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THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT OVER PALESTINE: A CATALOG GF ISSUES AND

PROBLEMS AS DEFINED BY OPPOSING ARGUMENTS

Introduction

7Th Arab-Israeli dispute, in its simplest and most basic expression,

is a conflict between two national movements, two peoples, over which shall,

occupy and control a single territory. One of the national movements is

composed of Jews gathered from diverse lands and cultures under the banner

of political Zionism to reconstitute in modern form the historical nation of

Israel. The other national movement is that of the Palestinian Arabs, who

- - with the support of the Arab peoples generally - - are seeking to establish

an independent Arab state in Palestine. Each of these national groups, Jew

and Arab, is reacting to conditions of second-class status imposed upon them

over long periods of time by other, more dominant national groups.

Jewish history is replete with instances of domination, persecution,

prejudice, and adverse classification as a unique minority, all of which

contributed to the desire of Jews to establish and maintain a Jewish state in

which they could act on their own behalf and control their destiny. Palestin-

ian Arab history, as a part of total Arab history, reflects much the same

pattern: foreign domination, economic and social discrimination, forced sub-

servience to alien cultures, persecution, and second-class status. Palestin-

ian Arab nationalism has emerged as part of the modern effort to reassert

Arab identity and as a reaction to the Jewish presence and the Jewish state

in Palestine.

- -, -.
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Neither the Palestinian Arabs nor the Jews have shown willingness to

accept a position of socip-political inferiority. At present, both are

willing to engage in military struggle for identity and recognition. In

this struggle the Arabs are at a disadvantage because they do not control

any part of Palestine, lack the politico-military structure necessary to con-

duct a war, also lack the economic institutions to support a conflict, and

do not represent an internationally recognized legal entity -- conditions

which the Jews in the state of Israel do enjoy. On the otherhand, the kPalestin-

ian Arabs have the support of the other Arab states. The adherents of the

two sides are intensely dedicated to realizing their respective national

aspirations.

Unfortunately for both, the Arab-Israeli dispute is complicated by

largely extraneous factors: the Middle East interests of the great and near-

great powers, East-West bloc alignments, neutralist and third-world align-

ments, the peacekeeping role and aspirations of the United Nations, historic

religious antipathies, anti-colonialism, deeply embedded fears and hatreds,

and the fact that two large segments of the world's population have become

polarized with respect to the opposing claims of the two sides.

The following discussion presents the two sides of the main issues and

problems in the Arab-Israeli dispute over Palestine in which Members of

Congress have expressed interest. It is designed to serve as a general

introduction to the broad subject and an elementary reference aid on the

specific issues and opposing arguments. It does not purport to be

comprehensive or definitive. In an introductory report on a highly complex

and many-faceted subject such as this, brevity in the treatment of each

d||
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subtopic is a practical necessity. The sensitive nature of the subject

makes impartiality even more essential.. To achieve this an effort has been

made to present, in each instance, a characteristic Arab view and an equally

characteristic Israeli view of the problem. Separate issues are arranged in

no particular order of priority or importance, but are grouped under inter-

related srbj ect headings for the convenience of the reader.

Most of the views expressed below represent majority opinions for the

side, and on the issue, in question. But these views, while believed to be

representative, do not necessarily cover the whole range of existing opinions

on each subject. In some cases there are either more moderate or more

extreme positions on one or the other side, and there are some questions in

which a certain number of Arabs agree with the Israeli position, or vice

versa. Neither side is a monolith with only one viewpoint, but contains

diverse groups with a wide range of differing opinions. It should also be

noted that some issues gain or lose prominence and relevance with the pass-

age of time and events.

Repetition of material has been kept to the minimum consistent with

the goal of making the treatment of each individual issue or problem self-

explanatory. A "Comments" section following the opposing arguments on some

issues offers clarifications or suggested solutions to the problems as posed

by prominent national and international figures. and bodies.

.. _
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I. RIGHTS IN PALESTINE

A. HISTORICAL RIGHTS IN PALESTINE

Israeli View: The Hebrew tribes first inhabited the area of Palestine

in the time of Abraham (c.180 0 B.C.) and by the time of Moses (c.1200 B.C.)

had succeeded in conquering most of the land. An autonomous and independent

Hebrew nation existed in Palestine from about 1000 B.C. until 586 B.C., when

the Hebrew Kingdom of Judah was conquered by the Babylonians. After a change

in regimes in Babylon, the Hebrews were returned to their land in 538 B.C.

to reestablish an independent state. The Greek conquest of the land in 333

B.C. was followed by the domination of the Seleucids of Syria. In 168 B.C.,

the Maccabees revolted against the Seleucids and established an independent

state that was to last until the Roman conquests in 63 B.C. Jews rebelled

against the Roman authority in 66 A.D., and for a short while were again in

control of their homeland until the might of Rome crushed the Jewish resistance.

Rome dispersed the people of Israel, just as the Assyrians had done in 8th

century B.C. when they defeated the northern tribes of Israel. But there

were still Jews in Palestine after the "diaspora" (dispersion throughout

the world), as demonstrated by the revolt against Rome by Bar Kochba in 132

A.D. The Jews began to return from the diaspora in numbers in the 1880's,

meeting in Palestine the descendants of Jews who had remained there through

the centuries. An independent state for Jews in Palestine was reborn on May

15, 1948. During the whole span of history there has always been a Jewish

presence in Palestine, and there have been several independent Jewish states;

there has ever been an independent Arab state in Palestine.

.... .. ..
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. Arab View: Since the dawn of history, there have been Semitic peoples,

the forebears of the Arab peoples, living in Palestine. The ancestors of

present-day Palestinian Arabs were the Phoenicians, the Canaanites, the

Moabites, the Edomites, the Nabateans, and the Arabs of history, many of

whom ruled independent states in Palestine, establishing the precedent for an

independent Palestinian state. Throughout history, conquerors have invaded

the land to impose their rule over the Palestinians, but the invaders were

never able to destroy the indigenous peoples who claim Palestine as their

home. Alien rule of the conquerors was often short-lived, as for example the

brief reign of the Greeks, the Persians, the Assyrians, the French under

Napoleon, and the British Mandate authority. Other conquerors were able to

dominate parts of Palestine for longer periods of time-but these time spans,

in the context of the 10,000-year history of Palestine, are still relatively

short: the 100 years of the Crusaders, the 300-year rule of the Hebrews

(themselves a Semitic-Arab tribe), the 200-year domination of the Seleucids

(a Syrian nation), and the 400 years of Ottoman Turkey (a Muslim nation).

Palestine repeatedly rejected alien rule and reasserted its right to in-

dependence. An Arab nation existed in Palestine from 636 A.D. until 1517

A.D., except for the Crusader interruption - the longest single reign over

the land in its history. Palestine has always been and will continue to

be an Arab country.
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B. RELIGIOUS RIGHTS IN PALESTINE

Arab View: Throughout time, God has selected prophets to whom he has

revealed his law. The land of Palestine has been the scene of many of these

revelations and the home of many of the prophets, and continues to be a

focus of Islam, Christianity, and Judaism. One of God's prophets, Abraham,

received his revelations in Palestine, and following God's command proceeded

to sacrifice his son Ishmael, the father of the Arab people, on a rock in

Jerusalem. That sacred spot is now the site of the Dome of the Rock Mosque.

Later, God revealed the law to Moses, and led the prophet to Palestine, the

land of milk and honey. And it was in Palestine that another man, Jesus,

called by some the son of God and by others a prophet of God, was born, lived,

and died, and from there that he was taken to heaven. Other prophets of the

Christians, Jews, and Muslims have sojourned in Palestine: Joseph, Isaac,

David, Solomon, Elijah, Job, Zachariah, Mary, Alexander the Great of Macedon,

and John the Baptist, to name a few. Muslims believe that Muhammad was the

last of God's prophets. Muslim tradition tells of how Muhammad was taken from

Mecca by the Archangel Gabriel on a winged horse name Buraq. Gabriel and

Muhammad landed at the site of the al-Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem, tethered

Buraq at a spot near the Western Wall of the Temple, and flew to heaven where

Muhammad spoke to God. The al-Aqsa Mosque, the Western Wall, and the rock of

Abraham, where Muhammad and Gabriel landed on their return from heaven, are

sacred to all Muslims. In the Quran, it is written that since God had spoken

to the Jews and the Christians, they are "people of the book," and are the

protected brothers of the Muslims. For all the Arab people, be they

Christian, Jew or Muslim, and for their brothers in other lands, Palestine is

a land of special significance and can never be denied to them.

*., . n. ,.. -. ** ---* **
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Israeli View: The Lord God made a covenant with Abraham, saying that

Isaac, Abraham's son, would be the father of God's chosen peoples, the

Hebrews. The land of Palestine was promised to Abraham and to his people as

their home. Moses, to whom God gave the law, was also promised by God -that

Palestine was to be the Promised Land of the Jews. Solomon, King of the Hebrew

nation, built in Jerusalem the Temple, which was destroyed by the Bab-

ylonians when that conquering nation led the Hebrews away in captivity. But

the children of Israel returned to Palestine and rebuilt the Temple in

Jerusalem, only to have the Second Temple destroyed by the Roman invaders.

Rome dispersed the tribes of Israel across the world, but for almost 2000

years, Jews remembered and repeated the lament first uttered during the

Babylonian captivity, "If I forget thee, Oh Jerusalem ... " Now the Jews have

returned to the Promised Land, the land that Jehovah had promised them, the

land of Jerusalem and Israel. Only in Israel can Jews be completely free,

completely unencumbered, completely unfettered, to be Jews.

C. LEGAL RIGHTS IN PALESTINE

Israeli View: Jews have always lived in Palestine. At times, because

of severe persecutions, their numbers have been small and forced into obei-

sance by harsh alien rulers. But there has always been a Jewish community

in Palestine. Thus, there is a legal right of continued residence and

occupation in that land that spans 4000 years. Some attempts by Jewish leaders

to legalize the status of the Jewish community in Palestine, such as the

unsuccessful missions to the Sublime Porte of Ottoman Turkey, were rebuffed.

Finally, the British government in 1917, with the consent and cooperation of

many of the great nations of the world, including the United States, issued

.. ,



the Balfour Declaration, which recognized the legal-rights of the Jews to a

national home in Palestine. The Balfour Declaration was included in the

peace treaties signed after World War I, and in the League of Nations

Mandate for Palestine issued to the United Kingdom in 1922. These inter-

nationally recognized legal documents unequivocally committed the nations

of the world to the foundation in Palestine of a Jewish state. On September

21, 1922, President Warren G. Harding signed a Joint Resolution of Congress

which bound the United States to the creation of a Jewish state, and in

1925, the United States and the United Kingdom signed a treaty which

recognized the British Mandate, and included the wording of the Balfour

Declaration for the creation of the Jewish state. Despite these international

declarations of support for the Jewish state, the British postponed their

adherence to their own promises and would not allow the Jewish state to be

formed, even to the point of unilaterally dividing the territory into two

parts and creating the fictitious state of Transjordan. Britain finally

relinquished the Mandate, turning the Palestine problem over to the United

Nations in 1947. On November 29, 1947, the United Nations General Assembly

accepted a proposal to partition Palestine into two states, one Arab and the

other Jewish. The Jews accepted the Partition Plan, even though it reduced

by one-half the already diminished Palestinian state that had been promised

to the Jews. Again, the international community had given its sanction to

the formation of a Jewish state in Palestine through its acceptance of the

November 1947 resolution. On May 15, 1948, within minutes after David Ben

Gurion read the Proclamation of Statehood, the United States recognized the

nation of Israel: the Soviet Union recognized Israel later the same day.

Israel became a member of the United Nations, on May 11, 1949, and has been

recognized by all nations except the Arab states. After 4000 years of habi-

tation, the issuance of the Balfour Declaration, incorporation of the Jewish
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state concept into the Peace Treaties of World War I, the call for a Jewish

state in the Mandate, the creation of a Jewish state in the U.N..Partition

Plan, U.N. mevrership, and recognition by the majority of the world's nations,

there can be no doubt about the legality of Israeli statehood.

Arab View: The land of Palestine has been the home of the Arab people

peoples since time immemorial. Independent Arab states have existed in

Palestine from the dawn of history: including those of the Canaanites, the

Phoenicians, the Moabites, the Nabateans, and the great Arab nations that

emerged from the expansion of Islam in the 7th century. In 634 A.D. the Arabs

conquered the Byzantine armies and freed the people of Palestine, Christian,

Jew and Pagan, from the restrictive rule of the Eastern Roman Empire. In

661, Muawiyah was proclaimed Kalifa in Jerusalem, thus demonstrating the

importance of the land to the Arabs. Arab rule over Palestine was almost con-

tinuous until the coming of the Turks, although the centers of power shifted

among Damascus, Cairo, and Baghdad. But throughout the period from 636 to

1517, the land of Palestine was part of and central to the Arab nation.

