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You have a number 2f small speeches in Israel, but the main u_dAJyr

opportunity to speak on the record will be at the dinner given -

by Mr. Peres.
L@W— LD bggihs W«f —~ Ur
The Foreign Secretary has advised that you should be ready to «1,|/1,

make some points which will be unpalatable to the Israelis on

Arab-Israel peace negotiations,/the Occupied Territories and

withdrawal from Lebanon. His advice is based on two premises.

Sl

First your high perésgal standing in Israel and the authority

o AL

c‘uv«“'l’

which this gives you to speak candidly. Second, the need to
dispel any suspicion among moderate Arab Governments that o
following our support for American action against Libya, a Uhfj Ueert-
sort of US/Arab/UK axis is in process of being formed. CfQ/ © oy

If you accept this advice it will not be an easy speech to v A

make. You will not want to go on too long (the draft supplieqavv"UJL

by the Foreign Office would take some 20 minutes to deliver) e

and you don't want to tread too heavily on your hosts' g
sensibilities (which the FCO draft certainly would). Thered§g

the added difficulty that it is only a matter of a very few ] A
weeks since you spoke at dinner for Mr. Peres here, and used E
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I attach a first draft of my own. It singles out the oLl 7?‘
-

up a lot of the points which might otherwise be made.

)
treatment of the Arabs in the Occupied Territories as an area

At
on which your remarks might concentrate because I believe this ~y

is the most practical area to look for progress in the near v unchesled

term. It approaches the issue by way of Israel's proud record V>~

for democracy and protection of individual rights within its "f;t‘J’
)

own borders, our position on the rights of Soviet Jews and our ;/_ .-

determination to fight terrorism. But it deals only Passingly g folsn
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with broader Arab-Israel issues and does not mention Lebanon
at all. I believe this is as much as the Israelis will bear.
And there will of course be other opportunities to make points
on Arab-Israel and on Lebanon, for instance at your Press
Conference and in your discussions with the Foreign Affairs

Committee of the Knesset.

It would be very helpful to have a steer on how you find this

approach.

K;/A<>> Q)

Charles Powell
18 May 1986
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PRIME MINISTER PERES

Prime Minister, Your Excellencies, my Colleagues of the Cabinet,
the Speaker of the House, Friends:

The Government of Israel did whatever it could in order
to make the visit of Mrs. Thatcher here a complete success. 1
am referring to the fact that on the evening of her arrival we
have had a full moon and in the morning a brilliant sun. That
is what a government can do after all! But the rest was done by
her and may I tell you, Mrs. Thatcher, you have warmed the hearts
of our people after your warm admiration of us following your
deeds. It was a very moving experience and I simply was
a witness to see with what great and high degree of warmth, of
love and appreciétion you were received wherever you moved
around. As a matter of fact, our Speaker of the Parliament -
not the present one - came back from Paris and we asked him how
was his visit and his reply was: "I became a mobile Arc de

Triomphe" 80 in a way I felt like you were a
mobile Arc de Triomphe in our country representing your own
people, representing whatever Great Britain stands for and
your own personality and the Jewish community in Great Britain
which is very dear to our hearts as well.

I think we have had very constructive talks for the
future. Israel would be hold to say that we would solve all of
our problems, so we keep some of them for the future and nobody
can accuse us of being but a very dramatic country and drama we
shall continue to play.

May I say that you did a great service to your people, to
our people, to the relations between Great Britain and Israel,

historically, at present and for the future. May I thank you




PRIME MINISTER PERES (CONTD.)

full-heartedly for your very successful and very moving visit

to our country. Thank you very much indeed. (applause)

PRIME MINISTER THATCHER

Carry on with the party please!




. ADDRESS OF THE SPEAKER OF THE KNESSET, MR SHLOMO HILLEL
IN HONOUR OF PRIME MINISTER MARGARET THATCHER
' IN THE CHAMBER OF THE KNESSET
MONDAY, 26 MAY 1986, 17 IYAR 5746

It gives me great honour to welcome our distinguished guest,
Mrs Margaret Thatcher, Prime Minister of the United Kingdom and Northern
Ireland, both as a representative of a friendly state and as a true and
steadfast friend of Israel.

Our history has brought our two peoples together more +than once.
Sometimes this convergence between us has marked a time of jubilation and an
uplifting of the spirit, and sometimes of distress and anguish.

Today, as the Knesset hosts Mrs Thatcher, the British Prime Minister,
I recall the England of Lord Balfour and of Wingate, and a 1long 1list of
Englishmen who showed understanding and sympathy for the Zionist cause,
thanks to a knowledge and love of the Bible, and a cleaving to the principle
of human Jjustice.

I recall too the England of Churchill during the Second World War, when
England stood almost alone in Europe against the great Nazi war machine, and
paid a heavy price for her refusal to surrender. Most European leaders then
preferred to ignore the aggression which threatened to destroy the liberty of
states and individuals. They came to terms with it and, in the foolish
belief that they would thus escape the evil, even collaborated - and brought
tragedy upon themselves, their people and the world. England's stand and the
courage of her citizens and especially of her sons during those dark days,
saved the world from subjugation, and for +this the entire free world owes
England a debt of gratitude. N

Today too, as we confront the new tyranny which seeks to destroy man's
spirit and the 1liberty of states and individuals through vicious and vile
international terror, there are many leaders in the world who think that it
is permissible or desirable to ignore the phenomenon and to come to terms and
even to collaborate with it. And now, as then, the steadfastness and
sincerity of those who are prepared to sacrifice so much in order to
safeguard the freedom of the world and the indi@idual, is thrown into sharp
perspective. Now too England takes its rightful place in the front-line of
those courageous and honourable European nations as a spearhead in this vital
struggle, and for this too we are thankful.

During Mrs Thatcher's brief trip to Israel, she has tried to visit many
places and to meet people from as many walks of life as possible. I hope and
believe that this visit and her various meetings and discussions will
increase the understanding and friendship between our two nations.

Madame Prime Minister, on behalf of the Knesset, - I extend to you and to
your entourage our traditional welcome greeting of "B'ruchim Haba'im",
and express the sincere hope that you will have an enjoyable stay in Israel.




