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Jerusalem daily, ash-Sha’ab, reported that a number of
demonstrators were injured.

This uprising in Nablus, the largest city on the West Bank
(population 45,000), and long a stronghold of nationalist
sentiment, quickly inspired disruptions in the other large towns
of the West Bank. Israeli television carried a report of the
students of al Birah attacking Israeli forces with ‘‘stones and
shout[ing] slogans denouncing the American veto at the Security
Council.”” The Israeli newspaper, Ma’ariv, reported that in
Ramallah ‘‘students rioted in protest against American policy.”’
Palestinian sources reported that in East Jerusalem students and
workers chanting in support of the PLO clashed with Israeli
security forces using fire hoses and truncheons, and that
in Hebron a nationalist demonstration attacked and burned an
Israeli military car.

The outbreak in January was the beginning of what some
Palestinian nationalists are calling, the ‘‘Third General
Uprising.”” The First General Uprising occurred on the West
Bank in November 1974 as an enthusiastic upsurge greeting
Yasser Arafat’s invitation to address the UN General Assembly
and that body’s recognition of the PLO as the sole representative
of the Palestinian people. The Second General Uprising broke
out in November 1975 as violent protest against implementation
of a so-called ‘‘self-administration’’ plan, through which Israel
hopes to hand local administration of the West Bank over to
collaborators liked to King Hussein of Jordan in order to prevent
the PLO from asserting its national authority over the area

With each of these uprisings comes a glimpse of the growing
strength and sophistication of the clandestine Palestinian
political organizations. The Israeli daily Ha'aretz noted
cautiously that the students of Nablus who touched off the third
round of civil disturbances ‘‘had apparently coordinated their
actions beforehand.”” As the uprising spread during the next
weeks, a number of other Israeli newspapers asserted that
organized forces tied to the PLO were behind the disturbances.

Since the October 1973 war, underground branches of the
General Union of Palestinian Students and the General Union of
Palestinian Women have become active and influential in the
area. Significantly, for the first time labor committees have also
been organized in a number of places. These clandestine
organizations operate within the framework of the Palestine
National Front, the political arm of the Palestine Liberation
Organization in the occupied areas.

The general uprisings are happening as the growing
international recognition of the national rights of the Palestinians
and of the PLO’s right to assert national authority in the occupied
areas is coming into harsh contradictions with Israel’s
intransigent refusal to consider yielding the West Bank to the
PLO. The ‘‘self-administration” plan was one cogent
indication of Israel’s intentions; the proliferation of Zionist
settlements in the West Bank, particularly one set up recently
near Nablus, provides another piece of ominous evidence of the
Israelis’ long range aim to keep control over the West Bank.

The almost unanimous support which West Bankers are giving
the PLO has no doubt been spurred on by the declining
conditions they find themselves facing under occupation.

First, since 1967 the economy of the West Bank has, as a
matter of explicitly stated Israeli policy, been made a colonial
appendage of the Israeli economy. Thus when an economic crisis
hit Israel after the October War, the West Bank was affected
most adversely. Over S0 percent of the labor force had been
employed by Israeli concerns, and many of them were laid off
when the number of available jobs decreased, and preference
was given to Israelis. Moreover, due to the occupation policy of
forcing the West Bank to be a market for Israeli products,
sky-rocketing prices have struck hard at the West Bank, where
inflation is even higher than in Israel itself.
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The West Bank is the Palestinian area lying immediately to the
west of the Jordan River. Jordan illegally annexed it in 1950;
Israel gained control of it in the 1967 war. Its current Palestinian
population is 705,000. :

Second, the continual destruction of Palestinian culture in the
occupied areas has inflamed the population. Zionist history is
being taught in schools of the West Bank. Palestinian cultural
forms are being suppressed and many cultural leaders expelled.
Christian and Moslem holy places are being encroached upon.