Ottoman Turkey created Vilayets, semi-autonomous provinces, in its emipire,,

one of which was Palestine: thus, even under the domination of the Turks,

the Arabs were exercising some control over their land of Palestine. During

_'_ Wr I the Allies, led by the United Kingdom, agreed to recognize an

independent Arab nation in Palestine through the agreements embodied in the

Husayn-McMahon letters of 1915-1916. But the Allies reneged on their promises

of statehood and gave the country to the British under the Mandate system.

Palestine Arabs were again forced to await their independence. In the mean-

time, European Jews, with the encouragement of European leaders, began to

colonize Palestine in contradiction to past promises of Arab independence

and in violation of the principle of self-determination. In 1947, the United



CRS-10

I Nations decided to divide Palestine into two states, an illegal act because

the principle of self-determination was again ignored and the people of the

country were not allowed to voice their opinions on the matter of Jewish

immigration and the establishment of a Jewish state. Because of the absence

of self-determination, the Arab peoples rejected the partition of Palestine.

In 1948, the state of Israel was proclaimed on land that belonged to the

Palestinian people, and the new state immediately began to expand into the

territory that was supposedly to become the Palestinian Arab state. In order

to protect the rights of the Palestinian people, the other Arab nations

declared war on Israel after the Israeli aggression against the Arab state

of Palestine.

The Arabs have a legal right to Palestine because of their centuries-

long habitation of the land, the establishment of independent Arab states in

Palestine, the allied recognition of the Arab state in the Husayn-McMahon

letters, the U.N. recognition in 1947, and the U.N. Charter, which recognizes

the right of self-determination for all peoples. Palestine is the legal

home of the Arab people T Muslim, Jew and Christian - and cannot lawfully

be taken by a group of Europeans representing the colonialist ambitions of

the Western nations.

D. MORAL RIGHTS IN PALESTINE

Arab View: The promises made by the British to the Arabs were broken.

Arabs in Palestine were ignored by the European powers at the peace conference

after World War I, despite the fact that the majority of the inhabitants of

the area were Arabs, and the land was given to European Jews. Arabs, both

Christian and Muslim, had lived at peace with Jews for centuries; so the

argument was not one of religion, but was rather against the introduction of

W-7
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European Jews. During World War II, a great number of European Jews were

killed by Hitler. Western nations, shamed by their complicity in the murders

through their refusal to grant asylum to the European Jews and through their

indifference to the plight of the Jews, sought to appease their consciences

by sending the remnants of European Jewry to Palestine. The Arabs did not

murder the Jews in Europe; why should the Arabs have to pay for the bankrupt

Western conscience by giving their homes and their lands to Hitler's victims?

In the Charter of the United Nations (Art. 73) it says that the U.N. should

take due account of the political aspirations of the peoples . . . "

when granting self-government. But when were the Arabs of Palestine ever

asked what form of government they wanted or when did they ever agree to give

up part of their land for a Jewish national state? During the 1948'war be-

tween the Arab states and Israel, the Palestine Arabs were forced through co-

ercion, threat, terrorism, and physical violence to flee their homes. Prior

to the Armistice Agreements, the United Nations General Assembly passed a re-

solution (#19 4, 11 December 1948) which called for either the return of the

Palestinian refugees to their homes or payment of compensation for the property

they had lost. That resolution and subsequent resolutions which reiterated

the right of the Palestinian refugees for either compensation or repatriation

have never been implemented. A great injustice has been perpetrated on the

Palestinian Arab people, an injustice that the Arabs have always sought and

will continue to seek to rectify. The Palestinian Arabs want to live in

Palestine side-by-side with Palestinian Jews in a free, democratic state.

The Arabs do not want to live in refugee camps, or in an Arab state elsewhere,

or in a Jewish theocratic state.

77, : 1 7



CRS-12

Israeli View: Palestine has been the Land of the Jews for thosands
of years. This land was promised to them by God. Invaders have overrun the
country many times, but the Jews have always withstood thl assaults on
their national identity. The Egyptians led them away in captivity; then
the Assyrians dispe sed the 10 tribes of northern Israel; then the B:by'cni ns
again led the Hebrews away in captivity; then they were dominated by the Greeks
then by the Seleucids; then by the Romans, and again dispersed; then by the
Byzantines; then by the Arabs; then they were murdered by the Crusaders, the

Inquisition, and the Russian pogroms. Throughout their history, the Jews have

been degraded, denied rights, tortured, and murdered, until, finally, a

European madman proceeded to annihilate six million Jews in an insane attempt

to settle the "Jewish problem." The Jewish problem for a Jew is how to live
in a hostile world. The only place where Jews can be safe, where they can

be masters of their own fate, is in a Jewish land, and the only Jewish land

is Palestine. Britain promised to "facilitate" the formation of a Jewish

state in Palestine, but reneged on its promise. The League of Nations

said it would sanction a Jewish state, but it did nothing. The United Nations

legalized the Jewish state in Palestine, but stood idly by while that state

was attacked by the Arabs. After centuries of dispersal, captivity, broken

promises, persecutions, domination, and murder, there is finally a Jewish

state. The world can make amends for the six million martyrs to Hitler's

fanaticism and for the centuries of injustice by insuring that the Jewish

state will be allowed to exist in its own historic land.
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Comment: There appears to be no way to settle the questions of "rights"

in Palestine without rewriting history, making moral judgments on matters of

faith and religion, or reading into some of the legal documents meanings

which may not be there. There is no simple right or wrong to these questions,

a fact which may explain in part why they are so often introduced into the

arguments over Palestine: each side can present an effective case based on

its own intepretations and neither side can be held accountable for his-

torical facts which existed a hundred or a thousand years ago. Nevertheless,

these arguments over rights to Palestine cannot be totally discounted be-

cause they are part of the histories of these two peoples, histories

that have led up to the modern-day clash over Palestine. Some observers

have suggested that all the past be forgotten, that the Palestine problem

be voided of its emotionalism and its historical background and viewed as- a

contemporary human problem. But to forget the past may be to ignore a basic

human need, the need for roots, for a heritage, for pride in one's past as

it contributes to one's present and future. Perhaps the historical-moral-

religious-legal arguments over rights in Palestine were best summarized in

the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine report of 1947 (vol. I, p.

47): ". . . the claims to Palestine of the Arabs and Jews, both possessing

validity, are irreconcilable . . . . It is a fact that both of these peoples

have their historic roots in Palestine . . . ." The report then went on to

recommend the partition of Palestine between the two peoples, since it

appeared that they could not live together.
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E. NATIONAL RIGHTS AND NATIONALISM

Israeli View: Generally speaking, Arabs speak the same language, have

the same social values, and live in similar environments and cultures; the

majority of them follow the same religious principles. They have separated

themselves, for various reasons, into states, but states which are not

radically different from one another. Why, then, should one segment of the

Arabs claim to be so different that it demands preferential treatment by the

United Nations and the world? The Arab people from Palestine are not different

than their neighbors in Syria, Lebanon or Jordan, and in fact would be happier

living in an Arab culture than living in an Israeli culture. But the Pales-

tianians are trying to create the myth of some special entity in order to

contribute to the excuse for the war of vengeance and hatred against Israel.

On the other hand, the Jewish people have maintained an identity, a co-

hesiveness, a national spirit through centuries, in the face of persecutions,

over vast distances of lands and nations, and at risk of life and limb, that

has finally been recognized by the world in its expression as the state of

Israel. There is no Palestinian Arab nation, there are only Arabs. There

is a Jewish nation.

Arab View: The Arab peoples of the Middle East and North Africa

constitute the Arab nation. Within that nation, there are several independ-

ent, sovereign states. One of those smaller nations within the larger Arab

nation is that of the Palestinian people. When they became a nation is not

important - i.e., whether the Palestinians are the inheritors of the ancient

Canaanites or the Phoenicians, or whether Palestinian nationalism grew out

of World War I, or whether it was born in 1967: the point is that the
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Palestinian people are a nation now. As a nation, the Palestinians are

entitled to their homeland, a land denied them by the creation of Israel.

Israel seeks to impose upon the Middle East, at the expense of the Pales-

tinians and other Arab peoples, a racist, militaristic, theocratic ex-

clusivist political entity, in debt and subservient to the imperialist powers

of the West. A Palestinian state, on the other hand, would include many

religions, races, ethnic groups, and peoples - Arab, Druze, Jew, Christian,

Muslim - all with equal rights and protections in a secular state. This is

why the Israelis refuse to recognize what is obvious to the rest of the

world - the existence of a Palestinian nationalism that would create a state

where one group did not have preeminence over another group. It also explains

why the imperialist nations refuse to recognize Palestinian nationalism, be-

cause the Palestinian state will be independent and free and not the

lackey of neo-colonialism.

Comment: One suggestion offered by several sources would be to create

a Palestinian state so that the Palestinian Arabs who so wish can realize

their ambitions to live in a separate nation. (See, for example, the

hearings before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Near East Sub-

committee, July, :.970). The areas most often suggested are the West Bank

area of Jordan, the Gaza Strip, and East Jerusalem, with some form of open

corridor linking the non-contiguous zones. An Israeli suggestion offered by

several prominent officials is for Jordan to become the Palestinian state.

This Israeli argument is based on the fact that a majority of the people

in Jordan are Palestinians and that Jordan was part of the original

Palestine mandate. King Hussein of Jordan has said he would agree to Pales-

tinian autonomy within the Jordanian state, but the government of Jordan has
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rejected all s ggestions to create a separate P'ale-stinian state other than

ene consisting of pre-1967 Israel, the Gaza Strip, and the West Bank. Another

suggestion -- not openly advocated by any Palestinians -- is for the

Palestinian people, or at least those who so desire, to be moved to a

currently underdeveloped, underpopulated region, such as the Sinai, Libya,

Sudan, or Saudi Arabia, where a state would be formed for them. Two other

possible solutions are those offered by the Palestinian Resistance Movement:

replace Israel with a secular Palestinian federation; and by Israel: re-

settle the refugees in the other Arab countries.

There are problems involved in implementing any of the suggested

solutions for resettlement or repatriation. How are the wishes of all the

Palestinians to be determined? Should there be a plebiscite in which several

choices would be offered to the Palestinians? How would an area be found

among the Arab states or in Israel where the Palestinian Arabs would be both

welcome and willing to settle?

II. TERRITORIAL ISSUES

A. RECOGNITION OF ISRAEL

Arab View: No nation, or group of nations, or international body, can

force the Arab states, singly or en masse, to recognize Israel. Since World

War II, there have been several cases of non-recognition among nations:

The United States refusal to recognize the people's Republic

of China; the absence of formal recognition between East and West

Germany; the refusal of the world community to recognize the present regime

in Rhodesia; the temporary refusal of several Arab states to recognize the

Republic of Yemen; the mutual non-recognition between the governments of

North and South Korea, North and South Vietnam, the two Chinas, and the
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two governments of Cambodia; the absence of reciprocal recognition be-

tween Malaysia and Indonesia during the "Confrontation"; the mutual .non-

recognition problem between Mauritania and Morocco that was recently

settled; the failure of several nations to recognize Albania; the policy of

some Latin American nations not to recognize regimes that have come to power

through military means; and the most pertinent example of all, the failure

of Israel to recognize the Palestinians. Several Arab nations have said that

they would recognize the reality of Israel, but all Arab nations argue that

the current racist, theocratic, separatist regime now in control of Israel

shall never be recognized as a legitimate government, until some of the

policies practiced by that government are changed or abandoned. It is the

sovereign right of any government to decide whether or not it wishes to

recognize the existence of any other government or to establish relations

with any government. The Arab nations will continue to exercise that

sovereign judgment.

Israeli View: For over twenty years, the Arabs have refused to face

the reality in their midst - - the existence of the state of Israel. With-

out a realistic admission that Israel exists and the recognition of that

existence in a formalized, contractual agreement, the Arabs will not be

bound to maintain a permanent peace with Israel. The history of the broken

Armistice Agreements, the Arab disregard for the cease-fires, the ignored

U.N. resolutions, such as the 1951 resolution for free Israeli passage through

the Suez Canal, and the aggressions of 1948, 1956, and 1967, all prove that

the Arabs do not abide by international agreements. Only through a formal

recognition can the Arabs be held responsible by the family of nations for

their aggressions against the state of Israel. Recognition must be publicly

acknowledged, placed on file with the United Nations, and binding to the
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point where if and when the Arabs .again attack Israel, by whatever means,

the world community will be a party to the defense and will' be re-

sponsible for the continuance of the Israeli nation.

