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“THERE WAS NO SUCH THING
AS PALESTINIANS.”

-
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“There was no such thing as Palestinians . .. It was not as though there was a Palestinian people

in Palestine considering itself as a Palestinian people and we came and threw them out and took

themwr couniry away .J."’ 7i x”li " I’ €y .'I .:. not

Golda Meir, June 15, 1969

“ HOW CAN WE RETURN THE OCCUPIED TERRITORIES ? THERE IS NOBODY TO RETURN THEM TO.™
Golda Meir March 8, 1969

This is a Palestinian ... This is a Palestinian . .. This ts a Palestinran . .
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- GOLDA MEIR SPEAKS HER MIND

To Frank Giles of the SUNDAY TIMES, London, June 15, 1969

ISRAEL, A WESTERNIZED INTRUDER

Q. Rightly or wrongly, the Arabs look upon Israel
and Israelis as Westernized intruders, bent upon ag-
grandisement, in a Muslim Middle East. What can you
say or do to show them that they are wrong?

A. If this means that we have brought in a mod-
ern phase of thinking, we have. I came to Israel in 1921.
One of the first sights that shocked me was an Arab
ploughing with a very primitive plough, which was real-
ly a piece of wood with some nails below. Pulling the
plough was an ox and a woman. Now if it means that
we have destroyed this romantic picture by bringing in
tractors and combines and threshing machines, this is
true: we have. We have our own political ideology and
so on. We are, 1 admit, an element which has taken this
part of the Middle East that we are in control of ; that is
our country Israel and we have made of it a modern
society which is based on more equality, We plead guilty
to that. As for aggrandisement, nobody can honestly
claim that the war of 1967 broke out because Israel
wanted more territory. All that we did in 1967, for-
tunately for ourselves, is that we carried the war on to
enemy soil instead of fighting on Israeli soil. Anybody
who is attacked tries to do that.

FOUR-POWER RESOLUTIONS NOT ACCEPTABLE

Q. Israel does not approve of the present Four-
Power attempts to resolve Middle East tension. Do you
like the idea of international guarantees for frontiers:

A. NO WE DO NOT. I cannot imagine that
Israel would again consent to any deal under which we
would have to depend for our security on others. We are
more intelligent than that. One does not have to be very
sophisticated to come to the conclusion, after the bitter
experience of twenty years, that the only people we can
depend on for our security are ourselves.

Q. Would not the approach to peace be easier if
there were a simple, single, agreed, Israeli plan, instead
of a lot of differing notions about the future shape and
composition of Israel?

A. T think we have that plan. I think the very
fact the Israeli Government did not sit down and draw
a map and say "This map and no other” and then present
it to the world and the Arabs shows that we are not
offering the Arabs an ultimatum.

We will want secure borders but this will be dis-
cussed with the Arabs once they agree to live in peace
with us. The trouble is that they have not said they're
ready to do this. So some other countries in the world,
among them good friends of ours, say, “Now let us try
to negotiate instead of the Arabs, and to mediate.” This
is something that Israel will not accept.

If you want further justification for our attitude,
you have only to look at what has been published in

Cairo after Gromyko's visit. Using the Security Council
resolution as a covering, the Russians and Egyptians ex-
press again very clearly their hope that they can force
Israel back to the pre-June 1967 lines and situation.
Again, the word “peace,” which is after all the declared
objective of the UN resolution, is not even mentioned.
The need to establish secure, agreed, and permanent
frontiers is completely ignored. In other words, this
should be taken as a declaration of Russian policy, which
is often, in the context of the Big Four, described as
“flexible.” Who can blame Israel for maintaining her
negative attitude towards four power initiatives? The
Cairo declaration proves again that the Soviet Union is
not willing or ready to agree to anything which is not
Egypt's policy.

We do not underestimate the difficulties, but we
would have to say no, even to our friends, if they tried
to persuade us to accept a settlement that was not a
settlement. I do not say Israel is all-powerful and does
not need friends; everybody needs friends, Israel more
than anyone. But after the experience of three wars,
we have decided this time to go for the real thing or,
failing that, to make the best of our situation as it is.

A DIFFERENCE OF OPINION IN ISRAEL

Q. Not long before he died, Mr. Eshkol, your
predecessor, said in an interview that israel does not
want any part of the settled area of the West Bank. Do
you go along with that?

