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INTRODUCTION

he special status and role of the West Bank are reflected

in the name itself. Until 1948 and the creation of the
state of Israel the term “West Bank” was not used; the area
was the eastern portion of Palestine, under a British man-
date, and was undifferentiated from the rest of the country.
The term “West Bank” came into use following the 1948
Arab-Israeli war and the area’s incorporation into the Hash-
emite Kingdom of Jordan. Even then the term was used
informally since the West Bank was the western portion of
the Kingdom and had no separate name at the official level.
Nonetheless, the name has remained in common use and
reflects not only a geographic distinction between the regions
lying east and west of the Jordan River but also the perceived
differences between the peoples and histories of the two
banks.

Since the 1967 war and Israel’s occupation of the West
Bank (as well as the Gaza Strip, the Sinai Peninsula, and
Golan Heights) the region has become much better known
because of its centrality to the Middle East peace process. The
tug of war over the West Bank has kept it almost constantly
in the news because of its importance to Arabs, to Jews, and
to world peace.

In 1984 the West Bank means different things to different
people.. T.O some Israelis it is the eastern portion of an
expansnomst’ Israel; to othe‘r Israelis it is a political trap in
T ot i [oith ety e b o
basis for a future, inde . d i S't h.e ki syt

: , pendent Palestinian state;
L o ot A e
Jordan, albeit with a greater de

to most
will yet
gree of
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autonomy and self-government than was the case from 1948-
67 when it was part of the Kingdom of Jordan.

The purpose of this book is to provide an introduction to
the West Bank in its principal internal and external dimen-
sions, with emphasis on its history and current status. Less
attention is given to events in other parts of former Palestine,
although much of the narrative about the West Bank prior to
1948 applies to life in all of mandate Palestine since until that
date the West Bank was an undivided part of a geographic
and cultural whole. Many, perhaps too many, books have
been written about different aspects of the Arab-Israel con-
flict, and most of them are addressed to the specialist. This
book is meant to provide the non-specialist and the student
with an overview of the West Bank’s history and current
relations which may serve as the basis for more detailed
research.

The Palestinian population of the West Bank remains
closely identified with the other Palestinians whether in Is-
rael, the East Bank, or scattered farther afield. Since 1948,
however, the political affairs of the West Bank have been
directed by two non-Palestinian regimes: the Hashemites in
Jordan and currently the government of Israel through
military occupation. These experiences have generated many
changes within West Bank society in addition to setting pa-
rameters for West Bank political options.

This introduction to the West Bank focuses mainly on its
Arab personality and culture because the dominant influ-
ences in the West Bank for the last millennium and a half
have been Arab in language and culture and Islamic in
religion. Until the Israeli victory in 1967 and the implanta-
tion of Jewish settlements, the West Bank had little Jewish
influence despite Zionist immigration and colonization along
the coast and in the plains of Palestine. The hill country of
eastern Palestine, later-to become the West Bank, comprised
much of the demographic and cultural heartland of Arab
Palestine and was not sought out by the Zionists, in part
because its rugged and relatively infertile land was of less

ix
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interest than the more desirable coastal regions. The ability
of Transjordanian troops to hold the West Bank during the
1948 Arab-Israeli war meant that it would remain in Arab
hands for 19 more years.

It is inevitable that changes in demography, settlement
patterns, and land use in the West Bank since 1967 will be
factors in its future development and configuration. In the
coastal plains Zionist settlement preceded sovereignty; in the
West Bank the two are being pursued simultaneously. The
future of the West Bank is yet to be determined, but the
longer the occupation continues, the more difficult it will be

to re-establish Arab sovereignty in the context of a negotiated
peace settlement.



Part One:

The Historical
Setting







Chapter 1

BEFORE THE GREAT WAR

The Land and the Climate

he West Bank is an area of some 2,200 square miles

(about the size of Delaware) lying slightly inland from
the Mediterranean shore. The West Bank is 80 miles long
and 34 miles wide, although it is indented sharply in the
vicinity of Jerusalem. It is bounded on the North, West, and
South by Israel and on the East by the Jordan River and the
Kingdom of Jordan. By way of comparison, the town of
Ramallah, situated near the center of the West Bank, lies
close to the intersection of 32 degrees north latitude (about
the same as Savannah, Georgia) and 36 degrees east longi-
tude (about the same as Moscow in the Soviet Union).

The West Bank is a region of mountains, valleys, and hills,
hard country that reluctantly yields a living to its industrious
farmers. Geologically the West Bank is dominated in the
West by a chain of hills and mountains. In the East the Jordan
Valley is the determining physical characteristic. The north-
ern portion of the West Bank features rolling, hilly upland
crossed by valleys—from narrow, steep-sided, and gorgelike
to rather wide, shallow, and open. Only near Jenin, the
northernmost town in the West Bank, is there extended, flat
area suitable for larger-scale cultivation. Mt. Ebal, overlook-
ing the city of Nablus, reaches an elevation of over 3,000 feet.
The limestone hills of the North are the source of many
natural springs resulting from geologic faulting.

Although the terms “Judea” and “Samaria” have taken on
political overtones as a result of their application to the
southern and northern sections of the West Bank by Israel’s
Likud government since 1977, they have been in regular use
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by geographers as well as biblical scholars. By general
agreement Samaria means the portion of the West Bank
north of a line above the city of Jerusalem; the area south of
that line is considered Judea.

South of Jerusalem the elevation of the West Bank in-
creases gradually. Jerusalem has an elevation of over 2,500
feet, and the highest point in the West Bank, just north of
Hebron, is 3,300 feet. The Judean region is characterized by
more gradual, rounded hills than the Nablus area, and the
landscape is more bleak and rugged due to the lack of
moisture and vegetation.

The Jordan Valley is one of the world’s most dramatic
geographic features. It is the northern extension of the Great
Rift Valley of Africa and is divided by the Jordan River,
which has a total length of only 40 miles in the West Bank as
the crow flies but which twists and turns over a much greater
distance before emptying into the Dead Sea.The valley
reaches its lowest point in the Dead Sea Depression at 1,300
feet below sea level. The valley is bordered on the West by a
strip of badlands that makes access difficult. Little of the
western portion of the Jordan Valley has been developed for
agriculture except in the Jericho and Jiftlik (northern) areas.
Near the river there is a natural covering of trees and shrubs,
including willows, tamarisk, oleander, and aquatic plants.
The Jordan River, a powerful spiritual symbol for Christians
as well as constituting part of the 1949 armistice line between
Israel and Jordan, has a winter flood but is shallow and
§luggish most of the time, shrinking to a scant 15 to 20 feet
in wi<.ith in summer at the Allenby Bridge, one of two major
crossing points. Israeli water diversions to the North have
further decreased the river’s flow.

Ph?;il: ;l;r:lar:leozi tal;e Wes.t Bank is“described by geographer
consisting of “extremely arid summers

. 4 ¢
and a winter.”! The rainy season lasts from November to

1. Beaumont, Philip, Blake, G.H., a

AW ; ; ;
S Lowions Waloe T p‘7n agstaff, .M., The Middle East: A Geographical



April as moisture-bearing clouds from the Mediterranean
are cooled upon reaching the hills of Palestine and drop their
moisture as rain. Rainfall in the West Bank averages 27
inches per year, with the highest proportion falling in the
West and the Jericho area receiving little. Fortunately, winter
rainfall is subject to reduced evaporation, which means that
a higher percentage is retained in the soil and can sustain
agriculture later in the year. Despite the lack of rainfall in the
summer months the higher elevations receive heavy dew
which condenses on the ground and replenishes moisture
lost to evaporation during the day.

Climatically the West Bank falls in a transition zone be-
tween the Mediterranean and the deserts of Asia and Africa.?
Because of the more than 4,000-foot difference in elevation
between the mountains of the West Bank and the floor of the
Jordan Valley, there are dramatic differences in temperature
and climate at the same time of the year. During the rainy
season the weather in the mountains is often cold, with
daytime temperatures in the 40 degree (Fahrenheit) range
and nights below freezing; snow is not uncommon. At the
same time Jericho is like a summer resort, with pleasant,
sunny days and cool nights. During the summer the tem-
perature in Jerusalem averages in the low 80s, with nights 20
to 25 degrees cooler. At the same time of year Jericho
experiences hot, sunny weather with days above 100 degrees,
although the temperature does drop at night like most desert
areas.

Agriculture has always been the mainstay of the West Bank
economy. There are four different agricultural regions in the
West Bank: 1) the extension of the coastal plain, centered on
Jenin and Tulkarm in the north; 2) the western uplands; 3)
the eastern foothills; and 4) the Jordan Valley.? Soils in the
West Bank are generally fertile, although more and better
application of water and modernized agricultural technique

2. Ibid., p.408.
3. Kahan, David, Agriculture and Water in the West Bank, Jerusalem: West Bank Data

Base Project, 1983, p.6.
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are required in order to improve the yield. Due to the_sFax‘city'
of water most West Bank agriculture is dry farming. The na-
tural limitations on West Bank agriculture mean that access
to available land and water is especially important.?

The coastal plain extension above Nablus possesses rich
alluvial soils and is suitable for extensive cultivation and
irrigation. Field crops, particularly wheat and barley, are
predominant, along with fruit trees. Where possible two
crops per year are grown, usually grain in the winter and
vegetables in the summer. The uplands area from Nablus
south is utilized principally for fruit trees, mainly olives but
also almonds, figs, and other varieties. Grain is also grown in
the many small valleys interspersed through the hilly north-
ern region of the West Bank.

The eastern foothills leading down toward the Jordan
Valley are dry and suitable mainly for grazing. The Jordan
Valley, with a tropical climate, is well suited for vegetables
and fruit trees if adequate water can be obtained.> The
Judean hills are the least fertile agricultural area. Because of
the difficulty of removing rocks in the fields, many farmers in
this part of the West Bank favor herds over field crops.
Nonetheless, a wide variety of crops are grown in the Hebron
area, including grapes, vegetables, and fruit trees.6

The People

The mountains and hills of the West Bank have always
contained the majority of the Arab rural population of Pal-
estine, although the Galilee area in northern Israel has had a
substantial population as well. The availability of good de-
fense sites against marauding bedouins and other attackers,

4. Graham-Brown, Sarah, “Th
Owen, Roger, ed., Studies
Nineteenth and Twentieth Ce
Press, 1982, p.107.

5. Kahan, op. cit., p-407.

6. The West Bank: An Assessment, Washi o i i
Pl i bl Ry mngton, D.C.: The Middle East Institute, 1983

e MM or the Defense Intelligence Agency), p.18 (here-

e Political Economy of the Jabal Nablus, 1920-48,” in
in the Economic and Social History of Palestine in the
nturies, Carbondale, 111.: Southern Illinois University
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the ability to build cisterns for storage of water to supplement
springs and wells, and the generally more healthful climate in
contrast to the coastal plain (where malaria was a serious
problem) contributed to earlier and more consistent settle-
ment by the Palestinian Arabs in the West Bank than else-
where in the region.”

For most Westerners the history of the Holy Land has
ordinarily meant the history of the Jews, for two reasons:
Judaism as a predecessor of Christianity and the Bible. The
Bible, told from the perspective of but one of the many
invading tribes in Palestine, is a chronicle of their trials and
tribulations while indigenous peoples such as the Canaanites
are of biblical interest principally in their relation to the Jews.

The name Palestine is derived from the Philistines, a
seafaring people from Crete who settled in the southern
coastal area of Palestine near Gaza and Ashkelon at about the
same time (1,200 BC) as the Jews came into the country from
the East. Although Saul, the king of the Jews, was defeated in
battle by the Philistines, his successor, David, was victorious
and went on to establish the unified kingdom of Israel and its
capital at Jerusalem, a Jebusite settlement that has shown
evidence of being fortified as early as 1,800 BC. Following
the short-lived Kingdom of Israel (less than 100 years in
unified form), Palestine experienced a series of foreign rulers
over the next millennium and a half, including Assyrians,
Babylonians, Persians, Greeks, Romans, and Byzantines
(eastern Romans) before the Arab conquest in the mid-7th
century AD.

The tradition in Palestine of foreign armies and foreign
rulers meant that throughout its history the indigenous stock
of the land of Canaan/Palestine was in a subordinate position.
While the history of the region has been written in terms of
victors and vanquished, there is no indication that the indig-
enous people, the Canaanites, were ever eradicated or de-
ported with the ebb and flow of conquerors. Thus it is likely

7. Beaumont, op. cit., p.407.



that the incoming Arabs provided a new language and a new
religion for a people who had been in Palestine for several
millennia, absorbing repeated foreign invasions but never
abandoning the land.

The Arabs ruled Palestine from 638 AD until the Turks
were victorious in 1517, with a gap from 1099 until 1187
when the Crusaders dominated the country. The shifting
fortunes of the Arab caliphs confirmed a pattern in Palestine
that had been seen many times in the past: a ruler close at
hand (e.g., the Ummayad caliphate in Damascus) or rival
rulers with Palestine in the middle brought activity and
interest, but Palestine as a province of a distant capital (e.g.,
Baghdad or Constantinople) usually meant the country be-
came a backwater.

The integration of Palestine into the world of the Arabs
brought a loosening of ties with the West as the Middle East
was substantially converted to Islam, and the struggle with
the Christian West became defined in religious terms. The
increased alienation between East and West in the Middle

East also hastened the decay of Hellenistic civilization long
dominant in the area.s

Impact of the Ottoman Turks

Like the Muslim Arab conquest in the 7th century, the
Ottoman conquest of Palestine in 1517 did not entail large-
scale colonization. The Ottoman pattern of rule was to keep
the direct involvement of Turks to a minimum, relying on

appointed officials and soldiers as well as local Arabs with a
vested interest to kee

for the Turkish arm

Although Christianity did not
salem the importance placed by
Mecca, Jerusalem was the focal
about the Holy Land, and the d

p order and to provide taxes and troops

give a pilgrimage to Jeru-
Muslims on a pilgrimage to

point of Western concern
efeat of the Crusaders con-

8. Barbour, Nevill, Nisi Dominus: A § t ] i i
o Pl Bt 1 p'77.uruey of the Palestine Controversy, Beirut: Institute
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tinued to rankle in Europe. European and Russian roles as
self-appointed protectors of different Christian denomina-
tions in Palestine assured foreign meddling in the affairs of
Palestine after the Ottoman Empire began to weaken and
lose control of its further provinces by the 18th century. The
Holy Land became a proxy arena in which European powers
worked out their disputes; Russian assumption of the role of
protector of Orthodox Christians in Palestine and attendant
leverage on Constantinople led to the Crimean War of 1853-
56.

As the Ottoman Empire began to lose internal discipline,
security in Palestine deteriorated, providing the opportunity
for nomadic bedouin tribes to infiltrate the coastal plains in
search of grazing for their flocks. The invaders also preyed
on nearby villages, many of which were relatively un-
protected and far from the established, better protected
towns and villages of the West Bank. Travellers to Palestine
in the 18th and 19th centuries reported that the coastal area
was deserted and devastated; settled life had withdrawn into
the hills and relied on subsistence agriculture. Neglect of
springs and streams in the coastal region also led to extension
of swampy areas, particularly the Hula Valley in the North,
spreading malaria and further discouraging settlement.?

Centuries of insecurity and weak central government
stimulated the development of “small group autonomy” in
the West Bank.!® The principal characteristics of this phe-
nomenon were the hamula (clan) and the leadership role
played by a small number of leading families, some of whose
ancestors had come to Palestine at the time of the Arab
conquest and whose claim to leadership was based in part on
that lineage and in part on traditional symbolic functions
(e.g., designation as protectors of the Holy Places in Jeru-
salem). Since the West Bank was poor and an outpost of a

9. Beaumont, op. cit., p.121. ;
10. Sayigh, Rosemary, Palestinians: From Peasants to Revolutionaries, London: Zed

Press, 1979, p.41.
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foreign empire, wealth and political power were relative.!!

West Bank villages, poor and threatened by hostile bed-
ouin controlling the Jordan Valley, the Esdraelon Valley, and
the coastal plain, clung to the household and the hamula as
the first and often the only sure line of defense against a
hostile and uncertain world. The family economy was based
on rights to shared agricultural land (mushaa) and family-
owned plots, on its own labor power, and on social ties
convertible to material aid when necessary. The typical house-
hold, living adjacent if circumstances did not permit sharing
one house, usually consisted of the mother and father, un-
married children, and married sons and their wives and
children. A common village practice was to take in anyone
who would otherwise be alone, thus assuring the integrity of
the immediate society.!2

Palestine’s slumber was interrupted in the 1830s by an
intrepid adventurer, Ibrahim Pasha, son of Muhammad Ali,
who challenged Ottoman authority by seizing power in Cairo
and defying the authorities in Constantinople. Ibrahim Pa-
sha developed the idea of a kingdom based on Arab nation-
ality rather than on religion or tribe in which the links would
be cultural and linguistic. He raised armies on two occasions
and marched into Palestine, where the Christian minority
gave him support but the Muslim majority resisted his call to
overthrow the Caliph in Constantinople.‘s
. The 'defeat of Ibrahim Pasha in 1839, in the course of his
increasingly successful challenge to the control of the Otto-

man authorities in Constantinople, was brought about
Fhrough Anglo-Austrian intervention since European policy
in the 19th century was to maintain th

e physical integrity of
tl:xe Ottoman Empire in order to block the southward expan-
sion of the Russian Empire through Turkish territory. Even
though the. Ibrahim Pasha era was short and militarily un-
successful, it provided the first political stirrings in Palestine
11. Ibid., p.48.

12. Ibid., p.22.
13. Barbour, op. cit., PpP-79-80.
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in a long time and added to the pressure for Ottoman reform
(tanzimat) efforts.

Ottoman Reforms

In Palestine the mid-19th century tanzimat era brought
important and far-reaching changes in two major areas: land
tenure and alliance formation. The principal Ottoman ob-
jective was to increase centralization of power by tying sub-
jects more closely to Constantinople, and the changes asso-
ciated with these two alterations in Ottoman practice in
Palestine affected almost every level of society.!4 Changes in
land tenure were carried out through laws designed to re-
duce the periodically redivided, communally held lands
(mushaa) and to assign them to individual owners with per-
manent title. From the point of view of social equity the new
arrangement hardly succeeded since the agricultural peasant
population of the West Bank ended up with only a tiny
fraction of the lands distributed under the new system.

In many cases the peasants had difficulty obtaining title
deeds from the authorities. Additionally, they feared that loss
of relative anonymity through listing on land registers would
subject them to more ruthless tax collection and to more
efficient conscription of the young men. Accordingly, many
peasants agreed to make leading members of the community
the “protectors” of the land. This took many forms, from
turning over the property deeds to the ostensible protectors,
to permitting them to register peasant land in their own
names, to failing to take up the offer of title to land in the
hope that traditional forms of land use would continue as
before if no one made an issue of it. Other turnovers of land
title were made in order to pay off the staggering debts that

were the normal lot of the West Bank peasant as well as to
14. Divine, Donna R., “The Dialectics of Palestinian Politics,” in Migdal, Joel S.,

Palestinian Society and Politics, Princeton, N.]J.: Princeton University Press, 1980,
pp-216-17.
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remove the burden of responsibility that went with owner-
ship. ;

Major beneficiaries of large amounts of land made avail-
able by the Ottoman authorities in the latter decades of the
19th century were the “notable” families, rural and urban. In
addition to acquiring all the land to which they were entitled,
the notables enriched themselves at the peasants’ expense. In
some cases the notables simply kept for themselves lands
entrusted to their care by the peasants; in other cases they
registered it in their own names instead of the peasants’;
other times they deeded the land to their descendants, who
exercised the claim to title after the original parties to the
transaction were gone.

Other beneficiaries of newly available land were the emerg-
ing urban bourgeoisie, which included local and absentee
landlords, Christians and Jews, Europeans and their protegés,
many living in the coastal towns which developed as security
increased in the latter part of the 19th century. Another
category of land recipients was foreign colonists, mainly Jews
and Templars, the institutional descendants of the Knights
Templars from the Crusader era.!’s Land was extremely
cheap until the end of the 19th century, and foreigners were
often those with the money necessary to buy it.

Another far-reaching change introduced into the West
Bank by the Ottoman authorities in the second half of the
lgtb century was a shift in their pattern of local alliances. In
ear'lu‘er times the authorities had established close ties with
rel%gpus sheikhs whose influence was derived from their
r'ehglou.s status, but Fhe new Ottoman policy was to establish
surplus land. Strong families \}:zer ¥ ﬁlrge-scale dlsmbunf)r} ot
affairs, a role that they used toe'gwen contrql gf.mupicipal

Increase their power even

further. With increased power and money the notables were

15. Schoelch, Alexander, “F. i i
Pl uropean Penetration and the Economic Develo

»" in Migdal, op. cit., pp.-22-23, R
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able to provide their sons with education, often in foreign
universities, which in turn enabled them to perform more
efficiently in municipal life, including the newly-created local
administrative councils.!6

Another important aspect of changed Ottoman practice in
the West Bank in the late 19th century was a shift in tax-
collecting methods from reliance on the local sheikh to “tax
farmers” who won the bidding for the right to collect taxes.
In many cases the tax concession was obtained by the notable
families, further strengthening their power base. Once the
tax farmer had committed himself to providing a certain
level of revenue to the authorities, it was his responsibility to
apportion the burden among the townspeople.

Development of the Economy

During the 19th century Palestine became an agricultural
exporting region based mainly on cereal grains. Major mar-
kets were Egypt, Lebanon, and, increasingly, Europe. Egypt
purchased fruits, vegetables, soap, and oils; France imported
Palestinian cotton, sesame, grain, and oils; England bought
wheat, barley, and dura.!” The principal Palestinian ports
were Jaffa for products from southern Palestine and Haifa
and Acre for products from the north. Lack of adequate
roads from the West Bank to the coast was a problem since
the Turks put few resources into building or maintaining
roads, preferring railroads, which were useful for moving
troops and supplies to the more distant parts of the empire.
Proper roads were not built from Jerusalem to Jaffa and from
Nablus to Jaffa until the early 20th century, although the
Jaffa-Jerusalem railroad was completed in 1892. Europeans
were also involved in railroad construction, ostensibly for
movement of pilgrims'® but also supportive of their political
and economic objectives in the region.

16. Divine, op. cit., p.217.

17. Schoelch, op. cit., pp.12-13.
18. Graham-Brown, op. cit., pp.111-12.
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An important boost to West Bank economic' actfn'lllty \:"l:
the improved security situation in the co.as'lal Plams (') ())\;(“i.],
Ottoman success in curbing bedouin raiding in the ldilcr \.[ !
century. The combination of improved security a’n(i(' lst;w
bution by the authorities of large tracts of unu‘sed lanc m §
western part of Palestine stimulated extension of pLdsjll ‘
settlement from the better-protected hill villages and tow ns.
The standard practice was to erect temp(')rary settlemem.s 1n‘
the plains called khirbas (sing., khirba), which were extensions

of “parent villages” higher up and were often inhabited on a
seasonal basis as security permitted.!?

Major Towns

Among the major West Bank towns, Nablus was the
northernmost and developed its life and personality in an
atmosphere more free of European influence than Jerusa-
lem. Sultan Abdul Hamid, who came to power in 1876, was
said to have a special affinity for Nablus and encouraged the
leading families to send their children to Constantinople for
education at his expense.2° Nablus’ prosperity was based on
trade and manufacture, as it was one of the few West Bank
towns to develop a rudimentary industrial base, principally in
olive-related products (oil and soap) and cotton, with cotton
gins contributing to export success during the US civil war
when southern US cotton was scarce in Europe because of
the Union blockade of Confederate ports. Nablus’ location at
the intersection of North-South and East-West trade routes
linking Jerusalem to Damascus and the coast to the interior
made it an important regional trading center, with an elabo-
rate bazaar housed in a large trade hall.2!

Nablus was an attractive town, with a fortified wall sur-
rounding it and the imposing homes of the dominant fami-

lies giving it an air of charm and dignity. The Nablus aris-
19. Ibid., p.108.

20. MEL, op. cit., p.11.

21. Schoelch, op. cit., p-50.
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tocracy was made up of several landowning and mercantile
families, the Abdul Hadis and the Tuqans among the best
known. Thanks to numerous springs in the area, Nablus was
well-watered, and gardens were in abundance.

Jerusalem occupied a special place in West Bank life be-
cause of its religious importance to Muslims, Christians, and
Jews. It was not a center for commerce or production but
lived off income from the Holy Places, related institutions,
and pilgrim-tourists. Jerusalem experienced a surge in eco-
nomic activity following the Crimean War (1853-56) due in
part to the increase in Russian Orthodox pilgrims. Establish-
ment of Jewish residential colonies, the forerunners of large-
scale Zionist immigration, also contributed to increased eco-
nomic activity in the Jerusalem area in the late 19th century.
The presence in Jerusalem of so many Europeans, their
protegés, and non-Turkish Ottoman subjects played an im-
portant role in the development of the town’s banking and
credit facilities, export-import capability, and land market.2
Extension of the city outside its Turkish walls (from the early
16th century) was undertaken primarily by non-Palestinian
residents seeking more space and larger homes than were
available within the walls.

Hebron, the major town in the southern part of the West
Bank, was conservative and Muslim in contrast to the more
cosmopolitan and religiously diverse Jerusalem. Hebron suf-
fered from an earthquake and sacking by Ibrahim Pasha’s
and Ottoman troops in the first half of the 19th century and
experienced internal power struggles that hampered its
growth. Hebron was well known for its glass by the early 19th
century and exported large amounts to Europe before de-
velopment of the European glass industry. Hebron was the
principal West Bank producer of grapes, used mainly for
juice and fruit rather than wine due to the Islamic prohi-
bition on alcohol. Hebron farmers developed herds and
flocks that could make better use of the stony ground than

22. Ibid., pp.27-29.
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field crops requiring extensive clearing operations. Hebron
also was known for water bags made from animal skins.2?
Bethlehem, just south of Jerusalem, was a Christian town
and built a reputation as a source of religious objects fash-
joned from olive wood and mother of pearl that were sold to
tourists and shipped abroad, particularly to Russia. Beth-
lehem merchants undertook frequent trade missions to Eu-
rope and the Americas, where some of them settled and
became the nucleus of expatriate communities. Bethlehem'’s
prosperity began in the mid-19th century and was based
largely on the pilgrim trade. Bethlehem farmers were known
for their wine and honey.24
Inter-city rivalry in the West Bank, always a problem,
became more pronounced in the latter part of the 19th
century as there were more opportunities to be seized and
higher economic gains for winners. In the absence of a
national capital, Jerusalem’s special status, due to its religious
and historical role, was translated into efforts by Jerusalem-
ites to be accorded a more significant political role, a step
opposed by the leadership in other towns who feared a
corresponding diminution in their own status. The intense
rivalry between Jerusalem’s two major families, the Husseinis
and the Nashashibis, also inhibited progress. As a result
Jerusalem lost a potential leadership role in the West Bank.2
Under E.uropean pressure, the Ottoman authorities agreed
to an adr_mnistrative redivision of Palestine in 1887-88 that
resulted in creation of an autonomous sanjak (district) of
‘]erusalerr.l that reported directly to the Sublime Porte in
:}:i(l)tzr;tta(rsltt:tl;poliBti[rg:ejtj}ine th.e kWest Bank was part of the
the town of Hebron :I“he i)iin]a O'fj?rusale".l al.s Biucinied
Bank was Balqa (Na.blus afte e:hpru(;cq')a¥ San]flk i
1888), which included th i mlmSt.ratlve s
¢ towns of Jenin and Tulkarm.

While the change gave Jerusalem more attention than other
23. Ibid., pp.51-52.

24. Ibid., pp.39-40,

25. Divine, op. cit., p-218.
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towns in the West Bank, it also emphasized the hybrid nature
of Jerusalem, lacking strong rural links and dependent on
the Ottoman authorities, religious endowments, and inter-
national charities for its economic viability.26 Northern Pal-
estine developed an orientation toward its provincial capital,
Beirut, while southern and central Palestine was oriented
more toward Jerusalem.

The 1914 Ottoman census reported a total population in
Palestine of 690,000, with 155,000 in the Nablus region and
400,000 in the Jerusalem area and to the South.?” The West
Bank thus contained four-fifths of the total population of
Palestine at a time when a significant shift to the plains and
the coast was underway by the Arab population. At the turn
of the century the population of Jerusalem was approxi-
mately 50,000, Nablus approximately 25,000, and Hebron
15,000.28

Although Palestine was a backwater of the Ottoman Em-
pire at the end of the 19th century, the winds of nationalism
were beginning to blow there as well as elsewhere. Ironically,
a major source of inspiration for budding Arab nationalists in
Palestine was Turkish reformers known as the Young Turks,
who were pressuring Sultan Abdul Hamid to modernize and
liberalize the empire. Arab nationalists inspired by the suc-
cess of the Young Turks, who deposed Sultan Abdul Hamid
in 1908 and at first appeared open-minded about Arab
nationalism, were led by West Bank activists including Awni
Abdul Hadi of Nablus. He was one of those signing a “call”
for the Arab Congress of 1913 in Paris that demanded
decentralized government for the Arab provinces of the
Ottoman Empire, Arab representation in Constantinople,
and recognition of Arabic as the official language in the Arab
parts of the empire. Among the Arab nationalists hanged by

26. Tamari, Salim, “Factionalism and Class Formation in Recent Palestinian His-
tory,” in Owen, op. cit., pp-189-90; MEIL, op. cit., p-4.

27. ME], op. cit., p.5.

28. Migdal, op. cit., p.16.
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the Turks in Beirut and Damascus in 1915-16 were West
Bank leaders, including Ali Omar Nashashibi of Jerusalem.?”

29. Barbour, op, cit,, pp-82,87.
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Chapter 2

THE MANDATE YEARS

The Great War

orld War I was a difficult time for the population of the

West Bank, particularly after it became a war theater
upon the arrival of General Allenby’s British troops in 1917.
The war brought epidemics, a locust plague, heavy taxation,
denuding of the region’s tree cover to provide fuel for
Turkish train engines, and “heavy and harsh” rule under
Jemal Pasha, the Turkish governor.! The population with-
drew for self-protection as far as possible into the towns and
villages of the West Bank hills, abandoning the khirbas (agri-
cultural settlements) that had proved so useful in expanding
West Bank agriculture into the plains and coastal areas since
the late 19th century. The war also brought a temporary halt
to the expansion of the coastal cities of Jaffa, Haifa, and Acre,
to which many West Bank entrepreneurs had moved in order
to take advantage of growing import-export trade with Eu-
rope as well as the increased flow of pilgrims, many from
Russia, following the Crimean War.

The British army started its Palestine campaign against the
Turkish and German forces in Gaza, working its way north
while tribal guerrilla fighters taking part in the Arab Revolt
under the leadership of Sherif Hussein of Mecca harassed
Turkish supply lines and the Hejaz Railway. The unconven-
tional tactics of T.E. Lawrence assisted the Arab fighters.
General Allenby entered Jerusalem as conqueror of Palestine
in December 1917, and the British were to be supreme in
1. The West Bank: An Assessment, Washington, D.C.: The Middle East Institute, 1983

(a draft study in preparation for the Defense Intelligence Agency), p.12 (here-
after MEI).
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Palestine from that day until May 1948 at the end ol the
ma::?:ri.portam factor in the motivation of thc“,-\,rlul ::lll(‘)ll“]’(‘"\‘.
the fight against the Ottoman Tur'ks was encourage Tl b
received from the British for their hope of m(lcpf ”f lt .
the Allies won the war. This support was containec | ‘1m .“f
exchange of letters in 1915-16 between Sherif “l.lv.\\( Iy
Mecca, an Arab nationalist leader descended .h.(.>lml e
Prophet Muhammad, and Sir Henry Mcl\'la.h(.)n. Britis 1|. . .},m
Commissioner in Egypt. In exchange for aiding the Al ies '
the war, the British promised the Arabs independence 1 a

] insul: 7 to
wide area ranging from the Arabian Peninsula north
Anatolia.

Old World Politics

The focal point for later Arab charges of betrayal by lh(;‘
British was the Arab argument that Palestine was not part o
an area excluded by the British from the promised in(?cpt’"’
dent Arab state described as “the two districts of Mersin ;mdv
Alexandretta and portions of Syria lying to the west <'>f
Damascus, Homs, Hama, and Aleppo [which] cannot be said
to be purely Arab.”2 It is likely that the British intended to
exclude the coastal region (now in Lebanon) sought by lhe
French in order not to damage ties with an important mili-
tary ally at a time when the war effort in Europe against the
Germans was not going well.

An even greater threat to the future of Arab Palestine than
the interpretation of British promises in the McMahon-Hus-

sein correspondence was the Balfour Declaration, a British
statement in su

pport of creation of a Jewish “national home”
in Palestine. The promise, transmitted in the form of a letter
from the British

Foreign Secretary, Arthur James Balfour, to
a prominent British Jew, Lord Rothschild, in November 1917
f Hussein, Oct. 24, 1915,

in Hurewitz,_].C.. Diplomacy
East: A Documentary Record: 1914-1956, Vol 11, New York:
56, p.13.

2. Sir Henry McMahon to Sheri
in the Near and Middle
D. Van Nostrand, 19
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also contained clauses to safeguard the rights of non-Jews in
Palestine as well as Jews living in other countries, but it was
received enthusiastically by the Zionist movement spear-
heading Jewish nationalism because it represented the first
official support for Zionist objectives from the most powerful
country in the world. The Balfour Declaration became the
basis for the Zionist program in Palestine that was to shatter
Palestinian life and society 30 years later.

Arab hopes for independence following 400 years of Turk-
ish rule were dashed by French and British insistence on
replacing the Turks in Lebanon, Syria, Palestine, Trans-
jordan, and Iraq. These intentions had been spelled out in a
secret British-French understanding, the Sykes-Picot Agree-
ment, in 1916 anticipating the defeat of Germany and its
Turkish allies. The postwar vehicle was the mandate system,
characterized as a period of European tutelage for the Arab
provinces of the Ottoman Empire before independence but
in practice a subterfuge to continue foreign rule in the Arab
world in the face of Wilsonian criticism of colonialism. The
San Remo Treaty of April 1920 awarded the mandate for
Palestine (along with Iraq) to the British while the French
were granted Syria, including contemporary Lebanon. The
mandates were not formally approved by the League of
Nations until 1923, but they went into effect immediately.

For the Palestinians the mandate document not only con-
firmed continuation of foreign rule in Palestine; it also in-
corporated the full text of the Balfour Declaration and
charged the mandate authorities with assisting Jewish im-
migration and settlement, which could not be done without
impinging on Arab rights and sensibilities. Thus the concep-
tual basis of the mandates—preparing populations previ-
ously under Ottoman rule for independence—was subverted
in the case of the Palestine mandate because the terms con-
tained “contradictory imperatives” favoring Zionist objectives
in Palestine that “would hamper the development of a uni-
tary state and lead to severe imbalances in communal
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growth.”® The authorities were commitFed m.en(‘(.)ull'ugtl:‘l\g
the Jewish sector in its development, including inc Tls.
while at the same time attempting to protect the Arab sector
by maintaining traditional patterns and practices." o

Under the Ottomans the West Bank and the rest of Pal-
estine had undergone administrative changes.. hul' lhct
changes had been internal to the Ottoman Empire. L ndvm~
the terms of the mandate the British drew boundaries for
Palestine for the first time. The initial boundary was drawn to
include Transjordan, the region to the East of the Jordan
River, but in 1922 the British authorities divided the man-
dated area at the river in order to create the Emirat'e ot‘
Transjordan for Emir Abdullah, a son of Sherif Hussem‘ of
Mecca intent on avenging the removal of his brother Feisal
from the Arab throne in Damascus by the French in 1920.
The British, wanting no trouble with the French, forestalle(l‘
Abdullah’s threatened march into the French mandate of
Syria by acknowledging him as head of the newly created
emirate on the East Bank. Emir Abdullah, with ambitions to
consolidate and lead the independent Arab state promised by
the British in World War I correspondence with his father,
urged British Colonial Secretary Winston Churchill to in-
clude Transjordan in either Iraq or Palestine but with the
proviso that if it were joined to Palestine, the ruler be Arab.
Churchill refused both suggestions.

During the mandate years there were many links between
the East and West Banks of the Jordan despite their admin-
istrative separation. In addition to family ties, educated Pal-
estinians went to the Fast Bank to assist with administration
since the tribes of Transjordan had little formal schooling or

3. Miller, Ylana N., “Administrative Policy in Rural Palestine: The Impact of British
Norms on Arab Community Life, 1920-1948,” in Migdal, Joel S., Palestinian Society
and Politics, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1980, p-124.

4. Graham-Brown, Sarah, “The Political Economy of the Jabal Nablus, 1920-48,” in
Owen, Roger, ed., Studies in the Economic and Social History of Palestine in the
Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries, Carbondale, 111.: Southern Illinois University
Press, 1982, p.98.

5. Seale, Patrick, ed., The Shaping of an Arab Statesman: Abd al-Hamid Sharaf and the
Modern Arab World, London: Quartet Books, 1988, p-26.
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office experience. Nonetheless, the Palestinians were Medi-
terranean Arabs who looked West; the Transjordanians were
a people who looked East and South to the desert and valued
their bedouin inheritance. There were significant differences
in Arabic dialect between the two banks as well.

Mandate West Bank Society

West Bank society at the end of World War I was highly
stratified. At the top was a small stratum of large land-owning
families. Next was a small middle class composed of urban
professionals and businessmen, many—lawyers, merchants,
moneylenders, and religious leaders—with an interest in
land. Behind them were the rural peasants, tenant farmers,
and small landowners who in 1922 made up more than 70
per cent of the population, followed by the bedouin, who
totalled some 100,000 in 1922. (Separate from the Palestinian
social order was the “metropolitan ruling class” composed of
the British administrators and military men who ran the
affairs of the country and with whom the West Bank leaders
were required to deal on all official matters.)®

The first postwar census in Palestine was taken in 1922. It
is estimated that the population in what is now the West Bank
was 260,000 out of a total Arab Muslim and Christian popu-
lation of 660,000. Muslims made up 90 per cent and Chris-
tians 10 per cent of the Arab total. The Jewish portion of the
Palestinian population in 1922 was 83,000, or 13 per cent,
residing almost entirely in the coastal area with the exception
of communities in Jerusalem and Hebron.” The West Bank
6. Peretz, Don, “The Historical Background of Arab Nati(malislm in Palestine?" in
Ward, Richard, Peretz, Don, and Wilson, Evan M., The Palestine S.lale: A Rational
Approach, Port Washington, N.Y.: Kennikat Press, 1977, p.6; Sayigh, Rosemary,
From Peasants to Revolutionaries, London: Zed Press, 1979, pp.%0-4l‘; Stein, Ken-
neth W., “Legal Protection and Circumvention of Rights for Cultivators in
Mandatory Palestine,” in Migdal, op. cit., p.235. g
. Sabatello, Eitan, “The Populations of the Administered Territories: Some Depl()—
graphic Trends and Implications,” Jerusalem: West Bank Data Base Project,

1983, p.9; Lesch, Ann Mosely, “The Palestine Arab Nationalist Movement un(_lt_:r
the Mandate,” in Quandt, William, Jabber, Paul, and Lesch, Ann M., The Politics

of Palestinian Nationalism, Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press, 1973,
p-56.

~
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population increased to 322,000 by 19.31 and to 4(3:’).,1)(.)?{"),"'
1946, on the eve of the Arab-Jewish violence tl.ml prec (‘( -(()
the dispersal of most of the Arabs ()f.Palest.mc in .l‘.HH. {htr
greatest increase in the Arab population of Palestine (llfl.lfllt,
the mandate years occurred outside the West Bank, partic u:
larly in the coastal cities and in the plains. Nevertheless, the
West Bank population experienced an increase of 24 per tcf\i
between 1922 and 1931 and 44 per cent from 1922 to 1946.

The urban population of Palestine was apprmfimulcl,\‘ 20
per cent of the total at the start of the mandate, rising to some
35 per cent by 1948. Residential patterns in the Wesl. Bank
differed sharply between Muslims and Christians, with the
urban-rural percentages almost reversed. The 90 per (‘Cl.ll
Muslim majority was composed mainly of peasants living -
small villages, whereas the Christians were concentrated in
the towns and in urban professions. Usually blocked from
competition with Muslims during the Ottoman era, W.eSt
Bank Christians established links with Europeans in Palestine
through foreign-supported schools and employment in Eu-
ropean institutions and agencies. In the process West Bank
Christians developed familiarity with Western practices that
gave them an advantage over their Muslim countrymen once
the mandate was established.?

There were three prominent towns in the West Bank at the
start of the mandate: Nablus, Jerusalem, and Hebron. Na-
blus led a relatively self-contained existence in mandate Pal-
estine, growing more slowly than Jerusalem and much more
slowly than the coastal cities. Nablus became a center of
nationalist spirit on the West Bank, helped by its distance
from Jerusalem and from the watchful eye of the mandate
authorities. Its isolation was increased by the lack of decent
roads; trucking came to Nablus only in the 1940s after the
British improved roads in order to facilitate the movement of

troops following the uprising after the general strike of 1936.
8. Sabatello, op. cit., p.9.
9. Divine, Donna R., “The Dialectics of Palestinian Politics,” in Migdal, op. cit., p.219.
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Like other West Bank towns, Nablus had internal factions
and inter-family quarrels that absorbed a great deal of en-
ergy.10

Jerusalem was the most prominent city in the West Bank
during the mandate period. As the seat of the government, it
attracted local and foreign interest and became the cultural
center of the West Bank as well. Jerusalem also became the
headquarters for the Arab Higher Committee and the Su-
preme Muslim Council and was the base of the Husseini
family, whose leader, Haj Amin Husseini, dominated Pal-
estinian politics for the duration of the mandate, even after
he was exiled by the British in 1937. The other most impor-
tant Jerusalem family was the Nashashibis, who had become
powerful through their commercial activities and who were
more inclined to develop a modus vivendi with the British
than to confront them, as was often the case with the Hus-
seinis.!! Jerusalem was the center for the best teachers’ acad-
emies, law schools, and high schools as well as the radio
broadcasting station for the mandate.

