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Opinion

S
himon Peres, who 
served as Israeli 
president, prime 
minister and Defence 
minister, was depicted 
as a dove in favour of 

peace with the Palestinians. 
Some have even said that he 
strove for peace.

In reality, Peres’s nice discourse 
of peace with the Palestinians and 
cooperation with Arab countries 
was part of the strategy of giving 
cover and lustre to the Israeli 
occupation.

Peres, who started his long 
political career as head of the 
office of David Ben-Gurion, Israel’s 
first prime minister, died late last 
month at the age of 93. Despite 
this long career, not once was 
Peres able to take one step towards 
real peace in the Middle East.

Peres was always hesitant and 
deceitful. He was never able to 
score a decisive electoral victory 
when he was leading the Labour 
Party. He drew evenly many times 
with the right-wing Likud Party 
and was able to work out with 
it a formula for alternating the 
premiership between Likud and 
Labour.

He was prime minister a second 
time following Yitzhak Rabin’s 
assassination in November 1995. 
During that period, he fell into the 
trap of Operation Grapes of Wrath, 
unwittingly paving the way for 
Binyamin Netanyahu’s electoral 
victory in May 1996. Operation 
Grapes of Wrath was the code 
name for a small-scale military 
campaign against Lebanon during 
the premiership of Rafik Hariri.

At every major occasion, Peres 
remained unable to take any major 
and decisive steps. For example, 
following Rabin’s assassination 
he delayed general elections in 
Israel for six months. He did not 
and could not realise then that 
this delay was advantageous 
to Netanyahu, who had been 
implicitly in collusion with the 
naysayers to peace from within 
the Arab region and even from 
outside it, namely Iran. At that 
time, Iran was doing its best, 
even relying on Hamas suicide 
bombers, to torpedo the Oslo 
peace negotiations.

It is true, however, that, while 
he was Foreign Affairs minister in 
Rabin’s cabinet, Peres had been 
instrumental in reaching the 

1993 Oslo peace agreement but it 
is also true that he did not know 
how to protect this deal through 
the creation of a large coalition in 
Israel in support of peace and by 
beginning the implementation of 
it on the ground.

The Oslo agreement died with 
Rabin’s assassination. It became 
clear down the road that Peres 
was not cut out to be a leader. He 
was excellent as second in charge 
but failed every time he was in 
charge. Under Ben Gurion and 
before the 1967 war, he succeeded 
in obtaining weapons from France 
and in building Israel’s nuclear 
programme.

He was an excellent executor 
but he was no more than a wolf in 
sheep’s clothing pretending to be 
working for peace.

We all remember that the 
1979 peace agreement between 
Egypt and Israel was the result 
of personal determination by the 
late Egyptian president Anwar 
Sadat and Israeli prime minister 
Menachem Begin. A similar 
agreement in 1994 between Jordan 

and Israel was possible because 
both the late King Hussein and 
Rabin were determined to achieve 
it.

King Hussein had always 
known that, unlike Rabin, Peres 
was unreliable; he would say 
something but do the other while 
Rabin was a serious adversary with 
clear-cut opinions and positions.

Those who dealt with Peres 
found it difficult to trust the man. 
King Hussein considered him 
deceitful. Yasser Arafat and Peres 
did not take each other seriously. 
Peres was not worried about Hafez 
Assad’s regime in Syria because 
they both found it beneficial to 
maintain the status quo of no-war, 
no-peace in the region.

The status quo on the ground 
in Jerusalem, the West Bank and 
the Golan Heights is maintained 
to this day. It guarantees the 
continuous grip of the Syrian 
regime on the lives of the Syrian 
people even with the help of 
Iranian militia and the savagery of 
Russian President Vladimir Putin.

The 1996 Qana massacre, in 

which more than 100 people 
were killed in Lebanon during 
Operation Grapes of Wrath, 
revealed Peres’s true self. He 
desperately wanted to win the 
elections in Israel even at the cost 
of numerous victims in Lebanon.

Peres was never a man of peace 
despite being awarded the Nobel 
Peace Prize in 1994. He firmly 
believed that Israel’s interest lies 
in maintaining Israel’s occupation 
of Palestinian lands at all costs. 
In more than one international 
conference he declared that 
the West Bank was “disputed 
territory”.

