- 

ginning of November an impasse had again been reached. The military 

and territorial issues concerning the Israeli withdrawal from the Sinai 

were not especially problematic.8* The primary difficulty arose from con- 

flicting interpretations of the Palestinian issue and around the linkage 

the Egyptians sought to maintain between the Palestinian question and 

the normalization of relations between Egypt and Israel.®° 

Another point of contention that added tension to Carter and Begin’'s 

relationship involved the resumption of new settlements in the occu- 

pied territories. Carter believed that during the negotiations at Camp 

David, Begin had agreed to freeze new settlements throughout the ne- 

gotiations, whereas Begin understood that this freeze was limited to 

three months only.®4 
Details of the negotiations in Washington and the exact cause of the 

deadlock were unknown to the public at the time, but the stalemate 

gave cause for renewed concern within Peace Now. For a few months 

the movement limited itself to low-key activities. At first the peace ac- 

tivists praised the autonomy plan and tried to convince the Palestinian 

leadership, which had condemned it, that it was the beginning of an 

open-ended process that would not limit their pursuit of Palestinian in- 

dependence. But the subsequent publication of a more detailed plan for 

Palestinian “self-rule” by the government indicated that Begin sought to 

foreclose such options. 

When the deadlock between Washington and Jerusalem had become 

evident, Peace Now gathered its circle of activists for consultation. On De- 

cember 5, 1978, the activists unanimously concluded that the movement's 

role had not ended, and they decided to shift the focus of their activities 

from the negotiations with Egypt to the Palestinian problem. The demand 

for direct negotiations with the Palestinians and the struggle against new 

settlements were now the group's primary objectives. 

The movement planned nightly torch parades under the slogan “Shed 

Light on Peace” but postponed them when the negotiations seemed to be 
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regaining momentum. This last-minute cancellation highlighted another 

feature of Peace Now’s methods. Mass demonstrations required a high 

degree of dissatisfaction among potential participants. Once events sig- 

nificantly reduced the level of energy among sympathizers, a demon- 

stration could fail and even become counterproductive. The leadership 

routinely sought to measure the willingness of sympathizers to take to 

the streets, and preferred to err on the side of caution. The complexity 

and fluidity of the negotiations in Washington did not provide the move- 

ment with clear opportunities for successful large-scale street activity.8® 

During the winter of 1979 negotiations dragged on intermittently. Carter 

feared a complete breakdown of the talks and decided “to arrive on the 

shore before the storm broke out.” He met with Begin in Washington, 

and the United States and Israel finally arrived at some understandings. 

Even so, a trip by Carter to the Middle East was still necessary to achieve 

a final agreement. On March 10, 1979, Carter arrived in Israel, where he 

was welcomed simultaneously by opposing demonstrations in Jerusa- 

lem. Peace Now greeted him warmly while Gush Emunim shouted “Carter 

Go Home!”8’ Carter gave a speech at the Knesset, which was received 

politely out of respect for the visiting dignitary. The same was not the 

case for the speeches delivered by Begin and opposition leader Shimon 

Peres, which were constantly disrupted by hecklers from the extreme right 

and left. “It was not the Knesset's finest hour,” observed Dayan.®* None- 

theless, Carter's visit brought the hard bargaining to an end. Final pro- 

posals were drafted and Begin brought them to the Knesset for approval. 

Peace Now decided to lobby Knesset members from different parties 

in an effort to gain their support for the proposed peace agreement (a 

method the activists would often use in the future) but discovered it was 

hardly necessary. Despite harsh criticism regarding the way the nego- 

tiations had been handled by the government and reservations over some 

details of the agreement, the Labor Party voted in favor and the treaty 

was ratified by an overwhelming majority of ninety-five to eighteen. In 

a rare departure from parliamentary norms, Knesset members from La- 

bor and Likud were informed by their respective party leaderships that 

they could vote according to their conscience and that party discipline 

should not be a factor. Most of the “no” votes and some abstentions 

came from the ranks of Begin’s own Likud. Yitzhak Shamir, who be- 

came Israel’s prime minister five years later, opposed the agreement 

but chose to abstain in consideration of his special position as Speaker 

of the Knesset.®? 
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On March 26, 1979, sixteen months after Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem, 

the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty was signed in a ceremony on the south 

lawn of the White House. A few days later Sadat invited Begin to Cairo, 

a visit the Israeli prime minister had coveted for some time. Begin was 

ecstatic. In a telephone call from Cairo to Washington he expressed his 

jubilation. “The people of Egypt opened their hearts to me,” he told Carter. 

“I went into the crowd which was crying, ‘We like you, we love you!’”” 

This reception was well deserved but turned out to be the last time Be- 

gin would enjoy such a welcome. The hard work of implementing the 

treaty remained ahead. The retreat of Israeli forces and the normaliza- 

tion of bilateral relations proceeded as planned, but negotiations over 

legitimate Palestinian rights soon reached a new impasse. 

Peace Now versus Gush Emunim 

Within Israel the issue of settlements now took center stage. Gush 

Emunim and Sharon’s rejectionist wing within Likud decided to use fur- 

ther settlements to stall the negotiations, or at least to make sure that 

no concessions with regard to the West Bank and Gaza would be made. 

The settlement efforts during 1979 were based only partly on official 

government decisions, as Begin sought to avoid further aggravating his 

relationship with President Carter. Some of the activities were illegal, 

though it was clear that Sharon was privy to these endeavors and sup- 

ported them in one way or another. 

At the beginning of January 1979 the Elon Moreh group, which during 

Labor's tenure had tried to settle a number of times in and around Nablus, 

squatted on land confiscated from Palestinian farmers from the village of 

Rugeib, a few miles east of Nablus. Peace Now voiced its objection and 

looked for an opportunity to confront the settlers. The main showdown 

took place in Rugeib on June 9 and 10. More than 4,000 peaceniks blocked 

the dirt road leading to the new settlement and refused to clear the way 

until Ezer Weizman came and heard their grievances. At eight the next 

morning Weizman arrived by helicopter. Tzali Reshef, Peace Now's spokes- 

man, explained to Weizman that building a civilian settlement on land 

confiscated from Arab farmers was illegal. Weizman halted work on the 

settlement and promised to bring the matter up for consideration before 

the cabinet; the demonstrators kept their word and cleared the road.?! 

Before leaving the area they lit a “Torch of Sanity,” which was brought to 

the Knesset Plaza a few days later while the issue was being debated 
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inside. In another demonstration attended by 25,000 participants in Tel 

Aviv on June 16, 1979, a ceremony reminiscent of the lighting of the Olym- 

pic flame took place in which a large torch in the center of the rally was lit 

by the torch carried from Rugeib by Peace Now youths.?2 

The struggle over Rugeib eventually progressed to the Supreme Court. 

Peace Now helped the Palestinian farmers present a formal petition chal- 

lenging the legality of the confiscation of their land for civil purposes. 

General Chaim Bar-Lev, the former chief of staff, testified that the new 

settlement had no particular security significance. The government called 

on other military experts to challenge Bar-Lev’s testimony. The settlers, 

however, viewed this case as a struggle over principles and voluntarily 

admitted that their motivation for settling the confiscated area had noth- 

ing to do with security considerations. They claimed in court that the 

historic rights of the Jewish people justified their actions, which there- 

fore should be recognized as legitimate. After hearing this testimony 

the Supreme Court declared the confiscation of the land null and void. 

The government tried to circumvent the Court’s order, arguing that 

the settlers remained only on a few patches of land that did not legally 

belong to the farmers. The attempt to ignore the Supreme Court's deci- 

sion generated considerable criticism from several quarters. On January 

5, 1980, Peace Now again blocked the road to the settlement. This time 

the protesters brought heavy equipment and welding tools, and blocked 

the road with large concrete blocks and chained themselves to the blocks 

and trucks. They unknowingly trapped Ariel Sharon (who happened to 

be visiting the site with guests) inside the settlement for three hours. For 

Peace Now this was a symbolic victory because Sharon, more than any- 

one, epitomized the despised settlement policies of the Likud govern- 

ment.?? Eventually the government relented, adhered to the Court's de- 

cision, and removed the settlers from Rugeib. This was a Pyrrhic victory 

for Peace Now, however, because the settlers were immediately resettled 

on a hill a few miles to the north, this time on government land. 

Peace Now versus Menachem Begin 

As 1979 dragged on it became clear that negotiations on the portion of 

the peace treaty that dealt with the Palestinians led to a dead end. As 

laid out in the agreement, an Israeli-Egyptian Commission was estab- 

lished to negotiate the implementation of the autonomy plan. The Egyp- 

tians agreed to begin the discussions even though the Jordanians and 
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Palestinians who were invited to participate declined to do so. Joseph 

Burg, the minister of interior from the NRP, was selected by Begin to 

head the Israeli delegation.?4 Burg was considered a moderate, but un- 

der the influence of Gush Emunim-his party now took a position on the 

territories to the right of Begin himself. Begin chose Burg over Moshe 

Dayan, the more logical choice, because the prime minister wanted to 

appease the hawks inside his own party and to assure them that he had 

no intention of yielding Israel's control over the territories.7° These ne- 

gotiations soon became deadlocked, with the Israeli proposals being far 

from satisfactory to the Egyptians, let alone the Palestinians.%° It sur- 

prised few when Moshe Dayan resigned from the cabinet in frustration. 

Dayan’s resignation was soon followed by Weizman’s. These resig- 

nations clearly signaled that Begin’s government was unwilling to relin- 

quish control over the West Bank and Gaza Strip. To some observers it 

appeared that Begin was regretting the concessions he had made at 

Camp David and had decided to return to his original plan—namely, to 

gain a free hand in the West Bank and Gaza as the price for his total 

retreat from Sinai. In a cabinet meeting on May 3, 1979, in which he 

presented his narrow interpretation of the autonomy plan, he declared, 

“T shall not allow my old age to shame my youth. I was bom a son of the 

Land of Israel and | shall remain that until my last day. This government 

was formed in order to guard the Land of Israel.”?’ 

To most peace activists it became evident that Begin was unwilling 

to translate the initial breakthrough into a comprehensive peace settle- 

ment, and certainly would not reach a negotiated agreement with the 

Palestinians. In a demonstration held in June 1980 the peace activists 

set up a giant hourglass to symbolize that time for peace was running 

out. After listing the government's shortcomings and the dangers they 

posed for the nation, a flyer distributed by the movement concluded, 

“Every day this government continues to rule is another day of danger, 

loss of hope, moral corruption and national malaise. . . . Let us together 

advance the elections! Let us say to this government: Your way is not 

our way! Go home!""8 The peace movement was now explicitly pitted 
against the incumbent government. 

x 



Consolidation, 1980-81 

Marching On 

During 1980 and the early months of 1981 Peace Now experienced a pe- 

riod of relative stagnation. Unlike political parties, which have changing 

agendas and address numerous issues, Peace Now (like many other pro- 

test movements) was essentially reactive in nature, its activities being 

undertaken in response to particular events and government decisions. 

Consequently, the prevailing political environment and public mood were 

important variables in generating participation in Peace Now activities. 

Compared with the dramatic events of 1978 and 1979, the political 

environment at the outset of the 1980s seemed rather bleak and the fu- 

ture uncertain. The autonomy talks dragged on in Alexandria and 

Herzliyyah (north of Tel Aviv), but the gaps between the Egyptian and 

Israeli positions seemed to be widening. With Dayan and Weizman hav- 

ing resigned, Begin was freed from the moderating influence of the two 

former generals. His policies and gestures conveyed the message that he 

had no intention of relinquishing Israeli control of the West Bank, Gaza 

Strip, or the Golan Heights.! 

This intransigent position was shared by a majority in the Knesset, 

which in July 1980 passed a Basic Law affirming Israel’s claim to Jerusalem 

119 
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as the “sole and indivisible capital of Israel.”* This act, condemned by the 

international community, was initiated by MK Geula Cohen, who had pre- 

viously defected from Likud to form a new party, Tehiya (Renaissance), 

which strongly opposed the peace treaty with Egypt. In December 1981 

Likud introduced a resolution in the Knesset that resulted in the formal 

annexation of the Golan Heights.? In another largely symbolic move the 

cabinet decided to move the prime minister’s office to the Arab side of 

East Jerusalem.4 Peace Now denounced these unnecessary moves, but 

because they were little more than dramatic gestures the movement was 

unable to generate widespread public protest. 

The government's actions also angered the Reagan administration, 

which publicly opposed the unilateral Israeli decisions. The United States 

suspended the Memorandum of Understanding on strategic coopera- 

tion, which Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger had reluctantly 

signed with Israel only a few weeks earlier. Some financial transactions 

were also frozen. Although the American moves did not amount to se- 

rious pressure on Israel, Begin was incensed, and in a public tirade an- 

nounced that Israel was not a “banana republic” of the United States.® 

But Ronald Reagan was deeply committed to the security of the Jew- 

ish state and considered Israel “a major strategic asset of America.”© His 

administration’s main concern was American-Soviet rivalry in the re- 

gion, especially after the fall of the Shah in 1978 and the Soviet invasion 

of Afghanistan in December 1979.’ Moreover, the administration op- 

posed the creation of a Palestinian state, and the breakdown of the au- 

tonomy talks did not lead to American pressure on Israel of the degree 

exerted by President Carter a year earlier. Begin’s intransigent policies 

seemed to meet with American indifference.® 

Sadat, on the other hand, grew increasingly indignant over the pace 

and substance of the negotiations and vented his feelings by sending Begin 

strongly worded appeals, particularly on the issue of Jerusalem. Negotia- 

tions on the future status of Jerusalem held special importance foy Sadat 

in view of his growing isolation in the Arab and Islamic world, and his 

personal attachment to the holy shrines as a devout Muslim. However, 

beyond sending these letters there was little Sadat could do lest he jeop- 

ardize the scheduled withdrawal of Israeli forces from the Sinai and risk a 

collapse Of his peace initiative. By the end of 1980 the autonomy talks 

had been suspended; they were not resumed until a decade later.? 

During 1980-81 Peace Now developed a strong inner circle of a few 

hundred devoted activists who were convinced that the peace treaty 

with Egypt would lose much of its value if it could not be broadened into 
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a comprehensive Middle East peace agreement. At this stage the move- 

ment adopted a long-term approach and tried to recruit new members, 

especially young people who had recently completed their military ser- 

vice. Peace Now also tried to attract young Israelis before they entered 

their military service. Youth groups were established in a number of 

high schools. In May 1980 a large youth rally was held in a Tel Aviv park. 

In December a bicycle marathon from Tel Dan in the north to Eilat in the 

south was organized by these new young activists, who distributed the 

movement's pamphlets and carried its banner along their six-day route.!° 

Early in Peace Now's development it became evident that a large mea- 

sure of ethnic, social, and economic homogeneity existed throughout the 

movement. Most members were well-educated, well-off Ashkenazim— 

and their personal closeness was cemented by their similar life histories. 

Most of the activists’ parents had been born in Israel, or had come to the 

country as idealistic pioneers before the establishment of the state. The 

activists themselves generally shared a common experience in one of the 

country’s socialist youth movements during the late 1950s and 1960s, 

had typically spent a few years in a kibbutz, and had served in the Israeli 

Defense Forces and were veterans of at least one of the wars since 1967. 

Many knew one another from their days at university, where they had 

often participated in left-of-center political groups. Many had also been 

involved in the protests after the 1973 war. As a result of these similar 

experiences and backgrounds the core of Peace Now looked and sounded 

very much alike.!! 

Peace Now's right-wing opponents also had their similarities. Most 

were young Mizrachim—Jews of North African and Middle Eastern de- 

scent—from poorer neighborhoods, who were alienated from the so- 

cialist, Zionist legacy shared by most Peace Now activists. Although Peace 

Now sought to diversify its membership, there were a number of ob- 

stacles to including the Mizrachim, not least because they were likely to 

be Likud supporters with a hawkish outlook.!* The movement took the 
strategic decision to attract Mizrachim by developing ad hoc coalitions 

with groups rather than by attempting direct recruitment of individuals, 

who often felt uncomfortable at movement meetings amid a cadre of 

Ashkenazi intellectuals. Greater success was achieved when Mizrachi 

groups were approached and invited to participate as self-organized 

groups. This allowed Mizrachim to assert themselves as equals. 

The Jerusalem-based Black Panthers were natural allies, having been 

associated with left-wing radicals since the early 1970s, when young 

Moroccans in the Musrara area had formed the group to protest social 
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inequalities.'* Peace Now and the Black Panthers jointly organized a dem- 

onstration intended to raise awareness of social justice as a national pri- 

ority and an alternative to the expensive settlement efforts in the occu- 

pied territories. The demand to stop wasting the nation’s limited resources 

on new settlements in the territories and to redirect them to economi- 

cally depressed areas inside the Green Line was used to establish a rela- 

tionship between social and economic justice and peace issues.!4 The 

connection between Peace Now and the Black Panthers was short-lived, 

however, because of the collapse of the latter movement. 

Peace Now's reputation spread quickly throughout the Jewish diaspora. 

Left-wing Zionist youth movements and student groups in Europe and the 

United States contacted activists in Israel and requested more information. 

Invitations for Peace Now representatives to come and explain the 

movement's objectives arrived from different Jewish communities. Initially 

the propriety of political advocacy abroad was debated within the move- 

ment, with some activists considering it improper to wash Israel's dirty laun- 

dry on foreign soil. However, since the international media had already am- 

ply reported on the internal controversies in Israeli politics, Peace Now 

decided that there seemed no good reason why the debate should not also 

be waged by Jews abroad. Furthermore, this practice conformed with previ- 

ous Zionist norms. Other political parties and factions had always adver- 

tised their agendas and solicited financial support from Jews in the diaspora. 

The first organized opportunity to meet with sympathetic Jews abroad 

came when New Outlook convened a conference in Washington, D.C., in 

October 1979. This was the first attempt to reach out to North American 

Jews in an effort to put peace issues on the agenda of American Jewry. 

Peace Now's small delegation attracted considerable attention. After the 

meeting the group proceeded to Montreal, where it participated in the 

General Assembly of the Council of Jewish Federations.!> In a special ses- 

sion, attended by a few hundred Jewish community leaders, the Peace 

Now delegation explained the nature and aims of the movement. Chap- 

ters of “Friends of Peace Now” were soon established around the world, 

and raised badly needed financial support that helped defray the growing 

expenses of the movement's intensified activities.'¢ 

X 

Peace Now and the Palestinians 

Peace Now's activities in opposition to the Gush Emunim settlers were 

often conducted in or near Arab villages or towns in the West Bank. 
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This inevitably led to contacts between the peace activists and Palestin- 

ians in the occupied territories, and a dialogue soon began. On May 21, 

1980, several dozen Peace Now activists went to the town of Beit Sahour 

(east of Bethlehem) to visit the home of a Palestinian, a retired officer in 

the Jordanian army, whom the Israeli military governor had ordered tem- 

porarily deported to Jericho in response to a violent riot in which the 

Palestinian’s son had participated. In another case a group went to 

Hebron to protest the repeated harassment by the settlers of Kiryat Arba 

of an old Palestinian widow whose house, in the eyes of the settlers, 

was situated too close to their settlement’s fences. Peace Now activists 

soon established a relationship with some of the Palestinian leaders of 

Hebron, including the deposed mayor Abd el Nabi Natshe.!” 

Such dialogues were often initiated by individual activists prior to re- 

ceiving formal approval from the peace movement. Thus, for example, a 

group of Jewish peaceniks from Jerusalem and a group of Palestinians 

from Beit Sahour organized weekly meetings held alternatively in Pales- 

tinian and Jewish homes. These informal initiatives, which continued for 

years and led to the development of close friendships between Palestin- 

ians and Israelis, were welcomed by Peace Now. Early in the 1980s, though, 

the movement began to develop more formal relationships with a group 

of Palestinian leaders who were soon to gain national stature. The Israeli 

activists invited some of the Palestinians to participate in a public dia- 

logue intended to expose the Israeli public to the existence of moderate 

Palestinian opinion in the occupied territories. The movement also orga- 

nized Palestinian mayors and other public figures in West Bank and Gaza 

towns to help educate the Palestinian public about the political and psy- 

chological constraints with which even moderate Israelis were grappling.!® 

Despite this ongoing dialogue the movement was careful to distance 

itself from acts of violence perpetrated by Palestinians and from those 

who supported such methods. For example, Peace Now publicly de- 

nounced Bassam Shak’a, the nationalist mayor of Nablus, when he 

praised and endorsed acts of terror.!? Peace Now carefully defined its 

role in this regard as listening to the “enemy” and interpreting its views 

to Israelis in the hope that this would assist in eventual conciliation.?° 

An important difference of opinion that led to a heated debate be- 

tween Peace Now and its Palestinian interlocutors centered on the form 

and sequence of negotiations laid out in the peace treaty with Egypt. 

Despite a growing disillusionment with the autonomy talks, the idea of 

beginning the Israeli-Palestinian peace process with an interim phase 



124 / IN Pursuit oF PEACE 

of self-rule seemed to Peace Now a wise approach. The Palestinians, 

however, would have nothing of it and stood at the forefront of opposi- 

tion to Sadat and his initiative. The adamant criticism and widespread 

Arab condemnation of Sadat were viewed as a critical mistake by Peace 

Now, which believed that autonomy, if honestly implemented, could open 

new options for broader self-determination later. 

Back in 1976 Rabin’s government had permitted the Palestinians to 

hold municipal elections in the occupied territories. In 1978 the new 

mayors, most of whom were supporters of the PLO and its different fac- 

tions,2! established the Committee for National Guidance, which soon 

became the de facto representation of the PLO inside the occupied terri- 

tories.?? During 1980 and 1981, they were instrumental in mobilizing 

Palestinian public opinion against the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty. All 

this did not deter Peace Now from pursuing contacts with even the most 

extreme nationalist leaders. If Israeli authorities viewed these mayors 

as the representatives of their constituencies, why should the move- 

ment not deal with them similarly? 

The attitudes of peace activists toward the PLO, and contacts with 

PLO representatives outside the occupied territories, was another con- 

tentious matter. Peace Now adopted the position that as long as the 

PLO did not officially recognize Israel, and continued to undertake and 

support acts of terror, Israelis should refrain from dealing directly with 

it. This position grew out of the concern shared by many Peace Now 

activists of being marginalized within Israeli public opinion—as indeed 

happened to the Israel-Palestine Council when it maintained contacts 

with PLO representatives throughout this period.?% 

This issue caused the most serious internal crisis the movement had 

yet faced, nearly crippling it. Early in October 1980 two central figures in 

Peace Now, Dedi Zucker and Yael Tamir, traveled to Europe on behalf of 

the movement.*4 During a brief stay in Vienna they went beyond their 

mandate and secretly met with Issam Sartawi, the PLO official respon- 

sible for contacts with Israelis. Sartawi had previously held numerous 

meetings with Israelis from the Avneri-Eliav circle, and there was noth- 

ing extraordinary about such an encounter. However, the clandestine 

meeting with an official of the PLO by official representatives of Peace 

Now violated movement policy. Moreover, Zucker and Tamir had nei- 

ther consulted with their colleagues nor received prior permission for 

such a meeting. There were several heated verbal exchanges and calls 

for the censure and removal of Zucker and Tamir, but no formal action 
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was ultimately taken because the two resigned and terminated their 

involvement with Peace Now.?° 

A number of other core activists also left the movement, apparently 

from displeasure at the changes that had occurred in its character as it 

had grown. Omri Padan, an economics student and a veteran of the most 

elite combat unit of the IDF, resigned from his post as the movement's 

first spokesperson, claiming he no longer found himself at home in Peace 

Now, which he felt had lost the intimacy of the founding group. A number 

of other active members including Yuval Neria and Amos Arieli (the son 

of Yehoshua Arieli, the leader of Peace and Security in the late 1960s) also 

expressed a sense of alienation.2° Although these were major blows to 

the movement's leadership, the base of activists was strong enough to 

enable Peace Now to overcome the crisis, and the remaining leadership 

managed to close ranks and continue the struggle. 

By the end of 1980 Peace Now had become a recognizable voice on 

the Israeli political stage. In the eyes of many people on the right, it was 

seen as a nuisance and as a negative influence in Israeli politics. A few 

even went so far as to accuse the activists of treason. A growing num- 

ber of people on the left, however, viewed the movement sympatheti- 

cally; the number of active members grew; and the movement solidi- 

fied. At the end of October 1980, a few weeks after the crisis over the 

meeting with Sartawi subsided, the movement held a conference in the 

Nation’s Hall in Jerusalem, which attracted more than 2,000 participants. 

The conference’s theme was “Zionism Now!”—a challenge to Gush 

Emunim’s claim that it alone adhered to genuine Zionism.?’ 

Thirty Minutes from Tel Aviv—Settlements on the Open Market 

Although Peace Now continued its struggle against Gush Emunim and the 

settlement movement, nowhere were its practical limitations more obvi- 

ous. The settlers had full policy support from the Begin government, and 

small groups were now scattered throughout the hills of Judea and Samaria 

in makeshift caravan camps or temporary wooden huts. Rabbi Moshe 

Levinger, who in 1968 had squatted in the Arab town of Hebron and even- 

tually established the new Jewish town of Kiryat Arba on its outskirts, now 

sought to settle in the heart of Arab Hebron, near the tombs of the Patri- 

archs, where in 1929 the Jewish community had been massacred by Arabs. 

A group of women from Kiryat Arba, led by Mrs. Levinger, squatted in a 

house known as the Hadassah Building, which had been owned by Jews 
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before the 1929 massacre. On September 17, 1979, a group of religious 

orthodox activists from Peace Now went to Hebron to demonstrate against 

the plan to build a new yeshiva on the site of the old synagogue in the 

Arab market. Despite the demonstrations the yeshiva was built. A few 

months later six of its students were murdered in the streets of Hebron. 

Peace Now denounced the murders as “another tragedy . . . in the bloody 

cycle in which terrorists and hooligans dictate the turn of events.’?8 
With little publicity, Ariel Sharon, who was in charge of the Land Au- 

thority as well as agriculture minister in Begin’s first cabinet, opened the 

occupied territories to private entrepreneurs, offering them generous sub- 

sidies as incentives. Israelis who were prepared to relocate to new towns 

and villages that were being constructed throughout the occupied territo- 

ries were tempted with cheap land and government funding of all infra- 

structure costs. Advertisements depicted affordable luxury villas with beau- 

tiful landscapes “only 30 minutes from Tel Aviv.” Sharon’s scheme was to 

settle the West Bank with Jews who would be willing to commute to the 

industrial and commercial centers of Israel while living in modern and 

spacious housing across the Green Line. The deals on land and housing 

afforded those who were prepared to resettle better conditions than they 

could ever dream of enjoying in their squalid and congested old neigh- 

borhoods.?? Sharon’s clever strategy could attract more people than could 

Gush Emunim’s messianic crusade. And while Peace Now could confront 

Gush Emunim on ideological and legal grounds, it was far more difficult 

to persuade families who were motivated not by ideology or religion but 

by the desire to dramatically improve their quality of life. 

Within a few years the Jewish population of Judea and Samaria qua- 

drupled.°° To secure enough land, Sharon confiscated large areas under 

the formal ownership of the Jordanian monarch or with no clear evi- 

dence of ownership. Lands were often sequestered in cases where the 

resident Arabs, though they had lived and worked on the plots for gen- 

erations, could not easily document their ownership rights. By 1982 more 

than 40 percent of the West Bank lands had been secured by the military 

authorities for Jewish use.*! 

Intransigence with Impunity 3 

Begin now seemed determined to limit peace with Egypt to a mere bilat- 

eral agreement that would include a full withdrawal from the Sinai but 

have no bearing on Israel's control over the remaining occupied territories. 
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Israel meticulously fulfilled its obligations under the treaty, handing back 

the last of the Sinai in April 1982, but Begin’s government pursued its 

relations with the other Arab states and the Palestinians as it saw fit. 

Egypt also honored its end of the agreement. It exchanged ambassa- 

dors with Israel, opened the borders, and normalized relations.°2 Al- 

though very few Egyptians visited Israel and almost no commercial re- 

lations developed, Israeli ships now passed freely through the Suez Canal, 

and the ability to visit the pyramids and other ancient sites gave many 

Israelis a tangible sense of the dramatic change the peace with Egypt 

had brought. 

There was, however, no progress on the Palestinian issue. Sadat sym- 

bolically expressed his displeasure with Begin when he refused to go to 

Oslo to receive the Nobel Peace Prize jointly awarded to him and Begin.*3 

On October 6, 1981, while reviewing a military parade at the com- 

memoration of the crossing of the Suez Canal during the War of 

Ramadan—the October 1973 war—Sadat was cut down by assassins’ 

bullets. Though the assassination probably had more to do with domes- 

tic controversies than with Sadat’s Israel policy,4 many were reminded 

of the fate of Jordan’s King Abdullah, who had been murdered thirty 

years earlier for his collaboration with the Zionists. As the dust settled 

and events returned to normal, Israel was relieved to discover that de- 

spite the tragedy the new Egyptian regime headed by Hosni Mubarak 

was stable and adhered to the peace treaty. 

The 1981 Elections 

Elections to the Tenth Knesset were scheduled for June 30, 1981. Polls 

taken late in 1979 indicated a sharp decline in the popularity of Begin 

and Likud*5—a decline that had less to do with peace and security is- 
sues than with domestic problems. Mismanagement of the economy 

and other internal issues laid at the door of Likud made the return of 

Labor to power a much stronger possibility as the summer of 1981 ap- 

proached. However, while the Labor Party grew increasingly compla- 

cent about its prospects at the forthcoming elections, the fear that they 

would have to return to the opposition after only four years in power 

instilled fresh vigor and determination in Begin and his supporters. 

Likud conducted a campaign marked by an aggressiveness and stri- 

dency of a degree previously unknown in Israeli politics. A police spokes- 

man noted that “there hasn’t been an election campaign in Israel as violent 
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as the present one.”°° Much of the campaign turned into a personality 

contest between Menachem Begin and Labor leader Shimon Peres. The 

battle between Likud and Labor polarized Mizrachim (especially of 

Moroccan origin, who overwhelmingly supported Begin) and Labor sup- 

porters. To many observers the chant “Begin is the King of Israel!” frequently 

heard at Likud campaign rallies had a distinct North African accent. 

At a February 1981 meeting Peace Now considered its strategy for 

the campaign. An overwhelming majority rejected the idea of forming a 

new party that would campaign on the peace agenda. Nor did most 

activists support the idea of identifying exclusively with one of the dov- 

ish parties, partly because to do so would have damaged Peace Now's 

nonpartisan base, and partly because the choice was far from clear. 

Several existing small parties could identify with the positions adopted 

by Peace Now, among them Shulamit Aloni’s Ratz, Amnon Rubinstein’s 

Shinui, and the left-wing coalition of Sheli. Significant parts of the La- 

bor Alignment, including Mapam and dovish Laborites, also identified 

with Peace Now's positions though not always openly with the move- 

ment itself. Aloni, eager to attract the nonaffiliated followers of Peace 

Now, changed her party's name by adding the word “Peace” and invited 

Dedi Zucker and Yael Tamir to join its list of candidates.*/ 

Many Peace Now activists wished to remain loyal to their longtime 

party affiliations. The remaining unaffiliated activists created a commit- 

tee that drafted a position statement dealing with issues pertaining to 

the Arab-Israeli conflict. They circulated this to the different parties, at- 

tempting to persuade them to incorporate it into their election platforms. 

Ratz, Sheli, and Shinui readily accepted the statement, but the Labor 

Party had to be pushed. 

Circle 77 

In August 1977, in response to Labor's election defeat, a group of teachers 

and graduate students from the Hebrew University in Jerusalem had joined 

the Labor Party and sought to reform the party from within. They called 

themselves “Chug Avoda 77” (the 77 Working Circle).°* In a letter to Shimon 

Peres they explained that they sought “to create a national working circle” 

that would “endeavor to refresh the Labor Party and its ideological path.” 

They envisaged three primary courses of action: refining the party's ideol- 

ogy, public campaigning, and reforming the party's structure. They also 

supported “territorial compromise in the Sinai, the Golan, the West Bank 
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and Gaza,” and pledged to achieve “a constructive partnership between 

the intelligentsia ... and other strata [of the party's membership] such as 

farmers, laborers and youth.” They would also “assist in the building of a 

new leadership for the party which will reflect its new image.’? 

Peres had replaced Yitzhak Rabin as prime minister in the final days of 

the Labor regime.*° Unable to rescue the party from its 1977 defeat, Peres 

saw his main tasks as the renewal and reform of the party and promised 

to lead it to victory in 1981. He must have been pleased to receive the 

letter from Circle 77, which coincided with his own aspirations “to assure 

that the year 1977 will turn out to be a turning point which will lead to a 

renaissance in the organizational and ideological makeup of the Labor 

Party ... and will pave the way to the recapturing of its hegemony in the 

state and the Israeli society.’4! He invited a few of the leaders from Circle 

77 to join the party’s Central Committee, and two were even appointed 

observers to the powerful Central Bureau (Halishka).*2 

Circle 77 shared similar views with Peace Now activists on peace and 

security issues but pursued a broader agenda.** The young academics 

of Circle 77 published numerous papers on such diverse issues as the 

future of the powerful Israeli trade union Histadrut, the question of the 

separation of religion and state, and the method for selecting party can- 

didates to the Knesset. “We did not have large troops,” Amnon Sella 

remembered, “but we had a lot of prestige and heavy qualitative weight.” 

However, in the final analysis, Circle 77 was undercut by the Labor Party's 

politicos and defeated on all levels. Its candidate for the Knesset did not 

make it to a “safe” slot, and even in the fight for secondary positions on 

the local level—such as the position of the party secretary in Jerusa- 

lem—its candidate was easily defeated by a coalition of party 

apparatchiks. In these matters, long-standing personal and political loy- 

alties took precedence over other considerations. 

As the elections drew nearer, Circle 77 lobbied for a more dovish 

party platform. Similarly motivated, a group of a few hundred Peace 

Now activists demonstrated outside the hall where security issues were 

being debated and called on the party leadership to adopt an 

unambivalent peace policy.44 Unfortunately, “the overriding concern of 

the party leaders [was] the manipulative semblance of unity and avoid- 

ance of rift, rather than the honest groping with the real stuff and sub- 

stance of politics.”4° Neither those who fought inside nor those who 

shouted outside managed to soften the Labor Party’s platform on issues 

concerning the Arab-Israeli conflict. The party continued to adhere to 
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the Jordanian Option and the so-called territorial compromise, even 

though King Hussein continued to refrain from committing himself to 

any compromise along the lines envisaged in the Allon Plan. It seemed 

as if the Labor leadership could conceive of an agreement with the Pal- 

estinians only within the framework of a Palestinian-Jordanian political 

entity, which very few Palestinians would accept.*° 

Anyone But Likud! 

As the election campaign heated up, many Peace Now activists partici- 

pated in partisan struggles within their respective parties, and those who 

remained outside of party frameworks sought other means of participa- 

tion. A trend developed among left-wing activists to vote for the Labor 

Party rather than to dilute their collective strength by distributing their 

votes among the smaller parties on the left.4”7 The slogan “Anyone But 

Likud!” became popular within the peace movement. Some of the smaller 

leftist parties later claimed that this slogan cost them.many votes be- 

cause it was interpreted by their constituents as implying “Vote Labor!” 

As election day approached Begin rose to meet the occasion.48 He cam- 

paigned as aggressively as if he was still in the opposition fighting against 

the Labor establishment.4? Out of desperation he allowed his new minis- 

ter of finance, Yoram Aridor, to run an “elections economy” in which he 

expended scarce resources to bring about a temporary increase in the 

standard of living of many Israelis. The most visible result of Aridor's ploy 

was a proliferation of relatively inexpensive color televisions.5° 

Begin, who had personally assumed the minister of defense portfolio 

after Weizman’s resignation, took a hard line as tensions rose on Israel's 

northern border with Lebanon. On April 28, 1981, an Israeli aircraft shot 

down two Syrian helicopters over the town of Zahle. This triggered a 

crisis when Syria responded by introducing Soviet-made surface-to-air 

missiles into the Bekaa Valley.°! On June 7, 1981, three weeks before the 

elections, Israel attacked and destroyed Iraq's Osirak nuclear reactor.52 

Begin justified the attack as self-defense and argued that he had saved 

Israel from another Holocaust. The daring and tactically impressive air 

strike provided Begin with a resurgence of domestic popularity.55 

The election results produced a virtual draw, with an impressive show- 

ing for Labor but not enough to oust Likud. Labor gained fifteen seats, rising 

from thirty-two to forty-seven MKs. But Likud also increased its representa- 

tion, from forty-three to forty-eight seats, mostly from heavily Mizrachi 
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areas.>4 The smaller parties on the left virtually disappeared—Aloni’s Ratz 

party returning only one member, Shinui two, and Sheli not gaining enough 

votes to qualify for even one seat. Likud remained the largest faction in the 

Knesset, and only Begin was strong enough to form a coalition, which he 

did with the help of other right-wing and religious parties.5° 

In his new cabinet, Begin appointed Ariel Sharon minister of defense 

and Yitzhak Shamir minister of foreign affairs; both opposed the peace 

treaty with Egypt. Peace with Egypt had become a fact of life but gener- 

ated little hope for a comprehensive peace.5° 

Ariel Sharon, the Palestinians, and the PLO 

A sense of frustration overtook the peace movement, and for more than 

six months during the second half of 1981 Peace Now remained inac- 

tive. The movement's offices were deserted and meetings were rarely 

convened. Most of the activists now viewed the movement in nostalgic 

terms rather than as part of an ongoing crusade. Considering the pace 

of Sharon's settlement policy, it seemed there would be little to struggle 

for by the time the next elections arrived. 

With Egypt neutralized as a strategic threat, Sharon set his mind to 

ending—or at least reducing—the PLO’s influence in Palestinian poli- 

tics. This led to the pursuit of two objectives, the first military and the 

second political. The first was to eliminate the numerous bases that 

various Palestinian guerrilla factions had established in Lebanon after 

their 1970 expulsion from Jordan. The second objective was to counter 

the growing popularity of the PLO inside the occupied territories, where 

it had made impressive progress in politically mobilizing large numbers 

of Palestinians. 

Some Israelis criticized the Labor governments, and especially Dayan, 

for their policies in the territories, which had, in the critics’ opinion, 

weakened the pro-Hashemite elements in the Palestinian community 

and paved the way for the PLO’s gains.°” Shortly before the 1981 elec- 

tions Menachem Milson, an Israeli expert on early Islamic literature and 

philosophy, published an article in which he argued that the inroads 

made by the PLO had been assisted by Israel’s ignorance of the use of 

patronage in Arab politics.°® Milson was not a Likud supporter and 

actually seemed to be an advocate of the Jordanian Option supported by 

the Labor Party.°? His chief criticism of the policies implemented by La- 

bor leaders in the occupied territories during the 1970s was that, by not 

seeking to restrict PLO activities in the territories, they had unwittingly 
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aided the development of a rejectionist Palestinian attitude opposed to 

any peace proposal, including peace with Egypt. He emphasized the 

need for a political compromise that only Jordan and moderate Pales- 

tinians were capable of, but which could not be achieved as long as the 

PLO maintained its grip over the Palestinians, either by patronage or 

intimidation. 

It is unclear whether Sharon understood the intricacies of Milson’s views 

or was merely interested in his prognosis. “This situation,” Milson wrote, 

“was not inevitable, and is not irreversible.” There are ways, he argued, 

“to free the population of the territories from the grip of the PLO.”©° As 

minister of defense by the end of 1981, Sharon asked Milson to implement 

his ideas on the ground. Sharon’s first act was to separate the military 

aspects of the occupation from civilian matters. A new civil administra- 

tion was created and Milson was named its head on November 1, 1981.°! 

Milson implemented his policies in the territories with the help of 

Mustafa Dudin, a Palestinian who three years earlier had founded the 

Village League in Hebron. The league’s objectives were “the resolution 

of local disputes among villages, . . . [and] the encouragement of rural 

cooperatives, social and charitable societies which will work for the 

benefit of all villages.”©? Milson believed that the urban centers were 

already contaminated by PLO propaganda but that the rural population— 

70 percent of the Palestinian population in the occupied territories— 

might be more easily freed from the PLO’s grip. He invited Dudin to 

expand his Village League and create chapters in other villages across 

the West Bank. 

The military component of this policy, which included the suppression 

of pro-PLO elements, did not come under Milson’s authority, but inevita- 

bly intensified the cycle of violence. Palestinian mayors refused to coop- 

erate with the new civil administration and boycotted Milson. Merchants 

went on strike, students clashed with the Israeli military and police, and 

Dudin’s office in Hebron was attacked.®? Within the first two months of 

the new regime sixteen Palestinians were killed. Several leaders of the 

Village League, and Palestinians who publicly expressed support for the 

Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty, were assassinated by PLO agents.®4 

By the later part of 1981 Peace Now was in deep hibernation. How- 

ever, many activists viewed the deterioration of the situation in the 

occupied territories with growing concern and anger. At the end of 

November the Israeli authorities demolished three houses in Beit Sahour 

as a punishment to the families of students implicated in stone-throwing 
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and firebomb attacks on soldiers. Responding to the action, which 

seemed to them disproportionately harsh, some fifty Israelis traveled 

from Jerusalem to Beit Sahour to demonstrate their sympathy with the 

affected families and their opposition to the extreme measures. This 

spontaneous initiative was the first sign of Peace Now's reawakening.®° 

The Battle of Yamit 

According to the terms of the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty, the final re- 

treat of Israeli forces from Sinai was scheduled to take place on April 26, 

1982.°° This required the evacuation of a number of Israeli settlements 

on the soon-to-be Egyptian side of the Rafah Wedge, including the small 

town of Yamit. Many of the settlers were prepared to leave the homes 

they had built, and had negotiated with the government on the amount of 

compensation they would receive. Some of the more politically oriented 

settlers, especially a group of Gush Emunim loyalists headed by Rabbi 

Israel Ariel, planned to resist the transfer of the area to Egypt. 

In January 1982 a group of Gush Emunim leaders, along with some 

extremists from the Yamit area, formed the Movement to Stop the With- 

drawal from Sinai.°’ They were assisted by Geula Cohen's Tehiya Party 

and by followers of Meir Kahane, the explicitly racist American-born 

rabbi who founded the Jewish Defense League in Brooklyn in the late 

1960s and immigrated to Israel in the early 1970s. The movement's first 

act was to send a group of settlers to construct a new settlement in the 

area despite the imminent withdrawal date. As the evacuation drew 

nearer, they called on their supporters to go to Yamit and squat in houses 

that had already been deserted by their previous occupants. The three 

Knesset members from Tehiya moved to Yamit to lead the battle. 

In light of these developments, Peace Now’s dormant call-up system 

was reactivated. On January 21, 1982, a few hundred veterans and some 

new volunteers met at Kibbutz Ga’ash to outline a strategy for the 

movement's revival. It quickly became clear that it was undesirable to 

devote time and energy to protesting against the settlers in Yamit, be- 

cause for a change it was the settlers who were confronting the Begin 

government. Even Sharon, whose sympathy for the settlers’ objectives 

was well known, had to oppose their schemes, because as minister of 

defense he was responsible for the implementation of the final withdrawal 

of the Israeli forces. Thus, Peace Now decided to concentrate its efforts 

on the West Bank and Gaza Strip and on relations with the Palestinians. 
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On March 23, 1982, four senior reserve officers who had recently been 

responsible for implementing Sharon's policies in the occupied territories 

appeared (after their release from reserve duty) at a public meeting orga- 

nized by Peace Now in Jerusalem. The media reported their statements 

concerning atrocities committed as a consequence of Sharon’s oppres- 

sive methods. They blamed the defense minister for corrupting young 

Israeli soldiers by ordering them to clash with unarmed civilians. A few 

days later the movement took to the streets. Close to 100,000 demonstra- 

tors marched in Tel Aviv to protest Sharon's “iron fist” policy. This again 

demonstrated that when circumstances warranted, and there was ad- 

equate popular support, the movement could mobilize the masses. It also 

demonstrated the value of thé often mundane work the core group of 

activists concentrated on during less intense periods, which served to 

keep the name and network of Peace Now alive and allowed it to call on 

mass support when crises arose. The dedication of the inner circle of 

activists made this remarkable comeback possible after Peace Now's long 

period of stagnation. It also strengthened the resolve of the activists to 

preserve the movement as a permanent feature of Israeli politics. 

In the middle of April Sharon sealed the Yamit area and barred entry to 

civilians. Despite this the Movement to Stop the Withdrawal continued to 

send hundreds of youngsters to infiltrate the area. This led to repeated 

confrontations with the army—a politically painful state of affairs for 

Begin’s government. Inside Yamit about a thousand Zealots fortified them- 

selves in bunkers, on water towers, and on rooftops and defied repeated 

orders to leave the town. Sharon was left with no choice but to order the 

army to forcibly evacuate the remaining resisters. Scenes of physical con- 

frontation were televised daily and Israelis witnessed the unprecedented 

spectacle of soldiers clashing with Jewish civilians—a profoundly disturb- 

ing sight for many Israelis, even though there were no serious casualties. 

After all the civilians were removed from the area, and apparently 

without consulting the government, Sharon ordered the razing of all the 

buildings in Yamit and the neighboring villages.°® Many viewed this as 

an attempt by Sharon to create a scene of such devastation as to make 

Israelis recoil from the idea of a similar retreat from the West Bank and 

Gaza. The hysteria that surrounded the evacuation of Yamit transmitted 

a sense of insecurity throughout the ranks of Gush Emunim. “What im- 

pressed settler activists about the events of April 1982 was not how 

secure they saw the future of Israel's presence in Judea, Samaria and 

Gaza to be, but how tenuous; not how difficult it was for a government 
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to resist the pressure exerted by the settler lobby, but how easy; not how 

traumatic was the shock of withdrawal for Israelis, but how rapidly it 

could be assimilated and forgotten.”©? 

In a largely meaningless gesture, Prime Minister Begin solemnly de- 

clared to the Knesset that his government would not sign another treaty 

that included withdrawal from any territory in Eretz Yisrael or the re- 

moval of Jewish settlements.’? To demonstrate his commitment to the 

settling of Judea and Samaria, Sharon approved the establishment of a 

number of new settlements in the West Bank on Independence Day, 

May 28, 1982. Although the peace movement had abstained from in- 

volvement in the drama of Yamit, it sent activists to Judea and Samaria 

to demonstrate against the new settlements. In an effort to preempt 

Peace Now demonstrators Sharon ordered the territories closed. De- 

spite this the demonstrators managed to gain access to the area and 

disrupt the ceremonies at some of the new settlements. A few hundred 

peaceniks experienced the effects of tear gas for the first time when the 

IDF blocked their entrance to a settlement near Hebron. Palestinians 

from the outskirts of Hebron, who had experienced this suffocating feel- 

ing many times before, gave the demonstrators onion peels and drinks 

to help alleviate the effects of the gas.”! 

Sharon’s acts conformed with the apparent rationale of Begin’s strat- 

egy—to pay a high price in Sinai to free his hands in the West Bank and 

the Gaza Strip. The new settlements symbolized Begin’s commitment 

that the retreat from the Sinai would not be repeated elsewhere. Peace 

Now strongly disagreed with this rationale. The peaceniks did not be- 

lieve that Israel would receive carte blanche in the West Bank as a result 

of its substantial concessions to Egypt. On the contrary, they felt that 

peace with Egypt could be jeopardized by intransigence in the other 

areas. With the withdrawal from Sinai completed, the next act of the 

drama was now quickly unfolding not in the hills of Judea and Samaria 

but in the mountain ranges to Israel’s north. 





War in the Land of Cedars 
The Fragmentation of the Peace Movement 

Hit the Snake’s Head, Not Its Tail 

A de facto political and military alliance between Israel and Lebanon's 

Maronite Christians evolved amid the civil war in Lebanon, reaching a 

peak early in 1976.! The relationship developed on two levels. One level 

involved clandestine contacts between Israeli officials and the leaders 

of the Maronite community. Their meetings took place mostly in Chris- 

tian East Beirut and on Mount Lebanon, an area that during the late 

1970s effectively became a sovereign enclave controlled by the Pha- 

lange militia, the most important faction of the Lebanese Forces. 

The second level developed just across Israel’s northern border. Ma- 

jor Sa’d Haddad, a Lebanese army officer who was initially sent by his 

superiors to protect the Christian and Shi’a villages in the south, be- 

came in the mid-1970s for all practical purposes an extension of the 

Israeli army. After being cut off from the Lebanese army in the north, 

and facing the immediate dangers posed by the Palestinian forces de- 

ployed around the Christian enclaves in the south, he sought to fulfill his 

mission by establishing a relationship with the Israeli military deployed 

a few miles to the south. 

lows 
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Israel began to view Major Haddad as a surrogate, and supplied his 

troops with weapons and training. As the civil war continued in the north, 

and the Lebanese Army ceased to exist as an effective and unified force, 

Haddad declared the establishment of a separate military entity, which he 

called the South Lebanon Army (SLA).? Shimon Peres, then Israel's minis- 

ter of defense, named the international border between Israel and the small 

Haddad-controlled region in southeastern Lebanon the “Good Fence.” It 

was opened for human and commercial traffic in both directions.* 

In the past the Maronites had constituted the largest single confessional 

group in Lebanon. However, between 1945 and 1975 the Maronites gradu- 

ally lost power and influence to the Druse, the Sunni Muslims, and the Shi'a 

community, which was increasing in size and strength.° Added to this mix- 

ture was the growing Palestinian population concentrated in refugee camps 

throughout the country since 1948. The Palestinians possessed formidable 

and largely autonomous militias. The strength of the Palestinian guerrillas 

increased significantly after the PLO established a new base of operations 

against Israel in south Lebanon in the wake of its expulsion from Jordan in 

1970.6 By 1975 the Maronites were involved in a bitter civil war against the 

Palestinians and other Muslim militias, and turned to Israel for help. 

During Yitzhak Rabin’s first tenure as prime minister, between 1974 

and 1977, Israel was cautious, limiting its assistance to the Maronites to 

the provision of materiel and training. “We shall help you to help your- 

selves,” Rabin told former Lebanese president Camille Chamoun in a se- 

cret meeting.’ Seeing an opportunity to advance its own struggle against 

the Palestinian guerrillas, Israel transferred small arms and ammunition 

to the Maronites; Israeli intelligence officers frequently visited the 

Maronites, and some were even permanently stationed in Lebanon; and 

Lebanese Christians received training at Israeli military bases and wore 

Israeli-made uniforms.® 

The first Likud government, with Ezer Weizman as minister of de- 

fense, continued this cautious approach and refrained from direct inter- 

vention.’ Direct involvement was judged even more unwise after the 

Syrian army joined the Lebanese conflict in 1976. By 1977 Damascus 

controlled large areas in Lebanon, especially in the Bekaa Valley on the 

eastern slopes of Mount Lebanon. This created a potential second front 

for Israel in the event of a war with Syria. However, the Syrians adhered 

to unofficial “red line” agreements with Israel, according to which each 

side made known what actions by the other side would be viewed as 

unacceptable and could result in war. 
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With the Lebanese state effectively defunct and the country divided 

into clearly demarcated zones of influence, the PLO could conduct op- 

erations from a semiautonomous region in south Lebanon that had a 

contiguous border with Israel. Israeli retaliatory military actions against 

Palestinian bases in south Lebanon became more complicated as the 

possibility of a war with Syria became a central consideration. For their 

part, the Maronites were eager to pull Israel into the Lebanese imbro- 

glio as a counterbalance to Syria; the Maronites recognized that as long 

as Syria controlled large areas of their country they would not be able to 

reestablish their dominant position. 

Toward the end of 1979 Begin increased Israel's involvement in Leba- 

non by promising Camille Chamoun and Bashir Gemayel that he would 

order the Israeli Air Force into action against the Syrians if they con- 

ducted aerial attacks against the Maronites. In a show of force on July 8, 

1978, two Israeli Kfir jets overflew Beirut, “breaking the sound barrier 

and sending sonic booms crashing through the city, shattering windows 

and daunting faint hearts.”!° 

The Israeli defense establishment had its view of the Lebanon situa- 

tion radically altered after Ariel Sharon was appointed minister of de- 

fense in Begin’s second government, following the 1981 elections. Sharon 

believed that PLO dominance among the Palestinians could and should 

be reduced or even eliminated. Sharon reasoned that as long as the PLO 

had an autonomous base in south Lebanon from which it could launch 

guerrilla operations and influence the Palestinians, attempts to under- 

cut its position in the occupied territories would fail. The elimination of 

the PLO presence in Lebanon, Sharon argued, would thus help facilitate 

the implementation of Begin’s autonomy plan envisaged in Camp David, 

and turn it into a permanent settlement of the Palestinian issue with 

Israel maintaining control of the West Bank and Gaza Strip. 

By the early 1980s the PLO had established quasi sovereignty in and 

around most of the refugee camps south of Beirut and around Tripoli in 

the north. Even their Lebanese allies wondered if the Palestinians were 

not trying to carve an alternative homeland for themselves in Lebanon.!! 

An elaborate system of Palestinian social, medical, cultural, and admin- 

istrative services replaced the now-defunct bureaucracy of the Leba- 

nese government in the refugee camps. New offices filled with Palestin- 

ian bureaucrats became increasingly visible, particularly around the 

Fakhani neighborhood south of downtown Beirut, where most Palestin- 

ian organizations were headquartered. !2 
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The expansion of the Palestinians’ political autonomy in Lebanon was 

naturally followed by the enhancement of their military capabilities. The 

PLO transformed itself from bands of guerrilla units into a force that looked 

more like a regular army. For the first time the PLO incorporated heavy 

(albeit mostly outdated) equipment into its frontline units. Older models 

of Soviet tanks, field artillery, antiaircraft guns, and mobile Katyusha rocket 

launchers were now part of the PLO arsenal.!° While these weapons could 

have an impact on the internecine fighting in Lebanon, they were no match 

for the Israeli army in combat. Nevertheless, they provided the PLO with a 

significant nuisance capability. 

Fierce exchanges of artillery, mortar, and Katyusha shells between 

the PLO and the IDF along Israel's northern border in summer 1981 pre- 

sented Israeli military strategists with a new dilemma. Previously Israel 

had retaliated for Palestinian guerrilla raids and terrorist attacks abroad 

by artillery shelling and aerial attacks against Palestinian bases in Leba- 

non. The PLO’s new military capability enabled it to respond to Israeli 

attacks in kind. While Israeli artillery and aerial attacks wreaked havoc 

on villages and refugee camps in south Lebanon, they could not stop 

the Palestinian retaliatory shelling, which caused much damage and 

considerable panic among Israeli civilians in the north. 

After extensive negotiations President Reagan’s special envoy, Philip 

Habib, mediated a cease-fire agreement between Israel and the PLO in 

July 1981.'4 The quasi recognition of the PLO by Israel implied by this agree- 

ment reflected the political and military progress made by the PLO during 

the previous decade. Israeli military planners recognized that if fighting 

resumed, a major land operation to remove the PLO from south Lebanon 

and destroy its military capability would be necessary. The traditional means 

of retaliation now seemed to be ineffective.'S Additionally, Sharon became 

convinced that if the goal were to eliminate the PLO as a military and 

political force, its headquarters in Fakhani had to be destroyed as well.!® 

For Sharon, Israel's intensified relationship with the Maronites and 

the new dilemma presented by PLO’s military buildup converged. By the 

fall of 1981 he seemed determined to undertake the military assault code- 

named Operation Big Pines. Operation Big Pines was designed to in- 

vade Lebanon, destroy PLO positions in south Lebanon, advance north 

to Beirut, converge with the Lebanese forces along the Beirut-Damascus 

highway, and eventually push the Syrians out of the country.!7 The po- 

litical outcome of this operation was designed to facilitate the election 

of Bashir Gemayel as president of Lebanon; he would in turn conclude a 

peace treaty with Israel.'* Sharon must have been impressed by Gemayel, 
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who objected to a more limited Israeli war plan aimed only at putting 

Israel's northern settlements beyond the range of Palestinian artillery. 

Gemayel insisted, “You must hit the snake on its head, not on its tail!’”!? 

Peace for Galilee 

Sharon eagerly awaited the opportunity to launch Operation Big Pines. 

Because the plan did not yet have adequate support within the govern- 

ment, he sought to provoke a situation that would make the invasion of 

Lebanon inevitable. Toward this end, he believed that repeated air strikes 

on Palestinian targets in Lebanon would eventually provoke the PLO 

into retaliating by shelling northern Israel. The government would then 

be forced to take action and launch a ground assault into Lebanon. 

During the winter and spring of 1982 the PLO carefully abided by the 

terms of the cease-fire agreement mediated by Habib the previous sum- 

mer, presumably fearful of an Israeli ground invasion of southern Leba- 

non.2° When, on April 21, 1982, an Israeli soldier was killed by a land 

mine north of the Israeli border in the zone controlled by Major Haddad, 

the cabinet finally acceded to Sharon’s pressure and authorized a few 

limited air strikes, but the PLO abstained from any military response. On 

May 13 the cabinet again ordered air strikes and the PLO returned fire 

this time, but the shelling was inaccurate and caused only minor dam- 

age. In comparison to its destructive shelling the previous summer, the 

PLO seemed to be doing its best to miss.?! 

Individuals both within and outside the government advised Begin 

against taking rash steps. Many used the media to openly criticize the 

plan to invade Lebanon, which by this time had become a well-publi- 

cized and highly controversial secret. Labor Party leaders objected to 

sending the Israeli army to undertake a largely political task for which 

there was no national consensus. While they agreed with Likud that the 

presence of Palestinian forces in the areas contiguous to Israel repre- 

sented a genuine security problem, Labor leaders believed that the in- 

volvement of Israeli forces further to the north (especially around Beirut 

and the Beirut-Damascus highway) was designed more to serve Maronite 

interests than to satisfy legitimate Israeli security requirements.?2 

Peace Now, of course, adamantly opposed such schemes. On May 16, 

1981, at the height of the intensive artillery exchanges in the north, Peace 

Now had organized a demonstration against the increasing likelihood of a 

war in Lebanon. But in the spring of 1982 Peace Now discovered that it was 

difficult to mobilize people against a plan that Begin regularly denied existed. 
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The fact that the plan addressed, at least partially, a genuine national secu- 

rity concern also made the protest harder to sell to the general public.” 