Jerusalem’s special importance to Muslims, Christians, and
Jews assured it of major attention under the mandate. The
population of Jerusalem in the early days of the mandate was
approximately 40 per cent Muslim, 40 per cent Jewish, and
20 per cent Christian. While most of the Christians’ problems
in Palestine came from disputes among themselves, Muslims
and Jews clashed over shared or rival claims to religious sites,
particularly the western wall of the Temple MountvHaram
Ash-Sharif in Jerusalem and the Tombs of Abraham and
Sarah in Hebron.!2

Hebron, located just a few miles above the limit of move-
ment of the bedouin of the Beersheba and Negev regions,
was poor and rural. It could not compete with either Nablus
or Jerusalem in terms of wealth or sophistication, but it had

10. MEL op. cit., p.24; Graham-Brown, op. cit., p.113. : 3
11. Sofer, Naim, “The Political Status of Jerusalem in the Hashemite Kingdom of

Jordan, 1948-67,” Middle Eastern Studies, January 1976, pp.73-74.
12. Graham-Brown, op. cit., p.104.
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a tradition of conservative Muslim practice that was
spected.

Political Phases

Ann Mosely Lesch, a major researcher on Palesti.l?iun‘nu-
tionalism, has identified four phases in the political life of l.hC
mandate. The first, from British entry in 1917 until th.e mid-
1920s, was characterized by limited political mobilization ‘led
by the landowners and the urban elites. During this ‘p'el’lﬂd
local leaders thought it possible to persuade the Brmsh. to
change their policy with respect to the Balfour Declaration
and Palestinian self-rule. Principal tactics were petitions, boy-
cotts, peaceful demonstrations, and delegations, both in Pal-
estine and in London.

The second phase was rapid mobilization of radical groups,
including students, religious leaders, and peasants Challer?g-
ing their traditional leaders, which lasted until the m?d-
1930s. This period saw a sharp increase in Arab-Jewish
violence, in which the 1929 Wailing Wall riots in Jerusalem
sparked by Jewish demands for greater access played a major
role.

The third phase was marked by rebellion against actions of
the British authorities and saw the onset of Palestinian guer-
rilla activity in which a religious figure, Sheikh 1zziddin al-
Qassam, attracted many poor Palestinians to his side from the

coastal urban slums and carried out raids from the hills

around Nablus before he was killed by British security forces
in 1935,

The fourth phase of Palestinian political life during the

mandate witnessed open revolt triggered by the general
strike of 1936 and a subse

quent, country-wide uprising that
lasted until 1939. The final phase of this period was char-
acterized by disintegrati

b on and flight as the British banned
most political activity and jailed or exiled political leaders.!?
13. Lesch, op. cit., pp.25-34 passim,
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West Bank attempts to create a unified response to the
challenge of the mandate were complicated by several fac-
tors. The British utilized the Ottoman millet system that had
organized society into self-governing religious communities
through whose spokesmen grievances and requests were
channelled to the authorities. In dealing with the mandate
authorities the Arabs were unable to form a millet because
they were made up of two religious groups, Muslims and
Christians. Thus the Supreme Muslim Council never became
synonymous with the Palestinian nationalist movement. Also
the British refused to recognize the major Arab political
groupings (the Arab Executive from 1920-34 and the Arab
Higher Committee from 1936 on) because they opposed the
terms of the mandate (i.e., the Jewish national home) al-
though the stated reason was that the bodies were unelected.
The third obstacle was that the Arabs never succeeded in
creating a legislative council. It was they who rejected the
offer when it was made in 1922-23, but when the Arabs later
decided to seek such a council, it was blocked by Zionist
opposition in Palestine and in England.

The British assisted the political rise of Haj Amin Hus-
seini, a leading member of a distinguished Jerusalem family,
by appointing him Grand Mufti of Jerusalem and facilitating
his ascendancy as head of the Supreme Muslim Council, a
newly created body with responsibility for overseeing the
work of the Muslim courts and the charitable institutions
(awqaf) as well as being empowered to hire and fire Muslim
officials.’5 British objectives were to create obligations on the
part of Husseini and to strengthen ties with his large family
in the process.

Palestinian politics rapidly became more entangled as lead-

.ing individuals and families lined up for and against Haj
Amin’s aggressive consolidation of power. The principal chal-
lengers were the Nashashibis, who matched the Husseinis

14. Ibid., pp.20-21.
15. Hurewitz, J.C., The Struggle for Palestine, New York: Norton, 1950, p.53.
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almost step for step in creating clubs and socie'ties as \dmlu
for their political ambitions. A major‘elemem in [hc.* Hus.TL'm:
line was pan-Arabism, and Haj Amin developed unpml(u?ﬂ
alliances in other Arab countries with leaders who shared l‘us
views. The Nashashibis, on the other hand, were m.m‘c n-
clined to work within existing constraints, e.g., seeking ex-
tension to the Arabs of benefits made available to the Jewish
community under the terms of the mandate. A fiact()r worlfi
ing against popular support for the Nashashibis was leH)
dependence on the British for political inﬂuence: '()ne of the
main battlegrounds between the two major families was the
municipal councils, where both factions worked to ensure the
election of supporters and to block their opponents. Anothe.r
arena was control over the finances of the charitable organi-
zations (awqaf) and the religious (sharia) courts.!6

By the late 1920s it was clear that no West Bank or
Palestinian initiatives to influence the British to rescind the
Balfour Declaration or to provide Arab self-rule were work-
ing. At the same time as the traditional leaders were being
discredited for failed policies, the political mood. in the area
became hostile. The 1929 Wailing Wall riots triggered attacks
on non-Zionist Jews in Hebron, causing the death of more
than 50 and injuring more than 60. The rapid escalation in
the use of violence by the West Bank Palestinians to express
frustration at the course of events led to a hardening of

attitudes within the mandate administration and the jewish
community as well.

Local Politics

Palestinian efforts to create institutional barriers to British
and Zionist manipulation of the situation in Palestine were
hampered by frictions and factionalism within the leader-
ship. The Arab Executive, originally composed of representa-
tives from leading Muslim and Christian families and
permanent status by the Third Palestine Congress in
16. MEL, op. cit., p.25.

given
1920,

30



was riven with internal stress and by the end of the 1920s
came to be regarded as a tool of the Husseini family. The
failure of the Arab Executive to unify the different Palestin-
ian factions helped spawn a number of political parties in the
early 1930s, the most important being the Palestine Arab
Party (supporters of Haj Amin) and the National Defense
Party (supporters of the Nashashibi family). Other parties of
the 1930s were the Reform Party (Dr. Hussein Fakhri Khalidi
of Jerusalem), the National Bloc (Nablus politicians), and the
Istiglal (Awni Bey Abdul Hadi of Jerusalem, with strong
backing in the Nablus/Jenin area). Of all the parties created
in this period the Istiglal most closely resembled a political
party with a program. Istiglal, with roots in a pan-Arab party
created in Damascus in 1919, called for full and immediate
independence for Palestine but within a Syrian Arab context.
The militancy of Istiglal gained it widespread popular sup-
port, particularly among younger Palestinian nationalists.!”

The 1930s also saw a more militant tendency among young
groups in Palestinian society such as the Boy Scouts, Young
Muslim Societies, Youth Congress, and the League of Arab
Students, who were disenchanted by the exhausting rivalry
between the leading families and who demanded a more
effective response to the course of events by the political
leadership. The politicization of young people reflected the
decreasing influence of the older generation as well as the
willingness of groups outside the traditional leadership of the
West Bank to assert themselves.!8

The rising level of Palestinian protest (and Zionist insti-
tutional progress) took place alongside a generally improving
economy and administrative practices instituted by the Brit-
ish. One of the important changes advanced by the British
was conversion of the Palestinian economy from a cash-and-
barter system to a money economy. The British established a
monetary system in which the Palestine pound was tied to the

17. Peretz, op. cit., p.9.
18. Ibid., p.10; MEL, op. cit., pp.27-28.
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pound sterling. This facilitated development of aA 111:();1It.1:
economy utilizing cash wages and cash tax paymenf:. l el
money supply in Palestine increased alm(.)st three- ()( s
tween 1927 and 1944 while foreign trade 1nc‘re'asc(l six-fo ('
over the course of the mandate as the Palestinian (’(‘()n‘,(l:ln’\
became integrated more fully into the world economy. ln‘
Palestine the British were in the process of creating a n(?\\.
geopolitical entity, and they exercised mor'e cor'm‘ol ovel n,.si
affairs, including its economy, than they did wnlh the other
mandated areas for which they had responsibility. In the

main, however, the British administered Palestine much as
they did their regular colonies.?!

Land

Land was one of the most important issues in Palestine‘
under the mandate, the basis of the wealth and inﬂuenc? of
the leading West Bank families and the source of the live-
lihoods of most of the West Bank’s majority peasant popu-
lation. Additionally, land was of paramount importance to
the Zionist community in its drive to establish a claim to
Palestine that went beyond the Bible or promises made in the
Balfour Declaration. Virtually all of the major land trans-
actions between Arabs and Jews took place in the plains and
the coastal areas, not in the West Bank. As a result of the
Ottoman policy in the late 19th century of selling off unused
land as well as settling title on a great deal of the land in use

for agriculture, huge tracts had come into the hands of

individual owners, many of them absentees living in Lebanon
or Syria.

19. Graham-Brown, op. cit., Pp-94-96; Taqqu, Rachelle, “Peasants into Workmen:
Internal Labor Migration and the Arab Village Community under the Man-
date,” in Migdal, op. cit., p.263.

20. Garrett, Patricia, “Orphans of Em

; pires: A Case Study of the Palestinian Refu-
gees,” unpublished MA thesis, University of Wisconsin, 1970, in Nakhleh,
Khalil, and Zureik, Elia, eds.,

The Sociology of the Palestinians, New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1980, p-57.
21. Owen, op. cit., p.4; Graham-Brown, op. cit., p.92.
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The British made efforts to rationalize land ownership in
Palestine, which had been started by the Ottomans when they
began the shift from mushaa (communally held) to individu-
ally titled land. The British passed a land settlement ordi-
nance in 1928 which gave judges the authority to make final
decisions about ownership and end the ambiguity that char-
acterized the issue. Rules were established for issuance of title
deeds and determination of ownership based on a new land
survey. Unfortunately, the task was far from completed by
the end of the mandate, particularly in the southern part of
Palestine.2? As the West Bank economy improved during the
mandate years and as new wealth was created by the growing
urban middle class (many of whom had an existing role in
land ownership), the Arabs converted land into a commodity,
preferring to invest in land and buildings rather than indus-
try.s?

The British felt an obligation to maintain the traditional
structure of Palestinian life despite the inherent contradic-
tion in their charge to advance the Jewish national home.
One of the authorities’ greatest fears was the creation of a
large, disaffected, landless peasant mass that could create
security problems. Nonetheless, peasant insecurity increased
during the mandate. One factor was Jewish land purchases,
which caused the eviction of Palestinian peasants because of
the Zionist practice of hiring only Jewish laborers to work on
Jewish-controlled land. The Johnson-Crosbie Commission,
reporting on conditions in Palestine in 1930, stated that an
estimated 30 per cent of rural families were landless and that
more than one-third of the peasants were living below the
subsistence level. The Commission estimated the average
peasant debt as equal to a year’s income, with annual interest
on the debt from 30 per cent up.?*

West Bank peasants did develop greater mobility in the
mandate period, however, due to the push in increasing

22. MEI, op. cit., pp.19-20.
23. Graham-Brown, op. cit., p.105.
24. Peretz, op. cit., p.6; Migdal, op. cit., p-29.
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landlessness and the pull of alternative empl'()ymem'm lt'lzz
industrial sector, in the expanding towns, and in the men(ld“C
administration, particularly road work and ()[hcx' p.ll ‘) _
works, as the Palestine government became the major em
ployer of Palestinians by 1948.

Economic Development

Although agriculture was the backbone of the West Bfm,llli
economy, the mandate years saw the develf)pme.m 3 ".1
industrial sector, albeit small-scale and lacklng significant
invested capital. Most of the large-scale industrial develop—
ment occurred in the coastal cities and was concentrated ‘llf
Jewish hands. A Royal Commission report dl}ring the l%)‘)’lb
general strike described a “diversified” Arab 1.nduslr)’ md'( o
up principally of small establishments. The main Arab urthl
industries were soap, flour, textiles, and construction materi-
als. It has been estimated that between 1920 and 1940 the
number of Arab workers in crafts and industries increased
three times, the output of such' activities increased three
times, and the amount of invested capital increased four
times.?> A characteristic of West Bank industrial activity o
reluctance of owners to utilize new technology or to experi-
ment with industrial technique. The customary form of bus-
iness expansion was linear extension of existing functions
and technology.

The most modern industry in the West Bank was flour
milling, centered in Nablus, which also had factories for
cigarettes, matches, and building materials such as bricks,
pipes, and tiles. By 1939 there were some 6,000 Palestinians
working in 350 enterprises, mainly small shops with several
workers and lacking electric power.26

The Palestinian labor movement never took hold during
the mandate period. The notables and the middle class were

ss Formation in Recent Palestinian His-
» 0p. ait., p.198; Migdal, . at., p.27.
26. MEL op. cit., pp.20-2], ol
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hostile to unions, regarding them as a potential challenge to
authority. By the end of World War II there were fewer than
20,000 organized Palestinian workers, in contrast to the vir-
tually total organization of Jewish workers by the Histadrut.
The nature of the Palestinian work force also hampered
union development because the majority were seasonal agri-
cultural workers making extra wages during off-seasons. They
were unaccustomed to the concept of trade unions, being
more familiar with client relationships to powerful families
where they lived, and they were difficult to organize under
any circumstances.2’

By 1936 the Arab population of the West Bank was be-
coming part of a larger economic and social environment in
which Jewish economic activity had stimulated population
growth and internal migration and had created an active land
market. The resulting strains and internal tensions threat-
ened a common lifestyle. At the same time there were few
institutions linking the villagers to the central authorities, and
a quality of desperation was overtaking the population, par-
ticularly the villagers, who suffered the most from Arab-
Jewish as well as internal Arab problems.?®

The Rebellion

The period of the mandate known as the revolt or rebel-
lion lasted from 1936 to 1939, although by the end it was
impotent and virtually leaderless due to the jailing and exile
of most of the leaders. The principal feature of the period
was the country-wide general strike of 1936, which was set in
motion by Arab nationalist pressures for standing up to the
British and the Zionists. The Palestinian community under-
stood the gravity of the threat to their land and their hopes
for independence represented by the Zionists with official
British backing. Two Jews were killed in April, and reprisals
27. Graham-Brown, Sara, Palestinians and Their Society, 1880-1946: A Photographic

Essay, London: Quartet Books, 1980, p.170; MEL, op. cit., p-22.
28. Miller, op. cit., p-135.
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began immediately. The Arab nationalist‘ ‘p()s':lti()nfhzfli(l‘t;Tllt;(eii
insisting on “yes” to independence anc.i “no to [;ll lril; s
gotiations with either Jews or the British. Ol'l -P'k ‘ —1 .
national committee in Nablus called for a generalﬂsu 1 t' L P
the British accepted the nationalist program. Within 1 .L|‘,\_
days a country-wide network of commltt?es had bt?elll t:*‘{." :
lished to coordinate the strike. Husseini-Nashashibi dif fll

ences were temporarily shelved in creating a ten-man ;\’l-«l )
Higher Committee endorsed by the heads of the five 1‘1.“1‘.])‘”I
political parties; Haj Amin Husseini was appointed Presic (nl

of the Committee. Principal demands were an end to Jewish
immigration to Palestine, a ban on land sales. to Jews, fll{ld
termination of the mandate, with the substitution of an
independent national government responsible to a repre-
sentative council.

The strike went into effect country-wide, halting virt‘ua"‘V
all business and transport as well as government operations.
Six months of the strike failed to budge the British with
regard to the nationalist demands, however. The Zionists also
responded to the Arab workers’ walkout by ending use of
Arab labor and services, a policy which remained in force
until the end of the mandate. A new port was built by the
Jews at Tel Aviv when the Jaffa port became inoperat%ve-
Within a few months the strike became a rebellion, targeting
Jewish and British facilities and activities. Trains were de-
railed; roads were blocked and mined; power lines were
downed, and the IPC (Iraq Petroleum Company) pipeline to
Haifa was put out of commission.2® The British response was
swift. Emergency regulations were put into effect, permitting
arrest and seizure without benefit of warrants. Deportation,
curfews, censorship, and collective punishment were all used
as tools to quell the rebellion.

As the months went on, leadership of the revolt moved
into the hands of individuals and groups lower down on the
socio-economic ladder. Losses to businessmen from the strike,

29. MEI, op. cit., Pp-29-31.
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plus growing demands by the peasant leaders on the towns
for financial and political assistance, led to cooling of urban
support for the revolt, which soon began to resemble a social
revolution as peasant guerrillas occupied towns, decreed a
moratorium on debts, and lined up on the side of the poor
against the rich. Rebels cancelled rents, warned creditors to
stop debt collections, and halted legal actions against debtors.
They demanded an end to wearing of the tarbush, a symbol of
the old order, and its replacement by the kaffiyeh, the checked
scarf made familiar in recent times by PLO Chairman Yasir
Arafat and the Palestinian guerrillas.3°

Another dimension of the revolt was its utilization as a
cover for taking vengeance on one’s enemies. Victims of Arab
assassination included opponents of the revolt, people re-
sisting the terrorists, and real or alleged collaborators with
the British, the Jews, or both. Other victims included indi-
viduals who had participated in a court case against support-
ers of a rebel leader accused of murdering Jewish settlers,
opponents of Haj Amin, supporters of Emir Abdullah of
Transjordan, and members and friends of the Nashashibi
family. (One reason for the Nashashibis being singled out was
that Raghib Nashashibi had aligned his National Defense
Party against the revolt and had formed “Peace Units” to
attack the rebels.)3! The Husseini-Nashashibi struggle for
political supremacy was a sub-plot in the story of mandate
Palestine, but it distracted attention and drained resources
from Palestinian resistance to the real opponents of their
aspirations.

The leadership of the revolt came predominantly from the
West Bank despite the fact that in this period national growth
and development were taking place mainly to the West and
along the coast. Almost half the townsmen serving as officers
of the revolt were from either Jerusalem or Nablus; more
than 40 per cent of the villagers serving in a leadership

30. Ibid., p-35.
31. Lesch, op. cit., pp.38-39.
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i » fact that the
capacity were from the West Bank.32 I?espn'c ylu tl‘;::Ilcl:llilnim]
revolt was the culmination of ah?mst 2'()' yc(nf 0 | .“‘,(l v
frustration under British rule, with Brmsh-prn; (. . "n o
political and economic gains more ap}.)arem by l 1}(. l( ‘(.(;“mm.,
flawed from the start, making it easier l(?x‘ ltnfm, 1{ s
measures to crush it. The general s'mke ()t. '195()[}1‘.1(- e
off by British rejection of Palestinian p()ht.lcal C (I.]l].‘l- ”, .()1._
the conduct of the revolt was almost entirely military.

: -oherent plan
ganization was fragmentary, and there was no coherent j
for the post-fighting phase.3?

The Reaction

The British stripped Haj Amin Husseini of .hlS }‘)0:1”‘1‘:’
President of the Supreme Muslim Council and q:fsnl\f( o
Arab Higher Committee. Hundreds of local polmcu‘l 'hg\lllni;]
and Higher Committee members were arrested; H.dJ £ oy
and his cousin Jamal, a leading member of the Palestine ‘It 5
Party, escaped to Lebanon. The arrest of so many leac u. ‘
contributed to their replacement by unknowns, 'bul. n’l(‘)l‘ lt
important, to the demise of the revolt. Draconian BHUS}1
measures such as fencing the border with Syria ((h.r()ug A
which arms came on a regular basis) and destruction of
homes of suspects helped dry up the supply of weapons an(:
fighters. By the end of 1938 the revolt had largely peterec
out although sporadic violence continued into 1939.34 Arz?b
political leadership in the West Bank was scattered and in
disarray, and the country was exhausted by the more t‘h.zlll
two years of continuous violence and disruption. British
counter-measures had removed the political leadership at a
critical phase in Palestinian history.

The revolt brought many changes in its wake, almost none
of which benefited the Palestinians. One result, already men-

tioned, was further cleavage between the Jewish and Arab
32. MEL, op. cit., p.35.

33. Graham-Brown, Palestinians and Their Society, op. cit., p.171.
34. MEL op. cit., pp-33-34.
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communities in Palestine, utilized by the Zionists to
strengthen exclusively Jewish institutions and resources. An-
other development was the British decision to send an in-
vestigating mission to look into the causes of the revolt. The
Peel Commission came to the conclusion that the Arab and
Jewish communities were mutually exclusive in their political
and socio-economic requirements. On this basis the Com-
mission decided that a unitary state in Palestine was not
possible and proposed its partition into an Arab and a Jewish
state. The Commission conceded the difficulty of drawing
satisfactory boundary lines and avoiding displacement of the
substantial Arab minority in the area that would be the base
for the Jewish state. No part of what became the West Bank
was included in the proposed Jewish state.

The Arab reaction to the Peel Commission’s partition
proposal was mixed. The National Defense Party dissociated
itself from the Arab Higher Committee just before release of
the report, charging the Grand Mufti (Haj Amin) with in-
timidation tactics. Husseini supporters countered with a
charge of betrayal in the form of a secret plan to accept
partition and to bring in Emir Abdullah of Transjordan, who
was developing ties with the Nashashibis, as ruler of the Arab
state. Publication of the Peel Commission’s recommendations
helped trigger the second phase of the Arab revolt late in
1937, although the Woodhead Commission, sent as a fol-
lowup to the Peel Commission, concluded in October 1938
that the partition proposal could not be implemented.?

The period between the collapse of the Arab revolt in 1939
and the end of the mandate in 1948 saw Palestine become a
relative sideshow because of British preoccupation with the
military threat posed by Hitler’s Germany in World War I1.
The British called Zionist and Palestinian leaders together in
London in 1939 for unsuccessful round table talks intended
to explore a non-violent resolution of the conflict. At the end
of the talks the British government circulated copies of a

85. Ibid., pp.32-33.
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White Paper based on the talks that reﬂectedg p.ulcnuall,v
important shift in its Palestine policy in favor of the 1\1"11[)5.'1‘[
proposed independence in Palestine within ten years, restric-
tions on further land sales to Jews, and, perhaps most 1m-
portant, a ceiling on Jewish immigration of 15,000 per year
for each of the next five years, with the Arabs to retain a veto
on all subsequent Jewish immigration. :

The Zionists rejected the White Paper out of hand while
the Palestinians gave it a mixed reaction. Haj Amin, although
banned from the London talks, was a strong presence non.e-
theless and called for rejection because the White Paper did
not endorse immediate Arab independence in Palestine.
Other Palestinian leaders, including the more moderat.e
Nashashibi faction, were guardedly supportive, but at this
point (on the eve of the German invasion of Poland) the
British were in no position to overcome Zionist opposition on
the ground and politically in London, even if the Palestinian
Arabs had been enthusiastic about the White Paper.36

World War II Contradictions

Perhaps ironically, the World War II years were “boom
years” in Palestine. No significant fighting took place in
Palestine, although there were Axis sabotage attempts on the
Haifa oil refinery and other strategic locations as well as
fighting between Vichy and Free French forces in Syria and
Lebanon. The German blockade in the Mediterranean meant
that Palestinian farmers could sell their produce at much
higher prices because of increased demand, and thousands
of Palestinian workers were employed in British military
facilities in the country. The improved Arab economy in the
West Bank during the war made life better for the inhab-

itants although at the same time political activity degenerated
into factionalism and mutually destructive attacks.

The pressures on West Bank Palestinian society as a result

of the British mandate and implementation of the Balfour
36. Ibid., p.36,
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Declaration proved to be more than it could stand. The
Palestinians were caught in an impossible situation during
the mandate, unable to achieve political objectives either by
persuasion or by coercion. The Palestine problem was ren-
dered more acute as the population observed greater political
gains by their Arab neighbors in the same time period with
less suffering.3” The West Bankers and the rest of the Pal-
estinian people were also locked in a struggle with the Zionist
movement, which had many advantages over its Palestinian
counterpart despite lack of access at the outset to land, which
was the Palestinians’ greatest asset.

The Zionists were unwilling to accept minority status in
Palestine, and the Palestinians were unwilling to accept the
legitimacy of Zionist goals. The outcome—dispersion of most
of the Palestinian population and physical control by the
Zionists over most of Palestine after the 1948 war—was
decisive. It was significant for the future of the Arab struggle
for Palestine that by 1948 political leadership had so frag-
mented within the West Bank that the Arab League (created
in 1945) had to step in and try to impose order on the
feuding Palestinian factions. It is also noteworthy that the
classic fault-line in Palestinian politics between those willing
to negotiate a compromise and those opposed to any nego-
tiations not guaranteeing results continues to this day.

37. Lesch, op. cit., p-42.
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Chapter 3
B

THE HASHEMITE ERA

Creation of the West Bank

he results of the 1948 Arab-Israeli war were so destruc-

tive for the Palestinian Arabs as to make the despised
British mandate seem almost attractive. The British decision
in early 1947 to give up mandatory responsibilities in Pal-
estine no later than May 1948 set in motion events which
were to end with the creation of the state of Israel in an area
much larger than had been assigned to it by the United
Nations General Assembly’s partition plan of November
1947. The Palestinian Arabs found themselves with an es-
timated 28 per cent of the area of mandate Palestine but
without the independence intended in the partition plan’s
call for a Jewish and an Arab state. The Zionists made good
on their vow to establish a Jewish state, and the Arabs failed
in their vow to assert Arab sovereignty over all of mandate
Palestine.

Although the Arab League was technically in charge of the
Arab military role in the 1948 Palestine war and although
units from several Arab countries were involved, the only
Arab military success was that of Transjordan’s Arab Legion
under the leadership of the British General Sir John Glubb
(“Glubb Pasha”). Much has been made of the relation of the
Legion’s military strategy in the fighting to Emir Abdullah’s
political ambitions in Palestine, but with the exception of a
tiny enclave around Gaza in the southwest, the only portion
of mandate Palestine to remain under Arab sovereignty at
the end of hostilities was what is now the West Bank, thanks
to the determination and skill of the Arab Legion, composed
of volunteer, mainly bedouin, troops from the tribes and
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small villages of Transjordan. In his aytoblography Ii\:;l]g
Hussein has observed apropos of Jordanian retention ol i
West Bank, “... by this move my grandfather wn.hout ( f)uof
saved this large area of Palestine from becoming part
- .

Isr;;léz 1948 war created the West Bank in the form lh’dt’lt
existed from 1948 to 1967, at which point it became and.f;ds
remained militarily occupied by Israel. The 1948 war :S(Z
tbtally changed the situation for the West Bank: .for tt,le rS_
time the hilly, upland, eastern portion of Palestine vYas S:il
ered from the plains and coastal areas by a cea§ﬁre line.
the West Bank’s trade, commerce, communications, and po-
litical links had been with the coast and Galilee (northern
Palestine); virtually none were with the East Bank. Or'IC
description of the new situation portrayed the West Bink as
“an island isolated between Israel and the East Bank. '1

In addition to the dislocations caused by the imposition of
ceasefire lines, the West Bank was inundated by a flood of
refugees from West Palestine, 350,000 people who had lost
their homes and livelihoods and could not return. The Arab
West Bankers, totalling more than 450,000, were slightly
over half the new population. A major problem for the West
Bank was that the ceasefire lines bore little relation to pat-
terns of settlement, with the result that in many cases a village
ended up on the West Bank side of the line while the fields
on which its farmers depended for their livelihoods were on
the other. This anomaly is estimated to haye affected 150,000

! An Assessment, Washington, D.C.: The

Middle East Institute, 1983
y in Preparation for the Defense Intelli

gence Agency), p.36 (here-
after MEJ).

3. Mishal, Shaul, Eqst Bank/West Bank: The Palestinians in Jordan, 1949-67, New
Haven: vale University Press, 1978, p.3.
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were still living in their homes. Villagers were sometimes
killed or wounded while attempting to harvest a crop from
their own fields now on the Israeli side of the armistice line.

Jordanian Consolidation

King Abdullah moved swiftly to consolidate control of the
West Bank. At the end of May 1948 he created a West Bank
military administration, in part to block anticipated attempts
by Haj Amin Husseini, now back from exile in Lebanon, to
create a civil administration under his control. The Mufti did
convene a meeting in Gaza in September with Egyptian
support that created a “Government of all Palestine,” but this
entity existed only on paper until its formal demise in 1959.1

In October Abdullah brought 5,000 West Bank notables to
Amman, where they invited him to accept a “protectorate”
over the West Bank. Two months later Sheikh Mohammed
Ali al-Ja’abari of Hebron convened a meeting of 2,000 West
Bank notables in Jericho on behalf of the Arab Congress,
which called on Abdullah to unite both banks of the Jordan
under his rule. This action, opposed by Haj Amin and his
followers, was both the wish of Abdullah and a viable political
alternative for the West Bankers, who preferred Jordanian
rule to being possibly swallowed up by Israel. Endorsement
of Abdullah’s role in the West Bank was qualified by refer-
ence in the resolutions passed at Jericho to Palestine being “a
single unit” and affirmation that any solution which did not
involve Palestine as a whole “will not be considered final.”

During late 1948 and 1949 Abdullah took a number of
steps to institutionalize Jordanian control of the West Bank.
All Palestinian bodies active during the 1948 war were dis-
solved, and all functionaries of Haj Amin Husseini were

4. Migdal, Joel S., Palestinian Society and Politics, Princeton, N.J.. Princeton University
Press, 1980, p.36. . AR
5. Peretz, Don, “The Historical Background of Arab Nationalism in Palestine,” in
Ward, Richard, Peretz, Don, and Wilson, Evan M., The Palestine State: A Batwnal
Approach, Port Washington, N.Y.: Kennikat Press, 1977, p.36; Seale, op. cit., p-30;
Nyrop, Richard F., ed., Jordan, A Country Study, Washington, D.C.: Foreign Area

Studies, American University, USGPO, 1979, p.12.
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ordered to cease their activities. Local issu;fn.ce ().t lucr:ls(l :;u(lli
tax collection were stopped, and the ’l’fllesm.n.;m .n. 1((;1.,“{'“;;”_
Jihad al-Magaddas, were disbanded. I‘hf}.lllllllill‘\ .(u T-lh li".ee
tion was converted in March 1949 to c1\'ll|a'n status, .\'\)lm(m g
West Bank supporters of the King appointed {.;(?\ cl (“m:ias
the Jerusalem, Ramallah and Nortbern, and He .nl(m]i'm. P
under a governor-general responsible to the Jordaniz

i Interior.5 :
IStrI};lct))fr(tik; to maintain continuity for the West Bzmik Ipi)}’)lt;-
lation after 1948, King Abdullah retained many ()f't 1€ .ith
ministrative and bureaucratic practices o'f the man(ﬂl‘ne \; i
approximately the same geographi'c districts and g'l dnll)i(rlia_
West Bankers Jordanian citizenship. The Jord'dn.ldn L
ment formed in April 1949 included seven appointec ey
Bank deputies; the 1949 Jordanian cabinet C(.)ntamedl't i
West Bankers. Integration of the West Bank into :]()r( aniz ;
law and practice continued steadily, with a major step

December 1949 decree officially subordinating all West Bank
officials to Amman.”

These actions taken by the Jordanian government were
preparatory to the formal linking of the East Bank and thi
West Bank by action of the Jordanian Parliament on A}‘)r‘
24, 1950. Parliament had been expanded to include a 20-
member, appointed House of Notables with seven West Bank-
ers and a 40-member, elected House of Deputies, half West
Bankers and half East Bankers. The “uniting resolution” was

careful in stressing Arab rights in Palestine and their defense

without prejudice to the ultimate settlement of the Palestine
problem w

hile confirming the “complete unity” of the two
banks and

equality of rights between them. 8 .
The uniting resolution was attacked by many Palestinians
and the Arab League, whose P

olitical Committee condemned

6. Mishal, op. cit., pp-5-6.

7. Ibid., pp.6,8; MEIL op. cit., pp.40-41,

8. MEIL, op. cit., P-41; Seale, Patrick, ed., The Shaping of an Arab Statesman: Abd al-
Hamid Sharaf and the Modern Arab World, London: Quartet Books, 1983, p.30;
Mukhar, Randa, “Israelj Settlements

in the West Bank and International Law,”
unpublished Paper, Amman, Jordan, nd., p.3.
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the action a week later. Only the negative votes of Iraq (whose
King Feisal was a great-nephew of King Abdullah) and
Yemen thwarted Jordan’s expulsion from the League over
the annexation. West Bank unhappiness stemmed mainly
from the fact that with Palestine cut in two, there was no
realistic hope of independence. Moreover, even though un-
der King Abdullah the West Bank would have Arab sover-
eignty, there were no illusions about his personal interest in
permanent control.

Heirs to the Arab Revolt

King Abdullah had strong political ambitions. A son of the
man who had led the fight for Arab independence in World
War I and whose family held a virtual monopoly on claims to
pan-Arab leadership, Abdullah was an Arab nationalist de-
termined to establish the British-promised independent Arab
state under Hashemite rule. Abdullah viewed Transjordan as
a part of Syria, and he had attempted to obtain British
acceptance of his rule over Transjordan and Palestine during
the mandate. His intermediate goal was to incorporate avail-
able regions into the Kingdom of Jordan.?

The conflicting political requirements of King Abdullah
and most Palestinians established at the outset a framework
for uneasy coexistence that has been the case ever since. The
new West Bank citizens of Jordan regarded the Palestine
conflict as an elemental struggle between Zionist Jews and
Palestinian Arabs, with the resources of the Arab world
needed to overcome Israeli superiority in education and
foreign support. Palestinian resentment of King Abdullah,
encouraged by other Arab states, was increased by the promi-
nent role that Britain continued to play in the affairs of
Jordan.

On the other hand, the 1948 war significantly increased
Abdullah’s political and military power while adding territory

9. Nevo, Joseph, “Is There a Jordanian Entity?,” Jerusalem Quarterly, Summer 1980,

P-99; Seale, op. cit., p.28; Mishal, op. cit., p.13.
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to his kingdom. Aware of the power .iml)alz?n('e .licl);\“e‘ertl
Israel and Jordan, he regarded negotiations with Isr fl( ‘lds'a
way of easing tensions and rationalizing problems suc 1~ as
those faced by the border villages whose lands were now in
Israel. Abdullah also hoped that secret negotiations con-
ducted with Israel in 1949 would result in tangible benefits
such as a link to the sea at Haifa that would sho.w the
Palestinians that he could produce gains for th'em. His gov-
ernment proclaimed that one day Arab Palestine would be
restored and that the displaced Palestinians would be able to
return home. At the same time the government made sure to
restrict Palestinian separatism and to maintain its right to
speak for the Palestinians.10 ,

King Abdullah developed a sophisticated approach in deal-
ing with the West Bank before his assassination by a follower
of Haj Amin Husseini in Jerusalem in 1951. He drew the
reins of authority tight in Amman but rewarded supporters
in the West Bank and encouraged opponents to take advan-
tage of benefits in the form of jobs, appointments, and other
opportunities that flowed from cooperation with Amman
rather than opposition to it. Abdullah made sure that no
West Bank leader developed area-wide support, helped by
West Bank social and political divisions that worked against
regional cooperation.

West Bankers were rewarded for cooperation primarily
with posts concerning Palestinian affairs. Other jobs acces-
sible to Palestinians included economic and foreign trade
issues, agriculture, and communications. Few Palestinians
achieved high positions in security, defense, or royal palace
affairs. King Abdullah included Palestinians in his cabinets,
principally in the areas mentioned but also including foreign
affairs from time to time. The balancing act between Jordan’s
citizens of Palestinian origin and indigenous East Bankers
also had to be sensitive to the difference between indigenous

10. Seale, op. cit., pp.30-31; Mishal, Shaul, “Conflictual Pressures and Cooperative
Interests: Observations on West Bank-

r Observ Amman Relations, 1949-67,” in Migdal,
op. cit., p.171; Mishal, East Bank/West Bank, op cit., p.13.
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West Bankers and refugees from western Palestine. Pales-
tinians who had made their homes in Amman before 1948
were specially favored by the regime.!!

Demography after the War

The population of the West Bank fluctuated dramatically
in the years following the war. The pre-1948 population of
465,000 jumped immediately to 800,000 with the influx of
refugees from western Palestine, but due to internal migra-
tion (i.e., from West Bank to East Bank) and to out-migration
(primarily to the Persian Gulf in search of jobs), the West
Bank population at the time of the first official Jordanian
census in 1952 was 742,000. The Jerusalem district (includ-
ing Ramallah and Jericho) listed 300,000, of whom more
than 60 per cent were refugees; the Nablus district had
215,000 residents, of whom 55 per cent were refugees; and
the Hebron district showed 125,000 residents, of whom 45
per cent were refugees.!?

The towns and cities of the West Bank underwent major
changes after 1948, with Jerusalem the most affected by the
new situation. Jerusalem had been the seat of government
under the mandate, attracting a cosmopolitan population for
this reason as well as for its important religious role for
Muslims, Christians, and Jews. The postwar ceasefire line ran
right through the city, and its economic “hinterland” as well
as its communications links with the coastal region dis-
appeared overnight. From the start all governmental func-
tions that had been based in Jerusalem were transferred to
Amman. Despite King Abdullah’s special reverence for Je-
rusalem, the attention given to building up Amman, Jordan’s
capital, had the effect of making Jerusalem play “second
fiddle.”

Many Palestinians had assumed, or at least hoped, that
Jerusalem would become a “second center,” if not the capital

11 MEL op. cit., pp.46-47; Migdal, op. cit., p-37-
12. ME1, op. cit., p.39.
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of Jordan, but Jerusalem found itself increasingly a pr()\:in-
cial city, with the lion’s share of development and attention
going to Amman.'? In addition to stressing the devcl‘opment
of Amman, which had been a dusty desert town of 30,000
residents before 1948, the government had another reason
for a conservative approach to Jerusalem: it was the I‘]]()St
prominent West Bank city and the home of many of the
regime’s foremost critics. :

Much of the development in the Jerusalem area was in tl?e
direction of Ramallah (predominantly Christian) and I:l-‘
Bireh (predominantly Muslim), adjoining towns just north of
Jerusalem. Most of that expansion was concentrated along
the main road from Jerusalem to the North, although Je-
rusalem also grew to the East in the suburbs of Bethany
(Azaria) and Abu Dis.

Nablus had a strong agricultural base, and it continued to
develop its industry. The refugee camps that formed just
outside the city after 1948 became part of the region’s build-
ing boom. The city’s strong sense of individuality helped
make it an urbane social, political, and cultural center in the
West Bank. By 1967 Nablus was second after Jerusalem in
population and influence, with an estimated 40,000 resi-

dents.'* Qalqilya (in the northwest) and El-Bireh graduated
to urban status in the Jordan period, w
10,000 residents each.1s

Hebron remained the poorest and least developed of the
West Bank’s major towns and cities,

ith approximately

Conservative, largely
agricultural, and low in applied technology, the town expe-

rienced the West Bank’s highest rate of migration, with many
of its young people moving but remaining in the kingdom;
others went to the Persian Gulf looking for work. Their

13. Sofer, Naim, “The Political Status of Jerusalem in the Hashemite Kingdom of
Jordan, 1948-67.” in Middle Eastern Studies, January 1976, p-59; Mishal, East
Bank/West Bank, op. cit., p-101.

14. Migdal, op. cit., p.59; Mishal
“Changes in the Settlement
Rule,” Middle Eastern Studies,

15. Efrat, op. cit., pp.102,110.

» East Bank/West Bank, op.
Pattern of Judea and S
January 1977, p.110.

. cit., p.102; Efrat, Elisha,
amaria during Jordanian
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remittances became a major component of the town’s well-
being and by 1967 had contributed to increased social mo-
bility within the population. By 1967 the Hebron population
was almost 40,000, about the same size as Nablus.!6

Town development in the Jordanian period was uneven
and largely unplanned, with an inadequate industrial base
and public institutions. Urban growth included rural people
moving into town, which often meant that towns came to
resemble overgrown villages. Contrary to the usual trend, the
highest population growth in the West Bank during the
Jordan period was in rural rather than urban areas. From
1949 to 1967 West Bank urban growth rose by 42 per cent
while rural growth was in excess of 110 per cent. A substan-
tial portion of rural growth was due to the influx of peasant
refugees who had no skills other than farming and who often
“squatted” on land to which they had no claim, scratching out
a living and making the arrangement semi-permanent in
many cases. By 1967 there were about 400 villages in the
West Bank, ranging in population from 100 to 5,000 resi-
dents each. Average village size was 875 residents. Villages in
the fertile areas near Jenin and Tulkarm in the North were
the largest, averaging close to 1,000 persons, while those near
Jericho (in the Jordan Valley) averaged fewer than 200
persons.17

West Bank society during the Jordan period was still badly
scarred from the failure of the Palestinian nationalist move-
ment during the mandate. Although some of the exiled
leaders returned after the British left in 1948, they were part
of a group that was discredited by the defeat and dispersion
of the Palestinians by Israel. As was the case during the
mandate, prominent West Bank Palestinians did not find it
Possible to join forces regardless of circumstances. While
under the mandate there had been few incentives to justify a

iﬁ' Mishal, East Bank/West Bank, op. cit., pp.102-03; Migdal, 5 AR
7. Migdal, op. cit., p.56.
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i i / onsiderable
pro-British policy, the Jordanian regime went to considerab
lengths to engage and win over prominent West Bankers.

