
of the 2-21 Committee.  Nevertheless, Hart says  with  a 
straight face that he and the AGA are helpless:  “We  leave 
it [the setting of standards] in the hands of the 2-21 
Committee,  through their deliberations, and their objective 
studies,” and the AGA, he claims,  exerts  no  pressure 

there you are: the AGA  won’t approve  dampers until 
there is a national standard for dampers, the ANSI’s 
2-21 Committee,  which  AGA dominates, won’t set the 
standards. But the AGA wants  you to believe that it is  not 

\ whatsoever. 

interfering in the market. 
That’s the circle this thing has  been-  going in for  eight 

years,  and  no  end is in  sight.  Using  .American  Petroleum 
Institute figures, it means that because this nation has 
been  deprived  of a device  common  in Europe, we have  over 
the past  eight  years  wasted,  up the flue, the equivalent of. 
enough  energy to meet  all our energy’  needs-autos, 
factories, power plants, everything-for a  six-month 
period. And we  will go wasting at  that rate, or greater, 
until the American  Gas  Association  gives us a break. 0 

I .  

of 

In the mephitic  clouds of propaganda generated  by  Arab 
spokesmen in the United  Nations  since the establishment 
of the  state of Israel twenty-eight  years  ago  come  May 14, 
many  myths  have  flourished. To hear the Arabs tell it, 
Palestine was  always an exclusively Arab  country;  not they 
but the Israelis  have  been the aggressors in their long 
bloody duel in Holy Land; the United  Nations  acted 
unjustly and illeially in partitioning Palestine to make 
possible the Jewish nation, and  the Israelis  have per- 
sistently trampled the “inalienable  rights” of the 
Palestinians to “self-determination.” 

the fictions put forward by the Arabs in support of 
their ,“case” against  Israel, the most  noxious,  however,  is 
the charge that the Israelis  have  been  unaware of the rights 
of those Palestinians who share their homeland. oddly 
enough, it is the that  has found wide acceptance as 
fad  among certain historians,  intellectuals and a  mixed. 
bag of antiZionist Jews and gentiles,  especially  since the 
October war of 1973  which  crystallized  what until then had 
been an amorphous  Palestinian  nationalism. 

This is not to argue that in creating Israel the Jews did 
not perpetrate injustices  against the ‘Arab  population  in 
Palestine.  But  they were  wrongs  which the Israelis 
repeatedly tried to  put right. far back as July  1949, 
Israel  offered to incorporate into its territory the 
Palestinians who had abandoned their homes during the 
1948  fighting and taken refuge the already  crowded 
Gaza But the ‘offer was  refused-not  by ,the 
Palestinians, who had voice in their destiny the 
time-but by the outside  Arab  powers. 

Israel then proposed  making the problem of the 
displaced  Palestinians the first item of business  on the 
agenda of  peace  negotiations, but that offer  was  also 
rejected.  Israel,  subsequently  offered to  take back 100,000 
refugees,  no  questions  asked. The Arabs never bothered 
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even to  reply. In 1963,  Israel  announced at the United 
Nations its readiness negotiate  a  comprehensive  settle- 
ment of the refugee  problem-for that was  what it was at 
the time-again with negative  results. 

In the years that followed, until the eve of the Six  Day 
War of  1967, Israel  time and again  sought settle the 
refugee  question by offering  compensation  for  landed 
property  left behind by former  Arab  residents in Israeli 
territory ,and, this end,  requested  a  United  Nations body 
to appraise the properties involved. The Arab  governments 
would  have no part of such  compensatory  schemes 
because, as  far as they  were concerned,  acceptance would 
have  meant  closing the books  on the problem of the 
Palestinian  refugees. 

However, the Palestinians willingly  agreed to an Israeli 
family  reunification  plan  whereby  106,000 have’returned to 
the Gaza Strip ofi the West  Bank s h e  1949, In other 
words,  roughly 20 per  cent of the bona-fide Palestinian 
refugees of the wars  of  1948 and 1967 are. back in their  old 
homes, or .  have returned to Palestinian soil. Had the 
adjacent  Arab  countries shown comparable  compassion  for 
the plight of the Palestinians there might  have  been  peace 
in the Holy Land  inste’ad  of a  continuing  struggle over the 
same  piece of territory. 