Comment: The Soviet Union has suggested that a statement be issued by

the Arab governments saying that Israel exists, an interim measure between

non-recognition and full recognition. President Nasser said that he would

admit the reality of Israel (Newsweek, February 10, 1969, p. 33-35), again

a form of recognition that is less than the full recognition asked by

Israel but more than the non-recognition policy of the Arab states. In

another interview (New York Times, February 15, 1970, p. 18) President

Nasser said he would recognize Israel. Secretary of State Rogers, in his

letter to the U.A.R., Jordan and Israel of June 19, 1970, suggested

"recognition by the sides of sovereignty, territorial integrity, and political

independence in accordance with Security Council Resolution No. 242," a

step which could answer the complaints of both the Arabs and the Israelis

since it could be viewed as recognition of both Israel and the Arabs. The

Friends Service Committee (Quakers) suggested that the Arab states make

"a public commitment . . . to accept an Israeli state" as part of a settle-

ment which would also establish mutually agreed upon boundaries and a total

peace settlement. ("Search for Peace in the Middle East," Philadelphia, 1970,

p. 67). Several Palestinians have suggested that Israel must recognize the

Palestinians' right to a state within the boundaries of Palestine (post-1922)

before Israel can be recognized (for example, interview in Newsweek, April

27, 1970, p. 50).
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B. WITHDRAWAL FROM OCCUPIED TERRITORIES

Israeli View: If Israel withdrew from the territories occupied

during the conflict of June 1967, the situation which led the Arab states

to threaten, harass, and finally attack Israel would be recreated. Israel

cannot allow the Arabs to return to the positions they maintained prior to

June 1967 without a formal peace treaty, guarantees of non-aggression, and

rectification of the boundaries which contributed to the constant Arab

harassment of Israel. The final boundaries must be recognized, and secure,

and can be established only through direct negotiations between Israel and

Arab states. Until there are negotiations which result in such formalized

agreements, there can be no withdrawal of Israeli forces from any of the

administered areas. It is clearly up to the Arabs to begin negotiations

toward a final settlement; then Israel will talk about withdrawal.

Arab View: All the territory occupied by Israel after its aggression

of June 1967, including the Golan Heights, the Gaza Strip, the West Bank,

the Sinai, and East Jerusalem, must be returned to the Arabs. U.N. re-

solution 242 of November 1967 says that it is illegal to acquire territory

by conquest and the resolution also says that Israel must withdraw from

all the occupied territories. The Arab states have said they would

"recognize" IsTael if the Israelis withdrew to the boundaries that prevailed

on June 4, 1967. Israel is not waiting for a peace treaty; the Israelis

are trying to fulfill their expansionist dreams of a Jewish state that will

extend from the Nile to the Euphrates. Proof of their expansionism is found

in the words of the Israeli leaders when they talk about a "greater Israel"

and "security boundaries", and when they make biblical claims to the Sinai,

e
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Golan, East Jerusalem, etc. The Israelis have established settlements

in the occupied territories, thus proving that they do not intend to give

the land back to the Arabs. When Israel withdraws from the occupied

territories, the Arabs will begin indirect negotiations.

Comment: The U.N. resolution (U.N.S.C. 242, November 22, 1967) is

ambiguous in its wording concerning the occupied territories: "Withdrawal

of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in the recent conflict

(June 1967)." Arabs interpret the phrase to read: "Withdrawal . . . from

all territories. . . ." The Arab assumption is that the situation as of

June 4, 1967, must prevail. The Israelis interpret the U.N. phrase to read:

"Withdrawal . . .from some of the territories. . . ." The Israeli assumption

is that the boundaries of June 4, 1967, will have to be redrawn or adjusted.

The Arab reasoning is that the territories were acquired by force of arms,

a method declared "inadmissable" by the United Nations. The Israeli reasoning

is that some of the areas along what was the Armistice Line of 1949 have

proven to be militarily advantageous to one side or the other, and could be

so again to the side in possession of them in case there is another war or

another shooting stalemate. Thus, from the vantage point of the Golan

Heights, Syrian guns fired down on Israeli targets in the valley below.

Controlling the high ground gave Syria a military advantage. At other

points along the 1949 Armistice Line, the Jordanian-Israeli border meanders,

leaving isolated and thereby- vulnerable pockets of people almost surrounded

by the other side. The Israelis stressed the dangers inherent in the

Jordanian border paralleling the Mediterranean Sea, the "narrow waist"

of Israel, where the Israelis feared a Jordanian invasion would cut Israel

in half.
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The Israelis, for reasons of diplomacy, have not stated the, exact

nature of the boundary adjustments they seek, preferring to hold their

demands for the bargaining table. But several Israeli spokesmen have offered

unofficial suggestions for border adjustments, some major in character -

as for example the retention of the Golan Heights or parts of the Sinai - -

and others which would pose serious political and psychological problems - -

such as the Israeli retention of East Jerusalem. The Arabs reject the Israeli

concept of border adjustments.

The United States and France have both expressed the view that border

adjustments ("rectifications") should be minor in scope. The Soviet Union

has apparently supported the Arab claim that all the occupied territory

must be returned but has promoted the idea of a graduated withdrawal of

Israeli forces to be timed with the progress of other issues, such as Arab

commitments of non-belligerency. Another proposal has been that withdrawals

of Israeli forces be staged in conjunction with major concessions --- such

as opening Suez or Tiran - - on the part of the Arabs, and with U.N. forces

placed between the Arabs and the Israelis to act as buffers in a de-

militarized zone.

The Arabs want Israeli withdrawal to precede negotiations; the Israelis

want the withdrawal to follow the conclusion of negotiations. If this

procedural problem can be solved, it will still leave unresolved the question

of the rate of withdrawal: all at once or in stages, and the extent of

withdrawal: back to the June 4, 1967, lines, to new boundaries, or no with-

drawal at all.
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C. BOUNDARIES

Arab View: Neither the Balfour Declaration nor the League of Nations

Mandate called for a Jewish home of Palestine; both called for a Jewish

home in Palestine. Neither of the so-called documents on which the Israelis

base their legal claim to Palestine said there should be a Jewish state, only

a Jewish home. The Arabs are willing to give the Jews exactly what these

two documents called for, a Jewish home with full legal protection of

religious and political rights, in a Palestinian state. The 1947 U.N. Part-

ition Plan illegally divided the Palestinian state into two states - - illegal

because the Palestinian people were not asked what their choice would be,

a denial of self-determination. Israel's expansionist designs on the Arab

world are evident from history: the 1948 aggression against the Palestinian

state created by the U.N. in 1947; the 1956 annexation of the al-Auja zone

and the aggression against Egypt in the Sinai; the 1967 aggression against

Jordan, Egypt, and Syria. There is a very good reason why there are no

permanent boundaries in Palestine: the Israelis will not agree to borders

until they fulfill their desire to grab Arab lands and create the Greater

Israel which will stretch from the Nile to the Euphrates. The Arab states

have made concessions to Israel in their agreement to recognize the pre-June

1967 borders, but Israel says it wants to "rectify" the borders: "rectify"

to Israel means seize more land from the Arabs. The U.N. resolution of

November 1967 says that Israel must withdraw from all the territory occupied

in the June 1967 war and that the acquisition of territory.by war is illegal.

The Arabs have agreed to abide by that resolution, but Israel says it will

agree to it only if it gets concessions from the Arabs.
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Israeli View: The Palestine promised to the Jews included the whole

Palestine of the 1920 Mandate. But the British unilaterally divided

Palestine into two parts, creating the artificial state of Transjordan in

the Palestinian lands east of the River. Israel accepted the truncation

of its land for the sake of peace. Following the British example, the

United Nations divided the Palestine Mandate again, creating another artificial

state which they called Palestine as a home for a so-called Palestinian Arab

people which until that time had never existed. Again, Israel, for the sake

of peace, accepted this arbitrary division of its land, while the Arabs for

whom the new country was created did not accept the U.N. gift. Since the

war of 1948-1949, the state of Israel has not had boundaries, only the

artificial Armistice lines imposed by the U.N. and the Arab states. Israel

will not accept more cease-fire lines or armistice lines in lieu of permanent

boundaries. As has been repeatedly proven by the Arab agressions of 1948,

1956, and 1967, the Arabs do not recognize the temporary, artificial frontiers

that have been imposed upon them. Israel, as a sovereign state, has a right

to permanent boundaries, and will settle for nothing less than agreed upon,

secure, recognized boundaries. The exact location and demarcation of those

boundaries will be the subject of the direct negotiations between Israel and

the Arab states if and when the Arabs ever agree to meet with Israel at a

peace conference table. Israel's only precondition to peace talks is that

the resulting boundaries be secured by a formal peace treaty.

Comment: The boundaries of Palestine in the Mandate of 1920

included all of what are today Israel, Jordan, the Gaza Strip, and the West

Bank, and some areas which Saudi Arabia received in a boundary settlement

between Jordan and Saudi Arabia. Palestine after 1922 - after the separation

of Transjordan - included all of pre-1967 Israel plus the West Bank and the
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Gaza Strip. The 1947 U.N. Partition Plan established an Israeli state and

a Palestinian state within the area of the 1922 boundaries, but the

Palestinian state never came into existence. Most of the Palestinian re-

sistance organizations and an undetermined number of Palestinians claim

that the undivided Palestine of 1922 to 1947 is the Palestine that must

emerge from the current confrontation, and since they see no indication that

Israel will negotiate a settlement along these lines, the Palestinian re-

sistance movement is engaged in an armed struggle to recreate that Palestine.

The United Arab Republic, Jordan, Lebanon, and until recently Iraq, have

all agreed to recognize an Israeli state within the boundaries that existed

from 1947 until 1967.

There are some Zionists who still claim all of the Palestine that existed

prior to 1922: that is, all of Jordan, Israel, the West Bank, and Gaza. There

are some Israelis and Zionists who want all of Israel plus the occupied

territories: the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, and the Golan Heights (some

include all or parts of Sinai). There are also a number of Israelis who want

to redraw some of the borders between Israel and Jordan to eliminate the

meanders in the Armistice line that were of strategic importance to the Arabs:

for example, the so-called Latrun salient, which cut the road between Tel

Aviv and Jerusalem in 1948-1949 and which caused the Israelis to construct

new roads around the Jordanian positions. There are yet other Israelis or

Zionists who speak of a "Greater Israel," but the size and extent of such an

extended state remains unclear. Israel has not made public what adjustments

of the boundaries it would accept in negotiations, if and when such

negotiations should take place. There have been suggestions from prominent

Israelis about specific areas that should be retained or about areas that

I
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they do not consider to be subject t, mgtitito,n, such as East Jerusalem,

the Golan Heights, or the Gaza Strip.

The Arab fear of an "expansionist Israel" appears to be real, just as

real as the Israel fear of annihilation at the hands of the Arabs. Whether

such fears are justified is impossible to say, but neither side is willing

to take the chance. Clearly, there will have to be compromises by both sides

and guarantees that will ensure security for all parties concerned.

D. JERUSALEM

Israeli View: Jerusalem is the center of Jewish life. David made

Jerusalem the capital of the Hebrew nation. Solomon built the First Temple

there. After the Babylonians destroyed the city and the Temple and carried

the Hebrews away in captivity, the lament of the Jews was recorded in the

Psalm: ". . . If I forget Thee, 0 Jerusalem. . ." The Jews returned and

built the Second Temple in Jerusalem during the reign of Cyrus, but that

Temple was destroyed by the Romans. Throughout the centuries of the

dispersal, Jews have repeated the prayer "Next year in Jerusalem."

The only remains of the first and second Temples is the Western Wall,

a site of pilgrimage for Jews, a sacred reminder of God's covenant with

the Jews, a venerated shrine to their continued faith in that covenant.

But Jordan seized the old city of Jerusalem in 1948, annexed it in 1950,

and denied Jews the right to pray at the Western Wall for over twenty

years. Jordanian authorities destroyed the synagogues of Jerusalem,

desecrated Jewish cemeteries, and converted the Jewish schools, community

centers, and religious shrines into barracks, stables, and latrines.

Jordan's "rights" in Jerusalem were forfeited by the disrepectful, wanton,

shameless, violation of the Jewish sacred shrines and Jordan's defiance
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of the U.N. orders to allow Jews access to the Western Wall. Now

Jerusalem is again a united city. The Israeli government has guaranteed

that any person, of any nationality, of any faith, may come to Jerusalem

to worship and to visit the religious and sacred shrines. But while

Israel will keep Jerusalem as an open city it will never relinquish

Jerusalem, which is the heart of the Jewish people.

Arab View: Jerusalem was an Arab city before Abraham the Prophet ever

led the Hebrew tribes to Palestine. Jerusalem is a sacred city to Jews,

Muslims and Christians: David, Solomon, Jesus, and Muhammad walked the streets

of the city. Under Arab rule, Jerusalem was open to all people because the

Arabs recognized the rights of all faiths to worship freely there. Israel

claims that Jordan illegally seized the old city in the war of 1948, but

how did Israel get its half of the city if not through seizure in that same

war? If .Jordan is "guilty" of annexing the old city, Israel is just as

"guilty" of annexing its half. Israel claims that Jews were denied access

to the Western Wall during the years of the Jordanian administration, but

the charge is false because Jews were allowed to go to the Wall. Only

Israeli Jews were not allowed to cross the Mandelbaum Gate into the old city,

in the same way that Israel would not allow Arabs to cross into Israel

through the Mandelbaum Gate. Jordan abided by the U.N. resolutions until

the Israelis rejected the resolutions on refugees and quit the Mixed

Armistice Commissions. Israel claims that Jordan destroyed the Jewish syna-

gogues and cemeteries in the old city, but the Israelis destroyed Christian

and Muslim religious places in the new city. Since June 1967, the Israelis

have turned many of the Christian and Muslim holy places into gaudy tourist
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attractions, allowing half-naked tourists to cavort through the sanctuaries,

and have decided that some Muslim and Christian shrines are "Jewish" as

they did with the al-Ibrahim Mosque in Hebron and the Religious Sanctuary

near the Western Wall, which was destroyed to make room for a park. And if

what happened to the al-Aqsa Mosque - the fire set by an arsonist of un-

certain motivation and sponsorship - is an indication of the way the

Israelis intend to "protect" the religious shrines of Jerusalem, then it is

clear that no shrine of any faith is safe under Israeli rule. There are

plans in Israel to bulldoze the Dome-of-the-Rock and the remains of the al-

Aqsa Mosque so the Jews can build the "Third Temple." Finally, Jerusalem is

an international city, an Arab city, a Christian city, a Muslim city, a

Jewish city - - but it cannot be an Israeli city.

