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PLO IN PEACE DILEMMA-

Introduction 

. The Palestinian problem created with the establishment of the 
zionist state of Israel in 1948 is considered as one of the most lengthy 
alld complioated issues in modern history. Being the victim of 
zionist aggressions, intra-Arab rivalries and superpower politics the 
4 million people of Palsestine have been transformed into refugees 
roaming around the world partioularly in the Arab world. On the 
other hand, the zionists immigrating from Europe and America have 
established a state in the land of Palestine and are continuing the 
policy of aggression not only against the Palestinian people but also 
against the entire Arab world. But over this period, no compre
hensive peace initiative was undertaken to end the age-old tragedy 
of the Palestinian people. The Israeli leaders including AIIon, 
Rabin, Sharon and Begin put forward their own versions of solution 
to the problem, albeit unacceptable to Palestinians and Arabs. In 
August 1981 the then Saudi Crown Prince (present King) Fahd 
came forward with a 8-point peace plan demanding total Israeli with
drawal from the occupied territory and the establishment of an inde
pendent Palestinian state, implying an implicit recognition of Israel. 
But because of the opposition of the radical Arab states the Saudi 
plan had to be dropped in the Arab League Summit at Fez in 1981. 

The US President Ronald Reagan put forward a peace proposal 
in September 1982, which called for the formation of a "Self Govern
ment" of the Palestinians in the ocoupied areas "in association with 

• In the present article the peace plans refer to the Rcaaan Peace Proposals 
, announced on September 1, 1982 the Arab Leque Peace Plan adopted at Fez 
in Morocco on September 9, 1982 and Brezhnov Plan announced in MotCow 
on Septetnbcr IS, 1982. 
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Jordan" and demanded freezing of all settlements in West Bank and 
Gaza. The Arab League in its Summit at Fez in Morocco just after 

. a week of the announcemen$ of Reagan's proposals adopted a oS-point 
Peaoe Plan for the solution of the Palestinian problem. The Arab 
LeagUe Plan oalled on Israel to withdraw from all occupied territories 
and to create an "independent" Palestinian stat~ with Jerusalem as 
its oapital. The Plan also accorded its indirect recognition to Israel. 

-The late Soviet President Leonid Brezhnev on September IS, 1982 
announced a 6-point peaoe proposal for Middle Bast which oalled 
for an Israeli withdrawal from all occupied territories and the estab
lishment of an independent Palestinian state. PLO endorsed tho 
Arab League and Brezhnev plans but also did not outrightly reject 
the Reagan Plan because the moderate section of the Organi
zation was convinced tliat PLO should enter into a diJect negotiation 
with the United States. But the radicals supported by Syria and 
Libya were insisting on the total rejection of the . Reagan Plan. So 
PLO was in a dilemma, at one stage they proceeded with the Rea,gan 
Plan !lnd started negotiations with Jordan but at another, the process 
grounded to a halt. 

. The present article is an attempt at examining the nature of.. the 
dilemma and finding out the options for PLO in between the above 
mentioned peace proposals. 

Reagan Peace Proposal 

In early September 1982, when the PLO forces were withdrawn 
from Lebanon and the Multinational Peaoe Keeping Foroes of USA, 
Italy and Franoe took the control over Beirut, Presi~nt Reagan 
announced a "fresh start" toward a lasting peace in 'lie Middle Bast. 
It was the first time that the USA, the main aUy of Israel in Middle 
East crisis, came forward with specific proposals for peaoe in the 
Middle East (Outlines at Annex. 1). The President set forth an 
American blueprint for the next phase of Middle E8$t diplomacy after 
the Camp David Accords-a full scale effort to revive the ~talled 

talks on Palestinian autonomy in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. 
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Reaffirming America's strong commitment to Israel's.security, Presi
dent aeagan called for the formation of a self-government by the 
PalesPnians in the West Bank and Gaza "in association with Jordan". 
At the same time he called on Israel to create confidence in the peace 
process by immediately freezing. settlements in the occupied te~itories 
and repudiatink lillY intention to annex these lands. About . the 
future of Jerusalem the Reagan Plan proposed that Jerusalem .must 
l"emain undivided and its final status should be decided through nego
tiations. ~But question may' arise why President Reagan came forward 
willi the Middle East peace proposals in September 1982 or in other 
words, what were the compulsions of the United States to come for
ward with a peace initiative at thal time. 

