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stop the shooting!

It was only to be expected that the Palestine liberation
movement reject and that the overwhelming majority of
Arab regimes accept the American initiative for peace in
the Middle East and Mr. Rogers’ call “to stop the shooting
and start talking.”” Both the movement and the regimes
acted in accord with principles that have governed their
political behavior in the past.

The so-called “American peace initiative™ is based on
the U.N. political solution of November 1967—-a solu-
tion which the Palestine liberation movement has de-

which they think they master. To stop the shooting and
embark on an endless sea of d Iting the leader-
ship, glorifying the armed forces, and inflating victories
over the enemy ——was an offer they could not resist.

These regimes knew well that the PLM would be deter-
mined to resist such a course of action and they know
also that the movement’s strength lies in the overwhelm-
ing support it has among the multitude of Arab people. In
order to secure the success of the plot, therefore, the

d and declared ble. The Arab regir
nonetheless, have welcomed n and have made efforts
towards its implementation. One thing must be made
dear-——!he U.N. resolution and the American peace plan

Ives only to the q of the 1967
war. So do the efforts of those regimes who accept these
novelties; their aim is to “eliminate the effects of aggres-
sion.” Not much effort was needed to curb these regimes
or tempt them into accepting such proposals.

On the other hand, the Palestine liberation movement

has addressed itself to finding a solution radical to the -

problem resulting from the 1948 war——a solution to the
earlier dislocation of the Palestinian people. The U.N.
resolution and the U.S. plan are totally irrelevant and
inconsequential in this respect.

The movement thus far has refrained from attacking
the regimes and exposing them despite the fact that the
movement, ever since its inception, has been persistent in
its stand against such “political solutions.”” The movement
justifies this position simply: in the light of its long-
standing policy of steering away from conflicts with Arab
regimes——without historical justification. The steps taken
by Nasser today and, following him, by the regimes in
Jordan, Libya, Sudan and Lebanon (to name only those
immediately involved) constitute a noteworthy develop-
ment in the modern history of the Arab nation. It
amounts to betrayal of the declared goals of the entire
Arab revolution and is a stab in the side of its vanguard,
the Palestine liberation movement. The Palestine libera-
tion movement, at this point, has had to stand up to these
feeble regimes to prevent another Arab defeat of their
making. In the view of the PLM, enough is enough.

The Arab regimes have opted for talk. They had the
choice of shooting their way to a real victory or “talking
it out” toward another lllusory “answer.” But they have
tried it before and, as far as they are concerned, talking
has worked. Unmindful of Israel’s declared intentions,
they think they can bluff her out of Arab territories with-
out paying the requisite price, or pay a price and bluff to
the Arab people that it was worth it. In either case, they
assume, success in the game depends on the art of talking,

t would have to be isolated, or at least hindered
from mobilizing that support and turning it against the
regimes that champion a “peaceful solution.” To this end,
the regimes moved fast. First came an avalanche of fami-
liar jargon presenting Arab acceptance of the American
plan as a genius tactic which would throw the enemy
camp——Zionism and imperialism——into disarray. An
enormous campaign was mounted aimed at confusing the
Arab masses. Then, somewhat foolishly, they thought
they could silence the voice of the revolution by closing
its broadcasting station in Cairo. This was followed by a
desperate attempt to lay siege upon news of the revolu-
tion in the media; information about the commandos dis-
appeared from loyal publications. Soon gh there
ensued attacks on supporters of the revolution——attacks
which degenerated into name calling and blackmail. The
guerrillas came next——they were divided into noble and
ignoble, extreme and liberal, but, all in all, they were
characterized as ineffective and adventurous.

Underlining his ignorance of what a popular war of
liberation is all about (despite his claim of belonging to a
revolutionary regime) Mr. Haykal, the confidant of Presi-
dent Nasser, added his voice to those of the counter-

revolutionaries. He declared that “the Palestinians cannot-

carry out a popular liberation struggle by themselves.
Palestine is neither Algeria nor Vietnam. Acting alone, the
guerrillas can only annoy Israel” Mr. Haykal and his like
still think a classical war can be won by mere acquisition
of hardware; they think terrain is the decisive factor in a
people’s war of liberation. Haykal cannot envision Egypt
waging a war without MIG’s and SAM’s and he cannot
imagine a popular war without rocks or rainforest.

If “acting alone the guerrillas could only annoy
Israel,” can they in collaboration with Mr. Haykal, and
what he stands for, defeat Israel? The experiehce of the
past provides an ample answer to that query——what does
Haykal mean by “acting alone”? Indeed, guerrillas will
continue to act alone as long as people like Haykal con-
tinue to run the Arab world. The guerrillas have put for-
ward their goal in unmistakable terms; they have adopted
the strategy of popular war and have been acting accord-

ingly. The mere pronouncement by Mr. Haykal of the
phrase “acting alone™ either betrays total ignorance of
what the guerrilla movement is all about, or it is purpose-
ful distortion of the facts. Since when do guerrillas func-
tion alone and in isolation from the masses? The masses
do not count for Mr. Haykal, though——for as long as the
guerrillas do not act in concert with governments (as far
as Mr. Haykal is concerned), they will be acting alone. Mr.
Haykal (on whose shoulders rests the ibility of
defending the Egyptian regime’s latest move) was clearly
taken aback by the revolutionaries’ downright “no” to
Nasser’s leadership. It is surprising how arrogant such
people are, who after repeated failure, still have the gall to
expect silence acquiescence to their thoughtless gestures.
Despite admonitions given by the guerrilla groups to those
countries——that they’d better revamp the structure of
their military operation——in Egypt, the leadership is still
following the course of action it was on prior to, and
which culminated in, the defeat of 1967. )

It is obvious that it is this course of action which has
forced upon Nasser the acceptance of the new ceasefire, It
has become for him a vicious cycle, bringing him again
and again to his starting place. This being the case, the
Palestinians can only refuse to listen to him. The need for
a Palestine revolution arose because of the very nature of
the Arab regimes, their inability to do anything about
Palestine. It would be self-defeating for the revolution-
aries to join them.

Nasser’s early acceptance of Rogers’ plan was imme-
diately labelled a master stroke because it would corner
Israel. Granted, for the sake of argument, that Israel had
indeed been cornered——what then? Israel would still be
Israel. The ball wouldn’t have stopped rolling . . . which
brings us to the question: which is the ultimate goal, cor-
nering Israel or liberating Palestine?

Nasser’s claim to fame has been his gainsaying imper-
ialism and Zionism. If this peace plan were ever to mater-
ialize, Nasser would be in the position of having sanction-
ed the Zionist presence in the Middle East and, what's
more, legitimized imperialist guarantees of the status quo
in that corner of the world. (]

. WE SHALL TURN JORDAN INTO A GRAVEYARD FOR PLOTTERS ...
THEIR LUCK. AMMAN SHALL BE THE HANOI OF THE MIDDLE EAST.
THE POLITICAL SOLUTION WILL NEVER PASS THROUGH BUT WILL BE DEFEATED BY OUR RIFLES. THIS NATION
NEVER BENT DOWN TO THE CRUSADERS AND THE TARTARS AND CERTAINLY WILL NOT DO SO TO THE ZIONISTS.

WE ARE GLADLY WILLING TO LET THEMTRY

YASSER ARAFAT
AUGUST 16TH 1970
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For the last twenty years, officers of Arab armies and
heads of Arab states have stubbornly held to the notion
that a sudden blitzkrieg attack on Israel could liberate
Palestine. In the light of events transpired these past few
years, it seems altogether doubtful that such plans ever
made it as far as the drawing boards.

An interesting question has arisen: have the ‘“petit
bourgeois” military bureaucracies, by accepting the
“American Plan" for peace in the Middle East,
conveniently substituted the tactic of political blitzkrieg
for the apparently more difficult task of mounting the
military blitzkrieg they have advocated for so long?

For a blitzkrieg to succeed it must come as a final step
in an all-out effort to consolidate men and materiel. The
reason the Arab blitzkrieg never got off the ground is: it
was of as the and end of the whole
war effort. All the pr for the of

WE ARE ALL EXTREMISTS DEFENDING

THE REVOLUTION

Abu Iyad, one of the leaders of the Palestine
National Liberation Movement, Al Fatah, talks to
FREE PALESTINE about the present situation in
Jordan.