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 23 May 1986

PRIME MINISTER'S VISIT TO ISRAEL: SPEECHES

%~ ONUSRUES
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i) the current and I hope final version of the Prime‘¥l¥{30\ﬁ5wk
Minister's speech at Mr. Peres' dinner. I suggest that you W‘p“xﬁ'i%ﬁdts
telegraph this to Tel Aviv and ask the Ambassador to give Py t :
the Israeli Government an account of it, particularly the "C(MKNSK(;Q
final section. But it would be better not to hand over a
text, since there could still be changes. (Z#Q

I enclose:

ii) the text for the Prime Minister's remarks at ; é/
Ashkelon (though she may well in practice ad 1lib). =

iii) text for the Prime Minister's remarks at the
Weizmann Institute Lunch (though again, she may speak
without a text).

You already have the text of the Prime Minister's
Arrival Statement.

I am most grateful to David Miers and the Department
for their help.

(C.D. POWELL)

Robert Culshaw, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
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PRIME MINISTER

SPEECH AT MR. PERES' DINNER

The text attached is as you saw it last night. We now

need to finalise it.

The Foreign Office have now retreated and withdrawn their
proposed passage. But the Foreign Secretary would still want

—'—_'—”-—_—- . . . . .
to see an explicit reference to the Palestinians' right of

self-determination. He believes that absence of suc T

—

reference will be a source of great concern to King Hussein

and President Mubarak. bt aghins

I already have a veiled reference to it on page 27. The

choices seem to me:

(i) to leave the text unchanged;

(ii) to modify the passage on page 27 to read:

... which embraces the right of free peoples /

/ including the Palestinians to determine their
owh. futarer S s e«
add a phrase at the top of page 26:
"the emergence of responsible political leaders
ready for peace, based on the exercise of the
Palestinian people's right to self-determination".

Which would you prefer?

Content with text as a whole?
DO
CHARLES POWELL

22 May 1986
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PRIME MINISTER

VISIT TO ISRAEL: SPEECHES

In addition to your speech at the dinner given by Mr. Peres,

you will be called upon to make short speeches:

during your visit to Ashkelon, where you will
visit a community centre and lay the foundation

stone of a school; and
at lunch at the Weizmann Institute.
I attach drafts for both speeches for your approval.

The Embassy have confirmed that there will be no speeches at

President Herzog's lunch, only an exchange of toasts.

Charles Powell

22 May 1986
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PRIME MINISTER

SPEECH AT MR. PERES DINNER

I attach a revised version of the speech in which I have taken

account of comments from both the Foreign and Commonwealth

—

Office and Sir David Wolfson.

e e

S

The main outstanding problem concerns self determination. The

Foreign Office want to put in a passage which would read:

"The two linked principles which must underlie an
eventual settlement are Israel's right to secure
existence and the Palestinians right of self

determination.”

They argue that the Foreign Secretary said this when he went
to Israel and that if you say less it will look as though we
are resiling. I do not accept that all speeches about

Arab/Israel have to use identical language but I think there

should be some reference to self determination and I have
slipped one in on page 27. PST‘
cn————

I have consulted David Wolfson about the length of the speech.
o I
He thinks that, since this will be the major occasion for you
. . . . -"“-—MHAWQ—’
to say something in public in Israel, you should make a

2 G B it .
substantial speech and that this is about the right length.

———e e s

——

@E = Vel

Charles Powell
21 May 1986
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PRIME MINISTER

SPEECH AT DINNER FOR MR. PERES

I attach a revised version in which I am trying to take

account of your comments as well as some from David Wolfson,

—-———— v ———

and to deal with the question of the treatment of the Arabs on
the West Bank in a less peremptory way. It would be helpful

if you were able to go through it tonight since the subject is
T e e
likely to come up at your briefing meeting for the Israel

~— e

visit with the Foreign Secretary tomorrow. There is a very
difficult line to be drawn between undermining your influence
by saying too many unpalatable things in the wrong tone; and
standing firmly by the positions which we have taken in the
past and which the Arab Governments will scan your speech to
find. I think that we are close to the right balance but it

is very much a matter for you to say.

N

19 May 1986
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH

9 May 1986
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Prime Minister's Visit to Israel: (?vqraﬂy‘

Speeches (-{5 \Gi&

I'‘enclose a first draft of the Prime Minister's speech
at the dinner to be hosted by Mr and Mrs Peres on 26 May,
and some ideas for brief remarks by the Prime Minister on
other occasions during her visit.

Sir Geoffrey Howe considers that very careful attention
should be given to the Prime Minister's public statements
during her visit to Israel. Israeli hardliners will seek to
play up rhetoric about a common crusade against terrorism and
to cast the Arabs in general as the villains. The Arabs will
be straining for every nuance in the Prime Minister's words
against the background of our support for the US action
against Libya and the accusations of Syrian involvement in
terrorism.

Mr Squire has recommended (Tel Aviv telegram number 161)
that the Prime Minister should exploit her high standing in
Israel to speak firmly on the Arab/Israel issue: this would
be helpful to Mr Peres against Israeli hawks. Sir Geoffrey
Howe entirely agrees; careful drafting will, of course, be
needed to stay within the bounds of Israeli tolerance. He
would like to discuss the sensitivities of this speech and
the visit as a whole with the Prime Minister at their next
bilateral meeting. Meanwhile he will himself look further at
this draft speech, which he has not had time to study in
the great detail it deserves.

Q:Q/“vv ék«\//“)

szkaWw/ (EfflﬁJk_///
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(R N Culshaw)
Private Secretary

- it
C D Powell Esq

PS/10 Downing Street
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SPEECH BY THE PRIME MINISTER AT DINNER HOSTED BY MR PERES,

25 MAY 1986 AT 2030

Mr Prime Minister, Mrs Peres, Your Excellencies,

ladies and gentlemen.

Just four months ago Denis and I welcomed Mr Peres to
No 10 Downing Street. We are delighted to be paying a
return visit so soon. This is a land rich in history.
Britain has shared the legacy of its ancient past and has
been closely involved in its modern history. So it gives
me particular pleasure that this visit should itself make
history in Anglo-Israeli relations: it is the first to

Israel by a British Prime Minister in office.

Anglo/Israeli relations

We have absorbed from the Jewish tradition some of the
fundamentals on which our society is based. Not least the
Jewish contribution to the Rule of Law of which
President Herzog spoke eloquently in London 2 years ago.
The State of Israel has in turn adopted features of the
British legal system. To this day an Israeli lawyer is
"called to the Bar", a term for which no Hebrew translation

has been found.