Firstly, the US Government supported the Israeli aggressions 
in Lebanon in June 1982 and by gettihg all supports from 'the USA the 
Israelis committed the atrocities in Beirut. Add to these the fact 
that the US Government not only supported Israel but also defended 
her in various international forums. The US administration conti
nuously vetoed the UN resolutions calling for Israeli withdrawals 
from Lebanon. For all these policies and total support to Israel the 
US credibility in the Middle East was seriously undermined and her 
Arab allies were offended. The Israeli demand for PLO withdrawals 
from Beirut sponsored by US was also implemented. So the entire 
world was expecting some positive steps from the Reagan Adminis
tration for the solution of the Palestinian problem. And the Reagan 
PlaJi was a' response ~o that expectations and an attempt to mend 
fences with her Arab allies. 

Secondly, the Western allies of the United S~ates were not satis
-lied with the US policy in the Lebanese war because they had a fear 
'that if the US would continue 'he policy of total support to Israel, 
the Arabs miiht adopt any serious step against the West including 
oil embargo whiCh would severly affec·t the economy of West EuroPe 
and Japan. Jt was the first time that the West Europe and Japan 
-voted in favour of the UN resolutions (where they usually abstained) 
C!IIlling the Israeli withdrawals from Lebanon. As a result, the US 
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was totaJly identified with Israel and her .relations with·the 'allies were 
complicated. It was also reported that the West Europe eltpres~ 
its desire to continue the peace initiatives in Middle East on the basis 
of their Venice; Declaration adopted in June 1980,-where they demanded 
to include PLO in the negotiation process. So Washington was 
afraid that her total support to Israel in Lebanon migllt provoke the 
Europeans to revive their own peace initiatives. So to avoid . the 
confrontation and to remove the misunderstandings among the mem
bers of the Atlantic alliance, President Reagan came forward with 
the peace proposals which could obviously ease the tense relations 
between USA and her allies over the Lebanese issue. 

Thirdly, in the tripartite agreement (Lebanon-Israel and US) 
the US assured the security of Palestinians in Beirut' but subsequent 
events proved that US failed to fulfil her commitments. The Palesti
nians in various refugee camps were kiUed and seriously tortured 
by the radical Christian groups supported by Israel. In Washington 
the Reagan Administration was convinced that it was, in no way, 
able to assure the security of the Palestinians in the refugee camps 
in Lebanon, unless they would have a self-government in the occupied 
areas.. and the refugees would be able to return ba-ck there. So (or 
the security of the Palestinians by forming a self-government in the 
occupied areas, a peace drive was required which resulted in the 
announcemnt of Reagan's Peace Proposals for Midille East. 

Fourthly, the USSR was indifferent in the Lebanese' orisis and 
Moscow threw the baU of the Middle East game to the American 
court by requesting the US administration to take necessary steps to 
stop the bloodsheds in Lebanon. So America as a Slipel' Power 
and a main contender of ·the Middle EI/.st crisis could not sit idle. 
It was her compulsion to take some peace initjatives to solve the 
crisis fu Lebanon and to revive her credibili.ty in the regiqn. . 

Fifthly, the ADabs were going to hold a Summit at Fez in 
Morocco (September 1982) and the US had a fear that the disillusioned 
Arabs migh! take a strong anti-US decision in the Summit. So the 

, 
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Reagan AdIilinist.ration felt · the need to announce a Middle. East 
peace plan before the Summit to influence on its decision. 

Lastly, the US 'public opinion was very critical of the Govmer
-ment's policy in the Middle East and a continous demand from the 
mass was coming to start direct negotiations 'with the PLO. 

All these factors compelled the Reagan Administration to thinIC: 
seriously over die issue and to come forward with some sort of peaCe 
initiative which could, if not fully but partially, ease the situation 
in the region and satisfy her Arab and European allies. 

The Reagan Plan contained some positive elements : It was the 
first time that the US came forward with a concrete peace proposal 
and 'recogni'sed that the Palestinian calise is more than a refugee 
problem. The unity ' of Jerus~em was recognised and its future was 
open to negotiations. The proposal also called for immediate free
zing of Isr.aeli settlements in the oocupied territories. 

But; it had also .some basic shortcomings. Though President 
Reagan described his peace proposal as a "fresh start" for Middle 
East diplomacy, in fact there w~re no such substantive elements in 
the proposal which might speed up the solution of the crisis. Firstly, 
the proposai did not recognise the inalienable right of the Palestinian 
people, the fight of self-determination and to form an independent 
Palestinian state. The .terms "self-government" and "association 
with Jordan" were not clearly explained. The Plan did not mention 

:whether the "self-government" meant a sovereign government or 
goverrunent having only minimum autonomy under strict control 
of Israel. Again the Reagan Plan did not olarify what it meant by 
the term "in association "'ith Jordan", whether with the help of Jordan, 
under the cbntrol of Jordan or a confederation with Jordan. Secondly, 
the Reagan proposal did not recognise Jerusalem as an occupied 
territory and there,·was no men'ion of returning it to the Palestinian 
people or to associate it with West Bank. On the contrary, it was 
proposed that "Jerusalem must be undivided" without mentioning 
its future status. The pro!,osal for undivided Jerusalem indirectly 
strengtliened ISfaeli position because the Israelis were occupying 
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both parts of Jerusalem. Thirdly; the Reagan proposal did not 
mention anything about the Israeli -occupied .. Syrian territory of 
Golan Heights and its future status. 

