INTRODUCTION

Human existence is individual and specific but to understand expression and communication there needs to be a Universal Common sense interest.  This all-encompassing interest should be efficient and effective and found in words, music, math, body language, and several other forms of expression. These common interests are based on Hayawic Form Unilogic, Hayawic referring to that which is all encompassing and containing (from the arabic) and form being the only word which is universal.  This form of logic attempts to assist in understanding every human being.

To compare Islamic and Western media would be to compare apples and oranges.  Islamic media would consist of television, film, and other forms of media that are composed by Muslims-or  more appropriately Islamicists—for the purpose of conveying Islamic views and lifestyles.  At this point in time, no such thing exists on a large scale-with exception of few films, documentaries and television programs, or videotapes for the purpose of Islamic instruction that are produced by privately owned institutions.  Most of what does exist falls under the false guise of Islamic media, but is actually media produced in countries that have large Muslim populations (often mistitled as Islamic nations).  This type of media would be better referred to as Middle Eastern, not Islamic.

On the other hand, Western media encompasses all the films, television, newspapers, etc., produced in the West.  These two forms of media are not comparable for the other fact that 'Islamic' implies a religious form of media, whereas 'Western' has no such implications.  For any comparison to be made, we should use the terms Islamic and Christian, which in terms of this class we would compare the films Jesus and The Message.  This line of analysis would lead to complications since we would either be comparing the two religions-which is not in our capacity for this class—or the style by which they were produced.

This leads us back to the frameworks in which the films were produced:  Middle Eastern culture and Western culture.  Therefore, instead of comparing the two particular religion films, it is more appropriate to attempt to assess the similarities and differences between Western and Middle Eastern media.  Middle Eastern media—even when claiming to be a public forum without bias-is usually controlled by government or the funds of the elite.  What is conveyed in this media is limited to news and attitudes that will not cause a disruption or awakening of the mainstream against the ruling class.  Oftentimes, not only are the views of Middle Eastern media limited, they are twisted or fabricated to mislead the public into either trusting or hating outside forces.  

Western film and more specifically US media, if viewed relatively, fare better.  Dr. Raiek Alnakari demonstrated this in his presentation of an hour of American news during the recent conflict with Iraq.  Within one hour a flood of disrupting and awakening views spread across numerous television channels.  There was no fear of offending the president, his administration, and the government in general.  A highlight of this was the clip of the Ohio University town meeting.  Not only did the showing of the town meeting on television reveal that there are many who already feel opposed to their government's policies, but this also served to impel others to feel the same way.

If the United States is held to the principals it was founded upon, it is inequitable and disgraceful.  This is because much of the media is controlled by or at least partial to Israelis, and there are several cases in which facts are suppressed.  The principals on which this country was founded are almost an impossible dream.  Therefore judging US media against that of other nations is more plausible.  US media is fair considering that within one hour media there was discussion, dialogue, informing, remembering, and critiquing, something which cannot be found in Middle Eastern media.

In a comparison of Western and Middle Eastern media, specifically journalism, group members Asma Jafir, Rola Tahrawi, Shazia Sheikh, and Widad Al-Hassan, selected seven articles pertaining to Israel, from several different sources.  First is The Arab News, which is published in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia.  This newspaper is written in English by mostly Saudi Arabian male reporters, signifying a very limited perspective.  Other newspapers include The Washington Post, The New York Times and the magazine Time.  These publications are from United States and therefore have a more open perspective; nonetheless, there are apparent biases against the Middle East due to the United States’ involvement with Israel.  An article from The Economist is also included; this magazine is published in England therefore the views presented are neither limited to the Middle Eastern perspective nor that of the United States or Israel.

Each article is analyzed based on the Interest Square Unity.  Relevant words are distinguished according to positive or negative, and high or low resonance. Positive terms are identified in green, bold, underline.  Negative terms are identified in red, bold.  High resonance terms are in pink, italic, bold.  Low resonance terms are in yellow, italic, bold.  Once the terms are classified, the passages are then catalogued based on the Interest Square Unity matrix: conflicting, unifying, isolated, and coexisting.  This is determined by terms that are outer or inner, and closed or open.
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Islamic Media is the commonly used term to identify media produced and presented in countries of Muslim populations.  The words ‘Islamic Media’ do not necessarily reflect media that is entirely or limited to Islam.  However, according to the common use of the term, one form of Islamic media is Arab News, a newspaper published and distributed by Saudi Arabia.  The following articles in the Arab News pertain mainly to Palestine and interrelated issues.

ARAB NEWS, JEDDAH, SAUDI ARABIA

  Life in South Lebanon's Israeli-run Prison 

Mounir B. Abboud, guest contributor

January 3, 1998, Jeddah, Saudi Arabia 

This article appeared in the Saudi Gazette, for 

which the author is the Beirut correspondent.

  Muhammad Fouad Nehme was 20 years old when he was captured by the Israelis in South Lebanon. For nearly a decade, the Israelis condemned him to the hellish time warp of Khiam Prison in the occupied  zone. Resistance fighter Nehme was finally released with 45 other Lebanese in an exchange of prisoners of war between Lebanon and Israel carried out by the International Committee of the Red Cross. Nehme, now 31, spent nine years in a two-meter-by-two-meter unlit prison cell with four other prisoners. 

 "Living among cockroaches and rats with the smell of excrement from a plastic bucket, which was cleaned out only twice a week, was not as unbearable as what we experienced from our captors. The South Lebanese Army (SLA) men would ruthlessly rampage through our rooms, threatening to shoot us at any second. We were beaten, tortured and ridiculed but were never given the one bullet that would have freed our souls." 




Conflicting



This paragraph consists of closed and outer terms.  Closed, negative terms are most prominent, such as prisoners, tortured, ruthlessly, etc.  The beginning of this article mainly presents conflicting negative images.


  Nehme added that an Israeli soldier told them they were purposely left "to  die slowly" when a prisoners begged to be killed on the spot. He spent  much of his time "brainstorming" with fellow prisoners to try and make  their lives that little bit more bearable. They rolled their toilet paper into a  long thin filament that remained ignited all day long if one end was dipped  into the "bucket" -- because of the methane gas given off by the  excrement. "The guards would light our cigarettes only twice a day",  explained Nehme. "We had to invent this method so we could smoke at  any time, unnoticed of course." 

They shaped a spoon out of old plastic wire, creating essentials which  they were not provided. Prayer beads were made from olive pits. Nehme wanted to paint and was often punished for drawing on prison walls with  a  smuggled pencil. "I did find ways to enjoy myself and the one heavenly  feeling I experienced in  prison  was the sight of the moon." About every  fifteen days, he spotted the moon from the corridor window which he and  his friends could just see from the ventilation hole in their cell. "Everyone  would be summoning their neighbors while I would light the leftover,  one-third of my cigarette, lie back and drift into a dream. I have to admit it  was the most reviving feeling I shared between myself and the world  beyond the prison bars." Every once in a while, he heard the voice of a  female soldier as she passed by, "so uncommon and sweet it sounded as if  an angel were singing." 

  Nehme said the men eased their boredom by exercising -- doing  push-ups, sit-ups and climbing on each other's backs to do pull-ups from  the bars of the ceiling. The prisoners built strong friendships and spent  most of their time in deep conversation. Every day, the men engaged in  dream interpretation after their morning prayers. "To keep our minds and  memories functioning as well as to save ourselves from insanity and the  inevitable depression, we told each other all we had learned about life and  about ourselves." 

  The prisoners were never properly informed about what was happening in  the outside world. After he was released, Nehme was shocked at how  much the world had changed while he was locked away for nine years. "I  had only heard of cellular phones in prison. I was amazed by the drastic  technological advancement of cars, telephones and even machine-guns."  Many things had changed in Nehme's village, Haboush, Nabatieh. "New  buildings had been constructed and some relatives and close friends had  died and others had got married. Yet the biggest shock of all was when I  found out the Soviet Union had dissolved." 





Conflicting to Unifying

These four paragraphs consist of about the same number of open and closed, positive and negative terms. The resonance is mainly high and therefore outer.  Outer and open are unifying, so the motion in this section is from conflicting to unifying.

