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Issue 1

EDITORIAL

Welcome to the first 2004 edition of Jewish Voices online newsletter. Jewish Voices will be producing a regular online newsletter. We hope the newsletter will become a forum that will facilitate and encourage vibrant, critical discussion around a range of issues relating to the Middle East and the Jewish South African experience. We welcome your feedback and input. 

About Jewish Voices

Jewish Voices was established by a group of Jewish South Africans in 2002, primarily in response to the worsening conflict situation in the Middle East. This response is in part, at least, informed by South Africa’s own experience of negotiated transition.

It is not possible to draw easy parallels between South Africa and its experience of negotiated transition and Israel’s current struggles, nor we do not want to idealise South Africa’s negotiated transition, however, Jewish Voices does believe that the principles of negotiated political settlement which ultimately brought South Africa to a democratic transition, remain a profoundly important example for the processes which can lead to the resolution of violent conflict, in the most apparently intractable of contexts, including the Middle East. 

South Africa’s transition to democracy remains internationally, a parable of hope and undreamt of possibility in embattled societies around the globe. The country’s negotiations continued despite bloody violence.  Approximately 10 000 South Africans lost their lives in the internal political conflict that followed the start of negotiations in 1990. Despite anger and mistrust at times on all sides of the negotiating table, a common awareness of the consequences of the failure of negotiations, compelled the parties to the negotiation process, to continue to the conclusion of this difficult journey, culminating in South Africa’s first democratic elections in April 1994. 

It is this belief in negotiated transition, which has contributed to Jewish Voices decision to oppose the Separation wall currently being built by the Israeli government. We believe that this wall significantly forecloses the possibility of a negotiated settlement in the Middle East. We believe that the wall is an attempt to impose a military solution, to a profoundly political problem. Rather than creating the context for peace or even the initiation of negotiations, the wall will establish, permanently, the physical and social infrastructure for conflict, an infrastructure that will further undermine attempts to arrive at a credible and sustainable solution for the Middle East conflict. 

We believe therefore that the wall is the consequence of a failure of political vision within the current Israeli government, riven by its own divisions, and flailing for a response to the ravages of the Intifada and suicide bombings over the past four years. 

We believe, however, that the wall is not the solution to this terrible cycle of violent attack and counter-attack. While the wall may temporarily reduce the number of suicide bombings, it is obvious that the ideologies, belief systems and emotions that underlie the actions of suicide bombers, cannot be irrevocably ‘walled in’, contained by physical boundaries. South Africans know very well the persistent power of ideas in contexts where there is little opportunity for their open expression. Inevitably therefore the physical boundaries of the wall will eventually be breached and civilians, Jews and Palestinians alike, will continue to lose their lives.

Therefore we believe that not only will the wall physically and metaphorically entrench current animosities between the Israeli and Palestinian communities, it will cut-off dialogue, exacerbate hatred and encourage fanaticism of all types. The wall is an austere symbol of the fear and division, which currently separates 

Palestinian and Israeli societies. These are authentic fears and divisions with a substantive history. However, to acknowledge these divisions, is not to accept them. Jewish Voices, believes that the wall and the vision it embodies, a vision of inevitable ethnic division, mutually exclusive rights and permanent siege; offers a bleak and unacceptable view for the future of the Middle East, and ultimately for humanity as a whole.  

We believe, as Jewish South Africans, who, like other Jews in the diaspora, share with Israeli Jews, a history of ethnic holocaust, that is critical that we dream, debate and grapple with a different outcome for the 

	
Joint Palestinian/Israeli demonstration at the wall in Abu Dis. (Yoav Lemmer/AFP)


Middle East, an outcome where Palestinians and Israelis do not live in a permanent state of terror, an outcome where the right to life, love, identity, hope and dignity are given back to all communities in the Middle East. We believe that this process cannot begin with the construction of a wall dividing the people of the Middle East.  

This issue of Jewish Voices is therefore dedicated to exploring in depth a variety of issues related to the wall.  In particular we attempt to bring you some of the many voices within Israeli society itself who are currently publicly opposing the building of the wall, making their views known through media and protest action. A range of respected Israeli human rights organisations have formed a coalition, ‘Citizens of Israel against the Fence’, specifically to oppose to the wall. We bring you some of these Israeli perspectives about the social, humanitarian and political consequences of establishing the wall, and the underlying motivations of Ariel Sharon’s government in constructing it.

The newsletter thus attempts to provide some context to the Israeli government decision to erect the wall, the security concerns that motivated it, opposition within Israeli society to the wall, the Israeli supreme court’s ruling on the harm to Palestinian human rights caused by the route of the wall and the International Court of Justice’s decision that the wall is in fact illegal in terms of international law.

Jewish Voices/ Palestinian Solidarity Committee Picket against the Separation Wall

Jewish Voices itself held a public picket to express our concern about the establishment of the wall. The picket was held in conjunction with the Palestinian Solidarity Committee and attracted significant support from both Jewish Voices supporters and members of the Palestinian Solidarity Committee. This picket was particularly remarkable because it marked the first joint action in South Africa between a Jewish organization and a Palestinian solidarity movement. The picket itself was a peaceful, joyful and dignified affair. Many supporters of JVSA attended, so that the overall effect was one of a real coming together of diverse organisations. The event also received widespread coverage in the print, television and radio media. 

The demonstration sought to show our solidarity with Israeli and Palestinian groups seeking a peaceful and just settlement in the Middle East. Prior to the picket JVSA received numerous letters of support from other Jewish organizations, including the UK based Jews for Justice for Palestinians, the European Jews for a Just Peace, a network of eighteen Jewish organizations in ten European countries, as well as from the Italian Network of Jews against the occupation (Rete Ebrei contro l'Occupazione).

The demonstration itself sought to protest against the idea that Israel's future security lies in unilateral security measures. Like many in the Israeli peace movement, Jewish Voices South Africa has argued that, in the first place, the main threat to Israel comes from the violent and illegal occupation of the West Bank and Gaza Strip. 

The conditions of peace lie, in the first place, in the dismantling of Israeli settlements on Palestinian land and the withdrawal of Israeli military forces and settler populations from these areas. Currently Israel is continuing to expand these settlements in a policy it euphemistically calls `thickening'. 

By organizing this demonstration with the Palestinian Solidarity Committee, Jewish Voices South Africa sought to overcome several prejudices. 

The Palestinian Solidarity Committee, like Jewish Voices South Africa, is home to a diversity of opinions that are reconciled by a common interest in a peaceful, just and democratic resolution to the conflict. 

We wanted to reflect that there is growing Jewish opposition in South Africa, in Europe, in America and in Israel to the occupation of Palestinian territories. We wanted, in addition, to overcome the idea that Jewish opposition is exclusively a matter of private conscience, or that when there is criticism it is confined to community newspapers and publications. 