Free Palestine: How do you view the situation now in
Jordan as far as the Palestinian Revolution is concerned?
To what extent have the causes of the last confrontation
been eliminated, and do you expect a mnewnl of clashes
yourselves and the y forces?
Fatah: We are living at present in a period of vigilance
while the four-man Committee appointed by the Arab
States carries on a series of meetings with the authorities
and representatives of the revolution to discuss the causes
that led to what they call the crisis and we call a conspir-
acy. Until this period of vigilance elapses, it is difficult to
assess whether the present situation is calm or a situation
of psychological and material mobilization on either side.
As for the renewal of clashes, this depends on the realiza-
tion of several issues, of which two are in our view of
fundamental importance.
First: That this regime and other Arab regimes neighbor-
ing our occupied homeland should understand that the
revolution of a people who had lived for 20 years far from
active struggle is a reality, and that the Palestinians are
determined to fight the Zionist enemy. All that our peo-
ple want is to live in a period of struggle without being
exposed to stabs from its brothers. Further, they must
know that coexistence with our revolution must be based
on the understanding that a revdlution can neither be
restrained nor restricted, and that it has special circum-
stances which prevent it from abiding by the laws and
regulations prevailing in the normal circumstances of
peace.
Second: That there is a basic contradiction between
those who call for a political solution and those who wish
to fight until liberation and victory. The nearer the prota-
gonists of the political solution get to the logic of the
revolution, the more the fears of the revolutionaries are
dissipated and consequently the danger of clashes be-
comes remote. We believe that any political settlement
entails the liquidation of the revolution; we cannot envi-
sage that a peaceful settlement which restores the Arab
territories occupied in June 1967 will allow thousands of
our fighters to carry on the struggle until liberation. This
is the crux of the matter which takes various shapes on
various occasions. This is what took place on 11/4/68, on
2/10/70 and recently on 6/9/70.
When the regime has a sympathetic understanding of
these two important issues, there will be coexistence
between the revolution and the authorities.
F.P. During and immediately following the recent inci-
dents, news and comments appeared, pointing out “the
moderation” of al-Fatah and stating that its leadership
was hesi and lost I over its followers. It is also

attack were i.e., battle pr was not
possible of achievement due to Intornal ana external
factors.

Arab regimes were preoccupied internally with local
considerations, lnd so Arab armies were not united. There
was no in the
alleged goal of ueh rullng cligque (liberating Palestine); no
role in the war effort was assigned to the Arab masses in

whose was an i
to a classical war effort; and none was assigned to the
Palestinian people, for whose benefit the whole effort was
supposedly being staged.

Furthermore, the developing Arab nations were unable
to surmount external hindrances to their military
success: (a) the lack of total political and material
cooperation by an outside power, and (b) tactical
roadblocks set up by the West to benefit its
Mediterranean outpost, Israel.

Arab ruling cliques seem of P di
the of the problem. The very factors
which worked against their military strategy——and cause
it to fail—will undermine their latest political plans as
well.

The Arab regimes which have accepted the “Rogers’
proposal” have advertised their move as a coup which will
throw Israel for a loop. This latest tactic of the
bureaucrats has, in point of fact, no greater chances than

" the forsaken one.

Blitzkriegs (military or political), even when they have
devastated temporarily, did not work for Germany, and
they have not worked for israel. The only possible way to
victory in the Middle East is by total mobilization of
resources—human and materia—into a war effort of
probable long duration. Among Arabs, only the
Palestinian commandos, so far, have set out on the hard
path, the one that gets somewhere.

pointed out that the PFLP imposed ultimately its will on
the authorities. What is your answer?

Fatah: The conspiracy was aimed at the Palestinian revo-
lution and there cannot be a Palestinian Revolution with-
out al-Fatah, basically because of its potentials and be-
cause of its strong presence within the revolution. There-
fore it is inconceivable that Fatah should be hesitant
when it is the target. We have on more than one occasion
declared that we do not only defend al-Fatah, but we
equally defend the right of any organization to have the
freedom of struggle even if it differs from our point of
view or harbors us a 'gmdge shown by unjustified and
extravagant demands. Throughout the crises which the
Palestinian Revolution had to overcome whether in Leba-
non or in Jordan, the men of al-Fatah fell defending the
revolution.

Our slogan is: no moderation, no extremism we are all
extremists in defending the revolution. Some foreign
newspapers and other doubtful Arab papers together with
the official organs of certain organizations contributed in
a tragi-comical way to depict the situation as mentioned
in your question. I would like to quote to you some
figures recorded during the recent incidents in order to
inform the public opinion about the role of al-Fatah:
casualties were 205 dead, 97 of them al-Fatah men who
fell at the gates of Amman trying to stop the tanks enter-

ing the city. Of the 900 wounded, more than 220 were
members of al-Fatah. The other organizations suffered
only 30 killed or wounded. The Jordanian artillery shelled
al-Fatah’s main arms and provisions depot and destroyed
more than 54 military vehicles, six ambul included
On the political level the official spokesman of al-Fatah
Abu Ammar, told the authorities that they had to choose
between the expulsion of Sharif Nasser Ben Jamil and
Shari Zeid Ben Shaker and between the survival of the
regime. This was the determining factor as far as this ques-
tion was concerned. Nevertheless we prefer to act more
and to talk less.

F.P.: The news of the struggle between the Fedayeen and
the Arab go have b more domi in the
Western circles than tlwmuggeofdummluuonmmn
the Zionist exi Is this an on
the part of the revolution, or has the nvolution uninten-
tionally changed its basic political course?

Fatah: In all the side battles which the revolution had to
fight following the conspiracy in Jordan and Lebanon we
had no alternative but to defend ourselves. We had on
more than one occasion stated that we will not interfere
in the internal affairs of any Arab State, provided that
these States do not hinder the progress of the Revolution.
We have asked the States neighboring our occupied home-
land to adapt th to our exi in a

which will safeguard their sovereignty but will not impose
regulations and laws which were acceptable before June
5th, 1967. The Revolution does not want to change its
basic political course and will not accept that its guns be
directed away from its enemy, but certain battles are im-
posed upon us and we are faced with the problem of
whether *‘to be or not to be”.

F.P.: How is the I and of the
Pnlesmuanunwdsu'ngghammebmm’ltum
for instance that Israel has succeeded to a great extent in
restricting the actions of the Fedayeen inside the West
Bank and across the river Jordan and that the military
operations are limited to shelling across the River and the
Lebanese border.

Fatah: We have always said that the Palestinian Revolu-
tion has to exist in difficult circumstances. The Palestin-
ian revolutionary has to fight his enemy in his occupied
homeland, to fight against all the counter-revolutionary
forces and also to fight to put an end to the dissidence
within his ranks and to unite the various fighting forces.
Each of these fronts bleeds the Palestinian Revolution. If
all our efforts were directed against one front, the situa-
tion would be different.

Despite the fact that we had to fight two conspiracies in
the past four months we can modestly say that our mili-
tary operations have not been restricted to shelling across
the border. If you review our recent military communi-
ques, you will realize that our revolution has achieved a
near miracle. We believe that we must escalate our strug-
gle but it would be ridiculous to say that this was possible
without an atmosphere of security surrounding the revo-
lution.

F.P.: Do you believe that the recent American “peace
proposals” have any chance of being realized? What is
your attitude towards some Arab States who have not
taken a decisive stand concerning the U.S. plan; some of
these States having gone as far as expressing optimism?
Fatah: We believe that the Zionist entity is closely linked
to the United States and no plan presented by this imper-
ialist State can take us or our revolution or our people a
step forward on the path of liberation and victory. As we
have rejected all liquidatory solutions which were offered
under the cover of peaceful solutions we reject this last
American initiative.

As for the Arab regimes, we have more than once raised
our voices asking the Arab masses to take decisive steps to
prevent the realization of plans which threaten their exis-
tence, their future and their freedom. We have said our
attitude towards any Arab regime is measured by the atti-
tude of that regime towards the cause of Palestine, and its
attitude towards the various attempts aimed at the liquid-
ation of the problem and the revolution. Here I would
like to emphasize that we are not against peace, we have a
proposal for peace, namely the establishment of a Pales-
tinian democratic State as a substitute to the exclusivist

Zionist society which aims at oppressing the Arab nation. ]
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P.L. O. CENTRAL COMMITTEE

No Letup In Liberation Struggle

In creating the state of Israel, the colonialist-
Zionist aim was to establish a permanent, human
colonialist base in the heart of the Arab nation.
This base was to physically prevent the unity and
progress of the area and protect colonialist inter-
ests in the Arab world.