The Reagan proposal, as it was assumed earlier, was outrightly 
rejected by Israel. In an emergency meeting the Israeli cabinet 

~ officially rejected Reagan's initiative, declaring that, " the Govern
ment of Israel has r~solved that on the basis of these (US) positions 
it will not enter into any negotiations with any party. " 1 The Israelis 
not only rejected the Reagan proposals but also maintained its resolve 
to continue new settlements in the West Bank and pressed for resuming 
the autonomy talks under the Camp David formula. At the same time 
the Israeli leaders also adopted various steps to undermine the US 
proposal and to divert the Administration's attention elsewhere. 
They continued their presence in Lebanon and set up prt:j:onditions 
for withdrawal which, in no way, was possible for Lebanon to 'accept; 
Since the US was working as a mediator in the Lebanese crisis it 
created an uneasy situation for the Reagan Administration itself. 
It was the objective of the Israeli Government to throw the Reagan 
proposals aside by complicating the problems in Lebanon so that the 
whole attention l!light be concentrated there. 

The Arab countries, which were busy in holding a Summit at 
Fez in Morocco just after one week of the announcement of President 
Reagan's proposals, were not in a hurry to make any oomments on 
it. Egypt praised the US initiative and called upon PLO and Jordan 
to join in the peace process. It also seemed that Jordan, Saudi 
Arabia and Morocco had a positive response toward the Reagan Plan. 

The Russians, who took an indifferent stand during the Israeli 
aggression in Lebanon seem~d to be liberal on the confederation plan 
with Jordan and officially announced that they would agree with 
"~nything the Palestinian people agree with". 2 But obviously the 
Russians were not favourably disposed toward the plan, because they 
were quite aware of the fact that if Jordan and PLO would join in 

1. NewsMltek, 13 September 1982, p. 18 
2. Newsweek, 24 JanuaJ')l 1983, p. 17 
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the negotiations on the basis of· the Reagan' Plan, gradually they 
might be eliminated from the Middle 'East political scenario. So 
they proposed their own peace plan and were proyocating 'both Syria 
and Libya to exeri influence on PLO to'rejec1i the Reagan proposals. 

The Arab League Peace Plan 

The Arab League Plan adopted ,at Fez, Morocco in September 
1982 called for Israeli withdrawal from all Arab territories occupied 
'since 1967 inoluding Arab Jerusalem and the removal of Israeli 
settlements from Arab land. The Plan recognised PLO as the sole 
and legitimate representative of the Palestinian people and called for 
an independent Palestinian state witiJ Jerusalem as it.s capital. The 
Plan also implioitly recognised Israel and proposed tha~ the Security 
Council should guarantee peace for all states in the region including 
,the independent Palestinian state (See outlines at Annex. 2). 

The Arab League Plan, like the Reagan Plan, had its own com
pulsiollS. In the ' history of the Pales~nian liberatio~ stru~e the 
Arabs are also responsible to a certain degree for the sufferings of 
the 'Palestinian people. Though the problem was originated in 1948, 
the PLO was not formed until 1964 and only in 1974 it got an all Arab 
recognition as the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian 
people; Wherever they went they either became the victims o(lintemal 
politics of that country or the object of intra-Arab rivalries. Thus 
they were the victims of civil . wars in Jordan and , Lebanon in 1970 
and 1975 respectively i1nd became the target of Israeli attocities in 
'Beirut aJl,d later on in Sabra and Shatila. .But the Arab world was 
indifferent to the ,Lebanese issue and did not come forward to help 
the Palestinian~. They expressed thei~ verbal support and criticised 
Israeli agressions only in .rhetorics to display their sympathy 
with the Palestinians. They were not even able to hold a meeting 
within the framework of Arllb League until September 1982 to dis
cuss the sit\,lation, in Lebl!-nol!. This created a myth in the Arab 
world and the Arab public was disappointed witl! the policies of 
their governments and the leaders were caught in an uneasy situation 
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for their indifferent posture and ineffective attitute toward the Lebanese 
crisis. So in the long run a feeling of obligation was grown which 
prompted the Arab leaders to come forward with some sort of peace 
initiatives to satisfy their own people on one hand and the Palestinians 
on the other. The Arab League also decided to launch a diplomatic, 
,offensive to get support in favour of their own pla1J.. In this r~specJl 

an' ~Tab League delega:tion visited the five pennanent member coun
tries of the Security Council to discuss Uie future of the falestinian 
issue. . But details of their discussio!lS wer~ not made public; But 
it seems Uiat tlte initiatives taken at the initial stage by Arab League 
have come to a stalemate and the process has been jeopardised. 

