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The Palestine National Council Concludes Its Sessions

The Palestine National Council, the Palestinian Parliament in
exile, has concluded its recent sessions in Damascus with
resolutions affirming the Palestinian peoples’ commitment to the
total liberation of Palestine from Zionist settler colonial domination;
to the principles of national unity among the Palestinians and
democratic dialogue within the ranks of their revolution; to
solidarity with other liberation movements around the world and
with national democratic forces inside the Arab world; to rejection
of the Camp David Accords and all other imperialist plots aimed at
dominating the region of Africa and the Middle East; and to a
transitional program, to be implemented by the various popular
agencies of the executive committee of the P.L..O., that would aim at
strengthening the political, military, social, cultural, and economic
conditions of the Palestinians, whether in exile or in the occupied
homeland.

The resolutions adopted at the PNC are both predictable and
inevitable. The Palestinian people will never negotiate with, or in any
way recognize, the Urgun terrorists who now head the illegal regime
in Palestine. These terrorists through their interaction with
Palestinians since the 1920’s, have shown themselves to be, in the
general context of things, no better than racists. From the massacre
of Deir Yassein to the dropping of concussion bombs on innocent
civilians; from the expulsion of Palestinians in 1948 to the torture of
Palestinian prisoners on the West Bank/Gaza; and from the
expropriation of all lands owned by Palestinians who left in 1948, to
recent deportations, collective punishments on whole villages, the
blowing up of homes and the hideous terror tactics practiced
against the Palestinians under occupation: the Zionists in Palestine
have certainly shown themselves to be terrorist hoodlums armed
with a colonial vision of oppression, derived from nineteenth
century Europe, in a region that had struggled for two centuries to
liberate itself from the European colonial onslaught. The Zionist
leadership in Palestine, which had been thus terrorizing the
Palestinian people all these years, will not go unpunished by the
Palestinian people, nor will the struggle of the Palestinian people to
liberate its homeland from settler colonial apartheid culminate in
anything but victory. History, time and the dynamic of the mass
energy of the Palestinians are on the side of the Palestinian
revolution. The Palestinian revolution, reinforced by the formidable
will of a people that refuses to knuckle under, is gaining strength,
experience and know-how each year. The Phantoms and
concussion bombs owned by Israel, and the vision of racism that is
embodied in its institutions, are of less enduring value, in the final
analysis, than the symbols of freedom rooted in the human spirit of a
people committed to struggle. In the struggle of the many slaves
against the slavemaster, the many colonized against the colonizer,
the many occupied against the occupier, the many native sons
against the European settlers, the outcome of the struggle has never
been, in history, deflected from its preordained course.

The principle of national unity among Palestinians and
democratic dialogue in the Palestinian revolutionary movement is
more crucial today than at any other time since the re-emergence of
the revolution fourteen years ago, on January 1, 1965.

With the combined assault on the Palestinian movement, and the
rights of the Palestinians to freedom, becomingincreasingly evident
since the Camp David Accords, that which unites Palestinians
engaged in the national struggle today is more fundamental than the
trivial issues that divide them. The various ideological currents and
political sensibilities with which Palestinian society is imbued can
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find full democratic and open expression within the major factions in
arevolution that never seeks to suppress but derives its energy from
the popular organs of the masses.

The Palestinian movement considers itself, though flourishing
outside the orbit of any outside power, an integral part of all
liberation movements in the Third World struggling against
indigenous reaction and imperialism. Hence, the PNC resolution
adopted at the recent session is a logical expression of the
interdependence of peoples engaged in struggle, especially in Africa
and Iran, to wrest independence from the same enemy, for the same
cause, in the same battle. The Palestinians, in calling for a joint
struggle with the democratic forces in the Arab World, recognize
that the cooptation of an Arab regime by the imperialist forces, such
as in Egypt, does not imply the co-optation of the masses in Egypt.
There undoubtedly exist in Eqypt and other Arab countries, whose
regimes now act as agents of oppression, progressive masses whose
leadership the Palestinian revolution reaches out to in common
struggle.

The rejection of the Camp David Accords by the PNC needs no
elaboration. These Accords represents a blatant attempt to sell out
the Palestinian people and their rights, isolate the PLO, create
conditions for the flourishing of Zionism in the Palestinian homeland
and transform Egypt into a force dedicated to the destruction of
movements of liberation in Africa, just as Israel was intended from
its inception as a “state” to act as one in the Mashrek, and the
Shah’s Iran as another in the Gulf.