AL AQSA MOSQUE INCIDENT
INTENSIFIES DEMONSTRATIONS

After five days of protests, the imposition of reinforced Israeli
security patrols on the streets of West Bank cities and the use of
tanks and armored cars to patrol Nablus appeared to temporarily
contain the uprising. Then a new affront to Palestinian national
feelings touched off even more furious protests.

At the end of January, an Israeli court ruled that a group of
right-wing Zionist demonstrators who had earlier conducted a
prayer service on the grounds of al Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem
were within their rights to pray there. Previously, the Israeli
authorities had forbidden Jewish prayer in the precincts of al
Agsa, the third most holy shrine in Islam and considered a
priceless part of the Palestinian cultural heritage. Since the
1920’s, Palestinians have feared that the most fanatical of
Zionists would succeed in their announced aims of tearing al
Agsa down, to rebuild in its place the Second Temple which they
claim lies buried beneath it. Al Agsa, from the time of British
Colonial rule, has been a focal point of Palestinian national
concern and a gathering place for nationalist demonstrations.

Soon after the announcement of the Israeli court’s decision,
Palestinians gathered daily on the grounds of al Agsa to launch
protest demonstrations. Usually about S00 Palestinians
displayed the flag of the PLO as they marched each day down
from the Mosque through the narrow streets of the old city where
they battled with police with sticks and stones. Soon the number
of demonstrators grew, as did the seriousness of the
confrontations with the Israeli security forces. One such
confrontation was witnessed by a New York Times reporter who
wrote that ‘‘Israeli police used tear gas and riot sticks. . .. An
Arab crowd threw card tables and chairs into a fire just outside
the Damascus Gate and then stoned Israeli policemen and
firemen who tried to reach the site.”

The al Agsa incident and the Jerusalem protests inspired
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windows, overturning furniture, clubbing and beating the
students, splattering the blood from their wounded heads across
the floors. Of the many students injured, 13 required
hospitalization.

The vicious attack on the students at Bir Zeit may well have
been a calculated attempt to terrify the West Bank into
submission. If so, it backfired. The mayors and municipal
councils of the Bir Zeit, Ramallah and al Birah resigned in
protest. Soon their counterparts in other towns joined them in
resigning, bringing the number of affected municipalities to
nine.

Furious rioting grew as roadblocks were set up throughout
much of the West Bank; the fever point was reached five days
later in Ramallah and al Birah in what the Jerusalem Post
acknowledged as ‘‘one of the worse riots the towns have ever
seen’’; large crowds ‘‘set up roadblocks, burned tires and stoned
security forces.”” On one main street an automobile was
overturned and set afire as part of a barricade. Soldiers charging
with truncheons failed to disperse the crowds, who retaliated
with stones, injuring at least one Israeli officer in the face.

By mid afternoon, the Israelis had had enough. Police vans
with loudspeakers toured the streets announcing an indefinite
curfew. The 40,000 citizens of the two towns were confined to
their homes by frequent army patrols who were ordered to shoot
into the air at intervals. Fear grew that hunger faced the
inhabitants, as they found themselves living under the longest
lasting curfew yet imposed in the occupied areas.

OCCUPATION AUTHORITIES ESCALATE REPRESSION

The Israeli government had obviously decided that force was
the answer to the uprising. Shimon Peres, Israeli Defense
Minister, summoned the officials who resigned to Tel Aviv on
March 16 and threatened ‘‘very harsh measures’’ if the local
leaders failed to calm the situation. All stood firm in their
resignations; by then they could hardly have imposed order if
they wished. Perhaps it is no coincidence that the first fatal
shooting in the course of Israeli suppression of the uprising
occurred the next day.

As militant demonstrations were in progress throughout the
West Bank on March 17, the citizens of Abu Dis, a suburb of
Jerusalem, built a large stone barricade. A car carrying four
Israeli soldiers was forced to stop and was stoned by the
protesters. A soldier sitting in a nearby truck opened fire on the
crowd and wounded three children. An eleven-year-old boy, Ali
Husain al Sana, died later of a bullet wound in his brain. By the
time the child was buried, a 45-year-old man in the village of
Salfit, who was arrested after a violent clash between villagers
and Israeli soldiers, had also died, apparently of a heart attack
after being beaten by the soldiers.