By working with the Palestinian Solidarity Committee, Jewish Voices South Africa asserts that what is at stake in the Middle East is a human rights crisis of concern to all democratically-minded people. 

It is important that the conflict is not seen to be a struggle between Jews and Muslims. The form and manner of the demonstration – peaceful and reflecting a diversity of organizations – proves that opposition to the actions of the Israeli government in South Africa, is not the preserve of extremists and religious fundamentalists. 

We have sought to expand the domain of critical, tolerant discussion in South Africa by disproving the claim that opposition is necessarily ill-informed, isolated and anti-Semitic. Moreover, we have sought to 

show how the conflict in the Middle East raises universal democratic demands for rights to land, to water and to work. It makes 

solidarity with the Israeli and Palestinian peace movements relevant to all organizations fighting for these rights in their respective 

countries. 

ARTICLES BY Gila Svirsky (Women for Peace) Uri Avnery (Gush Shalom), Steve Niva (Evergreen State College, Washington)

THANK-YOU YOUR HONORS

Gila Svirsky

10 July 2004


In a carefully reasoned but unequivocal decision, the International Court of Justice in the Hague did the expected: 


It found that Israel's construction of its security wall inside Palestinian territory is illegal according to international law.
 
As an Israeli deeply concerned about the security of my country, and a Jew deeply concerned about the moral implications of building this barrier, I applaud this decision.
 
Israel's security claims in favor of the wall are seriously flawed:

As it is now being constructed, the wall does not follow the 1967 border, but rather reaches deep into Palestinian land, a route that will ultimately leave hundreds of thousands of Palestinians on the Israeli side.

How will this prevent Palestinian 
suicide bombers from entering Israel?
 
On humanitarian grounds, the wall is unconscionable. It prevents Palestinian It 
 prevents Palestinian access to farmland, schools, hospitals and jobs. 
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Picture your children having to wait at the wall twice a day for soldiers to show up and unlock the gate, allowing them to get to and from school.

Picture the farmer who made a living from 
his olive trees, which are now inaccessible or have been felled to make way for construction.

Imagine that you suddenly need to see 
a doctor, but have no permit to get through.

Imagine that you simply want to visit your elderly mother, but the wall now comes between you.

According to B'Tselem, the Israeli human rights organization, when the wall is complete, some 38% of Palestinians will find their lives disrupted and their livelihoods discontinued.
 
The presence of the wall is not only cruel to Palestinians; it will ultimately harm Israeli security as well, as it intensifies 
the bitterness and hatred directed toward us.

Is this the security that the wall will provide?
 
Unlike Palestinians who can hardly avoid it, most Israelis have never even seen the wall; it is built inside Palestinian territory, where only Israeli settlers (and the soldiers sent to protect them) now venture.

If other Israelis saw it, I hope they would be shocked.

In several places, the wall does not 
simply wend through Palestinian towns, it actually surrounds them entirely, penning the residents inside - their right to enter or leave left to the whim of young soldiers guarding the gate.
 
In these localities, civilian populations are now entirely encircled by a 30-foot-high, gray concrete battlement interrupted only by watchtowers from where soldiers train binoculars and automatic rifles on the residents below.

Lights mounted on the wall shine down into the streets, making constant  surveillance that much easier.

As a Jew whose ancestors were confined to ghettoes during anti-Semitic periods of history, I find this horrifying.

Will keeping 100,000 Palestinians penned in ghettoes and enclaves serve the security needs of Israel?

Did forcing Jews into the ghettoes of Europe serve the security needs of those countries?
 

Last week, the Israeli Supreme Court acknowledged the grave violations of Palestinian human rights resulting from the wall, and ordered the army to reroute it in specific locations.

 
While our government is hoping that this Israeli court ruling will make it possible for Israel to ignore the Hague tribunal - on the grounds that "the wall is an internal security matter that we are dealing with" - most Israeli peace activists do not agree.

Construction of the wall within Occupied Territory - meaning on somebody else's property - is a violation of basic rights, no 
matter how you look at it.

And claims that the wall provides security are undercut by the large numbers of Palestinians who will remain on the "Israeli" side.

Ultimately, the best way for my country to achieve security is to negotiate peace with the Palestinians, and sufficiently improve the lives on both sides so that there is a vested interest in maintaining the peace. The wall, however, does just the opposite.

As a result, it is not only bad for Palestine, 
but bad for Israel too.
 
A few days ago, I watched an old Palestinian woman surveying with dismay her family's olive trees that the army had cut down, shaving a swath on which the wall will rise. "Those stupid people," she said, careful not to name them, "If not for their stupidity, we could have lived in peace with each other."
 
 ____________________
 Gila Svirsky is a peace and human rights activist in Jerusalem.
 
 Coalition of Women for Peace
 http://www.coalitionofwomen4peace.org/

DANGEROUS ILLUSION, WHY ISRAEL’S BARRIER WILL FAIL TO PROVIDE SECURITY
Steve Niva

6 July 2004
The case for Israel's wall and fence barrier rests an endlessly repeated and passionately defended premise: only such a barrier can provide Israel security from the waves of Palestinian suicide bombers who have brutally maimed and killed hundreds of Israeli civilians in buses and café's over the past four years.

Given the devastating impact of Palestinian suicide attacks on Israeli society, it's not hard to see why many have embraced the barrier as a remedy to stop the carnage. Unfortunately, in this case the proposed cure may actually be worse than the malady itself.

The security benefits touted by defenders of Israel's barrier are illusory at best. Those who profess concern for Israeli security are dangerously mistaken if they believe that building a combination of concrete walls and electrified fences around Palestinians in the West Bank will end suicide bombings and enhance Israel's overall security. Not only will it fail in the short term, as history has shown it will likely lead to even more daring and devastating forms of violence, not less.

The security case against Israel's barrier is based on two basic points. First, wall and barriers meant to provide lasting security never ultimately work. Second, the current location and path of Israel's barrier, the bulk of which is built deep inside Palestinian lands in the West Bank, is highly dysfunctional and even dangerous from an Israeli security point of view.

The belief that security can be provided by walls and physical barriers is as old as the most ancient walled city. But that city is Jericho, and any Israeli schoolchild can tell you what happened to its great defensive walls once the ancient Israelites emerged from their desert exodus. They came tumbling down.

A brief glance at the history of security oriented walls and barriers reveals that they do little more than sell the illusion of security to a fearful population. Hadrian's wall, separating Hibernia from Britannia, became useless when imperial Rome imploded in the face of barbarian invasions. The Great Wall of China suffered a similar fate when the Mongols eventually swept over and around it to invade China. The Maginot Line and the Berlin Wall are now better remembered as monuments to failure than as monuments to lasting peace and security.

The inescapable fact is that walls and barriers meant to provide lasting security never ultimately work. They have a habit of cracking, falling, being breached, circumvented, written on, or even ignored altogether. And those desperate enough to build a wall are unlikely to be more desperate or creative than those striving to get in or across it.

