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Palestinian statehood1 is now a fait accompli. To make
this intolerable situation tolerable for Israel, then
Prime Minister Netanyahu tried to focus upon the
alleged security advantages of Palestinian demilitarization. Preempting opposition and condemnation
from his political Right, Netanyahu made the
argument that a demilitarized Palestine would not
represent a serious threat to Israel. Indeed, some
would argue that such a state would be the
foundation for a truly auspicious culmination of
the ``Peace Process''.
From a purely tactical and political perspective,
the fragility of this argument is well known. The
hidden dangers of demilitarization are clear and
compelling. The threat of Palestine to Israel will lie
not only in the presence or absence of a national
armed force, but also in the many other Arab armies
and terrorists2 that will inevitably compete for
power in the new country.
But there is another reason why a ``demilitarized'' Palestine would present Israel with a substantial security threat: International law would not
necessarily expect Palestinian compliance with prestate agreements concerning military deployments
and armed force. From the standpoint of international law, enforcing demilitarization upon an
independent state of Palestine would be exceedingly problematic. As a sovereign state, Palestine
might not even be bound by any pre-independence
compacts that had been secured by US guarantees.
In this connection, international law imposes
unequal obligations on state and non-state parties
to agreements. In a concurring statement in the case

of Tel-Oren v. Libyan Arab Republic, a 1981 civil suit in
US federal courts (where plaintiffs were Israeli
survivors and representatives of persons murdered
in a terrorist bus attack in Israel in 1978), Circuit
Judge Harry T. Edwards stated:
I do not believe the law of nations imposes
the same responsibility or liability on nonstate actors, such as the PLO, as it does on
states and persons acting under color of state
law.
Regarding the validity of Oslo and Wye under
international law, this statement suggests that the
Palestinian Authority (PA), the non-state party to
Oslo and Wye, cannot be held jurisprudentially to
the same standards of accountability as the State of
Israel. This is a most important point to keep in mind when

assessing the prospective viability of plans for Palestinian
demilitarization.
Because treaties can be binding only upon
states,3 an agreement between a non-state Palestine Authority (PA)4 and one or more states would
be of no real authority and little real effectiveness.
Technically, an agreement on demilitarization under
international law must always be ``between states''.
Hence, any agreement on demilitarization that
would include a non-state party would be prima facie
null and void.
But what if the government of Palestine were
willing to consider itself bound by the pre-state,
non-treaty agreement, i.e., to treat this agreement
as if it were an authentic treaty? Even in these
relatively favorable circumstances, the new Arab
government would have ample pretext to identify
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various grounds for lawful treaty termination. It
could, for example, withdraw from the agreement
because of what it regarded as a ``material breach''
(an alleged violation by Israel that undermined the
object or purpose of the treaty). Or it could point
toward what international law calls a ``fundamental
change of circumstances'' (rebus sic stantibus). In this
connection, should a small but expanding Palestine
declare itself vulnerable to previously unforeseen
dangers Ð perhaps from the forces of other Arab
armies Ð it could lawfully end its codified commitment to remain demilitarized.
Rebus sic stantibus means, literally, ``so long as
conditions remain the same''. It is a legal doctrine
with a long history. In the traditional view, the
obligation of a treaty terminates when a change
occurs in those circumstances that exist at the
effective date of the agreement and whose
continuance forms a tacit condition of the ongoing validity of the treaty. The function of the
doctrine, therefore, is to execute the shared
intentions of the parties. Rebus sic stantibus
becomes operative when there is a change in
the circumstances that formed the cause, motive
or rationale of consent.5
There is another factor that explains why a
treaty-like arrangement obligating a new Palestinian
state to accept demilitarization could quickly and
legally be invalidated after independence. The usual
grounds that may be invoked under domestic law to
invalidate contracts also apply under international
law to treaties. This means that ``Palestine'' could
point to errors of fact or to duress as perfectly
appropriate grounds for termination.