The transitional program the PNC adopted calls for a variety of
projects to continue the work already started in Palestinian society
by the revolution. This program would touch on every facet of
Palestinian life. In the economic field, attention is given to Samed,
whose workshops already employ thousands who produce a great
deal of the goods and services needed by Palestinians, especially in
Lebanon. Culturally, funds are allotted to the various institutions
engaged in the preservation and enrichment of Palestinian folk art.
The many educational centers, both of learning arid resea-ch, such
as the schools run by the P.L.O. around the Arab world for
Palestinian children and the diverse think tanks operating within
Palestinian institutes, will find themselves with a work load
considered by the revolution to be as equally significant as the
work load of Palestinian guerrillas in the mountains.

Special attention most decidedly was given to the plight of the
Palestinian people under occupation, the geographical severance
from whom was never considered an impediment by other
Palestinians for helping them and coordinating with them resistance
activities, as well as economic and social projects. Other popular
organs, councils, committees, unions and organizations, such as
the Palestine Red Crescent and the Palestine National Fund, will
each unquestionably find it has a role to play, each with its own
positional value in the struggle.

From year to year, from generation to generation, the revolution
prospers, grows and matures, drawing on the enormous resources
of a people against whom the Zionist movement has not scored a
single victory all these years—for the Palestinians have survived!
They have reassembled their nation in exile. And until they Return,
ending their exile, Israelis will continue to live in no more than a
mythical state, because the Palestinian component of Palestine is
crucial to its statehood. Without the Palestinians, Palestine will
remain undefined, form without content, an entity (though called by
another name) divorced from its relation to the real world.









Zionists Force Suspension of Palestinian Students

Six Palestinians and supporters were re-
cently suspended from the University of
Illinois in Chicago. They were suspended for
conducting a counter-demonstration during
the 30th anniversary “celebration” of the
State of Israel in May 1978. In addition to the
academic suspensions, the students also
face criminal charges.

Although numerous students
participated in the demonstration, only the
leadership of the Arab, Puerto Rican and
Iranian students as well as the O.A.S. and
Students for Palestine were charged and
brought before an academic disciplinary
hearing.

The pecple bringing the charges were
members cf different Zionist organizations
on campts. They alleged that the
Palestinian students and their supporters
had disrupted the Zionist celebration of the
establishment of the State of Israel. The
Zionists claimed that the celebration was a
“normal ancd necessary” activity. The
“normal and necessary” activity of the 30th
anniversary of the state of Israel was for
Palestinian students an attempt to
provoke them. Many had been driven from
their land by the Zionist occupation. For
example, the morning before the Israeli day
celebration, the Zionists blocked the
Palestinian literature booths by dancing
and singing.

From the outset of the campus
administrative proceedings, the Zionists
believed that they had been victimized by an
unjust disruption of their activity. One of the
lawyers for the Zionists referred to the
counter-demonstration as a “racist
pogrom.” They expressed a clear desire to
get assurances that the next Israeli day
celebration would not be disrupted and that
if such assurances could not be given, it
would be necessary for their own security to
prosecute the Palestinian students and
“teach them a lesson.” To that end, the
Zionists retained four attorneys. Two of
their attorneys were law professors
associated with Northwestern University.
Two attorneys were affiliated with the
American Jewish Congress.

The Palestinian students and supporters,
represented by National Lawyers Guild
attorneys advanced a political defense
directed at explaining how and why the May
11th celebration was a clear provocation to
the Palestinian students. “It would be
analogous to the U.S. cavalry celebrating
the ‘winning of the West’ from the native
Americans or the Klu Klux Klan holding a
celebration of South African Apartheid”,
explained one of the defense attorneys in his
opening statement.

The hearings commenced in early
September and met one to two times per
week for four months. The hearing
procedure itself lacked numerous
fundamental elements of due process.

Attorneys were not allowed to directly
cross-examine witnesses. All questions had
to be directed to the chairperson who would
then distort and rephrase the questions. For
example, when a defense attorney would try
to elicit information about a witness’s bias,
prejudice, organizational affiliation, i.e.,
membership in the JDL, the chairperson
would refuse to ask defense attorneys’ cross
examination questions directly. Instead she
would simply ask the witness the following.
question: “Are you biased or in any way
prejudiced against the defendant in this
case?” Naturally, each witness would deny
being prejudiced.

