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‘The Palestinian Uprising and the
Shultz Initiative

Kenneth W. Stein

In early 1988, for the second time within
8 years, the Reagan Administration reacted
to events in the Middle East by proposing
that the stalled Arab-Israel negotiating proc-
ess be reactivated. The Palestinian uprising
in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, which
began in earmest in December 1987,
prompted an otherwise reluctant Admin-
istration to try to revive active diplomacy as
the road to peace. The Shultz initiative was
exceptional because the Reagan Admin-
istration had previously operated from the
premise that it would studiously avoid in-
volvement in the negotiating process until it
found the regional actors seriously ready to
engage on issues of substance, Injected into
an election year, the interest in diplomatic
engagement could have predictably re-
flected a laissez faire attitude, We had
grown accustomed, at least since the break-
down of the May 1983 Israeli-Lebanese ac-
cord, to seeing the Reagan Administration’s
efforts in the Middle East centered on find-
ing possible ways to win the release of
Ameérican hostages held in Lebanon; on
protecting the territorial integrity of Arab
Gulf states under duress from Iranian
threats; on strengthening the U.S.-Israeli
relationship; and on applying any and all
means to deflect public attention from the
embarrassing revelations associated with
the Iran-Contra scandal.

Dr. Kenneth W. Stein is Associate Professor of
Near Bastern History and Political Science and
Director of Middle East programs of the Carter
Center at Emory University in Atlanta, Georgia.
Author of The Land Question in Palestine,
1917-1939, (1984), he collaborated with President
Jimmy Carter in the writing of The Blood of
Abraham: Insights into the Middle East, (1985).
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From a policy-making viewpoint, the
Shultz initiative contained several redeeming
features which could easily carry over to the
next Administration. First, the central im-
portance of the U.S. role in fostering Arab-
Israel negotiations, 4 process initiated by
Henry Kissinger in the 1970s, allowed
Washington’s view to predominate in deter-
mining the parameters of the procedure and
the substance to be applied to the negotiat-
ing process. Second, the American initia-
tive gave Washington an additional
opportunity to prescribe and circumscribe
Moscow’s inevitable future role in the nego-
tiating process. Third, the initiative reduced
the stress on the Israch government, which
had initially been confounded by the magni-
tude and depth of the Palestinian uprising in
the occupied territories. Fourth, it applied
informal pressure on constituencies in the
Palestinian and Israeli communities to con-
sider diplomatic options which, it was rea-
sonably assumed, neither would readily
accept. Fifth, because the initiative was the
result of prodding by Israel’s supporters in
the United States, there was little likelihood
of unwanted political fallout from the gentile
and Jewish establishment supporting Israel
during the presidential election year. And
sixth, Washington was interested in using
American diplomatic action as an’indirect
means for abating the deepening domestic
concern in Egypt and Jordan about a grow-
ing tendency toward polarization of political
views, radicalization, and the popular use of
street violence against ruling regimes.

The initiative itself contained new con-
cepts as well as reworked ideas presented
previously in the Camp David Accords. It
sought to telescope the negotiating process
from a five-year to a three-year transitional
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time period. It gought to interlock interim
arrarigements aimed at giving the Palestin-
ians in the occupied territories steadily
widening control over their pofitical and
economic affairs, while concurrently
providing for adequate Israeli and Arab se-
curity. It also emphasized a joint Jordanian/
Palestinian delegation as a mode of Palestin-
jan representation at 2 conference, thereby
departing substantialty from the representa-
tion formulations of the Camp David Ac-
cords. The central concept in the Shultz
initiative was implementation and adherence
to U.N. Resolution 242, which implied that
Isracl would withdraw from occupied land
in exchange for peace with her Arab neigh-
bors. Procedurally, the diplomatic mecha-
pism for driving the proposed bilateral

negotiations would be the long-debated inter-

pational Middle Bast peace conference,
which was tobe launched via invitations sent
by the United Nations Secretary General.
The initiative foundered on several
points. Israel’s hydra-headed government
reached a consensus neither on substance
nor on procedure. Jsraeli Prime Minister
Shamir politely rejected the Secretary of
State’s overtures. Jordan, Syria, Istacl, and
the PLO differed over the procedural and