Moreover, any treaty is void if, at the time it was
entered into, it was in conflict with a ``peremptory''
rule of general international law (jus cogens), a rule
accepted and recognized by the international community of states as one from which ``no derogation
is permitted.''6 Because the right of sovereign states
to maintain military forces essential to ``self
defense''7 is certainly such a rule, Palestine could
(depending upon its particular form of authority) be
entirely within its right to abrogate any treaty that
had compelled its demilitarization.
A theory, following Hegelian ideas, is that any
treaty obligation may be terminated unilaterally
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following changes in conditions that make performance of the treaty injurious to fundamental rights,
especially the rights of existence, self-preservation
and independence. These rights have been summarized in law as ``rights of necessity''.8
Thomas Jefferson, who had read Epicurus,
Cicero and Seneca, as well as Voltaire, Montesquieu,
Holbach, Helvetius and Beccaria (and who became
something of a philosophe himself) wrote as follows
about obligation and international law:
The Moral duties which exist between individual and individual in a state of nature,
accompany them into a state of society and
the aggregate of the duties of all the
individuals composing the society constitutes
the duties of that society towards any other,
so that between society and society the same
moral duties exist as did between the
individuals composing them while in an
unassociated state, their maker not having
released them from those duties on their
forming themselves into a nation. Compacts
then between nation and nation are obligatory on them by the same moral law which
obliges individuals to observe their compacts.
There are circumstances however which
sometimes excuse the non-performance of
contracts between man and man; so are there
also between nation and nation. When
performance, for instance, becomes impossible, non-performance is not immoral. So if
performance becomes self-destructive to the
party, the law of self-preservation overrules
the laws of obligation to others.9 (emphasis
added)
Later, Jefferson concluded:
As every treaty ought to be made by a
sufficient power, a treaty pernicious to the
state is null, and not at all obligatory; no
governor of a nation having power to engage
things capable of destroying the state, for the
safety of which the empire is trusted to him.
The nation itself, bound necessarily to whatever its preservation and safety require,
cannot enter into engagements contrary to
its indispensable obligations.10 (emphasis
added)
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Here it must also be remembered that,
historically, demilitarization is a principle applied
to various ``zones'',11 not to still-emergent states
in their entirety. For some examples of demilitarized zones, consider the following: In 348 BCE, a
treaty between Rome and Carthage included a
provision for the neutralization of Corsica, a
neutral zone ``in the middle'' (Corsica esset media
inter Romanos et Carthaginienses). The Treaty of Radzin
in 1681 between the Russian and Ottoman
Empires created a vast buffer zone between both
parties south of Kiev. More modern forms of
demilitarization were developed in the nineteenth
century from measures that prohibited fortifications in designated areas, normally imposed by
the victor upon the vanquished.
After World War I, Germany, as a consequence of
the Versailles Treaty, had to demilitarize the Rhineland. Permanent demilitarized zones have been
created in the Straits of Magellan (by the border
treaty of 1881 between Argentina and Chile); in the
Aaland Islands belonging to Finland (according to
the Aaland Islands Convention of 1921 between
Finland, Sweden and other European powers); and
in Norway's Svalbard Archipelago and Bear Island
(by terms of the Svalbard (Spitsbergen) Treaty of
1920 between Norway, the United States and the
former Soviet Union). The Outer Space Treaty of
January 27, 1967 demilitarizes the moon and other
celestial bodies (prohibiting the stationing of
nuclear weapons and other mass destruction
weapons) while Antarctica has been demilitarized
by the Antarctic Treaty of December 11, 1959.
From these examples, we see that a new state of
Palestine might have yet another legal reason not to
comply with pre-independence commitments to
demilitarization. As it could be alleged, inter alia,
that these commitments are inconsistent with
traditional bases of authoritative international law
found in treaties and conventions, international
custom,12 and the general principles of law recognized by ``civilized nations'', etc.,13 they are commitments of no binding character.