West Bank Paradoxes

It was of little satisfaction to many West Bankcr.s that as
Jordanian citizens they enjoyed more rights and (rc('(lnn'ls
than their brethren in most other parts of the Ar.ab w.m‘ld 1[
the time. Having been fired in the crucib'le of nzumn.uhsl‘
politics for much of the century, Palestinian CX])C(I('H'H)I‘I:
tended to be higher than those of Arabs who had ()htfun'c(
independence with less sacrifice. Grievances, r‘ez'xl and nn‘dgv-
ined, over Amman’s conduct of West Bank affairs were suf-
ficient to fuel discontent.!® i

Despite West Bank and broader Palestinian unhappl‘ncss'
with many aspects of Jordanian policies, there was relatively
little manifestation of political separatism on the West Baflk,
even during periods when plots were hatched to kill Kl.ng
Hussein. The reasons for this anomaly were many and in-
clude those mentioned (pan-Arab “responsibility” for the
future of Palestine and co-optation of West Bank leaders by
Amman). An additional reason was the emphasis placed PY
King Hussein and the Jordanian leadership on support for
Palestinian objectives, the restoration of Arab Palestine, fhe
struggle against colonialism, and the search for Arab unity.
By couching the struggle with Israel in terms of the liberation
of Palestine rather than Palestinians, the Jordanian leader-
ship, as well as the rest of the Arab world, could not be
blamed for policies that avoided a possibly premature and
militarily unsuccessful campaign against Israel.19

The uniting of the two banks of the Jordan River joined
two population groups with different histories and outlooks.
As a result of the refugee influx after 1948, the East Bank
population became a heterogeneous mixture of Transjordan-

“Does a ‘Jordanian Option’ Still Exist?” Jerusalem Quarterly, #16
p-114.

kIWest Bank, op. cit., p.114.

18. Cohen, Amnon,
(Summer 1980),
19. Mishal, East Ban
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ians and Palestinians. The West Bank population, however,
remained relatively homogeneous despite the fact that the
indigenous West Bankers regarded their Palestinian refugee
brethren as intruders.

The role of the refugees in Jordanian life is a special one.
Almost three-quarter million Palestinians fled western Pal-
estine during the 1947-48 fighting, and most of them left
with few belongings. Although all Palestinians share the
bitterness of loss of homeland and denial of political in-
dependence, the refugees have nursed special grievances
over the years and have usually focused them on anyone
whom they regard as responsible for the problem or the lack
of a satisfactory solution. Often feeling superior to the Trans-
jordanians, most Palestinian refugees found it hard
to acknowledge their dependence on Jordanian largesse for
survival after the war. The creation of UNRWA (United
Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestinian Refugees)
soon after the war made possible a “cocoon” for the refugees
who were in need of food, housing, and other services. The
existence of UNRWA, an international organization staffed
except at the very top by Palestinians, helped many refugees
maintain a society within a society in Jordan buffered from
contact with the government by layers of UNRWA programs
and program managers. Regarding themselves as victims,
many refugees developed a frame of mind that made it
difficult for them to function at the political level although
they were practical in trying to rebuild their own lives.2® The
refugee paradox was that assimilation in Jordan was to a
certain extent the “enemy” of repatriation. King Abdullah
and King Hussein understood this reality and helped inte-
grate the Palestinian refugees into Jordanian society without
asking them to turn their backs on their heritage.

20. Shamir, Shimon, “West Bank Refugees—Between Camp and Society,” in Migdal,
op.cit., p.155.
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Christian Anxieties

The West Bank’s Christian population and the ;u'li\'mf-s of
foreign Christian groups in the West Bank were a dc‘h)c}u’lci
matter in relations with the Amman government. ‘1 h:.n e has
been a Christian minority in the East Bank for cenuvmcs. huf
it has lived as an inconspicuous minority, whereas .\\ CS_I Bz?nl\
Christians have traditionally maintained links with f()l'(’lgll‘
Christian institutions maintaining a presence there. Mam
foreign Christian groups, having obtained concessions h‘(?m‘
the Ottoman authorities and having maintained close ties
with Jerusalem, Bethlehem, and other sites associzvned wnh’
the life of Christ, regarded their presence in the West Bu'nl\
more as a matter of right than of privilege. Palest.un;m
Christians had functioned as a millet (a self-contained, inter-
nally accountable religious community) under the ()‘tt()mzmsj
and they expressed concern about the designation of Islzm} as
the official religion of the Hashemite Kingdom. Anx1'cly
about their status increased as a result of the virtual doubling
of the West Bank population by the influx of refugees, mostly
Muslim, in 1948.

West Bank Christians had traditionally been active in po-
litical life. They were an integral part of the intellectual elite
and had made significant contributions to the development
of Arab nationalism, aided in part by access to superior
educational opportunities. Many Christians felt the necessity
of demonstrating Arab nationalist credentials to skeptical
Muslims and ended up in visible roles. After 1948 politically
active West Bank Christians felt that the main issue was
Palestine rather than religion and did not hesitate to chal-
lenge Amman at the political level.2!

The Muslim-Christian issue became more complicated dur-
ing the mid-1950s when, in response to the growing influ-
ence of Arab nationalism symbolized by Egypt’s President
Nasser, legislative steps were taken in Amman to restrict the

21. Tsimhoni, Daphna, “The Christian Com

munities in Jerusalem and the West
Bank, 1948-67,” Middle East Review,

Fall 1976, p.45.
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activities of foreign Christian groups, regarded as linked to
foreign governments and as having political as well as reli-
gious objectives in the West Bank. Laws were passed pro-
hibiting the purchase of land by Christian groups in the
vicinity of the Holy Places and restricting activities constru-
able as proselytizing. While the mid-1950s were a period of
Muslim sensitivity and self-assertion toward “foreign” influ-
ences, relations between West Bank Christians and their
Muslim fellow Jordanians have been positive, with both sides
working to keep them on an even keel.?

Economic Roles

One of the most important sectors of concern to both East
Bank and West Bank Jordan after the merger was the
economy. The West Bank, with only six per cent of the total
land area of Jordan, was initially more advanced in agri-
culture and industry, providing almost 40 per cent of the
nation’s gross national product (GNP) in 1965, but the West
Bank’s relative advantage declined as greater emphasis was
placed on development of Amman and the East Bank.

Agriculture was the mainstay of the West Bank economy,
employing one-half the total work force. An estimated one-
third of the land of the West Bank was farmed, although only
two per cent was irrigated. Eighty-five per cent of the farms
were fewer than 25 acres in size, utilizing one-third of the
cultivated land; large landowners controlled the rest. Be-
cause of the ruggedness of the West Bank, only in the rolling
and fertile area near Jenin and Tulkarm has it been possible
to undertake large-scale agriculture, mainly grains and other
field Crops.2s

West Bank agriculture has suffered from a number of
Problems over the years, including increased pressure on the
land as a result of the refugee influx in 1948. One critical
22. Ibid., pp.43-44.

23. Migdal, op. cit., p.54; Bull, Vivian A., The West Bank—Is It Viable?, Lexington,
Mass.: Lexington Books, 1975, p.64.



assessment of West Bank agriculture has ?(lcnlihcd 111‘;11(])(:‘2
problems: 1) disjointed interrelauonsh.q.)s w‘nh‘ ()ll;(‘ 1‘. sc: e
of the economy; 2) low labor productivity; 3) inethcien .
of land and water; 4) limited use of middlemen; .;1.114. 5)
excessive reliance on the weather.2* Several of these v(‘l‘lll(‘lsn]S
are traceable to the lack of capital available for West Bzm~k
agriculture. One result of the small, often p:dtch\\.'ork })f%tf'ex n[
of individual holdings has been difficulty in l}Slng eth.ueg
farm machinery as well as problems in obtaining the funds
necessary for such equipment. . 5

Industry in the West Bank during the Jordan p'cn()(? \s‘dS
composed mainly of small-scale workshops employing f?“ er
than 10 workers each. Principal products included '{ood
processing, textiles, furniture, shoes, soap, matches, and items
for the tourist trade, particularly in the Jerusalem area,
where more than half the West Bank’s industry was l()cat.ed.
In 1948 the East Bank had almost no industry of any size;
immediately after the merger, West Bank industry contrib-
uted one-fourth of the kingdom’s total industrial product
despite industry comprising only seven per cent of the gross
domestic product (GDP) of the West Bank.2

The emphasis on industrial development after the merger
of the two banks of the Jordan was in the East Bank, where
an oil refinery, potash plant, and other substantial enter’-
prises were established. By 1965 three-fourths of Jordan’s
industrial output was located in the East Bank. In 1966 the

West Bank, with half the country’s population, had only 22
per cent of its industry and 16 per cent of its total transpor-
tation network.

Major investments in the Yarmouk Dam and the East Ghor
C

anal (an irrigation project in the Jordan Valley) were in the
East Bank. While the 1967

war made it impossible to extend
the Ghor canal project to the West Bank as planned, the

24. Coordinator of Government O

et b . perations in Judea and Samaria, Gaza District,
Sinai, Golan Heights, “A Thirteen-Year Su
fense (Israel

tvey (1967-1980),” Ministry of De-
& el), January 1981, p.-6 (hereafter GOIl).
25. MEL op. cit., p-42.
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government hesitated to make major investments in the West
Bank, where they would be hostage to possible Israeli take-
over. The West Bank economy came to play a secondary role
in the East Bank’s dynamism, with Jerusalem-based tourism
the major exception. By 1965 the West Bank was importing
approximately twice what it was exporting. The overall Jor-
danian economy boomed, however, averaging eight to ten
per cent annual increases, which benefited both banks.26
When the Jordanian government committed itself in the
1950s to a national educational system, the Palestinians, in-
cluding the poorest refugees living in UNRWA camps, took
advantage of the opportunity. After the 1948 war and its
dislocations, Palestinians realized that personal skills and
occupational mobility were the most reliable assets they could
develop. As oil-producing countries in the Gulf began to
require the services of skilled and semi-skilled workers fluent
in Arabic, Palestinians were among the principal applicants.

Rise of Arab Nationalism

Politics in the West Bank meant mainly opposition politics,
and the parties that took root shared common ground in
criticizing Amman’s policies at least some of the time. The
government’s approach toward political opposition during
the early years of the merger was to emphasize persuasion
and manipulation over confrontation. The differentiation of
roles was straightforward: regime-support activists, wooed by
Posts, appointments, economic self-interest, and pragma-
tism, were drawn mainly from the notables’ class of large
landowners and businessmen. The regime’s links to them
Operated through formal and informal channels. Regime-
Opposition activists came mainly from professional and in-
tellectual sectors and depended on ideological appeals and
outside financial assistance for their impact.?’

26. Bull, op. cit., p.96; ME i ; Van Arkadie, Brian, Benefils and
s 0p. cit., p.96; MEI, op. cit., pp.42-43; Van Arkadic, - y :
Burdens: A Report on the West Bank and Gaza Strip Economes since 1967, New York:

9 Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1977, p.26. A Y
7 Heller, Mark, “Politics and Social Change in the West Bank since 1967,” in

Migdal, op. cit., pp.209-10.
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The political situation confronting Jordan in thig l;\:;?
world began to change dramatically after the rise of Pr =
dent Nasser in Egypt and his calls for the Ar.abs‘l.ov ri
themselves of the influence of foreign powers .sull flctle ;in
the area. King Hussein had been arguing a hlSl()?‘l(.‘dl de
nition of Arab nationalism that acknowledged existing po-
litical divisions and systems but maintained that Arab unity
on a “confederal” basis would be greater than the.sum of t'he
national parts. President Nasser defined Arab unity to mtic:;ll
organic political unity in the context of nor'lallgr.lmenf \\vl.
the Great Powers.28 As the force of Arab nationalism grew in
the Arab world in the 1950s, political activists in Jordan
began to look outside the kingdom for a counterforce to the
King’s monopoly on political power. :

Tghe “hardpco)r]e” oIt3 political opposition to the Hashe‘n.llffi
regime consisted of five parties, from political left to p()lltl(,.d
right: 1) the Communist Party, 2) the Ba’ath (Ar‘ab Renais-
sance); 3) the Qawmiyyun al-Arab (Arab Nationalists); 4) the
Muslim Brotherhood; and 5) Tahrir (Liberation), another
religious party. The Communists and the Muslim Brother-
hood antedated Jordanian West Bank rule, but the (?thers
were formed in 1951-52. All had a strong Palestinian dimen-
sion; both leaders and followers, and the West Bank branches
were generally more active than those on the East Bank.
They adopted a conspiratorial, clandestine approach an('i
survived, albeit in attenuated and underground form, uptll
the Israeli occupation in 1967, (Among the many ]ordamz%n
government records captured by the Israelis in 1967 in
Jerusalem were intelligence files on the West Bank opposi-
tion, which facilitated Israel’s monitoring of potential trouble-

makers.) All the parties were transnational in outlook, and
none used the word Palestine in its name; none is estimated
to hav

¢ enrolled more than 3,500 members at a given time.?’
Radio Cairo, heard throughout the West Bank, carried the

28. Mishal, East Ba

nk/West Bank, op. ct., pp.114-15.
29. Cohen, op. cit., * o

pp-115-16.
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appeal of Egypt’s President Nasser to many enthusiasts not
members of any party.

The Communists, with their effective indoctrination and
discipline, had the greatest relative impact of any of the
parties, although their primary targets were “intellectuals”
(i.e., teachers, clerks, students, and professionals), and the
party made little effort to enroll the “masses.” The party
vacillated between a Marxist internationalist approach and
one based on Arab nationalism. Its acceptance of the par-
tition of Palestine and its call for Palestinian-Jordanian soli-
darity cost it support on the West Bank.3°

The Muslim Brotherhood and Tahrir were both religious
parties although Tahrir, a breakaway from the Brotherhood,
was more reactionary in its appeal than the Brotherhood,
which was legal under Jordanian law and which was used
from time to time by the government to build support for its
policies in the Muslim community. The theme of both parties
was Muslim unity, with Arab unity as the means although
Arab unity could not be equated with Muslim unity. Tahrir
rejected all “national” Arab concepts, arguing that the most
lasting links were those forged through being Arab rather
than through ideas. Most of the time, however, the Islamic
forces were not called to accountability for their policies.*!

The Arab Nationalists (Qawmiyyun) were founded by the
radical Palestinian medical doctor, George Habash, among
others, while a student at the American University of Beirut.
An important part of the Arab Nationalist message was to
avenge the Palestine defeat of 1948 and to unite the Arab
world under Nasser, overthrowing the Hashemites in the
Process. The party’s West Bank membership is estimated not
to have exceeded several hundred members at the most in
the late 1950s and early 1960s.32
30. Mishal, East Bank/West Bank, op. cit., p.20; Cohen, Amnon, Political Parties in the

"W.\t Bank under the Jordanian Regime, 1949-67, Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
31. I\ire: 19.82' })})'56’7,6' : : itical Parties, op. cit.,
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32. Cohen, Political Parties, op. cit., pp.95, 108-09, 112.
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The Ba'ath Party, founded by two Syrian nationalists in tﬁe
1940s, espoused a pan-Arab philosophy that the Al,nmdf].
government argued was contrary to the Jordanian f(m'stl
tution, grounds for justifying its harassment ;ll?(l SURPI-CSS,K)S
in addition to the charge of arms smuggling from Syria an

¢ . . e = . K e
Egypt into Jordan with the objective of overthrowing th
regime.

Keeping Control

The Jordanian government utilized many tactics for .curl’)-
ing and controlling the opposition parties, from manipula-
tion and infiltration to administrative regulations WhQSe
broad interpretation permitted restriction and even banning
of their activities, the latter in April 1957 when King Husseln
cracked down on political dissension. Prior to that time Fhe
government had made a number of concessions to the CTILICS,
including giving the Parliament a larger role in approving
the budget and treaties, although the King retained a veto on
Parliament’s actions and could dissolve it. _

Jordan went through several political crises in the mld"w'
late 1950s, the opposition being led by Arab nationalists
aided and abetted by foreign Arab governments. The first
crisis was Jordan’s attempt at joining the newly Cfea_ted
Baghdad Pact in 1955 at British urging backed with promises
of substantial economic and military assistance which Jordan

needed. The public outcry was such that King Hussein was
forced to reverse himself and send the British emissary away
empty-handed.

Arab nationalist antagonism to Jordan’s close ties to Brit-

ain next showed itself in demands that the Jordan Legion be
“Arabized” and that the

British officer corps headed by
Glubb Pasha be dismissed. Glubb was regarded by many
Palestinians as having been responsible for the 1948 Legion
decision to contest only the West Bank and to concede the
rest of Palestine to the Zionists, (Although coritingents from
several other Arab countries were present in Palestine, their
60



military incompetence lessened the criticism). King Hussein
dismissed Glubb in March 1956, an action which won him
praise from his people and anger from the British.

The Arab nationalist wave in 1956 brought a radical gov-
ernment to power following Jordanian elections in the fall. A
politician of West Bank origins, Sulaiman Nabulsi, became
Prime Minister and set in motion anti-Western policies that
aroused popular support. The King’s dismissal of the Nabulsi
cabinet in April, followed by reports of plotting by Glubb’s
successor as head of the Jordan Legion, brought imposition
of martial law in late April, banning of political parties, and
the jailing of hundreds of suspected political activists.

The King’s survival was the result of his own courage and
political skills, as well as the coming to the fore of a group of
politicians prepared to deal harshly with opponents of the
government. This group, composed mainly of East Bank
Jordanians, was opposed to growing Arab nationalist influ-
ence in East Bank affairs, and some argued for severing ties
with the West Bank. The result of this trend, symbolized by
Wasfi Tel, the Prime Minister who favored “Jordanization”
of the East Bank, was not severance of links but rather a
decrease in the Palestinian role and influence in the kingdom
in favor of East Bankers and tried and true supporters of
Palestinian origin.33

The Palestinian political idea remained alive in the minds
of most Palestinians, however, particularly refugees from the
areas that became Israel in 1948 who maintained an often
tenuous existence in Arab countries other than Jordan. In
the late 1950s the concept of a “Palestinian entity” began to
circulate and with it the idea that a specifically Palestinian
focus might be required to address Palestinian political needs.
Certainly none of the Arab states vocal on behalf of the
Palestinians could point to success from their attempted
destabilization of Jordan or ritual assurances of leading the
T€turn of the Palestinians to Palestine.

33. Nevo, op. cit., pp.106-07.
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A significant development in the Palestininn 2-”(‘“211 )\; zs) )t}ils
creation of the Palestine Liberation Orgamzan(nll(l 1 e
1964 at the behest of President Nasser and .lh'c Ar a > ,L(jisni
who felt the need to give room to Palesnmanvltnlllll'n‘;:;nem
while making sure that it remained under‘ .Cél.d,.),l':m 2
control. Despite its endorsement of the PLO’s (I(d”l e
meeting in Jerusalem, the Jordanian g()vernmcnl' Sfl o
about which to be encouraged. Not only would a )nlc‘ .[in-
Palestinian activity erode efforts to make Jordan s ll ltsdis_
ians into Jordanians; it would also ennourage p()l.ll‘l() drigals
ruption in the West Bank and run the risk _Of Isranh .x s "
should Palestinian rhetoric be converted into raids into
rael. : g

Despite efforts by the government in many areas 111\"01\ 11(1:{
the West Bank (such as implementation of a national e(,-
nomic plan, civil service reforms giving local governorsi llilf)le_
authority over their areas, and a generally more lleld‘ ldgf
proach), the creation of the PLO and the increasing le\‘e .
tension on the Israeli border undermined much of t 16(
progress that was made in improving East Bank-West B:dnk
relations in the 1960s. A major Israeli raid on the West‘ Ban
town of Samu’ (Hebron district) in November 1966 sup-

ported by tanks and aircraft dramatically increased demands
by the PLO to “arm and mobilize”

The situation on the West Bank
the June 1967 war, in which Israel i
West Bank. In the final analysis, Jo
the West Bank into the Jordanian

successful because of the distinctive Palestinian identity, pres-
sures in the East Bank to keep the

West Bank at arm’s length,
and the continuing influence of wider Arab politics on the
West Bank pPopulation.34

the border villages.

remained troubled up to
nvaded and occupied the
rdan’s efforts to imegrate
system were only partially

34. MEI, op. cit., P-55; Mishal, East Bank/West Bank, op. cit., p.64.
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Part Two:
—._

Life Under
Occupation







Chapter 4

THE WAR AND
INTERNATIONAL LAW

Dark Days

ing Hussein entered into a joint military pact with Presi-

dent Nasser only days before the Israeli air force started
the war by bombing Egyptian airfields on June 5. The King
honored his part of the pact by opening hostilities on the
eastern front, but within two days Israeli troops had made a
swift paratroop landing to the east of Jerusalem, secured
Mount Scopus (containing the old Hadassah Hospital and
Hebrew University buildings), and seized control of the Old
City after driving through St. Stephen’s Gate. Many Jorda-
nian officials, including most of the West Bank’s Arab po-
licemen, crossed over to the East Bank.

After the 1948 war the West Bank population, accustomed
to dealing mainly with the coastal region of Palestine, had
found its access cut off by the Jewish state and its social and
economic structure redirected toward the East Bank. The
1967 war wrenched the West Bank in the opposite direction,
o as the Israel-Jordan ceasefire line was established at the
Jordan River and the West Bank population again came
under the control of a political entity stretching from the
Mediterranean coast to the Jordan River. The events of 1948
had brought about the dispersion of the Palestinian Arabs,
but Israel’s conquest of the West Bank in 1967 amounted to
an involuntary “ingathering” of the Arabs within the former
boundaries of Palestine (Israel, the West Bank, and the Gaza
Strip) who had been unable to maintain contact with one
another in the intervening years.

During and after the 1967 fighting, however, almost
300,000 West Bank residents fled or were driven from their
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homes and sought safety on the East Bank. Many were
residents of the two large UNRWA camps near Jericho,
refugees from the 1948 war. For the most part poor, landl'ess,
and previously uprooted by war, these people had l}ttle
incentive to remain and take their chances, particularly since
their eligibility for UNRWA assistance would go with then? to
the East Bank. Refugees from West Bank towns experiencing
heavy fighting were also on the road toward the river, whicb
came close to the Jericho refugee camps and increased anxi-
ety among the residents.

Unlike 1948, however, two-thirds of the West Bank popu-
lafion stayed putin 1967, etecting to take their chances under
new and difficult circumstances rather than to trade un-
certainty on their own land for a different kind of uncertainty

that the only hope of maintaining Arab Palestine was to stay
on the land; departure in 1948 had brought alienation of the
land and the denial of return.

The 1967 war brought Israeli destruction of Palestinian
towns and homes and the forced dispersal of their popula-
tion, mainly in areas adjacent to the “green line” separating
pre-1967 Israel and the West Bank. The three villages of
Yalu, Beit Nuba, and Imwas in the “Latrun Salient” (the
finger of Jordanian territory jutting into Israel near the
'Latrun monastery and the road to Jerusalem) were bulldozed
into rubble and their residents scattered. Parts of Tulkarm
and Qalqilya, two northern West Bank towns near the Israeli
border, were also destroyed after the fighting stopped-

Stunned by the swiftness of the Isracli victory, the West
?ank population was quiescent in the aftermath of the war.
I'he Israeli government and armed forces moved quickly to
consolidate their victory and their hold on the West Bank (as
\fel.l as the Sinai Peninsula, the Golan Heights, and the Gaza
Strip) by extending the activities of the respective ministries
lo corresponding sectors in the West Bank. Basic services
wereresumed, although certain activities, including the bank-
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ing system, did not resume their former roles under the
occupation.

Interpreting the Law

As soon as the Israeli occupation was a fait accompli, ques-
tions were raised at the United Nations and in major political
capitals about Israel’s obligations toward the occupied ter-
ritories under international law. The Geneva Civilians Con-
vention, adopted in 1949 in the wake of Nazi atrocities
against civilian populations in occupied areas during World
War I, was explicit in its application “to all cases of bellig-
erent conflict” and “all cases of partial or total occupation of
tbe territory of a High Contracting Party,” Israel being a
signer of the convention.!

Israel challenged not only Jordan’s legal title to the West
Bank but also the characterization of Israel’s role as aggressor
in the war. The Israeli argument is that Jordan’s absorption
of the West Bank in 1948 was illegal and had been recognized
by only two nations, Great Britain and Pakistan. Therefore,
according to this argument, Jordan was not the “legitimate
sovereign” in the West Bank as of June 4, 1967, and Israel
Caflnot be the “belligerent occupant” since it did not replace
a “legitimate sovereign.” Since Israel is not a “belligerent
OCCupant,” so this argument goes, the Geneva Conventions
do not apply to Israel’s role in the West Bank.2 The Israeli
def.ense is further embellished by the claim that the occu-
patlol? was the result of a “defensive conquest” and that the
:}S;af‘t/l\:eDstetEnse Forces (IDF) “liberated”.rather than occupied
1 iy ank. (The l.atter argur.nem in more recent years
MenachemeBStar-ldard mterprefatlon by.the. government of

egin of the Israeli occupation in 1967.)
The Jordanian legal view of the situation is quite different.
€ terms of the Jordan-Israel Armistice agreement in 1949

1' u 2
?an(:f;l. in Metzger, Jan, Orth, Martin, and Sterzing, Christian, This Land Is Our

2.1bid.,'p,g§‘wm Bank Under Israeli Occupation, London: Zed Press, 1983, p.62.
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stated that its sole basis was the military situation and that ithef
lines drawn were to have no influence on the future status O,
Palestine, which was to be determined by a final peace tre:a)ty.
Jordan argues that since the terms of the mz?ndu‘te l\slc}r(c;
grounded in international law, no part of Palestine cou ( b
considered terra nullius, or unowned land. Jordan mzun[‘u.ns
that since the West Bank was not part of Israel at any point
prior to 1967, its presence thereafter could.be C()Ilsl.dere(i
only that of belligerent occupant.? The Is.raell annexa‘tu?n' (,)
Jordanian Jerusalem has not been recognized by any foreign
government to date. i !

The Jordanian position is that the Geneva (,41\’111211.]5 Con-
vention is fully applicable to the West Bank. Israeli recog-
nition of the Jordanian citizenship of West Bank residents
and of the applicability of Jordanian law in the West Bankv
supports the argument that Israeli actions are governe.d by
international statutes on belligerent occupation.? Israe.l s re-
Jection of the applicability of the Civilians Convention in the
West Bank deprives the inhabitants of vital international
legal protections.

The position of the US government on the Civilians. Co.n-
vention issue is that it is applicable in the occupied territories
and that the sovereign status of the previous occupier is not
at issue. The Department of State’s Legal Advisor told the
Congress in April 1978 that “Protecting the reversiona.ry
interest of an ousted sovereign is not their sole or essential
purpose.” The purpose of the Conventions is to protect
civilians against governments and not vice versa.

One reason for the controversy over Israeli obligations
under international law with respect to the West Bank con-

3. Bin Talal, Hassan, Palestinian Self-Determination: A Study of the West Bank and Gaza
Strip, London: Quartet Books, 1981, pp.64-65.

4. 1bid., pp.75-76. :

5. Mallison, Sally V.and W. Thomas, “Settlements and the Law: A Juridical Analysis
of the Israeli Settlements in the Occupied Territories,” Washfngton: American
Educational Trust, 1982, pp.16-17.

6. laipsqn, Ellen, “Israeli Settlements in the Occupied Territory: Israeli, Arab, and

American Perspectives,” Washington: Congressional Research Service/Library of

Congress, 1983, p-8.
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cerns the introduction of Israeli settlers into the area with the
intention of remaining there permanently. Article 49 of the
Conventions prohibits an occupying power from “deporting
or transferring any of its own civilian population to the
occupied territories.”” The Israeli response has been that
only transfers that displace indigenous occupants are illegal,
basing this interpretation on a German plan during the Nazi
era to replace Poles with German nationals in certain areas.
Article 49 makes no mention of displacement of local popu-
lation in the course of transfer of one’s own population,
leaving the Israeli interpretation open to continuing legal
challenge.

The uncertainties generated by the Israeli legal interpre-
tation of the occupation of the West Bank in 1967 are
increased by Israel’s insistence that it is not “occupying” the
West Bank but rather “administering” it until its final status
is determined. Israel has also maintained that although it is
listed in international documents as a signatory of the Geneva
Conventions, albeit with reservations, it never ratified the
Conventions and therefore is not bound by them.®

7. Quoted i
3 n Metzger, op. ci
8- Laipson, op. cit.,gp.rs.op ey
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Chapter 5
RS
THE FIRST DECADE

Spoils of War
Israel found itself with a dramatically altered territorial
situation at the close of the 1967 fighting. It had captured
Egypt’s Sinai Peninsula, Syria’s Golan He'ights, the Egyptian-
administered Gaza Strip, and Jordan’s West Bank. Israeli-
controlled territory now represented a six-fold increase over
its June 4, 1967 boundaries. The Sinai Peninsula provided
“strategic depth” for Israel, lacking special religious or sen-
timental appeal. The Golan Heights were both a strategic and
emotional gain, since heavy Syrian guns on the heights had
shelled targets in Israel for many years. The West Bank,
however, was the “epicenter” of Jewish associations with
Palestine, focused on East Jerusalem.

East Jerusalem was considered special in every respect,
and from the outset of the occupation there was near-una-
nimity in Israel on retention of Jerusalem regardless of what
kind of peace might be negotiated with the Arabs. Legislation
was approved in the Knesset on June 19, 1967 annexing East
Jerusalem to the Israeli portion of the city. Thenceforth Arab
residents of East Jerusalem were regarded as residents,
though not citizens, of Israel. The statistics Israel compiles
and publishes on the occupied areas do not include East
Jerusalem, which is subsumed in statistical summaries for
Israel proper.

Decisions about what to do with the West Bank became a
subject of intense debate and discussion within the Israeli
government and populace. Although the Labor Party was the
leader of the government coalition, the government hfid
been broadened prior to the 1967 war to a “national unity
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S . -
government” that included the National ~th.g“:“.:,,(lld[r}z
(NRP) and the Gahal faction (composed of Herut : gitio
Liberals) of Menachem Begin, who had been ()P'll){l; and
leader since the creation of the state. Both .lhv .\t. “E(,-e[z
Gahal were opposed to return of any portion ”4 e
Yisrael” (the historic land of Israel) to z.\l‘;ll) (’(.mfl”("-l "
Labor Party was committed to the principle of l.smc' cn !
Jewish state, and many of its members regarded l'(‘.(('llll(T %
the occupied territories as jeopardizing th.e ‘lc“'lmﬁ,e.sivi[h
Israel even though the new lands could provide a .l)ufvfu p
Israel’s neighbors and cheap labor for the Israeli econo ds
Menachem Begin's Herut/Gahal regarded t'he lcrrn()rfes :
part of Eretz Yisrael and therefore an end in then'lsel\.esl-] A
As a member of the national unity government with hig }f’s
political status than ever before, Begin was able to }{se ield
government position to argue for a hard line on the occ u]p(ﬂ()
territories. Gahal’s resignation from the government in “US
was in protest against the government’s acceptance of v
Secretary of State William Rogers’ peace proposals, wh}C
were based on United Nations Security Council Resolution
242 of November 1967 and committed Israel to withdraw
from the occupied territories in the context of a peace agree-
ment with the Arabs. Begin and his followers maimained.tba[
Israel’s original acceptance of the United Nations partition

3 . ¢
resolution was wrong and that what had been gained on th

battlefield must not be given away afterwards. 2
Defense Minister

Moshe Dayan was the most important
influence in the development of Tsraer's poficy toward the
West Bank during the first decad
developed an approach that was

e of occupation. Dayan
hard-line ﬁ“u_t;‘hg*s,cnsﬁ-o.,f
insisting that the West ank not revert to Arab sovereignty
but pfé"gﬁiéﬁE“Xﬁ"&I"e"séhée that West Bank residents Shg‘il,q
maintain and bei’leﬁtﬁ:{)‘;ﬁwl (Tr(Tajnian citizenship. Consistent
1. Sandler, Shmue

. L, and Frisch, Hillel, Israel, the Palestinians, and the West Bank: A
Study in Intercommy,

nal Conflct, Lexington, Mass.: Lexi ks (D.C. Heath),
1984, p.106, nflict, Lexington, Mass Lexington Books (
2. Ibid. p.118.
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with this approach, Dayan encouraged resumption of trade
and other links between the West Bank and the East Bank,
with the “open bridges” policy to permit West Bank inter-
action with Jordan and the rest of the outside world.

Developing the Policy

In the early period following the 1967 war the Israeli
government maintained an official posture of willingness to
negotiate a peace treaty with the Arabs based on the Security
Council Resolution 242 formula of exchanging “peace for
territory,” although from the start Israel excluded East Je-
rusalem from areas to be returned. The Arab Summit meet-
ing in Khartoum, Sudan, in September_1967 adopted the
“three no’s” that ruled out peace with Israel: “no” negotia-

tions, “n(_)_' " peace treaty, and “no” recognition.® m
Arab position served to discourage those in Israel hoping for
normalization with the Arabs through the “peace for terri-
tory” formula in which they saw Jordan’s King Hussein as the
principal Arab negotiating partner. The Arab position en-
couraged those in Israel who regarded the newly-acquired
territories as a windfall and whose unwillingness to return
them was overshadowed by Arab unwillingness to develop a
negotiating framework for peace with Israel.

The Israeli government moved swiftly to establish the legal
underpinnings of its occupation of the West Bank. Procla-
mation No. 2 of the Israeli military commander of the West
Bank, effective June 7,1967, stated, “All powers of govern-
ment, legislation, appointment, and administration shall
henceforth be vested in me alone and shall be exercised by
me or whoever shall be appointed by me to that end or acting
on my behalf,™

3. The West Bank: An Assessment, Washington, D.C.: The Middle East Institute, 1983

(a draft study j PR s ), p.59 (here-
s MEl;l_ y in preparation for the Defense Intelligence Agency), P

4' ?iled. in Benvenisti, Meron, “The West Bank and Gaza Strip Data Base Project
nterim Report #1,” Jerusalem: West Bank Data Base Project, 1982, p.100.
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There was a tug of war in the Israeli governn.l.epl':;l\frt }\:rl;(;
would exercise control in the West Bank. f)l;‘lg“l“ B
levels of government were involveq: the Ca ln:\'/li"isterial
Prime Minister at the head, overseeing [hf'f Inlelr—r g’
Committee for Coordination of Activities in thc F‘;I.rs. an(’i
the Director General’s Committee for Fcor‘lomlc‘ A : in"[i,es %
the Defense Minister’s Unit for Coordl.nat.lon of [-\L}:l\.l i
the Territories. The first level dealt principally wit sejuers
and political problems, the second Witl.'l econr()fmc.nn hou;
and the third with other non-military issues. ‘Thl(?ng ]
the process, however, the West Bank Milltar.y (;(?\'ex nsoermed
maintained legislative and executive au‘thorlty,‘leprt}?] s
by the more than 1,000 Military Orders issued since t
of the occupation. 30

Ina publ?shed summary of the first 13 years of OCSupﬁfrﬁ;
the Military Government described its goals. in the West ot
as “the early achievement of normalization in all w‘alks 0' ;
based on the economic and social well-being of tl'le. area :
inhabitants” and “the guarantee of personal and civic frehee
doms.” The report described the “heavy stress” placed by t .
Military Government on “local participation” in “every"a-s‘
pect” of daily life in the West Bank, with personal and (,lvlé
freedoms “limited only by the necessity to maintain lz.iw an ’
order and protect the lives and property of local inhabitants.
It characterized Israeli policy as based on “non-intervention

2 ; '} 1 ight
and minimal interference except “in matters that mig
adversely affect Israel’s security.”6

Government by Fiat

Former Jerusalem De
Israeli anal
the Militar

faces “alm

puty Mayor Meron Benvenisti, an
yst and critic of the occupation, has argued that
y Government possesses “unlimited powers” an.d
Ost no checks and balances” in its operations. His
op. cit., p.99.

- Coordinator of Government Opera

Sinai, Golan Heights, “A Thirteen
istry of Defense (Israel), January

5. MEI,
6

tions in Judea and Samaria, Gaza Dls,[&lC,:
-Year Survey (1967-1980),” Jerusalem: Mi
1981, pp.1,18 (hereafter GOI).
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thesis is that the sum of Israeli legislative enactments, judicial
changes, and administrative arrangements in the West Bank
has created a system of government that bypasses not only
the Geneva Conventions but also the Israeli High Court of
Justice, which has consistently ruled that the Military Gov-
ernment is limited to such changes under occupation as are
required for the maintenance of law and order, changes
which must be “intrinsically temporary.”” Benvenisti points
out that whereas the Military Government describes all the
Military Orders as being security-related, most deal with
civilian economic, judicial, and administrative matters. “Each
[Military Order] is equivalent to a new law,” and “the total
is...an impressive record of legislation which many a Parlia-
ment should envy.”®

Whereas in theory any resident of the West Bank is au-
thorized to petition the Israeli High Court for satisfaction of
a grievance, the High Court reviews only a handful of the
M?litary Orders. The Defense Minister is the only Cabinet
Mmister directly accountable to the Knesset concerning ac-
thr?s in the occupied territories, and he has “negligible”
POllt_ical input, which means that the Knesset has little day-to-
day information about what is happening in the West Bank.?

Raja Shehadeh, a West Bank lawyer who has studied the
legal basis of the Israeli occupation, shares many of
Benvenisti’s assessments and has concluded that after the
ﬁr.St' three years, Israel realized that “control of close to a
million Arabs in the occupied territories was easier and more
Manageable than they had expected” and that the western
world “had become convinced of the benevolence of the
O.CCup,ation and its compliance with international conven-
tlls()rr;z]i’ Nonetheless, there was still ]ordf”mian l.aw,' which the
Bl 1(;gOV(ernment has acknowledged still applies in the West

Bt T
7 1, op. ait., p.33.
g' ig'.d-’ pp33-34. T

-lbid., p.33
10.5 h Rai
hehadeh, Raja, The West Bank and the Rule of Law, Geneva: International
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Were Israeli law to be applied in the West Ba‘nk, it would
be tantamount to annexation. A common pr;u‘lg‘c has been
for the Military Government to find a ‘].ord.am;m la\;\l’ thfl(:
corresponds more or less to an Israeli ()b]?‘“"c and t enh
amend the law to suit Israeli needs, often 911;111g1ng t fi
original law beyond recognition but maintaining ‘te'c:nrllcae
compliance. Shehadeh notes that “all attempts [().Lhd (\34/ egS :
[Military Orders] in the civil or military courts of the

: sy e L av ved
Bank or in the High Court of Justice in Israel have pro
unsuccessful.”11

Settlements and Settlers

The most dramatic and provocative aspect Of.the Israel;
occupation of the West Bank has been the establishment Z
Jewish settlements, the population of which now exceeds
25,000 (exclusive of East Jerusalem) and represents every
sector of Israeli society. Settlement in Palestine was an 1n-
tegral part of Zionist strategy beginning in the 19th century
and took place under the Ottomans, the British, and the
Israelis themselves once the state was established. One of the
lessons for Israel of the Zionist-Palestinian struggle in .1947_
48 was that the boundaries of the Jewish state proposed in the
UN partition pPlan were drawn in such a way as to include
almost every area where Jews had established settlements, an
exception being the Etzion Bloc near Bethlehem, one of the
first to be reestablished following the fighting in 1967.

e initial Israeli view following occupation of the West
Ba.nk "as that the occupied territories would serve as bar-
gaining chips in peace negotiations with the Arabs, but Arab
resistance to negotiations and Israeli internal imperatives
Provided reasons for increasing the areas that Israel in-
‘:f::ifgoli :aett)alilr(x) under any circumstapces. Shortly after(t)}llz
City of Jerusalem aipre e MOU8hrabiya Quarter L

usalem adjacent to the Western (“Wailing”) Wall 0

Commission of

1L Ibid, 103, TiS1980, p.10g.
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the Temple Mount were destroyed in order to clear a large
area in front of the wall. Next to go were some 600 Arab-
owned homes in the former Jewish Quarter of the Old City.
Most visible to observers were the first sections of the ring
around Arab East Jerusalem of neighborhoods of multi-story
apartment buildings for Jewish settlers on French Hill and in
Ramat Eshkol.!2 At about the same time as these official
actions of the government, private Israeli groups established
the foundations for Jewish settlements in Syria’s Golan
Heights, in the Etzion Bloc on the West Bank, and in Hebron
(where the tombs of Abraham and Sarah are located).

During the early years of the occupation Israel’s Labor
government sanctioned settlements mainly in the Jerusalem
area and in cultivable sections of the Jordan Valley. Labor
Minister Yigal Allon developed a plan that envisioned Israeli
settlement in and retention of a security strip along the
western side of the Jordan River as well as a ring of settle-
ments around major areas of Arab urban concentration
centered on Jenin, Nablus, Ramallah, and the Etzion Bloc
near Bethlehem. A principal objective of the Allon Plan was
tO.maintain Israeli strategic control of the West Bank with
minimal interference in the daily lives of the inhabitants.
Politically, Allon anticipated the return to Arab sovereignty
of the heavily populated Arab areas of the West Bank to some
form of Jordanian-Palestinian entity.'3 The plan, never for-
mally adopted by the government, nonetheless had wide
support in the Labor Party and remains the basis of Labor’s
negotiating position for a comprehensive peace.