The BremDev Plan . 

The late Soviet President I.eonid Brezhnev unveiled a 6·point 
peace plan on September 15, 1982 for the solution of the Palestinian 
problem (See outlines at Annex. 3). It recalled the 1947 UN decision 
which provided for the creation, on the former mandated territory I 

of Palestine, of two sovereign states, Arab state lind a Jewish state. 
The Plan called on Israel to vacate all territories occupied since 1967 
and mentioned the Golan Heights and Lebanese lands as occupied 
in addition to West Bank and Gaza. 

The' Brezhrrev Plan, though differed from Reagan Plan on the 
basic question of the right of self determination to the Palestinians, 
was similar to the Arab League Plan. So question may arise why the 
Russians instea~ of giving support to the Arab League Plan' launched 
a new peace offensive. As it was mentioned earlier Moscow adopted 
an indifferent stand during the Lebanese crisis in keeping with her 
recel1t low key role in Middle East politics. So not only the Palestilrians 
but the !?oviet allies in the Middle East were frustrated with Moscow's 
role in the region. Her low key role tended to confirm the doub~s 

among the Arabs as to whether Moscow, as a superpower; was at 
all able to playa role in the region. So the Rremlin leaders felt the 
need of coming forward with peace initiatives for Middle East to 
revive their prestige in the area, to restate the lost confidence of tlie 
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allies and to create a favourable political atmosphere so that the 
Arab public could think that the Russians did not leave them . 

. Another important point is that since the Arab League Plan was 
based on the Fand Plan of Saudi Arabia with which the Soviets have 
'no diplomatic relations so Moscow could not support if. Rather to 
enhance her credibility in the region she came forward with a new 
peace proposal. In fact the Brezhnev Plan which was launched just 
after 15 days of the announcement of Reagan's Plan was an attempt 
to counter the US Plan and to demonstrate that Moscow also did not 
lag behind in finding oue the solutions of the Middle East crisis. 
Because Russia had a fear that the Reagan initiative would enhance 
US credibility in the region and in the process of negotiations she 
(Russia) might be cornered in the Middle East politics. But analy
sing the subsequent events in the region oile can easily come to the 
conclusion that the Brezhnev Plan was rather a political propaganda 
and diplomatic manoeuvre than a sincere move toward the solution 
of the Palestinian problem. The Plan was kept in a very low key 
profile without .any publicity in the press and there was liardly any 
diplomaeic drive to implement it. 

Options for PLO 

All the three proposals came out within 15 days and the PLO 
was in a dilemma. Israel outrightly rejected all the three proposals. 
Although PLO did not reject any of the proposals, the Arab League 
Plan and the Breshne'r Plan were more acceptable to ~LO because 
both the proposals recognisded the legitimate right of the Palestinian 
people to fol'lIl an independent state of their own; PLO endorsed 
both the proposals considering the importance of Arab soilidarity, 
the financial assistance they are getting from the oil rich Arab states 
and military and diplomatic supports from the Soviet Union. But 
they had little reason to be optimistic about the outcomes of these 
proposals and therefore got relegated to sccordary importanoe. , 

After the Lebanese war a major portion of PLO's . leade;rship 
Jelt thllt the bljll of tlte Middle East game was in the American court, 
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so without US's active involvement the Palestinian problem could 
not be solved properly. Some of the leaders were in favour of adop
ting more moderate stand, abandoning the .patIi of armed 'struggle 
and exploiting the ways and means for peaceful solution or. the problem 
on the basis of the Reagan Plan. PLO did not reject the US Plan 
outrightly rather the PLO Foreii!n Ministe~ Farouk Kaddoumi ex
pressed his reaction like this, "I hope th~t there's some scope for 
discussion with that."3 The PLO was also concerned of King 
Hossein's over-enthusiasm about the Plan, because they were afraid 
that if he . (Hossein) .would enter into the negotiations with US over 
West Bank, PLO might .be eliminated from the process. They had 
also the consideration that the Palestinians in West. Bank living under 
long Israeli oppressions might prefer to join and live with Jordan 
than to c<;mtinue their s~gg1e witiJ. the PLO. So despite the bitter 
experiences of Black September of 1970 an,d enmity with Jordan PLO 
took an initiative to .accommodate with Jordan .and started 
negotiations to find out a joint strategy over the Palestinian issue. 
On the other hand, King Hossein was trying to p'crsuade PLO Chair-' 
man Yasser Arafat to recognise Israel's right of existe.qce explicitly 
and to join in the Camp David process. Hossein felt that his approa
chement with P~O leader should be completed very quickly befol"j: 
their c.ommol\ antag~nist, Syria would organise, as one senior Arab 
diplomat called "coup within PLO", to replace Arafat with more 
radical leader.· He also warned th~ PLO leadership that the US 
Administration would be preoccupied with the presid~ntial election 
in 1984, and they should speed up the proc~s~ so that the problem 
might be solved instantly. But it was difficult for PLO to recognise 
Israel explicitly,. rather they referred to the Arab League Plan which 
called for guarantee of peace of all states in the region, PLO's argument 
was that since PLO signed the Arab League Plan, it indirectly recog-
nised Israel. · . . 