Comment: The U.N. resolution of November 29, 1947, called for an

international regime to control the city of Jerusalem, a suggestion repeated

in 1949 and reinforced by several other resolutions concerning the city. Most

nations did not recognize the Jordanian and Israeli annexations of Jerusalem

after 1949 or the establishment in Jerusalem of Israel's capital, and have

not accepted the Israeli "integration" since June 1967. In theory, the

world's nations, excepting Jordan and Israel (and the Palestinians), maintain

that Jerusalem should be internationalized, but it is possible that a com-

promise recognizing a shared administration of Jerusalem might find wide

acceptance. Similarly, religious communities interested in Jerusalem have

--opposed a single sovereignty if that state did not allow free access to shrines,

but might accept shared sovereignty with guarantees of free access.

Redividing the city along the lines that existed between 1949 and 1967

would be unacceptable to the Israelis and to most Jews unless there were

specific guarantees of free access. An open city under Israeli administration
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is unacceptable to Arabs and most Muslims. Joint control over the city - -

- a suggestion made by Secretary of State Rogers in his statement of December

9, 1969 -- has thus far been rejected by Israel. Perhaps a combination of

these suggestions may provide a possible answer: some international auth-

ority to protect religious shrines, some form of joint Israeli and Jordanian

or Palestinian voice in the administration of the city, administrative di-

vision of the city but without the walls and with free access to all its parts

for everyone, a demilitarized zone around the city. But whatever the proposed

arrangement, it will have to be imaginative to succeed and will require in-

creased flexibility in the approach of all parties concerned.

E. INTERNATIONAL WATERWAYS

(1) SUEZ CANAL

Arab View: There can be no doubt that the Suez Canal belongs to Egypt:

this has always been so, for the Canal is not a piece of movable property

that can be bought and sold. The United. Arab Republic was exercising its

sovereign right when it nationalized the operation of the Suez Canal Company

in 1956, and the Canal has been operated by Egypt for the benefit of the

Egyptian people ever since. Only a decision by the United Arab Republic or

an aggressive act of usurpation can change this fact. Egypt agreed to abide

by the Constanti mple Convention of 1888, even though Egypt had not been a

signatory to the Convention. One of the provisions of the Convention, Article

X, gave Egypt the right to take " . . . any measures which (the government

of Egypt) might find it necessary to take to assure by their own forces the

defense of Egypt . . ." Egypt is at war with Israel. In order to provide

for the defense of the Egyptian nation, Egypt has denied the use of the Canal

to its enemy Israel for the purposes of shipping articles of war. The U.N.
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resolution of 1951 called upon Egypt to end its restrictions against Israeli

shipping, but that same resolution also drew attention to the pledges

of all the states to refrain from further acts of hostility, something which

Israel has failed to do. The United Arab Republic will gladly abide by the

1951 U.N. resolution as soon as Israel ceases its hostile acts against the

Arab nations and also agrees to implement the other U.N. resolutions, such

as the return of the Palestinians to their homes. The U.A.R. has repeated

many times its pledge to submit the Suez Canal controversy to the Inter-

national Court of Justice and to abide by the decision of the Court.

Israeli View: The Constantinople Convention of 1888, the international

agreement which governs the operation of the Suez Canal, states in Article

I: "[the Canal] shall always be free and open, in time of war as in time of

peace, to every vessel of commerce or of war, without distinction of flag."

Egypt has violated international law by denying Israeli commercial vessels

and ships of other nations carrying Israeli cargoes free passage through the

Suez Canal. The U.N. resolution of September 1, 1951, stated that Egypt should

"cease all interference" with Israeli shipping through the Canal. Egypt

has again violated international law by refusing to comply with the resolution.

Egypt maintains the fiction of a state of war with Israel, but the 1951 re-

solution, in paragraph 5, says that Egypt cannot "reasonably assert that it

is an active belligerent," and went on to say that Egypt had no right to

exercise the illegal closure of the Canal to Israeli goods as necessary for

self defense. Even if a state of war did exist, the Constantinople

Convention (Arts. I and IV) says that a state of war is not a legal excuse

to close the Canal. Egypt, by closing the Canal to Israel, is trying to

destroy the state of Israel by economic strangulation, an act which constitutes
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internal meddling in the affairs of Israel, violation of international law

and an act of war. Israel refused to withdraw from the Suez Canal area in

1956-1957 until there were binding international agreements committing Egypt

to allowing Israeli passage through the Canal. On the basis of international

promises that the international character of the Canal would be recognized,

Israel withdrew, but the promises were not kept. Israel will not withdraw

from the Suez Canal area again until there is an international agreement

binding on Egypt which clearly gives Israel free access to the Canal.

Commen$: It has been suggested that another international convention

similar to that Meld in Constantinople in 1888 be convened to redefine the

status of the Suez Canal. During the 1956 Suez crisis, there were suggestions

for the creation of a Suez Canal Users Association, international in character,

that would oversee the operation of the Suez Canal, but, despite some meetings

held and some progress made toward the formation of the SCUA, the idea found-

ered. (See: U.S. Department of State, 'U.S. Policy in the Middle East:

September 1956-June 1957," Washington, U.S.G.P.O., August 1957.) Some

have suggested that the Suez Canal be internationalized, perhaps through the

United Nations, and be operated by an international body. (For example, see:

R.R. Baxter, 'ihe Law of International Waterways," Cambridge, Harvard

University Press, 1964, chapter VII. Baxter suggests that the United States

would oppose an international waterway because of the implications for the

Panama Canal.) The United Arab Republic opposes internationalization of the

Canal, through the U.N. or otherwise, for obvious reasons: Egypt would lose

its sovereign control over the waterway. Israel favors internationalization

for the same reasons. U.N. resolution 242 of November 22, 1967, calls for

"guaranteeing freedom of navigation through international waterways in the

area" as a necessity of a peaceful settlement. President Nasser said in an
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interview ("News in Perspective," National Educational Television, April

21, 1969) that if Israel implemented all the points of U.N. 
resolution

242, Israel would be granted free passage through the Suez Canal. Nasser

also said that he considered the waterway to be international.

(2) STRAIT OF TIRAN

Israeli View: The Partition Plan of 1947 gave Israel a seacoast on

the Gulf of Aqaba, an international body of water. The Arabs recognized

Israel's right to the port of Eilat when they signed the Armistice Agreements

of 1949. The only passage between the Gulf of -Aqaba and the Red Sea, two

international bodies of water, is through the Strait of Tiran, a fact which

clearly makes the Strait international as provided for in international law.

Neither Egypt nor any other state bordering on the Gulf of Aqaba, the Red -

Sea or the Strait of Tiran, has the right to blockade, close, or restrict

movement through the Strait. To do so is an act of war. In 1967, Egypt

blockaded the Strait, an act of war to which Israeli responded on June 5,

1967. International law decrees that when the territorial seas of two

nations overlap, the median line shall be fixed equidistant from their two

shores; therefore Egypt cannot claim that the Strait of Tiran is within its

territorial sea. Other cases in international law, such as the Corfu Channel

case and the Malacca Strait case, have shown that one nation cannot control

an international waterway which connects open seas. Israel occupied the

Sharm al-Shaykh area in 1956-1957, relinquishing that position only after

promises that the Strait would be declared international. The promises

were not kept. Since June 1967, Israel has again occupied the Sharm al-

Shaykh area, and will not make the same mistake again of surrendering the
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region until there is a clear determination and genuine acceptance that

the Strait constitutes international water.

Arab View: Israel violated a cease-fire agreement in 1948, launched an

aggressive attack against Arab positions on the Gulf of Aqaba, and illegally

occupied the port at the head of the Gulf. Therefore, Israel is not a

riparian state on the Gulf of Aqaba and has no rights on the Gulf. The

riparian states have agreed in accordance with international law (for example,

the Gulf of Fonseca lase) that Egypt should coritrol the Strait of Tiran because

the Strait falls within the territorial sea of Egypt.. Egypt was within its

rights to establish a blockade of the Strait of Tiran in June 1967 because

blockade is a legal act in time of war, and the Arab states are at war with

the state of Israel. Israel's excuse that the blockade was reason for the

attacks of June 5 is an attempt to legalize its aggressions against the

Arab nations and its war of expansion. Egypt has publicly declared that it

would submit the Strait of Tiran problem to the International Court of

Justice and would abide by the Court's decision.

Comment: Israelis, Moshe Dayan among others, propose that Israel keep

control of the Sharm al-Shaykh area. The Egyptian view is the opposite: that

Egypt should control Sharm al-Shaykh. Implementation of either suggestion

might lead to another war. It has also been suggested that the United

Nations reinstitute over the Strait the control which existed from 1957 until

1967, but with ultimate U.N. withdrawal to be decided by vote of the

Security Council (where the veto prevails), the General Assembly, and/or the

ri-parian states collectively (Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Israel). The

suggestion has also been made that the Soviet Union and the United States
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share control over the Strait (see, for example, the Washington Post

editorial, August 4, 1970); however, both the United Arab Republic and

Israel would oppose U.S./U.S.S.R. control (Nasser interview, Newsweek,

February 10, 1969; Eshkol interview, Newsweek, February 17, 1969). It has

also been suggested that an international conference - or alternatively,

a conference of the riparian nations - be convened to decide the status of

the Strait, but either of these suggestions would imply Arab recognition

of Israel and of Israel's rights on the Gulf. Such recognition could come-

as a result of a negotiated settlement, thereby opening the prospects for

either an international or riparian convention. The International Court

of Justice could adjudicate the matter as it did with the Corfu Channel

case in 1949.

(3) DIVERSION OF THE JORDAN RIVER WATERS

Arab View: The Jordan River and its tributaries flow through three

Arab states and Israel. Any scheme which calls for the sharing of this

valuable water must take into consideration the needs of all the states in-

volved in relation to the amount of water that flows though each of the states.

The Israeli water diversion scheme takes from the Jordan River more than an

equitable share of the water in relation to the distance the River flows

through Israeli occupied territory. Israel has threatened to destroy water

projects of Arab states, such as the Lebanese Litani proje t, even hef these

projects would not affect the Jordan flow. And Israel, not content with the

hardships perpetrated on the people of Jordan, has destroyed the East Ghor

project of the east bank of Jordan. Israel has also threatened to seize

more territory in Jordan and southern Lebanon in order to secure the sources

of water for Israel. The plan for the diversion of the Jordan River failed

because Israel was not content with its fair share and wanted all the water

for itself.
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Israeli View: The Israeli water diversion scheme is a result of

several plans submitted by hydrological experts and is designed to take only

Israel's fair share of water from the Jordan River. The Arabs caused the

collapse of the 1955 negotiations because they wanted more than their fair

share of the water and because they wanted to deny the water to Israel.

The Yariuk, Banyas, and Litani diversion projects of the Arab states are

attempts to intercept the water before it gets to the Jordan and to keep

Israel from getting it.

Comment: Several study missions have been sent to the Jordan Valley to

investigate the potential water resources and to recommend diversion schemes

for their exploitation. Thus there have been the so-called Ionides Plan of

1939, the Lowdermilk Plan of 1944, the Hays Plan of 1948, the MacDonald Report

of 1951, the Bunger Plan of 1952, the Main Plan of 1953, the Cotton Plan of

1954, the Baker-Harza Plan of 1955, and the Israel National Plan of 1956.

These schemes varied somewhat in the rivers they would divert (for example,

some would include the Litani, which flows completely in Lebanon, or ex-

elude the Yarmuk, which is almost wholly confined to Jordan), or in what

percentage of the water they would give to each country. The schemes had

in common the need for cooperation among the four states of Jordan, Syria,

Israel, and Lebanon, something which has been very hard to achieve. Eric

Johnston, appointed by President Eisenhower as a special representative to

the Middle East, nearly achieved agreement among the warring nations, but

his efforts were frustrated at the eleventh hour by the Suez crisis of 1956.

It has been suggested that another international consortium be established

to study the water problem in the Jordan Valley, make recommendations for

its division and diversion - - taking into consideration the existing plans

of Jordan and Israel - - and try to find agreement among the four nations

for implementing the project.