Schess in establishing Jewish settlements in the West Bank
required a strategy for obtaining land. Israeli techniques for
Prea}king Palestinian control of West Bank land and then
Justifying Israeli utilization of it are numerous. It has been

12';&“}" Ann Mosely, “Israeli Settlements in the Occupied Territories, 1967-77,"
i otErIml of Palestine Studies, Autumn 1977, pp-27-29. 71
Right op. cit., pp.59-60; Matar, Ibrahim, “Israeli Settlements and Palestinian
As§0t§’ in Aruri, Naseer, ed., Occupation: Israel over Palestine, Belmont, Mass.:
wppodiation of Arab-American University Graduates, 1983, p.121; Ryan, Sheila,
ans to Regularize the Occupation,” in Aruri, op. cit., p-340.
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estimated that only one-third of the tglal 5..8 11111)11\():1}:1{11}:3:1}3{
(one dunum equals one-fourth ac:re) of‘ l:m’d in 1(1)1@ mL,;HS w
were registered with clear title in .196./. Fhe. ~m)1.u‘e .
begun the process of land registra.tlon in Pales‘l‘nTe { o
19th century, the British had con.tmued the effort l( LI & (well,
Mandate period, and the Jordanians had pursuec ”1 lf{i(m -
but the task was immense, in part because of the trac 1) o
communal land use in Palestine that saw many farmers

X 1ts to
tivating inherited land although they had no documer
back their claims.

The Disappearing Land

Meron Benvenisti has summarized the prin.cipal 11;32;;
ods!* other than purchase by which Arab land in the

Sanly
Bankis appropriated and brought under the control of Israelt
institutions, public and private:
1) Absentee Property

This appropriation method utilizes Israel’s law govennng
absentee property, which in the West Bank is defined 215( ?LL:;
Property whose owner left the West Bank before, on, or el
June 7,1967. Land obtained in this way is officially held by -
custodian pending final resolution, but it moves under Israeli
control and is leased, not sold.

2) Jordanian State Lands

Exact statistics about land are difficult to obtain, but one
analyst has estimated that of the two-thirds of West Bank
land not registered at the time of the 1967 war, close to one-
half may belong to the Hashemite Kingdom;!® other esti-

mates are much lower, by a factor of 50 per cent and more.
The Israeli authorities do not sell Jordanian state lands but
offer 49-year renewable leases to Jewish settlers only.

3) Military Purposes

Land taken in this manner is theoretically for military
purposes which need not be defi

ned. Even though it is under

14. Benvenisti, op

- at., p.10,
15. Demant, p

eter,

“Israeli Settlement Policy Today,” in Aruri, op. cit., pp.24-25.
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Israeli control and for its use, it is regarded by the Military
Government as the property of the owner of record.

4) “Closed” Land

This method of military requisition is not different in
practice from No.3 (above) but is utilized in cases such as the
construction of the settlement outside Hebron called Kiryat
Arba, where the military authorities gave in to militant Jewish
settlers despite official opposition to the settlement at the
time.

5) Jewish Land

These lands were registered in the names of Jews before
1948 and have been administered by a Jordanian land cus-
todian since then.

6) Public Purposes

The Israeli authorities reserve the right to condemn land
for public purposes such as schools and roads, including
roads leading to settlements. Militant settler groups such as
Gush Emunim (“Bloc of the Faithful”) have allegedly chosen
isolated, distant sites for settlements in order to require the
government to condemn the maximum possible Palestinian
land for access roads.

While Israeli land appropriation techniques have become
more sophisticated and the tempo has increased since 1979,
the de-ck has been “stacked” against the Palestinian owners
€ver since the occupation began. Land registry documents
:ehoften non-existent, lost, or unclear. Public access to land

gisters has been blocked since 1967, providing an advan-
2?;5;;0_ theAIsra.el‘is‘ over t%lose.seekir'lg to develop counter-
i ogvl::i cquisition Justlﬁca.txons cite one or more of sev-
o (l8§gpmg lanq 'code‘s, including the.Ottoman Lf:lnd
(1945). 1o )l” the British Emergency Defense R.egulatlons
PFOper,t Se 's waste la‘nd law (194.9)', or the Israeli Absentee
g uz]iliz‘;; (1950).16 If one tactic is .uns.uccessful, another

» and sometimes in combination (e.g., a success-

16. L i
'Pson, Ellen, “Israeli Settlements in the Occupied Territory: Israeli, Arab, and

merican P, e D AT aal.s . : & e
Congress, l;;?e;%llv(;s. Washington:Congressional Research Service/Library of
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ful defense by an owner against attempts to deny him his land
may generate a military closure or seizure of the land, to be
turned over later to those seeking it in the first place).

Labor Adjusts Its Policies

By the time of the 1969 Israeli national elections, the
position of the Labor Party had moved closer to the annexa-
tionists although the official hope remained that Jordan
would become the principal Arab negotiating partner and
that a territorial compromise could be reached on the West
Ba!.]k' What came to be known as Labor’s “Oral Law” was
articulated during the 1969 elections: Israel must keep Je-
rusalem, the Golan Heights, the Gaza Strip, Sharm el-Sheikh
(@ the Siouthem tip of the Sinai Peninsula) plus a corridor
connecting it with Israel, and a security strip in the Jordan
Valley; there must never again be an Arab army in the West
Banl‘g Tbe Allon Plan gave both the minimalists and the
maximalists leeway to justify associating themselves with the
Lal?or. position. Minimalists could present it as an open ne-
gotla.tmg. stance once the Arabs came forward, and the
lsliltail:)(:lmalllsts could say that nothing in the Labor Party po-
iy ;: C(zit 'Ou't retention of the West Bank, particularly if no

lsrael*g la]Fmg partner came forward.!7
likely to :czgl;“rioléalt)or coalit.ion moved away from policies
oit the focarala of ?:) :atciafierlous‘Arab peace proposgl based
SR AU 107 B SR B W
government minister Iy 4 Orserﬁent B sion by S
four-year program tha,u isra;el s T.he BRI lan-was ©
Bank infrastructure invr:;tuded I_Sraeh deve.lopment of Wes?
businesses willing to’ set u r?}fm Pt aSSI.S - g ‘Israell
trial zone in the QalqilyaI?TuT‘:e’ fE R Ot o indus
Authority would be empowﬂe; e g The Israel Land
estate “thr to acquire West Bank real

ough ey i
- gh every effective means,” and for the first time
7. Ryan, op. cit., PP-353,360.
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private citizens would be permitted to purchase land, al-
though not for speculation.'®

The 1973 party platform marked a new stage in Israeli
thinking about the West Bank, particularly in light of the
encouragement it gave to land purchase by private citizens.
The plan generated publicity and debate in Israel and is said
to have been a factor in Egyptian President Sadat’s decision
to launch the October war two months later, since he realized
that the occupation was becoming permanent and there was
no evidence of outside determination to change it.

By the time of the Israeli general election in late 1973,
following a war which shook the state because of its surprise
element and the difficulty the IDF (Israel Defense Forces)
had in regaining the initiative, the Galili Plan had been toned
dO\A{n, with emphasis on the interim nature of the proposals.
While Galili publicly challenged anyone in the Israeli gov-
ernment to say that the plan had been repudiated, attention
Sh'lft.ed to the “shuttle diplomacy” of Secretary of State Henry
Kissinger, and it was not considered politic in Israel to be
unduly provocative with the Americans.

Zealots Emerge

A major Israeli development in the mid-1970s was emer-
gence of f;he Gush Emunim (“Bloc of the Faithful”), com-
g?);eifmtzli;n]y of young religious zealots dedicated to reten-
ey e West Bz'mk as part of Eretz Yisrael who were
Wit t;) put their pbllosophy into action through estab-
TV Oh Sﬂtlerpents in t_hc.? West Bank. The youth move-
Solitisa] bt e National Religious Party (NRP) became the
b « Ese for the Gush and used its leverage within the
5 g rezten to pull out of the government if its settle-
B M:n Sh were n(?t met. The Gush had the open sup-
Sai) i 3’2? em Begin a.nd other right-wing politicians in
et Parte unhappy.wuh the self-imposed con§traints of
B y concerning settlement and retention of the

“MEL op. cit,, p.61.
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Resisting

“ West Bank society
On the Arab side the basic patterns of West B ,l-llh strong
remained intact after the 1967 war. Notables wi

. : o I
with the East Bank and were in the foreh'(mt. (;(f) [\l\]::g‘mk
testing the Israeli occupation. An ea'rly offer b\ ;)'m(m 24
personalities to urge compliance with the ()ccl; [l ;1 Lo il
change for assurances of support for a West x c. ¢ i
rebuffed by the Israelis, and the group sufferec

restige as a result.19 fe
¥ Ot}ir early attempts in the West Bank to C(?Ull.‘:(r;o[m_
Israeli occupation included the formation of an ISl-dmll\,luslim
mittee under the sponsorship of the highest-ranking i
administrator in the West Bank, which sent a jf)int leltf!r a i
end of June to the Military Governor protesting the'dm; i
tion of East Jerusalem. A National Guidance Commlt'te o
formed which encouraged the creation of local comlr'ntte o)
resist the occupation. There were a number of Strfkes pil
demonstrations, with the well organized Commun.ls'l P"‘n(yl
taking the lead. Israelj crackdowns on political acuvity a

g : st
deportation in December 1967 of several distinguished We
Bank personalities reduc

B, ; inian
ed the initial level of Palestin
activism,20

19. Heller, Mark, “Politics and Social
Migdal, Joel S.,

3 ”in
Change in the West Bank since 1967,
Palestinian Socie,

- Inl-
&y and Politics, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton U
versity Press, 1980, P-200.
20. Sandler, op. cit., pp.68-
One: A i

~ P re
69; Lesch, op. cit., p.32; Dakkak, Ibrahim, “Back to slq};l:nk
A Study in the Re-Emergence of the Palestinian Identity in the Wes 5 b
1967-80,” in Schoelch, Alexander, ed., Palestinians over the Green Line: Stu 1967,
i inians on Both Sides of the 1949 Armistice Line since
983, Pp.70-71.
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The West Bank remained relatively quiet in the early years
of occupation as the residents began to realize that the Israeli
presence would not end quickly. Almost all West Bankers
were encouraged by Yasir Arafat’s success in establishing the
PLO as a pragmatic, determined organization relatively in-
dependent of the Arab regimes. The confrontation between
the PLO and the Jordanian government in 1969 and 1970
was a source of anguish in the West Bank, however, as the
West Bankers felt they must choose between the familiar if
not universally admired Hashemite government and the un-
familiar but glamorous Palestinian movement which grew
phoenix-like from the ashes of the Arab routin the 1967 war.

The Jordanian army’s crackdown on the commandos in
September 1970 and their departure under duress from the
country the next spring “devastated” the West Bankers. Hos-
tility toward King Hussein increased, along with the recog-
nition that the PLO was no match for the Jordanian army on
the ground. The searing experience of watching Palestinians
and Jordanians fighting one another on the East Bank in
1970 began a trend toward thinking about a West Bank state
(rather than a secular democratic state in all of Palestine),
although early journalistic efforts to float the idea were at-
tacked as defeatist.?!

Appearances of Normalcy

The Israelis decided to hold municipal elections on the
West Bank in 1972 in order to demonstrate the normalcy of
life under occupation. Most Arabs regarded the elections' as
an Israeli attempt at political cooptation, and the Jordanian
government initially tried to discourage its supporters on the
West Bank from taking part. The government e.ndorsed
participation in the elections when it realized t%]at victory l?y
pro-Jordanian local officials would strengthen its position in

a period of rising support for the PLO.
21. Lesch, op. cit.
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Several weeks prior to the spring 1972 (.'.|<‘('““"5 K”;)E
Hussein unveiled a plan for a United Arab l\mg(-l(zl.n][(r)aeli
comprised of the East Bank and the West Bank after snouS
withdrawal. The plan called for lwn'lurgcl\' ;um;no;auc-
regions, each maintaining its own Parluungm ;n{n(l 1)lfl‘l)reign
racy, with the King responsible for the (Ilt‘f('nsc and fc o
affairs of both banks. The pro-Jordanian element (ml %
West Bank praised the plan while the PLO u.n.d l’hffl 'ed-
denounced it. In the elections that followed, ll'kl({lll()ndl. ea :
ers won in almost all the municipalities with the CX(‘C])[I()l-l 0
Ramallah and Tulkarm, both of which elected mayors ?ull(i
ning on Palestinian nationalist platforms.2? Israc.l was Pl‘;;s';k
by evidence of its policy of “non-intervention” in West Ba -
affairs, and Jordan was pleased that most of its supporte
won the municipal elections. e

A significant political development in the West B.zmk was
the January 1973 creation by the Palestinian “pal‘llzllllf?ntjl
the Palestine National Council, of the Palestine Nau.o.nd
Front (PNF), a clandestine coalition of West Bank opposmony
groups, with Communists and PLO supporters playing a ke()
role. The PNF surfaced in the West Bank in August 19'73’
two months before the October War. The PNF's political line

opposed the Allon Plan, the proposed United Arab Kin‘i‘
dom, and a separate Palestinian entity on the West Bank.*

Politics Gets Complicated

The October War hurt King Hussein’s prestige in the West
Bank because Jordan was not

a major participant in the one
war in which the Arabs made g respectable showing against
Israel on the battlefield, The war served as a catalyst on the
West Bank as it did elsewhere in the Arab world, giving a
sense of confidence and realism to Arab political Msri it
At the Arab summit conference in Algiers after the war, the
Supreme Muslim Council, at the behest of the PNF, endorsed
22. Metz

clzger, op. cit., pp.156-157.
23. Ibid., PP-159-161; Lesch, op- cit., pp.52-54.
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recognition of the PLO, which upset King Hussein, who had
been counting on the Muslim group to help him reestablish
his authority on the West Bank.2*

The Arab summit conference at Rabat, Morocco in Oc-
tober 1974 was a watershed in Jordanian-Palestinian rela-
tions. Appreciative of the growing influence of the PLO,
King Hussein sought to be designated the official negotiator
for the future of the West Bank Palestinians. A petition
signed by almost 200 West Bank personalities circulated at
Rabat called for the PLO to be designated the “sole legitimate
representative” of the Palestinians. This petition had a great
impact on the meeting, which decided to set aside King
Hussein’s claim and to substitute the PLO as the spokesman
for West Bank Palestinians. Yasir Arafat’s appearance before
the United Nations General Assembly a month later set off a
new round of demonstrations on the West Bank, where the
population was strongly supportive of the Rabat decision.?
As time was to tell, the events of fall 1974 were in many
respects the highwater point of PLO international prestige
and influence, since the Lebanese civil war started the next
spring, devouring its Lebanese and Palestinian participants.
In 1975 the United States put into effect a prohibition on
recognition of or negotiation with the PLO until it accepted
United Nations Security Council Resolution 242 and ack.novwfl-
edged Israel’s right to exist—a prohibition that remains 1n
force to this day. o5

The fall and winter of 1975-76 were a time of Cl\{ll.dls’
obedience on the West Bank. In October, Prime Minister
Rabin unveiled an autonomy plan for the West Bz.mk th.at
called for the local population to take charge of BN o
while Israel would handle foreign affairs and s.ecurlty 'maltf-
ters. Most West Bank opinion urged the PLO .to involve 1tseo
more directly in the peace process, but the Beirut-based P L

I : by the
was unable or unwilling to do so. Repressive e g
St e
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occupation authorities against the West Bank p()p'ulfi'u(l))n'
included shutdowns of municipal government ;111(l‘ulmd\s ’y
soldiers on schools to put down dem()nstrmi.ons. After scver}.lal
years of relative quiet it seemed to the ()llt.\‘.l(l.(‘ world 11‘121'[ the
West Bank was beginning to show signs of violent resistance
to the occupation.26 : . :
The Military Government was still connmll_c*fl to ho (}11n§
municipal elections scheduled for spring 1976 ullhougl' 1
hoped to dilute growing pro-PLO voting power by extenc f1.ng
the suffrage to women and to men without property. After
hesitation the PLO decided that the National Front should
try to win as many town elections as possible in order to

Hii { -eoarded as mod-
eliminate pro-Hashemite figures and those regarded as mc
erate by the Israelis.

The New Breed of Mayors

The 1976 municipal elections on the West Bank g
tuted a setback both for the occupying authorities and f(){‘ the
supporters of King Hussein. Following the decision f’f the
Arab summit meeting in Rabat in October 1974 to designate
the PLO the sole legitimate representative of the Pale§t1111211n5’
King Hussein had refrained from speaking on behalf o f_“ bk
Bank affairs. As the time of the elections came nearer, 1t Was
clear that major political changes were in the offing in the

West Bank. Nearly 600 candidates presented themselves for
205 municipal offic

es, and the group included many candi-
dates with professional and technical backgrounds on the
political scene, The Military Government was concerned
about “radical” elements gaining power and intervened
crud.ely in pre-election maneuvering, including deporting 2
leading candidate for mayor of Hebron.

The election results were g sweeping victory for the “new
breed” of offi

als, almost all of whom ran on an avowedly
pro-PLO platform. The only holdover from the more con-

servati i ij
ative group of Pro-Hashemite mayors was Elias Freij of
26. Lesch, op- cit., pp.67-68,
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Bethlehem, who chose a nationalist figure as his Deputy
Mayor. The new West Bank mayors were different more in
their ideas than in terms of social standing, however, since
most were members of or allied with leading families in their
communities. What was different was their declared intention
to work together for their communities under the banner of
Palestinian nationalism. Among the more prominent winners
was Karim Khalaf of Ramallah, a wealthy businessman with
strong pro-PLO ties, who had been elected in 1972 and
returned in 1976. Bassam Shaka’a of Nablus was also a
wealthy businessman and pro-PLO. Fahd Qawasmeh of
Hebron was an agronomist who had previously worked for
the Israeli agricultural service on the West Bank. Muham-
mad Milhem of Halhoul was a former teacher who had
worked in Saudi Arabia for Aramco, the former US oil firm.

One result of the 1976 West Bank elections was a further
decline in Jordanian influence since all but one of its tradi-
tional supporters (Mayor Freij of Bethlehem) were defeated.
The King’s role in the West Bank, weakened by the events of
1970 and further diminished by the designation in 1974 of
the PLO as spokesman for West Bank Palestinian affairs, was
at a low point following the 1976 municipal elections: Qne
indicator of the changed political fulcrum for Palestinians
was the preferred place of residence for West Bank depor-
tees: prior to the 1973 war most had gone to Amman to live,
but after 1978 most went to Beirut, where they associated

themselves with the PLO.27

27. MEL op. cit., pp.133-134.
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Chapter 6

SOCIETY UNDER STRESS

Change and Continuaty

es . ' :
Dpe}z)l;elcﬂ:)tf 11::1(\1\})16 pressures of military occupation the
A ‘.csl Bank have worked hard since 1967
— ir society and to live as normally as circum-

While mL:]‘lll]. :

oty si[uaﬁén ((l)i'tlhe c“()mmemary and analysis of the West
- e ke:d s with the occupation and its impact, it is
i Ale p stght of the character of the society under
. The West Bank lost almost one-third of its popu-

lation i C e e p————————C
th_}g{;ljﬁgd( falling from approximately 000,000 to ap-
TR })],'0()0 in the' course of a summer. Since then

- ‘liS ’had a high birth rate, yet the population

80.1 The prin \lhla' lrdte of only 1.4 per cent in the period 1967-

S s };lpi ; cause of [‘he discrepancy is out-migration

mﬁ{";]gf?* S p(?pulatlon, principally to find employ-
,@ﬁh'est' ,;Q_r_“pphtlcal Teasons, voluntarily O inyolun-
Siseeis o e);( g‘ndted 100,000 West Bankers have left the area

Faoiys econ(; us of 19.67, many of them since 1974, when the

my went into recession and job opportunities for

Pagsﬂpians decreased in Israel.?
s aféng I;he occupation there has be
hualy (St ank to the southern town
majOriin ]erusalefn'because of employme
Ramall;’h();?alestmlan workers in Jerusalem now live in the
B urb’ ethlehem, Hebron, and]ericho area. Major West
Nabl 8 concentrations include East Jerusalem (85,000),
us (75,000), Hebron (70,000), and Ramallah-Bireh

and Gaza Strip D
ata Base Project,

en a population shiftin
s and sub-districts c€n”
nt prospects: The

ata Base Project Interim

1. Benvenisti
sti, Meron, “The W
R - 5 est Bank
eport #1,” Jerusalem: West Bank D! 1982, p-1-

2. Ibid., p.2.
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ing i E -r 73,000,
(25,000). Palestinian refugees living in camps nun’ll).(r 72
or approximately 10 per cent of the total population.

i sts have forecast a
Two West Bank demographic analysts have fore
gloomy future for the area:

— se
1) Out-migration is likely to com.inuc ;1‘1)1(1 c\:(l; ‘lv::ie:ge
since the portion of the populatimT in the 20 to 50 )
group will increase over the next five A ther presiire
2) Jewish settlement will increase, putting furt
on Palestinian land and opportunily; ; BTN, 5
3) Job opportunities for Palestinians in Ifmc 1-ass
enterprises will continue to be the lowest paid. G
One potential brake on out-migration would be dher i
in job opportunities outside the West Bank whet these
economic or political reasons, but “considered togelhfrjrs i
three factors clearly predict that within the next five "~eaase.”“
Arab population of the West Bank will begin to de‘L'rC roits
Voluntary Arab out-migration is keeping the rate of 13'Cte o
of the population low without the application to da
drastic Israeli measures such as mass expulsion. 418
West Bank society has been buffeted by wars and by g
matic population shifts (doubling due to incoming ref}lghas
in 1948, shrinking in 1967), but in many respects ltWest
maintained the same characteristics as always. The

3 n
Bank’s upper class, the traditional landowning and urba
professional group,

has maintained status under occupatlosri
but at a cost. The Presence of foreign occupiers in the WCO_
Bank superimposes an external authority group on the s :
ciety, much as the Brigish mandate administration did be
tween the two world wars, whereas during the Jordamarlz
period most of the King’s representatives in the West Ban
were from the areq. The West Bank upper class has always
functioned as an interlocutor between government and gov-
erned, yet the role

ion is
of the upper class under geeupalion)
3. M'elzger. Jan, Orth, Martin, anq Sterzing,

d: The
; Christian, This Land Is Our Lan
i 'r‘st Bank undey Israeli Occupation, London: Zed Press, 1983, pp.16-17. o
s Bs aq, Jad, and Smith, C., “Demography of the Palestinians; Part One, The

ank, Privately printed, 1989, Pp.52-53.
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compromised because of its inability to block the erosion of
the Palestinian land birthright, a loss which affects it as well.
The inability of big landowners to find sufficient numbers of
fieldhands means that the value of land as a source of income
has declined, which has in turn decreased the power of the
owners.

The open bridges policy to the East Bank has helped
sustain the West Bank statusqugbypémlltlffg financial and
political links to be maintained, but over the 17 years of the
‘Occupation the pro-Jordanian leadership group in the West
Bank has aged, and younger leaders have matured under
different political conditions. This has resulted in a situation
in which the pro-Jordan leadership group has been more or
less limited to a group that was active and involved at the time
of the 1967 war and that has seen its influence reduced over
the course of the occupation. One consideration favoring
fﬁl}_laining traditional leaders, however, has been attrition of
the leadership class as a result of deportations and out-
igration, which has provided a greater than normal degree
of influence to those who have remained on the West Bank.
Another factor has been the ability of traditional leaders to
argue that as long as the occupation continues, it is “unpa-
triotic” to engage in “family quarrels” that distract attention
from resisting the occupation.

The sense of political vulnerability in the West Bank makes
many residents loath to take public political stands. Tht.f)’
have seen the rise and more recent decline of the PLO in
international standing, and the future role of Jordan in West
Bank affairs is uncertain. Despite differences in personal
loyalties toward the PLO and Jordan among West Bank
leaders, all are opposed to the occupation while acknowledg-

ing the likelihood of its continuation.

Wages Bring Changes

One of the most significant social
West Bank society since 1967 has

and economic changes 11
been the impact of wage
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earnings on West Bank Palestinians employed in Israel or
working for the Israelis. The West Bank prior to 1967 had a
high rural unemployment rate and relatively limited cash
income outside of the towns. Job opportunities for unskilled
and semi-skilled West Bankers became available after the
occupation at the same time that white-collar and profes-
sional West Bankers found their incomes reduced. The im-_
proved sgqi‘al status of wage-earning, lower-class Palestinians
has eroded the old dependency relationships on which much
of the upper class’s influence was based. In the villages from
which many of the workers come, the leadership class has
utilized shifting arguments in order to reduce the status
demands of the newly-monied workers. As money has be-
come more available, village leaders have attempted to main-
tain status by emphasizing the importance of knowledge,
often represented by their own sons away at school or blocked
from returning at the time of the 1967 war.’ The Israeli
preference for working with traditional West Bank leaders
also exacerbates the generational issue because the Israelis
are more frequently in touch with them than with the newer,
younger leaders.

Social response patterns have varied from one district 0
another in the West Bank. Hebron, one of the poorest and
most traditional of the West Bank towns, has developed a
generational cleavage due to the experiences of the young in
seeing liberated, mobile Israeli youth. Long symbolized by
former May_o.r Mohammed Ali al-Ja’abari, the epitome of an

Nablus has proved a riported),'m 1976-' bron
and has more successfull s ﬂe'lele i tha]? Hel 'rgd
other issues sharply dra\Z A e generatlona l‘)llus
economy has been able ton ool Occu'patlon. i aE Na Kk

offer returning sons more wor

Opportunities than Hebron, which has reinforced the tra-

5. Migdal, oel S., Palestini : A . 2
Press, 1580, p.69. stimian Society and P olitics, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
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dition: erenc ;
Shakafiz:,(tl}?itll,:-Il-(C~”.t the l\"()llng. At the same time Bassam
attack and de )‘(::’)' l(llc.(hw(l > !976 (since maimed in a bomb
militant I’alcsllini,u ),'\ .lsmgl in 1982), became a symbol of
genera[iona]» = (fn ’n‘m(mallsm. which served to bridge the
and cooptatioﬁ l}))\ l[ll;:-l ];))(l)lllif'r l‘;‘l'el-(iTHCliCS o anomuaigne
' . ical leadership in N: ;
hel\i’i‘;g;::?“ll:lc strains of the silualion.p g e
dence of high ::]Cll flsalt.n‘n-R'amallah area have showed evi-
SRsd sonc a‘\v;;‘- ;ﬁld. ~sﬂ{ralnhcatnon, with sons of village leaders
T [(ln school and many not yet able to return.
BALL l);l;?s Af( e hel(.lers have continued to function on a
458 idior ‘cha“)r their sons, and the practice has been to
APT()p‘()s 5 deaf]?.ngesv.to the existing power structure.®
R Shehadeh halsngl\)mth the occupation, West Bank lawyer
T doh served, “The Palestinians have been
B s reac[io,d erence ’to formality and in their atti-
Bl tiia posmz)s t'() Israel’s policies. The rigidity of the
e n as a group and as individuals has ren-
foskl i i a;S predictable. This has made it easier for
which implied readi;oens ?nd has allowed it to take positions
fachlt“ A o ss for more compromise than it was in
he e
St ?}f:‘;l;dtsl(()mhf.laf subjected West Bank society to more
g it imac}z ;stlfcated,.de\'re.loped society coulc? absorb
ey u.i tdorces mdmduals. to make choices that
weighing e r?a] :;1 dufnde.r normfxl c1rcT1mstanc.es, such as
Politial e amllybconmderatlons agamst larger
strains has been sumood I()Znslc;' / WiSt Bens soc1e’l,:y 2 -IZI:ICSC
sumod mean warit rabic for “steadfastness ). Initially
more oo r'esxstance, but the term has takeq on
ion. S v ations of Pferseverance .and det.erml.na-
eplaced political alternatives, a situation

estinian Areas under
ed., Occupation:

6. Ibi
Ibid., pp.72-76.

| Status of Pal
can University

7. Sheh; ;
Ociu‘;ifa}(’; Raja, “The Changing Juridica
Israel over r};al;n»d Holdings and Settlements,” in Arurl, Naseer, ¢
Graduates, 1 gg:;"";’.glg'elmom, Mass.: Association of Arab-Amer!
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Tnce > 1d-197 S,
which the West Bank has had to accept since the mid 19/(})]
1 ~OVe > P e
when none of its external champions had proved equal to t
P .
task of rescuing the area from Israeli occupation.

Educating the Young

As a society under pressure and with relati\'evll\' fe\\'l \\'i}';;(:
respond to Israeli military occupation,.the W est l?cm- -
placed a high value on education, particularly hlg' el e
cation. The West Bankers appreciate the role edll(;d[l()ll 4
plai}’édl—in the ability of Palestinians to make thelf‘ ‘\t‘thl‘;
foreign countries and under difficult circumstances. '1 i
constant outflow from the West Bank of skilled manpow er, :
has been imperative for the area to develop and pursue hig
standards in education. '

General education in the West Bank operates on a multl(i
track basis: the private schools cater mainly to Christians dn
to better-off Muslim families; the state-supported s.ch()Ol A
tem educates the majority of poorer, mainly Muslim, fami-
lies; and UNRWA takes care of the children of the refugeesi
As a society one-third of whose total population is of sch?O
age, the West Bank has a large task in providing education
for its young people. After 1967 private school enrollment
surged in East Jerusalem since only the public schools were
forced to adopt the Israeli Arab curriculum. In the West
Bank public (tax-supported) schools make up 77 per cent of
the total; private schools represent 14 per cent, and UNRWA
schools makes up the remaining nine per cent. School at-
tendance is compulsory for nine years and is free (in gov-
ernment institutions) through high school.

The Israeli occupation produces a continuing conflict with
the educational system. The Israeli Attorne
served apropos of a hearing about the 198
school near Jerusalem following a demonstr

8. Sandler, Shmuel, and
Study in Intercommunal
1984, pp.69-70.

y-General ob-
0 closing of a
ation, “...where

Frisch, Hillel, Israel,

the Palestinians, and the West Bank: A
Conflict, Lexington,

Mass.: Lexington Books (D.C. Heath),

1994



there are schools, there will be demonstrations, stone-throw-
ings, raising of flags, and therefore a threat to security.™

Textbooks are a point of contention between the Israeli
authorities and the West Bankers. While the Military Gov-
ernment maintains that it has disallowed the use of only 14
textbooks from Jordan and 23 from Egypt since 1967, Pal-
estinian observers tell a different story, in which references to
Palestine or Palestinians, cultural and/or national allusions,
and Palestinian sentiment or history must be expunged or
the books are not permitted to be used.!? Officials associated
with West Bank schools provide numerous accounts of Israeli
authorities prohibiting the use of a given text because of
references which have nothing to do with Jews or Zionism
but which portray Palestine or Palestinian history ina positive
light.

Although violent incidents are fewer today, West Bank
schools and school children have been the targets of assaults
'F’Y Israeli soldiers quelling a demonstration, pursuing an
lr_ldividual, or engaging in preemptive harassment. Since a
vital element in Israel’s policy of maintaining control over the
West Bank has been to forestall trouble wherever possible
rather than respond to it, such tactics are considered valuable
b.y the authorities. School closings often have the same effect
since if the children themselves are not opposed, the parents
realize the loss in valuable class time whenever schools are not
in session. ,

Some of the problems associated with general education in
the West Bank are generated inadvertently. One weakness 18
the high number of days when schools are closed due to
student pressure in order to protest occup
share in an event of political significance whet
inside or outside the West Bank. One univers

ation policy or to
ether it occurred
ty educator has

- : Inter-
% Quf"ed in Shehadeh, Raja, The West Bank and the Rule of Law, Geneva .
National Commission of Jurists, 1980, p.98. LR e
0. Coordinator of Govcrnjmem Operations in Judea and gggi)d‘_ﬂj‘érﬁ::; m:l Min-
Sinai, Golan Heights, “A Thirteen-year Survey (1967-1 GOi)' Fasheh, Munir,
istry of Defense (Israel), January 1981, p.20 (hereafter :
Impact on Education,” in Aruri, op. cit-s p-300.
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noted that such student-generated “holidays™ are almost as
great an obstacle to academic continuity as those forced by
the authorities. Another problem is the appeal, particularly
to boys, of paid work in Israel, which is causing many young-
er teenagers to foresake their education and take menial jobs
in Israel. Yet another problem is that due to the scarcity of
professional and technical jobs for West Bankers in the West
Bank, a growing number of university graduates are leaving
the area in order to find challenging employment. A study of
Bir Zeit University graduates in the 1970s showed that one-
third (of 112 respondents) were still in the West Bank while
two-thirds had left.11

Two-thirds of West Bank high school students concentrate
in the humanities and social sciences, subjects of importance
to national identity but of little demand in the job market.
Students concentrating in the social sciences who score poorl)’
in the tawjihi (University-qualifying exam) find themselves
with neither university acceptance nor skills that can bring a
respectable income in the job market.!2 They are then forced
either to take a lower-paying job or to leave the West Bank in

search of work elsewhere, Only an estimated four per cent of

high school students are enrolled in vocational education,

learning skills that can demand higher wages than those
offered to unskilled West Bankers by the Israelis.

A Few Flowers Bloom

The Palesmvan commitment to higher education is no-
where more evident than in the West Bank

now three major universities and several sm
nstitutes. While the Military Government
faction that “until 1967 no instity
existed in the Administereq Terr
for lack of trying. The first attem

11. Graham-Brown, Sarah,

in Aruri, op. cit., p-248. Impact on the Social Structure of Palestinian Society,”
12. Sandler, op. cit., p.65.

13.GOL, op. cit., p.2].

where there are
all postgraduate
notes with satis-
tion for higher education
itories,”!3 it had not been
Pts to establish a university
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1an?rusalel11 during the mandate period were rejected by the
British, and the Jordanian government gave priority to es-
tabli'shing‘]ordan's first university in Am(man. :

Bir Zeit University, a well-regarded private high school
near Ramallah, added a freshman year of college in 1951 and
a sophomore year a decade later. Bir Zeit was recognized by
the American University of Beirut, and graduates were ac-
Ce}?ted for completion of their undergraduate studies in
Belr(ut. Bir Zeit expanded to add a third university year in
19?2 and graduated its first BA and BS students in 1976. Bir
Zeit's c.onneclions with the American University of Beirut, its
exter‘lsn'e course offerings in English, and the prominence of
the fQlelcling Nasir family helped the school attract talent
and foreign financial support.

The second West Bank university is Bethlehem University,
which grew out of the Fréres (Brothers) School in Bethlehem
rurhl‘b?’ a Catholic order of monks. The university began in
1973 in buildings formerly housing the school and has ex-
Randed its campus since then with help from the Catholic
Church. Reflecting the traditional importance of the tourist
trade in the West Bank, Bethlehem University offers a pro-
gram in hotel management.

Nfij'dh National University in Nablus was established in
1975, growing out of a government teachers’ college and still
housed there. Whereas both Bir Zeit University and Beth-
lehem University have a strong foreign and English-lan-
Suage component, Najah looks more to the local culture for
its orientation. In the academic year 1982-83 enrollments at
these institutions were as follows: Bir Zeit University, 2,000
Students; Najah University, 3,200 students; and Bethlehem

University, 1,800 students.!*

Other  post-secondary institutions  in the We§t

Bank include an Islamic College and  Polytechnic
Scientific

in Hebron, a Nursing School in El-Bireh, a
Institute in Abu Dis (outside Jerusalem),

14. Unpublished, undated analysis of Military Order #854, London, p4



and a college for religious and Islamic sludics‘ n Be?l H.amlEa
(outside Jerusalem).!s A Council for Higher Education 1r‘1t e
West Be;nk was established in the late 1970s to coordinate
curricula and programs, but between internal prol')lems anlzi
Israeli opposition to any entity established on a W Ffst I?an
wide basis, the Council is yet to become a force in higher
education in the area.

Post-secondary institutions in the West Bank are under
constant pressure by the occupation authorities. Not ()'nly are-
university students seen as potential threats to Israeli sec.ur
ity; the universities themselves are regarded as bree(%lrlg_
grounds for “radicalism and terrorism.” The Military ‘(JOV
ernment has described the problem this way: “Ul'lfOI:tu‘
nately, political elements have been exploiting these nsttu-
tions to advance their own political aims and, in some Cases,
have used them to foment unrest among the students, \~'}}106
are incited to carry on political activities hostile to Isra.el- .
In part because of the absence of customary national instl-
tutions such as government and national sports teams, u'm};
versities in the West Bank do play a symbolic rolc? 'wth
makes them even more suspect to the Israeli authorities.

Troubles in Academe

The universities’ problems cover the gamut of institutional
requirements and activities. Foreign periodicals arrive late 0T
incomplete if at all: purchases are taxed, unlike in Israell
mstitutions, which receive arebate at the end of each year for
taxes paid; most research project requests are denied by the
Military Government: academic calendars are.uncertain; all

books must be cleared by the censor; cultural programs g
other activities dealing wi

th the Palestinian national heritage
are blocked, harassed, or delayed; and attempts are made by

the Israeli authorities to recruit students and faculty as 1

15. Fasheh, o,

> p. cit., pp.308-309.
16. GOL, op. cit., p-21.
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formers, particularly those whose work requires them to
travel abroad and who require permits in order to do so.!”

Higher education in the West Bank received a blow in
1980 with the issuance of Military Order No.854, which
altered the basis on which universities may function. As
described by the Military Government, No.854 came about
since “on the basis of Israel’s obligations under international
law to ensure public order and safety, considerations of
public order were added to the criteria for granting licenses
for the establishment of educational institutions.”'8

Military Order No.854 gives the Military Government the
following authority vis-a-vis West Bank universities:

1) Setting of curricula

2) Overseeing textbook choice and use

3) Issuing of teaching certificates

4) Authority to prohibit teachers from being members of
political parties or participating in political activities i

5) Requiring written approval for all faculty by the Military
Governor in order to teach

6) Requiring the same for students in order to study

7) Licensing of institutions ! ;

8) Cancelling teaching approval for anyone conwctec'i g 2
security offense or placed under administrative deFeﬂtlon-l‘

A committee of faculty at the Hebrew University of Je-
rusalem was created to look into the condition of umv'e‘rsmes
in the occupied territories, and its 1981 report was critical qf
the Military Government’s policies toward West Bank uni-
versities, including a recommendation that No.854 be re-

: g sversiti re
Sanded. Concerning the allegation that the universities W€
r to serve a

depar[ing from their stated purposes in orde o
future Palestinian state, the Israeli professors observed b(t) Zi
serving one’s community is what universi.ties are al! a Si;x X
Dr. Gabi Baramki, Acting President of Bir Zeit Uhm(‘i,elr)ee{l'
commented concerning No.854 that whereas 1t ha

- g 983.
17. Conversations with Bir Zeit University faculty, December 1

18. Ibid., p.996.
19. #854 Analysis, op. cit., pp.5-6.
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revious Israeli policy to “interfere” iq lll'li\'(’l:S‘llf' .affal[r(s), [[}}]l:
Mil Government had now taken its mtexfcu)nce .
Ml'ht:lrgf becoming “responsible” for thgm. \ lz?le(sllm s
i an academician has a made the following ju gn?ard
f»:ir?lfrrlecgard to policies of the ]\/‘lilitz?ry Gm(;l:n'n:;:l[in[:;:, -
West Bank universities: “The cnpplmg restr l)(ll(' [i.(. g e
on Palestinian universities are part O_f a slvstun:ini[v —- .
hamper the development of Pales.uman con.m.u“f B
zations. [The restrictions] are an 1nte.gral. part e i
general repressive atmosphere of daily ll(fic lfl:)i“,e highe
occupation...Yet more specifically, they destabiliz

) Palestin-
education, which is one of the key resources of the Pa
ian people.”20

Forces in Society

. ’ ank
In the course of the 17 years of the occu.pauoni“ i[tgiﬁe
municipalities have gone from rel.ative ummportal;(,nd ok
focal point of local and internauo.n.al at[en'u.og—imited a4
again. Traditionally the municipahue.s.recene o5
tention from both government and citizens b§Cd115
minimal role they played in the lives of the resnder'lts-s i
During the Jordanian period West Ban'k mayf)\'ring e
usually the candidates for municipal counc1l§ recei s
most votes, although appointments were sul?Ject to g et
ment confirmation. The post of mayor received great‘litar)’
tention during the 1972 elections, the first .u'rlder (Tlmon'
occupation and a political test of Jordan’s ability .tO ef P
strate its influence in the West Bank through election o POre
Jordan candidates. The 1976 elections generated even nflthe
interest because of the strong nationalist tenor of most 0 i
candidates and because of the commitment of PLO Prestlgf ;
as well as that of Jordan, to the outcome. The election 0 v
slate of articulate, outspoken, nationalist mayors on t'he Viie :
Bank attracted a great deal of attention and constitute

20. Aruri, Naseer, “Universities under
Against Palestine,”

1 e War
Occupation: Another Front in th
" in Aruri, op. cit,,

Pp-330-335.
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challenge to the occupation authorities. Within a few years of
that heady period, however, the municipalities were in dis-
array in the wake of deportations, unsolved bomb attacks that
maimed the mayors of Ramallah and Nablus, dismissals of
most of the rest of the mayors, and the appointment of Israeli
Jews to manage local affairs in the absence of Palestinian
officials. The municipalities had the potential for becoming
the nucleus of a network of nationalistic, reformist local
leaders, and for this reason the Israelis dismantled the net-
work over a period of a few years. At this juncture it is
unlikely that it will be permitted to be reconstituted as long as
Israel maintains a physical presence in the West Bank. The
?oss to the West Bankers in terms of leadership and morale is
incalculable. The vacuum thus created contributes to the
decline of the West Bank as a society confident of its insti-
tutions and optimistic about its future.

