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PEACE FOR THE MIDEAST? 
The following is the transcript of a panel discussion 
as it appeared in the Seattle Times of November 29, 
1970. hlenibers of the panel, rohich was sponsored 
jointly by the Times and the World Without Ward  
Council of Greater SeattZe, were: Albert Franco, at- 
torney and leader of the Jewish Federation and 
Council of Greater Seattle; Dr. Roy Prosterman, Uni- 
vcrsity of Washington law professor and expert on 
land reform; Dr. Farhat J .  Ziadeh, chairman of the 
University of Washington Near Eastern languages 
und literature department, native Palestinian, and 
fornicr Arabic Service editor of tlie Voice of America; 
and Janies \V. Leonard, moderator of the panel. 

Lcowrd: I hope we can proceed with some details 
on the prospects and preconditions for a peaceful 
settlement of the Middle East confrontation. So 
much cynicism, fear, and mistrust cloud the issues. 
One of the things we hope to do with this kind of 
session is to try and put a new light on the situation. 
I feel that neither the Arabs nor the Israelis will in 
the long run  continue warfare. 

In our panel discussion the other night, there were 
some clear statements, I think, on the big powers’ 
responsibilities and what steps they could take. We 
.really clid not get into that very much. As far as 
.the other issues are concerned, it seems to me that 
we did reach some agreement on a condition that 
was mentioned by Mr. Franco-a prime condition 
for Israel: its continued existence as a sovereign 
state. This is its one non-negotiable demand, that 
die Arabs must accept this. 

From Professor Ziadeh n condition-and I hope I 
phrase this the way you articulated it-is that the 
demand for justice for the Palestinian Arabs involves 
the creation of a national entity and a national home- 
.land. This must be so, since the Palestinian Arabs 
were evicted from their homeland by the establish- 
inent of Israel, and since the 1947 U.N. resolution 
called for partition (of Palestine into independent 
Jewish and Arab states) and the internationalization 
of Jerusalem. In fact only Israel was established. A 
precondition (referring to Ziadeh‘s view ) is that, 
lxeause of the fear and mistrust on the Palestinian 
Arabs’ side, Israel must take the first conciliatory 
step to establish trust. . . . 
Zindeh: hlay I add that Israel should go back to 
the frontier as outlined by the 1947 U.N. resolution, 
iind that the refugees rehirn to their land as pro- 
vided by the U.N. resolution of 1948. 
Franco: Those who wish to live peaceably with 
their neighbor. . . , 
Ziadeh: That‘s right. 

Franco: . . . that is the language of the 1948 resolu- 
tion. 
Ziadeh: There would be a Palestinian entity. The 
refugees would go back to their homes, that is, 
those who wish to go back and live peaceably, as 
Mr. Franco said. The frontiers would be those limited 
by the November, 1947, partition resolution, which 
means that Israel will have to give up more land, 
quite a bit of even the territories captured in the 
six-day war of 1967. 
Franco: I must emphasize another precondition, cer- 
tainly an absolute precondition, that there be a 
cessation of a state of war. I think Dr. Ziadeh‘s 
point has merit, provided it is not divorced from 
the continued state of belligerence and the war 
declared by the Arab states against Israel. 

If we are talking about preconditions to a political 
settlement, we are looking for ways that the issues 
can be resolved without further war and bloodshed. 
I certainly think it is unreasonable and unrealistic 
for Israel to make the first conciliatory step while 
the Arab nations and perhaps whoever represents 
the Palestinians in exile are still in a state of war. . . . 
Ziadch: I’m afraid it’s a vicious circle. 
Franco: Where do we start? I think this is a very 
important issue. 
Ziadeh: If the refugees are allowed to go back to 
their homes and the Palestinian state is established 
and Israel pulls back to its proper frontiers, then, 
of course, there would be peace. There is room for 
an Israel composed of PaIestinians, or Arab PaIes- 
tinians and Jewish Palestinians. That Israel would 
live as a Middle East state like Lebanon, which is 
half Christian and half Moslem. 
Franco: I don’t consider that a realistic political 
solution. 
Prosterman: There is no difficulty on either side of 
the conflict in delineating what for that particular 
side appears to be an “ideal” solution. But, certainly, 
almost anything that appears close to an “ideal 
solution” for either side in those terms can only 
be reached by military conflict. 

