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A. From the Editors’ Desk

We are pleased to present a special issue on “Uh&d-Vision of the Palestinian
Arabs in Israel.” In early December 2006, seveifion papers were published in
the media concerning the civic and national stafusrabs citizens in Israel.

The first document, “The Future Vision of the Ptiféan Arabs in Israel” was
drafted over the last year by a group of 40 Araddamics and intellectuals, and was
published on behalf of “The National Committee tbe Heads of the Arab Local
Authorities in Israel.” The second document, “Anulat)Constitution for All: On a
Constitution and the Collective Rights of Arab @atns in Israel,” was written by
legalist Dr. Yousef Taysir Jabareen, and was phétisby the Mossawa Center. The
third document which, although yet to be publishes become known as the “Haifa
Convention,” was discussed by a group of Arab ateckeand intellectuals.

This Update issue includes results of a publiciopimpoll conducted among the Arab
public on the issue of the “Future Vision,” positipapers by Shawki Khatib and Dr.
Yousef Jabareen, and selected editorials from theb Aanguage press, including
diverse responses to the document by Arab and leuwislicists and public figures.

This issue in the English language is an abridgedion of the Hebrew-language
version published on January 25, 2607.

Comments and responses are welcome.

Our website: www.dayan.org/kapjac

The Konrad Adenauer Program for Arik Rudnitzky
Jewish-Arab Cooperation: Tel: 03-6409991
Fax: 03-6406046
Email: arabpol@post.tau.ac.il

Elie Rekhess, Director Emaiklie@post.tau.ac.il

© All rights to this Update reserved to the Konssdkenauer Program for Jewish-Arab
Cooperation, Tel Aviv University, 2007.

Materials from this publication may be photographetpied or cited when
accompanied by explicit reference to the originadl ats editors, and location of
publication. This publication may not be reproduwethout written permission of the
Editor.

Position papers reflect the opinions of their atghanly.

Our thanks to Mr. Yuval Soffer who assisted in #lating material from Arabic to
Hebrew for this issue, and to Ms. Michal Semo-Kavahd Ms. Yael Kfir who
assisted in the graphic design of this issue ofdtgppdWe also thank Ms. Renee
Hochman for assistance in the translation andregdf the material into English.

The Editors

! The “Future Vision” Documenhittp://www.arab-lac.org/tasawor-mostagbali-eng.pdf
2 Hebrew version of the Updatettp://www.dayan.org/kapjac/future_vision_ 2007 _uedadf
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B. Editorial

The Arabs in Israel — Vision and Reality / Elie Rek  hess

A. Contents of the Document

“The Future Vision of the Palestinian Arabs in &tavas published in December
2006 by the National Committee for the Heads ofAheb Local Authorities in Israel,

and presented by engineer Shawki Khatib in his daphcity as the chairman of the
National Committee and the chairman of the Supré&wliow-up Committee of the

Arab Population in Israel. The document comprisghtesections, the greater part of
which contains operative proposals for internalioast to remedy the social,
economic, and cultural status of the Arab poputatibhe document is refreshingly
novel in its self-criticism and piercing self-sanyt of the faulty conduct of the local

Arab society in the areas of education (for examplee call to neutralize

politicization of the system), its urging to inceeawomen’s empowerment and its
demand for anti-corruption actions.

Nonetheless, for the most part, attention has bemrsed on the document’s sections
concerning the national-political future of the Bmainority in Israel, and specifically
the section authored by Dr. As’ad Ghanem on Araliudes to the state. The
document undermines the definition of the Statksizfel as a Jewish state and speaks
of the “exploitation of democracy in the serviceitsf Jewish nature.” According to
the authors of the document, Israel is an “ethrey¢réhat guarantees hegemony to
the majority and marginalizes the minority. Thuee spirit of these statements marks
a call for the de-legitimization of Israel, an ingil denial of the right of the Jewish
nation to self-determination and a demand to replacael with a bi-national state
under some consensual regime that guaranteestadjuision of power and mutual
veto rights.

The “Future Vision” demands recognition of the Anadypulation as an indigenous
national minority, possessing collective and histdr rights that require official

recognition and rectification by Israel of the wgdoings of 1948. The document
presents a demand for civic and national equalty] equality in the rights of
immigration and citizenship.

Regarding the institutional-structural dimensioathars of the “Future Vision” argue
in support of the necessity to grant the rightef-administration (autonomy) in the
areas of education, religion and culture to the bArainority, and ensure the
development of a representative and elected natloody that is particular to the
Arab population.

Glaringly absent from the document is referencéhonotion of coexistence or any
Jewish-Arab partnership in the framework of a cistiety grounded in integration
and partnership.