Defenders of Israel's barrier have provided no answer as to why they believe that this barrier will escape history's verdict, which has been harsh on wall-builders, as the defenders of Jericho can attest.

In fact, walls and barriers have often been a major impetus for military invention and creativity. In this age of high technology and black market arms trading, there is every reason to expect that Palestinian militants would continue to search for ways to undermine, circumvent or ignore the barrier altogether, with potentially devastating consequences for Israeli civilians.

Yet the most glaring problem from an Israeli security perspective is the barrier's dubious location and path, which have no basis in genuine Israeli security considerations. Amnesty International has just documented that close to ninety percent of Israel's barrier is being built on Palestinian land inside the internationally accepted 1967 border between Israel and the West Bank, in some cases snaking deep into the West Bank. Moreover, as one can see from any full size map of the barrier's route, the barrier loops and zigzags around several key Palestinian areas and dissects others, making it the antithesis of a clean and effective security partition.

The reason for this dysfunctional location and path is simple. What the barrier's defenders do not want to admit or recognize is that the barrier is being promoted by the territorial expansionists in Israel's current government led by Ariel Sharon, who are compromising Israel's genuine security needs by using it to annex the maximum possible number of Israeli settlements and Palestinian land inside the West Bank to Israel.

The inclusion of so many Israeli settlements extends the barrier's length from 360km, the length of the 1967 border, to what some estimate to be 650km, straining Israel's capability to patrol it effectively. Even if the security systems were to warn of an incursion, by the time the chase was organized, there is always the possibility that terrorists would already have gained entry into targeted Israeli towns.

Equally outlandish from an Israeli security perspective is that its expansionist location leaves nearly 200,000 West Bank Palestinians trapped on "the Israeli side" of the barrier, with potentially better access to Tel Aviv than Ramallah. If one believes that only a barrier can prevent Palestinian suicide bombers from reaching Israel, then why would one accept that the old security methods will work for these 200,000 and possibly more Palestinians whose lives have been decimated by the barrier's location?

The deceptive security rationale behind Israel's current barrier is even more apparent when Israeli officials disingenuously point to the success of a similar electrified fence built around the Gaza Strip. They correctly note that in the past four years only one Palestinian suicide bomb attack has managed to get across the Gaza barrier into Israel, and this was through a shipping container through Karni crossing. All other suicide bombers have come from the West Bank.

But they routinely fail to note that Gaza's barrier, in contrast to that planned for the West Bank, is geometrical, easily visible and short (55km), and is located directly on the recognized 1967 border between Israel and Gaza. The Gaza barrier has had horrible humanitarian consequences for Palestinians, but its security rationale rests on a distinctly different and more defensible basis than that proposed for the West Bank.

Finally, given its aggressive and expansionist location, the most dangerous aspect of the planned barrier is that it will likely endanger Israel's long-term security by fueling Palestinian desperation, creating an incentive for even more destructive forms of terrorism.

A 2002 World Bank study contends that imprisoning Palestinians within tiny enclaves and separating them from fertile land and Israeli markets (particularly for labor) would condemn them to permanent impoverishment and trigger intense national frustration. The Israeli human rights organization B'Tselem, in its April 2003 report on the barrier, asserts that the barrier will likely inflict severe economic or social dislocation on at least 210,000 Palestinians in 67 towns and villages in its first phase alone.

When the wall from the northern West Bank to Jerusalem is completed, Israel will have annexed over 15% of the West Bank, as well as 39 illegal Israeli settlements with 270,000 settlers, and also 290,000 Palestinians. 70,000 of these do not have Israeli residency and have no right to travel or get services from Israel, although Israel is depriving them of their livelihoods in the West Bank. These Palestinians are extremely vulnerable and will probably be gradually forced to emigrate from these areas.

As with all previous walls and physical barriers, those fueled by anger and desperation will eventually shift tactics by attempting to go under through tunneling or over by using missiles or mortars. As a result, the Israeli defense analyst Ze'ev Schiff admitted in a Ha'aretz article that the barrier itself could not provide complete protection and that the Israeli army would be compelled to operate on the Palestinian side of the barrier. So much for the idea of separation. Moreover, desperation may lead some to ignore the barrier altogether and carry out innovative and destructive actions of horrific proportions, as the United States witnessed on September 11, 2001.

The barrier's defenders, oblivious to the lessons of history and severe security flaws in the barrier's current location, continue to insist that the barrier works. They now frequently claim that it has led to a 90 per cent decrease in terror attacks since its first phase was completed in July 2003. The problem with this claim is two-fold. On the one hand it misleadingly compares a one-year period (July 2003-July 2004) with a three-year period (September 2000-July 2003) and undercounts the number of suicide bombings in the past year (there have been 10, not 3). 

On the other hand it conveniently overlooks the fact that the primary reason for a decline in suicide attacks is that there have been two major Hamas cease-fires on suicide bombings in the past year, each lasting nearly two months. Moreover, there has been no suicide bombing since the assassinations of Hamas leaders earlier this year primarily due to political and operational factors. At best, one can claim only marginal support for claims about the barrier's effectiveness.

Fortunately, in contrast to Israel's most strident supporters in the United States, many Israeli security analysts and peace activists have clearly seen the writing on Israel's wall and recognize the danger inherent in its construction. In a strongly worded recent editorial in Israel's prestigious Ha'aretz newspaper, the Israeli writer Yoel Esteron warns that:

"The result will be more and more terror that circumvents the fence; the longer the occupation continues, the more horrible the terror. The fence will not stop it for long, it will only make it more sophisticated and more terrible. Here is an urgent proposal to the agenda for Israelis from the center and leftward: Let's dismantle the fence."

The recent ruling by the International Court of Justice should be endorsed by those who genuinely care about Israel's security. Palestinian human rights are an essential component of Israeli security, not a clashing imperative or marginal concern. The best way for Israel to ensure its security needs is to immediately dismantle the barrier and withdraw its soldiers and settlers behind defensible borders, namely the 1967 border with the West Bank and Gaza, alongside a viable and independent Palestinian state that has the ability and every incentive to police its militants.

A legitimate and recognized international border based on international law, not a unilaterally imposed barrier that confiscates the land of another people, is the only way to bring lasting peace and security for both Israeli's and Palestinians.

Steve Niva teaches international politics and Middle East Studies at The Evergreen State College, Olympia, Washington and is a participant with Faculty for Israeli-Palestinian Peace. He has had articles recently published in Al-Ahram Weekly, The Jordan Times and Peace Review.

THERE ARE JUDGES IN THE HAGUE 

Uri Avnery
  10 July 2004
One of the Israeli newspapers, Haaretz, put the two events on  the front page: the 100th anniversary of the death of Theodor Herzl,  the founder of the modern Zionist movement, and the judgement of the International Court of Justice, which declared the Israeli Separation Wall illegal. This coincidence may seem fortuitous. What connection could there possibly be between a historical anniversary and the latest topical event?
  