  On his release, Nehme wanted to go back and join the resistance fighters  in South Lebanon but they said it was "best for him to take some time off  and relax." He felt he had to make up for the time lost by just "letting go",  making the most of his new-found freedom and exploring life. The first  thing he did was go to the beach. "The minute we arrived, I ran towards  the sea, jumping and rolling on hot sand before plunging into the water. I  was paddling, splashing water all over my face and shouting with joy while   my friends were watching in amazement." 

Nehme remembered how, when he was a prisoner, he would imagine the  taste of salt water in his mouth, wondering if he would ever swim again.  Nehme went on a two-week vacation to Iran two months after being  freed and this was a "major stress-relief". He had a good time during his  first eight months of freedom, but then things began to change. "I started  questioning myself and wanted to start a new life." He felt that he had  regressed as a person and he became very depressed and lonely. He felt  cut off from the world and it was difficult for him to relate to the changed  lifestyles.  He admitted that the first thing he thought of when he was released was  getting married. He "knocked on several doors" until he realized he was  pushing himself too hard. He has, however, found what he was looking  for. After an engagement of eight months, he is now married. He is  working as a construction supervisor in South Lebanon. "It was hard  cooperating with people, especially when I was trying to learn the  business from scratch." He wants to enjoy his independence, maintain his job and  have a family; however, he will "always contribute to the struggle for  regaining the occupied land."





Unifying






This final section remains unifying according to the fact that there are more green positive, (open, extending to several centers of interest) and pink outer, high resonance words.  


This article begins as conflicting in the descriptions of Nehme's prison cell and mistreatment.  Towards the end Nehme is able to tolerate the prison, get released, enjoy his life outside prison, and recognize the reality of his life outside of prison.  This article is from the Arab News, and therefore will express views that do not insult Arab or Islamic government and are quick to expose the negative Israeli prison guards.



Western journalism as a Zionist tool 

  Dr. Asim Hamdan, senior columnist, Arab News

  April 3, 1997, Jeddah, Saudi Arabia 

  British journalist Michael Adams wrote  with much anguish and some bitterness   about the pro-Israeli stand taken by the church. He was referring to the meeting   of the Standing Committee of the  World Council of Churches held after   the June 1967 Arab-Israeli War. The committee declared its support for Israel without making any reference to the need for preserving the rights of the Palestinians. No notice was taken of their having been wronged by the great  powers, who had in fact plotted for the  creation of the Zionist state and  extended all support to it. 

  In the mid-1980s, a visit to Britain by two members of the PLO --  Muhammad Melhem and Ilyas Fareej -- was arranged. The Thatcher  government, however, refused to meet them at 10 Downing Street unless  they admitted in advance the right of Israel to exist. The Archbishop of  Canterbury, on the other hand, did receive them but neither he nor his  advisor, Terry Waite, escaped criticism from the Zionists in British political parties. The same thing happened recently when Dr George Carey,  present Archbishop of Canterbury, announced his support for the establishment  of a Palestinian state. Two influential British papers -- The  Times and The Daily Telegraph -- known for their Zionist leanings  criticized the archbishop. 

  Barbara Amiel, wife of Conrad Black, owner of The Daily Telegraph  and The Jerusalem Post, is a staunch supporter of the Zionist movement.  She writes regularly in British newspapers, backing any action taken by  Israel, including the massacre of innocent Arabs and the flagrant violations  of Palestinian rights. She is aided in her campaign by Lionel Block, a  non-Jewish writer; according to Cyril Townsend, a member of the British  Conservative Party, Block has written a justification for Israel's keeping  vast areas of the occupied territories in its possession. Block also justifies  Israel's constant settlements in order to accommodate possible Jewish  refugees from Russia. 


Conflicting

This paragraph is clearly conflicting, with several outer, or high intensity words and closed, phrases.  Although there are several terms which may seem positive, their context is clearly in a negativeself-interested, conflicting tone.

It seems to have been lost on Block, enchanted as he is by the Zionist  ideology, that those Russian Jews have no right whatsoever to any land in  Palestine. Neither they nor their forefathers had any connection with the  country; their only link is through their religion, Judaism. Would Block and  other writers of his ilk allow groups of non-British people embracing  Christianity to come to Britain, seize the land and belongings of those  long-settled and living there and force them to live in refugee camps, thus  becoming second-rate or third-rate citizens in the very land their ancestors  had lived in for generations? 

  It appears that many Western newspapers which hate to use the term  "Palestinian state" have never asked themselves these questions. The  Zionist movement has succeeded in using them as its agents, speaking for  it and using its faulty logic. All this is done for the sake of an entity which  came into existence through using terrorism and seizing the rights and  property of others.



Conflicting

This last section of the article continues to be conflicting due to the high resonance and self interest expressed, as you can see with the use of colors to expressed the closed and outer terms and phrases.


Hamdani’s article in The Arab News expresses both outer and closed logic.  The outer, which is defined by Dr. Alnakari as a “movement of intensity of interest forward to be more active”, and therefore having high resonance, is expressed from both the subjects of the article (Israeli and Zionist supporters) as well as the author.  The author’s tone is highly resonant because he is strongly opposed to the subjects of his article.  The closed terms, defined as “limited to only self centered interest”, is expressed by the subjects of the article who support Zionism blindly without any regard for the interest of any other people.  


THE WASHINGTON REPORT ON MIDDLE EASTERN AFFAIRS

MOSSAD: AN AGENCY WITH A LICENSE TO KILL
Bungled Amman Assassination Plot Exposes Rift Within Israeli Government Over Peace Negotiations

By Victor Ostrovsky

DECEMBER 1997, Pages7-8 (jumps to page 92)

There is only one thing more dangerous than an intelligence agency with a license to kill,  and that is such an organization in the hands of a prime minister like Binyamin Netanyahu. The latest fiasco in Jordan can attest to that.

The decision-making process used by Netanyahu can be compared to that of a drunk driver trying to maneuver a truckload of volatile explosives in an unmarked mine field. His lack of personal integrity and common sense complicate the matter. His adversaries are unaware (as he is himself) of what it is he really wants. This makes it impossible for them to compromise, even if they want to.





Conflicting





The pink and red, negative





Highly resonant terms, signify





The conflicting nature of 



the passage.



Netanyahu promised the Israeli public peace and security while campaigning for the May 1996 election after spending much of 1995 calling then-Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin a traitor and standing by without protest while his own right-wing followers carried a mock coffin with Rabin's name on it. Whether or not it was deliberate incitement to murder, Rabin's assassination took place, opening the way to Netanyahu's election.

This year, after his election pledge of peace with security backfired, Netanyahu began scraping the bottom of his excuse barrel for reasons why he had not fulfilled his promise. Then, after the July 30 suicide bombing in West Jerusalem's Mehane Yehuda market, there was no doubt in Netanyahu's mind that he had to do something to bring an end to the wave of terror his miscalculations had brought on the people of Israel. He refused, however, to even consider allowing the peace process to move forward.






Conflicting





As is reflected in the meaning





The tone of this passage is 





Conflicting.



Although by doing so he would bring Arafat on board in the battle against terror, as was pointed out by the leadership of Israel's intelligence community, instead Netanyahu chose to plunge into the perpetual motion cycle of terror and counter-terror.

On July 30, Israel's security cabinet unanimously authorized the prime minister to take extreme measures in combatting Hamas, leaving the final details to his discretion.

Netanyahu then held a preliminary meeting with the heads of the intelligence community. These included Ami Ailon, head of the Shabak; Danny Yatom, head of the Mossad; Amnon Lifkin Shahak, commander-in-chief of the Israel Defense Forces; Gen. Moshe Lalon and Gen. Amos Gilad, head and deputy head of Aman,1 the national intelligence evaluation section; and Uzi Arad, the prime minister's personal intelligence adviser, a Mossad officer until six months ago in charge of analysis. 






Conflicting

These paragraphs are mainly conflicting as expressed in the closed and outer highlighted terms.  The last two paragraphs are mainly giving names of people and therefore do not have classifiable terms. 

With the exception of the prime minister and Arad, the entire group opposed an assassination campaign. Ami Ailon pointed out that Shabak was barely capable of handling the situation as it was. Any further agitation of the Palestinians in the occupied territories would cause a rapid acceleration of terror and could ignite a total rebellion.