There has been very little discussion over the 
years in the area of a peaceful solution. There are 
two considerations: unilateral steps toward a resolu- 
tion of the total conflict and finding common grounds 
of general agreement. I don’t think today that this 
will extend to the total political settlement. But it 
mny be that we can find a number of elements that 
are mutually reasonable and attractive. 
Franco: One problem is, of course, where do we 
start? Dr. Ziadeh‘s thesis has some merit if you 
can isolate the Palestinian Arab from the total issue. 
UnfortunateIy for Israel it is not just a matter of 
dealing with the Palestinian Arabs. We’re almost 
compelled to look at this from all four corners and 
take all preconditions and put them into a single 
package, Then we must agree on which steps should 
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be taken in what order, or should they all be done 
simultaneously. 

I will tell you what I consider the preconditions: 
There .must be a recognition by all sides-and this 
includes the Palestinian Arabs, the belligerent Arab 
states and the Soviet Union-of the existence of a 
Jewish political state known as Israel. That’s the 
first precondition. Diplomatic recognition? I’m not 
going that far at this time. The US., for instance, 
doesn’t diplomatically recognize mainland China, but 
we’re not at war with Communist China in a mili- 
tary sense. 

The second step is to set up some mechanism for 
negotiations in which the Palestinian Arabs in exile 
-I don’t use the terms refugees or guerrillas-must 
be represented by some designated group. The 
Israelis have insisted on face-to-face negotiations. 
They’ve obviously retreated from this somewhat. It 
may be a Rhodes-type (indirect talks through a third 
party). I don’t think you can have permanent peace 
until the parties in some way look at each other 
and talk. 

The third precondition is clearly the recognition 
of the reality of the Palestinian Arabs in exile. This 
is something that has been buried by many people, 
including the Israelites, the U.S. and Soviet Union. 
It seems that the whole world and the Arab states 
themselves have ignored them. 

We may argue as to why they’re there, how they 
got there, what their national . , . how old their 
national entity is. This is an arguable point. But 
we have to accept the realities of a Palestinian Arab 
identity. 

A basic issue is, should there be a return to 
what is now Israel? My personal feeling is that the 
Israel of 1970 is not the PaIestine of 1948. Where 
you would see sagebrush in 1948 there is now a 
thriving community. There ought to be given an 
opportunity, perhaps on an annual basis, for a 
certain number of Palestinian Arabs, if they want, to 
return. Not to their homes, because in reality they’re 
not returning to their homes. It’s a new country: 
Leonard: This is part of the precondition? 
Franco: Yes. I think a logical way, a possibility, 
would be one suggested by King Hussein this fall. 
A plebiscite. A vote to be taken of all Palestinians 
in Jordan, including the West Bank. That could lead 
to their own nation, on the West Bank and what is 
now Jordan on the East Bank, and possibly Gaza, 
which would give access to the sea. A limited 
number-I don’t know how many-could return to 
what was formerly mandated Palestine, or that por- 
tion which was given to Israel by the U.N. That’s 
the third precondition. So, first, we have Israel as a 
state. . . . 
Ziadeh: When you say “Israel as a state,” you would 
accept the U.N. boundaries of ’477 
Franco: It’s not for me to accept. The .borders, I 

think, are something to be negotiated. 
Zindeh: That’s an international instrument that has 
been accepted by the United Nations. 
Franco: lVe11, bear in mind that three wars have 
been fought since. So there we are. And I’ve tried to 
look at the situation as we see it today. I would 
certainly suggest that Israel should accept in a state 
of peace, permanent peace, boundaries which were 
defined by the U.N., so long as they are secure. 
Ziadeh: The only security is a peaceful neighbor. 
Franco: That, of course, is one of the preconditions. 
The fourth, and this is a big one, is a definite 
limitation on arms into the Middle East by all sides. 
This certainly includes the USSR. It  includes the 
French selling planes to Libya, the British introduc- 
ing tanks, and ourselves. There’s got to be a limitation, 
especially of sophisticated weapons. Those are the 
four preconditions. 
Ziadeh: Your statement, Mr. Franco, is as if we 
have a sick man and he suffers from a very bad 
ailment and also secondary ailments. We are trying 
to treat all these secondary ailments, but the basic 
malady we are not touching. 