The chairperson continued to deny
defense attorneys’ motions challenging the
selection and composition of the hearing
panel due to under-representation of Third
World people, refusing to remove panel
members who had obvious Zionist
sympathies, refusing to allow expert
witnesses to testify about the political
significance of May 15th to the Palestinian
people. The chairperson accused the
lawyers for the Palestinian people of being
disruptive.

Perhaps one of the heaviest examples of
the biased nature of the hearing panel was
established when six weeks into the trial
defense attorneys obtained and offered
documentary evidence that an informed
advisor to the hearing panel, who had been
sitting among them throughout the pro-
ceedings, was on the governing council of
the American Jewish Congress. This is of
particular significance because the staff
counsel for the AJC was representing the
Zionist students. In a court of law if it can be
proved that there is clear and direct ties
between the judge and one of the attorneys,
such information would be grounds for a
mistrial. Such was not the case in the
Palestinian hearings at the University. The
chairwoman ruled that this information was
irrelevant and denied attorneys’ motion and
proceeded with the trial. From that moment
on the member of the governing council of
the AJC was no longer sitting among the
panel during the hearings.

Perhaps one of the high points of the hear-
ings was the case of Khalil Shalabi. Mr. Sha-
labi was charged with disruption of normal
and necessary extracurricular activities. The
complaining witness, Ms. Patty Ray, the
head of the Hillel organization at the

University of lllinois, swore that she saw Mr.
Shalabi break down the door of the room
where the celebration was being held, enter
the room and participate in chanting,
shouting and marching around the room.
Ms. Ray believed that she was making a
clear identification of Mr. Shalabi as she has
had numerous dealings with him as he is in
the leadership of the Organization of Arab
Students. Defense attorneys countered her
testimony by calling two University security
personnel who testified that Mr. Shalabi was
at all times present outside the Illinois room
and never once entered the room.
Furthermore, a record from the student
health service showed that Mr. Shalabi was
present in the health clinic at exactly the
moment that Mr. Shalabi was to have been
disrupting the lllinois room.

Upon the close of the hearings the
judiciary committee decided that six of the
seven students were guilty as charged. They
were given a 2 semester suspension and
placed on academic probation for the
duration of their school careers.

At the same time as the administrative
hearings proceeded so have cases in state
court. The students were charged with
assault, battery, criminal damage to
property and disorderly conduct. In the
state court one of the Palestinian’s lawyers
was criticized by the State’s Attorney. “How
could you be representing these people.
They’re anti-Semitic”, said the State’s
Attorney. “They’re not anti-Semitic, they’re
anti-Zionist”, countered the attorney for the
students. At another date the same State’s
Attorney remarked that he was sorry that
he was no longer on the case because he
would “demand the maximum penalty” for
the students.

Not only are the administrative and
judicial processes being used to stifle the
Palestinian students and supporters but the
Zionists have taken to more overt forms of
repression. On November 15, 1978, one of
the members of the O.A.S. was assaulted by
one of the JDL members by use of a set of
brass knuckles. Other members of the
O.AS. and their relations have received
threatening phone calls. At the present
time, defense attorneys are appealing the
school disciplinary hearings and will
probably be going to federal court if the
school doesn’t overturn the convictions.

Persons interested in obtaining more
information should write to: The Westtown
Community Law Office, 2403 W. North
Avenue, Chicago, IL 60647. Contributions
are desperately needed for the political and
legal defense effort.
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Report from the Palestine National Council

The fourteenth session of the Palestine
National Council, which met in Damascus
January 15-22, 1978, came at a time of
challenge for the PLO and the Palestinian
people. In the wake of Camp David, the
United States is trying to impose a
settlement on the area that denies the
national rights of the Palestinians. Israel is
conducting a military-political campaign to
suppress the Palestinians and strike against
them, especially in South Lebanon. The
PLO considers the Sadat iniative as
surrender to Israel’s demands and allowing
continued occupation of Palestinian land.