This cross-fertilization extends to our political
systems. In London in January Mr Peres witnessed a
particularly unruly Prime Minister's Question Time at the
Palace of Westminster. I have long been an admirer of

CONFIDENTIAL
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Israel's no less lively democracy and look forward to
visiting your Knesset. But Disraeli rightly said: "England
does not love coalitions." If I may say so, I prefer my

ma jority to your special brand of cohabitation.

Denis and I are most grateful for the warmth of your
welcome. This is not of course a new experience for
British visitors. In 1840 a British lady said of her
reception by the Jewish community in Jerusalem: "They
received us admirably, insisting on our partaking of
sherbet and sweetmeats." Denis and I are no less delighted
by the warm reception we have received, and by this

splendid dinner.

Anglo/Israeli relations relations are warm and close.
They are prospering in many fields to our mutual advantage.
Our bilateral trade has reached record levels; the

UK/Israel Joint Committee meets next month to see that the

momentum is maintained. The two way flow of tourism has

reached 300,000 a year. Cultural exchanges are no less
active: I have heard that "Yes Prime Minister" has an
enthusiastic following here. Of course its portrayal of
British political life is far-fetched - at least some of
the time! I hope that the arrival of the real thing is not

a disappointment.

Certainly for me a visit to Israel could never be
disappointing. No visitor could fail to be struck in
Israel by the resilience and creativity of the Jewish
people despite the barbaric crimes committed against them

CONFIDENTIAL
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in Europe. The technological and social achievements of
this young country are nothing short of miraculous. I
wish I could see more of your beautiful country on'this
visit. But Prime Ministers must devote their time to the

issues of the day. There is a lot to discuss.

Terrorism

The struggle against terrorism is in all our minds.
We did not pick this fight. But we shall not flinch from
it. My Cabinet colleagues and I have had direct experience
of the terrorist's brutality and cowardice. We shall not
allow terrorists to dictate our lives. We shall protect

the innocent.

We shall defend ourselves against terrorists by lawful
means. The Tokyo Summit agreed a series of national and
international measures needed against states which organise
and fund terrorism. They set an example and a standard for
others to follow: not as retaliation or revenge, but for

the civilised world to show that crime does not pay.

Most important of all, we must not allow the terrorist
to deflect us from searching for the peaceful settlement of
problems. It is the man of violence who has most to gain
from continuing conflict and from the insecurity and fear

it breeds.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Soviet Jews

We are proud in Britain of our unflinching attachment

to principle. This applies especially to human rights.

Britain has strongly supported the right of the refuseniks
to leave the Soviet Union. We have shared your joy over

those who have gained their freedom.

Arab/Israel

Principles are also important in the search for peace
in the Middle East. May I offer some advice, as a friend?
Good advice is not always welcome, even from a friend. But

the best friends are those most ready to be candid.

The establishment of the State of Israel was a
remarkable achievement. It was made possible by the
vision, imagination and conviction, coupled with the
determination, energy and commitment of thousands of Jews
rising to a historic challenge. Could the Jewish people
grasp the momentous opportunity to found a twentieth

century state? They did.

That State is now faced with a similar challenge and a
similar opportunity. This time it is not the establishment
of a Jewish State that is at stake: but provision for its
future security. Your friends in Britain do not believe

that the future security of Israel can be safeguarded

CONFIDENTIAL
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except through a just and durable accommodation, both with
the neighbours who surround you and with the Palestinians
dwelling on your doorstep and indeed in your midst.

Geography and demography cannot be ignored.

For nineteen years now decisions over the future of
the Occupied Territories have been avoided. In facing up
to the choices that sooner or later must be made, the views
of Israel's friends and of the international community
cannot be ignored. Can you envisage a future in which two
classes of citizens with different rights have to co-exist
indefinitely? Or a future in which Israel has to accept
responsibility for a swelling of the number of refugees?
Can Israel contemplate aggravation of the despair among
Palestinians which fuels the violence and terrorism to

which I made allusion earlier?

Israel's friends are confident that those same

qualities of vision and commitment which the Jewish people

have shown in the past will govern the decisions which need
to be taken soon for the sake of Israel's security in the

future.

Occupied Territories

There is concern in Britain that the human rights of
Arabs in the Occupied Territories should be safeguarded in
accordance with Israel's democratic principles. We British

are proud of our pragmatic approach to solving problems.

CONFIDENTIAL
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Pragmatism and principle are not mutually exclusive: good

and wise government requires both.

A pragmatic approach is especially important in the

Occupied Territories. This is at the very heart of the
Palestinian problem. Further practical progress in
restoring to the Palestinian inhabitants their pride and
self-respect could improve confidence among the
Palestinians, neighbouring Arab states and even Israel
itself. I know from my contacts with Arab leaders that
Israeli policy on settlements is regarded as an acid test

of Israeli intentions.

I applaud the new, imaginative proposals to reduce the
extent of Israeli involvement in the administration of the
Occupied Territories. It is right that the Palestinian
inhabitants should have the fullest possible control over

their own lives.

Of course it takes two hands to clap. There is an
equally onerous responsibility on the Arab side to show the
pragmatism, imagination and resolve required. I applaud
those statesmen of courage and foresight on both sides of
the divide. There can be no illusions about the obstacles.
I have no easy answers and no new plan to offer. But it is
possible to make progress by patient and imaginative
negotiation. Israel and Egypt have made a start and we
wish both countries well in overcoming their remaining

differences.

CONFIDENTIAL
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For a future settlement of the Arab/Israel problem,
negotiations can only take place between representatives
who share a commitment to peace and who enjoy the support
of their people. Only they can make the difficult choices

required in negotiation.

A just and lasting settlement will have to include:

the acknowledgement by all concerned of

Israel's right to security:

the acceptance of the equally legitimate right of the
Palestinian people to determine their own future.
There can be no peace unless they can freely choose

new constitutional arrangements.

Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338 provide a

widely accepted basis for negotiation.

Lebanon

Principle and pragmatism are equally needed in
addressing the appalling problems of Lebanon. Against the
wishes of the majority of decent Lebanese, parts of
Lebanese territory have become havens for terrorism and
lawlessness. Innocent Lebanese and foreigners, including
Britons and Jews, have been chased out, kidnapped and
murdered. The Lebanese communities have a responsibility

to work towards a new national consensus. But they need
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the encouragement of the international community to help
them restore the rule of law and ensure the security of

their borders.