Meanwhile, the aim of the Palestinian masses
specifically, and the Arab masses generally, since
the British occupation of Palestine, has been to
repulse the Zionist-colonialist incursion to prevent
the establishment of the Zionist state. and to liber-
ate Palestine as an indivisible part of the Arab
nation. For this purpose, the Arab Palestinian
people undertook several uprisings and revolutions
throughout the duration of the British mandate at
the cost of great material sacrifices and tens of
thousands of martyrs. British colonialism subse-
quently goaded the Arab governments to abort the
greatest Palestinian revolution prior to the esta-
blishment of the state of Israel and up to the joint
conspiracy of colonialism, Zionism, and Arab
governments in- the farce of the first Palestinian
war in 1948, The Arab armies entered this war not
to prevent the creation of the Zionist state in
Palestine but to ensure its creation by preventing
the Palestinian people and the Arab masses from
taking up arms to protect the homeland.

Ever since the creation of the state of Israel, the
Arab nation has been generously contributing, at
the cost of its own food and clothing, to the build-
ing up of the Arab armies with the aim of libera-
ting Palestine. The Arab regimes, however, while
pretending to uphold the cause of liberation, were
also preventing the Palestinian people and all the
Arab masses from actual participation in the battle
against Zionism which is organically linked to
world imperialism headed by the U.S.A., Britain,
and West Germany. When the Arab armies were
defeated in the June 5 War of 1967, it became
evident that the Zionist-imperialist invasion of the
Arab world, which began with the usurpation of
Palestine, required the wide participation of the
masses to confront and repel the old as well as the
new aggression. This was the springboard for Pales-
tinian commando action and the flocking of Pales-
tinian and Arab masses around it by means of evol-
ving it to become a popular war of liberation in
which all the Arab masses would take part.

However, most Arab officialdom did not res
pond genuinely and seriously to the demands of
the Arab masses, and the governments met in
Khartoum after the defeat. There, they hammered
out a number of resolutions which were tanta-

mount to the final abandonment of the aim to
liberate Palestine in the guise of what was called
political action to remove the traces of the 1967
Zionist aggression, thereby ignoring removal of the
traces of the 1948 Zionist aggression, and attempt-
ing to hide behind a misleading set of resolu-
tions: no negotiations with Israel, no recognition
of Israel, no peace with Israel, and no tampering
with the Palestine cause.

Following this, they turned around and accep-
ted the Security Council resolution of November
22, 1967 which liquidates the Palestine cause and
implies the recognition of Israel. From there they
moved on to more concessions by accepting what
is called the American initiative included in the
letter of the American foreign minister, Rogers, as
presented to the foreign ministers of the U.A.R.,
Jordan and Israel. The Rogers Plan includes and
implies the following:

First: Appointment of a representative from
each country to negotiate, under the supervision
of Dr. Jarring, implementation of the Security
Council resolution of November 22, 1967.

Second: The Recognition of Israel.

Third: Israeli withdrawal from territories occu-
pied during the June War.

Fourth: Reinstitution of the cease fire for a
period of at least three months.

This is based on the condition that Jordan, the
U.A.R.,, and Israel would sign the document pre-
sented by Jarring to U Thant containing the afore-
mentioned details prior to the commencing of
negotiations.

Negotiations with Israel to implement the Secu-
rity Council resolution and the recognition of
Israel mean, other than going back on the Arab
commitment not to negotiate with Israel, the final
abandonment of the Arab Palestinian people’s
right to their homeland, Palestine.

Withdrawal from “‘territories” occupied during
the June War means incomplete Israeli withdrawal,
ie., specifically not withdrawing from Jerusalem,
the Golan Heights, and other Arab areas.

Reinstitution of the cease fire means the preclu-
sion of commando activity and, consequently, a
confrontation with the Palestinian resistance
movement. This deduction is confirmed by the
American-Israeli position and the previous plans
presented by the U.S.A., outlining its definition of
a permanent and just peace in the area.

It is obvious that the American plan is essen-
tially an underhanded plot aiming at rending the
unity of Arab ranks and shattering the internal
Arab front. It also aims at striking and liquidating

(The Central Committee of the Palestine
Liberation Organization announced July 25 the re-
Jection by the Palestinian people of “the Security
Council resolution (of November 23, 1967) in all
its forms and manners of application, including the
Rogers Plan.” The Central Committee statement
said “The Palestinian people who have taken up
arms to liberate and return to their country and
exercise their right to self-determination will not
lay down their arms or abide by the ceasefire
agreement and will continue their armed struggle
until total liberation.” Following is the full text of
the statement as announced 48 hours after UAR
President Nasser’s formal acceptance of the Rogers
Plan).

the Palestinian resistance movement, specifically,
and the Arab liberation movement, generally. The
American plan not only secures great gains for
Israel, but it also inflicts drastic losses on the Arab
nation. )

The Central Committee of the Palestine Libera-
tion Organization, speaking on behalf of the Pales-
tinian Arab people and expressing the objectives of
their struggle, announces the Palestinian people’s
refusal of the. Security Council resolution in all its
forms and manners of application, including the
Rogers Plan. It also affirms that no Arab or foreign
source has the right to annul the Palestinian peo-
ple’s existence and relinquish their country to
Zionism and imperialism, thus being instrumental
in its final and total liquidation, as people and
homeland.

The Palestinian people who have takca up arms
to liberate and return to their country and exercise
their right to self-determination will not lay down

' their arms or abide by the cease fire agreement and

will continue their armed struggle until total
liberation. The Arab masses standing by the Pales-
tinian resistance movement are asked to increase
their support and backing of the resistance. They
are also asked to share in foiling all imperialist,
Zionist and counter-revolutionary plots directed
against the Arab homeland and nation — mainly all
plans which aim at liquidating commando action
and the Palestine cause.

The Arab nationalist movement has now to
assume its historical responsibility in proving its
ability to lead the masses and to direct the stage of
democratic national liberation at this dangerous
phase confronting our people.

The Arab masses that had struggled against
colonialism and secured many great victories are
now asked to maintain this independence by refus-
ing to submit to imperialist and Zionist dictates.
They are required to move swiftly and effectively
to destroy the dangerous Zionist-imperialist con-
spiracy against the Palestine cause. Time has come
for the Arab masses to play their effective role in
facing the battle of destiny and imposing their will
in steadfastness and liberation.

The present plot is directed against the destiny
of these masses and their right to life and liberty.
The Arab and Palestinian masses should close their
ranks to thwart the conspiracy of liquidation.

Let the masses declare their decisive determina-
tion in every way and with utmost ferce. The
Palestine Revolution pledges to the Arab masses to
continue its struggle until victory and liberation.[]



Q: You state in your article, No Peace in the Middle East,

that “physical survival is the dominant raison d’etre
for an increasing number of Israelis.”” How can this
concern for physical survival be a raison d’etre for
Israelis when the Palestinian Arabs say that they are
willing to live together with the Jewish citizens in a
secular, democratic, pluralistic society?

A: The strong feelings of Israelis about the threat to their

physical survival grow from these factors:

In the period immediately prior to the June 1967
war and during the war itself, an overwhelming
majority of Israelis were convinced that they faced
annihilation if the the Arab states won the war.
This conviction was based, initially, on the Arab
propaganda, particularly the Arabic radio broad-
casts predictthg the physical slaughter of the
Israelis in the days just before the war. After the
war had ended, the Israelis’ feelings were rein-
forced by the discovery of materials, particularly in
_ the Golan Heights, distributed by the Syrian Army
to the Syrian soldiers, which did call for wiping out
the Israelis. And today, when Israelis hear Arafat
state that to Fatah peace “means Israel’s destruc-
tion, nothing else,” they can only assume their
own physical destruction is included.
The Israelis are extremely sceptical about the Pales-
tinian Arab statement that “they are willing to live
together with the Jewish citizens in a secular,
democratic, pluralistic society.” Most Israelis, in-
cluding non-Zionist Israelis, are not prepared, as
yet, to accept the good faith of the Palestinian
Arabs making this statement, especially since Fatah
sometimes defines the “secular, democratic, plural-
istic™ state as an Arab state in which the Jews will
become a minority.
At present, much confusion surrounds the phrase
“secular state.”” At times, Fatah seems to mean
that the secular state it proposes will he an Arab
counterpart of Israel, i.e., a Palestinian Arab state
in which Jews will be welcome as a minority. At
other times, Fatah seems to project a vision of a
tri-partite state patterned after the Lebanese model
and I have heard discussions that suggest a cantonal
state, in the model of Switzerland.
Which is it to be? One of these or a combination of
them or some other form of state? Until that ques-
tion has been answered more accurately, Israelis
will continue to be suspicious.