All the leaders of the Palestinian
resistance attended this crucial PNC. All
representatives of Palestinian trade,
professional, women’s, and student unions,
and all popular organizatibns were there to
discuss these challenges and to arrive at
policies for the coming period. The meeting
was characterized by extensive dialogue
and debate—all in ademocratic spirit. It was
very important to discuss political realities
and changes and arrive at a certain
consensus. One of the major achievements
of this council is reaching this consensus, in
the National Unity program, which was
passed unanimously by the council.
Following are some highlights from the
Council’s decisions:
® The program stressed rejection of the
Camp David accords, which it noted paved
the way for extended U.S. and Israeli
domination over the Arab and African
states, using the Eyptian regime.
® The program reaffirmed Palestinian
national rights, and the central role of the
PLO as “sole legitimate representative of
our people, leader of their national struggle
and their spokesman in all Arab and
international forums.” The program further
condemned all attempts to create
alternatives to or partners with the PLO in
representing the Palestinian people, and
expressed determination to pursue and
escalate armed struggle and all forms of
political and popular struggle inside and
outside the occupied territories.
® The program further backed the
Palestinian National Front in the occupied
land, and stressed the Palestinian people’s
attachment to Palestine as their historic
homeland and their opposition to all plans
for resettlement or for the creation of an
‘alternative homeland.” It pledged more
material and political support for Palestinian
struggling under occupation.
® The program affirmed that the National
Front for Confrontation and Steadfastness
and its pillars, Syria and the PLO, are the
central pivot in confronting the US-Israeli
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settlement conspiracy, and called for Arab
and international support for the front.

® [t stressed that the PLO abides by the
unity, Arabism and independence of
Lebanon, and reasserts its respect for
Lebanese sovereignty and its commitment
to the Cairo agreement and its annexes. It
called for further unity with the Lebanese

people and its national and progressive
forces, and for continued cohesion between
the Palestinian and Jordanian peoples.

e [t added that the Jordanian regime
commitment to the Rabat and Algiers
summit resolutions, its rejection of the
Camp David accords and of any

(Continued on page 7)

Excerpts from Archbishop
Helarion Cappuci’s Historic
Address to the PNC:

“Brothers and sisters, this is a God-
given day so let us rejoice and celebrate. |
and overjoyed and happy to be among
you for | carried you everywhere with me
in my small prison and my larger exile.
My love of you enabled me to endure and
remain steadfast.

I have done my duty as a religious and
honorable man, a man of justice and
love. I have cried for Palestine and its
bleeding people. 1 have seen my
Palestinian children oppressed and
persecuted. I rose to protect them, and
shall do so the rest of my life.

I pledge to you and to God that I will
safeguard Palestine and all its religious
holy places, Islamic and Christian, in
Jerusalem. I will not rest until the bells of
return ring there and we all return. For
the way to Palestine is from Damascus,
and we are all one caravan that will
return to our homeland, our land, our
people, our liberated Arab Jerusalem.”

In its first meeting on January 15, the
PNC unanimously resolved to make
Archbishop Capucci an honorary
member.

Message from Palestinian
Political Prisoners in Tulkarem
Prison in Occupied Palestine

“From behind the prison bars and
from cells of persecution and death, we
send you our greetings and bless your
efforts at unifying our great Palestinian
people.

We appeal to you to remain unified in
the face of the Zionist and imperialist
plots and their agents in the Arab area,
and we ask you to carry this grave
responsibility without consideration of
narrow party or organizational loyalties.
Thus your unified efforts will result in
great military and political victories on
the way to liberation and return to

L Palestine.

.We are suffering the worst
persecution, oppression and slow death
in our prisons with little attention from
the Arab and international community.
The world protests the persecution of
Soviet Jewry, but pays no attention to
us, who are dying on our own land, and
subjected to inhumane treatment,
beatings and persecution in Israeli
prisons. Even representatives of the
International Red Cross, who visit us
once every three months are unable to
stop Israeli persecution and oppression.
Hundreds of us, including our women
prisoners have held hunger strikes
demanding humane treatment and as a
result, have been beaten severely by the
Israeli prison guards.

We are prisoners of the Palestinian
revolution in Israeli prison, and thus we
will remain steadfast and strong. We
would rather die on our land than accept
occupation and exile.

We strongly believe in our Palestinian
revolution and we are determined to
continue sacrificing. We send our
greetings to the Palestinian revolution
and we remain with you, steadfast until
victory.”

Message from Dr. Muhammad
Khalaf of the Egyptian National
Progressive Front

“The Egyptian people are in full
solidarity with the just struggle of the
Palestinian people and the National
Progressive Front is with you,
committed to your principles. That is
why we reject Sadat’s surrender and all
agreements at Camp David. We uphold
the resolutions of the Arab summit
conferences that stress the PLO as the
sole, legitimate representative of the
Palestinian Arab people. Representa-
tives of the National Front have been
prevented by Egyptian authorities from
joining the PNC meetings, yet they send
you their warm greetings and their hope
that the next PNC session will be held in
liberated Palestine.”
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The United States and the Palestinians

On November 29, 1978, the United
Nations celebrated the International Day of
Solidarity with the Palestinian People. In a
letter addressed to the Honorable Abraham
Ribicoff, senator from Connecticut, Andrew
Young, the U.S. Ambassador to the United
Nations, wrote “The United States strongly
opposed the creation in 1975 of this
committee (Committee on the Exercise of
the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian
People) and the annual extension of its
mandate on the grounds that a) it was a
misuse of United Nations funds and b) it
diverted attention from the peace process. .