Britain continues to call for the complete withdrawal
of all unauthorised foreign forces and full cooperation
with the UN Interim Force in Lebanon. The removal of
foreign troops is right in principle and is also right in
practice. External intervention has only added to the
Lebanese problem. It has not enhanced the security of

Lebanon's borders or of the region as a whole.

Conclusion

I have spoken frankly this evening because of the
gravity of the problems in this region, the urgent need for

solutions, and Britain's firm commitment to the existence

of the State of Israel. All people of goodwill will hope

for progress towards a just and lasting peace in the Middle
East. But as Francis Bacon said: "Hope is a good breakfast
but it is a bad supper". I know that you,

Mr Prime Minister, are committed to using your influence to
turn hope into reality. You and other like-minded leaders

in this region are assured of Britain's support.

CONFIDENTIAL
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REMARKS BY THE PRIME MINISTER ON ARRIVAL AT BEN GURION
AIRPORT, ISRAEL, 24 MAY 1986

Mr Prime Minister, ladies and gentlemen. I am delighted
to be here and honoured that Mr Peres should have come

to meet me in person at such a late hour.

The dialogue between our 2 countries is frank and
constructive. That is how it should be. We know each

other well, we have close ties in many fields and we

share a strong interest in peace in the Middle East.

Since our talks in London, Mr Prime Minister, there

have been important developments affecting British and
Israeli interests. We have therefore a lot to discuss.
I look forward to a stimulating exchange of views with

you and other Israeli leaders.




SHORT SPEECH BY THE PRIME MINISTER AT LUNCH AT THE

WEIZMANN INSTITUTE, 26 MAY 1986

Mr President, Ladies and Gentlemen, I am very grateful
for this opportunity to visit the Weizmann Institute,
both for personal reasons and for its significance in

Anglo-Israeli relations.

My personal reasons are well known to you. You have
honoured me by endowing a chair in my name at this world
renowned place of research and learning. It is a
distinction which I hold especially dear because of my
admiration for Dr Weizmann. This Institute, which continues
the pursuit of excellence for which his name stands is a

lasting and fitting memorial of his achievements.

Britain and Israel are proud to claim Dr Weizmann as their
own. On hearing of Dr Weizmann's death Winston Churchill
departed from a prepared speech to express the heavy sense

of loss felt in Britain at the passing of a man who was

famous and respected throughout the free world and whose

son was killed fighting for Britain. Dr Weizmann personified
the close personal, scientific and political links between

our countries.

As a politician Dr Weizmann was acutely aware of the vital
need for co-existence between Israel and her Arab
neighbours. He saw that Israel could not afford to be, as
he put it "an island in the Arab sea". He believed that
the Jews had to come to an understanding with their Arab

neighbours. He tried himself to promote such an agreement

hatio}
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in talks with Arab leader including the Emjir Feisal at
the 1919 Peace Conference. He lived to see the foundation
of the State of Israel and to be its first President,

But his dream of Israel at peace and accepted in the

region has yet to be fulfilled. The challenge has lost

none of its urgency since Dr Weizmann's day.
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11 Lampard House 8 Maida Avenue London W2 1SS 01-262 2186

R David Wolfson
PWPouro Place
London W.8

7 May 1985

Dear Sir David,

The Prime Minister has spoken of another British initiative in
the Middle East. To explain just why another move of the same
kind as the last time is likely to be very dangerous, I enclose a
copy of an article of mine which was recently published in a
Washington periodical. T have marked a particular passage on
page 48, and if you agree that it makes sense, that my article as
a whole substantiates fully what I say at that point, perhaps you
will bring the point to the notice of the Prime Minister? Quite
simply, she has lives in her hands. Arafat's people are
terrorists, not statesmen, and no inclusion of any "PLo*
rgpresgntatives,in,peace,talks,is,posgible. But perhaps this time
the idea is to nudge King Hussein into the peace talks with
Israel that both the King and Israel desire, excluding Arafat's
men which neither side wants? If there is to be any British move
at all (my own view is that it would be better if there were no
such thing), I hope that it will be in that direction only. 1
know that whatever overtures have been made to her from the Arab
side are likely to be aimed at urging her to use her influence
with President Reagan to adjust his view of the matter. But
President Reagan's view, as far as I know it, seems far more
realistic than the one long nurtured by our Foreign Office.

Jillian Becker
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‘ SPECIAL REPORT

OF THE PLO

by Jillian Becker
I f the Palestine Liberation Or-

ganization (PLO) can be said
to exist at all anymore, it can
only be as a political fiction. This
it suited the interests of many

states, both Western and East-
ern, to believe in it the way older

lieve in Santa Claus—and for the
same reason: most of them still
hoped it might bring them a pres-
ent, namely, peace negotiations.

The PLO before 1982

The PLO was never a cohesive
organization. Before its ultimate
disintegration in 1982, it consist-
ed of eight groups, supported by
different Arab powers. These
were inimical to each other, and
within the PLO the enmities were
fought out, frequently and with
bloodshed, group against group,
so representative were they, not
of the Palestinians, but of their
masters.

The largest group was Fatah,
led by Yasser Arafat, who from

money chiefly from Saudi Arabia,

ers, and some from taxes levied
on Palestinian workers in a num-
ber of Arab states.

The second biggest was Saiqa,

40 THE WORLD & |

has been the case for some years |
now, but until a few months ago |

February 1969 had the title of |
chairman of the PLO. He received |

some from other Arab oil produc- |

supported by Syria, whose in- |
terest in “liberating” Palestine |
was to acquire it as a Syrian prov- |
ince. Another was the Popular |

EXPLODING THE MYTH

| Front for the Liberation of Pales-
 tine (PFLP), led by a Greek Or-
' thodox Lebanese doctor, George
' Habash, whose first patron was
President Nasser of Egypt.

From his group two others had
| broken off in the late 1960s and

| become constituent factions in

| their own right: first, the PFLP-
children still lest themselves be- |

GC (General Command), led by a

| Syrian named Ahmad Jibril, sup-
ported by Syria; and then, the
PDFLP (the Democratic Front),
led by a Jordanian Bedouin Chris-
tian named Nayef Hawatmeh,
who developed a closer relation-
ship than the others with the So-
viet Union.

