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Palestinian Nationhood

In 1976 a report by the Brookings
Institute of Washington, D.C. con-
cluded that a comprehensive Mideast
settlement had to include the establish-
ment of a Palestinian political entity on
the West Bank. The report was signed
by Zbigniew Brzezinski, present head
of the National Security Council, and
William Quandt, now the NSC'’s top
security expert. For the incoming
Carter Administration the report
would form the cornerstone of a
revised U.S. foreign policy in the
Middle East.

Two months after his inauguration,
President Carter told a town meeting in
Clinton, Mass. that “‘there has to be a
homeland provided for the Palestinian
refugees.’” He would repeat the state-
ment in weeks to come. For the first
time a high-ranking U.S. official had
publicly endorsed a Palestinian
homeland.

On October 5, 1977, President
Carter delivered a virtual ultimatum to

Israeli Defense Minister Moshe Dayan,
at the United Nations Plaza Hotel in
New York. According to a New York
Times Magazine report of January 21,
1979, Carter told Dayan that Israel
would eventually have to accept a
Palestinian “‘entity’’ or ‘‘homeland”’
on the West Bank and Gaza; otherwise,
said Carter, he would warn American
Jews that ‘“‘Israeli intransigence was
holding up peace and endangering vital
American interests.’’

Major newspapers in the country
broadened their coverage. In February
1978, the New York Times ran a series
of articles on the Palestinians and the
Palestinian Liberation Organization.
[See the Link, Spring 1978.] In
October 1978, the Chicago Tribune
Magazine’s special report on the Mid-
dle East concluded that the crux of the
Middle East conflict was ‘‘the Palestin-
ian problem,’’ and it speculated that

the ‘“‘nationless Palestinians will one
day finally have a state of their own.”’

Television followed. Cautiously.
ABC’s prime time documentary,
““Terror in the Promised Land,”’
presented the rationale for Palestinian
resistance without bias—and without
paid commercials. CBS’s Sixty
Minutes gave Palestinian Americans an
estimated audience of 60 million
viewers. In January 1979, the Public
Broadcasting Service aired the first of
its documentary trilogy, ‘‘Palestine,”’
of which New York Times TV critic
John O’Connor wrote, ‘‘Never before
has the Palestinian side been presented
so thoroughly or directly on American
television.”” And O’Connor concluded:
““A profound and doubtlessly
significant change has occurred in this
country’s televised coverage of Israel
and the Palestinians.”’ [See New York
Times, Jan. 14, 1979, p. D-31.]

Then, on January 9, 1979, Andrew
Young, U.S. Ambassador to the
United Nations, acknowledged during
an interview that American diplomacy
in the Mideast and at the U.N., is
hampered by the lack of an ‘‘effective
relationship with the Palestinian
people.”” The P.L.O. representatives at
the U.N. are “‘very intelligent, decent
human beings,’’ Young said, and he
expressed the hope that they ‘‘would
win out in a battle for the leadership of
the Palestinian cause.”

Indeed, a new awareness, it appears,
is entering America’s consciousness,
bestirring it with an international
imperative: A nation, in exile, craves
justice. Four million people, with
unshakable roots to Palestine, claim
their rightful patrimony. And
America, the honest broker in the
Middle East negotiations, takes
another look at Camp David, at
“‘linkage,’’ and at the inalienable rights
of the Palestinian people.



About This Issue

Featured in this issue are reports from
Washington, D.C., London and the
United Nations. Ambassador Andrew
Young’s interview was conducted by
The Inter Dependent, a publication of
the United Nations Association. The
article, ““Trauma and Triumph of a Na-
tion in Exile,”” appeared in The Arab
Report, November 15, 1978, published
by the Arab Information Center in
Washington. Our section on the inter-
national community’s recognition of
Palestinian nationhood comes from
John Reddaway, former Deputy
Commissioner-General of the United
Nations Relief and Works Agency for
Palestine Refugees in the Near East,
and present director of the Council for
the Advancement of Arab-British
Understanding.

Our book review selection, The Zion-
ist Connection, is Dr. Alfred Lilien-
thal’s latest and most comprehensive
work. Author of many books and arti-
cles, Dr, Lilienthal also edits the
monthly newsletter, Middle East Per-
spective. Our reviewer, Rev. David
Noonan, is former Professor of Ethics
at Emmanual College, Boston, former
chaplain at Harvard University, and
presently on the staff of Framingham
State College, in Massachusetts. Link
readers can receive The Zionist
Connection at a discount of 40
percent. See page 11 for details.

The Link also announces the
following items:

Special Offer

to Teachers

During the past several months A.M.E.U
has noted an increase in the requests
from elementary and high school
teachers for classroom material on the
Middle East. A.M.E.U. now offers a
special packet of material, suitable for

classroom use, which includes, among
other items, an Arab world handbook
for teachers, two handsome Middle
East wall maps from the National
Geographic Magazine, and Ray
Cleveland’s 1978 edition of The Middle
East and South Asia. Aided by a spe-
cial foundation grant, A.M.E.U. of-
fers this collection to teachers for
$1.00, the cost of postage and han-
dling. Teachers wishing this material,
however, must give as their return ad-
dress the name of the school where
they work. No packets will be mailed
to private addresses. Because some of
this material is geared to particular age
groups, please specify grade level.
Present quantity is limited.

Midwest Conferences

on Palestine

Two major conferences are planned in
the Midwest, both near enough to
Chicago’s O’Hare Airport for
sponsors to meet airborne participants
on arrival.

May 18-20, ““‘Human Rights and
Israeli-Palestine Responsibility for the
Christian Church,’” at the La Grange
Christian Life Center. Spearheaded by
the Chicago Presbytery’s Middle East
Task Force, the conference features
among its speakers: Father Daniel
Berrigan, Dr. Ibrahim Abu-Lughad,
Mr. Sami Esmail, Father Paul Terazi,
and Dr. James Zogby. Cost for
registration, five meals and two nights’
lodging is $50. Further information
may be had by sending a stamped, self-
addressed envelope to: Rev. Donald
Wagner, First Presbyterian Church,
1427 Chicago Ave., Evanston, IL
60201.