We (also) opposed the establishment of the
special unit on Palestinian rights in 1977.”
The above letter by Andrew Young was in
fact a response to a previous letter by
Senator Abraham Ribicoff in which he urged
the United States Ambassador to the
United Nations to “not participate in the
International Day of Solidarity with the
Palestinian People.”

Andrew Young’s statement did not affect
the United Nations’ decision to celebrate
the Day of Solidarity. A different statement
was made by Young on January 17, 1979,
when he was quoted by the New York
Times as saying, “The Palestine Liberation
Organization must be viewed realistically
because it has captured the imagination of
the Palestinian people and become a
tremendous influence in Arab countries.”
He went on to say “we may not like it; we
don’t recognize it. But. . . that will not make
the organization’s stature among Arab
nations any less true.” Young went on
praising the PLO representatives to the
United Nations as ‘very skilled politicians
and very intelligent decent human beings.”
In order not to raise the hopes of some
people who may think that there was a
change in the United States policy towards
the PLO, Hodding Carter, the
spokesperson of the State Department said
that Andrew Young “was making a personal
observation.” Young, Hodding Carter said,
“understands and supports our policy.”

For the sake of true peace in the Middle
East, it would be helpful to have the United
States recognize the PLO as the only
organization that really speaks for the
Palestinian People. It is so because it has
been proven that no peace can be achieved
there without the consensus of the
Palestinians through their legitimate
representatives, the PLO. But since the
United States continues refusing to have a
dialogue with the PLO (mainly because of
Zionist pressure against such moves) the
PLO must go on with its just struggle until
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victory.

The recognition by the United States of
the PLO could further the cause of peace in
the Middle East, but the absence of that
recognition doesn’t necessarily hurt the
Palestinian cause. The more determined the
Palestinians are in establishing a Palestinian
state on the land of Palestine and the greater
difficulties they undergo, the more respect
and recognition the world will bestow upon
them, and this includes the United States.
The U.S. Government’s behavior in the
cases of Southeast Asia, the People’s
Republic of China, and Iran, as difficult as it
is to draw such analogies, shows that the
United States does change its policy
depending on how convinced the people are
in their cause and how much they are willing
to sacrifice for it. The changes that occurred
in each one of the above examples were
beyond imagination a few months before the
United States made such a policy change. It
did nevertheless revise policy due to
changing realities.

The Jerusalem Post, reflecting Israel’s
worry about the United States decision to
recognize the People’s Republic of China
and to abrogate the U.S.-Taiwan defense
treaty, wrote on December 17 that the
“Taiwan decision should be a warning to
Israel.” The article quoted an Israeli Minister
as having said “the U.S. decision on Taiwan
must flash a red warning light in Israel and
could have repercussions on the Middle
East negotiations.” Begin, in a cabinet
meeting, replying to a minister’s question
about the United States decision on Taiwan
said he was “watching the situation very
closely.”

The General Assembly of the United
Nations recognized the inalienable rights of
the Palestinian people in 1969. The
declaration of the General Assembly read as
follows: “recognizing that the problem of the
Palestine Arab refugees has arisen from the
denial of their inalienable rights under the
charter of the United Nations and the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
gravely concerned that the denial of their
rights has been aggravated by the acts of
collective punishment, arbitrary detention,
curfews, destruction of homes and
property, deportation and other repressive
acts against the refugees and other
inhabitants of the occupied territories. . .
reaffirms the inalienable rights of the people
of Palestine; (and) requests the Security
Council to take effective measures in
accordance with the relevant provisions of
the charter of the United Nations to assure
the implementation of these resolutions.”

In 1970 the U.N. General Assembly
reasserted its demands for Israeli
withdrawal from the Arab territories
occupied in 1967, for the Palestinian right of
return to their homes and for the ending of
the violation of the human rights of the
Palestinian people. The General Assembly
also in accordance with the charter of the
United Nations declared “that the people of
Palestine are entitled to equal rights and self
determination.” Similar resolutions were
passed by the General Assembly in 1971-72.
The Assembly, however, went a step further
in 1973 when in a resolution regarding the
situation in Africa, and which could
implicitly apply to the Palestinian issue,
recognized the legitimacy of armed struggle
as part of liberation movements. The
General Assembly in the 1973 resolution
“reaffirmed the inalienable right of all people
under colonial and foreign domination and
alien subjugation to self-determination,
freedom and independence.”