In mld October 1982 Arafat visited Jordan with a view to wor
king out a peace strategy with King Hossein for the future of West 

3: Newsweek, 13 September 1982, p. 9 
4. Newsweek, 11 October 1982, p. 10 
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Bank and Gaza. The radical PLO grQups in Syria, though not 
opposed the move, did not endorse the Hossein-Arafat talks either. 
They were adopting a policy of walt and see. Syria, where most of 
the PLO leaders were living after evacuation from Beirut, championed 
the rejectionist cause and challenged Arafat's authority to speak for 
the PLO as a whole. Syria had also a, fear that if Arafat-Hossein 
talks became successful she might be left isolatied and the possibilIty 
of getting back of Golan Heights would be reduced. Hossein insis
ted that the Palestinians in West Bank should join with Jordan in a 
federal form whereas Arafat was emphasising the need for the 
est~blishinent of an independent state and declined to give him 
(Hossein) a mandate to negotiate on behalf of the Palestinians. 
Washington wa~ very optimistic about Hossein's initiative and Presi
dent Reagan was planning to hold a second Camp DaVid Summit 
with the inclusion of Jordan.s But it was not easy for Jordan to 
join the negotiations without getting mandate from PLO because it 
might isolate her in the Arab world; Characterising Jordan's posi

. tion one Western diplomat said, "Hossein is not going to become 
another Sadat living on American money as oppose\i to Arab money. 
Jordan is too sm~, too vulnerable in the middle of the Arab world, 

.and Hossein too clever a politician for that.'·6 Jordan was creating 
a pressure on PLO for being more moderate and on the United States 
to put pressure on Israel to freeze the expansion of jewish settlements 
in West Bank. The PLe leaders were also not satisfied with the 
Syrian role during the Lebanese war in June 1982. when her forces 
in the Bekka Valley did not participate in the war which ultimately 
gave Israel a free hand to attack the PLO positions in Lebanon. But 
PLO was trying to balance between Syria and Jordan and Yasser 
Arafat was- in favour of continuing the dialogue with King Hossein. 

In the month-long discussions the two leaders exchanged their 
views on many key questions: whether the PLO should recogruse 
Israel, whether Hosseill shoUld be allowed to speak for the Pal!lsti-

S. New,week. 25 October 1982, p. 12 
6. Ibid 
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nians; what sort of an alter.native Palsestinian delegation might be 
acceptable etc. The Americans and Jo.rdanians suggested that the 
Palestinians who were not the PLO officials and not the memberS of 
the PLO but were '.'known to the PLO" might sit as part of an Arab 
delegatioJ!,.7 The basic questioa of the Hossein-Arafat talks' was 
whether PLO would accept the Reagan Plan without forgoing the 
demand for an independent state. But apparently none of these 
questions were resolved. 

King Hossein set a precondition that he' would enter into the ' 
peace negotiation on the basis of the Reagan Plan after the with
drawal of Israeli forces from Lebanon. But Syrian President being 
afraid of Jordan's influence on fLO and friendly relations with US, 
was delaying the withdrawal of his forces from Lebanon, strengthening 
the military build-up in the Bekka Valley with the help of the Russians 
and complicating the situation with a view to undermiping Hossein's 
peace moves. Yasser Arafat had a fear tha~ about 9000 PLO forces 
were with the Syrian troops in Bekka Vally and the bulk of ~he Palses
tinian guerillas evacuated from Beirut were in Syria, so in any show
down Syria 'might try to spli~ PLO to undermine bis (Yasser Arafat~s) 
leadership, Washington was trying 'to strengthen its f~agiJe links 
with Syria to avoid the Syrian oppositjon to the Reagan Plan and 
ultimately to diminish Soviet influence in the region, 

