











There are other reasons why the U.S.
doesn’t pressure Israel on this very simple
issue. Although it is beyond the scope
of this article to discuss all of these
other reasons, it is important for the Arab
governments to realize what is a known fact
to the leaders of the Palestinian Revolution
concerning these various constraints. The
U.S. Government will not pressure Israel
because of common interest and domestic
political reality, both of which will not be
changing soon. In the next year the
American people will be voting for the top
position in the United States Government,
the Presidency, and for most of the
members of Congress. It is therefore a
political suicide to challenge the all-mighty
Israeli lobby — Jimmy Carter is not about to
do that.

The Arab governments, for a very long
time now, were told by many American
presidents that after the succession of a
U.S. president to his second term in the
White House, he will use the powers he
possesses to modify Israel’s position. Once
a president is elected to his second term,
and since he can’t run for a third term, Arab
governments were promised, the President
could challenge the pro-Israel lobby and
voters in the U.S. This has been proven to
be a fallacy and, in fact, a misreading of
American political life. Besides the fact that
the president cannot alter a U.S. policy
without the approval of the Congress, an
unrealistic possibility when approval would
require a stand against Israel, the party to
which the President belongs will not permit
that to happen. Even in a second term,
therefore, the President will not take on the
pro-Israel forces, and the fact that it is in the
national interest not to anger Israel.

Since the 1967 war, Israel has established

125 settlements on the West Bank, Gaza,
the Sinai, and the Golan Heights. This is

according to a U.N. published map of the
occupied territories dated November, 1978.
Since then, of course, more settlements
have been established and the ones in the
Sinai, it was released lately, will be
transplanted to the Gaza area. Also, as a
friendly gesture from Menachem Begin to
his friends Anwar El Sadat and Jimmy
Carter, for the signing of the “peace treaty”,
Begin announced not long after his return
from the signing in Washington that more
settlements will be established. Begin also
announced that the autonomy referred to in
the treaty and the Camp David agreements
applies only to the inhabitants of the West
Bank and Gaza and not to the land they live
on or the water resources they depend on.
Israel, through its Prime Minister, showed
again to the United States and Sadat how
courteous it intends to be by including in the
autonomy plan the air the Palestinians
breath on the West Bank and Gaza.

Since the election of Menachem Begin
and his coalition to head the government of
Israel, 28 more settlements were established
on the “territories”. This is what Begin
announced in the Knesset on May 6th of this
year. The territories, as defined by Begin,
do not include East Jerusalem around
which many settlements were established as
well. The position of the U.S. Government,
as mentioned before, has been only a lip
service condemnation of the Israeli
settlements policy. The U.S. Government
and the Congress in particular are known to
be supportive of, or the initiator of, policies
such as the one installed against Turkey to
punish it for what was perceived as a
violation of U.S. arms sales regulations. The
U.S. initiated an arms embargo against
Turkey, a country which is a very important
member of the southern tier of the NATO
alliance in response to the Turkish invasion
of Cyprus. The embargo is another example

of pressure which the U.S. applies against a
sovereign nation, further negating Carter’s
assessment of impotency on the part of the
U.S. in pressuring Israel.

In a more relevant example, the U.S. is
applying pressure against its closest allies in
the Middle East in order to secure their
support for the Sadat-Israel treaty. In many
interviews with King Hussein of Jordan, one
of the friendliest heads of states in the
Middle East to the United States, he
revealed that very serious pressure and
even arm twisting was used to make him
support a policy which goes against his
interest and that of the whole Arab nation.
Similarly, the U.S. is twisting many arms of
its allies in the Middle East in support of its
treaty. This is being done at the risk of
alienating all of its friends, the most
important of whom is the Saudi Royal
Family. The fact that the U.S. is willing to
risk friction with all of the Arab countries
and not with Israel says that there must be
stronger ties with Israel than with the rest of
the countries and people of the Arab Middle
East. This assumption is valid, unless the
U.S. knows very well the strength of Arab
commitment to the cause of the Palestinians.
Here again, then the U.S. is applying
pressure against sovereign nations and
what Carter said to the reporter is at best
questionable.