The resolution also “reaffirms the
legitimacy of the people’s struggle for
liberation from colonial and foreign
domination. . . by all available means
including armed struggle.” The same
resolution condemned “all Governments
which do not recognize the right to
self-determination and independence of
peoples, notably the people of Africa. . . and
the Palestinian people.” In October, 1974,
the United Nations General Assembly
invited the Palestine Liberation
Organization to participate in the annual
Assembly debate. The support for inviting
the PLO was overwhelming, 105 voting in
favor and 4 against, with 20 abstentions. In
November of the same year the full
recognition of Palestinian rights was
declared by the General Assembly and the
PLO was granted an observer status at the
United Nations. On November 13, 1974,
Yassir Arafat, Chairman of the PLO,
addressed the U.N. General Assembly.

Recognition by the United States of the
PLO as the legitimate representative of the
Palestinian people and its willingness to
negotiate with the PLO on behalf of the
Palestinian people will not change the
international status of the PLO. As it can be
seen in the brief U.N. history outlined
above, the international organization,
whose resolutions reflect a consensus of
mankind, has repeatedly recognized the
PLO as the official representative of the
Palestinians and the legitimacy of their
struggle. Staying outside of this consensus
merely puts the U.S. in the minority.
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An Insider’'s View of U.S. Policy

Decades of Decision: American Policy towards the Arab-lsraeli Conflict 1967-1976, William B. Quandt, University of California Press, 1977

Recent months have marked several
watersheds in American policy towards the
Middle East. The massive effort mounted by
the U.S. at Camp David and elsewhere,
spearheaded by the American president, to
negotiatya peace between Egypt and Israel
has thus far ended in deadlock. U.S. policy
towards Iran has collapsed in ruins in the
massive popular rebellion against the U.S.-
supported Shah and the Carter
Administration is under attack for its
“paualysis and confusion” in dealing with the
upheaval. Thus, an appraisal of the
premises and practice of American policy in
the last decade is of particular interest.

William Quandt, who served one term on
the National Security Council in 1972-74
and is currently on the Council as its reigning
Middle East expert, has attempted such a
study. Decades of Decision is a readable,
insider’s study of American policy as forged
in the cauldron of the last decade,
encompassing the 1967 war, the Jordan
crisis in 1970 and the October War and its
aftermath. Although rich in informative
detail, Quandt’s book is almost equally
weak in in-depth analysis. However, given
the author’s influential position in the inner
sanctums of American policy, it can be
argued that an examination of what is weak
or absent from the book’s analysis is itself
revealing of U.S. policy at this juncture.

Quandt himself gives a good explanation
of the faults of his book when he notes that
“the obstacles to understanding American
policy in the Middle East stem less from a
paucity of data and information than from
the failure to ask appropriate
questions.”Quandt dismisses a whole range
of fundamental questions that would relate
the thrust of U.S. policy to U.S. society and
the U.S. economy as “vulgar Marxism.” He
also wages a vendetta against what he calls
“abstract forces.” As a result, there is no
examination of the force or influence of
historical forces like nationalism or national
liberation, or of economic forces and
motives. Thus, among the actors on the
Middle East stage we do not find, for
example, the oil companies, and we barely
perceive the Palestinian people and the PLO
in the body of the book. Quandt concedes
there are underlying motifs in U.S. policy —
containment of the Soviet Union, access to
Middle Eastern oil, and support for Israel —
but he refrains from examining these in any
systematic way.

Quandt does note that there are different
possible frameworks for understanding
American policy and he names four familiar
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ones, which he calls the national interest
perspective (viewing policy as dictated by
U.S. global and regional interests), the
domestic interest perspective (policy
dictated by pressure groups and public
opinion), the bureaucratic perspective
(policy dictated by government
departments like State Department), and
the presidential leadership perspective. It is
the last that Quandt adopts as his
framework and defines as policy dictated
“less by the personality of the president. . .
than the way he and his advisors view the
world and how they reason.”

This perspective leads to an unsurprising
conclusion: Quandt believes strong
presidential leadership is the key to an
effective Middle East policy and states: “No
one, perhaps unfortunately, is better suited
for the role of peacemaker between Arabs
and Israelis than the American president.”
In the light of the dominant sentiments
towards the U.S. among the peoples of the
region, this seems rather like
recommending an objective team of
Anaconda Copper and the CIA to make
peace between the Chilean junta and its
opposition.