B. Background to the publication of the document

Those who carefully follow the national-politicag¢wklopment of the Arabs in Israel
should not be surprised by the contents of the mheci. The “Future Vision” marks a
step forward in the national consolidation of tlaeBtinian community in Israel.
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Emphasis on the national component in the idemitythe Israeli Arabs grew
significantly following the implementation of thes®@ Accords in the mid-1990s and
the establishment of the Palestinian Authority. Anabs in Israel became aware that
the budding settlement between Israel and the #akes would have them remain
within the boundaries of the State of Israel anetdfore, they felt compelled to re-
conceptualize their status as a national minorithiw the state. The internal debates
in Arab society on what was perceived to be anrgtecontradiction between the
Jewish nature and democratic character of the $8faterael, increased in intensity
and led to the evolvement of alternative models.,(ia state of all citizens, a bi-
national state). Furthermore, issues relating hto “11948 Files” (return of internal
refugees — Arab citizens of Israel — to their dgstd villages, cultivation of the
memory of theNakbah— the Palestinian calamity of 1948, and a resmtutf the
Muslim endowment waqf— issue) were re-opened.

These developments indicated the beginning of ags® of “inward convergence”
within the Green Line borders, and marked a subatanhange from previous

orientations. The intellectual-political elites &dbd to their Israeli affiliation,

introducing into it Palestinian-national contenthey stressed the Palestinian
foundation of their identity, which they anchoredheir Israeli experience.

This orientation was reinforced by the followingdipoal trends in Israeli society that
gained in intensity over the past five years: dbbate on the future state borders; the
“disengagement” policy of Ariel Sharon and the “eergence” policy propounded by
Ehud Olmert; the construction of the Security Feaice the evacuation of the Israeli
settlements from the Gaza Strip (“Gush Katif”); ahé intention to settle evacuees
from the Territories in the Galilee and the Neg&ttempts of Jewish intellectuals and
politicians to shape the future image of the Stdtésrael, expressed in the “Kineret
Convention,” and intensive discussions to draft Goristitution by Consensus,”
increased the Arabs’ sense of exclusion. Racistretents by the likes of right wing
MK Avigdor Lieberman and the growing support forppdation and territorial
transfers in the Triangle region exacerbated anse of suffocation.

The “Future Vision” document was also the result thle frustration and

disappointment of the Arab public in view of thevgonment’s inability to resolve the
growing socio-economic gaps between the Arab amdsBepopulations in Israel.

Much has been said about manifestations of disnAation and prejudice, and
elaboration on this point is beyond the scope igfigsue. The policy of exclusion and
alienation on part of state agencies was obvioomng other things, in the blatant
disregard of the conclusions of the Or Committegmoring even the minimalist

interpretations of these conclusions drafted bylLggid Committee (appointed by the
government to implement the Or Commission’s recomaa#@ons). The government’s
failure to act fed the Arabs’ sense of estrangenagrt promoted their search for
alternatives. The Islamic Movement, which continteeinnel a major portion of this
bitterness, grew in stature in view of its parsaktcess in filling the void in social,
cultural and economic spheres of life.

Finally, the publication of the “Future Vision” tetts internal struggles of power in
the Arab society. There is no consensus in theoNatiCommittee for the Heads of
the Arab Local Authorities in Israel over the copitglization of the future of Arabs
in Israel. The Mada Al-Carmel Institute, identifiedth the NDA party (National

Democratic Alliance), is working on a document ©&f own; the Islamic Movement
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expressed its reservations to the “Future Visioo¢ument, while the final word has
not yet been heard from the remaining Arab polifpzaties.

C. Substance of the Document

The “Future Vision” document presents one of thestmiagidly ideological and
political platforms ever drafted by a represen&tirab organization in Israel. Far-
reaching ideologies had been introduced by “Al-Anddvement in the 1950s and the
radical “Sons of the Village” movement in the 19808t these organizations lacked a
nationwide representative character.

The spirit of the present document marks a calltlier de-legitimization of the State
of Israel in its current form as a democratic Jeveste. It is difficult to relinquish the
impression that the document enfolds an attemptmmose the Arab Palestinian-
national narrative on the Jewish majority. The camniy accepted principle of “Two
States for Two Peoples” is effectively replacedabgiemand to establish one-and-a-
half states for Palestinians and one-half of adtatJews.

The main problem with this document, beyond theeafentioned points, lies in its
almost indivisible connection between civic and ioral-political elements,
stipulating a reciprocal conditionality between rtheln other words, the proposed
pattern is based on a zero-sum-game in which @&@gigality cannot be realized as
long as the Jewish nature of the state is not sitedi. Clearly only a marginal
minority in the Jewish camp would consent to thisreaching demand.

Entrenchment of the Arab side in its position mighsily lead to the deterioration of
Jewish-Arab relations in the state — since it lesggport to the thesis of the extreme
right wing in Israel that all Arabs constitute &tt column” seeking to undermine the
foundation of the state.

D. What next?

Since the document’s publication, and in view @& torceful responses of the Jewish
public, some of which appear in this Update, ththans adopted two key approaches:
entrenchment in a maximalist position, on one ham a call for a dialogue,
accompanied by the not necessarily official claegfion that the demands contained in
the “Future Vision” might be viewed as an openirggipon in negotiations. While
adhering to its formulations, Shawki Khatib, thadyug spirit behind the document,
on several occasions clarified that the documesthgen written in an unmistakably
Israeli context. “[Our] Israeli passport is notegotiable issue,” he said and declared:
“The state is an existing fact, it is the statethed Jews, but it is also the state of a
million Arabs.” Others stressed that the documeas werely the first draft, and its
final formulation will be signed at a conferencéaduled to March 2007.