For its part, the Reagan administration warmed Israel against unilateral 

action in Lebanon, but the language used by U.S. Secretary of State Alexander 

Haig was ambiguous. In February 1982 Begin sent General Yehoshua Saguy, 

the chief of military intelligence, to solicit American understanding if Israel 

decided to invade Lebanon. Haig responded with the requirement that “there 

be a major, internationally recognized provocation.’”4 Sharon himself went 

to Washington in May 1982 and met with Haig.*° The secretary of state 
reiterated what he had told General Saguy, adding that if Israel was obliged 

to attack Lebanon it should act swiftly and precisely. Sharon apparently 

emerged from this meeting with the impression that an adequate provoca- 

tion was all that was required.”° A letter sent by Haig to Begin a few days 

later did little to dispel the Israeli leaders’ impression that the United States 

would not be averse to an Israeli offensive in Lebanon?’ 
The Palestinian provocation came on June 3, 1982, when a gunman 

from the Abu Nidal group, a renegade Palestinian faction, shot and se- 

verely wounded Shlomo Argov, the Israeli ambassador to London. This 

attack caused outrage among Israelis, who on the whole do not differ- 

entiate between the various Palestinian factions. This attack gave Sharon 

the opportunity to successfully press for a resolution in the cabinet to 

begin massive air strikes against targets in Lebanon. This time, despite 

the likely Israeli response, Arafat ordered massive shelling of towns and 

villages throughout northern Israel. 

Sharon had found the “major, internationally recognized provoca- 

tion” he wanted, and he received a green light from the cabinet to launch 

an offensive now named “Operation Peace for the Galilee.” A mobiliza- 

tion of reserve military units was under way. Government ministers and 

Labor leaders were summoned to a special briefing and told that the 

offensive would be limited to a “cleaning up” operation against the PLO 

in an area forty kilometers north of the border. Furthermore, they were 

told that strict orders had been issued not to engage the Syrians.?® With 

these assurances, the Labor Party gave its endorsement to the assault.29 

The Committee against the War in Lebanon 
> 

The plan to invade Lebanon was well known to Peace Now activists by the 

winter of 1982. Some of the soldiers who had signed the Officers’ Letter in 

1978 had risen to become battalion commanders or held high staff posi- 

tions in military reserve units. As such they were involved in military 
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planning and preparations. Israel's security situation, and the possibility of 

an invasion of Lebanon, was debated within the peace movement for some 

time. The consensus opinion was that no justification existed for a large- 

scale military initiative. This view was made known to the government in 

a number of informal meetings, but Sharon was not going to be dissuaded.*° 

When the war began many of the movement's activists were mobilized 

and they often led their units into combat.?! During the early days of the 

war there was wide public support for the operation, including among the 

soldiers at the front. In light of the massive shelling of towns and villages 

across the upper Galilee, many Israelis felt that an operation against the 

Palestinian guerrillas in the southern part of Lebanon had become inevi- 

table. Begin’s assurances that the operation would involve only an area 

forty kilometers north of the border further solidified public support.°? 

While many Peace Now activists were aware that Sharon’s ultimate 

design went far beyond the stated forty-kilometer limit, it was difficult to 

counter prevailing public opinion.*° There was also the widely shared 

feeling that, during a period of active hostilities, soldiers are due full pub- 

lic support, and that second-guessing the military is unseemly, at the least. 

This can be explained by the unwavering loyalty of the overwhelming 

majority of Israelis to the security of Israel in general and the IDF in par- 

ticular. Because almost all Israelis pass through the ranks of the IDF they 

are aware of the importance of doing nothing that might undermine the 

effectiveness and discipline of the IDF while it is engaged in combat. There- 

fore, during the first days of the war, Peace Now activists at the front sent 

urgent messages back to their friends in Israel requesting that they not 

undertake any actions “as long as soldiers are still being killed in battle.”*4 

Despite these requests some activists critical of Peace Now’s hesitance 

refused to accept the plea for restraint and within a few days had initiated 

a petition against the war and collected several thousand signatures. They 

also organized a demonstration in Tel Aviv under the slogan, “Dai!” 

(Enough!). This ad hoc group, which called itself the Committee against 

the War in Lebanon, made it clear that it was independent of Peace Now 

and did not speak on behalf of any other organization.%° 

Many of the individuals who formed the committee were not new to 

the Israeli political scene. The nucleus included members of the old Com- 

munist Party, Siah (the Israeli New Left), and other independent intellec- 

tuals. In the early 1970s this group had congregated around an English- 

language publication called Israleft, which translated articles from the 

Hebrew press and sent them to politicians and intellectuals on the Euro- 

pean and American left. Aware of their marginality in the Israeli political 
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scene, the members of this group did not presume to build a mass move- 

ment. Instead they preferred to create informal committees around spe- 

cific issues and exert influence among the Israeli left and within the broader 

peace movement.*© The “committee” format allowed for coalition build- 

ing with other more or less formal groups, and it kept the group transitory 

in nature and thus always able to focus on a timely issue.°/ 

Members of these committees often participated in Peace Now dem- 

onstrations as well, but took a more radical position on most issues. By 

the mid-1970s they had advocated the opening of a dialogue with the 

PLO and the establishment of a Palestinian state alongside Israel. Some 

activists even accepted the demands of the Palestinian left to create a 

“democratic secular state” for both Jews and Arabs on the basis of civil 

equality. “The gap between us and Peace Now was ideological,” recalled 

Judy Blank, a central figure in the committees whose house was frequently 

used for meetings between Israeli and Palestinian intellectuals. “Peace 

Now activists were close to the Israeli establishment and wanted to influ- 

ence it from the inside. We came from the critical margin. The difference 

was not social, since most of both groups came from the intellectual up- 

per-middle class. The difference could be described by the German idiom 

Sitz in Leben [position in life]. Most of us went to Peace Now demonstra- 

tions, but this was not enough for us. . . . Also the Israeli Arabs, who did 

not feel at home with the emphatically patriotic atmosphere of Peace 

Now, preferred to be active in the ‘committees.’ We were able to mobilize 

many Israeli Arabs, which made our demonstrations look more massive.’°8 

Most of the demonstrations organized by these informal committees 

of the 1970s attracted far fewer participants than did those staged by Peace 

Now. But at the beginning of the war in Lebanon, when Peace Now dragged 

its feet, the Committee against the War in Lebanon drew many Peace 

Now sympathizers to a demonstration of 30,000 people in the main square 

in Tel Aviv. This turnout was a surprise also to the committee members 

themselves, and showed that Peace Now was not the only game in town. 

It reflected a fragmentation within the peace movement and demonstrated 

that the calls for peace were often spoken with different voices. 

What Do We Kill For? What Are We Being Killed For? 

Sharon's thinly veiled secret soon became known to all. Troops landed 

from the sea in the area of Damour, halfway between Saida and Beirut, 

during the early hours of the operation. This was far north of the forty- 
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kilometer limit Begin had used to justify the operation. While this particu- 

lar assault could be seen as a necessary tactical maneuver, the arrival of 

Israeli paratroopers and forward armor units at the outskirts of Beirut on 

the fifth day of the war left little doubt as to what Sharon and Chief of Staff 

Raphael Eitan had in mind.°? On the eighth day of the fighting, June 13, 

contrary to government decisions and Sharon's own assurances to the 

cabinet, forward units joined up with the forces of Bashir Gemayel in 

Ba’abda, near the presidential palace above West Beirut. 

By this time fighting with the Syrians had approached the level of a full- 

scale war. Cease-fire agreements mediated by Philip Habib were repeat- 

edly broken. Apprehension increased among Israeli government minis- 

ters as a growing number realized that Sharon was misleading and 

manipulating them into approving his private war plans through piece- 

meal requests that incrementally changed the strategic situation and led 

the ministers to authorize actions they had originally opposed.4° One min- 

ister told Sharon with sarcastic humor, “Arik, perhaps you'll be good enough 

to tell us what you're going to ask us to approve the day after tomorrow so 

that you can secure what you're going to ask us to approve tomorrow.’”4! 

The cabinet, and to a growing degree the military, faced a moral and 

political dilemma. There was a growing realization that Sharon and Eitan 

had deceived the leadership and the nation and were dragging Israel into 

a war it had not bargained for. Peace Now activists serving at the front 

reported to their friends back in Israel about the shocking discrepancies 

between what they had heard Sharon, Eitan, and military spokesmen state 

on the radio and what they had seen with their own eyes.*? Israelis also 

became aware of the great damage done to their country’s image in inter- 

national public opinion by extensive television reporting of the atrocious 

scenes caused by a war in such a densely populated area.4% 

At long last Peace Now decided to launch a large public protest. Ten 

days after the beginning of the fighting, the movement published a decla- 

ration in the major newspapers, demanding an immediate end to the 

war, and asking, “What are we killing for? What are we being killed for?’44 
As the war continued and the siege of Beirut deepened, Peace Now orga- 

nized a major demonstration in Tel Aviv on June 26. Twenty days into the 

war, popular opposition had become strong enough to draw more than 

100,000 angry and frustrated demonstrators into the streets.49 

Despite Peace Now’s reawakening, some activists did not forget its 

hesitation and procrastination at the beginning of the war. In their eyes, 

Peace Now had lost much of its moral authority, and they decided that 
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in the future they would act alone if Peace Now did not play a more 

active role.46 By the end of June Peace Now found itself under fire from 
both sides. The left criticized it for its inactivity at the beginning of the 

war, and the right accused it of “stabbing Israel in the back.”4” Likud and 

other Sharon supporters countered Peace Now’s demonstration with an 

even larger gathering at the same venue on July 17. Yasser Arafat praised 

the Peace Now demonstration from his bunker in Beirut, thus making it 

easy for Sharon and his supporters to label the activists collaborators 

and question their loyalty to the state. 

Yesh Gvul 

Conscientious objectors and draft resisters were a rare phenomenon dur- 

ing Israel's first three decades.*® The few cases that did occur generally 

involved philosophical pacifists who objected to war in itself, and did not 

necessarily pass judgment on the specific political circumstances or mer- 

its of a particular war.4? Most Israelis, however, agreed that the wars Is- 

rael had to fight were wars of national defense dictated by their country’s 

enemies and fought for lack of an alternative. Furthermore, memories of 

the Holocaust fueled a desire to be militarily strong and act decisively.°° 

Consequently, draft resistance remained a largely unknown phenomenon. 

The political and moral divisions cut through Israel by the war in Leba- 

non, however, brought the limits of obedience into question for the first 

time. The shock this war caused within Israeli society, especially among 

its intellectual elite, was psychological and moral as well as political. 

Sharon's manipulation of information had undermined a foundation 

of Israeli civic obedience. The deceptions perpetrated on the govern- 

ment and the people by protagonists of the war, followed by the ab- 

sence of parliamentary accountability, led Israelis of all political persua- 

sions to ask in what instances citizens can or should resist orders.>! The 

use of the army for the pursuit of questionable political objectives eroded 

the previously unquestioned obedience to military orders. 

Selective refusal by some to participate in military duties, based on po- 

litical and moral considerations, had begun among Peace Now activists in 

the spring of 1981. Ishai Menuchin, a reserve company commander, Yehuda 

Meltzer, a philosophy teacher at Tel Aviv University, and others sent a 

letter to the prime minister (who at that time also served as defense min- 

ister) requesting that they not be sent to serve in the occupied territories 

when mobilized for their annual reserve duties. Peace Now did not agree 
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to officially sanction the letter, and the issue became a source of heated 

discussions within the movement when the war in Lebanon began.°2 

A few days after the war began, and its false pretenses and high costs 

became clearer, a letter was sent to Sharon regarding service in Leba- 

non. As with the earlier letter to the prime minister, it was formulated as 

a request rather than a demand or a unilateral notice of refusal to serve. 

The letter stated: 

We, officers and soldiers in reserve service, appeal to you not to send us to 
Lebanon, since we can endure no more! We killed too many and too many 

of us were killed in this war. We conquered too much, we blew up and 
destroyed too much. What for? It is now clear that by means of this war 
you are trying to solve the Palestinian problem militarily, but there is no 
military solution to the problem of a nation. You are trying to impose a 
new order on the ruins of Lebanon, to spill our blood and the blood of 
others in favor of the Phalange. We did not join the Israel Defense Forces 
for this purpose. You lied to us! You spoke of a 40-kilometer line, but you 
actually intended to reach a line 40 kilometers from Damascus and to en- 
ter Beirut. Again the vicious circle of occupation-resistance-suppression is 
awaiting us. Instead of peace to the Galilee you have brought about a war, 
the end of which may not yet be seen. This war, these lies, this occupation 
has no national consent! Bring the soldiers back home! We took an oath to 
defend the peace and security of the State of Israel. We remain loyal to this 
oath. Therefore, we appeal to you to enable us to serve our reserve duty 
inside the boundaries of the State of Israel, not on the soil of Lebanon.*4 

During the first two weeks of the fighting in Lebanon a few hundred 

soldiers signed the petition, but no one actually refused mobilization 

orders. However, when a cease-fire was declared (despite the fact that 

the siege of Beirut and the heavy shelling of the Palestinian camps in 

West Beirut continued), the request was replaced by a blunt refusal, and 

soldiers began going to military jails for refusing service in Lebanon.*4 

A new group, Yesh Gvul, organized to support those who refused to 

serve in Lebanon. The Hebrew term yesh gvul has two meanings: “there 

is a limit” and “there is a border.” The name was chosen because it 

referred both to the principle of obedience and to the refusal to serve for 

any reason other than in defense of the borders of the State of Israel. 

Yesh Gvul never became a mass movement. During the first year of 

the IDF’s encampment around Beirut some 100 soldiers refused orders 

to go north, and about 2,000 others signed a petition to show their sup- 

port for the group’s aims.°° The symbolic impact of the new phenom- 

enon was significant. A retired general observed, “The main achieve- 

ment of disobedience was that the government understood, at long last, 

that success in war is not measured only by its tangible results but also 
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in what was left of it in the consciousness of the people.’°¢ “The shatter- 

ing of the traditional norms of Israel's political culture,” wrote another 

observer, “triggered to a large degree the need for renewal of political 

symbols.” The relatively small number who actually refused did not 

matter greatly because “in order to undermine the validity of certain 

codes of political communication it is often enough to deny publicly the 

existence of an unquestionable consensus and its validity. Even a tiny 

minority may subvert the status of such codes, and their total common 

acceptability, which are so vital for the very existence of any communi- 

cative code.”°’ The intense media coverage given over the years to this 

handful of “refusers” also testified to their symbolic impact. 

A heated debate on the issue of draft refusal took place within the 

peace movement, for Yesh Gvul presented a challenge to the movement's 

customary mode of operation. Unlike the “committees,” which had ex- 

plicitly positioned themselves to the left politically and ideologically, Yesh 

Gvul did not differ greatly from Peace Now in its political orientations. 

Moreover, many of the refusers were Peace Now activists.°8 Their ac- 

tions, however, challenged the self-restraint that Peace Now had im- 

posed on its selection of tactics and methods of protest. 

Traditionally Peace Now had refrained from blatantly confrontational 

tactics. At times activists approached the limits of legality, but as a rule 

did not transgress them.5? The argument for showing restraint was that 

once Peace Now had broken the law it would not only move outside the 

national mainstream but also legitimize law breaking by its opponents 

on the right, who might have benefited more than the left from such tac- 

tics.©° Yesh Gvul challenged these assumptions and in the process risked 

implicating Peace Now, which was obliged to defend itself and publicly 

distance itself from those who crossed the boundaries of legality. Yet Peace 

Now sought to do this without delegitimizing the refusers. The refusers’ 

right to resist orders that they felt they could no longer obey, and their 

readiness to pay the associated price, had to be upheld. The Nuremberg 

trials in 1945-46 had established the principle that a moral limit to obedi- 

ence did indeed exist, and the Eichmann trial in Jerusalem itself was a 

living memory for many Israelis. The controversy surrounded the ques- 

tion of at what point this limit was reached. “Philosophically there cer- 

tainly is a limit to obedience, and circumstances may be created in which 

we too may decide to disobey,” declared a Peace Now spokesman in an 

attempt to clarify the movement's position vis-a-vis Yesh Gvul. “Despite 

its bitter critique of the invasion of Lebanon, Peace Now does not think 
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that this limit has been reached. Yesh Gvul is not our rival. In many ways 

they are a piece of our flesh and bones. Sharon and Begin have to be 

blamed for creating the circumstances which have pushed some people 

to feel that they have reached the limit. Individuals may have the right to 

resist orders they feel they cannot live with, as long as they are ready to 

pay the price. But as a movement, as a collective, Peace Now is not ready 

to adopt disobedience as its official line.”®! 

A Brigade Commander Quits 

During June and July 1982 the fighting on the outskirts of Beirut and on 

the Beirut-Damascus highway continued intermittently. By the end of 

June battles with Syrian forces erupted in Bhamdun, east of Beirut, and 

in the area north of Lake Qar’un near the Syrian border. Israeli casual- 

ties grew daily, and despite military censorship the people back home 

became aware of the havoc the war had wrought over vast areas of 

southern Lebanon. Yet at this stage even the war's critics recognized 

the strategic gains that were being achieved by removing the PLO from 

its bases in southern Lebanon, and the potential gain that could be 

achieved by ousting the PLO from Beirut.® Yitzhak Rabin referred to the 

situation Sharon and Begin had dragged Israel into as a plonter (a Yid- 

dish word for a knot that is difficult to untangle), but even he recognized 

that now that the IDF had “arrived at the outskirts of Beirut and put a 

siege on it in order to force out the guerrillas, the inability to achieve 

this aim will practically amount to a political and psychological defeat 

for Israel.” He advised against an assault on West Beirut but supported 

other measures such as “tightening the siege by cutting from time to 

time the water and electricity supply.”©3 U.S. Secretary of State Haig fa- 

vored a solution that would “ultimately see all foreign forces out of Leba- 

non,” and made it clear that he desired the PLO’s departure from Beirut. 

Arafat attempted to negotiate the best deal possible for the PLO. He 

was ready to relinquish his position in the besieged city contingent upon a 

number of preliminary conditions, not the least of which was his demand 

that the Palestinian militias be permitted to leave with their weapons, and 

only after the Israeli forces retreated five kilometers and relieved the siege.® 

For Sharon and Eitan, humiliation of the PLO was the name of the 

game. Their ultimate objective being to deal a death blow to the PLO as 

a military and political factor in the Middle East, Sharon and Eitan pre- 

ferred a direct assault on the city and tightened the siege on West Beirut 



150 / IN Pursuit oF PEACE 

through constant shelling and other measures.® Negotiations for the 

PLO’s departure, and the search for Arab states that would accept the 

evacuated guerrillas, were conducted by American envoy Habib.°’ 

Sharon, convinced that the PLO was attempting to play for time and to 

avoid having to relinquish its bases in Beirut, readied for a ground at- 

tack on the southern part of West Beirut, where most of the Palestinian 

guerrillas and civilians were concentrated. Toward the end of July IDF 

commanders were instructed to prepare for an imminent attack. These 

orders were received with growing unease. The local commanders esti- 

mated that an attack on West Beirut would result in a high number of 

IDF casualties as well as casualties among Palestinian and Lebanese 

civilians. Many did not consider the cost worthwhile.® 

Upon receiving the order to prepare for the attack, Colonel Eli Geva, 

a commander of an armor brigade, asked to be relieved of his com- 

mand. He said he could not give orders to his soldiers that would entail 

“the killing of entire families.”©? This was an unprecedented event in IDF 

history. Chief of Staff Eitan tried to portray the case as an isolated event 

and personal matter for Colonel Geva, but it was clear to the public and 

within the ranks of the IDF that the colonel was merely the first to step 

forward. He represented the growing doubts of many soldiers regarding 

the moral justification and political wisdom of the entire war. “It seemed 

to many of the soldiers stationed on the heights around Beirut that the 

IDF's self-image as a defensive force was being demolished along with 

entire neighborhoods in Beirut. . . . The IDF’s sense of moral propriety 

was being overwhelmed by an unqualified dependence on force.”7° 

Begin could no longer deny the war's broader political objectives, 

and began to employ a different approach. In a lecture to the graduates 

of the Staff and Command College in August, while the siege of Beirut 

was still being waged, he argued that “there is no precept to fight only 

wars of no choice. . . . To the contrary, a free nation, which hates war, 

loves peace, and cares for its security must create conditions in which 

the choice will remain in its hands. And if a war must be waged, it should 

not be a war of last resort.’7! 

The Hebrew term milchemet ein breira—literally, “a war without a 

choice,” and essentially comparable to “a war of last resort’—implies that 

Israel should use its military forces only when there is no.other option, or 

when refraining from the use of force might threaten Israel’s security. 

“Our philosophy,” said Yitzhak Rabin, “is that the destiny of the Israeli 

Army should be, as its name implies, only defensive. . . . This dictates the 
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conclusion that IDF should not be employed in a self-initiated offensive 

operation which is not directly connected to the security needs of Israel.’”72 

Unlike the concept of “just war,” which can be defined according to 

widely understood criteria, the notion of “a war without a choice” is es- 

sentially subjective. General Aharon Yariv, a former cabinet minister and 

head of military intelligence, observed that after six wars in less than four 

decades, “the people of Israel wanted to be convinced that the threat to 

the security of the state was real and immediate enough not to leave 

another choice but to fight.””? The national consensus that had supported 

the removal of the PLO’s capability to herass northern Israel splintered 

when the IDF pushed deep into Lebanon. “Public protest and disagree- 

ment were triggered not in response to the decision to start a war to 

secure the peace of the Galilee,” Yariv concluded, “but in response to the 

unrevealed goals the architects of the operation have set for themselves, 

and in response to the crooked way the war was managed and the dis- 

honesty perpetrated on the public and on the cabinet. . . . These corroded 

the sense of justice a large part of the public had at the beginning.””4 

Parents against Silence 

The initial support within the IDF for the war's objectives rapidly eroded 

among a growing number of soldiers, even those on the front lines. Soon 

after the first soldiers were released from duty and returned to Israel their 

anger and opposition became public. At the beginning of July two sol- 

diers who had returned from the front decided that they could not keep 

silent anymore and organized a vigil across from the prime minister's 

office in Jerusalem. Soon other soldiers joined them under the name “Sol- 

diers against Silence,” calling for Sharon’s dismissal as minister of de- 

fense and for an immediate end to the war. They expressed their anger at 

the misleading reporting by the IDF spokesmen and what they viewed as 

the immorality of IDF’s continued presence in Lebanon. “We entered the 

war clean and come out of it soiled in blood spilled in vain,” said one 

soldier who spoke in the first large rally the new group held.’° 

At about the same time, and initially independently of the soldiers’ 

initiative, a few mothers of soldiers who were fighting in Lebanon also 

spoke out. Among them was Naomi Bentsur, a communications con- 

sultant and the wife of a senior Israeli diplomat. She recalled: 

My son was a tank driver in an armor unit which was first to penetrate 
Lebanon and first to arrive on the Beirut-Damascus highway. When my son 
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came for a few hours’ leave from Lebanon he told me that they had received 
from the outset an order to drive their tanks as long as there was fuel. This 
meant by far more than forty kilometers. I felt betrayed. They took my son 
and then lied to us about the purpose of all that. I felt thoroughly depressed. 
He did not know why and where he was sent to fight. We took our son to the 
railway station to bid him farewell and pictures I had seen of the First World 
War came to my mind. This was not like previous wars Israel had to fight. I 
called a few of my friends whose children were also in Lebanon and we 
decided to protest. We remembered the dictum “When truth is silent, silence 
is a lie," and decided to call our group “Parents against Silence.” We never 
thought at the outset that we would have to struggle so long, but eventually 
we continued our activities for three years, until the final retreat.’° 

Their first demonstration took place in front of the prime minister's 

office less than three weeks after the beginning of the war.’’ During the 

planning the organizers discovered parents in other cities and town who 

were fashioning similar initiatives. Shoshana Shmueli, a history teacher 

from Tel Aviv, organized a vigil near the Ministry of Defense and pub- 

lished a letter criticizing the government’s actions. The various groups 

decided to unite their efforts. 

Massacre 

Early in August 1982, as relations between Israel and the United States 

became increasingly strained,’® Israel intensified its shelling and aerial 

bombardment of West Beirut. Sensing that his bargaining position had 

weakened, Arafat dropped his demand that Israeli forces retreat before 

the evacuation of PLO forces began. However, he insisted that an inter- 

national force supervise the evacuation in which PLO forces would be 

permitted to leave with their personal weapons. He also sought guaran- 

tees for the safety of the Palestinians remaining in the refugee camps.’? 

During the course of these negotiations the Americans made arrange- 

ments with several Middle Eastern countries to accept departing PLO 

guerrillas.°° On August 21 an international peacekeeping force was de- 

ployed in West Beirut and around the harbor, and seventy days after the 

Israeli invasion the first PLO contingent left Beirut by ship bound for 

Cyprus.®! During the following two weeks 8,856 Palestinian guerrillas 

and 6,062 Syrian soldiers who were also trapped in West Beirut departed 

either by sea or overland to Syria.8* The international media were on 
hand to televise the evacuation, and despite the obvious military defeat 

the PLO had suffered at the hands of Israel, the PLO fighters departed 

Beirut in an atmosphere of victorious celebration. An observer noted, 
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“The 60,000 shells and countless bombs that had rained down on Beirut 

had not buried the PLO.”8$ 
Israeli forces continued to encircle West Beirut after the evacuation 

but did not enter that part of the city. On September 1, ten days after the 

last Palestinian fighter left, the multinational peacekeeping force also 

departed. West Beirut remained a no-man’s-land where different Leba- 

nese militias, including some residual Palestinians, continued to pro- 

vide security for their respective communities.®4 

After several delays Lebanon's parliament convened and elected 

Bashir Gemayel, the commander of the Maronite Lebanese Forces, as 

president. Sharon must have viewed this as the successful culmination 

of Operation Big Pines and a vindication of his strategy. In any event, he 

had little time to relish his victory, for Gemayel was killed on September 

14 in a bomb attack carried out by a Syrian agent at the Phalange’s 

Ashrafieh headquarters where Bashir regularly held meetings.®° 

Upon receiving this news Sharon ordered Israeli forces to enter West 

Beirut and seize the main road junctions, but to refrain from entering the 

Palestinian refugee camps.8¢ An IDF spokesman announced that the ac- 

tion sought “to prevent possible serious events and to assure calm.”°7 

What the spokesman did not disclose to the public was that Sharon and 

Chief of Staff Eitan had encouraged the Phalange militia to enter the Pal- 

estinian refugee camps to “cleanse” them of the Palestinian guerrillas 

who remained after the evacuation.’* During the prolonged siege of Beirut, 

when the Palestinian guerrillas were still in the city, Sharon and Eitan had 

repeatedly urged Gemayel to take a more active role in the fighting. The 

Phalange, however, considered that it needed to save its forces for future 

battles, and relied on the IDF. Now that the Palestinians in the refugee 

camps were practically defenseless after the PLO evacuation—and now 

with a murder to avenge—the Phalange agreed to move in.°? 

During the 36 hours from the evening of September 16 to the morn- 

ing of September 18 the Phalangists perpetrated ‘a massacre of civilians, 

including women and children, in the Sabra and Shatila refugee camps. 

There were early indications available to Israeli officers stationed in the 

vicinity of the camps that a massacre was under way. Nevertheless, the 

local commanders did not issue orders to stop the advance of the Pha- 

lange into the camps until the afternoon of Friday, September 17.7° By 

the evening of September 16, if not much earlier, both Sharon and Eitan 

knew that a bloodbath was under way, although the scope of the mas- 

sacre was not yet clear. In a further meeting between the commanders 
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of the Phalange and Eitan it was agreed that the Phalange would leave 

the camps by Saturday morning, September 18.7! 
After the Phalange exited the camps the Red Cross and journalists 

entered and discovered a macabre scene. Some six hundred to eight 

hundred civilians, including at least five dozen women and children, had 

been killed and their bodies strewn through the streets.?? Although it 

soon became evident that the massacre was perpetrated by the Pha- 

lange with no direct involvement of Israeli soldiers, it was also clear that 

Israel could not dissociate itself from its responsibility for what had oc- 

curred, nor could it deny that it was at some level guilty of complicity.” 

Furor 

Horror and outrage characterized the response of the international com- 

munity to the scenes of brutality in the camps.” A similar reaction was 

felt among a large portion of the Israeli public. Brigadier General Amram 

Mitzna voiced unprecedented public criticism of the minister of defense, 

charging that Sharon had lost the confidence of the army. Mitzna asked 

to be relieved of his duties for the duration of the IDF’s involvement in 

Lebanon. Many other high-ranking officers of the General Staff also voiced 

harsh criticism of Sharon and Eitan. Even the Israeli president, Yitzhak 

Navon, in an office that customarily does not intervene in politically con- 

troversial issues, demanded the appointment of a commission of inquiry.?° 

Begin called a special meeting of the cabinet and expressed sadness at 

the acts perpetrated by the Phalange on the civilian population “at a point 

far away from the Israeli positions.” He went on to say that any attempt to 

attach responsibility for the human tragedy to Israeli forces is “a blood 

libel against the Jewish state and its government, and should be rejected 

in disgust.’?° Many Israelis, however, thought very differently. 

The public’s anger went beyond the immediate event in the camps. 

The massacre at Sabra and Shatila was viewed by many Israelis as the 

last in a series of deceptions and manipulations that had led Israel into 

the Lebanese morass. Calls for the government's resignation were now 

being voiced by growing segments of the Israeli polity. 

On the evening on September 19, as the news from Beirut began to 

reach the Israeli public, a crowd of 3,000 spontaneously. gathered out- 

side the prime minister's residence in Tel Aviv. The demonstrators de- 

manded an independent investigation of the events in Sabra and Shatila 

and the resignations of those directly and indirectly responsible for the 



WAR IN THE LAND OF CEDARS /~ 155 

atrocity. Due to the spontaneous nature of the demonstration—it lacked 

an Official permit—the police declared the gathering illegal and employed 

tear gas to disperse the protesters.97 

As public outrage continued to mount, the leaders of Peace Now felt 

they should take large-scale action. They approached the leaders of the 

Labor Party and several kibbutz movements and proposed a joint dem- 

onstration. On September 25, 1982, the largest demonstration ever to 

take place in Israel assembled in the Kings of Israel Square in Tel Aviv. 

More than 250,000 boisterous demonstrators (about 6 percent of Israel's 

Jewish population) packed the large square.?* They listened to speeches 

by the most prominent political and spiritual leaders from the center and 

left of Israeli politics. Placards carried an assortment of demands of the 

government: “The People Demand Your Resignation!” “Get Out of Beirut 

Now!” “The Blood of All Children Is the Same!” and “Call an Inquiry Com- 

mittee for the Massacre in Beirut!” 

This demonstration was the all-time peak of Peace Now's activities. It 

brought together a cross section of the Israeli public to demonstrate not just 

against the atrocities committed in the refugee camps of Beirut, but against 

the entire Lebanese fiasco. However, despite growing opposition to the war, 

significant segments of the population continued to support Sharon and 

Eitan throughout the Lebanon episode and were angered by the blame at- 

tached to Sharon for the massacre. Sharon publicly criticized Peace Now 

and the Labor Party for encouraging the PLO to remain in Beirut, and claimed 

that they had prevented Israel from destroying the PLO once and for all.” 
Whether he was impressed by the Peace Now demonstration or by 

some of his own ministers who suggested they might resign if a commis- 

sion of inquiry was not established, Begin yielded. He seemed perplexed 

and apparently did not understand the uproar when “goyim kill goyim.”! 
As required by Israeli law, the government asked the chief justice to nomi- 

nate a commission to investigate “all the facts and factors related to the 

atrocious actions perpetrated by a unit of the Lebanese Forces against 

the civilian population of the Sabra and Shatila camps.’!°! 

In the wake of these events the IDF vacated West Beirut on Septem- 

ber 21 and entrenched itself a few miles to the south. The multinational 

peacekeeping forces now returned to replace the IDF and to maintain 

order and defend the civilian population.! For Israel, however, the war 

in the Land of Cedars was not yet over. The international forces, par- 

ticularly the Americans, who sought to return stability to Lebanon, would 

experience their own tragedies before they departed Beirut. 
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Peace and Ethnicity 

The Reagan Initiative 

The war in Lebanon presented the Reagan administration with an op- 

portunity to make a new attempt to resuscitate the peace process, fro- 

zen since the Israeli-Egyptian autonomy negotiations were suspended 

by President Sadat shortly before his assassination. With the PLO up- 

rooted from Beirut and in political and military disarray, it appeared that 

the political climate might be favorable to a negotiated settlement.! 

On September 1, 1982, the day after the PLO completed its evacuation 

from Beirut, President Reagan announced his “Fresh Start” initiative for 

peace in the Middle East.* The initiative used the Camp David Accords as 

a point of departure, and suggested the election of a representative body 

in the West Bank and Gaza to provide the Palestinians with self-rule for 

five years as part of an interim arrangement. The Fresh Start initiative 

departed from the Camp David Accords in a few important ways. For the 

first time the United States expressed its own view concerning a possible 

compromise. It called for a freeze on Jewish settlements in the occupied 

territories during a transition period of five years. While it objected to a 

Palestinian state, it favored the principle of “land for peace,” which en- 

tailed a significant retreat by Israel from the occupied territories. According 

157 
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to the initiative, the Palestinians should enjoy self-rule “in association 

with Jordan, and Jerusalem should remain a united city but its final status 

should be negotiated.’’ 
The recently appointed secretary of state, George Shultz, played an 

important role in the initiative. “The Arab-Israeli peace process . . . ,” he 

later observed, “was a casualty of the Israeli invasion of Lebanon. The 

wounds would be fatal unless we planned for peace while the war still 

raged.’* From the outset Shultz viewed the need to solve the Palestinian 

problem as central to peace in the region.° At the same time the “accep- 

tance of Palestinian self-determination or PLO recognition of some sort,” 

or any other political bonus to Yasser Arafat for his agreement to leave 

Beirut, was out of the question. In Shultz’s view, the key to the solution 

was held by King Hussein of Jordan.® 

The Israeli prime minister immediately rejected the Fresh Start initia- 

tive.’ U.S. Ambassador to Israel Samuel Lewis, who informed Menachem 

Begin of the plan shortly before the president announced it, reported back 

to the State Department that the prime minister “reacted to the initiative 

with shock and outrage conveyed in a calm, steely manner.”® Within 

twenty-four hours the Begin government issued a communique that stated 

that the Fresh Start initiative “entirely contradicts the Camp David Ac- 

cords,” and that “the Government of Israel has resolved that on the basis 

of these positions it will not enter into any negotiations with any party.’? 

On September 8 the Knesset debated the American initiative. Sup- 

porters of the government’s decision to reject the plan pointed to the 

grave dangers that would be posed by a Palestinian state, which in their 

opinion would be the inevitable outcome of the Reagan initiative. Labor 

leaders continued to advocate the Jordanian Option and argued that the 

PLO’s defeat in Beirut created a new opportunity to bring King Hussein 

back into the peace process.!° 

The stormy Knesset session was accompanied by a Peace Now dem- 

onstration of some 5,000 protesters held in the plaza in front of the 

Knesset. In principle, Peace Now supported Reagan’s initiative for fo- 

cusing attention once more on the Palestinians as a people and on the 

problems that had resulted from the prolonged Israeli occupation. At a 

minimum, the movement expected the Israeli government to discuss 

the merits of the plan as a possible catalyst for the peace.process rather 

than to summarily reject the initiative. Tzali Reshef, the movement's 

spokesman, told the demonstrators, “The Israeli-Palestinian conflict will 

not be decided in Lebanon. Furthermore, the Palestinian problem is 
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essentially a Jewish problem, and can be solved only through direct treat- 

ment of the questions related to the national existence of the Palestin- 

ians in a way that will be acceptable to both parties.”!! 

A Martyr 

The various activities of the peace movement against the war in Leba- 

non during summer and fall 1982 angered supporters of the govern- 

ment and of Ariel Sharon, especially those among the Mizrachi commu- 

nity, many of whom nurtured strong anti-Arab sentiments.!* They were 

particularly angered by the way Israel, rather than the Phalange alone, 

was blamed both at home and abroad for the events at Sabra and Shatila. 

The Lebanon war had brought about a significant change in the im- 

age of the ethnic composition of the IDF. By 1982 Mizrachim comprised 

a larger share of the officer corps and the elite fighting units than in 

previous wars. Whereas the prototypical fighting soldier of previous wars 

had been the Ashkenazi kibbutznik, the war in Lebanon was seen as 

being to a large degree fought primarily by young Mizrachi soldiers and 

officers. Many of them were second- or third-generation Israelis who 

had been educated and socialized in the Israeli educational system. They 

were proud that after thirty years of social submersion they had finally 

achieved an honorable place in the army, the most important institution 

in Israeli society. Perhaps this development may have been an added 

factor that mobilized Mizrachi support for the war. In contrast, Ashkenazi 

kibbutzniks demonstrated against the war, as if trying to deprive 

Mizrachim of their newfound status by challenging the wisdom of this 

fight.!3 
The Kahan Commission, which was appointed to investigate Israel's 

role in the Sabra and Shatila massacre, recommended the dismissal of 

Sharon as minister of defense. The commission found that the prime 

minister, the defense minister, and a number of senior IDF officers had 

“indirect responsibility” for what had occurred. Spontaneous demon- 

strations by Sharon's supporters called on the prime minister to disre- 

gard the commission’s recommendations and keep Sharon in office.!4 

Peace Now responded by organizing a large demonstration to de- 

mand Sharon's dismissal. On the night of February 10, 1983, about 10,000 

demonstrators gathered at Zion Square in the center of Jerusalem. They 

carried placards and torches, and had to pass through neighborhoods 

heavily populated by Mizrachim on their way to the prime minister's 
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office, where the cabinet was deciding Sharon’s fate. Incidents of vio- 

lence between the demonstrators and pro-Sharon forces (mostly 

Mizrachim) occurred along the route. Some of this violence was wit- 

nessed by Shulamit Hareven: 

As the demonstration started up the street from Zion Square it became 
evident that this time it was not just a regular clash of opinions, or the 
usual violence at the fringes. Even before Peace Now demonstrators ar- 
rived, organized groups of strongmen waited for them all along the route. 
They charged the demonstration in coordinated assaults and attempted to 
push a wedge between the demonstrators in order to disrupt the march. 
They were shouting, booing, spitting and hitting, hitting hard and frequently. 
The police were apparently unprepared for such a level of violence. Here 
and there we noticed a lone policeman fighting back the strongmen. .. . 
The march progressed slowly, amidst incessant beatings without respite. 
Stones were now being thrown as well. Somebody threw a burning ciga- 
rette in the face of Amiram, a chemistry professor. Anat, from a distant 
kibbutz, got a severe beating. Someone snatched a torch from the hands 
of Tala, an artist from the Israel Museum, and tried to push it into her face. 

... The marchers held back, they did not react. The strongest feeling here 
today was that the streets were on the threshold of a civil war which must 
be prevented at all costs. I saw Yarom, Zohar, Emile and Amos, all reserve 

paratroopers, create a chain of hands to form a human wall against the 
intruders, a thin wall in front of the violent intruders. All this to allow the 
demonstration to go on, indeed to allow Israel's democracy to go on.!® 

The worst was yet to come. By the time the march arrived at the 

prime minister’s office a counterdemonstration awaited them, which 

voiced the now-familiar chant, “Arik [Sharon], King of Israel!” More 

fistfights broke out, but Peace Now managed to conclude its demon- 

stration as planned. Chana Maron, the first lady of the Israeli theater 

who had lost a leg in a terrorist attack at the Zurich airport a few years 

earlier, offered a moving speech. As always, the “Song for Peace” and 

the national anthem were sung and the crowd started to disperse. Most 

of the crowd had already left the area, but the demonstration’s organiz- 

ers remained behind to collect debris. Suddenly, a hand grenade was 

thrown into their midst from a nearby wooded area. Emil Gruenzweig, a 

Ph.D. candidate at Hebrew University and one of the movement's 

founders, was hit by the explosion and died within minutes. Several 

others were wounded and rushed to hospitals, where a few thugs awaited 

them and tried to assault them even as they were being rushed into the 

emergency rooms for treatment.!¢ i 

Gruenzweig’s murder was a shock not only to the members of Peace 

Now but also to the public at large. Even during the period before the 

creation of the State of Israel, when internecine factional strife was 
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commonplace within the Jewish community, political killings among Jews 

were extremely rare.!’ The attacker's identity was unknown at the time 

and it was unclear whether he had acted alone or on behalf of a group.!® 

While it was possible to believe that the murder had been the spontane- 

ous act of a crazy individual, it was difficult not to associate the attack 

with the violence that had preceded it in the streets of Jerusalem. 

Thousands attended Gruenzweig’s funeral, including many support- 

ers of the government who wanted to demonstrate their abhorrence of 

the use of violence in political disputes. The media focused a consider- 

able amount of attention on the growing ethnic dimension of the politi- 

cal strife. Although the peace movement did not publicly suggest that 

their support for Begin and Sharon necessarily implied that Mizrachim 

were more violent in their expression of political opinion, it was a widely 

held belief throughout the movement.!? 
“Il Have No Sister,” an article by left-wing journalist Amnon Dankner 

published a few days after the shocking events at the Peace Now dem- 

onstration, contributed to the tense atmosphere. Dankner was enraged 

by the behavior of the right-wing demonstrators both before and after 

Gruenzweig’s death. In his anger he declared, “Those people who hit 

the wounded of Peace Now in hospital are not my brothers! The people 

who extinguished burning cigarettes on the faces of the demonstrators 

in Jerusalem last Thursday are not my brothers! Those who cursed me 

and spat on my face, who threatened my life and called me a traitor 

until their eyes bulged and their veins exploded in rage—these are not 

my brothers. Full stop.” Dankner’s message was clear. He expressed the 

prevailing feeling that the Mizrachim had perpetrated a violent attack 

against the peace movement that made civil dialogue impossible.*° By 

the winter of 1983 it had become increasingly difficult to overlook the 

ethnic component of the bitter national divide. 

The Ethnic Factor 

It has been in the nature of Israel's development that it has been settled in 

waves, from the Zionist immigration to Palestine in the late nineteenth 

century to the present day. Most of the Mizrachi population immigrated 

after the establishment of the state in 1948, with the first two decades of 

statehood bringing some 700,000 Jews from Asia and Africa to Israel.! 
Where the Ashkenazim had constituted 78 percent of Israel's Jewish 
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population in 1949, by 1968 the Mizrachim had achieved numerical par- 

ity, and soon thereafter became the majority group.’ 
The absorption of these immigrants was a painful process in a num- 

ber of ways. The limited financial resources of the new state during the 

height of the Mizrachi immigration led to long periods of substandard 

housing, unemployment, and inadequate social services. These immi- 

grants also suffered from an identity crisis. Israeli society, politics, 

economy, and culture had been shaped by the earlier immigrants who 

primarily came from eastern and central Europe, and who had little un- 

derstanding of the more traditional cultures of the new immigrants from 

the Middle East.?° 
Perhaps the thrill of finally arriving in Israel, coupled with David Ben- 

Gurion’s charisma, at first mitigated the socioeconomic and cultural 

deprivation experienced by the older generation of Mizrachim. How- 

ever, when the younger generation reached maturity and were called 

upon to share the burden of military service, feelings of frustration be- 

gan to surface.*+ Although many eventually shared in the nation’s im- 

proving standard of living, the economic gap between the Ashkenazi 

and Mizrachi communities remained wide, especially among Mizrachim 

in the new development towns and the economically depressed sub- 

urbs of the large cities.2° 

For the generation of Mizrachim educated and socialized in the 1960s 

and 1970s, Menachem Begin’s political style and the tenor of opposition 

in his rhetoric seemed to express their own status as perpetually out- 

side of the establishment. For them a vote for Likud was a way to ex- 

press their disenchantment with the old Ashkenazi Labor elite. Despite 

his Polish origin and distinctly European mannerisms, Begin managed 

to project the image of a traditional Jew for whom religion and tradition 

were an important source of identity. 

Likud (and its forerunner, Herut) regularly attracted a significant ele- 

ment of the disgruntled Mizrachi community.*° Repeated polls asked 

respondents to choose between the two major parties. The number of 

Mizrachi Jews who chose Labor declined steadily from a high of 79 per- 

cent in September 1969 to 43 percent in December 1973 and 33 percent 

in June 1977.7’ Because the Mizrachi community accounted for approxi- 

mately 50 percent of the electorate in those years, the support by two- 

thirds of this community gave Likud a sizeable electoral base. 

In the 1977 elections Likud won a majority of the votes in poorer neigh- 

borhoods of the large cities, which were heavily inhabited by Mizrachim.28 

In the 1981 elections Likud's gains came from a shift in the voting pattern 



PEACE AND Erunicity / 163 

of the Mizrachi community, coupled with their increased representation 

in the electorate. But the ethnic factor played an important role in 1981 

not only because of the quantitative significance, but also because it was 

visible in the heated public atmosphere that surrounded the campaign. 

According to analysts Michal Shamir and Asher Arian, “In 1981 the ethnic 

issue became interwoven in the election campaign as it has never been 

before. Ethnic polarization and the high degree of competitiveness com- 

bined to produce political intolerance and violence targeted mostly to- 

ward the [Labor] Alignment. This violence was perceived as based on 

ethnic identification.’”? Despite the fact that the Labor list of candidates 
included more Mizrachim in “safe” places than did the Likud list, and 

though the senior leaderships of both parties were overwhelmingly 

Ashkenazi, in the popular mind Likud was identified with the Mizrachim 

while Labor was seen as predominantly Ashkenazi. 

Did the Mizrachim support Menachem Begin because of a disposition 

toward a more hawkish posture and maximalist version of Zionism, or 

was their support a result of their personal admiration for Begin and his 

rhetoric on issues other than the Arab-Israeli conflict? A precise answer 

to this question may never be found, and both hypotheses probably have 

some validity.*° Throughout the 1970s polls found a strong correlation 

between hawkish postures and ethnic origin.*! In a poll conducted in 1971, 

54 percent of Ashkenazim were ready to return at least some parts of the 

West Bank to Arab sovereignty, while only 31 percent of Mizrachim were 

willing to consider such a territorial compromise. The gap narrowed some- 

what when Israeli-born respondents of the two communities were com- 

pared, but was still significant—67 percent of the Mizrachim were against 

any concessions versus 52 percent of the Ashkenazim.%4 

By the late 1970s and early 1980s the hawkish tendencies of the 

Mizrachim were clearly identifiable. They opposed territorial conces- 

sions and supported an aggressive policy toward the Arabs. A 1984 poll 

showed that 64 percent of Israeli-born Mizrachim favored outright an- 

nexation of the occupied territories, while 53 percent of Israeli-born 

Ashkenazim favored territorial compromise.°° 

Roots of Prejudice 

Many moderates among the Mizrachim resented the stereotype of 

Mizrachi Jews as “Arab haters,” an image that was often attributed to 

their history and cultural background.*4 Their resentment was fueled by 

what they saw as contemptuous Ashkenazi dismissals of Mizrachi culture 
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and identity as essentially primitive.s° Some Mizrachi leaders tried to 

explain their group’s attitudes toward the Arabs as a product of the past 

policies of Israeli governments. They pointed out that the government 

had repeatedly placed Mizrachi immigrants in the front lines of the con- 

frontation with the Arabs, both economically and geographically. 

It has also been suggested that during Israel's formative years Mizrachi 

Jews experienced what sociologist Ofira Seliktar calls “alienated identifi- 

cation.” Mizrachim were alienated from many social norms and from the 

dominant culture, formed by the Ashkenazi elite, which often expressed 

contempt for the cultural practices of Mizrachi immigrants. The domi- 

nant Ashkenazi culture expected them to “desocialize,” to abandon their 

native cultural identity, before they could successfully “resocialize.”>° 

Desocialization required a “retreat from some of [the immigrant’s] past 

personal achievement as a precondition for his future advancement on 

the social ladder of modernity.”°’ Despite the prejudices experienced by 

Mizrachim during the integration process, their alienation did not lead 

them to reject the prevailing dominant ideology and the symbols of the 

state. On the contrary, the new immigrants were eager to identify them- 

selves with the basic goals of Zionism and thus achieve some measure of 

social and cultural legitimacy. As such they became what Seliktar referred 

to as “alienated identifiers.” They adopted an extreme version of Zionism 

even as they were struggling against the current political and cultural 

elite. “Oriental alienated identifiers,” Seliktar suggested, “could vent their 

frustration against Labor without undermining their commitment to the 

state” by attaching themselves to the nationalistic counterculture that 

Menachem Begin symbolized.*® 
On the whole, religiously observant Mizrachim follow a more flexible 

set of religious norms than the stricter Ashkenazi orthodoxy. However, 

their adherence to their tradition is not comparatively weaker. On the 

contrary, Mizrachi religious traditions are more biblical, sentimental, 

and expressive. Their attachment to holy sites (of which there are many 

in the occupied territories) makes the concept of the Holy Land an im- 

portant factor in their political orientations. This aspect of the political- 

cultural values of Mizrachim may also help explain their attachment to 

Menachem Begin on a more general level. Begin espoused an ideology 

that, contrary to the secular Zionists from the left, claimed that Judaism 

was an inseparable combination of religion and nationalism. This ideo- 

logical approach appealed to Mizrachim, as did Begin’s frequent refer- 

ences to traditional Jewish metaphors and symbols. 
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Repeated surveys indicated a significant correlation between levels 

of education and political attitudes, especially with regard to the Arab- 

Israeli conflict. For example, a 1972 study found that 40 to 45 percent of 

Israelis with fewer than twelve years of education thought that “a more 

aggressive policy toward the Arab countries is desirable.” Support for 

this attitude declined at higher levels of education.*? 
Based on these statistics one study concluded that “the level of school- 

ing, both for Ashkenazim and Mizrachim, is an important variable in 

the prediction of attitudes related to the Arab-Israeli conflict.”4° Higher 

learning, it is believed, exposes individuals to a wider variety of opin- 

ions, trains them in more analytical and flexible modes of thought, and 

enables them to relate to issues in a less emotional and more self-critical 

way, which leads to greater tolerance and understanding of the “other” 

and of the complexity of the issues.4! According to this hypothesis the 

correlation between ethnic origin and hawkish posture is largely de- 

pendent on the level of education. However, because Mizrachi Jews are 

heavily distributed on the lower socioeconomic strata, there remains a 

significant correlation between ethnic origin and levels of education.42 

The continuance of socioeconomic and educational gaps also left 

Mizrachim conscious of their precarious economic and social position. 

In the fall of 1982 the famous Israeli novelist Amos Oz published a se- 

ries of interviews he held with Israelis in the wake of the Lebanon War. 

Oz described a meeting with a group of pro-Begin Mizrachim in the 

town of Beit Shemesh. A young Moroccan began to lecture Oz: 

When I was a little kid, my kindergarten teacher was white and her assis- 
tant was black [meaning Mizrachi]. In school my teacher was Iraqi and the 
principal was Polish [meaning Ashkenazi]. On the construction site where 
I worked my supervisor was a redhead [an Ashkenazi characteristic]. At 
the clinic the doctor was Ashkenazi and the nurse was an Egyptian Jew]. 
In the army we Moroccans were the corporals and the officers came from 
the kibbutz [an Ashkenazi-dominated institution]. All my life I have been 

on the bottom and you have been on top. I'll tell you what shame is. They 
gave us the dirty work. They gave us an education but took away our self- 
respect. Why did they bring my parents to Israel? Wasn't it to do your dirty 
work? You didn’t have Arabs then, so you needed our parents to do your 
cleaning and be your servants and laborers. You brought our parents to be 
your Arabs. But now I’m a supervisor and my friend over here is a self- 
employed contractor. And that guy over there has a transport business. If 
they give back the territories the Arabs will stop coming to work, and then 
and there you will put us back into the dead-end jobs like before. If for no 
other reason we won't let you give back those territories. Look at my daugh- 
ter. She works in a bank now, and every evening an Arab comes to clean 
the building. All you want is to dump her from the bank into some textile 
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factory, or have her wash the floors instead of the Arab, the way my mother 
used to clean for you. That is why we hate you here. As long as Begin is in 
power my daughter is secure at the bank. If you guys come back you'll pull 
her down first thing.49 

This sermon is instructive, even if it does not provide scientifically 

reliable evidence. The accumulated impression, which is difficult to re- 

fute, suggests that in the early 1980s the Mizrachi community arrived at 

a crossroads. It came of age and shed the paternalistic restraints the 

dominant Ashkenazi Labor regime had placed on it during the 1950s 

and 1960s. In this context, Mizrachi support for Menachem Begin and 

his nationalistic ideology served the Mizrachim well in their struggle for 

dignity and a proper place in Israeli society. The animosity of many 

Mizrachim toward the peace movement was far more than a difference 

of opinion regarding territorial policy. It may have been part of a broader 

struggle to protect the new sense of acceptance and dignity provided 

them by Likud's victory in 1977. Peace Now was chiefly, though not ex- 

clusively, an Ashkenazi movement that most Mizrachim detested. 

East for Peace 

Mizrachi members of the peace movement were profoundly troubled by 

Emil Gruenzweig’s death. They saw the need to refute the stereotype of 

Mizrachim as innately chauvinist, primitive, and violent, and also to 

counter the nationalistic fervor that had captured much of the Mizrachi 

community. Consequently, they sought to persuade fellow Mizrachim to 

adopt a more moderate point of view. This in turn gave them what they 

saw as a dual responsibility: to represent the Mizrachi community within 

the peace movement, and to represent the peace movement within the 

Mizrachi community. They hoped that the establishment of a separate 

Mizrachi peace movement might help them achieve both objectives. 

In the summer of 1983 a handful of Mizrachi peace activists estab- 

lished a new group that they called “East for Peace.”44 On issues related 
to the Arab-Israeli conflict their position was similar to Peace Now's. They 

sought “to encourage the peace process in the Middle East” and believed 

that “the physical borders of Israel shall be determined in such a way as 

to maintain its Jewish nature.” They also aspired “to combat allegations 

that Oriental Jews are extremist, violent and hostile to peace; to further 

political consciousness of the Oriental masses . . . and to help achieve the 

political, economic and cultural integration of Israel in the Middle East.”45 
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East for Peace’s leaders believed that to attract their fellow Mizrachim 

away from Likud’s positions they would have to advocate social justice 

as well as peace. According to Shlomo Elbaz, a professor of compara- 

tive literature at the Hebrew University and one of the key figures of the 

new movement, the Mizrachim “see themselves as victims of an op- 

pressive political-cultural system which ran the country before 1977. 

The shift of the Mizrachim to the right stemmed from their social bitter- 

ness, not because they espoused a chauvinistic point of view. As prod- 

ucts of the Middle East their natural place is with the peace camp, and 

the peace camp will never succeed without attracting these people back 

to their natural spiritual place. But that can only be achieved if we add 

the social dimension to our peace philosophy.’46 
Most of East for Peace’s leaders had previously been Peace Now ac- 

tivists. During the winter and spring of 1983 the group met for a number 

of strategy sessions and developed a charter. Their charter was signed 

by prominent Mizrachi scholars, artists, and writers and was publicly 

announced on July 22, 1983.47 Elbaz led this effort and continued as the 

group’s leader in the years that followed. Born in Morocco, Elbaz had 

come to Israel in the 1950s during the large wave of immigration from 

North Africa. He lived on a kibbutz in the Negev for a few years and 

became active in recruiting young North African intellectuals living in 

France to immigrate to Israel. Through this effort he sought to increase 

the number of Mizrachi intellectuals in Israel and to stress the impor- 

tance of education within the Mizrachi community.*® 

Like Peace Now, East for Peace was established and led primarily by 

intellectuals. Notable individuals in the group included Mordechai 

Elgrabli, Shelley Elkayam, and Ben Dror Yemini. Elgrabli, a sociologist, 

came to Israel in the late 1960s with a few dozen North African stu- 

dents, who formed a group they called “Oded” (Encourager). Elbaz be- 

came involved with this group while he was on a mission on behalf of 

the Jewish Agency in Paris. Several of Oded’s members had become 

visible in Israeli politics by the 1977 elections. 

Shelley Elkayam, a poet, was born in Israel to a well-established Is- 

raeli Mizrachi family and did not suffer any of the deprivations typical 

for Mizrachi immigrants. However, her father was very involved in the 

affairs of the Mizrachi community, which familiarized Shelley with the 

hardships these people confronted.*? 

Ben Dror Yemini, a journalist whose grandparents came to Palestine 

at the turn of the century from Yemen, grew up in a poorer neighborhood 
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near downtown Tel Aviv. His father worked hard to provide a thorough 

religious education for his children. Despite this education Yemini aban- 

doned his religious training and became a well-known journalist and a 

radical defender of Mizrachi rights. 

“We were present [in all Peace Now demonstrations],” Elbaz recalled, 

“put our presence didn’t change the stereotype. The fact remained, as it 

were, that all Oriental Jews were in the other [prowar] camp. ... When 

the bomb at the Peace Now demonstration exploded we were right there, 

but a few days later the reaction in the media was terrible. As if the 

enemies of peace.and the enemies of the peace forces were only those 

black faces, with foam on their lips and fire in their eyes, these riff-raffs, 

these Tchach-Tchachs.”°° 
East for Peace enjoyed initial successes in street activities and in at- 

tracting media attention. As part of their publicity campaign, East for 

Peace activists released white doves in front of the prime minister's of- 

fice and on another occasion chained themselves to a railing near the 

Knesset. Despite these colorful acts East for Peace essentially remained 

a small and closed group. Its members continued, however, to hold dis- 

cussions among themselves and further developed their unique ideol- 

ogy. In 1984 they decided to add a cultural dimension to their pursuit of 

social justice. Israel is a part of the Middle East, they observed, but could 

not be accepted into the region as long as its culture and orientation 

were European.°! “As long as we know who and what we are, we may 

use elements of other cultures, but we never should become the tail of 

another culture,” said Shlomo Bar, a Moroccan-born singer who was 

active in East for Peace and who developed a distinctive artistic style 

based on Moroccan and other Middle Eastern cultures.52 

East for Peace believed that the Mizrachim, culturally a part of the 

Middle East, could serve as a human bridge to the region. Therefore, the 

transformation of Israeli culture and spiritual orientation should be an 

essential part of the struggle for peace.°? This effort would require re- 

forming the educational curriculum to make Arabic a mandatory sec- 

ond language and to advance awareness of Middle Eastern history and 

culture. In this respect, East for Peace viewed its role not only as advo- 

cating peace, but also as helping to bring about the integration of Israel 

into the Middle East after peace was achieved. . 