June 24-27, “Holy Peoples, Holy
Lands,’’ the Midwest Forum's 36th
Summer Conference on International
Affairs at Aurora College. Keynote
speakers are: Rabbi Schaalman, Dr.
Muhammad Abdul-Rauf, Msgr. John
Nolan, and Dr. H. Kenn Carmichael.
Dean of the conference is Rev. L.
Humphrey Walz, former Link editor.
Cost for registration, eight meals and

three nights is $65. Send inquiries,
along with self-addressed, stamped
envelope to: Rev. Gerald A. Krause,
First Methodist Church, 511 Public
Ave., Beloit, WI 53511.

A.M.A.A. in Lebanon

As a supplement to our winter issue on
American relief work in Lebanon, the
Link notes the work being done by the
Armenian Missionary Association of
America. A recent grant of $500,000
from A.1.D. was obtained by the
A.M.A.A., the Armenian General
Benevolent Union, and the Armenian
Relief Society, with the Armenian
Assembly as the catalyst in processing
the application. A.M.A.A. also
participates in two loan-granting funds
in Lebanon to businessmen unable to
reopen their businesses. A.M.A_A.
offices are located at 140 Forest Ave.,
Paramus, NJ 07652.

ICARUS

ICARUS Middle East Film

Library was recently established to
meet the educational and cultural
needs of social studies teachers, college
instructors and community organiza-
tions. ICARUS is currently promoting
a membership program that offers re-
duced prices on all film rentals, an edu-
cational newsletter and a unique
Middle East Cine Magazine, the collec-
tive effort of Middle Eastern film-
makers, artists and film critics.
ICARUS is located at 200 Park Ave.,
South #1319, New York, NY 10003.

Spring Issue of Link

In recognition of 1979 as the ‘“Year of
the Child, "’ the Link will devote its
next issue to the ‘‘child in the Arab
World.””

John F. Mahoney, Executive Director



Young Urges New Palestinian Policy

U.N. Ambassador
Andrew Young

From the unedited transcript of Am-
bassador Young’s interview with the
staff of The Inter Dependent, January
9, 1979

Inter Dependent (ID): Speaking about
the relationship between the General
Assembly and the world, you men-
tioned that our role as an honest brok-
er in the Middle East has given us some
credibility in the third world and more
respect. Yet the General Assembly
passed a resolution calling for a con-
vening of the Geneva Conference;
passed a resolution calling on the Secu-
rity Council to cut off arms to Israel;
passed a resolution, against the wishes
of the U.S., which would make the
P.L.O. a conduit for U.N. develop-
ment assistance. Is the General Assem-
bly out of touch with the world?

Young: No; maybe we are. Because
while we are an honest broker between
Israel and the Arab states, we don’t
have any effective relationship with the
Palestinian people. Now, I’'m not ad-
vocating a particular kind of relation-
ship with the Palestinian people, but
the U.N. is overwhelmingly a place
which supports the underdog. And
anybody that is perceived as the under-
dog is going to get the majority support
of the nations of the U.N.

Senator Ribicoff came back from a
meeting one time and said, ‘‘Gosh.”’
He said, ‘“‘You’d think that the U.S.
and the Soviet Union should have some
influence in the U.N. But they don’t
have nearly as much influence in the
U.N. as the P.L.O.”" It’s easy to dis-
agree with that. And yet, I think that
the relationship that the P.L.O. has
had to the U.N. has been one of the
things that has made it possible for
there to be some moderating influences

present in the whole Palestinian equa-
tion. That the people who are repres-
enting the P.L.O. at the U.N. are very
skilled politicians and very intelligent,
decent human beings. Hopefully, they
would win out in a battle for the
leadership of the Palestinian cause,
and not those elements of the P.L.O.
that feel that the only way for them to
survive is through a sustained cam-
paign of terrorism and leading to the
destruction of Israel.

There has been a de facto recogni-
tion of the political process to
liberation by those elements of the
Palestinian cause that work with the
U.N.

ID: The U.S. doesn’t recognize,
doesn’t deal directly with the
B:L.O: x5

Young: That’s right . . .

ID: . . . and in its attempt to work out
a settlement in the area has not dealt
with them. Hasn’t the U.N.’s enhance-
ment of the P.L.O. as a political entity
given them a stature that has sort of
frustrated the U.S. approach for work-
ing out a peace in the Middle East?

Young: I think realistically the P.L.O.
not only has captured the imagination
of the Palestinian people, evidently,
but they also have a tremendous influ-
ence within Kuwait, Saudi Arabia,
Syria; certainly Iraq and Lebanon—
well, Lebanon and Iraq not in the same
category, but that is the reality. We
may not like it; we don’t recognize it.
But it doesn’t make it any less true.

ID: Should we recognize them?

Young: I think we should have some
way of relating to the Palestinian peo-
ple. How we do that, I think, isa
matter for discussion. And we really
haven’t reached a conclusion on that.
But I would say that overwhelmingly
the reason for our not having relations
with the P.L.O. is probably because of
Israel. I don’t necessarily quarrel with
that, because I think that Israel is going
to have to make the decisions about
how it’s going to relate to the Pales-
tinian people. Now, it has made one at-

tempt through the development of a
political process on the West Bank and
Gaza. It can evaluate the success or the
failure of that. That may or may not be
a satisfactory approach, according to
the people there involved—the million
and a half Palestinians essentially in-
side Israeli-controlled areas. But there
are probably another two million or
more Palestinians in other parts of the
Middle East. And I think what we’re
seeing, and I think the frustration of
the Camp David Accords is essentially
being accomplished by Palestinians
who feel as though it does not give
them the kind of representation and
guarantee they need to assure their fu-
ture or any concept of self-determina-
tion. And that’s what I think we’re
working on.

ID: Then is that really an adequate
framework for a Middle East peace?