Hostility between the three
groups remained intense through
all the years that they were nom-
inally associated with each other
under the PLO umbrella—from
which, at times, the PFLP all but

| totally severed itself. 4

Then there was the ALF (Arab
Liberation Front), an Iraqi group
with few Palestinian members,

| which positively did not seek a
Palestinian state since its de-
clared aim was a single, unified
Arab state under Iraqi hegem-
| ony.
In 1977, another group broke
| off from the PFLP-GC, naming
itself the Palestine Liberation
| Front (PLF). Its main backer was
Iraq, but it was also partly fi-
nanced by Libya. One of the
smallest groups was the Pales-
tine Popular Struggle Front,
formed by Palestinians of the

West Bank and consisting of
about 100 members. ;

What bound them together just
sufficiently was the 1968 coven-
ant, which declared that the aim
of the PLO was the total annihi-
lation of Israel through armed
struggle only.

After the 1973 war, which the
Arabs claimed as a victory, the
possibility arose of a Palestinian
state being established by nego-
tiation at a multinational peace
conference presided over by the
United States and the Soviet
Union.

The question of whether to en-
ter into negotiations or not split |
the loosely bound PLO into two |
main policy groups opposed to |
each other. On the one side, Fa- |
tah, the PDFLP (which followed |
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. Embassy, in Bei rut, following a .tenérist bombing.h

the Soviet line, and the Soviet
Union wanted the peace confer-
ence), and Saiqa (which did as
Syria wished it to do, and Syria
was being armed by the Soviet
Union) agreed that their aims
could be attained by negotiation
as well as armed struggle and
that “Palestine” could be “recov-
ered” in stages instead of all at
once—first; the occupied territo-
ries of the West Bank and Gaza;
then, Israel.

On the other side, the remain-
ing groups (not including the
PLF, which had not yet come into
existence) rejected both modifica-

o ) 3=3

COURTESY/U.S. DEFENSE DEPT.

tions and so came to be known as
the “rejectionists.” The Fatah-led
side was the majority by far, and
so the new “moderate” proposals
were adopted as official policy
by subsequent Palestine National
Councils (PNCs), one which met
in 1974, when the “stages” idea
was ratified, and one in 1977,
when political negotiation was ac-
ceptéd as an auxiliary means to
achieve the Palestinian state.
For all the divisions within it,
the PLO occassionally gave the
appearance of unity during the
years that it held territory in Le-
banon. In 1975 and 1976, the alien
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STUCTURE OF THE PALESTINE LIBERATION ORGANIZATION (PLO)

I

o

PALESTINAN NA
FRONT (pro-Syrian)

Yasser Arafat, Chairman

COURTESY—CEIS

PLO, heavily armed by Syria, and
in alliance with some revolution-
ary Lebanese factions, waged a
civil war against the Lebanese
Christians. Syrian forces came in
to impose peace and gain con-
trol of the territory, but Israel
warned them not to advance or
dig in too close to her border.
President Hafez Assad of Syria

ser Arafat and drew back his
forces to the east of Lebanon,
where they remain to this day.

The PLO gained unchallenged
possession of most of southern
Lebanon, subjecting the Lebanese
and Palestinian refugees alike to
the arbitrary and trigger-happy
rule of its internally warring fac-
tions.

When President Sadat of
Egypt made his historic journey
to Jerusalem in November 1977,
the immediate response of all the
PLO groups was to declare them-

“selves united in their opposition

a few weeks, they split apart ir-
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handed over West Beirut to Yas- |

to Egypt's treachery. But within |

revocably over reactions to the |

| Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty.
Arafat wanted to keep a line
open to Sadat, but the oth-
er groups wanted only Sad-
at’s blood. Mutinies raged with-
| in Fatah itself, not for the first
time.
In 1973, a splinter group led by
| Abu Nidal (real name, Sabri al-
Banna) mutinied and has at-

| fury as Israelis ever since. Ara-
| fat, in turn, condemned Abu Ni-
| dal to death and ordered the
| death of a number of his rival's
| followers. In 1978, some 140,Fa-
tah men broke away, most of
them under the leadership of Abu
Daoud who had planned the mas-
sacre of the Israeli athletes at
the Olympic games in Munich in
1972; some of Abu Nidal's men
joined forces with the new rebels.
Groups proliferated as the “unit-
ed” organization continued to
crumble away.

The final, visible dissolution of
the PLO came when the organiza-
tion was pushed out of Beirut by
the Israelis in August 1982. Ara-

fat sought for somewhere to go,
for an Arab government that
would take him in. President
Bourguiba finally agreed to let |
him lodge in_Tunis, with a small
contingent of armed supporters.

The rest of the fighters who
remained loyal to him, about one-
third of the Palestinian fighting
force, were banished to an island
off the coast of Yemen. Among
those who went with Arafat to
Tunis was the leader of the PLF,
Abu Abbas, and most of its small
membership, although some of
them broke away and went to
Damascus. The ALF retracted
into Iraq.

The other faction leaders were
allowed into Syria by Assad, and
there they went, unreconciled to
each other, and their fighting
men were shut away in camps.
An initial restlessness among
them was soon settled by the
prompt arrival of Assad’s tanks.

After 1982 ‘

In 1982, a full-scale internecine |
war broke out within the Fatah |
organization. Arafat returned to
Lebanon, to the northern town of |
Tripoli, where he still had some |
supporters in the camps. Angry |
cohorts of rebel Fatah fighters, |
armed and paid by Syria and led |
by a Fatah officer, Abu Musa |
(real name, Musa Sa'id), besieged |
the camps; they were bitter at |
what they saw as their betrayal [
in 1982 by inept, cowardly, and !
greedy commanders, especially |
Abu Ammar (better known as
Yasser Arafat) and Haj Ismail,
who had ruled Sidon with the gun
and greatly enriched himself with
loot but had fled ignominously be-
fore the Israeli advance in June
1982.

They rained fire upon Arafat
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Kataeb J parts. Arafat's remnant of Fa. |

{ and his last few supporters in

| Lebanon, Palestinians who, being |

encamped in the north, had not

' had to live under his tyranny be-

| tween 1976

certainly have been killed had he

not run for his life to the sea and

| sailed away under the protection
| of the United Nations.

From then on, Arafat was the

| leader of a minority faction of the

| PLO—except that it was no long-

er possible to speak of the PLQ |

| and its factions. New groups were
'formed out of the disintegrated

| tah, along with the PDFLP, the
| PFLP, a part of the PLF, and a
' newly formed communist group,
| banded together as the Democrat-

| ic Alliance. The remaining fac- |

| tions, those under the protection
of Assad, called themselves the
National Salvation Alliance.
Which group now was “the sole
representative of the Palestinian
| people”—as the PLO had been
termed by the Arab states since
1974?