. -  
The Palestinians are rewriting  history  when  they  claim to 

have  been  “displaced and uprooted” from their homeland 
by the Israelis. All but the 490,000 who-live  in the region’s 
refugee  camps, and who could  have  been  absorbed  in the 
host  countries,  stili  reside within the borders of geographic 
Palestine as citizens of Jordan or Israel,  or  in  Israeli-oc- 
cupied  territory. It bears repeating that  the Arab states did 
not allow the Palestinians to create their own state in 
the portions of Palestine  assigned to them by the ‘United 
Nations  Security  Council’s Partition Resolution of 1947, 
whereupon the Palestinians  heeded the call tojihad of the 
neighboring  Arab nations, were defeated, and became 
stateless. 

One  could argue, as have  some  Israelis  since  1948, that 
the Palqstinians  forfeited their right statehood when 
they  joined their Arab  neighbors  in the war that was 
intended to destroy  Israel aborning. The fact remains, 
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however, that they too have roots in Palestine;  an 
undeniable lien on the territory based the noimal 
association of a people  with the  land  in which  they  have 
lived centuries, ever since the Arabs irrupted into the 
Mediterranean world  some  1,300  years  ago. 

The Arabs of Palestine undoubtedly a national 
group of their own, distinct from Egyptians, Sjrians and 
Hashemite Jordanians; hence  they are entitled to self-de- 
termination. But in what  context?  Certainly  not  within the 
framework of the “real solution” proposed  by Arafat in his 
harangue at  the U.N. in the autumn of  1974,  when he 
proposed creation of a “secular, democratic Palestine” to 
replace  Israel. 

- The Arab-Jewish  conflict  over Palestine is a clash,  not 
between right and but between rights; that is 
what  makes  it so deiiiishly difficult to resolve.  However, 
the Palestinians’ quarrel should not ,be with the Jews,  who 
accepted and recognized their right to have a state of their 

when it was proposed, but with those who deprived 
them of the territory allocated to them by the Security 
Council’s Partition Resolution of 1947-in the war that 
erupted in the spring of the following  year,  less than 
twenty-four hours after Israel’s  independence was pro- 
claimed. 

In that war, the Palestinians were the main losers. The 
independent Arab state that was to have  been  set up in 

. 1947 in those parts of Palestine  not  allocated to the Jews 
never  materialized,  because after World  War I Palestine 
had ceased to exist as an administrative-political unit,  and 
was  divided  among Israel, Egypt and Jordan. The latter 
already  possess4ed 35,000 square miles of the 45,000 square 
miles  of the geographic Palestine of the British Mandate, 
and  in 1948 acquired by conquest the West  Bank and East 
Jerusalem,  comprising  somewhat  more than 2,000 square 
miles of additional territory which Jordan annexed’ out- 
right. I recall great outpouring of indignation over 
Jordan’s  seizure of Judea and Samaria, and the eastern 
half of a  Jerusalem that, in accordance  with the  united 

b Nations’ partition plan, was to have  been internationalized. 
But I digress. 

After the Arab-Israeli war of 1948:the idea of a separate 
,identity the Palestinians lay dormant. It persisted  only 
in the refugee camps, nourished there by the Arab states, 
mainly  Egypt and S*a, as part of their grand design a 
collective  struggle against Israel. Jordan regarded itself as 
the sole representative of the Palestinian Arabs and, while . 
not  averse to anti-Israeli agitation among the refugees, it 
opposed the creation of a “Palestine Entity,” autono- 

Palestinian State, as anti-Jordanian and subversive. 
Having  unlawfuIly  annexed the Arab portions of a  whit- 
tled-down Palestine, Jordan wanted no clamorings for 
self-deterdnation among its newly acquired subjects. 
Palestinian nationalism, such as it was, remained  largely a 
refugee  phenomenon until the Palestinians, weary  of  being 
used as pawns in a propaganda game,  became  convinced 
that they  should assume responsibility; for their fate. 

The result was the formation in 1964  of the PLO,  which 
at fwst left the  nature of Palestinian self-determination 
deliberately  vague, and made no demands the estab- 

~ lishment of a Palestinian state. The was  mainly the 

brainchild of Gama1  Abdul  Nasser  who saw it a 
potentially  valuable propaganda and military  weapon 
against Israel, and against Jordan, whose territory he 
covsted. An opponent of monarchical- in 
Middle East, Nasser  was then at the apogee  of his power 
and ambitious to bring under the Egyptian flag as much of 
Jordan (and Yemen) as he could  conquer or subvert. 

From its inception the, PLO was a cover  devised 
enable Egypt and its allies to continue their fight against 
Israel, after the defeats sustained in 1948 and 1956, undera’ 
the guise of a popular Palestinian “war of liberation”-the 
idea being, of course, to “liberate” Israel Israel. A 
Palestinian Army of Liberation was organized  with 
Egyptian and weapons, and manpower  drawn 
a1 ost entirely the refugee  camps. 