One of the most significant and least publicized institutions
functioning in the West Bank is UNRWA, the United Na-
tions Relief and Works Agency, which was established after
the 1948 Palestine war to meet the needs of destitute Pal-
estinian refugees. As of the end of 1982, 340,000 out of the
total West Bank population of 710,000 (exclusive of East
Jerusalem) were refugees registered with UNRWA and en-
titled to services depending on need.?! Politically, UNRWA is
an anomaly since its mandate from the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly, whose members provide its operating revenue
from voluntary annual donations, presupposed a short-term
period of refugee need following which the agency would be
disbanded, as was the case with most relief and resettlement
programs in Europe after World War IL UNRWA, on the
other hand, has remained in operation since after the 1948
Palestine war with the same mandate, expanded in 1967 to
include temporary relief to non-eligible West Bankers who

fled to the East Bank.
¢ Institute, 1983

21. The West Bank: An Assessment, Washington, D.C.: The Middle EasAgency), 5,157

(a draft study in preparation for the Defense Intelligence
(hereafter MEI).
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financial condition than they (or ll“‘”‘. parents) < st
1948, UNRWA continues in cxislcnc(.- in li“'?{" P"l‘ e
of its symbolic acknowledgement of mlcm;um»uvm.l.:::r[mﬁ(m
bility for resolution of the l’alestin?-, pmlv)lclm. [s1 f“.li‘mm o
having been sanctioned by the Unnefl Ni'lll“"“‘!"‘\‘\' A is infile
lution in 1947. The pressure to mzunl;un‘l .\R . »;-t'llgees
enced in part by the fact that UNRWA ussnsl;uulv ‘l(().-lwl étrip
in Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, the West B;ml‘(. ;m.d t N '(‘)l;s'il)ili["
relieves governments of some degree of S()'(‘l'all re SIPL'\“'R\V/‘\
for maintaining costly programs. Isractl; critical ()' : .)wda[e
when it occupied the West Bank in 1967, (';.unc l(') ‘IIL!\;RWA
the quality of UNRWA programs an(? the fact lh‘?l ”;C West
relieves Israel of part of its social welfare burden in
Bank. WRNOE LY
Of additional significance is UNRWA'’s |)r()lfvssu.nm.l st 125
! almost all of whom are Palestinian Arabs hln(‘”()‘,lfl}li]gent
’ international civil servants in a highly structured ;mfl L,ineers,
_bureaucracy. The Palestinian doctors, [CilCh(“l'S, U]:g\JRWA
social workers, and office staff who administer L'i|< e
programs in the West Bank have transfex‘*rable ski ‘55
could be applied under different political c1rcumsta‘nce"\-"lte
The West Bank is served by a wide range of P‘\‘a‘n d
charitable and philanthropic organizations, indigenous i
international, whose staffs are entirely or mainly compos(e)o 5
West Bankers. The indigenous groups, approximatf:l," l So-
number, are members of the Federation of Chal‘ltilblff ¥
cieties and divided into three regional sections (N'ablus, ~~]'al
rusalem, Hebron). Activities include youth, education, sou2 i
services, and health programs. In addition, there are some. ®
foreign charitable groups operating in the West Bank,‘ll{lA
cluding American organizations such as CARE, ANE i
(American Near East Refugee Aid), American Friends Ser'\l/
ice Committee, and the Mennonite Central Committee. While
supporting programs parallel to those of the indigenou;
organizations, the foreign groups tackle additional areas suc
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as economic development (ANERA) and legal aid (AFSC).**
All the US groups are subject to an Israeli veto on projects
despite the fact that the US Congress provides grants to
several of the groups to assist West Bank institutions. A
consistent pattern in Israeli project decisions on the West
Bank has been approval of those in the social welfare cat-
egory and disapproval of those intended to contribute to
economic self-sufficiency, which would interfere with Israel’s
policy of tightening the West Bank-Israel connection.

The Military Government has replaced the Jordanian
government’s previous role in the fields of health, education,
and social welfare other than that provided by private agen-
cies. While there is disagreement between supporters an
critics of the Israeli role regarding its adequacy, there has
been improvement in the areas of sanitation, health training,
and public health in the West Bank under occupation. Health
insurance plans initiated in 1973 and 1978 now cover 300,000

West Bank residents.2

Pervasive Intrusion

The Israeli occupation of the West Bank is an intrusive
Phenomenon in the lives of the Palestinian Arabs despite the
Military Government’s officially upbeat view of the situation:
“Since 1967, area Arabs [sic] have enjoyed freedom of expres-
sion to a degree previously unknown to them or to th(?
citizens of any Arab state to this very day.”! Th.e Isra'ell
occupation of the West Bank may benefit by comparison with
more violent and brutal occupations, but documentation by
local and foreign observers since 1967 makes it clear that the
Israeli face turned to the outside world and the one tf‘Tned
toward the West Bank are different. An Israeli critic of

i . ation is
Practices on the West Bank has observed, “...an occup
wan

/ 11
22. Nakhleh, Emile A., The West Bank and Gaza: Toward the A?“}"';:ig{ig I}:glli(synke-
State, Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise¢ Institute for
search, 1979, pp.29,31,35.
23. ME], op. cit., pp.145-146.

24. GOL, op. cit., p.22e.
103



an occupation, and each and every Palestinian in the occu-
pied territories lives under full occupation,” noting that Pal-
estinian rights and status are protected “only insofar as they
do not contradict or conflict with the interests of the occu-
piers.”2> The Israeli comparative argument, to the effect that
Arab governments often deny personal or political freedoms,
is of little encouragement to the West Bankers.

West Bank lawyer Raja Shehadeh has documented many
of the intrusions into the daily lives of West Bank residents in
an International Commission of Jurists publication, The West
Bank and the Rule of Law:

Freedom of Movement

The entire West Bank has been designated a “closed area,”
which means that no one can leave without a permit without
forfeiting the right to return. For those who need to tra\'f:?
abroad, the ability to obtain exit permits is crucial, and Israeli
ability to give, delay giving, or deny a permit provides a
means of leverage on the leadership class. Curfews, fre-
quently imposed in the aftermath of a security incident and
virtually permanently in effect in certain areas (e.g., Jalazon
refugee camp), are a form of collective punishment, and road
blocks are a routine form of harassment as well as movement
control. House or town arrest is imposed on members of the
leadership class whom the Israelis wish to restrict but whom
they hesitate to imprison or deport. Bassam Shaka’a, former
mayor of Nablus, is under town arrest. He reports that while
he has no written confirmation of his status, he has driven out
of Nablus on numerous occasions, only to be stopped at a
point just outside the town limits and forced to return.

Confiscation of identity cards is an effective form of control
since every West Bank residen must carry an ID card at all
tmes. ID cards are collected from individuals near any se-
curity incident, and anyone is liable to arrest if caught with-
out his ID even if he has not been charged with an offense.

25. Tsemel, Lea, “Personal Status and Rights,” in Aruri, op. cit., p.57.
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Collective Punishment
: Collective punishment, outlawed by the Geneva Conven-
tions, takes many forms on the West Bank. The home of a
security suspect may be blown up; if the family lives in a
connected flat, the building may be blown up, with suffering
caused to the landlord and the other tenants. Neighbors of
suspects may have their houses sealed up, and shops nearby
have also met the same fate.

Ifl a dramatic case following a 1980 attack in Hebron on
Je“ilsh settlers, a one-month curfew was imposed on the
CTI.UI‘C town, during which crops were ruined and businesses
fall.ed. The mayor, Fahd Qawasmeh, was deported, Hebron
residents were denied travel permits for some time, and no
f)ulside visitors were allowed into the town. Telephone serv-
Ice was cut for 45 days, no Hebron produce was allowed to be
exported to Jordan for the same period, and checkpoints
were maintained outside the town for all drivers for several
months; Hebron residents were harassed at checkpoints else-
where in the West Bank as well. Violent house searches were
made, with destruction of furniture and belongings, and
males were subjected to frequent interrogations and beat-
ings, often forced to wait for long periods of time at Israeli
demand.

Freedom of Speech

All printed matter in the West Bank is s
S.hip, and the sale, distribution, or possession 0
literature makes one liable to punishment. All Arab-owned
newspapers are required to obtain annual licenses in order to
publish. There are three regular Arab papers in East Jeru-
salem, Al-Fajr, Al-Sha’ab, and Al-Quds, and while all oppose
the occupation and support Palestinian self-determination,
the first two papers have been subjected to more harassment
than Al-Quds, which has been associated in the past'WIth a
pro-Jordanian point of view. The papers are

not permitted to
to show where stories or parts of stories
ain a supp

ly of filler

ubject to censor-
f banned

leave blank spaces
were censored, so editors must maint
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th t 3 1 t -~ l e - l art.

Freedom of Assembly

g it is required if ten or
Under occupation regulatlo'ns. a p?}r::ti:si:(‘:i;ible s
more people gather for an activity wh ject which could be
a political talk or discussion Qf a Sl}l?le(" ‘,\“, b ruled sl
considered political. An Israeli judge in R‘".“.‘l. ~‘liq discussed
even a large family gathering wl?ere p()lmfs }l, closingof
could be illegal. A silent student sit-in to protest t{ ]'(lle A Evel
a school in Abu Dis (near Jerusalem) was ruled illeg
though no words were spoken. ——
Another threat under which the West B‘m' ‘Il 'Pon i
lives is deportation, which has been used m‘ams) 1aviyel
leadership class and has included educ‘ators. d()‘cf()rd,ecade %
Jjournalists, and political figures. During the ﬁIS‘[i g
occupation an estimated 1,000 West I.Ban.k fvesufrefusal i
deported, mainly on the grounds of “agitation” or g
cooperate” with the authorities. Some of the dep;])r‘r haa
in prison at the time, but most were picked up att elhe g
blindfolded, transported to either the Jordanian or t gire
nese border, and told to walk. Some deportees werf? ?wdays
token legal hearing before being expelled. In the ear ); bl
of the occupation most of the deportees were membefs £
pro-Jordanian notables’ group, but in more recent yedrselves
have been mainly Wes Bankers who identified thems
with the Palestinian national movement,26 lis: it
Deportation has served two major purposes for IsraeW;3St
has helped eliminage the political leadership of the s
Bank, and it has inhibited pofitical activitics by others who

« 0 : inian
themselves a5 potential victims of deportation.2? Palesti
observers have also po

inted out that although the Occfpylrég_
authorities haye professed to €ncourage “moderate leahe
ership in the Wesg Bank with whom they could deal, t
deportees have been

~ L3 11 nd
mainly “moderate” individuals, 2
26. Shehadeh, West Bank, op. cit,

» PP-71-87 passim.
27. Metzger, op. cit., pp.67-68. 47 oy
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their departure leaves the West Bank with fewer known
personalities and potential spokesmen.

Treatment of detainees has drawn attention during the
occupation, with charges of Israeli torture the most serious.
In the mid-1970s an official of the US Consulate-General in
Jerusalem researched allegations of torture of applicants for
US visas and documented 29 cases of ill treatment, including
torture, in detention. She reported her findings to the De-
partment of State, including “the possibility that the use of
brutality in the interrogation of Arab prisoners is a systematic
practice, involving the use of trained personnel, backed up by
far-reaching administrative support, and protected by stand-
.ard methods of suppressing complaints and blocking their
investigation.”28 An Amnesty International report citing this
documentation indicated that the government of Israel did
not make a “substantive” response to the charge. Although
the use of torture appears to have lessened sharply if not to
have been abandoned altogether since that period, there are
few effective safeguards for Palestinians arrested by the oc-
Cupation authorities.

Israeli practice stipulates that no one may be held for more
than 18 days without access to a lawyer, yet in many cases
when a lawyer does get to see a detainee, another 18-day
period may go by before another visit is permitted. Detainees
are kept isolated from outside visits during the period of
interrogation, in the course of which a confession is almost
invariably obtained.2? Experience has shown that even when
the contents of a confession are called into question in the
course of a trial, the confession made during interrogation is
accepted by the court. Confessions in the West Bank are
usually taken down in Hebrew, a language unknown to most

Palestinian Arabs, and then are signed by the detainee. .
There is no action by a West Banker that escapes potemlal

scrutiny and prohibition on the all-embracing grounds of

ndations of an Amnesty International Mission

28. P
Quoted in “Report and Recomme O 7 June 1979," AT

el the Government of the State of Isra
29. Tsemel, op. cit., p.59.



“security.” While the entire population remains vulnerable,
the principal targets of Israeli harassment today are “...schools
and universities, power companies, labor unions, mayors z.md
municipal councils, economic enterprises, social clubs, artsts,
musicians, and journalists—in sum, any possible component

of a future Palestinian state or development and expression
of Palestinian culture.”30

Seeking Answers through Faith

A recent social phenomenon in the West Bank is an up-
surge in Islamic fundamentalism. Ayatollah Khomeini of
Iran is well regarded by many West Bank fundamemal?sts
despite widespread criticism of the Iran-Iraq war and the fact
that almost all of the West Bank’s Muslim majority belong to
the Sunni branch rather than the Shia branch as in Iran.
Although much of the Muslim world has shown its symp-
toms, Islamic resurgence in the West Bank occurs under
special circumstances because of the occupation. The sense of
frustration and helplessness on the West Bank in the face of
the 17-year occupation has increased the appeal of the ar-
gument that current problems are due to people having
turned away from God and pursued false (i.e., Western and
secular) goals. The call for a return to the Koran and rejec-
tion of non-Muslim influences is heard in Friday mosqueé
sermons and printed in Muslim publications, SurpTiSingly
free of Israeli harassment despite the fact that denunciation
of the occupation is a major theme.

One explanation of the Israeli tactic is that despite its
potential for social and political unrest, Islamic resurgence
serves to heighten inter-communal tension in a society with a
long history of internal divisiveness, thus making it more
difficult for the population to coalesce against the occupation.
Other explanations of Israelj tolerance include two contra-
dictory theses, the first that the authorities hope to discredit
the fundamentalists by encouraging their excesses and the
30. Aruri, op. cit., p.3%6.
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second that they see the fundamentalists as a counterpoise to
the secular nationalists (e.g., many PLO supporters).

The potential political impact of Islamic fundamentalism
in the West Bank is hard to gauge, but local observers suggest
that it could become more significant as the occupation drags
on. So far it has manifested itself principally in student
politics at the area’s universities, where fundamentalist can-
didates have won elections and where the issue has sparked
campus violence, and in West Bank organizational leadership
positions.
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Chapter 7

LIKUD BRINGS CHANGE

The Outs Become Ins
A Fhe' time of the national elections in Israel in 1977 the
Crea[il ;ﬂ]n? Ilgabor Part‘y had been in power from before the
s i,OI .l..le s:ta?e of Israel in 1948. All the major political
ol hist(,; '5151@11 history ha‘d been associated with Labor, and
iR Pai‘«[(? Lhe state was in many respects the history of the
and malaisg.hazi i:t7171; h{")}‘:':‘i/:" g I‘)arFY_ o 'tir?d,
BT t 35 age of Israeli military invin-
Y 'dd been badly damaged in the 1973 war, and th
Population wanted a change. ; i
M:Ii:;them Begin, a terrorist leader during the British
Figs pe‘r.lod and pern}anent leader of the opposition in
g Silse't since the creation of the state, was the beneficiary
i .le[l()ll. althf)ugh most Israeli voters were more in-
mer;t 2 111; ge‘ttmg l"ld'Of Labor than in offering the govern-
v (;. .?gm and ‘leud. Begin had been philosophically
o i,) itically con.51'stent throughout his career, opposing
= Ia];lncfe f)f partition by the Jewish Agency (on the basis
e '0 Eretz Y1§rael belonged to the Jews and that they
(et accept nothing less) and standing foursquare in op-
i)(i):ltl()-ll to return of any of the occupied territories to Arab
emf;;zlgn'ty after 1967. Brought into t}}e national unity gov-
5 natiOnntajlust'before the 1967'war, Begin found himself with
: platform from which he proceeded to rally sup-
port for a hard line on the terms of peace with the Arabs.
Fhe le})d Party was ggg}(Pgn_S{op~Q£p§gln'S Herut Party,
which was rooted in the Irgun Zvai Leumi, the t
group founded and headed by Begin during the mandate.
Begin was the principal disciple of Vladimir jabotinsky. the

i, the terrorist
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founder of revisionist Zionism, whose dogmatic policy called
for bringing all of Eretz Yisrael under Israeli control through
armed struggle. |

A fundamental objective of the new Israeli government
under Menachem Begin in 1977 was to make it impossible
for the West Bank to be detached from Israel. Likud leaders
saw a fleeting opportunity to change the situation perma:
nently and sought out all possible allies in support of lhﬁ?lr
goal. One of the first objectives was to set aside lh(j :\'ll(m P dE
by a dramatic increase in the number and reach of West Ban
settlements; government would become a partner ratl:er
than the occasional adversary of settlers and settlements.

In December 1977 Begin presented a 26-point “autonomy
plan” for the West Bank to the Knesset. Central to the plan
was “personal autonomy” for the West Bankers, a concept
employed in Eastern Europe early in the 20th century to
define the status of minorities, including Jews, in a way th.at
left sovereignty of the residential areas of the minorities in
the hands of the central government. Begin's autonomy plan
was explicit in stating that the West Bank itself was irre\:ers-
ibly Israeli, although the people residing in it would be given
certain rights as long as they remained. Over and over again
Begin and other Likud spokesmen made the point that Israel
Was not in occupation of the West Bank since one cannot
occupy one’s own land.2 (A corollary of this theme was that

never again would “foreign [i.e., Arab] rule” be permitted in
the West Bank.)

Settlements Are Stepped Up

The name of the new game was settlements, including a
land acquisition policy to secure the real estate base for thosf:'
settlements. Israelj Energy Minister Mordechai Zipporl
L. The West Bank: An Assessment, Washington, D.G. The Mi({dlc East Institute, 1983

(a draft study in pr

Preparation for the Defense Intelligence Agency), pp-67-68
(hereafter MEI).

2. Ibid., pp.71-79.
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summed up the view of the government and many Israelis in

a 1982 speech:
The continuation of settlement is the backbone of the Zionist
movement in the West Bank and it is the only means to defeat
any peace initiative which is intended to bring foreign rule to
Judea and Samaria... The presence of an Arab majority in the
West Bank should not prevent the Israeli authorities from
accelerating the settlement process in the occupied
territories...I was born in Petah Tikva, which was surrounded
by many Arab villages such as Kufr Anna, Abu Kisheh, and
Khayriyeh...and no trace has been left of those villages today,

but Petah Tikva remained.?

The key to success with Jewish settlements in the West
Bank lay in obtaining land, directly when possible but if
necessary indirectly through a process of first denying it to
the West Bankers and then making it available to Israelis for
their purposes. Central to the process was the Military Gov-
ernment, the final authority in matters pertaining to the West
Bank. Ariel Sharon, the former Agriculture Minister who
became Israeli Defense Minister in 1980 following Ezer
Weizmann's resignation in protest against the government’s
settlement policy, was a major player in the alienation of
Arab land on the West Bank, encouraging the Military Gov-
ernment to play an aggressive, supportive role.

Military orders closed land; military tribunals made ex-
cessive documentation requirements for Arabs; Nahals (para-
military settlements) were often established with military
justification and later turned over to civilian settlers; “ﬁff‘ld
seminaries” for Orthodox Jews permitted them to combine
religious and military functions in West Bank settleme.nts;
and in 1980 the IDF allowed the settlers to be organized into

local defense units, provided with weapons and training by

. . * in Aruri,
3. Quoted in Matar, Ibrahim, “Israeli Settlements and Palesur?l;nsﬁlc%;‘iz’n ‘(’)‘f ey
Naseer, ed., Occupation: Israel over Palestine, Belmont, Mass.: As
American University Graduates, 1983, p-120.
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the IDF, and permitted to undertake their obligatory military
service in the settlements.!

Direct purchase of West Bank land has been the preferred
method, but relatively little land has changed hands in this
manner because of Palestinian resistance to selling land to the
Israelis, reinforced by a Jordanian law making it a capital
crime to do so. Nonetheless, through a variety of techniques
developed by the Israelis, Palestinians willing to sell land are
able to do so in ways that provide anonymity for the sale.
Israeli regulations complicating land inheritance have been
enacted to encourage Arab land sales.>

Land Sleight of Hand

In 1979 the Israeli government revamped its land clas-
sification, licensing, and planning policy. Central to the
change was a creative application of the 19th century Otto-
man land code dealing with mawat (“dead”) land that officially
belonged to the Sultan. Traditionally this “vacant, rocky,
stony” land could be cultivated by nearby villagers, but the
new Israeli policy laid the government hand on the West
Bank’s mawat land, which makes up an estimated 55 per cent
OF helongalen reversing the government’s post-1948 policy
that lz.mds near a village were part of the village patrimony
S l.f not titled. Under the new policy all lands not regis-
tereq in the name of the village or its members were to be
considered state land and therefore denied to the villagers.®

Am.?ndant changes in land planning and urban develop-
izfvr:sl?ot‘t‘l:x\i/;?“ lz)ar}k have restricted development of Arab
towns and ass:fes Ulltf-up T b'ottles o thc? Arﬁb
vicinity, Since ribboi dree hand for Jewnsh settlers in the

evelopment (i.e., along major road-

ways LAES [
ys) has been a characteristic of Arab town growth, [sracli

4. IgLEL, <(>ip. Cit., pp.78-79,
9. Shehadeh, Raja, « > i i
v E]:r;d I{htladphanglng Juridical Status of Palestinian Areas under
s Beni g “91" hmés and Settlements,” in Aruri, op. cit., p-101. i
Report #1 Jerusa’u ¢ West Bank and Gaza Strip Data Base Project Interim
em: West Bank Data Base Project, 1982, PP-28'29'
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planners now require rights of way 100 to 150 yards wide so
as to discourage Arab builders, who have to make their own
roads in order to reach the main roadway.” The wide rights
of way also jeopardize agriculture in steep or narrow valleys
where fields abut the roadway.

Other aids in Israeli land acquisition in the West Bank
include utilization of “abandoned” land belonging to West
Bank owners who for any reason were not in the West Bank
on June 7, 1967, the date when the abandoned land ordi-
nance went into effect. The Israel Lands Administration
serves as custodian of West Bank “abandoned” land and
negotiates its transfer to Jewish users.

Israeli occupation critic Meron Benvenisti has estimated
that between 27 per cent and 64 per cent of the total West
Bank land area of 5.8 million dunums (a dunum= one-fourth
acre) has come under Israeli control since 1967. (The wide
range in the estimate is a reflection of the difficulty in estab-
lishing with certainty the point when acquisition is a fait
accompli, since multiple steps and authorities are involved.)
He asserts, “The combination of land acquisition, closure of
areas for military purposes, and land use planning, roads,
and infrastructure development, has already insured com-
plete Israeli control over space in the West Bank.™

More than anything else, settlements in the West Bank
have become the international symbol of the government of
Menachem Begin and his successor, Yitzhak Shamir, who is
equally committed to Israeli retention of the West Bank and
expanded settlement in this portion of Eretz Yisrael. O'ver
the 17 years of the occupation there has been a deepening
Israeli determination to hold on to the West Bank, starting
with the Labor government in 1967 and accelerating follow-
ing each of the two national elections won by Menachem

Begin's Likud party in 1977 and 198l.

7. MEL op. cit., p.87.
8. Benvenisti, op. cit., pp-30-31.
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The Likud Philosophy - _—

Likud settlement policy is philosophicnlly: (hf_tcr(jm t.rm'nl 1lts
Labor predecessors because its premise’ is the muhlcna)[e
right of Jews to settle anywhere in Eretz Y 1'srucI: S(‘lll(llvlen S
are the confirmation of that right, which is l?ilst‘(l more on
religious and mystical grounds than on security or ‘C(‘()flf)nll-
ics. Likud theory is concerned with security but (l(’fll.lt'.s it d;
interlocking of Arabs and Jews so as to preclude t’.\i('lSl()n' 0
the Jewish West Bank presence in the_ context of a ,pedc(t;
treaty. Likud settlement policy, following on thg (thf#nfe.
approach toward acquisition of West Bank land discussed in
the last section, is to establish settlements thr()ugh.out the
West Bank since the major concentrations are within c.()n?-
muting distance of the major urban areas of Israel and “sn.lu;]
efforts are being made to develop non-agricultural, 'hlg‘
tech” industry that can provide jobs at more remote lf)catlops.
The crisscrossing networks of roads and electricity grids
serving the settlements also bind the West Bank closer to
Israel itself.

Likud settlement policy has also been to move in c']()se to
existing Arab towns and villages in order to take their l'.(md
and block their expansion, even at the risk of confrontation.
The expanded role in recent years of the Military Govern-
ment as the settlers’ friend in the West Bank has encours.lged
settlers to take risks, while at the same time settler “vigilan-
tism” has increased and has caused physical harm to many
West Bankers, who have no recourse when the policeman .lS
the ally of the bully. Hard-line Israelis speak openly of their
expectation that under sufficient pressure over time, most
West Bank Palestinians will leave of their own accord. :

Israeli settlement policy involves a wide range of institu-
tional actors, of whom the principal figures are 1) government
agencies, 2) national institutions affiliated with the World
Zionist Organization (WZO), 3) settler groups, and 4) private
sector business firms.® All four haye undertaken settlement
9. MEL, op. cit., P75
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activity with or without consultation with the others. In the
late 1970s, however, Matityahu Drobles, head of the Settle-
ment Department of the WZO, drew up a master plan for
Israeli settlements in “Judea and Samaria” that has become
accepted as a national guideline and updated periodically.
The WZO plan set a goal of 120,000 Jewish settlers in the
West Bank by 1985 and 1.4 million in the occupied territories
within the next 30 years; there are more than 25,000 settlers
and 100 settlements in the West Bank (exclusive of East
Jerusalem) at the present time. The Drobles plan laid out the
preferred gradation of types of settlements (e.g., rural/urban,
regional centers, industrial centers, etc.). Plans are to house
300 to 1,000 families in settlement blocks of two to ten, with
a goal of 150 settlements in the West Bank and 12 in the
Jerusalem area. As a general rule the WZO initiates and
submits settlement plans to the Israel government, whose
committees make final decisions. Israel’s two major political
parties, Labor and Likud, have played critical roles in sus-
taining the settlement development process.

Estimating Costs

It is difficult to obtain precise figures for the cost of West
Bank settlements because of the multiple institutional par-
ticipants involved, the fact that some settlement costs are
buried in the Israeli defense budget, and that additional
costs are hidden because the Israeli government regards the
West Bank as integrated into Israel for calculation of infra-
structure needs. One US government analysis has estimated
that the Israeli government pays 60 per cent of the total
settlement bill, representing six per cent of Israel’s non-
defense budget. Total annual settlement cost estimates range
from $100 million to $610 million, but authoritative Israeli

sources put the annual figure at $400 million.!?

ai : “ i i . .d Territory: Israeli, Arab, and
10. Laipson, Ellen, “Israeli Settlements in the Occupied alelrl eseaiCh Service/Library

American Perspectives,” Washington: Congression £
of Congress, 19?33, pp-4-5; Thorpe, Merle, I_smel's West Bank Segle[rin;:l ff(;:l;?i.d Z,l:
Critical Issue to Israeli-Palestinian Peace, Washington, D.C.: Founda

East Peace, 1984, p.I11-6.
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Even though the government of Israel, non-governmental
Israeli agencies, and the US government (due to the fun-
gibility of US aid) are paying a high cost for the establishment
of Jewish settlements on the West Bank, one group for whom
settlements are cheap is the settlers. All infrastructure and
basic services (electricity, water, sewer, etc.) are provided free
of charge by the government. Up to 80 per cent of the cost of
a house is available as a long-term government loan, often on
a “never never” basis (i.e., not required to be repaid if the
owner remains in the house), and down payments are not
required in many cases. The land is often provided free of
charge when individuals build their own homes. Most house
or apartment purchases are insured against Israeli with-
drawal from the occupied territories. Spacious new housing
in the West Bank is available to Israeli families at a cost of
one-third to one-half of what it would be within Israel itself.!!

Business loans and subsidies are also available to attract
commercial development in the West Bank. In addition to
the construction companies erecting the settlements (\\'h0‘
often obtain the land on which they build at five per cent of
cost, if any), businqsses prepared to invest in the West Bank
are exempted from ) national insurance premiums for their
West Bank workers, 2) real estate taxes, 3) the 1973 “war tax,”
and 4) certain service taxes, plus exemption from personal

Income taxes for Jewish workers on the theory that the West
Bank is still part of a foreign country.!2

Settlements as Suburbs

O.ne.of the most significant changes in Israeli settlement
policy in recent years has been the shift from self-sufficient
rural settlements to “bedroom” settlements dependent on
€asy access to jobs in Israel’s major urban areas. This policy
has broug}}t Mmany changes, not the least being that “one can
now be a pioneer without being rich and a speculator without
11. Benvenisti,

v op. cit., pp.51-52,
12. MEL op. cit., pp.82-138%. i
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embarrassment,” according to one Israeli critic.'* Instead of
the religious, even fanatic, Israelis who populated the far-
flung Gush Emunim settlements in earlier years, typical set-
tl'ers of today in the bedroom settlements within commuting
distance of Israeli cities are young married couples, many of
whom have children and may feel no political or religious
attachment to the West Bank but want to move out of a
Cran.1ped Tel Aviv or Jerusalem apartment and give their
fan‘nlies more room in which to grow, all at low cost. Moti-
Vat}on of such settlers has been captured in the wry obser-
vation that “idealism is inversely proportionate to the dis-
tance of the settlement from the nearest main conurba-
tion.”14

I'he new orientation of the Israeli West Bank settlement
program has produced an anomaly in that the most ideo-
logical and religious government yet to run the state of Israel
has created a settlement program that also appeals to the
least ideological and religious sectors of the population. What
‘the shift has done, however, is to enlarge the settlement
‘lOt_)bY” within the Israeli populace numerically as well as
sociologically, joining religious and right-wing Israelis with
secular and left-wing fellow citizens.

The Settlement Lobby

An additional part of the lobby consists of the
Of‘J ewish Councils in Judea, Samaria, and Gaza,” com
of six regional councils created by the Military Government,
funded by the Ministry of Interior, and reflecting the po-
litical views of the Gush Emunim. Established at the behest of
then Defense Minister Sharon in 1979, the original three
councils functioned on the basis of legislation identical to that
governing regional councils in Israel proper- Two years later
five “local councils” were established on a basis parallel to

“ Association
prised

13. Ibid., p.53.
14. Ibid., p.48.
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their Israeli counterparts. Originally intended to include on.ly
built-up areas containing settlements, the regional (‘().unals
now embrace all “state” lands incorporated into Israeli West
Bank planning following the 1979 change in land p()l'icy. 'I'h‘e
councils provide state services and participate in major deci-
sions concerning the West Bank.!>

Increasingly, the regional councils function as an arm of
the Israeli system in the West Bank since they carry out
responsibilities delegated from the Interior Ministry and the
Military Government concerning zoning, judicial, and tax
matters. Arab affairs outside the settlements are not yet
included in council responsibilities, but it is likely that they
will be included at some point. The councils have heightened
the “differentness” of the settlers, who are under neither
Jordanian nor Military Government rule but rather un.der
“extra-territorial” status within the Israeli legal system.'°

The councils’ role is likely to increase as the Israeli gov-
ernment moves toward a system of services for settlers in the
West Bank completely separate from the indigenous popu-
lation. The following services are already provided on a
settlers-only basis: post and telegraph, water (partially), roads
(partially), electricity (partially), industrial and agricultural
marketing, school buses, and vehicle licensing.!7 '

At the current rate of construction 3,000 apartment units
per year are becoming available on the West Bank for.]ewish‘
settlers, meaning housing for a potential annual increase of
12,000-15,000 people, or 100,000 West Bank settlers by
1987. The ability of Israel to sustain this pace will require the
ability to complete an extensive north-south and east-west

road network, create numerous new jobs through new in-
dustry, and curtail Arab urban growth.18

15. Ibid., pp.35-38.

16. MEIL, op. cit., p-81.

{7 Benvenisti, op. cit., p-54.

18. Ibvxd., p-53; Hochstein, Annette, “Metropolitan Links Between Israel and the
West Bank,” Jerusalem: West Bank Data Base Project, 1983, p.2.
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"l_"he.\\'est Bank settlement program is not without its
critics inside and outside Israel, but official US criticism is
1gn9red, and opposition in Israel lacks political force. The
major components of Israeli opposition to settlements are
liberals (mainly Labor Party supporters of European descent)
:vho .regzn‘d the settlements as foreclosing possibilities for a
‘terrltory for peace” exchange with the Arabs; political left-
ists opposed on ideological grounds of “racism and coloni-
alism” perpetrated against Arabs under Israeli control; and
some Sephardic (Eastern/Arab) Jews who maintain that heavy
government subsidization of West Bank settlements drains
scarce resources from services for poor urban Jews, mostly of
Sephardic origin.?

Water, Water Not Everywhere

The success of the West Bank settlement program also
depends on Israeli success in obtaining adequate supplies of
Sweet water to meet the settlements’ domestic and
industrial/agricultural requirements. On a per capita basis
the settlers already consume water at a rate eight times that
of the indigenous West Bankers. This means that the settle-
ments, containing two to three per cent of the West Bank
Population, use up almost 20 per cent of its water. The
problem is made more complex by the fact that the West
Ba.nk and Israel share a common aquifer system and that an
estimated one-third of the water consumed in [srael origi-
nates in the West Bank (rain falling on the West Bank hills
drains East or West depending on which side of the water-
shed it hits).20

The Military Government acknowledges that “the water
potential of the area between the Mediterranean and the
Jordan River is almost fully exploited” and urges that Jordan
complete construction of the Makarin Dam (an East Bank
project on the Yarmouk River) “in the context of regional

19. Laipson, op. cit 15-17
20. MEI, op. cit., p.8‘l;.p
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agreement and cooperation” and share it with the West
Bank.2!

Water consumption by the West Bankers is almost entirely
for domestic purposes, and extension of Arab West Bank
land under irrigation since 1967 has been achieved with
almost no increase in the total amount of water used for
irrigation but rather with more efficient utilization of the
same amount through techniques such as drip irrigation.
The Military Government closely monitors West Bank water
consumption, and Arab villagers and farmers face a situation
in which Jewish settlements in the West Bank are provided
with abundant fresh water, including swimming pools made
possible by new, deep wells, while the Arabs remain restricted
to low levels of water supply that are occasionally reduced as
a result of new settlers’ wells in the vicinity.

The Military as Civilians

The most important recent change in West Bank occu-
pation policy was the shift from Military Government t0
Civilian Administration in 1981, ostensibly in conformity
‘with the requirements of the Camp David Accords concern-
ing establishment of a “self-governing [Palestinian] author-
ity” on the West Bank and attendant “withdrawal” of the
Military Government. Menachem Begin was re-elected 10
hFad the Israeli government in the summer of 1981, and his
v¥ctory became the starting point for an aggressive policy
aimed at eliminating all vestiges of pro-PLO sentiment and
acton m the West Bank.

..Militar)’ Order No.947 of November 198! created a Ci-
vilian Administration to supervise West Bank affairs in place
of the Military Government. The order detached military
and security affairs from civilian ones although most of the
changes were more superficial than real. The IDF com-

Districts

21. Coordinator of G
: Min-
m: 1

001 overnment Operations i a amaria, Gazd

R ) “ perations in Judea and Samaria,

isl:::‘;)?gld? Heights, “A Thirteen-Year Survey (1967-1980),” Jerusale
’ clense (Israel), January 1981, pp.13-14 (hereafter GOI).
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mander in the West Bank appointed the civilian head of
government, whose powers were to include all those pertain-
ing to “local” [i.e., Jordanian] law and the civilian powers in
the 1,000 plus military orders. The new civilian local role was
to be subordinate in all respects to the Military Govern-
ment.22

The Israeli government interpreted Military Order No.947
as the first phase in its compliance with the provisions of the
Camp David Accords concerning the West Bank and Gaza
Strip, and publicity generated by the government empha-
sized the political significance of the move in the context of
Camp David.

Creation of the civilian administration was described.l‘)y
Israeli officials as consistent with the Camp David commit-
ment to “withdrawal” (as distinct from abolition) of the r.nil'l-
tary government in the occupied areas. Despite the urldlr?lf-
nished authority and reach of the military government, Mili-
tary Order No.947 created a new governing structurc for the
West Bank without prior warning or consultation with the
Inhabitants.

of the shift from

As if to underscore the transparency _
military to civilian authority in the West Bank, the appointee
as first civilian head in the West Bank was Professor Me'n'
achem Milson, a Hebrew University specialist in Araf.)ll.Clh['
€rature who had previously served as the M;l lt:rz
Government’s advisor on Arab affairs. Milson caught the €Y

of Defense Minister Sharon with an article in an 'Amel;lci‘z;
Magazine in which he argued that Israeli occup;t‘(’)" Erban
Was making a mistake by permitting the P~ %
leadership in the West Bank to become Sl tionalist
Maintained that the towns had traditionally b:na:l:as often
and anti-regime but that the villages apdime thened as @
resented town attitudes and should be streng

political counterforce.

22, Benvenisti, op. cit., pp.39—40.
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Milson set about putting his theorigs into m.um(;ef ulifkl:eg
down on demonstrations and poter?ual [)()l{ll(ﬂ'éll;l( [ll:[h'a’n "
sulting in more violence and unrest in the \\l(:s})ll .l)xllnem i
any time since 1967. Funds for West Ban‘k C (t\c o{ oy
municipal projects that had been comm;?r ],”|”, g S
Jordanian-Palestinian fund in Amman were ha lul, pirs
and students were challenged at every point; 21?,1.‘( p
ments, including deportations, were stepped up.*

Villages in League

One of the early applications of Milson’s thf’of lslSiS}‘]‘:;
support for the Village Leagues, which had beeil} LSi:vlhO .
in 1978 under the leadership of Mustafa'Dll( 1.n,' g
once served briefly as a Cabinet Minister in ‘]()1'(11111}.6 e
professed to see issues of local, rural concern ll; }[’ T()fessol‘
Bank being overridden by town issues, which hf.tel( I gl
Milson’s theories. Dudin’s first effort in the Village
field was in Dura, a small town near Hebron.. RS

Within a short time the Village Leagues (rapidly CXP?“H &
to seven) became a vehicle for anticipated dev¢l()plnell'td:Iltityt
family reunion permissions, return of impoun('led fl e
cards, and summer visit licenses, as well as a sh:ft 0 1pwere
away from town councils. After two Leag}Je officials i
assassinated, the Israelis began distributing WCHP(()”they
League officials, who often had Israeli military escorts riS i
went about their business, Despite these difHCultle§ 1t ‘f"lils %)
long before Village Leagues were established in ‘il haegm
neighboring the following West Bank towns: Bethlehem,
Ramallah, Jenin, Nablus, Qabatiya, and Habla.?* it

The West Bank reaction to the liaison between the Israe ;t
and the Village Leagues was swift and negative. The Wel
Bank assessment was that Dudin and the Leagues were litt (e1
better than “Quislings,” and on this issue both the PLO an
23. MEL, 0. cit., pp.106-107.

24. Sandler, Shmuel

; SC| 7 k: A
» and Frisch, Hillel, Israel, the Palestinians, and the W est [}3:;; ar

Yoy in Intercommunal G flict, Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books (D.C.

1984, p.152.
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the Jordanian government were in agreement. Israeli critics
were numerous, arguing that the occupation authorities had
provided a golden opportunity for PLO-Jordanian rap-
prochement, hardly a welcome development to the Israelis.
:)In the faccj of West Bank hostility, the Village Leagues have
[(fgS?rr::sts()(:l;il:”l])(.c lh.elpselves frorp their Israeli backers aqd
_ alestinian credentials, although they remain
highly suspect to most of the population.)
: To Pr()'fessor Milson, however, destruction of pro-PLO
;:ﬂtlfllin;f' i 1:;( Weqs.t Bank was the sine qua non for his plans
g e ! est dly]k.-“ In March 1982 dismissals of pro-PLO
yors in the West Bank began. Fahd Qawasmeh of Hebron
and Muhammad Milhem of Halhoul had already been de-
ported, and Bassam Shaka’a of Nablus and Karim Khalaf of
Ramallah had already been maimed by terrorist bomb at-
tacks. On March 11 the National Guidance Committee was
outlawed, and a week later Ibrahim Tawil, mayor of Bireh,
was dismissed for refusing to meet with Milson. A week after
that both Shaka'a and Khalaf were dismissed after a three-
Fiay strike by the municipalities. Five more mayors were fired
in the next several months, with Israelis substituting for Arab
elected officials in several towns.26
The June 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon has been a
topic of debate in Israel and in the United States ever since.
It was the personal project of Defense Minister Ariel Sharon,
whose objective was not only to establish a cordon sanitaire just
north of Israel’s border in order to insure the safety of
Israel’s northern towns from rocket attacks from South Leba-
non; he drove straight on to Beirut, which Israeli troops
besieged until the PLO fighters trapped within the city were
assured a safe conduct by US and European troops hurriedly
detached to Lebanon for the purpose. The general assess-
ment of Sharon’s motivation was that he was convinced that
as long as the PLO was strong in Lebanon, there was no hope
25. Ibid., p.153.
26. Ibid., p.154.
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of “pacifying” the West Bank and persuading the residents to
abandon the PLO as a source of political leadership and
inspiration.

Home-Grown Terrorists

The political situation in the West Bank has continued to
deteriorate, with relatively little international attention due to
the Iran-Iraq war and nonstop violence in Lebanon. Ter-
rorist acts in the West Bank against the local population since
1982 have pointed to Jewish extremists although no arrests
were made following the bomb attacks on three West Bank
mayors in 1982. In the spring of 1984 it was announced in
Israel that 27 suspected Jewish terrorists had been arrested in
conjunction with attacks on Arab West Bankers, including
the incidents involving the mayors. Those arrested included
army officers, religious figures, and prominent members of
the settler movement. Trials began in mid-1984.