Amnon Shahak agreed, saying that the IDF would pay a high price if it had to fight a guerrilla war on two fronts, against Hamas in the occupied territories and Hezbollah in southern Lebanon. The Aman representative said that such a campaign without a move on the peace front would increase the influence of Hamas in the territories and weaken Arafat. Mossad's Yatom, one of the architects of the Oslo accords, refrained from commenting, as his opinions already were known.





Conflicting

This section is conflicting due
to the apparent pink and red.

This agrees with the description of the possible outbreak of war.


The meeting ended with no conclusions reached, but the prime minister said that he would consider the opinions offered. To understand what followed, it is important to note that most of Mossad's presently serving department heads were appointed by Yatom's predecessor, Shabtai Shavit, and are right-wing in their political opinions. Yatom therefore finds himself isolated in his own agency. As a mid-level officer in the agency told me recently, "He is in control, but unaware of what is going on." Said another, "Yatom is as isolated in the new pentagon-shaped headquarters [of the Mossad] as is his private elevator."

Isolated



The yellow and red in this section indicate that it is closed and inner, and therefore, isolated.

The following day, the prime minister called Yatom to his office and instructed him to prepare a list of Hamas leaders responsible for the bloody terrorist attacks. Yatom had a list ready, but pointed out that the names on the list were of members of the secret military arm of Hamas, and are not prominent figures. Their elimination would have little impact on the organization or on public opinion. Arad then suggested that they eliminate leaders on the political side of Hamas. Ultimately they are responsible, he argued. The prime minister agreed.





Isolated





This sections is also isolated

As is represented by the negative and low resonance terms.



Yatom acceded to the prime minister's wish but hoped, as he told some of his loyal friends in the agency, that he could postpone such acts by citing operational difficulties. The leadership of Hamas, he pointed out to Netanyahu, is dispersed among countries like Syria, Libya, Iran and Jordan. Yatom concluded that the only soft Hamas target outside the occupied territories is in Jordan, and that Jordan was out of bounds because of promises made to King Hussein in 1994 when Rabin was prime minister of Israel.





Coexisting

This sections seems coexisting as is presented by the green and yellow and the description of an attempt at reaching some sort of agreement.

There was, however, an additional discreet weekend meeting between Netanyanu, Arad and two Mossad department heads who expected Netanyahu to shorten Yatom's term as head of Mossad and replace him with Gen. Amiram Levin, presently head of the IDF northern command. With their direct line to the prime minister, such a move would put them in the running for the positions of Mossad deputy and Mossad head of operations. It was from this meeting that Netanyahu emerged convinced that Jordan should be the scene of the assassination operation, and Khaled Meshal, the political director of Hamas, would be the target.

Conflicting




This paragraph describes that there was actually a secret plan and that there would be an assault; which correlates with the red and pink, negative and highly resonant terms.

On Sept. 19, six members of the Israeli hit squad arrived in Amman and registered at the Amman Intercontinental Hotel. Two had come on a flight from New York and registered as Canadian tourists. The others arrived from Europe, three with Canadian passports, one under the assumed name of Guy Erez2, and the fourth on a French passport. All four posed as businessmen, and also had fake Egyptian passports in their possession to be left behind in the event of an accident, to point a finger in a different direction.

The passports did not attract the attention of Jordanian officials because all passports used in such operations are replicas of the real thing, and the persons to whom the real passports belong actually reside in Israel. These persons turn in their passports willingly, and promise not to report them stolen. Unknown to them, however, they are unable to leave the country while their passports are in use by Mossad agents unless they are active, in which ase their addresses and phone numbers are used as umbilical cords for operatives in the field.

The two triggermen, using the names of Shawn Kendall, 28, and Barry Beads, 36, set out to see the city and did not associate with the other team members. They already knew details of the plan and they went over their planned escape route. 

The other agents rented a Hyundai automobile and several cellular phones. By coincidence, however, on Sept. 22 there was an attack on two security officers from the Israeli Embassy in Amman. Because this raised the fear of heightened alertness in Amman, and a possibility that there had been a leak, the operation was almost called off.

Yatom, in fact, presented these possibilities to the prime minister, but Netanyahu insisted the project be continued. The prime minister's decision probably was assisted by Yatom's adversaries in the Mossad, who assured Netanyahu that the operation was simple and that Yatom was overcautious and an impediment, in their minds, to the agency's effectiveness.






Conflicting


This section is conflicting due to the explaination of the hostility that is expressed using closed and outer terms.

Mossad Attacks

On Sept. 25, "Kendall" and "Beads" accosted Meshal as he sought to enter his office in Amman. One stepped in front of him while the other assaulted him from behind, placing a pressure-gas injector against his neck and releasing a toxin that immediately penetrated the skin without breaking it.

As they fled, one of Meshal's two bodyguards, Mohammad Abu Saif, sprinted after them. He was gaining on them until they turned a corner and jumped into the Hyundai, driven by "Guy Erez," who was waiting for them with his motor running. Abu Saif then flagged down a passing vehicle and continued the pursuit. He caught up with them when the Hyundai stopped and  the two triggermen got out, as part of a prearranged plan to switch cars.

When they saw Abu Saif, however, "Kendall" and "Beads" ran across the street and then attempted to disappear into an alley while the Hyundai sped off to the Israeli Embassy. But Abu Saif overtook them, knocked one of the two to the ground, was in turn gashed in the head, and then pushed the other triggerman down a slope, plunging after him.

At this time a Jordanian security guard who was passing by came to Saif's assistance and, together, they managed to subdue the two triggermen, get them into a taxi, and deliver them to the police. 

Conflicting to Coexisting

This section is conflicting to coexisting because of the change from mainly red and pink to green and and yellow; reflecting the change from the struggle to the reaching of the goal.

Meanwhile the other members of the Mossad hit team sought to take refuge in the Israeli Embassy in Amman. The Mossad liaison officer in the embassy contacted Mossad headquarters in Tel Aviv to ask if the men were bona fide Israelis working for the government as they claimed. It took more  than an hour for a positive response.

The reason was that hit squad operations are regarded as secret, even within Mossad. Therefore the Mossad officer in Amman and probably his normal contact in Mossad headquarters were outside the circle of those who "need to know."

         conflicting


During that time the two triggermen were unwilling to cooperate with Jordanian police, who still believed they had on their hands only two Canadians who had been involved in a scuffle, despite the insistence of the Hamas bodyguard that they were assassins who had just attacked Meshal.

Conflicting



When a Canadian diplomat arrived at the jail and offered a local lawyer, the two asked that their names be kept secret and said they had no need of assistance from the Canadian Embassy. This reaction finally aroused suspicion among the Jordanian police that the detainees were would-be assassins, as the Hamas bodyguard insisted.













Conflicting

By that time Meshal was in the hospital in critical condition. Jordanian interrogators then turned their attention to the two men in custody and, after several hours of intense interrogation, they broke down and admitted their real identity.

Soon negotiations were underway between Israel and Jordan in an attempt by the Israeli government to contain the storm. King Hussein warned that if Meshal died, Jordan would try the triggermen and have them publicly hanged for murder. He insisted that Israel could avoid this only by handing over the antidote the Mossad back-up team, now holed up in the Israeli Embassy in Jordan, must be carrying in case of an accident.














Conflicting 


The Israelis insisted on the release of their agents and claimed the antidote the agents had been carrying had been discarded. They offered to send some antidote from Israel. 

Hussein, not trusting Netanyahu and suspecting the antidote sent from Israel would be nothing more than another dose of poison, demanded to know what the poison was. Netanyahu, through emissaries, since at this point the king would not talk directly to Netanyahu, refused, stating the poison was a state secret. King Hussein asked U.S. President Bill Clinton to intervene. The frustrated president declared Netanyahu an impossible man, but finally the prime minister agreed. The poison was identified, the Jordanians applied the antidote, and Meshal's life was saved.



As quid pro quo, the Jordanian government allowed the Mossad back-up team holed up in the Israeli Embassy to leave for Israel. By this time some of the information was in the hands of the media, and events moved rapidly.