In that situation of Super Power rivalry and regional political 
complicacy the PLO held its National Council in Algiers in PebruaJ'Y 
1983. It seemed that Yasser Arafat bad lel~tively moderate view on 
the Reagan rlan and tried to convince the radical leaders of the orga
l;Ii.zation in favour of his stand. But the radical leaders lncl\lding 
Dr. George Habash and Naif Hayatmeh insisted on total rejection of 
the US Plan and were in favour of. the Arab League Plan. For the 
sake of the unity of the organization a rapprochement was required 
and the parties came to a consensus by rejecting the Reagan Plan and 
endorsing the Arab League Plan. The Council also refused to accept 
the idea of a joint Palestinian-Jordanian negotiating team which 

7' Nswsweek, 3 January 1983, p. 4 
, 
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seriously affected the future of Hossein·Arafa~ talks. Thus the decision 
of the Algier's Summit was, no doubt; a set back to the Reagan peace 
initiative in the Middle East. 

Though Hossein was disappointed by the Council's decision in 
Algiers, but was pressing on PLO to continue the peace negotiations:' 
,PLO leadet Yasser Aral'at agreed to resume the talks and in April 
1983 it seemed that King Hossein achieved his goal to get a mandate 
from the PLO to negotiate the fate of West Bank and Gaza Strip. 
Even the final communique was ready and it mentioned that the Reagan 
Plan "recognised the legitimate rights" of the Palestinian people and 
therefore could be used as a "point of departure for negotiations."8 , 
Arafat studied the communique and instead qf signing it he flew to 
Kuwait, South Yemen and North Yemen-ostensibly to seek final 
support from other PLO leaders. The Jordanian Monarch was very 
optimistic and was eagerly waiting for Arafat's return to Amman to 
sign the final document But 'events developed in a different way. 
Arafat did not come back to Amman and sent two of his aides to 
Jordan to inform Hossein that he could not sign the dooument 
endorsing the Reagan Plan. Such an unexpected decision of PLO 
leadership embarrassed Hossein and with an angry .tone he announced 
that he would not join the Middle East peace talks proposed by Reagan 
and it seemed that in tones of weary exasperation he (Hossein) washed 
in hands of the Palestinian problem. The US Administration pu~ 
~he total blame on PLO for the failure of the peace process. 

But for a clear understanding of PLO's position and to identify 
its options in between the peace proposals, problems and constraints 
existing in ~he organization should also be taken into consideration. 
This is because PLO, being the Organization of multiple elements 
bas a number of constraints and the manoeuvrity of the leadership 
in its activities is, strictly limited. 

Firstly, PLO consists of about 14 organization (See Annex. 4) 
ranging from extreme rightists to extreme leftists. Every group has 
its own views and ideas and also different perceptions to the problem. 

8. Newsweek, 2S Apri11983, p. 8 

, . 
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Most of the groups were either formed directly by external powers 
or had the backing and support-moral and material-from outside 
sources. So Yasser Arafat had only a little room to manoeuvre and 
his options in the peace negotiations were strictly limited. 

Secondly, as it was discussed earlier the Reagan Plan was obs
cure and had p.o ~rticulated position about the future of the 
Palestinian people, Jerusalem and Golan Heights. So it was difficult 
for Arafat to convince the Palestinians and the Arab world to get 
SUppOi t in favour of it (Reagan Plan). 

Thirdly, Israel the main party of the whole Middle East problem 
had outrightly rejected the Reagan Plan and inspite of Presiden~ 
Reagan's appeal to freeze the jewish settlements in West Bank and 
Gaza, promptly' announced plans to expand new settlements in the 
occupied areas to ·increase the jewish population there. But the US 
did not take any step or put hardly any pressure on Israel. Even if 
PLO would accept the Reagan Plan there was no guarantee that 
Israel would recognise PLO and the US would hardly be able to force 
Israel to sit in the negotiating table. 

Fourthly, when the PLO leader was conducting the peace nego
tiations with Jordan and it was reported that they cap1e to a consen
sus on a joint Palestinian-Jordanian settlement about the future of 
West Bank and Gaza, a member of a Syrian backed Palestinian faction 
headed by 'Abu Nidal' killed Issam Sartawi, a leading PLO moderate 
in Portugal, where he had been attending a conference of the Socia
list International. His assassination was a clear warning to Arafat.. 
that he had a limit of being moderate. 

Fifthly, a group of the Fatah Organizatinon in the Bekka VaUey 
and Syria revolted against the leadership of PLO which was repor
tedly supported by Syria and Libya. But whatever would be the 
source of extern!!l assistance to the rebels, it .was clear that a dissatis
faction and discontent graduaUy nourished and growing up in the 
organization against the leadership and the moderate policy orientation. 
The left wing elements within Fatah strongly opposed any settlement 
that would give the Palestinian less than a wholly sovereign and 
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independent state, however ~cult the struggle might be: So it 
~med that Ararat had been facing a serious challenge to biB leader
ship and the PLO was more vulnerable and the external infiuel)Ce in 
the organization was mOfe evident than ever before. 