Western wishful thinking

United Nations, Western govern-
ments and the media, and the
Soviet Union spoke of “the PLO.”
What they meant by it was Ar-
afat and his broken piece of a
group. He still bore the title of
PLO Chairman, making it possi-
ble, with a little political license,
to call that piece the PLO. He also
held another asset: a fair amount
of support among Palestinians in
the Israeli-occupied territories.
The great powers still hoped that
he might be able to speak for the
Palestinian people if only negotia-
tions could be launched to settle
territorial disputes.

It must have seemed to Arafat

and 1982. He would

Still the world—that is, the |

' that his luck was endless. With
no effective armed strength, with
such as he had removed too far
from Israel to launch attacks
across its borders, with Arab
leaders—Qaddafi and Assad—re-
fusing to let him set foot in their
territory, he was nevertheless
courted by newsmen, received by
the Pope, and made welcome and
| treated as a head of state in many
lands, both East and West. His
“minister of foreign affairs,” Far-
ouq Qaddoumi, was sought out in
| Tunis by a junior minister of the
British Foreign Office, Douglas
Hurd, now Home Secretary.

Which group now
was “the sole

| representative of the

 Palestinian
beople”—as the PLO
] had been termed by
| the Arab states since
| 19747
P R SRR D LT
' It was rumored that President
' Assad was worried that Arafat
might set up a Palestinian
government-in-exile in Cairo; Mu-
barak of Egypt received him with
honor, and King Hussein of Jor-
dan conducted a series of talks
with him. Something was expect-
ed of him by the powers, and as
long as this was the case, he went
on smiling for the cameras,
Apparently the world supposed
that he could deliver peace, or
negotiations for peace, or permis-
sion to the king of Jordan to
negotiate for peace—if only he
would. By the look of it,“the
PLO,” in his person, had never
been so important, even in its
’ heyday, when its chairman had
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received a standing ovation in
the United Nations (just fourteen
months after the Munich Massa-
cre by his Black September ter-
rorists) or when he had sat like a
president of his own little state in
Lebanon.

Yet he may have suspected how
hollow was the ground on which
he walked, how it quaked beneath
red carpets spread for him even

in Damascus, with some slight
partners in the old PLO. The as-
notables on whom he could rely.
strengthened by their assured
PNC of some kind had been sum-
moned to lend a semblance of leg-
itimate sanction to such decisions
and actions as he might be pushed
might be voiced by other faction
gressive” Arab states.

The Events of 1985

joint Jordanian-Palestinian dele-

itself willing to enter into such

King Hussein wanted the long-

Arab heads of state if both the
United States, as arms suppliers

Soviet Union, as arms suppliers

in Western Europe. In November |
1984, he managed to call a PNC |

support from his less unfriendly |

support by the mere fact that a |

leaders and the heads of the “pro- ,

In February 1985, Arafat reached |
an agreement with King Hussein .
of Jordan. It was widely hailed as ;
a breakthrough. There would be a |

gation, the media claimed, ready |
to start peace talks with Israel. ;
The Israeli government declared |

talks, provided there were no |
PLO members in the Arab team. |

sought multinational conference. |
He would understandably feel |
safer from the wrath of other |

D the emeervatives,” and the | JU0- faction uf the Palestinian

' terror /network.‘\

| to the “progressives,” were to par-

ticipate. The prospects for a nego-
tiated peace looked more promis-
ing than ever before. Arafat must
have felt head-of-stateship for

| himself, or something very much
| like it; to be almost within his
| grasp. He had to bring off just
| one more trick. The conference
' would have to declare the West

Bank and Gaza a self-governing
Palestinian entity, but the issue
of whether it would be a province
of Jordan, as the king wished it to
be or a Palestinian state, as he

| must have it, would be clarified,
sembly itself was packed with |

once the territory had been wrest-

| ed from Israel’s grasp.
The idea was that he would be ‘

But the conference itself had to
get under way without his conced-
ing recognition to Israel, without
seeming to abandon the armed

- struggle, and with his own men
| as the Palestinian side of the
| Arab negotiating team to prove
to take, however much opposition |

hostage by chain oyfside the Nantes
courtroom\he hagimmobilized in

Abl Kg‘;eem Khalkjtiolds a o

trial. Khalkibelongs to the Abu

| order to re two defendants on
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that his PLO was still the “so]
representative of the Palestinia
people.”

Even to Arafat himself, it mus
have looked like a tough propos;
tion. But his luck might hold, an.
something might turn up to hels
him unexpectedly as it so ofte;
had before.

Whatever the media had re
ported, he had not, in fact
conceded the Israeli condition:
backed by the United States: rec
ognition of Israel's right to exist
abandonment of the armed strug
gle, and no PLO members in the
Jordanian team. The talks he hac
been having over many months
with the government of Jordar
had not been about how to make
peace with Israel or about which
Palestinians could join a Jordani-
an negotiating team.

They had for most of that time
been about whether or not the
king could be persuaded to let
Arafat’s fighters come from their
distant island and establish them-
selves in bases in Jordan so they
could make raids on Israel. The
February 1985 agreement had
been a compromise. The king fi-
nally conceded that Arafat might
have a headquarters in Amman
but no bases for the Fatah
militiamen—the fedayeen—any-
where in Jordan.

Arafat was disappointed but
did not contradict the king when
he announced his joint-delegation
plan (Palestinian names to be de-
cided later). After all, Arafat had
agreed, that negotiation might
accompany armed struggle more
than ten years ago, so there was
nothing new in that.

King Hussein had learned his
lesson bitterly. Fifteen years ear-
lier, the fedayeen had established
their own state within a state in
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his kingdom. Armed by Syria,
they had nearly toppled him from
his throne by force. They had cov-
eted Jordan as part of Palestine.
In 1970 and 1971, he had gone to
war against them and finally ex-
pelled them after much
bloodshed. They would have won
if Syrian intervention on their
side had not been stopped by
the Israelis, who, as a warning,
massed their own forces on the
Israeli-Syrian-Jordanian border.
King Hussein will not easily be
' persuaded to give another oppor-
tunity to Arafat brethren to at-
tempt his destruction again.