A. T want to tell you quite frankly there is a
difference of opinion in Israel. There are some people
who say after the experience that we have had that we
should stand on the post-six-day war boundaries. Others
say we want peace and we are prepared to compromise.
There are very many people in Israel, I do not know
how many, who do not want a large additional Arab
population because we want the State to maintain its
Jewish character. But nobody knows how many think
one way and how many think the other way. There is
no use having a Jewish squabble about Israel’s future
boundaries before there is an Arab ready to discuss this
future with us. Speaking for myself, and not for the
Government, I am not one of those who say “not one
inch of soil must be yielded up.”

ISRAEL BEARS NO RESPONSIBILITY

Q. It seems to me that the heart of the Middle
East problem as it is today is 1o be found in the plight
of the Palestinians with their sense of grievance. Does
Israel admit a measure of responsibility?

A. NO, NO RESPONSIBILITY whatsoever. If
you say, is Israel prepared to cooperate in the solution
of their plight, the answer is yes. But we are not respon-
sible for their plight.
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Courtesy of The Daily Star, Beirut.

This is a humanitarian problem. But the Arabs who
created this refugee problem by their war against us and
against the 1948 UN resolution have turned this into a
political problem. After all, there are millions and mil-
lions of refugees in the world and I have not yet heard
anybody that said the three million Sudeten Germans
should go back to Czechoslovakia—nobody, I do not
know why the Arab refugees are a particular problem
in the world.

WHO ARE THE PALESTINIANS?

Q. Do you think the emergence of the Palestinian
fighting forces. the Fedayeen, is an important new factor
in the Middle East?

A. IMPORTANT, NO. A new factor, yes. There
was no such thing as Palestinians. When was there an
independent Palestinian people with a Palestinian State »
It was either southern Syria before the first world war,
and then it was a Palestine including Jordan. It was not
as though there was a Palestinian people in Palestine
considering itself as a Palestinian people and we came
and threw them out and took their country away from
them. They did not exist.

There is really no such thing as a representative
body speaking for so-called Palestinians. Perhaps there
was a possibility of coming to some understanding with
people of the Western Bank. After two years, everybody
has come to the conclusion there is no such thing.

Nor do I favour a separate, Palestinian Arab State.
There are fourteen Arab States with immense territories,
with natural resources. What would this tiny State of
the Western Bank really mean as to its viability, as to
its possibility of existence? It would have to be part
either of Israel or of Jordan.

DIMINISHED ADMIRATION

Q. At the time of the six-day war and just after,
there was the most widespread admiration and support
for your country in Britain and elsewhere. There still is,
but 1 think it would be less than honest if one did not
admit some of the admiration had diminished, in face
of the continuing lack of any real prospects for peace
in the Middle East.

A. I want to be very honest and very exact.
Personally in these few days, in my discussions with the
British Government I feel we are dealing with a friendly
Government. But there has been a change since the six-
day war. Although I have not felt it here, I know it
exists—and not only here, everywhere else. This to me
personally and to the people of Israel is one of the most
shocking experiences. Actually, what has happened since
before the six-day war? Why did we have so much sym-
pathy? Because the world felt that Israel really was in
danger of being destroyed, Israel and its people. On
June 11, the world woke up to find out that Israel was
still here and the sympathy lessened.

We are told our image has been worsened in some
way. We are no longer an object of concern, on the
verge of being destroyed, but we are alive. We can be
forgiven for being alive. What we are not really to be
forgiven for is that we want to ensure that we will never
again give the world a reason to be concerned about
our physical existence. I do not understand it. It hurts
us that this change has taken place. But, as I have said
before, if 1 have to choose between a lot of sympathy
in the world towards Israel destroyed, and less under-
standing of Israel with Israel alive, I am sorry that we
are not understood, but I think I would rather be alive.




COMMENTARY ON GOLDA MEIR'S INTERVIEW

READERS’ REMARKS

These following two letters were also printed in

the Sunday Times in response to Frank Giles' recorded
interview with Golda Meir.
Sir: 1 congratulate the Palestinians and Arabs generally
in at last getting their propaganda into a leading British
newspaper, in a form acceptable to the British public,
and by none other than the Israeli Prime Minister!

To treat the Palestinians as if they were not worthy
of consideration, and almost as if they did not exist, is
crass stupidity. And to discount world opinion as a
matter of indifference is worse. The "I want to tell you
frankly,” and "I want to be very honest,” are too con-
fidingly gushing for the British public to stomach, and,
to crown all, she virtually admits that the minute the
Israelis do come to the conference table with the Arab
States, they will fall apart through internal strife from
Zionist greed and fanaticism. The Palestinians have
told me all this, but never till now did I fully believe
them. Sarah Neely, Tripoli
Sir: Mrs Golda Meir says: "It was not as though there
was a Palestinian people in Palestine considering them-
selves as a Palestinian people and we came and threw
them out and took their country away from them. They
did not exist.”