But there is a connection. It is expressed in one sentence written by Herzl in Der Judenstaat, the book that became the 
cornerstone of Zionism. This is what it said: "There (in Palestine) we shall be a sector of the wall of Europe against Asia, we shall serve as the outpost of civilization against barbarism." 
  
This sentence could easily be written today. American thinkers propound the "clash of civilizations", with Western "Judeo-Christian" culture battling "Islamic barbarism".

American leaders declare that Israel is the outpost of Western civilization in the fight against Arab-Muslim "international terrorism". 

The Sharon government is building a wall for the purpose, or so it says, of protecting Israel against Palestinian-Arab terrorism. It declares at every opportunity that the fight against "Palestinian terrorism" is a part of the struggle against "international terrorism". The Americans support the Israeli wall with all their heart and their wallet.
  
Even the semi-official name of the barrier - the "Separation Fence" - emphasizes this tendency.  It is intended to "separate" between nations, between civilizations, and indeed to separate culture (us) from barbarism (them). 
  
These are profoundly ideological reasons, mostly unconscious, for the building of the wall. On the surface, it seems to be a practical response to a real and present danger. 
  
An ordinary Israeli will say: "Are you nuts? What are you  talking about? What has this to do with Herzl?  He died a hundred years ago!" But there is a direct connection. This is also true for another aspect of the wall. 

In Herzl's day a phrase was coined that became the slogan of the Zionist movement in its early years:  "A land without a people for a people without a land." That is to say, Palestine is an empty country.
  
Anyone who tours the length of the planned path of the wall is struck by one aspect that leaps to the eye: it has been determined without the slightest consideration for the life of the Palestinian human beings living there. The wall crushes them as a man steps on an ant. 

Farmers are cut off from their fields, workers from the workplaces, pupils from their schools, sick people from their hospitals, the bereaved  from the graves of their beloved ones.
  
It is easy to imagine the officers and settlers bent over the map and planning the path - as though through an empty space, with nothing there except settlements, army bases and roads. They argue about topography, tactical considerations and strategic objectives. 
 Palestinians? What Palestinians?
  
The Israeli Supreme Court that handed down its decision last week concentrated mainly on this point. It did not contest the generals' pronouncement that the wall is necessary. If the generals say so, the court stands to attention and salutes. Neither did the court decide that the wall must be built on the Green Line, the internationally recognized border   between Israel and the territories it occupied in 1967, which is also the shortest and most easily defended line. But it recognized the fact that the territories contain a Palestinian population and demanded that their human requirements be taken into consideration.
  
During the week that has passed since then, it became clear that the army is ready to make some changes to the path of the wall, but not to change its basic concept. The "improved" path still creates enclaves for the Palestinians and limits their freedom of movement, if less than the former path. Some of the farmers will be reconnected with their land. Nothing more.
  
Now comes the International Court of Justice and announces principles that are much closer to those supported by the Israeli peace forces that have demonstrated against the wall. It says that the wall itself is illegal, except where it follows the Green Line. All the sectors built inside the occupied territories violate international law as well as conventions and agreements signed by Israel.
  
The court says that those sectors of the wall must be removed, the situation restored to what it was before, and the Palestinian compensated for the damage inflicted on them. All the countries of the world are called upon to abstain from giving any aid to the building of the wall.
  
Will this have any impact on Israeli public opinion? I am afraid not. During the last few months, the official propaganda machine has been preparing the public for this day. The judges of the International Court, it was said, are anti-Semites. 

It is well known that all the nations, with the possible exception of the United States, want to destroy the Jewish State. Some years ago a jolly song was very popular: "All the world 
is against us / But we don't give a damn" So, to hell with them!

Will it have an impact on world public opinion? Probably, though the court's "advisory opinion" is not binding and the court has no army or police to enforce its decisions. There is no point in submitting it to the Security Council, where it will automatically be shot down by an American veto. At any time, and even more so on the eve of elections, an American administration will be loath to offend the pro-Israeli lobby, both Jewish and Evangelical. The US will ignore the court and go on financing the wall.
  
But in the veto-free UN General Assembly there will be a wide-ranging debate that will shine a spotlight on the real character of the wall. The propaganda machine of the Sharon 
government, aided and abetted by most of the world's media, has produced an image of the wall as a necessary means for the prevention of suicide attacks inside Israel. The debate in the General Assembly may help to publicize the real purpose of the monster.
  
The day before the judgement I was in a big tent at A-Ram, just north of Jerusalem, a town that is one of the principal victims of the wall. A hunger strike of Palestinians and Israelis against the wall has been taking place there. The place has attracted pilgrims from all over the country. 
  
Inside the tent, the world premiere of a film took place. Its director, Simone Bitton, an Israeli of North African origin living in Paris, shows the wall as it is.
  
In the film, Palestinians describe what the wall has done to them. A Jewish Kibbutz member calls it a disaster for Israel, a disaster of our own making. The Director of the Ministry of Defense, General Amos Yaron (who was relieved of his army command by the Kahan Inquiry Commission for his involvement 
in the Sabra and Shatila affair) explains that the Palestinians themselves are to blame for their suffering. After all, if they just stopped resisting the occupation, there would be no need for the wall.
  
But the most moving sequence of the film was purely visual, a sequence without words. One sees green fields and olive groves stretching to the horizon, and occasional villages with their soaring minarets. A crane lifts a huge concrete slab into place on the wall. It hides a part of the landscape. A second slab 
is raised and hides some more. The third slab blocks the landscape entirely - and you realize that before your very eyes, another village has been cut off from life forever, with the huge, 8-meter-high wall enclosing the village from all sides.
  
But at the same moment a thought crossed my mind: After all, the same crane that puts the blocks there can also remove them. It happened in Germany. It will happen here. The decision of the judges of The Hague, coming from 15 different countries, has made a contribution to that.
  
Perhaps it is an irony of history: the judges who represent European culture demand that the wall be removed. If Herzl had witnessed that, he would have been puzzled.


CITIZENS OF ISRAEL AGAINST THE FENCE http://www.gader.org/

"Citizens of Israel against the fence" is a coalition of organisations, movements and 

individuals who call for the immediate cessation of the construction of the separation 

fence. We believe the fence torpedoes the chances for a stable peace in the region:

This is a fence, which annexes not only the settlements, but also the areas around them 
to be used for their expansion.

This is a long and winding fence, whose cost of building is expensive and whose securing is problematic.

This is a fence which dissects the West Bank and puts the Palestinians in a pressure cooker: without agriculture, without trade, without water sources, without freedom of movement and without educational, health and welfare services. 

We call upon you to join us!