Quandt presents us with a curiously
value-free U.S. policy. Carter’s favorite
word “human rights” is not mentioned, let
alone viewed as the “cornerstone” of U.S.
policy. Quandt does state that the United
States seeks “stability” and to “preserve
status quo moderate powers.” But as Noam
Chomsky aptly notes in his review of
Decades of Decision in The Nation of July
22, 1978, Quandt neglects to define these
terms, although he does mention that
“moderate” is often equivalent to “pro-
American” for policy makers. Another
implied definition could be added: “stability”
is synonomous with American control. In
one telling incident, Quandt describes how
Kissinger aborted the Egyptian-Israeli
negotiations after the October War by
persuading the Israelis to reverse their
position abruptly. “Kissinger felt the talks
were proceeding too rapidly,” Quandt states,
and he wanted to “demonstrate that a
United States role was essential for
sustained diplomatic process.”

By presidential leadership, then, Quandt
does not mean moral leadership.
Watergate, for example, is treated simply as
a stumbling block in the implementation of
the Kissinger-Nixon policies, although
Quandt allows himself one irresistible
anecdote in a description of the 1974 visit of
Nixon to Israel: “When discussing terrorism

with the Israelis, Nixon startled his hosts by
leaping from his seat and declaring there
was only one way to deal with terrorists.
Then, Chicago-gangland-style, he fired an
imaginary submachine gun at the assembled
cabinet members.” Disturbing presidential
behavior aside, however, discussions in the
inner circle are free of the principles of
sovereignty, self-determination and so
forth, that color public statements. In the
1967 war, for example, Johnson and his
advisors felt that “by the time it was known
that Israel had struck the first blow it no
longer seemed to matter” because the “U.S.
was off the hook.”

Quandt shares more than he differs with
his predecessors like Henry Kissinger, but
there are a few interesting contrasts.
Quandt underplays the role of Israel as a
guardian of U.S. interests. Writing about the
1970 Jordan crisis, he noted: “Kissinger and
Nixon had convinced themselves that Israel
had played a vital role in helping to check the
Soviet-inspired Syrian invasion of Jordan
and might play a comparable role in
thwarting Soviet designs in Egypt.” Quandt
himself places more emphasis on internal
Syrian politics as prompting the Syrian
withdrawal. This also leads him to
disagreement with the Kissinger
assessment of the “global” (U.S.-Soviet)
dimension of the crisis.

In other words, Quandt is cautioning the
U.S. toinclude the regional actors instead of
seeing everything solely through the lens of
the U.S.-Soviet confrontation. This, of
course, fits with the more sophisticated
global analysis that characterizes recent
policy thinking by the Trilateral
Commission and other agencies and
thinktanks, analysis aimed at maintaining
U.S. dominance in the post-Vietnam era of
shifting alliances and growing turmoil in the
Third World. The influential 1976 Brookings
Report, which Quandt as well as Zbigniew
Brzezkinski signed, typifies this approach.
Outlining broad principles for reaching a
comprehensive settlement in the Middle
East, the report recomme:.ds that “the
Palestinians, provided they are prepared to
accept the right of Israel and Jordan to self-
determination should be accorded the same
right.”

Clearly, the 1977 Carter declaration that
Palestinians should have a “homeland” and
the 1977 U.S.-U.S.S.R. joint communique
were in line with these recommendations,
although “self-determination’” was reduced
to the cautious notion of Palestinian

(Continued on page 15)
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This month marks the second
anniversary of the death of the Palestinian
poet Rashid Hussein. Hussein’s poetry,
which had painted a vivid image of the
anguish, exile and struggle for freedom of
the Palestinian people, was well known and
loved by not only Palestinians but people
virtually all over the Arab world.

Following are various representative
poems by Rashid Hussein:

A GIRL AND A POEM

He promised to write me a poem
and now, every morning I say
Mother! I'll go to the news-stand.

My mother does not know that every
morning

I steal a piece of my brother’s food

and with it buy a newspaper,

hoping to find the promised poem there.

It is now two months and I buy papers with
food,

but the poem is never there.

Only today he phoned, and when I asked
he answered:

he wrote the poem long ago

The poem was written the moment he
promised it

and that waiting for the poem was the
poem itself.

And now I feel empty!

Now I don’t want to go to the news-stand.