Young: I think the framework is ade-
quate. The problem is that people see
in it different things. In any peace
process, leaders are required to move
toward each other to reconcile their
differences. But in the process of mov-
ing toward their former adversaries
and enemies, they find themselves
moving away from their own people,
so that every leader involved in any
kind of peaceful negotiation has got to
bring his own constituents along.

Now, the Palestinians, who feel left
out, really don’t see the move that Is-
rael is making in the direction of peace.
Not because it’s not there, but because
they hear the things that Prime Minis-
ter Begin may be saying to reassure his
own citizens. And everybody has
tended to look at the worst. The Arabs
have felt that President Sadat sold out
the Arab cause, or betrayed the Arab
cause. It’s obvious that Israel doesn’t
think so, because Israel doesn’t even
want to go along with what the Arabs
are viewing as a betrayal of the Arab
cause. So what you really have to deal
with now is not something that is
wrong with the document, with the
negotiations, but you have to deal with
the perceptions about the Camp David
Accords that are coming from extreme-
ly opposite positions.



Trauma and Triumph of
A Nation in Exile

Who are the Palestinians? What is the
Palestine Liberation Organization?
What is the relation of the one to the
other in the transformation of the po-
litical sensibility and mass energies of
Palestinian society? Why has it been
proven yet again, in recent weeks, that
the question of Palestine, at bottom,
remains the fundamental one in the
dispute in the Middle East? Above all,
what are the fattors contributing to the
disjunction between image and reality
in Western perceptions of the Pales-
tinians and their movement?

Israeli-occupied West Bank behind.

From the outset, it is clear now that
in the Western political conscious-
ness—but more specifically in the
United States—there is not a Pales-
tinian people but a Palestinian prob-
lem. There is not, in other words, a
people that is concerned with its
national authenticity, that has a cul-
ture, traditions and social preoccupa-
tions; there is, instead, a problem,
abstracted from its relation to human
beings, defined with all the contriv-
ances and conventions of political
idiom. Ironically enough, the reverse is
true when it comes to Israel.
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Unbroken lines of refugees crossed over into Jordan in 1967, leaving

A case in point would be the termin-
ology and emphasis in the Camp David
Accords on Palestine. These give the
impression, in their concentration on
the problems of the “‘inhabitants’’ of
the West Bank and Gaza, that the only
Palestinians around are these name-
less, faceless ‘‘inhabitants’’ living in
these two territories, and that the issues
in the Palestine conflict are totally en-
capsulated there. The image of the
Palestinians as a society, a people and
anation in exile is thus mutilated
further.

Who the Palestinians are, and what
body of self-definitions they have ac-
cumulated during the last six decades,
is crucial to a meaningful understand-
ing of the structural sources of tension
in the Arab-Israel dispute.

Six decades of struggle, inside and
outside Palestine, by Palestinians from
all walks of life and all classes of soci-
ety, had acted to form an enlarged
repertoire of national consciousness
among Palestinians, a permanent and
evolving depository, on which all
Palestinians drew, that cemented the
Palestinian people’s national character

and its aspirations. The Palestinians on
the West Bank and in the Gaza Strip
are not one iota different from Pales-
tinians in Lebanon, Syria, Kuwait, the
United States and other places in the
diaspora. These approximately four
million Palestinians are not just united
in a sense of national cohesiveness, but
in an unyielding commitment to the
same goals—to regain their rights as a
people and as a nation in search of,
and struggle for, freedom and state-
hood. Perhaps this is one of the most
remarkable social phenomenon of the
20th century in the Middle East, that a
people that suffered expulsion from its
homeland and fragmentation in vari-
ous host countries nevertheless sur-
vived to retain its roots to the land and
its national cohesiveness.

A settlement, then, that sets out to
create dichotomies among this one
people is adopting an adversary stance
to the very structure of Palestinian
society and the very ethos of its nation-
al consciousness.

Within this framework, it becomes
easy to understand why the Palestin-
ians, en masse, have always rejected all
attempts to supplant the P.L.O. with
an alternative leadership.

Dismemberment
of a People

In the Camp David Accords, the Pales-
tinians are segmented arbitrarily into
various divisions, with a different
formula dealing with each.

One category of Palestinians, upon
whom virtually all the attention of the
Accords is focused, is described as
“‘the inhabitants of the West Bank and
Gaza.’’ Another is that ‘‘displaced
from the West Bank and Gaza in
1967.”” And yet another is dismissed
contemptuously as the “‘refugee
problem,’’ presumably referring to the
two million Palestinians living in the
diaspora. [Spared the indignity of this
categorizing are three other types of
Palestinians: those who were displaced
or deported since 1967, those who have



Palestinians, with few possessions, head south toward

temporary security in camps outside Gaza.

lived in pre-1948 Palestine all along,
known to some as ‘‘Israeli-Arabs,”’
and those many other Palestinians in
the diaspora who are not defined or
registered as ‘‘refugees.”’] Each of
these three groups is assigned a polit-
ico-social destiny independent of the
other, permanently and distinctly
severed from the national whole.

Add to all of that, of course, the di-
rect consequence of such segmenta-
tion—the fact that the Palestinians are
not to contemplate, in this scheme of
things, the vision of freedom in state-
hood, a condition without which a
people cannot establish real connec-
tions in the world around them or con-
cern themselves with exploring their
potential for growth, functioning insti-
tutionally as a national group, in a

state, bound by a consciousness of kind.

Obviously, rejection of the Camp
David Accords can be traced to the na-
ture of the social fabric in Palestinian
society, as it can to the shortcomings in
the Accords dealing with the political
question of Palestinian rights.

In like manner, the inability of out-
siders to ignore the P.L.O. or isolate
the Palestinians from it is rooted in
socio-political forces in Palestinian
society.