On the evening of the first fatal shooting Defense Minister
Peres warned that ‘‘Israel possessed enough resources to quell
futher disturbances,”” and ‘‘would not hesitate to take all
necessary measures to restore order.”’

The response of East Jerusalem to the shooting and Peres’
threat was a general strike, which shopkeepers maintained even
in the face of a warning from the Israeli Central Command that
any shop which failed to reopen would be forcibly closed for
three months. Israeli paratroopers were posted on the rooftops of
Arab Jerusalem, at each intersection and even in the courtyard
of the al Aqsa Mosque. Army roadblocks turned back all West
Bankers seeking to enter the city.

HEBRON RIOTS

Hebron is a hilly southern city of 40,000, dominated for the last
40 years by Sheik Mohammed Ali Jabaari, a feudal leader who
while still maintaining his ties to King Hussein has been Israel’s
closest major collaborator since 1967. Only recently has his
control been seriously challenged by pro-PLO forces in Hebron.

The outbreak of large scale protests in Hebron was provoked
by what appears to have been a premeditated attempt by the
nearby Jewish settlement of Kiryat Arba to intimidate the local
Arab population. On March 17, the settlement’s leader, Rabbi
Moshe Levinger, led a procession of the settlers through Hebron
and when some Arab youths began throwing stones at them, the
Rabbi had some of his followers open fire and then smash stalls
in the Arab market place. Levinger has since revealed that his
group had been given 3,000 rounds of ammunition by a high
ranking Israeli officer and that the group’s actions on March 17
were carried out in cooperation with the Israeli army.

The evening following the attack, Rabbi Levinger blustered on
Israeli television, ‘‘We have put them [the people of Hebron]
very nicely in their place and said to them . . . there won’t be any
disturbances again, and there won’t be any demonstrations.”’

In fact, the disturbances the following morning were so fierce
that the Israeli army had to bring in half-tracks to patrol the
enraged city. The army’s vain attempts to stop the
demonstrations led them a few days later to smash into the
municipal building and beat up citizens inside. Mayor al Jabaari
apparently felt that he could salvage his stature in the town only
by resigning in protest, although at the same time he continued
to maintain his opposition to the uprisings. ‘‘It’s not good for
people to have their shops closed or their schools closed,”” he
was quoted as saying; ‘‘It’s not good . . . for government.”’

Al Jabaari was not long out of office; two days later, at the
personal urging of Defense Minister Peres, he rescinded his
resignation, on the condition that the Israeli troops move out of
town. Jabaari had promised Peres that he would maintain order,
but no sooner had the troops left the city than the citizenry began
throwing up barricades and staging demonstrations. The Israeli
troops were forced quickly to return in full force, leading one
prominent Palestinian conservative leader to observe, ‘‘If Sheikh
Jabaari can’t control Hebron, then the situation is genuinely out
of hand. We have no leadership anymore.”

Jabaari’s failure to control Hebron signaled a major defeat of
the subservient members of the Palestinian elite who have been
used successfully by the Israelis in the past to contain mass
discontent. Conversely it signalled a victory of a new leadership
which represents this discontent and is linked to the PLO.

THE ISRAELI DEFEAT

The militance of the PLO supporters on the West Bank has
created a new situation for the Israelis. By refusing to be
subdued even by brutal repression, these nationalists have
forced the resignation of the civil officials through whom Israel
has administered the West Bank. The breakdown of this
administrative order carefully nurtured by the Defense Ministry
caused the Jerusalem Post to declare that ‘‘the West Bank [had]
entered its worst crisis since 1967.”’ Israeli officials admitted to
the Washington Post that if the Israeli military was forced to
administer the areas directly, then ‘‘this would be, in effect, an
admission of Israeli defeat.”’” And in fact direct forms of military
administration are already making their appearance in the
curfewed cities of Ramallah and al Birah and less directly in the
heavily occupied city of Nablus.