. substantive roles to be played by the Soviet

Union, the United States, Rritain, France,
and China at the proposed international con-
fefence. Some wanted the conference to be
merely an umbrella for bilateral action; oth-
ers preferred a conference that was “em-
powered,” “authoritative,” and capable of
breaking a negotiating deadlock. Jordanian
and Israeli views on procedure (if not on
substance) tended toward reserving more
powers for themselves, thus denying the
other coriference participants openings for
imposing solutions or for reversing agree-
ments réached in bilateral negotiations. By
contrast, the positions of Syria and the FLO
were not explicitly stated but had to be
divined from cryptic and contradictory re-
ports. As far as could be inferred, they
seemed to favor a more formidable and
prescriptive role for the convening coun-
tries. Not unexpectedly, members of the
PLO rejected the Shultz initiative for several
reasonis, not the least of which was its exclu-
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sion of the PLO as an independent political
participant in the proposed negotiating proc-
ess. However, the extraordinary Arab sum-
mit which met in Algiers in June 1988 both
excoriated the United States for its pro-
Isracli views and held back from rejecting
the Shultz initiative out of hand.

For his part, Secretary of State Shultz
refrained from criticizing any Middle Bast-
e leader for failing to endorse the initia-
tive. Sensitive concepts and emotionally
charged language such as “self-determina-
tion,”’ “independent Palestinian state,”’
“the PLO,” and *“mutual recognition’’ were
omitted from the initiative. These thorny
issues were left on the Arab-Israeli negotiat-
ing agenda, bequeathed to America’s 4lst
President to include or ignore after his inau-
guration in January 1989. Secretary of State
Shultz did not importune Moscow with of-
fers of compromise OVer procedure or sub-
stance designed fo entice the new Soviet
teadership into fully engaging in the Middle
East negotiating process. No effort was
made to elevate the Middle East initiative’s
success over other regional items on the
super power agenda. In fact, from an Amer-
ican view, the Soviet Union had not yet
obtained conclusive consensus from several
of its own decision-making bureaucracies on
significant matters, such as a definitive
position about the ongoing nature of the
international conference. Soviet ambiguity
on this and other issues gave American
officials pause for deliberation in their diplo-
matic efforts. On all sides there were enough
points of disagreement on matiers of sub-
stance and procedure to justify a third visit
by Shuitz to the region in 1988. What the
Shultz effort accomplished was to teave all
the salient issues alive and encapsulated for
the next American administration to tackle
during its first 100 days in office. Shultz’s
inability to pefsuade Shamir to engage in the
initiative was one of several factors causing
King Hussein to discngage from the West
Bank in late July 1988. ‘Without.a negotiat- .
ing process headed in a proper direction,
Hussein did not want to be impugned further
for his efforts to assist the Palestinians
living under the Isracli occupation.
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The Palestinian Uprising: Causation

The Shultz initiative distracted interna-
tional attention from the event that had led to
its inception: the uprising in the West Bank
and Gaza Strip. Dubbed intifadah, meaning
shudder or tremor {from the Arabic verb
meaning “to be shaken off”), the uprising
was the first prolonged spontaneous Pales-
tinian Arab rebellion since the 1936-39 Arab
revolt in Palestine during the British Man-
date. Though fully 50 years apart, both
expressions of Palestinian Arab political vi-
olence took place in environments where the
Palestinian Arab population felt its political
aspirations were being frustrated by the pro-
tracted control of a foreign cccupier. As a

horse shakes off fleas, those participating in
the intifadah rebelled primarily against the
unwanted controllers of their fate: Israelis
and the Occupation. But West Bank and
Gaza Strip (hereinafter WBG) Palestinians
also reacted against various parties phys-
ically outside the WBG including Arab po-
Litical leaders, who were long on rhetoric but
short on physical or financial assistance for
the Palestinians under Isracli occupation.

