


editorial——

Middle East Peace: A Palestinian Perspective

The following is a guest editorial written by Mohammed Milhelm,
mavyor of Halhul, a city in the West Bank, who is currently in the
United States. Milhelm delivered this speech at a Washington
conference of the American Friends Service Committee.

More than half a century ago, the international community —
through the League of Nations — determined that the Palestinian
people were entitled to self-government and national
independence. Today we are offered “autonomy” for one-third of
our people in one-fifth of our country.

We know of no convincing justification for this severe
diminishment of our national rights, except that it is dictated by the
presently prevailing configuration of power. Equally, we know of
no convincing reason why we should undermine our rights and
chances for durable, regional peace by accepting and therefore
legitimizing this new injustice. We owe it to ourselves, to the
peoples of our region, and to the cause of lasting peace to hold out
and strive for an equitable peace which can be willingly embraced
rather than for an oppressive settlement imposed on us under
duress.

We, the Palestinian people, experienced greater pain and felt
deeper deprivation, as a consequence of conflict and war, than did
the other peoples of the Middle East. It should be readily believed,
therefore, that our need for peace is not less than theirs, and that
our yearning for peace is not less sincere. It is precisely for this
reason that we are alarmed and angered by the present mutation
of our hope for a comprehensive regional peace into a partial,
bilateral settlement divorced from its relation to our aspirations for
freedom and statehood.

During the past few years, the community of nations has
gradually developed a consensus regarding the nature of a just and
lasting peace in the Middle East. This'conception was affirmed and
reaffirmed in numerous bilateral and multi-lateral statements,
declarations, and resolutions by states as well as regional and
international forums, governmental as well as non-governmental.

This international consensus, from which only a handful of
states have chosen to deviate, and which we, the Palestinians, find
to be an acceptable basis for a just and lasting peace, includes the
following two principal formulations:

1. Peace must be comprehensive if it is not to be continually in
danger of collapse. This means that the settlement should resolve
all the tributary issues to the conflict, and that it should satisfy all
the parties involved.

2. The basic underlying cause of the Middle East conflict is the
Palestine problem, that is to say, the homelessness and
statelessness of the Palestinian people. A just and lasting peace,
therefore, must include the realization of the Palestinian people’s
right to -self-determination including their right to political
independence in a national state on their native soil.

Any settlement which fails to satisfy these two principles will be,
of necessity, partial and imposed, and will produce a truce rather
than a state of peace.

The “Framework for peace in the Middle East” agreed at Camp
David and the consequent negotiations and agreements, including
the treaty between the Arab Republic of Eqypt and the state of
Israel professed a commitment to the proposition that a just,
comprehensive and lasting peace in the Middle East is an “urgent
necessity,” but they failed to demonstrate fidelity to this
commitment by seeking formulas which blatantly ignore and
circumvent both of the basic and essential pre-requisites of such a
peace. They seek, instead, to impose on our region a settlement
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which leaves more unsatisfied parties than it appeases, and more
unresolved issues than those to which it addresses itself.

We, the Palestinians, and all of the peoples of our region have a
right to genuine peace. Equally, we share the obligation and the
responsibility to reject and resist attempts to foist upon us a
tranquilizing substitute. We believe that Israel sought and
obtained at Camp David a formula which can only and of necessity
lead to the closed road of unilateral settlement with Egypt. This is
evident from the fact that while the accords conceded the mutual
claims of Israel and Egypt (Israeli withdrawal from occupied Sinai
and Egyptian recognition of Israel and the normalization of
relations between them), they failed to maintain the symmetry by
conceding even in principle the claims of any of the other parties to
the Arab-Israeli conflict. As far as the Palestinian dimension of the
conflict is concerned, the agreement was deliberately designed to
provoke Palestinian rejection:

1. It addresses “the inhabitants of the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip” rather than the Palestinian people. We find this
evasion of the problem unacceptable for two reasons. First, the
inhabitants of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip are a third of the
Palestinian people. A minority cannot legitimately act on behalf of
the whole. Second, it is the majority of our people, ignored by the
agreements, who suffered most. While the residents of the West
Bank and Gaza live under occupation, they at least live in their
homeland. The rest are the victims of forced exile.