Initially the leaders of Peace Now were afraid that the newly founded 

Mizrachi movement would splinter and weaken the peace movement in 

general, but they soon discovered that particularistic groups actually 
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strengthened the movement by appealing to a broader range of people. As 

a result of this diversification Peace Now became a “super-movement” of 

sorts, as the various splinter groups continued to participate in Peace Now 

demonstrations. Because there was a practical limit to the number of people 

who could be involved in the daily planning and organizing of activities of 

any given group, the fragmentation enabled a larger number of activists to 

become involved in the various activities undertaken by the splinter groups 

as well as by the super-movement—this despite the fact that the smaller 

groups regularly criticized the way Peace Now handled its own affairs. 

East for Peace did not become the mass movement its founders hoped 

for, nor did it make significant progress within the Mizrachi community, 

which overwhelmingly continued to support Likud during the 1980s.°° 

The members of East for Peace were labeled “eggheads” by other 

Mizrachim—socially and culturally distant from working-class Mizrachim 

of the poorer neighborhoods and development towns. A veteran leader 

of the Black Panthers described the Mizrachi peace movement as “a 

Moroccan salon whose members had bought a few Moroccan carpets 

and now sat around drinking mint tea and talking about Eastern Cul- 

ture.”°° A number of Mizrachi mayors of development towns from both 

Labor and Likud sympathized with East for Peace, but were cognizant 

of the lack of support among the Mizrachi masses. “They were far from 

the people on the ground,” commented Eli Dayan, the mayor of Ashkelon. 

Shlomo Elbaz and East for Peace continued to participate in the na- 

tional debate and provided an important symbol of its Mizrachi dimen- 

sion and an important political alternative to the hawkish stance taken 

by most Mizrachim. They also actively participated in the growing dia- 

logue with Palestinian leaders. However, Shelley Elkayam’s hope that 

the Mizrachim would “accept us as their representatives because we 

are part of them” did not materialize.°’ 

Paths of Peace—The Orthodox Factor 

A similar dilemma confronted orthodox Jews who considered themselves 

part of the peace movement but otherwise identified with Israel’s ortho- 

dox religious community.°® The fact that the settlers’ movement (Gush 

Emunim) was established and populated primarily by orthodox Jews 

created a strong stereotype in the public mind, which identified ortho- 

doxy, and especially the Zionist wing of orthodoxy, with right-wing poli- 

tics. There was, in truth, some basis for this stereotype. While some 
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notable ultra-orthodox rabbis occasionally expressed dovish opinions, 

the majority of orthodox Jews predictably favored Israeli sovereignty 

over the entire Holy Land.°? Taking the scriptures literally, they believed 

that God had promised this land to the Israelites and that it was not 

within their rights to betray the will of God. It followed that an over- 

whelming majority of orthodox rabbis supported expansion in the occu- 

pied territories. Both secular and religious supporters of the Israeli right 

wing frequently invoked Jewish religious precepts and biblical command- 

ments to support their argument for retaining the territories.°° 

Nevertheless, many progressive orthodox Jews shared Peace Now's 

views and supported the peace movement. They resented the stereo- 

type of orthodox Jews as belonging exclusively to the far right, and be- 

lieved that many orthodox Israelis could be attracted away from Gush 

Emunim. However, to do this required using religious arguments that 

the orthodox would find persuasive. Peace Now, its membership and 

message predominantly secular, was unable to speak the language of 

the orthodox. Only other orthodox Jews could articulate the arguments 

necessary to persuade the orthodox.®! 

Back in 1975, in reaction to the creation of Gush Emunim earlier that 

year, a group of orthodox scholars had founded an ideological-political 

forum that they called “Oz ve Shalom” (Strength and Peace).©2 Some of 

the group’s founders were veteran orthodox politicians who had sat in the 

Knesset as MKs of the National Religious Party. The group also included 

biblical scholar Uri Simon, a professor at the religious Bar-Ilan University 

and a senior member of the peace movement. They were supported by 

such prominent rabbis from the Jewish diaspora as the Chief Rabbi of the 

United Kingdom, Lord Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits. The group announced 

that it had been founded “in response to the exclusivist territorial ideology 

of other religious groups, notably Gush Emunim. Our educational materi- 

als . . . are intended to convey another vision of religious Zionism.”°> While 

Oz ve Shalom gained a high level of prestige, its activities were mainly 

limited to intellectual exercises such as publishing articles and convening 

conferences. Its message was that genuine Torah values gave precedence 

to “peace, justice, and the sanctity of every human life.”°4 

After the invasion of Lebanon and the massacres at Sabra and Shatila, 

some of the younger members of Oz ve Shalom, and-other religious 

men and women previously active in the peace movement, decided to 

increase their involvement. Among them were Avi Ravitzky, a teacher 

of medieval Jewish philosophy at Hebrew University in Jerusalem,°® 
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Yehzkiel Landau, the information secretary for Oz ve Shalom, and Moshe 

Halbertal, a promising young philosopher and the son-in-law of the fa- 

mous Rabbi David Hartman. They organized public prayers during the 

ten-day period between Rosh Hashanah and Yom kippur—the time 

known in Jewish tradition as the Days of Repentance. Many orthodox 

soldiers who had fought in Lebanon attended the prayer sessions, which 

received the blessing of Rabbi Yehuda Amital and Rabbi Aharon 

Lichtenstein, the directors of Yeshiva Har Etzion, based near Kfar Etzion 

in an occupied region south of Bethlehem. In January 1983 they estab- 

lished a group that they named “Netivot Shalom” (Paths of Peace), “to 

arouse new thoughts concerning the issues on the [national] agenda: 

The Land of Israel, peace, the sanctity of life, moral considerations in 

time of war, and a Jewish critique of the direction of government policy.”©° 

Peace Now welcomed the establishment of Netivot Shalom because it 

attracted a constituency that the larger, secular movement had been un- 

able to reach.®” The concern that the religious peace movement would 

attract secular followers away from Peace Now was marginal. Netivot Sha- 

lom used Jewish symbols and metaphors that were largely alien to secular 

Israelis.68 For example, their activities were usually linked to a significant 

religious date or event such as fasting during Ta’anit Esther, which no secular 

Israeli would observe, or sitting in a succat shalom (tabernacle of peace).®? 

Also, most Peace Now demonstrations were planned for the Sabbath (Sat- 

urday), partly because this was the only time most Israelis were able to 

attend, and partly because it allowed the demonstration to be reported on 

the popular Saturday evening television news, which begins immediately 

after the end of the Sabbath. For orthodox Jews, however, participation in 

such demonstrations would have meant desecrating the Sabbath. 

Initially there was some duplication between the two orthodox move- 

ments but in 1984 they merged under the name “Oz ve Shalom/Netivot 

Shalom.” Oz ve Shalom, which continued some activities under its own 

name, acted as the movement's ideological compass.’° The new 

movement's statement of principle declared its adherence to the tenets of 

religious Zionism and stated that the “attachment to the Land of Israel is 

of fundamental importance to our faith and outlook.” However, it also 

maintained that “peace is a religious and moral value and is an essential 

goal in both individual and public life. . . . God found no better way to 

bless Israel than with peace.” Between the love of the land and the love of 

peace a fateful choice has to be made—and because “we are commanded 

to make the sanctity of human life, peace and respect for all people, the 
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highest priority,” so the choice must be for peace. “With all the pain and 

sacrifice inherent in the decision, we must agree to a territorial compro- 

mise.” The statement of principle concluded that “true Zionism strives 

not only for redemption of the land, but also for the redemption of the 

people within the land.”7! Rabbi Aharon Lichtenstein summarized this 

approach saying, “It is not that we love Eretz Yisrael [the Land of Israel] 

less, but that we love Am Israel [the Nation of Israel] more.””2 

Concerned about their image within the orthodox community, the 

founders of Netivot Shalom attempted to dissociate themselves from 

Peace Now. They hoped that by keeping their distance from the secular 

peace movement they would improve their chances for success among 

the orthodox. They felt that an image of their group as “Peace Now with 

skullcaps” would be a sure recipe for failure.’? Despite these efforts, the 

movement's success was limited. At its peak it had about 1,500 dues- 

paying members, and an estimated 1,500 additional supporters.”4 

The movement's founders had also hoped to attract young orthodox 

Mizrachim. Mizrachi Chief Rabbi Ovadia Yosef often expressed opin- 

ions similar to those held by Oz ve Shalom/Netivot Shalom. For ex- 

ample, he believed that “it is permitted to return parts of the Land of 

Israel in order to achieve this goal [of peace] since nothing is more im- 

portant than saving lives.”’° In fall 1986 and again in 1987 Oz ve Sha- 

lom/Netivot Shalom organized a succat shalom in collaboration with 

East for Peace, but the results were unimpressive. The religious peace 

movement, much like the secular movement, remained essentially a 

middle- and upper-middle-class Ashkenazi movement. Like East for 

Peace, the religious peace movement's main contribution was largely 

symbolic and psychological. It helped counter the hawkish stereotype 

of Israeli orthodoxy. Its alternative interpretations of religious obliga- 

tions also contributed to a lively debate within orthodox circles. 

East for Peace and Oz ve Shalom/Netivot Shalom contributed to the 

broader peace movement by addressing previously untapped constituen- 

cies. In both cases the stereotypes they sought to dispel were not entirely 

untrue, for the majority of Mizrachim and the majority of orthodox Jews 

did indeed tend to support hawkish ideologies and policies. However, 

they managed to demonstrate that being Mizrachi or orthodox did not 

automatically make one a hawk. They also encouraged those members 

of the Mizrachi and orthodox communities who held dovish attitudes by 

showing them that they were not entirely alone and by raising the hope 

that, in the future, perhaps their numbers and influence would grow. 



Under the Shadow of 
National Unity, 1984-87 

Wasted Blessing 

The war in Lebanon led to a proliferation of Israeli peace groups. In the 

wake of the war, though Peace Now remained by far the largest group, 

it was joined by a dozen or so other organizations, some short-lived, 

others that enjoyed greater longevity. During most of 1983 and the first 

half of 1984 the different groups of the peace movement focused largely 

on two objectives: opposing the government's settlement policy in the 

West Bank, and increasing public pressure on the government to with- 

draw from the quagmire in Lebanon. The first of these had become par- 

ticularly salient when, following the expiration of the three-month freeze 

promised President Carter at Camp David, Menachem Begin had accel- 

erated new settlement activities in the West Bank.! 

Peace Now could do little to stop these officially sanctioned settle- 

ments, which it continued to view as major obstacles to peace. The 

movement, however, never decided its activities solely by a calculation 

of their practical short-term results; their long-term psychological im- 

pact was also important. Thus, demonstrations against the settlement 
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policy continued even though most public attention was focused on the 

situation in Lebanon. 

On November 27, 1982, three simultaneous demonstrations took 

place. The first was in the center of Hebron, where Jewish settlers had 

begun to encroach on the area densely populated by the town’s Arab 

inhabitants.2 The second and third occurred in the two newly estab- 

lished settlements of Nofim and Shavei Shomron, not far from the Green 

Line in the Samaria region. Makeshift monuments were erected with 

bronze plaques inscribed with the biblical phrase, “Seek peace, and pur- 

sue it.” Eight weeks later, on the stormy winter night of January 14, 1983, 

a few thousand Peace Now demonstrators “conquered” the new town 

of Efrat, south of Bethlehem. This settlement was not yet inhabited but 

was approaching completion. The demonstrators welded a makeshift 

sculpture across the road and draped it in a giant cloth placard that 

read, “Do Not Block the Road to Peace!” The value of this otherwise 

successful demonstration was lessened by a few hotheaded participants 

who caused some damage to the buildings—an action that Peace Now 

disavowed as contradicting its policy of acting within the law. 

A much less equivocal success came a few months later, during cel- 

ebrations for the thirty-fifth Independence Day, on April 18, 1983. The 

government had announced that the main event of the day would be 

the transfer of a military post overlooking the heavily populated Arab 

West Bank town of Nablus (Shchem in Hebrew) into the hands of civil- 

ian settlers. According to the Bible, Shchem is situated in a valley be- 

tween the Mountain of Curse (Har Haklala in Hebrew) and the Mountain 

of Blessing (Har Habracha). The new settlement was to be established 

on top of the latter hill and to be named “Bracha” (Blessing). It was clear 

that this step would be interpreted by the Palestinians as a provocative 

act, likely to exacerbate tension and perhaps lead to violence. The 

government's decision to highlight this essentially partisan and contro- 

versial act on Independence Day, a day supposed to symbolize and gen- 

erate national unity, angered Peace Now. 

The Central Forum decided that at a minimum the movement should 

seek to disrupt the festivities. A huge tent was erected on the main high- 

way to Nablus at the junction of the road leading to Bracha. Giant plac- 

ards were posted, facing in all directions and carrying the slogan “Bracha 

Levatala" (A Wasted Blessing). The symbolic significance of this event, 

and the considerable media attention it received, prompted the settlers to 

attempt to organize a counterdemonstration. However, the Peace Now 



UNDER THE SHADOW OF NaTIONAL Unity / 175 

demonstrators far outnumbered the settlers and their sympathizers. Deputy 

Prime Minister David Levy, who arrived by helicopter to participate in the 

ceremony, managed to avoid the angry protesters but was forced to swiftly 

conclude the ceremony and depart. Peace Now's demonstration did not 

prevent the establishment of another Jewish village in the midst of the 

Arab area, but the celebrations of Independence Day were disrupted and 

the controversial settlement policy was again publicly challenged. The 

historian Shaul Friedlander and the lyricist Chaim Hefer, who that day 

received the prestigious Israel Prize, participated in the demonstration 

and went to the prize-giving ceremony directly from the “battlefield.” 

Out of the Quagmire 

By the end of November 1982 it became clear that the Israeli army would 

remain entrenched in Lebanon at least through the winter and possibly 

beyond.* The cost to Israel in human and economic resources was 

mounting. The different Lebanese militias, while continuing to fight each 

other, had by now turned against the Israelis. Even the Shi’as in the 

south, who had at first welcomed the Israelis for freeing them from the 

harsh hand of the Palestinian guerrillas, now turned against their lib- 

erators. A small group of Shi'a fanatics inspired and supported by Iran 

organized themselves under the name “Hizbullah” (The Party of God) 

and launched repeated attacks against Israeli forces.® 

Reserve soldiers who had already fought in the Lebanon War were 

being recalled and sent to Lebanon for the second, even the third time. 

An increasing number refused to serve because they regarded the contin- 

ued presence of the IDF in Lebanon as immoral, unnecessary, and coun- 

terproductive. By the middle of 1983 the number of refusers had surpassed 

one hundred. Ruth Linn, a psychologist who studied the motivations of 

those who refused to serve in Lebanon, found that most who resisted did 

so only after receiving their second or third call-up orders, when the pros- 

pect of returning yet again to participate in a campaign that seemed cruel 

and futile finally overcame their reluctance to disobey orders. “After two 

months of fighting, with a break of four days, I came back home and there 

was another call-up notice waiting for me. This time to Ansar (a deten- 

tion camp in Lebanon built to jail Palestinian and Lebanese prisoners). 

I knew I had reached my red line, my moral limit.” 
The Likud government was unwilling to cut Israel’s losses and with- 

draw, as to do so would have amounted to an admission that the 
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Lebanese adventure was a costly mistake. Instead it attempted to cajole 

from the Lebanese government—now headed by Amin Gemayel, who 

had succeeded his murdered brother—what would essentially have 

amounted to a peace treaty that included a plan for the normalization of 

relations between Lebanon and Israel. 

The Reagan administration also seemed to believe at this stage that a 

political agreement between Israel and Lebanon was achievable. It gave 

its blessing to negotiations between the parties, which began on De- 

cember 27, 1982, in the Lebanese town of Khalde, not far from the Beirut 

airport. The negotiations alternated between Khalde and Kiryat Shmonah 

in northern Israel (and later Netanya, north of Tel Aviv). Morris Draper, 

who had assisted Philip Habib in earlier mediation efforts, participated 

in the negotiations on behalf of the U.S. State Department.’ 

The negotiations dragged on for five months, stalling repeatedly as a 

result of the Lebanese government’s concern over domestic and foreign 

opposition to the negotiations.® It required the personal intervention of 

Secretary of State George Shultz to bring the negotiations to an appar- 

ently successful conclusion, and an agreement was reached on May 17, 

1983.? Ultimately, very little came out of the entire effort because despite 

the formal approval of the Lebanese Parliament, President Amin Gemayel 

failed to ratify the agreement, and eventually abrogated it under heavy 

Syrian pressure less than a year later on March 5, 1984.!° 

The IDF's continued substantial presence deep inside Lebanon was viewed 

by a growing number of Israelis as both pointless and too costly. On Satur- 

day, June 4, 1983, a year after the invasion of Lebanon, Peace Now orga- 

nized a symbolic weeklong march from Rosh Hanikra, in northern Israel 

near the Lebanese border, to the center of Tel Aviv, where a huge demon- 

stration was held. The marchers followed a preplanned route along the coast 

and stopped in communities along the way to organize demonstrations in 

public squares. They spent the nights in the woods or in public parks near 

main road junctions where they held public discussions. Sympathizers joined 

the march en route, and the crowd of a few hundred who had started in 

Rosh Hanikra had grown to several thousand by the time it reached Tel Aviv 

a week later. One hundred thousand people participated in the large dem- 

onstration at the now traditional location in front of the municipal building. 

The main demand heard above all others was “Get Out of Lebanon!!! 

By this time Peace Now was five years old, yet no permanent structure 

had been established. All activities were performed by volunteers. Funds 

raised in Israel, and from sympathizers in the United States and Europe, 
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were spent on preparing and publishing materials such as newspaper ad- 

vertisements, leaflets, posters, and other forms of communication. An im- 

pressive amount of experience and expertise had been accumulated, as dem- 

onstrated by the success of the logistically complex march to Tel Aviv. Most 

of the smaller peace groups also participated in the march. Peace Now had 

become a national symbol for the various elements of the peace movement. 

At this stage the group called Parents against Silence intensified its 

activities against the war.!? “During the many months of the negotiations 

in Khalde and Kiryat Shmonah we stopped our activities,” Naomi Bentsur 

recalled. “We had an illusion that the war would come to an end shortly, 

but we were fooled. We lost precious time. But when the so-called peace 

talks came to nought we decided to come out once more with a clear 

message: Bring our boys home!”!% 
Parents against Silence organized a continuous vigil near the prime 

minister’s residence in Jerusalem, and a larger demonstration near his 

office during the weekly Sunday cabinet meeting. Demonstrations were 

also organized in front of the defense minister's office in Tel Aviv. Par- 

ents against Silence lobbied heavily in the Knesset, meeting with all 

members except Ariel Sharon, whom the group held responsible for the 

Lebanese fiasco. Additionally, 100,000 parents signed a petition to end 

the costly presence of the IDF in Lebanon. A delegation of parents also 

went to see Menachem Begin: 

We composed our delegation with great care [Naomi Bentsur recalled]. It 
included men and women: a member of a kibbutz from the border with 
Lebanon; a Holocaust survivor; a veteran member of Begin’s party, and a 
man who was born in Kiryat Shmonah [the shelling of which had initiated 
the war]. Begin listened to us intensely and did not utter a word, but I felt 
that our words fell on his head like bombshells. He only said at the end that 
he could not stop the Israeli involvement in Lebanon right away, but his 
personal assistant told us later that he was deeply moved and that our 
meeting with him had a great impact.!4 

In February 1983 Moshe Arens, Israel’s ambassador to Washington, 

had replaced Ariel Sharon as minister of defense. Sharon was dismissed 

according to the recommendations of the Kahan Commission, but re- 

mained in the government as a minister without portfolio. Chief of Staff 

Raphael Eitan ended his appointed term and was replaced by General 

Moshe Levi. Arens and Levi were far less enthusiastic about Israel's in- 

volvement in Lebanon's internal struggles, particularly in light of Amin 

Gemayel’s reluctance to endorse the treaty signed on May 17, 1983. Con- 

sequently, they felt that Israeli forces should be withdrawn from their 
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northern positions along the Beirut-Damascus highway. In August 1983 

they received the government’s permission to withdraw southward to a 

line along the Awali River just north of the town of Saida. 

For the peace movement this was too little, too late. The new deploy- 

ment still left the IDF with the task of dealing with nearly half a million angry 

Palestinians in refugee camps near Saida and Tyre. Compounding this prob- 

lem were the nearly 500,000 Shi’a in the area and the various Shi’a militias 

who found southern Lebanon an area hospitable for guerrilla warfare.!° 

Elections Once More 

In August 1983 Begin shocked the public when he unexpectedly announced 

his resignation. Begin never elaborated on the reasons for his departure; 

he only told his colleagues in the cabinet, “I can go on no more!”!® Specu- 

lation naturally followed Begin’s announcement. The prime minister had 

been in poor health for some time and suffered from a heart condition 

that may have weakened him to the point where he felt incapable of con- 

tinuing to meet the demands of his office. The death of his beloved wife 

Aliza, who had been his loyal companion for half a century, grieved him 

and certainly added to his depression. Some observers also attributed his 

decision to the failure of the Lebanese adventure and the resulting deaths 

of so many young Israelis, a toll that weighed heavily on his conscience.!7 

Begin lived in seclusion for another eight years in his Jerusalem apart- 

ment and never made any public appearances again.!§ 

Yitzhak Shamir, the minister of foreign affairs, replaced Begin as prime 

minister. Although he did not significantly alter his predecessor's basic 

policies, Shamir's grey style and Aren’'s soft-spoken demeanor were in 

marked contrast to the acid, polemical rhetoric of Begin and Sharon. 

Shamir presented his government to the Knesset on October 10, 1983.!9 
In addition to mounting casualties from attacks on Israeli forces in Leba- 

non? the new government had to confront an economic crisis marked 

by hyperinflation, depletion of foreign currency reserves, and diminished 

consumer confidence in the banking system. The replacement of the min- 

ister of finance brought no relief, and by the beginning of 1984 it seemed 

clear that Shamir’s government would not complete its full term. In March 

1984 it collapsed when one of the smaller coalition parties voted with the 

opposition for early elections. 

Around this time polls suggested that the Labor Party had a good chance 

of defeating the Likud in the approaching elections. Consequently, many 
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peace activists directed their energies away from extraparliamentary ac- 

tivities and toward achieving a Labor victory. Peace Now employed the 

same strategy it had used in the 1981 elections. A committee drafted an 

eight-point platform and presented it for endorsement to all center and 

left-of-center parties. The movement then recommended that its follow- 

ers vote for the party of their choice, taking into consideration the confor- 

mity of this party's political platform with the eight points articulated by 

Peace Now.?! The following tenets appeared on the platform: 

The goals of Zionism, as the liberation movement of the Jewish people, 

cannot be fulfilled so long as Israel continues to occupy the Palestin- 

ian people in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. 

The suppression of one nation by another is not only immoral but 

also corrupts the society of the occupier and weakens its security in 

the long run. Peace on the eastern border is therefore vital. 

Peace must be based on the partition of the Land of Israel. Israel 

must recognize the right of the Palestinians to a national existence as 

much as the Arabs, including the Palestinians, must recognize the 

same right for the Jews. 

Israel must undertake to negotiate with representatives of the Pales- 

tinians who accept negotiations as the only way for reconciliation. 

Jordan should be invited to join the negotiations. Autonomy should 

not be used as an instrument for de facto annexation of territories 

and for blocking peace agreements in the future. 

Further settlements in the occupied territories must be frozen, and the 

freed resources spent to solve problems of poverty and deprivation in- 

side Israel. Except for strictly security considerations, the Palestinians in 

the occupied territories should be constrained in no way, and should be 

free to control their own lives through their own institutions. 

Israel should extricate itself from the Lebanese. quagmire, set a time- 

table for the retreat of its forces, establish a friendly regime in the 

“security belt” north of its border, and reestablish a regime of “red 

line” agreements with Syria. 

In light of the declared policies of the Likud, joining a coalition led by 

this party should be excluded. 

A law should be enacted for indemnification of victims of violence per- 

petrated against legal political demonstrations, including those who were 

wounded in the demonstration in which Emil Gruenzweig was killed.” 
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Three parties—Mapam, Shinui, and Ratz—unequivocally endorsed this 

platform. The Labor Party announced that it had some reservations re- 

garding details and wording but accepted the overall spirit of the docu- 

ment. Many Peace Now activists supported these parties in their cam- 

paigns, and some appeared on their lists as candidates for Knesset 

seats—a situation that did not, as it had in 1981, engender any ill feeling 

inside Peace Now. Indeed, several people who were active in the move- 

ment gained seats in the Eleventh Knesset.?° 

The results of the elections were inconclusive. Likud lost a few seats 

and Labor gained a few, but neither party was able by itself to form a 

stable coalition. The most noticeable shift in seats involved the strength- 

ening of the extreme right and extreme left.?4 After lengthy but unsuc- 

cessful bargaining by Likud and Labor to form coalitions with the smaller 

parties, they decided to jointly form a National Unity Government. The 

governing agreement called for a rotation of the prime ministership be- 

tween Shimon Peres and Yitzhak Shamir, with Peres serving as prime 

minster for the first twenty-five months, while Shamir served as minis- 

ter of foreign affairs. Labor received the Ministry of Defense, which went 

to Yitzhak Rabin, and Likud the Ministry of Finance, to be headed by 

Yitzhak Modai. Of the smaller parties, only the orthodox joined the coa- 

lition, while the fringe parties on the right and left remained in opposi- 

tion. A complex and cumbersome agreement between the two major 

parties, coupled with mutual veto power for both, assured a virtual dead- 

lock on any controversial policy decisions.?® 

The Jewish Underground 

Despite their preoccupation with partisan politics during the election 

campaign, Peace Now activists continued with a range of activities. These 

included educational programs, activities with Mizrachim in poorer 

neighborhoods, and efforts against settlements in the occupied territo- 

ries. Creativity was not lacking. A group from a poor area of Jerusalem 

constructed a mock settlement at the outskirts of their neighborhood, 

declaring that the only way to get the government's attention was to 

establish a new settlement. They erected a few tents and makeshift huts 

and demanded that the government provide them with funding just as it 

did for Gush Emunim settlements. 

The discovery of a Jewish underground terrorist organization in spring 

1984 shifted public attention away from Lebanon and back to the occupied 
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territories. During the previous few years a number of attacks had been 

perpetrated against Palestinians in the occupied territories by unidenti- 

fied assailants.2© On June 3, 1981, bombs were planted in the cars of 

Bassam Shak’a, the mayor of Nablus, and Karim Khalaf, the mayor of 

Ramallah, both supporters of the PLO. The bombs permanently maimed 

both mayors.?’ In July 1983, in retaliation for the murder of a Jewish stu- 

dent in the streets of Hebron, an armed group burst into the Islamic Col- 

lege firing automatic rifles. The attack killed three Palestinian students 

and wounded thirty-three others.”® 

The Shin Bet quietly investigated these incidents, and in April 1984 

uncovered a ring of settlers and members of Gush Emunim who had 

organized themselves into a clandestine vigilante group to fight the grow- 

ing influence of the Palestinian national movement. Their terror plots 

included bombing mosques on the Temple Mount in Jerusalem. 

The group was apprehended after members had placed bombs on a 

number of Arab buses. The bombs were timed to explode when the 

buses were packed full of passengers returning to their homes in the 

occupied territories.?? After their trials and convictions the members of 

what came to be known as the “Jewish Underground” were sentenced 

to various prison terms. These trials exposed the sharp political polar- 

ization that had existed since the war in Lebanon. Gush Emunim at- 

tempted to distance itself from the Jewish underground, but that was 

difficult because some of the terrorist ringleaders were also part of the 

senior leadership of Gush Emunim. The settlers did not hide their sym- 

pathy for their friends in prison. For the peace movement this was proof 

of the veracity of its warning that the occupation would inevitably cor- 

rupt the occupier as well as the occupied.°° 

Enter Kahane 

The 1984 elections did not bring about any radical political changes, but 

one outcome that attracted considerable attention was Rabbi Meir Kahane's 

election to the Knesset. After previously unsuccessful attempts to win a 

Knesset seat, Kahane managed to gain enough votes for a seat. Reflecting 

the growing polarization of the electorate, he received 25,000 votes in 1984, 

up from 5,000 in the previous two elections.?! His campaign introduced a 
new element into Israeli politics: an explicitly racist platform.*4 

Meir Kahane was born to an orthodox family in New York City. In the 

late 1960s he founded the Jewish Defense League (JDL), which was involved 



182 / In Pursuit oF PEACE 

in antiblack vigilante activities in Jewish neighborhoods of New York. The 

JDL also: demonstrated, sometimes violently, for the right of Soviet Jews to 

emigrate to Israel.*3 In 1971 Kahane immigrated to Israel and established 
a small party called “Kach” (Thus). The name was taken from “Rak Kach" 

(Only Thus), which was the slogan of the Irgun underground movement 

before 1948. Kach’s logo was a fist raised on the background of a yellow 

Star of David, similar to the yellow star used by the Nazis to identify Jews.*4 

The first groups Kahane attacked with his rhetoric and provocative vis- 

its to their homes were Christian missionaries operating in Israel and the 

Black Hebrews, a small sect of African-Americans who had settled in the 

southern town of Dimona. Both of these groups were easy targets for Kahane 

but too marginal to attract much attention. However, he soon discovered 

the Palestinians, both in the occupied territories as well as within the Green 

Line.*® In April 1973 Kahane was indicted for mailing thousands of letters 

to Israeli Arabs urging them to leave Israel. The letters included offers to 

purchase their property and help them emigrate to the United States.*° 

Kahane believed that Arabs did not belong in the Holy Land and should 

be induced to leave, or be expelled if necessary. His propaganda was 

replete with racism and antidemocratic polemics. Despite his proclivity 

for dramatic manipulation of the media, during the late 1970s very few 

Israelis took Kahane seriously. But the dissatisfaction of the extreme 

right with the results of the Lebanese adventure, coupled with Begin’s 

departure from the political arena, enabled Kahane to gain popularity 

among some dissatisfied right-wing voters in the early 1980s.97 

Kahane’s election to the Knesset, and his increased legitimacy as a 

result of this victory, caused alarm not only among liberals but even 

among some members of Likud. The minister of education, Zevulun 

Hammer, a leader of the National Religious Party and supporter of Gush 

Emunim, established within his ministry a special department for the 

enhancement of democratic values among the young. In addition, a 

number of MKs from different parties launched a parliamentary initia- 

tive to pass an antiracism law.*8 
During 1985 and 1986 many antiracist activities were organized by 

concerned citizens throughout the country. Antiracist groups appeared 

wherever Kahane and his followers organized public activities. These 

counterprotests sometimes led to fistfights. On one occasion Kahane 

announced that he would arrive at the Arab town of Umm al-Fahm to 

propose to its inhabitants that they “peacefully” leave the country. At 

the designated hour 5,000 Jews joined with the local Arabs and blocked 
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his entrance to the town. Later some of these groups organized a na- 

tional coalition under the name “Ma’ane” (An Answer—also an acro- 

nym for The General Coalition against Racism) and coordinated anti- 

Kahane activities across Israel.9? 
Many efforts to improve relations between Israeli Jews and Israeli 

Arabs had been undertaken during the previous decade. A number of 

educational institutions had long-standing coexistence projects that cre- 

ated opportunities for Jewish and Arab youths to meet one another and 

reduce their mutual alienation and mistrust. In light of the threat posed 

by Kahane these activities proliferated and intensified. 

Many examples of this work can be cited. For example, Givat Haviva, 

the adult education center of one of the kibbutz movements, started a 

project called “Children Teaching Children,” in which for one year Jew- 

ish and Arab junior high school students met weekly in small groups to 

teach one another their respective languages. Another creative effort 

was the village called “Neve Shalom/Wahat Al Salaam” (The Oasis of 

Peace). This village, on the road from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem, was estab- 

lished jointly by Jews and Arabs to demonstrate their ability to coexist 

peacefully. A “School of Peace” was founded there in which Jewish and 

Arab high school students discussed mutual stereotypes, prejudices, and 

their concerns in a relaxed atmosphere.*° Re’ut (Friendship), a youth 

movement that emphasizes Arab-Jewish coexistence, was also estab- 

lished during this period and organized hikes, camping trips, family vis- 

its, and community projects involving young Israeli Arabs and Jews. Beit 

Hagafen (The House of the Vine), a community center located on a junc- 

tion connecting Jewish and Arab neighborhoods in the city of Haifa, 

developed an impressive array of mixed social and cultural activities.*! 

Many of these groups and institutions saw themselves as making a 

significant contribution to peace, which was true insofar as the reduc- 

tion of hatred and stereotyping of Israeli Arabs by Israeli Jews helped to 

create a better psychological environment for peacemaking.4* However, 

these antiracist efforts tended to overlook the fact that the problems 

confronted by Israeli Arabs are significantly different from the problems 

of the Palestinians in the occupied territories. In essence, the problem 

confronting the Palestinians who are Israeli citizens is one of integra- 

tion and civil rights, while the essence of the problem facing the occu- 

pied Palestinians is of separation and basic human rights.49 To do jus- 

tice for Israeli Arabs one must pursue a civil society in which all people 

live as equals and share the same civil liberties. However, the Palestinians 
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in the occupied territories do not wish to share sovereignty and a civil 

society with the Jews. Instead, they speak of political rights based on the 

principle of self-determination. 

This inattention to the differences between Israeli Arabs and Pales- 

tinians has also left its mark on historical understanding of the peace 

movement during the 1980s. Many commentators mistakenly assert that 

four or five dozen peacemaking organizations were active in Israel dur- 

ing the decade. In fact, most of these should properly be defined as co- 

existence groups working to improve relations between Israeli Arab and 

Jewish citizens. The number of groups that actually dealt with peace 

issues never exceeded one dozen, although there was an overlap of 

people active in the two areas. 

Kahane and Peace Now 

Similar to its attitude toward other issues on the periphery of the peace 

process, Peace Now initially participated in but did not officially sponsor 

Arab-Jewish coexistence programs or demonstrations targeting Kahane 

and his racism. Individual members of the movement often played a 

central role in these activities, and Peace Now's mobilization and re- 

cruitment network was used to help generate participation in such events 

as the anti-Kahane rally in Umm al-Fahm, but the movement as a whole 

did not consider them part of its mandate. However, when Kahane and 

Kach became increasingly active in the occupied territories as well as 

Israel, Peace Now began to view them as a serious threat and came to 

the conclusion that well-organized and consistent opposition was nec- 

essary. Whether in response to pressure from the activists, or because 

little progress was envisioned in the peace process at the time, in 1984 

Peace Now and other peace groups began to devote a greater amount 

of their resources to the struggle against racism. 

In December of that year, Labor MK Muhamed Darawshe announced 

his intention to fly to Amman to meet with Yasser Arafat. Although his 

plan did not materialize for technical reasons, the “Young Guard” of the 

Likud announced their intention to visit Darawshe's village, Iksal, in the 

lower Galilee to demonstrate against him. Peace Now took the initiative 

and arrived,in the village in time to block the right-wing demonstrators, 

and in doing so created a sense of fraternity with the Arab inhabitants.44 

During spring and summer 1985 a new wave of terror against Israelis 

was unleashed both inside Israel and abroad. On two occasions Jewish 
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hikers were murdered in forests not far from Israeli towns, and a number 

of Israeli soldiers were kidnapped while hitchhiking and murdered.*° 

Outside of Israel, three Israeli tourists were murdered on their boat at the 

marina in Larnaka, Cyprus, on September 25.46 On October 7 the cruise 

ship Achille Lauro was hijacked in international waters by Palestinian guer- 

rillas. Leon Klinghoffer, an American Jew confined to a wheelchair, was 

cruelly thrown overboard and drowned.*” On December 27 simultaneous 

attacks on the El Al ticket counters in the Rome and Vienna airports were 

carried out by the Abu Nidal terrorist group. Eighteen people were killed 

and 104 wounded, mostly non-lsraelis.48 

These attacks caused considerable anguish among Israelis, and erased 

much of the progress made by the antiracist groups. In a poll conducted in 

the summer of 1985, 9 percent of the Israeli electorate declared that they 

would vote for Kahane. Observers attributed this groundswell of support to 

a show of anger against the Palestinians rather than to admiration for Kahane. 

Nevertheless, deep concern spread among the ranks of the Israeli left. 

Naftali Raz, the energetic “operations officer’ of Peace Now, and a 

few other activists decided to take a longer look at the issue of racism. 

At the beginning of 1986 they established an educational institution to 

nurture democratic values among young Israelis. The institute was 

dedicated to the memory of Emil Gruenzweig and was named “Adam” 

(Human). The institute offered seminars on democracy and tolerance to 

Israeli high school students, and trained a network of discussion leaders 

who provided their services to schools and youth groups throughout the 

country. Adam was not formally attached to Peace Now, although most 

of the staff came from the peace movement.‘? 

Out of Lebanon—At Long Last 

Peace Now’s agenda expanded not only because of Kahane’s electoral 

gains and his brand of racism. By the end of 1985 the peace movement 

was plagued with apathy—apathy born, ironically, of the growing feel- 

ing that the new government might succeed at making peace without 

the peace movement doing anything. 

Shimon Peres, who had become prime minister in September 1984, 

welcomed Reagan's 1982 Fresh Start initiative as a good point of depar- 

ture. From 1967 onward, the Labor Party had been wed more or less to the 

Jordanian Option, which accepted a return of occupied territories only within 

the context of an Israeli-Jordanian peace agreement. The Reagan initiative 
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was also based on a Jordanian orientation. Not unlike the Labor Party, the 

Reagan administration opposed the creation of a separate Palestinian state, 

and until December 1988 refused to hold official, direct talks with the PLO. 

According to both the Labor and the U.S. formulas, peace had to be made 

with Jordan, not with the Palestinians as a separate political entity. 

When Peres became prime minister he outlined three main objec- 

tives he hoped to achieve during his tenure: completion of the IDF’s 

withdrawal from Lebanon, restoration of the ailing economy, and the 

achievement of an understanding with King Hussein regarding the mo- 

dalities for a serious peace process.*° Peres also strove to improve rela- 

tions with Egypt, and renewed the Israeli-Moroccan connection during 

a low-key but public visit to King Hassan in July 1986—like Rabin in the 

1970s, Peres believed that King Hassan might be able to help bring other 

Arab states to the negotiating table.°! 
Of Peres‘s objectives, the only one for which he could rely on the 

cooperation of his Likud partners in the National Unity Government was 

economic rehabilitation.°? As far as the withdrawal from Lebanon was 
concerned, it was still difficult for Likud leaders to accept the futility of 

their war and admit it publicly by supporting an unconditional with- 

drawal (in a Knesset vote) without at least some formal security guar- 

antees from the Lebanese government.*? Despite this a few Likud min- 

isters who had expressed reservations about the war from the start—most 

notably David Levy, the Moroccan-born construction-worker-turned- 

politician who became Begin’s deputy prime minister and was popular 

among Likud’s Mizrachi voters—gave Peres the necessary votes to with- 

draw Israeli forces from the Awali River. 

Israel gave up on the Maronites, its erstwhile allies in Lebanon, and 

closed its informal legation in Beirut. The IDF proceeded unilaterally to 

establish a so-called security belt, which stretched ten miles north of 

the international border. The security belt was to be controlled by the 

South Lebanon Army (SLA), supplied and trained by Israel and com- 

manded since the death of Major Haddad by General Antoine Lahad, a 

retired Lebanese army officer. The IDF continued to patrol the area and 

occasionally moved additional forces into the area to support the SLA 

whenever it came under heavy attack by Hizbullah and other militias. 

Despite the IDF’s continued involvement in the security belt, the with- 

drawal from the Awali River virtually ended Ariel Sharon’s Lebanese 

adventure. In May 1985 the last units came home and Israel returned, 

by and large, to the geographic positions it had held before 1982. At the 
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beginning of June 1985 the members of Parents against Silence held 

their last public meeting and announced the end of their activities and 

the disbanding of the movement.*4 The war in Lebanon was over, and 

Israel was back to square one. For the peace movement, one of its most 

important struggles had come to a successful end. 

Exit Hussein 

Although Washington agreed with Peres that King Hussein was central to 

the peace process, the Jordanian monarch himself seemed unlikely to take 

any unilateral steps.°° At the Rabat Arab summit in 1974 the mandate to 
speak for the Palestinians had been formally taken from the king and given 

to the PLO. Furthermore, over the years the Palestinian population in the 

occupied territories, and certainly in the Palestinian diaspora, had devel- 

oped a strong allegiance to the PLO, which they saw as a symbol of Pales- 

tinian national aspirations.5© Although the PLO had been weakened by its 

political and military defeats in Lebanon (first in South Lebanon and in Beirut 

by the IDF and then in Tripoli by renegade Palestinian factions supported by 

Syria), its consent was still necessary to any deal on the Palestinian issue.°/ 
Too weak politically to initiate formal negotiations with Israel,5° King 

Hussein demanded that any negotiations start with and be sanctioned by 

an international conference in which other Arab states, and perhaps the 

PLO, would also participate. Peres kept his channels to the king open, and 

agreed in principle to participate in such an international conference.°? 

Long and difficult negotiations between Arafat and King Hussein yielded 

the Amman Agreement on February 11, 1985, which provided for a “spe- 

cial relationship between the Jordanian and Palestinian peoples” based on 

the right of the Palestinian people to self-determination and on an agree- 

ment to become the “confederated Arab states of Jordan and Palestine” 

once the retreat of Israeli forces from the West Bank was secured. Ac- 

cording to this agreement, the peace process would be conducted under 

the auspices of an international conference in which PLO representatives 

would constitute part of a joint Jordanian-Palestinian delegation. The most 

significant phrase in the document was the definition of its purpose to 

achieve “total withdrawal [of Israel] from the territories occupied in 1967 in 

exchange for a comprehensive peace as established in United Nations and 

Security Council Resolutions.”©! Though UN Resolution 242 (to which the 

PLO had initially vehemently objected) was not specifically mentioned, this 

statement amounted to a reversal of traditional PLO policy. Arafat essentially 
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agreed to the partition of Palestine and to the creation of the State of Pales- 

tine, which would be confederated with Jordan alongside Israel.o2 How- 

ever, aS soon as the Amman Agreement reached the PLO’s Executive Com- 

mittee, a number of qualifications and amendments were added that were 

unacceptable to the king, let alone the Americans and Israelis.°° 

As it turned out, the entire Jordanian venture was ultimately scuttled 

by rejectionist elements within the PLO. During 1986 Arafat struggled to 

create unity in the ranks of the PLO, but this meant he had to abandon 

his tentative alliance with the king.&4 Hussein was infuriated by what he 

considered to be the volatility and lack of credibility of the PLO leader- 

ship. On February 19, 1986, he, announced in parliament his disengage- 

ment from negotiations with Arafat and suspended the Amman Agree- 

ment signed a year earlier. The king subsequently proposed a five-year 

economic plan for the rehabilitation of the West Bank in an attempt to 

regain his influence with the Palestinians in the occupied territories.®° 

This was too little and too late, as the loyalty of the West Bankers to the 

PLO could not be reversed. 

For their part, Israeli leaders failed to recognize or accept the loyalty of 

the Palestinians in the occupied territories to the PLO as an irreversible 

political reality. But the PLO too was not yet ready to recognize Israel 

unequivocally, a necessary first step for any direct negotiations even in 

the eyes of Israeli doves.®© The recent wave of terror, Arafat's equivoca- 

tion, and the intransigence of many PLO factions made it difficult for Peace 

Now's leaders to formulate their positions in bolder terms. Few in the 

movement were ready to speak in terms of the inevitability of future Pal- 

estinian independence and of the need to negotiate with the PLO. For the 

time being this advocacy was left to the more radical but less influential 

“committees” (like the Committee against the War in Lebanon) and the 

Arab-dominated Communist Party and the Progressive List for Peace.°7 

A heated debate surrounded the 1986 publication of an updated ver- 

sion of Peace Now's basic position paper. Some members demanded 

the inclusion of a phrase supporting the “recognition of the right of the 

Palestinians to self-determination,” but others argued that this implied 

the recognition of the Palestinians’ right to sovereignty. The compro- 

mise formula reached was “recognition of the right of the Palestinians 

to a national existence.” Around this time Shimon Peres completed his 

term as prime minister under the National Unity Government agree- 

ment and was replaced by Yitzhak Shamir. Whatever hope there had 
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been for a breakthrough during Peres’s tenure quickly faded, and in sum- 

mer 1986 the prospects for peace appeared remote. 

The International Center for Peace in the Middle East 

During his tenure as prime minister Shimon Peres increased his popular- 

ity among Israelis, many of whom had previously viewed him as a politi- 

cian of questionable integrity.6® However, this improved stature did not 

provide him with the ability to mobilize even his own party to support 

bolder peace proposals. By the end of 1984 it was evident that the main 

efforts of the peace movement should be directed toward encouraging 

Peres to undertake more ambitious initiatives. This task, however, be- 

came increasingly difficult because the details of many of the government's 

efforts were concealed from public view, and those efforts that were known 

were too complex to be dealt with by the rather simplistic methods of the 

peace movement. The new political circumstances made it difficult for 

the extraparliamentary groups to play an effective role using their tradi- 

tional tactics and activities. Additionally, the IDF’s withdrawal from Leba- 

non dramatically reduced the public’s energy for protest. 

Although its leaders were drawn mostly from the intelligentsia, Peace 

Now’s forte as a protest movement was its ability to mobilize mass partici- 

pation in public demonstrations. Successful demonstrations depended less 

on subtlety than on simplification; slogans had to be simple and unambigu- 

ous, not intellectually sophisticated. Lacking a permanent staff and consis- 

tent funding, the movement did not have the resources for complex re- 

search and political analysis. These tasks, together with participation in the 

parliamentary process, were left to a smaller body, the International Center 

for Peace in the Middle East, which sought to create political coalitions 

among the dovish elements in the Labor Party and elsewhere on the left. 

Since its establishment in 1958, New Outlook had built a solid base of 

contributors and supporters among progressive Jews (and some non-Jews) 

in Europe and North America. It also had an impressive record in organiz- 

ing international symposia and conferences, as well as in maintaining dia- 

logues with Arab intellectuals. Despite this, New Outlook essentially re- 

mained just another left-wing journal with little political influence. In 1977, 

triggered by Likud's election victory, editor Simcha Flapan and some of his 

colleagues began an effort to establish an Arab-Jewish center for peace 

research. This initiative was somewhat modified after the second Likud 
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victory in 1981 when the same group established the International Center 

for Peace in the Middle East (ICPME).°? David Shaham, a veteran journalist 

and writer who was a member of the editorial board of New Outlook, orga- 

nized the new institution together with Willy Gafni, a fund-raising special- 

ist who had many contacts with Palestinians in the occupied territories, 

and Arie Ya’ari, a political scientist from a Mapam kibbutz. 

The notion of creating an academic research center was soon discarded 

in favor of forming an institution that would combine policy planning with 

peace advocacy. ICPME sought to influence Israeli politics and policies through 

symposia and conferences, research publications, and a permanent parlia- 

mentary forum in which MKs from different parties could work together.’° 

ICPME received the blessing of prominent international leaders, in- 

cluding the former French prime minister Pierre Mendeés-France, former 

German chancellor Willy Brandt, Chancellor Bruno Kreisky of Austria, 

and Nahum Goldmann, the veteran president of the World Jewish Con- 

gress. It also received the cooperation of some key Palestinian leaders 

from the occupied territories such as Rashad Shawwa and Elias Freij, the 

mayors of Gaza and Bethlehem respectively, and pro-PLO journalists Ziyad 

Abu-Zayyad and Hanna Siniora. The new center was inaugurated during 

a “world conference” held in Tel Aviv on December 15-17, 1982.7! 

People participated in the activities of the center on an individual basis, 

not as representatives of the political organizations to which they belonged, 

but the fact that MKs and senior members of political parties devoted their 

time and energy to ICPME gave the center prominence and a measure of 

influence. The honorary president was retired chief justice of the Israeli 

Supreme Court, Chaim Cohen; the chairman of the board was Abba Eban, 

the former Israeli foreign minister who was now a Labor MK and chair- 

man of the powerful Knesset Committee on Defense and Foreign Affairs. 

Other senior members of the Labor Party such as Chaim Tzadok, who had 

served as minister of justice in previous Labor governments, were active 

in the center's daily affairs. Figures from the peace movement, including 

Lova Eliav, Galia Golan (a political science professor and a central figure 

in Peace Now), and Mattiyahu (Matti) Peled (a retired general who became 

a professor of modern Arabic literature at Tel Aviv University, and in 1984 

entered the Knesset as an MK for the Progressive List for Peace), used the 

center as neutral ground on which they held meetings and strategy ses- 

sions. Israeli Arabs also participated in the center's activities, among them 

several Arab leaders who later became MKs. These included trade union 

activists Nawaf Masalha and Walid Sadek, and intellectuals Majid al-Hajj 

and Sami Mar’i from Haifa University. 
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Another important asset of ICPME was its numerous supporters abroad. 

These included prominent Jewish leaders such as Rita Hauser, a lawyer 

from New York; Stanley Sheinbaum, a businessman from Los Angeles; 

André Wormser, a banker from Paris; David Susskind, a community leader 

from Brussels; and Hanneke Gelderblom, a senator from the Netherlands. 

In many ways ICPME shared a common philosophy and policy advo- 

cacy with Peace Now, but differed in its structure, function, and method 

of operation. The center did not aspire to operate in the streets; instead it 

chose to direct its activities more toward the political elites. In contrast, 

Peace Now had neither the capability nor the desire to sustain long-term 

efforts. It chose to be flexible and able to respond quickly to an agenda 

that changed as issues and events unfolded. As such the two organiza- 

tions were very different in their nature but essentially complementary.’2 

The center's three most important achievements in its first few years 

were the progress made in dialogues with Palestinian leaders (discussed in 

greater detail in the following chapter); the creation of the Arab-Jewish Edu- 

cators Council, a body that brought together Jewish and Arab educators in 

an effort to improve the quality of education in Arab towns and villages and 

promote coexistence initiatives; and the creation of a parliamentary peace 

caucus in the Knesset—the “MKs Forum,” as it was called by the center.’¢ 

In the Tenth Knesset (1981-84) twenty-eight members from various 

parties met regularly to discuss parliamentary strategy in the quest for 

peace, and other relevant issues.’4 Despite the fact that no binding deci- 

sions were reached, this forum became an important element of the 

peace movement in the early 1980s. The participation of prominent MKs 

from the Labor Party gave this group added significance, though this 

advantage was undermined when Labor joined the National Unity Gov- 

ernment. The blessing of a broad political base, which characterized 

ICPME at the beginning, ultimately became its main weakness; fearful 

of disrupting the unity in its ranks, ICPME declined to undertake more 

daring initiatives and gradually lost its originality and currency. 

Lethargy 

By spring 1986 a growing sense of futility and apathy permeated the 

rank and file of the fragmented peace movement. The establishment of 

the National Unity Government had led to an increase in tension be- 

tween the doves in the Labor Party and those in other parties who opted 

to remain in opposition. Mapam, which ran in the 1984 elections under 

a joint slate with the Labor Alignment, gained six seats in the Eleventh 
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Knesset as a result of a prearranged deal with Labor. However, Mapam 

left the alignment and formed an independent faction when Peres de- 

cided to join the Likud in the unity government. 

Yossi Sarid, a skillful parliamentarian and longtime member of the 

Labor Party who had supported the cause of peace since his days as the 

closest lieutenant of Pinhas Sapir, defected from Labor to join Shulamit 

Aloni’s Ratz, which won three seats in the 1984 elections. The ten MKs 

(six from Mapam and four from Ratz) were joined by the two members 

from the Progressive List for Peace and formed a majority in the ICPME 

parliamentary peace caucus. But there was little meaning to the caucus 

without the participation of the, Labor doves, who provided the vital link 

with the political establishment and the government. These Labor MKs 

were reluctant to take radical positions that might embarrass Peres within 

the party or the coalition.’° Under such circumstances the parliamen- 

tary peace caucus was rendered largely irrelevant. It met infrequently 

and nothing practical came of the few meetings that were held. 

Circumstances outside Israel were no more encouraging for the peace 

movement. During 1986 it became clear that the conditions vital for ad- 

vancing the peace process were being decided neither in Jerusalem nor 

Washington but in Amman and Tunis. The Palestinian-Jordanian contro- 

versy and the debate within the Palestinian community could hardly be 

influenced by the Israeli peace forces. King Hussein’s announcement of 

his suspension of the dialogue with the PLO was a day of joy for rejectionists 

on both sides of the conflict but a day of mourning for those who believed 

that the pursuit of peace was not an act of charity by one side to the other 

but a necessity for the continued existence of both sides.’° 

The momentum of new settlements in the occupied territories had 

slowed somewhat after 1984 for economic reasons, but by 1986 was 

still progressing at an alarming rate. In the report of the West Bank Data 

Project (a research project financed by the Ford Foundation to monitor 

changes in land tenure, demography, and patterns of Jewish settlement 

in the West Bank), the historian and journalist Meron Benvenisti con- 

cluded that the settlement process had become irreversible and that 

any attempt to repartition the land would be futile.’” The peace move- 

ment did not accept Benvenisti’s conclusions and a heated internal de- 

bate followed,’® but peace activists, however reluctantly, had to acknowl- 

edge the accuracy of Benvenisti’s factual description. Despite their long 

and bitter fight against the settlement movement, they had to recognize 

that they had essentially been defeated as the number of settlements 
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increased from year to year. MK Geula Cohen of the right-wing Techiya 

Party used to tease the left by recalling the Russian folk expression, “The 

dogs are barking but the caravan goes on.” 

Although replaced in September 1986 as prime minister by Yitzhak 

Shamir, Shimon Peres did not stop trying to breathe life into the peace 

process. In his new role as minister for foreign affairs he met secretly with 

King Hussein in London and in April 1987 agreed upon a formulation for 

a process that would start with an international conference and lead to a 

series of bilateral negotiations.’”? Shamir and his Likud colleagues were 

furious with Peres, not only because they objected to an international 

conference, but also because they had not been consulted in advance. In 

reality they had little to worry about because Peres was obliged to present 

any agreements he had reached to the cabinet for approval, and there 

was no chance that he would gain the votes necessary to proceed with 

his gambit. The London formula remained a curious episode in the search 

for peace, and the peace movement soon recognized that there would be 

little hope for any significant progress in the peace process during Shamir's 

two-year tenure as premier of the National Unity Government. 

Around the end of 1986 Peace Now (and most of the other peace groups) 

entered a long period of hibernation. The biweekly meetings of the vari- 

ous forums ceased. The large cellar in the German Colony in Jerusalem, 

where Peace Now activists regularly met, was deserted. The rented offices 

in Haifa, Tel Aviv, and Beer Sheva were closed for lack of users and money. 

The movement's call-up network fell dormant as well. Beyond small, in- 

formal gatherings in homes and in the library at the Van Leer Institute 

(where a number of academics often met for coffee),8° discussion sub- 

sided; no formal meetings were convened for more than six months. Many 

had the impression that the movement had faded into obscurity. The me- 

dia, which had previously carried the movement's announcements as if 

they represented significant political events, lost interest. Activists started 

to wonder whether the movement’s mission had ended, or whether de- 

spite past successes the movement had finally been defeated by the sad 

realities of the absence of peace and the continuing occupation. In the 

movement's circles an atmosphere of despair and fatigue prevailed. 

My Brothers the Collaborators 

June 6, 1987, marked twenty years of Israeli occupation of the West Bank 

and Gaza Strip. Hundreds of thousands of young Palestinians could not 
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remember a time before Israeli soldiers patrolled their towns and vil- 

lages. Nor could hundreds of thousands of young Israelis recall an Israel 

before the conquest of the territories, a time when Israelis were denied 

access to the Western Wall in East Jerusalem and other symbols of their 

ancient history. Perhaps worst of all, neither Palestinians nor Israelis 

could clearly envisage an end to the prevailing situation. 

Two young scholars from Tel Aviv University, Adi Ofir and Hannan Hever, 

had been influenced by the work of structuralist and neomarxist thinkers, 

especially French philosopher Michel Foucault's analysis of the relation- 

ships among culture, human discourse, and the structure of power rela- 

tions in society.8! Foucault demonstrated how people are coopted into a 

suppressive system by the language and culture they share with the sup- 

pressors.®* Ofir, a philosopher, and Hever, a literature teacher, had been 

active in the peace movement for ten years. They had met through Ilana 

Hammerman, a literary critic and editor and a member of radical peace 

groups. The three decided to take a fresh look at the Israeli peace move- 

ment and did not like what they found. The peace movement, they argued, 

had become an integral part of the suppressive apparatus of occupation. 

A smooth dialogue had developed unwittingly between the protest move- 
ments [Hever recalled], which overtly opposed the occupation, and the oc- 
cupation authorities. Both collaborated unwittingly in the continued oppres- 
sion of the Palestinians. The protesters protested and nothing changed, since 
in fact both sides were partners in the suppressive process. Both performed 
their distinctive roles in a grand power game in which the Israelis totally 
dominated the Palestinians. The government could occasionally even draw 
pride from the fact that amidst the suppression “nice” Israelis protest. All 
along clear lines were drawn which could not be trespassed. Peace Now 
[activists] always insisted on operating within the framework of Israeli law, 
and took pains to define themselves as being part of the Zionist camp, but 
this law and this camp were the framework and tools of oppression.®? 