?oon after the PLO was launched, Palestinians h Syria, 
Lebanon, Iraq  and Jordan created their competing 
organizations. All bore similar names,  emphasized para- 
military terrorist tactics, and in greater lesser  degree 
enjoyed the political and logistical of their host 
countries. Their valuable ally,  however, turned out to 
be Western  television. The medium’s camera crews 
delighted in producing exciting, and. often tendentious, 
“documentaries” showing Palestinians of all  ages,  even 
grade school moppets, receiving  intensive in the , 

use  of  weapons  with  which to #‘regain their lost home- 
land.” The taped  and filmed essays nourished the myth 
that  the Palestinians had been  robbed of their territory. 
The publicity was meat and drink the PLO,, and soon ‘ 
produced a “star”: Yasir Arafat. 

Arafat’s A1 Fatah operated Syria in close coopera- 
tion with the radical Baath  Party.  Between January 1965 
and June 1967, Arafat, with  Syrian  assistance, mounted 
113 sabotage operations against Israel, thereby helping to 
precipitate the Day  War. The following  year, Arafat 
emerged  as A1 Fatah’s chief and the became the 
dominant element  within the expanding infrastructure ‘of 
the “liberation movement.” , 

More than a score of  new terrorist groups sprang up, 
each  with its own neo-Marxist Maoist  ideology, but 
united one ultimate objective: the elimination of Israel 
and its replacement’by an Arab Palestine.  Whereas at’first 
the “Palestine” to be “liberated” was defined as  the 
territory contained within the boundaries of the Israel of ” 

1948, it was redefrned  as “all’ Mandatory 
Palestine,” including, therefore, those 35,000 square 
of land east of the Jordan River under Hussein’s  rule. 

It is an interesting but rarely  noted  fa$ that both 
Hussein and those who  would  depose him agree that 
Jordan is Palestine and Palestine  is  Jordan.  Clearly, 
therefore, the long-range interests of the Palestinians 
would best be  served  by the creation of a Palestinian-Jor- 
danian State with its capital in Amman. A solution  along 
those lines  actually was proposed by Hussein in the 
of 1972  with his plan for a federal state  to include the 
and West banks of the Jordan and  to be as  the 
United Hussein’s  scheme  called for 
capitals, Amman and Jerusalem, and a  governor-general 
with a peoples’  council in each region. The king’s plan , 
depended Israeli’ withdrawal from territories occupied 
in 1967, ‘but conceded that Jerusalem should remain the 
capital of Israel as well as of the West Bank. Hussein 
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‘ insisted,  however, that  the proposed new state should  have 
an  army-Jordan’s. 

Not surprisingly,  Hussein’s  scheme  received  a 0001 
reception  from the Israelis.  They  could  not  accept the re- 
establishment of a  Jordanian  military  presence in Samaria 
and  Jude,a, and while,  they  were  willing to share sovereignty 
in Jerusalem with Jordan,  they were understandably 
reluctant to return to the indefensible  cease-fire  lines of the 
“hourglass shaped” Israel of 1948-67 when Arab  Tulkarm, 
in Samaria, was  only a good day’s hike (about 12 miles) 
from  Jewish  Netanya,  on the Mediterranean. 

Arab  reaction to Hussein’s  proposal  ,was  universally 
hostile.  The  plan was denounced as outright “treachery” 
by the PLO, and Egypt  broke  diplomatic  relations  with 
Jordan.  Hussein’s  political and economic  isolation in the 
Arab  world  deepened.  Oil-rich  Kuwait and Libya had cut 
off frnancial  aid in 1971 when the king  suppressed the 

guerrillas, and the two states refused to resume 
their  subsidies.  Jordan hereafter relied  increasingly 
assistance  from the United States and Saudi Arabia. 

Moreover, the Palestinian  residents of the occupied ter- 
, ritories  were at best only  lukewarm to  the Hussein  plan. 

Like their occupiers,  they  were  enjoying an economic  boom 
of unprecedented  dimensions.  Tens of thousands of Arabs 
from  Gaza and the West Bank  daily  crossed the old border 
to work in Israel. Guerrilla and terrorist resistance  inside 
the occupied areas had practically  ceased; Arabs 
from  outside  countries  annually  visited friends and 
relatives the occupied territories and in Israel and could 
stay  as  long as three months. The Jordan River bridges 
remained  open to trade and to individual  Arabs  with 
virtually restrictions, and continue  open even while, 
there is unrest in the West  Bank. 