Also because of the treaty and because of
Syria’s opposition to it, the U.S. is weighing
the $100 million in aid that the U.S. planned
on offering to Syria. This is again pressure
which the U.S. Government is using against
a sovereign nation which finds itself in
conflict with the United States policy in the
Middle East region. A few days ago the
Senate passed the administration bill
granting Israel $3 billion and Egypt $1.8
billion. No attempt was made by the Carter

(Continued on page 11)

Judea, Samaria and Gaza.”

In addition, the preface is explicit about Israel’s goal for
the occupied territories, stating that “at the end of five years
of autonomy, Israel will demand the realization of its ® “Since water resources affect the entire area and
unquestionable right of sovereignty over the territories of

Autonomy — Formula for “Israeli Sovereignty”

On May 8, the Israeli daily newspaper Ha’aretz published
the official Israeli plan for “autonomy” on the West Bank
and Gaza. This plan will be presented when negotiations
with the Egyptians and Americans commence. The plan,
written in English and containing 30 clauses, is titled as
“Proposal for Full Autonomy for the Arab Inhabitants of
Judea, Samaria, and Gaza and the Maintaining of the
Jewish Settlements in Those Territories.” In the preface,
the Israelis declare that “Israel will neither tolerate nor
permit a Palestinian state ever being established in the
territories of Judea, Samaria and Gaza.”

Some of the relevant clauses of the plan are:

® “Security and the public order will come under the
authority of Israel. The combating of terrorism, subversion
and violence in any form will be in the hands of Israel’s
security elements.”

® “The inhabitants of Judea, Samaria and Gaza will be
able to choose between Israeli and Jordanian citizenship.”

® “Every Israeli citizen will be entitled to purchase land
in the autonomous regions; autonomy inhabitants adopting
Israeli citizenship will be able to purchase land in Israel.”

® “The land needed for the army and for Jewish

settlements will be under Israeli control. Noncultivated state
lands will be in Israeli hands.”

require regional planning, the State of Israel will be

responsible for water planning.”
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If American taxpayers were monitoring
Capitol Hill last month, they would have
noted a generous portion of their tax dollars
allotted for military and economic aid to
Israel. On May 7, what is known as the
“peace package,” — the $4.8 billion
supplemental aid for Egypt and Israel —
passed the Senate, after being approved by
the House in late April. A successful
amendment by Senators Javits and Stone
indicated that this “peace package” might
become considerably plumper. Noting
Israel and Egypt’s “enormous debt burden,”
the amendment stated that “it may become
necessary to modify the terms of the loan.”

Senator Lugar objected that this
amendment was an “open invitation to

U.S. Aid to Israel

renegotiate the Foreign Military Sales
(FMS) loans.” In other words, the practice
of “forgiving” FMS loans (“forgiving” means
cancelling the debt) is already on the agenda
in terms of loans made under the
supplemental aid package. The Mideast
Observor has reported that “there are
moves afoot in Washington to have
upwards of 50% of the supplemental loans to
Israel and Egypt forgiven,” although this
would presumably happen after the
opposition to further expenditures has died
down.

“Forgiving” loans to Israel is such a
common practice for the U.S. Government
that it is part of normal legislation. Under the

U.S. AID TO ISRAEL
(in millions of dollars)

Repayments Total less repay-

1979 Security Assistance Act, passed by a
voice vote in the House on March 20, Israel
received 1 billion dollars of Foreign Military
Sales credits for Fiscal Year 1980. Payment
was waived on one-half of this amount.
Israel, indeed, has the lion’s share of military
aid, a fact noted in the preface to the report
by the Foreign Affairs Committee to the
House which stated: “by far the largest
portion of the Security Assistance program
authorized by this bill will facilitate supply of
defense articles and services to countries of
the Middle East.” In fact, of the $2.3 billion
apportioned under this act, $1.2 billion goes
to the Middle East and'over 80% of that goes
to Israel. And this in the year that the U.S.
has proclaimed “peace” in the region.