But the ramifications of the Third General Uprising extend still
further; it appears to have made a shambles, at least
temporarily, of the U.S.-Israeli-Jordanian strategy of
establishing a self-administration on the West Bank run by
pro-Hussein collaborators. This plan of pushing forward a new
‘‘authentic’’ Palestinian leadership as an alternative to the PLO
has received its most effective rejection possible, rejection by the
masses of the West Bank.

Indicative of the defiance and genuine nationalism sweeping
the area was the funeral procession of the villagers of Abu Dis for
the slain 11-year-old Ali Husain al Sana. Carrying olive branches
and flowers, the crowd shouted over and over again the name,
““Abu Amar,”’ the popular pseudonym of Yasser Arafat, the
leader of the PLO. .
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problems, and reducing the Palestinian population, 60% of the
East Bank total, to the status of aliens.

Hussein understands, however, that renouncing major tasks in
the role alloted to Jordan—containment of the Palestinians—
would dangerously cut the value of his regime to U.S.
imperialism. Jordan’s major ‘‘industry’’ is its army, designed for
internal security—controlling the Palestinians—rather than
national defense, and is subsidized heavily by the U.S.
Moreover, the existence of Hussein’s unpopular regime has
been essentially guaranteed by the U.S. U.S. support extends to
the point of military intervention, as when Nixon was prepared to
send the 82nd Airborne in a joint strike with Israel to rescue
Hussein’s throne from the PLO if the tide had not turned against
the Palestinians in September 1970.

Finally, Hussein realizes that his regime would be severely
endangered by an independent revolutionary neighbor. The
Palestinian majority in the East Bank, along with progressive
Jordanians, could overthrow him and join the East Bank to the
Palestinian national entity, precisely as the PLO’s transitional
program advocates.

The decision-makers of Israel fear that Palestinian control of
the West Bank would mean the doom of the Zionist state. The
PLO is firmly committed to struggle for the dismantling of the
Zionist state structures and for the establishment of a secular
democratic state in all of Palestine. Wielding state power in
part of Palestine would enhance the ability of the PLO to achieve
that aspiration.

In addition, the Israeli ruling class is loathe to lose its
economic interests in the West Bank. Since the occupation began
in June 1967, Israel has been transforming the West Bank into a
classical colony: a source for labor at low wages and raw
materials, such as agricultural products for Israeli industry, and
a captive market for Israeli manufactured goods. Since the Arab
boycott cuts Israeli indnustry off from the markets of surrounding
countries, they want to retain the West Bank not only for its own
market, but for the bridge it provides to the markets of the East
Bank and beyond.

The U.S. has consistently refused to accept any independent
Palestinian state, supporting only the status quo or the idea of a
West Bank Bantustan-like area within the state framework of
Jordan.

First, the Palestinian state would drastically weaken Israel,
which remains the strongest, most stable and most steadfast
client in a region vital to U.S. imperialism. Second, the
unleashing of the Palestinians could have what the State
Department calls ‘‘destabilizing effects’’ for the whole region. If
the West Bank goes, can the East Bank be far behind? And how
will the reactionary government of Saudi Arabia fare once the
political buffer of Jordan is no longer there to block out the
germs of revolution? And then what of the vast Saudi oil wealth,
and astronomically lucrative source of profits for the powerful
U.S. energy corporations?

OBSTACLES IN THE PATH OF THE U.S., ISRAEL AND
JORDAN

The anti-Palestinian forces are facing many obstacles. First of
all, the Israeli government and political parties are so rife with
division over the question of the West Bank that their ability to
pursue any strategy is hampered. One sliver of the ruling
coalition, led by Yitzhak Ben Aharon of the Labor Party and
Histadrut, is willing to withdraw from the West Bank to preserve
the ethnic purity of the Jewish state. These forces tend to be
rooted in the Zionist bureaucracy, and based economically on the
transfer of foreign capital to Israel (as philanthropy and
government ‘‘aid’’), which has traditionally permitted Israel to
boycott cheaper Arab labor and award special privileges to
‘“Jewish labor.”’