The king was ready to break off diplomatic relations with Israel in retaliation for Netanyahu's breaking of Rabin's promise that Mossad would not act on Jordanian soil. To forestall that, Netanyahu and some of his cabinet members traveled to Amman for secret negotiations with the king's brother, Crown Prince Hassan.




The crown prince pointed out that if there were even the slightest suspicion by Hamas or the Jordanian public that there was some Jordanian complicity in the affair, it could spell the end of the rule of the Hashemite dynasty in Jordan. Netanyahu suggested that if he released the spiritual leader of Hamas, Sheikh Ahmed Yassin, who had spent eight years in Israeli prisons, the king would be seen as the man who brought about his release, putting a different spin on the matter. (Several months earlier, Netanyahu turned down a similar American request, saying that Sheikh Yassin's release would be a direct threat to

Israeli security by bolstering Hamas.)

That offer started the negotiations, and Netanyahu at first believed that he had secured the release of his two jailed agents. In fact, however, the Jordanians insisted on getting more.



Meanwhile, the news that the Mossad hit squad had used Canadian passports struck a raw nerve in Ottawa, my home. The Israeli government had promised the Canadian government not to do this after it was revealed that Canadian passports had been used in Mossad operations in Cyprus in the mid-1980s and one in Lillehamer in the 1970s, when a Mossad hit team killed a Moroccan waiter married to a Norwegian in the mistaken belief that he was a PLO member involved in the deaths of Israeli Olympic team members in Munich.



This time Canada recalled its ambassador to Israel "for consultation," and contemplated other measures. At the same time, a Canadian reporter posted in Israel found the real Shawn Kendell, an employee of a Jewish 

charity, in his apartment in Tel Aviv.

After the release and return of Sheikh Yassin to Gaza, the release from Israeli jails of 20 Hamas members accused of "terrorism," and a promise of 50 more releases, the Jordanians returned the two triggermen and Netanyahu hoped that the story dubbed by the Israeli media as "the Jordanian affair" would come to an end.



In a news conference following the release of the two agents, Netanyahu vowed not to resign, calling instead for an investigative committee (made up of three members appointed by him and with no real powers) to assign responsibility for the matter.



In his speech on the subject, Netanyahu also called on the world to help him fight terrorism, seemingly unaware of the irony of holding out an olive branch only hours after he had retrieved two would-be assassins he had sent to a neighboring friendly country on a mission of death.



Despite the probable cooperation of the U.S. and possibly also of the Canadian press, the consequences of the affair may be difficult to smooth over. As a Canadian, I am as appalled today as I was when I was a member of the Mossad by the misuse of Canadian passports (which I reported in my two books on my experiences in the Mossad), which endangers every traveling Canadian in the world. 

Equally appalling is the effort by the Netanyahu government and by a former Canadian ambassador to Israel, Norman Spector, now the editor of the Jerusalem Post, to try to implicate Canada in this affair, in order to mitigate the outrage against Israel.



Spector suggested that there must have been some cooperation between the two countries that led to Israeli misuse of Canadian passports. By deliberately circulating this charge of Canadian government complicity, both Spector and Netanyahu turned Canada and Canadians into legitimate targets for Hamas. If his charge is untrue, as I believe it is, this former Canadian ambassador has abused the trust Canada placed in him in a treasonous manner.



In addition to the mess Netanyahu has created for his own people, there is a side to this fiasco that to date has not been touched upon by the Western press, although it should be. Netanyahu, and his predecessors, are endangering all of the Jewish communities in the diaspora by the casual use of their members by the Mossad. Convicted U.S. spy for Israel Jonathan Jay Pollard is an example of how an insecure and unstable non-Israeli Jew is exploited and then abandoned by Israel after serving her. (Netanyahu already has missed more than one opportunity to get Pollard freed.)



This is only one example of how callous the Israeli government has been in recruiting sananyim--supporters within foreign Jewish communities--to betray the countries in which they live and thus make Jewish citizens of every country in the world suspect in the eyes of their countrymen.

Middle East politics is a delicate balancing act. To participate, one must have a plan or a road map for a journey that, despite its twists and turns, will bring the leader and his people to a pre-determined destiny. In other words, a vision.

Rabin was such a leader. Netanyahu is not. 

Incredibly, I believe that Netanyahu, who thinks of himself as another "comeback kid," feels that he still can come out of this disgraceful affair a winner. Right now he is seeking to pin the blame on Yatom. If he succeeds to the extent that he can get rid of his cautious Mossad director, he may regard the whole operation as a plus.



The most damaging aspect of this whole catastrophe, in my opinion, is the fact that Israel has proven once again that it does not honor its own word, and that it has no respect for the rights of others.

Its successive governments still live by the Mossad motto, "By way of deception, thou shalt do war." >>

1Gilad was the officer who in 1982 warned of the massacre of Palestinians about to take place in the Sabra Shatilla camps.

His communication was strangely "misplaced."

2The real Erez was found in Toronto claiming that he had no knowledge of the fact that his passport was used, although it was strange for a Mossad agent to be using a Hebrew name as cover in an Arab country when he could have taken any name at all. 

Victor Ostrovsky, a former Mossad case officer, has written two books about his experiences, By Way of Deception: The Making and Unmaking of a Mossad Officer and The Other Side of Deception: A Rogue Agent Exposes the Mossad's Secret Agenda. Both are available through the AET Book Club (see p. 123). Mr. Ostrovsky also has written a novel based upon Mossad operations entitled Lion of Judah. 

                                                                 

This article, “Mossad: An Agency with a License to Kill” is from The Washington Report on Middle Eastern Affairs.  This magazine is dedicated to providing non-biased journalism regarding a very controversial region: the middle east.  The writing reflects the realistic shifts in the issues of Middle Eastern politics, in that the article begins conflicting, then isolated, then coexisting (for only a short passage), back to conflicting, unifying (for a very short passage) then back to conflicting again.  This seems to correlate with the cycle of politics between Palestine and Israel.




Using the pattern of a rainbow (1-red, 2-orange, 3-yellow, 4-green, 5-blue, 6-violet), you can see the order of shifts within the Interest Square Unity matrix.

THE ECONOMIST

APRIL 25 – MAY 1, 1998

              Israel at 50 

                   AT THE moment of Israel’s birth 50 years ago, The

                   Economist was full of foreboding. We argued that

President Truman’s decision to recognise the Jewish state  within 20 minutes of the end of the British mandate over Palestine was a mistake. The Arabs had still not accepted a sovereign Jewish state should come into being. Still was there any agreement about exactly where its should be. In these circumstances, we foresaw  only two courses: the outside world would either have to intervene with military force to impose a truce or it would

have to leave the Arabs and Jews to fight it out. We       then moved on to discuss the role of capital creation in Britain’s industrial growth. 




The Arabs and Jews have continued to fight for the whole of the ensuing half -century. Gradually, however, their struggle has moved from the background to the forefront of the world’s attention. In the 1940s, the Jews’ principal quarrel was with the Arabs of Palestine. The Arab states were soon sucked into conflict as well. The collusion of Britain, France and Israel in the Suez expedition against Nasser’s Egypt in 1956 turned the regional conflict into a

cockpit of great-power rivalries. By the six-day war of    1967 the Arab-Israeli dispute was clearly a part of the cold war. The Yom Kippur war of 1973 saw a              brief exchange of nuclear threats between the United States and the Soviet Union; at one point Russian and Israeli pilots clashed in dogfights above Egypt. 



Back to the starting point.   If there is any consolation to be had from this catalogue of wars, it is that recent

decades have seen the tide of conflict ebb slowly backwards. There are flashpoints on the periphery (an Iran or Iraq gathering weapons of mass destruction), but the end of the cold war has made the Arab-Israeli conflict far less likely to cause a big explosion in world affairs. 



One by one, some of the Arab states have started to withdraw exhausted from the fray: Egypt and Jordan are already formally at peace with Israel. Israel’s

more recent wars—its attack on the Palestine Liberation Organisation in Lebanon in 1982, and its later battle against the Palestinian intifada in the

occupied West Bank and Gaza—have been fought against the Zionist movement’s original, local enemies. And even here the terms of engagement have narrowed. The Arabs of Palestine no longer seriously challenge the permanence of the Jewish state. Their quarrel now is mainly about its final dimensions—and about their own unrequited demand for statehood alongside it.