Arafat lacked strength in his
bargaining position. He had only
one ace in his hand. King Hussein
had, under threat of death, recog-
nized the PLO as “the sole repre-
sentative of the Palestinian peo-
ple” at an Arab summit held at
Rabat in 1974. At least two-thirds
of his subjects on the East Bank
of the Jordan are Palestini-
an—that is, they were born in
the area designated as Palestine
when it came under British man-
datory rule after the First World
War. That fact could, however, be
overlooked.

The West Bank was a different
story: there, just about all the
Arab inhabitants are Palestinian.
His acquiescing in the Rabat de-
cision was tantamount to a for-
mal acknowledgment that the
rightful claimant to the West
Bank was not he but the PLO. He
could not enter into negotiations
over territory, and therefore over
a peace settlement, with Israel
without the agreement of the
PLO, as long as there was any-
thing widely recognized as own-
ing that name. He needed Ara-
fat's consent—unless the other
Arab states were willing to recon-

sider the Rabat decision.

Jordan was not strong enough
to defy the veto of the PLO alone,
as Egypt had done. But all deci-
sions of the Arab League have to
be unanimous. If Arafat could not
make the king's peace with Israel
possible, then Assad, King Hus-
sein’s worst enemy, would have to.
be persuaded to let him negotiate
with Israel, recognize Israel, call
off the holy war against Israel
—all that Assad stood fiercely
against! But last summer, it still
looked as if Arafat was capable
of giving King Hussein the go-
ahead, so the king did not need to
petition Assad. That hopeless at-
tempt was to come later.

Passing the political buck

President Assad owes his swol-
len prestige chiefly to the refusal
of the West to insist on his with-
drawing from Lebanon; to its
failure to condemn or even offi-
cially notice his command over
the suicide terrorist squads that
emerged from Baalbek to kill
hundreds of Americans in the
U.S. embassy in Beirut and the
Marine headquarters in 1983 and
1984; and to the stream of visit-
ing Arab leaders, and occasional
American diplomats, who come to
kneel figuratively speaking on his
mat. He can say a decisive “no”
and there is no one to compel him
to change his mind.

Or is there? The Soviet Union
has some 7,000 advisers in Syria
and has armed Assad’s army so
héavily with small arms, artil-
lery, fighter aircraft, and SAM
(surface to air) missiles, that it is
reasonable to believe that he is
susceptible to Soviet influence.
The Soviet Union, however, was
still looking to Arafat to get them
into a peace conference with a
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London’s Heathrow Airport two days after the Vienna and Rome airports were atiacked by Abu Nidal’s hit squads.

Tanks, armoured vehicles, and armed soldiers participate in a security exercise.

status equal to that of the United
States. That would give the So-
viets what they have long been
craving—a legitimate role in the
Middle East.

It is for that prize the Soviets
have hitherto been giving their
support to Arafat. They saw that
Western European governments,
anxious that there should be
somebody who could negotiate for
the Palestinians, were prepared
to grant him recognition, in vary-
ing degrees, as leader of a “repre-
sentative” body, which they con-
tinued to call the PLO. The West-
ern European governments gave
him that recognition partly be-
cause the Soviet Union did, which
meant that the Soviets would not
oppose any agreement he might
reach, and partly because the
conservative Arab states contin-
ued to recognize him as chair-
man of the PLO. The conserv-
ative Arab leaders had to re-
cognize somebody as leader of the
PLO in which they had invested
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special rights of decision; and Ar- |
afat,
chiefs, belonged by background
and inclination to their side of the
great conservative-progressive
divide.

Israel blocked the possibility of

unlike the other faction |

| ture, give up his claim to “sole
representative” status and let
other men acceptable to Israel
but distant from him negotiate
for territory. He wanted Pales-

| tine on the map, but he could not

the Soviet Union participating in |

| ed. And his luck held. Something
sisting that it would accept no |

multinational peace talks by in-

country with which it does not
have diplomatic relations. This
has prompted the Soviets to con-
sider reestablishing suqh re-
lations, which were broken off

rael has another object in view in

with the patron of her bitterest
enemies: the release of Jewish

viet Union.

The British invitation

The months of 1985 wore on,
and visible developments were
slow. Arafat prevaricated. He
could not now, at this vital junc-

take the step that might now
bring it into existence. He wait-

turned up for him once more.
Prime Minister Margaret

| Thatcher, while on her official

visit to Egypt and Jordan in Sep-

| termber 1985, decided that two
| members of Arafat’s PNC might
after Israel’s victory in 1967. Is- |

have talks with the foreign secre-

| tary. Her decision was sudden. In
entering discussions to this end |

Cairo, she told the press that she,
like President Reagan, hoped for

| a Palestinian delegation as part
would-be emigrants from the So- |

of a Jordanian negotiating team

| and was only waiting for accept-
| able names of persons not con-

nected with the PLO to be put
forward. In Agaba, Jordan, a few
days later, she announced that
Mr. Mohammed Milhem and Bish-

| op Elia Khoury, both members of

AP'WIDE WORLD




Arafat’s PNC, were to come to
London for talks with the foreign
secretary. Somewhere up in the
clouds between Cairo and Amman
it seems, she had changed her
mind. Or perhaps King Hussein
persuaded her to accept the per-
sons Arafat was prepared to
send.

The invitation restored Arafat
to the forefront of the world-
shaking Middle East political
drama. Fair prospects opened be-
fore him again. Here at last was
official recognition of his organi-
zation's representative status by
the British government. No jun-
ior minister was to meet with his
people now, but the foreign secre-
tary himself. Perhaps, through

Thatcher, his shrunken PLO |

|

' But th; éoid—biooded i

might even reach the best posi-
tion of all—recognition by the
United States government.

Thatcher could not have ex-
amined the Israeli-Jordanian-
Palestinian question of the mo-
ment with her usual care and in-
| sight. If the role of mediator was
| what she had in mind, the choice
. of two men entirely unacceptable
| to one side of any proposed peace
| talks—the Israeli side—was
| counterproductive. Perhaps she
| hoped that if she extracted from
' these two representatives a
: promise that the PLO would re-
' cognize Israel and give up vio-
lence, it would be so significant a
' breakthrough that Israel would
relent and smooth the way to a
settlement after all.