Like the political violence in Palestine 50
years before, the intifadah did not occur ina

placid and tame environment. Especially dur-
ing the 18 months that preceded the intifa-
dah, the WBG areas were dotted by a
steady crescendo of violence and counterac-
tion between Israelis and Palestinians. Dur-
ing: parts of 1986 and 1987, the WBG arcas
were increasingly disturbed by weekly acts
_ of communal violence and nationalist incite-
ment. Palestinians threw stones, bombs,
hand grenades, and molotov cocktails at
Israclis and at Israeli installations. They
burned tires in the streets and developed a
generally disruptive atmosphere in the
WRBG territories. Israeli settlers in the WBG
and Israeli soldiers were periodically at-
tacked; some were killed. In retaliation,
Israelis closed Palestinian universities and
schools; arrested, detained, or deportéd
those accused of inciting the youthful re-
bels; imposed curfews on villages and re-
fugee camps; banned or temporarily closed
Palestinian Arab newspapers and news
agencies; shut down Palestinian Arab trade
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union and university organizations; demol-
ished houses, confiscated land, and
wounded and killed Palestinians.! It was the
continuous nature of the intifadah after its
outbreak on December 9, 1987, which dif
ferentiated it from the sporadic but in-
creasingly violent communal confrontations
which had characterized Isracli-WBG Pal-
estinian Arab relations for the previous 18
months.

The immediate cause of the intifadah was
the wounding of 8 Palestinians and the kill-
ing of 4 in Gaza on December 8 when their
truck was rammed by a vehicle driven by an

Isracli. Some Palestinians belicved the

deaths were a deliberate reprisal for the
killing of an Israeli salesman in Gaza 48
hours earlier. (Ultimately, the Isracli respon-
sible for the December 8 incident was
charged with manslaughter.) WBG Pales-
tinians had also been emboldened by a suc-
cessful November 1987 Palestinian guerrilla
attack from southern Lebanon which killed
6 Israeli soldiers. By early 1988 more than
two dozen Palestinians had died in clashes
with Israelis in the WBG. After 9 months of
the uprising, casualties numbered more than
250 Patestinians killed, 2,500 wounded,
and thousands arrested, including more
than 1,900 under administrative detention.
Israeli casualties numbered 2 killed and over
300 wounded.

While a number of different reasons im-
pelled WBG Palestinian Arabs fo partici-
pate in the uprising, all the dissidents shared
an overriding cumulative despair about their
dismal present and their discouraging pros-
pects. WBG Palestinians believed they were
destined to remain in an economic and polit-
ical cul de sac after 2 decades of Israeli rule
and 4 decades since the establishment of the
state of Israel. They saw the Isracli presence
as collectively oppressive and personally
demeaning. Ibrahim al-Quqah, a Gaza Pal-
estinian leadér whom Israel deported to
[ ebanon, attributed the uprising to 2 main
factors: the maintenance of Palestinian re-
fugee status for over 40 years, and individu-
al suffering during the 20-year [Israeli}
occupation.?
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A second catalyst for the spontancous
public outburst of Palestinian anger was the
Isracli occupiers’ inattention to, and calcu-
lated distancing from, the condition of
WBG Palestinians. WBG Palestinians saw
little in the way of economic assistance
coming from outside sources. The PLO and
Jordan split on the matter of Palestinian
representation at an international Middle
East peace conference on the eve of the April
1987 Palestine National Council meeting.
The United States had brokered an under-
standing between Jordan and Israel about
the size and nature of the proposed intema-
tional conference, but Washington did not
pursuc the matter with either side after
spring 1987, Both Amman and Washington
had been discussing WBG economic de-
velopment for several years, but neither side
had made funds available to implement the
1986 Jordanian development plan or the Eu-
ropean-supported ‘“Marshall Plan” which
Shimon Peres had proposed for the entire
region, including the WBG Palestinian pop-
ulation. The sub rosa Jordanian-Israeli
condominium for the administrative
management of the WBG was totally inade-
quate for meeting the nseds of the indige-

nous population: With reported billions of .