For the Arab world as a whole, all of this has added up to a bitter material and psychological defeat, one that continues to retard its emergence into modernity

and to sour its relations with the West. The conflict has unfolded exactly as some of the tougher-minded early Zionists said it would. They saw clearly that

however sincerely the Jews might offer the hand of peace to Palestine’s Arabs, the Arabs would never willingly accept a Jewish state in a land they deemed

their own. They would only ever accept it unwillingly, after the Jews had established an iron wall of military power. This is roughly where things stand

now. Unless it squanders this precious opportunity to seal peace with the Palestinians—which under the prime ministership of Binyamin Netanyahu is

depressingly possible—Israel may at last be close to reaping the reward it has earned from its years of struggle. 



And yet Israel is not quite yet at peace with itself. As our survey argues, the gradual relaxation of the external threat has exposed difficult internal stresses:

between secularism and Jewish Orthodoxy, for example, and between the Jews from Europe and those from the Middle East and Africa. The significance of

these cleavages is easy to exaggerate. Although its enemies once expected Israel to collapse under its supposed internal contradictions, it has in most ways

been more successful than its founders dared hope. It is embattled but it is a democracy. It is powerful but it is not militaristic. It is isolated, and yet it is rich:

the GDP of Israel’s 6m people almost matches the combined GDP of its 86m immediate Arab neighbours. In its central aim of giving the scattered Jews a

sense of national peoplehood and providing them with a haven, Zionism has been a brilliant success. 




There is, however, one group of Israelis that does not share this sense of peoplehood, and which, in a way, cannot share it. These are the 1m or so Israelis who are Arabs. It is to Israel’s credit that those Palestinian Arabs who did not become refugees at the country’s founding have enjoyed full political rights in Israel. But in almost every other way Israel has done too little for its Arab citizens. They have not been persecuted but their needs and aspirations have been neglected. As Muslims and Christians, they have been made to feel like an unwanted presence on the margins of a confessional state. 

In the long run, this could be a terrible mistake. All the present hopes of peace—fluttering, however forlornly, again this week (see article)—rest on the

assumption that the Palestinians will acquire a state of their own in the West Bank and Gaza. The obstacles are still formidable. But even if they are overcome, this redivision of mandatory Palestine will leave a large number of Arabs who identify with the new Palestinian state living inside Israel itself.

              



Indeed, Israel’s Arabs already make up nearly one in five of its population and, given the high Arab birthrate, that proportion is liable to grow. For the most
part, these people have no desire to live in Yasser Arafat’s new Palestine, though they wish it well. What they want, and are entitled to expect, is that the

coming of peace will result in equal treatment within Israel. 

It took no special prescience half a century ago for the world to see that an irrepressible conflict had arisen between two national communities in Palestine,

and that the only solution was to partition the country between them. But the partition will not be stable unless the Arabs on Israel’s side of the border are

contented citizens of the Jewish state. That is the internal task  to which an Israel at peace must quickly turn. 


 

This article from The Economist ends conflicting after shifting between conflictging and unifying.  The article reveals the negative aspects of Zionism and their goal of a future state, while showing how some arabs may actually benefit more under such a state than under Arafat.  in this sense it shifts to unifying.  but it goes back to conflicting in order to show the turmoil and problems of today which must be overcome.

THE WASHINGTON POST

ISRAELI JUBILEE : A Bond With Americans

                  From Infancy, a Helping Hand 

                  By Barton Gellman

                  Washington Post Staff Writer

                  Wednesday, April 29, 1998; Page A1

 A Jewish state was forming before his eyes, and the young American pilot gazed with dread. Irvin Schindler had seen the skeletal refugees of the recent world War, and he could not imagine

how such depleted men and women would defend themselves in their new land. 

Schindler was 32 that year, 1948, and never much of a religious Jew. But when he sat down one day at a Broadway automat, the World War II

aviator found himself filling 13 pages with handwritten plans for a rudimentary Jewish air force in Palestine. 

Soon he was summoned to clandestine  talks with the Haganah underground and entrusted with the breathtaking sum of $50,000. He bought and smuggled Curtiss Commandos and Lockheed

Constellations for a patchwork air armada, and sifted purloined U.S.

Army Air Forces lists for Jewish-sounding surnames to recruit. 



"A War was coming on if the United Nations voted for partition," recalled Schindler, now 82 and living in North Miami, Fla., referring to the events that led to the establishment of Israel. "There seemed to be no way the Jews would be able to fight. They simply wouldn't have the men and materiel. I went because the events required somebody to do it. If you were the one who had the background and the knowledge, you did it." 

That, with less dramatic variations, became the basic transaction between Israel and its American admirers for decades to come. Attacked at birth

by five Arab armies, the Jewish state subsisted in its early years in a condition of desperate want. Supporters in the United States, led by a

disciplined lobby of American Jews, gave the material and political backing to build a fortress of struggling pioneers. 




Gradually, as Israel has grown up, the relationship has become more complex. On its 50th anniversary, the Jewish state has nuclear weapons, a per capita national income that is nearing the United Kingdom's, an indigenous space launch capability and armed services capable of

defeating any combination of regional foes. And even as they feel themselves less needed, American Jews are troubled by some of the same

disputes that have riven modern Israeli society along political, social and religious lines. 

Among the results has been a shift in the politics of American support for Israel, with Christian fundamentalists picking up some of the slack left by a divided and uncertain American Jewish community. Beset by criticism of

his peace policies and especially his support for a strengthened Orthodox monopoly on Israeli religious life, Israeli Prime Minister Binyamin

Netanyahu has chanced fewer live appearances before uncontrolled Jewish audiences here, preferring to speak by satellite. More than once he

has dodged important Jewish gatherings to attend a Christian prayer breakfast or rally. 



During a tense visit to Washington in January, Netanyahu's first meetings were with televangelists Pat Robertson and Jerry Falwell, who promised to mobilize pastors nationwide on his behalf. Another TV preacher, John

Hagee, who sees the Jewish return to the Holy Land as prophesy of the "rapidly approaching ... final moments of history," brought Netanyahu a

rapturous crowd at the Mayflower Hotel, chanting "Not one inch!" – the crowd's verdict on proposals to transfer parts of the West Bank to Palestinian control. The following month Hagee joined the top rank of donors to the United Jewish Appeal with a $1 million check aimed at hastening the "end times" he foresees in his book, "Final Dawn Over Jerusalem." 

The broad American public remains consistently supportive of Israel, conforming to patterns set in the earliest opinion polls and a long record of

congressional backing that has helped make Israel the leading recipient of U.S. aid abroad. According to a study by author Eytan Gilboa, the reasons included guilt at the Nazi Holocaust that killed 6 million Jews, admiration for Israel's underdog victories and antipathy for Israel's Arab

and Muslim rivals, who were cast at key moments – the 1972 Olympics massacre, the 1974 oil embargo, the 1979 Iranian revolution – as

American foes as well. 



"As a career diplomat, I don't need much educating to know the United States is terribly important to us," said Yoav Biran, the second-ranking official in Israel's foreign service. "I check very often the temperature.

What impresses me is what has not occurred: a change in the basic perception of Israel. If you ask an educated American, 'What is Israel?'

you get a smile, a positive reaction. Israel is not a foreign policy issue.

Foreign policy is rather isolated and tedious to the average American, unless it's about something dramatic. Israel is part of you." 

The paradigm of the early years, and the emotional foundation of the relationship still for many Americans, was stated simply by Schindler's

Haganah handler in the risky first months of evading U.S. arms embargoes. 

"We need everything," Schindler recalls hearing from a youthful agent named Teddy Kollek, who went on to become mayor of Jerusalem. "You

can't name something we don't need." 

According to a monograph by Samuel Norich, private American contributions amounted to an astounding 25 percent of Israel's national

budget in its first tenuous years of statehood, a sum without precedent in the world. Two generations of American Jews, religious and secular, grew up with cardboard coin boxes in their homes, blue and white like the Israeli flag and destined for the Jewish National Fund to plant trees. 