The occupation, Ofir, Hammerman, and Hever maintained, was not 

merely a military or a political reality, but a “total situation” to which every 

aspect of life was subordinated—day-to-day behavior, psychological phe- 

nomena, and human discourse. The only way out was by “total resistance” 

and identification with the oppressed. “We decided that the time had come 

to speak as occupiers who identify with the occupied. We must go beyond 

the overriding consensus, to stretch the line as much as possible, and have 

no qualms about identifying with the occupied morally and ideologically.”** 

These were radical thoughts indeed, but to the frustrated peace ac- 

tivists in the spring of 1987 they sounded like a clear bell. They were 

tired of running after the settlers on the hills of Judea and Samaria and 

the streets of Jerusalem and Tel Aviv without being able to stop the 



UNDER THE SHADOW OF NATIONAL Unity / 195 

occupation, only to go home with the illusion that they had done their 

duty. Some of the most dedicated members of the peace groups sought 

a new way to intervene more effectively and were attracted by these 

new and vigorous ideas. 

We wanted to provide not only new practical alternative ways but to intro- 
duce a totally new way of looking at our situation. . . . We decided to ex- 
pand the refusal into the total span of human life; into the economy (through 
boycotting products of the settlers) and in education (by organizing par- 
ents to refuse participation of their children in chauvinist activities in school). 
... We also felt that we must begin to act on the borders of legality, and be 
ready to trespass it and pay the price.®® 

In the June edition of Politica, a progressive Hebrew political and lit- 

erary magazine, Ofir published a letter addressed to “My Brothers the 

Collaborators’—his friends from the peace movement who had, in his 

opinion, become “collaborators in spite of themselves, teeth-clenching 

collaborators, collaborators with an agonized conscience.”®¢ “I decided 

to refuse,” he wrote, “[and despite] the despair which is gnawing us 

from inside we still possess the power to say to them [the authorities] 

No! This No! is our power, this No! is almost the only thing left to say, 

the only thing which ought to be said. This No! is our obligation and the 

best of our capability.” Noting that evil has many faces and very often 

goes unnoticed, Ofir declared: “This evil, my conscience-agonized broth- 

ers, you produce. This oppression you serve, my teeth-clenching broth- 

ers, aS small screws in a large machine, with some leeway for demon- 

strations, for protests, and for futile attempts at persuasion.” 

Declaring his own intention to resist evil, he called on 

every man who is sick and tired of the occupation, every woman who has 
had enough, all those who have the courage to say that the time has come, 
to rise and throw their No! in the face of the nation, each man according to 
his ability, each woman in her own way. Let them say, at long last by deed, 
by actual deeds, in a way which will cause pain—that the road taken [by 
Israel] is not the road they are ready to share. 

The article made a strong impression within the peace movement. 

While some were angered by the hard-hitting self-critique, many felt 

that there was a painful truth in it. Within a few weeks a new group 

organized around Ofir, Hever, and Hammerman. 

The 21st Year 

At the beginning of October 1987 a small group of intellectuals met at the 

Van Leer Institute in Jerusalem and decided to form a new movement. They 
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hoped that after twenty years of reluctant conformity and tacit collabora- 

tion the next year might bring a change, at least in terms of their own pos- 

ture vis-a-vis the occupation. They called themselves “The 21st Year,” and 

published a charter that they invited others to sign. The charter stated: 

The occupation is not only a deplorable situation affecting the lives of the 
Palestinians, it has an equally pernicious effect on the very political and 
spiritual substance of Israeli society. The occupation has become an insidi- 
ous fact of our lives. .. . It is among and within us. . . . Expressions of 
protest against the occupation are circumscribed by the national consen- 
sus; protests do not transgress the boundaries deemed permissible by the 
occupation regime. The Israeli conscience . . . implicitly collaborates with 
the occupation. The presence of the occupation is total. Our struggle against 
the occupation must therefore also be total. We shall resolutely refuse to 
collaborate with the system of occupation in all of its manifestations. Re- 
fusal is the only morally and politically sound form of participation in Is- 
raeli society during the occupation. Refusal is . . . a source of hope for our 
moral integrity as Israelis. 

The declaration detailed some of the methods of resistance to be of- 

fered by the new movement, such as boycotting national celebrations 

held in the occupied territories; refusing to expose children to educa- 

tional curricula that sanctioned the occupation; and exposing and boy- 

cotting institutions that denied their Palestinian employees human dig- 

nity and decent working conditions.®’ 

In the beginning the new movement developed in much the same 

way as Peace Now had in its early days. Some 1,500 people signed their 

names to the new charter but only a few hundred became active. Deci- 

sions were made by an informal forum of those who were active. Com- 

mittees were established to run different projects, and anyone who 

wanted to participate in a project could join the relevant planning com- 

mittee. Most decisions were made on an ad hoc basis. 

Nurit Shleifman, a scholar of Russian history, and Rachel Freudental, 

an expert in German literature, both founders of the new group, explained: 

We considered the possibility of forming a formal leadership group, but 
rejected this idea and continued to work in the spontaneous way in which 
we began. Membership in the movement meant only one thing, activity in 
its projects. . . . Most of us were active in Peace Now early on but we came 
to doubt the effectiveness of street demonstrations, and Peace Now did 

not provide us with a framework for active involvement and ongoing prac- 
tical activity. The gap between our discourse and the cruel reality of the 
occupation bothered us for quite some time. We were looking for a more 
radical framework. The “committees” were more confrontational than Peace 
Now, but we could not live with the alienation from Israeli society which 

they represented. The 21st Year provided us with the combination of radi- 
calism within our Israeli identity.88 
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The 21st Year raised once more the dilemma that had preoccupied the 

Israeli peace movement from the outset. From an Israeli perspective, does 

one oppose the occupation because of its power to corrupt the occupier 

and the damage it does to Israel’s national interests, or is one motivated 

primarily by outrage at the moral injustice being perpetrated on the occu- 

pied Palestinians? Is the dilemma pragmatic or moral? To what extent can 

one identify with a Zionism in which the Israeli right wing adheres to poli- 

cies from which the peace movement clearly wants to dissociate itself? 

A couple of members of the more extreme groups went so far as to 

join the young Palestinians in stoning Israeli soldiers, but such an ap- 

proach was not only suicidal for any peace group but also an emotional 

impossibility for the overwhelming majority of those groups. One can- 

not stop being what one is so long as one continues to be a part of 

society. Adi Ofir spoke to this condition: 

We deal with disengagement, not desertion. We try to challenge, not to re- 
volt. It is still a kind of [Israeli] partnership. . . . Refusal is essentially a blatant 
provocation against the majority, and a commitment to a moral minority 
community which gives you backing and confirms your act, but it is ipso 
facto an expression of responsibility to the community at large. . . .The re- 
fusal draws the line, but contrary to acts of desertion and self-imposed exile 

it draws the line from within. This is the line beyond which no agreement is 
possible, not only with this or that policy, but with the entire system. . . . This 
is a line which if crossed will make us either exiles or rebels.8? 

Various attempts were made to apply the basic philosophy of the 

group, such as a boycott of merchandise produced by Jewish settlers in 

the occupied territories, but these had little effect. Organizers consid- 

ered distributing lists of such products in supermarkets but ultimately 

rejected the idea because it would have meant breaking the law, which 

the activists were reluctant to do. 

The 21st Year supported the refusers from Yesh Gvul in a more public 

and outspoken manner than did Peace Now. The new movement recog- 

nized the refusal to serve in the occupied territories as one mode of 

legitimate resistance open to its members.” 

In December 1987, when the 21st Year was but a couple of months 

old, the Intifada erupted, creating new circumstances that presented an 

even harsher challenge for the peace movement. Young Palestinians 

refused to continue to accept the status quo that had been created by 

the Six Day War and that had prevailed for twenty years. In doing so 

they confronted Israel with a new moral dilemma. 
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The Israeli-Palestinian 

Dialogue 

The Children of Abraham 

At this point, we must pause in the flow of our narrative and turn back to 

review the antecedents of one of the most important activities of the Is- 

raeli peace groups—the promotion of Israeli-Palestinian dialogue. Though 

contacts between the two peoples grew more intense and politically more 

significant in the 1970s and 1980s, such dialogue had, of course, been 

under way for many decades. Indeed, from the beginning of the Zionist 

project in Palestine it became clear that a constant feature of the relations 

between Palestinian Arabs and Jews would be that enmity and friendship 

would exist side by side. The geographical pattern of Zionist settlement 

throughout the country brought Jews and Arabs into close proximity. At 

times this led to violent confrontations; at other times relations were warm 

and even intimate. As early as the 1920s, despite the rapid intensification 

of the political and military strife between the two national movements, 

contact and dialogue between Jews and Arabs became an intrinsic part 

of the conflict. Interactions varied from commercial transactions and po- 

litical debates to personal visits to Arab and Jewish homes.! 

199 
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During the 1930s and 1940s the World Zionist Organization established 

a special department to develop and monitor political contacts with Pal- 

estinian Arabs and other individuals throughout the Arab world.’ After 

1948, however, these contacts became increasingly difficult to maintain 

and were usually conducted in secret.? Contacts with Palestinians who 

became citizens of Israel were readily available but of little political con- 

sequence, Israeli Arabs having little or no influence in the rest of the Arab 

world, and the Palestinians as a whole playing only a minor role in Middle 

Eastern politics before 1967.4 Consequently, Israeli efforts between the 

War of Independence and the Six Day War focused primarily on develop- 

ing contacts that could lead to, negotiations with the Arab states.° 

Among the many changes wrought by the Six Day War was a dramatic 

alteration in the circumstances that shaped Israeli contacts with Arab 

“enemies,” and in particular with the Palestinians. The fact that they now 

governed the largest segment of the Palestinian people made it relatively 

easy for Israelis, both officials and private individuals, to meet and dis- 

cuss issues with Palestinian leaders in the occupied territories. Conve- 

nient access to the Palestinian diaspora and the Arab world was also 

maintained through the “open bridges” across the Jordan River. 

Private contacts between Arabs and Israelis were viewed as more ac- 

ceptable after 1967 than before. In 1974 Amos Elon, a prominent Israeli 

writer, and Sana Hassan, an Egyptian woman from a well-known Cairo 

family who at the time was a student at Harvard, published a book re- 

counting their dialogues during a series of personal encounters that took 

place in the United States. They hoped that the dialogue would serve as a 

signal to their respective nations that peace was a genuine possibility.® 

The dialogue and the book became a cause célébre. In 1976, more than a 

year before Sadat came to Jerusalem, Hassan accepted Elon’s invitation 

to visit Israel. But Egyptian society was not yet ready for such a bold ges- 

ture, and Hassan suffered harsh private and official recriminations and 

her passport was revoked for some time.’ 

During the late 1960s and early 1970s many official and unofficial con- 

tacts took place with Palestinians in the occupied territories. However, 

the increasing prominence of the PLO and its guerrilla activities made 

contact between Israelis and Palestinian diaspora leaders more difficult. 

Israeli rejection of the PLO as a potential partner for peace and growing 

anger at its terrorist activities made contacts with PLO representatives 

appear to the Israeli public to be both legally and morally offensive. 

During the 1970s the PLO, for its part, was not ready for an official dia- 

logue with Israel. The Palestine National Charter rejected any compromise 
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with the Jewish state, and advocated an armed struggle for the removal of 

the “Zionist Entity’ and the creation of a “secular democratic state in Pales- 

tine.’ As late as March 1977 the Palestine National Council reaffirmed that 

only contacts with “progressive and democratic forces in Israel, struggling 

against Zionism as a doctrine and in practice,” were permissible.? Conse- 

quently, the PLO initially would meet only with Israelis who were outspo- 

ken anti-Zionists and opposed to the existence of the Jewish state. Some 

Israelis of the ultraleft Matzpen groups who resided in London and else- 

where in Europe maintained contacts with the PLO early on. Most of these 

ultraleft Jews and Israelis advocated various Trotskyite or Maoist doctrines 

and considered Judaism nothing more than an archaic religion.!° For them 

Zionism was just another repressive colonialist movement, and thus they 

supported the dismemberment of Israel.!! 

The contacts the PLO maintained with these marginal Jewish and Israeli 

elements were not meant to prepare the ground for reconciliation or to 

encourage a better understanding of the other side. They served instead to 

confirm misperceptions and to solidify the PLO’s rejectionist attitudes. Only 

a handful of Palestinian leaders tried to reach a broader Israeli audience. !2 

Abie Nathan—The Voice of Peace 

Born in Iran and raised in India, Abie Nathan came to Israel at the age of 

twenty-one after serving as a fighter pilot in the Indian Royal Air Force 

during World War II. During the 1948 war he served in the Israeli Air 

Force, and during the 1950s he was a captain for El Al. In the 1960s he 

opened a popular restaurant and an art gallery, and became a favorite 

of the bohemian circles in Tel Aviv.!? 
On February 28, 1966, Nathan caused an international event when 

he flew his private plane (which he renamed “Shalom One” for the oc- 

casion) to Port Said as a gesture to promote the idea of peace. This was 

a daring if futile act, for the possibility of reconciliation hardly existed in 

the years before the Six Day War. Furthermore, the enmity of the Egyp- 

tian regime toward Israel at the time could easily have cost Nathan his 

life. Despite the risks he managed to land safely but failed to meet any 

Egyptian officials and was promptly returned to Israel. 

Nathan’s daring act violated the Israeli law prohibiting unauthorized 

visits to an enemy country. His gesture generated a significant amount of 

popular sympathy, however, and the fact that he neither caused nor in- 

tended to cause any damage to Israel's security persuaded the government 

not to prosecute. The considerable media attention Nathan received gave 
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him the status of a champion of peace, and for a while it seemed that he 

was even able to mobilize a certain constituency. On October 28, 1966, 

he led a few hundred supporters in a peace march from Tel Aviv to Jerusa- 

lem. Shortly after the Six Day War, on July 28, 1967, Nathan again flew to 

Port Said. This once again created a media spectacle but little else. How- 

ever, this time upon his return to Israel he was charged with violating the 

law and chose to spend forty days in jail.!4 

In the early 1970s Nathan directed his resources to a new idea; he 

raised enough money to buy a 570-ton freighter, which he converted 

into a floating radio station. In March 1973 the “Peace Ship,” with a 

crew of volunteers from many countries, anchored in international wa- 

ters off the coast of Israel. He named his new radio station “The Voice of 

Peace” and began broadcasting a mixture of music and conversation.!* 

The Peace Ship stayed on the air (with a few intermissions) for more 

than twenty years, and visited a number of Middle Eastern ports. Nathan 

regularly made symbolic gestures of peace; in October 1975, for example, 

he attempted to enter the Suez Canal with a cargo of thousands of flow- 

ers for the people of Egypt. As usual his gimmick failed. However, in 

Israel (especially along its Mediterranean coast) his music and message 

gained enough popularity to enable the effort to remain financially afloat. 

In the late 1980s Nathan turned his attention to openly challenging 

the law enacted by the Knesset in 1986 that specifically prohibited con- 

tacts with the PLO.!® In September 1988 Nathan went to Tunis to meet 

with Yasser Arafat.'’ After his return he was charged by the police. In 

further gestures of defiance he met with Arafat two more times, once in 

Strasbourg and once in Geneva, while awaiting his trial on the original 

charge. Nathan was sentenced to six months in prison. 

As soon as he was released in March 1990 Nathan again traveled to 

Tunis and met with Arafat and other PLO officials. This time he was sent 

to jail for eighteen months.'§ On May 8, 1991, he began a hunger strike in 

jail to protest the law and his imprisonment. The government received 

appeals for clemency from the media, politicians, and intellectuals, but 

Nathan refused the government's demand that he express regret and prom- 

ise not to violate the law again (as required by law in the case of par- 

dons). His fast lasted for forty days and his absolute commitment to his 

ideals won,the sympathy of many. Ultimately, President Ezer Weizman, 

who knew Nathan well from the days of his service in the Israeli Air Force 

more than forty years earlier, intervened and reduced Nathan’s sentence. 

He was released on March 30, 1993, after 173 days behind bars. 



ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN DIALOGUE / 203 

Abie Nathan has always been essentially a lone crusader, unable to 

organize or sustain a movement. In the big picture of the Israeli peace 

movement he has had little impact or influence, but he has endeared 

himself to many by his courage and flair for the outrageous. 

Said Hammami 

By 1973 Yasser Arafat must have begun to doubt the usefulness of con- 

tinuing a dialogue exclusively with anti-Zionist Jews and decided to float 

a trial balloon. He was not authorized by the PLO leadership to stray from 

the official “secular democratic state” policy that prohibited contact with 

any Israelis other than anti-Zionists. Nevertheless, he authorized one of 

his lieutenants to publicly depart from the party line. On November 16, 

1973, the London Times published an article by Said Hammami, the PLO 

representative in Great Britain, in which for the first time a PLO official 

spoke of a “Palestinian state in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip,” and 

raised the possibility of “emptying and closing down of the refugee camps, 

thereby drawing out the poison at the heart of the Arab-Israeli enmity.”!? 
In another article published a few weeks later he called for mutual recog- 

nition. “The Israeli Jews and the Palestinian Arabs should recognize one 

another as a people, with all the rights to which a people is entitled.””° 

This amounted to the recognition of the right of the Jews to a state of their 

own, a position that would later be known as the “two states solution.” 

Hammami’s articles made little impression in Israel?! but caught the 

eye of Uri Avneri, who had advocated a similar formula for more than two 

decades. Avneri sought a meeting with Hammami, and after repeated 

delays the meeting took place in a London hotel on January 27, 1975.7 

The encounter had a significant impact on Avneri who, despite his de- 

tailed knowledge of the Arab-Israeli conflict, had only a limited under- 

standing of the intricacies of Palestinian politics. Over the course of the 

conversation, Hammami taught Avneri to better understand the internal 

conflicts and tensions inside the Palestinian camp that would have to be 

taken into account as part of a realistic peace process.*4 

Two months after this first encounter Hammami delivered a speech 

to the National Liberal Club in London in which he advocated the estab- 

lishment of a Palestinian state alongside Israel. He discussed the need 

to conduct “a continuous and developing dialogue with any elements 

within Israel who were prepared to meet and talk with Palestinians re- 

garding the form of a mutually acceptable coexistence which might in 
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time develop between the two peoples.” Hammami was still constrained 

by the official PLO line, but tried to get around it by suggesting that the 

dream of creating a “secular democratic state” in Palestine should be- 

come a long-term aspiration to be achieved only by persuasion and with 

the consent of both Israelis and Palestinians.*4 

Two Flags Crossed 

Hammami's speech received little notice among Israelis, but Avneri and 

some of his colleagues decided to create a group that “could act instead 

of the establishment, and respond in some way to the growing signs of 

moderation in the ranks of the PLO, thus providing our counterparts with 

the ammunition they need in their battle to win the confidence of their 

people.””° In early June 1975 Avneri, Amos Kenan (a prominent Israeli 

satirist and writer), and Yossi Amitai (an Arabist and at the time the sec- 

retary of a kibbutz in the south) published a manifesto for the founding of 

an organization to be called the Israeli Council for Israel-Palestine Peace.?° 

Other individuals, closer to the mainstream of Israeli politics, also 

became aware of the urgent need for a dialogue with the Palestinians. 

Among them were Lova Eliav, at that time an MK for the short-lived 

Ya’ad Party; Meir Pail, a retired colonel with a long military career, in- 

cluding an assignment as commander of the IDF's officer’s school, and 

an MK from the left-wing Moked faction; Ya’acov Arnon, the former 

director general of the Ministry of Treasury and a confidant of Levi Eshkol 

and Pinhas Sapir; David Shaham, the former editor of the Labor Party's 

ideological magazine Ot and later an editor of New Outlook and director 

of ICPME; and most significantly, Matti Peled, a retired general who be- 

came a professor of modern Arabic literature at Tel Aviv University. Both 

Peled and Eliav enjoyed good access to the senior ranks of the Labor 

Party, including Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin.?7 

Peled, who was well versed in Arabic publications, recognized a subtle 

but significant shift in the PLO’s position. While Said Hammami argued for 

recognition of Israel and the establishment of the Palestinian state along- 

side Israel, other writers were similarly advocating recognition of Israel 

and the need to open a diplomatic track in addition to the armed struggle. 

One such writer was Sabri Jiryis, an Israeli-Arab who had emigrated in the 

late 1960s after the Palestinian nationalist party he created—El Ard (The 

Land)—was outlawed by the Israeli authorities and who later became the 

head of the Israeli desk at PLO headquarters in Beirut. For voicing these 
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“heresies,” Jiryis was kidnapped by members of the PFLP and was released 

only after the forceful intervention of Yasser Arafat. “These events,” re- 

membered Peled, “unleashed a storm among Palestinians and it became 

clear to me that an important upheaval was taking place inside the PLO 

that required a courageous response on the part of Israelis.’28 

In December 1975 all these forward-looking activists convened at the 

Tel Aviv Theater Club. They decided to organize a nonpartisan council 

that would advocate a formal dialogue with the PLO based on mutual 

recognition of the right of self-determination for both Israel and the Pales- 

tinians. They adopted the name of Avneri’s group—the Israeli Council for 

Israel-Palestine Peace. The prominent Sephardi leader Elie Eliachar was 

elected honorary president and Matti Peled was elected chairman.?? 

More than a hundred well-known Israelis, including writers, journal- 

ists, artists, and academics, signed the new council’s manifesto. The council 

adopted two crossed flags as its emblem: the Israeli flag, and a flag of 

black, white, and green stripes joined by a red triangle, which during World 

War I had been carried by the Arab rebels who opposed Ottoman rule, and 

which in the 1920s had been adopted by the Palestinians as their national 

banner. In the 1970s this flag became the recognized symbol of the Pales- 

tinian national movement and was customarily referred to by Israelis as 

the “PLO flag.” For many Israelis the flag was more of a red rag.°° 

Issam Sartawi 

The next step was mediated by Henri Curiel, who during the 1950s and 

1960s had liaised with different Third World liberation movements on be- 

half of the Israeli left.*! During the 1970s Curiel surrounded himself with a 

small circle of Jewish communists from Egypt and other Arab counties, and 

maintained contacts with political circles in the newly independent North 

African states. He subsequently began to reach out also to Palestinians.°? 

Dani Amit, a professor of physics from Hebrew University, also main- 

tained contacts with PLO delegates in Europe during the mid-1970s. As a 

graduate student at Amherst University in the 1960s Amit had met many 

Palestinians and other individuals from the Third World, as well as indi- 

viduals from the American left. He gradually became more critical of 

Israel's policies vis-a-vis the Arab-Israeli conflict, and upon returning to 

Jerusalem shortly after the Six Day War he joined an obscure group called 

the Committee for Just Peace. He soon discovered that this group was 

actually a front for the New Communist Party, and began to seek new 
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and independent contacts with Palestinians in the occupied territories 

and in the Palestinian diaspora.** 
During 1975-76 Amit spent a sabbatical year in Paris and became 

acquainted with the Curiel circle, who introduced him to Said Hammami. 

Amit and Hammami conversed frequently. “For Hammami | was a step 

beyond his previous contacts with the anti-Zionists,” Amit recalled. Amit 

tried to interest some of his colleagues at Hebrew University in meeting 

with Hammami but had little success. In the spring of 1976 he and 

Hammami began to plan a major Israeli-Palestinian conference; Beirut, 

however, was not prepared to endorse the idea. 

At about the same time, Arafat sent Issam Sartawi to Paris to take 

charge of contacts with Israelis. Sartawi had advocated opening a dia- 

logue with mainstream Israelis for some time. He was an American- 

trained heart surgeon who had begun his career in the PLO as the leader 

of a small guerrilla faction that had been involved in some skirmishes 

with the IDF. Later, Sartawi joined Arafat's Fatah faction and served as 

an emissary on different diplomatic missions. 

Sartawi met Curiel in Paris and Curiel introduced him to Amit, who sug- 

gested that Sartawi meet with someone from the Israeli Council for Israel- 

Palestine Peace. Upon his return to Israel, Amit contacted Matti Peled.*4 

Peled met Sartawi for the first time in the house of one of Curiel’s group 

in Paris. “I wanted to clarify the areas of agreement between Sartawi and 

the positions of our council and found little divergence,” Peled later re- 

called. After a good dinner the mood warmed up and Sartawi joked, “I 

just want another good fight with the Israelis to show you that we can 

give a good fight.” “I told him we should do it on a football field and he 

seemed to be delighted with my response since he later repeated this 

story many times.’%° 
The ground was now prepared for a larger meeting, which took place a 

few weeks later in Rambouillet, in a villa that belonged to one of Curiel’s 

friends. The Israeli delegation included Matti Peled, Lova Eliav, Ya’akov 

Aron, and Meir Pail. Sartawi was accompanied by Sabri Jiryis and an 

aide, Razi Khouri. Sartawi told the Israelis that his mission had been per- 

sonally authorized by Arafat, but the meetings were supposed to remain 

secret. If information about the meetings were made public, they had to be 

seen as a private initiative of the participants.*° Early inthe discussions it 

became clear that the historical and moral aspects of the conflict had to be 

avoided because those issues invariably caused emotional and acrimoni- 

ous exchanges, and both sides agreed to concentrate on the current 
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situation and prospects for reconciliation. Sartawi insisted that the meet- 

ings remain secret because public knowledge of his contacts with Israelis 

could place him in great danger. Consequently, Sartawi declined an Israeli 

offer to release a joint statement at the end of the meeting.?’ 

This presented a problem for the Israelis because once they reported 

back to their colleagues in the council they could not assure absolute 

secrecy. They also felt that public knowledge of a successful Israeli-Pales- 

tinian dialogue was an important step on the road to reconciliation.** To 

compensate for the lack of public exposure, the Israelis proposed to give 

the event some international recognition by recruiting a few notable indi- 

viduals who could later testify to the historical breakthrough in which 

high-level officials of the PLO met with pro-Zionist Israelis. Sartawi agreed 

and joined Matti Peled and Lova Eliav on a late night visit to Pierre Mendés- 

France in his vacation home in the south of France. Mendés-France, a 

Jew who had served as the prime minister of France in the mid-1950s, 

presiding over France’s withdrawal from Indo-China, Tunisia, and Mo- 

rocco, enjoyed a reputation as a staunch advocate of peace. 

With a joint declaration being out of the question, Sartawi agreed to 

make an unequivocal statement in the presence of Mendés-France to the 

effect that an agreement should be reached between Israel and the Pales- 

tinians on the basis of the 1967 borders, with some mutually acceptable 

modifications. He also stated that such an agreement should bring an 

absolute end to the conflict between the two national movements, at 

which time the Palestinians would have no further territorial claims against 

Israel. These were far-reaching declarations from the mouth of a Pales- 

tinian who claimed that his mission was authorized by Arafat.°? 

The Israelis reported the results of their meetings to Prime Minister 

Rabin and several ministers and MKs. Rabin permitted the continuation 

of the dialogue but remained “cold and almost indifferent.’4° Issam Sartawi 

reported to Arafat in Beirut, where he incurred the wrath of many within 

the PLO’s leadership, especially Faruq Qaddumi, who was in charge of 

the PLO’s foreign relations. Despite the opposition of Qaddumi and oth- 

ers, Arafat agreed to continue the dialogue. Eventually, Hammamii (in 

London) was sidestepped and Sartawi became the chief liaison with the 

Israelis during the later part of the 1970s and early 1980s.4! 
Despite Sartawi’s insistence that the dialogue remain secret, a rela- 

tively large number of people knew of the meetings, and inevitably ac- 

counts eventually leaked out and were reported in considerable detail 

in the Israeli media.*2 This public exposure triggered a storm in both 
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Israeli and Palestinian circles. The Israeli government felt obliged to 

publicly distance itself from the initiative,4> and the Israeli media was 

full of criticism of the dialogue effort.44 
Sartawi did not fare much better. When, on January 1, 1977, Sartawi 

consented to Matti Peled’s request for a published statement that would 

not include any substantive element, but would only confirm an ongo- 

ing dialogue and affirm that a range of understandings had been 

achieved,* Farug Qaddumi publicly denied any PLO involvement in the 

affair. Arafat, who according to Sartawi had personally authorized him 

to enter into the dialogue, remained silent.*¢ 

Meetings between Sartawi and members of the council continued in- 

termittently for the next six years and the number of his Israeli acquain- 

tances grew. Yet, despite these efforts, no significant change occurred in 

the prevailing attitudes in either the Palestinian or Israeli communities. 

The Israeli establishment continued to refuse to accept the PLO as a po- 

tential interlocutor. Indeed, at that time even Peace Now chose not to 

open lines of communication with the PLO, and censured its members 

Dedi Zucker and Yael Tamir for their unauthorized meeting with Sartawi.4” 

On the other side, the PLO continued to use terrorism as part of its armed 

struggle, placing conciliation beyond reach for the time being. 

On April 10, 1983, Issam Sartawi was murdered in a hotel in Abulfeira, 

Portugal, where he was attending the Socialist International conven- 

tion. Before departing for Portugal, Sartawi had announced his inten- 

tion to meet with Shimon Peres, the head of the Labor Party. This an- 

nouncement exposed his agenda and itinerary and possibly precipitated 

his assassination.48 The assassination was carried out by Abu Nidal, a 

terror group not associated with the PLO. Abu Nidal maintained that 

Sartawi’s contact with Israeli Zionists amounted to a betrayal of the 

Palestinian dream to fight until Israel was destroyed. It is still unclear 

whether Sartawi’'s efforts managed to influence the PLO to accept the 

notion that conciliation could be achieved based upon mutual recogni- 

tion and compromise. However, there can be little doubt that his meet- 

ings and discussions with the Israelis opened the door for future dia- 

logue efforts and made conciliation thinkable.4? 
The Israeli Council for Israel-Palestine Peace remained a rather eso- 

teric group i Israeli politics, especially after Likud's victory in the 1977 

elections. For Likud, recognition of the Palestinians as a nation with 

political rights and acceptance of the PLO as a representative of such 

national aspirations were anathema. Likud leaders belittled the value of 
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serious dialogues with Palestinians and regularly objected to such ini- 

tiatives undertaken by the Israeli peace movement. 

Despite such criticism and numerous setbacks, the meetings and dia- 

logues Peled, Avneri, Eliav, and others held with Palestinians did have a 

significant, long-term impact. Avneri identified three main achievements 

that resulted from this dialogue. First, it provided both sides an impor- 

tant opportunity for learning. “We learned more about the sensitivities 

and sensibilities of the Palestinians and could better appreciate what 

course of action had a chance to succeed.” It also contributed to a greater 

sense of realism among PLO moderates. Second, a process of mutual 

persuasion was set in train. “It helped to close gaps which at the begin- 

ning seemed to be unbridgeable.” Third, it made each side more accus- 

tomed to seeing the human side of the other. “We managed to break the 

perception that to meet the enemy is a treasonous activity.”©° One ob- 

server of Palestinian politics commented, “The dialogue with Israeli 

democratic forces amounted for the Palestinians to recognizing, step by 

step, the national reality of Israel. It was no longer a matter of seeing 

them join the PLO’s struggle [as previously had been the case with con- 

tacts with anti-Zionist Israelis]; it was a matter of jointly hammering out 

the principles of an understanding. It was a decisive step towards rec- 

ognition of the binational reality existing in Palestine.”°! 

Interactive Problem Solving 

In the late 1970s and early 1980s contacts between Israelis and Pales- 

tinians proliferated on many levels. International peace organizations 

such as the American Friends Service Committee, which had been in- 

volved in mediation efforts in the Middle East since the early 1950s, 

increased their efforts to facilitate Israeli-Arab encounters.°? Interest in 

conflict resolution and mediation increased significantly within the 

international academic community, and the Arab-Israeli conflict served 

as a useful case study for testing assumptions and hypotheses. Semi- 

nars, retreats, and workshops in which Israelis and Arabs (including 

Palestinians associated with the PLO) participated were held in a num- 

ber of universities in the West. A pioneer in these endeavors was Herbert 

Kelman, a prominent social psychologist from Harvard University. In- 

spired by two earlier conflict resolution workshops that addressed other 

international conflicts, Kelman organized a workshop in which Israelis 

and Arabs, along with a few American scholars, met to discuss the Middle 
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East conflict.5> The underlying idea was to use “clinical [psychological] 

procedures to promote change and collaborative problem-solving among 

conflicting parties . . . generating feedback to national and international 

decision making.”4 Kelman’s assistant, Stephen Cohen, observed that 

“the most difficult problem of such workshops has been to assure some 

transfer of training from the isolated workshop setting to the highly 

charged political atmosphere of the conflict itself.” Therefore “the ideal 

participant would be one who has access to, or is an unofficial member 

of, top leadership and decision making groups.’°° 
Securing the participation of such figures was not easy given that in 

most cases the leaders of both sides questioned the value of such experi- 

ments. However, the fact that the experiment was directed by American 

academics helped Kelman and Cohen persuade some mainstream Arabs 

and Jews to participate. Kelman and Cohen, both American Jews, also 

recruited three Arab-American scholars to give the experiment greater 

balance and assure greater objectivity.5° During the 1970s they traveled 

throughout the Middle East conducting workshops, interviews, and lec- 

tures. Most of the meetings were conducted on a private and confidential 

basis, and the names of the participants were not made public in the 

hope that this would contribute to more candid discussions.*’ 

Kelman did conduct some public meetings in the presence of larger 

audiences. In 1984 he brought together five MKs and five Palestinians pub- 

licly associated with the PLO. He also recruited Phillip Mattar of the Insti- 

tute for Palestine Studies to cochair the meeting.°$ Such groups were some- 

times able to draft a mutually acceptable document that delineated the 

principles on which reconciliation might be achieved, but the documents 

were not usually made public.°? In one case, MK Yossi Sarid (then a mem- 
ber of the Labor Party) and Afif Safiyah (later the PLO representative in 

London) published side-by-side op-ed pieces in the New York Times in which 

they articulated the general agreements achieved in the workshop.®° 

Over the years Kelman’s initiatives established direct and intimate con- 

tact between a few dozen Israelis and Palestinians, many of whom were 

leading figures in their respective communities.°! However, he was less 

successful in this effort during the seven years of Likud rule (1977-84), 

when he had only limited access to Israeli governing circles. On the Pal- 

estinian side} he was also not successful in his attempts to reach out to 

the hard-line factions of the PLO, which repeatedly declined his invita- 

tions. These failures were hardly surprising, for the workshops’ two un- 

derlying assumptions were equal status for both sides and the necessity 
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of compromise, neither of which was acceptable at the time to the Israeli 

right and to many hard-line Palestinians in the mainstream of the PLO.© 

Kelman’s efforts, along with those of others who initiated similar con- 

tacts, helped to develop among both Israelis and Palestinians “cadres of 

individuals who have acquired experience in communicating with the 

other side and the conviction that such communication can be fruitful.”6 

A Season for Dialogues 

During the early 1980s interest in a negotiated settlement gained momen- 

tum on both sides of the conflict. The peace treaty with Egypt had demon- 

strated that reconciliation was not beyond reach. Furthermore, it led the 

Egyptians to try to overcome their political isolation in the Arab world by 

expanding the peace they had reached with Israel. Egyptian officials often 

helped bring Israelis and Palestinians together for informal discussions. 

Eastern European governments also tried to facilitate informal nego- 

tiations, often through the Israeli Communist Party or other communist 

parties in western Europe. Nongovernmental organizations affiliated with 

the United Nations held annual conferences in which Israeli peaceniks 

exchanged views with Arabs and Palestinians.® 
Two incidents in particular illustrate the nature of these multiple con- 

tacts. In spring 1983, shortly after Arafat and the PLO were expelled 

from Tripoli by the Syrian army, a group of Israelis from ICPME were 

invited to Budapest by the Hungarian peace movement. Accidentally or 

not, Arafat’s deputy, Salah Khalaf (better known by his nom de guerre, 

Abu lyad), was also in Budapest. The Hungarian hosts suggested an 

informal meeting over dinner. Several of the Israelis already had experi- 

ence with such encounters and did not hesitate. One who did hesitate 

was Chana Zemer, a central figure in the Labor Party and the editor-in- 

chief of its daily newspaper Davar. For Zemer a meeting with the man 

known to Israelis as the organizer of the Black September terror squads 

(which had murdered the Israeli athletes at the Munich Olympics in 1972) 

was not easy. Eventually Zemer agreed to participate in the discussion, 

though she refused to shake hands with the man who was deeply in- 

volved in several violent attacks on Jews and Israelis. “I will talk to you 

as my enemy,” Zemer told the Palestinian. Despite this the discussion 

was surprisingly friendly and instructive. 

The second illustration draws on a personal experience. About a year 

later Ron Young, the representative of the American Friends Service 
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Committee in Amman, invited me to participate in a tour of the United 

States along with Muhammad Milhem, the former mayor of Halhoul, a 

Palestinian town in the Judean hills. In 1981 Milhem had been accused of 

inciting his people and deported to Jordan in response to the murder of 

six Jewish yeshiva students in Hebron. The tour was designed to expose 

the possibilities of dialogue and peacemaking to the American public. 

To ascertain that the tour would not result in mutual recriminations 

Milhem and I exchanged letters in which we outlined our views of the 

possible modalities of peacemaking and our motivations for undertak- 

ing the tour. We agreed that a two states solution was the best way to 

end the conflict. 1 was prepared to recognize the right of the Palestin- 

ians to self-determination while Milhem expressed his recognition of 

Israel's right to exist. We agreed to avoid futile debates on past griev- 

ances and promised to advocate future relations between Israelis and 

Palestinians based on equality and friendship.°° 
The tour was an ordeal for both of us. We both experienced harsh 

criticism from our respective communities. Small groups of supporters 

of Meir Kahane and other right-wing Jewish-American groups tried to 

disrupt the meetings by heckling inside the auditoriums or demonstrat- 

ing outside. Members of extremist Palestinian groups distributed leaf- 

lets with personal slurs against Milhem and threatened his life. Our re- 

lationship was also a dynamic process with ups and downs. Occasionally, 

when one of us slipped into emotional recriminations against the other 

side, the other would also resort to the almost automatic tendency to 

defend his own side. Despite these occasional transgressions, the pur- 

pose of the dialogue was largely achieved. It demonstrated that a civi- 

lized dialogue could be developed between enemies and conditions for 

reconciliation created.°/ 

Meeting Arafat 

The various meetings between Israelis and PLO officials culminated in a 

dramatic meeting between representatives of the Israeli Council for Is- 

rael-Palestine Peace and Yasser Arafat in his headquarters in Tunis on 

January 18, 1983.°8 This was an important vindication of Issam Sartawi, 
at least among some of his critics within the PLO, and Something of a 

breakthrough in light of the PLO’s previously unwavering opposition to 

negotiating with Zionists. The event was widely reported in the interna- 

tional media, and a communiqué was published simultaneously in Tunis 

and Tel Aviv in which Arafat expressed his appreciation “for the role of 
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the Israeli peace forces and their struggle for a just and lasting peace.”©? 

However, other than this symbolic statement nothing more substantive 

was announced. 

Israeli public opinion by and large failed to appreciate the impor- 

tance of this gesture by the head of the PLO. For most Israelis the epi- 

sode appeared to be an insignificant ploy by Arafat, who, it appeared, 

had taken advantage of naive Israelis to score propaganda points.’° This 

negative assessment seemed to be confirmed three weeks later in Algiers 

at the sixteenth session of the Palestine National Council (PNC), when 

Arafat was bitterly criticized by radical elements in his own movement 

for violating the 1977 decision not to meet with Israelis unless they op- 

posed Zionism. The PNC explicitly reiterated its prohibition of meetings 

with Zionist Israelis.”! 

The next meeting between members of the Israeli Council for Israel- 

Palestine Peace and Arafat came on August 31, 1983, this time in Geneva 

during a special UN conference on Palestine. Matti Peled and Uri Avneri 

were invited and again met with Arafat. This meeting was brief, Arafat hav- 

ing promised the Swiss government that he would leave Geneva promptly 

after delivering his speech to the assembly. However, it lasted long enough 

for photographers to capture Arafat embracing the two Israelis.’ 

The meeting was counterproductive in terms of its effect on Israeli pub- 

lic opinion. The Geneva conference, and the speech Arafat delivered just 

moments before he embraced Peled and Avneri, were replete with vitriolic 

anti-Israeli rhetoric. Even those in the Israeli peace camp who advocated 

recognition of the PLO found it necessary to denounce the event.’? 
Peled, Avneri, and Arnon met Arafat once more, in a secret meeting on 

April 21, 1984, in Tunis.”4 Arafat was preoccupied at the time with the situ- 
ation in Syria, the divisions within his organization, and challenges to his 

leadership. This meeting proved to be of little consequence, though Peled 

claimed that it “helped break the Israeli stereotype of Arafat as a monster.”7° 

Outlaw the Dialogues 

By 1985 the frequency of meetings between Israelis and Palestinians 

(including officials of the PLO) increased, and the number of Israelis 

who recognized that Israel would eventually have to deal with the PLO 

steadily rose.’© This was a source of concern among Likud leaders and 

other right-wing Knesset factions, which consequently sought to pro- 

hibit such meetings through legislation. 
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The Labor Party, which in the summer of 1984 had joined Likud in the 

National Unity Government, had its own political concerns. In view of the 

growing popularity and public acceptance of Meir Kahane’s Kach party, 

Labor demanded that its Likud partners support legislation that would 

outlaw racist political parties. It was hoped that such a law could be em- 

ployed to prevent Kahane from being reelected to the Knesset in the next 

elections. After considerable bargaining Likud struck a deal with Labor to 

support such legislation if Labor supported legislation that would make 

unauthorized meetings with PLO representatives a criminal offense. With 

most Labor MKs opposing dialogues with the PLO anyway, Labor accepted 

the deal. On August 5, 1986, the Knesset passed the two laws, and meet- 

ings with members of the PLO now became punishable by three years in 

prison.’” The law exempted journalists in the conduct of their work and 

academics participating in international conferences. It also implied that 

nonacademic international conferences in which Israelis did not estab- 

lish direct contact with PLO members were exempt. 

The peace movement now faced a new dilemma. Some advocated 

opposing the new law by ignoring it, even if this meant facing criminal 

prosecution. Others argued that the letter of the law should be obeyed 

while they sought loopholes that would allow them to continue their 

dialogues with Palestinians without violating the law. Peace Now, which 

itself had had reservations about meeting with the PLO without prior 

assurances of tangible results, including mutual public recognition and 

an end to terror attacks, decided to concentrate on dialogues with Pal- 

estinian leaders inside the occupied territories.”8 

Mizrachi peace activists were the first to challenge the new law. The 

PLO, misperceiving the role Mizrachim play in Israeli society, had sought 

contacts with Israel's Mizrachi population for some time. Many within 

the PLO looked upon Mizrachim as “Arabs of the Jewish faith” who could 

agree with the PLO view that “Judaism, being a religion, is not an inde- 

pendent nationality.””? The erroneous conclusion drawn from this flawed 

assumption was that Mizrachim would naturally support the creation of 

a “secular democratic unified Palestine.” In this scheme, Mizrachim could 

become “Palestinians of the Jewish faith” if they were born in Palestine. 

Otherwise they would be induced to return to the Arab countries from 

where they had emigrated.®° : 

In reality, even radical Mizrachi critics of the Israeli establishment 

never shared any such common interests with the PLO. The majority of 

the Mizrachi community tended to support the rightwing in Israeli politics, 
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for whom the PLO remained the main enemy, and even those Mizrachim 

on the left who nurtured grievances against the Ashkenazi elite never 

aspired to undermine the Zionist ideal of a Jewish state in Israel. Never- 

theless, many Mizrachim in the peace camp believed that because of 

their familiarity with Arab society and culture they might serve as a bridge 

to the Arab Middle East. They saw it as their obligation to encourage 

and participate in dialogues with the PLO. 

Latif Dori, an Iraqi-born member of Mapam’s Central Committee and 

head of its Arab Affairs Department, was among those who favored chal- 

lenging the new law head on. On Januery 26, 1986, Dori and several 

other Mizrachi peace activists had founded the Committee for Israeli- 

Palestinian Dialogue.*! The committee was designed to be an umbrella 

organization and included members of East for Peace and other Mizrachi 

peace groups. The new group published a declaration of principles signed 

by prominent Mizrachi individuals who resolved to resist “the criminal 

generalization which depicts all these oriental communities as Arab- 

haters.” They declared that “Israelis of oriental origin possess the ability 

and the desire to build a bridge between the Arab world and Israeli so- 

ciety, and to renew the centuries-old tradition of cultural partnership as 

a step towards our integration in the region.”®? 

Hanna Siniora, the editor of the Palestinian pro-PLO newspaper dl-Fajr, 

welcomed the new committee and in July published its declaration in both 

the Arabic and English editions of the newspaper.** As soon as the law 

barring contact with the PLO was enacted, Dori, Siniora, and Shlomo Elbaz 

(of East for Peace) convened a press conference in which they asserted 

that “no power in the world can prevent the dialogue between the Israeli 

and Palestinian peace seekers which will continue at all times in all places.” 

Dori also stated that he was prepared to pay the price for his actions.*4 

The opportunity to test his determination arrived in November 1986. 

After complicated preparations, a well-publicized meeting with several 

prominent members of the PLO Executive Committee was held in 

Constinesti, Romania, on the Black Sea. The Palestinian delegation was 

headed by General Abd al-Razzak Yahya, the former commander of the 

Palestinian Liberation Army. More than a hundred international jour- 

nalists were present to cover the event.8° 

The meeting provoked significant opposition. The Israeli attorney 

general announced that the participants would be arrested upon their 

return to Israel. Even Mapam’s leadership denounced the initiative and 

temporarily suspended Dori's membership in the party. Many Mizrachim 
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who had originally planned to attend the meeting changed their minds 

at the last minute as a result of internal dissent and several demonstra- 

tions organized by right-wing elements at Ben-Gurion Airport.®¢ 

The conference itself was a disappointment. It lasted only ninety min- 

utes, no substantive discussions took place, and the Palestinians of- 

fered no signs of moderating their position. Nevertheless, this nonevent 

became a cause célébre in Israel because it represented the first clear 

challenge to the new law. The meeting received considerable media 

coverage in Israel, and some right-wing members of the Knesset de- 

manded a police investigation. 

Upon returning to Israel, Dori and three of his colleagues were ar- 

rested and charged with criminal offenses.°” The court sentenced the 

group to six months in jail plus a one-year suspended prison term and a 

small fine. The verdict was appealed to the relevant district court, where 

the judge, though he seemed to feel that the charges were not morally 

justified, followed the letter of the law and upheld the verdict of the 

lower court. The group appealed once again, this time to the Supreme 

Court. The case dragged on for several years until rendered moot by the 

repeal of the law by the Rabin government in 1993.88 

Abie Nathan, Latif Dori, and some others confronted the law directly. 

Others in the peace camp used a different and less dramatic approach, 

but one that also helped to render the law little more than a farce. 

It soon became clear that the police and the state attorney did not like 

enforcing the law, and with the exception of cases involving demonstra- 

tive defiance (which left little room for discretion) they preferred to avoid 

prosecution.®? With the help of individuals and organizations in Europe 

and the United States, Israeli activists organized many meetings under 

academic auspices in which blatantly public contacts were avoided. The 

rules of the game were simple. A third party served as the chairperson of 

the meeting and the Israelis addressed themselves to the neutral chairper- 

son, thus avoiding “direct contact” with the PLO representative.?° Mem- 
bers of the Knesset also continued to meet with PLO representatives, in- 

voking their parliamentary immunity to shield themselves from criminal 

prosecution for activities undertaken in the conduct of their political work.?! 

x >. 

The New Palestinians 

Another way to circumvent the law was by expanding the existing dia- 

logues with the Palestinians inside the occupied territories who identified 
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themselves with the PLO. The Likud governments did not alter the policy 

enunciated by Moshe Dayan in the early 1970s, which held that as long 

as a Palestinian did not engage in acts of terror or public incitement he 

or she was entitled to his or her personal opinions. In effect this permit- 

ted Palestinians in the territories to openly identify with the PLO, which 

many chose to do. 

By the early 1980s Peace Now (which agreed to meet officially with 

the PLO only much later) supported the idea of nurturing contacts with 

pro-PLO Palestinians in the occupied territories. A new generation of 

Palestinian leaders was emerging as many of the older leaders were 

deported, died, or lost the support of their constituencies. Younger people 

like Ziyad Abu-Zayyad, Hanan Ashrawi, Ghassan al-Khatib, and Faisal 

Husseini gradually replaced the previous leadership, which had included 

Rashad Shawwa, Karim Khalaf, and Bassam Shak’a.?* Most of the peace 

groups on the Israeli side maintained contacts with these new leaders 

and tried to persuade Israelis that these Palestinians could be partners 

in negotiations.?* For Peace Now this became an important source of 

activity during the period of the National Unity Government, in which 

the prevailing political environment undermined Peace Now’s ability to 

organize large public demonstrations. As one observer commented, 

“Peace Now’s resurrection followed from its ability to establish a work- 

ing relationship with a number of West Bank and Gaza Strip leaders.’%4 

Meetings between the leaders of Peace Now and the younger Palestin- 

ian leadership began to resemble a semiformal committee that convened 

frequently to exchange information and opinions and to plan joint activi- 

ties that would assist in breaking the wall of enmity between their re- 

spective nations. The Palestinians preferred to hold these meetings in 

one of the Palestinian research institutes in East Jerusalem or in neutral 

territory such as the American Colony Hotel or the Notre Dame Hotel.?° 

After Issam Sartawi's murder in 1983 a growing number of second-tier 

PLO officials reached out to Israelis. To many within the PLO it became 

evident that armed struggle alone would not achieve their national aspi- 

rations and that some mutual compromise was necessary. They also be- 

gan to understand that their future was inextricably tied to Israeli public 

opinion, which had to shift toward favoring some kind of accommoda- 

tion before any Israeli government would try to reach a compromise. 

Despite its security problems, Israel was plainly not going to be forced by 

terror or other violent means to relinquish any part of the territories it had 

occupied in 1967. Consequently, in the second half of the 1980s the 
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Palestinians sought to make contact with Israelis closer to the political 

center and even to the right of the center. 

The new Palestinian leadership met frequently with members of ICPME, 

and became regular participants in its annual conferences. This enabled 

them to meet many individuals associated with the Labor Party, such as 

Abba Eban, MK Ora Namir, MK Chaim Ramon, and former Justice Minister 

Chaim Tzadok.”° By 1987 at least one of the sessions of ICPME’s Interna- 

tional Board of Trustees Conference was convened in the American Colony 

Hotel in the Arab side of Jerusalem to accommodate the Palestinian leaders. 

Much of this activity, however, remained within limited elite circles of 

the Palestinian and Israeli communities and did not reach the broader pub- 

lic. The Palestinian masses came into contact with Israelis on a totally dif- 

ferent plane. More than 100,000 Palestinian workers commuted every 

morning from their squalid camps and villages to work as cheap labor in 

Israel. In the occupied territories, almost all the Israelis the Palestinians 

encountered were either soldiers or settlers. For most young Palestinians, 

the Israeli was either a parsimonious employer or an oppressive occupier. 

As the peacemakers on both sides sought a way to change the situa- 

tion through dialogue and informal diplomacy, anger and desperation 

were growing in the refugee camps in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. The 

new generation of Palestinians who were born into the misery of occupa- 

tion hardly noticed the efforts of the new generation of Palestinian lead- 

ers. They also became skeptical of the PLO’s ability to deliver them from 

their poverty and indignity. Beneath the hopeful dialogues the cauldron 

of frustration was reaching its boiling point. 
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Intifada 
The Palestinian Uprising, 1987-88 

Sticks and Stones 

On the outskirts of Gaza on the afternoon of December 8, 1987, a truck 

driven by an Israeli crashed into a car full of Palestinian laborers return- 

ing home from a day of work on the other side of the Green Line. Four 

Palestinians were killed and several others wounded.! Other than the 

unfortunate loss of life there was nothing particularly noteworthy about 

this accident. However, it served as the spark that ignited the anger, 

frustration, and humiliation that had mounted among the Palestinians 

in the occupied territories during the previous two decades. A rumor 

quickly spread through Gaza that the death of the four Palestinians was 

no accident but a cold-blooded murder perpetrated by an Israeli whose 

brother had been stabbed in Gaza’s main market two days earlier. 

As the mourners returned home from the Palestinians’ funerals that 

evening, the IDF outpost inside the Jabalya camp near the town of Gaza 

was attacked by stone-throwing Palestinians. The spontaneous dem- 

onstration continued well into the night and quickly spread throughout 

the camp. Most of the camp's roads and alleys were blocked by the resi- 

dents, who erected makeshift barricades. By morning it became evident 

Zio 



220 / In Pursuit oF PEACE 

that this riot was not going to be easily contained. Within three days the 

rioting had spread throughout the Gaza Strip and into parts of the West 

Bank as well. Caught off guard, the poorly prepared Israeli soldiers fired 

their weapons into the crowds to extricate themselves from the increas- 

ingly daring Palestinians, who lobbed barrages of stones and occasional 

firebombs.? Palestinian casualties mounted by the hour, and the inter- 

national media recorded brutal scenes of soldiers beating and shooting 

at Palestinians. By the end of the tenth day of escalating violence it was 

clear that a massive Palestinian uprising was under way. The Arab me- 

dia referred to the uprising as an Intifada—literally meaning a “shake- 

up”—suggesting a dramatic departure from the status quo. 

The Intifada came as a surprise to all groups involved—the Israeli au- 

thorities, the PLO, the local Palestinian leadership, even the young Pales- 

tinians who were responsible for it all. The PLO leadership had suffered 

repeated setbacks in the preceding months, and failed at first to take com- 

mand of the events, which were now clearly beyond its control. This can 

be attributed partly to the fact that the uprising not only came as a re- 

sponse to the humiliation of the Israeli occupation, but also reflected the 

disillusionment the Palestinian masses felt toward the ineffectiveness of 

the PLO itself, particularly its inability to deliver them from their misery.* 

The masses of young Palestinians who took to the streets did so with- 

out any preconceived plan or long-term objectives. They were driven by 

the momentum of their anger and frustration, seemingly without concern 

for the broader meaning or impact of their actions. They soon discovered 

that the Intifada provided them with a significant psychological and po- 

litical victory, at least in terms of winning the support of international 

public opinion and restoring their own dignity. The initial media successes 

of the uprising served to fuel its growth and helped it gain overwhelming 

support within the Palestinian community and the rest of the Arab world.® 

For Israel the Intifada caused a rapid and significant change in the 

operational environment in the occupied territories.° The IDF was now 

responsible not only for defending its own troops and other Israelis from 

Palestinian violence, but also for preventing (or at least minimizing) vio- 

lence against Palestinians by Israelis. Israeli soldiers had to encounter “fren- 

zied people taunting [them] and daring them to shoot while they stood 

rooted to thé spot in defiance.”” Despite the fact that the Palestinians’ 

weapons (mostly stones and firebombs) had the capability to injure and 

kill, for the most part they were not weapons meant to inflict casualties so 

much as to provoke a response. The defiant young Palestinians seemed to 
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be sending a message that, even if they were too weak to kill their occupi- 

ers, they could compel the soldiers to kill them and create martyrs for the 

cause. The high number of casualties in the early phases of the Intifada 

demonstrated the willingness of the Palestinians to sustain heavy losses, 

including women and children. Daily images of Palestinian suffering and 

Israeli brutality catapulted the Intifada to the center of world attention. 

The disorganized policies and insensitive public statements of De- 

fense Minister Yitzhak Rabin during the early phases of the Intifada in- 

dicated the Israeli authorities’ lack of understanding of the significance 

of this latest chapter in their struggle with the Palestinians. Initially, Rabin 

viewed the Intifada as a passing event. Upon his return from a trip to the 

United States three weeks after the outbreak of violence, Rabin seemed 

to believe the Intifada was already waning, declaring that “the distur- 

bances will not happen again, even if we have to use massive force.”® 

While he recognized the need for political negotiations, he was resolved 

to pacify the territories by force.? 

During the first two years of the Intifada 600 Palestinians were killed 

and 8,500 wounded by Israeli forces.!° Concerned by the growing number 
of fatalities, Rabin sought to contain the uprising while reducing the use of 

lethal force. Consequently, he ordered his troops to stop shooting and to 

start beating the rioters instead. “More force, less shooting,” he told the- 

Knesset Defense and Foreign Affairs Committee.'! The fatality rate de- 
clined for a while, but beatings and “breaking bones” (as Rabin was re- 

ported to have ordered) produced more disturbing media images than did 

shooting from afar. Scenes of Israeli soldiers beating unarmed Palestin- 

ians provided invaluable ammunition for the Palestinians’ propaganda war, 

further damaging Israel's image abroad and shaking public conscience at 

home.!2 Some soldiers seemed to believe that the prevailing chaos pro- 

vided them with a license to use force as they saw fit, and there were 

many instances of excessive use of force. For other soldiers, however, the 

situation raised moral dilemmas concerning the limits of obedience and 

the legality of the orders they received from their superiors.!° 

Within three months of the Intifada’s eruption, there was no doubting 

that the Israeli-Palestinian conflict had entered a new and radically dif- 

ferent phase. The traditional concept of “armed struggle” with occa- 

sional terror attacks on Israeli or Jewish targets, sporadic strikes, dem- 

onstrations, and clashes with the Israeli occupation forces was 

supplanted by a new mode of resistance. This included a sustained ef- 

fort to challenge the occupation through daily acts of defiance and civil 



222 / IN Pursuit OF PEACE 

disobedience, and by refusing to cooperate in the occupation as docile 

partners with no control over their destiny.'4 “It was not a revolt,” said 

one Palestinian leader, “it was a new way of life, a new mode of exist- 

ence.”!5 A commercial strike went on for months, and roads were regu- 

larly blocked with burning tires and other obstacles.!® Palestinian flags 

were repeatedly hoisted on houses, electric lines, and minarets, and 

political graffiti covered every inch of visible wall space. The walls of 

cities, villages, and refugee camps were pasted with defiant slogans in 

the red, green, and black of the Palestinian flag. Arab citizens commu- 

nicated with the Israeli civil administration only when unavoidable. So- 

cial and other services provided through independent networks of citi- 

zens’ initiatives—which had grown by leaps and bounds in the occupied 

territories since the collapse of such services in Lebanon after 1982— 

were now strengthened, and helped Palestinians avoid using the ser- 

vices provided by the occupation authorities.!/ 

Enough with the Occupation! 