Added to this is the impression created by resaflts public opinion poll conducted
by the Adenauer Program, the findings of which@esented in this issue. The Arab
public supports several of the demands articulatede document (right of return of
“Refugees in their Homeland,” right of the Muslinei@mittee to administer theaqf
and the demand to establish a national represeatatitity). However, at the same
time, results of the survey show that the Arab pu{@9.7%) selected a “state of all
its citizens” as the preferred form of statehoodaatemocratic Jewish state in one
form or another (39.4%). Only a small minority @&} preferred the “consensual
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democracy” option proposed in the “Future Visiordlsp see Section C of the
Update). Moreover, apparently 80% of the poll regj@mts continue to support the
“Two States for Two Peoples” formula, a position ievh implicitly expresses
acceptance of the currently existing State of Israe

Some prefer a “soft” rather than “hard” readingtioé document. Advocates of the
latter approach contend that the positions of thebAside must be judged stringently
without any attempt to mask the truth. In contrdlsg first camp is aware of the
nationalist challenge but does not discount thesipddy that it is merely an outcry in
response to a reality of alienation, rejection exdusion, an expression of the Arabs’
sense of helplessness, and a signal to the govatrand to the Jewish public stating:
“See how far we have come — talk to us and letid & way out of this complication
together.” If this is true, there is still hopesight.

According to this logic, the document’s authorslwe credited with a considerable
accomplishment if they compel the Jewish side éed tdenial” and “repression” of
the minority issue, address it in an institutiorati manner, and drive forward the
construction of an equal civic society whose existein the state is not based on the
de-legitimization of one of its components. Thatig they remove the blatant threat
to the Jewish nature of the State that is contaimélis document.

It is impossible to disregard the unyielding wirddhtt blows in the “Future Vision”
document, but it would be an error to establishitiverse conditionality, such as a
declaration that reducing the gaps would be camhli on the modification of
opinions in the national sphere. On the contrdns document creates a new
dynamics that permits the government and civic efgcin Israel to mobilize for
action to promote the status of the Arab populatibereby disproving those who
argue that the democratic element in the identitthe State of Israel is limited to
Jews only. The recommendations and action plans bleady been prepared, and
are outlined clearly in the Or Commission Report.
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C. Results of the Public Opinion Poll

The Konrad Adenauer Program for Jewish-Arab Codjmerainitiated a public
opinion poll to examine the opinions of the Aralblpei in Israel on various issues
referred to in the "Future Vision" document.

The poll was conducted by telephone in late Decerb@6 - early January 2007 by
the YAFA Institute (headed by Aas Atrash), basedaaepresentative sample of the
adult Arab population in Israel. Sample size wa& bidividuals, with a maximum
sampling error of 5%.

Awareness of the Future Vision document

According to the survey results, 15.7% of the paéints heard of the “Future
Vision” document. Of this group, 35% read the doeunm In other words, based on
their own reports, only 5.5% of all telephone intewees read the document.

Have you heard of this document? (N=511) %
Yes 15.7
No 84.3
Have you read this document? (N=80) %
Yes 35.0
No 65.0

Attitudes of the Arab public on selected issues app earing in
the document

Independent of their awareness of the “Future Viisidocument, all interviewees
were requested to state the extent of their agreetoeseveral demands that were
mentioned in the document. In general, findingswstioat the majority of the Arab
public largely agrees with these demands.

65.6% of the interviewees support, to a large aw \large extent, the demand to
establish a consensual democracy, that is: a tiypermtional state with appropriate
proportionate representation for all national gupnutual veto rights, and
independent administration of each group's unidtara. 20.7% moderately support
this proposition, while 13.7% do not, or emphaticdb not support this demand.

At the same time, a considerable portion of therinewees apparently lacked a
genuine understanding of the term “Consensual Deswygc This is supported by
their responses to another question regardingdheea of the State of Israel, where a
large proportion (40%) of interviewees expressguiederence for “A State of All its
Citizens” and a similar proportion selected a “Jwand Democratic State” of one
kind or another, while only 8.4% preferred a “Camsel Democracy.”
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One of the national goals defined in the documenhé establishment of an “elected
representative national institution for the ArableBanian society in Israel.” The

document also noted that the Supreme Follow-up Ctteenhad already initiated

steps to realize this goal. Survey results indidhtg 68.5% of the interviewees
strongly or very strongly support this goal, 13.8%derately support this goal, while
17.6% do not or emphatically do not support thialgo

The “Future Vision” document discusses the attaimnoé national-collective equality

for the Arabs in Israel. The document calls to gasge the rights of the displaced
Arab Palestinians (“refugees in their homeland”yl dheir return to their original

residences. Findings indicate that 86.5% of therurtwees support or strongly
support this demand, 6.1% moderately support tleisiahd, while 7.4% do not

support or emphatically do not support this demand.