Now, it is certainly possible (albeit unnecessary)
that a state of Palestine would act contrary to its legal
commitments on demilitarization. Here the demilitarization ``remedy'' could prove no less injurious to

Israel. One can easily imagine what would happen if,
following a clear breach of the Palestinian demilitarization commitment, Israel would be compelled
to act militarily. In such circumstances, the entire
global community, including the United States,14
would likely respond to imperative Israeli selfdefense/law enforcement actions with both private
pressures and public denunciations of Israel in the
UN Security Council. The term ``law enforcement''
applies here because of the persistently Westphalian (decentralized) nature of international law and
its derivation from underlying natural law. According
to Blackstone, the Law of Nations (International
Law) is deducible from natural law and is therefore
binding upon all individuals and states. Each state
is expected ``to aid and enforce the law of nations, as
part of the common law; by inflicting an adequate
punishment upon offenses against that universal
law''.15
Additionally, there would be a great deal of
internal pressure within Israel, with the Israeli Left
claiming yet again that this or that Palestinian
violation16 is not a clear and present danger to
Israel's survival. If further evidence is needed of the
plausibility of this scenario, one need only recall
that although Gaza and certain portions of Judea/
Samaria already under Palestinian control do not
yet fall under Palestinian sovereign authority, Israel
has not had effective capacity since Oslo to combat
violence and terrorism from these areas.
It follows from all this that Israel should take
little comfort from the legal promise of Palestinian
demilitarization,17 and that such a promise would
pose absolutely no problems for Yasser Arafat.
Indeed, should the government of the new Palestinian state choose to invite foreign armies or
terrorists on to its territory (possibly after the
original government authority had been displaced
or overthrown by more militantly Islamic anti-Israel
forces), it could do so not only without practical
difficulties but also without necessarily violating
international law. Ironically, if the original PA/Fateh
government of Palestine saw itself threatened by
aggression18 from outside Arab forces, demilitarization could even produce a Palestinian invitation to
Israel, an invitation to protect Palestine from mutual
enemies.

WHY DEMILITARIZATION IS NOT THE REMEDY: ISRAEL, PALESTINE AND INTERNATIONAL LAW

The prospect of such an invitation is not as
strange as it seems. And as acceptance would likely
be seen to be in Israel's own best interests,
Jerusalem's requested military involvement in Palestine could surely happen. Significantly, this involvement could bring Israel into a much wider and
potentially catastrophic war, into exactly the intolerably dangerous kinds of conditions that a demilitarized Palestinian state was intended to prevent in
the first place. That such an outcome could be the
result of an Israeli attempt to stabilize a new and
demilitarized Arab neighbor would add yet another
irony to tragedy, a tragedy based in part upon
misunderstanding of pertinent international law.
Of course, the overriding danger to Israel of
Palestinian demilitarization, more practical than
jurisprudential, would stem from Israel's self-inflicted abrogation of its own essential security role.
In the final analysis, this Oslo-driven abrogation
derives from a profound and possibly willful
misunderstanding of Palestinian goals and expectations. While Israeli supporters of Oslo II continue to
believe in a ``Two State Solution''19 and in an
associated mutuality of interest in coexistence, the
PA has other beliefs.20 Significantly, these beliefs,
which are essentially genocidal21 with respect to
Israel, are often stated openly and unambiguously.