and interest ments & interest Authorized
1948-1977 1948-1977 1948-1977 1979 for 1980b
Economic Assistance—
TOTAL 3217.6 552.9 2664.7 830.42 81().0c
a. Loans 1286.2 552.9 733.3 260.0 (not calculated)
b. Grants 19314 1931.4 5704 (not calculated)
Military Assistance—
TOTAL 6904.2 802.2 6102.0 1000.0 1000.0
a. Loans 3954.2 802.2 3152.0 500.0 500.0
b. Grants 2950.0 2950.0 500.0 500.0
Economic & Military
TOTAL 10121.8 1355.1 8766.7 1830.4 1810.0

a. Includes 40 million for U.S. half of the endowment for the Binational Agricultural Research and
Development and 5.4 million under Public Law 480 (Food for Peace). These will probably be
repeated in 1980 but are not included for that year.

b. Does not include 4.8 billion supplemental aid package to Israel and Egypt.

c. Includes 25 million for ‘resettling in Israel refugees from the U.S.S.R. and Eastern Europe.”
Figures compiled from Agency for International Development and House Foreign Affairs reports.

(Continued from page 6)

reacted then (Jan. 2, 1978) editorially to the
plan thus: “It doesn’t take an Arab eye to see
little self and much rule in it.” We are told
that the Carter Administration tries to
assure Palestinians and other Arabs
opposed to the Israeli-Egyptian “peace” that

the process of creating autonomy will
eventually lead to independent statehood.
On the other hand, Menachem Begin
enunciated the doctrine that autonomy
applies to the people but not to the land.
The latter is considered by the Begin
government as belonging to the Jewish

people, while the indigenous Palestinians
are merely “users” of the land living on
sufferance. This is the kind of double-think
which was granted a measure of legitimacy
in the Camp David “peace”. An even more
concrete definition of autonomy was

(Continued on page 9)
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Settlements (Continued from page 5)

Administration or by any group of senators
to alter Israel’s settlements policy, its
arrogance, and defiance of international law
and the officially declared policy of the
United States.

The PLO and the United States

It is a recognized fact, even by the U.S.
Government, that the core of the problem in
the Middle East is the condition of the
stateless, but very determined, Palestinians.
The cohesion shown by the wvarious
segments of the Palestinian people is
unmatched by other peoples in the region,
the best witness to this being the
unequivocal support the PLO receives from
the mayors and people of the West Bank
and Gaza. It is natural then that any attempt
at solving the problems in the Middle East
must-consider the most important element
of it, the Palestinian, and must as well include
negotiations with the representative of the
Palestinian People, the PLO. Although the
U.S. if fully aware of this fact, it has chosen
to neglect it.

In a memorandum of understanding
between the U.S. and Israel, it was agreed in
1975 that the U.S. will not negotiate with or
recognize the PLO in return for Israel
signing the Sinai II disengagement
agreement. This has been the basis of the
U.S. refusal to deal with the PLO. Inarecent
visit to the United States by amember of the
PLO, such restrictions were placed on him
which forbade him to engage in any political
activities. The visitor, Mr. Shafiq Al-Hout,
the head of the PLO office in Beirut, came to
the U.S. upon an invitation extended to him
by several universities in the eastern section
of the country. This visit to the U.S. created
such a negative response from Israel’s many
friends, including of course the
Administration that when a group of Arab
presidents of local Washington chapters of
Arab organizations met with Harold
Saunders to ask him to extend the length of
stay accorded in Mr. Al-Hout’s visa and to
open up its terms so as to allow him the
freedom to speak with the American press,
their request was flatly turned down.

The Congress, as well, showed intense
opposition to Al-Hout’s visit. Congressman
Solarz, a Democrat from New York,
presented an amendment co-sponsored by
Congressman Derwinski, a Republican from
llinois, which closes a loophole in the
immigration law allowing the Secretary of
State to grant a waiver of restrictions of
entry into the United States for a PLO
member. The PLO was declared a
proscribed organization by the U.S.
Attorney General, therefore prohibiting
U.S. visas to its members. The Solarz-
Derwinski Amendment was agreed to by
the House of Representatives without a

recorded vote. The Senate also passed the
amendment but with a slightly different
wording.