P.L.O. and
the Palestinians

It is a source of bafflement to people in
this country, or in Israel, why all
efforts to create an alternative ‘‘leader-
ship”’ to the P.L.O. have failed, why
even ‘‘moderate’’ Palestinians, as they
are called here, persist in declaring that
the only leadership that represents

them is the P.L.O. and no other. The
reason for this bafflement can only be
attributed to a lack of understanding
of the dynamics of Palestinian nation-
alism and the collective national
traumas of the Palestinian people, of
which the P.L.O. is the organic out-
growth. In that sense, it can be said
that the P.L.Q. is not just an organiza-
tion, nor is it just a leadership. It is, in
sum, the very institutional structure of
Palestinian society and a juncture in
the evolutionary continuum of the
Palestinian national movement, a
movement that has been on the scene,
with its own historical ebb and flow,
since the turn of the century.

The attention that the Palestine Lib-
eration Organization has attracted in

the Western media has been almost ex-
clusively the armed struggle of the
guerrillas. Consequently, the political,
social and cultural activities of the
P.L.O. within the Palestinian com-
munity were totally ignored, as was the
internal structure of the P.L.O. as the
general organizational framework
within which all Palestinian social sys-
tems, trade unions, professional as-
sociations, educational institutions,
political councils and national group-
ings operate. Only an insight into this
organizational structure would afford
a glimpse of how the activities of the
P.L.O. touch on the lives of virtually
all Palestinians in the world, To di-
vorce the P.L.O. from the Palestinians
is an impossible task as it would be an
unnatural state of affairs; as if a peo-
ple, with a high level of national con-
sciousness, are asked to isolate them-
selves from the national and political
institutions that embody them, and
that are the genuine and organic devel-
opment of their socio-political experi-
ence. The United States does not recog-
nize the P.L.O. and Israel rejects it.
They are, however, the exception, since
the rest of the world does not feel the
same way.

The Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion is engaged in a great number of
activities other than the national strug-
gle for liberation of the Palestinians
from Zionist occupation and from
exile. The most important of these
activities is embodied in the institution
of the Palestine National Council,

U.N.R.W.A. maintains a supplementary food program designed

to correct nutritional deficiencies.




functionally based on the quintessence
of democratic practices. The Council,
which is a parliament in exile, has a
membership that is derived from all
walks of life in Palestinian society,
guerrilla organizations, labor unions,
professional groupings (writers, doc-
tors, teachers, etc.). All of these mem-
bers, coming as they do from
Palestinian communities in the
diaspora as well as under occupation,
secure as representative a voice of the
Palestinian people as any in the world
where true democracy is practiced.

The Council is the supreme authority
of the Palestinian people. It formulates
policies and political programs for the
P.L.O. executive committee. All major
decisions affecting the political destiny
of the Palestinians must be approved
by the Council. During the Council’s
ordinary sessions, usually once every
two years unless the Chairman requests
otherwise (in 1968 two sessions were
held), reports are examined from the
P.L.O. on its achievements and its or-
gans; the Palestine National Fund and
the P.L.O. budget are considered by
various financial committees; and the
major issues affecting the Palestinians
are then debated and voted upon. In
1973, the National Council, in its 11th
session, created a Central Council to
follow up and implement its
resolutions.

Another important institution of the
P.L.O. is the Executive Committee of
the P.L.O. itself, which is selected by
the National Council from its own
members and acts as a Cabinet. The

Executive Committee is in permanent
session, and elects its own Chairman.
It is responsible exclusively to the
National Council.

The Palestine National Fund is yet
another body whose responsibilities
touch on the lives of virtually all Pales-
tinians and which is an integral part of
the P.L.O. Managed by a board of di-
rectors and directly answerable to the
Palestinian people through the Pales-
tine National Council, the Fund super-
vises expenditures on educational,
social, cultural as well as military activ-
ities in Palestinian society and the
Palestinian national movement.

There are a great many other social,
educational and political bodies
involved in Palestinian society that are
an extension of the involvement of the
P.L.O. in the broad design of the
human concerns of Palestinians in the
diaspora and under occupation.

Palestinian trade unions, an
extension of the P.L.O. Department of
Popular Organizations, are democratic
bodies whose officials are elected by
the membership and deal with the regu-
lar problems encountered by Palestin-
ian workers and professionals. The
Palestine Red Crescent Society
(P.R.C.8.), a major medical institution
of the P.L.O., renders medical services
not just to the Palestinian community,
civilian and guerrilla alike, but to
whomever needs it in the area where its
clinics are located. The P.R.C.S. has
participated in several international
conferences and has signed agreements
with the Red Cross and various Geneva

P.L.O. representative Farouk Khaddoumi addresses
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Security Council during Mideast debate in 1976.

Conventions on behalf of the P.L.O.

In addition to that, the P.L.O. runs
schools, orphanages, summer pro-
grams, kindergartens and the like to
oversee the educational needs of Pales-
tinians in exile. The P.L.O. has a num-
ber of information offices, its own
newspapers and magazines, a news
agency as well as the Association of
Workshops, an agency that offers vo-
cational training for the children of
fallen patriots and produces goods
(clothes, furniture, embroidery, etc.)
for the population of refugee camps at
subsidized prices.

Another major institution of the
P.L.O. is the Palestine Research
Center, which possesses a huge library
and extensive archives for the docu-
mentation and study of the Palestine
conflict.

Durability
of the P.L.O.

It is obvious that the Palestine Libera-
tion Organization, contrary to the
image held of it here, is a fact of politi-
cal life in the Arab World, like the
Palestinians themselves. It is equally
obvious that it is not a military move-
ment confined to the activities of
Palestinian guerrillas (though that has
a major positional value in Palestinian
society), but is the reflection of the
mass sentiments of all Palestinians,
with strong roots among the Palestin-
ians, in the Arab World and the rest of
the world where Palestinians live. Were
it not for that, the P.L.O. would have
collapsed a long time ago.

Within the P.L.O., various political
and ideological visions exist. That is
simply because of the democratic na-
ture of Palestinian society. Like every
society in the world, Palestinian society
is imbued with a great many ideologi-
cal currents and political sensibilities.
These are freely, democratically and
openly operating within the institution-
al and guerrilla structure of the P.L.O.