By the beginning of 1988 many Israelis began to accept that the new situ- 

ation with the Palestinians could not be resolved through military means. 

The Intifada was a psychological and political phenomenon and an out- 

growth of the Israeli occupation, and only a political settlement that in- 

cluded an end of the occupation would bring about an end of the Intifada. 

This conclusion was rejected by the Israeli right, but Chief of Staff Dan 

Shomron and other high-ranking officers publicly expressed their belief 

that “the IDF cannot handle the root of the matter, since the solution of the 

Israeli-Palestinian conflict requires a political, not a military, solution.”!§ 

The peace movement was now faced with a dilemma. It could focus 

exclusively on protesting the occupation and demand that the govern- 

ment initiate a process that would lead to the withdrawal of Israeli forces 

from the occupied territories. But though this approach was morally and 

intellectually appealing, it failed to address the short-term issue of Israel's 

immediate response to the Intifada. Opinion was also divided as to if 

and how the peace movement should address the handling of the upris- 

ing by the IDF and other security forces. Among other issues, this raised 

the question of whether it was appropriate for the movenient to publicly 

criticize the IDF’s conduct in the territories. Some within the peace move- 

ment believed that if they debated the modes and means of the occupa- 

tion they might be accused of tacitly acquiescing to it. 
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Members of the more radical wing of the movement were not particu- 

larly concerned with these nuances. As had been the pattern in the past, 

they created a new “committee” and took to the streets under a new ban- 

ner, “Dai Lakibush!” (Enough with the Occupation!). The solution they 

advocated was quite simple—“two states for two peoples!” They were 

also unambiguous in declaring that Israel's negotiating partner should be 

the PLO, as the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people. 

Michel Warschawski (better known to his friends as Mikado) had 

emigrated to Israel during the 1968 student revolt in France. While in 

France he had been associated with marxist groups, and after his arrival 

in Jerusalem he joined Matzpen, the small far-left anti-Zionist group. In 

addition to his participation in the usual debates over ideology and doc- 

trine, Mikado became active on the left-wing fringes of the peace move- 

ment. During the late 1970s and early 1980s he was active in the vari- 

ous “committees,” his personal integrity and intelligence earning respect 

not only among his Jewish friends but also within the Palestinian com- 

munity.!? During the war in Lebanon Mikado served two jail terms for 

refusing to report for his military reserve duties. 

During the first years of the National Unity Government (1984-86), 

when the peace movement was at a low point, Warschawski, along with 

some of his colleagues from Matzpen and the Communist Party, formed 

a new committee. They opposed the self-declared “iron fist” policy in- 

spired by Defense Minister Yitzhak Rabin. The unique feature of this 

committee was that it was a joint venture with several Palestinian lead- 

ers, including Faisal Husseini, Sari Nusseibeh, and Mubarak Awad.?° 

Warschawski recalled that “for the first time Husseini and his friends 

understood that at least in Jerusalem they could and should use protest 

methods which the Israeli system considered legitimate, and transcend 

the struggle against the Israelis by trying to persuade them.” 

On behalf of the group, the Jews on the committee would apply for and 

receive a police permit to hold a demonstration; however, 80 to 90 percent 

of the participants would be Palestinians. Using this ploy Palestinians could 

hold demonstrations in Jerusalem without breaking the law.?! The police 

soon recognized this trick and denied permission for a large demonstra- 

tion planned on the occasion of the fifth anniversary of the Sabra and Shatila 

massacre. The police claimed that the Palestinian organizers were agents 

of the PLO”? A few days later Faisal Husseini was placed under administra- 
tive arrest, and his Arab Studies Society at Orient House in East Jerusalem, 

where the committee had its headquarters, was ordered closed. 
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Husseini’s arrest helped Mikado and his colleagues awaken dormant 

activists from the earlier committees. As they prepared for a demon- 

stration to demand Husseini’s release, the Intifada erupted and “Dai 

Lakibush” was born. According to Warschawski: 

We managed to mobilize all the groups and parties on the left of Mapam, 
Ratz, and Peace Now. But for us the initial support of the Communist Party 
was most important. They provided us with the backing of a stable organi- 
zation and many reserve units. We could always trust that a few busloads 
of their followers, mainly Israeli Arabs, would attend our activities.2> 

Many of Dai Lakibush’s followers were Israeli Arabs who had gained a 

new sense of dignity and preferred to be referred to as “Palestinian citi- 

zens of Israel,” rather than as “occupied Palestinians.” The renewed con- 

tact since 1967 between Israeli Arabs and the Palestinians in the occu- 

pied territories had contributed to a growing awareness of their dual 

identity as Palestinians and as citizens of Israel, and the Intifada intensi- 

fied their identification with their Palestinian brethren.2+ Mikado explained: 

The Intifada compelled us to make a sharp choice. Either you identified 
with the Intifada or else you were on the side of the suppressors. There 
was no third way for us. The option to remain critical of the occupation 
without becoming part of the uprising was closed. . . . In view of this total 
clash with the entire Palestinian population, all the arguments used by the 
peace movement, stressing the need to end the occupation primarily as an 
Israeli interest, lost their moral standing. The only argument left for us was 
the injustice being done to the Palestinians.?® 

For some Jewish followers of Dai Lakibush this posture was some- 

times difficult to maintain. In any prolonged national conflict there is a 

tendency to close ranks with one’s own ethnic group, particularly in 

turbulent times such as the early months of the Intifada. Supporting the 

“other side,” even if only morally, thus presented a dilemma. However, 

many, even within the more moderate peace groups, attempted to ad- 

dress the new circumstances created by the Intifada frontally. 

The Markers of the Breach 

Established shortly before the outbreak of the Intifada, the 21st Year 

was presented with new challenges and opportunities by the uprising. 

Early in 1988 Adi Ofir, one of the group's founders, received his orders 

to report for reserve duty in the occupied territories. He refused and was 

sentenced to nineteen days in prison. In an exchange of letters with 

Yitzhak Rabin, Ofir accused Rabin of ordering excessive measures against 
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the Palestinians. “My refusal,” Ofir added, “is an attempt to stick a spike 

on the slippery road between democracy and another regime.” Rabin 

responded, “Political controversies in a democratic regime have their 

forums: the Knesset, the ballot, but not the military service.”26 On his 

release Ofir proudly declared, “We are the markers of the breach in the 

society. We are the pioneers, the avant garde within the occupation.”?7 

The 21st Year undertook other peace activities as well. The most suc- 

cessful of these was the project known as “Edei Kibush” (Witnesses of 

Occupation). Rabin’s harsh anti-Intifada policy led some Palestinians to 

invite Israelis to witness their suffering. Nurit Shleifman, who was ac- 

tive in this project, recalled: 

We would receive a call from a mother whose son had been arrested the 
previous night, from a family whose house had been blown up, or from a 
village in which a clash with the army had left a number of people dead or 
wounded. We would then hire an Arab taxi [because it was dangerous to 
travel into the territories with Israeli license plates] and send out a team to 
investigate the claims and report back. We were often accompanied by a 
journalist. We collected testimonies from the local inhabitants and pre- 
pared a detailed report. We always managed to report our findings to the 
media in one way or another.?® 

There was a good measure of naiveté in this operation because the 

“witnesses” were not trained investigators, often did not know the pre- 

cise context and circumstances of the event they were investigating, 

and were sometimes taken in by Palestinian propaganda. Despite this, 

the compassion they showed toward the Arab population, and the pro- 

test they directed toward the Israeli authorities, were perhaps more im- 

portant than the details. The group’s reports also helped to produce a 

more balanced flow of information in light of the stonewalling of the 

Israeli media about what was happening in the territories. 

Within the 21st Year a schism developed between those who person- 

ally participated in the investigations and came to identify with the suf- 

fering they witnessed and those who learned about events mostly through 

the Israeli media and thus tended to take the Israeli perspective. Ac- 

cording to Shleifman: 

Once you go into the area you cannot avoid a certain level of identification 
with the other. You cannot look at the Palestinians only as an instrument 
for your political struggle. You cannot look at them only as an object of the 
oppression which you denounce. They are after all and foremost subjects. 
You meet human suffering and you cannot maintain your exclusive orien- 
tation on the Israeli side of the tragedy. You must cross a crucial line. You 
cannot speak about the Palestinians without speaking to them and together 
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with them. You are no longer only an Israeli who comes to visit; you be- 
come in a certain way also an occupied Palestinian.?? 

This division was especially noticeable over what came to be known 

as the “Beita Affair.” Beita is a small Palestinian village five miles east of 

the main highway that runs from Ramallah to Nablus along the Samarian 

hills. During the Passover holiday in the spring of 1988 a group of young- 

sters from several nearby Jewish settlements set out on a hike. They 

came upon a couple of Arab shepherds and a confrontation ensued. In 

response, the adults who were acting as an armed escort for the young 

hikers entered Beita and went on a shooting rampage. When the gun- 

fire ceased one Jewish girl and two Palestinians were dead.°° The Jew- 

ish girl's death, though probably caused by shots fired by one of the 

Jewish escorts, provoked an uproar among the settlers, who demanded 

retribution. The following day the army destroyed thirteen houses and 

placed Beita under curfew without any investigation.?! 

These precipitous acts enraged the entire peace movement. The most 

extreme members of the 21st Year (mostly those who had acted as “wit- 

nesses”) organized themselves as the “Beita Committee” and recommended 

several dramatic actions. They proposed that the movement organize a 

march to Beita to express solidarity with the villagers, even if this resulted 

in a violent confrontation with the army. The steering committee rejected 

this proposal, arguing that the 21st Year was created to influence the Israeli 

public, and that a confrontation with the IDF would be counterproductive. 

The “witnesses” argued that it was impossible to promote peace if the Pal- 

estinians were approached only as objects. Hannan Hever observed that 

“we were convinced that there were interests common to us and to the 

occupied people which loomed larger then the common Israeli interest.’52 

The organizers of the Edei Kibush project noticed that many of their col- 

leagues shied away from going into the territories. “At first we thought people 

were afraid of the Intifada, but soon we understood that people were afraid 

to cross a certain boundary. They were afraid that it would bring them to 

view the entire conflict from the perspective of the Palestinians.’°° This ex- 

posed a growing schism between those in the movement who viewed their 

activities as primarily an outgrowth of Israel's self-interest (in promoting 

the country’s long-term security, countering the corrupting effect of the oc- 

cupation on Israeli society, and so forth) and those who-were motivated by 

moral considerations, compassion, and solidarity with the occupied Pales- 

tinians. As time passed it became clearer that playing the role of the “mark- 

ers of the breach” (as defined by Adi Ofir) was not an easy undertaking. 
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The ideological division inside the movement soon resurfaced. Early 

in 1989 a large group from the 21st Year went to Qalgilya (a Palestinian 

town near the Green Line in the central section of the West Bank) to 

demonstrate against a violent and destructive assault conducted by Jew- 

ish settlers the previous day. The protesters were unaware that the army 

had closed the area earlier in the morning. The group was stopped at a 

military roadblock and ordered to leave the area. Some of the protesters 

proceeded to leave, because they objected to the prospect of a confron- 

tation with the IDF. However, a group of twenty-seven protesters headed 

by Adi Ofir and Ilana Hammerman circumvented the roadblock and en- 

tered the town through the surrounding fields. They were apprehended 

by the IDF, charged with illegally entering a closed area, and accused of 

inciting Palestinians in the town. 

This occurred on a Friday and the judge refused to release the pro- 

testers on bail—as was customary in such cases—and ordered that they 

remain incarcerated through the Sabbath (Saturday). On Sunday the 

judge extended their detention for an additional five days. Eighteen 

women were sent to a women’s prison in the north, and the nine men 

were dispersed to various prisons. This decision received a consider- 

able amount of media attention, and Knesset members intervened on 

behalf of the accused. By the middle of the week the protesters had 

been indicted and released on bail.*4 

For some of the activists this was a traumatic experience, while for oth- 

ers it served as a source of pride and strength. This latter group demanded 

that the movement undertake even more radical activities. It was widely 

assumed that the court would impose suspended minimal prison terms 

with the understanding that any further illegal activities would activate the 

suspended sentences. For the first time the movement faced the possibility 

that a substantial price would be paid by some members for their activi- 

ties. While some were ready to pay it, others hesitated or refused outright. 

During the court proceedings [Hannan Hever remembered] our spirit was 
high and in the name of 150 people who came to show solidarity with their 
colleagues I declared “We are all Qalqilians!” I received an ovation, but this 

was misleading. The prison experience eventually brought some people to 
the realization that they were not ready to pay the price.*° 

This debate soon reached an impasse. A secretariat was formed to 

review further activities, but it convened only a couple of times and no 

decisions could be reached. The movement soon stagnated. “We came 

too close to the fire,” Hever recalled. “We had to distance ourselves, and 
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most of us found our way back to Peace Now, which under the new 

circumstances became relevant again.”°° 

Net Refusal 

When the IDF withdrew from its positions in central Lebanon in May 

1985, Yesh Gvul (the movement of military service refusers) seemed to 

have reached the end of its road.4? Other than a few marginal activities, 

it had exercised little influence between 1985 and 1987. Perhaps its most 

significant contribution was the publication of a book, The Limits of Obe- 

dience, which sparked a lively debate in the media concerning moral 

and political principles.*® 
The Intifada breathed new life into Yesh Gvul. On December 24, 1987, 

just two weeks after the start of the uprising, Yesh Gvul released a state- 

ment announcing that more than one hundred reserve soldiers had al- 

ready notified the IDF that they intended to refuse orders to “participate 

in the killing and brutal suppression.” In the name of the movement 

they declared that they “could no longer share the burden of responsi- 

bility for this moral and political deterioration.’’? Shortly thereafter the 

first refusers were arrested. On January 16, 1988, the movement orga- 

nized a demonstration near the Erez checkpoint (near the Gaza Strip) to 

symbolize the line they refused to cross.*° By the end of February activ- 

ists began distributing a “Service Brochure” to soldiers serving in the 

territories, calling on them to disobey illegal orders.*! 

During the 1960s the IDF had distributed to its recruits a pamphlet that 

contained Justice Benyamin Halevy's verdict in the notorious Kfar Kassem 

massacre case. Halevy stated that soldiers have an obligation to disobey 

orders that are blatantly illegal and may be seen as such “like a black 

flag.”"42 Rabin’s directive to “break bones” rather than to shoot to kill, and 

other harsh measures being used by the IDF in an effort to suppress the 

Intifada, accorded special urgency to questions concerning the legality of 

orders. The IDF attempted to address this sensitive moral and operational 

subject and issued a number of vague directives that left a considerable 

amount of discretion to the soldiers confronting the Intifada. A few cases 

of excessive uses of force were brought to trial, but the problem contin- 

ued to haunt the soldiers and left the public confused.4 

Despite the fact that the IDF itself struggled with this problem, the fact 

that private citizens were calling on soldiers to disobey orders was con- 

sidered unacceptable by the authorities. The state attorney general, Yosef 
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Harish, requested that the police conduct an investigation into the activi- 

ties of Yesh Gvul. This triggered harsh criticism from the left.44 Ishai 
Menuchin, a central figure in Yesh Gvul, accused Harish of “an exercise in 

intimidation in order to neutralize an essential debate on the most burn- 

ing issues facing Israel.’4° Additionally, in an effort to limit the scope of 

the refusal, the Executive Committee of the Israeli Broadcasting Author- 

ity decided to refrain from reporting on the refusers’ demonstrations—a 

decision protested by several prominent journalists and public figures.*¢ 

By the end of 1989 more than 150 soldiers had gone to jail for refusing 

to serve in the territories; some of them served more than one prison term.47 

Menuchin claimed that more than 2,000 soldiers either refused or requested 

not to serve in suppressing the Intifada and were subsequently dismissed 

by their commanders. Some spoke of “grey refusal’ in which thousands of 

soldiers found ways to avoid serving in the territories without directly re- 

fusing their orders. Because the IDF had an adequate supply of soldiers to 

meet its needs, it often chose to tun a blind eye to this phenomenon.*8 

Yesh Gvul believed that its protest had significance far beyond the 

circle of refusers, as the debate concerning the limits of obedience spread 

throughout the peace movement. In their response to the police investi- 

gation of Yesh Gvul, the various peace groups spoke with one voice, 

issuing a joint announcement that declared, “We hold different opinions 

on the questions of the limits of obedience and the right to refuse, but 

the conviction that public protest in its varied forms is the soul of de- 

mocracy unifies us all.”4? However, members of Peace Now, Mapam, 

and Ratz continued to express their objection to acts of military disobe- 

dience and draft refusal. When he asked the minister of police about the 

investigation of Yesh Gvul, MK Haim Oron of Mapam began by stating, 

“I do not share the road taken by Yesh Gvul. I think that their call to 

refuse service in Israel today is a political mistake.”°° 
This debate came to a head in July 1990 because of a dispute within 

the ranks of Ratz. Ornan Yekutieli, a senior representative of the party 

on the Jerusalem Municipal Council, along with forty-three other Ratz 

members, published a statement of solidarity with a colleague who had 

refused to serve and had been sent to jail. Yossi Sarid strongly opposed 

this action, arguing that the statement could have been interpreted as 

the party’s endorsement of the act of refusal.°! 

A heated session of the party's executive committee followed, at the 

end of which the committee endorsed a resolution offered by MK 

Shulamit Aloni, the party's founder and senior leader. The resolution 
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declared that the party “opposed any refusal to serve in the territories or 

any encouragement of such refusal. . . . [but expresses] its understand- 

ing of those willing to pay the price for their conscientious objection.”° 

The leaders of Yesh Gvul criticized the position taken by Ratz, Mapam, 

and Peace Now as hypocritical. It was inconceivable to Yesh Gvul that 

these groups could oppose the methods being employed in suppressing 

the Intifada while encouraging their members to obey their orders as 

reservists in the territories. This position was cynically characterized 

with the phrase, “They shoot and weep.”°? 
Criticism was also directed specifically against Peace Now, which 

according to the refusers had drawn the wrong conclusions from the 

situation and had been coopted by the suppressive system. In essence 

this was a controversy over defining “red lines’—lines beyond which 

civil disobedience becomes inevitable. Nobody on the left denied that 

red lines existed in principle. But Peace Now did not believe these lines 

had yet been reached, despite the terrible situation that prevailed in the 

territories, and insisted that as long as the democratic process was main- 

tained, opposition had to adhere to legal methods. Dissatisfied with this 

position, some Peace Now members became active in Yesh Gvul. 

Don’t Rub It In 

From the beginning of the Intifada, Peace Now had decided that sporadic 

demonstrations targeted only against the occupation itself would not be 

an adequate form of protest. In addition to organizing street demonstra- 

tions that condemned the overall political situation, the movement be- 

gan to question the specific methods used by the authorities in response 

to the new situation. Peace Now publicly criticized measures taken to 

suppress the Intifada as unnecessary, inhumane, and ineffective. This was 

consistent with the approach typical of most Peace Now members, who 

conscientiously remained within the mainstream of society and were wary 

of doing anything that might marginalize themselves or their activities. 

Rejecting Adi Ofir’s claim that to address the details of the occupation is 

to participate in it, they argued that the daily actions of Israeli soldiers in 

the occupied territories were of no less concern than the eventual solu- 

tion to the conflict, which could take a long time to achieve and which did 

not absolve the movement from addressing other controversial issues. 

The year 1988 witnessed the third peak in Peace Now’s history. Dur- 

ing the first six months of the Intifada, Peace Now organized scores of 
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street demonstrations, public conferences, panel discussions, vigils, and 

other forms of public protest in which more than 200,000 people partici- 

pated.*4 In 1985 a journalist had described the movement as “a dead 

horse.” But in January 1988, after three years of lethargy, Peace Now 

demonstrators reappeared in front of the Tel Aviv town hall, prompting 

another journalist to comment, “The horse is not dead, rather like a 

phoenix it came back to the familiar plaza.”5° 

A significant part of Peace Now's constituency were either members 

or supporters of the Labor Party. Even these people felt uncomfortable 

with the fact that Rabin, as minister of defense in the National Unity 

Government, had direct responsibility for the management of the secu- 

rity forces and their response to the Intifada. Rabin soon became a chief 

target of Peace Now's criticism. 

At the beginning of January 1988 the Palestinians in the territories 

formed a clandestine leadership group called the Unified Leadership of 

the Uprising (UNLU), which coordinated the Intifada on behalf of the 

PLO.*° It distributed leaflets calling for the intensification of the upris- 

ing, and gave specific orders and guidelines directing the activities of 

the Palestinian population.*” In “Leaflet Number One” the UNLU ordered 

a three-day general strike of all shops, transportation, and businesses 

for January 11 through 13. The leaflet included a warning against any- 

one who might dare to violate the edict. 

These business strikes became a central feature of the Intifada. Even- 

tually the security services ignored the strikes, but initially they were 

concerned that successful strikes would give Intifada leaders a sym- 

bolic victory and strengthen their influence over the Palestinian masses. 

Therefore, the IDF was instructed to coerce the merchants to open their 

stores, and if they refused, to break the shops open by force. As should 

have been obvious, UNLU threats, coupled with overwhelming Pales- 

tinian support for the uprising, were more powerful than the measures 

taken by the security forces, and Israeli efforts to curtail the strikes proved 

futile. All the Israeli actions achieved was to increase anger and ten- 

sion, which led to further casualties and in turn fueled the Intifada. 

Other examples of the IDF’s confrontational approach involved its re- 

sponse to the display of Palestinian flags and the daubing of political graf- 

fiti—activities that the young Palestinians (the “Intifada Children”) con- 

sidered significant acts of defiance, demonstrating their readiness to 

challenge the Israeli soldiers. Once again the Israeli authorities decided 

that to ignore the flags and graffiti would provide a victory to the Intifada, 
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and Israeli soldiers spent a significant amount of time covering the graffiti 

with black paint and coercing the Palestinians to remove their flags. This 

often led to violent confrontations, with young Palestinians trying to foil 

the soldiers’ efforts by throwing stones or firebombs at them. This test of 

wills usually produced additional casualties; and shortly after the Israeli 

soldiers left the scene, the flags and graffiti always reappeared. 

These counterproductive tactics by the IDF called for some response 

from the peace movement. A Peace Now delegation requested an audi- 

ence with Yitzhak Rabin and tried to persuade him against continuing 

these measures. Rabin listened politely but refused to change his orders.°® 

The movement reacted by organizing yet another demonstration, this 

one held in Jerusalem on February 13, 1988, and dedicated to the memory 

of Emil Gruenzweig, the Peace Now activist murdered five years earlier. 

Characteristically, the notice announcing the demonstration focused on 

Israeli interests rather than on the plight of the Palestinians. “We demand 

that we, the people of Israel, be freed from the territories which have 

conquered us!”°? For the first time at a Peace Now event, Israeli soldiers 

were encouraged to disobey illegal orders—the call to do so coming from 

two MKs, Ran Cohen of Ratz and Yair Tzaban of Mapam. For the first time 

too, a Palestinian leader from the occupied territories spoke at a Peace 

Now rally. Hanna Siniora, of the Jerusalem-based pro-PLO newspaper al- 

Fajr, told the crowd that the Intifada “is not directed against the State of 

Israel but against Israel’s occupation of the West Bank. . . . The Palestin- 

ian people recognize the right of Israel to exist. It is now up to Israel to 

recognize the right of the Palestinians to self-determination.”©° 

Back to Diplomacy 

During 1986 and 1987 U.S. Secretary of State George Shultz attempted to 

salvage the peace process and, contrary to his erstwhile opposition, was 

willing to consider convening an international conference in coordina- 

tion with the Soviets. Prime Minister Shamir opposed such a move, how- 

ever, and thus stalled any further progress.°! In February 1988, two months 

after the outbreak of the Intifada, Shultz undertook a fresh diplomatic 

initiative that he described as “a new blend of substance and procedure.”©2 

Between February and June 1988 Secretary Shultz made four visits to 

the Middle East. The main feature of his new initiative was to explore the 

chances for an interim or transitional arrangement modeled on the Camp 

David autonomy principle. The negotiations on the final status of the 
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occupied territories would begin within a short time of the implementation 

of the interim arrangement. Another feature was that the new Palestinian 

leadership that had emerged during the Intifada would be recognized as a 

full partner alongside the Jordanians in the proposed negotiations. 

Shamir adamantly opposed King Hussein's demand to hold at least a 

ceremonial opening to the process with an international conference, and 

continued to insist that the PLO not be a partner in the process. In view of 

Shamir’s opposition to the international conference, Hussein’s procrasti- 

nation, and Syrian president Assad's opposition to an interim arrangement, 

the new initiative produced few tangible results. Hussein appeared eager 

to play a role in the process, but could not afford to lead such an effort 

himself. The king’s influence with the Palestinians had waned further dur- 

ing the Intifada, and he could no longer claim to speak on their behalf. 

Furthermore, the Palestinians refused to proceed without the full participa- 

tion of the PLO. By the spring of 1988, after its initial confusion at the begin- 

ning of the Intifada, the PLO had managed to reestablish its leadership role 

and directed many of the activities associated with the Intifada.® 

Peace Now publicly supported Shultz’s diplomatic efforts and, with- 

out endorsing the details of the plan, urged all sides to enter into nego- 

tiations. On February 27, 1988, the day before Shultz returned to Jerusa- 

lem from visits to Amman and Damascus, Peace Now organized a 

supportive demonstration in Jerusalem. Placards read “Speed Up the 

Peace Process!” and speakers claimed that they represented the major- 

ity of Israelis in their demand to proceed with negotiations. 

On March 12 Peace Now organized another major demonstration in 

the familiar plaza in Tel Aviv. Close to 100,000 participants packed into 

the square. Their purpose was to bid farewell to Yitzhak Shamir, who 

was on his way to Washington, and to “demand that the prime minster 

say ‘Yes!’ to the peace initiative, ‘Yes!’ to the principle of peace in ex- 

change for territories, and ‘Yes!’ to peace.”65 Amir Peretz, the Moroc- 

can-born mayor of Shderot, a southern town inhabited primarily by 

Mizrachi immigrants, said, “Shamir, peace is stronger than you, take 

advantage of it. Enter the history books as Menachem Begin did!” Tzali 

Reshef, voicing Peace Now's criticism of the Palestinian refusal to nego- 

tiate with Schultz, declared, “We call on the Palestinian leadership to be 

worthy of the peace process.”® 
Palestinian leaders in the occupied territories were initially surprised 

at the success and persistence of the uprising. Much of what happened 

in the streets was initiated and coordinated by local “popular 
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committees.” But the Palestinian leadership that traditionally represented 

the PLO in the territories, and with whom Peace Now and other Israeli 

peace groups had developed close relations over the years, attempted 

to give the Intifada some coherent political direction. In January 1988 

Faisal Husseini, Hanan Ashrawi, Ziyad Abu-Zayyad, Abd el Nabi Natshe, 

and more than a.dozen others formulated a document of “Fourteen 

Points.” The members of the group were careful not to present them- 

selves as partners to any negotiations or as an alternative to the PLO. 

Their demands were limited to specific grievances concerning the daily 

lives of Palestinians in the occupied territories.°’ 

The content of the document was of little significance, for there was 

little chance that the Israeli authorities would be persuaded to alter their 

policies. However, the fact that a group of leaders who enjoyed public 

standing and prestige within the Palestinian community had united to 

produce such a petition was significant. 

The “Fourteen Points” were presented to Peace Now and to some 

members of the peace caucus in the Knesset. Although these were not 

the first discussions between Peace Now and Palestinians from this group, 

this meeting established an institutional precedent and created a forum 

for further discussions and coordination of activities. In response Peace 

Now addressed a letter to the Palestinian community in which the move- 

ment recognized the significant achievements of the uprising, but ar- 

gued that they could not be maintained “unless they are translated into 

the language of reconciliation and compromise, so that the political pro- 

cess can begin as soon as possible.’°8 

Meetings between Peace Now and the group of Palestinian leaders 

became routine and created an effective channel of communication for 

both sides. However, the Palestinians recognized that the contacts Peace 

Now maintained with many Labor and leftist members of Knesset were 

limited in terms of access to the Israeli political establishment. Policy 

decisions concerning peace and security remained in the hands of Shamir 

and his Likud colleagues. Consequently, the Palestinians sought an av- 

enue through which they could reach the Likud leadership. 

Coming from the Right ~ 

Moshe Amirav was among the younger generation of up-and-coming 

Likud leaders. Amirav's political socialization occurred in Betar, the 

Revisionist Zionist youth movement formed by Ze'ev Jabotinsky. After 
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his military service he attended university, where he became the chair- 

man of the Israeli Student Union as a representative of Likud. As part of 

the young elite in his party, Amirav’s career was assured during the de- 

cade of Likud’s political dominance after 1977. 

Amirav, however, subscribed to an unconventional interpretation of 

Jabotinsky’s teachings. He believed that the founder of his movement was 

essentially a liberal who, if given the circumstances of the 1980s, would 

have sought reconciliation with the Palestinians and granted far greater 

autonomy than Begin had offered as part of the Camp David Accords. 

While Amirav was committed in principle to the integrity of the historic 

Land of Israel, he envisioned it in terms of greater equality between Arabs 

and Jews. He vehemently opposed the Jordanian Option advocated by the 

Labor Party, because he believed that it would inevitably lead to a repartition 

of the land. He therefore maintained that Israel was obliged to orient its 

peace effort toward the Palestinians, with whom an undivided land could 

be shared in a confederation between Jewish and Arab political entities.©? 

During the mid-1980s David Ish-Shalom, an activist of a Mizrachi 

peace group, participated in dialogues with Palestinian leaders in Jerusa- 

lem and abroad and developed a friendly relationship with Faisal Husseini 

and Sari Nusseibeh. These Palestinian leaders, having heard from Ish- 

Shalom of Amirav’s views, agreed to meet the young Likud leader. On 

July 4, 1987, Nusseibeh visited Amirav in his home in Ein Karem.’° 

Some of Amirav's ideas were more appealing to the Palestinians than 

were some of the solutions proposed by the peace camp. Like Amirav, the 

Palestinians preferred a formula that would not require the repartition of 

Palestine. They had unenthusiastically accepted the “two states solution” 

because it appeared to be the only compromise the Jews might eventually 

accept. However, the unified “secular democratic state” formula had been 

energetically advocated by the Palestinian mainstream for many years.’! 

At their meeting Nusseibeh suggested that Amirav meet with Faisal 

Husseini, and Amirav said he would seek the participation of several of 

his Likud colleagues who were in more senior positions and closer to 

the prime minister than himself.’* Amirav informed some of his Likud 

colleagues of his encounter with Nusseibeh. These included Dan Meridor 

(later minister of justice) and Ehud Olmert (later mayor of Jerusalem), 

both MKs and confidants of Yitzhak Shamir. Throughout July and Au- 

gust 1987, Amirav continued to meet with Nusseibeh and Husseini and 

suggested that a formula “which is less than a separate state but more 

than autonomy” might prove acceptable to Shamir. He reminded his 
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interlocutors that at this stage he had no mandate to speak on behalf of 

anyone but himself, but the Palestinians seemed to believe he repre- 

sented a direct channel to Shamir.’* 

Amirav had little prior experience in dialogues with Palestinians, and 

was unfamiliar with some of the nuances of these dialogues and the ex- 

act meaning and implications of certain formulas. “You request a special 

status for Jews in the territories you will retreat from,” Husseini told him, 

“and likewise I request a special status in Haifa and Jaffa for the Palestin- 

ians.” Amirav agreed and was even willing to recognize symbolically the 

right of the Palestinian refugees to the houses they had abandoned in 

1948, which was an unacceptable position for most Israelis. By this point 

he had already dramatically departed from his own party's positions.” 

Shamir, who apparently had knowledge of Amirav’s meetings early 

on, did not stop him, but advised caution and warned against publicity. 

On July 30 Ehud Olmert met Nusseibeh at Amirav’s home for an ex- 

change of views. But Amirav went a step further and drafted a “Docu- 

ment of Principles” together with his Palestinian partners, to be pre- 

sented to Shamir and Arafat. The language used in this document 

exceeded the positions that even Peace Now was willing to support at 

this stage: “The national rights of self-determination of both peoples in 

this country are inalienable. . . . The PLO is the sole and legitimate rep- 

resentative of the Palestinian people.” 

This was heresy enough for Shamir. But the document went still fur- 

ther and discussed the implementation of a peace process during which 

“international guarantees required for the final settlement” would be 

explored. Furthermore, during the interim phase the “Palestinian entity 

[would locate its] administrative capital in the Arab parts of Jerusalem 

[and would] adopt various national attributes, such as currency, a flag, 

a national hymn, an independent broadcasting system, and the author- 

ity to issue identity cards and travel documents.”/° 

Unsurprisingly, Arafat immediately embraced the document and invited 

Amirav to meet with him in Geneva. This turn of events led to an angry 

outburst by Shamir. He summoned Amirav to his office and ordered him 

to cease all contacts with the Palestinians. A few days later Husseini was 

placed under administrative detention. Amirav, still a member of Likud’s 

Central Committee, complied with Shamir’s orders, but Ish-Shalom went 

to Geneva with MK Charlie Biton of the Israeli Communist Party and pre- 

sented Arafat with the document on September 6, 1987. On their return, 

to protest Husseini's arrest and Shamir’s handling of the matter, Biton and 
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Ish-Shalom released the “Document of Principles” to the media and de- 

scribed the entire episode that had led to this turn of events.’6 

Under heavy pressure Amirav wrote a letter of apology to his Likud col- 

leagues, but continued to propagate his views. Shamir felt the need to dis- 

tance himself and his party from accusations of contacts with the PLO. Amirav 

was publicly denounced, forbidden to publicly represent the party, and had 

his membership in all party representative bodies terminated.’” Although 

not expelled from the party, Amirav chose to leave and in a symbolic ges- 

ture tore up his membership card in front of the media.’® “I am glad to quit 

the bunker in which Shamir has entrenched himself,” Amirav told the jour- 

nalists, and called on his former Likud colleagues to oust Shamir.’? 

Ironically, the cautious approach preferred by Peace Now was vindi- 

cated by Amirav’s experience. Amirav’s good intentions were undermined, 

perhaps, by his political naiveté. In prolonged national conflicts 

prenegotiation dialogues are not simply a matter of formulating docu- 

ments and exchanging views, but serve as important tools for building 

constituencies in support of reconciliation. Politically exiled by his own 

party, Amirav could accomplish little. Although he was frequently invited 

by the Israeli left to participate in conferences and dialogues®° and briefly 

held formal positions within the peace movement,®! and although he was 

able to increase his contacts with the Palestinians in the years that fol- 

lowed, Amirav was unable to consolidate his early successes and remained 

a loner without a significant constituency. 

A Plethora of Protest Groups 

The Intifada triggered a proliferation of groups and factions within the 

peace movement. Some formed as a result of dissatisfaction with Peace 

Now's cautious posture, while others claimed they could make a unique 

contribution within the broader movement.®? 
In January 1988 Dov Jeremiah—a former colonel in the IDF and an 

expert on Israeli Arab issues who had participated in coexistence activi- 

ties since the early 1950s—and a group of Arabs and Jews from the Gali- 

lee in northern Israel launched an initiative they called “Red Line.”* In 

February, emulating Peace Now, Red Line, along with several other small 

groups, organized a march from Rosh Hanikra on the Lebanese border 

to Jerusalem to protest the occupation. They stopped in communities 

along the way and organized public gatherings. They also organized a 

Peace Festival in Tel Aviv that attracted thousands of participants. 
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In March 1988 students and faculty at Tel Aviv University organized a 

new group called “Ad Kan” (Up to Here), which held a number of confer- 

ences in which Palestinians from the territories described the suppressive 

measures employed by the IDF. In one such gathering Muhamed Sha’ban, 

a lawyer from Gaza, participated and was arrested immediately thereaf- 

ter. To express their solidarity with the detained lawyer, a group of pro- 

fessors and students organized a protest vigil in front of Rabin’s home, 

which was close to the campus, and visited Sha’ban’s family in Gaza amid 

a violent confrontation that was taking place outside the lawyer's house.*4 

But groups such as Red Line and Ad Kan lacked the human and finan- 

cial resources to mount a sustained effort. To some degree they dupli- 

cated the activities of existing groups, and many of their followers were 

already active in the more established groups. Consequently, most of them 

soon faded from the scene. Other groups, such as the Committee of Jew- 

ish and Arab Creative Writers, enjoyed somewhat greater longevity and 

success. The committee was established before the beginning of the 

Intifada, but became politically active in the early months of 1988. In ad- 

dition to the dialogue these writers maintained among themselves, they 

also organized public conferences and published joint statements in which 

they called for the establishment of a Palestinian state alongside Israel.®° 

In December 1988 several rabbis from Israel's burgeoning Reform and 

Conservative movements established the Rabbinic Human Rights Watch, 

a group that offered its moral and spiritual support to the ongoing struggles 

against human rights abuses in the territories, and to the struggle for 

peace and reconciliation.8° A substantial number of mental health pro- 

fessionals expressed their concerns for the negative long-term effects the 

Intifada might have on both young Israelis and young Palestinians. In 

June 1988 they founded an association called “Imut” (a Hebrew acronym 

for Mental Health Workers for the Advancement of Peace), and spon- 

sored a conference entitled the “Psychological Implications of the Upris- 

ing in the Territories.”®” In June 1989 they organized a second conference 

called “Psychological Barriers to Peace,” which included panel discus- 

sions on such themes as “The Psychology of Dehumanization and Vic- 

timization,” “Abuse and Racism,” and “The Impact of Emotional Stress on 

the Individual and the Group.”88 
Health care services in the occupied territories weré inadequate and the 

casualties produced by the Intifada strained the already limited resources.8? 
Many Israeli physicians, regardless of their political beliefs, felt an obliga- 

tion to offer a helping hand. In late 1988 the Association of Israeli-Palestinian 



INTIFADA =/ 239 

Physicians for Human Rights was established. The group provided medical 

services in cases where the facilities in the territories were inadequate. 

Additionally, they monitored medical care in military prisons and regularly 

questioned the authorities about the treatment of detained Palestinians.”° 

Perhaps the most surprising initiative came from a group of high- 

ranking reserve officers, which included 34 major generals, 86 brigadier 

generals, and 115 colonels. They were joined by more than 200 econo- 

mists, ex-diplomats, and academic experts in international politics and 

Middle Eastern affairs to form the Council for Peace and Security in April 

1988. The first chairman of the council was General Aharon Yariv, who 

had served as the chief of military intelligence during the 1967 war.?! 

The council defined its objectives as “advocating the position that peace 

is essential for Israel’s security, disputing the belief that the territories 

are essential for Israel's security, and convincing the public that security 

depends on the IDF, not on territories.”?2 

Coming from the highest ranks of the military and academia, these 

“peace generals” received considerable media attention for their activi- 

ties. Most were not members of a particular party, but sympathized with 

the Labor Party and its foreign affairs and defense policies. Likud tried to 

assemble its own cadre of generals, but both in numbers and prestige they 

failed to match the “peace generals.” Perhaps the council’s most impor- 

tant contribution was that it demonstrated that an increasing number of 

mainstream Israelis (in this case, individuals who had been responsible 

for national security) now viewed the occupied territories as a liability and 

an obstacle to peace, rather than as a vital element of Israel’s security. 

Five years after Parents against Silence had protested the aims and 

conduct of the war in Lebanon, many parents—particularly mothers— 

similarly agonized about Israel’s response to the Intifada. They were 

concerned that their children were unnecessarily charged with the mor- 

ally corrupting task of suppressing a revolt in which the use of violence 

was a calculated strategy rather than a last resort.” 
In December 1988 these mothers organized a group they called “Horim 

Neged Shkhika” (Parents against Erosion), which was a slight variation 

of the name of the earlier group “Horim Neged Shtika” (Parents against 

Silence).94 The new name reflected their belief that the war against the 

Intifada was eroding the morality of their sons. More than 2,000 parents 

sent letters to Defense Minister Rabin to express their “anguish over the 

situation our children find themselves in.” They maintained that “the 

IDF’s policies in the territories make immoral behavior inevitable,” and 
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demanded that the government and IDF “institute policies that will not 

force the army to act in ways that are immoral, but policies that will 

allow us to be proud of the IDF, and not ashamed of it.” 
Rabin was moved by the parents’ sincerity and sent a reply to each of 

those who wrote to him. He reiterated his conviction that a solution to the 

situation could be achieved only through negotiations. At the same time, 

he took exception to the parents’ concern for the immoral behavior of the 

soldiers. “The IDF’s soldiers are in my opinion, the most moral, fair, and 

conscientious soldiers one can find in any army in the entire world,” he 

wrote. On the whole, they “wage, with grinding teeth and total discipline 

under restraining and lawful orders, a war against fathomless hatred.” The 

group was not satisfied with the letter and managed to receive a personal 

audience with Rabin, but nothing concrete came out of that meeting. 

The group focused on legal issues, in one instance petitioning the 

IDF's attorney general to indict a colonel who was implicated in abuses 

of Palestinians by soldiers under his command.?’ They also published 

various pamphlets and a set of guidelines called “Legal Instructions for 

the Soldier: What Is Permitted? What Is Forbidden?”; the latter was based 

on a military judge’s verdict in a case involving soldiers who had tor- 

tured a Palestinian youth.?8 Although Parents against Erosion did not 

remain on the scene for long, the group made an important contribu- 

tion to the public’s awareness of the moral dilemmas involved in re- 

sponding to the Intifada. At one of the group's public meetings a reserve 

captain said, “Eighteen-year-olds ask me if it is frightening to serve in 

the territories. | tell them the greatest fear is of myself—what I could 

become—and what I could be drawn into.”?? 

Women in Black 

Perhaps the most striking element within the Israeli peace movement 

during the Intifada was the group known as the “Women in Black.” De- 

spite the fact that Peace Now's origin could be traced to a letter written by 

a group of male officers, women had always formed the majority among 

the movement's activists. They also played a prominent role in most of 

the other peace groups, and led most of the activities of the 21st Year. In 

many ways the Intifada contributed to “the predominance of women par- 

ticipating in political activism."!°° The Arab-Israeli conflict was no longer 
a war between men fought on distant battlefields but a clash in which 

entire populations, including women and children, were deeply involved. 
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In January 1988 a group of women affiliated with groups to the left of 

Peace Now organized a women’s vigil in the center of Jerusalem. Im- 

pressed by the Madres de la Plaza del Mayo in Buenos Aires, they dressed 

in black and stood quietly for an hour holding cardboard signs in He- 

brew and English that read “End the Occupation!”!°! Within a short time 
other women joined the vigil, which now took place every Friday at 

noon at a busy intersection in Jerusalem. This day, hour, and place were 

carefully chosen, the women’s mournful silence contrasting profoundly 

with the frenetic atmosphere as thousands of people rushed around 

Jerusalem in preparation for the Sabbath, which begins at sunset. The 

demonstration was an obvious departure from the usual sights and 

sounds one expected to encounter at this time and place. 

The group was politically and ideologically diverse. Many of the 

women were also involved with other peace groups in which disagree- 

ments often occurred concerning objectives and strategy. However, the 

Women in Black put controversy aside for the sake of their unique state- 

ment, and the only slogan they permitted during their years of activity 

was “End the Occupation!” 

This phenomenon soon spread throughout the country, with vigils 

being organized in Tel Aviv and Haifa and at several major road junc- 

tions. On one Friday as many as thirty vigils were held.'°* Men were 

invited to join the vigils only on special occasions, as the organizers 

wanted the protests to remain distinctly female. In addition to protest- 

ing Israel's policy toward the Intifada, the Women in Black also sought 

“to introduce a uniquely feminine voice into the [customary] all-male 

discourse [on security affairs], a voice that would not be subsumed by 

the male voice on the one hand, and would not allow for exclusion of 

women from this crucial discourse.”!°% 
The women’s black attire served as a powerful metaphor, suggesting 

mourning mothers or widows. It triggered an angry response from the 

Israeli right. Male passersby and men who turned up just to taunt the 

protesters often became almost hysterical. As the women stood sol- 

emnly and quietly they were bombarded with “intense verbal abuse, 

mostly sexual in nature.”!4 Gila Svirsky, a feminist activist, recalled that 

“the verbal violence was sometimes excruciating.” The women felt “ex- 

posed, naked, on the front line.”!°° 

Some extreme rightist groups countered the Women in Black with si- 

multaneous protests nearby, and often led assaults upon the peace dem- 

onstrators.!° The police intervened in such instances and upheld the 
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right of the women to hold their silent vigil. The sight of more than a 

hundred women standing silently on a platform near a busy intersection 

every Friday afternoon became a familiar scene for many Jerusalemites.'°” 

Reshet—The Women’s Peace Network 

Women were now organizing more activities and they soon discovered 

that many Palestinian women were willing to cooperate with them. One 

group of Israeli women, for instance, met with and were inspired by 

Zahira Kamal, a Palestinian feminist who was active in organizing 

women during the Intifada.!°8 
Different groups of women addressed a variety of issues and con- 

cerns. Some women focused their attention on single issues, such as 

the defense of Palestinian women placed under administrative deten- 

tion. “They closely monitored each case and publicized human rights 

abuses and gave assistance to prisoners and their families.”!°? Another 

group of Israeli Arab and Jewish women initiated the “Peace Quilt.” Sev- 

eral thousand women stitched a quilt that stretched two hundred meters, 

“depicting in drawings, writing and embroidery messages calling for 

peace and an end to the occupation. . . . The cloth was intended as a 

symbolic cover for the table around which peace negotiations would be 

held. It was displayed at a special ceremony held in front of the Knesset 

gates in June 1988.”'!° Another group dealt with the issue of women 

(mostly with infants) threatened with expulsion from the occupied terri- 

tories if they did not have the proper documents.!!! 

By the end of 1988 a coalition was formed under the name “Women 

and Peace,” which for the first time included both Jewish and Palestinian 

women. On December 29, 1988, an impressive “March through the Lines” 

was organized. Four thousand Israeli and Palestinian women joined arms 

and marched across the line that had divided east and west Jerusalem 

before 1967. The marchers called for “Two States for Two People” and the 

end of enmity and occupation.!!? The march proceeded without incident 
until just before disbanding near the Palestinian national theater (El 

Hakavati) in East Jerusalem. At this point two Arab women unfurled a 

Palestinian flag and began shouting nationalist slogans. The Israeli police 

responded by dispersing the remains of the gathering with tear gas.!!5 
Most of these initiatives in the early months of the Intifada were or- 

ganized by women on the extreme left of the Israeli political spectrum. 

Soon, however, the women’s groups sought to expand in the direction 
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of Israel's political and social mainstream. In June 1988 “Reshet” 

(Women’s Peace Network) was established. In May 1989 Simone 

Susskind, a leader of the Belgian Jewish community who was well ac- 

quainted with the Israeli political scene, organized a conference in Brus- 

sels that attracted prominent women from Israel, the occupied territo- 

ries, the United States, and Europe.!!4 
The Israeli delegation suggested to their Palestinian counterparts, 

already working under an umbrella organization called the United Pal- 

estinian Women’s Higher Council, that they establish a network for co- 

ordinating peace efforts. A steering committee was organized in which 

most Israeli and Palestinian women's organizations participated.!!5 They 

published a “Call for Peace” that declared: 

We, Palestinian and Israeli women, share a vision of freedom and equality. 
We are joined in a common struggle against discrimination, oppression 
and subjugation of any type, be it on the basis of gender, religion or nation- 
ality. . . . We therefore affirm that each people has the right to live in its 
own state within secure and recognized boundaries, . . . the government of 
Israel must negotiate with the legitimate representatives of the Palestinian 
people, the PLO.!!¢ 

During the later months of 1989 and much of 1990 (until the August 

invasion of Kuwait) Reshet organized meetings in all major Israeli cities 

at which Palestinian women presented their views to Israeli women. 

Similarly, Israeli women were invited to Palestinian homes and women’s 

institutions. As Galit Hazan-Rokem, an anthropologist from the Hebrew 

University and an organizer of these encounters, later commented: 

It is easier for women to cross the lines of hatred. Even though most Israeli 
women served in the army, they were never involved in combat and were 

not likely to have served in the occupied territories on reserve duties like 
Israeli men frequently did. Each side felt a need to inform the other of its 
own fears and concerns. The Palestinian women found it difficult to real- 
ize that Israelis have genuine fears, since they were immersed in their own 

fears as occupied people. We too needed to understand better, in simple 
human terms, how it feels when your home is no longer your castle.!!7 

In the Image of God 

In March 1989 MK Dedi Zucker, one of the founders of Peace Now, called 

on a number of prominent lawyers, academics, journalists, and MKs to 

establish a new organization that would monitor and report human rights 

abuses that occurred in the course of suppressing the Intifada. They 

called the organization “B’tselem” (In the Image), taking their name from 
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a passage in Genesis in which we are told that Adam and Eve were 

created “in the image of God.” 

B'tselem was perhaps the most impressive project of the Israeli peace 

movement. It undertook its mission under heavy attack from the right, 

and with significant reservations from many within the Labor Party as 

well. B’tselem’s reports were published in Hebrew and English and fre- 

quently included ugly accounts of the behavior of Israeli security offi- 

cials. Israelis both within and outside the peace movement were often 

disturbed by these reports. Some on the right branded B’tselem’s efforts 

as distortions, exaggerations, and a treasonous “laundering of dirty linen 

in public.”'!8 The professional team of investigators and analysts that 

B’tselem recruited and trained defended the findings of their reports, 

which in most cases were subsequently proven to be accurate.!!? 

Zehava Gal’on, the first executive director of B’tselem, recruited 

Bassam Eid to the organization. Eid was the son of Palestinian refugees 

from a village south of Tel Aviv and grew up in a refugee camp near 

Jerusalem. His training was in journalism, and using his vast contacts 

among Palestinians Eid created a network of reporters in the occupied 

territories who investigated media reports and complaints of human 

rights abuses. Investigations were thoroughly conducted and evidence 

checked and rechecked. Only after the investigators and a team of vol- 

unteer lawyers were convinced of the accuracy of their findings were 

the facts passed on to B’tselem’s Information Center, where the infor- 

mation was compiled and edited into a final report. 

B’'tselem published four kinds of reports. The first were Monthly Up- 

dates in which specific events that had occurred during the previous month 

were reported—for example, house demolitions, injuries and deaths of 

children, deportations, and censorship of the Palestinian press. Each 

Monthly Update also provided a cumulative summary of fatalities, injuries, 

and the number of days on which curfews had been imposed.!2° The sec- 
ond type of report were Special Case Studies, which, for example, reported 

on the deaths of Palestinians during interrogation or on particular cases of 

abuse by Israeli soldiers. The third type were Annual Reports, and the fourth 

Comprehensive Studies, which examined broader subject areas. !2! 
B'tselem’s press conferences, which it convened whenever it released a 

major report, were invariably well attended by both the Israeli and interna- 

tional media. Indeed, B'tselem’s activities almost always fteceived extensive 

media coverage, and the organization was viewed by the press as a reliable 

source of information. One of B’tselem’s leaders observed that although 
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it is difficult to assess how much of the changes and improvements insti- 
tuted by the IDF and Shin Bet [General Security Service] were the result of 
our work, I know for sure that, for example, our report on methods of 
interrogation led to the creation of two official committees, one of the IDF 

and one of the Ministry of Justice, which looked into the matter and issued 

clearer and more restraining directives to the security forces.!?2 

From the outset B’tselem hoped to remain apolitical and nonparti- 

san. Shirley Eran, a senior member of B’tselem’s staff, explained: “We 

always assumed that the occupation was in and of itself an abuse of 

human rights, inasmuch as it deprives the occupied of their basic politi- 

cal right to rule themselves. But we were not a protest movement and 

did not explicitly take a stance of denouncing the occupation. We tried 

to deal exclusively with specific and personal human rights.”!23 Never- 

theless, it was impossible to avoid the public impression that B’tselem’s 

work clearly implied political opposition to the occupation, and the or- 

ganization was seen as a part of the peace movement. At the same 

time, some on the radical left accused B’tselem of implicitly legitimizing 

the occupation by dealing only with its symptoms rather than its causes. 

Palestinian organizations apparently did not share this view, and regu- 

larly published B’tselem’s reports in their own media. 

Speak with the PLO Now! 

On July 31, 1988, in the midst of the campaign for the upcoming Knesset 

elections, King Hussein made a dramatic and unexpected move. In a 

televised speech to the nation the king announced Jordan's disengage- 

ment from the West Bank, renouncing any Jordanian claim to it and 

stating that “it belongs to the Palestinians.”!74 This move signified the 

demise of both the Jordanian Option and the Shultz initiative.'*° The 

Labor Party had to shift gears quickly, and in a joint appearance on Is- 

raeli television Peres and Rabin announced a new approach to peace. It 

was based on the assumption that while Israel would approach a nego- 

tiated settlement of the conflict through political rather than military 

means, Hussein’s move meant that Jordan was no longer the central 

partner so far as the Palestinian question was concerned. With the de- 

mise of the Jordanian Option, Israel would have to deal with the Pales- 

tinians in the occupied territories, who would select their political rep- 

resentatives through elections facilitated by Israel. The statement 

acknowledged Jordan's continued importance to the process, because 

peace on Israel's eastern border would not be possible without Jordanian 
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involvement. Finally, the revised process would follow the two-phase 

model established in the Camp David Accords. In an interim phase, ex- 

tended autonomy or self-rule would be accorded to the Palestinians in 

the territories; this would be followed by the beginning of negotiations 

that would culminate in a final settlement between Israel and the Pales- 

tinians residing in the territories and Jordan. 26 

To some degree this was another attempt by the Labor Party’s leader- 

ship to evade recognizing and negotiating with the PLO. However, since 

the onset of the Intifada significant changes had taken place within the 

PLO itself. The Intifada provided the Palestinians with a major psychologi- 

cal achievement, at the same time exacting a heavy price from the resi- 

dents of the occupied territories. The leaders inside the territories feared 

that the momentum of events would dissipate before the political gains 

could be consolidated. They also watched, with mounting concern, the 

rapid growth and increasing influence of the Islamic fundamentalist move- 

ment (especially in the Gaza Strip), which threatened to undermine the 

leadership of the secular nationalist PLO. Consequently, they urged the PLO 

leadership outside the territories to undertake new political initiatives.!27 

This caused a split within the ranks of the PLO. The more radical 

factions advocated the escalation of the Intifada, even the use of dead- 

lier methods. Fatah and other moderate factions sought ways to trans- 

late the achievements of the Intifada into political assets and even con- 

sidered ending the armed struggle altogether.!8 

In June 1988 Arafat's senior political adviser, Bassam Abu-Sharif, pub- 

lished an article publicly recognizing that Israel had legitimate security 

requirements and that a symmetry of interests existed for both sides. He 

advocated direct negotiations between the PLO and Israel, and suggested 

that genuine peace would require political and economic cooperation 

between the two national entities. “Nobody,” he argued, “can build his 

future on the ruins of the future of the other.”!29 

Peace Now sought to capitalize on this significant opening and orga- 

nized a public conference in the Jerusalem municipal hall on July 27, 1988, 

to discuss Abu-Sharif’s article.'3° At the conference Faisal Husseini as- 
sured the audience that Abu-Sharif expressed the views of Arafat and the 

PLO mainstream. He unequivocally called for the creation of a Palestin- 

ian state “side by side with Israel.”'S! Four days later Husseini was again 
placed under administrative detention for six months, and his Arab Stud- 

ies Society at Orient House was ordered closed for a year.!32 



IntiRADA / 247 

Peace Now was outraged by Husseini’s arrest, viewing it not only as 

an attempt to undermine moderate Palestinians but also as part of a 

plan to stop the peace camp from presenting moderate Palestinians to 

the Israeli public. On August 6, 1988, a demonstration was held in a Tel 

Aviv suburb (not far from Rabin’s home) under the slogan “Don't Jail 

Them, Speak with Them!” The demonstrators called Rabin an “obstacle 

to peace” and demanded his resignation. For the first time the move- 

ment employed the slogan “Talk to the PLO Now!”!33 

But the most significant political shift in the Palestinian-Israeli con- 

flict occurred far from Jerusalem. Toward the end of 1988, a police search 

of Husseini’s Arab Studies Society had uncovered a document contain- 

ing a blueprint for the establishment of a Palestinian state. Prime Minis- 

ter Shamir leaked the document to the media, apparently in the hope of 

demonstrating Husseini’s subversive intentions, but the effect was more 

problematic.!54 As those long familiar with Palestinian discourse were 

quickly aware, the very act of imagining the establishment of a Palestin- 

ian state implied some willingness to recognize the continued exist- 

ence of Israel. The document indicated that a two states solution was 

seriously being considered within the PLO.'%° This debate was coming 
to a head within the PLO, and a decision would be reached when the 

Palestine National Council convened that November in Algiers. 
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Time for Peace? 

One Land, Two Peoples, Two States 

On November 15, 1988, after a stormy session of the nineteenth meeting 

of the Palestine National Council in Algiers, a sweeping majority voted for 

a resolution declaring the establishment of the State of Palestine, with 

Yasser Arafat as its first president. The declaration was based on UN Gen- 

eral Assembly Resolution 181 of November 29, 1947, which called for the 

partition of Palestine into two states, one Jewish and one Arab. During 

the previous four decades this resolution had been rejected repeatedly by 

the Palestinians; its formal acceptance by the most important Palestinian 

body was a dramatic shift in policy. While the PNC resolution implied the 

Palestinian demand that Israel return to its 1947 boundaries—a demand 

totally unacceptable to Israel—it nevertheless signified recognition of the 

State of Israel and the acceptance of the two states solution.! 

From the perspective of Washington, the Algiers resolution was still 

too ambiguous and did not satisfy U.S. preconditions for the opening of 

a dialogue with the PLO? “The way to deal with the issues of peace and 

the occupied territories is through direct negotiations,” commented Sec- 

retary of State George Shultz. “Unilateral declarations have no weight.’° 

249 
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For Peace Now the PNC resolution signaled an important departure 

from the previous rejectionist positions held by the PLO. On November 29, 

two weeks after the Palestinian declaration, Peace Now convened a sym- 

posium in Jerusalem to ascertain the full meaning of the resolution and 

decide on the movement's response. Invited to present his interpretation, 

Sari Nusseibeh stated that “the Algiers resolutions are a message of peace." 