The strongest forces in the government are rooted in the ruling

class, especially among the ‘‘new millionaires’’ who have made a
fortune on the occupation. For them, the old cliches about
‘‘Jewish labor’’ are easy to discard since the labor pools of Gaza
and the West Bank became accessible in 1967.

These forces, however, are themselves divided. Some like
Rabin and Minister of Justice Zadock believe that it is wisest to
give at least the appearance of willingness to make concessions
to Jordan on the West Bank and to accede to the U.S. diplomatic
initiative. Others, like Moshe Dayan and Abba Eban, believe
that the timing is wrong for any formal alteration in the status of
the West Bank. This rift has grown so bitter that the Labor Party
could see no way to salvage its leadership other than bringing
Golda Meir and other old leaders out of retirement, to join a
Steering Committee to unite and guide the party.

Further to the right are strong forces which oppose yielding
any form of control on the West Bank. To them, ‘‘Judea and
Samaria,’’ as the Zionists call the West Bank, were given to their
nation by God, and their enjoyment of God’s gift would be
considerably enhanced if its Arab inhabitants were removed.

With the disunity of the Israelis compounding the difficulties
set in motion by the growing strength of the PLO, the U.S.
government has totally lost the initiative on the Palestine
question. An article in the Spring issue of Foreign Policy quotes
Kissinger as saying that the U.S. ability to manipulate the Arabs
on the Palestine question was ‘‘miscalculated.”

The turning point came at the Rabat Conference in 1974 when
the Arab governments denied Jordanian claims to be considered
the representative of the West Bank and supported the PLO’s
demand for national authority. Now the U.S. finds itself in the
position of maneuvering to reinstate Jordanian leverage over the
West Bank in order to subvert real Palestinian self-determina-
tion.

With hindsight, the U.S. government must be cursing its
singular emphasis on strengthening the Israeli military and its
failure to move earlier to manipulate the issue of Palestine and
other Arab claims. During the Johnson era and until early in the
second Nixon administration (1967-1973) the U.S. relied on
attempts to physically liquidate the Palestinian national
movement (via Hussein in 1970 and the Lebanese right in 1973)
in combination with moves to bolster Israel. The U.S.
government believed in this period, according to the author of
the Foreign Policy article, Edward Sheehan, that ‘‘a strong
Israel, militarily much superior to its Arab foes, would prevent
wars and serve as the surest sentinel of U.S. interests in the
area.”’

Soon after the Arab show of strength in the October 1973 war,
which made clear that political shifts in the area were
mandatory, Kissinger embarked on his ‘‘step-by-step”’
diplomacy, intending to settle some of the outstanding
differences between Israel and the Arab states, but to avoid the
basic ‘‘step,’’ recognition of Palestinian national rights. On the
eve of the Rabat Conference, the bankruptcy of the U.S. policy
was becoming obvious. Too late Kissinger flew to Cairo to plead
with Egyptian President Sadat to support Hussein in the
upcoming contest with the PLO. Hussein was sent to Rabat with
empty hands; he had to admit that he had no promises from the
U.S.oabout the West Bank; the PLO became a sure winner. A
clear opportunity for the U.S. to aitempt to contain the
Palestinians was missed.

The most fundamental obstacie to the success of the
U.S.-Israeli-Hashemite plan, however, is the massive support
the people of the West Bank have given to the PLO, and their
persistent and deepening struggle for self-determination.
Demonstrations of students and citizens recur; military
resistance is building. A/ Fajr, an Arabic paper in Jerusalem,
surveyed 500 public personalities in the West Bank on the issue
of *‘self-determination’’ and found universal opposition. And the
Mayor of Ramallah publicly remarked recently that ‘‘Ninety-nine
percent of the people here support the PLO.” °