Here are some pertinent examples of statements by Palestinian officials that are not only in
obvious violation of the Oslo Accords, but are also
illustrative of sentiments which exclude mutuality of
interest in peace with Israel:
O our beautiful land imprisoned in a cage and
surrounded by wolves, My shaded garden, the
tormentors have destroyed you, and the dogs
have settled in you, O Jerusalem, O my city,
With my notebook and pencil and the fire of
my rifle I will shatter the cage, I will kill the
wolves and plant the flag, The dogs will not
bark in the heroic cities.22
I now see the walls of Jerusalem, the
mosques of Jerusalem, the churches of
Jerusalem. My brothers! With blood and with
spirit we will redeem you, Palestine! Yes, with
blood and with spirit we will redeem you,
Palestine!23
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Israel is attempting to obstruct peace. If
Israel continues to succeed in this approach,
then she is destroying the peace process. The
only option remaining for us will be an
alternative option...war. Allow me to say that
it takes only one side to start a war. At the end
of the path on which Israel is proceeding, a
declaration of war awaits.24
We shall always stand against them,
threaten their future, and not permit them
to expand. We shall stand with all our might
against any attempted settlement effort. If
they do not implement the agreement, we
shall determine what the essential locations
are in each settlement, and we will turn the
lives of the settlers into hell.25
All options are open for defending the
land of the Palestinian people.26
The Zionist entity exists on seized land.
The Jews remain enemies because they
expropriate lands, build settlements and pay
high sums to buy properties. They are the
greatest enemies of us Muslims.27
The struggle we are waging is an ideological struggle and the question is: Where has
the Islamic land of Palestine gone? Where is
Haifa and Jaffa, Lod and Ramle, Acre, Safed
and Tiberias? Where is Hebron and Jerusalem?28
We did not pay with the dear blood of
thousands of martyrs so that the Israeli
government could establish settlements on
our land in the name of peace. We have
sacrificed in the past and we will be ready to
sacrifice again in the future for the sake of
liberating our land and returning it to the
bosom of the Palestinian nation and for the
sake of establishing an independent Palestinian state whose capital is Jerusalem.29
In the strict Islamic view, the Jewish state is
always the individual Jew in macrocosm. This Jewish
state must be despised because of this relationship,
because of the allegedly innate ``evil'' of the
individual Jew. This is a far cry from the view that
Jews should be despised because they are associated with the State of Israel. Exactly the opposite
view prevails. Hence, the Israeli must be despised
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not because he is an ``occupier'' or because of his
``expansionist'' policies (these traits are seen as
merely epiphenomenal), but because he is a Jew,
period.
In an article published in Al-Ahram, on September 27, 1982, Dr. Lufti Abd al-Azim wrote:
The first thing that we have to make clear is
that no distinction must be made between
the Jew and the Israeli, which they themselves
deny. The Jew is a Jew, through the millennia...in spurning all moral values, devouring
the living and drinking his blood for the sake
of a few coins. The Jew, the Merchant of
Venice, does not differ from the killer of Deir
Yasin or the killer of the camps. They are
equal examples of human degradation. Let us
therefore put aside such distinctions, and talk
about Jews.30
In an Egyptian textbook of ``Arab Islamic
history'', used in teacher training colleges, we
discover the following:
The Jews are always the same, every time and
everywhere. They will not live save in darkness. They contrive their evils clandestinely.