Write to us: info@gader.org
List of coalition member organisations
Gush Shalom
The Israeli Committee against House Demolitions
The Alternative Information Center
Yesh Gvul
Black Laundry
One Struggle
Women against the Fence
Green Action
Mas-ha Group

Indymedia
Women's Coalition for a Just Peace: Bat Shalom, the Fifth Mother, Machsom Watch - 
Women for Human Rights, Noga - Feminist Periodical, NELED - Women for Coexistence, Women in Black, New Profile, TANDI, WILPF

Taayush-Jewish-Arab Partnership

Citizens of Israel against the Fence

• Under the guise of separation a network of fences is being built which annexes the settlements to Israel. 

• Far from the public eye, the government is establishing a network of fences which perpetuates the occupation

• The Israeli public is unwittingly falling captive to a minority interested in a 'Greater Israel'.

• Sharon is unilaterally determining the route of the fence, running within the  West Bank, in favour of the settlements.

• The cost of building the fence is estimated at NIS 7 billion. The cost of each kilometre is NIS 10 million.

• NIS 600 million have already been cut from national insurance child allowances with more to come.

• In contrast, 'breaches' in the annexation determined by the fence raise the question of the fence's goal and effectiveness.

• The current route of the fence leaves the Palestinians in enclaves with no ability to survive.

• The fence confiscates lands from farmers and steals their sole livelihood. 

• The fence severs the Palestinian villages from health and educational services and from vital infrastructures. 

• The fence is the final straw, following the closure, curfew, siege and roadblocks.

• The fence torpedoes any chance for peace.

• The fence leaves the Palestinians strangled in a pressure cooker.

The fence leaves us with no way out of the bloody conflict

The solution is found in negotiations and not a unilateral step of annexation.
The route: political and not security motives
Sharon is annexing more and more of the West Bank for the vision of a 'Greater Israel.' It won't work! The fact that the government intentionally leaves "breaches" in the fence in order to permit the annexation of additional settlements in the future puts into question the security of the settlements in the present. This is a cynical step bordering on disregard for human life. A fence around the settlements is more of a political statement than one of security. This is a step of annexation, which perpetuates the occupation and distances us from the possibility for peace.

DEMONSTRATIONS AGAINST THE SEPARATION WALL

(WEBSITES: www.gush-shalom.org; http://www.taayush.org/)
Demonstration against the Wall in Abu Dis, 7 February 2004

More than 3000 Israelis and Palestinians participated in the largest demonstration against the Wall in Abu Dis near Jerusalem. The demonstration was held under the slogan: "Don't Say: We Did Not Know!” "Israeli Coalition Against the Wall",
Gush Shalom activists took part in a march along the eight meters high wall and in a protest rally at its foot. The Palestinian side was represented by the "Popular Committee Against the Wall in East Jerusalem", and the Israelis side consisted of Ta'ayush", the "Women's Coalition for Peace", "Yesh Gvul" and several other peace organizations. The demonstrators shouted in two languages:"Peace - Yes, the Wall - No!" 
 

“Gush Shalom” delegation at Protest Tent, 8 July 2004
On the day before the International Court of Justice delivered its judgement against the wall, a Gush Shalom delegation stayed in the protest tent set up at the entrance of A-Ram. In the tent, a hunger strike by a group of Palestinians and Israelis is taking place. The delegation was warmly received by the mayor, Sirkhan Saleimeh, and the hunger strikers. “The wall is illegal and immoral, but first of all it is inhuman,” said Uri Avnery, who spoke after MK Azmi Bishara, who initiated the hunger strike. “The wall ignores the very existence of human beings, as if the area was empty. It destroys the fabric of life of hundred thousands.
“Gush Shalom opposes the very idea of a wall. We want to live side by side, Palestinians and Israelis, in two states with an open border between them. Peace means that we live without barriers between us, that you can go to the sea shore of Tel-Aviv and we can visit the restaurants of Ramallah without passing through checkpoints, walls and fences.”
Throughout the day, the tent was full of Palestinian, Israeli and foreign sympathizers.
Demonstration Against the Wall in A-Ram, 5 June 2004
An emotional meeting between to rivers of demonstrators, one Israeli and one Palestinian, took place Saturday noon in the centre of a-Ram. The two rivers came from different directions and united into one big demonstration against the monstrous wall that is about to cut off a-Ram from Jerusalem and from its environment. The drum band of a-Ram boy-scouts led the marchers with their beat.
The Israelis started a spontaneous march when the Border Police stopped their buses and tried to prevent them from reaching the demonstration. They left their buses where they were and continued on foot in the blazing heat.


The demonstration was organized by "Gush Shalom" and "Ta'ayush", on the initiative of Sirkhan Salaimeh, the mayor of a-Ram, who called on the Israeli public to support the 60 thousand inhabitants in their fight against the wall, which is out to destroy their lives. A-Ram is a center of commerce between Israel and the West Bank, and its isolation will kill its economy. "There is no life for Israel without life for Palestine. There is no existence for Israel without existence for Palestine. There is no security for Israel without security for Palestine!" Gush Shalom activist Uri Avnery declared. He spoke from a bloc of concrete put in place in preparation for the wall. With him spoke Knesset members Barakeh and Tibi. Leena Delasheh of Ta'ayush called: "We, Israelis and Palestinians, are united in our struggle until the wall will fall, here and everywhere!"

The demonstrators carried posters saying "Peace, Not Separation!", "First of All - the Wall must Fall!", "They choke a-Ram!", "A Prison for the Palestinians, a Ghetto for the Jews!"
Before and after the demonstration, the Israelis toured the path of the wall in the north of Jerusalem. "Until now I thought that it is terrible," a demonstrator from Haifa said, "Now I know that it is far more terrible!"

Demonstration Against the Wall in A-Ram, 13 December 2003

More than 500 Israeli demonstrators joined 
two thousand Palestinians at A-Ram, just north of Jerusalem, in order to protest against the monstrous Wall that's going to be built there. 
The action was organized by Gush Shalom, Ta'ayush and Yesh Gvul, and was the biggest joined Israeli-Palestinian demonstration for a long time.


A-Ram municipality and schoolchildren built a high wall of Polistiren foam on the path of the planned Wall. During the action, the demonstrators covered the wall with protest graffiti, and at its height they destroyed it, trampling on the debris.
The 60 thousand inhabitants of A-Ram are about to be cut off from Jerusalem.
The Wall will run in the middle of the Jerusalem-Ramallah highway, from A-Ram checkpoint to Kalandia checkpoint,cutting the road into two separate ones - so that it will be impossible for A-Ram residents to cross the road to reach their schools on the other side or get to their hospitals, universities, workplaces and businesses, or even their cemetery.
"As we have broken the mock wall just now, so, when peace comes,we shall break the real wall if it is built," said Uri Avnery of Gush Shalom.
"The Berlin wall looked as if it would stand forever, but one day, quite suddenly, the German people destroyed it. The stones were sold as souvenirs to tourists - and the same will happen here!" Catherin Rotenberg of Ta'ayush said: "This wall is going to create a regime that will be worse than the apartheid regime in South Africa." 