. dollars of assets both invested and liquid,
the PLO itself did very little to ameliorate
the economic hardships of the WBG Pales-
tinian Arab population. Despite the fact that
it had the means to assist the WBG popula-
tion during the first months of the uprising,
the PLO gavé insignificant amounts of fi-
nancial aid to one of its most cherished
constituencies.3 Over the previous several
years, WBG Palestinian Arab hopes had
been raised and dashed repeatedly; the only
constants were political inertia, Arab par-
simony, and treatment of the Palestinians as
pariahs.

A third provocation for the uprising was
the WBG Palestinians’ conviction that their
situation was being ignored by the Arab
world and the international community.
Both Israeli Defense Minister Yitzhak
Rabin and Palestinian al-Fajr editor Hanna
Siniora agreed on the presumed causes of
the intifadak’s outbreak: the Amman sum-
mit of November 1987 had slighted the Pal-
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estinian issue by focusing its predetermined
agenda exclusively on the Gulf War and on
the threat posed by the Iranian regime to the
stability of Arab states in the Gulf; later
came the Reagan-Gorbachev summit in
Washington, in which the superpowers paid
no public attention to the Palestinians’
plight.*

A fourth set of factors fostering the up-
rising’s outbreak was economic, demo-
graphic, and religious in nature. The
downtom in the production and the price of
oil in the Gulf region caised increased un-
employment and underemployment among
many Palestinians who consequently re-
patriated less money to their families in the

"WBG. Moreover, a “youth buige” existed

in the WBG Palestinian community in
which 40% of the population was between
the ages of 10 and 30. Within this scgment
was a sophisticated cadre of eligible recruits
who coupled high educational achievement
with an ability to carry out unarmed politi-
cal militancy and to gain media attention for
their activities.

Finally, a reinvigorated network of mos-
ques became a convenient avenue for politi-
cal mobilization. Especially in the last 8
years, coterminous with the institutionaliza-
tion of Islam as a platform for political
mobilization, as exemplified by Iran, a ren-
aissance of Islamic sentiment emerged in the
‘WBG. High percentages of WBG university
student councils have become increasingly
influenced by a variety of Islamic group-
ings. Likewise, the construction of new
mosques and Islamic sponsorship of youth
and sports organizations gave the younger
population from villages, towns, and the
refugee camps a common place for express-
ing their aceumulated grievances.
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Implications of the Uprising for Future

Negotiations

After 9 months of unrest, general exhaus-
tion among the WBG population reduced the
frequency of clashes between Palestinians
and Jews. Suspected leaders of the uprising
were deported, killed, or placed under vari-
ous forms of legal detention. The level of
violence in personal confrontations between
Israelis and Palestinians was reduced, but
communal reactions became routinized.
Disgruntled Palestinians attacked Jewish
property, while the Palestinian Arab popula-
tion suffered economically and financially
from the continued unrest. The Hashemites
remained deeply interested in the future of
the territorics though King Hussein disen-
gaged Jordan from administrative respon-
sibility in late July 1988. Jews and Zionists
remained divided as to how to deal with
Palestinian aspirations. Both the intifadah
and the future disposition of the territories
became the central issue in the period prior
to the Isracli parliamentary election of
November 1983,

The intifadah had its roots in conditions
similar to those of half a century ago during
the Palestinian Arab rebellion. Then, as
now, Jewish security was intertwined with
the future of the Palestinian Arabs. Zionism
had given an unprecedented twist to Jewish
history: through Israel’s creation, Jews were
ina position to shape the destiny of another
people. In Palestine during the first half of
this century, Jewish demographic and ter-
ritorial growth inevitably changed the
mores, habits, and lifestyles of Palestine’s
majority Arab agricultural population. Is-
rael’s establishment in 1948 created Pales-
tinian Arab refugees; the June 1967 war
resulted in Israel’s complete control over
what was once Mandatory Palestine. The
Shultz initiative in 1988, like the Peel Com-
mission report recommending the partition
of Palestine in 1937, was aimed at finding
some equilibrium for the competing claims
to the same land area.