So long as the Palestinians are
around, so will the P.L.O. Palestinian
rights are well known as a constant,
not a variable, in the struggle for Pales-
tine. So are the indivisibility of Pales-
tinian society and its functional mani-
festation, the Palestinian Liberation
Organization.

Anybody who ignores that, in seek-
ing a resolution of the Palestinian
problem is ignoring reality, standing
remote from the political temper of the
region and its immutable facts of life.



From America
With Life

By William Gedeon

I was told to believe that there
is a God , who is within us, around
us, and who controls earth, sun
and universe

I was told to believe that the prophets
and sainis were sent to save me, my soul
and all the human race

I was told to believe that the earth is round

and travels around the sun, that this earth

is one of many planets of the sun,
of many suns of the universe

I was told that man is human, that to be
human is to love, to love is to have
compassion for fellowman and life

and I agreed

But then one day I said I’'m a Palestinian,
one of four million Palestinians living
in refugee camps in the desert or under
occupation or in exile

I said we Palestinians are human too, we
deserve your love and compassion

I said in the name of God, the prophets
and the saints, please help my people,
for what is their crime?

they laughed

And I told my son to believe that there
is @a God who is within us and around us
and who controls the earth, the sun
and the universe

That the prophets and saints were sent
by God to save him, his soul and
the human race

That the earth is round and travels around
the sun that this earth is a planet of
many other planets of this sun of
many other suns of the universe

And that man is human and to be human
is to love and to love is to have

compassion for one’s fellowman and life

and my son cried

and I cried

And more of us cried, Palestinians cried,
all of us cried,
until our cry was heard in battle, on
the fields, in prison camps, in
occupied lands in the United
Nations and in all the nations
of this earth

My son told his son that once he was told
to believe that there is a God who
sent his prophets and saints to save

the human race of this earth,
which earth is not flat and travels
around the sun of many other
suns of the universe, that
man is human, that human
is fo love and ro love is
to have compassion for your
Sfellowman and for life

and my grandson fell
asleep

with a rifle in his
hand

Reprinted from AAUG Newsletter,
June 1978




International Recognition
of Palestinian Nationhood

An Address by John Reddaway, Direc-
tor of the Council for the Advance-
ment of Arab-British Understanding,
delivered at the British House of
Commons on December 5, 1977

As an historical footnote to what has
been said about the need for the world
to remind Israel that it was never in-
tended that the Palestinians should be
deprived of a homeland of their own
on Palestinian soil, I would like to
spend a few minutes dusting off the
texts of the international promises
which have been made from time to
time to the Arab people of Palestine
and which have been so zealously
swept under the carpet by Zionists in
their efforts to re-write the recent
history of Palestine.

The general point was well made by
Andrew Faulds in his introductory
speech at the recent seminar in London
on ‘‘Peace and the Palestinians’’:

It needs saying again and again that
it was never the intention of the in-
ternational community, including
the United States, to turn the Arab
inhabitants of Palestine into a
“‘people without a land.”’” Whatever
other sacrifices they may have de-
manded from the Palestinians in the
interest of securing a national home
for the Jewish people, neither the
League of Nations nor, later, the
United Nations ever intended that
the Palestinians should be left with-
out a land of their own on Pales-
tinian soil. Even if there were not on
record the specific undertakings em-
bodied in the General Assembly
resolutions, it would be a matter of
natural and evident justice that the
Palestinians should have a land of
their own.

The first of the international prom-
ises to the Palestinians was of course
that contained in the Balfour Declara-
tion—later to be incorporated in the
Palestine Mandate. The Declaration,
having promised the support of the
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British Government for the establish-
ment in Palestine of a national home
(not a national state) for the Jewish
people, went on to qualify this promise
with the words:

it being clearly understood that
nothing shall be done which may
prejudice the civil and religious
rights of existing non-Jewish com-
munities in Palestine.

The meaning is clear in spite of the
odd, indeed offensive, circumlocution
contained in the use of the term ‘‘non-
Jewish’’ to describe the indigenous
Arabs of Palestine. (Perhaps others be-
sides myself were reminded of this
when they heard Mr. Begin in the
Knesset the other day referring to the
Palestinians as ‘‘the Arabs of Eretz
Israel’’.) But leaving aside this oddity

Arabs would be subordinate to the
Jews, would not be in breach of the
Declaration, provided the Arabs
continued to enjoy freedom to practice
their religion and to manage their own
cultural and social affairs. But the his-
torical record shows that this was nor
how the then British Government, who
were after all the authors of the Declar-
ation, interpreted this passage. In
January 1918 (within two months of
issuing the Declaration), they
dispatched Commander D.C. Hogarth
to Jeddah to reassure King Hussein.
He conveyed a carefully worded mes-
sage on behalf of the British Govern-
ment, stating that they were
determined that no obstacle should be
put in the way of the realization of the
return of Jews to Palestine ‘‘in so far
as is compatible with the freedom of

It needs saying again and again that it was never the intention
of the international community, including the United States,
to turn the Arab inhabitants of Palestine into a

‘“‘people without a land.”’

Andrew Faulds

of language, no one can reasonably
question the intention. The national
home for the Jewish people was to be
established in such a way as not to
prejudice the civil and religious rights
of the Arab population already present
in Palestine. (They then numbered
about 600,000 as against a total Jewish
population of only about one tenth of
that number.)

A typically disingenuous attempt has
been made by Zionist propagandists to
pretend that “‘civil and religious
rights”” meant something different
from and less than political rights and
that therefore the establishment of a
Jewish state in Palestine, in which the

the existing population, both economic
and political.”” (See The Balfour Decla-
ration by Leonard Stein, pp. 632-633.)
It is true that the two principal
authors of the Declaration, Balfour
and Lloyd George, may have privately
entertained the hope or even the inten-
tion that, in the course of time, the
Jewish national home would develop
into a Jewish national state. We are all
familiar with Balfour’s contemptuous
dismissal of the rights of the Palestin-
ians in his memorandum of 11 August
1919:
Zionism, be it right or wrong, good
or bad, is rooted in age-long tradi-
tions, in present needs, in future



hopes, of far profounder import
than the desires and prejudices of the
700,000 Arabs who now inhabit that
ancient land.