Yet another national-collective demand noted in tleeument is the transfer of
administration of the holy places and the affafrthe Islamicwaqgfto members of the
Muslim sect. Findings show that 87.8% of the inmmees support or strongly
support this demand, 7.3% moderately support thimahd, while 4.9% do not or
emphatically do no support this demand.

Demand Strongly Moderately Do not
support; support support;
support emphatically

do not support

Establishment of a consensual 65.6% 20.7% 13.7%

democracy

Establishment of a representative, 68.5% 13.9% 17.6%

elected national body for the
Palestinian society in Israel

Guarantee of the rights of displaced 86.5% 6.1% 7.4%
Arab Palestinians to return to their
former residences

Muslim administration of the holy 87.8% 7.3% 4.9%
places andvagf

The preferred character of the State of Israel

The document states that the exploitation of Iserhocracy in service of the Jewish
nature of the state has led to the exclusion obg&ravho are placed in opposition to
the character of the state in which they live. Awghof the document proposed to
resolve this conflict by instituting a consensuahgbcracy in Israel.

The survey explored interviewees’ attitudes towd#nd desired character of the State
of Israel, and compare the “Future Vision” (i.ensensual democracy) with other
proposed solutions to this conflict: a state dfial citizens, a bi-national state, a
Jewish democratic state that guarantees full cigbts to Arabs, and a Jewish
democratic state in its current form.
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Findings indicate that the majority of the Arab palpreferred “a state of all its
citizens” — this option was selected by 39.7% d thterviewees. 25.5% selected a
“Jewish and Democratic State that guarantees fliakty of rights to its Arab
citizens,” 13.9% preferred a “Jewish and Democrst#te in its current form,” 9.4%
preferred the establishment of a bi-national stathile only 8.4% selected the
consensual democracy option proposed in the “Fitigien” document.

Preferred character of the State of Israel in youropinion %

A state of all its citizens 39.7

Jewish and democratic state that guarantees fudllitg of rights to its Arab citizens 25.5

Jewish and democratic state in its current form 13.9
Bi-national state 9.4
Consensual democracy 8.4
Other 2.9
NA 0.2

A breakdown of the responses by religion indicalbes a higher proportion of Druze
interviewees, compared to Muslims or Christiansfeared a “Jewish and democratic
state in its current form” while more Christiangdaduslims than Druze selected a
“bi-national state.” Furthermore, the “consensuamdcracy” option was selected
primarily by Muslim and Druze interviewees.
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D. Position papers

The ‘Future Vision’: In opposition to a ‘Democracy by
Majority’ / Shawki Khatib

In early December, we published the “Future VisionPalestinian Arabs in Israel.”
We had three aims in drafting the “Vision"first, to conduct an internal discussion
among the Arab public concerning our futusscond to conduct a sincere and
unflinching dialogue with the Israeli public opimioandthird, to outline an action
plan derived from the “Vision,” including practicastruments for realizing the plan.

At publication we declared that “we know that tkision, which also includes our
historical narrative, will generate both positivedanegative responses, but honesty
and openness is the only path to a fruitful diakfwHere, too, we reiterate and
emphasize that this discourse is conducted in tle®v of a serious national
conflict. Nonetheless, a genuine solution to theflad requires a large degree of
understanding of the other, even in areas of emstamd morale which are important
and critical elements in the fabric of the relasibip between the two peoples.

The Arab population is in a difficult and delica#uation, both as part of a nation
living under occupation and suffering from diffitliving conditions, and by being
part of the state that occupies the land of itsonaflToday the reality in which Arab
citizens live is a direct outcome of the bloody ftioh of 1948, and the continued
discrimination in all spheres of life.

True, the task is difficult and extensive in scoped is similar to walking in a
minefield where a single error can cause grave damaéherefore it is only natural
that the Vision evokes positive and negative respsnand it is important for us to
hear them.

The message that the “Future Vision” wishes to egns that, after 58 years, the state
has failed: all the laws that discriminate agaunstthe Palestinian citizens of Israel,
on the basis of our nationality, were enacted deatwally (by the “democracy of the
majority”). We are here to say that we wish to betipers in those spheres of life that
concern us. We would like to use democratic toolgpotect ourselves from the
predatory nature of the “democracy of the majarity.

In the forthcoming months, we will hold meetingsatighout the country to continue
this dialogue. The climax of this debate will bgemeral conference that will be held
in the near future. | truly hope that, through tkisp, we have contributed and will
continue to contribute to a rational discussiort thél be translated into an action
plan to promote and change of the circumstancéseofrab population in Israel.

Shawki Khatib is the Chairman of the National Cottesi for the Heads of the Arab Local
Authorities in Israel and the Chairman of the SupeeFollow-up Committee of the Arab
population in Israel.

" These position papers were written especiallgHer‘Arabs in Israel” Update.
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On Equality and Partnership / Yousef Taysir Jabaree n

Human history teaches us that minority groups wpécally exposed to continuous
pressure imposed by the majority group — pressaofeassimilation and cultural
erosion which over time wear away the minority grewnational-cultural identity and
threaten its unique collective identity and théntggof its members. On this backdrop,
a view developed in international discourse thatanty groups require special legal
protection for their social status, to enablesrth@mbers to withstand the pressures
imposed on them by the majority. According to ghésspective, the majority, through
its social and historical status as the societggemonic group, almost inherently
holds a superior socio-political status comparethéominority, and therefore special
steps guaranteeing substantive equality for the@ntynmust be institutionalized.