Peace Now responded by publishing a declaration of its own that read: 

In Algiers the PLO abandoned the path of rejection and the Palestinian 
Charter and adopted the path of political compromise. . . . An opening for 
peace has emerged—we must widen it! The Government of Israel must 
call for direct negotiations with the PLO on the basis of mutual recognition 
and the cessation of violence. Only through negotiations will we know if 
the PLO has really adopted the path of peace as declared in Algiers. Talk 
peace to the PLO now!® 

Several journalists observed that the movement had come a long way 

since the episode in 1979 when Dedi Zucker and Yael Tamir were forced 

to resign after their unauthorized meeting with Issam Sartawi in Vienna. 

Janet Aviad responded, “We have certainly changed, but changes have 

occurred in the PLO as well.” 
As in 1984, the 1988 Knesset elections resulted in a virtual draw between 

Labor and Likud. Another National Unity Government was formed, although 

this time a slight parliamentary advantage enabled Shamir to assume the 

premiership for four years without rotation. Under the terms of the govern- 

ing agreement Yitzhak Rabin continued to serve as minister of defense, and 

Shamir made one of his lieutenants, Moshe Arens, minister of foreign af- 

fairs. Shimon Peres became treasury minister.’ Shamir was adamant in his 

Opposition to the notion that the PLO had changed anything other than its 

tactics. He insisted that Israel would never talk to the “terrorists.” 

In light of the political realities that now prevailed in Israel the peace 

movement recognized that progress in the peace process required greater 

involvement by the United States. With the recently elected administra- 

tion of President George Bush about to take office, the outgoing secretary 

of state, Shultz, wanted to leave a clean slate that would allow his suc- 

cessor to begin a dialogue with the Palestinians. “I felt that cutting this 

Gordian knot [of U.S. relations with the PLO] would be a useful legacy for 

the next American administration,” Shultz wrote.8 During the summer 

and fall of 1988 the PLO tried to reach an understanding with the United 

States on the requirements for the initiation of a dialogue. 

An agreement was finally achieved through the mediation of a group 
of American Jews who were members of the board of ICPME.? Led by 



TIME FOR Peace? = / 25] 

Los Angeles publisher Stanley Sheinbaum and New York attorney Rita 

Hauser (who had ties to the Republican Party), a small group met with 

Yasser Arafat in Stockholm on December 5-7, 1988. With the help of the 

Swedish foreign minister Sten Andersson, who was also engaged in the 

mediation efforts, the group persuaded the Palestinian leader to utter 

publicly the specific phrases necessary to satisfy the American require- 

ments.!° While the members of the group saw their contribution prima- 

rily as helping Arafat meet Shultz's demands, they also hoped this gam- 

bit would help persuade Shamir to respond with his own initiative.!! 

On December 13 Arafat delivered a speech to a special session of the 

UN General Assembly, which was convened in Geneva. Under heavy pres- 

sure from the PLO’s extreme factions, Arafat initially remained ambiguous 

on several key issues. However, within a few hours of his speech several 

Arab and Palestinian leaders persuaded him to convene a press confer- 

ence the following day to clarify his views according to the terms agreed 

upon in Stockholm. Before the assembled media, he unconditionally ac- 

cepted UN Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338, renounced terror- 

ism, and recognized the right of Israel to exist in peace and security.!? In 

response, Secretary Shultz announced that “the United States is prepared 

for a substantive dialogue with PLO representatives.”!° To the Israeli peace 

movement these statements seemed to clear the way not only for a U.S 

PLO dialogue but also for negotiations between the PLO and Israel. 

On December 24 Peace Now staged a major demonstration in the fa- 

miliar plaza in Tel Aviv. The protesters were deluged by a pouring rain, but 

tens of thousands braved the elements. Speaker after speaker called on 

the government to initiate peace talks with the PLO without delay.'4 A poll 

published the previous day reported that 54 percent of those surveyed 

favored negotiations with the PLO, an unprecedented groundswell of pub- 

lic support for such a dialogue.'® These developments put the ball firmly in 

Israel's court, while also leaving Shamir and Rabin little room for maneu- 

ver. The political status quo had witnessed a significant shift and the gov- 

ernment would be forced to respond to the changing circumstances. 

Options for Peace 

During 1988 the Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies at Tel Aviv University 

led an effort to identify and assess Israel's different political and territorial 

options within the context of a negotiated settlement. Several study groups 

brought together Jaffee Center scholars and specialists in military strategy 
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and Middle East politics in “an honest, painstaking and persistent effort 

.. . to remain impartial.”'© They identified six hypothetical options: main- 

tenance of the status quo; Palestinian autonomy; annexation of the terri- 

tories; a Palestinian state; unilateral withdrawal from Gaza; and a Jorda- 

nian-Palestinian federation to include the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. 

The group worked under the assumption that severe dangers “[are] 

entailed in the political deadlock on the Palestinian issue. . . . The status 

quo bodes ill for Israel . . . the only reasonable prognosis is for worse to 

come.”!’ The potential ramifications of each option on the various ac- 

tors both within and outside the region were examined. Ultimately, none 

of the six options received the endorsement of the whole group. The 

report concluded that “under existing conditions and in their present 

form none of the options currently on Israel’s agenda seems to offer a 

reasonable avenue for dealing with the West Bank and Gaza. Each of 

the six options examined is either not feasible or not advisable.’!® 

However, the group’s analysis of the Palestinian state option con- 

cluded that although it entailed substantial risks for Israel’s security it 

was “virtually the only choice of the Palestinians, and goes further to- 

ward solving the essential conflict than any other option we analyzed.”!? 

Still, it did not seem feasible to the study group because the Israeli gov- 

ernment was unlikely to attempt to implement this option unless more 

public support became evident. The group also observed that 

if the PLO’s move toward moderation in late 1988 . . . were enhanced by a 
practical termination of all PLO terrorism, by annulment of the clauses in 
the Palestinian National Charter that reject Israel's right to exist . . . many 
Israelis might view the establishment of a Palestinian state as less risky 
than prolonged Israeli isolation and sharply reduced support from abroad.2° 

Throughout the analytical part of its report the study group sought to 

maintain the greatest academic objectivity. But in a separate volume, pub- 

lished simultaneously, it described a possible “path toward a peaceful reso- 

lution of the dispute,” recommending a “gradual confidence building pro- 

cess” to be based on an Israeli-Palestinian agreement concluded in advance. 

In the group's opinion, this agreement should be negotiated between Is- 

rael and “authoritative representatives of the Palestinians. . . . Under present 

and immediately foreseeable circumstances only the PLO, or at the very 

least Palestinians identified with the PLO, meet this criterion.”2! 

In the first phase of the proposed process the Palestinians would enjoy 

“genuine, comprehensive autonomy . . . [which should remain] open-ended.” 

The Palestinians would have to accept “the legitimacy and permanency of 
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a Jewish state, [renounce the] right of return [of the Palestinian refugees 

into Israel] and any claim to pre-1967 Israeli territory.” For its part, Israel 

would have to cease “the establishment of any new Jewish settlements in 

the territories [and] forgo its control over most state lands in the territo- 

ries.” Perhaps the most significant point was that Israel would agree not to 

“negate the possibility of the eventual emergence of a Palestinian state.”?2 

The six analytical options and the proposed solution were presented 

at a press conference. Controversy erupted immediately. Prime Minster 

Shamir denounced the Jaffee Center and rejected its conclusions, while 

Peace Now welcomed and endorsed the proposals. Labor leaders re- 

mained silent on the whole. 

Although it is difficult to assess the precise impact of the Jaffee Cen- 

ter report on subsequent policy decisions by the Israeli government, at 

least some observers regard it as an important step. As one journalist 

wrote, “The [Jaffee Center's] research provided first-rate academic le- 

gitimization from the Israeli side to the Palestinian demand for an inde- 

pendent state. It presented this option for public debate, not only on an 

emotional and moral basis, but as a practical, logical solution.””% 

Peace in Stages 

The idea that peace with the Palestinians would have to be implemented 

in phases had been incorporated into the Camp David Accords in 1978. 

Ten years later it had gained some acceptance among the leadership 

within the Palestinian national movement. However, it was unclear 

whether the Palestinians would agree to enter such a process without 

receiving some assurances as to its ultimate outcome.*4 

Shmuel Toledano, an old hand at Arab affairs, attempted to get the 

process moving with a new formula. The son of a Jerusalem Sepharadic 

family and fluent in Arabic, Toledano knew the Palestinians well and 

had befriended many in the occupied territories after 1967. In the late 

1970s he had served one term in the Knesset, and in the 1980s became 

a freelance journalist and lecturer on Arab affairs.2° He had not been 

known as an outspoken dove, but the Intifada caused him to reassess 

his views and he came to conclusions similar to those reached by the 

Jaffee Center group. However, he went one step further. He believed 

that in order to launch the peace process the Israeli government would 

have to commit itself in advance to “a specific date, after a five-year 

period, when Israel will vacate . . . the West Bank and Gaza and undertake 
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not to object to the establishment of a Palestinian state in those vacated 

territories.”2¢ 
Encouraged by the Jaffee Center report, and the support he received 

from some members of the study group, Toledano went to prominent 

pollster Mina Tzemach and commissioned a survey of public support 

for his ideas. In two polls (December 1989 and January 1990) a sampling 

of 1,200 Israeli Jews produced surprising results: 60 percent supported 

the “peace in phases” concept—18 percent answered “definitely yes” 

and 42 percent simply said “yes.” When asked about their attitude to- 

ward a Palestinian state “if the question of the establishment of such a 

state were the last obstacle to peace,” the level of support increased to 

69 percent. Even more surprising was the fact that 53 percent of Likud 

voters endorsed the idea. The results of the polls received extensive 

media coverage. Tzemach concluded that “the substantial support for 

[Toledano’s] plan is a product of the fear of a Palestinian state coupled 

with the realization that no chance exists to achieve peace without it.’”?7 

In light of these results Toledano and a few colleagues decided to launch 

a new group, and at the end of January 1991 established the Council of 

Peace in Stages. “There is,” Toledano later explained, “a messianic mi- 

nority that objects to a Palestinian state as a matter of principle, but the 

majority hesitates to accept it since it is motivated by fear. The new plan 

could allay these fears because it left ample room to test the other side's 

intentions and maintained an element of reversibility.’2° Faisal Husseini, 

and even the DFLP spokesman, gave the plan a warm reception.?? 

Toledano also received the support of 100 reserve generals and colonels, 

75 university professors, 16 former ambassadors, and even many on the 

Israeli right. The parties on the left naturally supported Toledano’s initia- 

tive and 15 Labor MKs publicly endorsed it.9° During 1990 and 1991 the 
Council for Peace in Stages gained considerable popular support. 

Events soon overtook Toledano’s group when the Israeli government 

agreed to negotiate with the Palestinians on the basis of a phased pro- 

cess, albeit without accepting that a Palestinian state would eventually 

be created. 

Let’s Reason Together 

The adoption of the two states solution by the PNC in November 1988, 
coupled with the growing realization among many Israelis that negotia- 
tions with the PLO were inevitable and that a Palestinian state would 
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eventually emerge, enhanced the dialogue between Israelis and Palestin- 

ians. At the same time, a growing number of scholars and research in- 

stitutions began to approach the issue of Palestinian independence in 

practical rather than hypothetical terms. During 1989 and 1990 academic 

institutions and nongovernmental organizations organized dozens of in- 

ternational forums. A flood of books and articles examined the numerous 

issues associated with the establishment of a Palestinian state.3! In Jerusa- 

lem efforts were undertaken jointly by Israelis and Palestinians. For ex- 

ampie, Hebrew University’s Harry S. Truman Research Institute for the 

Advancement of Peace, jointly with the Palestinian Arab Studies Society 

in Jerusalem, organized an Israeli-Palestinian Peace Research Project that 

sought “to analyze, from the perspective of Israeli and Palestinian schol- 

ars, some of the key elements of an eventual resolution of the Arab-Israeli 

and Palestinian-Israeli conflict.” The project examined such issues as al- 

location of water resources, mutual security, and education for coexist- 

ence, and published more than two dozen working papers.*? 

Another notable joint Israeli-Palestinian initiative was undertaken by 

Gershon Baskin and Adel Yahia. Baskin had ten years’ experience in 

education for coexistence between Jews and Arabs within Israel. In 1988 

he decided to dedicate all his efforts to the promotion of peace with the 

Palestinians in the occupied territories. He prepared a detailed agenda 

of issues to be addressed in the process of reconciliation, which he pub- 

lished in the Arabic press. He invited Palestinian scholars to a meeting 

in the American Colony Hotel in East Jerusalem. There he met Adel Yahia, 

a history teacher at Bir Zeit University and a member of the Palestinian 

Communist Party, and during the early months of 1989 the two men 

sought and received support from Palestinian and Israeli intellectuals 

and political figures. They established the Israel-Palestine Center for 

Research and Information (IPCRI) later that year.?? 

Baskin and Ghassan Abdullah—the son of refugees from Nablus and 

a member of the DFLP, who later replaced Yahia as IPCRI codirector— 

recruited a number of prominent Israelis and Palestinians to form a board 

of trustees cochaired by Moshe Amirav and Hanna Siniora. IPCRI de- 

fined itself as “a think tank of Israelis and Palestinians aimed at provid- 

ing concrete solutions for future public policy and planning regarding 

the two states solution.”>4 Binational research groups regularly met at 

the Notre Dame Hotel, a Catholic hospice near the line dividing the Arab 

and Jewish sides of Jerusalem. The joint teams identified seven issues 

on which they would focus their attention: the future of Jerusalem, border 
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arrangements; security arrangements for both states; allocation and 

development of water resources; trade and commerce; refugee settle- 

ment; and the link between the West Bank and Gaza.*° 

IPCRI also commissioned external research projects, the results of which 

were published and presented at conferences in Israel and abroad. One 

such conference, which examined the future of Jerusalem, was held there 

in March 1993.26 IPCRI presented a model of shared Israeli-Palestinian rule 

in Jerusalem and the decentralization of municipal governance in the city.°’ 

A conference on security and defense issues held in Oxford in September 

1992 attracted the participation of a dozen prominent individuals.*® 

IPCRI provided the opportunity for Israelis and Palestinians to meet 

each other and jointly seek ways to solve problems in the search for a 

peaceful future for both nations.°? Baskin recalled: 

In many cases we managed to bring Israeli officials and Palestinian business 
people together, which later facilitated practical negotiations on different 
economic issues such as the opening of a Palestinian bank in the West Bank. 
... In this framework influential people from both sides could meet and 
discuss their ideas. When the time came for actual negotiations they could 
feel greater confidence in each other and begin from a better starting point. 
We helped them to break the ice both personally and intellectually.*° 

The Forum for Peace and Justice 

The virtual draw between left and right in the 1988 Knesset elections 

did not conform with the polls taken during this period, which indicated 

a distinct increase in the number of Israelis who were ready to endorse 

a more moderate approach to the Arab-Israeli conflict.4! The main rea- 

son for the outcome of the 1988 elections was the enduring loyalty of 

many among the Mizrachi community to Likud.4? It became increas- 

ingly clear that if the political status quo was to be altered, a shift in the 

Mizrachi voting pattern away from Likud (and other parties on the right) 

was necessary. 

ICPME directed a considerable amount of energy and resources to- 

ward this effort. Many Mizrachi peace activists consistently argued that 

the social and economic hardships experienced by large segments of 

the Mizrachi community exerted more influence on voting behavior than 

did other issues, including peace and security. These.activists believed 
that if a link could be established between social and economic issues 
and Israel’s conflict with the Arabs, some Mizrachim could be persuaded 
to support the peace movement. 
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In the late 1980s what was known as the “third generation” of 

Mizrachim came of age. This group was constituted of young, middle- 

class Mizrachim who had recently graduated from universities in Israel 

and abroad, and who had been exposed to American and European 

influences during their academic training. They were the grandchildren 

of Mizrachim who had immigrated to Israel, where they had had to 

struggle with the pains of absorption and poverty in the 1950s. One of 

the third generation was Yossi Dahan, a philosophy teacher in the Open 

University in Tel Aviv. “The Israeli left did not take its own rhetoric on 

cultural pluralism seriously,” Dahan remembered. The leftists “spoke of 

tolerance but this amounted to sheer paternalism. . . . It is difficult to 

join those who cannot hide the fact that they look down at you. What 

was needed was an honest respect for the difference.”4% 

At the beginning of 1989 ICPME decided to give these young Mizrachi 

intellectuals a chance to do it in their own way, and supported the creation 

of the Forum for Peace and Social Justice. Dahan explained the rationale: 

You have to activate people at the periphery, to equip them in the places 
where they live with the tools to change their situation and attitudes. You 
have to start from the problems that preoccupy these people, namely with 
their social and psychological needs.*4 

The forum established the Seminar for Community Leadership, which 

began activities at the beginning of 1990. Some 150 young Mizrachim, 

many of whom had held leadership positions in the army or in local 

affairs, organized weekly regional meetings and monthly weekend semi- 

nars. They received training in leadership skills and dealt with an array 

of social and political topics. A variety of perspectives toward the Arab- 

Israeli conflict were presented, covering the spectrum of contending 

opinions within the Israeli public. The participation of several Palestin- 

ians caused many participants to reconsider their prejudices. Dahan 

concluded that “this was a success story. . . . New action groups were 

organized in poor neighborhoods and development towns that fought 

for better living conditions and also discussed new ideas concerning 

the Arab-Israeli conflict.” 

Aggression Acted Out 

During 1989 and 1990 the Intifada became almost a routine facet of life, 

but the violence never ceased and the casualties continued to mount.‘ 

“The Palestinian population is tired but the Intifada goes on,” observed an 
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Israeli analyst. “They still have enough spiritual force to absorb the casu- 

alties and continue the confrontation.”4° Stone throwing caused minimal 

casualties to Israeli soldiers, but a growing number of knife and firebomb 

attacks4”? both within the occupied territories and in Israeli cities produced 

a growing number of casualties and fueled rising fear and concern among 

the Israeli public.48 Despite the explicit prohibition by the Intifada leader- 

ship of the use of firearms, guns were now used with greater frequency, 

particularly by the Muslim fundamentalists who objected to the more 

moderate approach of Arafat's Fatah. There was also a dramatic increase 

in the number of instances in which Palestinians killed other Palestinians 

suspected of collaborating with the Israeli authorities. 

Though suffering nowhere near the same level of casualties as the 

Palestinians, Israeli soidiers experienced rising frustration and fatigue. 

Reuven Gal, who in the early 1980s had served as the chief of psychologi- 

cal services for the IDF, observed that while “on the surface it seems that 

there is a noticeable phenomenon of adjusting to the situation, of accom- 

modation and routinization,” heightened aggressiveness was evident.*? 

Gal noted that the cursing, spitting, and stone throwing by Palestinian 

youths caused frustration, humiliation, and duress among the soldiers, 

who were ill suited to deal with such an adversary. This, coupled with 

orders to use counterforce, led to “behavior which is natural to such situ- 

ations’—soldiers acted out their frustrations and anxieties through ag- 

gression.*° Military psychologists spoke of the wounds that were caused 

not by stones or firebombs but by the painful psychological experience of 

going into action against vehemently hostile but often unarmed people.°! 

Many soldiers were embittered as a result of their service and their hatred 

of the Arabs intensified. Some vented their anger at the Palestinians with- 

out any moral qualms, but others experienced a painful tension between 

their moral values and the tasks they were ordered to perform. 

Poets Will Not Write Poems 

Israeli writers and poets who sympathized with the peace movement con- 

sidered it their duty to describe the evolving drama and comment on its 

moral implications. Yet they also believed that it was impossible simply to 

“aestheticize” the experience. Some writers resolved this dilemma by adopt- 

ing a self-consciously spartan style of writing devoid of literary embellish- 
ment, often using journalistic methods of reporting or editorial analysis. 

On January 8, 1988, soon after the outbreak of the Intifada, a group of 
writers, poets, and artists went to Gaza. They entered the refugee camps 
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escorted by a Palestinian journalist, and spoke with dozens of Gazans, even 

witnessing violent confrontations between Israeli soldiers and Palestinian 

youths. On their return they reported their disturbing findings in the He- 

brew media.°? Ya’ir Garbuz, a popular journalist and painter, summarized 

his observations: “Whoever has visited Gaza will not be able to rejoice even 

when a peace treaty will be signed. . .. He may feel much relief, but the guilt 

and shame will pursue him forever.’”°° Another member of the group drew 

a slightly more optimistic conclusion: “In Gaza we saw the scars of the 

recent confrontations, the signs of the stones, the fire, the iron and the 

smoke. . . . But out of this great despair we found an opening for some little 

hope.”>4 The group jointly published a statement, which declared: 

We saw in the Gaza Strip a popular rebellion led by young people and sup- 
ported by the entire population. . . . The causes of the rebellion are evident: 
the humiliation which results from the continuous occupation; land expro- 

priations; the permanent pressure to collaborate with the security services; 
the neglect and the terrible economic situation; and worst of all the lack of 
hope for the future... . All the people we spoke with aspire for a Palestinian 
state alongside Israel. . . . They believe that the Palestinian violence will stop 
immediately when Israel recognizes the PLO as a partner for negotiations. 
We think that the time has come to seriously consider this option.*® 

A number of attempts were made to treat the Intifada in film. To 

present their subject matter in its stark, disturbing reality, the producers 

of two films separated the audio from the visual components of their 

films. The Expulsion depicts the deportation of Palestinians to Lebanon, 

but the soundtrack is limited to incidental noises such as the sound of a 

helicopter, the whistle of a bird, and footsteps. The Lookout is the story 

of an Israeli soldier posted at a refugee camp in the West Bank. The 

soundtrack is limited to the music the soldier is listening to on his per- 

sonal radio and the occasional exchanges he overhears on the military 

radio. One critic wrote, “It is as if no dialogue [concerning the situation] 

is at all possible. . . . The camera neutralizes all subjective dialogue with 

the viewer. The camera has nothing to say beyond the observed reality. 

This reality, not our attitudes toward it, is expressed.”5° 

lana Hammerman, one of the founders of the 21st Year, was the editor 

of a series of avant garde literature called “A Different Prose.”°” In col- 

laboration with Rolly Rosen, a young journalist, Hammerman included in 

her series a book titled Poets Will Not Write Poems,°® which presented 
interviews with Israeli soldiers who had served in the territories during 

the Intifada, but repeatedly interrupted the text of their comments with 

extracts from various documents—mostly military orders and court 

records—and theoretical statements concerning the nature of literature. 
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One such insertion explained the logic of Hammerman’s literary tech- 

nique: “The breaking of the sequence is not designed to attract or stimu- 

late the reader . . . it stops the flow of the fable in the middle of the unfold- 

ing events in order to compel the listener to take a position toward what 

transpires.”©? In a postscript Hammerman quoted a twenty-year-old sol- 

dier who believed that “poets cannot write poems about Israeli soldiers 

who fought the Intifada and shot at women and children.” Her goal, she 

commented, was “to make a modest contribution to the sharpening of 

our sensitivities both toward literature as well as toward the reality.”°° 

Progress under Duress 

The opening of a dialogue between Washington and the PLO at the end 

of 1988, accompanied by indications from the PLO that it was prepared 

to negotiate a settlement, put Prime Minister Shamir on the spot.°! Pres- 

sure to respond favorably to the PLO initiative came from a number of 

sources at home and abroad, and by the spring of 1989 Shamir recog- 

nized that he had to produce his own peace plan and revitalize the pro- 

cess that had begun at Camp David and then stalled for ten years. “The 

main challenge facing the new National Unity Government,” Shamir later 

recorded, “was to prepare an Israeli peace initiative.”©? 

President Bush too wanted to move the process forward, and invited 

Egyptian president Hosni Mubarak, King Hussein, and Prime Minister 

Shamir to the White House in close succession. During his visit on April 6, 

1989, Shamir presented a new initiative, which, though it carried his name, 

more accurately reflected the thinking of his defense minister, Rabin. The 

initiative included four main points. First, Israel agreed to begin immedi- 

ate direct negotiations, based on the Camp David Accords, with the Arab 

states. Second, though Israel still would not deal with the PLO, it pro- 

posed to hold general elections in the territories to select Palestinian rep- 

resentatives to the negotiations. Third, Israel agreed to negotiate with 

these representatives, with the participation of Egypt and Jordan, regard- 

ing the modalities of an interim autonomy that would allow the Palestin- 

ians to manage their own affairs. Finally, at the end of the interim period, 

the ultimate status of the territories would be negotiated, if the Arab states 

agreed to end their state of belligerency against Israel and cooperate in 

finding a solution to the problem of Palestinian refugees. 

Rabin’s moderating influence was easily discernable in the Israeli ini- 
tiative, but Shamir’s tone in presenting it was considerably tougher. 
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Shamir’s main concerns were to avoid opening negotiations with the 

PLO and to steer clear of any suggestion that the outcome of negotia- 

tions would be a Palestinian state.© 
Although the Bush administration welcomed the plan and encour- 

aged Shamir to move ahead and negotiate its implementation,©> Secre- 

tary of State James Baker voiced his objections to Shamir’s interpreta- 

tion of the initiative.°® In a speech to the annual convention of the 

America-Israel Public Affairs Committee, Baker declared that Israel must 

agree up front to the principle of exchanging territories for peace and 

“lay aside, once and for all, the unrealistic vision of a Greater Israel.”°’ 

Shamir was angered by these remarks, and in his memoirs recorded, 

“If Mr. Baker ever thought that those Israelis who are resolved not to sell 

any part of their land in exchange for peace would be influenced by his 

advice to relinquish our dream as unrealistic, he soon found out that he 

was wrong.”°8 In response to Baker, and with Shamir’s acquiescence, a 

group of Likud ministers headed by Ariel Sharon, who had voted against 

the peace initiative in the cabinet, passed a resolution in the party’s 

central committee that effectively eviscerated the initiative. The resolu- 

tion declared that the Arabs of East Jerusalem would be held ineligible 

to participate in the election of representatives to the negotiations; that 

no negotiations would begin unless the Intifada and other forms of vio- 

lence were ended; that no negotiations with the PLO or “sliding toward 

a Palestinian state” would be permitted; and that, in the meantime, Jew- 

ish settlement of the territories would continue.®? 

It was now Secretary Baker’s turn to become livid, and he accused 

Shamir of putting obstacles in the road to peace.’° Despite these angry 

exchanges, during the summer of 1989 Baker was actively involved in 

efforts to start negotiations on the modalities of the proposed Palestinian 

elections and other aspects of Shamir’s initiative. Through Egyptian me- 

diators Baker tried to persuade the PLO to accept the elections proposal 

and agree to the participation of non-PLO officials in the process. How- 

ever, two central issues remained unsolved: whether Palestinian residents 

of Jerusalem would be permitted to vote, and whether Palestinians from 

the diaspora would be allowed to participate in the process. These issues 

carried symbolic as well as political value for the Palestinians, and pre- 

cisely for that reason Shamir would not compromise on them. 

As the end of 1989 drew near, negotiations focused on the proposal 

to convene a meeting between Israeli and Palestinian delegations in 

Cairo. In an attempt to overcome an impasse over the composition of 
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the Palestinian delegation, Baker prepared a five-point proposal, which 

included the assumption that the list of Palestinian participants would 

be compiled in consultation with the PLO.’! Shamir remained adamant 

in his refusal to accept Palestinian residents of Jerusalem as part of the 

Palestinian delegation.’ 
Despite many reservations and suspicions, Peace Now publicly wel- 

comed and supported Shamir’s peace initiative. However, the movement's 

spokesman cautioned the prime minister not to think of his own initiative 

as a stopgap maneuver designed to deflect domestic and international 

pressure.’> Peace Now considered the proposed elections for a Palestin- 

ian representative body the most promising element of the new initiative. 

The movement did not believe that such a body could replace the PLO or 

for that matter make decisions independent of the PLO. Nevertheless, 

considering the traditional refusal of Likud and Labor to negotiate with 

the PLO, Peace Now regarded the proposal an important step forward. 

Meetings between Peace Now activists and Faisal Husseini and his col- 

leagues were now becoming a regular event, and the Israelis urged the 

Palestinians to take advantage of the new opportunity. 

Peace Now also tried to persuade the Israeli public that Shamir’s peace 

initiative must be pursued honestly and vigorously, and that its imple- 

mentation required direct negotiations with the Palestinians.’4 In Octo- 

ber 1989 Peace Now organized a series of well-publicized meetings with 

Palestinian leaders in Palestinian towns and villages inside the occu- 

pied territories in an effort to soften their position. The peace move- 

ment conveyed its firm belief that the time for compromise had arrived, 

and that the Palestinians should be ready to negotiate. In most cases the 

army blocked the peaceniks from reaching their destinations, and make- 

shift demonstrations were held where the activists were halted. At one 

such impromptu rally, Husseini told the audience, “The Palestinian peace 

camp has won, and now leads the PLO and the Palestinian people!” 

Yael Dayan, the daughter of the former minister of defense, referring to 

the fact that Husseini was also the child of a war hero, told the crowd, 

“Today 1 am proud to stand next to him in a peace meeting. | am sure 

that his children and mine will live, each in his own country, in peace.”7° 

Project Majority ~ 

During the spring and summer of 1989 the group known hitherto as 
“American Friends of Peace Now,” which for a number of years had 
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supported Israel’s peace movement with modest financial resources, 

was reorganized and became an independent U.S.-based sister move- 

ment under the name “Americans for Peace Now.” One result of this 

reorganization was that its fund-raising efforts were far more consis- 

tent and successful.’° The increased flow of revenue from abroad helped 

Peace Now in Israel to expand and consolidate its activities. For the first 

time the movement was able to employ a small number of paid staff. 

These included the positions of an executive director, spokesperson, 

parliamentary lobby coordinator, and an organizer for university faculty 

and students. Gavri Bar-Gil, a reserve battalion commander in the IDF 

and a kibbutz member who had been active in Peace Now for many 

years, became its first executive director. He reorganized the main of- 

fices in Tel Aviv and Jerusalem, updated the call-up lists, organized do- 

mestic fund-raising, began publishing regular newsletters, and coordi- 

nated the work of the various committees. This new arrangement gave 

the movement a stability and momentum that it previously had lacked. 

Bar-Gil and the new professional team, with the help and guidance 

of the veteran volunteers, then launched “Project Majority,” a campaign 

to recruit new supporters among young Mizrachim and students and 

thus enlarge the power base of the movement.’’ The campaign’s mod- 

est success provided an indication that some shift, albeit highly incre- 

mental, in the political attitudes of Israelis was taking place. Most 

Mizrachim remained loyal to Likud, and the new chapters Peace Now 

established in their midst tended to remain isolated. However, the bitter 

acrimony of the early 1980s had apparently come to an end. While heated 

debates still occurred at Peace Now meetings in Mizrachi neighborhoods, 

the ethnic antagonism that had previously made these neighborhoods 

inaccessible to the activists was no longer present. 

Hands around the Holy City 

Peace Now’s support for the recognition of the PLO during 1989 blurred 

many of the differences that had previously distinguished it from more 

radical groups like Dai Lakibush. This contributed to a greater sense of 

unity throughout the Israeli peace camp, and helps explain the notice- 

able decline of Dai Lakibush as some of its activists chose to join Peace 

Now.’® Increased participation in Peace Now’s street demonstrations 

testified to the increased vigor of the movement during that year. To 

mark the second anniversary of the Intifada 3,500 protesters silently 
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marched through Jerusalem carrying pictures of the 143 children killed 

in the uprising. All the marchers carried the same banner, “Talk to the 

PLO Now!” The father of a soldier killed in a terrorist attack declared, 

“Enough blood has been shed. It is time for peace!”’? 

Peace Now’s support for the opening of a dialogue with the PLO also 

contributed to improved relations between the Israeli peace movement 

and various European peace groups. The European peace movement 

historically supported Third World national liberation movements and 

was at the vanguard of the struggle for decolonization. It had tradition- 

ally supported the PLO and held a negative attitude toward Israel and 

Zionism. The Europeans viewed the Zionist project as another example 

of the colonial exploitation of the Palestinian people, and Israel as an 

expansionist and militaristic imperial power. In most cases the Euro- 

pean peaceniks were either unwilling or unable to recognize the com- 

plex nature of the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

This entrenched attitude made it difficult for members of Peace Now to 

reach out to European peace groups, and to the extent that such relations 

existed, they were noticeably strained. Consequently, before 1988 non- 

Zionist or anti-Zionist peace groups in Israel always had better relations 

with the European peace movement than did Peace Now. Even during 

the 1980s, as the PLO inched toward positions held by mainstream ele- 

ments of the Israeli left, the European peace movement remained largely 

aloof. In many instances the Europeans were closer in their ideological 

perceptions of the conflict to such rejectionist elements within the PLO as 

the PFLP and the DFLP. However, once the barriers between the PLO and 

Peace Now fell the Europeans also began to soften their stance. 

During September and October 1989 Peace Now, together with sev- 

eral European peace groups and the Palestinian leadership in the occu- 

pied territories, organized a joint project called “Et Shalom” (Time for 

Peace).®° The project included a visit of 1,200 European peace activists, 

including members of European parliaments, to Israel during the last 

week of 1989, where they participated in a variety of educational and 

protest events. The climax of these events took place in Jerusalem on 

Saturday, December 30. Around midday 25,000 people—tsraelis, Pales- 

tinians, and the European guests—lined up around the walls of the old 

city. Many MKs and senior Palestinian religious and nationalist leaders 

participated: According to a Peace Now report: 

It was a friendly demonstration and a genuine event. Peace songs and 
balloons, without flags and leaflets. Thousands of participants enjoyed the 
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warm winter sun on the green lawns surrounding the walls. . . . For the 
first time since the beginning of the Intifada Jerusalemites tasted the feel- 

ing of peace. For the first time in years Jews and Arabs mingled in the 
shadow of the ancient walls.®! 

The demonstrators joined hands at a prearranged time, forming a 

six-mile human chain that encircled the holy city. Several thousand bal- 

loons were released that raced skyward carrying the slogan “1990— 

Time for Peace.” An elderly Palestinian remarked, “This is like a mes- 

sage to God, like a joint prayer for peace.”®* Indeed, this was a rare and 

impressive display of fraternity. 

Despite the mood of unity the demonstration expressed, one incident 

marred the otherwise successful event. Overreacting to a minor provo- 

cation by a group of radical Palestinians who started to chant national- 

ist slogans around Herod's Gate and hoisted a nine-year-old child dressed 

in a military camouflage outfit above the crowd, policemen descended 

upon the demonstrators in a 500-meter-long area. Israelis, Palestinians, 

and Europeans were indiscriminately caught in the police assault. Tear 

gas, rubber bullets, clubs, and water cannons were employed to dis- 

perse the crowd. Sixty people, many of whom were members of an Ital- 

ian delegation, had to be treated for injuries inflicted by rubber bullets 

and tear gas. One Italian woman lost an eye after being hit by a glass 

splinter.°° The police later claimed that they had been forced to take 
action because a Palestinian flag had been raised, but a Peace Now in- 

vestigation found no evidence to substantiate this allegation.84 A sub- 

sequent internal police investigation led to the dismissal of the com- 

mander responsible for the area around Herod’s Gate. The attorney 

general also conducted an independent investigation that confirmed 

Peace Now’s version of events, and three members of the police’s anti- 

riot squad were indicted for excessive use of force.8° 

Guarantees for a Freeze 

Early in 1990 a number of international developments exacerbated the 

already strained U.S.-Israeli relationship, and within Israel the tenuous 

governing partnership between Likud and Labor was tested. With the 

expanded civil liberties permitted by glasnost, anti-Semitic undercur- 

rents always close to the surface in the Soviet Union were unleashed. 

This increase in anti-Semitism, coupled with Mikhail Gorbachev's will- 

ingness to permit almost uninhibited emigration of Jews, led to an exo- 

dus of Soviet Jews. Many of these people would have preferred to 
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immigrate to the United States, but immigration limitations imposed by 

Washington caused a flood of new immigrants to resettle in Israel, quickly 

overloading Israel’s capacity to successfully absorb them.86 

The Palestinians and the Arab states were alarmed by the new wave of 

Jewish immigration and viewed it in the context of continuing Zionist 

expansion. Their fears were reinforced by the incendiary statements of 

some right-wing politicians, who spoke of settling the newcomers in the 

occupied territories and thereby creating new and irreversible demographic 

realities.8”? Ambitious construction projects initiated by Likud in the West 

Bank were accelerated in anticipation of additional Soviet immigration. 

Considerable financial resources were required to integrate the So- 

viet Jews into the Israeli economy and society and to provide them with 

such essentials as adequate housing, employment, and health care. Is- 

rael requested $10 billion in loan guarantees from the United States to 

help facilitate immigrant absorption.®® The timing of the request was 

not fortuitous for Israel. The peace process was deadlocked over Shamir’s 

refusal to accept Baker's five points. President Bush decided to link the 

loan guarantees to progress in the peace process, and announced that 

any U.S. financial support would be contingent upon the cessation of 

Israeli construction in the occupied territories and East Jerusalem.®? 

Washington's attempt to compel Israel to make these concessions 

was not well received by Shamir. In April 1990 he formally announced 

his rejection of Baker's five points. This in turn caused the fall of the 

National Unity Government, which was replaced, after considerable 

political squabbling and coalition bargaining, by a narrow coalition 

headed once more by Shamir’s Likud and joined by smaller right-wing 

parties and the religious parties. The Labor Party moved back to the 

benches of the opposition.?° 

The suspension of the U.S.-PLO dialogue, which occurred in June 1990 

as a result of Arafat’s refusal to denounce an aborted seaborne attack 

on the Israeli coast by the Abu Abbas faction of the PLO, did little to 

improve relations between Jerusalem and Washington.?! “The Land of 

Israel is not only a piece of soil, it is a sacred value,” Shamir told the 

Knesset when he presented his new government on June 11.92 Shamir 

appeared to the Israeli public as a stubborn defender of Greater Israel. 

Some Israelis applauded his refusal to concede in the face of mounting 

international pressure, whereas others felt his principled stand was caus- 
ing greater harm than good to Israel's long-term interests. In any event, 
the peace process was stalled without much hope of renewed progress, 
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while the construction of housing in the occupied territories proceeded 

without interruption. 

The Settlements Watch 

For Peace Now it was politically difficult to support the Bush admin- 

istration’s linkage between Israel's request for loan guarantees and the 

issue of settlements. Such a position could have been interpreted as ac- 

cepting restraints on the mass influx of Soviet Jews, which all Zionists— 

including Peace Now—viewed as an important step in the fulfillment of 

their most basic goal.?° However, Peace Now, pointing to the fact that 

only a small percentage of the Soviet immigrants were choosing to settle 

in the occupied territories, argued that the U.S. linkage was a direct result 

of Shamir’s rejectionist policies. The accelerated pace of construction in 

the territories was deemed a gross misuse of resources desperately needed 

for the absorption of the immigrants elsewhere, as well as an unneces- 

sary provocation that angered the Arabs and alienated the Americans, 

thereby endangering the entire enterprise.%4 

In a public letter on January 30, 1990, Peace Now called on Shamir to 

repair the damage caused to Soviet immigration by his government's poli- 

cies. The movement demanded that Shamir declare that all resources des- 

ignated for settlements beyond the Green Line be redirected to the con- 

struction of housing and economic infrastructure within the pre-1967 borders. 

The letter concluded, “If one family from the Soviet Union is denied the 

opportunity to escape the renewed wave of anti-Semitism, the responsibil- 

ity will fall on the careless expressions and actions of the Prime Minister.’”7° 

Additionally, Peace Now established a group called “Settlements Watch,” 

which monitored and publicized all settlement construction in the West 

Bank and the Gaza Strip. Amiram Goldblum, a chemistry professor at the 

Hebrew University in Jerusalem and a Peace Now spokesman, directed a 

team of surveyors who moved throughout the occupied territories and 

established contacts with Palestinians who reported any new construc- 

tion they observed. The team’s findings were verified and compiled into 

reports that were presented to the public and media.” 

The government sought to disguise the political objectives of the in- 

creased pace of construction, and denied that Soviet immigrants were 

being directed specifically to the territories. In response to these claims, 

Peace Now exposed efforts undertaken by the settler movement (and with 

the government's blessing) to raise funds in the United States and 
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elsewhere for the explicit purpose of settling Soviet Jews in Judea, Samaria, 

and Gaza.97 The Settlements Watch group wrote to the prime minister 

that efforts to direct new immigrants to the territories were putting not 

only continued immigration but also the peace process “at grave risk.’78 

Members of the radical right organized symbolic acts of defiance against 

the American demands, and Peace Now was usually on the scene with a 

counterdemonstration. For example, on May 3, 1990, Gush Emunim or- 

ganized a ceremony in which a couple of Torah scrolls were brought into 

a small ancient building near the main entrance to the Arab town of Nablus, 

where religious Jews believe the grave of Joseph, the son of Jacob, is lo- 

cated. Gush Emunim was granted permission to use this building during 

daylight hours for the operation of a small yeshiva—a pointed expression 

of Gush Emunim’s intention to remain where they were. 

Peace Now was initially denied access to the area by the military au- 

thorities, which also imposed a curfew on the Arab town for the occasion. 

Peace Now petitioned the Supreme Court, which upheld the right of Peace 

Now to demonstrate, but for security considerations limited the number of 

participants on the settlers’ side to one hundred and on Peace Now's side 

to twenty.”? Half a dozen MKs from both the left and the right angrily con- 

fronted each other. The right-wingers labeled the peace activists traitors, 

and the Russian proverb, “The dogs are barking but the caravan goes on!” 

could be heard repeatedly. The leftists responded by shouting their own 

slogans: “Settlements are an obstacle to immigration!” and “The lives of 

our sons are more important than the graves of the forefathers!” The army 

had to intervene to maintain a buffer between the opposing sides.!°° 

Fire and Blood 

As Peace Now intensified its activities during the spring and summer of 

1990,!°! its confrontations with the radical right became increasingly acri- 

monious. On one occasion settlers distributed a “Letter to Peace Now” in 

which they labeled the peace activists “destroyers and saboteurs” and pre- 

dicted that they would be remembered by the nation as an “eternal curse.” 

The letter also quoted a passage from Isaiah: “But the wicked are like the 

troubled sea when it cannot rest, whose waters cast up mire and dirt.”!°2 

Rabbi Meir Kahane’s references to violence were cgnsiderably more 
explicit. Ina rally his Kach movement organized to extol the virtues of an 
Israeli who wantonly killed seven Palestinian laborers, Kahane told those 
present that “the central problem of Israel is not the Arabs but the treason- 
ous leftists.” Once he came to power, Kahane remarked, he would “know 
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how to handle them.”!° His disciples, however, went beyond words. Early 
in June the Jerusalem office of Peace Now was torched, and Kach claimed 

responsibility for the act.!°* Amiram Goldblum’s car was also burned, and 

many activists received threats to their lives and those of their families. 

During these months the peace movement experienced a growing sense 

of frustration—a mood similar to that which had prevailed in the spring of 

1978 during the Israeli-Egyptian negotiations and had contributed to the 

establishment of the movement. At a large demonstration on May 26, 1990, 

some of the speakers gave vent to this frustration and anger in their harsh 

criticism of the government.!° Novelist Mair Shalev said of Yitzhak Shamir: 

This man is proud of his shield of stubbornness and the solidity of his prin- 
ciples, but he is neither an iron wall nor a brass fortification. His patriotism 
is the last refuge of a coward. . . . This man as stubborn as a cork in a bottle 
may lead us to the destruction of our third commonwealth.!% 

Amos Oz directed his criticism against “the widespread apathy which 

envelops us, dulls our sensitivities and blurs our human face. . . . Em- 

pires have fallen as a result of such apathy, nations were destroyed and 

waters turned into blood.” Referring to the biblical punishment of the 

ancient Egyptians, he quoted a line from a famous poem by Nathan 

Alterman, “Since blood was in the city and the city was not shaken.”!97 

The Impact of the Intifada on the Peace Process 

The Intifada had a far-reaching impact on the development of the Israeli- 

Palestinian conflict in general and on Palestinian nationalism in particu- 

lar. The momentous turn in the peace process that occurred in the years 

1991-93 cannot be explained without taking into account the political 

and psychological influence that the acts of defiance and self-assertion 

by the young Palestinians during the uprising had on the parties involved. 

For two decades, most Israelis had failed to recognize the full political 

and moral costs Israel would eventually have to pay for its occupation of 

the territories. The peace movement's insistence that the suppression of 

the Palestinian will for liberty and independence could not be sustained 

for long and that eventually the occupier would be corrupted often fell on 

deaf ears. To many Israelis, despite recurrent acts of terror and occasional 

acts of disobedience, the Palestinians seemed to display a docile accep- 

tance of the occupation. The Intifada changed this perception radically. 

Customary complacency was shattered as thousands of Israeli sol- 

diers, conscripts and reservists alike, were ordered to suppress—often 

cruelly—unarmed civilians; as a growing de facto separation between 
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the two peoples grew and the pre-1967 borders were effectively rees- 

tablished; and, above all, as the futility of the use of military force in this 

new situation became apparent. 

The Intifada caused a sharp political and ideological polarization 

across Israeli society. On the one side, antidemocratic, chauvinistic, and 

racist elements were significantly strengthened by the outrage and frus- 

tration many Israelis felt as they witnessed or experienced firsthand the 

intensified hatred of the Palestinians. On the other side, the peace move- 

ment reached one of the peaks of its activity and public presence. Peace 

groups with a variety of agendas, tactics, and constituencies prolifer- 

ated. Meanwhile, Peace Now continued to serve as a common platform 

and could count on the participation of the full spectrum of peace groups 

in the large demonstrations it organized. 

At the same time, the increased vigor and self-esteem the Palestinian 

national movement gained in the territories enabled its leaders to coop- 

erate more openly with the Israeli peace movement. Israeli-Palestinian 

dialogue and joint activities reached an unprecedented level and paved 

the way for greater mutual understanding—understanding that was strong 

enough to survive the divisions the Gulf War was soon to produce. 

Despite increasing discord among the Israeli public, the Intifada drove 

home to growing numbers of Israelis the notion that sooner or later 

Israel would have to negotiate with the PLO and embark on the road to 

Palestinian self-determination. The rejectionist policies of Shamir and 

the attempt by the Israeli right to deny the very existence of a Palestin- 

ian nation could not hide the fact that a growing majority of Israelis had 

come to realize that the status quo that had prevailed during the first 

twenty years of the occupation had been forever shattered by the Pales- 

tinian resistance. A serious peace process now seemed inevitable. 



es 

From Sealed Rooms 

to Madrid 

Long Live Saddam Hussein! 

In the spring of 1990, shortly after the end of the bloody ten-year Iran-Iraq 

War, Saddam Hussein proclaimed that Iraq possessed the capability to 

“purn half of Israel with chemical weapons.”! Although the Iraqi leader's 

threat appeared to present no immediate danger to Israel, international 

efforts were undertaken to calm the agitated regional atmosphere. Few 

doubted that Saddam would have cherished an opportunity to avenge 

Israel’s humiliating destruction of the Iraqi Osirak nuclear reactor ten years 

earlier. Consequently, Saddam's threat, coupled with his ambitious ef- 

forts to develop and acquire chemical weapons and ballistic missiles with 

a range capable of reaching Israel, had to be taken seriously. 

During the summer of 1989 the relationship between Iraq and the PLO 

had grown closer, especially after the suspension of the dialogue between 

the United States and the PLO. While Egypt, looking to reintegrate itself 

into the Arab world following its temporary exile after Camp David, cau- 

tiously sought to attract other Arab states into the peace process, Saddam 

Hussein aspired to be recognized as the new champion of the pan-Arab 

Zi 
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cause, and fired bellicose threats toward Israel. Saddam's rhetoric attracted 

Arafat, who gradually shifted away from Egypt and toward what he per- 

ceived to be the new center of Arab rejectionism. Some PLO offices were 

symbolically relocated to Baghdad.° This political maneuvering and its 

effect on the peace process took on greater significance on August 2, 

1990, when Iraqi forces invaded and occupied Kuwait.4 

After the initial shock of Iraq's invasion and summary annexation of 

Kuwait subsided, the Arab world found itself divided on the issue of 

Kuwait's future. An Arab coalition headed by Egypt, Syria, and Saudi 

Arabia denounced the unilateral Iraqi action, and joined with the United 

States and its allies in political moves and military preparations aimed 

at compelling Iraq to withdraw from Kuwait. On the other side Libya, 

Sudan, and Yemen chose to ally themselves politically and diplomati- 

cally with Iraq.° In an attempt to gain Arab support, Saddam tried to link 

his actions in Kuwait with the Arab-Israeli conflict, stating repeatedly 

that his invasion was in support of the Palestinian cause and in opposi- 

tion to American and Zionist imperialism.® Although his transparent ploy 

failed to attract Arab states away from their alliance with the West, 

Saddam's stock among Palestinians rose considerably. 

For all practical purposes Arafat cast his lot with Saddam and the 

pro-Irag coalition. This decision was influenced by popular sentiment 

throughout the Palestinian diaspora as well as within the occupied ter- 

ritories. Palestinian sympathy for Saddam was not only the result of 

Saddam's sabre rattling against Israel, but also a reflection of the anti- 

American sentiment that had long prevailed in the Palestinian commu- 

nity. Anger toward the United States had been further intensified by its 

recent suspension of the dialogue with the PLO and by what was seen 

as America's consistently pro-Israel posture. The fatigue and frustration 

felt within the Palestinian community after three years of the Intifada 

contributed to the embrace of an Arab leader who was prepared to stand 

up to the United States and Israel.’ Across the Middle East, and espe- 
cially in Amman and the occupied territories, multitudes of Palestinians 

poured into the streets, waving portraits of Saddam and chanting “Long 
Live Saddam!” and “Saddam, Deliver Us!”8 

Count Me Qut! . 

Arafat's support for Saddam Hussein created a deep sense of disillu- 
sionment within the Israeli peace movement. Faisal Husseini, Sari 
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Nusseibeh, and other Palestinian leaders with whom the Israeli peace 

movement had developed close relationships in the course of their ef- 

forts to demonstrate to the Israeli public that “there is someone to talk 

with,” did little to lessen the shock. They too sympathized with the over- 

whelming pro-Saddam mood. On August 17, 1990, MK Yossi Sarid, an 

outstanding leader of the peace movement, authored a hard-hitting ar- 

ticle in which he expressed the sentiment felt throughout the Israeli left. 

One needs a gas mask to overcome the poisonous and repellent stench 
emitted by the pro-Saddam position adopted by the PLO. The hugging and 
kissing between Yasser Arafat and Saddam Hussein are disgusting and 
frightening. It is not only disgusting but also a grave strategic mistake since 
Saddam will betray the Palestinians as soon as they are no longer of ser- 
vice to him. The occupation of Kuwait provided Shamir the best vindica- 
tion for his annexationist policies, since he legitimated violent occupation 
of territories. . . . [When the crisis is over] nobody will hurry to invite the 
junior lackey of Saddam to the negotiating table. 

As far as Sarid was concerned, “until further notice the Palestinians 

can count me out.”? 
A flurry of like-minded articles and speeches indicated that a signifi- 

cant segment of the peace movement was profoundly disturbed and 

confused by the Palestinian attitude. MK Elazar Granot, a central figure 

in Mapam, argued that the Palestinians must have succumbed to their 

despair, because there was no other logic in their support for Saddam. 

“The PLO has put its claim to represent the Palestinian people in future 

negotiations in question . . . since the Palestinians have proven that 

they are much less trustworthy partners than we thought.”!° 

Yaron London, a prominent television personality, suggested that Pal- 

estinian support for Saddam raised questions concerning the Palestinian 

demand for self-determination, because Saddam's pan-Arab vision spoke 

of an Arab empire rather than a Palestinian state. “Most of them want a 

modern Saladin who will unify the Arab world and expel all non-Arabs 

from the Middle East. In the Ayyubite empire of the new Saladin from 

Baghdad there is no place for separate national identities’—an attitude, 

London reasoned, that emancipates the Israeli left from any moral obliga- 

tion to the Palestinians. “Therefore, goodbye Husseini, goodbye Nusseibeh. 

... When you come back to ask for my sympathy for your ‘legitimate rights’ 

you will find that your pro-Saddam screams have deafened my ears.”!! 

This sentiment was not shared by all of the peace movement's lead- 

ers. MK Amnon Rubinstein, a political centrist, also expressed regret at 

the Palestinian attitude and felt that the peace process had suffered a 
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major setback. At the same time, however, he remained convinced that 

“when the dust settles we shall have to revive the dialogue and find a 

solution of peaceful separation and coexistence.”!? More radical sup- 

porters of Peace Now such as MK Dedi Zucker called for an immediate 

resumption of peace discussions with the Palestinians, arguing that “our 

basic interests demand a separate development of the two nations and 

the creation of a demilitarized Palestinian state alongside Israel.”'? 

Indeed, Peace Now decided to maintain its dialogue with Palestinian 

leaders in the occupied territories despite the credibility crisis. Many peace 

activists believed that the anti-Palestinian hysteria prevalent in the Israeli 

media primarily served Likud and the other right-wing parties because it 

appeared to support their long-standing claim that peace was impossible 

in light of the fact that the Palestinians were neither trustworthy nor genu- 

inely prepared for reconciliation. For their part, Palestinian leaders ex- 

pressed disappointment with what they perceived as the patronizing atti- 

tude of Sarid and others within the peace movement. Faisal Husseini 

pointed to the lack of understanding by his Israeli colleagues of the frus- 

trations of the Palestinian people, but also recognized that Israelis tend to 

close ranks when confronted by a military crisis.'4 Peace Now sought to 

mitigate the negative image the Palestinians projected to the Israeli pub- 

lic through a joint Palestinian-Israeli declaration, but this proved very dif- 

ficult to formulate as long as the crisis was still deepening. Ultimately, 

Peace Now and the Palestinian leaders published separate proclamations 

aimed at limiting the damage caused by the existing hostile environment.!§ 

On August 15, 1990, Faisal Husseini and other Palestinian leaders sent 

a statement to Peace Now that reiterated criticism of American interven- 

tion in the crisis and denounced Saudi and Egyptian collusion with the 

West. They protested against the “double standard especially apparent in 

terms of UN Security Council resolutions pertaining to the occupation of 

lands.” They did, however, also state their belief in the illegitimacy “of the 

acquisition of land by force, and the unacceptability of resorting to mili- 

tary options in solving conflicts among states which may involve the oc- 

cupation of sovereign states, including the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait.”!¢ 

On August 17 Peace Now responded with an “Open Letter to the Pal- 

estinian Leaders in the Occupied Territories,” which noted that “support 

for [Saddam] is support for the resolution of disputes-between nations 
through force.” At the same time the letter acknowledged 

the disappointment among the Palestinian people caused by the paralysis 
of the peace process. We are convinced, however, that a move towards 
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positions of confrontation distances us from a solution of the conflict and 
from the realization of the right of our two peoples to self-determination 
and peaceful coexistence. . . . We urge you . . . to convince the Palestinian 
public and the PLO that Saddam's cannon will save no one. Only by recog- 
nizing this will we be able to reestablish the mutual trust which can renew 
the dialogue and advance the peaceful resolution of the conflict.” 

ICPME also undertook efforts to calm the atmosphere and convened 

a meeting of peace activists in Tel Aviv. Most of those who attended 

criticized Sarid’s approach, and the prestigious writers Amos Oz, A. B. 

Yehoshua, and S. Izhar authored a petition, signed by all the partici- 

pants, which proclaimed that “Israel is not required to educate the Pal- 

estinians but to reach an agreement with them.” It reiterated the belief 

that “there is no connection between our feelings toward the PLO and 

the recognition of the necessary steps for peace. The road to peace re- 

quires negotiations between the state of Israel and the PLO.”!8 

On September 26 Peace Now organized a public meeting with Faisal 

Husseini and Ghassan al-Khatib, a leader of the Palestinian Communist 

Party. The Palestinian leaders tried to explain the reasons for PLO’s po- 

sition on the Gulf crisis and called upon the Israeli public “not to put the 

Palestinians beyond the realm of international legitimacy because this 

will only push them to further despair and extremism.”!? In a letter sent 

by Peace Now to its supporters and colleagues in the United States, the 

movement stated that more than ever it felt 

the responsibility to stem the tide of despair . . . and to sound loud the bells of 
hope and reason once the storm in the Arabian desert will subside. . . . The 
Palestinian problem will remain with us whatever the outcome of the new 
crisis and we must not neglect to address it with foresight and compassion.?° 

Linkage 

Even the more extreme factions within the peace movement were not 

immune to the anti-Saddam sentiments that swept Israel. However, their 

unconditional support for the Palestinian cause, and their strong links 

with the European and American peace movements, which opposed 

any military solution to the crisis, placed them in a special dilemma. 

Stanley Cohen, an American professor active in the radical left, observed: 

It is not enough to stay faithful to our two commitments: first, to social 
justice for the Palestinians, and second, to internationalism and our natu- 

ral anti-war impulse. We also cannot be psychologically out of touch with 
Israeli society. Our position is analogous to someone who knows the so- 
cial causes of and solutions to street crime, but is about to be mugged.?! 
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Several activists on the left of Peace Now created a committee and 

prepared a petition titled “One Minute before the War.”’? Their demands 

echoed pleas heard throughout Europe and the United States not to re- 

sort to war, and to rely on diplomatic and economic pressures against 

Iraq. This position, however, did not receive a significant amount of 

support within Israel, even among the left. With Shamir’s government 

on the sidelines of the conflict, Peace Now took the position that it was 

not its duty to give President Bush advice. On the personal level, many 

probably welcomed the prospect of Saddam receiving a crushing defeat 

at the hands of the U.S.-led coalition.?° 
The Iraqi crisis opened a schism between the mainstream peace 

groups and the more radical left with regard to the question of “link- 

age.” In a desperate political maneuver designed to drive a wedge be- 

tween the United States and its Arab allies, Saddam had tried to associ- 

ate his retreat from Kuwait with an Israeli retreat from the occupied 

territories. The Palestinians, along with the extreme left in the Israeli 

peace movement, embraced this logic, but Peace Now did not endorse 

it despite the organization's long-standing support for an Israeli with- 

drawal. Peace Now maintained that these were separate issues and that 

Saddam's move was a political ploy aimed at justifying his aggression 

and mobilizing the Arab masses.24 

Blood on the Holy Mount 

The international tension caused by the Gulf crisis did not lessen the toll 

of the ongoing Intifada, nor diminish Israel's attempts to suppress it. On 

the contrary, during late fall 1990 acts of violence escalated on both 

sides. On October 8 violent clashes occurred between the Israeli police 

and thousands of Muslims gathered in the Haram al-Sharif, the site of 

the mosques on the Temple Mount in Jerusalem. The police panicked 

and lost control as the violence escalated. By the end of the day 21 Pal- 

estinians were dead and close to 200 wounded. Several Israeli police- 

men and civilians were also injured.2® 

A wave of attacks on Jewish civilians soon followed. Palestinian knife 

attacks against Jews increased, often with fatal results. On October 21 a 

young Palestinian construction worker, who was like naany other Pales- 

tinians employed by a Jewish firm, fatally stabbed Iris Azouly, a young 
woman in her military service. While attempting to escape, the assail- 
ant killed two other Israelis. The assault took place in Bak’a, a partially 
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gentrified quarter of south Jerusalem in which Mizrachi immigrants live 

alongside more affluent Israelis who moved into the area in the 1970s 

and 1980s. Many of the area’s new residents were supporters of Peace 

Now, and the movement’s main offices were located nearby. 