There was speculation about why the arrests had been
made, since it was assumed that Israeli authorities had long
had sufficient evidence in hand if they wanted to move. A
number of theories were aired in the press, along with
observations about the contrast between the speed and ef-
ficiency of Israeli police in apprehending Arab suspects and
the previous inability of the police to apprehend any Israelis
for equally violent actions. One theory was growing concern
by the Israeli authorities at development of a “state within a
state” in the form of a settler movement protected by but
effectively outside the law. In some respects the most intrigu-
ing theory for the arrests was that whereas settler aggres-
siveness in seizing Arab land and terrorizing West Bank
inhabitants had once been welcomed by the authorities as a
means of establishing a Jewish presence in the West Bank,
such activities had now become an embarrassment to Israel

because the settlement program was well established and did
not require vigilantes to make it work.
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g course on the West

Palestinian student in a teacher-trainin
Bank.
UNRWA photo by Kay Brennan
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:alnuman student in a plumbers-lraining course on the West
ank.

UNRWA photo by George Nehmeh



Chapter 8

THE ECONOMY

Colonial Economics

he economy of the West Bankhas become in effect an

extension of the economy of the state of Israel during
the 17 years of occupation. The conversion has been con-
tinuous and deliberate, and the West Bank population has
had no say in the decision-making process. The principal
criteria for Israeli decisions regarding the West Bank
economy have been to strengthen the Israeli economy and to
support Israeli political objectives. In strictly economic terms
there has been some short-term benefit to the West Bank in
the process, mainly wage employment for the West Bank
rural population, with an attendant rise in the standard of
living. By contrast with the healthy and diversified economy
of the East Bank, however, the West Bank looks distorted
and artificial, befitting its role as a supporting actor for Israeli
needs.

Interpretation of economic developments in the West Bank
has been facilitated because statistical data have become plen-
tiful since the occupation began, but virtually all have been
assembled by the occupation authorities, an interested party
in the impression created by the data. There are statistical
problems as well: the West Bank economy, possessing “sub-
stantial agricultural, handicraft, and service activities,” is dif-
ficult to gauge and interpret, particularly when it is under-
going a shift from peasant, “semi-subsistence” agriculture 1o
wage employment.! The baseline data from the 1967 war
period, which became the basis of Israel’s economic assess-

on the West Bank and Gass Sirp

1. Van Arkadie, Bryan, Benefits and Burdens: A Report
Economies Since 1967, New York: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.

1977, pp.116-117.
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ments of the West Bank, are unreliable for the f'()llow:ng
reasons: 1) pre-1967 information is limited, ;n.ul the \\?st
Bank was not differentiated from the East Bank 111\]()1'(1;{1{1&11
calculations; 2) almost one-third of the West Bank pupulaqon
left at the time of the war, and the atmosphere sun'()u.ndmg
the 1967 West Bank census conducted by the Israelis ?\'as
hardly confidence-inspiring for the I‘Csi(lt{llls ;111.(l t?lc‘;re;n‘;
unlikely to produce full and accurate mfonnznm.n.'.H) Ea
Jerusalem has been excluded from West Bank statistics sn'n?e
its annexation by Israel in June 1967; 4) ther(f was a s‘hfus
rise in prices on the West Bank as a rcsull. of ,lhc wat E?S[
shortages caused by the disruption of supplies from the Ez
Bank.2 : %

One example of the difficulties of interpreting .ccm?(‘)n;m
data concerning the West Bank since the ()ccu].)a.uon 1S t.lj
annual economic growth rate. Official Israeli slzlllsljcs sh()\‘\)e )
an annual 18 per cent increase overall and a 15 per L(;I'l
increase in per capita income through 1975; a Lur()pchcfll
economist working with the same figures has estl.mated t. ’d
for the same time period the real rates, while still impressive,
were closer to nine per cent overall and six to seven per C.C'Il‘t
per capita, fairly close to the performance of the _]()‘r(vlamfm
economy at the same time. The second, lower set of hguxe‘s’
takes into account the fact that “somewhere around one-half
the total economic increase for the West Bank resulted frf)m
employment outside the West Bank, including Israel, during
the time period in question. The same analyst has observed,
“Growth performance in itself...will tell us nothing ab(')ut the
political acceptability of the existing situation in principle or
about underlying political stability.”s

The West Bank econom

yin 1967 was predominantly rural
(only

30 per cent of the population lived in the major town?
and cities) with the small upper class group composed 0

2. 1bid., p-117; Graham-Brown, Sarah, “The Economic Consequences of the Oc-
Cupation,” in Aruri, Naseer, ed., Occ

upation: Israel over Palestine, Belmont, Mass.:
Association of Arab-American Uniy

ersity Graduates, 1983, pp-169-70.
3. Van Arkadie, op. cit., pp.116,118,129.
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medium- and large-scale landowners plus a merchant and
small industrialist class in the urban centers. Agriculture was
the principal occupation for over half the West Bank work
force even though it contributed only one-fourth of the
region’s income. The West Bank had become dependent on
remittances from residents working outside, who contributed
an estimated 18 per cent of the West Bank’s income in 1967.*

Two Israeli economic requirements concerning the West
Bank—that it not be a financial burden and that its economy
not be permitted to compete with Israel’s own—were insti-
tuted from the outset of the occupation. The exodus of West
Bank residents as a result of the fighting created a huge
potential agricultural surplus for crops ripening at the same
time, but the ingenuity of West Bank farmers in making
contact with East Bank markets by fording the Jordan River
with their trucks was encouraged once the bridges across the

Jordan were rebuilt.

Guest Workers

One of the most significant changes in the West Bank’s
economic and social structure since the occupation has been
the mloymem of West Bank workers in Israeliecononly,
cither within the "Green Line. (the previous Israel-Jordan
armistice line) or in the West Bank for Israeli employers.
Starting in 1967 with 5,000 West Bank workers, the number
rose to 63,500 in 1982, of whom 43,500 were registered, not
including 15,000 from East Jerusalem or 15,000 working in
the West Bank in subcontracting work for Israeli employers.®
The “boom” years in Israel lasted until 1974, but empl(.)y-
ment patterns were well established by then, and the relative
turndown in the economy has not had a major impact on the

West Bank worker situation.

4. Graham-Brown, op. cit., p-223. W
5. Hochstein, Annetfe, “Mgtropolitan Links between Israel and the West Bank,
Jerusalem: West Bank Data Base Project, 1983, p-4l.
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More than half of the West Bank workers in !srgeldarc;rm
construction, with approximately 20 per (‘L?n: Wl 11.11CL]1ledz;
They make up several calegories,‘lhe first ()[' \\l 11() 1 :vorking
those officially employed, many of whom have )t(l] o
for the same employer for more thap ten }h;l?.\ Ho
workers, who receive some social l)encfnf from 111: syfu eé
are usually landless and often from W gsl' l:i“.]” lr}fa[ ire
camps. The second category is groups of \\(fl ,(“l.'S £ 9P
engaged through a local labor contractor, usmll \l .zlfofthe
who handles the negotiations with employers on )c. )nf .
group. These groups often stay together e?n(l n.u‘)'\ c]' 1 Ll
to job, having little personal contact with Isme'lls. 0
process. Some of these workers have fax;m lzm.d W mv b
must tend during growing periods and f(.)r which [h? »ad
be able to take time off from their jobs in ‘Isra.el. f}: o
unwilling to tie themselves down to a single job m’Il_s}i;l i
means that they can’t take care of their crops. dptr
category is the informal labor market for day WOT e[()mary
has developed as West Bank residents gather at cusn f
locations in the towns, often before dawn, and a\\c’illl .5
arrival of Israeli van and pickup truck drivers who ca' g
their worker needs and choose from among the many
estinians available.6 ‘

West Bank workers are not permitted to join Hlstg_(_it,riz
theall-embracing ISF&@.WWTiTIHOugh .those tha o
officially registered as workers in Israel are enmlfzd to m o
cal and other benefits. Despite the fact that Israeli ?mpl(;)' s
collect the full range of employee benefit deductions ;Ose
the West Bankers’ Pay checks, only a tiny fraction of tho :
entitled to pensions haye received them, and a large.f sum 01
TNONEy representing unpaid benefits has built up in Isra]f-
and has apparently been utilized for benefits to Israeli WOrh
ers. Only in recent times has the proposal been made that the
funds be put to work in the West Bank to benefit those froﬂ}
whose wages they were deducted. “Casual” workers in Isra€

6. Graham-Brown, op. cit., pp.209-210.
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receive neither social benefits nor wages equal to their reg-
istered fellow Palestinians, who in turn receive a lower rate of
pay than Israelis engaged in the same activity. (West Bank
workers do participate in labor unions in the West Bank,
however. At present there are an estimated 25 unions with a
membership of 40,000.)7
West Bank workers in Israel hold the menial jobs that
Israelis are ever more reluctant to-take.Fhis situation puts
the West Bankers at the bottom of the social and economic
scale in Israel. Israeli regulations prohibit West Bankers from
staying overnight in Israel, but many do so whether because
of the distance they must commute or employer preference.
In either case their living arrangements are usually rough
and lacking in amenities, often filthy and even dangerous
since some employers lock them in at night to avoid detec-
tion. Fires in rooms locked from the outside have taken the
lives of several West Bank workers in Israel in recent years.®
Although West Bank workers make up less than five per
cent of the Tsraeli work force, they represent almost 20 per
Ceftof the total i the construction industry.® Many Israclis
“are uncasy about the social and political implications for
Israel of becoming dependent on an exploited class of non-
Jewish workers, but few are willing to pursue measures that
would keep the two societies economically separate. So far
the short-term benefits to both employer and employee have
been such as to insure continuation of the arrangement.

Improvement on the Surface

The employment of West Bank workers in Israel has had
dramatic and far-reaching effects in the West Bank, however.
By opening up opportunities for wage employment for many
of the underemployed or unemployed, it virtually wnpe.d out
both problems in the West Bank by 1974. The money it put

This Land Is Our Land: The

: i ing, Christian,
7. Metzger, Jan, Orth, Martin, and Sterzing ris sty ol

West Bank under Israeli Occupation, London: Zed Press,
8. Graham-Brown, op. cit., pp-205-206.
9. Hochstein, op. cit., p-43.
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into workers’ hands has created a consumption splurge .,thag
still goes on. Increases in durable household goods since

1967 (expressed in percentages of households) tell this part
of the story:

Stoves —>5 per cent ('67) to 73 per cent(’?g)
Refrigerators —5percent " " 73 per cent ,:
Washing Machines —5 percent " " 73 per cent
Televisions —2percent " " 73 per cent

There were 7,500 cars on the West Bank in 1968, up to
33,000 by 1979; 6,300 residents had connected telephone
service in 1967, up to 19,000 by 1980.10 {

Another significant impact, albeit of a different nature, o
the new economic security of a large part of the West Bank
underclass has been a reduction in the influence of the
traditional landowning class that often employed, advancefl
credit to, and helped arrange affairs for the workers. This
change has been reflected as well in the demand for a g'reater
say in village affairs by workers whose economic base is now
outside the village.

The increase in individual standards of living for many
rural West Bank workers through jobs in Israel si'nce the
océupatidn has_oftcg.bcé.a at tlié,}éi(pf:r}sekof community well-
being because farm hands have not been available to tend the

crops. As a result of the shift many villages and individual

farmers have abandoned their fields and now have to pur-
chase agricultural commodities previously grown at home.
Increases in lower-class spending power on the West Bank
look less impressive when compared with post-1967 changes
in the East Bank economy, which had to rebuild after the
West Bank was occupied and cut off but which has surged

ahead in recent years and now requires an estimated 100,000
foreign workers to meet Jjob demand.
10. Coordinator of Governme,

Sinai, Golan Heights, “A
istry of Defense (Israel),

nt Operations in Judea and Samaria, Gaza Dis;;i.a:
Thirteen-Year Survey (1967-1980),” Jerusalem: Min
January 1981, pp.3-4 (hereafter GOI).
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: %_l\nlc the occupation has proved an economic benefit to
t =Y oY © ... - . . o= v s 2
b‘l“t‘“ OWer SOC ial and economic classes in the West Bank, it has
een a econoniic burdeén {0 many.ol-the-rest-particularly-the
v B ’

professional classes : all 1 iali
classes and small industrialists who have been

j\f’uampc-(l by the flood of Israeli imported goods that came
with I.hc Israeli occupatioi{ and now ré;i'rté‘s-eng 90. ;;e; cent of
the West Bank’s imports. Importers who served as agents for
many western-made products obtained through Amman
have seen their business taken over by Israeli agents for the
same products and have been forced to change suppliers
(‘)ftcn to Eastern Bloc exporters whose products, whilﬁi
cheaper, are less preferred by the West Bankers. Civil serv-
ants, })zn'ticularly teachers, have fared better under the oc-
cupation since most of those jobs have continued, and the
g()\"ernmem of Jordan has kept on paying salaries for an
est'mmted three-fourths of the total.!!

I'he economy of the West Bank has undergone not one but
two 1??0-degree turns since World War II, being wrenched
away from the Mediterranean coast toward Amman in 1948
21'11(1 t‘hen back again toward the coast by the Israeli occupa-
tion in 1967. The import-export figures tell much of the
story: Israel provided 88 per cent of the West Bank’s imports
in 1980 and purchased 60 per cent of its exports. In the same
year "]()rdan took 39 per cent of West Bank exports and
pronded less than two per cent of its imports. The relative
importance of Israel and Jordan as the West Bank’s two main
t"ﬂd_mg partners has been moving in favor of Israel since
1967. Ten per cent of Israel’s total exports now g0 to the
West Bank, which has become a “totally closed and protected
outlet” for Israeli consumer goods.'? The West Bank main-

balance and depends on external trans-
utside,

tains a negative trade
fers, mainly remittances from West Bankers working o

to pay for its import surplus.'?

11. Graham-Brown, op. cit., p-215.
ta Project: A Survey of Israel’s Policies,

12 B?nvgnisti, Meron, The West Bank Da
Washington: American Enterprise Institute, 1984, p.10. :
k and Gaza Strip Data Base Project Interim

13. Benvenisti, Meron, “The West Ban
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Growing Things

Agriculture continues to be a major factor in the economy
of the West Bank, experiencing a simultaneous increase in its
fraction of the area’s GNP and decrease in its fraction of the
work force, Agriculture provided 24 per cent of West Bank
GNP in 1967, rising to 34.4 per cent in 1976, and reaching 37
per cent in 1980.!4 The increased share of West Bank GNP
_attributable to agriculture has less to do with the expansion of
agriculture than it does with the shrinking of other sectors of
the economy such as services (including tourism) which have
declined since the occupation.

West Bank agriculture prior to 1967 emphasized tree
crops (such as olives and fruits) and field crops (such as
melons) that were also in demand elsewhere in the Arab
world. Despite the open bridges policy, exports over the
bridges are uncertain, owing in most cases to Israeli closure
following security problems but occasionally to a closurE.: by
Jordan. Following the occupation West Bank crop selection,
growing techniques, and markets all became heavily influ-
enced by Israeli decisions of both an economic and political
nature.

West Bank agriculture is not sophisticated, being h?m-
pered by low utilization of capital, irrigation, mechanization,
and acreage per farmer. Israeli agricultural experts have
been active in the West Bank since 1967 to insure noncom-
petition with Israeli agriculture but also to provide sugges-
tions for improvements in seeds, cultivation, irrigation, pest
control, and fertilizers. Despite these changes, however, mucb
West Bank agriculture remains substantially the same as 1t
was before the occupation began. It is still largely dependent
on rainfall, which makes farmers with limited capital reluc-
tant to invest in new equipment or wages. The percentage of
West Bank agriculture utilizing new techniques such as grow-

Ing under plastic and drip irrigation is small, and the increase

Report #1,” . 2
. Ibig.(,) s Jerusalem: West Bank Data Base Project, 1982, p. 13.
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in irrigated crops has been accomplished with almost no
increase in the amount of water used, meaning greater ef-
ficiency with the limited amount of water available rather
than increased access to water.

Nevertheless, there has been a shift toward produce that is
preservable and less dependent on quick marketing in order
to realize a profit, such as beans, sesame, and cotton. Some of
these items are now exported by the Israeli agricultural
marketing organization. Production per land unit of field
crops, orchard fruits, and vegetables has doubled, reflecting
the impact of many of the changes.!?

Overall, however, West Bank agricultural changes under
the occupation have been determined by i
‘than those of the West Bank population; in"thé case of a
potential conflict the needs of the occupier take precedence.
West Bank agriculture is not permitted to compete with
Israeli agriculture, which is heavily subsidized and whose
products have unimpeded access to the West Bank, where
they are frequently able to undersell an equivalent Palestin-
ian item. West Bank products, on the other hand, often face
tariff or quota barriers to marketing in Israel. Agricultural
warfare is frequently waged by the Israelis against the West
Bank, including “dumping” of an Israeli product at a critical
time in the development cycle of a similar West Bank product
or process. As a result of Israeli policy and West Bank
agricultural self-defense tactics, West Bank agriculture has
evolved into a system that complements Israeli agriculture
rather competing with it, although a certain amount of over-

lap continues. : 8
Perhaps the most significant change of all in West Bap
agriculture since the occupation is the drop 1n the numniber

and percentage of West Bank workersitemploys. 1he prin-
Cm&mWeen the employment of farm
hough the establishment of

hands in the Israeli economy, alt

shington, D.
for the Defense 1

N i itute, 1983
15. The West Bank: An Assessment, Wa C.: The X:ﬂ;gd:‘ f:sfklg'::sl:lc;). 157
(a draft study in preparation ntellig

(hereafter MEI).
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Jewish settlements and the closure of large tracts of West
Bank land by the military authorities have exacerbated the
problem.'® The results of this phenomenon are many and
include the removal of large areas of West Bank agricultural
land from cultivation, the utilization of women and childrén
in the fields to a greater extent than ever before, and a shift
by many growers away from labor-intensive crops to those
that require fewer workers.!?

Problems from Absence

Other sectors of the West Bank economy are equally un-

der-nourished. A 'major problem was created when the West

Bank branches of Jordanian banks were closed by Israeli

order after the 1967 war, a precondition of reopening being
severance of ties with the Central Bank of Jordan. None were
willing to do so, and all have remained closed to this day.'
Branches of several Israeli banks have opened up in the West
Bank, but few Palestinians are willing to use them except for
small-scale transactions. The Jordanian dinar is accepted as
legal tender in the West Bank (though not in East Jerusalem),
and since Israeli banks are prohibited from handling dinar‘s,
this virtually rules out Arab business. A change in the rules in
1977 to permit holding of foreign-currency accounts has
brought the Israeli banks little additional Arab business.

The absence of a modern, comprehensive banking and
credit system on_the West Bank is a_major 6B§fﬁf€f6mﬂ'
opment of any sector of the economy dealing primarily 11
money. Almost all West Bankers maintain their principal
accounts in Amman, which means that capital flows toward
the East Bank and is unavailable for investment in the West
Bank. The establishment of the Jordanian stock exchange in
1979 in Amman has also made it attractive for West Bank
residents to invest excess capital in the market.!?

16. Graham-Brown,
17. MEI, op. cit.,

18. Graham-Brown, Sarah, op. cit., p.198,

19. Ihid., pp.198-199: Sandler, Shmuel, and Frisch, Hillel, Israel, the Palestinians, and

op. cit., pp.171,184,
PP-158-159; Van Arkadie, op. cit., p.133.
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The al)s.cncc of a banking and credit system in the West
Bank has forced the West Bank to function largely on cash
and a “shadow” banking system through insurance agents
a%nd moneychangers who negotiate major transfers. All pub-
lic sector monetary activity is financed from local income and
tax-generated transfers from the Israeli government, plus
a‘P[.)r()vcd subsidies received through the Jordanian-Pales-
tinian Joint Committee in Amman and foreign philan-
thropy.20 7
ref;rhe.re is ljttl.e.capital forfnation in the West Bank today,

lf;ctmg traditional practices compounded by the diffi-
;l;lg:tsin?reate'd 'by'the.oc_cupaFiop. Many Arab, including

an, capitalists limit their investments to land, com-
Z:;‘rr::[,rz:ld urban real estate, wh.ich means that industry and
. cture are neglected. This pattern is apparent on the
b te;thl(i)ank, wl.1ere most people wit.h money to spend put it
use building and consumption. The unusually high

rate of consumption is an alternative to investment and a

reacti 4 vi W
eaction to the uncertain political situation.?!

Needed: An Industrial Policy

West Bank industry is no better off th;.ig_.iprwa_s__bgf_qr_e the
to uncertainty about the

Occupation gnﬁ&?ﬁ@%ﬁﬁaﬁe due
future. It currently contributes less
area’s GNP and engages less than 15 per cent of the work
force. A recent survey showed that workers in two-thirds of
the area’s 2,587 enterprises are in garages, carpentry work-
shops, quarries, and small factories; one-third are engaged in
textiles, plastics, leather, and food. Only three establishments
employ more than 100 workers. Most West Bank industrial
establishments are small-scale, low-productivity, Jabor-inten-

sive operations.??

than 10 per cent of the

the West Bank: A Study in Intercommunal Conflict, Lexington, Mass.: Lexington

Books (D.C. Heath), 1984, p.57.
20. MEL, op. cit., pp.156-157.
21. Ibid., pp.153,155; Graham-Brown, op. ct., p-198.
29. Benvenisti, “Interim Report,” op. cit., p-12.
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The main reasons for this state of affairs are the lack of
invested capital, Israeli obstacles, Jordanian restrictions on
manufactured imports from the West Bank, restrictions on
West Bank equipment and raw materials imports, and mar-
ginal Israeli government investment in infrastructure useful
to West Bank industry.2? Jordanian import curbs intended to
protect East Bank industries contribute to the problems fac-
ing West Bank industries since only goods from industrial
enterprises using raw materials from the West Bank or pur-
chased in Jordan are eligible for import licenses. Repre-
sentative items purchased from the West Bank include build-
ing stone, olive oil, and dairy products.2*

Tourism was a thriving industry in the West Bank during
the Jordanian period, when most visitors to the Old City of
Jerusalem and to other West Bank Holy Places arrived by
way of Amman. Prior to 1967 tourism provided one-third of
Jordan’s current account export income. The West Bank
hotel occupancy rate fell from 50 per cent before the 1967
war to 15 per cent in 1969 and has not gone much above 30
per cent since then. The drop in tourism became even a
sharper blow for the West Bank since it came at a time of
increasing Arab disposable income as a result of the rise in oil
prices. With control over East Jerusalem and the West Bank
Holy Places, Israel reoriented major transport via Israel to
the outside world. It provided subsidies to its own tourist
industry, whose competitive position vis-a-vis East Jerusalem
hoteliers was improved by lower political and security risks and
proximity to the more cosmospolitan western, Jewish part of
Jerusalem.2> Other West Bank towns, Ramallah in particular,
that had traditionally attracted visitors from the Arab world
have lost their tourist business altogether.

The most significant characteristic of Israeli-West Bank
economic linkage is that the West Bank has become a source
of cheap labor for and a major consumer of commodities

23. Ibid., p.12.
24. MEL op.cit,, p.163.

25. Van Arkadie, op. cit., PP-125-126; Sandler, op. cit., p.57.
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from Israel. In the short run the occupation has benefitted
the lowest rungs on the West Bank socio-economic ladder at
the expense of those higher up, creating in the process a
“proletarianized” West Bank labor force that does Israel’s
menial jobs cheaper and more readily than Israelis are willing
to do them. Since the onset of the occupation, Israeli policy
has worked against any attempt to help create an indepen-
dent economic base in the West Bank. A microcosm of this
problem has been the relationship of the Military Govern-
ment with foreign voluntary organizations seeking to under-
write small-scale economic self-help projects in West Bank
Palestinian communities. Delays and turndowns in this area
of program activity are routine, whereas almost any proposal
in the field of social welfare or relief is accepted by the
authorities.

It is likely that in the absence of major steps to strengthen
institutional activities like banking and credit, the West Bank
economy will continue its deterioration unchecked. While an
unchanged situation would create certain problems for Is-
rael, they would be minor compared with the problems for
the West Bank economy, leaving it in a shambles that might

take years to repair.

145



f 31

oAty o s deds SRRl 9
&, fmb el sl VT by xp ;




F———I

Part Three:
The West Bank

and the World




N ]
Ayt

P

TR




Chapter 9

e
US POLICY BEFORE CARTER

he status of the West Bank, like that of the rest of
. Palestine and the surrounding area, has always been
influenced by forces external to the region. Local actors
benefit from or are burdened by what happens, but the
power to make changes, if not the inspiration for them,
frequently originates elsewhere.

No two foreign parts of the world have been more impor-
tant to 20th century developments regarding the West Bank
than Western Europe and, more recently, the United States.
Among Western European powers Great Britain has been
most closely identified with West Bank affairs as holder of the
mandate for Palestine after World War I and the mainstay of
‘.]nrdan's political independence and financial stability from
its creation in 1921 through addition of the West Bank
following the 1948 Arab-Israeli war.

The United States regarded the Middle East as a British
sphere of influence until the Suez War in October 1956, when
Britain, France, and Israel invaded Egypt intent, albeit for
on overthrowing President Nasser. The
military operation wrote finis
ddle Eastern affairs and el-
President Eisenhower

different reasons,
mismanaged and unsuccessful
to Europe’s leading role in Mi
evated that of the United States when
rebuked France and Britain and forced Israeli troops to
evacuate the Sinai Peninsula and the Gaza Strip.

From that time forward the United States was to play an
nian affairs, developing a close work-
d providing financial
well as for the devel-
Jationship has been

important role in Jorda
ing relationship with King Hussein an
support for government operations as
opment of the country. Although the re
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cool for several years, the United States remains Jordan’s
most powerful foreign supporter.

The US in the Near East

The United States has become an actor in Middle East
diplomacy relatively recently and with some reluctance. Presi-
dent Wilson dispatched an investigating mission to Palestine
under the leadership of Henry Churchill King and Charles
R. Crane in 1919 to determine the wishes of the population
regarding its political future, and the principal finding of the
mission was that the population of Palestine, then 90 per cent
Arab Christian and Muslim, had a deep desire for political
independence. The King-Crane Commission was an
anomaly, despite its sincerity and professionalism, and the

problem was captured in Winston Churchill’s trenchant ob-
servation that

the nations concerned would not stand so long at the footstool
of undecided power, and of all the processes likely to rouse
their passion, none was more apt than the peripatetic Com-
mission of Inquiry making a roving progress in search of
truth through all the powder magazines of the Middle East

with a notebook in one hand and a lighted cigarette in the
other.!

The United States had entered World War I to insure the
defeat of the Central Powers and to preserve the democracies
of Western Europe. Isolationist sentiment was stronger than
President Wilson had calculated, and Senate rejection in
1919 of United States participation in the League of Nations
reflected popular sentiment distrustful of the schemes of Old
Europe as well as Congress-Administration differences.

".Fhe. United States remained on the periphery of the Pal-
estine issue in the period between the World Wars, although

the Congress made periodic statements in support of the

1. Churchill, Winston S,

Th v ; 1orld  CYISIS,
London:Macmillan, 194l,p;_32£t_"§’é";’h~ Being a Sequel to the World C7
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Balfour Declaration and Zionist goals in Palestine, and Presi-
dential confidants such as Judge Louis Brandeis (with Wil-
son) and lawyer Felix Frankfurter (with Franklin Roosevelt)
provided pro-Zionist views at the highest levels of the US
government. World War II saw increased attention by the
United States to the Middle East as a war theater and as a
major source of oil for the future. High-level military strat-
egy conferences in Tehran, Casablanca, and Cairo helped
make the Middle East more real to the top policymakers.
Political pressures in the United States in support of a
Jewish state in Palestine mounted following development of
the Biltmore Program in 1942, named after the New York
Hotel where a major Zionist gathering was held to step up the
campaign in the United States, likely to emerge as the domi-
nant world power when the war came to an end. Once the
war was over in 1945 and the destruction of the European
Jewish community became known, many American Jews who
had been unreceptive to Zionism became advocates of a
Jewish state in Palestine to provide a refuge for the survivors
of the Holocaust as well as a safe haven in the event of future

outbreaks of anti-semitism.

Groping toward Partition

The decision by Great Britain early in 1947 to refer the
Palestine problem to the United Nations triggered a UsS
proposal to create a special UN committee to discuss the
problem. Despite opposition by the six Arab members of the
UN at the time, UNSCOP (United Nations Special Commit-
tee on Palestine) was created and charged with the task of
recommending a course of action once the British withdrew
from Palestine. The committee produced two reports, a
majority and a minority report, both drafted by Dr. Ralph
Bunche, the American staff advisor to the Committee. Be-
cause of disagreements within the committee right up to
presentation of the reports, Dr. Bunche and his staf"f had time
only to draw rough proposed boundaries on maps in colored
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pencils, which inadvertently contributed to the separation of
Arab villages from their lands at the time of the armistice
agreements in 1949.2

Within the US government both the Department of State
and the Department of Defense were opposed to the pro-
posal in the UNSCOP majority report of partitioning Pal-
estine into Arab and Jewish states due to the apparent in-
ability of finding a solution that would reconcile the demands
of both communities for independence. A September 22,
1947 memorandum prepared by Loy Henderson, the senior
State Department official responsible for Near Eastern af-
fairs, spelled out the main objections to partition: it would
undermine relations with the Arab and Muslim worlds; it
would involve the United States too deeply in implementa-
tion of the plan; it was unworkable; its adoption would not
solve the Palestine problem; and it was against the UN
charter and US principles.?

On October 11, 1947 the US government announced its
support for the partition of Palestine, and by the November
22 General Assembly vote on the UNSCOP recommendation
sufficient pressure had been exerted on key states—Liberia,
Haiti, and the Philippines in particular—either opp()sed to
partition or straddling the fence to assure United Nations
approval of the partition resolution. The plan called for
creation of an Arab state approximately where the West
Bank is today, a Jewish state in much of the rest of Palestine,
internationalization of Jerusalem, and an economic union
helwt‘fe.n the two states, with Great Britain to supervise the
transition within a two-year period from passage of the
resolution.

“l“ the spring of 1948 attempts were made within the
I'ruman Administration to substitute trusteeship in Palestine

for the partition plan approved the previous fall, but a

= :::II‘I‘(’::I(: ‘(a;:li.\: i '“ w"l‘"' Palestine: How the United States Came to Recognize Israel,
3. Ihid., p.117. vor mathution Pres, 1979, piL2.

4.Ibid., pp.111,125.
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political gap between the White House and the Department
of State widened as President Truman came under increased
pressure from American Jews to support partition.

The situation on the ground in Palestine was deteriorating
while the diplomats negotiated in New York and Washing-
ton. Arab irregulars were infiltrating into Palestine during
the spring of 1948 and attacking Jewish targets while Jewish
forces were mounting campaigns to bring as much of Pal-
estine as possible under Jewish control when the British
departed as scheduled on May 15. Menachem Begin’s ter-
rorist group, the Irgun Zvai Leumi, contributed a crucial
element to the flight of Palestinians from their homes by the
massacre in April of more than 250 men, women, and chil-
dren in the village of Deir Yassin on the outskirts of Jeru-
salem. As word of the massacre and attendant rumors spread
throughout the countryside, a terrified peasantry began to
flee their homes in large numbers. By the conclusion of the
fighting later that year, more than 750,000 Palestinians found
themselves on the side of the ceasefire lines held by Jordan’s
Arab Legion and blocked by Israeli soldiers from returning
to their homes.

Early in May 1948 the US government asked the British to
urge King Abdullah not to introduce Arab Legion troops
into the West Bank, to no avail.> The orders given to General
Glubb by King Abdullah, Glubb’s interpretation of those
orders, and the battlefield decisions during the fighting re-
main controversial among Palestinians who charge that Le-
gion troops never intended to contest Jewish forces beyond
the proposed partition lines. The Palestinian case does not
take into account the fact that because of their own incapacity
the Palestinians were forced to depend on the efforts of

others, and among those others the Arab Legion alone' was
s likely that without the Legion’s

militarily successful. It i
n the

success there would have been no Arab sovereignty i
West Bank following 1948.

5. Ibid., p.141.
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The US and Jordan

The United States opened diplomatic relations with Jor-
dan in 1948, establishing a legation in Amman in Feﬁruary
and installing a minister a year later. Formal rcc‘f)gmtlon of
the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan occurred in _]anua'ry
1949, at the same time that the United States upgradeq its
recognition of Israel from de facto to de jure. The Umte’d
States did not, however, extend de jure recognition t()‘]ordar% s
absorption of the West Bank. A full-fledged US embassy in
Amman was established in August 1952.5

US-Jordanian relations have gone through several stages
since that time. One writer has identified three such phases:
) from 1948-57 the United States played a modest role,
deferring to the British, who held the dominant western
position in Jordan; 2) from 1957-67 the United S[ate's. was
Jordan’s “principal source of political, economic, and Illlllta'r)’
support;” and 3) since 1967 the US and Jordan have main-
tained reasonably close ties, although they have come 1{r}d€r
strain in the absence of movement in the peace process.” The
United States launched its assistance to Jordan with a small-
scale military assistance program in 1950, adding an €cO-

nomic assistance program in 1953 of less than $2 million
annually.

Allies against Communism

. &3 2 . n
The spring of 1957 was a critical period for King HUSS;‘ ’
. e . e-

who had to deal with the militant pan-Arabism of the Th

mier, Sulaiman Nabulsi, and with an unstable situation mlt

. . ce
Jordanian armed forces. A series of US moves took p e h

following promulgation of the Eisenhower Doctrine, Wh_lc
i . n

pledged US military support to any country in the regio
6. Stookey, Robert W., “Jordan’s Relations with the United States,” in Sinai, AT?Z‘
and Pollack, Allen, eds., The Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan and the West Ba("ld'dle
Handbook, New York: American Academic Association for Peace in [}'1e ‘NYl i
East, 1977, p.159; Shwadran, Benjamin, Jordan A State of Tension, New YOrk:

Council for Middle Eastern Affairs Press, 1959, p-291.
7. Stookey, op. cit., p.159.
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5(?ekmg help against a threat from “international Commu-
nism.” King Hussein, a committed anti-Communist, saw these
fovr(:cs mingled with radical elements in Jor(ian, and the
White House was responsive.

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles told a press confer-
ence on April 24, 1957 of the US intention to “hold up the
hal?(ls of King Hussein.” Sixth Fleet ships were moved out of
their home port in Italy to positions in the eastern Mediter-
ranean, and the King was assured of an immediate $10
million in economic aid. Buoyed by these expressions of US
conc?rn, the King dismissed the Nabulsi cabinet and declared
martial law in Jordan, rounding up and jailing hundreds of
suspected troublemakers.8
: King Hussein soon became a popular and familiar figure
in the United States. He made his first visit to this country in
1959, combining speeches around the country with talks in
Washington. The King’s image of moderation and anti-com-
munism in the face of radicalism and unrest fitted well with
the mood in the United States during the Eisenhower years.
As a result US foreign aid to Jordan steadily increased. In
addition to budgetary support, American aid underwrote
Flevelopment of roads, electricity, education, technical train-
ing, and other aspects of national infrastructure. The East
Ghor canal project, designed to irrigate lands in the Jordan
Valley on the East side of the Jordan River, became a show-
case in the relationship. US assistance to the Jordanian armed
forces grew steadily, totalling more than $67 million by the

time of the 1967 Arab-Israeli war.? : .
US policy toward the West Bank was part of its policy
blishment of US-

toward Jordan in the period between esta
e 1967 war. During that

Jordanian relations in 1949 and th :
period US Middle East diplomacy did not concertl itself with
the Palestinian national question, focusing rather on the
Palestinians as refugees and/or as Jordanian citizens. The

8. Ibid., p.162.
9. Ibid., pp.162-63.



Palestinians were scattered, their leadership discredited, and
their cause subordinated to the Arab nationalist goal of
fewer, larger Arab political entities. Emphasis was on re-
covery of all of pre-1948 Palestine by the Arabs; the annexa-
tion by Jordan was regarded by many Palestinians and Arab
nationalists of the period as a phase which would be super-
seded by “liberation” of the whole country.

US policy on Jerusalem remained that adopted at the time
of US support for the UN partition plan in 1947: the Old City
of Jerusalem was to become a “corpus separatum,” an inter-
national enclave under United Nations jurisdiction reflecting
its special status for Muslims, Christians, and Jews. Since
Jordan’s capital was Amman, the issue of embassy location
was not a problem for US diplomats as was the case in Israel,
which declared Jerusalem (the western part of the city, which
it held and expanded during the 1948 ‘war) its capital. The
US embassy in Israel has been maintained in Tel Aviv since
diplomatic relations were first established, although there has
been pressure from the American Jewish community and the
US Congress in recent timés to move the embassy to Jeru-
salem. At mid-year 1984 legislation was pending in the Con-
gress to move the embassy, but President Reagan had prom-
ised a veto should binding language be approved.

Six Days in June

The June 1967 war was a watershed in the Middle East and
the start of a process of engagement of the United States in
Middle East diplomacy that continues to this day. The Ad-
n.linistration was engaged in diplomacy to head off the war
right up to the Israeli attack on Egyptian and other Arab
airfields Monday, June 5. President Nasser charged, and
King Hussein repeated the charge, that the swift and total
destruction of the Arab air forces could not possibly have
been accomplished by the Israeli air force on its own and that
carrier-based US aircraft had taken part in the attacks. This
allegation proved to be false, but in light of the speed of the
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total Arab military collapse, it was widely accepted in the
Middle East at the time, and most of the Arab states (Jordan
not among them) broke diplomatic relations with the United
States.

In the aftermath of the war the Johnson Administration
was “determined not to adopt the same strategy [as the
Elnsenhower Administration in 1956] of forcing Israel to
withdraw from conquered territories in return for little in the
way of Arab concessions.”1 (At this point the Administration
was taking at face value Israeli assurances that Israel had no
territorial ambitions in the war.) The Administration strategy
was to establish a framework for diplomacy and then wait for
tbe Arabs to negotiate, insuring that the military balance not
tip against Israel in the meantime.!! The Administration’s
formula was set out in a speech given by President Johnson
on June 19, 1967 on the eve of his meeting with Soviet
Premier Kosygin at Glassboro State Teachers College in New
Jersey, in which he laid the blame for the war on Egypt's
closing of the Strait of Tiran and indicated that the United
States would not press Israel to withdraw from the occupied
territories in the absence of peace. The speech contained the
major themes that were later incorporated into United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 242 in November: political
and territorial integrity for the nations of the area; the right
of innocent maritime passage (e.g., through the Suez Canal);
limitation of the arms race in the Middle East; a just settle-
ment of the Palestinian refugee issue; and the right to na-
tional life.12

Dr. William Quandst, an experienced analyst of US Middle

has argued that the US position with regard to

East policy,
hanged

pullout of Israeli forces from the occupied territories ¢
between June and November 1967, when UN Security Coun-

cil Resolution 242 was passed. Initially the United States was

the Arab-Israeli

ade of Decisions: American Policy toward
1977, p.63.

10. Quandt, William B., Dec ; ;
Conflict, 1967-76, Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press,

11. Ibid., p.64.
12. Ibid., p.64.
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prepared to back a Latin American resolution calling on
Israel to withdraw “all its forces from all territories occupied
by it as a result of the recent conflict.”!® The US position was
influenced both by actions taken by Israel (e.g., annexation of
Jerusalem at the end of June) and by the hardening Arab
political line at the fall Arab summit conference in Khartoum
in the form of the “three no's:” (no recognition of Israel, no
peace treaty with Israel, and no negotiations with lsracl).‘
Promised subsidies for the states that had suffered loss of
territory to Israel helped insure unanimous Arab cndorscj-
ment of this position; Saudi Arabia, Libya, and Kuwait
pledged $112 million per year in budgetary payments (o
Jordan until the West Bank was recovered.!

Building a Foundation for Peace

UN Security Council Resolution 242 of November 22,
1967 became the basis on which the Middle East peace
process has been conducted by the international community
ever since. The British representative, Lord Caradon, was
presiding over the Security Council at the time and is given
credit for being the principal author of the resolution. The
document established a broad framework for peace in t.ht‘
Middle East, yet critical portions contained “constructive
ambiguity” that may have reflected the political maximum
attainable at the time but sowed seeds of contention that have
complicated the peace process.

The West Bank is a major element in the Resolution ‘2.42
controversy. The preamble to the resolution cited “the in-
admissibility of the acquisition of territory by war,”'* which
would appear to rule out Israeli retention of the West Bank
since the injunction was intended to apply to all the substan-

tive sections of the resolution. By the time of the passage of
13. Quoted in Quandt, op. cit., p.65.

14. Stookey, op. ait., p.la. : i
15. Quoted in The Search for Peace in the Middle East: Documents and Statements, 1967-

Il;ilown;‘;nmm' D.C.: Library of Congress/Congressional Research Service.
, p.93.
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the resolution by unanimous vote of the Security Council, the
United States had shrunk its own commitment on Israeli
withdrawal to the resolution’s call for “withdrawal of Israeli
armed forces from territories occupied in the recent con-
flict,”'® which when linked with a reference in the next
section to the right of every state in the area to live “within
secure and recognized boundaries”!? could be argued to
require less than full Israeli withdrawal from the West Bank.
(Lord Caradon has addressed the question of the intent of
the withdrawal language in speeches and writings since 1967,
and he is emphatic in his assertion that the preambular
language about “the inadmissibility of the acquisition of ter-
ritory by war” means exactly that.)