International Day Against the Wall, 8 November 2003

About a thousand demonstrators - half of them Israelis, half Palestinians - converged on Saturday morning on the East Jerusalem neighborhood Sawahra, where a section of the "separation wall" is going to be built.
It will cut tens of thousands of Palestinian off from the world - from schools, universities, hospitals, businesses, workplaces - and even from their cemetery.


The demonstration was organized by the Coalition Against the Wall, a grouping of radical Israeli peace movements, including Ta'ayush, Gush Shalom ,the Women's Coalition for Peace and others. It was a part of world-wide demonstration to commemorate the 14th anniversary of the fall of the Berlin Wall.
Beate Zilversmidt, speaking for Gush Shalom, pointed to the similarity between the two walls.
The demonstrators painted colorful graffitis on slabs of the wall, which are already there, such as "A Wall Prevents Hands Meeting", "Enough of the Occupation" and many others. 
Later in the day, the same organizations convened a mass meeting in Tel-Aviv's Cinematheque Square. 


Some 2000 people attended.
Adam Keller, Gush Shalom spokesman accused Ariel Sharon of diverting the wall,
which was originally planned as a security measure along the Green Line,
into a political weapon to destroy any possibility of creating a Palestinian state.
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WHAT IS THE SEPARATION WALL? 

(Information from the website of Gush Shalom) http://www.gush-shalom.org/
"The separation fence" is actually a system of cement walls, electric and barbed wire fences, trenches, patrol roads, trace paths,
guard towers, lookouts and cameras.

Average width: 60 meters

Length of the fence: 590 kilometers

(with an option for an additional 100 kilometers in order to include Ariel)

Estimated building cost: NIS 7 billion

· The Wall planned by Sharon is approx. 750 Km long, nearly 3 times longer than the Green Line.
Even a layman in security matters can see that the longer the Wall, the more vulnerable it is for penetration. This is only the Western section. The plan includes an Eastern Wall, West of the Jordan valley.
Together with this section, which will be about 200 Km long, the complex will total approx. 1,000 Kilometres
of Walls, fences, trenches, barbed wire, patrol routes and sophisticated electronic devices. 

· The excessive length means tripling the number of soldiers needed to protect and maintain the Wall, and the numerous electronic devices it contains.

· The longer the Wall and all its surveillance systems, the more false alarms and malfunctioning should be expected. 

· The Wall runs through the villages and towns of a densely populated area, meaning constant friction with a hostile population. 

· In order to allow any sort of possible life, gates were designed in the Wall. 
Although the gates are usually closed, the passage of Palestinians jeopardises its effectiveness. 
· The path of the Wall leaves tens of thousands of Palestinians on the "Israeli" side.
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Background
The second phase of the Palestinian uprising against the Israeli occupation started 
on September 2000, after the failure of the Camp David summit between Ehud Barak
and Yassir Arafat. After several suicide attacks in Israeli cities, the public started applying pressure on the government to provide security. After all actions aimed at breaking the Palestinian spirit, while maintaining the occupation, have failed, the government caved in to public demand, and started building a separation Wall. The natural path was the green line - the border before the occupation started in 1967. So natural, in fact, that many did not even raise the issue of the path.
Some Israelis still believe the Wall is being built on the green line. In fact, Sharon is building a Wall that is cutting deep into Palestinian territory (latest map)  

THE VALUE OF UTOPIAN THINKING

Ivor Chipkin


What is the role for political organizations outside of the Middle East critical of the Israeli government, the occupation of Palestinian territories and the campaigns of violence launched by both the Israeli military and the Palestinian resistance? I want to approach this question in two parts. In the first instance I will discuss a mode or style of political activism. In the second instance I will discuss the role of an organization like Jewish Voices South Africa. 

I want to suggest here that a key obstacle to a just peace in Israel-Palestine is as much conceptual as it is political. We frequently hear lamented that the conditions of a political settlement in the Middle East are lacking because one, both or several parties to the conflict lack the political will to come to an agreement, that their respective leaders are insincere, or worse, two-faced. I don’t want to comment on these claims, despite my own deep personal reserves about the current Israeli government and the politics of the likes of Hamas. Instead, what I want to suggest here is that a key obstacle to a just settlement in the region lies also within the realm of ideas, what some might call the domain of the imagination. Beyond the question of tactics and strategies, can we really imagine what a just peace would look like? This is more than simply a political question. It goes beyond the merits or not of the Oslo accord, of proposals for a bi-national state or even, what is deemed pure fancy, of a unitary, secular state for Israelis and Palestinians. 

What is at stake in the various political options under consideration (Oslo, binationalism etc.) are different versions of the political community. This is never simply a question of political institutions and borders. At stake is a conception of society. What sort of society is implied by a sovereign Palestinian State, alongside a sovereign Israeli state? What sort of society would a bi-national state be? Is the fantastical prospect of a unitary state not symptomatic of a failure of the imagination, of the inability to think of Israelis and Palestinians living, on a daily basis, with, amongst each other? The term living is perhaps too prosaic. Let us think, for a moment, of more provocative, more banal scenarios. Can we consider Israelis and Palestinians outside of the political categories to which they are too often reduced?  Can we think of residents of East and West Jerusalem, of Tel-Aviv and Jenna as neighbours, as friends, as lovers or simply as strangers? 

Let me draw on two South African examples to clarify what I am suggesting. The first is the Freedom Charter, adopted in Soweto in 1955. The second is the repeal in 1993 of the laws governing sexual relations between blacks and whites and between homosexuals. I have selected them, not because they are models for the Middle East, but because they moved discussion of a political settlement away from simply political concerns. In other words, they dared to imagine a post-apartheid South Africa in more than strictly political terms. Or rather, a political vision of a post-apartheid state was premised on a vision of a post-apartheid society.   

On Saturday the 26th of June 1955 a Freedom Charter was adopted at a gathering of several thousand people in Kliptown, Soweto. Apart from the strictly political and economic clauses, the charter laid out a vision of a new society. Given South Africa’s peculiar history, what was especially important was the question of the relations between blacks and whites. In this regard, the Freedom Charter made a startling pronouncement. It declared that “South Africa belongs to all who live in it, black and white”. The Nationalist Government had come to power in South Africa in 1948 on the basis of a vision of racial segregation. Apartheid reduced blacks to aliens in the country of their birth. The Freedom Charter, however, did not simply assert that blacks had rights to and in the territory of South Africa. It recognized that whites did too. The politics of non-racialism agreed that many and diverse peoples inhabited the territory of South Africa. It agreed that they had different colour skins, spoke different languages, prayed in different religious establishments and were culturally diverse. It insisted that some had become rich at the expense of others and, most importantly, that atrocities and crimes had been committed by some against others. For all that, none of these principles of difference constituted national differences or were enough to warrant special expression in a separate or even autonomous political dispensation – a federal state or group rights etc. When the apartheid government insisted on the mutual exclusivity of races, of tribes and of groups, the African National Congress and its alliance partners countered with a vision of a non-racial society comfortable with and tolerant of social differences. By the time the politics of multiculturalism had won acceptance in Europe and America, the idea that political communities were necessarily founded on cultural or racial or linguistic homogeneity was less easy to defend. Apartheid was defeated as much on the terrain of ideas as on the political and economic front. Even during the darkest days of repression and state violence, what animated political struggle, as much as bread and butter issues, was the appeal of such “utopian thinking”.