2. The Camp David agreements and the consequent
negotiations accept the premise that the peoples concerned are
free to designate their spokesmen and representatives. The
Palestinian people alone are denied this right. The Palestine
Liberation Organization is accepted by the Palestinian people and
by the overwhelming majority of the nations of the world as the
legitimate representative of the Palestinian people. The Camp
David agreements require the Palestinians to seek a substitute
leadership as a condition for any sort of participation.

3. The agreements envision “autonomy” for the inhabitants of
one-fifth of Palestine. In political terminology, autonomy is less
than independence, and an autonomous region is a part of a larger
state. The agreements, therefore, rule out the possibility of
independence. We see no reason why we should be interested in
negotiating a settlement which rules out in advance the option of
independence for the Palestinian people. We have no interest in
legitimizing Israeli occupation by consenting to a thinly
camouflaged version of it.

4. Jerusalem, the city built by the Arabs long before the
Hebrews ever set foot on this land, is the heart of Palestinian
history and heritage. It is also the geographic link between the
northern and southern halves of the West Bank. We are neither
willing nor able to envision a future without it.

5. Any agreement which does not require, without
equivocation, an internationally supervised cessation to Israeli
settlement in the West Bank and Gaza betrays lack of good faith
and a cruel disregard for the future of our people. It is the sine qua
non of the confidence-building process which is alleged to be the
principal achievement and merit of the ongoing diplomacy.

6. The agreements represent a regression from earlier
international commitments to ‘the Palestinian refugees. They
make no mention of their internationally recognized right to
choose repatriation or compensation. They simply promise that
their tragedy be discussed and that a solution be sought without
principles, agreed upon in advance, upon which these negotiations
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PLO Official. . . (Continued from page 5)

No matter how hard Carter and Begin try
to prove that Israel is part of this region,
their attempts will fail. There is a basic
contradiction between us and Israel.
Whoever recognizes Israel will fall, and our
cause will survive, because our cause is
nothing short of a law of physics. Whoever
says he doesn’t believe in Newton’s Law will
fall, and Newton's law will remain. Whoever
sys Israel can live in this region will fall, and
the Arab-Israeli conflict will continue.

Q. At the Baghdad meeting, Abu
‘Ammar called, for a boycott of the United
States, which he referred to as “the head of
the snake.” Earlier, he said he would “chop
off the hands” that signed the Egyptian-
Israeli peace treaty. Does the Palestinian
revolution really mean to attack American
interests in this region? How can this be
done as long as the Arab countries,
including the members of the steadfastness
front, continue to deal with the U.S. on the
economic, political, and cultural levels?

A.  When our brother Abu ‘Ammar says
something, you can be sure that he means
what he says. Anyone who studies the
history of the Palestinian revolution and the
PLO will find out that our leaders mean
exactly what they say.

In his speech, Abu ‘Ammar underscored
the gravity of the situation, placed his finger
on the wound and diagnosed the illness
accurately.

It is America that has launched a battle
against the Palestinians. There’s no such
thing as an “As-Sadat position.” As-Sadat
becomes intransigent when Carter tells him
to be intransigent, and he turns flexible
when Carter tells him to be flexible.

The Americans must realize that if they
maintain their rejection of the existence of
the Palestinian people and the need for a
Palestinian state, and if they continue to
cling to their adoption of Zionism and Israel,
the struggle against them is inevitable.

Q. Several Arab countries are worried
about the Iranian developments and the
new regime in that country. Has the
Palestinian revolution been trying to allay
those fears?

A. Fear of the Iranian revolution is, of
course, unjustified. I cannot understand any
rational man being unafraid of the shah and
afraid of the Iranian revolution. The shah
of Iran was the enemy of the Arabs. He was
the man to be worried about.

Egypt is afraid of the Iranian revolution
because As-Sadat has betrayed Arabism
and religious values, and he is therefore a
traitor in the eyes of all Arabs and anyone
who has religious values.