Mother! Why did he phone this morning,
and stop the poem?

TO MY BROTHER FATHI

For your sake, Fathi,

I broke the lock of my lips.

For you

I slaughtered silence in my heart

to write these lines

to build a wall in the face of death.
For you Fathi, believe me,

I cast the letters to make a sentence.

Fathi,

The sun that bathes the wounds of the fig
trees

its rays are dyed in blood by the
executioners of Auares

that same sun toasts the wheat into gold in
the fields of China.

It wrings tears form the foreheads of
_peasants in our village.

You may not understand Fathi,

but tomorrow you shall grow up

and the field will grow a green root before
your eyes

and the lungs of the brown planter’s sun will
be crucified.

Who knows—

You may accept or reject the present
reality;

If you reject you shall grow up,

If you acquiesce you become smaller.

Fathi

You may not understand

why the East is tired of silence

or why the dead vomited, and gave death

a bridge.

Or why your feet cried

or why I wrote this.

But tomorrow vou shall grow and
understand.

For your sake—for the children—

Believe me.

TENT #50 (SONG OF A REFUGEE)

Tent #50, on the left, is my new world,

shared with me by my memories:

Memories as verdant as the eyes of spring.

memories like the eyes of a woman
weeping,

and memories the color of milk and love.

Two doors has my tent, two doors like two
wounds.

One leads to the other tents, wrinkle-
browed

like clouds no longer able to weep;

and the second—a rent in the ceiling,
leading

to the skies,

revealing the stars

like refugees scattered,

and like them, naked.

Also the moon is trudging there

downcast and weary as the UNRWA,

vellow as though it were the UNRWA

under a load of yellow cheese for the
refugees.

Tent #50, on the left, that is my present,
but it is too cramped to contain a future.
And—“Forget!” they say, but how can I?

Teach the night to forget to bring

dreams showing me my village

and teach the wind to forget to carry to
me

the aroma of apricots in my fields!

and teach the sky, too, to forget to rain.

Only then, I may forget my country.

Iran. . . (continued from page 4)

This solidarity is clearly a matter of
common interests, common goals — and
common enemies. In a front page article on
January 18, the Christian Science Monitor,
commenting on the possibility of a coup to
restore the Shah to power that “A number
of Iranians believe that. . . the conspiracy is
the work of Israeli agents in league with
hard-line Iranian generals. . . Israel’s Mossad
secret service is reported to have close links
with Iran’s Savak secret police, which it
helped set up.” One “usually well-informed
Iranian” toid the Monitor: “[hey (the
Israelis) are trying to do here what they
achieved in Lebanon. The Israelis have
everything to gain by bringing down a
government pledged to shifting Iran’s
support to the Palestinians.”

Clearly, the departure of the Shah and the
removal of Bakhtiar is only a first step, and
the Iranian people will need international
support and solidarity to build a democratic
and independent Iran. At the recent meeting

of the Palestine National Congress, the
Congress confirmed its stand with the
Iranian revolution, and “wished this young
revolution overall victory, which would
enable it to place Iran’s potential and its
heroic peaple within the ranks of the struggle
against imperialism and Zionism.”

PNC. . . (Continued from page 7)

movements, especially those in South
Africa, Zimbabwe and Namibia.

® In the organisational field, the program
declared that all Palestinian factions
participate in the PLO’s insututions in
accordance with the principles of
democracy, and that “the Palestinian
leadership is a collective one,” i.e. decision
making is the responsibility of all.

If you would like the complete text of the
unity program, as well as speeches and
documents of the PNC, please send $1.00
for our booklet “The Palestine National
Council.”

Insiders. . . (Continued from page 14)

“participation in their own future.” That this
notion was once again reduced — this time
to Begin’s “self-rule” plan — after Sadat
changed the rules of the game,
demonstrates that a desire to control all the
options, rather than devotion to principle,
has the uppermost hand in U.S. policy. With
the Camp David approach in shambles, we
may once again see the comprehensive
settlement activated, and Carter may once
again discover the Palestinian people.

Quandt, who has written studies on
Palestinian and Algerian nationalism, may
have a slightly better grip on the concept of
nationalism and national liberation than his
predecessors, but he still assumes these are
forces that can be managed or co-opted to
accommodate American interests. Arab
leaders like Sadat give a temporary boost to
these assumptions. That these assumptions
have survived at all, after being dealt a
mortal blow in Indochina, attests that U.S.
policy makers have still not learned some
very fundamental lessons.
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