The PLO leadership has been seeking help from differClllt Arab 
~tates and trying to mend fences with the radicals with a . view to 
reconciling the various rival groups and to keep the organization 
united. At present it seems that the PLO leadrership has two possible 
options before it: either to reject the RealWl Plan, to freeze the nego
tiations with Jordan alld to take more radical stand to satisfy the 
leftist elements in the organization or to go ahead with the Reagan 
Plan taking the risk of a civil war within PLO which may split the 
organization and the leadership of Yasser Arafat may be seriously 
undermined. What course of action the PLO leadership will follow 
is difficult to say because if the PLO would accept the demands of 
the rebels, rejects the Reagan Plan and adopts more radical stand, 
it will be a sj:rious defeat for the moderate section of PLO whi<ili will 
ultimately strengthen the radical posture of the organization and the 
possibility of a peaceful solution of the Palsestinian issue on the basis 
of the Reagan Plan in cooperation .with Jordan will be diminished 
that may affect PLO's relations with Jordan as well as with other 
moderate Arab states. On the either hand if PLO would proceed 
with the Reagan Plan the organization might be splittC(i and the 
chances of civil war within PLO may be inqreasded which will seriously 
undermine the ors.anization's credibility and ultimately weaken its 
moral, political and military strength. It will also seriously under-
mine PLO's international prestige and status. . 

And it is not unlikely that, taking the opportunity of the internal 
clashes of PLO and being supported by her allies, Israel may annex 
the occupied West Bank and' Gaza Strip which will abolish the hopes 
and aspirations of th~ Palestinian people for ever to establish an 
independent state. Considering internal, ' regional and mternational 
bindings and compulsions, PLO should take very ooutious and calcula
tive s~eps in its future course of actions otherwise any wrong step 
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taken by the-leadership may 'seriously affect the organization as ,well 
as total political soenario of the region. What options are open for 
PLO and how it will come out from this dilemma is a difficult question. 
But it seems that Vasser Arafat, as a moderate, will be more acceptable 
to the conservative Arabs as well as to the West than any other leader 
and a raPl?roachement may be made in such a way so that a status 
quo in PLO may be maintained:. 

Conclusion 

Out of all the three peace proposals discussed in the paper, 
the Arab League and the Brezhnev Plans were more acceptable to PLO 
because ooth the Plans recognised the legitimate rights of the Pales
tinian people and called for the establishment of an independent 
state with Jerusalem as its caital. But in the light of their past ex
perience PlO had a very big doubt about the outcomes of these 
proposals. From the very beginning of the conflict the Palestinian 
problem more often became the subjeCt of political fluctuations of the 
Arab ' political scene and in a number of occassions they became the 
bargaining cards, conveniently used by' some Arab governments for 
their own interests. The events in Jordan in 1970, in Lebanon in 
1975 and 1982 and in Syria in 1971l- and 1983 proved that the PLO in 
tho cOUl'se of their armed struggle very often became the victims of 
internal conflicts and intra-Arab rivalries. The subsequent events 
in the region and policies adopted by various Arab states regarding 
the Palestinian issue created a sense of frustration and most of them 
(parestinians) were convinced iliat they were betrayed by their Arab 
brothers. So generally PLO had no reason to be optiiniSlic aoout 
the outcome of the Arab League plan and had doubts on joint Arab 
offorts for its implementation. 

The Btezhnev Plan, which no~ 'only recognised the right of the 
Palestinian people to establish an independent state but also specifi
cally mentioned Golan Heights and Lebanon as occupied teIfitories 
by Israel, was kept in a very low key profile by PLO. This is because 
the Soviet policy in the Middle East, in general, and their indifference 
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in the I.ebanese war, in particular, dissatisfied the Palestinians and 
many of 1Ihem slarled thinking that they were being used by Moscow 
(or the sake of global Soviet interest in the region. The Reagan 
Plan, which neither recognised PLO as a sole legitimate ' representative 
of the Palestinian people nor admitted the inalienable right to estab
lish an independent state, was moderately aocepted by some section 
of PI.O. After the Lebanese war a general perception was nourished 
and developed that without US's active involvement the Palestinian 
problem could not be solved properly. Even negotiations were 
started on the basis of the Reagan Plan to form a confederatioon with 
Jordan and to 'sponsor a joint Jordanian-Palestinian delegation for 
talks with US. But the process was halted for the rebellions in 
AI-Fatah, the biggest group in PLO, which were reportedly supported 
by Syria and Libya. 