III. MILITARY/ECONOMIC WARFARE AND FOREIGN INVOLVEMENT

A. THE ARMS RACE

Israeli View: When the Arabs began attacking Jewish communities iri

the 1920's and 1930's, the Jews had to defend themselves. Large-scale

shipments of arms to the Arabs took place during and after World War II, when

they began to prepare for the extermination of the Jewish people. Not only

did the Arabs use Western arms against Israel in 1948, but there were many

British officers leading the Arab troops. Shortly after World War II, the

Arab states become havens for German war criminals, who served as advisors

for the Arab extermination scheme to rid the area of Jews. The Arab arms

race increased in 1955 when Egypt went to the Soviet Union to get more

weapons, and the Arabs have continued to escalate it by increasing their arms

supplies. The Arab states have an overwhelming superiority in soldiers, tanks,

planes, guns, ships, and missiles. Israel is forced to seek new weapons so

that it may protect itself against the Arab onslaught. The only language

the Arabs seem to understand is force of arms; thus Israel must answer the

Arabs in that language.

Arab View: The arms race was started by the Zionists prior to the

U.N. Partition Plan when they began to import Czech, Russian, British,

German, and American arms into Palestine in preparation for their attacks

against the Arab communities. The Arabs had no choice but to seek weapons

for defense. Since 1948, two other wars have been started by the mili-

taristic state of Israel. A secret arms deal between France and Israel in

1956 led to the Israeli attempt to expand into Egypt in the so-called Suez

Crisis, and French pilots flew for Israel. When the Arabs sought weapons in

the West, they were refused, and so turned to the same source that the

E
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Israelis had used in 1947 and 1948 - - Czechoslovakia - - in order to

protect themselves from the Israelis. The Arab weapons are defensive, not

offensive; the MiG's are interceptors, not bombers like the Phantoms and

Skyhawks; Arab artillery is emplaced in defensive positions, not mounted on

tanks so it can be used in attacks the way the Israelis use artillery. The

great hue and cry over the SA-2 missiles raised by the Israelis does not

mention that the missiles are used against attacking aircraft, not for

bombing cities. Arab weapons are used for the defense of the Arab home-

land, not for attacking other nations. Israel's weapons are offensive only

and have never been used to defend the state of Israel because the Arabs

have never attacked Israel.

Comment: The United States has proposed several times that an inter-

national agreement barring or limiting arms shipments to the Middle East be

negotiated, but thus far, there has been little progress toward this goal.

Several nations have unilaterally embargoed shipments of arms to the Middle

East: for example, the French banned arms deliveries to belligerents in

the June 1967 conflict; also in 1967, the United States imposed a ban

(later dropped) on arms shipments to the area. There has been no proposal

for an effective way to maintain a balance of power in the Middle East. The

problem is complicated by the absence of specific, widely acceptable cri-

teria for measuring such a balance in that highly complex situation; for

these and other reasons it is unlikely that the nations involved could reach

agreement on the question of when a parity of forces had been reached.

77",
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B. AGGRESSION

Arab View: The establishment of an alien colony in the Middle East

beginning in the 1860's was an act of aggression. Israeli aggression

continued after the U.N. Partition Plan of 1947 when the Jewish colonialists

began to attack Arab settlements in areas which were supposed to be part of
the Arab state but which the Israelis wanted for their own. The other Arab

states, under the right of collective security guaranteed by the U.N. Charter,

came to the rescue of the Palestinian Arabs in 1948, after Israel had pro-

claimed its statehood. Israeli aggression in 1948 and 1949, often in violation
of cease-fire agreements, expanded the territory of the Jewish state beyond
the limits set by the U.N. Israel committed aggression against the state
of Egypt, in collusion with the French and the British, in the 1956 Sinai
invasion. In 1967, Israel launched a war of aggression against the Arab states
of Syria, Jordan, and the UAR. There have been other aggressions: For
example, the attacks against Lebanon in 1968, those against the Gaza Strip
in 1955, those against Jordan in 1966 and 1968, and those against Syria in
1969. The movement to found a Zionist state in Palestine has been one
continuous aggression against the Palestinian Arabs and against the other

Arab nations.

Israeli View: Arab attacks against Jews began centuries ago. With
the advent of Islam, the new religion took special pains to attack Jews as
subjects for annihilation. The Arab riots during the Mandate period were
acts of naked aggression against the Jews. In 1947, in defiance of the United
Nations, the Arabs launched yet another aggression against the Jewish people
and the Jewish state, but the new state of Israel was able to defend itself
against these attacks. The Arab states fostered the fedayeen aggressions in
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1955, and the Israelis were again forced to defend themselves. In 1967,

while the Arab armies were massing for an attack on Israel, they committed

an act of aggression by blockading the Strait of Thran, to which Israel

responded on June 5, 1967. Every day, there are new aggressions against the

state of Israel and the Israeli people in the form of terrorist attacks a-

gainst school buses, stores, bus stations, universities, airliners, farms,

and villages. The Arabs are continuing the aggressions they began centuries

ago against the Jewish people and the state of Israel.

Comment: This has become a chicken-and-egg question: Who started the

war and when? There have been suggestions for a non-aggression pact as part

of the hoped-for peace settlement. There would be the rather difficult

problem of controlling unauthorized, non-governmental attacks, such as those

launched by the fedayeen. It is usually suggested that a non-aggression pact

would be safeguarded or guaranteed by one or both of the "super-powers" (the

United States .and the Soviet Union), the "four powers" (the United States, the
United Kingdom, the Soviet Union and France), or the United Nations.

C. "FEDAYEEN"

Israeli View: Organized Arab terrorism against the Jews began in the

1920's, although forms of persecution had existed for centuries. That the

Arabs have given these terrorists high-sounding, nationalistic names does

not change the fact that they are criminals, preying on the innocent with

their bombs, incendiaries, rockets, and rifles. Responsibility for the

terrorists rests with the Arab states, since it is from the Arab states

that they get their funds, weapons, instruction, and sanctuary. That is why

Israel is justified in crossing borders to destroy terrorist strongholds -

the Arab states are, after all, the springboard and source of supply of the

terrorists. As long as the countries support the terrorists, Israel will

be obliged in sheer self-defense to resort to reprisas, St.atem nt3 by the
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terrorists that they are the army of a nation in exile are as bogus as the

nation they claim to represent: there is no Palestinian Arab nation, and

Palestinians are no different from other Arabs.

Arab View: The fedayeen are the army of the Palestinian Arab nation,

a nation waging a war of liberation of their homeland against the Zionists

who usurped that land and who continue to bar the return of its rightful

citizenry. Throughout history nations have waged wars to gain their free-

dom from oppressors; the Palestinians are simply exercising this right of

nations. The Palestinians tried diplomacy, but were rebuffed. Palestinians

waited for justice from the U.N., and received none. Armed struggle is the

only channel open to them. When the English ignored the pleas for redress

and freedom of the American colonists, the colonists fought a war of re-

volution against their oppressors. The French rebelled against intolerant

rulers and class privilege in 1789. The Algerians fought a war of national

liberation to win their freedom from France. Many nations in South America

were created after revolution, Cuba fought a revolution, African peoples are

fighting against oppression and racism, the people of Vietnam are now

fighting a revolution, and the Palestinians are fighting a revolution against

their oppressors, the Israelis. The war of liberation will continue as long

as the Zionists refuse to recognize the rights of the Palestinian people.

The tactics of the Palestine Resistance Movement are the same as those of the

Zionist terrorists in the years of the Mandate and during the war of 1947-

1949.

Comment: A suggestion offered by a growing number of Middle Eastern

observers calls for the recognition of a Palestinian nation and the creation

of a Palestinian state. While the fedayeen claim to speak for all

;.
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Palestinians, there has never been any attempt to find out exactly what

the Palestinians want or would accept. It is possible that if a Pales-

tinian state were recognized, many, perhaps a majority, would be satisfied

with less than all of Palestine. If the Arab states and a majority of the

Palestinians accepted a state, the fedayeen would lose some if not all of

their support. The government of Israel maintains that there is no such

thing as a Palestinian entity, but a growing number of Israelis support the

Palestinian state idea.

Other suggestions for curtailing the fedayeen have been to create large

demilitarized zones patrolled by U.N. forces with a mandate to shoot anyone

violating the zones; persuade the Arab states to accept responsibility for

the fedayeen; or just allow the Israelis to deal with the fedayeen as they

see fit.

D. BORDER INCIDENTS

Arab View: The first incidents occurred when the Israelis began to

attack Arab villages and towns inside the area designated to become the Arab

state under the Partition Plan of 1947. Jaffa, for example, was the subject

of a coordinated attack by the Israeli terrorist organizations and the

Haganah. Israeli attacks on Arab villages in Galilee, the Negev, Haifa, the

Sinai, the Jerusalem area, and elsewhere, forced the surviving Arabs to flee

for their lives. The Israelis immediately began to violate the cease-fires

of 1948 by attacking areas that they wanted added to the Jewish state - -

the Negev, Jaffa, Aqaba. After the Armistice Agreements, the attacks

continued - - Qibya in 1953, Gaza and Syria in 1955, Sinai in 1956, al-Samu

in 1966, Karamah and Beirut in 1968 - - despite the condemnations of the

United Nations. Israeli raids have killed factory workers near Abu Zabal

in Egypt, school children at Bahr al-Bakr in Egypt, and civilians at al-Salt
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in Jordan, in southern Lebanon, and in Syria; and destroyed bridges at

Nag Hamadi in Egypt, the East Ghor project in Jordan, and the refineries at

Suez. While Israel calls these incursions into Arab territory "reprisal"

raids, they are more correctly to be called acts of aggression. Israel began

the cycle of border incidents and violations of the Armistice and cease-fire

lines, a fact which it now disregards, although Israel has been condemned

by the U.N. for those aggressions.

Israeli View: When the boundaries of the Partition Plan of 1947 were

announced, the Arabs immediately began to violate those borders by attacking

Israeli territory. The Arabs had been attacking Jewish settlements for

several years before; the new violations were simply in keeping with the

Arab strategy of attacking the Jews. The Arab armies that committed aggress-

ion against the new state of Israel in 1948 took no notice of sovereign

borders. There has been a steady stream of terrorists crossing Israel's

borders ever since, in violation of international law, for the purpose of

killing Israelis. The U.N. has not condemned the terrorists, but when Israel

responds, as it has sovereign right to do, the U.N. passes a resolution

telling Israel, in effect, to allow the Arab terrorists to enter Israel and

kill Israelis. Israel did not start the raids, but it will continue to

exercise its right to defend itself, and even if that means disregarding the

sovereignty of the Arab states in the same way that they disregard Israel's

sovereignty, Israel has no choice but to hunt out the terrorists wherever

they may be. The name "border incident" is misleading because Israel has

no borders, only cease-fire lines; borders will be negotiated when the Arabs

meet Israel at the conference table.
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Comment: Several suggestions have been made for demilitarized zones

between the combatants with a U.N. force patrolling the zones to stop in-

cursions and raids. A major problem in implementing such suggestions is

that one or the other of the belligerents can fly over the U.N. force and

strike inside the other's territory. Attacks even occur outside the area

of the Middle East, as for example, in the hijacking of commercial airliners.

U.N. sanctions against violators would be difficult to apply because the

fedayeen are without national status, and therefore immune to U.N. sanctions.

Sanctions applied to some of the Arabs nations might be unfair since the

nations might have little or no control over the fedayeen. Sanctions would

also demand full cooperation from the other members of the U.N., an unlikely

prospect if sanctions were applied to either Israel or the Arab states.

E. ECONOMIC WARFARE

Israeli View: The Arab states maintain a blacklist of firms and

companies which deal with the state of Israel, or companies whose executives

are supporters of Israel. Companies and firms appearing on the blacklist

are either denied contracts with Arab countries or their assets in Arab coun-

tries are seized. This Arab boycott of firms dealing with Israel amounts to

blackmail, piracy, and the suppression of free trade, all of which are against

the spirit of the United Nations and international law. The acts of boycott

and confiscation also constitute aggression against the state of Israel,

since they represent meddling in the internal affairs of the state of Israel

through an attempt at economic strangulation. Other economic warfare tech-

niques of the Arab states are the arbitrary closing of the Suez Canal and

the Strait of Tiran to Israeli ships and cargoes.
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Arab View: Israel started the economic war when it seized the homes,

shops and farms of the Palestinians and when Israel restricted the movement

and employment opportunities of the Arabs who remained in Palestine after

1948. Acts of blockade are legal under international law in time of war,

and since there is not a peace treaty between the Arabs and Israel, the

war continues. Thus the Arab states have the legal right to stop the ship-

ment of Israeli war materials through the Strait of Tiran and the Suez

Canal. As to the Arab boycott, there are no international laws stating which

nations or firms the Arabs must deal with: this is the sovereign choice of

the Arabs. There is also the matter of the Israeli boycott against the

Arabs, as for example the refusal by New York dockworkers to unload or load

Arab ships or the recent attempts to stop all international flights to Arab

countries.