But other countries, like Syria and
Algeria, are not afraid of the Iranian regime.
At any rate, we have started a wide-ranging
campaign of contacts with the Arab

countries and Iran. Abu Dhabi has already
sent an ambassador, and there are now very
good relations between the two countries.
Qatar will follow soon, and so will Kuwait
and Saudi Arabia. Our mission is to leave no
room for Arab-Iranian conflict, because the
days of Arab-Iranian conflict went with the
shah, who believed in Persian domination of
the Arabs. The Iranian revolution does not
believe in Iranian domination of the Arabs,
but in Iranian obligations to the Arab. Arab-
Iranian conflict is what Zionism and the
enemies of Iran and the Arabs want, and the
Palestinian revolution will do a great deal to
see to it that such a conflict does not
develop.

[ believe we have succeeded in a number
of instances already. For example, an
Algerian delegation is now visiting Iran, a
Libyan delegation will follow, and so will
delegations from Abu Dhabi, Qatar,
Bahrain. . .

Q. Many are saying that Saudi Arabia is
particularly worried about the Iranian
regime. Do you agree with those who have
said that Crown Prince Fahd went to Spain
because he feels he is becoming weak in the
government?

A. 1don’t think that has anything to do
with the Iranian situation.

However, there is no doubt that the
change in Iran means that a new political
map is beginning to be drawn in the region.

At one time, American imperialism had
three mainstays, other than Israel, in the
Middle East. These were Turkey, Iran and
Ethiopia. Now, Ethiopia has changed, Iran
has changed and Turkey is on its way.

A new map is being drawn, and every
regime has to reconsider its calculations on
the basis of the approaching change: Willits
country remain unchanged within the new
map? Will it expand? Will it be partitioned?
That is what geopolitics is all about.

However, | believe the fear that Iran has
inspired (in the Arab world) is beginning to
disappear. With the wisdom of the Iranian
leaders and through the PLO, we must work
to draw a new unified political map which
would stand against Israel, and not lead to
internal conflict.

Q. Now that the Egyptian-Israeli peace
treaty has been signed, can you tell us
something about your impressions of the
American administration, and about
Carter’s offer to start a dialogue with the
PLO if it recognizes Security Council
Resolution 242?

In the U.S., unfortunately, in every
presidential election year, many peoples
have to pay the price of the aspiring
president’s votes.

In 1948, several American officials warned
President Truman that the rise of Israel in
that manner would threaten American
interests in the Middle East. Truman’s

answer was: “Where are the Arab votes?”
That year was an election year.

Look at 1956 and 1967. You will find that
Israel always takes what it wants from the
Arabs during an American election year.

The same thing happened this time, Begin
kept delaying until the election year came
and he was able to snatch the frightening
concessions he got from As-Sadat through
the American administration.

But one learns in politics that thereis alot
of difference between having a right to
something and deserving it. Having a right
doesn’t mean anything. One must prove
that he deserves it. | believe the Palestinian
people have proved this.

After a long struggle, they managed to
teach the American administration to delete
the word “refugees” and replace it with “the
Palestinian people.”

After the signing of the Egyptian-Israel
treaty, Carter knew that no more progress
could be made without the approval of the
Palestinians. So he immediately offered a
new concession to the PLO. He did so by
taking note of the PLO, which he once
equated with the Nazis and the Ku Klux
Klan. The struggle of the PLO and the
Palestinian people and the upheavals in the
West Bank and Gaza made Carter realize
he must speak with respect about the PLO.

For the first time, the administration tried
to bargain with the PLO. Carter said he was
ready to recognize the PLO if the PLO
recognized Resolution 242, even if it did so
with reservations. That, of course, was not a
gift from Carter; it is something that the
Palestinians forced him to give.

Carter must now realize that he must
recognize the PLO unconditionally,
because we will never recognize
Resolution 242, which we have nothing to do
with. When Resolution 242 was drafted, the
people who drafted it did not recognize the
Palestinian people as a major element.
Today, no one can overlook the Palestinian
people. Carter would do well to realize tht if
he does not recognize the PLO now, he will
recognize it later.

I might add that Carter is trying to
persuade the PLO to start a dialogue with
the U.S. without Soviet presence. That is
something the Americans will never be able
to do. We know the balance of power in the
world. No discussion of the Palestinian
cause will take place outside the context of
the international balance of power, for only
that would provide the required guarantees.
The Americans are trying to lure the
Palestinians away from their allies, to
facilitate anti-Palestinian action at a later
stage. They will never be able to do that. We
will not be like a turtle that has lost its shell
and is wvulnerable to blows from any
direction.
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