The intifadah came after 2 decades of
Israel’s occupation of the WBG and 10 years
of intensive progress in developing resolu-
tions, formats, declarations, and plans for
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reconciling Israeli security with Palestinian
political aspirations. These include UN Res-
olutions 242 and 338, the Camp David ac-
cords, the Venice Declaration, the Fahd
Plan, the Fez Plan, the Reagan Plan, the
Brezhnev Plan, the Hussein-PLO accord,
and the various Palestinian National Council
and UN General Assembly resolutions on
self-determination and the establishment of
an independent Palestinian State. The intif-
adah was both preemptive in form and unor-
thodox in content. Neither Israel nor the
PLO was prepared for it. It represented a
historically unique event for Palestinians
vis-g-vis Israel: it was direct political action
against Israeli occupation, asserting WBG
Palestinian relevance for whatever negotiat-
ing initiative that may unfold. Secretary of
State Shultz tried to distance WBG Palestin-
jans from their symbolic PLO tics, but his
efforts proved unsuccessful.

For Jordan, the intifadah generated more
than the usual caution associated with the
Hashemite attitude toward the occupied ter-
ritories, the Palestinian people, and the
PLO. Jordan’s already marginal popularity
in the WBG was further reduced as a result
of the intifadah. Though held in low esteem

" in the WBG, King Hussein challenged

WBG Palestinians who had sacrificed lives
in the uprising to express their views about
an ultimate settlement and representation at
an international conference.’

Over the last several years Jordan has not
concealed its disdain for the influence and
leadership of the PLO. It would be satisfac-
tory for Amman if the prime result of the
intifadah were the ultimate cmergence of a
WBG voice that would either prod the PLO
or work independently to advance the nego-
tiation process by offering Israel alegitimate
and willing negotiating partner. “Jordan,”
said King Hussein in a recent interview,
“cannot represent the Palestinians ... Jor-
dan has no wish to spread its influence or
exercise its control on the Palestinians or on
any inch of Palestinian territory in any form
whatsoever.”’¢ On 31 July 1988, King Hus-
sein formally delivered his message: the
PLO was now responsible for the West Bank
and its inhabitants, and he would not stand

: in its way directly or indirectly. Confronting
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the Jordanian monarch was a rising tide of
Palestinian national awakening resulting
from the intifadah. Hussein preferred to
have the waves of that tide break on the PLO
rather than on the Hashemite-ruled East
Bank with its large Palestinian population.
In effect, Hussein threw a geographic fence
around the East Bank because he feared that
the rhetoric of Israel’s Likud Party might
become reality and indeed make the East
Bank a demographic dumping ground for
disgruntled Palestinians. For if there is to be
a settlement of Palestinian national aspira-
tions, Hussein strongly prefers that it occur
west of the Jordan River. Hussein therefore
challenged the PLOt0 take responsibility as
the sole legitimate representative of the Pal-
estinian people. fmmediately after Hus-
sein’s remarks, Yasir Arafat-and the
mainstream PLO elite surveyed attitudes in
the Arab world and Europe for an appro-
priate response. Before members of the
European Parliament in Strashourg in
September, the PLO chairmarn reiterated
earlier formulations about the preconditions
for PLO participation in a negotiating proc-
ess, namely, acceptance of all UN Palestine
resolutions including those calling for Pal-
estinian repatriation to pre—1967 fsrael, and
the right of Palestinian self-determination.

Hussein’s decision to reduce the salaries
of some municipal workers, to abolish his
Ministry of Occupied Territories, and to
place palestinian affairs under the Foreign
Ministry was unequivocal.