Begin’s Government’s response to the Al-
Hout visit in the United States was a witness
to Israel’s arrogance. Begin, in a news
conference reported by FBIS on May 2nd,
revealed the content of a letter he sent to
Cyrus Vance. | wrote to Vance, he said,
saying “you are giving a visa and you are
permitting one of the leaders of that
murderous organization to appear before
U.S. students? What has happened to you?”
Begin went on: “But ] asked the Secretary of
State to be kind enough to note that this
matter shocked public opinion in Israel and
all our people. And I asked him in the future
to be kind enough to consult with us on
these matters. This is the duty of the United
States. . .” to consult with us. If this is not
arrogance at its best, for the United States
Government to consult with the State of
[srael as to the visit of a member of an
organization in a state of war with Israel to
the United States, nothing is. One wonders
if Mr. Begin shares the belief with Jimmy
Carter that the U.S. is indeed a sovereign
country, just as Carter acknowledges the
sovereignty of Israel. American students,
Begin contends, should consult with him
rather than with their own government
before they are exposed to views other than
those promoted by Israel. The American
Government, in other words, dares not
disagree with Israel.

Peace Treaty (Continued from page 10)

be armed to the teeth? Will they be the
firemen entrusted with American hoses
and water which is needed to obstruct social
change in accordance with the
Nixon-Kissinger Doctrine?

If so, it must be kept in mind that the
treaty does not rule out United States
intervention. Despite its projected new
brand of Vietnamization, the “memorandum
of understanding” between the United
States and Israel, a corollary to the treaty
carries the seed of intervention. According
to that document, the United States “will be
prepared to consider, on an urgent basis,
such measures as the strengthening of the
United States presence in the area. . .” This
is a thinly-veiled warning to any state or
organization that active opposition to the
treaty can be staged at the risk of military
intervention by the United States.

There can be no peace in the Middle East
until Palestinian society which was
destroyed by successive Zionist invasions
be permitted to reconstruct itself on
Palestinian soil. Peace in the Middle East, in
the final analysis, will revolve around the
question of whether the Palestinian people
will be able to enjoy those elementary rights
which other people have enjoyed — the
right to self-determination, statehood, and

return to their homes and property. The so-
called treaty of peace of March 1979 does
not assure that. Infact it has already created
the basis for a wider conflict, which in the
end will signal the defeat of imperialism and
its new surrogates in an area whose people
are determined to live in dignity and genuine
peace.

Dr. Aruri is head of the Political Science
Department of Southeastern Massachu-
setts University.

State of Siege (Continued from page 3)

to the advantage of anyone who is
interested in peace in the region.”

The United States, although it
periodically issues statements regretting the
establishment of Jewish settlements in the
occupied territories as an “obstacle to
peace” appears unwilling to pressure Israel.
In fact, the Israeli League for Human and
Civil Rights has reported that, when foreign
faculty and students called their embassies
during the recent assault on Bir Zeit, British
and French consular officials immediately
arrived at the university. The U.S. Embassy,
however, did not respond for two days, even
though two U.S. citizens teaching at Bir Zeit
were beaten by the soldiers. At this point,
the Carter Administration is more intent on
solidifying the political gains it made by
engineering the Egyptian-Israeli peace
treaty than on condemning its bitter fruits
for the Palestinian people.

For more information about the
campaign to defend Bir Zeit University,
contact the Palestine Human Rights
Campaign, 1322 18th St., N.W,,
Washington, D.C. 20036. The Campaign is
coordinating a national day of protest for Bir
Zeit on June 5.

Editorial (Continued from page 2)

represents a total denial of the existence of
the Palestinians and of their right to freedom
and statehood. Consequently, the
Palestinians now and have had in the past,
no option but to fight against this ideology.
Until such time as Israel recognizes the
Palestinian people’s right to be free,
independent. and sovereign in their own
country, the Palestinians and Israelis have
nothing to say to each other except on the
battlefield.
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