Partially, too, the Israeli concern about this ques-
tion is related to the positions of some Arab groups
that only those Jews who were living in Palestine
prior to 1947, or at some other date, would be
permitted to live there after an Arab state has been
established. In addition, Shukeiry’s inflammatory
statements are still remembered.

The existence of this fear is used by those elements
within the Israeli government who are the most
bitterly anti-Arab. And the fear itself becomes an
important element strengthening the structure of
national unity. The only way in which any large
number of Israelis will become convinced that the
Palestinian Arabs do not seek their destruction will
be when Palestinian Arabs and Israeli Jews find
some kind of common meeting ground in discus-
sions or in actions. But so long as the Palestinian
Arab movement makes as a prior condition for any
discussion with any Israelis that the Israelis be pre-
pared in advance to accept the concept of giving up
the existence of Israel, as a state, the fears of Israeli
Jews about the intentions of Palestinian Arabs will
continue to grow.

Q: There has been much confusion over the maintenance

of a state of Israel and the maintenance of a Jewish
state. Do you think that the struggle for the mainte-
nance of the state of Israel is, in fact, the maintenance
of a Jewish state? Is the desire for the maintenance of
a Jewish state inspired by national sentiment, religious
sentiment or both?

: I think that at present the struggle for the mainte-
nance of the state of Israel is the struggle for the main-

A CONVERSATION WITH

Paul Jacobs, a former trade-union organizer, a participant in liberal, radical and Jewish activities has been
deeply involved with Israel, since its inception. He is the author of “THE STATE OF THE UNION,” “IS
CURLY JEWISH,” “BETWEEN THE ROCK AND THE HARD PLACE” and other books and articles.
FREE PALESTINE is pleased to publish an interview with this American liberal whose views it respects
but does not necessarily share. This interview was concluded in the first week of May 1970. We welcome
our readers’ comments concerning the thoughts expressed in this interview.

tenance of the Jewish state. In the past, when the
notion of a bi-national state had a measure of credi-
bility among some Zionists, it might have been possi-
ble to develop a Palestinian state in which Jews and
Arabs lived bi-nationally. But the movement for a bi-
national state died because:

Many Zionists were bitterly opposed to it and
attacked bitterly those other Zionists like Judas
Magnes or Henrietta Szold who supported it and
because no influential Arab leaders were willing to
accept it either.

The desire for the maintenance of a Jewish state is
inspired both by national and religious sentiments.
The initial impetus for a Jewish state developed
from a growth in Jewish self-identification on non-
religious grounds, but with religious overtones. In
my judgment, it is almost impossible to separate
the national from the religious sentiment, although
for the great majority of Israelis the religious senti-
ment is much less important than is the need for
national self-identity.

Q: You state the FLN experience is not relevant to the

Palestine problem and you further state that Arafat
recognizes the differences. Despite the differences, are
there not also similarities? Was not part of the Alger-
ian experience the international support the FLN en-
gendered and the consequences of French colonization
on the local populace as the basis of popular support
behind the FLN.

A: Although it is true that part of the Algerian experience

included the international support given to the FLN,
the FLN had the support of many Frenchmen in
France and that support was far more important.
Many of the French intellectuals and political activists
understood clearly that the French were colonizers in
Algeria and that the French had a homeland outside of
Algeria. But no parallel exists between the French
colonists and the present generation of Israelis. Where
would the Israelis go? Their homeland is Israel and so
the parallel does not exist.

Q: Your observation that a weakness in Fatah's program

is its failure to detail the specifics of the character of
the society it wishes to create. In short, its lack of
politics as far as the future society is concerned. Can-
not the politics and specifics grow out of the libera-
tion struggle? Do you regard this as occurring?

A: Yes, the politics and specifics can grow out of the

liberation struggle if a conscious effort is made to
develop political positions. But it is also true that
some liberation struggles take place without a proper
political analysis and in those situations the struggles
fail, in the sense that the new society may besps repres-
sive as was the old one.

What, for example, does Fatah understand to be the
character of the secular state it espouses? What are the
future institutions of state power? Is the state to be a
socialist state or one committed to the continuation of
capitalism? Through what political forms will power
be exercised? What will be the role of the military and
how will the military be subordinated to the civilian?
How will the state police itself?

Such questions cannot be dismissed, in my view, by
saying, merely, that the answers will be given later,
after the military struggle is complete. Unless some
attempt is made, now, to create, perhaps only in
microcosm, the Fatah vision of the state as it will be, |
will continue to be wary of it. However, I think some
attempt is being made now within Fatah to develop
positions on these questions.

Q: Do you think there is any political program or speci-

fics in which Palestinian Arabs and Jews could live
together in a secular state which would attract a signi-
ficant support in the Israeli population?

A: I do not believe that at present, the definition of the
“secular state,” propounded by the Palestinian Arabs,
can attract any significant support within the Israeli
population. With the exception of the Matzpen group,

all of the other in Israel itted to a secu-
lar socialist state are committed also to the concept
that the secular socialist state should be a Jewish one.
Jewish nationalism, as an expression of Jewish identi-
ty, is considered by such Israelis to be as natural and
desirable as Palestinian Arab nationalism is to the
Palestinian Arabs. The basic difference between those
Israelis who seek a secular socialist state based on
humanist concepts, and those Israelis who seek to ex-
pand the territory of their state, at all costs, is that the
former group understands and accepts the notion of
Palestinian Arab nationalism as being legitimate. |
think they would accept a solution to the problem
which does injustice to the legitimate Palestinian Arab
aspirations, but yet does not give up the existence of a
Jewish state in the Middle East.

The dilemma of those Israelis who resist the expan-
sionist concept of Israel exists, although in a different
form, for the Palestinian Arabs too. Fatah speaks of
creating a secular state and seeks to do so through the
instrument of a developing, aggressive Palestinian Arab
identity. But such a formulation creates precisely the
same problem as the one forced upon the Zionists who
were also socialists, i.e., a basic contradiction between
a committment to human brotherhood and a society
which excludes part of that brotherhood from first-
class status.

The development of a sense of self, of Palestinian Arab
identity, is, in my judgment, essential at this point in
history. But one ought to be aware that the most
likely form of fulfillment for such an identity is the
creation of a state in which Palestinian Arabs domi-
nate the society, thus becoming the mirror image of
the Jewish state.

It is conceivable that, given the present state of
development of national aspirations and the need to
resist colonialism, in all its forms, such a state is the
only possible solution for Palestinian Arabs. But then
one cannot argue against those who see the Jewish
state as their answer to the same problems; if no per-
son has the right to define another person’s identity,
no state has the right to such a definition on another
state. That is the meaning of sovereignty.

In the large sense, it is the concept of sovereignty that
is the crux of the matter. Two rival sovereignties, both
legitimate, in my judgment, are clashing now over con-
trol of the identical piece of land. But some Israelis
and most Palestinian Arabs deny the legitimacy of the
other group’s claims; therefore, an armed conflict is
taking place. And since I believe neither side can win
that conflict, militarily, I am convinced it will have to
be resolved, politically, through a division of that
piece of land. Either that division will take place and
two sovereign states will exist where only one does
now or the best of the Middle Eastern youth will be
killed for years to come.

: In your article you quote Cabinet Minister Gallili’s

statement concerning the ‘Zionist dream is that
millions of Jews, the vast majority of our people from
all parts of the Diaspora, gather in the state of the
Jews for a healthy, spiritual and earthly life.”” Don’t
you think that this attitude is a large part of the Pales-
tine problem? How many Israelis, do you think, would
condemn this statement and call for the dismantling of
the world Zionist organization/Jewish Agency?

: I believe one consequence of the “Zionist dream” was

the creation of a state in which the Arab population
could never be more than a group of second-class citi-
zens. In this sense, I think the Zionist dream contained
a fundamental contradiction and many early Zionists
did not understand the consequences of their position
in relationship to the Arab population.