Comment: Apparently, the economic warfare of neither side is very effec-

tive: neither Israel nor the Arab states appear to have been injured to any

great extent by the curtailment of trade or business opportunities. Boy-

cotts by both sides appear to be politically motivated propaganda attempts

to subject the other side to inconvenience. This is probably one of the

issues which would solve itself after a general peace settlement, or become

part of specific terms of agreement over such issues as the right of passage

through Suez.

It would appear that the economic realm is where the first and strongest

cooperation between Arabs and Israelis could take place if and when there

should be a settlement: for example, there has been a suggestion by Israeli

Foreign Minister Abba Eban for a "Benelux" arrangement for the states of Israel,

E;
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Lebanon, and Jordan -- with the possible addition of Palestine, pending the

creation of a Palestinian entity - - and for a Middle Eastern Common Market.

The Arab League has been debating the formation of an Arab Common Market for

some years, and there is already the Kuwait Fund as a cooperative precedent.

F. FOREIGN INFLUENCE

Arab View: In order to achieve full independence, self-determination,

and complete freedom, the Arabs oppose colonialism and imperialism in every

form. Zionism represents an alien ideology, implanted in the Arab world

from Europe, which seeks to deny independence to the Palestinian Arab nation.

Zionism is a form of colonialism: it is the vanguard of imperialism, estab-

lishing a beachhead in the Middle East like those of the imperialist colonies

in Africa, Latin America, and Asia in the past. Israel's ties to the impe-

rialists are clear: recall the 1956 collusion among the French, the British,

and the Israelis in the attack on Suez, and the arms being given to Israel

by the United States to protect its colony. The imperialists, primarily the

United States, want to use their colony of Israel as the base in the Middle

East from which they will control the economic resources of the region. The

Israeli claims that the Soviets dominate the Arabs are false; the Arabs will

never again be subject to any foreign power and will expel the representatives

of any foreign power that tries to dominate them.

Israeli View: Israel is an independent nation: it neither seeks nor

accepts any active foreign involvement in its affairs. Charges that Israel

is a colony of another nation are feeble attempts to discredit Israel in

the eyes of the other emerging nations of the world. No foreign troops have

ever fought on Israeli soil or in the Israeli Defense Forces, and none will

be allowed to in the future. If there is an active imperialism in the
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Middle East, it is among the. Arab states, which have opened their doors to

the so-called "advisors" from the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union has

established bases in the Arab countries from which it hopes to control the

oil resources of the region and to effect the destruction of Israel, the

only democratic state in the Middle East blocking the total Soviet domination

of the area.

Comment: So far as is known, none of the nations involved in the

Arab-Israeli dispute has joined one of the major alliances. Perhaps the more

important issue is the threat that one of the major powers will secure a

hegemony over the region to the exclusion of all other nations. Thus, the

United States tries to maintain friendly relations with all of the Middle

Eastern nations to insure that they will not fall entirely under Soviet

domination.

IV. OTHER SIGNIFICANT ISSUES

A. REFUGEES

(1) ORIGINS OF THE REFUGEE PROBLEM

Israeli View: In 1947 and 1948, the Arab states told the Palestinian

Arabs to flee from their homes so that the people would not hinder the

operations of the invading Arab armies. The Arabs also believed that the

outward flow of large numbers of refugees would interfere with Israeli troop

movements. Throughout the period, the Israelis made repeated pleas to the

Arabs to remain in their homes and shops and to disregard the Arab orders to

leave the country. Israel wanted the Arabs to remain in Israel and become

a part of the new state. But the Arabs listened to the exaggerated claims

of terrorism being broadcast by the Arab radios, disregarded the Israeli

promises of safety, and left Israel. Israel did not force the Arabs to

abandon their homes.
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Arab View: Israeli terrorists began attacking Arab villages and homes,

killing women and children, in order to frighten the Arabs and force them

to flee from their homes. The Israelis rode through the streets of Arab

towns broadcasting threats of torture and death to any Arabs who remained in

Israel. The massacre at Deir Yasin, where 250 men, women, and children were

butchered, is just one example of the Israeli terror campaign. It was also

hoped by the Israelis that the large number of refugees would be a burden

to the Arab countries and would hinder the defense of Palestine. In addition,

the Israelis intended to take the homes, farms, and shops of the Arabs for

the Jewish immigrants -,al -intention borne out- by the fact that since 1948 all

of the Arab property in Palestine has been taken over by the Jews. Throughout

the 1947-1949 period, the Arabs made repeated pleas to the Palestinians to

remain in their homes, but the evidence of Israeli terrorism and the forced

evacuations by Israeli soldiers were too much to resist.

Comment: Who was to blame for the Arab exodus appears to be another

moot question:

sides.

there is some evidence to support the contentions of both

(2) POPULATION EXCHANGE

Arab View: The Arabs of Palestine were driven from their homes, and no

international exchange of peoples can change that fact. The injustice has

been done to the Palestinians, and no other people or nation can decide for

the Palestinians when that injustice can be considered rectified, just as no

one else can decide what the Palestinians shall call home. The Jews who

left Iraq, Yemen, Algeria, and other Arab countries did so of their own free

wills. The Arabs did not force them to go to Israel. Jews in Arab countries

were the victims of Zionist propaganda. For centuries, Jews, Christians,

:.,« a': a ,. . ... F. ..

I

xj



:. . ... ,-.:..z t, ::.u,,e :. .. .,,~.,.rd .sa .. < Ss:$..c..a.,«suVt;v w .s * . Y : +:^: aa s ,.w.7 su c' cM :

CRS-47

and Muslims lived together in harmony in the Middle East; in fact, Jews

sought refuge in the Arab countries from the persecutions in Christian

Europe. When Israel was formed, the Zionists sent agents to the Arab countries

(-with the permission of the Arabs) to recruit immigrants to go to Israel.

No attempts were made to stop the Jews from leaving and no attempts were made

to force them to go. In fact, the Jews will be welcomed if they decide to

return to their former homes in the Arab world. But the.claimsof Israel

that the 1948 outflow of a million Arabs from Palestine and the 1951 in-

flow of 500,000 Arab world Jews is a self-cancelling population exchange are

nonsense: the outflow of Arabs was by expulsion, whereas the inflow of Jews

was the result of a free decision to migrete.

Israeli View: After the independence of Israel was proclaimed and the

Israeli army defeated the aggressive Arab armies, the Arabs sought vengeance

by persecuting the helpless Jewish minorities in their midst. Jewish prop-

erty was seized, Jewish bank accounts. were frozen and claimed by the Arab

governments, Jews were subjected to travel restrictions, Jews were fired from

their jobs and kicked out of schools, Jewish shops and business were boycotted,

burned and closed, synagogues were defaced: in short, the Jews in the Arab

countries were subjected to a pogrom. If these tortures and arbitrary

harassments were the only factor in the Jewish exodus from the Arab lands,

it would be reason enough, but there was also the long-held desire to re-

turn to the Promised Land. Despite the many hardships, the persecutions, the

seizure of their goods and properties, and myriad other problems, 500,000

Jews were transferred from their repressive Arab settings to the freedom of

Israel.

_ :. - - -
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Unlike the Arabs who fled from Palestine, the Jews from the Arab countries

were welcomed as brothers in Israel and integrated into the society. All

Jews are welcomed in Israel, while the Arabs have kept the refugees living

in camps. The two migrations of peoples - - 500,000 Jews and 500,000 Arabs

- - are a self-cancelling exchange of populations. Israel has offered to

pay compensation to the Arabs but the Arabs have never offered to com-

pensate the Jews who were forced to leave the Arab countries.

Comment: There are precedents for population exchanges =- the Greek-

Turkish exchange after World War I, the India-Pakistan exchange at the

independence of those two nations - - but these precedents may be difficult

to apply to the Arab-Israeli case unless all the governments and peoples in-

volved would agree to call the two migrations a population exchange, an unlikely

prospect. The Palestinian Arabs appear to be at a considerable disadvantage

under a population exchange formula because they stand to gain little except

citizenship, something they do not want except in a Palestinian state.

It may be that the often cited figure of 500,000 could be a basis for dis-

cussions on the questions of repatriation/compensation, although the Arabs

reject the Israeli contention that only 500,000-Arabs left Palestine and

place the number at about a million. The U.N. placed the number of 1948

Arab refugees at about 750,000.

(3) COMPENSATION - REPATRIATION - RESETTLEMENT

Israeli View: Thousands of Arab refugees have been repatriated to

Israel out of a humanitarian desire to reunite separated families. In addi-

tion, Israel offered to participate in a compensation plan which would have

paid for the properties abandoned in 1948, but the Arabs have rejected that

offer also. Arab insistence on repatriation stems from the hope that the
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wave of Arabs would reduce the ws to a minority in Israel, drive them

from their homes, create an economic burden for Israel, and eventually

bring to an end the Jewish state it;e1f. The Israeli people will never

agree to become a minority in their owh homeland, a status which can only

lead to more persecutions and pogroms, and another holocaust. If the Arabs

were as peaceful and humanitarian as they claim to be, they would have taken

the refugees out of the camps and assimilated them in their own respective

countries. The offer for compensation still stands. Compensation will be

paid on the value of the lands abandoned in 1948 and should be used for the

resettlement of the refugees in the other Arab lands. Mass repatriation

is rejected because it can only mean the end of the Jewish state, an eventu-

ality which is not subject to negotiation.

Arab View: The U.N. resolution of 1948 states that the Palestine Arab

refugees should have a choice between equitable compensation for the lands,

possessions, and properties they were forced to leave and a chance to return

to their homes. Only the Palestinian people can make that choice: no other

nation or group of nations can make the choice for them unless the U.N.

Charter statements concerning self-determination are just words without

meaning. If the choice is denied the Palestinians, it will set a dangerous

precedent for the acquisition of territory by force. For those Palestinians

who choose compensation, the value must be determined at current prices, for

that is the value that would have accrued to the Palestinians if they had

been allowed to remain in their land. Those accepting compensation should

be free to choose which of the Arab nations in which they wish to resettle.

Those accepting repatriation should he returned to their homes in Palestine,

where they still exist, or to new homes equal in value to ones destroyed by
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the Israelis. Wholesale resettlement of the Palestinians in another land

is rejected because it denies the right of self-determination.

Comment: U.N. resolution 194 (III), paragraph 11, of December 11, 1948,

states that the General Assembly "Resolves that the refugees wishing to

return to their homes and live at peace with their neighbors should be per-

mitted to do so at the earliest practicable date, and that compensation should

be paid for the property of those choosing not to return and for the loss of

or damage to property which, under principles of international law in equity,

should be made good by the governments or authorities responsible." ("Year-

book of the United Nations," 1948-1949, p. 175.) It might be possible to

hold a U.N.-sanctioned plebiscite among the Palestinians to determine which

would choose repatriation and which would choose compensation and resettlement,

but, as the Israelis point out, it would be very difficult to determine

exactly which Arabs would be willing to "live at peace with their neighbors."

Establishing the amount of compensation and damages would be another thorny

problem: should the compensation be based on the value of the property at

the time of abandonment, the current market value, or the current market

value adjusted to eliminate Israeli improvements - or on a compromise value

determined by some arbitration body? Another problem: to whom should the

payments be made - - to all individuals (including those born since 1948-

1949), to heads of households, to property owners (or their next of kin), to

an international consortium for redistribution and resettlement, or to the

governments of the countries of resettlement (including a possible Palestinian

government)? Who should be liable for the payments: Israel alone, Israel

with the assistance of other nations or international agencies, or just inter-

national agencies?

s
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The same questions also apply to the Jews who left Arab

countries, sometimes under~ duress, sometimes voluntarily but at the sacrifice

of property and possessions left behind. The Quaker study "Search for Peace

in the Middle East" (p.21) suggests that the Jewish refugees should also be

eligible for compensation for abandoned property. If the choice of com-

pensation or repatriation should be offered to the Palestinian Arabs, a key

question would be how many Arabs Israel could or would repatriate. The

threat of a "fifth column" undermining the Jewish state is a real one to the

Israelis. Israeli fears that if Jews become a minority it would mean the erid

of the Jewish state are probably justified. Similarly, the fears of Arabs

already under Israeli authority, or of potential repatriates, of the per-

petuation of "second-class citizenship" for Arabs in a Jewish state are

also real and probably justified. There have been suggestions that any

final agreement include guarantees of full citizenship in Israel, protection

of minority rights (Arabic education and culture, for example), and some

form of a loyalty oath which would repudiate claims of Palestinian Arab

sovereign ty.

Another key question relating to repatriation is how many of the

Palestinian Arabs would want to return to their homes and live under Israeli

authority. To date, there has not been any kind of referendum or plebiscite

to determine the actual number.

The resettlement problem raises the question of where the refugees and

other now stateless Palestinians would go. Resettlement in the Arab countries

offers some barriers: Lebanon's Christian-Muslim political balance could

be unbalanced, the United Arab Republic is currently overpopulated, Syria

and Iraq would need financial assistance, Jordan is economically non-viable

already, Saudi Arabia lacks arable land and has a traditional society which
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would have difficulties in absorbing the more secular Palestinians, Libya

lacks arable land, Kuwait is currently overburdened with aliens, and other

states, such as Algeria, Morocco, Sudan, Tunisia or the Somali Republic,

are either too different in culture, would need international financial

assistance, or lack arable land. All the Palestinians could not go to the

same country; some choices would have to be made arbitrarily.