The cycle of violence continued and several Palestinians were attacked 

as they passed through the neighborhood. Peace Now activists were also 

attacked by Jewish right-wing extremists, and the police were forced to 

disperse an angry crowd that attempted to storm the house of Amiram 

Goldblum, which stood not far from the site where Iris Azouly had been 

murdered. The crowd was shouting “Death to the Arabs!” and “Death to 

the Lovers of Arabs!”26 
In response to earlier anti-Arab riots instigated by right-wing vigilantes, 

Peace Now organized “Groups for Peace and Good Neighborhoods.” These 

squads were intended to rescue Palestinians under attack and to follow the 

perpetrators in order to identify them to the police and later testify against 

them in court.?” In the wake of the assaults against fellow activists, the 

squads were renamed “Groups for the Defense of Democracy” and sta- 

tioned near Peace Now's offices and the homes of its prominent members.”® 

The stabbings continued and the minister of defense ordered the oc- 

cupied territories temporarily closed. As a consequence, 120,000 Pales- 

tinian laborers who earned their living inside Israel could not cross the 

Green Line and were left without an income for weeks at a time. This led 

to a debate within Israel concerning the desirability and practicability of 

permanent hafrada (separation) between Palestinians and Israelis. The 

left maintained that sealing the territories amounted to a tacit admission 

by the Shamir government that Israel ultimately had no choice but to 

withdraw from the territories. Likud was not persuaded by this argument, 

and eventually reopened the borders in response to pressure from Israeli 

employers, especially in the agriculture and construction sectors, who 

depended on Palestinian labor. Shamir viewed closure as a temporary 

collective punishment in no way connected to the question of the politi- 

cal future of the occupied territories. 

Although Peace Now criticized the temporary closures—which were 

said to amount to “detaining the Palestinians in a ghetto from which 

they will be permitted to come out only by the whim of the occupier’— 

the peace activists maintained that political separation between Israelis 

and Palestinians was the ultimate objective of their struggle. Some within 

the movement called for an immediate political and economic separa- 

tion between Israel and the territories to be achieved by massive 
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investment in the Palestinian economy to increase employment for Pal- 

estinian workers, enhance Palestinian economic viability and indepen- 

dence, and form the economic base of the future Palestinian state.?? 

Olive Branches along Wadi Ara 

Palestinian sympathy for Iraq placed the Arab citizens of Israel in an 

awkward position. Many of them viewed Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait as a 

defiance of American intervention in the region and a challenge to the 

feudal rulers of the Arabian peninsula who hoarded the oil riches that 

rightfully belonged to the entire Arab nation.°° Many Israeli Arabs may 

have initially questioned Iraq's invasion of Kuwait, but following the on- 

set of Operation Desert Shield they adopted a more sympathetic attitude 

toward Saddam. Even so, the pro-Saddam rhetoric that appeared in Ara- 

bic newspapers published in Israel, and the symbolic acts of support 

staged in Arab communities,?! did not approach the level of support for 

Iraq expressed by Palestinians in the occupied territories or in Jordan. 

The Israeli right, especially the outspoken anti-Arab groups, interpreted 

such political expressions as treason. The atmosphere was further in- 

flamed by the fact that recent attacks on Jews by Palestinians from the 

occupied territories had occurred in predominantly Jewish areas in which 

Israeli Arabs could move freely but were not easily distinguishable from 

Palestinians from the territories. An ugly wave of anti-Arab propaganda 

produced by racist elements within the Israeli right, who did not care to 

differentiate between Israeli Arab citizens and Palestinians from the oc- 

cupied territories, was followed by a spate of retaliatory attacks against 

Israeli Arabs perpetrated by Israeli Jews. 

At the end of 1990 Peace Now and ICPME initiated a dialogue with 

the Coordinating Committee of Arab Municipalities in Israel, which was 

headed by the mayor of Shfar’am, Ibrahim Nimr Hussein (affectionately 

known as Abu Hattem). A joint demonstration was organized along Wadi 

Ara, a densely populated area with several Palestinian villages along- 

side one of the main highways to the north, within the Green Line. On 

Saturday, January 12, 1991, thousands of Israeli Jews and Arabs linked 

hands in a human chain along the road. Slogans called for an end to the 

violence from all sides, and condemned racism and extremism. Each of 

the participants held an olive branch, and the main banner read, “To- 

gether We Shall Stop the Hatred!” 

A special feature of this demonstration was the participation of ap- 
proximately five hundred new immigrants from the Soviet Union. Peace 
Now had made a special effort to reach out to these immigrants, who 
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had arrived in the country in the 1990s and who were thought to be 

more liberal than the Soviet immigrants of the 1970s, who had tended 

to support right-wing policies. One of the recent immigrants who dem- 

onstrated at Wadi Ara told a journalist that “he and his friends felt a 

need to meet peace-loving Arabs.”54 

Into the Sealed Rooms 

As the likelihood of war increased, Israelis responsible for civil defense 

began implementing measures to protect ‘he population from threatened 

Iraqi missile attacks, including the possible use of chemical warheads. 

The IDF distributed gas masks to the population along with instructions 

that recommended sealing one room in every house or apartment against 

possible chemical contamination. This jolted the Israeli public into the 

realization that the danger of a missile attack was genuine, and the pub- 

lic watched in suspense as events unfolded in the Gulf. 

Israeli apprehensions proved warranted. On the evening of January 

17, Scud missiles began crashing into the suburbs of Tel Aviv. By the 

end of the forty-day U.S.-led air-and-land campaign against Iraq, forty- 

three missiles had hit Israel. Only one Israeli died as a direct result of a 

missile impact, and twenty were wounded, but twenty Israelis died as 

an indirect consequence and property damage was extensive, with hun- 

dreds of houses destroyed or severely damaged. 

The primary effect of the missile attacks was psychological. Night 

after night for six weeks, millions of Israelis—Jews and Arabs alike— 

went to bed with the knowledge that they might be awakened by sirens 

signaling another missile attack, and that they would have only two or 

three minutes to reach their makeshift shelters.*4 Many opted to sleep 

in their sealed rooms, but they still had to put on their masks and place 

their babies in a plastic enclosure when the alarm sounded. In Tel Aviv 

and Haifa the explosions could be heard throughout the city. Thousands 

of Israelis left the urban centers and moved into hotels or the homes of 

friends in Jerusalem or Eilat, which were considered relatively safe. Many 

people, especially children, had to be treated for the psychological ef- 

fects of fear and anxiety. Perhaps the most popular figure during these 

days was the military spokesmen Nahman Shai, who appeared on tele- 

vision and radio to announce that the danger had passed and people 

could leave the sealed rooms and return to their beds. 

The feeling of vulnerability reminded many of the helplessness Jews 

had experienced during the Holocaust. One mother wrote: 
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Fear in the nights. Now also in our region. Shall I be able to defend my 

child if, God forbid, something really happens? Bad thoughts about help- 

lessness from other days come to the mind. Last night two alarms—who 

can have the power to continue this way? Does the baby still breathe? Did 

we remember to remove the cork from the filter? Will he come back safe 

from the kindergarten?°° 

Faced by these vicious attacks on the civilian population, the peace 

movement unequivocally condemned Saddam Hussein's aggression and 

expressed its hope for his quick and total defeat. On February 21, 1991, 

Peace Now issued a statement that noted that although in principle the 

movement preferred nonviolent solutions to international conflicts, 

“some threats can only be removed by eliminating their sources, if nec- 

essary by military means. The destruction of Saddam Hussein's power 

is a vital Israeli interest."2° To a large degree this statement was intended 

as a response to appeals from European peace activists for their Israeli 

colleagues to join them in urging the United States to stop the destruc- 

tion of Iraq and to return to the negotiating table.?’ 

The disagreement between the German and Israeli peace movements 

was especially pronounced. Several members and supporters of the 

German Green Party had arrived at the strange conclusion that if the 

Israeli government made an appeal to President Bush he might stop the 

attacks on Iraq. A small German delegation traveled to Jerusalem—ar- 

riving, as it happened, in the midst of a missile alarm—but most Israelis 

refused to meet with it. Before arriving in Israel, Hans Peter Stroeble, a 

senior member of the German Green Party, gave an interview in which 

he said that the Iraqi attacks on Israel “were the logical conclusion from 

the Israeli policy toward the Palestinian people and the Arab states, in- 

cluding Iraq.” If the government of Israel did not appeal to President 

Bush for a cease-fire in the Gulf, said Stroeble, Israel would be “respon- 

sible for the continuation of the war.”°® Israelis were incensed and many 

could not help but discern strong anti-Semitic undertones in this outra- 

geous accusation, especially in light of the fact that the Israeli govern- 

ment had abstained from retaliating to the unprovoked missile attacks.3? 
Rather than boycotting the delegation Peace Now decided to con- 

front it. In a heated debate held in the Notre Dame Hotel on February 20, 

a leading figure in the movement, Menachem Brinker, told the delega- 

tion that “Israel is entitled to be the last country to call for a cease-fire in 

the Gulf, and has the right to be sorry if this war does not end in the total 
defeat of Saddam Hussein.’4° The German delegation left the country in 
haste the day after it arrived, and shortly thereafter Hans Peter Stroeble 
announced his resignation from the Green Party's leadership.*! 
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The incident with the German peaceniks exposed a fundamental dif- 

ference between the European and the Israeli peace movements. The 

majority of the European peace groups were motivated by a philosophi- 

cal, perhaps even theological, opposition to war and violence. The ma- 

jority of the Israeli peace activists approached the issue of peace in a 

different context. In general they did not address themselves to broad 

philosophical and ideological questions such as whether the use of vio- 

lence to achieve political objectives is legitimate under any circumstances. 

Theirs was a narrower, pragmatic perspective. Although many within the 

movement were motivated by moral considerations, they were also com- 

mitted to preserving Israel's security and the welfare of the state. 

Peace Now, convinced that Israeli restraint was important from the 

perspective of the renewal of peace efforts once the war ended,*? joined 

the overwhelming public support for the decision by the Shamir govern- 

ment to abstain from retaliating against Iraq.49 This decision was made 

over the opposition of several hawkish strategists, who voiced concern 

that Israel's restraint might be misinterpreted by other potential adver- 

saries as weakness in its deterrent posture. 

Shamir had few options in light of the U.S. demand that Israel remain 

on the sidelines. The Americans wished to keep Israel out of the battle 

to avoid embarrassing their Arab allies. Furthermore, with the skies over 

Iraq swarming with U.S. and allied warplanes, for Israel to launch an air 

attack or to use its ground forces would have required prior coordina- 

tion, which the Americans were unwilling to entertain. After consider- 

ing the fact that Iraqi military forces and industrial centers were already 

being hard hit by allied bombing, Shamir decided to forgo Israel's one 

option of retaliating in kind with its own long-range missiles.44 

Dancing on the Roofs 

The similarity of opinions held by Peace Now and the Shamir govern- 

ment on Israel’s military policy in the Gulf War did not squelch the 

movement's criticism of the government's handling of the Palestinian 

population during the crisis. When the missiles started to fall on Israel, 

Minister of Defense Moshe Arens placed the entire Palestinian popula- 

tion under a curfew. Most laborers who worked inside the Green Line 

had already been without an income for months, but now the Palestin- 

ians in the occupied territories were subjected to what practically 

amounted to collective house arrest. The curfew was lifted for only one 

or two hours every day to enable the population to buy food.4® 
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Media reports of joyous Palestinian reactions to the missile attacks 

disturbed and angered many Israelis. It was reported that during the 

Scud attacks Palestinians in the territories climbed on their roofs to watch, 

cheering and dancing as the missiles passed overhead on their way to 

Tel Aviv. Some of these reports were indeed accurate, but the phenom- 

enon was a good deal rarer than many journalists claimed. 

Peace Now felt that the curfew was unwarranted and that the Israeli 

government was seeking “to manipulate the political mistakes which 

the Palestinians and the PLO have made in order to advance the policy 

of annexation.” Peace Now claimed that even in the midst of the war, 

“there is no other option but to conduct a dialogue with them [the Pales- 

tinians] and thereby attempt to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.“ 

Peace Now's dialogue with Palestinian leaders continued during the 

war, despite the missile attacks. Activists used breaks in the curfew to visit 

their friends. Peace Now stressed the importance of countering the media 

image of Palestinians dancing on the roofs. Faisal Husseini tried to repair 

the damage caused by his earlier remarks, and publicly emphasized that 

he had never intended to give his blessing to the Scud attacks. He told an 

Israeli journalist that he had good friends in Tel Aviv for whose safety he 

was much concerned. He argued, however, that the long suffering of the 

Palestinians and their bitterness against Israel explained their apparent 

joy, “or shall we say satisfaction,” at Israeli suffering, though he character- 

ized this as a personal rather than a political reaction.4? This equivocal 

clarification did not shield Husseini from the wrath of the Israeli right, or 

from the disappointment some on the Israeli left continued to feel.48 

The weeks preceding the Gulf War and during the missile attacks 

were not propitious for peace activities. People’s minds were preoccu- 

pied with the prospect of war, and the Palestinian “betrayal” brought the 

credibility of the peace movement's agenda into question.4? Even the 

Women in Black disappeared from their regular sites, resuming their 

protests only when the war was practically over.5° 

The peace activists were encouraged, however, by the prospects for 

a renewal of the peace process once the war was ended. With the United 

States grateful both for the support of its Arab allies and for Israeli re- 

straint, the Bush administration was widely expected to undertake a 

new Arab-Israeli peace initiative as soon the war was.won. On Febru- 

ary 24, 1991, in a “Letter to Our Friends in the USA,” Peace Now wrote: 

The post-war period offers a unique historical opportunity for Israel to come 
to peace and understanding with its neighbors. The Arab partners in the 
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war coalition, Egypt, Syria, and Saudi Arabia, may show readiness to co- 

operate with the U.S. to find a solution to the conflict... . The U.S., in its 
desire to forge a new regional order, may also wish to put an end to this 
conflict. . . . The weakening of the PLO does not put an end to the need to 
solve the Palestinian problem. . . . It is an Israeli interest of the first order to 
find a way to discuss this matter with the Arab states and the accepted 
representatives of the Palestinians as soon as the war is over. . . . There 
exists a serious danger that the [Likud] government of Israel will try its best 
to torpedo peace talks in any form. . . . Therefore, we envisage a tough 
struggle which awaits the peace camp in Israel in its attempt to push on 
the beginning of negotiations.*! 

Baker’s Shuttle Diplomacy 

The Americans rejected any conditions on Iraq's withdrawal from Ku- 

wait, and were not prepared to hand Saddam a political victory by ac- 

cepting his notion of linkage. However, the Bush administration began 

to refer to a process that might be described as “sequential linkage.” As 

early as October 1, 1990, in a speech to the UN General Assembly, Presi- 

dent Bush had declared that “in the aftermath of Iraq's unconditional 

departure from Kuwait I truly believe there may be opportunities . . . for 

all states and people of the region to settle the conflicts that divide the 

Arabs from Israel.”°* This amounted to an American commitment to its 

Arab allies to undertake a new initiative in the Arab-Israeli peace pro- 

cess as soon as the Gulf crisis ended. 

The White House lived up to its commitment. On March 6, 1991, less 

than a week after the guns in the Gulf went silent, the president told a 

joint session of Congress, “The time has come to put an end to the Arab- 

Israeli conflict. . . . The principles must be elaborated to provide for Israel’s 

security and recognition, and at the same time for legitimate Palestinian 

political rights.”°3 A few days later Secretary of State James Baker began 
shuttling between Middle Eastern capitals. 

Like Henry Kissinger after the October War, Bush and Baker were 

convinced that the aftermath of war provided a window of opportunity 

for progress in the peace process. Within six months of the end of the 

Gulf crisis, Baker had made eight visits to the Middle East, logging hun- 

dreds of hours of negotiations with leaders in the region, including Pal- 

estinians in the occupied territories. The new formula for negotiations 

included two simultaneous bilateral tracks: one for Israel and the Pales- 

tinians, and one for Israel and the Arab states. However, the Palestinian 

representatives were required to remain formally a part of the Jordanian 
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delegation. For many years Israel had insisted that the Arab-Israeli con- 

flict had to be resolved by an agreement among sovereign states. The 

new formula managed to introduce the Palestinians into the process 

without requiring Israel to abandon this position. Israel also continued 

to insist that the PLO be excluded from the negotiations. 

Its support for Saddam Hussein during the Gulf crisis cost the PLO dearly, 

both politically and financially. The Saudis, furious at the PLO, suspended 

their substantial financial support to the organization. His bargaining po- 

sition weakened, Arafat accepted Baker's suggestion that the Palestinians 

be represented by an informal group from the occupied territories headed 

by leaders loyal to the PLO. Arafat calculated correctly that he could in- 

fluence the negotiations indirectly through such a Palestinian delegation.°° 

For a while Shamir tried to concentrate attention on the Syrian track. 

Some compared the process of making peace with Syria to the route 

traveled by Menachem Begin and Anwar Sadat a decade before. How- 

ever, the drama of Sadat’s trip to Israel and the vivid personalities of 

Begin and Sadat had given that event an atmosphere of warmth that 

was now absent. “This time the entire process is led by cold people like 

Baker and Assad,” argued Tzali Reshef at a planning session of Peace 

Now’s central forum. “Our job this time is much more difficult. We have 

to activale public opinion despite the absence of momentum.”°° 

Syria's willingness to negotiate appeared lukewarm. Hafez Assad re- 

mained obstinate despite the fact that he had lost the political and mili- 

tary support of his former Soviet patron, and it soon became clear that 

the negotiations with Syria were not making the desired progress. This 

redirected attention to the core of the Arab-Israeli conflict: the future of 

the Palestinians. 

The atmosphere in the territories was still inflamed.*’ The lifting of the 
curfew was followed by a renewed wave of stabbings and other attacks 

against Jews by Palestinian extremists.°® The Israeli authorities responded 

by repeatedly closing the territories. An increasing number of Israelis could 

be heard calling for hafrada. Although support for such an idea sprang 

more from fear and anger than from any recognition of the political rights 

of the Palestinians, the growing acceptance of the idea of separation made 
the concept of a Palestinian state more palatable for many Israelis. Peace 
Now capitalized on this mood and came out with a new slogan, “Lehipared 

Leshalom!” (Let Us Separate in Peace).5? 

In May a new factor entered the negotiations. Israel had renewed its 
request for a $10 billion loan guarantee from the United States to be used 
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for the absorption of Soviet immigrants.®° As the summer of 1991 ap- 

proached, this issue further strained relations between the two countries. 

Although Shamir sought to assure the Americans that his government 

would not proactively send Soviet immigrants to the occupied territories, 

the huge wave of subsidized housing construction, under the enthusias- 

tic direction of Ariel Sharon (now minister of housing), made the assur- 

ance less than persuasive. Baker viewed this construction as an obstacle 

to his peace efforts. It was now the Americans who spoke in terms of 

“linkage,” making the loan guarantees contingent upon a construction 

freeze in the occupied territories.¢! Early in September President Bush 

asked Congress to delay consideration of Israel’s request for 120 days. 

Encountering congressional resistance, Bush decided to take his appeal 

to the court of U.S. public opinion, which is ordinarily negative toward 

foreign assistance. In a remarkably confrontational tone, Bush denounced 

Israel's settlement policy and the efforts of the Jewish lobby to influence 

U.S. foreign policy. Many within the Jewish community were disturbed by 

Bush's gambit, but it achieved its desired results, garnering substantial 

popular support for the president's tough position.® 

Commando Informers 

In spring 1991 Peace Now launched another effort to expose the devel- 

opment of new settlements. The movement believed that aggressive 

settlement policies endangered further immigration from the Soviet 

Union. These policies prevented Israel from receiving vital U.S. finan- 

cial support, and recognition of that fact contributed to the growing 

awareness of Jews still in Russia and other former Soviet republics that 

Israel was having difficulty absorbing them. A joint advertisement by 

Peace Now and ICPME stated: 

The question is now clear and penetrating: immigrants or territories? In- 
stead of investing in the creation of employment for the immigrants, the 
government invests its time and public funds in settlements and unneces- 
sary provocations in the territories. We must tell the government: Immi- 
grants—yes! Settlements—no!® 

Predictably, the government sought to disguise its settlement activi- 

ties in the occupied territories. But Peace Now's Settlements Watch group 

renewed its efforts to publicize what the government was doing. De- 

tailed reports were provided to the media and publicized in Israel and 

abroad,®4 on several occasions being intentionally released during 
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Baker's visits to the region.®> These efforts incensed Sharon, who ac- 

cused Peace Now of constituting a “commando unit of voluntary infor- 

mants” in the service of the United States.® For its part, Peace Now 

demanded the suspension of Sharon's parliamentary immunity to en- 

able the movement to pursue charges against him for incitement.®” 

Undeterred by Sharon's accusations, Settlements Watch continued its 

efforts, which included publicizing a claim that a new construction project 

in the northern West Bank would cost more than $1 billion to complete.® 

Peace Now appealed to the Supreme Court of Justice as part of an effort to 

challenge the legality of the new settlements.°? The movement also peti- 

tioned for an injunction to “forbid . . . any new construction in the settle- 

ments which is not dictated by security considerations,” as an interim 

measure pending the court's ruling, but this injunction was declined.’° 

During May seven leftist MKs visited the United States under the aus- 

pices of Peace Now to meet with Jewish leaders and government offi- 

cials.’! The delegation was criticized by conservative Jewish leaders, and 

MK Dov Shilansky, the Speaker of the Knesset and veteran activist on the 

right, felt that the delegation had acted inappropriately: “The opposition 

has to wage its struggles at home, not abroad.” The delegation’s spokes- 

person responded by explaining that its purpose was “to correct the wrong 

impression given by spokespersons from the right that the majority of the 

Israeli public supports the ‘not an inch’ policy.”’* Despite this clarifica- 

tion, the delegation found itself walking a political tightrope. It repeatedly 

had to respond to the accusation that it sought to encourage American 

pressure on Shamir to accept the proposed modalities for the peace pro- 

cess. Apologetically, the delegation stated its opposition to economic pres- 

sure or to “any cut in U.S. economic aid as a means to soften the 

government's position in the peace process,’”7? 
‘ 

Who’s Afraid of an International Conference? 

During the summer of 1991 it appeared that Shamir’s resistance to an 
international conference as a precursor to bilateral negotiations was 
weakening and that any additional pressure might tip the balance.74 
Indeed, after long and arduous negotiations Shamir finally conceded. 
This was a response not only to U.S. pressure but also to Israeli public 
opinion. After four years of the Intifada most Israelis had come to the 
conclusion that the uprising could not be suppressed.75 
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One of the thorny problems to be resolved was the issue of represen- 

tation for the Palestinians. To avoid direct contact with the PLO, Secre- 

tary Baker had developed close relations with the political leadership of 

the Palestinians in the occupied territories, with whom he frequently 

met in Jerusalem. While all parties recognized that these people were 

loyal to, and received their instructions from, the PLO leadership in Tunis, 

they nevertheless emerged as a distinct group and gradually acquired 

legitimacy and prestige among the Americans, Israelis, and—no less 

significantly—the Palestinians themselves. This was the same group of 

leaders with whom Peace Now and other Israeli peace groups had de- 

veloped close ties during the late 1980s and early 1990s. 

Despite their hectic schedule of meetings with the Americans, the 

international media, and others, Faisal Husseini and his colleagues con- 

tinued to meet often with members of the peace movement, whom they 

viewed as a barometer of Israeli public opinion. Peace Now’s leaders 

urged their Palestinian counterparts not to miss the opportunity to par- 

ticipate in the proposed international conference, even if the conditions 

offered seemed less than ideal.’¢ 

Time for Peace Once More 

During the summer of 1991 Peace Now's leaders focused their activities 

on four main areas: opposing expansion of settlements, encouraging 

the government to be flexible in the negotiations, increasing public sup- 

port for the peace process, and persuading their Palestinian counter- 

parts to be reasonable in their demands. 

Peace Now also decided to reactivate “Time for Peace”—an organi- 

zational framework that had been developed during the previous year 

but which had been disrupted by the Gulf War. The movement now sought 

to build a large coalition, and solicited the support of the kibbutz move- 

ment as well as all the parliamentary groups on the left, including the 

Labor Party, which by this time had returned to the opposition.’” 

The Labor Party did not formally join the Time for Peace campaign 

despite the fact that Peace Now made an effort to formulate its approach 

in a manner that would be acceptable to Labor, using phrases such as 

“the right of the Palestinians to self-determination” and “territories for 

peace,” both of which were consistent with previous Labor statements. 

No specific mention was made of the PLO or a Palestinian state.’® 
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However, although the party decided not to join the effort officially, many 

individual Labor members participated in demonstrations organized 

under the Time for Peace framework. 

Drawing on experience accumulated over a dozen years, and with a 

more stable and efficient organizational machinery than before, Peace Now 

organized an impressive array of activities. On October 16, 1991, a festive 

opening of the Time for Peace campaign was held in the Knesset. The 

following day a “peace convoy” traveled from Metulla, in northern Israel, 

to Jerusalem, stopping in towns and at road junctions on the way to hold 

impromptu gatherings. On October 18 a large demonstration was held in 

the town of Holon, and in Tel Aviv teams of activists organized a petition 

drive. On October 19 a march against the settlers was held in Hebron, and 

the next day a community event was organized in a Mizrachi neighbor- 

hood in Jerusalem. On October 21 activities were held in another 

neighborhood in Jerusalem and in Haifa. The announcement of these ac- 

tivities read, “Today peace is more possible and nearer than ever before. . 

.. This trip must end in peace! . . . This time we cannot miss peace!””? 

A large demonstration had been planned for October 26 in the main 

square of Tel Aviv. The gathering seemed to have become superfluous, 

however, when on October 24 Shamir finally agreed to the convening of 

an international conference. Peace Now was thus surprised when two 

days later nearly 80,000 demonstrators showed up. A. B. Yehoshua sar- 

castically commented, “We have the unique opportunity to support 

Shamir and-we cannot miss the pleasure.” In a more serious tone he 

proclaimed, “We bless you Mr. Shamir from the bottom of our heart... . 

We are ready to forget all of your procrastinating. . . . Go in peace and 

come back with peace! .. . You may do it in your own way with your 

maneuvers, as long as you bring us peace now!’8° The movement's vet- 

erans whispered among themselves, “If Shamir will bring us peace we 

might shut down this business. We are tired of demonstrations.”®! 

Back to Madrid 

On October 30, 1991, the international conference on the Middle East 

conflict convened in a royal palace in Madrid.82 The opening session 
was an international media event of the first order. The proceedings 
were televised and the main actors were Hanan Ashrawi and Benjamin 
Netanyahu, the spokespersons of the Palestinian and Israeli delegations 
respectively. According to one observer, Ashrawi “presented a new image 
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of the Palestinians—articulate, moderate, professional and persistent. . . . 

Palestinians in the refugee camps and in the occupied territories were 

enthralled with their newfound place in the world.”85 The presence of 

Presidents Bush and Gorbachev, in addition to representatives of the 

United Nations and the European Community, provided a dramatic vali- 

dation of the seriousness of the conference.®4 

After months of hard bargaining and arm-twisting, James Baker had 

managed to wrangle major concessions from the Palestinians as well as 

the Israelis. Despite their long-standing objection, the Palestinians (with 

the behind-the-scenes acquiescence of the PLO) accepted a process that 

would initially address only a limited agenda—interim arrangements based 

on the concept of autonomy as incorporated in the Camp David Accords. 

For its part, Israel for the first time agreed to negotiate with a Palestinian 

delegation that was led, albeit unofficially, by a Palestinian from Jerusa- 

lem (Faisal Husseini), who received his orders from the PLO in Tunis. The 

controversy over the modalities of the international conference quickly 

became irrelevant because all parties soon recognized that the next step 

was to hold face-to-face bilateral negotiations. 

There were few surprises in the opening statements of the confer- 

ence. All sides seemed determined to make sure that no one forgot their 

grievances. “They abused history, abjured self-examination, wallowed 

in self-pity and preened in righteousness,” observed one journalist. The 

proceedings were broadcast live throughout the Middle East, and it was 

transparently clear that the opening statements were primarily directed 

to domestic audiences rather than to the other side.®° 

The peace movement found some satisfaction in a few lines in the 

address by the official head of the Palestinian delegation, Haider Abdul- 

Shafi. Echoing what peace activists had for twenty years said to fellow 

Israelis about the costs of the occupation, Abdul-Shafi observed: “We 

have seen some of you at your best and at your worst, for the occupier 

can hide no secrets from the occupied, and we are witness to the toll 

that occupation has exacted from you and yours. . . . We have seen you 

look back in deepest sorrow at the tragedy of your past, and look on in 

horror at the disfigurement of the victims turned oppressors.” Speaking 

to the peace movement, he said: 

We have responded with solemn appreciation to those of you who came to 
offer consolation to our bereaved, to give support to those whose homes 
were being demolished, and to extend encouragement and counsel to those 
detained behind barbed wire and iron bars. We have marched together, often 
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choking together in the nondiscriminating tear gas, all crying out in pain as 
clubs descended on both Palestinians and Israelis alike, for pain knows no 

national boundaries and no one can claim a monopoly on suffering. 

He then referred to the Time of Peace demonstrations at the end of 

1989: “We once formed a human chain around Jerusalem, joining hands 

and calling for peace. Let us today form a moral chain around Madrid 

and continue that noble effort for peace.”®° For the peace movement, 

Abdul-Shafi's words seemed to show that years of struggle had achieved 

positive results with Palestinians. It was now time to see if the efforts of 

the peaceniks had had a similar effect on Israelis. 
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Olive Branches, Not Stones 

The convening of the Madrid Conference was an achievement of form 

rather than substance. As two astute observers noted: 

The Madrid Conference in and of itself was not a major historical event. It 
resolved no major problems, it reconciled no conflicting positions, it nego- 
tiated nothing of substance. . . . The really difficult steps are yet to be taken 
as the parties settle into bilateral negotiations that may require years to 
produce enduring peace accords . . . which necessarily will be a result of 
painful concessions and compromises and in the end may even seem more 
mundane than glorious. [Nevertheless] it was a significant first step in an 
historic effort to resolve Middle East conflicts: officials of embittered en- 
emies actually sat at the same table and talked with one another.! 

In the occupied territories Palestinians also participated in a new form 

of engagement. On October 29, 1991, the same youngsters who during 

the previous four years had regularly thrown stones at Israeli soldiers 

now handed them olive branches. Arafat’s supporters in the Gaza Strip 

organized a peace demonstration, shook hands with their occupiers, 

and tied balloons to the soldiers’ jeeps. When the Palestinian delegates 
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to the Madrid Conference returned to the territories, they were greeted 

with a hero’s welcome.” 

On the. Israeli side there was little public euphoria, but polls showed 

substantial support for the peace initiative. In one poll 92 percent sup- 

ported Shamir’s decision to go to Madrid, although only 56 percent ex- 

pected that the conference would result in peace. The question of territo- 

rial compromise in exchange for peace still divided the nation into roughly 

equal halves, for and against. However, in a poll conducted in November 

1991 the question “If the establishment of a Palestinian state turned out 

to be the last obstacle to peace, would you agree to concede?” produced 

an unprecedented 84 percent affirmative response.? Despite this growing 

support for compromise, most Israelis remained uncertain about the true 

meaning of Madrid. One observer noted, “Every Israeli has a Citizens Right 

Movement and a Likud party in his head. And now they can no longer 

ignore the debate between them.”4 

The Palestinian leaders in the occupied territories launched an effort 

to increase popular support for the peace process. Led by Sari Nusseibeh, 

apparently with the consent of PLO headquarters in Tunis, Fatah activists 

organized political action committees in a number of Palestinian towns 

and resumed their contacts with the Israeli peace movement. “These com- 

mittees will lead to the creation of a stable, strong, and wide Palestinian 

peace movement. This is our Peace Now,” declared Ziyad Abu-Zayyad.® 

Peace Now sought to take advantage of the momentum created by the 

Madrid Conference, and during November organized a number of public 

meetings with Palestinians. On November 16 about fifty Israeli high school 

students met with fifty Palestinian students at Nahal Oz, a kibbutz just 

outside the Gaza Strip. On November 23 two other meetings took place 

in Ramallah and in the Reihan nature reserve in the northern region of 

the West Bank. The Palestinian participation in the meetings was spon- 

sored by the Fatah committees, the Communist Party, and Fida (a splinter 

group of the DFLP that remained loyal to the PLO). The slogan used for 

this event was “Two Nations Talk Peace.” Among the speakers was Hussein 

al-Sheikh, a Palestinian who had spent eleven years in Israeli jails.© After 

the meeting Tzali Reshef commented, “These young people constitute 

the buds of a large peace movement among the Palestinians. Like Peace 
Now they will now strive for coexistence with Israel and an independent 
life alongside Israel.’ The warm atmosphere that prevailed in these meet- 
ings suggested that the wounds of the Gulf War had mostly healed. 
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Foot-Dragging in Washington 

The euphoria did not last for long. Opposition to the peace process grew 

rapidly among the radical Palestinian and Islamic factions, which initi- 

ated a campaign of terror designed not only to inflict casualities on the 

Israelis but also to enrage them. In a classic tradition of terrorism, the 

attacks were intended to provoke draconian reactions from the Israelis, 

in turn eroding any popular support the peace process had initially re- 

ceived from the mainstream Palestinian community. Meanwhile Shamir 

repeatedly reminded all parties that his agreement to negotiate with the 

Arabs was not a softening of his opposition to any Israeli withdrawal 

from the occupied territories, or to the establishment of a Palestinian state. 

Jewish settlers in the territories began pressuring the government to 

respond aggressively to the rising tide of attacks against them. The set- 

tlers feared that despite Shamir’s tough talk, he might yield to interna- 

tional pressure and begin a process resulting in Palestinian indepen- 

dence. In winter 1992 demonstrations by the settlers and other extreme 

right-wing elements increased, as did retaliatory attacks by Jewish vigi- 

lantes against Palestinians. In a concession to the settlers Shamir per- 

mitted the establishment of a new settlement near the site where two 

settlers had been killed and announced the construction of 5,500 addi- 

tional housing units in the existing settlements.® 

During 1992 the bilateral negotiations between Israel and Syria, Leba- 

non, Jordan, and the Palestinians continued in Washington. Multilateral 

negotiations concerning such regional issues as water resources, arms 

control, refugees, the environment, and economic development took place 

at different locations around the world. These negotiations included rep- 

resentatives from Arab states such as Morocco and Saudi Arabia that did 

not share contiguous borders with Israel. Though the atmosphere was 

often friendly, limited progress was made in these multilateral discus- 

sions. Clearly, significant movement in these areas depended on tangible 

progress in the bilateral negotiations, but little could be discerned.? 

The negotiations between Jordan and Israel progressed more 

smoothly. The issues to be negotiated included minor border adjust- — 

ments, the allocation of water resources, and the return of the 1967 

refugees. On these matters Israel was prepared to make significant con- 

cessions. However, due to his relatively weak political position, King 

Hussein could not afford to be perceived as cutting a separate deal with 

Israel ahead of the other Arab states and the Palestinians. 
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Lebanon, for its part, demanded that Israel withdraw from the secu- 

rity zone in southern Lebanon, but Israel conditioned such a withdrawal 

on the Lebanese government's ability to effectively control its territory. 

This implied the elimination of the threat posed by Hizbullah and other 

extreme groups. In any case, for all practical purposes Lebanon's affairs 

were now being directed from Damascus. 

The bilateral negotiations between Syria and Israel experienced con- 

siderable difficulties. An impasse was soon reached when President Assad 

demanded Israeli commitment in advance to a full withdrawal from the 

Golan Heights. In response Israel demanded that Syria agree in principle 

to conclude a peace treaty and to begin full normalization of relations. 

But perhaps the most frustrating negotiations were those between 

Israel and the Palestinians. The talks stalled following demands that 

each side must have recognized would be unacceptable to the other. 

The Palestinian delegation in Washington was comprised of Palestin- 

ians from the occupied territories, but regular contact between them 

and PLO headquarters in Tunis was assumed. Shamir’s choice not to 

enforce the law that prohibited contact with the PLO demonstrated that 

even he recognized that Israel’s negotiations with the Palestinians were 

in fact negotiations with the PLO. Although PLO representatives were 

not permitted to participate directly in the negotiations, Nabil Shaath, a 

senior member of the PLO establishment, and other PLO officials were 

in Washington to supervise the proceedings on Arafat’s behalf. Tele- 

communications between Washington, Jerusalem, and Tunis became 

an hourly necessity, and the Palestinian delegates frequently traveled to 

Tunis on their way to and from Washington to report on their negotia- 

tions and to receive instructions from the PLO chairman. 

Obviously this was a cumbersome process that impeded progress. As 

Shimon Peres later wrote, “Those who determined the course of the 

talks did not participate in them, whereas those who participated in the 

talks had no say in the course of the negotiations.”!° 

By early spring 1992 progress in the peace process had evidently slowed 

and was being affected by a number of factors external to the negotia- 

tions. Knesset elections, scheduled for October, were advanced to June as 
a result of yet another parliamentary crisis, and the Israeli public shifted its 
attention to the campaign. Presidential elections were also approaching in 
the United States, and the Bush administration began redirecting its ener- 
gies toward the domestic scene. Still, President Bush continued to uphold 
the linkage between the loan guarantees Israel requested and a freeze on 



A HANDSHAKE ON THE WHITE House Lawn / 295 

settlements in the occupied territories.'! Also, James Baker was reluctant 

to undertake any risky foreign policy initiatives, and appeared satisfied 

with merely avoiding a breakdown in the slow-moving negotiations. 

A Flow of Peace Activities 

During the first months of 1992 the peace movement's activities were 

limited. There were two reasons for this passivity. First, the government 

was finally negotiating with the “enemy,” and there was little the move- 

ment could do at this point. The precise details of the negotiations in 

Washington were not known to the public, which made it difficult to as- 

sess the seriousness of the government's pursuit of peace and whether 

Shamir was being unnecessarily stubborn or a tough bargainer. Second, 

as Peace Now had discovered during previous campaigns, the months 

before an election are unfavorable for extraparliamentary activities. 

Even so, by the spring of 1992 Peace Now began to intensify its ac- 

tivities once more. During 1991 Americans for Peace Now had contin- 

ued to provide financial support to its colleagues in Israel, enabling Peace 

Now in Israel to pursue its activities even during bleak periods. Gavri 

Bar-Gil, the movement's executive director, approached his work with 

great energy and skill. A professional spokesperson, Eran Hayat, kept 

the media regularly informed of the movement's activities and its views 

on political events. Position papers and detailed activity proposals were 

prepared in advance of meetings, and news of the movement's deci- 

sions was quickly relayed to the press.! 

The Settlements Watch group continued to monitor developments in 

the occupied territories and issued regular follow-up reports with de- 

tails on new housing projects and their cost estimates.'!’ Reports were 

also prepared concerning road construction, industrial investments, and 

infrastructure development. !4 

Several conferences were staged in development towns heavily popu- 

lated by Mizrachim and Russian immigrants. Bus tours through the oc- 

cupied territories were organized so that new immigrants could see for 

themselves how government resources were being used.!° 

Special attention was directed toward settlement activities within the 

Arab sections of Jerusalem. During the previous decade the settlers had 

sought to establish a Jewish presence in the Muslim and Christian quar- 

ters inside the Oid City of Jerusalem.'® The peace movement considered 

such activities provocative, and saw the settlers’ real objective as the 
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undermining of the tenuous but relatively peaceful coexistence between 

the three religious communities in the Holy City. 

Early in 1992 settlers began occupying houses in the village of Silwan, 

a neighborhood just south of the Temple Mount where King David had 

established his capital three thousand years before. A number of Jewish 

families had lived in this area around the turn of the century, but since the 

1920s the place had been inhabited exclusively by Palestinians. Settler 

groups began to purchase houses in this neighborhood and a number of 

Jews moved in; some Arab residents were intimidated and left their homes. 

Peace Now provided legal help to the Palestinians and organized a dem- 

onstration against these activities. Teddy Kollek, the mayor of Jerusalem, 

participated in the demonstration along with Faisal Husseini. For several 

weeks the movement also organized an around-the-clock vigil in Silwan.!” 

Peace Now and the Consolidation of the Left 

Peace Now was by now a veteran of Knesset election campaigns, and 

had developed something of a routine method of participating. How- 

ever, the 1992 campaign was different in one important respect. Soon 

after the Knesset set the election date, the three parties most closely 

associated with the peace movement—Ratz, Mapam, and Shinui—de- 

cided to unite and form a parliamentary bloc. The coalition was called 

“Meretz” (Energy). For Peace Now this coalition posed a challenge of 

sorts insofar as Peace Now's constituency and the prospective constitu- 

ency of Meretz widely overlapped, obliging the movement to articulate 

its unique role and specific policies in this new situation.!® 

Peace Now's first reaction was to propose the inclusion of two of its 

leaders on Meretz’s list of candidates for seats in the Knesset,!? arguing 

that Meretz would "not be complete without such an addition. The per- 

sonal and electoral contribution of such central figures will be signifi- 

cant, since it is within their ability to energize Meretz and add a dimen- 

sion which will make the list more than the sum of the parties which 

formed it.’2° 

This appeal was unsuccessful, possibly due in part to the changing 

political culture, which was coming to look with disfavor on deal-making 
in the formation of election lists. Primary elections by the party 
membership were becoming the rule rather than the exception, leaving 
no room for individuals associated with Peace Now who were not pre- 
viously active in one of the established parties.?! 
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The unsuccessful outcome of this effort did not prevent the move- 

ment from developing a collective position that resembled policies 

adopted in previous campaigns. A consensus was soon reached that 

Peace Now would not affiliate with any political party, would remain 

active as an extraparliamentary entity and continue its own campaign 

to promote peace, but would support and coordinate with any party that 

endorsed its own positions on peace. Additionally, Peace Now would 

encourage its members to become active in political parties as individu- 

als, while maintaining their participation in the movement's commit- 

tees and councils.** Most of Peace Now’s activists ultimately joined 

Meretz and actively campaigned for it. 

The movement undertook two additional responsibilities. First, mem- 

bers urged Israeli Arabs to vote. Leaders from Peace Now met with Is- 

raeli-Arab leaders, including the Islamic fundamentalists, whose influ- 

ence had grown inside Israel in recent years and who had won local 

elections in a few Arab municipalities. Some of these Arab leaders ques- 

tioned the wisdom of participating in rather than boycotting the elec- 

tions. The Jewish peaceniks argued that abstention would serve only 

the interests of the Israeli right, and urged the Arab leaders to encour- 

age their constituents to participate. 

The second effort was directed toward the Russian immigrants. Peace 

Now capitalized on contacts it had established with the immigrants and 

called on them to support the cause of peace at the polls.2? During the 

campaign the movement published an advertisement that asked: 

What the Hell Are These Elections About? These elections are crucial for 
our future for a simple reason: If you vote for the settlements, you vote for 
economic depression and the cessation of further immigration. Those who 
want eternal rule over the territories will get knives, abominable murders 
and vigilante attacks [by settlers] which are no less abominable. . . . With- 

out peace Israel is incomplete!?4 

Rabin—A New Hope? 

On June 23, 1992, the Labor Party won an impressive victory in the elec- 

tions. Likud lost seven seats and Labor gained six. The new Meretz bloc 

received 12 seats (two more than the bloc’s constituent parties had held 

before), and together with the Arab parties (the Communists and the Arab 

Democratic Party) the center-left bloc controlled 61 out of the 120 seats. 

It became inevitable that Yitzhak Rabin, who had replaced Shimon Peres 

as the head of the Labor Party, would form the new governing coalition.2° 
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To avoid becoming too dependent on the votes of the Arab parties, Rabin 

invited Shas, the orthodox Mizrachi party, to join his coalition. 

Rabin was committed to reviving the peace process, and in principle 

accepted the concept of territorial compromise in exchange for peace. 

He also promised a reordering of the nation’s priorities, which meant 

among other things making dramatic cuts in the public financing of the 

settlers in the occupied territories. As far as the Washington bilateral 

negotiations were concerned, Rabin believed that the previously nego- 

tiated terms should not be altered. These terms, which were based on 

understandings known as the “Madrid formula” articulated in the letters 

of invitation to the Madrid Conference, excluded the PLO from partici- 

pating directly in the negotiations and assured that at this stage only an 

interim agreement for Palestinian self-rule would be negotiated, leav- 

ing the ultimate solution for a later date. 

Apparently Rabin still believed at this stage that he could avoid deal- 

ing with the PLO by empowering Palestinians in the occupied territo- 

ries. He wanted the Palestinian representatives with whom Israel would 

negotiate to be chosen though democratic elections by the Palestinians 

in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. To the dismay of the Palestinians, 

Rabin kept Elyakim Rubinstein as the head of the delegation in the bilat- 

eral negotiations with the Palestinians and Jordanians. Rubinstein, a 

right-wing orthodox lawyer, was the only carryover from the Israeli del- 

egation heads appointed by Shamir and represented in Palestinian. eyes 

the rejectionist policies of his erstwhile boss.2° 

Despite these signs of continuity, there was in fact a fundamental dif- 

ference between Rabin and Shamir in terms of their underlying assump- 

tions and intentions. Shamir hoped that very little would come about as a 

result of the negotiations, and insisted that whatever the results Israel 

must maintain sovereignty and military control over the occupied territo- 

ries. In contrast, Rabin sought significant results from the negotiations, 

including the beginning of Israel's retreat from the occupation, which he 

believed had become untenable. Rabin announced that within nine months 

an agreement on Palestinian self-rule would be achieved.27 
Rabin’s commitment to changing the nation’s priorities produced im- 

mediate results. He halted spending on new settlements in the occupied 
territories and redirected resources to social and economic. problems within 
the Green Line. This effectively froze many of the construction projects 
that Ariel Sharon had initiated after the National Unity Government col- 
lapsed in 1990. U.S. Secretary of State Baker applauded this move,28 and 
President Bush was clearly interested in developing a good relationship 
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with the new Israeli premier. Within weeks of Rabin’s election Bush au- 

thorized the $10 billion loan guarantees that had been denied to the previ- 

ous Israeli government. The peace process seemed to be reenergized. 

For the peace movement these events appeared to represent the be- 

ginning of a new period in Israel's foreign and domestic policies. 

For many of us this was a turning point, a beginning of a new era, a new 
hope. . . . It became clear that the function of Peace Now had changed. 
After years of attempting to stop the downhill slide and offering an alterna- 
tive path, our duty now was to be the voice reflecting public support for 
steps taken [by the government] that might advance peace.?? 

The presence of well-known peace activists in the new government, 

including Shulamit Aloni, Yair Tzaban, and Amnon Rubinstein, caused 

some within the peace movement to feel that extraparliamentary activi- 

ties had lost their role in the pursuit of peace. 

Polls conducted a few weeks after the establishment of the new gov- 

ernment showed that public opinion was moving in the direction of com- 

promise. The shift was especially noticeable with regard to the future of 

the Gaza Strip. In November 1992, 70 percent of those surveyed were 

prepared to return the entire Gaza Strip to Arab sovereignty, while only 

14 percent believed that no part of Gaza should be returned. As far as 

the West Bank was concerned, 45 percent said that they were still not 

willing to relinquish any part of it. Despite this apparently high level of 

opposition to the idea of withdrawal from the West Bank, a gradual soft- 

ening of attitudes was actually taking place. In similar polls conducted 

in the early 1970s, nearly 70 percent of those surveyed had rejected the 

notion of withdrawal. Between 1977 and 1992, when Likud had been in 

power, the average had consistently surpassed 50 percent.>° 

In polls taken during summer 1993, 71 percent of the Jewish respon- 

dents thought that freezing the settlements at that stage would help to 

advance the peace process, and 74 percent said that they could accept 

withdrawal from at least some of the territories in the West Bank and 

Gaza in exchange for peace. In comparison, only 21 percent thought no 

withdrawal should occur under any circumstances. A majority was still 

opposed to withdrawal from the Golan Heights.?! 

Revisiting the Territories 

Following Labor's election victory most of the peace groups continued 

to function, but only in a limited capacity. Occasionally some of their 

leaders were invited by the media to comment on the peace process, 
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but beyond this they were unable to sustain significant public initia- 

tives. The women’s groups continued their dialogues with Palestinian 

women, convening several small public meetings and publishing occa- 

sional papers and bulletins, but they too managed to attract only limited 

attention. As far as the peace process was concerned, attention was 

focused on the efforts of Rabin and his government.°? 

Nevertheless, in response to right-wing charges that Rabin did not have 

a ‘Jewish majority’ behind him and therefore had no mandate to proceed 

with his peace efforts, Peace Now initiated a campaign under the slogan 

“There Is a Mandate for Peace.” Peace Now leaders met with Rabin and 

urged him to pursue the process vigorously and be as flexible as possible. 

A meeting was also held with members of the Palestinian delegation to 

the Washington talks, in which Peace Now encouraged them to continue 

with the talks and to demonstrate flexibility? During the new government's 

hundred-day grace period the movement offered “sweeping support for 

the peace process” and conducted a vigorous information campaign to 

“highlight the fact that compromises and concession are inevitable.’*4 

The most important activities during the first months of Rabin’s ten- 

ure were conducted by the Settlements Watch group under Amiram 

Goldblum. Following a review of all construction in the territories, the 

government decided that despite its intention to halt new construction 

a total freeze was financially and logistically impractical. Many of the 

projects reviewed were nearing completion and a decision to abandon 

them would have resulted in significant financial losses, a sharp increase 

in unemployment, and a crisis in the housing industry.3° 

The new minister of housing, Fuad Ben-Eliezer, issued orders to cease 

operations on 3,000 housing units on which the ground had not yet 

been broken, and on an additional 3,500 at the earth-removal stage. But 

in all cases in which foundation work had been completed and walls 

could already be seen above the ground, completion of the construction 

was permitted.°¢ Settlements Watch published a report that showed that 

an additional 10,000 units were in various advanced stages, and if com- 

pleted would eventually add 50,000 more settlers to the territories, a 40 

percent increase in the settler population.’ 

A Peace Now delegation met with Ben-Eliezer and demanded a deeper 

freeze because the completion of a further 10,000 houses “would give 

cause to doubt the government's ability to change the nation’s order of 

priorities.” Ben-Eliezer refused the request but assured the group that he 

would eliminate most of the subsidies the settlers had been receiving. 
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Members of the delegation felt that despite their disagreement with the 

minister, “they liked the music of the new government and were impressed 

by the change of policy in principle.’3® To hold Ben-Eliezer to his prom- 
ises, Amiram Goldblum prepared a detailed report on the various subsi- 

dies and incentives the settlers had been given by the Likud government, 

and initiated a lobbying effort in the Knesset to assure their cancellation.°? 

Toward the end of 1992 Peace Now published what it called the “Real 

Map,” which identified all Jewish settlements and Palestinian population 

centers in the occupied territories.*° At a press conference Peace Now ex- 

plained that the goal of this publication was to dispel the notion perpetu- 

ated by the settler movement that the existing Jewish settlements in the 

occupied territories made territorial compromise unachievable. Goldblum 

pointed to the fact that “the settlers constitute no more than 6 percent of 

the population in the territories. . . . By the end of this year the entire Jewish 

population in the territories will reach 110,000, while more than two mil- 

lion Palestinians live there.’4! Gavri Bar-Gil argued that during the twenty- 

five years of occupation nearly $6 billion of public funds had been squan- 

dered in the territories. “Considering this enormous investment,” Bar-Gil 

concluded, the settlers’ movement had “failed miserably.’”42 

The Hamas Deportations 

By the end of 1992, a growing number of peace activists had become 

restless and expressed their concern that “although the new govern- 

ment honestly wants to see progress in the peace process, it fails to take 

the steps required for real success.’49 The Palestinian leaders also voiced 

growing disappointment in Rabin’s premiership. They felt that Rabin 

adhered too rigidly to the Madrid formula, and believed that too little 

had been done to improve living conditions under the occupation.4 

Attacks on Jews by Palestinian extremists, especially those associ- 

ated with Izz al-Din al-Qassam, the military arm of Hamas, increased in 

frequency.*® Rabin responded to public pressure and on December 17, 

1992, following a particularly vicious murder of an Israeli soldier, he 

ordered the deportation to Lebanon of more than 400 Hamas leaders. 

According to accounts that leaked from the cabinet meeting in which 

this decision was reached, all the Meretz ministers supported Rabin’s 

decision, although some expressed reservations.*° 

Feeling that their personal security was threatened by the Hamas at- 

tacks, a clear majority of Israelis supported the deportations.4” They were, 
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however, a blatant violation of international law and human rights. 

Rabin’s decision also forced the PLO to publicly support its rival, Hamas, 

in the matter, and Arafat ordered the Palestinian delegation to return 

from Washington and to boycott the negotiations as long as the deportees 

remained stranded in southern Lebanon. After a while, a growing num- 

ber of Israelis began to doubt if Israel's actions would actually lead to a 

reduction of violence, and domestic criticism of the deportations gradu- 

ally increased. Within the ranks of Meretz, and especially in Ratz, a re- 

bellion of sorts was under way against the party’s representatives in the 

government. Shulamit Aloni publicly expressed regret for her initial sup- 

port of Rabin’s decision, and other leftist MKs voted against the mea- 

sure when it came before the Knesset. 

At first Peace Now was divided on the issue, and the organization's 

initial response was ambiguous. It published an advertisement titled 

“Peace Is the Best Punishment for Hamas,” in which the movement con- 

tended that “a rapid breakthrough in the talks with the Palestinians, Mr. 

Prime Minister, will be a heavier blow to Hamas than the deportation of 

its leaders, who will be replaced by others soon.”*8 Shortly thereafter a 

clear consensus of opinion was reached, opposing the deportations, and 

a demonstration was planned in Tel Aviv for December 26, 1992. The 

announcement summoning the faithful was headed, “Deportation—No! 

Talks with the PLO—Yes!” It went on to argue: 

The deportation of hundreds of Palestinians without trial, and therefore 

without conviction, constitutes a blow to the founding principles of the 
State of Israel and to basic human rights. The deportation is an act of po- 
litical folly that may severely damage Israel in the long run. The deporta- 
tion will not prevent bloodshed. Rather, it will deepen hostility and accel- 
erate the conflict between the two peoples.‘? 

On December 26, amid torrential rain, Tzali Reshef spoke to a rela- 

tively small gathering of demonstrators. “The deportation is a sin whether 

it is perpetrated by Shamir or by Rabin and our own friends. The mark of 

Cain was branded on our forehead. Our friends [in the government] be- 

trayed the values we believe in.”°° The main purpose of the demonstra- 
tion was to call on the government to cut its losses, return the deportees, 

and immediately resume the peace negotiations with the Palestinians, 

and Peace Now believed that this could best be achieved by opening a 

direct channel of communication with the PLO! 

The demonstration did not equal previous efforts in size or impact. Janet 

Aviad explained that “people from Meretz pressured us not to do it. There is 
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no doubt that the bad weather contributed to the small turnout. But a more 

important factor was the reluctance of large numbers of people who op- 

posed the deportation to come out and march against their own parties.”52 

Although lively debates within Peace Now were commonplace, they 

became more impassioned when representatives of the peace movement's 

own constituency served as ministers inside the government.*? A meet- 

ing between Peace Now leaders and Meretz MKs witnessed heated ex- 

changes, but both sides wanted to heal the rift created by the deporta- 

tions as quickly as possible. A forum was established to facilitate ongoing 

consultations between the movement and those who served in the gov- 

ernment and Knesset. Gavri Bar-Gil summarized the situation: “Like in a 

family we quarreled, but did not divorce.”*4 

The movement now sought to regroup and develop a cohesive strat- 

egy for the months ahead, and on January 16, 1993, a general meeting 

of the active members convened at Kibbutz Ga’ash. The tenor of the 

debate indicated that the peace movement believed it still had an im- 

portant role to play. Tzali Reshef pointed out: 

This may be the best government we can expect, but let them not think we 
are in their pockets. We shall judge them according to their actions, not by 
their ideological affiliation. . . . We have to function as the government's 
watchdog, and go out to the streets whenever we feel that the decision 
makers deviate from the road of peace.*® 

Janet Aviad told a journalist, “Our demonstration [against the depor- 

tation] was an important signal for those who did not understand our 

position; we are not dependent on anybody, we are committed to no- 

body but to the peace process.”56 | 
Palestinian leaders were initially shocked by the support for the depor- 

tations by members of Meretz. Shulamit Aloni, Dedi Zucker, and Yossi Sarid 

were closely associated with Peace Now, and the Palestinian leadership 

remained distant for a while.’ But the critical position Peace Now eventu- 

ally took toward the deportations helped to ease the tension.°* A U.S.- 

mediated compromise was eventually reached, and Rabin announced that 

Israel would permit the return of some of the deportees immediately and 

that the others would be allowed to return at the end of the year.5? Two 
months later, and after some additional symbolic concessions had been 

made, the PLO agreed to return to the peace talks at the end of April 1993. 