But Hussein’s backing out of the West
Bank was not necessarily forever. Though
he clearly wants to play a central role in
whatever negotiations may ensue, it will not
be as a claimant for the West Bank nor as
representative of the Palestinians. He also
warts to avoid being blamed if Jordan nego-
tiates but cannot obtain all that the WBG
Palestinians desire. For the time being, the
Hashemites are willing to give the PLO an
opportunity to farther the causc of the WBG
Palcstinians. Amman is willing to accept
Palestinian representation in the form of
either an independent PLO delegation or 2
joint Jordanian/Palestinian delegation. But
Jordan seems to be hoping that if and when
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the euphoria of the intifadah wears off andif
the PLO remains frozen in its ideclogical
posture, Jordan will ultimately play a vital
role because Israck—and perhaps the WBG
Palestinians—will see that substantive
movement can take place only with the me-
diation of the Hashemites in Ammarn.

Though the PLO as an organization has
suffered a loss of some luster among Some
Palestinians because it did not initiate the
intifadah, it reaffirmed its claim to act
as a symbol for Palestinian aspirations and
took this position within the inter-Arab state
system at the Arab summit meeting in June
1988. Since the outbreak of the disturbances
was spontaneous, the PLO was at best a
belated and reluctant participant as the up-
rising unfolded. The PLO had not won any
territory, funding or political influence for
the inhabitants of the WBG. Whatever nego-
tiating process ultimately unfolds will force
the PLO to abandon its long-cherished am-
biguity in order to participate in finite
choice-making. But a negotiating process
such as that implied by the Shultz initiative,
which prescribes an exchange of territory
for peace in a precise fashion, is not in the
interest of the PLO if it is to retain its
ideological orthodoxy. An exchange of terri-
tory for peace, thereby resolving the ter-
ritorial dispute generated by the 1967 war,
would presumably terminate the PLO strug-
gle to disestablish Israel. Any exchange of
territory for peace would be contrary 10 the
PLO’s current philosophical consensus,
which publicly denies Tsrael’s right to exist.
Morever, the PLO fears that any Israeli re-
surn of territory will give control of that area
to Jordan and not to the PLO. Though the
intifadah focused enormous media attention
on the plight of the Palestinian people, the
uprising and the Shultz initiative have cur- '
rently placed the PLO in a position where it
can only react to political events which it
could only remotely influence rather than
control.
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For the Jewish state, the infifadah did not
thredten Isrzeli security as had the June 1967
or October 1973 wars. Its continuation did
not generate uncontroilable anarchy either
among WBG Palestinians or among Israel’s
Arab.population. Nor did it result in a com-
plete break between the WBG population
and the Tsraeli civil administration in the
territories. Nine months after the outbreak
of the disturbances, the many WBG Pales-
tinians who worked inside Israel before the
intifadah continue to work there. No alter-
native system of authority (save for the local
“committees” ) has emerged in the WBG,
though the stabilizing influence of tradition-
al urban, village, and municipal leaders has
been significantly reduced. Asa result of the
intifadah, a series of internal networks has
developed in the territories. In villages,
neighborhoods, refugee camps, and in Pal-
estinian institutions (social, religious, and
health care), local “committees” have been
established to which some popular local
confidence has been transferred from the
traditional elites. These “committees” over-
see such day-to-day needs as food supply,
education, health care, and provision of
other goods and services. Isracli authorities
claim that their dialogue with various WBG
leadership clements has continued

throughout the uprising.” It remains to be .

seen whether a distinct WBG leadership
evolves further to occupy a permanent place
among the Palestinian bodies which now
include the PLO and widely dispersed ele-
ments of the Palestinian diaspora. In any
case, as a result of the intifadah, WBG
Palestinians have tried and partially suc-
ceeded in taking upon themselves the re-
sponsibilities of municipal autonomy
without recognition of this status by the
Israelis or other outside parties.