Doreen Ingrams, in her book The
Seeds of Conflict, quotes a minute
from a senior official in the Colonial
Office, dated 7 November 1921, re-
cording a conversation with Weizmann
in which he said that he had asked
Lloyd George and Balfour what mean-
ing the British Government had
attached to the phrase ‘‘Jewish nation-
al home’’ in the Declaration and that
they had replied: ‘“We meant a Jewish
state,””

This report, at secondhand, of an
oral exchange may or may not be true.
But the views ascribed to Lloyd George

and Balfour personally certainly did
not constitute the official, approved
policy of the British Government. In
numerous written and oral
statements—in White Papers, in par-
liamentary debates, in Sir Herbert
Samuel’s speeches as High Commis-
sioner for Palestine—the British
Government made it abundantly clear
that it was not their intention to de-
prive the Palestinians of their home-
land or to subject them to Jewish rule.
The classic statement of the British
Government’s position was contained
in the White Paper on Palestine issued
by Winston Churchill in June 1922:

H.M.G. therefore now declare un-
equivocally that it is not part of their
policy that Palestine should become
a Jewish state. They would indeed
regard it as contrary to their obliga-
tions to the Arabs under the
Mandate, as well as to the assurances
which have been given to the Arab
people in the past, that the Arab
population of Palestine should be
made the subjects of a Jewish state
against their will.

On another occasion Churchill,
speaking to an Arab delegation in Jeru-
salem, said:

If one promise stands, so does the
other. We shall faithfully fulfil both.
Examine Mr. Balfour’s careful
words: Palestine to be ‘‘a national
home,’” not ‘‘the national home,”’ a
great difference in meaning. The es-
tablishment of a national home does
not mean a Jewish government to
dominate the Arabs.

The Balfour Declaration was incor-
porated in the Mandate and so the dual
promise—to the Palestinian Arabs as
well as to the Jews—was sanctioned
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U.N. General Assembly considers the question of Palestine in November 1974,

and confirmed by the League of Na-
tions. But beyond that, the whole
concept of the Mandate, as enunciated
in the Covenant of the League of
Nations, was based on the principle of
the self-determination of peoples and
on the provisional recognition of the
people of Palestine as an independent
nation. The Mandate for Palestine was
what was termed a Class A mandate
which was the category of mandate de-
signed for the territories detached from
the Turkish Empire at the end of the
First World War. The relevant passage
of the Covenant declared that:

Certain communities formerly
belonging to the Turkish Empire
have reached a stage of development
where their existence as independent
nations can be provisionally recog-
nized, subject to the rendering of ad-
ministrative advice and assistance by
a Mandatory until such time as they
are able to stand alone.

The clear implication is that the
League of Nations recognized the
people of Palestine (who were then in
an overwhelming majority Palestinian
Arabs) as entitled to independence and
nationhood. The Mandate, like the
Balfour Declaration, may have been
unjust in its bias towards Zionism. It
may have been impossible to adminis-
ter, because no Mandatory could
reconcile the Zionist movement’s inter-

pretation of the “‘national home’’ with
a proper respect for the national rights
of the Palestinians. And Britain, as the
Mandatory power, may have betrayed
the ““sacred trust’’ which it had under-
taken towards the existing population
of Palestine. But whatever criticisms
may be made of the Mandate and of
the Mandatory, these do not affect the
point I am making, which is that the
Mandate, in its concept and its terms,
specifically recognized the title of the
Arabs of Palestine to independence
and nationhood.

If we now turn to the United
Nations, the crucial text is of course
that of the General Assembly’s
partition resolution of 29 November
1947. That resolution is so often cited
by Zionists as proof of the legitimacy
of Israel’s creation that the world has
tended to lose sight of the fact that,
like the Balfour Declaration and the
Mandate, the partition resolution con-
tained a double promise. It not only
proposed the creation of a Jewish
state; it also proposed the creation of
an Arab, that is, a Palestinian, state.
Whatever criticisms may be levelled
against the United Nations for its
action in purporting to partition Pales-
tine against the wishes of the majority
of the population—and there are
indeed abundant grounds for
condemning the resolution in both
principle and substance and also for



the disgraceful way in which it was ger-
rymandered through the General
Assembly—these criticisms do not af-
fect the point that in this resolution the
United Nations—again, like its
predecessor, the League of Nations—
specifically accepted and recognized
the title of the Palestinians to nation-
hood and a land of their own.

The other day in the Daily Tele-
graph, a senior Israeli diplomat—who
must surely rank as one of the most in-
ept ever to represent Israel at the Court
of St. James—celebrated the 30th anni-
versary of the partition resolution with
what purported to be an account of the
international decision to partition
Palestine and the events that ensued on
that decision. It was, to put it mildly, a
highly idiosyncratic account. In the
course of it he levelled against the
United Nations the one accusation I
would never have expected to hear
from the lips of a Zionist spokesman.
He actually complained that the U.N.
had ““never lifted a finger in defence of
its own resolution’’! Now it is of
course quite true that, having rashly

wicked Arab plot to encompass their
destruction. Then there would have
been an Arab, thatistosaya
Palestinian, state consisting of three
quarters of a million Arabs and a
negligible ten thousand Jews. And
finally there would have been a corpus
separatum of Jerusalem with a popula-
tion of about one hundred thousand
Jews and the same number of Arabs.
Now whatever else may be said about
this plan, one thing is clear: The Pales-
tinian right to nationhood and their
own national state was conspicuously
acknowledged and made manifest.
Since 1947 a good deal of effort has
been expended by Zionist propagan-
dists to persuade the world that the
Palestinians forfeited any title they
may have had to an independent
national state by resorting to arms in
order to oppose the partition resolu-
tion and to prevent the dismemberment
of their ancestral land against their
wishes. It is further argued that, having
put the issue to the test of war and
having been defeated, the Palestinians
must accept that the slate has been

In particular, Mr. Callaghan should remind his visitor

[Mr. Begin] that the Balfour Declaration contained a dual promise

—to the Palestinians as well as to the Zionist movement. And,

as Churchill said, if one promise stands, so does the other.