The “Future Vision” document by the representatiséshe Arab public is designed
to point to these special steps, introduce thentigylio the Arab population, and to
the Israeli public at large, and perhaps finallggel them on the public agenda. This
development is critical for promoting the valuesewfuality and democracy in the
state. The entire Israeli public will benefit fraffectively securing these values.

At the foundation of these special steps notedhm Yision document, are the
collective rights to which the Arab minority is @lgd and which are designed to
guarantee proper individual and collective legadtgetion for the Arab minority.
These rights are a condition for equality for althe state. At the foundation of these
rights is the basic democratic principle of fuljual partnership of Arab citizens in
the state's public resources, as individuals and gsoup. These public resources
belong to all the citizens of the state and thessftheir fair and equal distribution
must be guaranteed. A genuine sharing of publiouregs should apply to all state
resources, including material resources (land andgéts), political resources
(effective proper representation in decision makwrgms), and symbolic resources
(flag, emblem and anthem). The latter are emotigiwdlarged public resources and
therefore they have a special impact on the staftube minority community; as a
result, principles of partnership and equity conoeg the symbolic system of the
state should also be carefully addressed. A genpamgnership should also be
reflected in matters of language, culture and emtain Israel, including the
language in which the state addresses its citig@ngovernment offices and public
signs), and its system of elementary and highecathn. This partnership is the
cornerstone in building an equal, just society, amdhe basis for an inclusive
constitution toward which we should strive. Onlys@bstantive and comprehensive
partnership can pave the way toward genuine eguadit broad collaborative
partnership rather than a narrow, formal partnetshi

Needless to say, the exercise of these rights negjtine reconstruction of the state’s
political and social institutions, such as to gnéea a sense of belonging for the Arab
minority and equal opportunities for all.

The Vision document also evolved in the shadowigifiicant efforts in recent years
to enact a constitution — a consensual constituenits initiators declare. But the
aspiration for a democratic constitution based I genuine social consent of the
state’s citizens, requires, first of all, a fulldatrue partnership of all the state’s
citizens in the process of drafting the constitutidNote: the aspiration for a
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democratic constitution in Israel requires a puldebate that transcends the current
power differences between the Jewish majority arebAminority, so that these will
not be reflected in the constitution formation @mes. Needless to say, until now,
there has been no real inclusion of the Arab mipon any proceeding to establish
constitutional arrangements.

Today, the collective interests of the Arab citiken Israel are represented by an
entity that is something of an organizational urtiar®r the entire Arab public — the
Supreme Follow-up Committee of the Arab Populatidhe Supreme Follow-up
Committee is the natural public address to turwhen conducting a serious dialogue
with the Arab minority on establishing its status & future constitutional
arrangement. Although such a dialogue has notegen lzonducted, the Future Vision
document establishes the foundation for such aglied and introduces real content
into it.

Dr. Yousef Taysir Jabareen is a legalist and théhawu of the legal section of the Future
Vision document, as well as the author of "An EqQahstitution for All," published by
“Mossawa” - The Advocacy Center for Arab Citizendsrael

“The Future Vision of the Palestinian Arabs in Israel” February 7, 2007




-13

E. Responses of the Arab Public

In defense of the “Future Vision” document

Dr. Asad Ghanem , Head of the Department of Government and Political Thought of
Haifa University, and a key member of the team that drafted the “Future Vision”
document, interpreted the major arguments of the document as minimal demands of
the Arab minority in Israel (in a position paper written for Haaretz, December 19,
2006):

“This is the first group of documents drafted byuiies from all ends of the political

spectrum of Palestinians in Israel: supporters BPE (Democratic Front for Peace
and Equality), NDA (National Democratic Alliancefhe Islamic Movement, the

“Sons of the Village” [radical] movement, and sugpecs of the Zionist parties. This

document represents the claims of the Palestiniansrael in the most realistic

manner. [...] The document presents a demand fogratien, equality and equity,

inside rather than beyond the framework of Isrébls is not a demand to abolish the
existence of Israel nor is it a demand for anreyeanent that is different that what is
currently accepted by the majority of Jews and fimians — two states, Israel and
Palestine.”

“In this document, the Palestinians in Israel rdiaeset of demands that are logical for
a minority group, by any familiar international stiards. These are “minimal
demands” of an indigenous minority. [...] Who detered that the Jewish state
would be accompanied by exploitation, expropriagtioacist civic laws, and
discrimination on all levels? [...] If this is thewlish State, then we oppose the State
being Jewish [...] Today, there is no option operusoother than opposition to the
Jewish character of Israel.”