Peres and Netanyahu were just 
two sides of the same coin with 
one difference. Unlike Netanyahu, 
Peres was never capable of 
playing politics inside Israel and 
winning. Since his early days in 
Ben Gurion’s cabinet, he always 
excelled in playing second fiddle 
but failed every time he played a 
leading role.
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A May 1994 file picture shows Yasser Arafat (R), president of Palestine Liberation Organisation 
(PLO) and (from L to R) Israeli Foreign Minister Shimon Peres, Russian Foreign Minister Vladimir 
Kosyrev, Israeli Premier Yitzhak Rabin, Egyptian Foreign Minister Amr Mussa (behind) and Egyptian 
President Hosni Mubarak as they pressure the PLO chairman who refused to sign a chapter of the 
Gaza-Jericho autonomy agreement.                                                                                                                                                            (Agence France-Presse)
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A
bout 150 years ago, 
Iranian women 
validated their 
political presence 
through their 
contribution to the 

tobacco protest against a conces-
sion granted by the shah to Great 
Britain. In the beginning of the 
20th century, women in Iran 
participated in the Constitutional 
revolution, which led to the 
curbing of the shah’s absolute 
powers and the establishment of 
parliament.

Women played a major role 
in the Iranian nationalist 
movement, under the leadership 
of Mohammad Mosaddegh in 
the 1950s. They supported the 
prime minister in his decision to 
nationalise the oil industry and 
his efforts to confront the British 
blockade that was imposed to 
obstruct nationalisation.

When the armed resistance 
began against the rule of the shah 
in the 1960s, women participated 
actively and joined the two main 
militant organisations — the 
Organisation of Iranian People’s 
Fedaian, and the People’s 
Mojahedin Organisation of Iran.

All this history of political 
participation did not serve the 
Iranian women when the leaders 
of the Islamic Republic rose to 
power. In a description of women 
and an enumeration of their 
distinguishing characteristics, 

Ayatollah Hashemi Rafsanjani 
insists on “weakness” and “a 
failure to bear the different 
burdens and responsibilities”.

 As one of the architects of the 
regime of the Islamic Republic, 
Rafsanjani said in 1986: “Justice 
does not mean that all laws should 
be the same for women and 
men… The differences in body, 
height, sturdiness, voice, growth, 
muscle quality, physical strength, 
perseverance in the face of 
disasters and resistance to disease 
in women and men show that men 
are stronger and more capable in 
all these areas… Men’s brains are 
larger… These differences affect 
the delegation of responsibilities, 
duties and rights.”

That seemed the position of 
all clerics in Iran, with none of 
them able to answer the following 
questions: Do women get self-
confidence from men in light of 
this vision? What if a man neglects 
his wife or cheats on her? What 
will she do? How can justice be 
achieved in such a case?

No soul can imagine the extent 
of oppression and humiliation 
in Iran. Perhaps only in the 
Islamic Republic would a female 
opposition figure be flogged then 
put to death while pregnant for 
“concealing information and 
inciting against the regime”.

Against this distressing 
reality, the women in the Iranian 
opposition today are not only 

enjoying equal rights with men, 
they are also playing a full role 
in all fields, even those that are 
supposed to be limited to men.

From Iran to my country, 
Algeria, we should honestly admit 
that we have gone through a 
similar experience of resenting 
women. Yet, I am absolutely 
certain that no one can doubt 
the contribution of the Algerian 
women to the revolution. I am 
also quite sure that no one can 
question that some women 
militants have become a symbol 
of resistance in our country, 
notably Djamila Bouhired, Djamila 
Boupacha and others.

Against the backdrop of these 
admirable contributions, I wanted, 
as a prime minister in 1990, to 
appoint a woman minister for 
Mujahideen so as to honour 
women militants and highlight 
our appreciation of women’s role 
in the independence struggle.

I was summarily surprised 
by the reaction of activists who 
expressed concern over the 
initiative. Others plainly opposed 
the idea. These reactions forced 
me to back down on this project, 
which I viewed as a gift for all 
militants.

Besides this initiative, I worked 
on my government’s plan to 
ensure parity in ministerial 
positions, with the aim of 
achieving equality between 
men and women. This course 

of action was opposed by high-
ranking officials as soon as it was 
proposed.

When I offered ministerial 
portfolios to women, they 
accepted but later turned them 
down for fear of disagreements 
with their husbands. In 1989, 
when I held the position of Foreign 
minister, I tried to name the first 
female ambassador but as Algerian 
law stipulates that a husband and 
a wife should not be separated, I 
had to find a solution. I found it 
when I named a qualified woman 
and gave her husband the second 
position. With the government 
and the president refusing the 
idea, I eventually had to name 
the husband and wife to the same 
rank.

In my country, the lack of 
self-confidence drives women to 
decline senior positions and men’s 
tendency towards predominance 
constitutes a real obstacle.

Here, we can understand 
the relevance of the Iranian 
opposition’s model, which 
made room for women’s active 
participation in political life. The 
achievements of the opposition 
in this context are a real threat to 
the mullahs’ regime, with women 
probably being the potential main 
contributor to their eventual 
demise.
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