I am not suggesting that the politics of non-racialism should necessarily be a model for Israel-Palestine. I am drawing attention to the value of utopian thinking to the political settlement in South Africa. I hope this is salutary, to those for whom certain options are automatically discounted because ‘unrealistic’. 

I suggested earlier that the term ‘living together’ is perhaps a little too vague. What it too easily evacuates is life itself, the myriad activities and experiences that constitute the quotidian. What is too easily obscured by histories of apartheid, by political and economic readings of the transition is precisely this domain of ordinary life itself. Central to these is that of sex. 

Over and above the material infrastructure of apartheid, its political-economy, apartheid appealed to a ‘normal’ state of white sexuality. What tormented the apartheid conscience was the prospect of inter-racial sex. It was euphemistically discussed in South Africa as miscegenation. The Immorality Act of 1950 prohibited “illicit carnal acts” between whites, blacks, indians and coloureds. We will not be surprised that when the first democratically elected government came to power in South Africa it repealed such racist legislation. The vision of a non-racial South Africa did not simply foresee whites and blacks living together, abstractly speaking. Living together included sleeping together, having sex, making love. The vision of non-racialism opened up the domain of sexuality to utopian thinking. This may have been an unexpected development for many in the anti-apartheid movement, but it nonetheless gave cover to new questions. Apartheid was premised, not simply on a practice of racial exclusion, but also on a practice of homophobic discrimination. The National Coalition for Gay and Lesbian Equality (NCGLE) proposed, therefore, that ‘living together’ in a post-apartheid society included households composed of gay and lesbian couples. It was precisely on this basis that the NCGLE argued against the so-called sodomy laws at the Constitutional court in 1997. It argued that prohibitions on sex between gay men unfairly discriminated against them. 

 Like in the Freedom Charter, the National Coalition for Gay and Lesbian Equality, dared to imagine the form of society that followed certain political measures. It is not relevant if we like or not the content of these ‘utopian thoughts’. What is important is the mode of political thinking that they imply. Both the Congress movement and the NCGLE refused to reduce politics simply to a question of political institutions, to a question of borders and political rights. They invited questions about the form of society that these political arrangements implied. 

It is precisely political imagination that is lacking in the Middle East. In addition to the strictly political considerations of a two-state solution in the Middle East or of bi-nationalism or of a unitary state, we need to think about the forms of society that these options imply. This will help us evaluate their practicability and/or desirability.  What does it mean for the form of Israeli society and for the form of Palestinian society if there should be two independent states? What kind of living together or living apart does this imply?

This is more and more the role that Jewish Voices South Africa (JVSA) seeks to play. JVSA seeks to deepen a space of critical discussion on a host of issues, including the Middle East. 

Jewish Voices South Africa was formally launched on the 7th of November 2002 at an inaugural meeting held at Beyachad House in Johannesburg, seat of  the Jewish Board of Deputies.  The choice of location was deliberate. From the beginning JVSA has sought to encourage a critical dialogue on a host of issues, including the situation in the Middle East, from a position of embeddedness within the Jewish community. This has been both a principled and strategic decision. In the first place, we have sought to give expression to views that fall outside the mainstream of Jewish opinion as it is articulated by the official organs and representatives of SA Jewry. In the main these are voices that are either more critical of the policies of the government of Israel or at least more undecided in their political leanings. They are also the voices of those who feel marginalized by the activities and views of many Jewish organisations with respect to their attitude to apartheid, to the democratic transition, to religion and to education. JVSA has tried to encourage a dialogue amongst Jews in South Africa about their role as South African Jews. In all of this we have sought to bring the margins to the centre.  

The profile of JVSA as a Jewish organization also lends credibility to our political activities regarding Israel-Palestine. It is difficult to dismiss us as anti-Semites. It has also helped correct the impression amongst other South African communities that all South African Jews are united behind the government of Israel. This is also an important site of struggle against anti-Semitism. The tendency to conflate the views of the Israeli government with the views of Jews in general, lends credibility to attacks on Jews as acts of solidarity with Palestinian resistance. By challenging such a glib association, legitimate critique of Israel is more easily distinguished from racism. 

In particular JVSA seeks to make the experience of apartheid and a negotiated settlement relevant to the conflict in Israel-Palestine. It is not so much that as an organization we have a definite view on the sort of political settlement that is most appropriate. Rather, as the name suggests, there are a diversity of voices amongst us. More especially, such a settlement, whatever its form, must be the outcome of sincere and legitimate negotiations between parties in Israel-Palestine. The role for organizations like ourselves is not simply to react to developments in the Middle East. It is our responsibility to help build an open, democratic public domain where difficult subjects can be broached, where controversial topics can be raised and unpopular opinions expressed. In the spirit of the South African experience, we believe that our role is to encourage thinking beyond purely political and strategic considerations. We need to problematise political options on the basis of the kinds of society that they imply. What kind of society will a Palestinian nation be? What kind of society is Israel? What impact does the notion of a Jewish state have for being Jewish outside of Israel? What kind of society would a bi-national or unitary state have? Apartheid was not defeated simply because politically and economically it was no longer sustainable. It was defeated because its vision of society was no longer viable. What counted was the value of utopian thinking. We should dare to imagine the future. 

Founding Statement

Jewish Voices SA

Who We Are

Jewish VoicesSA is a group of Jewish South Africans who, in the light of the South African experience of a negotiated political settlement, seek to promote tolerant, critical dialogue on the Middle East. We affirm the need for diversity of opinion and debate on all major issues confronting Jewish South Africans, including our engagement in South Africa as Jews. While we recognise that there are divergent and often opposed views on the conditions of a settlement, and while we acknowledge too that our distance from the situation leaves us ignorant to some of the complexities of the problem, we do know from our South African experience that even seemingly intractable conflicts can be resolved-provided that both sides are willing to negotiate in good faith. 