As a result of the intifadah, Israel has
been shaken from its complacent inertia
over the future of the territories and their
Palestinian inhabitants. The intifadah has
.resurrected the Green Line—the interna-
tional armistice boundary that had separated
Israel from Jordan after the 1948 war—
which had virtualty been dissolved because
néw Israeli road networks have crisscrossed
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and connected pre- and post-1967 Israel.
Israclis themselves, with their customary

Saturday auto excursions, have made the

territories an object of tourism. Some Is-
raclis have even established permanent set-
tlements in the territorics.-But with the area
now in a state of unrest, Israelis are much
more reluctant to travel to the occupied
territories. With more profound implica-
tions for the progress of negotiations, the
intifadah has put some constraints on the
growth of Israeli WBG settlements, though
right-wing Iscaeli politicians are unremit-
ting in their efforts to bring more settlers
into the territories. Meanwhile, far from
backing the expansion of existing settle-
ments or calling for the creation of new ones,
other Israelis who already live in the oc-
cupied areas are trying to sell their WBG
apartments and property. Insecurity and fear
are not, however, driving Jewish religious
and ideological zealots from the territories.
One might even argue that the settlements, a
bone of contention in the Israeli-U.S. rela-
tionship for more than a decade, as well as
Isracl’s method of occupation, generated
sufficient common dislike among Palestin-
ian refugees and Palestinian non-refugees in
the WBG to help motivate their vigorous
participation in the uprising.

Since the intifadah erupted during the
preliminaries of an Isracli national election
campaign, the issues of the territories and
their Palestinian residents have sharpened
the debate among Israeli voters. Before the
outbreak of the intifadah, the question of an
international Middle East peace conference
as a fiercely divisive issue in the Israeli
election campaign, as was the question of
Israel’s future relationship with the WBG.
The intifadah sharpened the controversy in
Isracti society on both issues. In the after-
math, and concurrent with the intifadah, the
Shultz initiative intensified the political de-
bate already surrounding the peace process.
Rarly indications suggest that the intifadah
has further polarized the Israeli electorate,
and, according to public opinion polls, has
pushed the entire electorate further to the
right on the political spectrum.? Certainly,
King Hussein’s disengagement from the
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West Bank and his transferral of the nego-
tiating role to the PLO has severely hurt, if
not totally crippled, the Labor Party’s tradi-
tional policy of exercising a *Jordanian op-
tion.” But Israelis of every political stripe
know that although King Hussein may dis-
engage from the territories verbally, he is
unable to disengage from them
demographicaily.

For the first time since the June 1967 war,
Palestinian and Israeli youth born after that
date are confronting one another. Unlike the
1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon, the Pales-
tinians initiated this confrontation with the
Israclis. The confrontation is being waged
on Palestinian land rather than on the soil of
a sovereign Arab state. WBG Palestinians
have acted in an autonomous political fashion
by obtaining “badges of honor,” gaining
political authenticity, and exhibiting a high
threshold of personal pain. Rather than hav-
ing political autonomy given to them, they
have eamned it. They are now faced with the
challenge of translating their street suc-
cesses into long-term political gains.

Though the intifadah has brought world
media attention to the plight of the WBG
Palestinians, the uprising has not elicited
from Arab capitals an outpouring of sympa-
thy that has gone beyond the usual rhetoric al
endorsement. The Guif War, Khomeyni’s
Islamic drive, and uncertainty about a post-
Khomeyni Iran dominate the attention of
Arab Gulf states. So far, the external PLO
leadership continues steadfast in its refusal
to recognize Israel, though some WBG Pal-
estinians have done so in a de facto manner
during the past 20 years.

The domestic political immobility that
was suffered or enjoyed by the respective
parties in the Arab-Israel conflict has been
shattered by the intifadah-Though Secre-
tary Shultz’s negotiating initiative has
sought to take advantage of the breach,
Israclis, Palestinians, and Americans still
have to sort out their own internal political
configurations before they can make another
concerted effort to resolve the Arab-Israel
conflict.
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Before the June 1967 war, Israel was pre-
occupied with surviving; now it is focusing
on defining its identity. But that definition is
tied to the fate of the Palestinian Arab popu-
lation. The intifadah and the diplomatic
aftermath are continued manifestations of
the reality established since the signing of
the Camp David Accords 10 years ago,
namely, that the focus in the Arab-Israel
conflict remains fixed on the WBG territo-
ries and the political future of their Palestin-
ian population. B
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