1 don’t know how many Israelis would condemn Galli-
li’s statement and call for the dismantling of the WZO
or the Jewish Agency. But | do know many Israelis are
totally unconcerned with Zionism as a prosletyzing
movement. Their primary concern is that they be
allowed to continue living in their own country, rather
than enlarging the size of its population by bringing in
Jews “from all parts of the Diaspora,” as Gallili seeks

to do. (Continued Next Page)



international lawyers support the palestinian struggle

FREE PALESTINE 5

The International Association of Democratic Lawyers held its 9th International Congress on July 15-19 in Helsinki where delegations of
lawyers affiliates from numerous countries around the world attended. As might have been expected, the Palestinian-Zionist conflict was
to be one of the most hotly contested issues. Opposition to the anti-Zionist-Israeli position of the overwhelming majority of the
delegations came from the delegations from the United States and Argentina. To accommodate these latter delegations, the delegates
representing the various Arab countries and the observer from the Palestine Liberation Movement met with these delegations over a table
to discuss the differences. The main bone of contention of the United States and Argentinian delegations was that “Israeli sovereignty was
supported by international law.” For the first time, these delegates discerned differences in the positions of the various Arab delegates.
When the Congress reconvened after the meeting, the United States and Argentinian delegations chose to abstain on the Resolution which
the Congress ultimately passed, dealing with the Palestinian-Zionist conflict. Following is the text of the Resolution:

The IXth Congress of the I.A.D.L. held from the 15th

w the 19th of July 1970 in Helsinki declares its condem-
nation of the Isracli aggression of June 5, 1967, an aggres-
sion which led to the occupation of the territories of 3
countries, members of the U.N.

Noting the fact that 3 years have elapsed since the
aggression, and that the occupied territories have not
yet been evacuated.

Noting Israel’s continuing escalation of its aggression
with the support of World Imperialism headed by
American Imperialism which prevents the establish-
ment of peace in the area.

Noting lsracls’ persistence in violating International
law and U.N. resolutions by its bombing of civilians in
schools and factories, and by imposing its laws and
jurisdiction on the occupied territories in general, and
Jerusalem in particular.

Noting Israel's deliberate and persistent defiance of
U.N. resolutions, and particularly the Security Council
resolution of November 22, 1967;

In my judgment, Gallili does not represent the views
of more than a small percentage of Israelis, and while
in the past, the views he expresses were an important
element in Zionist ideology, I think those views are of
little significance in the attitude of Israelis today, es
pecially the youth. Gallili gains legitimacy for his
views because of the escalating conflict; if the Palestin-
ian Arab problem was resolved by Palestinian Arabs
and Israelis, the zealots of Zionism would have almost
no base, either in Israel or outside it.

What possible change in the internal political structure
of Israel do you regard as possible? Under what condi-
tions do you see this occurring?

: I can’t conceive of many changes taking place in the

internal political structure in the near future. Unfortu-
nately, the combination of a large number of minority
parties together with the rigid bureaucratic structure
of the larger political parties, makes it very difficult
for those who seek change to achieve it. This situation
is licated even more b under the present
war situation, those in power in Israel can call for
national unity in the face of the enemy and for a
cessation of all attacks upon it. A fairly large number
of Israelis are challenging some policies of their
government, but I do not see such challenges as being
very effective while the present conditions of conflict
exist.

You state categorically that Fatah cannot succeed in
its stated aims of eliminating Israel as a Jewish state. Is
this a statement based on a military assessment only?
What part do you see the political, moral and psycho-
logical dimensions of struggle playing in this?

: I believe that the elimination of Israel as a Jewish state

is impossible for a combination of military, political,
moral and psychological reasons. At the military level,
Fatah would be forced to pay such an enormous cost
to eliminate Israel that the Palestinian Arab movement
would be crippled for many years to come. I am con-
vinced, however, that the Israelis cannot eliminate the
Palestinian guerrillas on a purely military basis, either.
A political solution is the only lasting one.

In addition, the rival imperialisms of the Soviet Union
and the United States are using the Middle East strug-
gle for their own benefits. It is a reality that behind
Israel stands the U.S., temporarily at least, and behind
the Arab states is the U.S.S.R. Both Israel and the
Arab states are willing to accept assistance from the
rival imperialisms without considering the dilution of
moral and political strength that must follow from
such actions. If I condemn the Israelis for their close
relationship to U.S. imperialism, why should I not also
condemn those Arab states for their relationships to
the Russian Bloc, especially since I believe the Soviet
Union opp ional liberation n which it
cannot control. Thus, when Fatah condemns Israel for
accepting support from American colonizers, it invites
condemnation when it seeks support from Russian

! s, seeking to ad Soviet interests, even at
the expense of Palestinian Arabs.

— Noting that the Palestinian people expulsed from their
homes, and prevented by force by the Israeli Govern-
ment from returning therein, that the Palestinian
people, also subjected to all forms of terrorism, could
only resort to heroic which has developed
into a National Liberation movement with all the legal

3. D
of Israeli troops from all occupied territories.

4. Demands the respect of the Palestinian peoples’ right
to return to their homeland with the guarantee of their

fund

re-establish it under imperialist domination.
ds the i di and ditional withd: 1

I rights stipulated in the U.N. Charter and in

consequences which follow, thus proving the

of a Palestinian people and a Palestinian nation to be

an objective, reality.

The Congress; in the i of realizing international
cooperation and in the interest of safeguarding peace in
the Middle East area. -~
1. Calls upon all lswyers, all lawyer organizations, and
democratic organizdtions to double their efforts by taking
all necessary positive steps to prevent the Isracli govern-
ment from obtaining material, economic and other forms
of aid which enable it to pursue its policy of aggression.
2. Condemns the attitude of Imperialist powers which
encourage the escalation of Israeli aggression, and the con-
tinuation of the state of war in the ares, so as to continue
their exploitation of the resources in the ares, and to

The great tragedy of the Middle East is that the anti-
imperialist and anti-colonialist struggle was coordi-
nated by the Zionists to their drive for state power
with the result that they lost sight of the real enemies,
the British and French who sought to dominate the
Middle East for their own purposes.

Now, I see the Palestinian Arabs repeating the errors
of the Zionists by seeking help from those forces,
especially the Soviet Union, who might assist the
Palestinian Arabs but will demand a very high price for
that help, i.e., the domination by the Soviet Union of
the whole area. In that case, future Palestinian Arab
states will become an outpost of a repressive Soviet
technological society just as Israel is in danger of be-
coming no more than an outpost of a repressive
American technological society.

Q: You state that the Palestinians must renounce the con-

cept of eliminating the Jewish state and the Israelis
must reverse their policy of annexation and make pub-
lic serious propo for dealing with the rights of
Palestinian Arabs. which order do you think that
these measures should occur? Do you think that Pales-
tinian Arabs might have their national rights satisfied
in an area other than their former country?

A: I believe it is incumbent upon the Israelis to reverse
their policy of annexation and make public serious
proposals for dealing with the rights of the Palestinian
Arabs, especially the refugees, without demanding
prior conditions. The Israelis are in the best position
to make the first proposal. I am opposed, vigorously,
to the Israeli policy of consolidating its hold over the
occupied territories by any form of annexation. I
think that every settlement of Israelis in such places as
Hebron exacerbates and ified the lation of

the p
Geneva Convention in particular, as well as in the Univer-
sal Decl i
mate and inalienable right to self-determination in their
own homeland.

ions of International Law in general, and the

jon of Hi

Rights; including their legiti-

— Recognizes that the armed Palestinian resistance is a
legitimate r and is the éxpression of a Nation-
al liberation movement constituting an integrant part
of the world struggle for liberation, against imperial-
ism.

— Calls upon all Democratic Lawyers, and all peace and
freedom-loving peoples of the world to support the
Palestinian people and their heroic resistance for the
realization of their legitimate aims, and for the safe-
guarding of World Peace and Security.

own sake. Thus, we speak, correctly, of the “Stalinist
terror” or the Nazi use of ‘““terror” tactics against large
groups of the civilian population. In the Middle East
struggle I disti between Pal ian Arab k
upon military installations and military patrols which I
accept as part of a military struggle while I condemn,
absolutely, blowing up an Israeli commercial plane,
bombing student cafeterias or making a bazooks
attack on a school bus.

The use of violence in a political struggle is a most
serious question and not one to be treated lightly.
First, a direct political connection must exist between
the violence and a specific objective. Second, the vio-
lence must be pointed towards a specific target and
not used randomly. Third, and perhaps most impor-
tant, when it is necessary to resort to violence, and I
understand that necessity even while deploring it, it
must be always understood that a moral price is paid
for the use of violence. And that price is paid by those
who utilize violence.