One resettlement plan worth noting is the so-called Eisenhower-Strauss

plan, or the Baker Resolution (S. Res. 155, which passed the Senate in

December 1967). Under this proposal a large-scale nuclear desalting pro-

ject would be built in the Middle East, the water to be used to irrigate

currently non-arable land, and the electric power generated from the plants

to be used for industries. Some suggested locations for the project or

projects are the Sinai, the Negev, northern Egypt, Gaza, and other areas.

Some form of international consortium under the International Atomic Energy

Agency could finance and operate the projects. (See: U. S. Senate.

Committee on Foreign Relations. Hearings, Construction of Nuclear Desalting

Plants in the Middle East. 90th Congress, 1st Session, S. Res. 155, October

19, 20 and November 17, 1967, Washington, U.S. Gov't Print. Off., 1967.)

The formation of an international agency or consortium would appear to

be desirable to insure equitable treatment for all the Palestinians, to

arrange financial support, to act as the mediator between now hostile parties,

and to offer unbiased decisions for the multitude of problems that would arise.

(4) OTHER REFUGEE ISSUES

Arab View: The Palestinian refugees remain in the camps for two reasons:

they are financially unable to leave, and they do not want to become citizens

of another country because they are already citizens of Palestine. There

_ __
- _ - - -
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have been claims by the Israelis that the refugees are kept in the camps

- by the Arab governments for political reasons, that the Arab states us the

conditions of the camps to gain sympathy and hence money from the world

community, and that the Arabs maintain the camps as an excuse to continue

the war against Israel. In the first place, less than half of the refugees

live in the camps. The Arab nations did not establish the camps - - the U.N.

did - - and the Arabs do not maintain the camps - - the U.N. does. None

of the food, clothing, or medical supplies are given to non-refugee Arabs,

and non-refugees are not allowed to live in the camps or to attend the schools.

The Arabs gain nothing from the camps. Palestinians remain in the camps

while they wait for justice, for the chance to return to their homes in

Palestine. Arab governments cannot tell the Palestinians to forsake their

nation and become citizens of Egypt or Syria, just as no one can tell the

Australians to become citizens of Japan or the Americans to become citizens

of Brazil. On the other hand, Palestinians are part of the Arab world:

all. Arabs are brothers. The Palestinians have been denied national rights

and self-determination, and the other Arab states have agreed to help them

regain their lost rights and their lost homes. The Israeli claim that the

Palestinians can be absorbed by the other Arab states is false. Israel

seized Jordan's West Bank, which produced 40% of Jordan's food, and the city

of Jerusalem, an important source of revenue from tourism. Israel destroyed

the East Ghor irrigation project, thus reducing even further Jordan's ability

to maintain a stable economy. Then Israel claims that Jordan should support

the Palestinians when all the means of support have either been seized by

Israel or destroyed. Israel during its war of aggression in 1967 closed the
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Suez Canal and seized the Sinai oil fields, depriving Egypt of these

sources of income, and then Israel claims that the Palestinians should go

to Egypt to live. Israel drove 100,000 people out of the Golan Heights -

area, took over the abandoned Arab farms, and then says that Syria should

support the Palestinians. Israel creates new refugees by bombing along

the Suez Canal, in southern Syria, along the Lebanese-Israeli border, and

on the East Bank of the Jordan, and then claims that these already over-

eroge4 countries should be able to absorb the Palestinians, even though the

Palestinians do not want to go to Egypt, Syria, Jordan, or Lebanon. What

Israel really wants is to have all the Arabs leave the Palestine area and

the surrounding states so that Israel will have room to expand for the

immigrants it hopes to attract.

Another false Israeli claim that is used to hide another purpose is the

so-called "security risk" problem. According to the Israelis, the refugees,

if allowed to return to their homes, would become a security risk for the

Israelis. For almost twenty years, the Arabs in Israel have been living

under rigid military control, denied human rights, restricted in their move-

ments, limited to menial jobs, given second-rate education, and subjected to

arbitrary arrest and. confinement. How could the Arabs in Israel be a

security risk when they are in jail or confined to concentration camps?

Since June 1967, the Arabs in the occupied territories have been subjected

to similar treatment: curfews, detentions, arrests, travel restrictions,

job restrictions, torture, and the destruction of their homes and shops.

If there is a security problem, it is the security of the Arabs that must

be protected.
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Israeli View: The refugees remain in the camps because the Arabs use

their homelessness as a political excuse for a war of vengeance and prejudice

against Israel. A secondary reason for their remaining in the camps are the

economic and welfare benefits- - free food, free clothing, free medical

care, free homes, and free education for the refugees, and a profitable

business for the other Arabs. If the refugees were moved from the camps

and relocated in the other Arab countries, the problem would cease to exist,

and the Arabs would be forced to find another excuse for their aggressions

against Israel. Another myth exploited by the Arabs is that the refugees

are Palestinian nationalists. Since there never has been a Palestinian

nation, and there is no Palestinian nation now, how can there be Palestinian

nationalism? If the Arabs really cared about their brother Arabs, they

would take the refugees out of the camps, and give them citizenship, jobs,

and homes.

But the Arabs claim they are not able to absorb the refugees for

economic reasons. With all the land available in the Arab world and the

underpopulation of most of the states, it would not be an economic burden to

resettle the refugees in the Arab lands. Perhaps the real answer to the

economic problem is that the Arab leaders would rather spend their Soviet aid

and oil monies on arms for their holy war against Israel or on lavish

palaces for their own enjoyment. Resettlement in the Arab countries would

actually benefit the Arabs because they claim that the Palestinians are

better educated, more sophisticated, and more ambitious than other Arabs.

As for the Arab claims that there would be no economic benefits accruing to

the Arab states from the refugee camps, it is a well known fact that a

large amount of the food and medicine supplied for the refugees ends up in
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the black markets of the Arab capitals. It is also

divert much of the food and medicine to the terrori

of the Arabs have vested interests in the refugee c

employed by the United Nations or in providing good
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B. MINORITY RIGHTS

Israeli View: Israel has extended full rights

non-Jewish citizens. Israel also maintains special

the rights and cultures of its non-Jewish citizens,

courts, special elections for local officials, reco4

holidays, separate Arab schools, Arab unions, and s

for Arabs. But some of Israel's Arab citizens abusi

as agents of foreign governments, terrorists, and s

when apprehended, these criminals are given the ful

On-the other hand, while Arabs in Israel enjoy freed

of the press, and have Arab representatives elected

in Arab countries do not have any rights or freedoms

known that the refugees

st organizations. Many -

amps, either being

s and services to the
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rabs would not constitute

1 the Jews into the sea,

s if and when the Arabs
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s, Israel has a security

nts to live and the
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of citizenship to its
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separate political parties
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aboteurs. Nevertheless,

1 protection of the law.
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; on the contrary,
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Jews are a persecuted people in Arab countries - they are denied religious

freedom, restricted in their travel, denied jobs, forbidden to own property,

allowed no freedom of speech, assembly, or press, and generally denied

human dignity. Repeated requests to the United Nations to investigate the

status of Jews in Arab countries have been rejected, whereas there have been

U.N. investigations of the conditions of the Arabs in Israel.

Arab View: For 20 years, Arabs in Israel have been confined to

concentration camps and military reservations and not allowed to leave the

restricted areas. They have been taken from their homes and farms to make

room for Jewish immigrants, denied jobs, and when they have been fortunate

enough to get jobs, given lower salaries than their Jewish co-workers. Israeli

Arabs are not allowed political freedom, unless one wishes to argue that the

puppet parties created and maintained by the Israeli Mapai are a mani-

festation of political freedom. Only after worldwide public opinion realized

that the Israeli Arabs were being denied human dignity did the Israeli

authorities relax some of the restrictions. Even so, the Arabs receive fewer

jobs, and poorer education, have fewer freedoms, and suffer from more re-

strictions than other citizens of Israel. There is very clearly a class

structure in Israel, with the European Jews at the top, the native-born

Jews second, the so-called Oriental Jews third, other minorities-,- such as

the Druze - - fourth, and the Arabs lest. Contrast th situation of the Arabs

in Israel with that of the Jews in Arab countries, where the Jews are pro-

tected as a special minority, given full freedom along with any other

citizen: Arab, Kurd, Copt, Christian, Muslim, or whatever.
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Comment: There are probably grains of truth in the complaints offered

by Arabs as to the treatment given their coreligionists and brothers under

the Jewish authority, and vice yersa. There have been suggestions that

the United Nations in some way provide guarantees of minority rights, either

as part of a general settlement of the Arab-Israeli dispute or separately.

But investigations into allegations would be difficult to conduct, and if

wrong-doing were discovered, corrections would be difficult to enforce,

unless the United Nations should be willing to institute some form of

economic or political sanctions against nations that openly tolerated dis-

crimination against minorities. It has also been suggested that the problem

could be solved by removing all of the minority groups from the jurisdiction

of the majorities - - transport all the Jews from Iraq, the UAR, Lebanon,

etc., to Israel, and send all the Arabs from Israel to some other Arab country.

Unfortunately, a drastic solution of this sort would be acting against.the

will of some people who want to remain where they are, would create economic

hardships for many, and would further polarize the two peoples.

C. OCCUPATION

Arab View: Under the Israeli military occupation of the territories

seized from the Arab states in June 1967, Arabs have been tortured, arrested

without cause, detained without charge, imprisoned without trial, and deported

to Arab countries in violation of the Geneva Conventions. Israel refuses

to allow Arabs to return to the homes from which they were driven by the

Israeli armies. Arab lands, homes, shops, farms, and religious shrines have

- >,

. ......--. w ..... :ss..

K

:. .

k'1



CRS-59

been expropriated, confiscated, destroyed, and "ainexed" by the Israelis

and turned into Israeli apartment buildings, Israeli "religious" shrines,

so-called "beautification projects," barracks, police stations, prisons, or

whatever use the Israelis can dream up. Amnesty International has docu-

mented the Israeli torture of innocent Arabs. Arabs living in the occupied

territories, territories which the United Nations have said are being

illegally held because they are attained through 
aggression, are subjected

to curfews, travel restrictions, job discrimination, illegal search and

seizure, and the constant abuse meted out daily by the arrogant 
Israeli

army and police forces.

Israeli View: To anyone who has visited the administered territories - -

and anyone is free to visit any of the areas within the limits of safety - -

it is obvious that the Arab claims that "concentration camps" exist are

fallacious. Israel has contributed much to the well-being of the Arab in-

habitants of the regions occupied after the June war: there has been an

increase in wages and in the number of jobs, better education and health

facilities are provided, and there is more effective security against Arab

counter-terror. The great majority of the observers who have visited

the occupied territories agree that Israeli treatment of the Arabs 
is lenient

and helpful. The great majority of the Arabs in the territories realize

that they are better off under Israeli administration than they were under

the Arab regimes. Large numbers of Arabs have been allowed by the Israeli

authorities to return to their homes since the end of the fighting in June

1967. Arab policemen patrol the streets, Arab judges sit in Arab courts,

Arab teachers conduct classes in Arab schools, and life goes on as it always

did, except that now wages are higher, living conditions are better, there
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are more goods and services available, and, most importantly, the Arabs are

able to meet with their Israeli friends, exchange ideas, discuss and debate,

learn from one another and help each other. It is true that there are a few

Arabs who do suffer under the Israeli administration - - but these are the

criminals, terrorists, saboteurs, and gangsters who are in prison - after

being given fair trials - for their criminal activities against the Israelis

and the Arabs.

Comment: It has been suggested that a U.N. police force occupy the

disputed territories until a final determination can be made, through a

peace treaty or otherwise, on matters of sovereignty and admiinxstration..

Such a U.N. force would have to be large. Short of such a force, it might

be feasible to station U.N. observers in the territories to oversee the

treatment of the Arabs. However, it is doubtful on the basis of Israeli

attitudes so far whether the Israelis would agree to either a U.N. police

or observer force, since the U.N. presence would detract from Israel's

authority over the territories. Some Israeli officials have suggested a

"home rule" plan for the territories, wherein the Arabs would assume some

local control over such areas as education, local political problems, tax

collection, and the like, but there is an aura of permanence connected with

the "home rule" idea to which the Arabs object. To many of the Arabs, "home

rule" in this context sounds like apartheid.

D. PROPAGANDA

Israeli View: Arab propagandists, through organizations such as the

Organization of Arab Students, the Action Committee for Arab-American Re-

lations, the Arab Information Office, and others, and through such groups

as the Young Socialists Alliance, the Students for a Democratic Society, and
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the Student Non-c -. ent Coordinating Committee, are spreading anti-Semitic

hate in America wo dned to discredit Israel and the Jewish people. A

constant flow of ir:i-Israeli and anti-Jewish materials is reaching the West,

particularly the U i ted States, from sources in Beirut through the Arab

embassies and the Arab Information Offices. There has also been a series of

lectures by alle-'e-d members of the so-called terrorist organizations across

the United States. While the "information" furnished by these and other

organizations is blatantly fallacious, reminiscent of the hate campaigns

of Nazi Germany, And does not constitute a serious threat to the state of

Israel, it is demeaning to the people of the United States and to the people

of Israel, and t,: the Jewish people, to be subjected to such a vitriolic,

untruthful barrage of distortions, innuendos, and lies.