"When I was growing up in Providence, Rhode Island, my mother had the little blue JNF box and every Friday before she lit the candles for Shabbat

she put some coins in there, and when the box filled up we'd take it to the bank and my father would write a check," recalled Arthur Berger, who

went on to serve in the U.S. Embassy in Tel Aviv and now works for the American Jewish Committee. "My picture of Israel was people living in tents, poor people fighting off the Arab hordes, a denuded landscape of rocks with no trees. And trees were life, so we bought them trees." 

Page Two

The Biggest Risk Was Peace
The 1967 Middle East War, in which Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser pledged to drive Israel "into the sea," was an emotional roller coaster for Israel's friends. 

"I can remember like it was yesterday," said Eliot Prager, dean of the Charles E. Smith  Jewish Day School in Rockville, who was then a senior at Linton High School in  Schenectady, N.Y. "The War had started that morning and the first reports were that Israel is in danger. There was talk that this could be the end. Nobody had yet heard we had annihilated the Egyptian air force. Several kids came to me and said, 'You Jews are going down the tubes now.' " 

That night, at an emergency meeting of his Jewish Community Center, I remember several hundred of us all getting up and singing 'Hatikva' " –

Israel's national anthem, "The Hope" – "and all of us crying." When the scale of Israel's stunning victory became known – the Jewish state routed Egypt and Syria, capturing the Sinai Peninsula, the West Bank, Gaza Strip and Golan Heights – Prager's high school tormentors "came back to me and said, 'I never knew you Jews could fight.' " 




A surge of pride among American Jews, and admiration in the broader public, marked a high point in U.S. solidarity with Israel. The War markeda fund-raising peak as well, as American Jews sent $100 million in just the two weeks encompassing the War, according to a history in the American Jewish Yearbook. 

But Israel's success displayed a newfound strength that would gradually undermine the urgency of such largess. Today, with average income in Israel surpassing that in several western European states, $100 million is less than what Israelis spend a year in Turkish casinos. 

And many Israelis have begun to resent the poor-cousin overtones to their old relationship with Diaspora Jews. 

"I'm sorry to inform you," Yossi Beilin, then Israel's deputy foreign  minister, started telling discomfited fund-raising audiences in 1992, "but we’re a wealthy country now." 

Without the romance of a pioneer state, and without the sense of perilous need, Jewish educators today have trouble infusing their students with the same intense feelings of identification that they found so easy to form. 

"I feel that it is extremely unfortunate that today's adolescents are not growing up with that vision of the chalutzim [pioneers], the blue box, and of being needed," Prager said. "We can only teach them about it, they

          can't experience it, and that's missing." 

The conquest of new territories in 1967 also placed Israel in a new, often unflattering light as a ruler over Arabs who clearly did not offer their consent, an issue that took on new moment with the Palestinian uprising of

          1987-93. 




"It's impossible to be both a sovereign state and at the same time to remain pristine, pure," said David Harris, executive director of the American Jewish Committee. "The whole notion of occupation, which was unsought by Israel but nonetheless thrust upon it by circumstance, is an unwinnable public relations issue. ... There was no way that Israel could

ever successfully explain the imagery of heavily   armed soldiers facing off against small children placed at the front of the Palestinian barricades." 

But it was peace, or the efforts to reach it, that put the unity of America Jews most at risk. For the first time since the development of their lobbying juggernaut in the 1960s and '70s, American Jews allowed themselves to display their differences on a large scale. Bitter and open fights broke out about the outlines of an Israeli-Palestinian accord reached

by then-Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin and Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat in 1993. 

Israel's deep and defining political rift – what to do with the occupied territories? – was exported. When Netanyahu defeated Shimon Peres, the

slain Rabin's successor, in 1996, it was the American Jewish left that began to show open doubts. 

The American Jewish Committee's 1997 annual survey, sampling 1,160 self-identified American Jews in February 1997, showed 61 percent

support for Netanyahu's handling of the peace process, but that was immediately after his first and only agreement with Arafat and before a

14-month stalemate for which the Clinton administration has suggested Netanyahu is substantially responsible. 

And two thirds of American Jews, far more than in years past, disagree with the statement that they "should not publicly criticize the policies of the

                  government of Israel." 

Nevertheless, Eli Lederhendler, senior lecturer at Hebrew University's Institute of Contemporary Jewry in Jerusalem, said support for Israel

                  remains remarkably stable among American Jews. 



"Take away the Israel issue and what do the Jews form as a  constituency?" he said. "They're spread out across the country, they don't have a lot of emotional and political interest invested in other issues. ... In order to be a player in Washington the Jewish community has to have this Israel involvement. They don't have any good substitute for it." 

What that means, even to pioneers like Schindler, is a more mature and often sadder or even angrier relationship with the Jewish state. 

Schindler said Netanyahu "wants power more than anything else" and goes along with "fanatical hard-liners" on his political right. He dislikes the

results for the peace talks, and even more Netanyahu's support for legal measures strengthening the ultra-Orthodox monopoly on Jewish religious life. "Most of the people who grew up in the United States as Jews have very little toleration for the extreme positions on determining who is a Jew and who is not a Jew," he said. 

And yet Schindler would not dream of abandoning ties to the Jewish state. It is too much a part of him, still, and he remains convinced that "the only
thing that permits Israel to survive is its friends in the West." 

As for the profound differences of view that surface from time to time between Israel and its friends? 

"There's got to be some compromise," he said, "because it can't go on."

THE NEW YORK TIMES
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50 Years Later, Proud Israelis' Greatest Battles Are With Each Other
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Join a Discussion on Israel at 50 

By SERGE SCHMEMANN

JERUSALEM -- It has been the fashion among Israelis on this 50th anniversary of their state to feign indifference to the jubilee, and Israeli commentators have expended considerable ink in analyzing why. 

They explain it as a reaction to the difficulty of celebrating when driving into a shopping mall still requires a security check, when unemployment

is high and expected to go higher, when the most bitter conflicts are no longer with the Arabs, but among Jews -- between believers and non-believers, between right and left, between messianic believers in settling the Land of Israel and those who would trade that land for peace. 

They note that after 50 years, there is still no peace. Dennis Ross, the indefatigable American mediator, is back in Israel for what seems the thousandth time, still searching for a way to extract the Oslo process from the thickening mud of mutual distrust, and Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu snarls defiantly, "I will not capitulate to the U.S." 




          Not surprisingly, this tangle of problems and passions is

reflected in the large variety of events and demonstrations for  Independence Day, which kicked off Wednesday evening with an eruption of firework displays, outdoor rock concerts and parties around the country. 

The government-appointed director of the jubilee program, Doron Shmueli, banned any reference to the Oslo peace agreements with the Palestinians from the official celebrations on Thursday, prompting loud protests from the left. Reform  and Conservative Jews plan to bring men and women to pray together at the Western Wall in the morning in defiance of

Orthodox strictures; right-wing Israelis plan to mark the anniversary by laying a cornerstone for the

contentious Jewish housing project in Har Homa, in Arab-dominated eastern Jerusalem; left-wing

forces are calling for mass demonstrations to oppose them. One peace group has announced plans

for an alternative torch-lighting ceremony at the spot where Emil Grunzweig, a peace activist, was

killed by a right-wing protester during a demonstration 16 years ago. 

All this might well explain why the Israelis are approaching their jubilee with a strong sense of

          ambivalence. 

Yet anyone who has lived in Israel also knows that complaining and self-searching are a venerable

          tradition among the Jews, long preceding their state. 



For every gripe, there is also a blue-and-white Israeli flag fluttering from a passing car or gracing a house. And when pressed, Israelis will acknowledge a profound pride verging on awe in which they hold the remarkable achievement -- many say miracle -- that is Israel today. 

"Grumbling is an integral part of Israel's story," the historian Tom Segev wrote in the newspaper

Haaretz. "But Israel at 50 seems to be one of the greatest success stories of the century." In the same paper, the columnist Yoel Marcus presented a detailed list of the problems that drive Israelis to view themselves as "a poor, forlorn Samson." 

"Nonetheless," he concluded, "we are still here, a small, but devilishly clever nation. A small country

          with the soul of a superpower." 

If there is indifference, argued Zeev Chafets, a columnist for the Jerusalem Report, it may well be to

the woefully mismanaged and politicized official program, and not the anniversary itself. 