They fight only when they are hidden, because
they are cowards... The Prophet enlightened
us about the right way to treat them, and
succeeded finally in crushing the plots that
they had planned. We today must follow this
way and purify Palestine from their filth.31
Ayatollah Khumayni, in the Foreword to his book
on Islamic Government, remarked:
The Islamic Movement was afflicted by the
Jews from its very beginnings, when they
began their hostile activity by distorting the
reputation of Islam, and by defaming and
maligning it. This has continued to the
present day.32
And again, on the ``Zionist Problem'' as a mere
manifestation of the underlying ``Jewish Problem'',
Dr. Yahya al-Rakhawi remarked on July 19, 1982, in
al-Ahram:
...we are all Ð once again Ð face to face with
the Jewish Problem, not just the Zionist
Problem; and we must reassess all those
studies which make a distinction between
``the Jew'' and ``the Israeli''...and we must

redefine the meaning of the word ``Jew'', so
that we do not imagine that we are speaking
of a divinely revealed religion or a minority
persecuted by mankind. Every word has an
origin, a development and a history, and it
seems that the word ``Jew'' has changed its
content and meaning. We thus find ourselves
face to face with the essence of a problem
which has recently donned the gown of
religion and concentrated itself on a piece
of land. In this confrontation, we cannot help
but see before us the figure of the great man
Hitler, may God have mercy on him, who was
the wisest of those who confronted this
problem...and who, out of compassion for
humanity, tried to exterminate every Jew, but
despaired of curing this cancerous growth on
the body of mankind.33
Conventional wisdom often maintains that the
PLO/PA opposes Hamas, and that the two organizations are entirely separate and discrete. This
``wisdom'', however, is contradicted by considerable
available evidence. According to the September
1995 PLO/Hamas Understanding, Hamas commits
itself to refrain from terrorism only in PLO/PA
controlled areas. Arafat, in turn, recognizes Hamas,
Islamic Jihad, the PFLP and DFLP as legitimate,
reaffirming the predominance of inter-Palestinian
solidarity over PLO/PA Israel relations.34
According to the Charter of Hamas:
Peace initiatives, the so-called peaceful solutions, and the international conferences to
resolve the Palestinian problem, are all
contrary to the beliefs of the Islamic Resistance Movement. For renouncing any part of
Palestine means renouncing part of the
religion; the nationalism of the Islamic
Resistance Movement is part of its faith, the
movement educates its members to adhere to
its principles and to raise the banner of Allah
over their homeland as they fight their Jihad35
...There is no solution to the Palestinian
problem except by Jihad ...In order to face the
usurpation of Palestine by the Jews, we have
no escape from raising the banner of
Jihad...We must imprint on the minds of
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generations of Muslims that the Palestinian
problem is a religious one, to be dealt with on
this premise...
I swear by that (sic) who holds in His
Hands the Soul of Muhammad! I indeed wish
to go to war for the sake of Allah! I will assault
and kill! Assault and kill, assault and kill...36
Regarding relationships with the Palestine
Liberation Organization (PLO), the Hamas Charter
instructs:
The PLO is among the closest to the Hamas,
for it constitutes a father, a brother, a relative,
a friend. Can a Muslim turn away from his
father, his brother, his relative or his friend?
Our homeland is one, our calamity is one, our
destiny is one and our enemy is common to
both of us...37
Finally, on the primacy of hatred toward Jews,
not Israel, the Hamas Charter states as follows:
Israel, by virtue of its being Jewish and of
having a Jewish population, defies Islam and
the Muslims. Let the eyes of the cowards not
fall asleep.38
Both Palestinian organizations are now preparing for war against Israel, and war need not be
exclusive of genocide under international law.
Rather, war may be the means whereby genocide
is efficiently operationalized. According to Articles II
and III of the Genocide Convention, which entered
into force on January 12, 1951, genocide includes
any of several listed acts that are ``...committed with
intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national,
ethnical, racial or religious group as such...''39
This means that where Israel is recognized as
the institutionalized expression of the Jewish People
(an expression that includes national, ethnical,
racial and religious components), acts of war
intended to destroy the Jewish state could assuredly
be genocidal. The internet website of Yasser Arafat's
Fateh Movement recently released a constitution
that calls openly for the ``eradication'' of Israel.40
The Genocide Convention criminalizes not only
the various stipulated acts of genocide, but also
(Article III) conspiracy to commit genocide and
direct and public incitement to commit genocide.
Articles II, III and IV of the Genocide Convention are
fully applicable in all cases of direct and public
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incitement to commit genocide. For the Convention
to be invoked, it is sufficient that any one of the
State parties call for a meeting, through the United
Nations, of all the State parties (Article VIII).
Although this has never actually been done, the
United States should consider very seriously taking
this step while there is still time. Israel, too, should
be an obvious co-participant in this call, but it is
hardly likely that a government that does not even
insist upon its basic rights under Oslo will now seek
redress under much broader multilateral conventions.