As a  consequence of their everyday contacts  with  Israel 
since 1967, the Palestinians in what the Israelis  call the 
“administered areas” had by 1973 concluded that they 
needed make  a  settlement with the Israelis.  But the 
attempts of local  West  Bank  leaders to engage  in  serious 
negotiations  with the Israeli authorities aroused the 
concerted  opposition of the terrorist organizations, as well 
as of Jordan and Egypt, and the Palestinians were  obliged 
to abandon their attempts to come to terms with the Jews 
or  risk  reprisals. 

Ironically, the most  energetic  discussion  about a future 
Palestinian “State” or “entity” was  being carried not by 
the Palestinians but by the Israelis. It was initiated by the 
former  secretary-general of the Labor  Party, Liova  Eliav, 

. who had introduced the issue into his  campaign  for the 
1973 elections  which  were due in‘  October but were 
postponed  because  of the Yom Kippur War. 

In  the war’s aftermath, sentiment  for  “justice” for the- 
- Palestinians whq share their land is  stronger than ever 

among Israeli liberals of the sabra generation.  They take a 
dim view  of the maximalist “this land is position of 
their elders in the Lkud and other right-wing  parties, 
arguing that Zionism,  itself  based the of a 
“Jewish entity” even  when the Jews had territory of 
their own, should  not now  deny national  identity the 

Pa lehans .  can partition territory,” have heard 
them say  again and again, “but rights are indivisible.” 

Failure to create  a  “Palestinian  entity”  immediately 
after the Six Day War  probably ranks high  among  Israel’s 
mistakes in shaping the nation’s  Arab  policy. By insisting 
that there were  only states-Israel and brdan-be- 
tween the Mediterranean  Sea and the Jordan River, Israel 
played into the hands of the extremists. The Jewish state 
left  itself  open to charges of “expansionist  ambitions” and 
“suppression of natural rights.” 

However,  even at this  critical juncture in Arab-Israeli 
relations  a  solution  along the lines  suggested by Eliav and 
others  still  seems  possible and might  have far-reaching 
beneficial  effect. Israeli  declaration of recognition of , 
the Palestinians’  rights  within  a  politically  autonomous 
“entity”  linked  economically  with  Israel and Jordan, and 
for the time  being at least  under  Israeli  military  protection, 
could  pull the political  rug out Arafat and the 
easing  what  is  becoming an increasingly  intolerable 
situation that can  lead  only to another  round of Arab- 
Israeli  warfare. 

Alternatively, the only  solution  would  seem to lie  within 
the compass of a  Jordanian-Palestinian  State. 
Palestinians are Jordanian  citizens, and most  of  Jordan’s 
subjects are Palestinians.  Logically, the Palestinian 
problem  cannot  be  solved  unless  Jordan is a partner in its 
solution.  The  main  issues  between  Israel and its neighbor 
across the river are the establishment of secure  borders, 
and the determination of compensation  for the abandoned 

‘ property of those  Palestinians who  became  refugees during 
the Six Day  War.  Approached in. a  spirit of  compromise, 
both  issues  could be resolved.  From all accounts,  Hussein, 
after  being  shouldered  aside at Rabat, would be as willii’ 
as Barkis to negotiate  along  those  lines. 

Unfortunately, and this  is  something few outsiders seem 
to understand, hatred for Israel became  a  unifying force-in 
Arab  nationalism,  which  otherwise  was  riven  by inter-Arab 
rivalries,  instability and upheavals. Hatred is the dark face 
of  Arab  nationalism. At the Rabat summit  conference it 
showed  itself  more  clearly than ever  before,  and as Barbara 
Ward  points out in “no 
international society  Ean  survive  peacefully  if nations 
organize the+ energies the basis of much hatred for 
other groups.” 

“It is hardly  a  praiseworthy  achievement to keep the 
world  on the brink of  war,’: she  writes, “NO local  aim can 
.be  worth the risk of general  destruction. its blind 
disregard of others’  rights and interests, in its total 
absorption , i n  its own ambitions,  Arab  nationalism may 
end not by recreating the Middle East but by ending the 
whole human  experiment.” 

From the beginning, the real cause of the Middle East 
conflict has not  been the Arab  states’  concern  for the 
“rights” or “interests” of the Palestinians but their refusal 

,to concede  Israel’s right to exist.  For  all  their  endorse- 
. ments of the revolutionary  aims of the PLO at Rabat, the 

Arab states are not  sincerely  concerned  with  “self-deter- 
mination”  for the Palestinians, but with  fulfilling their own 
expansionist  ambitions in the area that formerly  was 

. Palestine-all of it,  the portions that are now Israel, the 
West  Bank,  Gaza Strip and  Jordan, in sum, the whole  of 
the original 45,000 square miles  of Mandatory  Palestine. 0 
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