"Maturity, and not malaise, is the reason that people aren't fired up by the official jubilee festivities," he wrote. "Most Israelis are very proud of this remarkable country, and not a few of us are in love  with it. On Independence Day, and throughout the year, we will celebrate Israel's 50th at the beach and in synagogues, at intimate dinner parties and outdoor rock concerts. ... We may even drop in on some official ceremony -- but don't count on it." 

In interviews with men and women who remember that Friday afternoon of May 14, 1948, when David Ben-Gurion read out the declaration of independence in Tel Aviv, many were troubled by various aspects of the state that has evolved -- the bitter conflicts among Jews, the absence of peace. But they were unanimous in voicing wonder that a people dispersed for 2,000 years among

140 countries, speaking 100 different tongues, managed to return to its ancient homeland and to start speaking its ancient language. 



"I didn't think that in 50 years we would have five million Hebrew-speaking people, with such industry, agriculture, research and development, nor that we would have five wars, and win them," said Shimon Peres, the former prime minister, who was at Ben-Gurion's side when the state was declared. 

Only by looking past the daily crises and disputes is it possible to truly assess the magnitude of that  feat. 

From 600,000 embattled Jews in 1948, many of them traumatized survivors of a concerted effort

to eradicate their people from the face of the earth, Israel has grown into a strong and prosperous

country of almost 6 million. From a struggling patchwork of communal farms, it developed into a

global power in high technology, with a per-capita income approaching that of some European

countries. From a makeshift militia battling against enormous odds, it shaped a regional military

          superpower. 

Even the founding legends have matured beyond recognition. The same northern swamps that were

drained so that the embattled Jewish pioneers could eke out a subsistence are now being refilled by

a nation sufficiently prosperous and mature to care for its ecology. 

"It is a prophetic statement that Israel is an eternal people, and in the modern world you become an

eternal people when you can argue with the language of power," noted Rabbi David Hartman, an

American-born philosopher and director of the Shalom Hartman Institute in Jerusalem. 




"We have been around for 2,000 years in history, but as long as we were weak and homeless, you

could ignore our living spiritual dignity. I don't want to get a Moral Man of the Year award, dead. I

want to be alive. That is what Israel is all about. It is the will of a people to be alive." 

          Yet if that part of the Zionist dream has succeeded, the 
other part, the achievement of "normalcy,"

of a place for a Hebrew state among the nations of the world, is far from complete. Israel still

draws more attention and discussion than almost any other nation in the world, and "Middle East"

          remains a synonym for tension. 

          Half its borders are not fixed, and it is still formally in a 
state of war with half its neighbors. Terror
remains a constant threat, Iran is completing a new ballistic missile, and as the jubilee year began,

          Israelis lined up once again for gas masks and anti-
anthrax serum against the threat of an Iraqi

          attack. 

If Israel has become a refuge for Jews, it is not yet a 
magnet. Last year, only 1,800 Jews immigrated from the 
United States, and a troubling proportion of those who come prove to be extremists. Though democratic rule has never been challenged, Israelis remain deeply divided

whether their country is a "Jewish state," with the religious law and messianic ambitions that implies,

or a "state for the Jews," a liberal democracy at peace with its neighbors. Meanwhile, the

          million-strong Arab minority remains a people apart. 



A popular song in the Israeli Army some years ago addressed a series of questions to Theodor

Herzl, the father of political Zionism a century ago, here addressed by his Hebrew name: 

          "Wipe the dirt from your eyes, Binyamin Zeev, 

          Place your hand on your heart, and tell me, 

          Is this what you envisioned? 

          Is this what you predicted? 

          Is this what you wanted?" 

The notion of stepping back from the harsh physical work of building the state to ask some fundamental questions about its content and direction has come very much to the forefront now that Israelis no longer worry about being wiped off the map, or dying of thirst. 

A historical documentary series prepared for the jubilee, "Tkuma," showed dramatic images of the

Israelis' heroic struggles and achievements, but it also reminded them of the painful truth that their

triumphant ingathering after centuries of dispersion also meant the dispossesion of another people,

the Palestinians, millions of whom still live as refugees, and for whom the creation of the Jewish

state is mourned annually as the "Nakva," the "catastrophe." 

Gideon Rafael, 85, one of the founding members of the Israeli Foreign Ministry and a distinguished

diplomat, said that no one believed in 1948 that Israel would be compelled to fight five wars with

the Arabs, and certainly not that, after 50 years, there would still be tensions. In the early 1950s,

Rafael recalled, he was appointed Israel's liaison with Arab states at the United Nations. 

"I never thought that so early in my career I would land a lifetime job," he quipped. "None of us

would've thought that the conflict would not be resolved 50 years later, not the wildest pessimists." 

Nor would they have believed that the conflict with the Arabs could become so entwined with the

conflict among the Jews. Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin was assassinated by a religious nationalist

who viewed any Jewish surrender of West Bank land as betrayal. Prime Minister Benjamin

Netanyahu was elected six months later on the slogan that he was "good for the Jews," and his

right-wing coalition has steadfastly resisted ceding any more territory. 



The passion of this debate was starkly demonstrated at two gatherings this week commemorating

Israel's fallen soldiers. In Tel Aviv on Tuesday, right-wing parents assailed the writer Yizhar

Smilansky when he declared that there might be peace by now if Rabin had not been assassinated

in 1995. Wednesday, bereaved parents rebelled against the presence of Deputy Housing Minister

Meir Porush at a ceremony in Holon, because as a member of an ultra-Orthodox party he

represented a constituency whose men do not serve in the army. 




To many Israelis, this battle of the left-wing and secular "Tel Aviv" against the nationalist and

religious "Jerusalem" is a struggle for the soul and destiny of Israel. At the extremes, the battle is

shrill and sometimes vicious. To hear an adversary called a "Nazi" is no longer shocking; there are

left-wing Israelis who murmur "They had it coming" on hearing a settler was killed, while right-wing

extremists have made a shrine of the tomb of Baruch Goldstein, the Brooklyn-born settler who

          massacred 29 Muslim worshipers in Hebron in 1994. 

Between these extremes, however, lie many and distinct gradations and groupings, each with its

own agenda. Ultra-Orthodox "haredim" struggle to maintain the ghetto life of 19th-century shtetls in

their crowded neighborhoods. The Orthodox Sephardi members of Shas fight for housing and jobs

for their own, as do the Russian immigrants of Natan Sharansky's Israel B'Aliya party. Members of

the Third Way party are largely interested in keeping the Golan Heights in Israeli hands. Religious

nationalists seek every opportunity to conquer another hill in the West Bank, a struggle they view as

          God's mandate for His Chosen People. 



However disparate these groups, both the last election and more recent polls confirm that they have

coalesced into two broad camps. A poll taken earlier this month by the Teleseker organization

asked respondents whether they perceived themselves more as Jews or as Israelis. The general

population broke evenly, with a third defining themselves as "Jewish," a third as "Israeli," and a third

as both. Not surprisingly, the poll found that the secular and left-wing tended to see themselves as

Israelis, while the religious and the right defined themselves predominantly as Jews. 

These divisions, to be sure, were always there. Rafael recalled how the drafters of the declaration

of independence battled over whether to invoke God, until Moshe Sharett, the first foreign minister,

found the compromise declared trust in "the Rock of Israel," leaving everyone free to decide

          whether this was God or collective Jewish wisdom. 



Such improvisation has marked every intervening conflict. The solution to the current conflict over

conversion between American Reform Jews and the Orthodox establishment in Israel, setting up

joint schools but leaving actual conversion to the Orthodox, was the latest such compromise. 

But contrary to the expectations of the early Israelis, newcomers have consistently resisted melding

into a new Hebrew nation. On the contrary, people who viewed themselves simply as Jews in their

former lands found that on arrival in Israel, they became "Ultra-Orthodox," or "Ashkenazi," or

"Sephardi," "Russian," or, to the amazement of English-speaking Jews, "Anglo-Saxon." 

Perhaps it was only natural that once all together, the differences they picked up in the centuries of

separate existence would become more pronounced. And for a people that never distinguished

between its religious and ethnic identity, defining a Jew throughout history as a member of the

people and the religion, finding a way to separate religion and state without tearing the nation apart

          is a permanent challenge. 