The basic malady is that these Palestinians, the 
natives of the land, have been pushed off. That is 
a basic wrong. It’s a basic moral, political, social, 
and civil-rights wrong. Until Israel has a special day 
of Yum Kippur that she would call a Day of Atone- 
ment for these refugees and would say, “I have 
wronged . . .” that would clear the air. Now, the 
second thing is that you cannot start with saying 
“we want a Jewish national state” and make it wholly 
Jewish. There will be citizens who are not Jewish and 
you would be setting up an ethnic-racist state ex- 
clusively devoted to the welfare of only one segment 
of the population, Call it Israel, call it Palestine, call 
it Israel Palestine. Presumably the majority would 
be Jews. Presumably the president of the state would 
be Jewish but it would be, we hope, a secular state 
treating everybody equally. 

Any person who wants to go back to his home 
should be allowed to do so. The majority would be 
Jewish. But you would have Arab and Hebrew as 
official languages, It would be a Middle Eastern 
state, a democratic state. Something like Lebanon. 
There is no need to bring Russia into the picture. 
Or the US. 

Another point: Israel wants to talk to the Arab 
states but it will not recognize the Palestinians. Mrs. 
Golda Meir says, “Who are the Palestinians?” There 
should be face-to-face talk between the Jewish Pales- 
tinians and Arab Palestinians, not between the Israel 
and Arab states. I would like to see talks between 
Mrs. Meir and Yasir Arafat or some other leaders. 
Prostcrman: Let me suggest a problem I see in these 
approaches even though there is much merit in each. 
Both presuppose a very sharp change in the world. 
Perhaps such changes can occur, but I for one am 
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not very optimistic of the possibilty of bringing such 
changes around simply through the political process 
of negoti a t’ ions. 

I am much more inclined to look for what would 
help those changes to come about, to create an 
environment in which a comprehensive settlement 
was more likely without elaborate negotiations. I 
fully agree with both of you in perceiving the prob- 
lem of those Palestinian Arabs who left Palestine to 
be a crucial one. Probably the crucial problem in 
devising a settlement. 
Franco: Well, Roy, may I correct you? Professor 
Ziadeh considers it substantially as the crucial prob- 
lem. I consider it one of several. I tend not to discount 
either the big-power involvement or the involvement 
of the other Arab nations, 
Ziadch: I’m saying that these are problems, but 
they came up because of that essential malady. These 
;ire complications. 
Prostcrmati: My own inclination is to say that it is 
the basic element in the problem. Let me suggest 
a couple of thoughts that I have had-not only I, 
but  many others before me-about the kind of initia- 
tives that might be undertaken to diffuse a large part 
of the Palestinian refugee problem, 

It is well not to lose sight of the fact that two 
of the major areas occupied by Israel in the 1967 
wnr-the Left Bank of the Jordan River and the 
Gam Strip-were both parts of Palestine before the 
1947 partition. Both were allotted to the Palestinian 
Arabs under the partition, but after the war in 1948 
they were annexed. The West Bank was annexed by 
Jordan, the Gam Strip by Egypt. I am very much 
encouraged by the fact th‘at the Hashemite Kingdom 
of Jordan now is aligned in a common interest with 
Israel in resolving the problem of the Palestinian 
refugees. Certainly so on the East Bank and ap- 
parently, in terms of King Hussein’s reference to 
a referendum, also those on the West Bank. 