In a second article published on www.alarab.co.il (December 22, 2006), a website
identified with the Kul al-Arab weekly published in Nazareth, Ghanem explained that
the “Future Vision” document is a representative document for all intents and
purposes, and he called the heads of the Arab parties to be grateful for it:

“Mr. Shawki Khatib, in his representative capacitgs initiated and brought forth a
relevant vision to public debate by representatiyaditicians, members of society
and intellectuals. That is why this is a repres@rgadocument that no one has the
right to undermine. [...] Over all the vyears, the ipodl parties and their
representatives have taken their role and theitiplightly, and have failed to work
together as a collective leadership or accomplisthsa modest thing [...] Their
failure and their helplessness should not lead doenielplessness or incapacity to
take initiative and act in other areas. It is opigper that party leaders express their
gratitude to those who initiated and worked to agglsh such a thing.”

Another partner in the working group that drafted the “Future Vision” document is
Hussam Abu Baker . In a position paper written for Haaretz (December 28, 2006),
Abu Baker explained that the document expresses the desire of the Arab citizens for
their citizenship and their desire to be liberated from the patronage of the Jewish

majority:
“The Future Vision of the Palestinian Arabs in Israel” February 7, 2007



14

“The Future Vision charges the concept of ‘a jolif¢’ with genuine meaning,
although it is not based on the view, prevalent mgnthe Jewish majority, that the
desired meaning of this concept is the assimilatiotihe minority into the hegemonic
majority. We [the authors of the document] viewstleoncept as an option for the
existence of the Palestinian minority as a meaningfoup of citizens with distinct
national and cultural attributes, as part of Issmaliety. [...] The Jewish public should
see this document as an invitation to a significdotused public debate among
equals, a debate that requires more than a sngléelef tolerance and ideological
pluralism. | believe that this is possible.”

Yet another publicist who supports the document is Attorney Rafiq Jabareen , a
resident of Umm al-Fahm. In a lengthy position paper published in the Kul al-Arab
weekly (January 19, 2007), Jabareen presented an unassailable argument for every
point of internal criticism hurled against the document:

“In view of the attacks of the extreme right indsl on our Arab public, and their
attempt to deny its citizenship, and in view of el [of the right] to conduct a
transfer to the northern Triangle, especially torvad-Fahm, it was necessary to draft
the Vision, now more than ever. The purposes fackvthe Vision was drafted were
and remain just: an internal discussion by our ipubi the matter of its future
orientation, through a discussion of its curreritiagion and the obstacles to its
progress; and an appeal to Jewish public opiniahodfiicial institutions.”

“It is natural that a debate ensued in the Arab Bedrew press following the
publication of the document. This attests to theeesality and success of the
document. The document is evidence of the courdges deader [Shawki Khatib,
Chairman of the Supreme Follow-up Committee], bseamany believe that the
document is a ‘headache’ and will cause troubleti@m. The nationalists are not
pleased with it because they consider it to beauhe@nt that reflects ‘Israelization.’
The various groups of Jews are not pleased witnd, they consider the document as
[reflecting] “non-recognition of Israel”. [...] WeVe in Israel and cannot ignore this
fact. [...] The demand to recognize us as a natiamabrity and grant [us] cultural
and religious autonomy is the biggest obstaclstaelization.”

Political and public criticism against the contents of the
document
The Northern Faction of the Islamic Movement , represented in the Supreme

Follow-up Committee and considered one of the largest popular organizations in the
Arab population that is not represented in the Knesset, published a letter on
December 17, 2006, on the website of Panorama weekly (www.panet.co.il)
addressed to Shawki Khatib, the Committee’s chairman. The letter denounced the
publication of the “Future Vision” document, and the fact that the document had not
been officially endorsed by the Supreme Follow-up Committee:

“We, of the Islamic Movement, condemn the publi@atiof such a document on
behalf of the Nationwide Committee, without refegito the Follow-up Committee.
[...] Therefore, we believe that this document repnés only its authors and the
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parties who participated in its preparation. [...] W&dieve that an action such as this
is a dangerous circumvention of the Follow-up Cotteriand one which impairs and
diminishes its functions.”

In the political sphere, criticism of the document was voiced by the Arab parties. One
aspect of this criticism focused on the fact that the document made hardly any
reference to the Palestinian issue. Another point of criticism concerned the
inconsistent political position expressed in the document, and the fact that it
represents neither the position of the Arab public in entirety, nor the positions of the
Arab parties.

MK Jamal Zahalka, NDA (National Democratic Alliance) parliamentagroup
chairman Fasl al-Magal December 12, 2006): “What is infuriating about th
document is its disregard of the Palestinian igsu¢ It contains only one small,
fragmented statement on the issue of Palestineaga B: 'We will fight to achieve a
just, comprehensive and everlasting peace ingt@m, and a solution to the refugee
problem in a just and accepted manner, and wealgidi fight for the establishment of
an independent state of Palestine.' No [mentiomotlpation, 67 borders, Jerusalem,
Right of Return, Golan, Fence, settlements, oriatonal resolutions. What's going
on here? Did the occupation end and the refugeesreithout anyone informing us
about it?"

“This document is neither coherent nor cohesivemnfia logical or political point of
view. It does not represent a uniform political ifos, and it contains diverse and
contradicting positions and opinions. Each seatimmains diverse political and moral
approaches and it appears to be a collection &drdrit visions rather than a single
comprehensive, consolidated vision.”