It is really a tragedy for PLO that whenever the leadership 
tended to take any specific step for the solution of the crisis the process 
was disrupted by the opposition of some or other groups. Sometimes 
the internal conflicts in PLO was so serious that it threatened the 
unity of the organization and weakened the moral and material 
strength. PLO is a conglomeration of various heterogenous elements 
having different political and ideological point of views. So it is 
very difficult for the leadership to hold all the diverse elements toge
ther and to chanellize all the efforts in the struggle of national indepen
dence. Even after 19 years of its existence PLO has not yet been 
a1>le to find out a common strategy in their struggJe against Isreal, 
rather it has become the victims of ~uporpower politics, intra-Arab 
rivalries and internal clashes. The organization is in a dilemma, 
because at present too many parties are involved in the crisis and PLO 
is nOt simply able to 6alance alI the elments and satisfy the intet:Sted 
parties concerned. If it satisfies one party and fulfils their conditions 
the others either withdraw their supports or work for spliting the 
Organization. So as long. as the tug-of-war politics will continue in 
the region PLO will be in a dilemma and will hardly be able to take 
any independent effective step to solve the age old tradegy of the 
Palestinian PIlople, 
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ANNEXURE-l 

Excerpts fro. Prelldeat Reagu'. Speeeh io Wubiogtoa OD Sep
tember I, 1982 : 

The question now is how to reconcile Israel's legitimate security concerns 
with the legitimate rights of the Palestinians. 

Palestinians feel strongly that their cause is more tban a question of re
fuaecs. I agree. 

Peace cannot be achieved by the formation of an independent Palestlnlall 
state in those territories (the West Bank and Oaza), nor is it ac""'-ble on 
the basis of IsracU sovcreianty or permanent IsraeU control. It is the firm view 
of the US that self-government by the Palestinians-on the West Bank and 
Oaza, in association with Jordan - offerst the ~t chance ·for a durable, just 
and lasting peace. 

Our view on the extent to which Israel should be asked to liven up territory 
wiU be heavily affected by the extent of true peace and normalisation of the 
security arrangements offered in return. 

We remain convinced that Jerusalem must remain undivIded. but Ita final 
status should be decided through negotiations. 

The US will not support the usc of any · additional land for the PUr(108O 

of (IsraeU) sett1emcnts during the transition period. Indeed the immediate 
adoption of a settlement freeze by Israel. more that any other action, could 
create the confidence needed for wider partlcipalion in these talks. 

Source: Mlddlt & SI Rt vltw 1983, WOrld of Information (London), p.13. 
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ANNEXUllE-2 

Arab Leape Peace PIa. (9 September 1982) at Fez called for: 
Withdrawals of Israel from all the Arab territories occupied since 1967, 

includin. Arab Jerusalem. 

The removal of the settlements. built by Israel, in the Arab lands after 
1967. 

The auara,ntee of free womhip and the practkc of reliaious rites in the 
holy areas by foHowers of all re\laiona. 

'I:'be a8lerlioo of the Palestinian rrahU to self-determinatioo and practisina 
their national and inalienable riahts UDder the leadership of the Palestine Li
beration Orpnization. as their sole and Ieaitimate representative and com
peosatina those who do not wish to return. 

SubJectina the West Bank and Qaza Strip to a transition period. not 
cxc:eedlna a few months under the ' aupervislon of th~ UN. 

The ,establishment of an independent Palestlniao state with it! capital at 
Jerusalem. 

The Security Councll to provide JI1WUtee for peace amona aU the rea!oo's 
countries includlna the Palestinian dependent atate. 

The Security Councn to I\W'antee the implementation of tbeae prindples. 

Source: Dawn (Karachi). 11 SePtember 1982. p. I 
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ANNEKuRE-3 
Six Polats for a MiiWle Eet SeedeilleDt.tJSsR 15 September 1981-
pl'OfOAd by PresidCDt Dn .... « .,....11: 

The return to the Aralls of aWIM Iud OI:CUpieclloy Israel since 1967. 
A auarantcc of the rlabt of the Arab people of Palestine to self-determination 
and to establish thclr own iodepaadeot st ... 

-

The retlim of East Jerusalem to the Arabs as an Inalienable part of the Pales
tinian state. 

Guarantees of the right of aU states of the reaion to a seCure aod-Ioclepeaclcot 
existooce. 

An end to the ltate of war and the establlsbment of peace between the Arab 
natiODI and Israel. 

International auarantees of tbe Middle East settlement under tbe aeais of 
the UN Security Council. 

Source: South, November 1982, p. IS. 

, J 

'. 
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