John Reddaway

adopted its partition resolution, the
U.N. then took no effective action to
carry it out. The partition of Palestine
was, in the end, effected not by the
United Nations nor in accordance with
any resolution, however, well- or ill-
conceived, of the General Assembly.
The Haganah and Irgun imposed parti-
tion on Palestine by force and terror,
without regard for the territorial
boundaries and demographic distribu-
tion envisaged in the U.N. plan.

But what if the U.N. had put its plan
into effect? What shape would parti-
tioned Palestinethave presented? There
would have been a so-called Jewish
state consisting of about half a million
Jews and between four and five
hundred thousand Palestinian Arabs.
In other words, a binational state not
unlike the Palestinian vision which Is-
raelis nowadays anathematize as a
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wiped clean and that any previous
recognition by the world of their right
to nationhood had been invalidated by
their own action. There is, I believe, no
basis of international law or historical
precedent for this argument. We can all
think of cases where national rights
haye survived resort to war and
military defeat.

As a coda to this recapitulation of
the theme of international recognition
of Palestinian nationhood, I will
conclude by recalling that even Israel,
once upon a time, was prepared to
agree that General Assembly resolu-
tions, and in particular those concern-
ing the partition of Palestine into
Jewish and Arab states and the return
of the Palestinian refugees to their
homes, ought not to be “‘deprived of
all compelling force”” but ought, on the
contrary, to be accorded ‘‘extremely

wide validity.’’ Those were the expres-
sions used by Abba Eban, as the rep-
resentative of Israel at the U.N., in the
spring of 1949 when Israel’s applica-
tion for membership in the U.N. was
under discussion. This admission
stands on record, even though Israel,
after it had secured its aim of interna-
tional recognition through membership
in the U.N., cyncially threw aside the
assurances it had given and blocked
action on both the return of refugees
and the establishment of a Palestinian
homeland.

Finally, it may be worth drawing at-
tention to a curious fallacy which is far
too readily accepted nowadays. Not
content with denying that the
Palestinians have any national rights,
Israel now arrogates to itself a right of
veto over the establishment of a Pales-
tinian state. What is surprising is not
that Israel makes this claim, but that
anyone should take it seriously. What
conceivable right have the Israelis to
dictate to the Palestinians about their
nationhood? The other day our own
Prime Minister, in the course of some
admirably forthright remarks to the
British Board of Jewish Deputies,
seemed to endorse this fallacy:

There is no prospect of a lasting
peace coming about in the Middle
East unless the Palestinian problem
is solved. We believe the way to solve
it is by setting up a homeland of
some kind for the Palestinian Arabs.
It is not for us to say what form that
homeland should take. Thatisa
matter for the parties concerned.

1 beg leave to disagree with Mr.
Callaghan if, as seems to be the case,
he includes Israel among ‘‘the parties
concerned’’ who should decide what
form the Palestinian homeland should
take. Israel, so long as America
dishonours itself by acquiescing, may
have the power to prevent the
Palestinians from enjoying their
undoubted right to nationhood and a
land of their own. But what Israel
certainly does not have is any right to
behave in this abominably dog-in-the-
manger way. Whether the Palestinians
should be accorded the rights and
status of an independent nation is not
for Israel to say, but for the interna-
tional community as a whole. And long
ago the League of Nations and later the
United Nations answered that question
with a clear, unequivocal ‘‘yes.”’

On his arrival in London last Friday
Mr. Begin had the effrontery, perhaps
chutzpah is the right word, to call for a



renewal of the Balfour Declaration,
which he described in characteristically
tendentious terms as ‘‘a covenant
signed between the British and the
Jewish people.”’ It was of course
nothing of the kind. It was a statement
of intention by a British Cabinet to-
wards two other parties—the Zionist
movement (at that time by no means
representative of the Jewish people as a
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[] Ray Cleveland, Middle East and
South Asia, revised 1978, Stryker-Post
Publications. 98 pp. $2.75 (paper-
back). The author gives a short histori-
cal background on the early empires in
these areas, followed by a treatment of
each of the present countries. This
treatment consists of a set of statistics,
a short history, a description of the
culture, an outline of economy and fi-
nally an analysis of the future pros-
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study book. Our price, $2.50.

[0 Alfred Lilienthal, The Zionist Con-
nection: What Price Peace?, Dodd,
Mead & Co. 800 pp. $20.00. Covers the
Arab-Israeli conflict from the time of
Herzl to Camp David. It treats the sub-
ject from every angle. It is well-docu-
mented; the research involved is monu-
mental. Contains much information of
which Americans are mostly unaware.
One authority has said that it should be
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[] Treatment of Palestinians in Israeli-
Occupied West Bank and Gaza. 143
and xv pp. $4.50 (paperback). National
Lawyers Guild, N.Y. A report by the
1977 Middle East Delegation of the
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of international law, the charges
against the Israeli government that she
has repeatedly violated the human
rights of the Palestinians in the
occupied territories. Based on observa-
tion, interviews and documents. Qur
price, $4.00.

LI R. Afifi, A. Al-Qazzaz & A. Shab-
bas, The Arab World: A Handbook
for Teachers, Najda, Albany, Calif.
128 pp. $5.00 (paperback). A book of
interest not only to teachers but to all
having an interest in the Arab world.
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whole) and the existing Arab popula-
tion of Palestine.

But since Mr. Begin has thus chosen
to invoke the past, our own Prime
Minister would do well to take him up
on this and to remind him of the
historical evidence showing that the
world recognized the Palestinian right
to nationhood and independence long
before the State of Israel was created
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the prevalence of distortions, stereo-
typing, etc., found in most school texts
covering the Arabs, their culture, his-
tory and society. Our price, $3.25.