Another section of Resolution 242 that has generated
controversy is its implied reference to the Palestinians only in
the context of a “just settlement of the refugee problem.”*
Ever since the PLO began to build strength in the years
following the 1967 war, the principal reason given by Pal-
estinians for refusing to accept the terms of the resolution
has been its apparent exclusion of the Palestinians as a party
to the conflict, and efforts to obtain PLO endorsement of the
resolution with qualifications have been unsuccessful. At-
tempts to create a substitute or expanded Resolution 242
have not gone forward for fear of undermining the one
generally accepted basis for the peace process.

The June War strained relations between the United States
and Jordan. King Hussein publicly accused the United States
and Great Britain of taking part in the Israeli attacks, and uUs
military aid to Jordan was halted for the next three years.
Jordan did endorse Resolution 242, however, encouraged by
UN Ambassador Arthur Goldberg's assurances that the
United States was committed to helping achieve the return of
the West Bank to Jordan, with minor border ad:iuumenu. as
well as helping Jordan obtain a political role in Jerusalem

16. Ibd., p.93.
17. Ibd., p.93.
18. Ibd., p.93.
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should it remain under Israeli control.!® Former Secretary of
State Henry Kissinger has observed in his memoirs apropos
of this assurance that “since there were no negotiations going
on, the promise was meaningless.”20

Arms talks were held in January 1968 between President
Johnson and Israeli Prime Minister Levi Eshkol, prior to
which there was internal Administration debate over using
Israel’s desire to obtain F-4 Phantom jets as leverage to force
its full withdrawal from the West Bank in order, as Dr.
Quandt has described, “to reverse Israel’s growing appetite
for territory.”2! This proposal was rejected, however, and the
sale of 50 F-4s and 100 A-4s was approved in the fall.

Evenhandedness Makes an Appearance

President Nixon entered office determined to play an
activist role in the Middle East peace process. Prior to his
inauguration he had sent former Pennsylvania Governor
William Scranton to the Middle East to report back with
recommendations for US Middle East policy. Upon his re-
turn, Governor Scranton indicated US intention to pursue an
“evenhanded” policy toward the region, which some in the
United States regarded as a code word for lessening US
support for Israel. The uproar that followed did not deter
the new Administration, which set its basic approach to the
Middle East problem in a meeting of the National Security
Council within two weeks of the inauguration in January
1969.

Isracli withdrawal and the nature of the peace process
were 10 be the most important elements of the new policy:
The West Bank was to be returned to King Hussein “with
only minor border changes.” Jerusalem was to remain “uni-

19. Stephens, Robert, *
an Arab Sty “Jordan and the Powers,” in Seale, Patrick, ed., The Shapiné o

: Abd al-Hamid ‘orld, London
Books, 1983, p.26, Sharaf and the Modern Arab Wor

m >
21. Q....,.z"’ in Stephens, op. cit, p.54.
toward uzw': K::IL The principal source for the summary of U.S. polic’

it €3t Bank in the period 1968-1976 is Quandt's Decade of Decisio™:
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fied,” but Jordan was to have a “civilian and religious role” in
its affairs. Participation of the Soviet Union in the peace
process was to be included if it proved possible to identify
areas of common ground.

King Hussein, concerned about the lack of progress in
implementation of Resolution 242, visited the United States
for talks in April 1969. In a speech before the National Press
Club on April 10 that had President Nasser’s blessing, he told
the audience that both Jordan and Egypt were prepared to
end the state of belligerency with Israel, commit themselves
to respect for the rights of all states in the Middle East,
guarantee freedom of navigation, and work for a just settle-
ment of the refugee question—in return for Israeli with-
drawal from all territories occupied in 1967.22 The Admin-
istration was encouraged by this and other indications of
‘]ordanian-Egyptian willingness to go against Syrian wishes if
necessary (Syria not having accepted Resolution 242 and
being opposed to a negotiated settlement of the Arab-Israel
1ssue).

The Rogers Plan

The Administration also developed a “parallel” plan deal-
ing with the West Bank that it was hoped would strengthen
the hand of King Hussein at the upcoming Arab summit
meeting on December 19, 1968. In discussing the issue of
Israeli troop withdrawal in a public presentation on Decem-
ber 9, Secretary Rogers said, “...any changes in the preexist-
ing [armistice] lines should not reflect the weight of conq}xest
and should be confined to insubstantial alterations required
for mutual security. We do not support expansioni.sr.n.”23 So
that there might be no doubt about the US position, the
Rogers speech made repeated references to US support f?r
the “nonacquisition of territory by war,” the language used in

the preamble of Resolution 242.

22. Ibid., pp.82-83. Bl 55
288 Quot:dpin Documents and Statements, op. cit., p.296.
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The speech also made special reference to the need to
provide a just settlement of the (Palestine) refuge'e pl:()blem.
but the terms of reference were limited to humanitarian and
educational considerations rather than the politicized Pal-
estinian role symbolized by the PLO. Jerusalem was to re-
main “unified” (an Israeli term adopted after the seizure and
annexation of East Jerusalem in 1967), but the text cal!ed for
“roles for both Israel and Jordan in the civic, economic, and
religious life of the city.”2* King Hussein was reportedly
pleased with the substance of the Rogers Plan allhough
nothing came of it for Jordan. Henry Kissinger observed in
his memoirs, “It was a misfortune that the strength. of
Hussein’s bargaining position did not match his moderam.)n
and that his available options were not equal to his gogd will.
He thus had the capacity neither for independent acu'o-n no,l
for blackmail, which are the stuff of Middle East politics.™

The Palestinian Challenge

Ever since the June 1967 war the Palestinian movement
had been growing in strength and popularity in the Arab
World. Presenting itself as a people’s liberation movement
utilizing armed struggle as the vehicle to liberate Palestn}e,
the PLO grew more bold in challenging Jordanian auth("r'f)'
over Palestinian actions. Although the PLO Chairman, Y e
Arafat, wanted to avoid a confrontation with King Hussein
because it would divert attention from the main task, his
hand was forced by more radical groups who argued “'hal,
liberation of Palestine must be preceded by “liberation” of
conservative Arab regimes. :

The gauntlet was thrown down in front of King Hussein
when the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PF [.‘P)
engineered the summer 1970 hijacking of three foreign
airliners to a deserted landing field in Jordan, where they
were held with their passengers as hostages. The PFLP de-

24. Ibid., pp.296-297.
25. Quoted in Stephens, op. cit., p-126.
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manded release of Palestinian prisoners in Israeli jails in
exchange for the passengers’ release, but most observers
re.garded King Hussein as the target of the intended humili-
ation, as well as the hope that Iraqi troops stationed in eastern
jord‘zm would participate in overthrowing the monarchy.

King Hussein made a calculated, low-key response to the
C(?mr.nando challenges during the spring and summer, not
v_vxshmg to create more hostility to himself and more support
ff)l: the cpmmandos among East Bank Jordanians of Pales-
tinian ergin, but the hijackings were the last straw.

President Nixon and his National Security Affairs Advisor,
Henry Kissinger, were concerned about the impact of the
mt.ernal situation in Jordan on regional stability. To provide
evlde.n(.:e of support for the King at a time of gr’eat stress, the
:’\dmmls.tration made a number of visible responses, includ-
ing putting the 82nd Airborne on “semi-alert” at Fort Bragg,
North Carolina, flying C-130s from Europe to Turkey for
p().ssible evacuation of Americans from Amman, and 111(;\'i|1g
ships of the Sixth Fleet into the eastern Mediterranean.
Following receipt of word that King Hussein was going to
move against the commandos, President Nixon told a group
of Chicago newspaper editors of US readiness to intervene
should Syria or Iraq become involved. Nixon described King
Hussein's survival as essential for the Middle East peace
process.

The next eight days were critical for Jordan. Syria launched
an .armored probe with tanks hastily painted over with Pal-
estinian markings. King Hussein asked US Ambassador
L.Dean Brown for outside assistance against a Syrian inva-
sion. By this time Nixon and Kissinger were running US
Middle East policy from the White House, and in addition to
preparing US units they were also lining up possible Isracli
intervention in light of the proximity of Israeli air and
armored capabilities to the potential scene of fighting.

After a tension-filled period that brought a blunt warning
by the United States to the Soviet Union for transmittal to the
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Syrians, King Hussein launched his small air force against t.h'e
invading Syrians, the tanks were called back, and the crisis
was over.?6 A ceasefire was arranged by President Nasser,
who called King Hussein and the commando leaders to
Cairo. Shortly after saying goodbye to his visitors, Nl.iSSCT
suffered what proved to be a fatal heart attack. By the middle
of 1971 King Hussein had eliminated the commando pres-
ence in Jordan, driving the remaining ﬁghters. out of the
Ajlun area, most of them eventually regrouping in Lf:bzlxl()fl.

The Jordanian crisis put US Middle East policy firmly in
the White House under the joint control of Nixon and
Kissinger, who regarded the successful resolution of the
Jordanian crisis of September 1970 as vindication. (.)f their
strategic approach to Middle East issues, mingling willingness
to use military power with exclusion of the Soviets an.d‘ close
coordination with the Israelis. One outcome of the crisis was
reinstatement of substantial US military assistance to Jordan
suspended since the 1967 war.

The conclusion of the Jordan crisis bred complacency,
however, and underestimation of the significance of lf)cal
political considerations in the Middle East as opposed to East-
West considerations. The result was that for the better part of
the next two years arms transfers and closer ties with Israf:l
took first place, and little attention was paid to other issues In
the region, including the growing power of the oil producers

and Egyptian frustration at the lack of movement in the
peace process.27

O:il Enters the Picture

King Hussein visited the United States in February 1973,
and both Nixon and Kissinger showed interest in his g":"l 44
recover the West Bank despite a general lack of enthusiasm
for the Kings's “United Arab Kingdom” proposal of the
26. Nyrop, Richard F. e al.,

Washington, D.C.: Govern
27. Quandt, op. cit., p-126.

Area Handbook for the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan
ment Printing Office, 1974, p.170.
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Qrevious year.28 Growing Saudi uneasiness about the paraly-
sns.of diplomatic movement in the Middle East caused King
F:«.nsal to send his oil minister to Washington in the spring
with the message that in the event of another Middle East
conflict involving Israel it might become impossible for the
Saudis not to utilize the “oil weapon” (i.e., oil as a source of
political leverage on the West). The climate in Washington
was such, however, that the message was given little attention
a.nd attributed to Arab hyperbole. The summer was €n-
livened by another attempt at Soviet-US agreement on prin-
ciples, this time rejected by the Americans. On October 6,
Egyptian troops crossed the Suez Canal, overrunning Israeli
positions and changing the political face of the Middle East.

The 1973 war and Arab oil embargo had a dramatic effect
on US attitudes toward the Middle East. Assumptions that a
strong Israel could serve as the region’s “policeman,” that the
Arabs were incapable of decisive or surprise military action,
and that they would never employ the “oil weapon” were

swept away. The war galvanized Washington into action, and

Henry Kissinger, recently elevated from National Security

Affairs Advisor to Secretary of State, was the principal ar-
chitect of the new American strategy

Jordan Offstage

Once again, however, the focus was on the Egyptian-lsracli
front. Jordan was not a major participant in the fighting,
although it did send a contingent of troops 10 Syria. The
emphasis in the postwar diplomacy was on disengagement of
the forces of the two principal Arab actors, Egypt and Syria,
and Israel, with the Jordanian role to follow. Kissinger flew to
Jordan in November to urge King Hussein to participate 1
the peace talks, but at this point Kissinger's principal interest
was elsewhere. Jordan took part in the brief Geneva Con-
ference in December under joint US-Soviet chairmanship.
which recessed almost immediately after being convened.

28. Ibid., p-154.
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Kissinger visited Amman in‘]an‘uax‘y 1974, f().”(.)m.le]i;:?t-
pletion of the Egyptian-Israeli dlseng,agclh‘l?nxlli d(ilsengage:
but Kissinger’s next target was a 'Sy.rmn- sm; 1)1-‘Quandt
ment, and Jordan would have to wait its turn. / s .rdanian-
has pointed out, it was impossible to arx.‘angel a ‘]0'0 ik
Israeli troop disengagement agreement smce, the t\‘\.“in e
were not engaged. Kissinger indicated Isr~acl.s unl\\'l ](,grdan
to withdraw from the Jordan River, preferring t 1"“-1 e
establish “administrative responsibility” over P()pm‘,{.te(} Hus-
of the West Bank without an Israeli withdrawa‘l. I\ll}g[ ol
sein insisted on a territorial pullback by Israel of at le}‘li Jor-
kilometers from the river in order to demons‘trate th?di Sy
dan had obtained territorial concessions as I:g)’Pf : d-(d i
Syria soon would. Much of Kissinge.r’s in.terest f(),LiL:;Zg i
blocking PLO progress, however, since it was ga
influence, particularly among the Arap s'tates. i

Kissinger and King Hussein met again in MarL.h ‘ ~ha(‘i i
previous month Arab leaders meeting in Algl(frb_ e
dorsed the creation of a Palestinian state under Y 2151'r i
Kissinger assured the King that the Unite(? States \l\l()l(lme e
recognize a Palestinian government-in-exile ShOl;‘(_ i
created. The King said that it would be necessary 01~ J g
to recover all of the West Bank, including East..]eI B b(;
and that if Israel were unwilling to withdraw, it m,l-g;:t[he
better if Jordan stepped aside and let Israel qeal_“l:ton 0
PLO. King Hussein followed up with a visit to V.Vashm_&h .
mid-March and pressed for an increase in aid, whic
forthcoming.

Jordan’s gimPatience with the lack of movement O:i t:,z
West Bank issue and the lack of US attention to JOT 2}"31
problems was increased by the rise in PLO inﬂuen'ce asa “[he
to Jordan in speaking on behalf of the Palestinians llli'nk"
West Bank. Jordan began to replace the former SEpLtia lon-
with the United States by diversifying its internatl(')nal C .
tacts, including purchase of military equipment. Mirage 2 ;
craft were obtained from France, and foreign trade wa
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increased with Western Europe, the Soviet Union, and China;
India became the principal purchaser of Jordanian phos-
phate, the country’s largest single export item.2*

The Nixon Administration was being engulfed by the
Watergate controversy in 1974, and Nixon made a dramatic
visit to the Middle East in June to divert attention at home
and to remind Americans of his skill in foreign affairs. While
in Amman Nixon invited King Hussein to visit Washington in
late July, but by the time the King arrived in Washington
later in 1974, Nixon had resigned and Gerald Ford was
President.

In Washington King Hussein was assured of the support
of the Administration for an Israeli-Jordanian agreement,
although Israel’s rejection of withdrawal from the Jordan
River had been made formal by Israeli Cabinet action in July.
The King was unenthusiastic about a token pullback from
Jericho or the Nablus area if Israeli troops remained on the
Jordan River. Kissinger subsequently visited the Middle East
and urged Sadat to support King Hussein at the upcoming
Arab summit conference, where a decision was to be made
whether the PLO should be substituted for Jordan in matters
concerning the Palestinians in the occupied territories. In
Amman Kissinger reviewed the situation with King Hussein,
who indicated that in the event of such a decision he was not
inclined to make a challenge and would build such alliances
in the Arab world as were available rather than sign an
agreement with Israel for which he would be denounced in
the Arab world.3¢

Henry Kissinger’s world view played a major role in his
handling of the Palestinian question. He took what one
scholar has called a “formalistic” attitude toward the inter-
national system in which the actors are nation-states.*! What-
ever the PLO and the Palestinians were, they were not a

29. Stephens, op. cit., p-41.

30. Quandt, op. cit., pp.256-257. ) ’
31 (P;olk, Willil;m R.,p%w Arab World, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1980, p.357.
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nation-state. Additionally, Kissinger was aware that no work-
able answers had yet been given to the Palestinian problem,
and he had no intention of derailing the peace process by
insisting on a frontal approach that was sure to be rejected by
Israel. Speaking with a group of Jewish leaders in New York
in 1975 about the post-1973 war period, Kissinger said, “I
have left the Palestinian question alone in order to work on
the frontier questions, hoping eventually to isolate the Pal-
estinians,” adding that “Israel must realize it must deal with

the Arab governments if it does not want to deal with the
Palestinians.*2

Conflicting Messages about Palestine

The fall of 1975 saw apparently contradictory “messages”
being sent by the United States concerning the Palestinian
question. First and perhaps most important was an originally
secret commitment made by Kissinger to the Israelis in the
September Sinai I agreement that the United States “will not
recognize or negotiate with the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation so long as the Palestine Liberation Organization does
not recognize Israel’s right to exist and does not accept
Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338.73* The other US
action concerning the Palestinians that fall was a remarkable
statement by Assistant Secretary of State Harold Saunders t0
a congressional subcommittee which addressed the change in
the Palestinian role from that of refugees needing humani-
tarian assistance to the Palestinians “collectively [as] a political
factor which must be dealt with” if there were to be peace in
the Middle East.» Kissinger had reviewed the Saunders
Statement and checked it out with President Ford, but fol-
lowing a negative reaction from the Israelis, Kissinger dis-
tanced himself from the statement, which, according t©

52
- Quoted in The Middle East, London, October 1982, p-34.

M. Thid., p.s':sw and Statements, op. cit., p.15.
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Quandt, represented “no real substance” behind the “sym-
bolic shift.”s5

Outside government circles a study group convened by the
Brookings Institution published a report in late 1975 that
called for a return to the pre-June 5, 1967 Arab-Israel
boundary lines “with only such modifications as are mutually
accepted.” The report also endorsed “Palestinian self-deter-
mination subject to Palestinian acceptance of the sovereignty
and integrity of Israel within agreed boundaries. This might
take the form either of an independent Palestinian state
accepting the obligations and commitments of the peace
agreements or of a Palestinian entity voluntarily federated
with Jordan but exercising extensive political autonomy.”
What made the Brookings study group of particular interest
was that two of its members were Zbigniew Brzezinski, who
became National Security Affairs Advisor under President
Carter, and William Quandt, who became the NSC Middle
East staff specialist under Brzezinski.

35, cit., pp-277-278.
36. lru—ub-lsmq o, p.156
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Chapter 10

THE CARTER-REAGAN YEARS

he election of Jimmy Carter to the Presidency changed

the White House approach to world affairs. The Nixon-
Kissinger view (carried over into the Ford years) was global
and strategic, with emphasis on the Soviet role, while the
Carter era placed more emphasis on human rights and moral
values as objectives in themselves.

Talk of a Homeland

The first indication of a new Middle East direction from
the Carter Administration came in a “town meeting” in which
Carter participated in Clinton, Massachusetts on March 16,
1977, two months after his inauguration. In response o a
question about the new Administration’s intentions regard-
ing the Middle East, Carter listed the familiar topics and then
said, “There has to be a homeland provided for the Pales-
tinian refugees who have suffered for many, many years.”
Use of the term “homeland,” which had not appeared in
previous US statements on the Palestinian dimension of the
Middle East situation, was provocative (o American Jews
since the Balfour Declaration had used the same term in
1917 to express the British government’s support of Zionist
objectives in Palestine. Carter followed up with remarks at a
May 12 press conference in which he referred to “the degree
of independence of the Palestine entity” as one of the Middle
East items to be resolved “among the parties involved.™
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During 1977 Carter made several efforts to encourage the
Palestinians to become involved in the peace process. The
new Administration considered itself bound by the Kissing?r
promise to the Israelis in 1975 concerning the PLO, but in
August Carter went to the extent of stating publicly, “If tf}e
Palestinians should say, ‘We recognize UN Resolution 242 in
its entirety, but we think the Palestinians have additional
status other than refugees,” that would suit us okay.”® A
month later Carter repeated the offer, adding that with even
a qualified acceptance of Resolution 242 in hand, “We would
then begin to meet with and to work with the PLO."* Even
this virtual invitation to the PLO did not bear fruit, however,
due to PLO suspicions and Syrian pressure. Then-Crown
Prince Fahd of Saudi Arabia carried Carter’s message per-
sonally to Arafat and reported to Carter Arafat’s acceptance
in principle, but the PLO Executive Committee, meeting 11
Damascus, vetoed the idea. :

One of the major goals of the early Carter Administration
was to reconvene the Geneva Conference in order to develop
a comprehensive approach toward Middle East peace rather
than the “step by step” approach that had been pursued by
the Nixon and Ford Administrations. A sticking point was
Palestinian representation, since Israel would boycott the
meeting if the PLO were present and since it would be
impossible to include all concerned parties without the Pal'-
estinians. Despite efforts by the Americans and others, 1t
proved impossible to devise a Palestinian representation for-
mula that would meet minimum Arab political requirements
without driving the Israelis away.

Another part of the early Carter Administration’s efforts
was to involve the Soviet Union in the Middle East peace
process. After a series of secret exchanges of drafts the US
and the Soviet Union published a joint communiqué on
October 1, 1977 in their capacities as co-chairmen of the

3. Ibid., p.224.
4. Ibid., p.295.
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Geneva Conference. While the text of the communiqué® was
by and large unexceptionable, inclusion of a reference to “the
legitimate rights of the Palestinians” and the fact that it
appeared without advance warning after a long period in
which US Middle East policy had excluded the USSR made it
burst like a bombshell on Washington. Under intense do-
mestic and Israeli pressure the Administration “buried” the
communiqué, which was not heard of again.

By November 1977 the Administration, determined to
tackle the Middle East issue on a comprehensive basis and to
include the Palestinians in the process, had little to show for
its troubles. The Israelis were alienated, the PLO was still on
the sidelines, the Soviets saw unofficial American pressure
nullify an important bilateral policy statement, the Geneva
Conference was going nowhere (in part because of Syrian
obstruction), and Egypt’'s Anwar Sadat, who had invested so
much in responding to US urging to dissociate himself from
the Soviet Union, saw the United States inviting the Soviets

back into the process.

Sadat into the Breach

In this time of uncertainty Anwar Sadat accepted an Israeli
invitation and went to Jerusalem in November 1977, once
again changing the dynamics of the Middle East and focusing
attention on Egyptian-Israeli relations rather than on the fate
of the occupied West Bank. The Carter Administration,
caught off guard by the Sadat trip, made no early comment
and then belatedly expressed its endorsement and commit-
ted itself to backing the Egyptian-Israeli peace effort that had
been set in motion. The trip captured the imagination of the
entire world and created an image of Sadat that was almost
bigger than life. The trip was the most dramatic single step
for Middle East peace that had yet been taken by an Arab
leader, and it created an overnight pro-Sadat lobby in the

5. Text in Documents and Statements, op. cit., p-156.
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United States that included Congress, the press, the Jewish
community, and the general public.

With nothing to show on the Palestinian-Israeli front and
with a dramatic new initiative in Egyptian-Israeli relations,
Carter changed his attitude toward the PLO. At a press
conference December 15 just before seeing a delegation of
Arab-Americans at the White House, Carter described the .
PLO as having been “entirely negative,” and within the same
month he commented apropos of a Palestinian state that it
would be best for peace “if there is not a fairly radical, new
independent nation in the heart of the Middle East.”0 At
about the same time Dr. Brzezinski gave an interview to Paris
Match magazine in which he reportedly used the phrase, “Bye
Bve. PLL)”

Despite the optimism generated by Sadat’s Jerusalem visit
in November, relations with Begin deteriorated, Sadat com-
plaining about Begin’s legalistic, hair-splitting mentality when
he was trying to work with broad principles. A meeting at
Ismailia, Egypt in late December 1977 did not go well, with
the impasse generated by different approaches to the We.st
Bank issue, Sadat insisting on a Palestinian state and Begin
insisting on “administrative autonomy.” It was agreed to
establish committees to work together on key elements in the
peace process, however.

Carter made a flying visit to Egypt and Israel in January
1978 to try to find a formula that would permit the peace
process to go forward. Since neither the US nor the Israeli
government was willing to endorse Palestinian self-determi-
nation, Sadat and Carter came up with a formula during
their meeting at Aswan “[to] enable the Palestinians to partici-
pate in the determination of their own future.” Develop-
ments during 1978 concerning the West Bank were not
Promising, however, as Israel and Egypt remained far apart
in their prescriptions for the future. Partly in order to dem-
onstrate leadership by a faltering Administration and partly

6. Tillman, op. cit., p-220.
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tso xl‘escue a failing Middle East peace effort, Carter invited
adat and Begin to the United States in September 1978 to
hammer out a peace settlement.

A Rustic Camp in the Woods

Carter, Sadat, Begin, and their principal advisors met
fl‘()n'l September 5-17, 1978 at the Presidential retreat, Camp
David, near the town of Thurmont in the mountains of
Maryland. While Begin spoke on behalf of Israel, Sadat’s role
was 1}1ultifaceted. Empowered to negotiate on matters involv-
ing Egypt, Sadat at Camp David also negotiated on behalf of
the Pa.lestinians in the occupied territories as well as for King
Hussein of Jordan, although he had no mandate to do so and
had no contact with either of those parties during the talks
except for one telephone conversation with King Hussein on
an open line with reportedly such a bad connection that little
of substance was achieved. Sadat gave Carter a letter at the
fompletion of the Camp David talks stating that Egypt was

prepared to assume the Arab role” with reference to the

Pé.ilestinian dimension of the accords “following discussion
with Jordan and the representatives of the Palestinian
people.””

The Camp David Accords, a document signed by Carter,
Sadat, and Begin at the White House on September 17, 1978
after return to Washington by the participants that day, were
composed of two sections, each of which stood alone al-
though both Carter and Sadat regarded them as linked in
spirit. One section, straightforward and explicit, dealt with
Israeli withdrawal from the occupied Sinai Peninsula in ex-
change for an Egyptian commitment to sign a peace treaty
and establish normal relations with Israel.

The second section of the Camp David Accords dealtin the

main with the West Bank, although Gaza was a part of its
provisions. In contrast to the clarity and precision of the
ts, op. cit. All references to the Camp David accords and
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Egyptian-Israeli section, the “framework for peace” was full
of qualifications and conditions that would have required the
best will in the world to implement. The text included ref-
erences to the United Nations Charter and to UN Security
Council Resolutions 242 and 338 “in all their parts” as the
operative context for the accords, whose stated objective was
to lead to “the conclusion of peace treaties.”

“Full autonomy” for the West Bank inhabitants (although,
as it turned out, not for their land or water resources) was to
be assured by creation of a “self-governing authority” which
Begin insisted be an “administrative council” rather than a
legislative body. (In the autonomy plan which Begin outlined
to the Knesset in December 1977 and which became the basis
of the Camp David formula, legislative representation was (o
be through the votes of the residents for the Jordanian
Parliament or, if they obtained Israeli citizenship, the Israeli
Knesset). A five-year “transitional period” during which the
“final status” of the West Bank would be determined was to
begin once the “self-governing authority” was established
and inaugurated. Negotiations on the West Bank’s final sta-
tus were to begin no later than the third year of the tran-
sitional period.

Jordan was mentioned frequently in the text as being a
party to the arrangements to be negotiated, along with Lthe
representatives of the Palestinians, Egypt, and Israel,” all of
whom were entitled to a veto. A peace treaty was O be
negotiated between Jordan and Israel by the end of the
transitional period, facilitated by a committee made up of
Jordanian, Israeli, and West Bank/Gaza representatives.

The anticipated solution “must also recognize the legiti-
mate rights of the Palestinian people and their just require-
ments.” The Palestinians would “participate in the determi-
nation of their own future” by having “representatives of the
lflh_abitants of the West Bank and Gaza” involved in nego-
tla.mons on the final status of these occupied territories along
with Israel and Jordan and by their involvement with the self-
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governing authority. The self-governing authority would
also participate in all discussions pertaining to the return to
the West Bank of residents displaced in 1967.

On the issue of the Israeli presence in the West Bank, the
accords stated that “the Israeli military government and its
civilian administration will be withdrawn” once a “freely-
elected” self-governing authority had been created. As part
of the interim discussion process “a withdrawal of Israeli
armed forces will take place and there will be a redeployment
of the remaining Israeli security forces into specified security
locations.”

The Camp David Accords made no mention of Jerusalem
or of Israeli settlements in the West Bank. Jerusalem was
addressed in separate letters to Carter from Sadat and Begin
stating the respective countries’ positions. The future of the
West Bank settlements became a subject of recrimination
between Begin on the one hand and Carter and Sadat on the
other. Carter has stated in his memoirs that he was “misled”
by Begin since he understood that Begin’s commitment to a
moratorium on settlements was to cover the entire negoti-
ating period, whereas Begin maintained, and stated publicly
immediately after Camp David, that he had committed him-
self only for a three-month period preceding negotiations on

the self-governing authority.

The Arabs Withhold Applause

It was a shock to Carter when both Jordan and Saudi
Arabia not only rejected the accords but also lined up with
the “radical” Arab states to ostracize Sadat and Egypt. King
Hussein described the accords as a separate peace between
Egypt and Israel and disavowed any “legal or moral com-
mitments” on the part of Jordan to play the role assigned to
it since Jordan “played no part in discussing, formu!ating, or
approving” the text. The King was quoted in a spring 1979
New York Times article to the effect that the role Jordan was
expected to play in the West Bank would mean “safeguard-
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ing the security of the occupying forces against the people
under occupation.”®

The Carter Administration went to work to defend and
explain the Camp David Accords, but the lines were drawn
quickly and little headway was made in the Arab world,
including the West Bank itself, where the reaction was gen-
erally hostile; only a small number of residents would agree
to meet with Assistant Secretary of State for Near East Harold
Saunders, whose remarks to the group about the potential
for self-determination in the accords angered the Israelis. At
several meetings in the West Bank following the accords,
petitions and denunciations of the accords were drafted, with
the theme that the accords were little more than a cover for
permanent Israeli occupation. The nationalist mayors who
came to office in 1976 were unanimous in their rejection, and
Mayor Elias Freij of Bethlehem, one of the more conservative
and pro-Jordanian mayors, said that he could see the accords
as workable only under conditions that did not then exist.?

The Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty signed in March 1979
received a negative Arab political reaction culminating in an
Arab League summit meeting in Baghdad, participated in by
Jordan and Saudi Arabia, which expelled Egypt from the
Arab League. Egypt was soon thereafter expelled from the
Organization of the Islamic Conference, the umbrella organi-
zation of Islamic states, although it has been reinstated re-
cently.

While the treaty consummated the Egyptian-Israeli por-
tion of the Camp David Accords, it shifted attention to the
West Bank/Gaza portion, for which long-time Democratic
Party political activist Robert Strauss was picked to be special
Middle East Negotiator with responsibility for autonomy
talks, to begin one month after the treaty, May 1980 being the
target date for completion of the self-governing authority

8. Tillman, op. cit., pp.201,207.
o.Ibid., p.304. ¥
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(SGA). Strauss stayed with his assignment until November
1979, when he was replaced by Sol Linowitz.

Despite official optimism, the autonomy talks never went
anywhere because the Egyptian and Israeli views on the
objective were so far apart. Begin reissued the December
1977 autonomy plan before the talks began, and the Egyp-
tian government stated its position in an official communiqué:
“Full Palestinian autonomy in the West Bank and Gaza is the
first step toward independence and a transitional stage be-
fore the Palestinian people claim their full right to self-
determination.”’ The Sadat government was less vocal about
but also supported the concept of a West Bank entity linked
to Jordan.

The Carter Administration was active on a number of
fronts to produce movement on the Camp David process.
The US Ambassador to the United Nations, former Con-
gressman Andrew Young of Georgia, explored ways to in-
volve the Palestinians in the process through an expanded
Resolution 242 that would acknowledge their political as well
as refugee role. Israeli espionage revealed talks held between
Ambassador Young and the PLO UN Representative during
Young’s tenure as President of the UN Security Council in
the summer of 1979, costing him his job because of the
apparent violation of the Kissinger prohibition on dealing
with the PLO in advance of its accepting 242 and recognizing
Israel’s right to exist.

Carter reiterated his opposition to an independent Pal-
estinian state, stating in August 1979, “I am against any
creation of a separate Palestinian state. I don’t think it would
be good for the Palestinians. I don’t think it would be good
for Israel. I don’t think it would be good for the Arab
neighbors of such a state.”!!

As the autonomy talks stagnated and Israeli settlement
activity on the West Bank increased in tempo, there began to

e o ard University
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be talk about a “Jordanian option” involving an Israeli-Jor-
danian negotiation based on the Resolution 242 concept of
territory for peace. This could have led at best to repartition
of the West Bank since Israeli policy had moved well to the
right of the Allon Plan, which called for Israeli retention of
territory along the western side of the Jordan River, an idea
which King Hussein had already indicated was unacceptable.
The King repeatedly and forcefully rejected the so-called
Jordanian Option.

Unhappiness over Settlements

Opposition to Israel’s settlements in the occupied terri-
tories was one subject on which the Carter Administration
was consistent and vocal. Carter was inaugurated just a few
months prior to Begin's election in the summer of 1977 and
had witnessed the dramatic upturn in land expropriation and
settlement construction. In the period following the 1967 war
the occupation and changes in the status of Jerusalem had
been the focal points of US attention. Settlements did not
become a major political issue until the 1970s, when their
numbers and placement became more contentious. In a
March 1976 speech, UN Ambassador William Scranton de-
nounced Israeli settlements as “illegal” and an “obstacle to
the success...of negotiations.”2 The next several years saw 4
steady stream of statements critical of the settlements, but no
concrete action was ever taken by the Administration to put
its words into action.

The Carter Administration criticized the settlements on
the same two grounds because they appeared to prejudge
long-term Israeli intentions with regard to the occupied
territories. The impact of this policy was weakened, however,
:by periodic assurances by the Administration that it would

never” attempt to use aid to Israel as “leverage” in bringing
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about a change in Israeli policies. The Israeli government,
therefore, could move ahead with settlement construction
confident that it would be politically cost-free.

Congress, a bulwark of support for Israel’s wishes in the
US government, was not supine on the issue of settlements
although most members expressed unhappiness privately if
at all. In October 1979 a Senate motion proposed reducing
aid to Israel by $100 million to reflect displeasure at Israel’s
settlements policy and spring 1978 invasion of Lebanon. The
measure was defeated, 78-7.13 In December 1978 Senate
Majority Leader Robert Byrd (D-W.Va.) returned from an
official trip to the Middle East on behalf of the Administra-
tion and suggested that Congress might be unwilling to
continue approving large expenditures for aid to Israel if it
persisted in building settlements and denying the Palestin-
ians under occupation full autonomy.!*

One Senator’s Challenge

The most dramatic congressional attempt to link aid to
Israel with its settlements program took the form of an
amendment to the foreign aid bill offered by Senator Adlai
Stevenson 111 (D-IIL) in June 1980. The key sentence in the
amendment said, “..$150 million shall be withheld from
obligation and expenditure until the President finds that
Israel has ceased the expansion of its settlements in the West
Bank and other occupied territories and has ceased planning
for additional settlements in the West Bank and such ter-
ritories.”15 Stevenson pointed out that Israel, a country with
one-tenth of one per cent of the world’s population, received
almost half of US security assistance worldwide. The gist of
Stevenson’s argument was that “the United States is subsi-
dizing a settlements policy which undermines the peace proc-
ess it authored.” He concluded that “[Israel] should not be

13. Ibid., p.30.

14. Tillman, op. cit., p.29. 59
15. The Congressional Record, Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, June

17, 1980, p.S-7161.
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rewarded for defying US interests.”!¢ In the floor debate
every speaker opposed the amendment although more than
one indicated personal opposition to settlements; the final
vote was 85-7 against.

The Carter Administration caused itself major embarrass-
ment in March 1980 when the United States voted in favor of
a UN Security Council resolution condemning settlements,
only to have the White House “disavow” the vote the next
day. The ex post facto explanation dealt with the resolution’s
references to settlements in East Jerusalem, but a potemially
larger factor was the New York presidential primary only a
few days away in which Ted Kennedy presented a serious
challenge to Carter, and Carter realized that in New York a
vote construable as “anti-Israel” could cost him the victory.
(As it turned out, he lost the primary as well as giving the
impression that the Administration did not know what it was
doing).

Nineteen-eighty saw many signs of trouble in the Middle
East and a President little prepared to deal with it. In ad-
dition to the upcoming presidential election, Carter was
preoccupied by the seizure of American hostages in Tehran
the previous November. Syria signed a 20-year friendship
treaty with the Soviet Union; Iraq invaded Iran, with Jordan
associating itself publicly with Iraq; Israel’s Knesset annexed
East Jerusalem; Sadat suspended the autonomy talks in re-
sponse; and the PLO and Syria refused to attend the Arab
Summit meeting held in Amman. The defeat of Jimmy
Carter in November signaled another kind of change 21_5
Ronald Reagan, a man with a political philosophy dramati-

cally different from Carter’s, prepared to enter the White
House.

A Change at the Helm

The Reagan Administration was determined to set US
foreign policy on a plane that emphasized the primacy of the
16. Ibid., p.S-7162.
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strategic relationship with the Soviet Union and grouped
other issues accordingly. The view of the new group of
f'l(l\’iS()l‘S was that the Carter Administration had been remiss
1{1 elevating specific issues (e.g., human rights, the Middle
East) without reference to their impact on the US-Soviet
relationship.

While professing support for the Camp David process, the
new Administration’s first major effort in the Middle East was
an attempt to create a “strategic consensus” among nations in
the region in opposition to Soviet adventurism. Egypt, Israel,
an(% Saudi Arabia were to be the chosen instruments of this
policy, and the expectation was that their political differences
could be submerged in an alliance based on their mutual
concern about Soviet intrusion into the Middle East. This
policy proved a failure because it did not give proper weight
to how the nations involved felt about each other. Secretary
of State Alexander Haig was to learn to his dismay that
Jordan and Saudi Arabia, while understandably concerned
about the Soviet Union, regarded Israel as a greater danger
despite the recent Soviet invasion and occupation of Afghani-
stan.

Much of 1981 was taken up with this practical lesson
although the introduction of Soviet SAM missiles into Syria
in April, the Israeli raid on the Iraqgi nuclear reactor in June,
the congressional fight over sale of AWACS aircraft to Saudi
Arabia in the summer and fall, and Israel’s annexation of the
Golan Heights in December gave hints of things to come.!”

The stunning Israeli invasion of Lebanon in June 1982
focused attention on Lebanon and pushed the West Bank off
the news pages. The war, which dramatically altered the cast
of characters and power relationships in the Middle East, also
galvanized the Reagan Administration into action and pro-

vided the backdrop against which Secretary of State George
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Shultz developed what came to be President Reagan’s Middle
East initiative.

Reagan Takes Center Stage

The plan, announced in the form of a speech by President
Reagan from the White House on September 1, 1982, was.the
most far-reaching Presidential effort on the Middle East since
Camp David. The most significant aspect of the plan was that
it moved from the Carter Administration’s insistence on
functioning as an “honest broker” between the major parties
in the Middle East conflict to spelling out what the Reagan
Administration thought constituted a fair and achievable
political/territorial result in the region. In this respect .the
Reagan initiative reflected kinship to the Venice Declaration
of the European Economic Community (EEC) of June 1980,
which defined its view of an equitable Middle East settlement
in territorial and political terms. :

In contrast to the daily preoccupation with the Israeli
invasion of Lebanon, the Reagan initiative addressed itself
primarily to the Palestinian-Israeli relationship, with the West
Bank a major focus. The plan said that lasting peace could be
based neither on Israeli sovereignty nor on an independent
Palestinian state in the West Bank, calling instead for “Sel'f-
government by the Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza 1n
association with Jordan.”18 Concerning settlements, the lan-
guage was explicit:

The United States will not support the use of any additional
land for the purpose of settlements during the transitional
period. Indeed, the immediate adoption of a settlements
freeze by Israel, more than any other action, could create the
confidence for wider participation in those talks. Further
settlement activity is in no way necessary for the security of

18. In Kreczko, Alan

-» “Support Reagan’s Initiative,” Foreign Policy, #49, winter
1982/83, p.144, J PP €agan's Initiative,” Foreigr 3
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Israel and only diminishes the confidence of the Arabs that a
final outcome can be freely and fairly negotiated. 1

In addition to the text of the initiative, on the eve of the
public address the Reagan Administration circulated what it
called “talking points” to the Middle Eastern states involved.
The paper expressed a commitment to “real authority for the
West Bankers over themselves, the land and its resources,
subject to safeguards on water.”2 While it endorsed the right
of participation by East Jerusalem Arab residents in the
election for the West Bank self-governing authority, it also
supported the right of Jews to live in the West Bank subject
to the authority of whatever local government might
emerge.?!

The reaction in the Middle East to the Reagan Initiative
was mixed. Prime Minister Begin denounced the plan within
a day of its announcement, and the Israeli government ex-
pressed anger at the extent to which King Hussein was
consulted and encouraged prior to September 1, while Israel
maintained that it had little advance information. King
Hussein’s support for the plan was regarded as critical by the
Administration, and for this reason Assistant Secretary of
State Nicholas Veliotes, former Ambassador to Jordan, made
several trips to Amman before September | to determine the
King’s position and to urge his involvement.

King Hussein and the PLO’s Yasir Arafat both were cau-
tiously supportive, praising the plan’s “positive elements,”
while other elements in the PLO denounced it for proposing
“association” between the West Bank and Jordan following
Israeli withdrawal. The Arab Summit conference at Fez,
Morocco in October denied King Hussein a mandate to
negotiate on behalf of the West Bank and approved a

19. In Laipson, op. cit., pp-31-32. g
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21. Kreczko, op. cit., p-148.



watered-down version of Prince Fahd’s 1981 Plan* which
endorsed a Palestinian state and security for all states in the
region to be guaranteed by the UN Security Council, a
qualification that had not been in the earlier version of the
Fahd Plan. The Fez communiqué did not even refer to the
Reagan Plan, disappointing many in the Administration who
had hoped for a positive response from the Arabs to the most
forthright US statement to date.