1 avoid, wherever possible, the use of such terms as
resistance, terror, guerrilla, etc., since all of them seem
to me to be pejorative, in one sense or another. Never-
theless, I might use the word ‘“resistance” to describe
some ities of some P ian Arabs living in
occupied territories and attempting to fight the Israelis
in those territories. On the other hand, the indiscrimi-
nate use of violence against civilians does not fit my
definition of proper tactics for a “resistance move-
ment.”

In this connection, I believe Fatah’s policy is weak.
Although it has rejected some of the more bizarre and
i i tactics of other groups, i.e., bombing air-

the conflict.

Perhaps some Palestinian Arabs might believe their
national rights could be satisfied in an area which was
once outside of their former country. But I believe
such a decision must be made by them and not by
outsiders. ldeally, given the existence of Israel, I be-
lieve it might be possible to date the national

uresp
planes and making bazooka attacks on school buses, it
must do so more unequivocably if it is to have a legiti-
mate credibility for socialists and humanists. Many
Israelis protest, publicly, those policies of their govern-
ment of which they disapprove and incur public dis-
opprobium as a result. Many American Jews speak up
for Palestinian Arab rights and suffer within their own
ity as a result. Where are their Palestinian

aspirations of both Palestinian Arabs and Israelis in
separate states within the boundaries of the area once
known as Palestine. Perhaps, if such states existed, a
new dual federation might evolve in the future.

Q: You state ‘“any war such as the one being conducted
in the Middle East, whether a group or individual is
described as ‘terrorists’ or ‘guerrilla’ i5 often more
dependent on who is using it, than upon the quality of
the act carried out.” Do you think there is any legiti-
mate usage for the word “resistance?” If so, what is
that usage?

A: In general, the word “guerrilla” seems to be used to

describe people whose political views embody a moral
quality, while the word ‘‘terror” is associated with a
lack of morality and the maintenance of power for its

counterparts? Privately, some Palestinian Arabs pro-
test the vicious policies of some Arab states and Pales-
tinian Arab organizations but refuse to do so publicly,
p in the of unity. But such unity is
false and anti-socialist.

Finally, while I understand why Fatah refuses to meet
with any Israelis except those who say they are willing
to give up the existence of the state, I think Fatah is
wrong in continuing that policy. Ultimately, Fatah
will have to deal with the Israeli state and it ought to
be considering all the options which may lead to a
political solution: some of those options can be found
in positions being advanced within Israel by those
Israelis who accept the reality of a Palestinian Arab
identity and of a Palestinian Arab state, which is not a
puppet of lsrael.
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ABU OMAR INTERVIEWED _ coxrinueo rrom Last ssue

FP: What is the force that motivates these people to
rally around your movement?

Fatah: It takes no great imagination to see that any free
people, when subjected to oppression, military occu-
pation, repression, expulsion, takes up arms to resist
and to fight such an occupation, such repression. The
basic motivating force is the goal of reasserting our
rights as human beings and to assert our political rights
as people.

FP: How do you explain the multitude of commando
organizations?

Fatah: There should be a number of commando organi-
zations. It is rather natural for a society which in the
last twenty years has been divided into five segments,
a people that has been expelled and has lived under
many different systems. Also, some of the contradic-
tions in the Arab areas do reflect themselves in the
Palestinian revolution, but I must emphasize that the
differences between these various organizations have
been overemphasized in the press. What unites these
commando movements is much greater than that
which divides us——if we look not at our rhetoric but
at our action. In terms of class origins, there are no
differences between the organizations; in terms of our
aim, we are all committed to the liberation of Pales-
tine; in terms of the path for arriving at this liberation,
we are all committed to long range armed struggle as
the path. In these we are united and therefore as an
expression of this unity we have created frameworks
of cooperation like the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion which we joined and revolutionized, the Palestine
Armed Struggle Command, the National Council, the
Central Committee, the Executive Committee, the
Military Council; all these unite and create the frame-
work of the activities for all the commandos. So we do
not demand that we should have absolute agreement
of all the groups to act together, but we do have agree-
ment on the basic problems.

FP: Do you mean to say that there is a-trend towards
unity among the commandos? What are the circum-
stances that bring about such a unity?

Fatah: Definitely we have been achieving a greater de-
gree of unity as the revolution has progressed. The
circumstances are not so much the formal meetings
and the formal choices and decisions as much as the
unity of the combattants in the revolution. By acting
together, by fighting together, by standing against the
enemies from within and without together, greater
unity of the masses of our people is being forged.

FP: How do you finance your movement?

Fatah: Our movement is financed by voluntary contribu-
tions from the Palestinian masses and from the Arab
masses and friends all over the world.

FP: Doesn’t that put any limitation on your freedom of
action?

Fatah: It does not put any limitation on our freedom of
action because the masses support our movement
wholeheartedly and therefore the source of our in-
come is assured. There might be problems in channel-
ing these contributions where some governments insist
that they should come through the governments; that
might present difficulties, but those who want to con-
tribute and pay will find no difficulty in delivering
their contributions despite what the positions of the
governments might be.

FP: How do you procure your arms?

Fatah: Naturally the details of how we procure our arms
is a military secret, yet the world market in armaments
is very active and if one has the money to purchase
armaments, one finds that one can purchase them in
many parts of the world. Also, there are friendly
governments that can assist us in this task.

FP: How do you assess the weight of your movement at
the present time in the Middle Eastern scene?

Fatah: [ think that our movement is the most significant
phenomenon in this period of history in the Middle
East and the Arab world because, as I mentioned be-
fore, it is the first movement that is attempting to face
imperialism, to face Zionism, to face the enemy, not
by changes at the top or from the top but by begin-
ning a real mass movement—-not that will express
itself in an outburst, but a sustained mass move-
ment——that creates the necessary power to be able to
defeat imperialism and Zionism.

FP: What would be the attitude of your movement to
the so-called “peaceful solution™?

Fatah: Big powers and small powers have been attemp-
ting to resolve the problem in our part of the world
for more than a half a century, and they have failed.
They have failed because their analysis of the problem
is wrong, because they do not see what the problem is.

They deal only with the manifestations of the pro-
blem, with the branches and never get to the roots.
The real problem is the confrontation between an
alien Zionist movement that has expelled our people
and occupied our country and created an exclusivist
racist society and our own people who are trying for
self-determination in their own territory and for build-
ing a society that does not make any distinctions on
the basis of race, color, or creed. Therefore, if one
does not get to the root of the problem, if one does
not follow a radical solution of the problem, all these
talks of peaceful settlement of the problem will not
get anywhere, just as they have not in the past fifty
years.

HANOI STANDS WITH
THE ARAB MASSES

Hanoi’s declaration of opposition to the
Middle East cease-fire was issued as an article
in the official Hanoi Daily, NHAN DAN and
through a broadcast by Hanoi Radio on
August 12th, 1970. The declaration which
aroused high diplomatic concern in Moscow,
Washington and Peking, stated:

“The U.S. scheme is extremely prefidi-
ous... [it is] obviously intended to help
the Israeli aggressors grab part of the Arab
territory and strengthen their position for
securing a position of strength in negotia-
tion.

At the same time it is also intended to
create conditions for Israel to increase its
forces for an eventual renewed attack on the
Arab countries in case a political solution
beneficial to the U.S. and Israel fails to
materialize. By proposing a cease-fire, the
U.S. also attempts to divide and weaken the
resistance of the people of the Arab coun-
tries and to stamp out the liberation move-
ment of the Palestinian people.

Standing on the forefront of the struggle
against U.S. imperialism, the Vietnamese
people have followed with deep concern the
fight of the Arab people, their intimate com-
rades-in-arms and brothers.”

‘FP: What do you consider as a radical solution to the

problem of Palestine?

Fatah: The radical solution is that Palestinian people

ought to have the right to determine their destiny,
they ought to have the right to return to their coun-
try, they ought to have the right to choose the politi-
cal system that would insure the interest of the masses
of the Palestinian people. Of course our attitude to-
wards the occupier is not that we should throw the

h h deali

Fatah:

FP: Many people have raised questions with regard to

Article Six of the so-called National Covenant of the
Palestine Council. Could you explain that problem?