[J Robert B. Betts, Christians in the
Arab East, rev. 1978, John Knox. 318
pp. $12.00. A comprehensive study of
the Arabic-speaking Christians and the
role they have played in the Middle
East from the time of the Islamic con-
quest up to present day developments.
Valuable demographic statistics and a
comprehensive bibliography included.
Our price, $7.65.

[] Odd Bull, War and Peace in the
Middle East, Leo Cooper, London.
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of U.N. peace-keeping force activities
from 1963 to 1970. Impartial factual
reporting of various Israeli/Arab en-
counters. Includes photos and docu-
mentary appendices. Our price, $9.85.

[J John H. Davis, The Evasive Peace,
revised 1976, Dillon/Liederbach Inc.
136 pp. $5.95. Factual background to
present Arab-Israeli dilemma, with a
prescription for peace in Middle East.
Our price, $3.50.
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Press. 240 pp. $10.00. Tells a story not
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ian side of the present Middle East con-
flict. Our price, $6.25.
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with concise, fascinating account of
the forces molding Lebanon from 1900
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story of waste and destruction in Leb-
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Middle East conflict. Our price, $4.75.
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and reaffirmed that recognition at the
same time it called for the
establishment of a Jewish state in
Palestine. In particular, Mr. Callaghan
should remind his visitor that the Bal-
four Declaration contained a dual
promise—to the Palestinians as well as
to the Zionist movement. And, as
Churchill said, if one promise stands,
so does the other.
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Violence in the Middle East.’’ In trac-
ing these roots, the author explodes a
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and Zionists. A carefully researched
and documented account. Our price,
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Palestine Studies, ed. and publisher. 61
pp. $2.00 (paperback). A compilation
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Haganah before and during the crea-
tion of Israel in 1948. Various speeches
and interviews since then. Short bio-
graphical sketch. Our price, $1.45.
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(title of British edition, ‘“The Arabs’’),
T.Y. Crowell. 572 pp. $16.95. A very
readable history of the Arabs from pre-
Islamic times to the present, with an
objective account of the establishment
of the State of Israel and the resultant
effect on the attitudes of the Arabs.
Our price, $10.00.

[J Ephraim Sevela, Farewell, Israel,
Gateway Editions. 295 pp. $12.95. The
author’s disenchantment with Israel,
which he had thought would be the ful-
fillment of his dreams, is emotionally
expressed in his treatment of what he
calls Israel’s “‘racism’’ and the disin-
tegration of the world’s Jewish com-
munities. Our price, $8.00.
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The Zionist Connection

What Price Peace?

By Alfred M. Lilienthal. Dodd,
Mead & Co. 1978. 800 pp. $20.00.

Dr. Alfred M. Lilienthal

As ignorance is the parent of
arrogance, awareness is the parent of
progress, and pursuit of progress is the
parent of policy. The Zionist Connec-
tion, written by Alfred Lilienthal, cata-
lyzes awareness of the often unspoken
intricacies and injustices of the rela-
tionships among the nation of Israel,
its neighbors and the international
community.

While each of us writes or speaks
from a limited point of personal
prejudice, the truth is that facts cannot
be denied when documentation of the
facts is provided. Alfred Lilienthal has
done his homework in this regard. His
text deserves careful reading if the
totality of the present Mideast chaos
and confusion is to be understood with
equanimity for all parties involved.

Israel’s leaders, in their determina-
tion to ensure territorial integrity as an
entity, must preserve individual and in-
stitutional integrity as a people. The
people of Israel, and the Jewish people
around the world, must be able to
understand that, despite the inhuman-
ity inflicted upon them in the past,
there are moments in history when the
oppressed of the past become the op-
pressors in the present. Now is the time
for the Jewish people to understand
that a ““home”’ for the Jews should not
be synonymous with ‘‘hostility’’ to the
Arabs in Palestine.

Dr. Lilienthal crystallizes the fact
that the entire Mideast concern is
multi-dimensional in this regard, and
that the problem cannot be viewed in-
dependently or in isolation from the
present political, economic, military,
religious, national and international
context in which we live.

Crucial questions are raised relative
to the programmed prejudice of

America’s news media and the incapac-
ity of its presidents, Truman through
Carter, as orchestrators of silence
rather than opposition. Central to the
entire debate is the independence of the
seemingly independent man from
Independence, Mo. Was he owned or
did he own? The author raises this
question. And rightly so.

In chapter 5, Dr. Lilienthal examines
the creation of the State of Israel and
elicits response to the question of how
Judaism as a personal religion relates
to.Zionism as a national religion or
national entity. The total compatibility
of the two must be worked out and
negotiated. If this totality is achieved,
then ‘‘home”’ for one will not mean
‘‘hostility’’ to another, i.e., the Arab
community. ““Home’’ must be for all.

On page 403, the author comes to
the pivotal question: Is America a na-
tion of sheep, i.e., uncritical, easily
led, duped by deception, and accepting
without challenge what is handed down
from above by the makers of public
opinion. Sad to say, but I think in
many dimensions we are sheep, and
this for the reason that we are scared to
think or scared to confront the chal-
lenge which critical thought would
present to us.

In chapter 17, Dr. Lilienthal, com-
menting upon the Liberty attack,
proposes that silence does not mean
that all is well. This is a uniquely im-
portant element in assessing not only
that episode but in assessing the entire
Mideast situation. Silence can mean
support; silence can mean surrender.
And we had better find out what this
particular silence means.

No one individual, no one institution
no one state, no one leader possesses a
monopoly on integrity or insight. We
are part of one world, called by destiny
to forge a united world order. Each
nation is an entity-of equality; expan-
sionism is its cancer. This fact must be
accepted by all. Commitment to that
belief is the keystone for Mideast un-
derstanding.

Dr. Lilienthal, in The Zionist
Connection, sheds much light on the
less than understood realities of why
we are where we are. This book be-
comes required reading for those un-
willing to be sheep.

Reviewed by Rev. David F. Noonan
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