There were almost twice as many Arabs as Jews
in Palestine at the end of the British Mandate. How did
these Arabs "not exist?’ By what magic of nationalist
phraseology are they conjured away? To the nationalist
politician the politically inconvenient simply isn't there.

It might be said that Arab nationalist politicians
say equally absurd things, and I would sadly agree. But
human rights are involved, the rights of the Palestinian
Arabs who have lost homes and property '‘There are
millions and millions of refugees in the world,” said
Mrs. Meir (she would not, I think, have made such a
cynical statement in 1944). For her “the Arabs™ created
the refugee problem for other Arabs, and “the Arabs”
must solve it.

If Israel is the only Palestinian nation, it must
assume a proper responsibility for all Palestinians. And
this means taking back, or properly compensating, the
Arab refugees. Peter Partner, Winchester

EDITORIAL ANALYSIS
WHOSE FAIR LADY ?

In My Fair Lady Professor Higgins explains that
"the science of speech” can be used “to blackmail and
swindle” as well as “to teach.” Unfortunately, perhaps,
words are the tools of the politician’s trade and how he
uses them can adversely affect the action and reaction
of the auditor. One of the strange phenomena of per-
suasion is the auditor’s reaction to the speaker, which
figures significantly in his value judgment of the mes-
sage. In today's political arena the worth of ideas is
bonded to the charismatic image of those who expound
these ideas. Perhaps the image even becomes the mes-
sage!

Aristotle ruled that in order to be rhetorically ef-
fective one should follow three rules: 1) reason logical-
ly, 2) understand human character and goodness in
their various forms, and 3) understand the emotions.
These rules have certainly been followed by the political

Zionists in their successful creation of the image of
Israel as being a pitiable country struggling against in-
surmountable odds to establish a haven for the oppressed
people of the Jewish faith. The Isracli leaders have
learned their lessons well as they regularly repeat their
studied arguments which rationalize their attitudes and
policies to the point of making them—to the unsuspect-
ing—indisputable. The persecution complex of the Is-
raeli political Zionists, coupled with the guilt complex
of many in the West, creates an atmosphere tailor-made
for the projection of arguments which, though based on
false premises, are accepted as fact.

Space does not permit a detailed analysis of all
the studied arguments used by Mrs. Golda Meir in her
interview with Frank Giles, but a few examples are in
order.

1) "When 1 came to Israel in 1921." Since Israel
per se was not established until the Partition of Palestine
Resolution in 1948, Mrs. Meir in 1921 emigrated to
Palestine which was still under British Mandate.

2) "An Arab ploughing with a very primitive
plow.” In 1921 how much mechanized equipment was
in use in the Western world? The meagre equipment of
the Arab is not the point. What Mrs. Meir neglects to
say is that she found in Palestine well developed, cul-
tivated and thriving industries of many kinds. The citrus
and olive groves plus the vineyards, all Palestinian owned
and operated and which were steeped in generations of
family heritage, were flourishing businesses. The desert
was blooming in Palestine long before Mrs. Meir began
her “sanctuary” in the U.S.A.

3) “"Nobody can claim that the War of 1967 broke
out because Israel wanted more territory.” If this pre-
mise were true then the implementation of the 1967
UN. Resolution should have been readily expedited
rather than rejected by the “non-expansionist” Israel.
Mrs. Meir recently stated that “Israel will not yield one
inch of territory that is necessary for Israel’s sccurity.j'
It is very casy to rationalize expansionism by calling it
security! Why is the land presently occupied by Israel
more than twice the area initially designated in the
U.N. Partition Plan?

The other arguments concerning the Four Power
Talks, Israeli Internal Politics, the Status of the Pales-
tinians, the Responsibility for the Refugees and Israel’s
World Image need further qualification. However, it is
the hope of AJME that when one is apprised of the
FACTS one will be able to avoid being swayed by what
appear to be cogent arguments which are wrapped in
appealing packages when offered to the public by the
Israeli image builders.

What Mrs Meir and the other Israeli leaders have
overlooked in Aristotle is what he has sa:d about politi-
cians: .. .the litigant will sometimes not deny that a
thing has happened or that he has done harm. But that
he is guilty of injustice he will never admit . .. So, too,
political orators often make any concession short of ad-
mitting that they are recommending their bearers to
take an inexpedient course or not take an expedient one.
The question of whether it is not unjust for a city to
enslave its innocent neighbours often does not trouble
them at all.”

What would Professor Higgins say of Mrs. Golda
Meir’s use of speech? Surely, the fair lady isn't being
fair!
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