Fatah: We have heard lots of Zionist propaganda about

Article Six. In many ways this sort of exigesis of sen-
tences and paragraphs is the resort of a people who are
bankrupt in their palaces. They have picked on this
article and interpreted it in a way which is incorrect.
What the article does is to define who is a Palestinian
and it does it in such a way as to exclude Zionists
from the definition. Now, it does not say anything
about who has the right in the future to participate in
the new Palestine. It only defines Palestinians, as |
have said, as such, so as to exclude Zionists because
they do not want to consider themselves as Palestin-
ians. They do not want to be and live as Palestinians.
As far as the future, nothing is said about it. I think
this is the essential meaning of Article Six. The posi-
tion of our movement with regard to a future Palestine
is that any person who has accepted Zionism, was de-
luded by Zionist ideology, if he is willing to reject
Zionism, to adopt the ideals and work for and fight
for the ideals that we are fighting for, would have the
right and opportunity to participate and live in the
future Palestine.

FP: Abu Omar, why didn’t your movement put down a

detailed program for the future Palestine that you en-
vision.

If we were merely indulging in intellectual exer-
cises, we could sit down and make all sorts of blue
prints. [ think this would be a utopian approach. We
are not an intellectual movement isolated and unrela-
ted to action; we are a political movement, we are
involved in long range revolution. It would be pre-
mature to set a blue priat for a stage that is very
distant from this stage because every stage depends on
the progress and the course of the previous stage. And
secondly, because we do say that we are for a demo-
cratic Palestine, in which all those who arc involved
ought to have a say as to the details of the society, we
cannot pre-judge the issue now. It is the pcople who
would reach the liberation stage, whether they be Jew-
ish or Muslims or Christians, who would be the ones to
formulate specifically the arrangements needed at that
time——on the basis of the then-existing conditions. If
we were to do this at this stage, it would be utterly
utopian and unscientific.

FP: Have you, at least, drawn the broad lines for the

possibility of a future detailed program of society?

Fatah: We are committed to essential principles. We are

committed to a democratic society where each man is
treated as equal, regardless of his origin. We are com-
mitted to equality and to social justice. We have
phrased the slogan: *“‘a land belongs to the arms that
liberate it,”" meaning of course that this should not be
interpreted literally to say that only those who are
carrying the guns have a right to Palestine. It means
that it is the scgment of people who achieve the libera-
tion who would have the say in formulating the details
of the ncw Palestine. We have said that there will be
no discrimination on the basis of race, color, or
creed——or language——which means that in the new
Palestine, the freedom to express oneself, to worship
in the way one pleases, to express oneself culturally as
one desires, to create in the manner one desires, would
be assured and there will be allowed no cultural discri-
mination.

FP: Would that future free Palestine be open to Jewish

immigrants from all over the world?

Fatah: [ think the future Palestine would have immigra-

tion laws as any state does. And I would assume that a
future Palestine would have no religious or racial con-
ceptions in its own constitution or of those it would
wel And I should hope that Palestine will have

pier away - we are g
here with an occupying society, not only an occupying
army. And we have offered to our occupier more than
any people have offered to their occupiers in the past.
We are offering them, if they want to stay and live in
Palestine, that they stay and live there as Palestinians,
in equality. And more than equality we couldn’t possi-
bly offer those who came under the slogan of “a land
without a people for a people without a land” and
who didn’t even recognize our existence. Our country
was hardly a land without a people, and even though
they acted to make it so by throwing the majority of
our people out of the country, we insist on our right
and as a humanist revolution do offer them the oppor-
tunity of sharing with us. But to have our country at
our expense and by throwing us out, we will never
accept. And the only solution for Palestine, therefore,
is the solution that gives all those who want to live in
Palestine the right to do so as equals.

Fatah:

immigration laws that will open it to any person who
wants to come and live and share in Palestine and not
select them on the basis of their color or their religion.
But, of course, this is for those who liberate Palestine
to decide. I myself cannot say at this stage.

FP: Do you think that that future Palestine would offer

security to Jews in that area?

It will offer security definitely——to people not
only of the Jewish faith but to all other communities
and groups of people as well. The only security for the
people of Jewish faith in that area is not to live there
on the basis of force and dominance and superiority of
arms, but to live in a system that relates them in a
human way to the rest of the population of the area. I
think that will not only give them security, but I think
that that is the only arrangement that will ensure the
security of the Jews in Palestine.

FP: Thank you, Abu Omar, very much.

.
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JAVITS ON THE “PEACE PLAN’’ AND ISRAEL

Following the acceptance by Egypt and Israel
of a cease-fire initiated by the United States, Sena-
tor Javits (R - New York) appeared on the CBS
program ‘“‘Face the Nation” on August 9, 1970, to
air his views regarding the so-called “Rogers plan”
for peace in the Middle East. The senator was
interviewed by a friendly panel of discussants com-
posed of: George Herman — CBS News; John Fin-
ney — N.Y. Times; Nelson Benton — CBS News.

Free Palestine finds it appropriate to comment
on this interview——not because it attaches any
importance to the senator’s views concerning the
proposed plan, senator and proposal both being
equally irrelevant as far as the Palestine Revolution
is concerned, but——to expose contradictions in
the senator’s argument and to show the deceptive
means used by Zionists to manipulate American
public opinion.

All through the interview, Javits was very anx-
ious to emphasize U.S. commitment to Israel’s
security and Israel’s activities in the service of
American and Western interest. Asked whether the
U.S. gave Israel any secret assurances before reach-
ing the cease-fire agreement, he replied: “I would
hardly call them secret.”” When asked about fur-
ther arms-supply to Israel, he answered: “Well, I
think——I"m sure that that could be included. It all
depends upon the situation Israel faces, both now
and at the end of the 90 (ninety)-day truce.” Only
a few days after that interview, news of disagree-
ment between Israel and the U.S. came into the
open. What happened to the secret assurances? Did
the U.S. renege on its promises? Perhaps it was
only Senator Javits’ sand-castle that had collapsed.

When Mr. Herman asked “what do (the
Russians) stand to gain out of this American initia-
tive,” Senator Javits replied:

The Russians stand to gain more than anybody
except Israel. Israel stands to gain a land and
survival, though I believe she could have made
it because I believe the United States would
have backed her anyhow, in our own self-
interest, as we just cannot afford to have the
Mediterranean a Russian lake, and soon the
NATO countries would have wakened to the
same fact of the time-honored axiom of
Churchill about the soft underbelly of Europe,
which is extremely vulnerable to the Mediter-
ranean. So I believe Israel would have made it,
but nonetheless she wants to make it in peace,
not in war, and this gives——opens the door to
that.

Now as to the Soviet Union, she is in the Medi-
terranean. If there is peace in the Mediterran-
ean, she will have tremendous standing in the
Arab countries, she will very likely have free
transit, just as we want Israel to have it through
the Suez Canal, giving her the opportunities of
the Indian Ocean, and we will face Soviet com-
petition, diplomatically, economically, and in
every way—-—and militarily——in the Indian
Ocean and all over the world. That is not nece-
ssarily bad, as this situation in the Mideast has
shown, because I doubt that the people in the
Arab countries, who are engaged in all of this
war and intransigence, could have been res-
trained otherwise, than by the Soviet Union
being strong then. Now the Israelis might have
beaten them all hollow, but to carry on 30 or
40 years of war with 50 to 100 million people
is not funny by a small nation of two or three
million.

And that’s the world overview in which we have
to look at it, and in which the United States
obviously did look at it, in consulting its own
national interests. The statement the President
made, backed by 71 Senators, on July 1, was, I
think, the key to the ability of the United
States to bring this off.

Mr. Herman's answer: [ got a little drowned in
words . .. Free Palestine sympathizes with Mr.
Herman,; it is not hard to see why.

It is doubtful that the United States “brought
off” the peace initiative for the ‘self-interested’
purpose of strengthening the USSR’s position in
the Mediterranean, the Arab countries, and the
Indian Ocean. How is this in the American inter-
est?

Where does Mr. Javits stand? On the one hand
he says the U.S. and NATO “cannot afford to have
the Mediterranean a Russian lake”, and on the
other, he says it is not necessarily bad that Russia
“have tremendous standing in the Arab countries.”
If Mr. Javits were sincere in his alleged concern for
the security of the NATO countries, how can he
justify to them his advocacy for a strong Soviet
presence in the Mediterranean and in the Arab
countries. He says that Russia will thus exert a
restraining influence on “the Arab countries who
are engaged in all of this war.” But, since when
and according to whom are the Arab countries a
threat to NATO?

Mr. Javits must know, however, that the com-
munist presence in the area is not in the best inter-
ests of the U.S. or of NATO——and he could
hardly care less whether it is good for the Arab
countries or not. Mr. Javits welcomes the Russian
presence in the Middle East on the Arab side be-
cause that way, he thinks, Israel can be assured of
whole-hearted American support. Either he does
not care that this could easily turn the Arab-Israeli
war into a global conflict, or he underestimates the
power of the Palestinians.