Probably assurances were giv-.

en by King Hussein, or attributed

to him, that the two PNC men |
would declare themselves willing |

to pursue peaceful means only to
settle the Palestinian question
and that they would recognize Is-
rael’s right to exist. It is more

than likely that Arafat believed
that once Mr. Milhem and Bishop
Khoury were in London, a verbal
formula might be devised, like so

ain and the West (moderation)

world (steadfastness).
Sir Geoffrey Howe did not offer

rael's right to exist, although

fact, all available evidence point-
ed the other way. Both men had

and publicly, several times in

" the preceding months, that they

| murder of an elderly,
 crippled American,

' Leon Klinghoffer, on

' the Achille Lauro was
not so easily
digestible.

would most certainly not abandon
the armed struggle.

Howe did, however, assure
Britain and the world that they
would sign a clear statement com-
| mitting themselves to abandon-
ment of violence and recognition

' plain English? No. They would
not, could not do it, they said.

Howe.

left with egg on its face, though
not nearly as much as if the meet-
ing had taken place. The excuse

| was that assurances had been

gone on record as saying, firmly |

of Israel. A clear statement in |

for having ventured to the brink !

- given by King Hussein. But King

Hussein, through the national

| press, denied all culpability. He
. himself, he said innocently, had
often in the past, of such a kind | been misled.

as to convey one meaning to Brit- |

Howe also wore a look of

' wounded innocence. Yet inno-
and quite another to the Arab |

cence had not been within splash-
ing range. The truth is, there had

| been excellent reason to call off
proofs to back up his assurances |

that these were “men of peace” |
who were willing to recognize Is- |

the meeting before the arrival of
the two PNC envoys, had not the
foreign office been blindly deter-

. mined that it should take place.
such proofs were requested. In |

What is remarkable in retrospect
is how tenaciously some civil ser-
vants must have clung to their
plan of getting the foreign secre-
tary to receive Arafat's men in
the face of events that should
have induced anyone in a position
of responsibility for Britain's fair
name to abandon it.

Arafat overreaches himself

It was while the visit of Ara-
fat’s envoys to London was await-
ed that the murder of three Israe-
lis at Larnaca was carried out by

- members of Arafat's Force 17,

one of whom was a British citi-
zen. And soon afterwards came
the terrorist attack on the Achille
Lauro cruiser, carried out by
members of the PLF.

The Larnaca affair did not
send a noticeable tremor through
Britain- or any other Western
country and the news media gen-
erally found that those killings

- could be borne with fortitude. But

' the cold-blooded murder of an
They went away without meeting |

elderly, crippled American, Leon

- Klinghoffer, on the Achille Lauro
The British government was |

was not so easily digestible. The
media hastened to report that Ar-
afat was acting as honest broker,
trying to persuade the terrorists
on the vessel to stop their action.
He was being assisted by another
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honest broker, Abu Abbas, but
then again they were his men,
and not members of the other
piece of the PLF loyal to Assad.
And if he was their leader, then
he must surely have had some-

thing to do with their activities in ‘
the first place. Furthermore, Abu |

Abbas had his office in Arafat’s

Tunis headquarters. If such ac- |
tions as this could be planned in |

those headquarters without Ar-

afat knowing, there was little |

point in negotiating with him,
or getting his signature to any
agreement whatsoever, since he
clearly had no control even over
those nearest to him. If, on the
other hand, he had been party to
the plans, did this not contradict
the British foreign secretary’s as-
sertion that his two representa-
tives were men of peace who had
abandoned violence in favor of
negotiation? .

Abu Abbas welcomed his men
ashore in Cairo, and the Egyptian
President, Hosni Mubarak, made
a plane available to them. When

was too late, they had already

gone. But they had not, and the |

Americans knew it. When it did
leave Egypt, the United States
Air Force compelled the plane to

land on Italian soil. The Italian |
prime minister, Mr. Craxi, pre- |

ferred to uphold the tale of Abu
Abbas being an honest broker
and thus let him go, to the fury of
the United States administration.
By then, it was fairly obvious

that Arafat's faction had no in- |

tention of abandoning violence.
Still, the British foreign office did

not call off the projected meeting

with Arafat’s men.

But the case is worse even than_

Aol

that. The disastrous and ugly

Yasser Arafal

| truth about all that diplomatic
| folly is this: the very fact that the
| British government declared Mil-
| hem and Khoury to be men o
| peace, its insistence that Arafat’s”
| PLO was willing to abandon the_
| armed struggle “and recognize Is-

rael; forced Arafat to launch the

' headquarters there after the Lan-

| Larnaca and Achille Lauro plans,
| He had to prove o the Arab world,
' $hat he was still what he was paid

o bo—the wager of the haly war
the United States asked him not |
to let them go, he replied that it |

against Tsrael. ;
| Pride before a fall

He had made his worst mis-
take. Just as it seemed that
Thatcher would raise him to the
' heights of success, he fell. s

Arafat is now thoroughly dis-
credited. Even his own propagan-
dists cannot deny it, but they are
doing their best to repair the co-
| lossal damage. They print head-
| lines announcing his “comeback.”

As yet, however, no such thing
is perceptible, nor is it very likely.
If the West looks upon him with
| distaste, it is not worth the So-
viets' while to go on backing him
| as their most likely entry ticket
1 to a peace conference. After all,
| he had never really been their

sort.

But Arafat knows that if he
loses Soviet support he will drop
out of the wide political arena
where he has circled and per-
formed for nearly twenty years.
He is therefore very anxious to
please the Soviets. When, very
recently, he was warned by Mos-
cow not to interfere in the bloody
faction fighting between rival
power groups of communist
South Yemen, he strove to obey.
His fighters remained passive on
their Kamaran Island—which in-
dicates that over them, at least,
he still has some control.

How long these wild men will
contain their frustration is a
question that might trouble Ara-
fat himself as he shifts insecurely
between Tunis and Baghdad. In
Tunis, he is no longer welcome
since Israel's punitive raid on his

arca killings. In Baghdad, he has
been granted a narrow foothold
by President Saddam Hussein,
perhaps through Abu Abbas'’s
honest brokerage. For Arafat
himself, the question of how he
can use his fighters has impor-
tance but not for the rest of the
world. He has fallen, and it will
not be easy for him to rise again.
His power of veto has been sus-
pended. What will happen now
depends on King Hussein, Hafez
Assad, Israel, the United States,
the Soviet Union and Western
Europe, all of which are watching
each other for the next move. ®
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