MK Ahmad Tibi, Deputy Speaker of the Knesset and MK for the WxNC
(United Arab List & Arab Movement for Change) parfyhe Jerusalem Report
22.01.07): “The Future Vision document does notesent the overall position of the
Arab community. It was prepared by academics amfivitshuals, not parties. We
didn’t ask for autonomy or a bi-national system.”

In the public sphere, criticism of the document was voiced by Arab journalists and
publicists who argued that the aims cited by the document’s authors were overly
vague and unattainable. Criticism was also directed at the authors for unduly
presuming to represent the entire Arab public.

Mahmud Abu Rajab, editor ofal-Akhbarweekly published in Nazarethwvw.el-
akhbar.nét “[The ‘Future Vision’ document contains] geneeald vague aims which
are difficult to attain, and are merely slogang @r@ similar to political slogans. [...]

| believe that we need a simple future vision ikatlearer, easier to understand and
far more removed from unattainable slogans or aspis.”

Ali Zubaydat, publicist and resident of Sakhnihtifp://sakhnin2005.blogspot.com
December 19, 2007): “Who granted them [the authofrsthe 'Future Vision'
document] the right to speak in the name of us RIt? you ask anyone other than
yourselves before you published this worthlesseigicpaper? [...] This state is not
and cannot possibly be our state. Throughout hjistbe state rejected us as citizens,
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and that is its right, because it exists againstashes. On our part, we must reject it
as our state and that is our right.”

F. Responses of the Jewish Public

Support for the document

Several public figures and Jewish academic welcomed the publication of the “Future
Vision.” They explained their support by stating that the publication of the document
offered an opportunity for the Jewish majority to “take up the gauntlet” and begin a
process of reconciliation with the Arab minority living in the State of Israel.

JournalistMeron Benvenisti (“Threats of the Future VisionKaaretz December 16,
2006): “The challenge of the ‘Vision of the Futuie’ not new in its contents but
rather in the identity of those who are presentingo longer marginal intellectuals,
but rather the Palestinian-Israeli establishmeselfit— the Supreme Follow-Up
Committee and the National Committee for the Heafd#e Arab Local Authorities
in Israel. It turns out that the Palestinian-Israellective's process of crystallization
has reached the point of maturity. Its leaders hsweceeded in formulating an
agreed-upon position demanding collective equditsigand this inevitably must lead
to a process of questioning the Jewish hegemony tbeeentire public space. From
the moment the demon is allowed out of the bottlere's no returning it, and the
emergence of consensual democracy that creates aalance of collective rights is
only a matter of time.”

Prof. Oren Yiftachel, professor of political geography, Ben Gurion Usity
(“Take Slovakia for Example,’Haaretz December 21, 2006): “The document
articulates, for the first time, the demands of Alnab-Palestinian community in Israel
in a manner that challenges most of the foundattipremises of the Jewish state. It
does not accept the historical Zionist narrativeha magical formula of a ‘Jewish
democratic state.’ It presents the destructiveltesaf the Jewish settlement of the
country for the Palestinian nation in general, apecifically for the Palestinian
minority in Israel, and painfully describes in dktthe results of long-standing
discrimination, including a self critique of the akmess of the Arab-Palestinian
society in Israel. Most important — the Vision @ets a program for a democratic
struggle and peaceful co-existence, despite theioas] persistent yoke of the
occupation of the territories.”

Shalom (Shuli) Dichter, co-director of “Sikkuy” — the Association for the
Advancement of Civic Equality in Isra€eTlie Jerusalem Repordanuary 22, 2007):

“I'm taking this document as a call for dialogud€ly want a state that is not defined
a Jewish one so that they can integfatemselvels So long as it is defined ak
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Jewish, they can’t. They are saying, ‘We are h8&tep ignoring us.” This is great
progress.”

Censure of the document for rejecting the legitimac y of the
State of Israel

Most responses by the Jewish public are characterized by sharp criticism against the
document’s contents, most of which focused on the absence of any reference to the
right of the Jewish nation to self-determination. Another argument raised by the
document’s opponents is that the document authors apparently divested themselves
of the vision of “Two States for Two Peoples” and replaced it with a vision of a “bi-
national state.”

Yossef (Tommy) Lapid former Minister of Justice for the Shinuy party (State
within a State,”Maariv, December 6, 2006): “The Arab public represenéstiv
demand to change the character of Israel from wisheState” to a “state of all its
citizens” is a transparent attempt to drain allteahfrom Zionism. [...] This will not
work, because if we relinquish the nature of Isragla Jewish state, then there is
nothing left for us here.”

Dr. Alexander Jacobson a senior lecturer in the Department of Historgbkew
University in Jerusalem (“How many of these doesworld really have?Haaretz
December 12, 2006): “The bi-national experimentstied 20th century ended in
resounding failure. Cyprus, which was founded abi-aational state, broke up
quickly and very violently [...] Czechoslovakia splitto two nation-states when
democracy returned. [...] The bi-national idea in ¥iest is thus far from a success
story. Now there are calls to realize this idethinMiddle East. [...] It is obvious that
this idea represents explicit abandonment of thecyple of ‘two states for two
peoples’ — a principle whose application require® tseparate nation-states, one
Jewish-Israel and the other Palestinian-Arab.”