The Genocide Convention is not the only
authoritative criminalization that should be invoked
against ongoing and illegal Palestinian calls for
mass murder of Jews. The 1965 International
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of
Racial Discrimination could also be brought productively into play. This treaty condemns ``...all
propaganda and all organizations which attempt to
justify or promote racial hatred and discrimination
in any form'', obliging Ð at Article 4(a) Ð State
parties to declare as
an offense punishable by law all dissemination of ideas based on racial superiority or
hatred, incitement to racial discrimination, as
well as all acts of violence or incitement to
such acts against any race or group of
persons.
Article 4(b) affirms that State parties
Shall declare illegal and prohibit organizations, and also organized and all other
propaganda activities, which promote and
incite racial discrimination, and shall recognize participation in such organizations or
activities as an offense punishable by law.
Further authority for curtailing and punishing
Yasser Arafat and other Palestinians calling for
genocidal destruction of Jews can be found at Article
20 (2) of the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights:
Any advocacy of national, racial or religious
hatred that constitutes incitement to discrimination, hostility or violence shall be
prohibited by law.
At its heart, the problem of Israel's survival now
lies in the Pal's basic assumptions concerning war,
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peace and genocide. While Israel's regional enemies, including PLO/PA and Hamas, believe that any
power gains for Israel represent a power loss for
them Ð that is, that they coexist with Israel in a
condition of pure conflict Ð Israel assumes something else. For Israel, relations with Arab/Islamic
states and organizations are not, as these enemies
believe, zero-sum relations. Rather, they are a
mutual-dependence connection, a nonzero-sum
relation where conflict is mixed with cooperation.
Israel, unlike its enemies, believes that any gain for
these enemies is not necessarily a loss for itself.
Indeed, since Oslo, Israel is unwilling even to
identify its enemies as enemies.
Israel believes that its enemies also reject zerosum assumptions about the strategy of conflict.
Israel's enemies, however, do not make such
erroneous judgments about conformance with
Israeli calculations. These enemies know that Israel
is wrong in its belief that Arab/Islamic states and
organizations also reject the zero-sum assumption,
but they pretend otherwise. There is, therefore, a
dramatic and most serious disparity between Israel
and its multiple enemies. Israel's strategy of conflict
is founded upon miscalculations, false assumptions
and an extraordinary unawareness of, or indifference
to, enemy manipulations. The pertinent strategic
policies of Israel's enemies, on the other hand, are
grounded upon correct calculations and assumptions, and upon an astute awareness of Israeli
errors.
What does all of this mean, for the demilitarization ``remedy'' and for Israeli security in general?
Above all, it positively demands that Israel make farreaching changes in the manner in which it
conceptualizes the continuum of cooperation and
conflict. Israel, ridding itself of wishful thinking, of
always hoping too much, should immediately
recognize the zero-sum calculations of its enemies
and begin to recognize that the struggle in the
Middle East must still be fought overwhelmingly at
the conflict end of the continuum. The struggle, in
other words, must be fought, however reluctantly
and painfully, in zero-sum terms.
Israel should immediately acknowledge that its
support for Oslo is fully inconsistent with both the
zero-sum calculations of its enemies and with its

own newly-recognized imperative to relate on the
basis of zero-sum assumptions. By continuing to
sustain Oslo, Israel, in effect, rejects correct zerosum notions of Middle East conflict and accepts the
starkly incorrect idea that its enemies also reject
these notions. By rejecting Oslo, Israel would accept
correct zero-sum notions of Middle East conflict and
accept the correct idea that its enemies base their
policies upon exactly these notions. By such
rejection, Israel would also be acting in support of
international law.