But as soon as the delegations reconvened in Washington it became 

apparent that they remained at an impasse.®° During April, May, and 

June 1993 Peace Now undertook a new public relations campaign. Called 
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“A New Peace Initiative Now!” this campaign was fired with a sense of 

urgency because the right wing, now in opposition for the first time in 

fifteen years, was organizing its own demonstrations, which spoke to 

the anger and fear felt by many Israelis as a result of Hamas's campaign 

of terror.6! The Peace Now campaign aspired “to paint the country with 

peace.” “Mandate for Peace” and other slogans were posted in cities 

and on highways; information tables were set up in town squares; and 

thousands of postcards bearing a picture of a dove were mailed to the 

prime minister, who was asked “to act without further delay to advance 

the peace process for which you have received a mandate, which in- 

cludes the recognition that peace requires territorial concessions.” 

A “Peace Tent” was erected near the prime minister’s residence in 

Jerusalem. Prominent personalities, including the prime minister him- 

self, visited the tent. Rabin’s visit gave the activists a sense of satisfac- 

tion and accomplishment. Despite its criticism of some of his policies, 

the movement recognized and applauded the prime minister's genuine 

desire to advance the peace process. For the activists, who for fifteen 

years had been called “traitors” and “deviants” by successive Likud gov- 

ernments and their supporters, the acceptance and legitimacy offered 

by the new government was a welcome change. 

“A New Peace Initiative Now!” was launched with a march in Jerusa- 

lem and the publication of a new position paper.®* The paper expressed 

the “feeling shared by a segment of the public, that looking back on the 

first ten months of Yitzhak Rabin’s government a great opportunity might 

have been missed. . . . Rabin’s promise to achieve an interim arrange- 

ment with the Palestinians within 6-9 months now seems to be a dream.” 

The position paper also recommended that “Israel should negotiate with 

Palestinian representatives who are acceptable to all Palestinians, and 

lift its objection to the participation of PLO representatives in the talks.’ 

As of spring 1993 Rabin showed no sign of heeding any such advice. 

It was equally clear that Arafat too would not give the negotiators a 

green light to reach an agreement under the Madrid framework, instead 

repeatedly adding more conditions and demands that only impeded 

progress. The peace activists grew ever more frustrated. Despite the 

legitimacy accorded the movement by the new political establishment 

(and the fact that many of their friends were now serving in the govern- 

ment), the movement's influence on decision making apparently re- 

mained marginal. Peace Now began publicly to criticize Rabin for “ad- 

hering to an unnecessarily narrow interpretation of the Madrid formula. 
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[He] adheres to the positions previously held by Shamir, and does not 

dare to introduce new initiatives which could offer a chance for peace.”@4 

The movement did not know that even as it was chastising Rabin for his 

timidity another drama was unfolding that would yield results beyond 

the peace activists’ wildest expectations. 

A Second Track in Oslo 

Early in December 1992 Yair Hirschfeld, a professor of Middle Eastern 

history at Haifa University, met in a London hotel with Ahmed Suleiman 

Karia, the head of the PLO Finance Department better known by his 

nom de guerre, Abu Alaa. The meeting was proposed by Hanan Ashrawi, 

then the spokeswoman of the Palestinian delegation to the Washington 

talks, and mediated by Terje Rod Larsen, a Norwegian scholar whom 

Hirschfeld had met the previous year when they were conducting re- 

search in the West Bank and Gaza. Hirschfeld and Abu Alaa agreed to 

try to formulate a declaration of principles that would be acceptable to 

both sides. Hirschfeld called on his friend Ron Pundik, a young historian 

at Tel Aviv University, to assist him. 
It was hard to believe that out of this meeting in London involving an 

academic and a relatively junior official on the Palestinian side some- 

thing big would happen.® But Hirschfeld had three important advantages: 

he was a scholar with a fair knowledge of the political and psychological 

conditions of the peace process; he already had experience in dialogues 

with Palestinians; and he was well connected to the Israeli establish- 

ment. Hirschfeld was not a prominent leader in the peace movement, but 

he regularly attended Peace Now meetings and demonstrations. During 

the early 1990s he had become involved in IPCRI’s Round Table Forum on 

Political Strategy, which was comprised of Palestinians and Israelis and 

produced papers intended to advance the peace process.°7 

The idea to formulate a mutually acceptable declaration of principles 

was not unprecedented. As far back as 1977 Herbert Kelman, Stephen P. 

Cohen, Issam Sartawi, and others had engaged in similar efforts,°® and 

as recently as August 1990 eighteen members of the Knesset had signed 

a joint declaration with Palestinian leaders from the occupied territo- 

ries.©? In July 1991 Hanna Siniora and Moshe Amirav, at the time co- 

chairs of IPCRI, also signed a “Framework for a Public Peace Process” in 

a conference held at Stanford University’s Center for Conflict Resolu- 

tion.” However, whereas previous attempts had usually been undertaken 
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by Israelis who opposed the ruling Likud government, Hirschfeld had 

close ties to official Israeli diplomacy. 

Hirschfeld had been a member of the Labor Party for many years and 

was active in its different dovish circles. It was in these circles that he 

met Yossi Beilin, a confidant of Shimon Peres. Immediately after his 

meeting with Abu Alaa, Hirschfeld called Beilin, who happened to be in 

London at the time. Beilin encouraged him to continue to explore the 

new channel. But Beilin could not yet give him the authority to speak on 

behalf of the government of Israel. 

Larsen was connected to Norway’s Foreign Ministry through his wife, 

Mona Juul, a professional diplomat, and was thus able to obtain facili- 

ties away from the public eye in which the talks could take place. At this 

stage Johan Joergen Holst, Norway’s minister of foreign affairs, took 

charge of planning fourteen additional meetings, which were held in 

various locations around Oslo over the next eight months. Some of the 

initial meetings took place at Borregard Manor, the summer lodge of 

Norwegian kings during the Middle Ages. 

Prime Minister Rabin and Foreign Minister Peres were kept informed 

of the developments in the Oslo channel, and Hirschfeld regularly pre- 

pared written reports for Beilin.”! After a couple of preparatory meet- 

ings between Hirschfeld, Pundik, and Abu Alaa (who was escorted by 

two other PLO officials from Tunis), the group began formulating a docu- 

ment. The fact that the Palestinians were willing to accept a gradual 

approach to self-rule—one that involved implementing the agreement 

in Gaza and Jericho first—appealed to Peres, who had spoken about 

“Gaza first” for some time.’? It was also understood by all parties that 

the PLO was directly and officially involved in these negotiations. The 

Israelis were assured that Arafat personally had given Abu Alaa the green 

light to advance the negotiations.’% 

By the end of April 1993 the Oslo group produced a draft document 

that received enough interest in Jerusalem and Tunis to warrant the 

upgrading of their representation. “The role of those who started the 

Oslo link was that of a scout,” Beilin recalled. “They had to test the seri- 

ousness of those who were sent to talk to them and the seriousness of 

those who had sent them. Once it became clear that the talks were turn- 

ing into real negotiations, we had to send official negotiators.”74 
The preliminary stage handled by the freelance peace advocates was 

over. Uri Savir, the director general of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 
a seasoned diplomat, and Yoel Singer, a legal adviser to the ministry 
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and a confidant of the prime minister, arrived in Oslo in early May to 

take over the negotiations. The PLO sent Abu Mazen, a close confidant 

of Arafat’s, and senior members of its Executive Committee. The Oslo 

track had now become an official, albeit secret, diplomatic effort. The 

time had come for Arafat and Rabin to carefully examine the fine print 

being drafted in Oslo. At this stage, “legal details and technical minutiae 

of implementation became the main subject matter.”7° 

Gush Shalom 

The political atmosphere in the Middle East became strained just as the 

Oslo negotiations—still shrouded in total secrecy—were approaching a 

successful conclusion. Toward the end of July tensions along Israel’s north- 

ern border heated up. In response to a number of attacks perpetrated by 

Hizbullah from Lebanon, the IDF initiated a campaign of artillery and aerial 

bombing of targets north of the “security belt.” The operation was named 

“Din ve Heshbon” (Settling Accounts) and received widespread support 

from the Israeli public, fed up with the recurrent attacks by the various 

militant Shi’a groups operating in Lebanon. All the Meretz ministers in 

the cabinet voted in favor of the operation, though they cautioned against 

unwarranted escalation and the use of ground forces. 

Thousands of artillery shells were fired north into villages under the 

control of Hizbullah, and Katyusha rockets were fired at Jewish settle- 

ments in northern Israel in response. Tens of thousands of Lebanese 

civilians fled to the north to escape the shelling. Israel threatened to 

continue the barrages unless Hizbullah and its Syrian hosts provided 

assurances that they would stop firing Katyusha rockets into Israel.” 

The peace movement felt obliged to make a statement concerning 

the new circumstances. Characteristically, however, the leadership of 

Peace Now had difficulties achieving consensus and ultimately settled 

for an equivocal and ambiguous statement: 

Peace Now expresses its identification with those who live along the north- 
ern border. The movement calls on the government to do its utmost to 
assure their peace and security. Nevertheless, Peace Now warns [the gov- 
ernment] against being dragged once again into the Lebanese quagmire, 
and states that true security for the northern border is linked to an even- 
tual breakthrough in the peace negotiations with Syria.’’ 

This lukewarm response left a number of people on the left dissatis- 

fied—the same people, by and large, who had formed the various 
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“committees” in previous years and who perceived themselves as the 

radical wing of the peace movement.’® Uri Avneri, Matti Peled, Michel 

Warschawski, and other activists to the left of Peace Now, who had re- 

mained relatively quiet over the past two years, had recently organized 

a new group they called “Gush Shalom” (Peace Bloc). In their opinion 

Peace Now had been coopted by the Labor-Meretz coalition, and they 

saw the need for a genuinely independent peace lobby willing to criti- 

cize the Rabin government for its procrastination and provocations. 

At a demonstration Gush Shalom organized early in June at the Erez 

checkpoint on the northern border of the Gaza Strip to protest the two- 

month closure of the territories, Uri Avneri told a journalist that “Gush 

Shalom was formed to put the peace movement back on the street and 

give the left a sense of direction.” The journalist, though, reported that 

“the mood was far more like that of a reunion of old comrades from 

bygone struggles than the angry protest its organizers intended.”7? 

On July 26, 1993, a small group of these activists demonstrated in 

front of the Press Club in Tel Aviv against the Israeli strikes in Lebanon. 

“The forty or so participants could hardly fill the cafeteria,” observed a 

journalist. But they were the only group that publicly opposed the op- 

eration in Lebanon and that demanded a complete withdrawal of Israeli 

forces from Lebanon.®° As the plight of tens of thousands of Lebanese 
civilians worsened, opposition within Peace Now also grew. 

One week after the beginning of the Din ve Heshbon operation, Peace 

Now organized a vigil in front of the prime minister's residence in Jerusa- 

lem, distributing flyers that called for an end to the action in Lebanon. 

The language of this flyer was less ambivalent than the movement's 

earlier statement. 

Stop the Destruction, Renew the Momentum of Peace Now! The Northern 
settlements must be defended. The Galilee must be peaceful. But defense 
of the north does not mean expulsion of civilians from their homes. The 
defense of Kiryat Shmonah does not mean the destruction of Nabatiya. 
Scorched land and devastated villages will not guarantee a peace settle- 
ment. Expulsion will not bring peace. The key to the security of the Galilee 
lies in rapid progress towards a negotiated peace.®! 

Tears of Joy . 

By the middle of August the crisis had passed. Warren Christopher, the 

new U.S. secretary of state, mediated an agreement by which the Syr- 

ians agreed to restrain militias operating in territory under its control 
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from attacking Israel proper and Israel agreed to cease its shelling.82 

With this agreement concluded, attention could now return to the peace 

process. On August 20, 1993, after numerous drafts and revisions, an 

agreed-upon version of the Declaration of Principles was initialed by 

Savir, Singer, and Abu Alaa in the presence of Shimon Peres and Abu 

Mazen in Oslo. Holst added his signature as a witness. The document 

was signed on the same table on which the document of Norway's sepa- 

ration from Sweden had been signed in 1905. A low-key but festive cer- 

emony followed in the guest house of the Norwegian government. Mona 

Juul recalled, “All of us nearly cried. It was almost like living in a movie 

we had written ourselves.”® 

The time had come to bring the Americans into the game. Warren 

Christopher, who apparently had for some time known something of 

what was going on in Oslo, was fully briefed on August 27 by Peres and 

Holst.84 President Bill Clinton gave the process his immediate support 

with the understanding that the formal accord would be signed in Wash- 

ington. At the beginning of September the breakthrough was made public. 

For the first time the entire peace movement joined hands with the gov- 

ernment in a major demonstration to celebrate peace. Peace Now, Gush 

Shalom, Meimad (the moderate orthodox party), Meretz, and the Labor 

Party planned a gala gathering to celebrate peace. 

At this point the Oslo agreement was little more than a document 

with the potential to become an interim arrangement to facilitate the 

transfer of the Gaza Strip and Jericho to Palestinian self-rule, and to 

initiate a process leading to limited measures of self-rule for the Pales- 

tinians in the West Bank. It was hoped that this first step would be fol- 

lowed by additional negotiations and agreements in the future. For the 

Israeli public, however, these events signified the first steps on the road 

to reconciliation and peace. For the peace movement even this modest 

achievement appeared to be a messianic miracle. On September 4, 1993, 

a festive crowd poured into the Tel Aviv central square by the tens of 

thousands to celebrate. 

The square in front of the Tel Aviv municipality, the traditional site of 

the peace movement's demonstrations and protests for the past fifteen 

years, now witnessed an entirely different event. “This was a real happi- 

ness. People cried of joy,” wrote Yael Gvirtz, a journalist who had at- 

tended many of the peace movement's activities. 

This was the biggest reunion the square ever witnessed. Those who were 
there fifteen years ago at the founding demonstration of Peace Now came 
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back with their children. They came back from the places into which they had 

faded away in the course of these long years, dismayed, eroded, frightened by 
the bomb that killed Emil Gruenzweig. . . . This was not a demonstration of 
the left, nor was it a demonstration organized by professionals. 
... This was truly an eruption of joy of the young. It was an early peace festival 
which only the young, free from the burdens of historic experience, could 

afford. They danced for hours in mixed circles, joining hands and legs. . . . 
Many times in the past [the veteran activists] went through the lines of thugs 
who cursed them, spat at them, and threw rotten tomatoes and orange peels 

at them. This time they could stand there and watch their children dance.°° 

The ecstatic crowd cheered Minister Shulamit Aloni when she said, 

“No more parents will go weeping after the coffins of their sons.” Amos 

Oz closed his remarks by saying, “And death shall rule no more.8¢ 

A Handshake After All 

The key to understanding the success at Oslo must be found primarily in 

the shift of attitudes of both Yasser Arafat and Yitzhak Rabin. In the 

wake of the Gulf War and his pro-Saddam orientation, Arafat found him- 

self and his organization facing apparently insurmountable political and 

financial problems. He had lost the political and financial support of 

many Arab states, most notably Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states, and 

the PLO was forced to dramatically reduce its expenditures. Many thought 

Arafat's tenure as the head of the PLO had finally come to an end. Arafat 

managed, however, to maintain the loyalty of the Palestinian leadership 

from the West Bank and Gaza Strip, and despite mounting challenges to 

his leadership from the radical left and the Islamic fundamentalists he 

remained the only one who could speak for his people. 

Though the PLO was recognized by the United Nations and many 

other states as the representative of the Palestinian people, the United 

States and Israel had consistently refused to officially recognize it as 

such. In Oslo Israel offered Arafat this recognition in exchange for his 

agreement to most of Rabin’s demands. Israel's recognition of the PLO 

was included in the Oslo draft, and was formally transmitted in an ex- 

change of letters between Arafat and Rabin.87 

For his part, Rabin had for years adamantly refused to provide Arafat 

and the PLO with the recognition they sought.8* Through the Jordanian 
Option and later through his plan for general elections in the occupied 

territories, Rabin had repeatedly sought to exclude the PLO from the 

peace process. However, as the months passed without any tangible 
results at the negotiating table in Washington, Rabin accepted the fact 
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that despite Arafat’s political, economic, and military weakness he still 

held the keys to a Palestinian-Israeli peace. As the negotiations in Wash- 

ington languished at the end of 1992 Shimon Peres admitted, “The bot- 

tom line was Arafat. If we did not make direct contact with Yasser Arafat 

the negotiations would remain at a standstill.”8? 

In early 1993, when he first learned of the Oslo opening, Rabin was 

already considering a number of ways to establish a secret channel to 

the PLO.%° He was now willing to offer the PLO an agreement based 

essentially upon the Madrid formula: a phased retreat of Israeli forces 

from the occupied territories, with a period of experimental autonomous 

rule implemented initially in the Gaza Strip and Jericho. This would give 

the PLO a chance to govern Palestinian affairs and reduce Palestinian 

terror, while building confidence between the parties that could con- 

tribute to a broader peace process. Rabin viewed a retreat from Gaza 

not as a concession to the Palestinians but as a positive advantage for 

Israel, which would no longer have to use its soldiers to police that un- 

ruly region. The success of this experiment was dependent on the abil- 

ity of a Palestinian governing authority to effectively administer the af- 

fairs of Gaza after Israel withdrew. This included ensuring that order 

was maintained and no threat was posed to Israel’s security. The PLO 

was the only partner that had the potential ability to accomplish this, 

and Arafat appeared willing to take over on Rabin’s terms. 

At the beginning of July 1993 Rabin still publicly rejected the proposal 

put forward by Meretz ministers to open a direct channel with the PLO. 

“Arafat is the only boss in the negotiations on behalf of the Palestin- 

ians,” argued Yossi Sarid. “There is no sense in talking with the Palestin- 

ians unless we talk to Arafat.”?! Fuad Ben-Eliezer expressed in a cabi- 
net meeting what Rabin and Peres had already realized: “I came to the 

conclusion that Arafat is the only source of authority [among the Pales- 

tinians]. He is the one who brakes the wheels, and he is the only one 

who can loosen them up and make them move again.””* Less than two 
months later Rabin accepted these conclusions, and his subsequent ac- 

tions permanently changed the course of Palestinian-Israeli relations. 

Recognizing the PLO was one thing for Rabin; meeting Arafat face-to- 

face was something quite different. President Clinton wanted the formal 

signing ceremony to take place at the White House. Although they were 

excluded from the last chapter of the drama, the Americans had played a 

vital role in the search for peace over the previous five decades and re- 

mained vital to the process in the future. The White House staff wanted to 
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organize a grand ceremony similar to the one that was staged for the sign- 

ing of the Camp David Accords. Rabin, however, preferred a far more modest 

event. “There is no need for a demonstrative ceremony,” insisted one of 

Rabin’s aides. But the drama of this moment could not be contained.” 

On September 13, 1993, on the White House lawn, the letters ex- 

pressing the mutual recognition of the State of Israel and the PLO were 

exchanged. Shimon Peres and Mahmoud Abbas (a senior aide to Arafat 

better known as Abu Mazen) signed the Declaration of Principles.” 

Yitzhak Rabin, who had spent most of his life leading soldiers into battle, 

and Yasser Arafat, who had spent most of his life sending guerrillas 

against the State of Israel, stood side by side and shook hands. Rabin 

seemed uncomfortable and uneasy about this gesture, while Arafat ap- 

peared to bask in the glory of the moment. 

In terms of Israeli politics, Rabin had taken the greatest risks in reach- 

ing this point, and he would be the one to shoulder the responsibility for 

better or worse. Shimon Peres had played a vital role in bringing the 

Oslo negotiations to a successful conclusion, and he also deserved much 

of the credit for this achievement. For the first time in twenty years 

these two political rivals put their differences aside and worked together 

for the purpose of peace. Israeli wits joked that the next handshake cer- 

emony on the White House lawn would be between Peres and Rabin. 

The White House ceremony marked a dramatic new beginning in the 

Arab-Israeli conflict—or perhaps more accurately in its resolution. Both 

the Palestinians and Israelis must have recognized that many more frus- 

trating days of negotiations awaited them as they sought to implement 

the Declaration of Principles. Even so, the relationship between Israelis 

and Palestinians had clearly taken a radically new turn. Things could 

never be the same again. 

The founders and activists of Peace Now were pleased when both 

Time and Newsweek printed a two-page spread featuring a photograph 

of a huge banner from an earlier demonstration that read “Peace Now?!’ 

One journalist called it, “Peace Now's Golden Hour.’ On September 

13, Palestinian leaders and leaders from the Israeli peace movement 

met in the same room in the American Colony Hotel in Jerusalem in 

which they had held so many of their earlier dialogues to watch the 

White House ceremony on television. Ziyad Abu-Zayyad, Hanna Siniora, 

Uri Avneri, Dedi Zucker, Shlomo Elbaz, Latif Dori, Tzali Reshef, Janet 

Aviad, and many others who reached out to each other a long time ago, 
once again huddled in the ornate room. They could hear the jubilant 
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Palestinian crowds at the nearby Orient House, which unofficially be- 

came the seat of the Palestinian authority in Jerusalem. 

Avishai Margalit said the event reminded him of November 29, 1947, 

when as a child he ran throughout the night with the blue-and-white 

flag that became the flag of the Jewish State. Dedi Zucker addressed the 

assembled Palestinians as the future members of a Palestinian parlia- 

ment. “Who could believe that Palestinian children could run in the streets 

of Jerusalem with PLO flags without being attacked with tear gas by the 

Israeli police.” A reporter who covered the event wrote: 

When Rabin shook Arafat’s hand I thought for a minute that the ceiling in 
the room would blow up into the air from joy. Somebody opened a bottle 
of champagne and doused the sweating heads of those assembled with 
the sparkling liquid. It looked as if a genie was unleashed from his bottle 
and nobody knew what the genie might do next. . . . Many cried when they 
all sang ‘We shall overcome.'?” 
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Conclusion 

Not an End 

A few days after the handshake on the White House lawn, Peace Now 

announced a new initiative designed to counter the protests of Israeli 

right-wing groups bitterly opposed to the Oslo agreement. While the 

right has since sought to sabotage the peace efforts by different forms of 

protest and by further expansion of existing settlements, the peace camp 

on its part has insisted that sooner or later Jewish settlements will have 

to be cleared out from the areas designated for Palestinian self-rule. 

Some of the more extreme elements on the right tried to subvert the 

peace process by reverting to illegal activities, which climaxed in the 

assassination of Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin on November 5, 1995, 

during a major peace rally assembled, as always, in the municipal square 

in Tel Aviv. As of the time of this writing—December 1995—despite the 

shock that engulfed the nation with the murder of Rabin, the strife be- 

tween the peace groups and the settlers shows no signs of abating. 

Since 1994, the radical left-wing group Gush Shalom has also intensi- 

fied its activities. Gush Shalom harshly criticized the Rabin government 

for procrastinating in the talks on the implementation of the Declaration 

of Principles—which dragged on for eight months before the agreement 

on the evacuation of Gaza and Jericho was signed in Cairo in May 1994— 

and has denounced the delays in the implementation of the second stage 

agreed on in Oslo, by which the Israeli forces are to redeploy and retreat 

from all centers of Palestinian population to allow free and fair elections 

to the governing body of the Palestinian authority to take place. The senior 

SMS 
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reserve officers’ Council for Peace and Security has also resumed its ac- 

tivities to support Rabin's peace efforts, seeking to counter an attempt 

by Likud and other right-wing parties to delegitimize the Oslo accord and 

undercut efforts to reach an agreement with Syria and Lebanon. 

The peace treaty between Israel and Jordan, signed in October 1994 

with great fanfare in the presence of President Clinton near Aqaba and 

Eilat, generated a few days of optimism and joy, but was soon overshad- 

owed by increasing violence. During 1994 and 1995 the military arms of 

the two most radical Muslim fundamentalist Palestinian movements, 

Hamas and Jihad al-Islami, both of which continue to advocate armed 

struggle against Israel until its total liquidation, used young Zealots as “hu- 

man bombs.” Carrying explosives, these suicide bombers detonated them- 

selves in the midst of Israeli crowds, typically blowing up buses in the 

centers of cities populated by Jews. These acts of mass terror were coun- 

tered by attacks perpetrated by Jewish vigilantes, the latter coming to an 

appalling head with the massacre on February 25, 1994, of some fifty Pal- 

estinians in the midst of their prayers in the Tomb of the Fathers in Hebron. 

Nevertheless, after long delays and difficult negotiations, a further agree- 

ment between Israel and the Palestinian National Authority was reached. 

The new agreement, known as “Oslo B,” was signed at the White House 

on September 27, 1995, two years after the first handshake between Rabin 

and Arafat. The new agreement defines in great detail the modalities of 

implementation of the second phase of the establishment of Palestinian 

self-rule, as agreed by the parties in Oslo and incorporated into the 1993 

Declaration of Principles. These arrangements provide for the retreat of 

Israeli forces from most centers of Palestinian population in the West Bank, 

general elections for the council of the Palestinian Authority, and the es- 

tablishment of self-rule. Despite its traumatic impact, the murder of Prime 

Minister Rabin has not disrupted the implementation of the Oslo B agree- 

ment. As these lines are written, the process has already started and the 

redeployment of Israeli forces in the West Bank is well under way. Yet, as 

agreed in Oslo, no Jewish settlers have been or will be removed from the 

occupied territories during this phase, and the complex negotiation of the 

final status of the Palestinian entity still lies ahead. 

Clearly, the story of the Israeli peace movement is also far from com- 

plete. Nevertheless, several factors persuaded me to end this study with 

the Rabin-Arafat handshake in Washington, D.C. In the first place, 

subsequent events are too recent and the peace process too fluid and 

uncertain to permit even the limited analytical and historical perspective 

available to me for the period up to September 1993. Second, every book 
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must of course end somewhere, and because the peace process may well 

take many more years to reach its conclusion, I decided to end at a point 

where, for the first time, some promising signs of an ending were visible. 

A third rationale for my decision has to do with the nature of the peace 

process. The term “peace process” has often been used in the case of the 

Middle East conflict in a sweeping and undifferentiated fashion. However, 

when one looks at the cases of the peace treaty between Israel and Egypt 

and the agreement in principle between Israel and the Palestinians, three 

distinct phases can be seen. Although these phases certainly overlap, each 

has its own essential logic, method, and participants. In the first phase, 

despite a few secret, exploratory meetings by officials from both sides, no 

formal negotiations take place between the adversaries, and violence per- 

sists. During this stage reconciliation attempts are undertaken primarily 

by nongovernmental organizations and third-party mediators, frequently 

in opposition to the wishes of the political leadership of the antagonists. 

In the second phase, official negotiations begin in which the prin- 

ciples that will govern the reconciliation process are negotiated by offi- 

cials of the respective parties. These negotiations are accompanied by 

additional mediation efforts by third parties and further activities by non- 

governmental groups, the latter aiming to create public support for the 

prospective conciliation and encouraging or criticizing the government 

as events warrant. This phase ends with some formal accord that re- 

quires more negotiations on the exact meaning of the principles agreed 

to and the modalities of their implementation. 

In the third phase, implementation of earlier agreements begins to take 

shape on the ground. As this phase unfolds, the role of nongovernmental 

organizations and third-party mediators diminishes. Although peace 

groups continue to play an important function in fostering popular sup- 

port for the process, the methods they employ are necessarily quite dif- 

ferent from those used in the first and second phases, when street pro- 

tests and parliamentary lobbying activities are the order of the day. 

In the Egypt-Israel case the first phase ended with Sadat’s visit to Jerusa- 

lem. The second phase ended with the Camp David Accords and the sub- 

sequent peace treaty signed in Washington in 1979. The implementation 

period lasted from 1978 to 1983, and ended with Israel’s final withdrawal 

from the Sinai Peninsula. The peace movement was very busy during the 

first and second phases, but was not particularly active during the imple- 

mentation. This can partially be attributed to the fact that at the im- 

plementation stage those who resisted the process had to confront the 

government rather than the peace movement. It seemed wiser to the peace 
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activists to let the rejectionists and the authorities battle between them- 

selves, and to leave it to the government to enforce its own decisions and 

international undertakings. The fact that the peace movement remained 

on the sidelines during the evacuation of Yamit was not an accident. 

Vis-a-vis the Palestinians, the process was more complex because 

the formal recognition of the PLO as the legitimate partner for negotia- 

tions came only at a later stage. However, as far as Palestinian-autho- 

rized delegates are concerned, the first phase ended in Madrid, where 

the second phase was initiated and open negotiations between the offi- 

cial representatives of the parties were undertaken in bilateral talks in 

Washington. The Oslo agreement and the signing of the Declaration of 

Principles between the Israeli prime minister and the chairman of the 

PLO have ushered in the third phase. The interim nature of the agree- 

ments reached so far, however, leaves much still to be negotiated. Ne- 

gotiations on an ultimate settlement will not begin until 1996. Until this 

happens the peace movement will certainly have an important role to 

play in preparing public opinion for the painful concessions that will 

surely be necessary. Meanwhile, the implementation of the agreements 

already reached on full self-rule in Gaza and Jericho, and the more lim- 

ited self-rule on the West Bank, is encountering many difficulties and 

delays. Therefore, though the center stage at this third stage is occupied 

by officials of the parties, nongovernmental groups remain active. 

The intricate negotiations with the PLO on the implementation of the 

Declaration of Principles have caused considerable debate within Israel 

and among the Palestinians. The peace movement has participated ac- 

tively in this debate, seeking to shape public opinion and encourage the 

government to honor its commitments; nevertheless, with the govern- 

ment and a large part of the public supportive of ongoing peace efforts, 

the movement's role has been significantly reduced and the methods avail- 

able to it limited. Public energy for major demonstrations is largely ab- 

sent, and shifting circumstances have necessitated constant reconsid- 

eration of what messages the movement should broadcast. Despite its 

many activities, the peace movement appears to the Israeli public, and 
especially to the Palestinians, to lack resolve and clarity of purpose.! 

> 

A Quarter Century of the Struggle for Peace 

How this new chapter in the story of the peace movement unfolds must 
be left to future historians to describe and explain. Here, we must content 



ConcLusION / 319 

ourselves with the story so far. Though incomplete, it is already a long 

and complex tale, covering more than a quarter century and involving a 

large, colorful, and varied cast. 

From its earliest beginnings, the Zionist movement hoped to achieve 

its goals without the use of violence, and Zionist leaders often spoke of 

peace and friendship with the Arab inhabitants of Palestine. Such peace- 

ful protestations, though no doubt sincere, amounted to little more than 

pious hopes and wishful thinking, however. Because the Zionists never 

gave up their aspirations to concentrate millions of Jews in Palestine and 

to turn the country into a Jewish homeland, Palestinians understandably 

heard hypocrisy ringing in the Zionists’ talk of peaceful coexistence. 

Notwithstanding the efforts of a few brave but essentially marginal fig- 

ures on the Israeli landscape in the first two decades of the State of Israel's 

existence, one can speak of a genuine peace movement in Israel only in the 

wake of the Six Day War. Not until 1967 did some segments of the Israeli 

public arrive at the conclusion that, at least in territorial terms, Israel had 

gained more than was wise to maintain and that land should now be traded 

for peace. We have seen how the Labor Party struggled with this issue in 

the years after 1967, how intellectuals working within the framework of the 

Movement for Peace and Security preached peace as the highest national 

priority, how individual crusaders such as Uri Avneri and Lova Eliav fought 

relentlessly to change the public mood. We have also noted how Arab in- 

transigence, a growing Jewish territorial appetite, and a prevailing pessi- 

mism toward the prospects for peace made these gallant efforts futile. 

Egypt, it seems, had first to regain its dignity by a daring crossing of 

the Suez Canal before it was able to dare another crossing of the lines of 

enmity. For Israelis, the arrival of President Sadat in Jerusalem demon- 

strated fully for the first time that peace was, after all, possible. The 

reaction to Sadat’s visit gave birth to Peace Now and a mass peace move- 

ment in Israel. Despite its ups and downs, that movement was never to 

disappear from the Israeli political arena. 

We have recorded three peaks in the development of the Israeli peace 

movement: the first, during 1978 and 1979, in which peace with Egypt 

was the focus; the second, during 1982 and 1983, in which protests at 

the Israeli military involvement in Lebanon took center stage; and the 

third, during 1988 and 1989, when the call for the recognition of the 

rights of the Palestinians to self-determination, for negotiations with 

the PLO, and for an end to the cruel suppression of the Intifada led a 

majority of Israelis to welcome the beginnings of a process of reconciliation. 
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Beginning in Madrid, that process then moved to Washington before 

finally arriving in Oslo. 

We have seen how the peace movement fragmented along fault lines 

of ideology, temperament, tactics, and constituencies. We have also tried 

to show how the proliferation of groups and the growing variety of ac- 

tivities might have generated acrimony and rivalry but was vital to the 

larger movement's vibrancy, allowing diverse voices to join in their own 

key the chorus of protest. At its peaks of popularity, the movement man- 

aged to mobilize more than 200,000 participants—in Israeli terms, a most 

impressive number. In retrospect, Peace Now was clearly almost always 

the major player within the movement. Though harshly criticized from 

its left and right sides and often tormented by its own hesitancy, Peace 

Now's determination to remain inside the fort of Israeli society and pur- 

sue a moderate course gave it both its longevity and its ability to serve 

as the stage on which all other peace groups could meet. But while 

Peace Now was thus able to survive and often to prosper in terms of 

political stature, how far was it able to affect political reality? 

The Effect of the Peace Movement 

Did the peace movement have a significant impact on the peace pro- 

cess and on Israeli politics in general? The movement's veterans firmly 

believe this was the case and cite instances in which their influence was 

recognized. They point to the remarks made by Prime Minister Menachem 

Begin, who said that during the difficult negotiations at Camp David he 

remembered the large demonstration Peace Now organized to bid him 

farewell and encourage him to bring back peace. They recall the effects 

of the largest demonstration ever held in Israel, organized to protest 

Israel's involvement in the massacre at Sabra and Shatila, and a signifi- 

cant factor in the government's decision to establish the Kahan Com- 

mission of Inquiry that eventually led to the dismissal of Ariel Sharon as 

minister of defense.* Other veteran activists point to the restraining in- 

fluence that B’tselem and other human rights organizations exerted on 

the conduct of the security agencies in the territories during the Intifada 

None of these assertions, however, can be proven conclusively, for other 

factors ‘obviously influenced outcomes. 

Begin’'s willingness to sign the Camp David Accords, for instance, 
was inspired not least by his personal desire to achieve peace with Israel's 
most powerful enemy. A withdrawal from Sinai, Begin may also have 
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calculated, might be exchanged for a free hand in the remaining occu- 

pied territories. American pressure, the advice and pressure of Ezer 

Weizman and Moshe Dayan, and the fact that the Sinai was not viewed 

by Israelis as a part of the Holy Land were also significant factors in his 

decision. Nevertheless, it seems reasonable to conclude that at a mini- 

mum the peace movement's efforts influenced the environment in which 

these critical decisions were made. 

Although the peace movement had little or no chance of shifting the 

opinions of diehard chauvinists and religiously motivated expansion- 

ists, it may well have influenced the less doctrinaire majority. Most Is- 

raelis were always divided in their own hearts, and kept swinging be- 

tween a natural desire to end the conflict and disbelief in the possibility 

of achieving real reconciliation with the Palestinians. For this vast 

“middle,” the fact that the peace movement continued to articulate the 

optimistic view and managed to mobilize many prominent Israelis who 

could not be dismissed as naive or disloyal helped many of these wa- 

vering Israelis to move toward the cause of peace once conditions per- 

mitted and political leaders dared to change their policies. 

Hard political and military facts always had the lion's share in shaping 

public opinion. Thus, the cruel realization that the war of 1973 and the 

futile invasion of Lebanon in 1982 brought home to most Israelis—that 

even in winning a war Israel could lose, and that the broader conflict would 

endure—led many Israelis toward a more rational understanding of their 

situation. The Intifada and the inability of the Israeli forces to suppress it, 

together with the growing moral unease felt by many Israelis, were essen- 

tial preconditions for the initiatives undertaken by Shamir in 1991 and by 

Rabin and Peres in 1993. Even so, the fact that the peace movement was 

always present to articulate in simple terms alternative peace policies made 

it easier for mainstream Israelis to move toward an acceptance of the 

need to negotiate and compromise with their Arab neighbors. In this way 

the peace movement had a far-reaching effect on public opinion, and 

through it on the decision-making elite. Since 1993, when peace activists 

listen to the radio or television and hear government leaders use the very 

same arguments they had for years rejected when propounded by the peace 

movement, the activists can surely feel a sense of satisfaction and reason- 

ably claim to have had some effect on national policy. 

The Israeli peace movement also played an important role in shaping 

the political and psychological conditions that prevailed on the Palestinian 

side. For many years, the Palestinians, like the Israelis, believed that there 
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was “nobody to talk to.” The intensive contacts that growing numbers of 

Palestinian peace seekers had with growing numbers of Zionist peaceniks 

changed this perception on both sides. As Haider Abdul-Shafi made clear 

in his remarks at the opening of the Madrid conference, such contacts 

opened the hearts and minds of many Palestinian leaders to the possibil- 

ity—indeed the-advisability—of a compromise solution. On the Israeli side, 

dialogue with the Palestinians helped the Israeli peace activists, and through 

them a growing segment of the Israeli public, to better understand the 

“enemy” and the inner workings of the Palestinian national movement. 

While the peace movement thus exerted, albeit gradually and often indi- 

rectly, real influence on the Palestinian and Israeli publics at large, it should 

be pointed out that most peace activists were motivated less by pragmatic, 

political considerations than by their desire for personal fulfillment. One 

activist who on many occasions followed the movement into the hills of the 

West Bank and marched time and again through the streets of Tel Aviv and 

Jerusalem said, “I could never tell [if we made a difference]. But I never came 

out because of the effect it might have on the objective reality. I just could 

not sit back and do nothing. It helped change my own subjective reality.”4 

Perhaps this comment establishes some criteria by which the peace 

movement can be better understood. The movement's activities always 

primarily reflected the mood, values, and attitudes held by a significant 

minority within Israeli society, rather than a grand design for reshaping 

Israeli politics. Particular activities may have had specific policy objec- 

tives—and the movement's leadership definitely sought to influence Israel's 

policymaking—but a large number of protesters were motivated more by 

anger, frustration, and a personal sense of responsibility than by cold 

political calculations. Perhaps the simple fact that the movement allowed 

individual supporters to give vent to these emotions is itself sufficient 

reason to declare its efforts a success. And as one activist asked, “Could 

you imagine how Israel would have looked in these circumstances with- 

out so much as the voice of the peace movement pleading to resolve the 

conflict and put an end to the suppression of the Palestinians?’”® 

The Peace Movement and the Public 

One ofthe most important struggles the peace movement undertook 
concerned popular perceptions and public discourse. As is well known, 
the art of politics entails the manipulation of language and symbols. 
The oft-cited example, “One man’s terrorist is another man’s freedom 
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fighter” reminds us that conflicts might involve bullets, but they always 

involve words. This battle is waged not only between the antagonists, 

but also among the divergent groups within each nation. 

The Israeli right, particularly under the leadership of Menachem Begin, 

was skillful in manipulating symbols and myths to serve its ends. For 

example, Begin always refused to use the term “occupied territories.” For 

him, and for those who shared his vision, the West Bank was referred to 

by its biblical name, Judea and Samaria, and considered “liberated.” Gradu- 

ally an increasing number of Israelis began to employ these usages, which 

became an integral part of the political vocabulary. The peace movement 

can also claim important successes in this battle. The term “Palestinian” 

became the standard reference for the more than 2 million non-Jewish 

residents of the occupied territories, despite the efforts of the right to refer 

to them generically as “Arabs” in an effort to strip them of their particular 

identity. Also, “occupied” continues to be used instead of “liberated” or 

even “administered” (preferred by the right), to emphasize the hostile rather 

than benign nature of the Israeli presence in the territories. 

The most significant accomplishment of the peace movement has 

been its ability to influence public opinion by broadening the scope of 

public debate. For a number of years, supporters of the peace move- 

ment (even the relatively moderate Peace Now, not to mention the more 

radical elements such as Yesh Gvul, the various “committees,” and the 

Council for Palestine-Israel Peace) were viewed by a majority of Israelis 

as being on the fringes of Israeli society. Accusations of treason, col- 

laboration, and subversion of the security and unity of the state were 

voiced not just by the extreme right but occasionally by mainstream 

figures. During most of the 1970s and 1980s positions advocated by the 

peace movement received no more than 20 percent of popular support. 

More radical demands, such as recognizing the PLO or retreating from 

the Golan, usually received only single-digit support. 

To be sure, the battle for public opinion was sometimes counterpro- 

ductive. The movement's slogan campaigns and mass demonstrations 

antagonized right-wing elements and alienated many Mizrachim. How- 

ever, the insistent advocacy of the peace movement gradually led many 

people both in the center and on the left to modify their views and ac- 

cept the need for mutual recognition and compromise. The idea that the 

occupation is a political, financial, and moral liability rather than a stra- 

tegic asset and that Palestinian self-determination is inevitable gradu- 

ally gained greater currency. 
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As one would expect, these arguments were more persuasive among 

those who already identified with the left. When Peace Now first launched 

its campaign in support of the peace treaty with Egypt in 1978, it was 

not yet viewed as a left-wing movement. But its relationship with the 

Likud government soon became adversarial. Following its opposition to 

the invasion of Lebanon in 1982, the divide between the peace move- 

ment and the Likud (and other groups on the right) widened consider- 

ably. With little hope of influencing people on the right of Israeli politics, 

the movement concentrated its efforts on influencing centrists and people 

with no strong political convictions. Of all the peace groups, Peace Now 

was especially active in targeting those who occupied the center of the 

broad spectrum of opinion within the Labor Party. Recent opinion sur- 

veys and policy preferences of the current Labor government strongly 

suggest that the movement was successful in gradually moving the 

“middle” toward compromise and reconciliation. 

Motives 

A perpetual debate within the peace movement was whether the move- 

ment should present itself as guided primarily by moral and humanitar- 

ian concerns or by the rational assessment of national interest. In other 

words, should the movement be motivated primarily by the plight of the 

Palestinians or by rational considerations of long-term Israeli interests? 

The two approaches were never viewed as mutually exclusive and were 

always intertwined. However, at times this debate caused fragmentation 

and contributed to the creation of splinter groups.° Support for the na- 

tional interest argument grew as one moved from the movement's center 

to its right, apparently offering mainstream Israelis a more persuasive 

rationale for supporting the cause of peace. In a protracted, violent struggle 

such as the Arab-Israeli conflict, sympathy and compassion for the en- 

emy tend to be muted as a consequence of the psychological tendency to 

dehumanize the enemy. Thus, arguments couched in the terms, and within 

the context, of Israeli national self-interest tended be more persuasive 

than appeals to morality, especially when most Israelis saw the Palestin- 

ians as terrorists irrevocably committed to Israel's destruction.’ 

In contrast, the more one moved to the left within the movement, the 
greater the moral sensitivity to the suffering experienced by the Palestin- 
ians. These individuals identified with the Palestinians as victims and of- 
ten felt a growing alienation from Israeli society that accentuated this sense 
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of victimization. For them, the moral and ethical implications of Israel's 

responsibility demanded compassion and support for the other side. 

Similarities can be found with the antiapartheid movement among 

South African whites and the anti-Vietnam War movement in the United 

States. In South Africa, the racial barriers and social distance between 

the victims and the victimizers made possible the dehumanization of 

blacks by Afrikaners and frustrated attempts to rouse whites to moral 

indignation at the evils of apartheid. In the case of the U.S. antiwar move- 

ment, the sheer physical distance from the Vietnamese, together with 

potent and pervasive anticommunist prejudices, created a similar moral 

distancing and made it extremely difficult for peace activists to counter 

the demonization of the Viet Cong. 

Although the geographical distance between Israelis and Palestin- 

ians was negligible compared to that between Americans and Vietnam- 

ese, and though the racial divisions in Israel and the occupied territories 

were much less acute than in South Africa, prejudice and ethical dis- 

tancing thrived among Israelis and Palestinians because of the sheer 

length of their conflict, the level of violence, and the incompatibility of 

their aspirations. In such circumstances, it was easy to depict the other 

side as killers, terrorists, or devious and unscrupulous conspirators un- 

deserving of moral consideration, still less of sentimental compassion. 

Nevertheless, the leaders of the Israeli peace movement consistently 

viewed moral concerns as an important component of its agenda, even 

though they recognized the greater persuasive appeal of the national 

interest argument. And moral sensitivity toward the “enemy” clearly did 

influence Israeli public opinion, as demonstrated by the significant im- 

pact of the Intifada on Israeli attitudes. As had been the case following 

the Sabra and Shatila massacres, many Israelis were profoundly dis- 

turbed by the widespread use of violence against an adversary who was 

generally unarmed. The gradual recognition that such conduct was erod- 

ing Israel's moral position was evidenced in the relative success en- 

joyed by the draft refusers of Yesh Gvul, the outcry of the parents of 

soldiers serving in Lebanon and in the occupied territories during the 

Intifada, and the somber silence of the Women in Black. 

Friends or Adversaries? 

In an interview he gave when the Gulf War ended, Faisal Husseini spoke 

of the damage done to the trust between the Israeli peace movement 
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and the Palestinian leadership in the territories when the Palestinians 

voiced support for Saddam Hussein: 

Certain members of the peace camp [in Israel] confused Palestinians with 

allies. They no longer saw in us an adversary with whom they [would] 

have to make peace, but friends who were their allies. So they were shocked 
to realize that in certain circumstances and certain specific stages our views 
must diverge.® 

Husseini was accurate in his observation that this distinction was over- 

looked by many Israeli peace activists, in terms both of their expectations of 

the other side and their view of themselves. In some respects the Israeli- 

Palestinian conflict is more of a civil dispute than an international conflict. 

Especially since 1967, the antagonists have not been separated by mine 

fields or barbed wire, and have in many instances experienced routine, daily 

contact. This enabled Israelis to associate with Palestinians, create true friend- 

ships across national demarcation lines, and personally witness the plight 

of the occupied. Some of them stopped viewing the conflict as two national 

movements pitted against each other in a struggle that for a long time was 

considered by both to be a zero-sum game. For these Israelis, the Palestin- 

ian was either a comrade or a victim, no longer an adversary. 

The Palestinians, who understandably had exploited their status as 

victims of Zionist expansion to win international recognition and sup- 

port, did not lose sight of their antagonism toward the existence of the 

Jewish state, even when they had no option other than to accept it as an 

irreversible reality. 

Initially the PLO had sought not merely to liberate its people from the 

occupation of the West Bank and Gaza, but also to eliminate the State of 

Israel altogether. Even in 1988, when the mainstream of the Palestinian 

national movement accepted the two states solution, they did so in the 

name of pragmatism, not because they had abandoned their deep con- 

viction that Zionism had perpetrated a gross injustice on their people. 

Recognizing the suffering of, and seeking to correct the injustices 

done to, one’s enemy should not blind us to the origins of the conflict. 

Genuine reconciliation is not the result of one side's surrendering its 

own perspective and identity. One should not patronize one's enemy by 

blurring the “uniqueness” of either side. When adversaries are willing to 

recognize each other as they are, rather than as they wish for them to 
be, the prospects for reconciliation improve. Only through mutual rec- 
ognition of their diversity can adversaries achieve a better understand- 
ing of, and appreciation for, each other's interests and requirements. 
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A highly subjective and selective interpretation of the history of the 

conflict has posed a significant psychological obstacle to reconciliation. 

Recently several Israeli historians have reexamined this history in a more 

objective and self-critical manner;? such reassessments may help Israelis 

to better understand all sides’ responsibility for the human tragedy of the 

Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and may contribute to efforts to achieve a ju- 

dicious and mutually acceptable resolution of the strife. One hopes that a 

similar historical revision will soon occur on the Arab side as well. 

Unity and Fragmentation 

Israel's peace movement includes more than two dozen groups, institu- 

tions, and associations. As we have seen, at times there have been sharp 

differences over objectives, style, and strategies. Peace Now occasion- 

ally succeeded in briefly bringing the various factions of the movement 

together for a joint action, but for the most part the fragmentation was 

endemic. Why was this constant splintering unavoidable? Did it dissi- 

pate the movement's resources and impact? 

Answers to these questions must be found in the complexity of the 

conflict, the diversity of the groups’ constituencies, the wide range of 

methods available for protest, and the great variety of motives and rea- 

sons for participation. No single organization or association could have 

adequately addressed the variety of issues, represented the full spec- 

trum of opinions, or satisfied the varied temperaments and goals of the 

people who wanted to participate in the struggle. 

Fragmentation certainly constituted a significant disadvantage in fi- 

nancial terms. All peace groups suffered from inadequate funding, and 

had they pooled their resources they might have alleviated some of the 

problems caused by underfunding. Fragmentation was also counterpro- 

ductive insofar as occasional squabbles within the movement, which 

always became public knowledge, may have fostered misleading ste- 

reotypes and damaged its public image. In the final analysis, however, 

fragmentation may have been more of a blessing than a curse. The nu- 

merous opinions voiced, and diverse activities undertaken, by the peace 

movement over the decades gave activists and supporters the opportu- 

nity to become involved in a manner that suited their personal prefer- 

ences. The criticisms that splinter groups often voiced against other 

groups, especially against Peace Now, helped them to define their own 

idiosyncratic identities and justify their separate existence. 
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Another benefit of the movement's fragmentation was that it pro- 

vided opportunities for many more people to become involved as activ- 

ists and leaders. With the exception of occasional mass demonstrations, 

there is naturally a limit to the number of people any single organiza- 

tion can involve in its daily business. The Israeli peace movement soon 

recognized that it was impractical to try to include hundreds of activists 

in administrative meetings and daily consultations on operational de- 

tails. The inner circle of activists in any given group—those who came 

to every lecture, vigil, and conference—never totaled more than a few 

hundred. But because of the proliferation of peace groups, this number 

was multiplied until it reached the thousands, thereby enhancing the 

strength of the movement as a whole. 

The unsuccessful attempts to merge Peace Now with the Interna- 

tional Center for Peace in the Middle East is a good illustration of the 

merits of diversity. The two groups held similar viewpoints on policy 

issues, and occasionally organized joint activities. However, they were 

significantly different in their structures, cultures, and methods. Peace 

Now was a mass movement that was popular primarily among younger 

people. It had the capacity to mobilize tens of thousands of its support- 

ers when events warranted. However, organizational stability was not 

among Peace Now's strengths. ICPME, by contrast, was a well- 

established organization that recruited personalities directly from the 

leadership of the political parties, and undertook more consistent and 

longer-term endeavors. Although there was some duplication between 

them, both Peace Now and ICPME fulfilled important functions that the 

other could not have accomplished. A merger would have likely resulted 

in a decrease in the overall number of activities and a distortion of the 

peculiar style of one or the other or of both. This would not have served 

the best interests of the peace movement as a whole. 

What of the Future? 

What role will the peace movement play in the months and years ahead 

as the parties to the conflict continue to formulate and implement peace 

arrangements? Peace negotiations with Syria and- Lebanon are still at 

their second stage and very far from closure. Syria has yet to fully recog- 

nize Israel's security requirements and the need to allow for full normal- 

ization of relations once peace is agreed, and Israel is still reluctant to 

accept that peace can be achieved only by surrendering full sovereignty 
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over the entire Golan Heights. Although at this stage the main responsi- 

bility for moving the peace process ahead rests with official delegates of 

both sides, nongovernmental groups remain very active. Formidable op- 

position to concessions to Syria is being mounted by the almost 12,000 

Jewish settlers in the Golan, by all the right-wing parties, and even by 

some elements within the Labor Party; recent public opinion polls also 

indicate that a large section of Israelis still reject the notion of yielding the 

entire Golan Heights to Syrian control. Such sentiments are all the more 

significant in light of the fact that the late Prime Minister Rabin promised 

to conclude no agreement with Syria before bringing the issue to a public 

referendum; his successor, Prime Minister Shimon Peres, may well feel 

obliged to honor Rabin’s promise. In this area it seems that the peace 

movement still has much hard work to do in persuading Israelis to sup- 

port whatever agreement can be secured in hard bargaining with Syria. 

On the Palestinian track the problems are more immediate. Despite 

strong opposition to the Oslo and Cairo agreements mounted from the 

outset by Likud and, more violently, by the settlers and their supporters, 

the Labor-led government at first enjoyed the support of a clear majority 

of Israelis. Sadly, continuing terrorist attacks on Israelis by Palestinian 

Islamic groups since the signing of the agreements and the handing over 

of Gaza and Jericho to the Palestinian authorities have caused a sharp 

decline in Israeli support for the peace process. The shock and deep be- 

reavement that engulfed the Israeli people after the assassination of Rabin, 

have tilted public opinion once again in favor of the peace process, and a 

clear majority of the Jewish population of Israel has expressed in recent 

polls its support for the declaration by Shimon Peres that the peace legacy 

of Rabin should not and cannot but be fulfilled. Nevertheless, the deep 

division that has haunted the Israelis since 1967 cannot be obliterated 

even by so traumatic an event, and the struggle for the future of the peace 

process will probably continue in full acrimony. 

At the end of 1996 negotiations are scheduled to begin on the final 

status settlement with the Palestinians. While on the issue of interim 

arrangements the process has reached its third stage, on the final settle- 

ment the process still lingers at its second stage, and the principles gov- 

erning the ultimate solution remaining undefined and must still be ne- 

gotiated. These negotiations will include highly sensitive issues, such 

as whether a Palestinian state will emerge, the exact territorial bound- 

aries of Palestinian sovereignty, the future of Jerusalem, the future of the 

Jewish settlements, and the fate of the millions of Palestinian refugees 
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living elsewhere. On most of these matters, the level of resistance to 

compromise among Israelis is still high. 

Clearly, this is no time for the peace movement to rest on its laurels. 

With the opposition to the peace process still bitter and vocal, with ter- 

rorist bombs wreaking carnage in Israeli streets, and with future nego- 

tiations riddled with ambiguities and real dangers, there is still much for 

the peace movement to do. As these lines go to print, peace activists in 

different groups are already busy consulting on measures to counter 

opposition to the peace process and to pressure the government to con- 

tinue to implement the agreement reached with the Palestinians and to 

enter the final status negotiations with courage and resolve. Any slow- 

ing down or weakening of the peace process, the peaceniks claim, will 

be a prize given to terrorists and assassins. 

A danger inherent in the Middle East peace process is that official 

treaties and commitments will remain tentative because of the heavy 

imprint of authoritarianism on the region’s political culture. Some ob- 

servers suggest that peace treaties concluded with authoritarian regimes 

are inherently unstable. However, the case of Egypt has demonstrated 

that peace treaties can endure, even after a sudden and violent change 

of regime. Israel can hardly wait for democracy to flourish in the region, 

nor should it delay its pursuit of peace in the hope that regimes will 

change. As in the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty, security arrangements 

and verification procedures must be incorporated in peace agreements 

that will bolster the credibility and stability of those agreements. These 

mechanisms will help build confidence in the durability of such arrange- 

ments independent of a particular leader or regime.!° 

Those agreements that have already been achieved need nurturing. 

Increasing and consolidating popular support within Arab, Palestinian, 

and Israeli societies will help to solidify official treaties. Further dialogue 

toward this end might well be a task for which the peace movement is 

ideally suited. 

if and when the Palestinians achieve sovereignty, it will be up to them 
to decide what kind of regime they will be governed by. Nonetheless, for 
two reasons the peace movement will be involved with this issue for a 
number of years to come. First, the close proximity of, and interaction 
between, Israeli and Palestinian societies make Israeli involvement in this 
question unavoidable. Second, Palestinian leaders who worked with the 
Israeli peace movement, as well as many of the grass-roots organizations 
in the occupied territories established during the occupation, are now 
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looking to nongovernmental organizations for assistance. The peace 

movement must be careful not to impose itself on the Palestinians; it must 

be sensitive to their independence and renewed sense of pride and dig- 

nity. However, when called on for help it must be responsive and do what- 

ever possible to assist the democratic forces within Palestinian society. 

Finally, the Israeli peace movement should not lose sight of the fact 

that by the nature of its existence its ultimate goal must be to render 

itself obsolete. Should this occur, the members of the movement will be 

free to turn their energies to other priorities—nations at peace still pro- 

vide many challenges for moral and conscientious people. 

* * * 

Moments before he was shot to death, Yitzhak Rabin stood on the 

dias of a peace rally and joined with the large crowd gathered in Tel 

Aviv’s municipal square in singing the “Song of Peace.” During his fu- 

neral, the head of the prime minister’s bureau, Eitan Haber, told the 

moumers that as Rabin was singing the song, he folded a sheet of paper 

on which the lyrics were printed and put it in his vest pocket. The bullet 

that killed the prime minister pierced his heart through this sheet of 

paper, which was soaked with his blood. 

Over the past two decades, the “Song of Peace” became a sort of 

anthem that was sung at the conclusion of each demonstration the Israeli 

peace movement staged. This song was commissioned not for the peace 

movement, however, but for one of the IDF’s recreational music units 

shortly after the end of the Six Day War. This caused some controversy 

at the time, when one Israeli general prohibited the performance of the 

song before soldiers under his command, claiming that the song might 

subvert the morale and soften the hearts of his soldiers. The issue was 

brought before General Rabin, commander in chief of the IDF at the 

time. Rabin backed up his chief of education who argued that “Israel 

will never reach peace unless it has a strong army, but the army will not 

be strong unless its combatants are convinced that the ultimate goal of 

all their endeavors and sacrifices is to reach peace.”!! 
Indeed, at the center of its consciousness the greater part of the Israeli 

peace movement always tried to balance both elements of this logic. Peace 

Now, the oldest and by far the largest group within the movement, was 

founded by reserve officers who made a significant contribution to the 

strength of the Israeli army and believed that a formidable military force 

was necessary not only for the defense of the State of Israel but also for 
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the eventual attainment of peace. Yet their conviction that peace must be 

the ultimate goal of their efforts also led them, when they felt the time 

was ripe, to turn much of their energies to the struggle for peace. Their 

leaflets reading “No to Violence! Yes to Peace” are still floating in the 

streets of Israel as the last words of this book are being written. 
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