Then there is the possibility of a separate Pales- 
tinian Arab state that would encompass at least the 
West Bank, probably the Gaza Strip and very pos- 
sibly, if King Hussein carried through the idea of 
a referendum, part or all of the East Bank of what 
is presently the Jordan. 
Franco: I don’t think he means that. 
Prostcrnian: Well, he has in the past, in late 1969, 
for example, indicated a willingness to consider the 
separation of the West Bank as a separate Pales- 
tinian Arab state. One way of getting at this, how- 
ever, is not political as such, but economic. About 
1.3 million Palestinian refugees are carried on the 
W.N. roll. Many are unemployed or under-employed. 
A very high proportion of those over 35 to 40 have 
been prevented from working on the land other than 
as plantation laborers. 

Most of the land on the West Bank is extremely 
rich, once irrigated. There have been proposals for 

massive irrigation that would develop from 250,OOO 
to 1 million acres. If this were used to settle Pales- 
tinian refugee families, it would give them security 
and status. . , . 

I believe unilateral initiatives, to develop both 
farm land and associated industries, through the 
World Bank or developed nations, including the 
U.S., could go far toward resolving some of the 
underlying economic and social causes of the conflict. 
Franco: It’s a very interesting approach and one 
that’s not discussed very much but perhaps should 
be. I know you’ve done a lot of work on that in 
Vietnam. 
Ziadeh: I agree and I applaud this approach. But 
it is an approach that has been broached for some 
time. I have witnessed the Murdoch-MacDonald 
Plan, the Ironsie Plan, the Johnston Plan. I per- 
sonally studied the Johnston Plan. It’s a wonderful 
plan. I advocated it at the time I was the editor 
of the Arabic Service of the Voice of America. 

But all these plans would not work. The Arab 
governments agreed they were nice plans, tech- 
nically. But, politically, that’s the problem. Unless 
-and let me harp back at the same issue-unless you 
come to an agreement on the political questions. 
Mr. Eric Johnston (as an Eisenhower Administration 
appointee) went over all these plans with Arab 
engineers. They agreed. And Israeli engineers agreed. 
But nothing happened because there was still the 
political problem to solve. 

There’s no doubt to my mind that once you solve 
this political problem, once the Israelis go back to 
the partition frontiers, once the refugees return tor 
IsraeI and create a state of PaIestine-Israel. . . . 
Franco: Unfortunately, professor, your solution is 
not very realistic. 
Ziadeh: Well, just what is realistic? 
Franco: I doubt that we Americans-and whatever 
my interest is and your interest is, we are Americans 
-1 doubt we can convince a sovereign nation to 
change its political philosophy. 
Ziadeh: In the same manner, you cannot convince 
the Palestinians. 
Franco: I say that you’re asking the nation to change 
its entire make-up. 
e 

Leonard: Let’s go back a moment. I t  seems to me 
we have some sense of agreement here in terms of 
big-power responsibility. Security is clearly a need, 
but it is not furthered by continual input of arms 
by the big powers. If we look at developmental 
initiatives that Roy has suggested, coupled with 
military pullbacks, it would give the big powers 
an opportunity to change the character of their 
Mideast involvement. 

How could we, Dr. Ziadeh, create a situation in 
which the political problem can be solved in a 
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non-military way? What kind of initiatives might be 
taken that would allow for a climate in which the 
political problems might be settled? 
Ziadeh: As I said, it should be an act of faith by 
Israel to go back to the frontiers as limited by the 
U.N. Then there would be some sort of atmosphere 
of accommodation. 
Leonard: If the initiative were taken and money 
found for a development project, would it not be 
more attractive to the Palestinian Arab to have his 
own national entity rather than living in a state in 
which there was a majority of either Jewish Israelis 
or Jewish Palestinians? 
Ziadeh: That depends. Maybe it is attractive eco- 
nomically. But there is a yearning to go back home 
and when I say “home” I mean home. Their own 
village. 
Leonard: There is someone else in that home now. 
Ziadeh: Quite true. Somebody else would have to 
get out of that home to make room for the original 
occupants. Maybe you should have development 
schemes for them. Here in America we are a mobile 
people. That is not so in the Middle East. People 
are used to their homes and villages. 
Prosterman: There would be enormous mechanical 
problems. There are three times as many Jews in 
Israel now as there were at the time of the partition. 
There has been an enormous development iJ areas 
where the villages were. 