Things Fly Apart

The Administration had anticipated a negative Israeli re-
sponse to the Reagan plan and was counting on a positive
reaction from King Hussein in the form of discussions with
Yasir Arafat which would authorize the King to enter into
peace talks on behalf of Jordan and the PLO regarding the
future of the West Bank. King Hussein and Arafat did hold
talks, but Arafat was unable to obtain support from his own
organization, which was under heavy Syrian pressure to
block Jordan’s efforts, and King Hussein announced the
collapse of the talks in April 1983. Because the Administra-
tion regarded a positive Jordanian-Palestinian response as
the sine qua non for progress in implementing the plan, the
King’s decision in April 1983 not to proceed without a man-
date from the PLO meant the end of the effort which Israel
had rejected outright seven months previously.

President Reagan, who had come into office with the view
that Israeli settlements in the occupied territories were “not
illegal,” endorsed a tough position in the September 1, 1982
Middle East plan. In the period following announcement of
the plan, there were several “harsh” exchanges between the
two governments over new Israeli settlement announcements,

*In _Augiqst 1981 Saudi Arabian Crown Prince (now King) Fahd pro osed an t;lgl“'
K;)ll(;l(;l ch:idle East peace plan whose seventh point sta(e(ﬁhe right ()(pall states in the
2 e East to live in peace. Disagreement over this item because of its 1mpii€

cceptance of bsrael broke up the 1981 Fez Arab summit meeting soon after

publication of the plan. A year later i : ed at the Fez Arab
summit meeting. p y the diluted text was approved at t
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but at the same time Reagan made it clear that aid to Israel
would not be employed as a sanction in the event that settle-
ments continued.?? Both Egypt's President Mubarak and
King Hussein had urged US insistence on a settlements
freeze; the King in particular viewed action on this topic as a
key indicator of US intentions.

Secretary of State Shultz, on the eve of his departure for a
Middle East trip in April 1983, expressed the view that
Jewish settlers should be permitted to remain in place fol-
lowing Israeli withdrawal provided they accepted the political
Jjurisdiction that was eventually established. A month later
President Reagan said that he didn’t consider the settlements
an obstacle to peace, and in August the United States vetoed
a UN Security Council resolution condemning settlements
and calling for their dismantling. In a speech explaining the
US position, the Deputy US Representative at the United
Nations said that the United States regarded Israeli settle-
ment activity as “an obstacle to a fair and lasting settlement,”
but he criticized the resolution’s description of settlements as
illegal and its call for their dismantling. A month later Presi-
dent Reagan reiterated the “obstacle to peace” argument and
said that outstanding issues of contention could be addressed
only in the context of “direct negotiations between the parties

to the conflict.”23

Uncle Sam on the West Bank

US-funded activities assisting Palestinians in the West Bank
have generated friction between the Israeli and US govern-
ments in recent months because of Israeli attempts to gain
control over the program and expressions of concern t.)y.the
Administration about the “quality of life” of the Palestinians
under occupation. The debate has been sustained by pub-
lication of a recent analysis by former Jerusalem Deputy
Mayor Meron Benvenisti of AID-funded projects in the West

22. Laipson, op. ct., p.32.
23. Ibid., pp.33-34.
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Bank and Gaza Strip from 1977-83. Under Secretary of State
Lawrence Eagleburger told a public audience in January
1984:

I cannot speak to you today about the Palestinian problem
without mentioning the Palestinians of the West Bank and
Gaza. Their well-being and desire for a greater voice in
determining their own destiny must be another issue of moral
concern for us, even as we continue to seek a negotiated
solution to the status of the occupied territories. If the ac-
ceptance by the Palestinians of the West Bank and Gaza of a
peaceful future is to be nurtured, they must be given a stake
in that future by greater opportunities for economic devel-
opment, fairer administrative practices, and greater concern
for the quality of their life.2*

The AID-funded West Bank/Gaza program has been re-
garded by the Israeli government as a source of funds that
permits it to spend its monies elsewhere as well as a thorn in
its side because of the public image of the program as having
the blessing of the US government for activities intended to
strengthen institutional and other capabilities of the popu-
lation under occupation. From the Israeli point of view the
two aspects of the program can be synthesized if Isracli
control can be achieved. While increasing strictures are being
applied, the US private voluntary organizations (PVOs) chan-
neling the funds are conscious of their obligation to maintain
the congressionally-mandated, bilateral, American-Palestin-
ian character of the program and their institutional integrity
as well.

.Thc Benvenisti study has identified the potential contrd-
dnct'jon in the meaning of the phrase “quality of life:” “It may
pc interpreted as an attempt to help create a viable and
?ndepcndcnt Palestinian sector, through the development of
infrastructure, expansion of a Palestinian resource base, a1

24. In Benvenisti, Meron, “U.S. Government Funded Projects in the West Bank .'"d

(l;;: (:»91774983) (Palestinian Sector),” Jerusalem: West Bank Data Bas¢ Project.
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income earning enterprises...[thus] conforming with stated
US positions...[The phrase]may [also] be interpreted as an
admission of failure to achieve a comprehensive solution to
the problem, and a sign that the US is abandoning the
attempt to terminate Israeli dominion over the territories.”

The study argues that the Israeli policy of permitting
individual prosperity in the West Bank while stunting com-
munity development carries potential for making the AID-
supported program a “pacification” program used to reward
“cooperative” institutions and communities. PVOs active in
the West Bank have documented Israeli attempts to steer
assistance toward cooperative groups (e.g., the Village
Leagues) and away from those resisting Israeli pressures (e.g.,
Bir Zeit University). A recent Department of State response
to a press inquiry on the Benvenisti report said, “In general
terms, we share the concern that Israel has not been forth-
coming in allowing [economic development] activities to go
forward.”26 Israeli Defense Minister Moshe Arens flew to
London in mid-June 1984 to complain to Secretary of State
Shultz about the US sale of “Stinger” missiles to Saudi Arabia
and in turn was told by Shultz that Israel must change its
policy of blocking economic development projects in the
West Bank funded by the United States.?”

25. Ibid., pp.1-2-
26. Wmhi::lml Post, April 12, 1984.

27. Newsweek, June 18, 1984.
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Chapter 11

THE EUROPEAN CONNECTION

Anglo-French Rivalries

he vehicle for most European Middle East peace efforts

since 1973 has been the European Economic Commu-
nity (EEC), dominated by France and Great Britain, the two
European countries traditionally most involved in Middle
Eastern affairs. France and Great Britain have been rivals for
influence in the Middle East for several centuries, and mu-
tual suspicions about the other’s intentions have tended to
reduce cooperation to this day.

France had the principal European position in the affairs
of Syria and Lebanon from the end of World War I until the
1956 war, first through the mandate for those areas and later
by cultural affinity. Following World War II the principal
French concern in the Arabic-speaking world was Algeria,
which had been under French control since 1830. Arab
support for the Algerian rebels following the start of the
Algerian revolution in 1954 was led by Egyptian President
Nasser, who earned French enmity that was to become the
principal motivation for French participation in the 1956
invasion of Suez. Once the Algerian war was ended with the
Evian Agreements in 1962, French relations with the Arab
world improved despite massive, partly secret, French sup-
port for Israel’s military buildup, including its nuclear re-
actor program.

The 1967 war was a turning point for French Middle East
e warned the nations of the region

rance would boycott arms (rans-
When Israel launched the 1967
1. and France shifted 1o a

policy. President DeGaull
in the spring of 1967 that F
fers to any aggressor nation.
war, this policy was put into effec
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pro-Arab policy that has lasted more or less to this day,
although President Francois Mitterrand has taken steps to
improve the tenor of the Franco-Israeli relationship.

Great Britain had a virtual monopoly on foreign influence
in the West Bank until 1956, although relations with the
United States became strained as the mandate drew to a close
after World War II and American political support for a
Jewish state clashed with British efforts to protect Palestinian
interests or at least to effect an orderly withdrawal. British
anger at President Nasser’s outspoken Arab nationalism, with
its strongly anti-European content, was a factor in the British
decision to participate in the invasion of Suez in 1956 fol-
lowing Egyptian nationalization of the canal, which had been
British controlled since the late 19th century.

The Anglo-Jordanian _treaty of 1948, annulled by the
nationalist government of Jordan in 1957, had permitted
Great Britain special privileges in Jordan, and British sub-
sidies plus underwriting of the cost of maintaining the Jor-
dan Legion also provided political influence. A major British
effort to enroll Jordan in the Baghdad Pact in the fall of 1955
was blocked by public outcry and cabinet opposition in Am-
man. The last direct British intervention in Jordanian affairs
was when paratroopers were sent to Jordan in the summer of
1958 at the time of the overthrow of the Hashemite regime
in Iraq; American Marines went to Lebanon at the same time.

Europe Feels a Chill

The October 1973 war and embargo by Arab oil producers
put into effect at the time of the US military resupply airlift
to Israel had a shock effect on Western Europe even though
only one EEC nation, the Netherlands, was included along
with the United States as an “unfriendly” state in the judg-
ment of OAPEC (Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting
Countries), which instituted and managed the boycott. The
result of these events was heightened European interest in
the Arab-Israeli conflict and a growing commitment on the
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part of the EEC to a political role for the Palestinians in the
peace process.

The EEC as an institution was not intended to address
political topics, but since the Treaty of Rome in 1957 that
launched the EEC there had been growing interest in finding
a way to incorporate political issues of concern to the mem-
bers. EPC (European Political Cooperation) began in 1970
with agreement that there should be four annual meetings of
the EEC foreign ministers other than the periodic “summit”
meetings. The two topics identified as having priority were
the Middle East and what became the CSCE (Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe), which was intended
not to include the Middle East.

A report of the EEC Political Committee in May 1971 on
the Middle East generated mixed reactions at home and
criticism from the United States and Israel in its call for
Israeli withdrawal, with minor border adjustments, from
“the” territories occupied in 1967. Criticisms included the
view that Europe lacked the political strength to make a
difference in the Middle East and that European reliance on
Middle Eastern oil implied a pro-Arab position.!

The events at the time of the October 1973 war also
defined and enlarged differences between Europe and the
United States over the Middle East. The Europeans were not
consulted about the worldwide nuclear alert by the United
States at the end of the war, saw themselves excluded by the
United States and the Soviet Union from a role in the Geneva
Conference (limited to the two co-sponsors and the regional
states involved), and heard Henry Kissinger distinguish be-
tween US “global” and European “regional” interests.?

The first formal EEC reaction to the October War and the
go was a statement issued at a meeting of the

oil embar

y ity Ini in the Arab

1. Steinbach, Udo, “The European Community and the United States in the Arab
World—Political Competition or Partnership?,” in Shaked, _Halm, a"dI.R.ab';O‘\,
ich, Itamar, eds., The United States and the Middle East: Perceptions and Policies, New

Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction Books, 1980, p.124.
9. Steinbach, op. cit., p-125.
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foreign ministers in Brussels on November 6, 1973 listing
four requirements for peace in the Middle East: the inadmis-
sibility of the acquisition of territory by force, an end to the
Israeli occupation, security for all the states of the Middle
East, and acknowledgement of the “legitimate rights” of the
Palestinians. The Arab League, meeting in Algiers later that
month, made a favorable response to the EEC statement and
cited the linkages between the Arab world and Europe by
way of “affinities of civilization and...vital interests.”™

The Arabs Pay a Call

The EEC meeting of heads of state and government in
Copenhagen in December 1973 had uninvited visitors in the
form of four Arab ministers who were allowed to address the
group and spoke of interest by the Arabs in cooperating with
Europe on a wide variety of issues. The final communiqué of
the meeting took the intervention into sympathetic account
and indicated a role for the EEC “in the search for and in the
guaranteeing of a settlement” in the Middle East.* The EEC
also decided to establish a “Euro-Arab Dialogue” to further
European-Arab cooperation, although as a result of pressure
from Secretary Kissinger the EEC agreed to exclude discus-
sion of oil and the Arab-Israel conflict. The “European Co-
ordinating Group” was established as the official EPC-EEC
negotiating partner with the Arabs.5

The widening split between the United States and Western
Europe over the Middle East issue was perhaps inevitable. In
many ways it represented a reversal of roles from the 1940s
and 1950s, when Europe was the colonial, interventionist
power in the Middle East and the United States was the critic.
Now it seemed that the United States had become the status
quo power in the region backing the dominant state, Israel,
and opposing self-determination for the Palestinians while

3. Quoted in Richardson, John P., “Europe and the Arabs: A Developing Relation-

h ;EE,pLénk (New York), January-March 1981, p.6.

5. Steinbach, op. cit., p.131.
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Europe was in a much weaker position and seeking political
accommodation.

Europe by 1973 found itself with a “double dependency”
on Arab suppliers for most of its oil and on the United States
for its security against the Soviet Union.® From the point of
view of many Europeans the continent’s need for imported
oil must be met even if it upset the United States, which could
hardly abandon the defense of Western Europe, even if it
didn’t like what the Europeans were doing.

Trouble in the Alliance

From the US perspective the adoption by America’s Eu-
ropean allies of a policy toward the Middle East potentially
opposed to that of the United States seemed an act of in-
gratitude if not folly. Ingratitude could be seen in Europe’s
breaking ranks with its principal protector on a complex issue
which in the long run only the United States could help to
resolve. Breaking ranks suggested a “free ride,” with Europe
secure in the knowledge that its detour would ultimately be
forgiven by its patron. Folly could be seen in the potential for
European separateness giving a false sense of encourage-
ment to forces in the Arab world unwilling to reach accom-
modation with Israel, delaying the peace process and per-
haps encouraging the radicals to hold out in the expectation
that the West would eventually come to them rather than the
other way around. In such a situation Israel could be de-
moralized, risking a spectacular outbreak of violence from

either side.

The European politic
ing the 1973 war also cut across t
efforts to create a “consumers’ cartel
and OAPEC, the oil producer cartels. The intention of West-
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mination to challenge the producers with consumer solidarity
at a time of crisis.

An important if less quantifiable factor in the split between
the allies in 1973 had to do with US leadership in the alliance,
which had been taken for granted ever since the end of
World War II. There was now the spectacle of Western
Europe defying US attempts to define how the Western
world should react to the events of the fall of 1973; even the
challenge eroded the image of US leadership of the “free
world.” Many Europeans argued that European dependence
on the US “nuclear umbrella” did not require European
endorsement of whatever Washington decreed. On the con-
trary, if the Western alliance were to have meaning, it re-
quired the willingness of its participants to air differences and
to persuade the others.

European leaders maintained that the US approach to the
Middle East question was skewed to such an extent that it
could be considered balanced only in the special political
environment of the United States, which possessed a pow-
erful and effective domestic lobby that kept US Middle East
policy responsive to Israel’s needs and wishes at all cost. The
European argument was that Middle East peace and Europe’s
energy lifeline to the Middle East could not be assured as
long as the marching orders came only from Washington.

Dialogue

The Euro-Arab Dialogue was established in 1974, al-
though from the start the two delegations had objectives that
never were resolved and that dogged the discussions. The
Europeans were primarily interested in insuring the reliabil-
ity of oil supplies at reasonable prices and in markets in the
Arab world in which to sell goods to pay for the oil. The
Arabs were interested in a broad range of subjects, including
technology transfer, migratory labor, and protection of in-
vestments, but above all in a forum for influence on the Arab-
Israeli conflict. The Arab participants involved in the Euro-
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Arab Dialogue were candid in the view that the major attrac-
tion of the Europeans was their potential influence with the
United States and that the Arabs expected the Europeans to
exercise that influence if the Dialogue were to succeed.

Official statements by the EEC became more supportive of
the Palestinian issue during the 1970s. Although the West
German representative at the United Nations in 1974 was the
first to call for exercise of the Palestinian right to self-deter-
mination (with comparison to the right of self-determination
in a divided Germany), most of the European leadership
from 1973-80 on Middle East issues came from either France
or Great Britain although frequently expressed by a repre-
sentative of the EEC member state then serving as president
of the EEC. A statement on behalf of the EEC at the United
Nations in the fall of 1976 expressed Palestinian rights in
terms of territory and antedated by a few months President
Carter’s use of the term “homeland” in his Clinton, Massa-
~ chusetts speech. A June 1977 EEC communiqué also used the
term “homeland” with reference to Palestinian rights.

The EEC reaction to President Sadat’s Jerusalem trip in
November 1977 was cautious and reiterated the need for a
comprehensive peace, citing the June EEC communiqué.
EEC and US policies began to diverge significantly at this
point, with the respective policy differences defined by the
Camp David Accords (1978) for the US and the Venice
Declaration (1980) for the EEC. The Europeans resisted
efforts by the Carter Administration to utilize the EEC as a
channel for financial assistance to Egypt and Israel following
the 1979 Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty. For a brief period tl.le
US and the EEC worked together at the United Nations in
the summer of 1979 to achieve an expanded version of
Resolution 242 that would accommodate a political role for
the Palestinians, but the US abandoned the effort following
Ambassador Young’s resignation and Egyptian ar'lt'i Israeli
criticism of the proposal. The French and the British con-
tinued to work for such a resolution, the French later on 1n
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coordination with the Egyptians after a change in Egyptian
policy on the subject.

By early 1980 European leaders felt that the time had
come to advance the Middle East process another step, in
part because of concern over several aspects of the situation:
1) the growing impression that the Carter Administration
could no longer conduct a coherent foreign policy, epito-
mized by the March 1, 1980 Security Council vote “dis-
avowal;” 2) passing of the May 1980 deadline for installation
of the West Bank Self-Governing Authority, with no indi-
cation of when if ever it would take place; and 3) general
paralysis of US Middle East policy during a presidential
election year when both parties court Jewish votes and fi-
nances.

Declarations at Venice

The culmination of the European effort was a declaration
issued at the EEC summit meeting in Venice, Italy in the
second week of June 1980 that constituted the most advanced
Western position to date on the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.
The statement identified two principles “universally ac-
cepted” by the international community: “the right to exist-
ence and to security of all the states in the region, including
Israel, and justice for all the peoples, which implies the
recognition of the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people.”
The statement went on to affirm the Palestinians’ “right to
self-determination” and endorsed PLO “association” with
peace negotiations. A separate document affirmed EEC sup-
port for the Euro-Arab Dialogue “in all fields” and “the need
to develop its political dimension.”?

The Venice Declaration seemed to inspire none of the
parties to whom it was addressed. Prime Minister Begin said,
“These proposals...could threaten the existence of Israel
and...the future of our people.” In the Knesset he denounced
Europe for its treatment of the Jews during World War 11

7. Richardson, op. cit., p.11.
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and publicly thanked the United States for its intention of
blocking the EEC initiative.® Nor was the PLO response
enthusiastic, since the declaration included neither of the
PLO’s two most important public goals: endorsement of a
Palestinian state and of the PLO as the sole legitimate rep-
resentative of the Palestinians. Despite the foregoing, the
PLO statement on the Venice Declaration “welcomed” the
move and urged the EEC to free itself from “US blackmail.”
Elsewhere in the Arab world, Egypt, Jordan, and Saudi
Arabia gave cautious approval.?

EEC strategy for advancing the Venice Declaration de-
pended on several events occurring in sequence. One was
that Great Britain would take the reins of the EEC for the
second half of calendar year 1981, and the activist British
Foreign Minister, Lord Carrington, was determined to ad-
vance the Middle East peace process as he had done success-
fully with regard to Zimbabwe-Rhodesia. On other counts,
however, things did not turn out as anticipated: 1) Jimmy
Carter unexpectedly lost the US Presidential race to Ronald
Reagan, an unknown quantity to the Europeans; 2) Francois
Mitterrand unexpectedly won the French Presidential elec-
tion; and 3) Menachem Begin was unexpectedly re-elected in
Israel. The confusion sown in EEC Middle East plans by
these three events doomed an initiative whose prospects had
been marginal at best.

EEC leaders understood that Europe had almost no cred-
ibility with Israel because of its apparent pro-Arab “tilt” since
1973. They also understood that because of much greater
potential US political influence with the parties to the Middle
East conflict, Europe would have to demonstrate its bona
fides in order to be taken seriously by the United States. Since
influence with Israel was out of the question, a European role
had to demonstrate influence with the Arabs. The British
strategy, looking to Great Britain’s Presidency of the EEC in

8. Ibid., p.12.
9. Ibid., pp-11-12; Garfinkle, op. at., p-35.
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the second half of 1981, was to persuade the PLO to make a
public gesture (such as acceptance of Resolution 242) that
would show Europe’s ability to “deliver” in the Middle East
peace game. While the theory was sound, the PLO would
have none of it, and British representatives trying to elicit a
public statement from the PLO were sent packing.

EEC nations did make several gestures in the Middle East
that were well received by the United States, including par-
ticipation by troops from EEC member states in helping
police the Sinai Peninsula following Israel’s withdrawal and
contributing troops to the multinational force in Beirut sepa-
rating the sides following the Israeli invasion of Lebanon in
June 1982. Less publicized but important nevertheless has
been EEC assistance to West Bank development projects
coordinated through EEC member embassies in Amman.

By 1982 the European initiative had come to an embar-
rassing halt, and the Reagan plan in September helped the
EEC by providing Europe with an American effort with
which it could associate itself while at the same time main-
taining that it had not abandoned the Venice principles. It
seemed unlikely that the EEC would launch another inde-
pendent Middle East initiative unless it was more confident of
being able to link means and ends. European leaders serious
about the Middle East continued to face a dilemma, however:
Europe, while willing, seemed unable to apply leverage on
any of the participants in the Middle East conflict, while the
United States, potentially able, seemed unwilling to do so if it
required taking a tough line with Israel.
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Chapter 12

L
THE ARAB CONTEXT

Arab Theory and Practice
he relationship between the West Bank and the Arab
%) world is permanent, long-standing, and affected by po-
lmca! considerations in the Arab world that may have little to
do with the needs of the West Bank and its population. At the
level of political theory there is a paradox yet to be resolved:
the contradiction between the needs of the umma (the Arab
community as a whole) and the system of nation-states that
has emerged, largely since World War 11, in every part of the
Arz?b world except pre-1948 Palestine. One Arab scholar has
defined the Arab state system as “first and foremost a ‘Pan’
sys'tem" in which the loss of Palestine is “a violation of the
principles of the unity and integrity of Arab soil, an affront to
the dignity of the Nation.”!
Although Egypt managed the affairs of the Gaza Strip
from 1948-1967 (with a brief interlude during the Israeli
occupation in 1956-57), its relationship was that of admin-
an sovereign. The role of Jordan in the West
Bank from 1948-1967 was that of sovereign and has been a
factor in Jordan’s differences with the Palestinians and, from
time to time, with other Arab states. As King Hussein said in
an interview with an Arabic-language magazine in 1979

he West Bank was to protect it, and for
many years there was parliamentary life there, in which all
participated with the greatest freedom and exercised their
rights as citizens. Whatever is said about the shortcomings of
this experiment, it was the most successful experiment in
hinkable: A Sovereign Palestinian State,”

istrator rather th

Our association with t

1. Khalidi, Walid, “Thinking the Unt
Foreign Affairs, July 1978, pp.695-96.
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Arab unity that has ever taken place in the Arab World.?
In an interview in March 1974 King Hussein explained:

For us the Palestine question is a question of life or death, a
cause of right, an Arab cause which we had the honor to
defend and to be soldiers in the great Arab revolution [i.e.,
during World War I under King Hussein’s great-grandfather,
Sherif Hussein] which countered Zionist plans aimed at Pal-
estine and then at the Arab nation.?

The Palestine problem has shaped the post-World War I1
foreign policies of the Arab states to a greater extent than any
other issue. In addition to the “affront” to the inviolability of
Arab territory symbolized by the creation of Israel, it is also
regarded as an affront to Islam, whose political precepts do
not distinguish between church and state. Because of the
high emotional content of the Palestine issue in the Arab
world, political leaders have made use of it for their own
purposes but at the same time have been forced to appear in
the forefront of the fight against Zionism because of the
potential for manipulation of the issue by political opponents
and/or popular pressure. One writer has pointed out that in
societies either politically unstable or fighting against foreign
influence, moderation can be equated with treason, and the
result is often a “race to militancy” rather than the practice in
stable systems of politicians attempting to capture the broad
center.?

The contest for Arab political control over the West Bank
has been waged principally by the Palestinians and by the
Hashemite rulers of Jordan, with other Arab states involved.
In a sense the struggle between Haj Amin Husseini, the
dominant Palestinian political figure of the mandate period,
and Emir (later King) Abdullah of Jordan has been trans-

2. Interview of King Hussein, Al-Hadawith (Beirut), April 13, 1979, in_Journal of

3. Interview of King Hussein by Jordanian Television, March 7, 1984, Washington,
D.C.: Jordan Information Bureau, 1984..

4. Rubin, Barry, The Arab States and the Palestine Conflict, Syracuse, N.Y.: Syracuse
University Press, 1981, p.xv. :
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ferred in more recent times to one between PLO Chairman
Yasir Arafat and King Hussein. The Hashemite claim to the
West Bank now rests primarily on the union of the two banks
of the Jordan between 1948 and 1967, but it has much
deeper roots. King Hussein’s reference in the quoted inter-
view to the “great Arab revolution” reflects a deeply held
belief in the special role of the family in 20th century Arab

history.

The Center Cannot Hold

The Reagan Middle East initiative of September 1, 1982
was based on the assumption that Jordan would become a
participant in the peace process. A State Department official
who talked on several occasions with King Hussein about the
plan and Jordan’s role reported that the King was confident
of being able to generate sufficient PLO support for his
participation. As matters turned out, talks between King
Hussein and Yasir Arafat during the winter of 1982-83
collapsed in April 1983 when Arafat agreed to terms with the
King but then did not return to Amman as promised after
taking further soundings in the Arab world, instead sending
an emissary to propose new terms to the King. The King
made the announcement on April 13, 1983 of the talks’
collapse, adding, “...we leave it to the PLO and the Palestinian
people to choose the ways and means for the salvation of
themselves and their land.”

A year later, in January 1984, King Hussein reconvened
the Jordanian Parliament in response to growing demands in
Jordan for political participation because the Parliament had
not sat after being dismissed following the Rabat decision in

1974. Some observers interpreted the parliamentary move as
o play a more active role in West Bank

ortunity present itself, but that inter-
y a formula

positioning the King t
affairs should the opp
pretation was rejected in Amman. Nonetheless', b
which permitted the appointment of a certan number of

5. In Great Decisions ‘84, New York: Foreign Policy Association, 1983, p.64.
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West Bank delegates and the appointment of the remainder
of the original West Bank delegation following by-elections
on the East Bank, the King was in a position to argue that
Jordan was still the only place in the world where Palestinians
participated as Palestinians in the parliament of a state.

King Hussein and PLO Chairman Yasir Arafat held five
days of talks in Amman at the end of February 1984 that
ended inconclusively. The King said in a subsequent inter-
view that the two men “were in complete agreement on the
analysis,” and the final communiqué reaffirmed their support
for the 1982 Fez Plan and pledged to seek international
support for Middle East peace, especially from the European
Community. No mention was made of the Reagan Plan, a
victory for Arafat, who had previously rejected it as a basis of
Middle East peace.® While the Amman talks appeared suc-
cessful in bridging the gap created by Arafat’s reversal the
previous April when he went back on an apparent commit-
ment to King Hussein concerning the King’s entering Middle
East peace negotiations, there was no evidence that the most
recent round of talks had advanced the critical subject of how
to proceed.

In mid-March 1984 King Hussein gave an interview to The
New York Times in which he was quoted as saying that the
United States “has chosen to disqualify itself as the sole force
in the area that could help us all move toward a just and
durable peace.” He said that since the United States has
“chosen” Israel, “there is no hope of achieving anything.”
Asked which nation or nations could serve as “honest bro-
kers” in the Middle East peace process, King Hussein replied,
“Least of all the United States.”” The King’s remarks, which
reflected a deep sense of frustration, appeared to have been
triggered by letters just received from the White House
denying the King’s request for US pressure on Israel to
permit West Bank members to attend a scheduled Palestine

6. Jordan Television Interview, op. cit.; Washington Post, March 2, 1984.
7. New York Times, March 15, 1984, :
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National Council meeting where their presence might make
the voting difference in supporting a moderate PLO line, and
refusing to register a negative vote at the UN concerning
I:sraeli settlements. The interview’s timing was not helpful,
since the previous day President Reagan had argued before
an American Jewish audience that it was important to push
ahead with arms sales to Jordan despite congressional and
Jewish criticism. Shortly thereafter, the Administration with-
drew the request to Congress for approval of the sale.

Saying Lines Offstage

On the Palestinian side the issues surrounding the West
Bank are more complex than on the Jordanian side, where
the Hashemite claim to rule the West Bank is rooted in the
family’s Arab nationalist credentials and sense of “manifest
destiny” to play a larger role in Arab political life than has
been possible to date. Palestinian scholar Walid Khalidi has

addressed a question asked by many:

If it is wondered why it was that throughout the period 1948-
67 no one talked of a Palestinian state on the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip, the answer is simple: Palestinian and Arab
opinion was not prepared for it. It aspired to the recovery of
the whole of Palestine or the establishment of a secular demo-
cratic state in it. Acceptance of partition or a state on the West
Bank and in the Gaza Strip was treason. In some Palestinian
and Arab quarters, it still is.?

of the PLO and the West Bank is one of strong
frustration. Whereas Jordanian

ssings for the Palestinians, the
srael in 1967 was a

The story
links coupled with mutual
rule had provided mixed ble
military occupation of the West Bank by I
shock almost more painful than the creation of Israel in
1948, since there was no longer even a rump Palestine under
Arab sovereignty. The tragedy for Palestinians of the occu-
pation of the West Bank was balanced to a certain degree by

8. Khalidi, op- cit., p-792.
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the swift rise of the PLO to a prominent role in Palestinian
and Arab affairs after and partly as a result of the war.

In dealing with the West Bank, the PLO had a number of
advantages, including popular support because of the PLO’s
success in forcing world opinion to see the Palestinians as a
people with political aspirations rather than as a scattered
refugee population. Other factors in the PLO’s popularity on
the West Bank included its attractiveness as a potential al-
ternative to King Hussein, particularly after 1970, as well as
providing an answer to the traditional problem of West Bank
society in accepting political leaders at more than the local
level: the PLO, most of whose principals were not originally
from the West Bank and none of whom now lived in the West
Bank, was easier to agree on. By delegating political authority
to a distant PLO, however, the West Bank population relin-
quished the right to take their affairs into their own hands
and bypassed the spokesman acceptable to the West and to
Israel (King Hussein) with one that was unacceptable.

Following creation in 1973 of the Palestine National Front
(PNF) in the West Bank, the PLO took the radical (for it) step
in June 1974 of endorsing establishment of an “independent
combatant national authority for the people over every part
of Palestinian territory that is liberated.” In plain language,
this resolution meant acceptance of a Palestinian mini-state in
the West Bank and Gaza Strip following Israeli withdrawal
despite phrases before and after the one quoted which cir-
cumscribed and potentially negated the mini-state concept
(e.g., co.n-tinued emphasis on armed struggle and rejection of
recognition of Israel, should that be the price for the mini-
state).? At the heart of that debate was the important philo-
sophical issue for many Palestinians of whether the mini-state
wo_uld become a substitute for the restitution of all of Pal-
estine rather than an interim stage along the way.

9. Palestine National Cou
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Separate polls taken on the West Bank in the fall of 1983
indicated that despite the heavy blows suffered by the PLO—
and perhaps in part because of them—West Bank backing
for Yasir Arafat and the PLO remained as strong as ever. A
late November poll showed 95 per cent of the West Bankers
endorsing the leadership of Yasir Arafat, with 70 per cent
supporting resumption of the Jordanian-Palestinian dia-
logue and 25 per cent opposing it. Majorities in the 60 per
cent range endorsed Egyptian-Jordanian-PLO dialogue on a
peace strategy, although a plurality (47 per cent to 43 per
cent) opposed using Resolution 242 and the Reagan Plan as
the basis for peace.!?

The members of the Arab League other than Jordan and
the PLO have long been involved in the Palestine/West Bank
issue. The public positions taken by the Arab states with
regard to the West Bank are couched in terms of Arab
nationalism and/or Islamic imperatives, although the policies
are propelled by domestic politics as well as by alliances with
and against other members of the League. The principal
international issue confronting the Arab world in the 20th
century has been the struggle against foreign, mainly West-
ern, domination. In Arab eyes Palestine is both the symbol of
that struggle and an ever-present reminder of the failure of

the Arab world to achieve its goal.

After the Fall

The 1948 Palestine war was one of the most devastating

episodes in modern Arab history, since it not only revealed

e of the combined forces of the region against

the impotenc
srael in the

the Zionist army but also implanted the state of I
Arab heartland. Dr. Constantine Zurayk, a distinguished
erican University of Beirut, de-

Arab historian at the Am
The Meaning of the

scribed it this way in his landmark treatise,

Disaster:

10. Al-Fajr-Jerusalem Palestinian Weekly, December 9, 1983.
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Seven Arab states declare war on Zionism in Palestine, stop
impotent before it, and turn on their heels. The representa-
tives of the Arabs deliver fiery speeches in the highest inter-
national forums, warning what the Arab states and peoples
will do if this or that decision be enacted. Declarations fall like
bombs from the mouths of officials at the meetings of the
Arab League, but when action becomes necessary, the fire is
still and quiet, and steel and iron are rusted and twisted, quick
to bend and distintegrate.!!

The Arab regimes that failed to hold Palestine for the
Arabs and Islam had been based mainly on Western parlia-
mentary models, and the 1948 war set in motion a process
that would bring most of them down within four years of the
creation of Israel. The successor regimes understood the
domestic political power of the Palestine issue, but it was a
power that cut both ways. Because of the intensity of feeling,
no leader could afford to be seen as lacking in zeal to right the
wrong and restore Palestine to the Arab fold.

Several Arab political groupings emerged after the 1948
Palestine war. One was based on Hashemite family ties link-
ing Jordan and Iraq, although each saw itself as the natural
leader of, on the one hand, a “Greater Syria,” and on the
other a “Fertile Crescent” grouping. Another Arab political
axis was fashioned between Egypt and Saudi Arabia, al-
though for different reasons. The Saud family, which had
defeated the Hashemites in the Hejaz region of the penin-
sula, was suspicious of Hashemite attempts to regain what the
Sauds had taken from them. For Egypt the motivation was to
check the creation of a Hashemite-dominated political mass
that would block Egyptian influence in the Asian land mass.!2

Following the June 1967 war the focus of Arab state
policies concerning the West Bank changed in degree but not

in kind. Egypt and Syria, along with Jordan, had lost territory
11. Quoted in Rubin, op. cit., p.7.
12. Dishon, Daniel, “Jordan’s Place in the Arab World,” in Sinai, Anne, and Pollack,

Allen, eds., The Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan and the West Bank: A Handbook, New
York: American Academic Council for Peace in the Middle East, 1977, p.148.
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to Israel, and the return of that territory preoccupied them,
with the difference that Egypt and Jordan expressed a strong
preference for a negotiated settlement while Syria took a
hard line. As the PLO grew stronger against the backdrop of
Arab impotence vis-a-vis Israel, almost all the Arab states
sought to be associated with the PLO if not to control it for
their own purposes. As the Arafat leadership asserted its
independence after removing Ahmed Shuqairy (Egypt’s
original selection) in 1969, Syria and Iraq funded and di-
rected commando groups loyal to them while these countries
and the others sought to develop channels to the leadership
that would generate compatible policies. Syria worked most
diligently of all the Arab countries to dominate the PLO in
the name of Arab nationalism and the fight against imperi-

alism and Zionism.

Palestine as Paradox

The Arab states have pursued a paradoxical policy toward
Palestine and the Palestinians. On the one hand Palestine as
an issue has functioned as the most effective rallying cry in a
region usually unsuccessful in finding practical bases on
which to work together. On the other hand most Arab states
regard Palestinians as a potentially destabilizing element,
particularly in but not limited to the conservative sheikhdoms
of the Persian Gulf. Syria, one of the most aggressive sup-
porters of the Palestinian cause, went to war in Lebanon in
1976 in order to block a leftist-PLO victory and maintains
tight control over Palestinian political and commando activity
within and from Syria.

A leading Arab analyst in the West of Arab politics has
concluded that Pan-Arabism has effectively given way to Arab
state politics although many of the symbols and aspirations
associated with Pan-Arabism remain. With regard to the
Palestinians, he has written, “...itis believed that the best way
of taming Palestinian radicalism is to comain.the Palestinians
within their own state, either autonomous ot linked to Jordan,
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and only then will the Arab system of states be effectively
normalized...All of the crucial or affected Arab states see in
the resolution of the Palestinian question an enhancement of
their own sovereignty.”!3

The relationship between the West Bank and the rest of
the Arab world remains complex and deeply rooted in Arab
state politics as well as in Arab nationalism and Islam. The
most intimate Arab political and social relationship of the
West Bank is with the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan and is
likely to remain so regardless of what kind of successor
system replaces the current Israeli military occupation. Ap-
ropos of external relations of a future Palestinian state in the
West Bank and Gaza Strip, a scholar has said that

[its] most intimate relations are likely to be with Jordan.
Consanguinity, historical ties, and common economic inter-
ests would all demand this. Jordan would be the nearest Arab
neighbor, the gateway to the Arab World and the sea. Natu-
rally, relations with Jordan would have to be on an inter-state
basis of equality. But this does not preclude a consensual
evolution of relations toward greater intimacy.'4

Accepting Realities

King Hussein of Jordan has honored the decision of the
1974 Rabat Arab summit by deferring to the PLO in matters
concerning Palestinians in the West Bank and elsewhere
outsifie the East Bank. With Jordanians of Palestinian ex-
traction comprising approximately half the population of the
I'.ngt Bank and integrated into its economic, social, and po-
litical life, the Jordanian-Palestinian link is organic. In spite
of the frustration of nationalist aspirations still unfulfilled,
many Palestinians acknowledge the observation of an analyst
of the contemporary scene: “In a history of uncertainty and
turbulence, the Jordanian monarchy has provided the Pal-

18 hs s & g
3 ;\J;l;r;l, Fouad, “The End of Pan-Arabism,” Foreign Affairs, Winter 1978/79,
14. Khalidi, op. cit., p.703.
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estinians with a desperately needed sense of continuity and
order.”15

Despite King Hussein’s adherence to the Rabat decision on
the West Bank and his commitment to honor Palestinian self-
determination, one American student of Jordanian affairs
has written, “It should be made clear...that advocating self-
determination and calling the PLO the legitimate repre-
sentative of the Palestinians is not the same as advocating the
establishment of an independent Palestinian state in the West
Bank (and Gaza). Rather this position is much more an
advocacy of giving the Palestinians some form of choice as to

their future.”16

What the People Want

The people of the West Bank want above all to be out from
under the Israeli occupation. Their preference is for an
independent Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza
Strip, but if the only choice were between continued occu-
pation and restoration of Jordanian sovereignty, they would
opt for the latter. Whether because of or in spite of never
having known political independence, the West Bank popu-
lation has developed a commitment to self-determination,
heightened as they watch the departure of many of the best
and brightest West Bankers who would be logical candidates
for political leadership.

In the short run, however, there is little about which to be
encouraged. West Bank leaders say on the one hand that it is
important for the population to take its political future into
its own hands but on the other that it is unthinkable for the
West Bank to take such steps without the support of the PLO
and other key Arab sectors. They also say that they see little
prospect of near-term external deliverance and even less
prospect of successful local initiative. The current atmos-

ab Road” Foreign Policy, #47, Summer 1982, p.13.

jami , “The Ar: .
1550 e i of Middle Eastern Events, Boulder, Colo.: West-

16. Gubser, Peter, Jordan: Crossroads
view Press, 1983, p.86.
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phere in the West Bank has a strong element of determina-
tion on the part of the West Bankers to stay in their homes
and on the land, but also an undercurrent of despair that
doing so delays, but may not be sufficient to avoid, depopu-
lation of the West Bank in order to satisfy Israeli plans for its
absorption without its Palestinian inhabitants. In the absence
of what one American writer has described as “Israeli incen-
tive, American will, and Arab power,”17 there is little like-
lihood of positive change on the West Bank in the foreseeable
future.

17. Viorst, Milton,

1984 “Is It All Over on the West Bank?,” Washington Post, April 29,
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EPILOGUE

he July 1984 Israeli national elections were described by

many observers in advance as a referendum on what
kind of policy the Israeli body politic wanted its government
to pursue in the future, including dealing with the West
Bank. Israel’s economic crisis and the internal divisiveness of
Israel’s military occupation of southern Lebanon required a
government able to make difficult decisions. Likud, headed
by Prime Minister Itzhak Shamir, stated its intention to retain
the West Bank and to maintain an active settlement policy.
Labor, headed by Shimon Peres, expressed cautious interest
in a territorial compromise in the context of a peace settle-
ment and indicated opposition to further settlement activity.

The election results did not provide the vital answers from
the Israeli electorate. On the contrary, they made matters
potentially worse by a fairly close if unimpressive result for
the two major parties and an increase in the vote for small
parties of both left and right that represented narrow issues.
These parties would be expected to extract maximum con-
cessions in order to join a coalition government, tying the
hands of whichever party formed it.

As of early August, Shimon Peres and Labor had been
charged by Israeli President Chaim Herzog with the task of
forming a government, but no early result was expected since
more than one of the necessary coalition partners had stated
that it would join a Labor-led coalition only if it were a
“national unity” government that included Likud.

Hopes by some observers that a Labor-led government
would mean a more flexible approach toward the West Bank

than under Likud were diminished by the likelihood that
n of inclusion of smaller

concessions by Labor as a preconditio
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parties would restrict the government’s flexibility. This would
make it unable to respond adequately in the event that a
Jordanian-Palestinian rapprochement authorized Arab rep-

resentatives to open discussions with Israel about the future
of the West Bank.
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