If it took Israel 50 years to build a potent army and a flourishing economy, resolving these

contradictions is certain to take far, far longer. The trick will be to do it without breaking apart,

          without more assassinations. 



"This is not temporary. My grandchildren will continue this cultural debate," said Aviezer Ravitzky,

chairman of the Department of Jewish Thought at Hebrew University who has written extensively

on the conflict of state and religion. "The danger is that we don't speak a common language

anymore. If my language is totally secular, and yours is totally religious, I don't know your pains

anymore, I don't know where you're coming from anymore. We need a common language, to

          rebuild a common language." 

"For the first time, we are facing the real inner conflicts in the Jewish people," said Rabbi Hartman.

"This is the challenge of the next 50 years. Can we build a living, powerful Jewish civilization that is

not ghettoized, that appropriates the best of Western democratic values, tolerance, pluralism,

freedom of conscience, and a political philosophy of treating the 'other' with dignity? That is the

 battle, and I am in that battle."
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THE TORCH OF TERRORISM

With a shocking attack on civilians, Hamas militants try to blow up the peace process

BY LISA BEYER/TEL AVIV 

The terrorist wants to kill, but that is his means, not his goal. The point is to spread fear and shock on a massive scale, to instill a sense of helplessness. By that measure, Salah Abdel Rahim Nazal Souwi proved an excellent terrorist. Last Wednesday the

27-year-old Palestinian from the West Bank city of Kalkilya boarded the heavily traveled No. 5 bus in downtown Tel Aviv carrying a 22-lb. package of TNT. At 8:55 a.m., just after the bus passed Dizengoff Square in the heart of the shopping district, he stood up and blew himself, the bus and 21 of its passengers to pieces. 

The whole of Israel recoiled in horror. Only 10 days earlier, Souwi's cohorts in the Islamic Resistance Movement, or Hamas, had kidnapped an Israeli soldier, eventually executing him and killing one commando involved in a rescue attempt. Others had

sprayed a pedestrian mall in downtown Jerusalem with machine-gun fire, killing two. now Tel Aviv, the country's most cosmopolitan and carefree city, where Israelis feel most removed from the conflict with their neighbors, was under attack. The force of Souwi's bomb was so intense that the bus was reduced to fragments. Parts of victims were blown through windows. Police officers fainted; reporters sobbed at the sight. 

Hamas, until now, had been a frightening but amateurish opponent. With its October operations the group graduated to a whole new class. "We now have an internal security problem of emergency proportions," said Joseph Alpher, director of Tel

Aviv University's Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies. Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin will have a harder time selling future accords with the Palestinians to anxious Israelis. 

Yasser Arafat is in a tighter pinch. Hamas rejects any settlement with Israel, and is aiming its fire as much at the P.L.O. leader as Rabin. Arafat is increasingly caught between Israeli demands that he crack down on the militants and his constituents' aversion to an inter-Palestinian fight. Even the relative moderates within Hamas were alarmed for their own reasons. "Things

are out of our hands," said a sheik from the West Bank. "Wild people are running the show." 




Ordinary Israelis demanded action, but the government's awkward response showed how difficult it is to combat uncompromising radicals who are willing to die in order to kill. One thing Rabin said he would not do is halt the peace process between Israel and Arafat's Palestine Liberation Organization. That, he said, would only hand Hamas the victory it seeks. 

Still, the rash of violence poses an enormous test for the peace process. Israel has insisted it will not expand Palestinian self-rule beyond the enclaves in the Gaza Strip and Jericho unless Arafat works harder to ensure Israeli safety by containing Muslim extremists. So far, the P.L.O. chairman has been unwilling to do that. Israelis hope the latest outrages will jolt him into

action, but that would be a major departure for Arafat. "The question now," says a U.S. diplomat in Jerusalem, "is whether this man, who has survived by making compromises with his opponents, is capable of wisely confronting them." 

Since Arafat arrived in the Gaza Strip to take up control of the new Palestinian authority last July, he has pursued a policy of accommodation with Hamas. Rather than using his 11,200-strong security force against the militants, he has let Hamas operate largely unfettered. All the while, he has tried to co-opt the group's political leaders to persuade them to join in the autonomy administration. 

Apparently he was getting somewhere. According to Hamas insiders, the organization was heading for a split over this issue.




Some of the activists were discussing forming a political party to contest elections for the self-rule council that is supposed to replace Arafat's appointed body. But the idea was anathema to those in the Hamas command who live in exile, shuttling

around Jordan, Syria, Iran and Sudan. "The outside leaders are tough and uncompromising," says the Hamas sheik. He reads a recent dictate from them: "Do not trust Arafat. He will slaughter Hamas because he knows that if he doesn't, he will be replaced by the Israelis and the Americans." 




The exiles decided to cut short any moves toward conciliation with an explosion of bloodshed, to be carried out by the younger, more radical members of the Izzeddin al-Qassam brigade, the military wing of Hamas. "The leaders outside," says an activist in the West Bank, "wanted to kill all these contacts with Arafat. They wanted to push Israel to take tough measures that would end up giving Hamas more supporters.  And they wanted to force Arafat into cooperating with the Israelis against us." 

The attacks succeeded in intimidating Hamas leaders who support cooperation with the P.L.O. "They have made us speechless," says the sheik. "As a father, as a Muslim, as a human being, I was disgusted when I saw the innocent people killed in Tel Aviv." But will he convey his dismay when he preaches at the mosque? "Certainly not. Given the mood today, I cannot express moderate ideas. I will be speaking only against the Israelis." 



According to a more militant Hamas member, the violence will only escalate. He claims that the next item on the agenda of Izzeddin al-Qassam is the assassination of prominent officials in Arafat's administration. Certainly Hamas has the means to be

more lethal. In last week's bombing, the selection of the site was devastatingly sharp: Dizengoff is Tel Aviv's symbolic as well as geographic heart. The bombmakers used military-type TNT, which is hard to obtain. 

Israel is also disturbed by the increasing frequency of suicide attacks. Islamic activists have launched 12 such assaults, though most resulted in no Israeli casualties. Claims the militant: "Until now, we've paid the price of our education by blowing ourselves up, but now we've reached a new standard of sophistication." 




While Israeli security forces have infiltrated Hamas' political circles and identified its leading players, the military wing remains mysterious. Both Hamas insiders and Israeli intelligence officials estimate there are no more than 80 or so members of

Izzeddin al-Qassam, but they are very difficult to find. The organization has maintained its secrets by limiting what its operatives know. Cells consist of only two or three members, and each has its own separate coordinator, who supplies provisions, weapons and instructions. 

Breaking into that quiet conspiracy is a high priority for Israeli intelligence. The security services also plan to intensify their presence along the borders of the West Bank and Gaza Strip and at potential terrorist targets, such as bus stations and schools. 




Israel's principal response, however, has been to shut off the West Bank and Gaza Strip. Normally 65,000 Palestinians cross into Israel to work, but the porous borders had enabled assailants to enter with ease. The Israelis hope closing them completely will not only make terror attacks harder but also put pressure on Arafat to clamp down on Hamas. 

Israeli officials acknowledge that Arafat has a genuine political problem in going after Hamas. Jerusalem is trying to make that easier by no longer insisting he stamp out Hamas operatives. Instead, Israel is asking only that Arafat's forces increase their surveillance of Hamas and provide intelligence on planned operations. 




Perhaps the best portent from last week was Rabin's repeated insistence that Israel would continue talking peace with the Palestinians even in the face of such a frightening and grisly assault. Although Israeli confidence in the virtues of accommodation with the Palestinians has been shaken, Hamas may have actually improved the prospects for peace by laying

down a challenge the Israelis can only answer. "We can't afford to grant them the satisfaction of stopping the talks," says Health Minister Ephraim Sneh. "We have to defeat them, not surrender to their demands." That may entail accepting a less perfect peace than the Israelis had envisioned, with a less perfect partner than they had hoped, but a peace nonetheless. 

With reporting by Ron Ben-Yishai/Tel Aviv, Jamil Hamad/Ramallah and Eric Silver/Jerusalem 
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