Israel should also remind the world about the
authentic history of ``Palestine''. It should remind
the world that a sovereign state of Palestine did
not exist before 1967 or 1948; that a state of
Palestine was not promised by authoritative UN
Security Council Resolution 242; that, indeed, a
state of Palestine had never existed. As a nonstate
legal entity, Palestine ceased to exist in 1948,
when Great Britain relinquished its League of
Nations mandate. When, during the 1948-49 War
of Independence, Judea/Samaria and Gaza came
under the illegal control of Jordan and Egypt
respectively, these aggressor states did not put an
end to an already-existing state.
From the Biblical period (ca. 1350 BCE to 586
BCE) to the British Mandate (1918-1948), the land
named by the Romans after the ancient Philistines
(a name intended to punish and demean the Jews)
was controlled exclusively by non-Palestinian elements. Significantly, however, a continuous chain of
Jewish possession of the land was legally recognized
after World War I at the San Remo Conference of
April 1920. There, a binding treaty was signed in
which Great Britain was granted mandatory authority over Palestine (the area had been ruled by the
Ottoman Turks since 1516) to prepare it to become
the ``national home for the Jewish People''. Palestine, according to the treaty, comprised lands
encompassing what are now the states of Jordan
and Israel, including Judea/Samaria and Gaza. Present

day Israel, including Judea/Samaria and Gaza, comprises
only twenty-two percent of Palestine as defined and ratified at
the San Remo Peace Conference.
In 1922, Great Britain unilaterally and illegally
split off 78 percent of the lands promised to the Jews
Ð all of Palestine east of the Jordan River Ð and
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gave them to Abdullah, the non-Palestinian son of
the Sharif of Mecca. Eastern Palestine now took the
name Transjordan, which it retained until April 1949,
when it was renamed Jordan. From the first moment
of its creation, Transjordan was closed to all Jewish
migration and settlement, a clear betrayal of the
British promise in the Balfour Declaration of 1917
and a contravention of its Mandatory obligations.
On July 20, 1951, a Palestinian assassinated King
Abdullah for his hostility to Palestinian nationalist
aspirations. Several years prior to Abdullah's killing,
in 1947, the newly formed United Nations, rather
than designate the entire land west of the Jordan
River as the Jewish National Homeland, called for a
second partition. Ironically, because this second
fissure again gave unfair advantage to the Arabs,
Jewish leaders accepted the painful judgment while
the Arab states did not. On May 15, 1948, exactly
one day after the State of Israel came into existence,
Azzam Pasha, Secretary General of the Arab League,
declared to the new tiny nation founded upon ashes
of the Holocaust: ``This will be a war of extermination and a momentous massacre...'' This declaration, as

we have just seen, remains at the very heart of all Arab policies
toward Israel.

In 1967, almost twenty years after Israel's entry
into the community of nations, the Jewish state,
as a result of its stunning military victory over
Arab aggressor states, gained unexpected control

237

over Judea/Samaria and Gaza. Although the idea
of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory
by war is enshrined in the UN Charter, there
existed no authoritative sovereign to whom the
territories could be ``returned''. Israel could hardly
have been expected to transfer these territories
back to Jordan and Egypt, which had exercised
unauthorized and cruel control since the Arabinitiated war of extermination in 1948-1949. Moreover, the idea of Palestinian ``self-determination''
was only just beginning to emerge after the Six
Day War, and was not even codified in UN
Security Council Resolution 242, which was
adopted on November 22, 1967. For their part,
the Arab states convened a summit in Khartoum,
in August 1967, which concluded with the cry: ``No
peace with Israel, no recognition of Israel, no
negotiations with it...''
We have come full circle. A Palestinian state is
now being erected by an authority that will
ultimately brook no serious form of demilitarization
and that will reject altogether a two-state solution.
The Palestinian Authority is committed to a strategy
founded upon unhindered control over the instruments of violence. This means that if Israeli
government leaders prepare to accept the Oslodriven Palestinian state because such a state would
presumably be demilitarized, they would be making an
uninformed and fatal mistake.