Prof. Shimon Shamir, former member of the Or Commission, the State @msion

of Inquiry into the events of October 2000 (“An @pketter to the Authors of the
Future Vision,”Al-Sinarg January 5, 2007): “ ‘Accepting the other’ is andiion for
any improvement in our relationship and the remifion of wrongs. We, the
members of the Or Commission, recognized this. [Qur statements [in the Or
Commission Report] clearly expressed a deep, hotesire to understand Arab
society in Israel, to perceive it as it perceivisglf, and to make a contribution in
‘accepting others.” This approach, as is well-knpgnnot shared by all Jews in the
state, but it is being adopted by an increasingbarrof people, with the hope that the
other side will respond to it, and it may turn ir@eciprocal acceptance of Jews and
Arabs.”

“Your Vision document impairs this hope. You begive document with your own
definition of the State of Israel: ‘Israel is thetcome of colonialist action initiated by
the Jewish-Zionist elites in Europe and the west] aas established with the
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assistance of colonialist countries.’ [...] It isfaitilt to shake off the feeling that the
purpose of your one-sided definition is to stripagvihe identity of the Jews of this
land. In your document, the Arabs of this land @pp&s a nation, while the Jews
[appear] as a religious or ethnic group. In no @ladave you recognized the self-
determination of the Jews as a nation.”

“Therefore, not only does your document fail toateea foundation for dialogue, it
evokes a sense of threat for Jewish readers, éose twho are sympathetic to your
cause. Readers may contemplate - if they define&Stage of Israel as the product of
colonialism, they are also insinuating that thelagetic process of de-colonialism in
the world will come and put an end to it. It shotilérefore not be surprising that
more vehement responses in the Hebrew press dégngocument as a ‘declaration

of war’.

“The only way to achieve your rights passes throtlgh Jewish society. Salvation
will not come from outside. You will make progreassachieving the equality that is
your due, only to the extent that the Jewish aiizand their institutions recognize
that equality is not merely just but also essentihifortunately, the document you
composed does not promote this process but revierses

Prof. Amnon Rubinstein, President of the Interdisciplinary Center, Hefli and
former MK for Meretz (“And the Left is Silent,Maariv, January 5, 2007): “What
does the Vision document of the Follow-up Committeetain? ‘Israel is the result of
a colonialist action initiated by Jewish-Zionisitet in Europe and the West.” That is
how the Supreme Follow-up Committee and the NatiGoanmittee for the Heads of
the Arab Local Authorities in Israel describe tlstablishment of the state [...] This
is, of course, a vile lie; its language is so sHassethat readers are surprised that it
contains no explicit mention of the Protocols abiZi’

“The document demands rights for the Palestiniamonitly that have no foundation in
international law — and demands to put an endraelsas a Jewish state. [...] Just as
they [the authors of the ‘Future Vision’ documealbandoned the idea of ‘Two States
for Two Peoples’ overnight, that may similarly cea® resign themselves to our
existence here. [...] This ‘Vision’ delays even fugtlthe day on which equal rights
will exist between Jews and Arabs in Israel.”

“The document discusses the establishment of at‘gvernment of both peoples’ in
Israel. But the document does not say one word taiheunature of the government
under which the Arab-Palestinian nation will live part of the ‘Arab, Islamic and
human cultural space.” Which Islam do they meanZM/are the rights of women
guaranteed in the Muslim Palestinian nation? Whktbe their fate? Discrimination?
[...] There is not a single word in the ‘Vision’ allobuman rights, democracy,
workers’ rights, labor unions, or freedom of exgien.”

Dr. Arye Carmon, President of the Israel Democracy Institute (“Aglpto the Arabs
of Israel”, Yediot AcharongtJanuary 3, 2007): “We, the associates of theelsra
Democracy Institute and members of the InstitueXecutive committee, identify
intentions of separatism on the part of the docummeuthors, along with an attempt
to undermine the legitimacy of the Jewish natiorgbt to self-determination. This
approach subverts the aspiration to create a fountdation of mutual respect and
good will. 1t will be an obstacle to the legitimatemands of the Arab public, such as
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participation in the government, appointment to i@erexecutive positions, and
increased autonomy in the field of education. Taleto change the national character
of the state of Israel, and its association tol#ggtimate and just demand for civic
equality, undermines the joint aim of co-existeirca Jewish and democratic State of
Israel and threatens any practical chance of proigeiquality.”

“The document of the Follow-up Committee apparestigms from despair of the
‘Jewish and Democratic’ model. The proposal it eor attests to their mistrust of
this model’s ability to create a change in the 8saattitude toward its non-Jewish
citizens. We, Arabs and Jews, who believe in theessity and the potential for
integrating the Arab minority in our joint stateust mark the war against despair as a
joint, attainable cause. On this backdrop, we tal Arab public and its leaders to
work together with allies in the Jewish public ®vdlop a model of a relationship that
encourages integration and promotes the collalverabnstruction of a civic society.”
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