Why We Are Concerned

We, as Jews in the diaspora, experience the conflict, not simply through concern for those people living and suffering there-be they Israelis or Palestinians. We experience the conflict through the effects that is having on us, Jewish communities in the diaspora. We see how the violence is fuelling religious intolerance, and more particularly, racist stereotyping of Palestinians and Muslims. We see too how the violence feeds a new wave of anti-Semitic hate-speech and violence. We experience a hardening of attitudes and relations between Jewish South Africans, Muslims and others who, correctly or incorrectly,  draw parallels between the history of apartheid and that of Israel. We have watched how, as attitudes harden on both sides, views that question or doubt the official line are stigmatised as dissident or other.

Diversity

We acknowledge that there are those amongst us who support the existence of the State of Israel as a Jewish State and take comfort from its existence; this, after the dire experience of European Jews in the twentieth century. We recognise too that there are others who see greater Jewish security through a secular constitutional democracy that accommodates Jews and Palestinians in a single State. Despite these differences none of us believe that the State of Israel can be a place of security and democracy for Jews, unless it is also a source of peace and security for all those who live in the Middle East. We believe that it is only through an open, democratic debate that a just solution can be found and consensus built.

As South Africans
From our South African experience we have also learnt that those with more power need to make the first steps. In the light of this, we believe that in order to make negotiations possible, Israel should withdraw its forces from the West Bank and the Gaza Strip and be prepared to enter negotiations on a final settlement-either on the basis on a two state solution or, like in South Africa, on the basis of a unitary Palestinian-Israeli state.

We are aware that other issues like the future of Jewish settlers, the status of Jerusalem and consideration of the plight of people displaced from their homes in 1948 need to the subject of negotiations. We believe these topics need to be addressed in due course.

However, we believe that a start needs to be made to create the atmosphere in which both sides can resume talks with dignity. As we experienced in South Africa a decade ago, such a start should not be held hostage to individual acts of terror by those who wihs to sabotage peace.

We call on all members of the Jewish community to support this statement. 

USEFUL WEBSITES

Jewish Voices South Africa would like to encourage as much open and critical debate as possible around the Middle East conflict. In terms of this objective we list here the website addresses of various organisations involved in providing information on, lobbying or debating various Middle East related issues. These websites are listed here to encourage, you, the reader, to explore the issues further. Internet technology has made a vast amount of information available. Jewish Voices can only highlight and interpret a small number of what we consider key concerns. We do not make any claims that this coverage is exhaustive. However, we would like to create and encourage a public domain within South African society, and particularly within the South African Jewish community where critical debate around a range of issues is encouraged and welcomed. We therefore hope you will use these sites and any other sources of information you may have access to, to initiate and maintain lively debate. We welcome your feedback on the content of this newsletter or on sources of information.

Taayush: Arab-Jewish Coexistance

www.taayush.org
Alternative Information Center

www.indymedia.org.il
Women’s Peace Activism

www.batshalom.org
Machsom Watch (Monitoring of Checkpoints)

www.machsomwatch.org
Batselem Human Rights Monitoring

www.btselem.netgate.net
Physicians for Human Rights

www.phn.org.il
Rabbis for Human Rights

www.rhr.israel.net
Hadash (CP): Democratic Front for Peace and Equality

www.hadash.org.il
Gush Shalom (Peace Bloc)

www.gush-shalom.org
Yesh Gvul

www.yesh-gvul.org
Peace Now

www.peacenow.org
Refuseniks Sites

www.refuseniksolidarity.org (see also Ometz Lesarev)

Pilots’ Protest

www.tayasim.org
New Profile: Movement for the Civil-ization of Israel

www.newprofile.org/english/
Academic Left

alef@list.haifa.ac.il
HaCampus Lo Shotek

Hacampus-lo-shotek at Yahoogroups.com
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In these articles, Israeli peace activist, Gila Svirsky and academic Steve Niva argue strongly against the value of separation wall as a means of ensuring Israel’s long-term security. Steve Niva, moreover contests the belief that the wall has reduced the occurrence of suicide bombings, arguing instead that the primary reason for the recent decline in suicide bombings have been two Hamas cease-fires on suicide bombings and the assassination by Israel of Hamas leadership. In the long term, Svirsky, Niva and founder of the Israeli peace organisation, Gush Shalom, Uri Avnery, all argue that the wall will undermine Israel’s future security by exacerbating tensions between Palestinian and Israeli societies. Steve Niva argues that the disjointed and winding path of the current barrier, which undermines claims for the effectiveness of the barrier as a security mechanism, is a consequence of the fact that the construction of the wall is in fact being significantly driven by the desire of the Israeli government to annex as many West Bank settlements to Israel as possible. Gila Svirsky is shocked by the humanitarian implications of the separation wall and draws links with the ghettos of Europe into which Jews were herded prior to the holocaust. Uri Avnery, argues in a this vein that the building of the wall is premised on racist stereotypes about Arab people and a disregard for the humanity of Palestinian communities. 








‘Citizens of Israel Against the Fence’ argues that a significant part of the motive for the Separation wall, is in fact an attempt by the Israeli government to unilaterally ‘grab’ land on the West Bank, under the guise of Israeli security and that this process is being propelled by the considerable political clout of the Israeli settler community who believe in the concept of a ‘Greater Israel’ and the annexation of as much of the West Bank as possible. The coalition also points to the significant financial cost of the construction of the separation wall to the already struggling Israeli economy.





The following is the text of the speech delivered on behalf of Jewish Voices South Africa, by the organisation’s chair Ivor Chipkin, at the annual United Nations Meeting in Support of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People. The conference, which is convened annually by the United Nations Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People, was held this year in Cape Town on 1 July.  Jewish Voices was invited to address the United Nations Forum of Civil Society in Support of Middle East Peace, which formed part of the wider conference. 





In his speech, Ivor Chipkin argues for the importance of ‘utopian thinking’ in the quest for a solution to the Middle East crisis. He argues that we need to explore the obstacles to Middle East peace, not only in terms of the prosaics of strategy and tactics, but also in terms of the domain of ideas and imagination. Drawing on South Africa’s own history of ‘imagination’, where activists compiling the historic Freedom Charter at Kliptown in the 1950s envisaged and documented a radically altered social reality, Chipkin argues for similarly courageous and visionary ‘dreaming’ in the context of the Middle East conflict.








JEWISH VOICES CONTACT DETAILS





Executive Committee





Chair: Ivor Chipkin


Ivor@Chipkin. Com





Treasurer: Franz Auerbach


auerkell@global.co.za





Jessica Sherman


 jezan@ispca.co.za





Tessa Abramovitz


 tessalee@netactive.co.za


  


Barbara Buntman


barbie@icon.co.za


 


Erica Emdon


ericae@icon.co.za





Allan Horwitz


botsotso@artslink.co.za





Vanessa Barolsky


vanksy@mweb.co.za


	








COMMENTARY ON THE SEPARATION WALL





ISRAELI OPPOSITION TO THE SEPARATION WALL








PAGE  
1