Elsewhere in this interview, Javits states that
the situation in the Middle East could become like
that of Berlin; that is, with two big powers guaran-
teeing a political starus quo. Under this plan,
Middle East peace would be insured because each
side would fear touching off another world war.
As usual with political solutions offered for the
Middle East, this “peace initiative,” which Javits
so enthusiastically endorses, overlooks Arab revo-
lutionaries, who have the power and are deter-
mined to liberate their lands from political domi-
nation and from imperialistic suppression of their
national aspirations. If big powers are drawn to the
arena and begin to tear at each other, so much the
worse for the big powers.

On another point, the Senator got himself in
even deeper quicksand.

To wit, (he said) can you be doveish in respect
to Vietnam and can you be hawkish in respect
to the Middle East, and my answer is decidedly
yes. And the reasons are very numerous, but I'll
give only two, just to save time. One reason is
that the strategic situation is completely differ-
ent. The United States’ fundamental national
interest, as defined by the President, as defined
by NATO, because we're charged with coming
to the rescue of the NATO countries, as defined
by our economic and commercial interests with
three continents at stake——Europe, Africa and
Asia, the crossroads of which is the Middle
East——our strategic interest is heavily and
deeply involved in the Middle East.

That is unlike Southeast Asia, where the best
that Lyndon Johnson could so is to say we're
trying to establish the principle of self-
determination for small peoples, and will not
allow them to be the subject——swallowed up
by aggression by a communist-backed state,

Secondly, and very importantly, in the Middle
East you’ve got the whole energy resources of
Europe——80 per cent of Europe’s oil comes
from the Middle East and 90 per cent of that of
Japan. So the economic life of the world is at
stake, which the Soviet Union, which is now in
there in a big way, could hold hostage and suc-
ceed in a way which the Soviet Union never
dreamed of, in terms of holding the world for
ransom. Now we and the rest of the world just
can’t allow that to happen.

But these important, strategic and well-
endowed countries are inhabited by Arabs, and the
Senator wants the Russians to be there to restrain
the wild natives, How, then, can this desire be
effected? Would Russia hold back the people while
the U.S. holds onto the land? Or is Javits saying
that nothing matters so long as the U.S. safeguards
the survival of Israel?

Finally, the Senator crowned his interview,
sticking his foot in his mouth, by comparing Israel
to South Vietnam.

We don’t have a government which is under
attack, a government which has to be propped
up. In terms of an ally, we have a tough, dura-
ble, effective little Israel which says, give us the
stuff and we’ll do the job.

If Israel possesses all these great characteristics,
why then all the talk about survival? The U.S. is
supplying “little David” with the best it has in its
arsenal. Why does Javits imply the necessity of
American physical intervention? And if it is a con-
frontation with Russia, how much could Israel

+ really contribute to helping its ally——the United

States?

Much more significant, however, is the role
which the Jewish Senator assigns to the Jewish
state. Leftist analysts who have talked about Zion-
ism and Zionist leaders as tools of Western imper-
ialism have always been ridiculed and called all
sorts of names by Zionists. Now, here comes Sena-
tor Javits to exemplify the typical Zionist capital-
ist who does not hesitate to employ Israel in the
service of the socio-economic system he cherishes.
We have been told that Zionism is a national
liberation movement and that Israel is of vital
necessity to the Jewish people. Mr. Javits, Israel’s
honest broker in the U.S., tells us why: Just give
us the stuff and we'll be the mercenaries safeguard-
ing your interests. A great goal for the idealistic
Zionist state.

IBN AL-BALAD

FATAH INVITES CASTRO TO TOUR

AMMAN - Cuban Prime Minister Fidel Castro has
been invited to tour Palestinian commando bases.

A message sent to the Cuban leader by Yasser Amafat
Fatah’s official spokesman and head of the PLO, invited
Dr. Castro to visit Palestinian commando bases to mark
the 17th anniversary of the Cuban revolutioni.

Arafat, chai of the E tive Committee of the
Palestine Liberation Organization, told Dr. Castro in the
wuntheeouldnotmendmnhuwycefhlthu
in Cuba b the Palestinian resi was
passing through an important phase.
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Tens of th of Pak d in Jor-
dan on July 31 and in Lebanon on August 2 to protest
against the US-sponsored submissive “peace plan for the
Middle East™ also known as the Rogers Plan.

The submissive plan was accepted by the Egyptian
- government July 23. Following in Egypt’s suit were the
governments of Jordan, Libya, Sudan, Lebanon and,
naturally, Israel. The plan has been rejected by Algeria,
Iraq, Syria and the Palestinian people.

Shortly after accepting the U.S. pmponls on July 23
Egypt shut down two Cairo-based P:

“The Palestinian Revolution is now waging this battie
such as it has done since it was launched in 1967, when it
declared that our basic aim is to liberate the land from the
(Mediterranean) Sea to the (Jordan) River and from
Nagoura (to the north) to Agaba (to the south).

“We were not concerned with what took place in June
(1965) nor in eli ing the conseq of the June
war. The Palestinian Revolution’s basic concern is the up-
rooting of the Zionist entity from our land, the land of
our ancestors, and liberating it ... We will fight the war

radio stations——Fatah’s “Voice of Assifa” and the Pales-
tine Liberation Organization’s “Voice of Palestine.” The
Palestinian radio staffs were refused entry to their offices.
Sudan also cancelled Palestinian radio and TV programs.

The first official slap in the face to the intended sub-
missive settlement came from the PLO Central Com-
mittee, which groups all commando organizations, which
issued a July 25 rei ing the rej by the
Palestinian people of Security Council Resolution 242
and their avowed intention to continue their armed strug-
gle until total liberation.

Twenty-four hours later, on July 26, the Central Com-
mittee resolved:

1. To implement forwith the resolution of the Seven-
th Palestinian National Congress calling for immediate
integration in all military sectors of the commando units
in order to escalate commando operations.

2. To appoint delegations for wide Arab and inter-
national contacts.

3. To invite a number of Arab mnlnxnt; to participate
in ings of the Palestinian Natk

All mwmatloml news agency reponx ngrwd that the
Palestinian protest march on July 31 was the biggest ever
held in Amman.

Estimates of the number of demonstrators varied be-
tween 75,000 and 100,000.

The Associated Press reported from the Jordanian
capital that day saying:

“Their protest march was the biggest ever held in
Amman. Tens of thousands of Palestinians crowded the
streets for more than three miles, shepherded by armed
guerrilla police.”

In a five minute speech, Yasser Arafat (Abu Ammar),
Fatah’s official spol and E ive Committee
chairman of the Palestine Liberation Organization told
the Amman demonstrators:

(of lib ) with all our strength, supported by the iron
fist of the Arab masses...and the will of the people
which makes history.”

In 2 message to the Algerian head of state, published
in Algiers on August 1, Arafat reiterated that the Palestin-
ian commandos would not heed the ceasefire called for by
the submissive Rogers Plan. He said armed struggle would
continue until the total liberation of Palestine.

The Palestinian revolution, Arafat added, would not
feel concemed by the ceasefire.

Arafat, chairman of the Executive Committee of the
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), said that no
Arab or foreign leader had the right to speak on behalf of
the Palestinian people and dispose of their national terri-
tory.

He called on each Arab government to clearly define
its stand on the US plan so that the PLO could decide its

lations with them dingly.

He also urged each Amab government to provide the
Palestinians with military, political and financial support
as well as facilities in the field of information.

On August 2, scores of thousands of Palestinians
demonstrated in and around their camps scattered
throughout Lebanon to protest the submissive plan of the
U.S. secretary of state.

Placards carried by the Palestinian demonstrators in
Lebanon read:

*A Million Times——No To Submission.

*The American Proposals and those who Adopt them
Are Enemies of the Palestinian People.

*We Set Forth. We Pledged. The World Cannot Stop
Us.

*Popular Liberation War Is the Only Way to Liberate
Palestine.

*Political Solutions Are the Scaffold of the Palestinian
Revolution,

*No to Submission, Yes to the Revolution.

*The Fate of the Peaceful Settlement Will Be Deter-
mined by Our Guns.

*We Were Barn Before June 1967 and We Shall Sur-
vive Beyond Liquidation of Its Sequels

“ ﬂ is a monthly paper published by the Friends of Free Palestine. Editor: Abdeen Jabara. “Free Palestine” welcomes its readers submitting comments, letters and articles.
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