On the other hand, I think it would be extremely 
useful to offer them (the Palestinian Arabs) the option 
of settling in their own politically controlled state, 
on their own farmlands in their own identifiable 
society and see how many, in fact, would prefer 
this option. 
0 

Franco: I think Professor Prosterman has made an 
interesting point and, in a sense, Dr. Ziadeh has, too. 
Namely, there has been a tendency to not look for 
other options, but simply say the only solution is for 
the Palestinian Arabs to return whence they came. 
Perhaps if we put to the test and offered other 
options, such as that suggested by Dr. Prosterman, 
with a very substantial reclamation program, if it 
were presented to them right now, today, not ten 
years from now, how would you feel about that? 

It may very well be that the beginning should 
be in the fields. Perhaps the first step should be some 
form of agricultural reclamation program. For those 
who want to resettle it could be the beginning of 
a political entity. 
Ziadeh: Eventually they both could come together 
and make some sort of saturation because neither 
could really live alone. You’d have to have some 
sort of economic union and cooperation. 

On the question of return of the refugees, you’ve 
got to give the Palestinians a choice. The choice 

should be theirs, either to go back to Israel or settle 
on this land (or a separate Palestinian Arab state). 
It is quite possible some would want to go back 
to Israel. But at least the emotional grudge they 
have harbored for so long would disappear. To 
my mind you’ve got to solve the political issue first. 
If Israel says, “All right, we will let the Palestinians 
come in,” then, at least, you’ve cleared the air. 
Franco: Professor Ziadeh misunderstood me. Coupled 
with the economic-development plan there also 
would be the plan to create the Palestinian Arab 
state. If this were done, it may very well be that 
Israel might be more reasonable about those who 
want to go back to Israel instead of to the new 
Palestinian Arab state. Then there would be menn- 
ingful options. 
Ziadeh: You could have two things going at the same 
time: withdrawal by Israel to its 1947 frontiers and a 
chance for the refugees to return to Israel or be com- 
pensated. They must be given a choice. To my mind, 
the number going back would not be great because, 
as Mr. Franco said, the situation has changed. 
Franco: I think where we part a little, Dr. Ziadeh, is 
that, given a plan as suggested by Professor Proster- 
man, that this, in a sense, is a form of a political 
settlement. In a sense, you have overlooked the im- 
portance of the economic factor and basically equated 
it  with, shall we say, pride, and . . . . 
Ziadeh: . . . emotion. It’s a real thing. 
Franco: I don’t deny that. But, really, these people 
have had no option, while this would be a real option. 
It’s obvious to me that perhaps a very rigid attitude 
on the part of Israel has not been the answer. Nor 
has what you’re talking about been the answer to 
finding peaceful solutions. The development of a 
large agricultural area coupled with the creation of a 
political state, a Palestinian Arab state, that has got 
to be the beginning. 
Ziadeh: There are many measures that would have 
to be taken concurrently. If that is being done, then 
I think you might have a chance. 
Leonard: I think we have made some progress here. 
I think we have been able to go beyond the usual 
preconceptions. 

It seems to me there are certain elements of agree- 
ment. One, that the big powers ought to change the 
character of their involvement to limit the flow of 
arms into the Middle East and take the initiative for 
development schemes. 

There has to be a choice for the Palestinian Arabs. 
Clearly, there are questions here we have not re- 
solved. compensation is one. 

Although there are disagreements over unresolved 
issues, I think the point has been made that cessation 
of the state of war would open alternative ways 
which provide real choices. Their political objectives 
must be arrived at in an atmosphere of security and 
justice that all parties in the area so badly need. 
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