Arab View: The government of Israel uses the so-called philanthropic

"front" organizations in the United States to distribute false information

to the American people. Many of these organizations have been exposed by

the U.S. Congress and the press, and there is a court case involving the

foreign agent activities of the B'nai B'rith. In addition, the Zionist

forces control the press and the U.S. broadcast media, which they use to

promote the image of Israel and to discredit the Arab peoples. Zionist

pressure groups influence the U.S. government to the point where there are

many who are afraid to voice an even-handed opinion or to support the

Arab side on any issue. Arab spokesmen have been attacked in New York by

pro-Zionist hoodlums. President Truman wrote in his memoirs of the Zionist

pressure to which he was subjected. Tax-free donations collected in the

United States by agencies supposedly involved in "charity" work go to the

government of Israel for the support of the Israeli war machine. It is

ironic that the United States of America, the land that prides itself on
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free speech and fair play, cannot hear the Arab side of the argument.

Comment: There are laws regulating lobbyists and foreign agents

operating in the United States. There are no ways of settling the prop-

aganda exchange except by removing the reason for it - - the Arab-Israeli

dispute.

V. DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS TO FIND A SETTLEMENT

A. THE UNITED STATES PEACE INITIATIVE AND THE CEASE-FIRE

Arab View: On May 1, 1970, President Nasser appealed to the United

States for understanding of the Arab problem, for an even-handed American

policy, and for a new initiative in the search for peace. The U.S. responded

with what is commonly called the Rogers Plan of June 19, 1970, which called

for a 90-day cease-fire, Israeli withdrawal, a new effort by Jarring, full

compliance with the U.N. resolution of November 22, 1967, and mutual

recognition of sovereignty. The United Arab Republic-and Jordan agreed to

the Rogers plan. After a long delay and the addition of several conditions,

the Israelis finally responded to American and worldwide pressure, and

hesitantly agreed to a cease-fire and the renewal of the Jarring mission.

Immediately after the cease-fire went into effect on August 7, 1970, the

Israelis began to violate the provisions of the agreement by flying their

planes over Egyptian territory, reinforcing their troop strength along the

Suez Canal, fortifying their positions, extending minefields, building new

fortifications and new roads, installing new weapons emplacements, and moving

new equipment into the cease-fire zone. Despite these obvious violations,

which were finally confirmed by the United States on September 16, the re-

presentatives of Jordan and Egypt met with U.N. Special Representative

Jarring at U.N. Headquarters in New York. The Israeli representative met
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with Jarring long enough to say goodby, left for Tel Aviv, and did not

return. Israel purposefully violated the cease-fire agreement and arrogantly

sabotaged the Jarring negotiations. In order to extricate itself from the

awkward position of approaching peace negotiations, something for which

Israelis not prepared and does not want, Israel manufactured stories of

Egyptian missile emplacements in the cease-fire zone, Egypt did not violate

the cease-fire agreement. The UAR was within its rights to move from one

site to another within the cease-fire zone missiles which were in the zone

at the time of the cease-fire. No new missiles have been brought into the

cease-fire zone. No new sites have been constructed: The missiles are a

defensive, anti-aircraft, short-range type; they are not, as Israel claims,

intercontinental ballistics missiles that can be used against Tel Aviv.

The Missiles are for Egypt's protection, set on Egyptian territory, to be used

against the American-built Phantoms which fly from Israeli bases established

on Egyptian territory, the same Phantoms which bombed Cairo, Abu Zabal, and

Bahr al-Bakr.

Israeli View: Israel hesitated to accept a cease-fire of predetermined

duration because at the expiration of the time limit the Arabs would resume

their so-called war of attrition. Israel wants a permanent cease-fire that

will be followed by a permanent peace treaty. Limited cease-fires will only

be used as "breathing space" while the Arabs make their preparations for the

continuing war against Israel. Despite the Israeli warnings that the Arabs

* Speaking before the UN General Assembly on October 16, 1970, UAR

Foreign Minister Mahmud Riyad said: ". . . we have not brought any

new missiles into the Suez Canal area and . . . we have not built

any new positions. . .

.. .. _ .. . .. _tF _ t.;

' . -y.ee:..'.9-lea,"iS: Edta.rlai if'y '. e3 . .": " '^t+R'+., 7ea. ' v t' k."xa...s.a -nra + . su c ' {t:S '.' v 72 " ' aCwi"' >

, . -.. x. _,. , .- _ -, . . .. , x ,,,. ., t.. _,. -,, ,. ,_.-
-,...



CRS-64

would use the cease-fire to build up their strength, and would use the peace

talks as a stalling tactic to gain time for their war preparations, other

nations accept the Arabs commitment to abide by the terms of the cease-fire

agreement. Israel agreed to the cease-fire against its better judgment.

Now Israeli fears have been proven justified and its warnings have been

verified. The Egyptians and the Soviets immediately brought into the cease-

fire zone new missiles for which they began to build new launching sites,

and they moved new troops and equipment into the zone to prepare for the

cross-Canal invasion of Israeli positions. The missiles are part of the

offensive strength of the Egyptians because they will be supporting the

artillery and tanks when the Arab armies begin their attacks. The cease-

fire violations continue: more and more missiles are being brought into the

zone; more and more troops and equipment are being moved to the Canal front.

Israel returned to the peace talks inJanuary 1971 despite'the continuing -

Egyptian violations of the-cease-fire zone. But under the circumstances,.

how can Israel be expected to trust the Arabs, to accept their word, to rely

on their signed agreements, when they have been guilty of deception in the

cease-fire agreements? The real issue is the credibility of the Arabs.

Their honor, which they besmirch through their own actions, is what Israel

is supposed to accept when it signs a peace treaty. Having learned the

hard way, Israel requires better guarantees.

B. THE ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS

Israeli View: The Arabs have largely ignored the United Nations re-

solutions and the U.N. Charter. They rejected the Partition Plan for

Palestine in 1947 and have continued to ignore the Armistice Agreements that

called for a permanent settlement of the conflict. The U.N. Charter says

that nations shall not use war to settle disputes, but the Arabs maintain

their state of war against a sovereign nation, Israel, and refuse to meet
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with Israel to sign a treaty of peace. Security Council resolution S/2322

of September 1, 1951, called upon Egypt to open the Suez Canal to Israeli

ships, but the Arabs have never complied. Resolutions which would condemn

the Arab states for their support of the terrorists are vetoed by the Soviet

Union. Israel is not allowed a seat on the Security Council but the Arabs

always have at least one seat of their own and can count on Soviet assistance.

The Arab states and the Communist Bloc are able to force resolutions through

the General Assembly, but Israel, still believing in the democratic prin-

ciples under which the United Nations was formed, does not use coercion and

bloc voting tactics. Specialized agencies of the U.N. are either pro-Arab

or are used by the Arabs for their own advantage: the United Nations Relief

and Works Agency helps the Arabs keep the refugees in the camps where they

can be used by the Arabs to gain world sympathy; UNRWA gives food, shelter,

and medical assistance to the terrorist organizations that operate from the

UNRWA camps; the United Nations Emergency Force withdrew from the Sinai and

Gaza as soon as the Arabs told it to; Israel cooperated with the Mixed

Armistice Commissions, but the Arabs quit the MAC's as soon as it appeared

that a decision might go against them; the so-called Human Rights Commission

refused to investigate the persecutions of Jews in Arab countries but was

more than willing to comply with an Arab demand to investigate non-existent

torture charges against Israel in the occupied territories- - the list is

endless. Israel agreed to meet with the Secretary-General's appointee,

Gunnar Jarring, but the Arabs either refused to meet with him or have stalled

the negotiations through their intransigence.
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Arab View: Israel defied the U.N. when it attacked the Arab state

called for in the Partition Plan of 1947, annexed its territory, and sent

the Arab population fleeing for their lives. The Israelis have ignored the

U.N. resolution (303 (IV) ) of December 9, 1949, reaffirmed several times

since, which called for an international Jerusalem and told the Israelis to

end their annexation of the city and the destruction of Arab homes. Israel

has not complied with resolution 194 (III) of December 11, 1948, which

called for the repatriation of the refugees. Israel defied resolution

S/3128 of October 27, 1953, which told Israel to stop its expansion into the

demilitarized zones. There have been numerous resolutions condemning

Israeli attacks against Arab places - - al-Samu, Karamah, Qalqiya, Gaza,

the Beirut airport-T but the attacks continue. After three years of stall-

ing, the Israelis finally accepted the U.N. resolution of November 22, 1967,

but then the acceptance was conditional and they:have yet to agree to with-

drawal from the occupied territories or to the unacceptability of acquiring

territory by force. As soon as Israel agrees to abide by United Nations.

resolutions, the Arabs will do the same.

Comment: If all the U.N. resolutions were implemented, Israel would re-

turn to the 1947 boundaries, an Arab Palestinian state would be formed,

Jerusalem would be internationalized, Suez would be opened to all ships,

refugees would have a choice between repatriation and compensation, the Arab

nations would accept responsibility for controlling the fedayeen raids, an

economic union for Israel and Palestine would be created, a peace treaty

would be signed through the mediation of the Palestine Conciliation

Commission and/or the Jarring mission, demilitarized zones would be established
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and patrolled by a U.N. force and observers, the safety of all civilians

would be assured, prisoners would be exchanged, states of war and bellig-

erency would end, and peace would prevail. But Israel is not likely to

agree to the reduction of its territory to the boundaries of 1947, nor to

the return of refugees to Israel, and many of the Palestinians have in-

dicated they would not agree to recognition of an Israeli state in any

form.

C. NEGOTIATIONS

Arab View: Parties in conflict enter negotiations as equals sharing a

desire to compromise and to 'find an agreement suitable to both. As long as

Israel occupies territories seized from the Arab states, Israel has an ad-

vantage and the two parties cannot be equals in a negotiation. Israel

does not want to compromise - it wants surrender by the Arabs and an admission

of defeat and subservience. Israel does not seek an agreement suitable to

both the Arabs and the Israelis; it only wants an agreement that suits

Israel. Direct negotiations would mean that all the parties considered the

others their equal, but how can the Arabs be the equals of Israel when

Israel is the aggressor occupying Arab lands and homes? It is a case of the

thief demanding from his victim a bill of sale to legalize the theft. Just

as any victim of a thief will call the police and wait for justice through

the proper channels, the Arabs have petitioned the United Nations for justice.

The Arabs realize that the real power in the world is wielded by the Big

Four nations; so the Arabs recognize the role the Big Four can play in the

negotiations. The Arabs will not negotiate directly with Israel.
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Israeli View: Israel has been attacked by the Arabs and the war that

grew out of that attack was fought between the Arabs and the state of

Israel. Israel is not at war with the United Nations, or the Big Four, or

any other states: Israel is at war with the Arabs; so it must make peace

with the Arabs, not with anyone else. Eventually, the Arabs must realize

that the only way to settle the question of Palestine is by dealing directly

with Israel. Israel exists: it is a reality and the Arabs must recognize

it as such. Israel has said many times that everything is negotiable and

and can be settled at the conference table, but the Arabs,. through their

intransigence, refuse to come to the conference table to negotiate. Third

parties negotiated the settlements in 1949 and 1957, and both settlements

were violated by the Arabs on the excuse that they were forced by outsiders

to agree. This time, Israel will negotiate only with the Arabs.

Comment: A suggestion to which the Egyptians and the Israelis have

agreed is that the parties meet under the "Rhodes formula." The 1949

Armistice Agreements were negotiated on the Island of Rhodes with a United

Nations Mediator acting as an intermediary between the parties. This

solution "saves face" for both sides since the Arabs can claim they are not

negotiating directly with the Israelis but through the mediator, and the

Israelis can claim that the mediator only relays their messages to the

Arabs and that the negotiations are direct. Another suggestion offered to

settle the direct-indirect controversy would have the parties begin the

negotiations indirectly and move into direct negotiations at a later stage.

Another answer to the dilemma is for one or the other to concede his

position: in essence the Israelis made such a concession when they agreed

to meet with U.N. Special Representative Jawring in New York. It might also
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be possible to develop another channel for negotiations, as for example an

international conference at Geneva similar to those held to deal with

Indochina. A last, and most controversial, suggestion would have outside

powers dictate a peace settlement which both Israelis and rabst accept

or else be subjected to some form of severe pressure or penalty. The idea

of such an imposed settlement runs counter to generally prevailing concepts

of the prerogatives of sovereignty, but it is considered by some observers

to be a possible alternative, if nothing else succeeds, because it might end

a war that the belligerents appear unable to end when left to their own

devices and one that carries increasing danger of involving the major powers.
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